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EEDOM AND THE INDIVIDUAL

Posthumous

THE GENERAL Furopean consensus is that the era of the
Jualian Renaissance created what we call individuality. By this is
¢ant a state of inner and external liberation of the individual from
the communal forms of the Middle Ages, forms which had con-
sricted the pattern of his life, his activities, and his fundamental
impulses through homogenizing groups. These had, as it were, al-
owed the boundaries of the individual to become blurred, sup-
pressing the development of personal freedom, of intrinsic unique-
“ness, and of the sense of responsibility for one’s self. T will set
aside the question whether the Middle Ages lacked all traces of
individuality. The censcious emphasis on individuality as a mat-
er of principle certainly does seem to have been the original ac-
complishment of the Renaissance. This took place in such a way
“that the will to power, to distinction, and to becoming honored
and famous was diffused among men to a degree never before
“known. If for a time in Florence at the beginning of this period, as
has been reported, there was no pervasive fashion in masculine
attire, since each man wished to deport himself in 2 manner pecu-
“liar to himself, it was not a matter of simple distinctiveness, of
‘being different. The individual wanted to be conspicuous; he
-wanted to present himself more propitiously and more remarkably
‘than was possible by means of the established forms. This is the

From “Das Individuum und die Freiheit,” in Bricke und Tiir, ed. Michael
Landmann and Margarete Susman {Stutigart: Koehler, 19577, pp. 260-69.
Translated by Richard P. Albares.
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behavioral reality of the individualism of distinction, whick i gnicipal constitutions. The oppressiveness of such institutions,
sociated with the ambition of Renaissance man, with his ryj hich had lost their intrinsic justification, gave rise to the ideal
self-aggrandizement, with his value emphasis on being uniqy { pure freedom for the individual. If only these restraints would
It is self-evident that such yearning and realization as this ¢ gollapse and cease forcing the powers of the personality into their
not remain a constant condition of men and society, but must .own unnatural channels, then all the internal and external values
away like an intoxication. Appearing here as a siriving for that were already in full vigor, but which were politically, reli-
grandizement, individualism still left behind in the lowlands 4 '.giOHSI}G and economically crippled, would unfold, leading society
commonplaces of existence so many restrictions, so many imyp, wiut of the era of historical unreason and into the era of natural
sibilities for the individual to develop his powers, to live out] ‘ationality.!
life freely, to sense the self-sufficiency of his person—so man " The individualism that sought its realization in this way was
these that the accumulation of this pressure led once again to pased on the notion of the natural equality of individuals, on the
explosion in the eighteenth century. But this oceurred from 4 d conception that all the restrictions just mentioned were artifically
ferent direction; it was led by a different ideal of individuality, o "produced inequalities and that once these had been banished along
whose Innermost impulse was not to distinction, but to freedomn with their historical fortuitousness, their injustice, and their bur-
Freedom becomes for the eighteenth century the univer densomeness, perfected man would emerge. And since he was per-
demand which the individual uses to cover his manifold grievan fect, perfect in morality, in beauty, and in happiness, he could
and self-assertions against society. This is readily observable i show no differences, The deep cultural-historical movement that
variety of contexts. One sees it under the garh of political econom; generated this conception flows out of the eighteenth ¢ entury’s
among the physiocrats, who extol the free competition of individ concept of nature, which is entirely mechanistic and scientific in
ual interests as the natural order of things; in its sentimental elal; orientation. In that concept, nothing exists except the general law,
oration by Rousseau, for whom the ravaging of man by historicg and every phenomenon, be it a2 human being or a nebula in the
soclety is the source of all atrophy and all evil; in its political ma Milky Way, is merely a single instance of some law or laws. Even
festation in the French Revolution, which elevated the idea of in if the form of an individual phenomenon is absolutely unrepeat-
dividual freedom to the point of forbidding workers to form union able, it is still a mere crosspoint and a resolvable constellation of
even for the protection of their own interests; and in its philg purely universal laws. This is why it is man in general, universal
sophical sublimation by Kant and Fichte, who conceived the eg man, who occupies the center of interest for this period instead of
as the bearer of the knowable world and made its absolute auton- I historically given, particular, and differentiated man. The latter
omy the moral value. s in principle reduced to the former; in each individual person,
The inadequacy of the socially sanctioned forms of life in man in general lives as his essence, just as every piece of matter,
eighteenth century, compared with the material and intellectua peculiar as its configuration may be, exhibits in its essence the
productivity of the period, struck the consciousness of individual pervasive laws of matter in general.
as an unbearable restriction of their energies. Those restrictivi It is at this point that freedom and equality can he seen to
forms included the privileges of the higher estales as well as the | helong together by right from the very outset. For if universal hu-
despotic control of commerce; the still powerful survivals of the, | manity—natural-law man, as it were—exists as the essential core
guild system as well as to the intolerant pressure of the church of every man, who is individualized by empirical traits, social

the corvée expected from the peasant populati.on. as w_ell as patgr - Some of these formulations are drawn from my two books, Kant,
nalism in the life of the state and the restrictions imposed o0 | 16 Vortesungen and Goethe.
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position, and accidental configuration, all one need do is free go has it.s roots for Kant and Fichte, or whether it is “mankind.”
from all these historical influences and diversions that ry Whether 1t 18 nature, reason, or man, it is always something shared
his deepest essence, and then what is common to all, man as §; with others in which the individual discovers himself when he has
can emerge in him as this essence. : discovered his own freedom, his own selfhood.

Here lies the pivotal point of this concept of individial: - By fr.eeing individuality from every restrietion and special de-
which is one of the great conceptions of intellectual history: v termination, and hence by making perpetually identical individ-
man is freed from everything that is not wholly himself, whk pality—man in the abstract—the ultimate substance of personal-
mains as the actual substance of his being is man in general, ity, this era simultaneously elevated that abstraction to the ultimate
kind, which lives in him and in everyone else, the ever ident;, vafue of l?ers?nality. A man, says Kant, is certainly profane, but
fundamental essence that is merely empiricohistorically disguis the mankind in him is sacred. For Rousseau, who certainly had a
diminished, and distorted. It is this significance of the univer, strong sense for individual diversities, this is still at a superficial
which makes the literature of the Revolutionary period continys Jevel: the more 2 man returns to his own heart, holding to his inner
speak about the “people,” the “tyrant,” and “freedom” in & ahsoluteness rat.her than to external relations, the more strongly
general terms. It is for this reason that “natural religion” hj &Oes_th‘? fountainhead of goadness and happiness flow into him,
providence in general, a justness in general, a divine educatioy that 18, 1nto everyone equally. Once a man is truly himself in this
seneral, but does not recognize the right of any particular ma vay, hfz possesses an accumulated power that is sufficient for more
festations of this generality. Tt is for this reason that “natural han his own self-preservation, a power that he can let overflow,
is based on the fiction of isolated and identical individuals. A 50 to spe'ak, onto others, through which he can take them into him-
this is why Frederick the Great can call the prince “the first judgs. | self and identify himself with them. We are morally more worthy,
the first man of finance, the first minister of society,” but then ‘more compassionate and authentic, the more each person is merely
the same breath, call him “a man like the least of his subjects.” : _himself, that is, the more each person allows this inner core to be-

The basic metaphysical motif that finds expression during come sovereign within himsel, the core in which all men are iden-
eighteenth century in the practical demand for “freedom : tical heyond the'muddle of their social bonds and accidental guises,
equality” is this: the worth of each individual’s configuration i | In the practical dimension, this concept of individuality obvi-
based, to be sure, on him alone, on his personal responsibility, ;:ously flows into laissez faire, laissez aller. If in all men, ever iden-
along with that it is based on what the individual has in commop | tical “man in general” exists as what is essential to them, and if
with all others. Perhaps it was also part of this motif tha the full, unhampered development of this core is assumed, there
individual felt it to be an extraordinary demand that he sho Jisnaturally no need for special regulating intervention into human
bear the sum total of his existence with his own solitary po wlations. The play of forces must take place there in the same
which center upon the point of his uniqueness, and that he B ‘natural-law harmony as in the events in the heavens which, if a
ened or threw off this burden through having the human spee supernatural power were suddenly to change their intrinsic move-
man in general, living within him and actually accomplishing: ‘ments, could only collapse into chaos.
task. The deepest point of individuality is the point of unive . To be sure, the shadow that lay across the freedom of individ-
equality, regardless whether this lies in “nature,” whose unive _“alf’ could not be banished entirely. Their equality, by which
lawfulness we are all the more merged into as we increasingly t thfﬂr freedom was justified, never did exist in reality as accom-
on our free ego aside from all historical diversities and restricti plished fact, and at the instant individuals received unlimited
or whether it is the universality of “reason,” which is where® freedom, unmistakable inequality would generate a new repres-
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gt the same time, the drive underlying this development remains
one and the same: throughout the modern era, the quest of the
in(ﬁvidual is for his self, for a fixed and wmambiguous peint of
seference. He needs such a fixed point more and more urgently in
yiew of t.:he unprecedented expansion of theoretical and practical
perspectives and the complication of life, and the related fact that
ne can no longer find it anywhere outside himself.

All relations with others are thus ultimately mere stations
glong the road by which the ego arrives at its self. This is true
whether the ego feels itself to be basically identical to these others
pecause it still needs this supporting conviction as it stands alone
gpon itself and its own powers, or whether it is strong enough to
hear the loneliness of its own quality, the multitude being there
only so that each individual can use the others as a measure of his
incomparability and the individuality of his world.

In the eighteenth century, to be sure, the latter ideal is adum-
prated in the works of Lessing, Herder, and Lavater; and it achieves
it first full artistic expression in Wilhelm Meister’s Apprentice-
ship. Here, for the first time, a world is depicted that is based en-
tirely on the personal peculiarities of its individuals and that is
organized and developed on this basis alone—quite irrespective of
the fact that these figures were intended as types. No matter how
often these character types may be repeated in reality, it remains
the intrinsic meaning of each of them that he is fundamentally
different from the others with whom fate has brought him into
contact, that the accent of his life and development does not fall on
what is similar.to others, but on the absolutely idiosyncratic. Here
we have the absolute opposite of the ideal of free and equal per-
sonalities that is speaking—which Fichte, condensing the intellec-
tual movement of the eighteenth century in a single sentence
ermulated thus: f‘A rational being must necessarily be an indij
vidual, but not this or that particular one.” In pointed antithesis
to that ideal, Friedrich Schlegel captured the new individualism
with the formula: “It is precisely individuality that is primordial
and eternal in man; in personality, not so much is involved.”

This form of individualism found its philosopher in Schleier-
macher. For him, the moral task is that each person should repre-

sion, a repression of dullards by the smart, of the weak byt
strong, of the shy by the aggressive. And it seems to me that ity
an instinctive sense for this that resulted in the extension o
demand for liberté and égalité to include fraternité. For it
only through the voluntary act of renunciation as expressed in thy
concept that it would be possible to prevent liberté from being’
companied by the total opposite of égalité. Nevertheless, this ¢
iradiction between the equality and the freedom of individuali
remained latent in the general eighteenth-century conception "
the essence of individuality, and it was the nineteenth century thi
first [brought it out into the open. . . 2]
T shall now sketch the peculiar form of individualism th;
dissolved the eighteenth-century synthesis which based equali
on freedom, and freedom on equality. In place of that idea of equa
ity which expresses the deepest being of man and yet is still to]
realized, this other form of individualism substitutes inequalit
As was true for equality under the other form of individualismy’
now inequality requires nothing but freedom in order for it
shape human existence as it emerges from its mere latency a
potentiality. Freedom remains the common denominator, desp
this opposition between its two correlates. As soon as the ego h
become sufficiently strengthened by the feeling of equality and u
versality, it sought once again inequality—but this time an -
equality determined only from within. After the individual h
been liberated in principle from the rusty chains of guild, her
itary status, and church, the quest for independence contin
to the point where individuals who had been rendered independ
in this way wanted also to distinguish themselves from one anoth
What mattered now was no longer that one was a free individ
as such, but that one was a particular and irreplaceable individu
With this development, the modemn striving for differentiat
is heightened to the point of repudiating the form it has just w

2 ~ There is a gap in the manuscript at this point, probably beca
Simmel took some pages from this essay when reworking the general top
for a later publication. The latter has been translated as “Individual
Society in Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-Century Views of Life,” in’
Sociology of Georg Simmel, pp. 58-84.—Eb.
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sent mankind in a particular manner. Certainly, each individual i
a synthesis of the forces that constitute the universe. Yet out of
this material that is common to all, each one creates an entirely
unique configuration. It is the realization of this incomparability;
the filling of a space held in reserve for him alone, that is the mor]
duty of the individual. Each person is called to realize his own, hic
very own prototype. Through Schleiermacher, the great world:
historical idea that not only the equality of men but also thei;
differentiation is a moral imperative becomes the pivotal point §
a world view.

This individualism could be called qualitative, in contrast to
the numerical individualism of the eighteenth century, or it coul
be named the individualism of uniqueness [ Einzigkeit] in contrast
to that of singleness [Zinzelheit]. Romanticism was perhaps the
broadest channel through which the new individualism penetrated:
the consciousness of the nineteenth century, Goethe created its
artistic, Schleiermacher its metaphysical basis; Romanticism cre:
ated for it a basis in feeling, in experience. Following Herder, the
Romantics first immersed themselves again in the particularit
and uniqueness of historical realities. It is in this sense that Novalis
wants to allow his “one spirit” to transform itself into infinitely
many alien spirits. But above all, the Romantic experiences in h
internal rhythm the incomparability, the special claims, and the
sharp contrast of elements and motives—the same contrast th
this form of individualism sees between the components of societ
The Romantic psyche feels its way through an endless succession ¢
contrasts. At the instant it is being experienced, each one of the
seems absolute, complete, self-contained; at the next instant, it
overcome by another, and in the difference between the two, th
self of each is first fully appreciated. “He whe holds fast to onl
one point,” says Friedrich Schlegel, “is nothing but a ration
oyster.” The life of the Romantic translates the synchronic opp
sition of a social scene in which each individual finds the meanin
of his life in his difference from all others, in the personal unique
ness of his nature and his activities, into a protean succession ¢
contrasting moods and tasks, beliefs and feelings.

Incessantly, these great forces of modern culture strain towar
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accommodation in countless external and internal domains and in

. counttless permutations. One force is the yearning for the antono-

mous personality that bears the cosmos within itself, whose isola-
tion has the great compensation of being identical to all others at
its deepest, natural core. The other is the yearning for the incom-
parability of being unique and different, which is compensated for
its isolation by the fact that each person can exchange with another
some good that he alone possesses and whose exchange weaves
both of them into the interaction of organic parts of the whole. By
and large, one can say that the individualism of simply free per-
sonalities that are thought of as equal in principie has determined
the rationalistic liberalism of France and England, whereas the
individualism that is based on qualitative uniqueness and immuta-
bility is more a concern of the Germanic mind.

In their elaboration into economic principles, to be sure, the
nineteenth century let the two forms coalesce. For clearly the doc-
trine of freedom and equality is the basis for free competition; and
the doctrine of differentiated personality is the basis for the divi-
sion of labor. The liberalism of the eighteenth century set the indi-
vidual on his own two feet, and he could go quite as far as they
would carry him. The theory left it up to the natural order of things
to see to it that unlimited competition among individuals would
yield a harmony of all interests, that the whole would fare best in
the setting of ruthless individual strivings for advantage. That is
the metaphysic with which eighteenth-century optimism about na-
ture socially justified free competition.

In the individualism of otherness, of the deepening of indi-
viduality to the point of incomparability in essence as in the per-
formances of one’s calling, the metaphysic of the division of labor
was found. The two great principles which operate, inseparably, in
nineteenth-century economic theory and practice—competition
and the division of labor—thus appear to be the economic projec-
tions of metaphysical aspects of social individualism. To be sure,
unlimited competition and individual specialization in the divi-
sion of labor have affected the subjective culture of individuals in
ways that show that they are not exactly the most suitable processes
for promoting that culture.
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But perhaps, over and above the economic form in which th
two ideals are mutually operative—the only one thus far reali
—there is a higher form that constitutes the hidden idea] of:;
culture. I would prefer to believe that the idea of free persona
as such and the idea of unique personality as such are not’
last words of individualism—that, rather, the unforeseeable i
of mankind will produce ever more numerous and varied fo;
with which the human personality will affirm itself and prove:
worth of its existence. And if, in fortunate periods, these vij
forms may order themselves harmoniously, even their possi
contradiction and struggle will not merely disrupt that work 0
rather will stimulate it to new demonstrations of strength and le
to new creations. :

SUBJECTIVE CULTURE

1908

ALL SEQUENCES of events based on human activity can be
: viewed as natural—that is, as causally determined developments
“in which every stage must be understood with reference to the
combinations and tensions of the preceding stage. In this sense
- one does not need to distinguish between nature and history, since
~ what we call “history,” if seen purely as a course of events, takes its
place as part of the natural interrelationships of world happenings
and their causal order. But as soon as some of the contents of these
sequences move under the concept of culture, the concept of nature
acquires a narrower and, so to speak, local meaning. For in that
case, the “natural” development extends only to a certain point,
beyond which cultural development replaces it.

The wild pear tree bears woody, sour fruit. Such is the end
point of its development in the wild. At this point, human will and
intellect have intervened and have led the tree by means of a
variety of influences to the production of edible pears, that is,
have “cultivated” it. Similarly, we believe that the development
of the human species through its physical and psychological struc-
ture, by heredity and adaptation, arrives at certain forms and con-
tents of existence. At this point, teleological processes set in that
raise existing energies to a level that was in principle unattainable

From “Vom Wesen der Kultur,” in Briicke und Tiir, ed. Michael Landmann
and Margarete Susman (Stuttgart: Koehler, 1957}, pp. 86-94. Translated
by Roberta Ash. Originally published in 2 slightly expanded version in
Osterreichische Rundschauy XV, 1908.
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GROUP EXPANSION
AND THE DEVELOPMENT

OF INDIVIDUALITY"
1908

EacH oF THE THEMES around which the inquiries in this
book have thus far been organized into chapters is a single concept
from the general domain of sociology. They have made room for
considerable diversity and often contrariety in the historical con-
figurations and types of configurations that present these concepts.
The assemblages of material required by the practical need for
organization have had no other internal justification than the fact
that the phenomena and reflection on them have involved the par-
ticular concept in question. The content in each of these chapters
could not have been expressed as a central argument whose proof
is gradually adduced, but only as a collection of arguments that
find themselves under the title of a coneept.
The following inquiry is of a different sort. It is devoted to the
_demonstration of a relational pattern, of a single pattern, even
though it emerges in conjunction with many modifications, wrap-
~pings, and admixtures. What is common to the sections of the pres-
‘ent chapter is not a concept, but a proposition. Rather than pur-
uing a single abstracted form in the phenomena where it happens
to appear, phenomena whose contents are not constrained in any
particular direction by the form, this chapter presents a particular

From “Die Erweiterung der Gruppe und die Aushildung der Individualitat,”
in Soziologie, 5th ed. (Berlin: Duncker & Humblot, 1968 [19087), pp.
'527-45, 552-65, 568-70. Translated by Richard P. Albares.

Part of this chapter is taken from my Soziale Differenzierung, chap-
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correlation, an interactionally determined pattern of developmgy
among forms of association.

Group Expansion and the Transformation of

Social Bonds

Individuation of personality, on the one hand, and the
fluences, interests, and relationships that attach the personality
its social circle, on the other hand, show a pattern of interdepends
development that appears in the most diverse historical and inst ‘
tional setting as a typical form. Individuality in being and actio
generally increases to the degree that the social circle encompas
ing the individual expands.

Of the diverse modalities in which group expansion occurs an
gives rise to the correlation just underscored, | will first men
the one that occurs when circles that are isolated from one anoth
become approximately alike. Imagine that there are two soci;
groups, M and N, that are sharply distinguished from one anoth
hoth in characteristic attributes and in opposing systems of share
beliel; and imagine further that each of these groups is compose
of homogeneous and tightly cohesive elements. This being.§
quantitative expansion will produce an increase in social differe
tation. What were once minimal differences in inner predilectio
external resources, and actualizations of these will be accentuat,
by the necessity of competing for a livelihood with more and mo
people using more and more specialized means. Competition wj
develop the speciality of the individual in direct ratio to the num
ber of participants. .

Different as its points of origin in M and N may have b
this process will inevitably produce a gradually increasing liken
between the two groups. After all, the number of fundamen
human formations upon which a group can build is relatively li
ited, and it can only slowly be increased. The more of these form
tions that are present in a group—that is, the greater the dissi
larity of constituent elements in M and N respectively—the greal
is the likelihood that an ever increasing number of structures W
develop in one group that have equivalents in the other. Deviati
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all directions from what had thus far been the prevailing no

a each grﬁup_complfax must necessarily result in a 1ikeniig::’i
._ f;:; Ifl(g;z.ltatlve or ideal equivalence—between parts of the two
. This ]ikeilling will come about if for no other reason than b
Ceanse EVen I:\flthin very diverse groups, the forms of social diffe .
“tiation are identical or approximately the same. What I havée}}-
~mind here are such forms as the relational pattern of simpl ”
: petition, the alliance of many who are weak against onep ;123011_’1'
strong, tht? pleonexy of lone individuals, the progression in w}(l)icl}j
: relatronshl.ps among individuals, once initiated, become stabilized
the attraction or repulsion that arises between individuals by virt ,
of thel_r qualitative differentiation, and so on. e
| 'Ijhls.process, guite apart from all bonds based on shared sub-
.'.stantwe interests, will often lead to actual relations between the ele-
ments of any two—or of many-—groups that have been made alike
in this way. One observes this, for example, in the international
syn.qpathy that aristocrats hold for ome an70ther. To an als(:na
ishm'g degree, these feelings of solidarity are independent of :}?
spemﬁc:' character of the individuals concerned a matter that e
o.therwuse decisive in determining personal attr,action and r: 115
sion. In thfe same way, by specialization within groups that V\F -
originally independent of one another, solidarities also devel en:
:Ihe other end of ‘the social scale, as in the internationalism of s?iiil
;;:?scflii I;a;d in the sentiments underlying the earlier journey-
- After the process of social differentiation has led to a sepa
Fton.between high and low, the mere formal fact of occu ir;}ra-
?artlcular social position creates among the similarly chEZactgea
ized members of the most diverse groups a sense of solidarity a 5
frequently, actual relationships, Accompanying such a diffel}:en:{ a’
tion of social groups, there arise a need and an inclination to reat:};
out beyond the original spatial, economic, and mental boundari

o_f the group and, in connection with the increase in individuali;i
tion and concomitant mutual repulsion of group elements, to sup-

“plement the original centripetal forces of the lone group with a

tentrifugal tendency that forms bridges with other groups.
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For example, the guilds were once ruled by the spirit of strigt
equality. On the one hand, the individual’s production was limits
to the level of quality and quantity that all other guild membe
attained; on the other hand, the guild’s norms of sale and e
change sought to protect the individual from being outdone by
other members. In the long run, it was impossible to maintain thi;
condition of undifferentiation. The master who became rich und
whatever circumstances was not inclined to submit farther
regulations stipulating that he might sell only his own products,
might maintain no more than one salesplace, might have no more
than a very limited number of apprentices, and so forth.

Once the affluent masters had won the right—partly after i
tense struggle—to ignore these restrictions, a certain duality began
to appear. The once homogeneous mass of guild members becams
Jifferentiated with increasing decisiveness into rich and poor, capi-
talists and laborers. Once the principle of equality had been brok
through to the extent that one member could have another labor
for him and that he could select his sales market on the basis of hi
own personal capacity and energy, his knowledge of the market
and his assessment of its prospects, it was inevitable that just these
personal attributes, once given the opportunity to unfold, would
continne to develop, leading to an ever increasing specialization
and individualization within the fellowship of the guild and, finally
to the dissolution of that fellowship. On the other hand, however
structural change made possible an extension far beyond the con
fines of previous sales regions. Formerly, producer and merchan
had been united in one person; once they had heen differentiate
from one another, the merchant won an incomparable freedom ¢
movement, and previously unattainable commercial relations wer
established.

Individual freedom and the expansion of commercial entel
prise are interdependent. Thus, in the case of the coexistence o
guild restrictions and large, factory-style workshops around th
beginning of the nineteenth century in Germany, it always prove
necessary to let the factories have freedoms of production and
trade that could or would have been collectivistically restricted i
the circles of smaller and more modest enterprises. In this manne
the development away from narrow, homogeneous guild circles pr

ared their dissolution along two lines: one led to individualizing
 differentiation, the other to expansion involving ties across great
distances. For this reason, the differentiation of English guild mem-
pers into merchants and actual workers was exhibited most strik-
ingly by those, such as tanners and textile manufacturers, who pro-
duced articles of foreign demand. , !

13% fissioning is inherent in this correlation with group expansion
that 1m'rolves not only the content of labor but also its sociological
dimension. Even given a certain technical division of labor. as long
a5 the .small, primitive group is self-sufficient, a pervasive {,equalit
exists in t}.lat each member of the group works for the group itselfBf
every achievement is sociologically centripetal. However, as 5001;
g5 the b'oundaries of the group are ruptured and it enters i;lto trade
in special products with another group, internal differentiation de-
velops between those who produce for export and those who pro-
duce for domestic consumption—two wholly opposed inner modes
of being.

'Tl:le history of the emancipation of the serfs, as for example in
Pr.ussm,-demonstrates a process that is similar in this regard. As he
existed in Prussia until about 1810, the enserfed peasant found
himse.If in a peculiar intermediate position regarding both his lord
and his land. The land belonged to the lord, to be sure, but not in
SL}ch a way that the peasant himself could have no righ{ at all to it
L1kelese, the peasant was of course bound to work the lord’s ﬁeIds-
for him, but close by he also worked the land that had been al-
lotte(% to him for his own benefit. With the aholition of serfdom, a
certain part of the land that the peasant had formerly owned in’ a
limited sense was converted into true, free property. The lord was
lft to seek wage laborers, whom he recruited for the most part
from among the owners of smaller parcels that he had purchased
Thus, whereas the peasant had had within himself the partial attri:
butfas of owner and of laborer for another’s benefit, a sharp differ-
entiation of these attributes followed the abolition (;f serfdom: one
part bf:came pure owner, the other part pure laborer. '

It Is obvious how free movement of the person and his involve-
| ment in spatially more distant relations emerged from this situa-

ton. Not only the eradication of the external bond to the soil was
| volved, but also the very condition of the laborer as one who
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receives work first in one place, then in another. On the oth
hand, alienable property was involved, since it made possible g
and hence commercial relations, resettlement, and so on.
So it is that the observation made at the beginning of this see.
tion has its justification: differentiation and individualizatj
loosen the bond of the individual with those who are most near
order to weave in its place a new one—both real and ideal—wig);
those who are more distant. . . .°
An Englishman who had lived for many years in India on
told me that it was impossible for a European to get at all close
the natives where castes existed; but that where caste divisions
not prevail this was very easy. The insularity of the caste—ma
tained by an internal uniformity no less strict than its exclusion
outsiders—seems to inhibit the development of what one has to ca
a more universal humanity, which is what makes relationships
tween racial aliens possible. .
Consistent with the above, the broad uneducated masses
one civilized people are more homogeneous internally, and t
are separated from the masses of a second people by more disti
characteristics, than is the case either within or between the &
cated strata of these populations. This same pattern of synthesis:
antithesis repeats itself intraculturally. The older German corpor,
system set out to unite guild members tightly in order to keep gu
memberships strictly separated. The modern voluntary associati
on the other hand, restricts its members and imposes uniform
upon them only so far as the strictly circumscribed organizatio
goal requires. In all other matters, it allows members complete fr
dom and tolerates every individuality and heterogeneity of th
full personalities. But for all that, the modern association gravity
toward an all-embracing union of organizations by virtue of
penetrating division of labor, leveling that results from equa
tice and the cash economy, and solidarity of interests in th
tional econiomy. '
These examples hint at a relation that will be found €
where in the course of this inquiry. The nonindividuation o

“one are phenomena that are found, synchronically
tent groups and group elements, just as they appear
in the sequence of stages through which a single gro

among coexis-
diachronically,
up develops,

The Relation between Personal and
Collective Individuality

This basic idea can be generalized to the proposition that
in each person, other things being equal, there is, as it were
unalt(?rable ratio between individual and social factt.;rs that cha cos
only its form. The narrower the circle to which we commit o
selves, the %ess freedom of individuality we possess; however (t);:r
narrower circle is itself something individual, and ;t cuts itseif 1;
sharpl_y from all other circles precisely because it is small. Co ;
spondingly, if the circle in which we are aciive and in :,vh.ich our
in.terests held sway enlarges, there is more room in it for the (():]141:
| Velopmfant of our individuality; but as parts of this whole, we havn;

less uniqueness: the larger whole is less individual as’a social
group. Thus, the leveling of individual differences corresponds not
only to the relative smallness and narrowness of the collecfivit b:zt
also—or above all—to its own individualistic coloring. "

.Exp_ressed in a very terse schema, the elements of a distinctive

§001al cxhrclc are undifferentiated, and the elements of a circle that
is not distinctive are differentiated. Of course this is not a soci
logical “natural law,” but rather what might be ecalled a )henoniou
nological formula that seeks to conceptualize the regularI outcomee-
of regularly coexisting sequences of evente, It designates no canse
of phenf)mena; instead, it designates a single phenomenon whose
underlying, general structure is represented in each individual case
s th.e effect of very diverse causes, but causes whose combined ef
fect is always to release identical formative energies. N

I llursz‘rations of the Formulain Religious and
Political Settings

The first aspect of this relationship-—lack of differentiation

2 Simmel digresses here briefly to speculate on analogies wi
the members of a differentiated group—is exhibited by

plant and animal kingdoms.—Eb.

dmong

-ments in the narrower circle and their differentiation in the widep -~ -
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ial order of the Quakers, in a form that is based on the ) . - -
(t:l}:aps;sctlsio:ives of its meglbers. Asa whole, asa 1:e1'igious princi-pié3 The Basic Relation, as & Dualistic Drive
of the most extreme individualism and subjectivism, Quakensm With all the above
binds members of the congregation to a style of life.and a mode o of & particular quantum o
being that are highly uniform and democratic, S‘eekmg to exc111.d"- and of.the tendency towa
as far as possible, all individual differences. And in turn, Qu:aken determined by personal, h
lacks all understanding for the higher political union and its goaly. | 4 emains con stant, wheth
so that the individuality of the smaller group not OPIY preelude figurations or to the soci
the individuality of the person, but also hi_s commitment to " belongs.
large group. The specific manifestation of .thls is as folllows: in ¢ We lead, as it were, a double d, or if one will. a hafvad xistenen,
affairs of the congregation, in the assemblies of worshlpl, each p We live as an individual within & social ofecle, witl gt e
son may act as preacher and may say whateve-r he likes wh * | ation from its other members, but also as 5 member of this circle,
ever he likes. On the other hand, the congregation watches OVer | with separation from everything that does not bhelon 2 to it. If now
personal affairs such as marriage, and t}fese cantiot occur wi there is a need within us both for individuation and for its oppo-
out the permission of a committee that is a.ppomted to invest site, then this need can be realized on cithor sido of o om0
gate each case. Thus, the Quakers are individual only in _CO} The differentiation drive receives satisfaction from the contrast of
lective matters, and in individual matters, they are socially | ¢ particular personality with onos folln e contrast of
regulated . : . . 1 plus corresponds to a minus in the satisfaction that the same per-
Both aspects of the formula are exemplified in the difference son, as a purely social being, derives from oneness with his fellows,
between the political structures in the Northern and. Southermn | mhat is to say: intensified individualization within the group is ac-
states in the United States, most clearly so during the perlf)d befo companied by decreased individualisation of the grons bl
the Civil War. The New England states in North A‘merlca had vice versa, whenever a certain portion of the drteei ittt
pronounced local orientation from t-h‘? Very begipnmg. They ! A Frenchman has made the following observation about the
veloped townships in which the individual was tightly hounfi_l_ mania for clubs in Cermany: “It is this ot oo dbout the
his obligations to the whole, and although this whole was relativ man, on the one hand, not tq count colely on the stater 1 i G-
small, it was also self-sufficient. The Southern states, by contra hand, not to count solely on himself. 1| hoope i ot o
were populated to a greater extent by lone adventurers who we himself up in his particular interests, ond froh celying ool g
not particularly predisposed to Iocal. self-gmiernment. .T}.le ng i all matters o £ general interest.” Thus, in this e on the stale
very early developed extensive counties as units qf admu.nstran_‘. expression it is argued that 2 tendency to the most sadbei oo
Indeed, for the Southerner, the state as a whole is the 51te.0f it one to the most general are present, but that they cannot both he
political significance, whereas in New England, the state is m ; lisfied in radically separated special structures; rather, the club
a combination of towns. The more abstract, less colorful gene 8 said to constitute an intermedinte ctrmetine tht rsne club
political structure corresponds to the more indeper‘lc?entﬁto e dualistic drive quantum in o cortatn faston
point of anarchistic inclinationsASOHt}iem peisﬁngligesﬂt}i; V\}T)
i in i e more strictly regulated Nor : ) o . o .
ifaﬁ?t?elslielrté :f:f:jjg tt(l;lward narroweg muiicipal structures thal | - The Differentiation Drive as g Heuristic Principle
each, as wholes, possessed strongly individual coloring and aut I one uses this notion as heuristc princie o notae

omous characters. esignating the actnal causality of phenomena, but merely as main-

qualifications in mind, one could speak
f the tendency toward individualization
rd nondifferentiation. This quantum is
istorieal, and social circumstances; and
er it applies to purely psychological con-
al community to which the personality

250
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taining that phenomena occur as if they were governed by sy
a dual drive whose manifestations on the two sides of our existen
balance one another ), then what we have here is a most univerg
norm that is particularly salient when differences in group size
involved, but one that also applies to other arrangements. For
ample, in certain circles, and perhaps even in certain people
where extravagance, nervous enthusiasm, and moody impulsiy
ness predominate, we notice nonetheless a decidedly slavish pr
cupation with fashion. One person perpetrales some madness,
it is aped by all the others as though they were automatons. In o
trast, there are other circles whose life style is of a more sober
soldierly cut, hardly as colorful as the former, but whose membe
have a far stronger individuality drive, and distinguish themsely
much more sharply and concisely within their uniform and simy
life style than do those others in their bright and transitory w
So in one case, the totality has a very individual character, but
parts are very much alike; in the other, the totality is less color
and less modeled on an extreme, but its parts are strikingly diff
entiated from one another.

Fashion, in and of itself, as a form of social life, is a preemin
case of this correlation. The adornment and accentuation tha
lends to the personality is accorded to it only as the member
class that is collectively distinguishing itself from other classes
adopting the new fashion. (As soon as a fashion has diffused i
the other classes, it is abandoned and replaced with another.)
adoption of a fashion represents an internal leveling of the ¢
and its self-exaltation above all other classes.

For the moment, however, our principal concern is wit
correlation that involves the extent of social circles, the one:
generally relates the freedom of the group to the restriction
the individual. A good example of this is the coexistence of
munal restrictions and political freedom as found in the Rus
governmental system during the preczarist period. Especially
the period of the Mongol wars, Russia had a large number
ritorial units, principalities, cities, and village communes thl

were not held together by any kind of unifying political bond;’
thus on the whole they enjoyed great political freedom. For allt
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_powever, the r:estriction of the individual in commune soc]
-the narrowest imaginable, so much so that there was absocllett); S
 private ownership of land, which only the commune oSSl
This narrow confinement in the circle of the commune I:)E?eﬁszd-
prived the individual of personal property and often of if éc i’
movement as well, is the counterpart of the lack of all b rg? iy
ons with a wider political circle. v rela
Bismarck once said that there was a much more narrow-minded
'small-tc»wn.l provincialism in a French city of 200,000 t};mm' ’
German city of 10,000, and he explained this by th; faet t};m E;n -
many was composed of a large number of smaller state zit -
ently the very large state allows the local community to hS. s oo
tain mental sel.f-sufﬁciency and insularity; and if ezen a Ewle 1?' Celrn
small community views itself as a whole, it will exhibit thal’;e li “_’ehY
ing of minutiae which constitutes small-town provincia]isﬁne?j a;

“smaller state, the community can view itself more as a part of the

WhOI-i ; 1:1 1s not so much thrown back upon itself. Because the com-
munity does not have so much individuality, it can dispense with

- that lﬂte}II'DaI, .coercive leveling of individuals which, because of
our éasyc ological sensitivity to differences, must produce a height
ened awareness of the smallest and most petly events and interegsts

| In. a narrow circle, one can preserve one’s individualit
rule, in only two ways. Lither one leads the circle (it is va a;'a
eason t}}at strong personalities sometimes like to he “n bor one
n the village™), or one exists in it only externally bgiigezn()clrjee
, ,

pendent of it in all essential matters. The latter alternative is pos

t]%)l.e onlg through great stability of character or through eccen
ticity—both traits that are conspicuous most often in small towns

Stages of Social Commitment

We are ic ci
surrounded by concentric circles of special inter-

_'“ests.
HOW;FVI;e more narro.:ley they enclose us, the smailer they must be
__ T» @ person 1s never merely a collective being, just as he is.

ligver indivi i
__ eakirrxller}elaly an 1nd}v1dual being. For that reason we are naturally
g here only in terms of more or less, of single aspects and

determi i
minants of human existence in which we can see the develop
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ment away from an excess of one and into an excess of the otk
This development can go through stages in which membershi
in both the small and the larger social circle coincide in charg
teristic sequences. Thus, although commitment to a narrower Cire
is generally less conducive to the strength of individuality as sy
than it is in the most general realm possible, it is still psycholo
ically significant that in a very large cultural community, belon
ing to a family promotes individuation. The lone individuval cann
save himself from the totality: only by surrendering a part of h
absolute ego to a few others, joining himself in with them, can:
preserve his sense of individuality and still avoid excessive isg
tion, bitterness, and idiosynerasy. And by extending his personal
and his interests around those of a set of other persons, the in
vidual opposes himself in the broader mass, as it were, to the,
maining whole. To be sure, individuality in the sense of eccentr
ity and every kind of abnormality is given broader scope by |
without a family in a wider soeial circle; but for the differentiati
that also benefits the greatest whole, for the sort that derives Ir
strength, not from succumbing to one-sided drives—for this,
longing to a narrower circle within the widest is often useful, §
quently, to be sure, only as preparation or fransition. ;
The family’s significance is at first political and real; then witk
the growth of culture, it is more and more psychological and ideal
The family as a collective individual offers its members a prek
inary differentiation that at least prepares them for differentiat
in the sense of absolute individuality; on the other hand, the f;
ily offers members a shelter behind which that absolute indi
uality can develop until it has the strength to stand up against
greatest universality. Belonging to a family in a more advan
culture, where the rights of individuality and of the widest ¢i
developed simultaneously, represents a mixture of the charac
istic significance of the narrow and of the expanded circle.
The same observation has been made with respect to the’
mal kingdom. The tendencies to the creation of families an
the creation of large groups are inversely related. Monogamn
and even polygamous relations have something so exclusive a
them, and concern for the progeny demands so much from the

mals. Hence, organized groups are relatively rare among hird
whereas among wild dogs, to name an example in which cim 1; .
sexual promiscuity and mutual! indifference after the act anf te}:e
- rule, the animals live mostly in tightly cohesive packs. )

Amo%ag the mammals that have both familial and social drive
we invaflably notice that during those periods in which the form: :
predominate, that is, during the period of pairing off and matin ]
the latter decline significantly. The union of parents and offs ringt;
is als? t_ighter if the number of young is smaller. 1 will citeponlD
one distinctive example: within the class of fishes, those whose oﬁji
spring are left entirely on their own lay countless millions of ezes
whereas among the brooding and nesting fish, where the begkijnj
nings ?f a familial cohesion are found, few eggs are praduce&g

It is in this sense that it has been argued that social reIatilons
among. the animals originated not in conjugal or filial ties, but
rather in sibling ties alone, since the latter allow much greater ,free-
dom to the individual than do the former; hence, they make the
individual more inclined to attach itself closely to t,he larger circle
which certainly first proffers itself in the individnal’s siblings Be-,
ing confined in an animal family has thus been viewed as the
greatest hindrance to becoming involved in a larger animal society.

The Sociological Duality of the Family

The: family has a peculiar sociological double role. On the
one hand, it is an extension of one’s own personality; it i's a unit
tlu:oug.h which one feels one’s own blood coursing’ one which
arises in being closed to all other social units and in ;nclosin us
as a part of itself. On the other hand, the family also constitites
a complex within which the individual distinguishes himself from
all others and in which, in opposition to other members, he de-
velops a selthood and an antithesis. This double role unax:oidabl
r_esults in the sociological ambiguity of the family: it appears some}i
tmes as a unitary structure that acts as an individual, thereby as-
siming a c.haracteristic position in larger and in the laljgest circles;
and sometimes it appears as an intermediate circle that intervene;

ents, that a more extensive socialization suffers among such. an;
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between the individual and the larger circle that encloses hot
family and individual. o
The developmental history of the family, at least as it still seemg:
to be recognizable {rom a series of points, recapitulates thi
schema. The family appears first as the embracing circlsa t.hat en
tirely encloses the life horizons of the individual, Whiie: it is itse
largely independent and exclusive. Then it contracts into a na
rower structure and thereby becomes adapted to playing the rol
of an individual in a social circle that has expanded considerably:
beyond the boundaries of the previous one. After the matriarchal:
family had been displaced by the rise of masculine force, at first
it was much less the fact of procreation by the father that estah

lished a family as one than it was the domination that he exercised .

over a particular number of people. Under his unitary authority,
he held together not only his oflspring, but also his followers, those’

whom he had bought, those whom he had married and their entireij '

families, and so on. From this primal patriarchal family, t}}e more
recent family of mere blood relationship differentiated itself, 3’

family in which parents and their children constitute an auton-
omous household. This one was naturally far smaller and more in-:

dividual in character than the embracing patriarchal family hatdi
been. That older group had been self-sufficient in all matters, i

gaining a livelihood as in carrying out warlike activity; but once it
had individualized itsell into small families, it became possible:

and necessary for these to be amalgamated into a newly expanded

group, the superfamilial community of the state. The 'P]ato'mc.;
Ideal State merely extended this line of development by disselvin

the family altogether, setting in place of this intermediate stru
ture only individuals, on the one hand, and the state, on the othe

Methodological Implications

Incidentally, there is a typical epistemological difficulty &
sociology that finds its clearest example in the double role of th

family: when instead of having simply a larger and a smaller group.

standing opposed to one another so that the position of the il"ld
vidual in them can readily be compared, one has several contin
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ously expanding, superimposed circles, this relation can seem to
shift, since a circle can be the narrower one in relation to a sec-
ond, but it can be the wider one in relation to a third. Short of the
largest circle around us that is. still effective, all circles included
therein have a double meaning: on the one hand, they function as
entities with an individual character, often directly as sociological’
individualities; while on the other hand, depending on their
makeup, they function as higher-order complexes that may also in-
clude complexes of lower order in addition to their individual
members.

It is always precisely the intermediate structure that exhibits
the pattern in question—internal cohesion, external repulsion—
when contrasted with a more general higher structure and a more
individual lower structure. The latter is a relative individual in
relation to the former, regardless of whether in relation to still
others if is a collective structure. Thus, wherever one seeks, as we
do here, the normal correlation between three levels that are
distinguished by their magnitudes—between the primarily indi-
vidual element, and the narrower and the wider circle—there one
will find that under different circumstances one and the same com-
plex can play all three roles, depending on the relationships into
which it enters. This hardly diminishes the theoretical value of the
statement of this correlation; on the contrary, it proves that the
correlation has a formal character that is open to every determinate
content, '

The Individuation of Collectivities

There are naturally more than enough sociological constel-
lations in which the value of individuality and the need for it focus
exclusively on the individual person, where in comparison to him,
every complex of several persons emerges under all circumstances
as the essentially other level. But on the other hand, it has already
been demonstrated that the meaning and the motive power of indi-
viduality do not always stop at the boundaries of individual per-
sonality, that this is something more general and more formal that
can affect the group as a whole and the individual as its element as
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soon as something is present that is more inclusive, antithetical;
over against this something, the {now relatively individual) collee
tive structure can gain its conscious particularity, its character o
uniqueness or indivisibility.

Given this formulation, we can explain phenomena that would
seem to disconfirm the correlation at issue here, one of which j
the following from the history of the United States. The Anii
Federalist party, which first called itself the Republicans, then th
Whigs, then the Democrats, defended the autonomy and the sov
ereignty of the stales at the expense of centralization and of na
tional authority-—but always with an appeal to the principle of in
dividual freedom, of noninterference by the totality in the aflair
of the individual, On no account does this contradict the relation
ship of individual freedom to just the relatively large circle, fo
here the sense of individuality has permeated the narrower circle:
enclosing many individual persons, and thus the narrower circle:
serves here the same sociological function as the discrete individ-,
ual would otherwise. i

The Indeterminacy of Collective Individuality

The boundary between those spheres that the individuality
drive infuses and those that it requires as its antithesis is indeter-
minate in principle because the drive can spread from the locus of
personality over an indefinite number of concentric structures
around the personality. The power of the drive manifests itself,
on the one hand, in the fact that any sphere infused by it immedi-
ately defines all neighboring spheres as antithetical and ant
individualistic, and on the other hand, by the fact that the need
for diversity does not arise so quickly there, so that these neigh-
boring spheres also become individualistically colored. :

The political disposition of the Ttalians, for example, is region-
alistic on the whole: every province, and often as not every city,
is extraordinarily jealous of its idiosyncrasies and its rights, fre-
quently in complete opposition to all others and with complete
indifference toward the values and rights of the whole. One would
seemingly have to conclude, in keeping with our general formula;
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that the elements in these single individuated divisions had a col-
lectivistic, egalitarian disposition. But this is not at all true; rather
among families, and then again among individuals, there is E:
most ?xtreme craving for autonomy and distinction. Just as in the
American case, all three levels of our correlation—single individ-
uals, smaller circles composed of them, and a large group em-
bracing everyone—are clearly present here. But there is no im-
petus for the characteristic relation hetween the first and third
strata as they orient themselves in common opposition to the sec-
ond, since in practical awareness, the second is subsumed under
the aspect of the first. The sense of individuality has overstepped
the boundary of the individual, as it were, and has absorbed the
social aspect of the person that normally constitutes the antithesis
to his individual aspect.

Attachments between the First and Third Levels

Now, in general, the first and third parts of this three-part
siructure are oriented toward one another and create a2 common
antithesis—in all the different meanings of that word—against the
middle part; and this is manifested, no less than in objective rela-
tional patterns, by the subjective relations of the person with these
levels. A personal, passionate commitment by the individual human
being usually involves the narrowest and the widest circles, but not
the intermediate ones. Whoever will sacrifice himself for iliS fam-
ily will perhaps do the same for his homeland, perhaps also for an
abstract idea such as “mankind” and the demands implicit in the
?‘once}:')t, Eerhapf. also for his city and its honor in those eras when

the. city” constitutes the widest practical circle of life. For inter-
med1.ate structures, however, he will scarcely do it, neither for his
province nor for a voluntary association. One might sacrifice one-
self for a single human being or for the very few who make up a
family circle; and then again, for an incomprehensible multitude;
but for a hundred people, hardly anyone brings himself tc:
martyrdom.
The psychological significance of purely spatial “near and far”
thoroughly corresponds to the figurative meaning in which it sub-
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~follows: the larger circle encourages individual freed -
smaller one restricts it, o the
As it is used here, the concept of individual freedom cov
various meal.lings that are differentiated according Lo the divers?: ;
of our provinces of interest. They range, say, from freedom jrji
choosing a spouse to freedom in economic initiative. I will cite o
example each for just these two. "
During periods of strict group separation by clans, families
oceupational and hereditary estates, castes, and so on, the circlé
within which a man or woman can marry iends to be a; relatively
naITow one—marrow, that is, relative to advanced or liberal con-
ditions. But' so far as we can survey this state of affairs, and so far
~as we can judge by certain contemporary analogies, selecting a
partner from among the available individuals was not at all diffi-
cult. The lesser differentiation of persons and of marital relations
had its counterpart in the fact that the individual male could take
almost any girl from the appropriate circle, choosing on the basis
of external attractiveness, since there were no highly specific in-
ternal impulses or aloof reservations to be considered by either
side.
Culture as it has matored has now displaced this earlier cond;-
tion in two directions. The circle of possible marriage pariners has
been vastly expanded by the mixing of status groups, the elimina-
tion .of religious barriers, the decline of parental authority, free
mobility in both the geographic and the social sense and so f’orth
But for all that, individual selection is far more sten; a fact and E;
right of wholly personal inclination. The conviction tilat out of all
mankind, two and only two people are “meant” for each other has
now reached a stage of development that was stiil unheard of b
the bourgeoisie of the eighteenth century. ’
‘ A more profound meaning of freedom emerges here: indi-
vidual freedom is freedom that is limjted by individuality. Out
of the uniqueness of the individual’s being, there arises a cor-
respoanlng uniqueness of that which can complement and free him
2 specificity of needs whose correlate is the availability of the’
largest possible circle of possible selections, since as one’s wishes
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sumes the quite “near” and the quite “far” under what is pray
tically speaking a single category. The deepest sentimental ingey.
est attaches itself, on the one hand, to the person whom
constantly have before our eyes, with whom we are involved in oy
daily lives, and, on the other hand, to the person from whom w
are separated by vast, unbridgeable distance with as much agits
tion as unappeased yearning. But a relative coolness, a lesser stimy
lation of consciousness, befits the person who is neither quite nea
to us nor unreachably far from us. :

This same form squares exactly with a {act that has been noté
by a prominent expert on North America. He observes that t
county has very little significance there: “It is too large for th
personal interest of the citizens: that goes to the township. It is o
small to have traditions which command the respect or touch th
affections of its inhabitants: these belong to the state,”

This “touching of extremes” holds just as good when its sig
is reversed to the negative. The Indian caste is endogamous, but i
it there is another very narrow circle within which marriage i
forbidden. Marriage prospects are thus confined to the narrowe
circle, a state of affairs that is alse found elsewhere; and indeed
in a certain sense, it may be universal, at least for the behaviors
reality of marital arrangements. In the Indian case, both the wides
and the ultimately narrowest circles are proscribed. This mode o
the correlation js exhibited yet again in historically sequentia
stages: the strength and extent of control with which the guil
formerly grasped the individual is no longer exercised by this typ
of circle at all, but rather by the family, on the one hand, and b
the state, on the other.

Freedom and Individuality

THE MEANINGS OF FREEDOM The relatively mos
individual and the relatively most extensive configurations relat
to one another over the head of the intermediate one, as it were
And at this point we have arrived at the basis of a {act that figure
prominently in the foregoing discussion as well as in what nov
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and inner drives become meore individual, it becomes that much
less likely that they will find satisfaction in a narrowly bounde
domain. In the earlier condition, conversely, there was far less
restriction by the rigidity of personalities: from the standpoint of
his own concerns, the individual was much more free in making
choice, since instead of a compelling differentiation of choice o
jects, there was an approximate equivalence of all those that might
come under consideration. For this reason, there was no need f
the circle of choice objects to be significantly more extensive.
the relatively undeveloped condition certainly imposed a socia
constraint on the individual; however, this was linked to the nega:
tive freedom of nondifferentiation, to the liberum arbitrium tha
was provided by the mere identical worth of objects. In the more
advaneced state, on the other hand, social possibilities are much en
larged, but now they are restricted by the positive meaning. ol
freedom in which every choice is—or at least ideally should be-
the unambiguously determined expression of an unalterable kin
of personality.

Now in the general, societal meaning of freedom, | would sa
that fendalism generated nothing but narrow circles that boun
individual to individual and restricted each by his obligation to
other. For this reason, within the feudal system there was room
neither for national enthusiasm or public spirit, nor for the spir
of individual enterprise and private energy. The same restriction
that prevented the emergence of conceptions of a higher so¢
union also prevented, at the lower level, the actualization of in
vidual freedom. For just this reason, it is especially pertinent
profound that during the feudal period, the “freeman” is defi
as a man who is subject to the law of the realm; bound and unf
is the man who is party to a feudal tie, that 1s, whose law deri
from this narrower circle to the exclusion of the wider one.

If freedom swings to extremes; if the largest group, as Iin
cated above, affords greater play to extreme formations and
formations of individualism, to misanthropic detachment, to
roque and moody life styles, lo crass egoism—then all thi

merely the consequence of the wider group’s requiring less of

Group Expansion and Development of Individuality 271
of its being less concerned with us, and thus of its lesser hinder:

of the full development even of perverse impulses. The size of 11;1g
circle has a negative influence here, and it is more a matter, so te
speak, of developmenis outside rather than inside the grou’ deo
Velopn{ents in which the larger circle gives its members mofe’ 0
portunity to get involved than does the smaller one, g

THE MEANINGS OF INDIVIDUALITY The mean-
ing of mdn.fiduality in general can be separated into two more spe-
ciﬁf_: meanings. One has been emphasized in the above namell)
individuality in the sense of the freedom and the respons{bﬂit fg ’
oneself that comes from a broad and fluid social environnr{entr
whereas the smaller group is “narrower” in a dual sense: not onl :
with regard to its extent, but also with regard to the reétraints 1Yt
in_lp.oses upon the individual, the control it exercises over him. the
trllﬂmg radius of the prospects and the kinds of impetus it aliows
him. The.other meaning of individuality is qualitative: it means
that t}{e single human being distinguishes himself from :alll others;
tlllat his being ancli conduct—in form, content, or both—suit hin;
}alizrllff; fmd that being different has a positive meaning and value for
The elaborations that the principle or ideal of individualism
h_as un.dergone in the modern era differ according to the accentua-
tion given to the first or the second of these meanings. On th
whole, the eighteenth century sought individuality in the. form 0?
freedom, the lack of every kind of restraint on personal powe
regardless whether this restraint came from the estates or ffom tf,
church, whether it was political or economic. But at the same time8
*

the-ass:ump.tion prevailed that once men had been freed from all
sociohistorical fetters, they would show themselves to be essentiall
equlI; that “man in general,” along with all the goodness and ery
fection of his nature, was inherent in every personality need};n :
r'cE‘nly to be emancipated from those distorting and diverti;]g bondsg.r
thhatt once ‘men had ireedom, they would use it to differentiate
emselves; to rule or to become enslaved; to be better or worse
than others; in short, to unfold the full diversity of their individual
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powers—this fact escaped the kind of individualism for which
“freedom and equality” were two peacefully coexisting—indeed,
two mutually necessary—values.

It should be obvious how this kind of individualism was in-
volved in blowing apart every narrow and narrowing accommoda-
tion; partly, this was its historical, real effect, and at least partly, it
was involved as a yearning and a demand. In the French Revolu-
tion, even the workers were forbidden to join into unions for better
working conditions: such a federation would limit the freedom -
of individual members! So it is that the correlate of this kind of -
individualism is a wholly “cosmopolitan” disposition; even na--.
tional integration recedes behind the idea of “mankind.” The
particularistic rights of status groups and of circles are replaced in::
principle by the rights of the individual, and these, quite signifi-
cantly, are called “human rights”; that is, they are the rights that
derive from belonging to the widest conceivable circle. '

It was the other meaning of individuality that was developed :
by the nineteenth century, and its contradiction of the meaning
just described was not seen on the whole by the eighteenth. This:
other meaning found its preeminent theoretical expression in:
Romanticism and its practical expression in the ascendancy of th
division of labor. Here individualism means that the person as-

sumes and should assume a position that he and no one else can:
fill; that this position awaits him, as it were, in the organizatio
of the whole, and that he should search until he finds it; that th
personal and social, the psychological and metaphysical meanin,
of human existence is realized in this immutability of being, this:
intensified differentiation of performance. This ideal image of in
dividualism seems Lo have nothing at all to do with the earlie
notion of “the generally human,” with the idea of a uniform hu
man nature that is present in everyone and that only requires fre
dom for its emergence. Indeed, the second meaning fundamentall
contradicts the first. In the first, the value emphasis is on what me
have in common; in the second, it is on what separates them. B
with regard to the correlation I am seeking to verify, they coincid

The enlargement of the circle that is associated with the fir

conception of individuality also promotes the emergence of th
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second. Although the second conception does not look to the total
ity of mankind; although it makes individuals mutnally com le-
mentary and dependent instead of atomizing society into unifcl)]r ,
and absolutely “free” individuals; although historically it rf)ri
motes 'nationalism and a certain illiberalism instead of free Itzos-
mop?lltanism—nevertheiess, it too requires a group of relativel
considerable size for its origination and survival. One need only
rt?fer to the manner in which the mere expansion of the economiz
circle, the increase in population, or the geographic boundlessness
of competition has directly compelled a specialization of per-
formance. o
' It is no different for mental differentiation, especially since
this usu.ally originates in the meeting of latent mental abilities
with objectively preexisting mental products. The unmediated in-
teraction of subjectivities or the purely inner energy of a human
being rarely elicits all the mental distinctiveness that one pos-
sesses; rather, this seems to be associated with the extent of V\I?hat
has btaen called “objective mind,” that is, the traditions and the
experiences of one’s group, set down in thousands of forms; the art
and learning that are present in tangible structures; all the ’cultural
mat.erials that the historical group possesses as S(;mething super-
subjective and yet available to everyone. The peculiarity of It)his
generrftlly accessible Mind that crystallizes itself in objective struc-
Ic’,lures is that it provides both the material and the impetus for the
“E:iarll(;p:j:ﬁrzg i ctllllfsnoclirpersolllal mental type. It 15 the essence of
. . purely personal dispositions are some-
times realized as the form of what is given as a content of objective
cultur'e [Geist], sometimes as the content of what is given as a
ff)rm in objective culture. Only in this synthesis does our mental
life attain its full idiom and personality; only thereby do its unique
and wh_oHy individual attributes become tangibly incarnated. !
This, then, is the connection that links mental differentiation
to the size of the circle in which objective mind originates. The
c_1rcle may be a social, real one, or it may be of a more abstract
l{terary, historical sort: as that circle enlarges, so too do the posj
sibilities of developing our inner lives; as its cultural offerings in-
crease, regardless of how objective or abstract they may be, so too
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do the chances of developing the distinctiveness, the uniquenes:
the sufficiency of existence of our inner lives and their intellectyy
aesthetic, and practical productivity.

The individualism of equality is not, from the very beginnin
a contradictio in adjecto only if one takes it to mean the freedoy
and self-sufficiency that are not limited by narrower social bong:
The individualism of inequality is a consequence of that freedop;
given the infinite variability of human capacities, and therefore i
is incompatible with equality. In the fundamental antithesis o
these two forms of individualism, there is one point at which the
coincide: each of them has a potential for development to th
degree that quantitative expansion of the circle that encloses the
individual provides the necessary room, impetus, and material.

INDIVIDUALISM AND COSMOPOLITANISM I
now return to the relation that was mentioned above, the one b
tween the strong development and high prestige of individuality
on the one hand, and a cosmopolitan disposition that leaps, as
were, over the individual’s nearest social milieu. I would remind
you first of the teachings of the Stoics. :
Whereas for Aristotle the sociopolitical milieu of the ind
vidual was still the source of ethical valuation, the Stoical interes
in the practical actually involved only the individual, and the ele:.
vation of the individual to the system’s prescribed ideal became sé:
exclusively the arbiter of Stoical practice that the interrelations o
individuals became no more than a means to that ideal, individua
istic end. This goal, of course, was defined in content by the ide
of a universal Reason that infused all individual beings. Every per
son was thought to partake in this Reason, and its realization in th
individual constituted the Stoical ideal. Transcending all barrier
of nationality and social exclusiveness, Reason wove a bond o
equality and brotherhood around all human creatures. Thus, th
individualism of the Stoics had its complement in cosmopolitan
ism; the rending of narrower social bonds, which during this perio
was promoted no less by the political situation than by theoretical
contemplation, shifted the center of gravity toward the individua
on the one hand; and on the other, toward that widest cirele t
which every human belongs simply by virtue of his humanity.
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this formula, one also describes

. destruction, namely,

- a disposition and
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In countless variations, historical reality has conformed to the

- same pattern. The medieval knight combined his ethos of purely

individual authenticity and worth with a firm, cosmopolitan bent
His self-reliance made room for the forms that produced a Eu:c::
pean knighthood transcending all national boundaries. And with
the forms that came to life through-
out the Holy Roman Empire and that eventually dissolved it. The
empire c9llapsed, on the one hand, becanse of the particularis'm of
its constituent parts, and on the other hand, hecause of binding
relations with the remaining components of pan-European poli-
tics; that is, because of the contraction and expansion that sphat-
tered intermediate national structures.

That particularism was evoked essentially by an identical con-
stellation, although one that extended in another dimension. When
elements that are already differentiated or that press toward differ-
entiation are forced into an embracing union, the outcome more
often than not, is an increased incompatibility, a more inten;e mu-
tual repulsion. The large, embracing framework, which natural
requires differentiation, on the one hand, in order to exist at .':111y
causes a friction of elements against one another, on the other hand’
an actualization of antitheses that would not have come to ast;
except for this crowding. Unification into a great amalgam ispthe
means-——even if a transient one—to individualization and to its
emergence m consciousness. Thus, the politics of world domination
puTsued by the medieval empire only served to release the particu-
larisms Of. pe(.Jples, tribes, and princes; indeed, that policy brought
the.m to life in the first place. The intended, partially successful
fusion into a great whole contained the instrument of its own
: ! the individuation of its components, which
it created, intensified, and brought to awareness, ’

In a more intuitively obvious configuration, the culture of the

- Italian Renaissance has conformed to this norm. On the one hand
b

it developed perfect individuality; on the other hand, it developed
: a morality that transcended by far the hound-
aries of the narrower social miliew. This is explicit, for example, in
the words of Dante where he says that—with all his passionate lave
for Florence—the world is as much home to him and his kind as

the sea to fish. Indirectly and a posteriori, as it were, this is shown
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tices. In the other line of d |
individualization of the pzai";?cl?}?amnfnii Itizn:g’oiuses %}enormoug
cash wages makes the worker infinitely more irzii}; e 3 o of
does any kI.nd of payment in the primitive econom 'I‘I}:;en e t}‘lan
of money gives a man previously unheard of freed(};n of S
The liberal norms that are regularly associated Wit}in (t)}‘lrement‘
econemy set each individual in a free competitive st le Ca'Sh
every oth.er. And finally, no less than the dilation of thrugg N Wl?h
cn‘cllf(ai, this compe.tition compels a specialization of fufl(?t?onoiuc
would not othe‘rwme come into question, one whose ext s o
?ompartmentahzation are made possible only b o
in t}‘;'fftme}:vork of a very large circle yhy senommodations

ithim t i .
il et E 2?:11:;)1;22 nr;x;);zy isthe connec_tion that relates maxi-
its merr.lbfﬂ:s, both in the dimegrj;)il;it(c))fmfiz:gjll‘ndfﬁentiation o
;espo;}sil')lhty for oneself, and in the dimension of a qnualeiltasti'::esedsff
dzr:,-s ;;Sl?}?e {;fn laaﬁwr. A more preclise formulation is that mon;:y
e etzr, more 1'nsu1ar, mternally more uniform group
e primitive onomy into another whose unitary character
e wo aspects of expansion and individualization.

in the adoption of the life styles created by the Ttalian Renaissane
by the entire cultured world, an adoption that came to pass pr
cisely because these styles gave free play to individuality, wha
ever kind it might be, to a degree that had never before bee
imagined. '
As a symptom of this development, I will mention only the lo
prestige of the nobility in this epoch. Nobility is of real significane
only so long as it defines a social circle that is highly cohesive an
that henee sets itself off all the more energetically from the mass
all other circles: from those below and from those above. To den
the worth of the nobility signifies a breakdown of both these ¢
teria: on the one hand it signifies a recognition of the value of th
personality, whatever circle of birth it belongs to; on the oth
hand, it signifies a leveling with regard fo those above whom one
would otherwise raise oneself. Both of these find unequivocal ¢
pression in the literature of the Renaissance.® :

Individuation in the Economic Sphere

The preeminent historical instance of the correlation
tween social expansion and the individuation of life contents and
forms is provided by the emergence of the cash economy. The
primitive economy engenders small, relatively insular economit
circles; the difficulty of transportation alone restricts their perim
cters, and it accordingly prevents the technology of the primit
economy from arriving at a significant degree of the differen
tion and individualization of activities.

The cash economy changes this condition along two lines. T
general acceptance of money, its ease of transport, its eventual sub
limation into cashless transactions in bank drafts and bills of

o all these allow the effects of money to extend into
to engender from the whol

The Political Sphere

Political developments actualize this ¢
' onstellation {

tgiztiit Ertlmslll);:rb(;fs i(iom;nn.s, altbough of course with multiple v;llnfi;-l
oo e busic :E ailonshlp. From the smaller, constrictingly
ot rele to e large group ar}d the differentiation of per-
sonalitis ,pmcess n(f) lecessary pari passu progression; rather
o e evolvedezoi d?f‘le(}t;mﬁ an::l alternation. The emphasis in,
bracing public realm andli(:)}?e eiﬂf o e Cr‘?atif’n e o
contral cnene & h ancement of the significance of its
o expan;i0; orfl ;1 e autonomy of individual elements. Then
ot of oomion 0f f ehgroup may not be related to the develop-
o of ereon v for the :r.nembers of the group themselves, but

o the idea of an ultimate personality to whom indivi’dual

will is surrendered, as i
: » as it were. | will ¢cite a few
. vérious domains of politics. cremples from the

chang
boundable distances, and ultimately
civilized world a single economic circle with interpenetrating

terests, complementary sectors of productivity, and similar p

3 In the original text, the lengthy “Note on the Nobility” appears
tween this section and the next. In this volume it appears separatel

chapter 14.—FEb.
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In the agrarian domain, the dissolution of the peasantry’s com
he end of the Middle Ages has taken plag

munal property since t : :
in just these forms. The evolving centralist states struck' dow
d. Part of this, as

community holdings, the common pasture Yan
public commodity, was absorbed into the property of the state an
was attached to the administrative organism of' thfa polity. The
rest, to the degree that this did not occur, was 'dlstributed among.
enfranchised persons as private property. In thls latter fact alon
the simultaneous tendencies toward both individual and gener.
outcomes are evident once again: on the one l}and, t.he distrib .
tion was guided by concepts of Roman law w1tl? their en‘thronej-
ment of individual interests; on the other hand, _1t was guldedlby
the notion that the partitioning of common holdings wffould b‘rmg
ahout a betterment in the state of national culture, that is, precisely
in the broadest public realm. N .
Under very different material and overall conditions, a particu-
lar phase of the history of the common pasture, tT.he case of the
collective property of Swiss communities, exhibited the same
form, and that as recently as the nineteenth century. To th(? degree
that common pasture was annexed to the holldmgs of partl_al com
munities, of local and village corporations, it was dea.lt wl1th in
few cantons (Zurich, Saint Gallen, and others) by.leglls}atwn tha
tended either Lo distribute the pasture land among individual com
munity members or else to letit be incorporated into 1arg.e'r nationa
communities, the idea being that the smallest communities lacke
the personal and territorial resources to make their holdings ade
quately productive for the commonwealth, . :
In the course of postmedieval developments in Germar}y, t
form of agrarian policy measure that is stressed abeve was diffuse
throughout domestic politics gener‘aﬂy.. ) t
manipulated separate, self-segregating circles in a manner e
tended to differentiate them: some into creatures of private la
that would be merely the personal affairs of their I.Hembers, an
others into institutions of the state. The corporations that ha
dominated medieval society had become so h.ardenec'l. and co
stricted that public life threatened to collapse into an 1n?0h(13r53
mass of egotistic factions. Counterposed to these, and dissolvi
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them as the modern era began, was the idea of an all-embracing
public realm, an idea that first took the form of princely absolut-
jsm. In accordance with its inner principle, absolutism generated
“equal justice for all,” that is, it detached the individual, on the one
hand, from the restraint placed on his practical life by the privileges
of the corporations; and on the other hand, it canceled the privi-
leges that he himself enjoyed as a member of the corporations, but
which often forced him into unnatural alliance with his fellow
members. Thus, it was fundamentally a matter of destroying the
narrow, internally homogeneous, “intermediate” association whose
hegemony had characterized the earlier condition in order to con-
duct development upward toward the state and downward toward
the imprejudiced freedom of the individual. That the state, in turn,
found its practical effectiveness in the form of an ultimate person-
ality, the absolute ruler, is hardly a counterinstance to the funda-
mental pattern; indeed, the patiern is actualized in just this man-
per, both diachronically and synchronically, in an extraordinarily
large number of cases.

This is the often-stressed relationship that history demonstrates
between republicanism and tyranny, between despotism and level-
ing. Every system of government that derives its character from
the aristocracy or the bourgeoisie—in short, all those that offer
social and political consciousness to a plurality of contiguously
hounded narrower circles—as soon as it attempts to go beyond it-
self at all, surges, on the one hand, toward consolidation in a
personal, guiding power, and on the other hand, toward an an-
archistically tinged socialism that seeks to establish, with the oblit-
eration of all differences, the absolute right of the free personality.
The shattering of group constraints within a whole that somehow
belongs together is so intimately related to the accentuation of in-
dividuality that both the cohesion of the ruling personality and
the individual freedom of all group members center upon it like
two variations on a single theme.

It is noteworthy that political aristocracies, which are always
constructed after the type of closed and rigorously bounded circles,
are often militarily unsuccesstul under conditions of social expan-
sion. This may result from their aversion to those two forces that,
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alone or in combination, appoint their disintegration: on the ong
hand, the aristocracies shrink from summoning the whole populage;
to united action; on the other, they distrust individual generals Who
have broad power of authority and striking success.

The correlation between the volonté générale and autocracy
one in which the latter has not infrequently been used as the o
cial cloak for designs leading ultimately to the suppression of the:
former. When the Earl of Leicester had been called to the governor:
generalship of the Netherlands (1586), he sought to establish ap
unlimited dominion over the heads of the narrower hodies that
had ruled previously, the states general and provincial status
groups. He proceeded under cover of unqualifiedly democraiie
principles: the will of the people, so it was said, was the absolute
ruler; and it had called upon Leicester. Yet it was explicitly stressed
along with this that tradesmen and lawyers, peasants and craf
men had nothing to say in that rule and could do no more than
simply obey. Thus, the—purportedly—democratic leveling was
carried so far that the higher as well as the lower status groups
were disfranchised, and only the ideal entity of “the people as a
whole” remained. Opponents soon declared that this newly discov:
ered concept of “the people” served only to transfer “the people’s”
unlimited sovereignty to a single man.

Further elaborations of our basic relationship are found in
the domain of municipal politics. As early as the Middle Ages,
FEnglish cities exhibited a pattern in which the larger municipalities
were ruled by single corporations or magnates, whereas in the
smaller cities, the people as a whole held dominion, Corresponding
to the smaller circle, there is a homogeneity of elements that under:
lies the unvarying rate of their political participation; but in the
larger circles, this homogeneity is fragmented, allowing only for
the mass of private individuals on one side, and for the single rul-
ing personality on the other.

In a certain rudimentary form, the administrative arrangements
of North American cities exhibit the same pattern. As long as cities
are small, administration of each office by a majority of persons
presents itself as the most suitable mode; but if they grow into
metropoles, it would seem more practical to entrust each office to a
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single person. Largeness of scale requires representation and guid-

ance by an individual, fully responsible personality; the smaller
circle could administer itself in a less differentiated fashion, since
a greater number of its elements was always directly at the helm.

This sociological distinction fully corresponds to a line of de-
velopment in which the general political tendeney of the individual
states of the Union conforms to the basic type at issue here: that
development is said to have loosed, in recent decades, a thorough
weakening of parliamentarianism, which it is replacing along two
other dimensions—on the one hand, with direct plebiscite; and on
the other hand, with monarchistic institutions, with the surrender
of power to individual persons.

The Religious Sphere

Finally, ecclesiastical politics provides us with examples,
and these have analogies even in purely religious developments.
The polytheism of antiquity had many of the essential character-
istics that I have subsumed here under the concept of “the nar-
rower circle.” For the most part, the cults set themselves off from
one another by sharp internal and local boundaries. The circles
of believers were centripetal; often they were mutually indifferent
to one another, often hostile. The gods themselves were often aristo-
cratically ranked, with complicated relationships of superordina-
tion and subordination, and with segregated spheres of potency.
At the outset of the Christian era in the domain of classical cul-
ture, this condition led to monotheism, to the enthronement of a
single and personal God who united in himself all the powers of
those discrete and segregated deities.

A religious individual originated who had an unconditional
sense of responsibility for himself. A “religiosity of the closet™ de-
veloped. And there came to pass an independence from all bonds
to world and man except for the one inherent in the undiverted and
unmediated relation of the individual’s soul to his God, to a God
who was no less “his” because he was the God of all, but rather
who was “his” precisely because of that universality. Individuality
within the large, leveled collectivity, as it originated in the dissolu-
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tion and fusion of all previous discrete gods, was the reflec
image of the absolute and unitary personality of a God who k
grown out of the same processes of analysis and synthesis
earlier gods.

The developmental form exhibited by Christianity in its o
inal purity was recapitulated in the politics of the Catholic chure
Within the church, the tendency toward the generation of partigy
larized circles rose anew, leading to sharp demarcations of rap
and interest, to the rise of an aristocracy of the clergy over
status group of the laity. Yet Gregory VII early united his ques
for absolute power with a decided demagoguery that pulled t,
gether the most powerful antitheses and reached over the head:
of the exclusive aristocratic bishops. After celibacy had most of
fectively supported this endeavor—since a rharried priest wou
have had attachment to a narrower circle and thus would have en.
gendered a closed opposition within the church, whereas as ;
celibate, a priest’s only recourse in his individual isolation woulj
be to the unqualified totality—the Jesuits took it up with the
greatest success. They fought the status aspirations of the clergy on
all fronts, and they laid stress on the universal character of the
priest that permitted him to feel at one with all believers, whatever
their status. In opposition to all aristocratic systems of church rule;
their goals were a thorough leveling of all believers, on the one
hand, and papal absolutism, on the other.

ofiy

General Modes of Actualization of the Correlation |

The entire relational pattern under discussion here takes
shape in the most diverse modes of simultaneity, sequentiality, and
alternation. Perhaps one could symbolically express this complex
of relations by saying that the narrower circle constitutes in some
measure an intermediate proportionality between individuality and
the expanded group. Thus the narrower circle, closed upon itself
and requiring no other factor, can be seen to result in the same
outcome of life chances as results from the conjunction of indi-
vidualjty and the large circle.

I will now select a few examples from the realm of law, exar-

Group Expansion and Development of Individuality 283
Jes from domains that are absolutely different, historically and
materially. The idea of total power that was contained in the Ro.
- man concept of the state had its correlate in the notion that next
“to the jus publicum, theve was a jus privatum. The norm of be-
havior that the all-inclusive whole defined for itself required that
there be a corresponding norm for the individuals whom it envel-
oped. On the one side, there was only the community in the broadest
ense; on the other side, there were only single persons. The oldest
Roman law recognized no corporations, and this spirit generally
remained with it

Conversely, German law did not have different legal principles
for the community and for individuals; however, these collectiv-

 jties were hardly as all-embracing as those of the Roman state;

rather they were smaller ones that were called into being by the

~ many shifting needs of individuals. In smaller commonwealths,

there is no need for anything like the Roman divorce of public
from private law, since in them, the individual is more intimately
bound up in the whole. '

As a unitary development, the correlation is demonstrated in
the right of blood vengeance, for example, in Arabia. The essence
of this right resided entirely in the solidarity and the autonomy of
sharply bounded tribal groups: it applied to the whole tribe or
family of the murderer, and it was executed by the whole tribe or
family of the victim. Mohammed’s intention clearly ran counter to
this in the direction of the bifurcation I have emphasized. Over
these particularized groups, leveling them with the common reli-
gion, a national or political collectivity was to have arisen, and
from it the legal judgment would be promulgated that the law of
particularistic interest would be replaced by an ultimate, uni-
versally recognized authority. Correspondingly, judgment would
kenceforth be passed on the guilty individual alone, and the col-
lective responsibility of particularized groups would be abolished.
The largest collectivity and the individually circumseribed person-
ality, as products of the differentiation of those intermediate struc-
tures, were to face one another alone.

With the same clarity, although in the setting of completely
different contents, this type of form appears as the final stage in an
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unbroken sequence when, in ancient Rome, .de.veh.)pmen'ts shatte_'r
the patriarchal family grouping. When civil rights in war any
peace accrued to both father and sons, and when the sons Wer
able to acquire personal significance, influence, booty, a.nd 50 on
a fissure had been opened in the pairia protestas that inevitab}
split the patriarchal relation more and more widely apart to t_:.
benefit of the expanded needs of the state and of the law of th;
great whole over each of its members, b.ut also to the beneﬁt-'q
the personality. Out of its relation to .thls whole, ’fhe persc'snaht_
could gain an importance that the patriarchal relation had incom
parably restricted. ‘ N

Finally, a formally identical process runs its course in .
oddly mixed phenomenon where it can b.e recognized onl}r.b
holding rigorously to our basic idea. Until the Norman p(?rlo.[.:.l
each English sheriff, each royal judge,_seems to have }'Jeen assigne
a single community, so that adjudication had a certam-locai colo
ing or constraint in which the interest of the community and thg
of the state were fused, These two interests begfin.to separate afte
the middle of the twelfth century; royal jurisdiction th.en came t
be executed by judicial commissions that rode large circuits, an
their administration was obviously of a more generatl, locally un
constrained sort, while the interests of the community were pro
tected by the growing significance of the local jury. Here the fm}?
munity, in its purely internal interests,. pl'ayeEd_ the role of
individual in our correlation; it was a social individual x?r}}ose jud,
cial life had once run its course along with that of the pohtlc:al stat
collectivity, but which later gained a purer autonomy of being wit
which it then stood along side of, or in opposition to, the equal}
more purely elaborated law of the large collectivity.

The Ideals of the Equality and Unity of Mankind

It is no more than a corollary of the idea of such a r'elath
between individuality and sociality if we state the following:::
man as individual, and so his attributes as man qua man, come ﬂ:
replace man as social element in the foreground of interest, t
bond must tighten that pulls him—over the head of his soc
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group, as it were—toward all that is human, suggesting to him the

“notion of an ideal unity of mankind. There need be no mistake
about this developmental tendency, even though in generating this
notion of ideal unity—which is really logically required—it has
been restricted by all manner of historical limitations,

So in Plato, we find, on the one hand, an interest in pure indi-
yiduality and the perfection of personality, an interest that broad-
ened to include the ideal of friendship, and on the other hand, an
interest in pure statehood that was completely indifferent to in-
termediate confederations and their respeciive interests. The man-
ner of his emphasis on the cultivation and practical exemplifica-
tion of the individual human being, on the valie of his psyche asa
self-sufficient and discrete entity, should logically have led to the
rejection of the final barrier, the barrier of the form of the Greek
state, which other philosophers of his epoch did reject. It was only
the aceident of his political inclination and his Greek nationalist
disposition that prevented Plato from drawing out of his ideal con-
struction the real conclusion for the individnal; beyond the indi-
vidual conceived of by Plato, only all mankind could stand as a
collective value.

Similarly, Christianity lays siress on the absolute concentration
of all values in the soul and its salvation, and yet fails to recognize
the Jink which this position establishes between Christianity and
all human beings. The process of unification and equalization
(gradated as that equality may be), rather than extending into all
mankind, tends far more to stop at the barrier of affiliation with
the church. Tt is roughly this spirit that one finds in Zwingli’s decla-
ration that all orders, sects, special confederations, and so forth
must be abolished because all Christians are brothers—but all
Christians, not all men.

Altogether consistently, in contrast to the above cases, extreme

mndividuality has frequently been associated with the doctrine of
the equality of all men. It is, psychologically speaking, quite obvi-
ous that the frightful inequality into which the individual was born
during certain epochs of social history would elicit

along two lines, one leading in the direction of the right to indi-
viduality,

a reaction

and the other toward the right to universal equality,
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since either of these alone tends to be inadequate in the same de.
gree for the broader masses. Only in this dualistic connection can
a phenomenon such as Roussean be understood.

The increasing development of education exhibits the same.
tendency. It seeks to eliminate glaring differences in mental level:
and, precisely via the creation of a certain equality, to secure for:
each person the previously denied chance of making good his indj:
vidual capacities.

I have already spoken of the form assumed by our correlation
in the idea of “human rights.” Eighteenth-century individualism.
wanted only freedom, only the removal of the “intermediate” cir.
cles and middle levels that separated men from mankind, that is;
those that inhibited the development of the pure humanity that
supposedly constituted the value and core of each individual’s
existence, but which was hidden and truncated by particularistic
historical groupings and bonds. So as soon as the individual is
made reliant upon himself, upon the ultimate and essential within,
himself, he is on the same {ooting as everyone else, and freedon
has revealed equality. Individuality that traly is such, that is not
diverted by social coercion, represents the absolute unity of hu.
man kind and is fused with it. There is no need to discuss how
this theoretical, ethical conviction of the eighteenth century was
perfected in thoroughly practical, real situations, and how it came
to have an immense effect on them., _

The later meaning of individualism——according to which the
factual reality of human nature is comprised of the uniqueness of
individuals’ qualities and values, a unigueness whose developmerit
and intensification are moral imperatives—this meaning of indi:
vidualism is the denial of every kind of equality. For it seems in:
admissible to me to construe equality from the fact that each ind
vidual is as special and incomparable as every other. That an
individual is incomparable is hardly his own pesitive quality;
rather, this arises only out of comparison with others, who are dif:
ferent only in the judgment of an observer who does not find in one:
person what he found in another. This point is perfectly obvious
when one compares only two objects: a black object and a white
object certainly do not have the common quality of one’s being not
white, and the other not black.

But even if to speak of the equality of mankind in the presence
of the qualitative singularity of individuals is no more than a
misuse of words, the ideal of the unity of mankind is not at all in-
compatible with this supposition. For one can conceive of the
diversity of individuals, even if it implies neither economic pro-
duction nor more generally a direct cooperation of everyone, as a
kind of division of labor. To be sure, this takes us into the specula-
tions of sociological metaphysics.

As the individual becomes more incomparable, as he comes
more and more to occupy—in his being, his conduct, and his des-
tiny—a position that can be filled only by him and that is reserved
for him alone in the organization of the whole, all the more raust
'~ this whole be grasped as a unity, as a metaphysical organism in
which each psyche is a vital element, exchangeable with no other,
but presupposing all others and their interaction for its own Life.
Wherever the need exists to pereeive the totality of psychic exis-
tence in the world as a unity, it will sooner be satisfied by an in-
dividuation in which single beings necessarily complement and
need one another, each taking the place left for it by all the others;
this need for unity and hence apprehension of the totality of being’
will sooner be satisfied by that than by an equality of beings in
which any one could essentially replace any other, in which each
member seems actually to be superfluous and without proper
relation to the whole.

Nevertheless, the ideal of equality, whick unifies, in quite an-
other sense, the most extreme individualization with the most ex-
treme expansion of the circle of associated beings, has never been
more encouraged than by the Christian doetrine of the immortal
and eternal soul. The soul that faces its God with reliance only
upon itself in its metaphysical individuality, the only absolute
value of all being, is identical to all others in what ultimately mat-
ters. For in the eternal and the absolute, there are no distinctions:
men’s empirical differences, confronting the eternal and transcen-
dental, are of no consequence. These individuals are not just the
sums of their attributes, in which event they would be as diverse as
those; rather, beyond those attributes, each of them is an absolute
entity by virtue of personality, freedom, and immortality.

Thus, the sociology of Christianity offers the greatest historical
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as well as metaphysical example of the asserted correlation: thy
psyche that is free from all bonds and from all relations, whatevej
the ends for whose sake they were instituted, the psyche that

oriented only toward the powers beyond that are the same for
everyone—such a psyche, in conjunction with all others, consti:
tutes a homogeneous being that encompasses all sentience. Uncon:
ditionality of personality and unconditional expansion of the circls
of its kind are but two expressions for the unity of this religious
conviction. And insofar as this has become the metaphysics or t
given meaning for life in general, it is unmistakable in the extent
to which it influences, as a priori disposition and mood, the histo
jcal patterns of relation among men and the attitude with whick

and ultimate personality; and the whole for
in these resirictions had to be abolished in
development toward those two extremes

m of existence inherent
order to make room for

i :ni ;{ flo(;- sm::: Dh INTERESTS More directly than in its
i or metap ysical images of the cosmos, our ¢ 1
tion bec_omes intuitively clear in the domain of ethic; Y etk
th'e Cynics had already rejected the otherwise ty icall. GerY liafly,
w1t}'1 .narrower social structures by embracing a I<):os ) ok
poSI.HOII, on the one hand; and on the other hand li;no
the intermediate element of patriotism. The expans,iog f the ci
t}.lat flls the .view and interest of individuals may fre . ‘13 ‘311”.‘31‘3
rise to a particular form of egoism that engenderjs[a rg Lientdy deal
restnctlol% of social spheres. It may promote a greathea E; 3 e
an e'nth'us.lastically outreaching vault of the psyche, b rﬂi v a'nd
are lnhlb{ted by the amalgamation of persona{life’ th o o
mte;est circle of solidary comrades, But whenever circumstances
z; sogizcgzzi{;t:;il ﬁ:s Tf);l:[‘_;ome, then, quite significantly, its exact
. e greatest extent, as [ have already dis-
cussed, the cash economy and its associated i'b Ii tic tendenie
have loosened or dissolved narrower confed;r:tI: o s
to nation—and have inaugeur s g uld
other hand, they have enc%urz;ii ic‘zzzljligcg nt;)irsny;tand Ny
fézz (())ri ?emlorsleles}?ness. The less, as a result of iniarrngement of the
1omic circle, the producer knows his consumers, th
clusively is his interest f e price that b
can exiract from them. %i’feriozz E}rlr?p}a?;ilnglf ;}Iffl ey
fir:fg) zet:iop;b;ic thlat (':orifronts him, the more his own orienta-
. exclusively on the qualitativel
labor, that is, on money. Apart from those loft dy e o
energy of labor stems from abstract 1'(:Iealis(;nY’[homamS Whe're 'the
part his person and his ethical interest to hi ’1 ]: ol
that his circle of consumers is personall Ok o to b e e
oceurs only under conditions of smaller szalen(rlfrol . h'lr}l:, Vo
Ing size f)f the group for which he Works; anr? iﬁlnt tx}«lf b the
Ignr;);m;g indifference with which he is able only to cgf:)nf;ct:;}llltt}ilte
_ X actors are lost that once restricted economic e oism 7
long many dimensions, human nature and humin sitilations

politan dis-
eliminating

they approach one another.

Group Expansion and the Determinants of Will .

with a narrow

OBJECTIVITY AND SUBJECTIVITY Indeed, the
sociological significance of a universal world view, both as caus
and as effect within our correlation, is manifest even when inquiry
into the narrowness or breadth of environmental image does no
halt at the borders of the human world. Its significance still hold
when inquiry apprehends objectivity in gencral, whose forms wi
frequently construe by way of analogy with socially habituate

o every de-

One may well say that antiquity lacked both the broadest a
purest conception of objectivity and the deepest and most prec
conception of subjectivity. The concept of natural law as an ab
lutely substantive, universal rule, indifferent to all “values,”

as foreign to antiquity as the real concept of the ego, with its pro
ductivity and its freedom, its problematics, and its value that o
weighs the world. The psyche neither went so far beyond it
ner so deeply into itself as it later did via the synthesis—or also.
antithesis—of the Christian ethos with modern natural and.
torical sciences. This cannot have been without internal and
least indirect connection with the sociopolitical structure of!
Greek world. The enormous internal prerogatives of the narro
state circles bound the individual by and large to a certain i
mediate image of life and the world that fell between universa

qualitatively
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are so positioned that when the individual’s relations begin )
exceed a certain extensiveness, he becomes all the more t_hmw-i}
back upon himself. This is not only a watter of the quantitative e -
tension of the circle, which must inevitably reduce‘t}.le personal
interestedness in it of each of its points down .to .a Inlnlnfum; it
also a matter of qualitative diversification within :Lhe circle t}.lat
impeded the focusing of interest upon any one point, and whic :
thus leaves egoism as the logical outcome of t}'le general par‘alys
of irreconcilable demands. In keeping with this formal motif, fgr
example, one of the factors giving rise to th(? colorfulness and
internal heterogeneity of the Habsburg possessions has been helgd
to be the fact that in all their political aCti\TIt}’, the Habsburgs had
nothing in view except the interests.of their }llouse.. _
Finally, spatial extension of the interest circle Into greater
tances—not necessarily coinciding with its actuall enlargementfls
what enables the individual to confront at least his narrower cire e
in an egoistic way. Until the time' o.f Henry Il and Edlward LE :
glish status groups were deeply divided because t.heu" 1n1terests };3_ _
tended variously beyond their homeland. An English nobleman ad
a much more intense interest in a foreign war conducted b?f otheF
nobles than in domestic struggles over the law. An urba.mte‘wag
much more interested in the orderliness of .the (‘jo‘nunermal situ
tion in the Netherlands than in that of English cities, unless sfom.: '
matter directly touched his own concerns. Th(? great crfﬁcers o 1the
church felt themselves to be members of an ‘mternatlonal. {Lcc e
astical entity, rather than showing any s.peclﬁcally Enghﬁ sy
pathies. Only after Henry and EdV\.fard did these classe.s egin tg
merge into a unified nation, and with t}.lat thfz segregation ceased
whose egoistic character had been assoc;ated In every respect Wl
the earlier cosmopolitan extensions of interest.

Group Expansion and Consciousness of the Ego

Beyond the significance that expansior_l of the circ.le h
for the differentiation of the determinants (_)f will, one sees its s
nificance for the emergence of the sensation of a personai. Fg
Surely no one can fail to recognize that the style of modern life

the gradual experience of these multiple contents
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recisely because of its mass character, its rushing diversity, its
unboundable equalization of countless previously conserved idio-
syncrasies—has led to unprecedented levelings of the personality
form of life. But neither should one fail to recognize the counter-
tendencies, much as these may be diverted and paralyzed in the
joint effect that ultimately appears.

Life in a wider circle and interaction with it develop,
of themselves, more consciousness of personality
narrower circle; this is so above all because it is precisely through
the alternation of sensations, thoughts, and activities that personal-
ity documents iiself. The more uniformly and unwaveringly life
progresses, and the less the extremes of sensate experience depart
from an average level, the less strongly does the sensation of per-
sonality arise; but the farther apart they stretch, and the more
energetically they erupt, the more intensely does a human being
sense himself as a personality. Just as duration can be determined
only in the presence of alternation, and just as it is only the alter-
nation of nonessential properties that throws constancy of sub-
stance ito bold relief, so too the ego is apparently perceived
as the one constant in all the allernation of psychological con-
tents, especially when these contents provide a particularly rich
opportunity.

Personality is not a single immediate state, not a single quality
or a single destiny, unique as this last may be; rather it is some-
thing that we sense beyond these singularities, something grown
into consciousness out of their expérienced reality. This is so even
if this retroactively generated personality, as it were, is only the
sign, the ratio cognoscendi of a more deeply unitary individuality
that lies at the determinative root of the diverse singularities, an
individuality that we cannot become aware of directly, but only as

in and
than arises in a

and variations.
As long as psychic stimulations, especially the stimulations of

sensation, occur only in small number, the ego is fused with them
and stays latently embedded in them; it rises above them only to
the degree that,
clear to our awareness that the ego itself is common to all this varia-
tion, This is just the same as when a general concept cannot be

precisely via a fullness of dissimilarity, it hbecomes
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abstracted out of single phenomena if we are familiar with oy
one or a few of their elaborations, but only if we know very tany
of them; and its abstractness and purity are all the greater as dig
similarity contrasts more distinctly with the generality. Now th
alternation of the contents of the ego, which is what actually §
poses the ego to consciousness as the stable pole in the play:
psychic phenomena, is extraordinarily more lively within a larg,
circle than it is for life in a narrower group. Stimulations of sensy
tion, which are especially important for subjective ego conscious
ness, occur most where a highly differentiated individual stand
amid other highly differentiated individuals, and where com
parisons, frictions, and specialized relations release a profusion ¢
reactions that remain latent in a narrower undifferentiated circle
but which in the larger circle, by virtue of their abundance an
diversity, elicit the sensation of the ego as that which is absolutel
“one’s own.”

Personal Autonomy and the Elaboration of
Social Organs

A more indirect route by which the relatively large cirel
gains a special intrapersonal freedom and autonomy of being fo
its members is the elaboration of functional organs. This elabors
tion—which was investigated ahove—permits the originally direc
interaction of individuals to crystallize and to be transferred.t
particular persons and complex structures. The more purely an
completely this division of labor oceurs—visible in the magnitu
of the group’s enlargement—the more the individual is emang
pated from the interactions and coalescences that it replaces,
the more he is left to his own centripetal concerns and tendencie
The generation of functional organs is the means whereby the coh
sion of the group is united with the greatest freedom of individual

To be sure, the organs hind each group element to themselve
and thus to one another; but the decisive point is that the diret
interactions that preceded this system drew the totality of a hum
being into special achievements that required disproportional
expenditures of energy. He who is not a judge for his whole Ii
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long, 'but ?nIY. when the community is called together, not only is
inhibited in his actual functioning, but is also encumbered in the

- execution of the judicial office by inappropriate conceptions and in-

terests, In a manner entirely different from the professional judge.
In contrast, he is only involved with the court in an advanced situa-
tion when his whole interest is really engaged in it. As long as each
head of a household is a priest, he must function in that capacit
Whetha_" he feels like it or not; but once there is a church with Z
professional priest, he enters it only when he feels the urge and
thus really has his heart in it. As long as there is no diversiéjcation
of production, the individual has to consume whatever happens to
have b(.aen produced, even if very different needs and wishes have
arisen in the meantime; but as soon as there are special producers
for each need, he can search out whaiever he might like so that he
need not consume with mixed feelings.

Thus, the differentiation of social organs does not mean that
individvals are detached from their connections with the whole
hut rather means that they devote only the substantively relevanE
parts of their personalities to those bonds. The point at which the
individual momentarily touches the totality or the structure of the
whole no longer pulls parts of his personality into the relationship
that do not belong there. It is with social organs—the consequences
and distinguishing characteristics of the growth of the group—
that the involvements become dissolved wherein the individual has
to convey and yield into situations and activities elements of him-

-~ self that do not belong to what he wants of himself.4
4

The remainder of this chapter consists of three sections: a “Note
on the Analogy between Psychological and Social Patterns,” a discussion
of c.omparahlfa analogies with intellectual patterns, and an ;nalysis of the
basic categories for organizing the data of human experience. The last of
these appears in this volume as chapter 4.—Ep. .




