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an s of the writings of Max Weber. In discussing
m of German professors they comment: “They use
\ qualifying clauses, Inversions and ocomplex
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Andyuilmin-ro‘ghm&ulbp&dti
will be rewarded for whatever shortcomings the styvle may
still have, by the suthor’s abandance of ideas and insights.
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, INTRODUCTION

Georg Simmel belongs to a generation which gave us great
sociologists. He himsel! was a lesding coe who, specifically.
Pepresents the continestal, particularly German tradition

and theoretical treatment are close to philoso-

m-uh-&m
s systematic sociology 3 based on his formal

amalysis of social relatioss, such as domination, coordina-
thon, subsrdination, and ssperordination of individusis aad
Eroups, slways conscicus of the size of the groap imolved
His wellknown study of dyads sad triads in which be saw
mt differences in the relationships of the individuals
35 of this order. As 2 matter of fact, it was these

- ﬁ“&mﬂqydtﬂimwm
*i““iq wili“!ofl. von W”m
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ethics, soci payehology. unity. Roligion, in Simmel's theory, is, in fact, the highest
dology.mul POShRE RARaEe i ||M;f &emo‘f social unity. This may be seen
His philosophical training and interest sre always ape the an religion with its drive toward
parent in his writings. His sociolegy borders on philosophy. | ﬁﬂy unity, snd in Christianity with its universalistic ideas
He tendn toward generalizations and abstractions often far " the amity of all mankind.
romoved from the concrete and factusl, But it i, | :‘w‘ snalysin of religion is, fundamentally, an analy-
due 1o his philosophic bent that his writings abound in s of the Judeo-Christian religious complex, with a few
idess and concepts and thearies, WMMWMMMdMMVme
The Sociology of Religion definitely belongs amongst | Simmed recogrizes in religion, may be identified with
works which reflect his philosophical, even theological e Judeo-Christian religion.
terest, Sometimes wcmypbbcmd:bt“hhu . hﬂlhuhpol&mneﬂ are similar to those of
his writings. For Simmel, religion is a reality related to th |ii“ and Durkbeim. His main thesis that religion is re
empirical. It is reflected in social relationships, while cer, flocte } in social relationships, is, basically, not =0 different
tain other social relationships not ordinarily recognised .' : Max Weber's spproach in his study of the sociclogy
such, are of a religious character. Much like i % The integrative quality of relizion was also
Simmel discovers in refigion an integrating, unifying ole Sresed by Durkheim. Bat the style and the dovelopment of
ment, Religion welds humsn zociety together and comes noe are different in Simmel.
the fore in social behavior, in customs and social inter) ’

|

~ Firs  of all, Simmel develops his ideas far more abstractly
Having taken up the discussion of the significance of the | | .u_-lho-nmvithth-mpmnl-d»dwebn and
MOfﬁf&SMC&Mﬂmﬂnymubd Durkbeim. Moreover, Simmel does not make any attempt
of the basic social processes discoverable in ' _.ﬂﬂyaqirhdudfucmndu;ﬂuaﬁonolr&
and the division of labor. Competition he takes as & || SN,
ing force in that it alienates individuals, while division of [ * "V“‘" Rather, his search is in line with thealogical,
labor has the tendency to unify. Religions avocations, ST RRSOER
nbmmmgapn&.umﬂuumhmm-
nected with refigion, are the results of the
inherent in the soclal division of labor. %H—
their systemnatization, argues Simmel, do not contain
elements. Their basic characteristics tend in the direction

viid ix



Introduction

characteristic bat highly respectable among scademicians
and intellectusls. He alsp lived at & time of turmoll
Simmel was born in 1858 His studies were mainly his- \
tory and philosophy, Inspite of his brilliant lectares at the
university and his important contributions in the fields
mentioned above, bo remained for most of his life a Privat.
Dosent. Very late in life he was awarded an honorary pro-
fessorial title at the University of Berlin, and just four years
prior to his desth he was appointed a full professor wt the
University of Strassburg. At the beginning of World War I,
Simmel was carried away by German nationslism, unlike
some others, W. E. Forster among them, to whom national
cancer in 1918 after meticulously arranging all his affsirs,

Brooklyn Callege Feliks Gross

L

Powers of a personal or objective order, imterfering to
any degree in our lives, are sometimes felt as inconveniont
" immediately lose this character of inter-

“bhuowm satisfactory relation. Often a lau,
-m: -e\dymging interest will not co-ordinate
of life; but as =oon as passion

“Mtbmyofmtwwﬁhthu.
there arises on this totally new bosis sn altogether novel
life of a potentinlly bomogencous character.
Mmeprdtoobnmmmﬂan&n
prhencs 'dﬁc,n:thl.mProhlanoflheMM
the philssophers. Spinoza solved that incompatibility
&MMMmMne%ndmndm
M in its own language—exproms the to-
o bqbewuenquibkumuﬂ!y



Georg Simmel

for itself the totality of the universe, and depicts it, in it
own manner, as a whole. Maybe this development can sl

the multiplicity of those worlds, which lie, as it were, before
and in 63 & ideal potentialities, it takes only fragments w0
unravel certain of the theoretical dificultion of religion, as = ™ " S -
it has already sided in the solution of conflicls within the ”*-‘?—":ﬂhﬁmdmmpﬂ
refigious life. The ideals and aspirstions of refigion clash X - .
not oaly with impulses of a low order, but ofien sl with (15 @ *% & Saive mas the world of expericoce and practice
and values of itual and meral order.  prisige
a?modo{:n:;wdaw.dc-ﬂ.ﬁ e and manageable f{acts. Insofar as they are per-
foand by giving the former claims a relatively larger vole, & categories of ant or religion, of values of aware-
M&&MMMQMMM*Q s or philesophical specalation. they are made to confront
the deciding factor in life, can it relate life’s separate el that exchusively operating existence by which they realign
ments truly to each other or to the whole. And il the con- [RiSesmelves with the maltiplicity of life—just as the course
cept of the religious is formed accordingly it may desr up | ' mdmuwmuw
the contradictions in which the categories of the balance of ;!!"F"“""‘*m“m--un
Mnmdmw;’&.“ ,wdmmvde‘tﬂupby&etudy
of other spheres of intorest: to.e.uuouhpuu-m | e of socalled “reslity” a2 3 form under which we
our existence has to be proved capable of expremsing the
totality of life in #ts own language. The crganization of our
existence through the absolute domination by ene peinciple
ofaﬂlkdbm-oddd.k&vﬂdbl*“
cach of them—by its sovereignly formed
mmbehudd&ehtofmymﬁhhh“
for esch grants to these other clements the same right to
fashion their own world. In principle they are s incommen. 3 e putposes conditionred to the maintenance and
surable 3 sounds and colors. This congruence s vouched ;‘,.:‘ of the life of the species. In our behaviar we
for ca the one hand by the unity of content which muni- e reactions to the surrounding world: the wseful.
fests itvelf in all these differentisted forms, and on the h‘umwwwwm

“.bmmm"edlw‘hyody&d
other by the unilsteral course of the spiritusl life. For, from .~ e SN

bmddﬁcmld--ﬁ.hnodym

wh&woﬂdofmu'ﬂnn}m
‘.dlhnemdbumtﬁnhd‘m

~and diflerent presuppositions. The empirical real
”p*ﬂy&nct&tdpmdﬂnuh-kh

i k’.}

2
3
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Georg Simmel ——— SOCIOLOCY OF RELICION
MolmMmmw&&eM R sasomn slio~-but ool oy tumeids of
which furthers and preserves our specific characteristios | :ﬂ“dmwmﬂhmdwm
Mpyﬁouobgndomfuwyw and assigned & quite different focus and perspective. Thus
b&nptﬂh_dlﬂarmgamb.tbaeubad“w the very same material seems to produce the empirical, the
hecause their condition of life requires differcnt actions, L6 hileephical or the artistic order. The religious life cre
sctions besed on diffcrent comaiderations. Sitis s world over again; it interprets the whole of exist
Thas the ends and the principsl pressppositions Ss - ~ ence in & peculiar key, so that, in keeping with its pure
cisive for the kind of woﬂd’mwdﬁ_k“'&.h'a“i“.ﬁ”w“ Seadbie- skl adeie
The “real™ world, however, is only one of many possible arcording 1o other categories—tt b the life of the
omﬂvmvayutlnowhie-nbiwtw-r Wumyullurudlhaem.ndl
s“humbmmhdmaﬂm
their totalities but anly parts of them.
"‘Nb*lmh&.m&udﬁh‘md
| one clement of life, averse 1o co-opersti
wikhlkaludyhaodthmedmky ﬂh” Uﬁho&emml‘:{e.ohukunao::
meaning as soon as it is clevated to an ultimate

' : und sbsolute stutus. Ouly if religion is sccepted as the totality

dbmmwmmmmua
= ool totaditien, yatermn of life achieve
cnll‘nﬂu-pmiﬁclogic.-upari&wdh.ﬁ"tl 'f - m:‘m::;:d::l:m
new universe comstrocted of the same materials and equal | J ‘::::.(unn:dduny cﬂ:;rwid:
'_‘“" ny to small degree. Just be does not
The seme probably bolds true also of religion. Out of the o adummmm.m:usemw
v-&kﬂ&ew.ﬁl&m“w&“‘ i 6, just m hin imaginative powers will not transform all
ﬂlhldtﬁllﬂ)':l’dmﬂ"wm'ﬂm ;,:' mn inte products of art, neither will all of them enter
new extemsions u.- syntheses. The wdd R w“dm FWI’IBWW"“’“‘"
fice, even of the hair on our head and of the sparrow on the ‘ uq:n,wm.mnm&e::




ponents of world and spirit. Three segments of life perhaps
signify transposition into the religious key: the reaction
of man to exterior nature, to his fate and to the surround-
ing world of man. Our task here is to unfold the last of
these: man’s relation to his human environment. By linking
it with the domain of the two other segments we will dis-
cover the contour of a general conception of the religious
and its proper place in human relations.

It seems banal to restste that religion is but a mere
exaggeration of empirical facts. The world-creating god is
seen as a hypertrophy of the causal impulse; we perceive
the religious sacrifice as an extension of the known necessity
of having to pay a price for everything desired; we ex-
perience the fear of God as an accumulation and enlarged
reflection of the superpower we meet at every turn in physi-
cal nature. But even though this may depict the phenomenon
from the outside, it does not make it comprehensible from
the inside. To accomplish this, the religious categories must
be established actualities and active a priori in the co-opers-
tive formation of the material, if this material is to be
perceived as religiously important, if religious forms are to
be derived from it Just as the objects of experience are
recognizable, because the forms and norms of perception
have achieved their structure out of the mere material of the

semses; just as we are therefore capable of abstracting the

law of causality from our experiences, because we have
fashioned them accordingly (for only so, after all do they

become “experiences” ) ; so objects are religiously important
and raise themselves to transcendental forms because and

6
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lhﬁr.lhymabotbdbylberdgnmwegorywhnh
determines their formation, before they can be considered
}ﬁhd.gho'uwdmnrdymgmmd as religious phe-
nomena.
~ If, indeed, God as the creator of the world originates in
bmmﬁmof«memdcﬂcd,lhcnthe
 religious element, which aspires to the transcendentsl, is
) from the beginning in the lower strata of the
process, On the one hand. it remains inside the con-
hmandmnm-gwmhnknththemn
but in addition the restless rhythm of this movement
”gdgnaofduuushcuoo with all the given facts,
&udqnd-ﬁou of every single one to infinitesimal nulli-
in an immeasurable chain—in short. a sound from
ﬁ@ﬂhmy vibrates a priori in the causal move-
This directed thought, depending on the level on
} we let it travel, and on the sentiment which we invest
'lﬁ.mbnldtmldofpacepﬁblenmortontdl
point lying in the transcendental. If God is the creative cause

. hvndﬂ.&mthemamnmg of this process—being a

i part of a religious category—has been, as it were,
prystallized, just as the abstract law of causality indicates
-.'i!ﬁmdahubancxuﬁedfmmunausdm

ar as it follows the categories of cognition. The endless
of causative sequences as the order of an empiri-
pally recognizable world would never have culminated in a
)d; the leap into the religious world could never have been
ded on the mere strength of these successive causes

7



shield of the religious feeling as the final expression of the ;

world-creating God, as the substance in which religiosity
could coalesce, in the proper meaning of that process.

That our sentimental attachment to surrounding nature
can develop under the religious auspice, and that this de
velopment confronts itself, as it were, in religion, is much
eaiermdﬂechz\'anmoﬁmrdeminwﬁdhpof
aesthetic well-being, or fear and terror and realization of
the grandeur of its superpower—the first by suddenly ro-

vcalingaslnnspamnl:ndmsiblewhdmwd‘

as foreign and eternally opposed; the latter by transform-
ing the merely physical, indifferent and intelligible, into &
fearful, impenetrable darkness. Then again nature can re-
lease in us that radical feeling, so hard to analyze, which |
can only define as a stirring of the soul: suddenly we may
be deeply touched and moved, not by the extreme beauty
or grandeur of natural phenomena, but by & mere ray of
the sun vibrating on a leaf, or the swaying of a branch in
the wind, or something apparently quite ordinary, which,
as if in secret consonance with our innermost being, moves
us to passionate agitation.

All these sensations may come to pass without going

beyond their immediate competence, i.e., they may be with- |
out any religious value: and again they may acquire reli-

gious value without changing their content in any way.
Sometimes during such sensations we feel a certain tension

or elation, a humility or gratitude, as if a manifestation of
a soul were speaking to us—all this can only be defined in

terms of the religious. It is not yet religion, but it is that

- eeorg oemmel e s B ————
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meﬂlminlomligioubyconﬁnningtom
,h the realm of the transcendental, by converting its very
'-'m into its object and seemingly reacquiring itself
the Istter. What has been called the theological
xZ f of God—i.e., the beauty, the form and the order of
as indicative of a purposely creative absolute
but the logical configuration of this religious
mhmmmcdbywmmalsou
in the religious category in addition to being
w in the subjective or aesthetic or metaphysical
- realm; and just as the empirical object is for us the point
of intersection at which a certain number of sensual im-
fmmd.ormowhmbthﬂmenmded.aotbe
“object of religion is such a locus in which the aforemen-
‘Nmﬁndlharundybypunmglbcnud\es,as
kmh&mmmmm’um
‘the product of all of these, it seems to oppose to the indi-
';mlhtdinionpoinloflherdigiousﬁmapm-
being.

&mmmmwmﬂd@onﬂys
'&.F&nmﬂy&ﬁnﬁst&mwhddﬂa
the development of that which man does not represent
hough his own actions and his own being may
Mnhd&ndmgpomeeumo“hum
i -of the inner being with something alien to it, the
ept of fate contains existentially a motive of chance;
evidences a fundamental tension in the soul with
- regard to the meaning of life, at even those times when fate
acts as the very performer of man's will. Regardless of our

9

i



attitude toward fate, be it fatalistic or rebellious, hopeful
or desperate, demanding or contented, it may be completely
irreligious or it may be abeolutely religious. However, the
religious accent here may not influence the experience as a
presumed transcendental power, but must be a particular
quality of the emolions themselves, & concentration or a
buoyancy, an inspiration or a contrition, which in itself is
religious; it creates this object of religion as its objectiva-
tion or counterpart, just as the senses create the object which
actually confronts them. Even in matters of fate, by defini-
tion independent of us, experience in the specific sphere of
religion is formed by the productive religious powers; it
corresponds to the categories of religious objectivity, because
they have formed it by their own effort.

Such is the case, for instance, of “to those who love God,

everything will take the most favorable turn.” Not exactly T

in such a2 manner that the hand of Cod reaches down from
the clouds and arranges things to the best advantage for His

dear children, but that the experience of the religious man 1 soly
is & priori thus—that fate is bound to grant him the goods devel
he aspires to in his religious zeal. Whatever course fortune nc
may take on the level of earthly happiness, outward success | &
and intellectual development, in the sphere of religion it is | Pr

invariably accompanied by such emotional tensions, ordered

according to such scales of values, transfigured by such "
interpretations, that these have to conform with the mean. | Which partly manifest themselves in tangible forms: in pub-

ing of religion—the concern of God for the welfare of His

children—just as the world, if it is to be apprehended, must - .\

develop in a causative mode, because on the level of

10
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% it is formed a priori by this category of causality.
Just as perception does not create causality, but causality
;i.u perception, so religion does not condition religiosity,
,krd'gio&ybegdnrdigion.'l‘bupcficnmmn encoun-
fers in a certain inner mood stir relstions, meanings, senti-
ments, which of themselves are not yet religion, nor do
:“ttelliﬂe in any way conform to the religion of a differ-
‘ently attuned soul; but divested of this reality and forming
in themselves a sphere of objectivity, they became “religion,”
'mhﬂm “the objectified world of faith.”
- Finally, let us deal with the relations of man to the world
of man as immanent sources of religion. In these relations
also, forces and significances become effective independent
‘;,'mmbywahe.dyuhingrdigion:
or they ascend to it by their own impact. Religion in
its ultimate and perfect state, the whole spiritual complex
sssociated with transcendental existence, appears as the ab-
flute, the unified form of emotions and impulses, already
sped partially and by trial in social life, To under.
this, we will have to analyze the principle of sociologi-
structure, as we did above in regard to the religious

involves the mutual correlation of its elements,
sich occur in part in instantaneous actions and relations,

functions and laws, orders and possessions, languages



Georg Simmel

alizes itself socially in the “next to each other™ and the
“with each other,” the “for ecach other” and the “against
cach other” of individuals. This matter of life may perse-
vere, while a variety of forms absorb it alternately; and
vice versa, into the immutable form of the mutual correla-
tion may enter the most varied contents. Thus many norms
and results of public life may be aided equally by the free
play of competing powers and the regulated custody of lower
elements by higher ones. Thus many social interests are pre-
served for a while by the organization of the family, to
be taken over later on or somewhere else by exclusively vo-
cational associations or by governments.

One of the most typical forms of social life, one of those
fixed norms by which society secures the proper behavior
of its members, is custom. (With culturally retarded socie-
ties custom is the typical form of socially necessary com-
missions and omissions.) These same conditions of social
life—later codified as law and enforced by the power of
the state on the one hand, or left to the discretion of
free, cultivated, well.bred men on the other—in narrower
and more primitive worlds are guaranteed by that curious
and immediate supervision of neighbor by neighbor called

custom. Custom, law, unfettered individual morality are
different combinations of the social elements, which may,
and indeed do, have for their content the same command-

ments among different peoples and at different periods.
These forms by which society determines the proper be
havior of the individual include religion. One stage of de-
velopment in the modes of life is often characterized by a

12
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religions tendency. A specific area. which earlier or later
is characterized by other forms of relations among men, st
a certain period assumes a religious aspect.

This is particularly noticeable with legal processes, which
at certain times and in certain places are of the theocratic
character, subject wholly to religious sanctions: while under
different conditions they may be guaranteed by the power of
the state or by custom. Indeed, in many cases the order of
society seems to have issued from an entirely undifferen-
tiated form, in which moral, religious or legal sanctions were
still one and the same—e.g., the Dharma of the Hindus, the
Thenis of the Greeks, the Fas of the Romans—and accord-
ing to different historical circumstances these represent the so-
cial order sometimes by one, sometimes by another forma-

tive aspect. The frequent retrogression of those regulating
porms—ifrom custom to law, from law to custom, from

humanitarian obligations to religious sanctions and vice
versa—is related to the fact that practical as well as theo-
retical modes of life turn, in the course of history, from
~ distinetly conscious into unconscious, factual presuppositions

I

[

~ and practices, while others—often the same ones— emerge
from an unconscious, instinctive state into a clearly intel-
ligible and accountable one. When law instead of custom
l.’ determines actions, much greater consciousness is involved:
. unrestrained morality, subject only to one’s own conscience,
~ attributes conscious and unconscious intent to the impulses
" of our actions quite differently than do cocial regulations.
The tension between the darkly motivating emotions and the
;-mWoflcnoum,mlbcmlmoIrdxglom

13
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Georg Simmel

sanctions, much larger than that attributed by custom.

Characteristically, this development of change in the in-
tensity of a relation carries it through a maultiplicity of
sanctions: during a period of aroused patriotism, e.g., the
relations of the individual to his group may acquire a
pathos, a dedication, & sincerity, which not only is of itself
of a religious character, an act of religiosity, but also resorts
far more to the divine power; its impulses integrate them-
selves much more decidedly into immediate religious agita-
tions than they would during normal times, when these re-
lations are conditioned by convention or the law of the
state. Thus it provides at the same time an enhancement of
consciousness of the patriotic relation. Such a situation of
danger, of passionate agitation, of the triumphs of political
homogeneity, which groups the emotions of the individual
relative to the situation under a religious aspect and order,
generally emphasizes their importance to the individual in
a much stronger fashion than during periods when other
norms are prevalent, From these norms arises this more
pervasive and warmer relation, and into them it will sink
back again.

Private relations as well, susceptible to religious sanctions,
usually call upon them at the moment when consciousness
is most strongly centered on them: eg., during the ratifica-
tion of the marriage contract; or during the Middle Ages
in the case of all contracts subject to divine approval. The
life of the Puritans was marked by an almost abnormally
heightened awareness of every aspect of life, by a conscious
account-rendering for every act and every thought—for

14
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every single part of life was subjected to the religions norm
and no other sanction was acknowledged as binding. But
here too the opposite holds true: the immense importance
of the essentially prehistoric organization of the tribe often
fades into a merely religious one with the growing power of
the state. True, from the beginning it has been a cultural
communion. But apart from the essential requisites of

common habitation, common property and mutual protec-

tion by law and arms, in the beginning it had to emphasize
the awareness of common interests much more than during

~ those epochs when this commen weal became merely a com.
munity of festivals and sacrificial rites, as was the custom
in later Antiquity or in China today. Here the exclusive
religious sanctions were matched by a diminished accent on

the unity of the group and its significance. The essence of

the normative feature was consummated by it, but it ex-

M as it were, their different mental state of aggre-

‘gation and their transition as merely formal changes of

the same practical contents of life. Wherever these were
placed under the protection of religion, religion had to
be already in existence. The deciding issue here, however,

is not a dogmatic notion in regard to transcendental ecs-
sences, which form merely the means of sanction, but the

fact that the social requirements have attained a degree of

stability, an emotional harmony, a consecration, which ex-
presses the degree of necessity for a new social norm.

Whether ordinances for the protection of health, such as

- were inculcated as divine commands in the ancient Jewish

law; whether murder and perjury, which in the seventh and
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cighth centuries in the territories of German Christianity
were punished by the bishop as violations of the divine
order; whether obedience to the prince in reverence to his
divine rights—everywhere in socicty modes of life tuke
shape which without their social significance would never
have been elevated to religious sanctions. And through this
elevation they now develop the energies and forms for
which they are attuned by their inner emotional tensions
and meanings, which originally had not been borrowed
from the transcendental. Never would they have attracted
this transcendental norm—as innumerable other norms ac-
tually did—had their emotional value, their very unifying
powers, their very limitations not led them of their own
volition to a projection on the religious level.

16
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The elementary basis by which the religious category is
transformed into a social relation is given in the strange
analogy existing between the attitude of the individual to-
ward the godhead and social collectivity, Decisive here,
above all, is the feeling of dependency. The individual feels
himself bound to something universal, something higher,
toward which he moves, to which he surrenders, but also
from which he expects elation and redemption, feeling dif-
ferent from yet identical with it. God has been characterized
as the coincidentia oppositorum, the center in which all the
antinomies of life are melted, including the extreme multi-
fariousness of the relation of the soul to God and of God to
the soul.

Love and estrangement, humility and indulgence, ecstasy

‘and remorse, despair and trust, are not merely shadings

in the changing epochs of such a relationship, but each of
them leaves an imprint on the basic relation of the soul
to its god, so that the soul seems to inhale and exhale with

‘one and the same breath all the antinomies of all possible
‘moods, And the god that is true is just; but he is a for-

giving god too, forgiving beyond justice. In the world of
Antiquity he stands above all parties, yet taking sides.

17
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He is the absolute lord of the world, vet he lets it revolve
according to the rigidity of its own laws. While the recipro-
cal relationship between man and his god thus includes the
whole scale of possible relations in “the one after the other”
and the “at the same time,” it apparently repeats the modes
of behavior which regulate the association of the individual
with his social group.

Here we find the same encompassment of the individual
by a superior power, which nevertheless allows him a cer-
tain degree of freedom; a receiving, responded to with &
reaction; a surrender not excluding rebellion, a reward
and a punishment, the relation of a part to the whole
in which the part itself aspires to be a whale. Especially
can that humility, in which the pious man confesses—that
all he is and all he has he owes to God, and through which
he sees in God the source of his being and his power—be
transferred to the relation of the individual to society. For
in the sight of God man is never a nobody, though he be
a mere grain of dust, a feeble perhaps not completely
transitory force, a vessel ready to accepl that divine gift.
Thus both the religious and the sociological forms of indi-
vidual existence spring from the same soucce, The latter
need only be accompanied by, or blended with, the reli-
gious mood to produce the essential form of religion as an
autonomous structure or attitude. Without reference to this
universal relationship, an expert on the old Semitic reli-
gion illustrates it distinctly in the following description:

In the period immediately prior to the rise of Islam

18
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the Arabic heroes lacked to a conspicuous degree any
religion in the general meaning of the word. They were
only perfunctorily concerned with gods and divine sub-
jects and in cultic matters they were completely in-
dolent. On the other hand, they knew a certain reli.
gious devotion to the tribe; the life of their own tribes.
men was sacrosanct and inviolable. This seeming con-
tradiction becomes plausible, however, in the light of
the antique notion by which the god and his followers
constitute a community, and the same principle of
sanctity applies to the relation of the believers both
to each other and to the godhead. The original reli-
gious community was the tribe, and all obligations,
based on kinship, were at the same time components
of the religion, and even when the tribal god had
passed from sight and was almost forgotten, the
essence of the tribal religion asserted itself in the
continued sanctity of the blood relationship.

It can be definitely stated: there exist social conditions,
relations among men, of a religious character, They are the
same pertinent values which, dissociated from their social

- aspects and elevated into the transcendental dimension, sig-

nify religion in the more precise, autonomous sense. That
differentiation of norms which | mentioned before mani-

| fests itself historically in even more limited form in the
‘ distinction between religious and social obligations. Except
- for Buddhism and Christianity they are always united. The
% service of the gods in the entire world of Antiquity and
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almost everywhere else in the ethnic world, is part of life
in the political community or in that of the family, belong-
ing to this life in the same manner as language. To ignore
it would be equivalent to the refusal of the duty of bearing
arms or to the presumption of creating one’s own llngnlge.
Even Buddhism asserts it, although in a negative form,
since it completely lacks the social aspect. The Buddhistic
ideal visualizes a monastic life, not excluding occasional
sacrifices and sufferings for others, which are not for the
sake of others, but only for the ego and the redemption of
one’s own soul. Tt teaches absolute withdrawal from the
social world. Redemption (Sich-Erlosen) for the Buddhist
is but a withdrawal (sich losen) from all existence, the
social po less than the natural. The Buddhist acknowledges
only duties toward himself, and should the welfare of others
become involved. then it is “the welfare of all living beings."

This is in sharp contradiction to the political-social de-
marcation, which defines social obligations in the classical
and generally in the non-Christian, world. But then Bud-
dhism is not a religion. It is a teaching about salvation,
which anyone can gain entirely through his own efforts,
his own volition and his own thinking, and which will
sutomatically be realized if he but meets the conditions
existing in, and intrinsic to, the nature of his soul. Deliver-
ance from suffering, as the only substance of Buddhism,
does not require a transcendental power to confer grace
or act as an intercessor; it is not something done, but is a
state realized as the logical result of the soul’s renouncing all

adherence to life, When, therefore, social and religious ob-

20

L e

ligations do not have the correlation they generally display,
except for certain differentiations of the Christian culture,
the simple explanation is to be found in the lack of this
correlation in Buddhism. It simply does not include social
narms; it is not religion.

Everywhere else, however—especially among the ancient
Semites, Greeks and Romans—the religious obligations of
sacrificial offerings, of prayer, of the whole cult, are not a
personal concern, but are asked of the individual as a mem-
ber of a group, and the whole community becomes collee-
tively responsible for the religious trespassing of the indi-

wvidual. That is why, on the other hand. the social life of

Antiquity could unfold under the religious aspect: the reli-

gious consecration seen superficially as a mere symptom of

social necessity, forms in reality an inner, essential and

‘indivisible whole with it. That the social needs are taken

under the care of religion, that the relation of the individual
1o his community is classified as part of one’s duties toward
God, explains only the prominence of emotional motives,
which are already inherent in the social relation.

This backsliding of energies, inherent in the original
phenomena and transcending them, iz a not uncommon as-
pect of spiritual life. In a most irrelevant and erroneous

‘manner this is demonstrated by the concept of energy. Be
tween two units of matter a mutual approach takes place;
‘this phenomenon has been explained by the term “power
‘of attraction,” which hovers in wondrous vagueness above
‘matter and seems to direct it by invisible arms. However,
the concept takes on a more meaningful aspect if the be-
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havior of man in his “milieu™ is seen as regulated by
“customs.” True, it is the immediate and objective signifi-
cance of such behavior, and its appropriateness to the ex-
istence of the group, which endows it with its consecration
and its very function as “custom.” For the impression that
“custom” determines social life as an ideal power, decid-
ing how the particularities of this life are to be conducted,
cannot sltogether be disregarded. This formal process, how-
ever, takes place in the most significant manner wherever
it seems to derive its obligations from religion, due to the
social appropriateness of the action evolved.

Religion as a product of the soul is indeed nourished from
many other sources; its objects release the norms applicable
to other spheres of life. Religion is that intersection where
all the interests of the soul meet, as soon as they have ac
quired & certain range of oscillation. We could therefore
call it, at the beginning of this discussion, one of those
categories or demands which make it possible to blend the
totality of life into a specific picture of an all-comprehensive
color. If the norms of social bonds appear thus in religious
attire, this does not mean they have merely acquired a new
labed, borrowed from the social facts; it leads them to a
general perception, with different content; it joins them
with inner energies of a different origin, so that the reflect-
ing sanction is not only a disguise of the existing one; but
this sanction, in a new form, is strengthened and enlarged
by the others, which flow into and shape the great umity of
the religious objects. For even if the content of the tran-
scendental objects is entirely made up of those relations
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- between soul and nature, fate, personal ideas, the soul and

~ individuals, society and mankind, which have their common

' denominator exclusively in the additive religious frame of

f M through this confluence of the heterogencous into
unities are born entirely new forms. They are more than
the mechanical sum of their elements, and their singular

| meaning cannot be explained by their prorated equation.

1 will now discuss specific sociological states and rela-
tions which in themselves represent the religious aspect.
However, they do not obtain this aspect as the gift or de-
- mand of a prevalent religion, but reversely: they themselves

l'il contribute to religion by their autoncmous tehgxous
* yalues. With their help the basic religious mood scquires
W :&m form, whose transcendental gradation and objec-
unfald the objects of religion in their general mean-
ing. These in turn, it is truc, may invest them with & new

- consecration and strength.

The relation of a devoted child to his parents, of an
ﬂ‘ﬂ# patriot to his fatherland or a similarly enthusiastic
posmopolitan to mankind; the relation of a worker to

his class, which is pressing onward, or of a nobleman con-
ous of his rank to the aristocracy; the relation of the
ished to his conqueror, or of the good soldier to his

srmy—all these relations with their infinitely manifold con-
tents can indeed have a general tenor as far as their psychic
‘aspect s concerned—which must be called a religious key.
They all are informed by a strange mixture of selfless de-

jon and desire, of humility and elation, of sensual im-

diacy and spiritual abstraction, not only in alternating
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moods, but in a persistent unity, which can only be compre- :t]w is of an absolutely artistic quality, but who never
hended through this division into opposing pairs. Placing a Ema work of art, There live pious men who do not
subject in a higher order produces in the individual a partic-  turn their piety toward any god, ie., to that phenomenon
ular degree of emotional tension, a specific tenderness and  ywhich is the very object of piety; they are religious natures
firmness of the inner relation, which he recognizes as belong- FM a religion. They belong among those human beings
ing 1o him personally and intrinsically. ~who experience and feel the previously described states in a
These emotional elements, which form, at least in part, religious frame of mind. We call it “religious” because the
bot‘h.thc inner and the outer side of such relations, u:e.ail M object, which sprang from it of itself, exists as
n.vlagmus elements, F?r.the very fact that they are religious ‘an object of the religion in existence, as the bacilli culture
gives them a flavor distinguishing them from relations based  of impulses, moods and needs which grow under those
on sheer egoism or pure suggestion or mere outward or = ond out of the empirical, social matter.
even moral powers. This particular emotional frame of mind 4 One might assume that the sociological relations thus psy-
can perhaps, generally speaking. be defined as piety. Piety is chologically characterized were genuine religious pheno-
an emotion of the soul which turns into religion wheneyver ” One might take it for granted that these functions
it projects itself into specific forms. Here it should be ndd'-l thich establish themselves independently and increase in
t{’“ Pff'“ sy the Rim'iwe lo'f.ll‘dt both man and = substance beyond their approved extent, would create
God. Plfly, which is rehgioml)' ina qmm m 'mlﬂ ': yid as M objm_ We know of many m‘logi@' re-
necessarily have to coalesce into a stable form of hluvietso Iating to seemingly very heterogeneous phenamena. We have
\'is‘_i°"39 the .80337 u:., into rcli.gion.‘ M°°d.' or functions en observed how the love impulse creates its own objects,
which according to their very logic point, as it were, beyond not by merely searching for an adequate object which will
the soul, remain in its sphere, and they will hold good "'31 er ¢ its pleasures, transferring to this object those longed-
any objoct. There exist souls whose very being and action '| for val
|

* for values which are missing in reality; but as the object
are steeped in the characteristic gentleness, warmth and of love the loved one is always a creation of the lover.
devotion of love, who yet never feel love for a particular "y ue crestes 3 new form—related. it is true, to a real person
longing runs the whole gamut of a cruel and selfish mind, orld, which does not enter into the reality of this human
without actually crystallizing into evil deeds. There live [ One should not mistake the imagined qualitics of
artistic natures whose functional capacity to visualize things,  4he contents for the quest for form or essence, which is our

to experience life, and to form their impressions and feel- | ject matter here. The image of the beloved one emerg-

bwloi
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ing from those qualities may or may not correspond to
reality : the productivity of the lover, creating the beloved as
a configuration beyond all other materializations of things,
becomes neither superfluous on that account, nor is it sub-
stantiated. It is as with a work of art, which, in contra.
distinction to any mere imitation of nature, has a creative
meaning, regardless of its having tsken its substance from
a given reality. A work of art wells up from the productive
inner emotion of the artist. Tt is art when and insofar
as this emotion has manifested itself in an object of art. It

represents therefore, something much more than and quite e

b

drﬂerem from the marble block, in which form it existed
in the world of tangible realitv—something quite different,

too, as a form abstracted from the world of experience.

Thus the human being loved by his fellow represents
totally new category of bemg He is the seed ollova,md-.

With this hint, the self-evident cliché that the gods are
the outgrowth of the religious frame of mind is placed in
a wider and, in my opinion, not so self-evident context.
The efficaciousness of certain fundamental powers and im-
pulses of the soul means that they produce an object for
themselves. The significance of the object of these functions
of love, of art, of religiosity, is merely the significance of
these functions as such. Each of them places its object i
its own werld, thereby begetting this object as its own. And
it does not matter whether the elements which come together

SOCIOLOCY OF RELIGION

 become now a new form in its own right. When the religious
impulse admits these sociological facts. when the relation of
the individual 1o individuals of a higher order or to a social
‘entity or its ideal norms or symbols, in which a grouping
“assumes the accent we call religious, then functionally this
i seon as the same act of creation of his soul as it is with
“religion.” He has populated the world of his religious
impulses just as if he were praying to a god; but with the
prayer the function seems to remain more self-contained,
» it has not abhsorbed any matter already predeter-

saborate here. The objects of religiosity man finds in cer-
tain social relations arc products of his piety. Whether
efations of this order came first historically, coalescing
h the transcendental by the abstraction and sublimation
t‘ﬁlﬂlpm element of the emotions; or whether they
relate to a being with self-denying sentiments and tend-
ncies, free-moving and purely functional; or whether they
ve procured for themselves an object serving their ends
ardle d&ureﬂedoulbmfdlowmcuandeoc&d
this must remain here {and probably al-
ways) undetermined. The understanding we seek here is
not of a historical, chronological sequence, but of the ab-
= factual: we are trying to prove that the religious
world has its roots in the =piritual complexity of the rela
tion of the individual to his fellow man or 10 a group of
ki Ho- men, as in the purer phenomena of religion (in
Wmunmgohheword)
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| If I now try to examine the analogies between social and
religious behavior in their particular contours, it will become
. apparent that | mean by analogy not an accidental equality
dﬂlnonun.indq)endenlofucbothcr but unity of a
category, expressing itsell sometimes in the mate-
thl of human reciprocity, which substantiates—not trans-
l&!ﬂgbﬁtdﬂoﬁ!ylormng«—lhae very impulses in purely
sutochthonous forms. The immanence of the one and the
lm of the other phenomena are merely differen-
 tistions of matter—and, as it were, its arrangement—to
‘which the fundamental function of religion resorts.
I turn first to faith, usually understood as the essential
" and specific expression of religion, as its substance. In
w terminology faith will have to be distinguished from
what is commonly called “faith” in the theoretical meaning
ahwwd.lnmmxdledndmanmgltbdonpmthe

ence °‘ God as a I’I‘l"ﬂ"e or, under certain circum-
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stances, even necessary hypothesis. That means, to believe
in God in the same way as one accepts the existence of light
or the atomistic structure of matter. But we sense immedi-
ately that the religious man who says, “l believe in God,”
means something additional 1o a mere attestation to the
existence of God. This existence, it is alleged, although not
provable, is nevertheless considered a fact. It means also
a positive inner relstion to God, an emotional devotion to
Him, a direction of life toward Him. The conviction of
one’s own existence as part of any other reality is only
one aspect of, or one theoretical expression of, that physi-
cal and subjective being which is in effect meant with the
sentence: “1 believe in God.” This propensity of the reli-
gious soul, affirmed by this senlence, is the fountain of
youth by which theoretical faith in the existence of God
always reasserts itself in defiance of all counterevidence
and counterprobabilities.

A curious interpretation of this meaning of “faith™ is
revealed in the fact that there exists a relation among men
which is expressed by the same term: we “have faith in”

someone. This surely is not intended to indicate that we
not

believe in his existence: on the other hand, it does
define exactly what we do believe with rcptd the other
person. “Believing in someone”™ denotes a basic, specific,

psychological fact: the child believes in his parents, the

subaltern in his superior, the friend in his friend, the lover

in his beloved, the subject in his prince. Belief in the

reality of certain qualities in objects of our faith is a
consequence of the fundamental relation, indicating a cer-
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| hbﬂld&ewhokhnmnbangmregudtolhcother
'K one. Moving on a level beyond proof or refutation, such
Mhammalhemodmbeunnuedmspmom
,ﬂdﬂr«dmoflbennvoﬂhmeuoftheonewebc-
lieve in. This is the religious faith, manifesting itself in the
~ relation of man to man. Faith in God is just this competence,
ﬂ-mmd from the subject, freed from its empirical object
_and its relative dimensions, producing its object from its
" own resources and therefore elevating it into the sbsolute.
The sociological and transcendental forms of this faith
.rhﬁnnﬂum himself, first of all, analogous re-
It has justly been stressed how much strength and tran-
- quillity, how much moral reliability and what relief from
| &ﬂlufamry life, faith in a divinity contributes to
*‘dl-llemgoimm,qmle independent of its objective
reality. For faith is a condition of the soul, relating to

mething beyond it, yet possessing this relation as an
intrinsic attribute. The soul, indeed, draws these
elation-generating forces out of its own depth, but by let-
,‘hmdlesutmnsofthehnhm(}od it gains a
more concentrated and productive form, it confronts its
forces with themselves and thus, reincorporating them into
itself, it can modify them into otherwise unattainable modes
of value. This strangely effectual arrangement, whereby
acts upon the psychical energies, can also be brought
about by applying this faith to the relations of man to man.
Faith in a human being, even though it be objectively
ustified, has the immense advantage of kindling many
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things in our soul and uniting passing events which other-
wise would have remained unconscious or ineffective. A man
chmmnpﬁthkiﬁdngnmh,bﬂthH!ﬂj
he is giving us the best and the right advice, and so he
liberates in our soul latent, alleviating resources. He sup- | &
ponsnsmonrmﬁenngmthmdeqmndw"_

palliatives. but trusting his help we take new courage and =~ we capable of accomplishing because we believe that
strength. He tries to prove something to us by way of a | we can do them; how often is a talent pressed to its ultimate
poor argument, and in accepting it as true we discover for | limit because we assume this boundary line to be still
ourselves the correct answer. Very often do we confer on  farther away. A man may act meritoricusly from a sense
someone in whom we trust, those treasures which are our  of noblesse oblige, although his character does not warrant
very own; yet he has inspired us to dig into ourselves for = such behavior; it is his belief in these noble qualities which
these treasures. What it all comes to is the belief of man ‘.hbﬂnfm

in himself. Thic faith as self-confidence demonstrates that - Practical faith is a basic, essentially sociological sttitude
all its separate components are merely the forms by which -bnﬂ.i.e..thecomesacmcm relation to a bemg
single causes realize a basic spiritual frame of mind. Our = confronting the ego. Man can accomplish this even with
faith in a person or in God indicates that anxiety and in- = regard to himself for he is capable of splitting himself
security as expressions of our common fate have been = into a subject and an object, of confronting himself as if
alleviated: the image of these phenomena is a sedative for = he were a third person—a faculty, as far as we know,
the turbulence of the soul, and the fact that we “depend = without anslogy among the other creatures of this world
on them™ in a particular case is a projecting of this feeling ind this ability is the foundation of our entire rational
of security which characterizes our mental condition under *Failnllbeego in another one, and in God proves
the influence of its image. roquently alike because all the manifestations are ex-
The same importance accrues to faith in oursclves: it is ssions of the same spiritual tensions, differing only ac-
tranquillity and certainty grounded in an ultimate concept == ecording to the sociological abject.

of the ego, conditioned by the notion that this ego will |~ So far nobody has inquired beyond the individual mean-
victoriously survive and overcome every adverse situstion. = ing of this religi i tal signi

Due to this identical basic peychicsl behavior, fullh
God and belief in oneself often give man the same serene

| h-ub-bﬂny the same confidence in the future, the
*ﬂynhmonofambopeforanlne]nstprovw
MAndregudlesoibowoﬁenumyle&dm
quyldhowwdymaybethnsdfwnnm,thsan-
cipation of our accomplishments, faith in oneself has
same officacy as faith in others. How many things are
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collective beyond all proof, often against all proof, is one
of the strong bonds by which society is held together.

Submissive obedience is very often not based on positive

knowledge of the right and superiority of the other one. nor
is it rooted in love and suggestion, but rather in that “faith™

in the power, the merit, the irresistibility and goodness of

the other one—a faith which is not merely a theoretical hypo-
thesis, but a very particular spiritual phenomenon operating
among men. And neither will this faith spend itself in those
particular qualities it imagines as the values of its objects;
for they are relatively accidental subject matters, by which
faith substantiates itself in its formal disposition and tend-
ency and becomes manifest and articulate.

Faith as a sociological power, therefore, joins with many
different, related powers—be it those of knowledge, of the
will or of the emotions—while in ite pure form, operating
by itself, it represents faith in God—an absoluteness which
reveals its very nature in those low and mixed phenomena.
In this faith in God the process of “believing in someone™
has dissociated itself from the ties which bound it to the
social counterpart: it has procreated its object from its own
resources even in respect to its contents, while it has dis-
covered in its social efficacy an object already given in other

orders. But this faith does not merely become religious by

extending into the transcendental, which is just its dimen-

sion and mode of representation; it is already lﬁpon
in its sociological form. By its synthesis of constraint and

expansion of the ego, ofugu:nvnulblmduen.dwgy

taneity and dependency, of giving and receiving—all of
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which are part of it—it forms a section of the religious level,
to which the mutual relations of men are projected and which
borrows the name and its popular concept, but never its es-
sence exclusively from the characteristic transcendental
forms, which reveal indeed their structure most distinctly in
it.

It could be said: God is the very object of faith. In God
the faithful crystallize the basic strength of this function
without distraction and isolation. From this origin, from the
totality and originality of the psychical energy, as far as it
is still to be found beyond its singular and therefore always
relative applications, is derived the character of the absolute
in the conception of God. And thereby the function of faith
ranks equally with a number of other psychical operations,
which sllow only their most general, undifferentiated, preju-
diced energy 1o enter into the religious substance. Thus the
God of Christianity is the very object of love. All those par-
ticular qualities of men and things. by which this very pre-
cise qnlky allows us to realize our potentialities of love for
M, give to love a particular aspect, o that love for some-

one elee, as it were, finds itself as a different, separate case of

the same general concept: 1o love someone else is a different
love. Love thus becomes an empirical object, notwithstanding
the fact that it remains of course an act in the lover, but
u product derived, as it were, from his energy and the quality
o‘ its object. But because the soul ecannot conceive God em-
_sinee God does not confront man as a differentiated

individuality, He becomes the abstract product of the very
energies of love, whose ramifications, which usually realize
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themselves in individual objects, remain undivided.

In the same sense God is also the object of search as such.
The restlessness of the inner life, constantly altering the
objects of mental images, here finds its absolute object;
a particular object is no longer sought—which always means
a particular search—but the search finds its goal in God.
This corresponds to the undercurrent of searching, of the
“gone, gone,” of the unrest, by which all particular yearn-
ing for a change becomes just a phenomenon or a part.
When God is “the end as such,” He is indeed the end of the
search as such. Thus is demonstrated, too, the deeper mean-
ing of His origin as the absolute causal impulse (Ferabso-
lutierung des Kausaltriebes). In the realm of the empirical
this impulse exists always as a particular object of an indi-
vidual aspect, in which a specific matter and the causal form
have grown together into a unity. But insofar as the causal
impulse becomes effective without such particular stimula-
tion and does not absorb a singular substance, but produces
its object as a pure function, this object becomes the absolute
universality, and the cause of existence is the only object of
the causal impulse as an undifferentiated emergy. In char-
acterizing God as the ens perfectissimum, as beyond all limi-
tation and particularity, Scholasticism objectifies the divine
image from what we may call the absolule in our soul:
from its pure, self-propelled functions, which are not spe
cialized by a singular object caused by these functions.

To define God as “love as such,” therefore, means only to
apply thie quality to the subject as it has passed into that

state. God is not an individual object of love, but he origi-
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nates (although this notion will not be realized without
difficulty) in the impulse of love in its purest form, in the
absolute state of love beyond its relative states, i.e., reduced

- to relativity by individual objects. Thus is defined His psy-

chological relation to society-forming occurrences among
men. All functions, e.g.. love and faith, longing and devotion,
tie the subject which harbors such emotions to other sub.

~ jects; the network of society is knit together by these in-

numerable differentiations: they are, as it were, the a priori

- forms which as individual suggestions make up empiric, so-

cial-psychic individualities. When they become effective in
their pure originality, freed from limitatione by a counter-
M the absalute, the religious object becomes their goal and
product. In the objective religious idea, the individual events
of reality relate to the divine being as their absolute, undivided
source, uniting its disjunctive attributes: and the manifold
individualized impulses, sociologically uniting the souls,
relate pydlohgially to the effective basic impulse, repre-

senting the general in regard to these schisms, each in its
MWMdnahohneofmmmtdxgmmrch

tion to the absolute of existence.
A second concept in which social and religious phenomena
reveal an identity of form—so that the social form spproxi-

| *‘Blﬂipon aspect, while the religious presents itself

s the symbol and the absolute of the social form—is unity.
mm multitude of things, from which here and

m a causally related pair of phenomena, gives to

LM primitive epochs only one opportunity to experience

multiplicity as unity, i.e., the social group. Its consciousness
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of unity will unfold from a twofold antithesis, and to begin
with from the hostile demarcation dividing it from other
groups. Common defense and attack against a competitor
for living space is ane of the powerful means of realizing the

on them. This unity very often comes about—or at least
becomes conscious—not from inside but by outside pressure,
through the practical exigency of this form of existence, and
also in a large degree through the practical example of ex-
ternal powers, which show the complexity of existence to be
indeed homogeneous. Furthermore, it is the attitude of the
group to its individual elements which characterizes it as
a unity. Exactly because they are separate, and thus mobile,
exactly because they are to a certain extent free and respon-
sible only to themselves, the outcome of their coalescence will

be perceived as a unity. Exactly because the individual feels

that he is an individual, the uniting power which welds him
to others will become more marked: since in his devotion
to this harmony he feels the totality of life penetrate his

being, and in opposition to it he sees himself as an adver-

sary to the whole.

That the spirit of freedom of the individual tries to shirk

the unity of the whole, that this unity will not be
through as spontaneously with even the narrowest and

nai'vestmcture.asisthecascwiththennityofmmpni-ui

in its parts—exactly this fact makes it apparent that
uniting force is a specific form or energy of existence,
frequent organization of primitive hordes in groups of
is a clear indication that the ratio of the elements of
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_group corresponds to that of the fingers: in relative freedom
‘and independent mobility, the individual nevertheless joins
others in a union of concerted action and indivisible exist-

‘ence. All social life is based on reciprocity and that means
“unity. For what is unity if not the mutual union of the many
and the correlative effect of the fate of every element of the

.:'mm.n:smhmv

‘I' The synthesis in the group is the prototype of the per-
‘ceived, the conscious unity, transcending personality, and
[E,i' particular form is mirrored or sublimated in the religious
unity of existence, held together by the concept of God. An
hqniy into the religious grouping will elucidate this rela-
M It is well known that in primitive civilizations (in-
chﬂhgn«&d uncivilized ones) groupings of a permanent
wﬂ' mc type exist only as cult communities. During the

of the Roman emperors a strong trade unionism
WM innumerable guilde and each of them seems to
b&hﬂ its own characteristic religious cachet. Regardless
ﬂm these guilds were formed by merchants or actors,

*m of a particular deity or they had their genius
loci; they owned a temple or at least an altar. Not the in-
w member but the group stood under the protection of
‘a specific god; thus it was the unity of the group, repre-
sented by this god, which kept them together and transeended
the individual, The deity was, as it were, the name for the
sociological llluty because insofar as it was sensed sub
specie religionis it called forth the specific reaction of de-
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No less important is the role this sociological unity played
in early Christianity. Its importance increased more and

more until it overshadowed true religious values. During

the third century there arose a violent controversy whether
Christians who had left the fold during the times of perse-
cutions should be readmitted. The Bishop of Rome was in

favor of their reinstatement; thereupon the more ortbodox-"

party elected a new, equally qualified bishop. Nor was there

any doubt that the religious consequences, the inner plﬁty“‘

of the Church, justified excluding the apostates or at least
allowing the more rigorous adherents to stay to themselves.
But Cyprian saw to it that the election of the counterbishop
was declared void, because unity was felt to be lbohldyi
vital to the interest of the Church. y
Christianity had inherited this form of unity from the
spirit of the guilds, especially predominant during the later
period of the Roman Empire. The first and original unity
among Christians in their communion of love, faith
hope was actually more a “next to each other™ of sympathetic
souls than an organic “with each other™; the latter for
they borrowed from the surrounding world of the pagans,
although in Christianity it acquired a hitherto unknown
power and profundity. And during the decline of the antique
world, because of this firm sociological structure the Chure
acquired the value of an absolute; it became a refuge pro-
vided by the transcendental, indeed a manifestation of th
immediate divine. The Christian dogma of redemption as

such does not oppose the coexistence of several sociologically

independent communities, kept together merely by the sar
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doctrines and ideals, The vigor of this loyalty, however, was
very soon found lacking, unless it was organized and brought
into a sociological unity—not merely as a technical method
“of guaranteeing the stability and external power of the new
religion, but as the mvthical reality of =alvation itself. By
- wirtue of its all-embracing form of unity the Church seemed
to be the realization of the Kingdom of God, as it had been
 foretold by Jesus. It was praised as the “City of God,” as
Noah's Ark, harboring in its walls the holy commanity of
~ saved souls; it is the “Body of Christ.” The process these
_pages are trying to make intelligible is perhaps nowhere
else 50 plainly evident. The purely empirical-saciological
form of unity, historically developed, is appropriated by
the religious feelings and thus reveals itself as the counter-
_part or the mythical reality of the transcendental undivided-
ness of the purely religious unification (Zusammengefasst-

|| sein) of the world. The specific value of religion becomes

evident here as the ideal expression of the sociological form
‘of reciprocity which we call the unity of the group.

One specific trait of this group unity is particularly con-
ducive to religious development. The molding of the group
“ & unity, especially during more primitive epochs, is
marked by the absence of struggles and competition among
ﬁ‘m in contrast to its relation to the outside world.

his form of existence of the unrivaled “next to each other,”

| ;_“emdame of goals and intereste, presents itself no-

where else so clearly and completely as in the religious
ere, and the peaceful coexistence of the ordinary group

“mnulu!htptdimmrymge.l"ortheprdlm-
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nary stage is but relative; in empirical society the members
still tend to remain rivals for the same goal, to improve the
discongruity between desires and gratification even at the
expense of others; to say the least, they try to find in their
disparity with others a standard of values for personal ae-
tions and amenities, It is mainly on the religious level that
the energies of the individual will completely attain their
ends without coming into conflict with each other, because,
according to the beautiful saying of Jesus, in the house of

God there is room for everyone, They all strive, it is true, for
the same end, but each man has the opportunity to reach

this goal without interference from a rival, indeed through

an expressly co-operative effort.

Let us bear in mind how profoundly communion ex-
presses religion’s aim of realizing equal ends for all through
equal means. 1 call especially to mind the festivals which
display the unity of all participants in an identity of reli-
gious inspiration, from the crude festivals of primitive reli-
gions, where the all-embracing unity is usually climaxed by

sexual orgies to the purest call of the pax hominibus, tran- |
scending all individual groups. The Christian festival of

Christmas is primarily a universalistic expression of the
communion of peace, which in particular religions finds its
symbols in the community of individual groups. For in
the community of the group the conciliation of enmity is
realized only so far as its uniform mode of life depends on

it—i.e., only partially and relatively, The group-directed

religion clears the ground for internal peace, unhampered
by such limitations, which finds its expression in the festi-

|
|
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vals, The Christian festivals, and perhaps most manifestly
Christmas, heighten this motive of peace; they present
themselves to the individual as moments of elation, when
together with all Christianity he is borne by his emotions
into a communion which will overcome all special partisan
antagonisms.

Such a condition we must concede, is very imperfectly
substantiated in historical reality. As 1 its import: the
Christian festival realizes a very unique social-psychological
fact; it radically lifts the barriers which usually separate

the individual spiritually from the strangeness of contrary

sympathies. The social principle of conciliation thus tran-

‘soends that sociologically inward character and the spirit of

these religious festivals gains a positive and universalistic
symbol. Both the Jewish and the early Christian communi-
ties saw to it that all conflicts between their members were

settled by the community or by communally appointed
arbitrators, Paulus pointed out the incompatibility of sub-

mitting to judges who were despised heathens,

As to pacification, the religious community represents
here an increment of the inner unity of the group; religion
is, as it were, peace in substance, that form of a crystallized

idea of group life which we call peaceableness. The be-
lievers might collide as private persons, as competitors in
the economic field, as evildoers—but for recipients of
‘the same religious goods there could only be peace, and
the community became therefore the social manifestation

6‘ these goods, It was, so to speak, the logically indicated
w which peacefully dissolved all conflicts. The unifi-
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cation and reconciliation by which religion illumines the
world-picture is symbolized by the fact that the peace within,
to some extent pervading every group, culminates in the
religious group. It becomes, as it were, the transfiguration
by which the sociological uniformity becomes the ahsolute
unity of the God idea.

This scale has still another rung, characterizing in many
respects the pre-Christian epochs. Here the divinity does
not face, so to speak, the individual and his circles, but is
included in this orbit; the god is an element of the totality of
life on which the individual depends. In ancient Judaism,
e.g., the god participated at the occasion of the burnt offer-
ing; the sacrifice was not merely the payment of a tribute.
Everywhere there existed a kin relationship between the god
and his worshipers. And everywhere he iz regarded as the
progenitor of the tribe, its king, the god of this very tribe
or this very town—while other gods, whose existence is
never doubted, are owned by other groups. In all these in-
stances the god is the supreme member of the community,
He lives within the social unity and represents at the same
time its symbol. As such he faces the individual, but as
the pater jamilias, as the representative of the family, or
as the prince represents the totality of his subjects. The
strangely complicated sociological status of these elements
as members of a circle, comprising all the members of the
group in a unity, and yet facing them, in a sense, as an
independent and counterbalancing power—that is the aspect
of the godhead, The god therefore exemplifies that char-
acteristic which marks in this sense the corresponding form

H
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of the society. While the Semitic community rested on the
kinship of the tribe, the god was for the Jews, the Phoeni-
cians and Canaanites a father, and the worshipers were his
children. Wherever, however, the community grew into a
political association of several tribes, the god inevitably
soquired the characteristics of a king. Removed and less
accessible, he now symbolized a much more abstract type of
the whole. Stepping out of the narrow circle of the tribal
communion, he became, in a technical sense, a “super”-
structure.

But even if the “super” is emphasized, the vital relation
to the form of the group was not severed. In Greece and
Rome the monarchy was early displaced by an aristocracy,
and an aristocratic constitution of the religious was estab-
lished as a multiplicity of gods, all enjoying the same privi-
leges, It is a pure, abstract symbol of mere form, in which
the communion of the group is living, removed from the
interference of economic, tribal or political interests. In
Asia, however, where the monarchy maintained itself much
longer, the mode of religion tended toward a monarchic
dominance of the god. Indeed the mere strength of the tribal
union, dominating the social life of the ancient Arabs, by

- its very characteristics preformed monotheism, And the

i

l

very unification, transcending the differentiation of the sexes,
forms a specific religious type. The psychological haziness
of the difference of the sexes, which played such an impor-
tant role in the social life of the Syrians, Assyrians and

’ Lydhm. is consummated in the concept of their deities,

ﬂlo embody these contrasts: e.g., the half-male Astarte,
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the male-female Sandon, the sun god Melkarth, who inter-
changes sex symbols with the moon goddess.

We do not mean to stress the platitude that man por-
travs himself in his gods—a trite truth not to be accentu-
ated. Rather we will have to acknowledge that not only do
the gods represent an idealization of individual qualities:
e.g., the strength the moral as well as immoral charac-
teristics, the tastes and needs of individuals: but the inter-
individual forms of social life often signify the religious
concepts, As the mode of the unity, in the concept of which
the reciprocal effect of the elements is comprised, trans.
migrates into the religious province of the soul, causing a
religious reaction, it parts from life, which operates ac-
cording 1o its social contents. The transcendental world is
the locus where this religiously sensed form crystallizes into
objects, just as the three-dimensional sphere of perception
is the locus where the sensually perceived becomes an object.

IV.

~ The above-accentuated relation of standing simultaneously
" “inside and outside of society applies both to the prince and
~each of its members; and the basic sociological form pre-
~ forms the god as well as the belicvers. We have already
- mentioned that the structural membership of the individual
~in his group always means some mixture of enforced limita-
~ tion and personal freedom. This will be revealed as the most
[pmbnnd form relation between social and religious life.

~ The real, practical problem of society arises from its
’hhareut powers and forms in relation to the individual
 lives of its members. It is true that society lives only through
l“-‘lndividuak. But that does not exclude a multiplicity of an-
tagonisms and conflicts. For on the one hand, the individuals
form this society out of elements which erystallize into this
particular form of “society”; society in turn evokes its own
‘representatives and organs, confronting the individual with
demands and orders as if it were an extraneous party. On
the other hand, conflict accrues from the invasions of the
individual by society. For man’s faculty of splitting himself
into parts and then experiencing a particular part as his
wvery ego, which collides with other parts and struggles to
make a decision to act—this faculty of man often puts him,
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m_-ofnrasheuasocmlbemgamlsorecogmmhimulf.l cirnal hich it sstaled: and which:
into an antagonistic relation with the impulses and interests by B e, aad Wk,
of his ego which are not part of his social character. The

conflict between individual and society is transposed in the N
individual himself into a slrugglc between the antinomies Of ’ M makes him mly fCSpODSIbIC for his dceds means

his nature. I ﬂlﬂ in all his actions he is a coherent, or
ganic whole, which
I see the most capacious and far-reaching collision be- { the claim of a superior entity to subject and rule
tween society and individual, not in the aspect of pl!ticuhl’ Hnnambordimwd part. '
interests but in the general form of the individual life. So- If the longing for liberty thus fights subordination to so-

ciety aspires to totality and organic unity, each of its mem- Rw pm as one pretension opposing another, in the re-

bers constituting but a component part. The individual as Higio R S R P R P
part of the society has to fulfill special functions and em- 68 Tawr disto one ofpfa . Tt s & question sinbedd edqum R

ekills i
s . il bocoms he b gauid. pericudttn S HRNRRER Wi, athocgh it may senein wadevelopol
1 b®. and unconscious, latent and fragmentary: Does the divine

functions, But this role is opposed by man's bent toward : s
Sividusdity. R 1 . ver th : fth
wtiity and tobulity. a.an expremion of his St o will, as the absolute sovereign over the processes of the

Ho strives fur. his owh perfection’sethar Hiss RN el ,@ulvun, determine man in such a fashion that man has

ﬂu’ freedom nor responsibility—or has God given us
society; he wants to develop his faculties in their totality R
without concern for the special requirements demanded of .. [T e ok meots Dotk frcedom S repout

him in the interest of society. This s truly the cmentint M\Um {although this is really an incongruous concept) ?
meaning of the individualistic demands of liberty over Only an snt aawer cin be given by Jogicsl delibera.
against social restrictions. For the meaning of liberty is not = o o d l" e tevelationgl fa eality i R
the realization of something arbitrary, independent of social =, . RIS Sadiicident even from the highost powér and
determination. Liberty means absolute self-responsibility, = 5. = tbeﬁng o Tas life by Bss own eﬂ'p: o i

which we own only insofar as our particular actions are . 2 he collides with his other desire, to be part of the divine

the very elfpression of our per:sonality, insofar as our ego, . Jee ‘and’ 1o sscare from its grandeur and besaty
not prejudicated by any exterior power, finds in these ac- B valoe for himeelf which ke can gain only by selfiess

tions its own significance. We wish the periphery of (cuRBSSSERI g b dination. The dignity of individual kib-

existence to be determined by forces at its center and not ,llﬂ the strength or defiance of self-responsibility which

18 true, transform themselves in us into inward personal im-
pulses. But only too often do we sense that they do not
" originate in the ego at all. The freedom of the individual,
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dnmslobaralllhcconseqncnceolnn,mmdeﬂh&a' |
cxoneration of the ego by divine superior power, with the | individuals who are in unison with themselves, whose lives

easy or even ecstatic abandonment to the knowledge of {”f' harmoniously in themselves. Then perhaps the indi-
being part of an absolute entity, and unconditionally pos- M of the whole, transcending the individuals and
sessed by its powers and its meaning. The ego’s conscious- ‘causing by this division and autonomy a conflict between
ness obviously confronts here the same problem in regard Jits form and those of individual existences, might again

to both religious and social questions. They are only two wlothehuu The fact that the state or any other

f d expressions of 4 dualism, defining souls and I*® . organization forms its own conditions and develop-
o(;rm;:;n“ :;::i, uhlj(:u:,:ot_ i = ‘ments of life—as it were, on an abstract level and uncon-

From a purely conceptual point of view a solution of this ﬂlall about the individual life of its members, forcing
problem seems quite possible: it is a structure of the whole, ‘them into services and pressing them into forms of exist-

founded on the very independence and complete unity of its (oo l'llidl.do not.confom at all with the laws of their
elements, and perfected only in this unity. The controversy ¥ bunp—dns fact may have an abstract grmdc.nr.
therefore would not be a logical one, where the different but then again it ey be only a precursory prelude, making
sides exclude each other a priori, but a mere factual one, .W“"f‘fm‘fy'. s !

which can be solved by the transformation of the elements Compared with this, it might seem utopian, though not
without changing them in their essence; as to the sociologi- unthinkable, that a complete, uniform totality of social
cal case, this is at least imaginable as the ideal condition, ‘elements should evolve elements which are well propor-
approximated by the factual ones in the infinite. The per- tioned, contented existences, growing harmoniously in their

fect iet ould be th which i Cﬂlllpﬂl!ll d!lén.ﬂ wm. In the subspnitual world this seems
indi:i(:lc;:al:, = b = | contradictory: no house can consist of houses, no tree can

Society lives a life of its own in a particular combination sist of trees. But if in organic nature this contradiction

of -abstractness and concreteness. and each. individeal cont BEREEE miﬁgdcsl—for the cell of an organism leads a kind
tributes to it certain of his characteristics and strength; = © w life s?mewhat analogous to lhe llfe-of-tho
society grows through the contributions of the indivuhlk, s aadiie the soul might b° ca?ahle, s least m-pnm.:xple.
who—bevond it—form or try to form their existence as * mﬂ&h‘ the otherwise impossible: "t[ being simul-
individualities, On the other hand, this supra-individaal. total Bt _ y & whole and part of a whole, helping to form in
individual freedom a superindividual order.

structure might be organized in such a way that it would '.' mplete
receive the most advantageous contributions from those very | r the religious order, 50"3"“. ’l thl:lmx;edm -
i ciety is interested y only in substan-

& | i
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tially clear-cut qualities and actions of its members, and

insofar as they serve the unity and perfection of its exist-

ence, society will not object if they also yield for the sub-
ject himself a free, harmonious, full life. In respect to God,
however, the particular purports are no longer important.
It no longer matters whether we act in agreement or in
opposition to His will; what is at stake here is the principle
of freedom, independence as such and in its most profound
sense. The question here is: Is man indeed responsible for
his actions, or does God act through him as through a
selfless organ? Is a self-centered will ever to be justified
as a final end—even though it may not differ in its objects
from the divine command? Or is not co-ordination with the
divine order of the world, which might well harmonize
substantially with the self-fulfillment of the individual, the

only motive of life? And is not life, therefore, largely denied =

any culminating formation, any organization in an autono-
mous form? Revelation represents here. t0o, as a condition

in the religious order, enhancement and absolution in the

social order. The conflict between the whole and the part,

which wants to be a whole itself, between the freedom of the

elements and their being encompassed by a higher unity
in the social sphere is ultimately only cursory and, so to
speak, only technically unsolvable. For the divine, world-
redeeming essence it becomes, however, a principal, spiritual
and by its roots an irreconcilable contradiction.

A special aspect of this tension between the uniting and
antagonistic elements, between the part and the whole,

discloses—notwithstanding external differences—the same
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role of the religious essence as against the social one. In
‘accordance with its development society presses its mem-
bers into a division of labor. The more diversified their

~work becomes, the more they depend on each other, the

stronger becomes the uniformity arising from the exchange
of products, the reciprocal effect in the gratification of their

interests, the supplementing of their personal characteristics.

nl justification for regarding an organism’s unity of life
@5 a symbol of society derives from the division of labor—

in a most general, not merely an economic sense. It is
based on the particular functions of the elements by which
hmhﬂdﬁﬂm& one taking the place which the other
does not fill, one being concerned with the needs of the
‘others, while the others take care of his needs.

Division of labor is the corrective to competition. The
“ﬂtau antagonistic displacement of individuals, because
M compete for the same ends, leaving no room for mutual
go-operation; division of labor, however, is a mutual yield-
h.dmukm supplementing, because each chooses a

and settles an area which has not yet been occupied

by others. Division of labor helps to accomplish social unity

10 the same degree as competition tends to destroy it. Bul
the full scope and the more specialized development it
grants the individual threatens to turn into contraction and
mifltmmtoconudmththemngonwc
of competition, as has been happening ever more

in modern civilization. For the division of labor

5o
is predominantly but a differentiation of means and ways to
‘;. end, besetting all those who toil: the favor of the public,
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participation in the available goods and gratifications, the gﬁ individual in respect to the higher totality in special
acquisition of superior position, of power and glory. These les of refraction. Religion in its most profound mean-
most general values fall prey to competition. g, as the road to the soul’s salvation, offers an equality

As a rule division of labor will not definitely supplant ~which envelops all souls; it becomes the immediate bond of
competition by new and ultimate ends, but only divert it each soul with the absolute. This union. this communion,
by momentary digressions. The increasing density of the 'originates in this equality rather than in a differentiation
population, and the needs each newly established particular which will be accomplished by a common goal as a mutual
accomplishment elicits, bring forth furthermore a new multi- supplement. Where a multitude of believers “cries to God,”
tude of competitors, and exactly that point where competi- the mere physical concentration of prayers, as it were, has
tion should be dispelled becomes a new center of conflict. dau as long as both worshipers and their God stay in
And the play starts here all over again, ie., the intensity of immediate relationship. This common prayer is not one of

competition brings forth an always more differentiated di- many possible communications with the god, & new avenue
vision of labor. Tt leads to the specialization of the indi- | Hl car, but merely a summation, which by its accretion
vidual, the cxclusiveness of specialist activity, the curtail- - ,- impress God more deeply than the lingering voice of
ment of all energies which do not serve this pwpan—-b illdividnal. This type of religious relation rejects on
the detriment of all very complicated civilizations. And this | 1 rinciple any differentiation. The perfection of the whole
is the very cause of the above-described conditions: ﬁle ‘does not depend, as does the above-mentioned social phe-
interests and the life of society press the individual into a | snon, on the varied activities, but on the congenial ac-
partial existence, which is entirely incompatible with llle s, of the individual. The perfection of the one does
ideal of his personality, i.e., the forming of a harmonious, & uﬂfol'eanplehonoftheothet For the very com-
well-rounded perfection of being. By endlessly increasing 2 of the believers here rests truly in the divine itself,
competition, division of labor in its culmination unveils it- .il to say insofar as each individual pays homage to
self as that form which is entirely adequate to the inter- | 1 is accepted by it.

woven texture and organic unity of society and the gratifi- &nlimdtoconcmu'ueon one particular aspect
cation of its needs; but it obtains this perfection at the cost '® m phenomenon of the division of labor in the religious

of the imperfection of the mdnﬂdul,nniomhilhcnl- ' i.e.,dlepnastbood Buddhism recognizes most dis-
ties into specific activities against his nature, thus thwarting ' ; the sociological origin of priesthood. It claims the
innumerable potentialities of these faculties. ous functions, originally performed by each individ-

Tberehgnousphnereﬂectslhucmodaofb&.mof ‘lmptndoan)mlﬁcpersonswhoperfomtbm
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duties in behalf of the others—just as the monarchy ap- |

parently came about when men who originally took personal
revenge for the wrongs they suﬁered elected a

one hand, there is the difference in personal abilities, quali-
fying and inducing one person to work at what the others
have not learned to handle: on the other hand, as demon-
murdtbo\c.numarkcdbyﬂwsp&llu“ﬂ
society, the necessity of exchange, and the pressure of
competition. -

The first defines division of labor as terminus @ guo, the
second as terminus ad quem. As to the qualification of
the person, the first rests on the singular, original character
of the individual, the second depends in principle upon the
equality of individuals, who are called upon to perform
specific jobs according to the demands and needs of the
surrounding powers. In the division of labor there occurs
a characteristic synthesis of the inner vocation by individual
qualification with the limitations from external influences,
which designate an individual to perform a distinet action
even if his talents are quite undistinguished. These two
motivations, deriving from different directions, in practice
often lack s harmonious bond. What the inner voice desires
is often perverted by superpersonal decisions and claims
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and is arrested in its development. Vice versa, the demands
of the objective powers and situations are often completely
alien to our gifts, to our actual, specific qualifications.

By the ordination of the priest, the priesthood has< brought
this often abortive attempt at a synthesis 1o an ideal form,
which a priori eliminates all disharmonies. By ordination
& spirit, existing in mystical objectivity, is conveyed upon
the applicant, making him merely ite vessel and representa-
tive. Thus his personal qualifications are, on principle, of
little concern. The ordination represents admission into 2
supersubjective communion; it is that definition by an ex-

. ponent encompassing the personality, which nevertheless de-

fines the subject as if seen from the inside. Here the per-
sonality is not commissioned with the task by reason of his
special natural preordination (although this might be, of
course, one of the reasons and might determine a certain

 selectivity among the applicants), nor on the chance that he
is predestined for this vocation—rather the ordination cre-
ates, since it delegates the spirit, the specific qualification
for the task it elects. The saying “To whom God gives an
office, he will grant also the knowledge™ describes perfectly
ﬁmwnhregndlolbeordxwmnoflheprm

The chance luck grants the division of labor in the choice

“of the specific talents of the subject and its demanding,
formative, external powers will be solved by the ordination
‘of the priest—which is, the transference of the spirit a

{annewaondmdeocy taking hold of the indi-

widual and claiming him for the particular service, in

principle prepares his innermost being for these tasks and
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makes him its absolutely adequate bearer. Here too the
religious category represents the ideal type, which reflects
the sociological form as in a clear mirrer, dissolving its
contrariness and reciprocal obfuscation.

The religious social type T mentioned above—the absolute
individuality of the individual confronting his God and
therefore seemingly unaware of differentiations (as every-
one aspires to the same end with the same means, and as
no higher unity transforms the individual into differentiated
organs } —this type poses indeed a profound problem because
of this individualistic form of salvation of the soul. The
salvation of the soul should not be understood as a state
realized only beyond the grave, but as the gratification of
ultimste spiritual longings, the reslization of the most in-
ward spiritual perfection, only to be achieved in the soul's
struggle with itself and with its god. The soul which has
come to its salvation may exist in a terrestrial body or
inhabit the beyond—that is an entirely incidental question,
as insignificant as that of the location of our domicile, where
we meet our fate, ‘

One of the many possible imports of this ideal seems to
me of particular significance: the salvation of the soul s
only the unfolding, or the exterior realization of, what to
a certain degree we already are by nature. What we ought
to be already permeates as an ideal reality the present, im-
perfect reality. The soul does not need extraneous help or
helpers; all it has to do is 1o shed its skin, “put off the
old Adam,” and thus liberate the true kernel of its essence,
which has formerly been concealed by sin and imbroglio.

58 '!

. SOCIOLOCY OF RELICION

This ideal of the soul as it is intimated in Christianity
(although only fragmentarily), and intermixed with quite
different tendencies, is characterized by the fact that the
projection of our most profound personality—this libera-
tion of the soul of all nonindigenous traits, this self-realiza-
tion according to the laws of the ego—means obedience to
the divine command. The salvation which asked the soul
to seek God's favor would not be its salvation, but rather
a colorless, alienated salvation, if it were not already marked
by invisible lines; if the soul could not discover them on its
journey to itself.

This interpretation of the salvation of the soul as the
redemption, or disenchantment with the values always pres-
ent in the soul but intermixed with alien, impure, accidental
 ingredients, seems, indeed, to run into difficulties in the
fundamental dogma of Christianity: i.e., the equal potentiality
of every nature to reap the fruit of absolute salvation, the
~ relativity of salvation through deeds bestowed a priori on
_everybody. Everyone is welcome in the house of God; for
the highest end man can attain is at the same time the
 minimum that must be asked of him, and it therefore can-
- not be denied to anyone on principle. Yet if salvation is but
the very expression of the soul’s innermost being, the pure
‘image of itself, whose ideal form penetrates its earthly
imperfection, and if the soul is completely absorbed by it
—how is its infinite dissimilarity as to height and depth,
width and narrowness, brightness and darkness compatible
~with the equality of religious blessings, how can everybody
be considered equally worthy before God? For our concept
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of salvation indeed implies the very individual, very dis-
similar characteristics of man.

The difficuity of combining equality before God with the
immeasurable multiplicity of individuals has led to uniform-
ity of performance, reducing large segments of Christian
life to mere schematism. The very individualism of the
Christian conception of salvation has been misunderstood,
and has« also misconceived the fact that everybody shall make
the most of his natural gifte, becanse it has insisted on a
homogeneous conduct for everybody, instead of letting each

be himself. All conformity is contrary to personality; every

unity which believers may realize, every equality of the
perfected soul, exists only insofar as each single soul
animates all worldly accomplishments by its particular ideas,
and this although the substance of the individual soul may
differ infinitely. Jesus suggests in many of his sayings how
much he cherishes the diversity of human ingenuity, but
he also stresses the fact that this does not necessarily alter
the equality of the final outcome of life.

Such a coneept of salvation refers to an infinite variety

of religious characters, to a religious differentiation, which
is not a division of labor; for each individual may attain the

totality of salvation by himself, though in a particular way. |

But the meaning of salvation now turns introspective: the
particularity of existence, the feeling of being charged with
a unique task and of being put in a place specially pre-
destined for each of us. Thus religious existence is again
proven to assimilste and, so to speak, stylize social existence.
They are the fundamental categories of our soul, vitalized
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now by the practical-social aspect and now by the religious
aspect. The latter, however, is involved to a lesser degree
in the contingencies and cross-relations of heterogeneous
interests, and supplements the fragmentary aspects of the
practical order by the idea of the absolute. It seems to
yield a purer, more uninterrupted presentation of the in-
comprehensible fundamental categories, so that the religious
form of a condition or event is presented as the clarified
aspect of a social form, purified of its imbroglio and its
clouded, rudimentary essence. Thus art has been defined
as the immediate illustration of the ideal prototype of being,
while in reality it is but a special form in which these
images, like the forms of empirical existence, are realized.
But certain forms of representation of these prototypes
exhibit an inner purity and perfection, by which they seem
to reveal themselves as the true imitation of empirical exist-
ence. That, of course, they are not: neither are they the
 heterogeneous realization of the idea.

It is lack of competition which enables religion to repre-
“sent the particularity of man, the “next to each other” in
- variety in one realn of perfection. For in the sphere of
social existence, competition, it is true, promotes the dif-
ferentiation of individuals and may help to encourage a
- wonderful development and close co-operation; yet it is
‘not interested in maintaining this level, for pressing on with
‘the same forces, it carries particularity to an excessive and
_ abortive one-sidedness and to unharmonious grossness. The
final goal the religious cffort tries to attain and the end
'mmmyﬂddhﬂaimddiﬁuinthnthefom
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may not deny its =upport to any applicant, because it has
already granted it 1o everyone else, whereas in social com-
petition the development of the individual beyond that acme
which is determined by his own needs and ideals, does not
have o be stressed here. Wherever we find individual dif-
ferentiations, as defined in this religious sense, they are not
as blunt and exaggerated as social differentiations often are,
for they are their purer and more perfected counterparts.

| V.

The differentiation of the soul, seen from the point of
view of the “Kingdom of God,” i= indeed a form in which
the soul will be fused in the unity of this kingdom. In the
wiew of a higher entity it is that form in which, as it were,
the clements coalesce into that unity—until finally God
‘becomes the unity of existence as such. He represents this
unity of existence, which cannot be expressed by any other
‘definition in regard to both the spatially manifest and the
‘pmultiplicity of the spiritual. But what is the implication of
‘this concept ?

- It can be understood as pantheistic, according to which
God is identified with the totality of reality. A grain of dust
or & human heart, the sun or a flower, all are equally
‘emanations or manifestations of the divine being and enjoy
equal rights as its parts. This immanent divine presence
already expresses a certain separateness, presumes the
a of an external presence which is not God. For
‘every manifestation of existence represents God and there-
{fore every manifestation of his essence is truthfully identical
‘with every other one. Pantheism abolishes the separateness
(Auseinander) of things in the same way as it does away
‘with being apart (Fiirsichsein). There is no longer any
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perfection, each certainty consumes, as it were, ils repre-
sentative; it completely dissolves the being to whom in the
beginning it was merely attached. Just as a man who is
overcome by a deep suffering, heart-felt beyond all endur-
ance, explains his condition as the impersonation of suffer-
ing; just as one says of someone completely beset with
passions that he is the personification of passion—so is God
seen as omnipotence in absolute dimension, as it were as
this quality in substance. Or vice versa: these certainties,
imagined in absoluteness and purity, are God; just as they
are empirical phenomena when rated relatively and mixed
with other positives. Thus the concept of the world as a
unity—which can be demonstrated only very incompletely
and fragmentarily by the phenomena accessible to us—taken
in its absoluteness and, because it does not have to contend
with anything unconditional besides itself, becomes a self-suf-
ficient being, we call God: only the limited and conditional
needs a representative who, besides being a function, is a
somebody, a being. The absolute, the unrestricted, unfettered
phenomenon, is free of this yoke.
Depending on the material, which the pious emotion,
aspiring to the unity of the absolute, appropriates to itself,
the god may be the unity of the universe or the unity of
certain manifestations of physical nature or the unity of

the group. The group’s sociological, reciprocal actions stim-
ulate the forming of that transcendental conception of unity | exas
just as much as they create (in the first case) the feeling

of the mystical union of all existence and (in the second
case) the similarity of phenomena related to each other.
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From the point of view of the religious culture of Chris-
tianity this gemesis of the concept of God, which defines
the deity as the absolute of the sociological unity, might
‘seem to be narrow and strange. Here the deity is, on the
one hand, the deity of all existence, especially of all spiritaal
existence; and the separation necessitated by the character
'O‘lhotocillgronpis.hlregud to the deity, meaningless
Fﬂ insignificant, indeed altogether antagonistic to this
‘concept of the deity: it is destined to be abrogated by the
\allembracing concept of humanity. On the other hand, the
God of Christianity is the God of the individual. The road
which leads the individual to this God does not expand
“annd into the interstage of the group. The individual
stands before his God in absolute self-reliance. The mere
sociological interposition is for the concept of the Christian
both too narrow and too wide.

‘For Antiquity and the ethnic world the picture seems
quite different. The god of each closed group is its private
god, who cares for it or punishes it; and the gods of other

roups are accepted as equally real, The individual group
does not expect that its god is worshiped like the gods of
other groups; indeed, normally it would object most vehe-
mently to any copartnership in the same god as an encroach-
ment on its religious domain with its practical consequences.
‘The group will begrudge other tribes the politically appro-
pristed god, just as it would deny them its own powerful
ader or miracle-working sorcerer. This jealousy is an
xaggeration of that tolerance which generally characterizes
‘all particular religions. The all-exclusive relation of a par-
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religious adherents to admit that there are other gods beside t

their own—the gods of other groups. Belicvers in a specific t
god are allowed no other gods besides him, not because they &
do not exist, rather—to put it somewhat paradoxically—|
because they do exist (otherwise there would be no reason
for alarm), although they are, to be sure, not the right ones
for this particular group.

We find such a prohibition, amounting to the same inter-
diction, in the political sphere: no one may desert to another
group, and under no circumstances may he abandon his
affiliation with the given social unity. Even the Brahmans
with their pantheistically colored religion heed this toler-
ance; it is the supplementation of their particularism: They
refuted certain objections of Christian missionaries by
pointing out that their religion might indeed not be con-
genial to all nations but as far as they themselves were
concerned, it was the right one.

Christianity tremendously revolutionized this solidarity of
the God with the social unity as an always prhunhnnio
trait by rejecting all other gods besides the one it confessed,
not only in its own behalf but indeed in behalf of all the
world. The God of Christianity is the God not only of
those who believe in Him, but the God of the universe, m
God not only lacks the exclusiveness and jealousy of a
personally owned god: the Christian religion indeed is
committed to bringing its God to every soul, for He is myl
how the God of this soul. Conversion to Christianity only
affirms an already established fact. The saying “He who is
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not for me, is against me,” is one of the greatest turning
points of world history in the sociology of religion. Someone
believing in Wotan or Vitzliputzli is not necessarily “against”
Zeus or Baal: each god is the concern only of his believers;
each community is the concern only of its particular god;
and the reverence of one group for its god does not, there-
fore, infringe upon the sphere of veneration of the others.
The God of the Christians was the first to extend His sphere
of influence from those who belicved in Him to those who
did not. Of all the vital powers He was the first to break
through the exclusiveness of the social group, which until
then had dominated all the interests of its members with
its own unity of space and time. The relation to Him in
contradistinction to the relation of other human beings
or other gods is therefore an exclusive one. Any allegiance
1o other gods is a positive infringement on the ideal claim
He asserts by His absolute monopoly. To believe in other
gods means to revolt against Him, for He is also the God

Christianity does not concede tolerance. To it tolerance
would be as logically contradictory as intolerance is to the
particularistic religions. Such a concept of omnipotence, in
contradistinction to gods who represent the umty of the
social group, is beyond the reach of these groups’ imagina-

MTMM of the tribe of Negroes will never do as the

ﬂ‘dlheunnuz, just as the parents of a Negro can never
‘be the parents of a Chinese child. Neither will a political
‘organization of a closed group be simultaneously the same

for another closed society.



Georg Simmel

SOCIOLOCY OF RELIGION

The unity of the divine being ensuing from this sociologi-
cal root is probably the precursor of that unity which is
attained in Christianity; this development is thus part of
those which, having gained their definite state, join in
negating and opposing the character of all phenomena lead-

ing and content of religiosity. Thus the sociological-empirical

- concept of Cod may lead upward to an always wider aspect

of its essence. However, when this process has reached its

" final goal in the absolute God of Christianity, its content
~ reverts to the opposite of the very sociological character

ing up to it. The transcending unity of the God of Christian- | which originally determined the exclusiveness of the god.

ity breaks the sociological limitation, in which the idea of
unity has first been raised. The transition of worldly rels-
tivities into transcendental absoluteness often transforms
the quality of their contents into its opposite. Thus religious
emotions depend essentially on that feeling evoked when
the believer is confronted by the countenance of his god:
love and humility, grace and rejection, prayer and obedience
presuppose, as shown already in a different context, an
opponent. Although this contrast may be subverted in reli-
gious ecstasy, in reality it is but a fluctuation from the
unbearableness of complete apartness to the impossibility
of complete oneness,

Nevertheless, the concept of God as the absolute substance
and energy of being leads to the pantheistic consequence,
which annuls completely any being-by-oneself of individual
existence. The nearer the soul draws toward the undivided
unity with God, the wider, the deeper, the more blissful is
its exaltation. But its complete absorption by this unity
would mean self-obliteration by unrestrained fusion—the

soul would vegetate in emptiness. Although all religious

feeling clings to its opposite, its very abatement might
heighten personal happiness and power; its absolute oblitera-
tion, however, would annihilate the entire imaginable mean-
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The tendency of group unity to assume the form of

- the transcendental and to equip itsell with religious emo-
- tional values might be caused by the fact that this synthesis
- of individuals into a higher form of group unity must only
" too often seem like a miracle to the more or less lucid
. consciousness of the individual. In this context personal
 existence seems o be interwoven in a play of irresistible
- powers and surrounded by a circle of forces which cannot

- be explained in terms of its particular elements, and which
 transcends all of them by a temporal and dynamic circum-

i ference, totally lost to view. Law and custom, language and

tradition, all that has.been called objectified reason, lies
‘before the individual as an immense fund, and his specific
share cannot be determined. To all appearances it does not
h from the exertion of individuals but is rather the
 product of that enigmatic unity which lives a productive
life beyond the totality of individuals according to its own
‘Wmdlﬂ‘ norms. As in nature, here too it is the
practical abandonment and the theoretical inexplicableness
- which canse the religious reaction. And this itself is evidently
,ml ‘characteristic of the group, representing the totality of

i

hﬁ. beings existing next to each other—for the group
w is not enigmatic; it is tangible and immediate and
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would anyhow keep reason in the realm of the empirical—
but must be ascribed to the fact that this sum is more than

a sum, that it develops energies which cannot be found

within the individual himself, that from these unities there
arises a higher unity.

The membership of the god in the group, the cultivation
of religion as a concern of the community, the atonement
for individual religious transgressions by the whole group
and the group’s responsibility for such sins before God—
all these typical facts indicate that the deity is the transcen-
dental locus of group forces, reciprocal forces which in
reality are at work among the elements of the group, and
constitute ite unity in a functional sense; they have become
in the god an independent substantiality. The dynamic of the
group life has been carried by the impetus of the religious
emotion beyond its individual manifestation and representa-
tion into the transcendental, and there confronts these rela-
tive individualities as the absolute. The old concept of God
as absolute and all humanity as relative here takes on a
new meaning, Relations between men here find their sub-
stantial and ideal expression in the concept of the deity.

Bringing this analysis to a conclusion, we want to point
out that it often lends itself to misunderstandings. This

happens if one mistakes the philosophical meaning of things |
for their origin, their historical development for their

objective truth, their logical content for their spiritual sig-
nificance. The different attitudes of man to his social environ-
ment and to his God may therefore manifest themselves in
different expressions only with regard to one and the same
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fundamental category of the human soul, and this is not
a temporal condition, in which a spiritual function is trans-
formed by these different manifestations. Each of them is
rather a homogeneous fact, which we break up into form
and content according to the conceptional faculty of our
mind, Its inner structure, independent of its historical con-
tingency, we will have to interpret according to the relation
we sense between the inner activity of the soul and the given
facts by which it lives. It accretes for us in a timeless process
#s an expression of its true meaning: from a formal
thythm, from a fundamental movement of our soul and
the real or ideal, empirical or metaphysical individual con-
tents of life. And thus all the other not immediately tangible
basie tendencies find their more intelligible or veiled, clearer
or distorted, expression.

A great number of sociological and religious phenomena,
acoording to their psychical meaning, are often indeed
traceable to such common roots in life. Their counterparts,
however, originate in the realm of historical-psychological
reality. In the language of the temporal and through con-
crete powers the same truth is expressed, if but fragmentarily,
intermingled and broken off by the contingencies of his-
torical reality. These are the innumerable caszes, of which
I have given a few cxamples in these pages, where the

) structure of the social group determines the concepts of the

divine essences; where in the relation of men to each other
there develop feelings and tendencies which rise psychologi-
cally into the absolute, to be written, as it were, in gigantic
letters upon the sky.

73



Thus relations extending into two directions are unfolded :
On the one side, the social modes of life manifest them-
selves as the sources of the religious life and are instru-
mental in its apprehension. This, in my opinion, is the only
useful method of explaining its historical realities. Religion
is by its arigin certainly not a simple edifice, but—regardless
of its unbroken and individual aspect at the height of its
evolution—rather a mixture of innumerable motives, none
of which by themselves are religion; they grow into religion
through expansion beyond their sphere of origin, until they
fuse with other motives to form a new model, which cannot
be retraced to any one single form. Not without reason each
point in the whaole circle of psychological impulses has
heen considered as “the origin” of religion; fear and love,
the cult of ancestors and self-idolatry, ethical considerations
and the fecling of dependency. Each of these theories is
erroncous only insofar as it claims to explain the origin;
it is correct insofar as it tends to imply one of the origins
of religion.

To comprehend the origin and the continuance of religion
it will be advantageous to unravel from the multiplicity of
relations and interests which exist beyond or rather on this
side of religion certain religious motives, those rudiments
of that which achieved independence and self-reliance as
“religion.”” T do not think religious emotions and impulses
are expressed only in religion; they are experienced in
manifold combinations upon many occasions, but religion
exists as the acme and isolation of the religious element as
an independent condition of life. But it will only reach this
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height when its basic psychological motive has transcended
those other forms: e.g., the social, intellectual and aesthetic
ones. And on the other side, we notice that developed
religious interests present themselves in sociological forms
snd that these forms become the body for the inwardness
into which the
religious unity will find its way.

However, we will have to exclude most emphatically from

these historical motives of the religions aspect questions

dealing with the objective truth of its contents. If we
s_uoueod in comprchcndmg in the life of man the genesis of
Nlipon from the inner conditions of this life, we have
- nevertheless not yet touched upon the problem whether there

s an objective reality, beyond human conception, which

|
k:

}

mptisel the counterpart and substantiation of this psychical
reality, This problem is obviously of an entirely different
_character from the question at hand. But not only the

Ilgmﬁunce of religion in the realm of the objective, but

Cits meaning in the sphere of the subjective, its emotional
value, e.g., the effect of the concept of the divine reflecting

the innermost feclings, is absolutely independent of all

Mdiom about its origin.
This has caused the crassest misunderstandings of all his-

torical-psychological derivations of ideal values. Many

_scholars still fancy the charm of an ideal lost, the dignity

- of a sentiment debased, if its origin it no longer a mys-
terious miracle, a creation out of nothingness—as if the
Wxng of “becoming” brought into question the
- value of the created, as if the lowliness of the point of origin
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impaired the achieved height of the goal, and as if the
unattractive simplicity of individual components destroyed
the importance of the product, whose significance is borne
out by the co-operative effort in the formation and inter-
weaving of these components. Such is the foolish and con-
fused opinion which assumes that the dignity of man is pro- |
faned if it were conceded he is a descendant of an inferior
species of animals. But does not his dignity depend on what
he in reality is, regardless of his humble origin? It is the |
same sentiment that refuses to acknowledge that religion has
its roots in elements which are not yet religion in themselves. |
But the very prejudice which tries to establish the dignity |
of religion by rejecting its historical-psychological source is |
subject to the reproach of debility of religious conscious- |
ness. For man’s inner firmness and depth of feeling must
be inferior indeed if they are endangered by knowledge of
his genesis and will be limited by such knowledge. Genuine
and deep love for a fellow being must not be contested by I.
belated recognition of its roots. Such love will show its |
most triumphant strength by proving that it has survived
without scars the death of all these former roots. Equally,
the whole strength of subjective religious feeling is dem-
onstrated by the very certainty on which it rests and by
which it judges its own depth and sincerity, regardless of

its origin.
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