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Introduction

Sociology has been often defined asascience of “socid reations’. A the sametime, in the socidl
science encyclopedia edited by Edwin R. A. Sdigman and Alvin Johnson published during the inter-war
period (1930), thereis neither an entry for “relations’” nor “socid relations’ (nor “relaionships’). Nearly
forty yearslater, in the internationa socia science encyclopedia edited by David L. Silis (1968), thereisno
entry “socid relaions’ or “relations’ (“reationships’) ether.

Such important fields of socia research as sociology of ethnicity, economic sociology, and political
science are interested (respectively) in “ethnic reaions’, “indudtrid relaions’ and “internationd relations’.
Thereisavery large number of books on these topics, which proves that the concept of socid rdationsis
very vitd in socid science production. However, what is too often missing in the fidds mentioned above is
the analysis of the very concept of socia relations. Therefore, we actudly are not sure what the authors
mean by ethnic, indudtrid, internationa relations. The aim of thisarticleisto contributeto the
clarification of the concept of “social relations’.

When dedling with the problematic of socid (“human”) relations, we should face the problem of the
ways of conceptudization of smilar socid phenomena. The phenomenon which is the subject of thisarticle
IS often conceptualized in terms of “socid interaction”. Even if we decide to ignore socid psychology, we
should take into account &t least two interactionist traditions within contemporary sociology: exchange
theories broadly understood, and symboalic interactionism. In thistext, however, | am interested in sable
and relatively durable phenomena and these cannot be reduced to “socia exchange’. Moreover, the
sociology of ethnicity, economic sociology, politica sciences and other fields of macrosociology
conceptualize their problematic rather in terms of “socid relations’ than in terms of “interactions’.

In this short text, | take into account only two classic ideas (out of necessity ignoring many
important traditions, like for instance that coming from Karl Marx): those devel oped by Max Weber and
Florian Znaniecki. | present smilarities and differences between them. For me, these two ideas are
examples of andytica sociology because of the way the authors congtruct the discipline: they looked for
concepts referring to dementary units of the socid redlm and later built out of them, in a sysematic way,
concepts referring to larger socid systems. Weber strongly influenced the tradition of what then became
symbalic interactionism, and the ideas of Znaniecki can be treated as avariety of thisinteractionism.
Therefore, both ideas belong to akind of interpretative sociology which has been looking not only for a
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subjective sense of socia phenomena, but also for their causal explanations. Both were developed more or
less at the same time. Both were influenced by Georg Smmd, particularly by his* Soziologi€’ of 1908.

My intention in thisarticleisfirst and foremost the reconstruction of Weber’sand
Znaniecki’s conceptualization of social relations, and secondly the stressing of ideas which could
help analyze relations between social groups on the macro scale.

Weber’s sociology of social relations

It isimpossble to refer to the whole body of Weberian scholarship. | will limit mysdlf to
commenting on three wd | known examples. In the classic intellectua biography authored by Reinhard
Bendix (1962), only Weber's macrosociology is taken into account. In the classic (and reprinted many
times) collection of Weber’ sworks edited by Hans Gerth and C. Wright Mills (1991), only such topics are
covered as relations between science and palitics; power; religion; and socid structure. A well known
German Weberian scholar, Dirk Kaeder, devotes, in his book on Weber’' s biography and work, eleven
pages (1998: 191-202) to his “genera sociology”, including afew pagesto socid actions (Soziale
Handeln) and afew sentences to socid relations (Soziale Beziehungen).

Weber’ s sociological ideas were presented first and foremost in his main posthumous sociologica
treatise, “Economy and Society”. Hisideas of socid relationships can be found inits Part One:
“Conceptud Expodtion” in Chapter |, “Basic Sociologicd Terms’. The concept of socid rdationshipsis
introduced via the concept of “socia action”, and it precedes the analysis of such concepts as usage,
custom, self-interest, legitimate order, conflict, association, power and domination. In Chapter |1,
“Sociologica Categories of Economic Action”, we read of economic relationships. The scholar is
interested, however, in socid relations within communities like the household, neighborhood, commune,
etc., rather than relations between socid collectivities or inditutions, which would be more interesting in the
present article. Bearing in mind Weber’ s chapters on economy and on ethnicity, | will concentrate here on
the “Basic Sociologicad Terms’.

The book’ s chapter devoted to these termsis a presentation of the Weberian conceptual scheme
(inthe sense of a system of basic conceptua categories as well as the andytica relationships between
them), or definitions of the concrete sociologica concepts which are needed by the author. It also contains
abroad elaboration of these definitions. It should be stressed that Weber's isvery far from a
“monopoaligtic” gpproach and he states many times that he is interested only in a particular kind of
sociology. Besde this kind there are other conceptudizations of this discipline.

What people do, or what they areinvolved in, is their “behavior — be it overt or covert, omisson
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or acquiescence’. Action is abehavior to which the actor “attaches a subjective meaning”. “Action is
‘socid’ insofar as its subjective meaning takes account of the behavior of others and is thereby oriented in
its course” (1978: 4). Socid action can be oriented to the past, present or expected future of one's
behavior (1978: 22).

The*socid” character of human action is not opposed by Weber to its potentia “individua”
character. On the contrary, Weber isinterested first and foremost in the socia character of individua
action. Socia character is ascribed to an action insofar asiit takes into account the behavior of other
people. In the above citation, Weber is usng the plurd form but it seems that thisform is not important for
him. An action of ahuman individua is of asocid character regardless of whether or not it takes into
account the behavior of another individua or of an aggregate of individuas.

Who isthe subject (actor) of asocid action? In the Weberian definition, we read of an individual.
When he writes about “ subjective meaning”, however, we learn that the term may refer “to a particular
actor or to the average or gpproximate meaning attributable to a given plurdity of actors; or [...] to the
theoretically concelved pure type of subjective meaning attributed to the hypothetical actor or actorsin a
given type of action” (1978: 4). “Understanding”, so important in Weberian sociology, “involvesthe
interpretive gragp of the meaning present in one of the following contexts: (a) asin the historical approach,
the actudly intended meaning for concrete individua action; or (b) asin cases of sociologica mass
phenomena, the average of, or an gpproximation to, the actudly intended meaning; or (¢) the meaning
appropriate to a scientificaly formulated pure type (an ided type) of a common phenomenon” (1978: 9).

Therefore, we can conclude that when presenting a sociologica gpproach and when presenting
other cases than an action of an individua person, he isinterested only in an aggregate of Smilar (from a
given point of view), acting individuas, or in an idedl type of a certain action in a certain Stuation. For the
action, “in the sense of subjectively understandable orientation of behavior exists only as the behavior of
one or more individual human beings’ (1978: 13). In another section of the book (in VVolume I1) we read:
“dways|...] ‘socid action’ (Gemeinschaftshandeln) isfor us an individud’s behavior, ether historicaly
observable or theoretically possble or likdly, in relaionship to the actud or anticipated potentia behavior
of other individuas’ (1978: 1376).

Max Weber was obvioudy aware of the fact that there have existed socid entities other than
individuas. Examples are states, associations, business corporations, and foundations. Sometimes, they
are treated by scholars, says Weber, asindividua persons, as“ subjects of rights or duties or as performers
of legdly dgnificant actions’ (1978: 13). Thisis understandable within the frameworks of jurigtic sudies or
for practical ends. In sociologica analys's, for the subjective interpretation of action, these collectivities
must be andlyzed solely as “ resultants and modes of organization of the particular acts of individud
persons, since these alone can be treated as agents in a course of subjectively understandable



action"”(1978: 13).

However, sociology, even “understanding” sociology, cannot ignore collective concepts, even if
they are interesting first and foremost to other socia disciplines. There are three reasons for this necessty
to dedl with collective entities has three reasons. Firdly, it mugt if interpretive sociology wants to obtain an
intelligible terminology. Secondly, the concepts of “collective entities’” have ameaning in the minds of
individua persons. They orient their actions to them, and they have a causd influence on their course of
action. Thirdly, we must not ignore the “organic”’ or “functiona” school in sociology which interprets
individuals and their actions as organs of asocid body (1978: 14). Therefore, the sociologist, even using
the interpretive methodology, should accept collective entities. They are for him a point of departure for the
understanding interpretation of individud actions (1978 15).

After having andyzed four well known types of socid actions (indrumentaly rationd, value-
rationa, affectual, and traditiond), Weber presents his idea about what the topic of thisarticleis. “socid
relationship”. Thisterm is used “to denote the behavior of aplurdity of actorsinsofer as, in its meaningful
content, the action of each takes account of that of the others and is oriented in these terms. The socid
relationship thus conssts entirdly and excdusivdly in the existence of a probability thet there will be a
meaningful course of socid action — irrespective [...] of the basisfor this probability” (1978: 26-27).
Although Weber writes in other contexts about two partners of a socid relationship, the citation presented
above (aswell asin other places in hisworks) shows clearly that the number of partnersis not relevant. It
isimportant in my opinion that socia relationship does not have to be consdered asadyad. The dyad is
only asmplification of analysis, useful for practica purposes. On the other hand, if there can be more than
two partnersin ardationship, we could ask the question if , for instance, in atriad we have one rdationship
or perhaps two or three of them. We could ask if agiven person in atriad, taking into account the behavior
of one partner, has to take into account the behavior of another at the sametime, in order to create a socid
relationship. All these and many other smilar questions were anayzed for instance by Georg Smmd,
whaose work was well known to Weber.

A “socid rdationship”’ is cheracterized by “a least minimum of mutud orientation of the action of
each to that of the others. Its content may be of the most varied nature: conflict, hodtility, sexud attraction,
friendship, loyalty, or economic exchange. [...] Hence, the definition does not specify whether the relation
of the actorsis co-operative or the opposite’ (1978: 27). It is very important in my opinion to underline
that Weber considers conflict or hodtility as socid relationships (and not, for instance, as the breaking of
relationships) because, among other things, this gpproach must be based on the assumption that socid
relations appear not only within aunified socia reslm but can appear between two or more different
parties. However, aswe will see, Weberian stress on the unified entity is strong.

In the previous paragraph, the parties of socid relationships were firs and foremost human



individuals. The scholar writes, however, aso aout other instances. “Even in cases of such forms of socid
organization as a state, church, association, or marriage, the socid relationship conssts exclusvely inthe
fact that there has existed, exigts, or will exist a probability of action in some definite way appropriate to
thismeaning” (1978: 27). The context does not make it clear whether the author means relations between
the “forms of socid organization”, within them, or perhaps both.

In the Weberian sense, socia relationship does not mean that the partners understand each other
very well, that they accept a common definition of dtuation. “The subjective meaning need not necessarily
be the same for dl the parties who are mutudly oriented in a given socid relationship; there need not in this
sense be ‘reciprocity’” (1978: 27). A socid relation can, therefore, be unilatera or “asymmetricd”. It ill is
asocid relaion, acase of mutua orientation, “insofar as, even though partly or wholly erroneoudy, one
party presumes a particular attitude toward him on the part of the other and orients his action to this
expectation” (1978: 27). According to Weber, asocid relationship of completely and fully corresponding
attitudes “isin redlity alimiting cass’ (1978: 27).

Socid relationships in Weberian sociology can be, in my opinion, typologized in various ways. The
firg typology would depend on the length of their duration. A socid relationship can be of aflegting
character or be relatively permanent. In the second case, “there is a probability of the repested recurrence
of the behavior which corresponds to its subjective meaning and hence is expected” (1978: 28). It should
be added that it is the outside observer and not the participants who, in Weber’ s view, judges that the
above mentioned probability exists (1978: 28). Therefore, the socid relation isasociologicd, scholarly
conceptua category and not a common sense category:; it exigtsin the world of the observers, not in the
world of the observed.

In the second typology, the subjective meaning of socia relationships can be changesgble or
permanent. When, for instance, a political relationship based on solidarity transformsinto a conflict of
interests, the problem arises of whether a new relation has appeared or whether the old relation has
perhaps acquired a new meaning. It is aso possible that the sense of one dynamic rdation is partly constant
and partly changing (1978: 28). According to Weber, the answer to the above question (regarding the
potential emergence of anew relation) depends only on terminologica convenience and the continuity of
change. Therefore, we can conclude that the decision concerning the character of a particular relation is a
least partly in hands of scholars.

Let usreturn to relations with a permanent subjective meaning. This permanent sense, or content,
can be formulated “in terms of maxims which the parties concerned expect to be adhered to by their
partners on the average or approximately” (1978: 28). Participants of arelation with a permanent sense
can orient their actions on the belief in the existence of legitimate order. If one's behavior is oriented
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way obligatory or exemplary to him”, the order will be called valid (1978: 31). Also in cases of evasion or
disobedience, “the probability of their being recognized as vaid norms may have an effect on action”
(1978: 32). However, says Weber, when evasion or contravention of the meaning of an order becomes a
rule, the order isvaid only to alimited degree or even not vaid a dl.

In the third typology, the sense of a sociad relation can emerge in a spontaneous way or can be
agreed upon by mutua consent. Weber is interested first and foremost in the second possibility. When we
have to do with incidences of this mutua consent being agreed upon, the rational participants of the
relationship count “in some degree on the fact that the other will orient his action to the meaning of the
agreement as he (the first actor) understands it” (1978: 28).

The fourth typology divides rdationshipsinto commund and asociative. A socid rdationship is
communa when the orientation of socid actions of its participants “is based on a subjective feding of the
parties, whether affectua or traditiona, that they belong together” (1978: 40). A social rdationship is
associdive, when the orientation of socia actions of its partners “rests on arationaly motivated adjustment
of interests or asmilarly motivated agreement [...]. It is especially common [...] for the associative type of
relationship to rest on arationd agreement by mutua consent. In that case the corresponding action is, at
the pole of rationality, oriented ether to a value-rationa belief in one's own obligation, or to arationd
(z2weckrational ) expectation that the other party will live up toit” (1978: 41). Mot red socid rdations
have, according to Weber, apartly communa and partly associative character.

We can ask now wheat the place in thistypology of socid “conflict” and “hodtility” is, to which
Weber devoted much of hisinterest. Let us start with conflict. “A socid reationship will be referred to as
‘conflict’ (Kampf) insofar as action is oriented intentiondly to carrying out the actor’s own will againgt the
resistance of the other party or parties. The term ‘peaceful’ conflict will be gpplied to cases in which actud
physica violence is not employed. A peaceful conflict is‘ competition’ insofar asit condgstsin aformaly
peaceful attempt to attain control over opportunities and advantages which are dso desired by others. A
competitive processis ‘regulated’ competition to the extent that its ends and means are oriented to an
order” (1978: 38. Now we can answer the above posed question: “conflict and communa relationships are
relative concepts’ (1978: 42). This phrase was explain alittle later by Weber: “The commund type of
relationship is|...] the most redical antithesis of conflict. This should not, however, be alowed to obscure
the fact that coercion of al sortsis avery common thing in even the most intimate of such communa
relationships if one party isweaker in character than the other. [...] Associative relationships, on the other
hand, very often consst only in compromises between rivd interests, where only a part of the occason or
means of conflict has been eiminated, or even an attempt has been made to do so. Hence, outside of the
area of compromise, the conflict of interests, with its attendant competition for supremacy, remains
unchanged"” (1978: 42). According to Tacott Parsons, conflict is, in Max Weber, the third, beside



communal and associdive, basic type of socid relationship (see 1949: 653).

The lagt, fifth, Weberian typology of socid relations divides them into open and closed. Itisvdidin
case of both communa and of associative relationships. “A socid rdationship [...] will be spoken of as
‘open’ to outsdersif and insofar as its system of order does not deny participation to anyone who whishes
tojoin and isactudly in apostion to do so” (1978: 43). A socid rationis“’closed’ against outsiders so
far as, according to its subjective meaning, and its binding rules, participation of certain personsis
excluded, limited or subjected to conditions. Whether ardationship is open or closed may be determined
traditionaly, affectualy,or rationaly in terms of values or of expediency” (1978: 43).

When discussing open and closed relationships, Max Weber presents another interesting
characterigtic of socid relaions. An “organization” (Verband) is such a dosed rdationship, inwhich
“regulations are enforced by specific individuas: a chief and, possibly, an adminigrative aff [...].
‘Organized action’ is () ether the gaff’ s action, which is legitimated by its executive or representative
powers and oriented to redlizing the organization’s order, or (b) the members' action as directed by the
saff” (1978: 48). It seems to me that in this sentence we have a presentation of one of the determinants of
“collective action”.

Znaniecki’sidea of social relations

Horian Znaniecki’s sociologicd theory, as much as Max Weber’'s theoreticd system inthis
discipline, is based on the concept of “socid action” and the concept of “actor” (in Znaniecki — “agent”).
Both scholars continued the German tradition of the anti- positivigtic current in the humanities, as
represented for ingtance by Wilhem Dilthey, Wilhelm Windelband and Heinrich Rickert. Both worked, at
least for a short time, in the same period, but relatively independently from each other. Weber (who died in
1920) hardly had a chance to know Znaniecki’ s theoretica work. Weber is nhot quoted in Znaniecki’s
“Wstep do sogjologii” (Introduction to Sociology) of 1922, in “Laws of Socid Psychology” of 1925, in
“Socjologiawychowanid’ (Sociology of Education) of 1929-30, in “Ludzie teraznigg i cywilizaga
przyszlosci” (Contemporary People and the Civilization of the Future) of 1935, or in “Modern
Nationalities’ of 1952. He is quoted is* Sociad Actions’ of 1936 twice, in rlatively unimportant matters.
He is mentioned (after Leopold von Wiese) in “Culturd Sciences’ of 1952 as a scholar who introduced the
concept of “ided types’, who stressed the importance of the analysis of socia actionsin sociology and
who, unlike von Wiese, did not develop a genera theory of interaction between socia agents (see 1971
658). He is quoted three times, again in unimportant contexts, in the posthumoudy published “ Socid
Reations and Socid Roles’. It isinteresting that in the context of socid relations, Znaniecki quoted (not
very often, though), Leopold von Wiese and Georg SSimme in “Wstep do sogjologii”, “Modern
Nationdities’, “ Culturd Sciences’, “Socia Actions’ and in “Socid Relations and Socid Roles’.



Thereisavery large number of books and articles devoted to Florian Znaniecki’ s sociologica
theory. Thisis particularly true in Poland (see, recently, Halas [ed.] 2000). These works on Znaniecki
rarely refer to his sociology of socid relations, but much more often to his sociology of socia actions.
Unlike Zbigniew Bokszanski (see 1972) but like for instance Mariola His (see 1978), | will treat
Znaniecki’ stheories of socid actions and socid relations here as a coherent whole, in spite of some
evolution of the scholar’ sideas. This evolution, and particularly the emergence of new way's of
interpretation, will be taken into account in this article.

According to MariolaHis, Znaniecki’s modd of action refers first and foremost to individud
human acts. She says, however, that this model can aso be used when studying group dynamics.
Collective (group) action is nat, for Znaniecki, asum of individud actions, but it does consst of them (His
1978: 42). Hiswritesthat Znaniecki did not present anywhere a coherent and consistent idea of collective
(group) actions but that he outlined a genera sketch of theory. Whereas asocid action of an individud isa
system which ties together a subjective attitude and an objective socid vaue, asocia group actionisa
synthesis of individua actions which ties together two objective eements of culture: an ideologicad modd of
attitudes and socid value (Flis 1978: 42-44; see dso Znaniecki 1971: 463-478). In the present article, |
would like to stress that Znaniecki refers to collective (group) actions expressis verbis, that he shows
clearly whet their basisis and suggests what the nature is of the above mentioned synthesis of individud
actionsin collective (group) action.

The concept of action as presented in “Wstep do socjologii” is“idedigtic” in character in the sense
that every human act has amentd character, and “every ided act brings, in adirect way, some red
consequences’ (Znaniecki 1988: 83). Since every actionisideal and brings real consequences, it is aways
cregtive (1988: 90). The human action is of asocia character when its object is another human individua
or asocia group and if the purpose of this action of the subject (agent) is to exert influence on the action’s
object. Every subject of action (agent) can also be an object of somebody else’s action and the other way
around (1988: 278, 280; see dso Znaniecki 1973: 322-373). Therefore, there is no reason to question the
possibility of asocid group’s being an agent. Moreover, a socia group cannot be reduced to an aggregate
of individua actions because, the scholar writes, “more complex systems cannot be reduced to less
complex sysems|...], Snce every higher system is something more than a combination of lower systems’
(1988: 285). One of the proofs of the subjective redity (and it is only the subjective redity thet is
interesting for Znaniecki) of socid groupsisthe fact that people give them names (see, Znaniecki 1971
256-257). A group can “act and experience in a collective way”; being a“collective will”, it isasocid
agent (1988: 310-11). In*Culturd Sciences’ of 1952 we read that what can be said about individua
socid actions, can aso be said, dthough with some modifications, about collective actions which are
“culturd forces’. In the posthumous “ Socid Rdations and Socid Roles’ the author saysthat “asocid



action can be performed individualy or collectively” (1965: 16).

If welook at the problem from the point of view of the agent, we see, says Znaniecki, that “ a
generd determining characterigtic of asocid group [..] isitsvery ability to act collectively, to present itself
as one entity, to focus individud actions into one common action — whether performed by dl group
members at the same time or divided among them or, findly, performed by a representative of the group,
whose action is supported by potentia actions of the remaining members’ (1988: 315). Therefore, group
action can have various shapes. It can be (a) an action of dl members at the same time, (b) acommon
action being aresult of the divison of labor among the members, or (c) an action performed by authorized
representatives. Regarding the first point we can ask, however, if it is necessary that ALL members of the
group agent act; perhapsit is enough if only apart (though not authorized representatives), acts. In sum,
the author’ s conclusion is that the tota “activity of agroup is a permanent synthesis of the socia actions of
itsmembers’ (1988: 316, 317). In “Socid Actions’ of 1936 we read that a“collective action , an action
performed together by two or more individuals who have a common purpose, isa socid action only if the
purposeitsdf issocid, i.e, if the action bears upon some other individua or collectivity as a socid object
and tries to provoke a socid reaction by the use of social instruments and methods’ (1967: 168).

In the course of its action, a socid group undergoes some transformations. A “collective task” isan
element determining the group from the point of view of itsfuture (and the pursuit of someided introduces
a“tempord aspect” to its nature). “In the conscious collective attempt to perform its task a socid group
adaptsto it its own way of functioning, normative demands directed to its members, and eventudly,
sometimes, its own composition and its form” (1988: 321).

After thisintroductory presentation of socid actions, and particularly group actions, we can move
to the subject matter of thisarticle— socid relations. As| have dready mentioned, according to Znaniecki,
in socid life the acting subject can be dso an object of socid action: “socid vaue to which the action
refers, i.e. individua or group who is the action’s object, in this character in which this object is given to the
agent. [...] object of action isat the same time an agent” (1988: 280). Thisidea leads us directly to the
problematic of socid relations. “A relaion [...] isacombination of two series of dynamic socid acts of two
individuas or groups, or agroup and an individua, as partners of the relation; each partner is a subject of
its own series of acts and an object of a series of acts of the second partner” (1988: 280-281). Let us pay
attention to the fact that the author hasin mind the socia relations between one individua and another
individua, a group and another group, and findly between an individua and agroup. In my opinionitisan
important observation. It should aso be mentioned that according to Znaniecki we have to do with asocia
relation when three additional conditions are met. They are asfollows: (a) normétive regulation of both
series of socid acts, (b) relative permanence, and (C) such a connection between these acts that “ activity
of anindividud or group A isaratio of activity of an individud or group B, and the other way around”



(1988: 281; see d <0, for the analysis of normative regulation and permanence, 1971: 660-665). In
“Socjologiawychowanid’ of 1928-30, the definition of asocid rdationisonly dightly different. This
relationisa”cosaed sysem” conssting of four eements. They are asfollows: (a) two partners of relation
(individuas or groups), (b) the partners obligations, (c) alink or socid contact between them (Znaniecki
means firgt of al some common vaues which are, for both partners, a necessary and sufficient condition of
their mutua interaction), and (d) the partners duties. The difference between obligations and duties is
interesting to me. A partner’ s obligation is his conduct towards the second partner according to the norms,
whereas duty is “the producing of some schematically regulated situations which would enable the second
partner the performance of his obligation, or prevention or removing of some Stuations making this
performance impossible” (Znaniecki 1973: 135). Let us return to “Wstep do socjologii”, though.

Independently of other smilarities, Znaniecki’ s theory resembles the Weberian modd in the fact
that a socid relation is considered to be a system of (first and foremost) two acting partners and the fact
that thisrelation is bascaly a part of alarger concrete socia collectivity. In Znaniecki’ s opinion it does not
have to be so, but it usudly is so, which has important consequences. “A particular socid relation can be
unisolated and belong to amore generd system of organization of asocid group; in fact, mgority of
permanent and recurring relationsisin thisway included in alarger entity. In this case, to the above
mentioned eements of this socid system we must add the sanction which is to induce an individua (or
smdler group) to unconditiond redization of conditionsthat areto be ared base of the activities of the
second partner; the same demand is posed by the sanction on the second partner” (1988: 282). It should
be stressed that the common base of areation, which is mede up of the larger collectivity can, but does not
have to, exist. When it does not exi<, the norms regulating socid relation are “empty”, which means that
there are no sanctions to support them. | will return to thisissue. What is aso important (but does not
gopear in the above citation), Horian Znaniecki clearly distinguishes between asocid and alegd relation.
The difference liesin the fact that alega relation can be based only on agreement between the partners,
whereas the socid relation demands ared interaction between individuas or groups.

| have dready written that an important feeture of socid relations and of the uniformity of many
(meaning not al) of them are norms. They determine the activity of partners. Socid norms have a
reciprocal character. Aswe remember, they can be enforced by sanctions. Norms, the observation of
which is demanded from a concrete partner, are socia obligations. When the observation of normsis not
enforced, they stop being “actud”. Obligations, however, last even when an agent does not follow them, “if
other dements of socid relation exist. On the other hand, obligation ends when the socid relation ends,
while the norm, athough it ceases to be actual, never does end and aways can be resumed” (1988: 293).
Every socid relation contains at least two obligations which are different for different partners. They are,
however, dways obligations of dl the parties.
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Asit turns out, according to the author of “Wstep do socjologii”, a socid relation does not have to
imply ared interaction between the partners. Socid contact is necessary, however, and it isthis element of
the platform (base) common to both partners which enables and determines the interaction and which
makes their mutua obligation actualy observed. It is socid contact which creates a permanent, purely
socid unity between individuas and/or between groups which enter a socid relation (1988: 297-299).

In * Socjologiawychowania’, published afew years after “Wstep do socjologii”, Znaniecki’ s ideas
areformulated in adightly different way. Now he stresses the problematic of the educationa relation, a
relation between an individual and a group to which he belongs. In this book, the concept of relation is
introduced not so much by the concept of socia action, as by the concept of contact. The latter concept
has adightly different meaning than in “Wstep do sogjologii”. In the chapter devoted to socid groups we
read that socia contact (direct or indirect) occurs when one group “performs a collective action (either in
the form of action of dl its members or by its representatives) which influences the socid content of the
second group, thereby modifying its value system and causing itsreaction” (1973: 62). If thiskind of
Stuation takes place, we have to do with “co-exigting groups’. Sometimes, between such groups thereis
not aloose and fleeting contact but a permanent socid relation regulated by socid norms. In this latter
case, each group has some obligations toward the other group, “which meansthat it accepts the fact thet it
should perform toward it some collective actions and refrain itself (or make its members refrain) from some
other actions and that it expects that the second group observes other or smilar obligations toward the first
group. In this Situation, we are saying that the groups are related to each other; the socia content of each
of them is under a permanent influence of the socid content of the other group and it, itsdf, influences that
other group” (1973: 62).

The permanent influence of the groups on each other and their obligations toward each other can
be symmetric or asymmetric. When they are symmetric, we have to do with areaion of equdity. The
scholar gives the examples of nation-states united by atreaty, relations of a state and the Church (when
regulated by the concordat). It seemsto meinteresting that in thismode of the group thereis ardation of
equdity between groups only when they are “positively” tied with each other. Znaniecki does not take into
account a potential “equal” relation of conflict. In the second of the cases presented above (asymmetry),
“when one group fully or partly determines both its own obligations and obligations of the second group”,
we have to do with reations of “domination/subordination” (1973: 62-63). Relations between a state and
the public schools, between the state and its constituent communities, between the Church and areligious
order are examples given here by Znaniecki. Aswe can see, subordination is discussed in this context
when one group can be considered a part of another group.

Like Max Weber, in the 1920s Florian Znaniecki was interested first and foremost in intra- group
relaions. However, when he gives examples of socid relaions, helists, in addition to the maritd relation,
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the relations between employer and employees, relations between a group and its members — also a “treaty
between two nation-states’ (1973: 134). In the latter case, he does not say that this relation takes place
within alarger socid arrangement, like a union, federation, or other superior entity consisting of these
nation-states. Thisideawas not developed by the author, though. In a short essay “Potrzeby socjologii w
Polsce” (Needs of Sociology in Poland), published smultaneoudy with * Sogjologia wychowanid’,
intergroup relaions are closed within alarger collectivity. Here, the author lists “ marital relaions, relaions
between the older and the younger generations, relations between employer and employees, between
leaders and followers, etc.” (1984: 138).

As| have dready mentioned, what “ Socjologiawychowanid’ is mainly concerned about isa
relation between a group and its member(s). The author stresses that in this Stuation the group isthe
dominating partner and it “naturaly presents much higher demands to the member than to itsdf” (1973:
213). The group member is obliged to do for the group everything that this group considers, “traditionally
or rationdly”, necessary for its own functioning, while the group is obliged to do toward its member only as
much as in the group’s own view is necessary “to enable the member to perform dutifully his obligations
toward the group” (1973: 214).

In “ Socjologiawychowania’, the author suggests a possibility of atypology of socid relations
according to the common intentions of the partners (1973: 136). This suggestion was never redlized,
though.

In the above mentioned book ,“Socid Action”, the concept of a socid relation is introduced first
and foremost by the concept of action, but aso by the concept of socia contact. The content is, however,
different than in the contexts analyzed earlier in the present article. The socid contact is characterized in the
following way. One agent, performing his actions, intentionaly or unintentionaly modifies a certain vaue
which has been, or becomes, the object of the attitude of another agent. The first agent, though, does not
intend to influence the second agent. Smultaneoudy or subsequently, the first agent, the second agent, or
both agents experience the fact that the activity of the first agent modifies a value which is sgnificant for the
second agent. “We cdl this vaue the vehicle of social contact. If, however, the purpose of the activity is
to influence the other agent by modifying his values, we should then spesk no longer merely of socid
contact, but of socia action” (1967: 56-57).

Socid contact can occur not only between individuas, but also between collectivities. Thereisno
contact between collectivities, though, when what one of them does with its own vaues, does not influence
the vaues of the second collectivity, meaning when the vaues of the first are not the vaues of the second.
According to the author of “Socia Action”, for asocid contact to exigt, there must be values common to
both collectivities, but the Sgnificance of those vauesis different for both collectivities. Each of them tends
to do something different with them, if one of them is to become interested in another, asa socid object.
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This difference in the significance of the value is most obvious when it gppears as opposition. Therefore, the
collective interest in other collectivities appears most easly in cases of conflict. The opposition must
assume, however that there isa socid contact on the basis of common values. On the other hand, a
difference between the collective attitudes toward the same vaue is not an opposition if these attitudes are
consdered not as mutudly exclusive but as mutudly supplementary (1967: 63-64). War is an example of
collective oppogtion toward a certain collectivity. It isinteresting to note that for Znaniecki the * collective
acts of opposition againg collectivities do not dways and necessarily express antagonistic tendencies of the
individuals participating in them” (1967: 450-451). Therefore, a collectivity isa superindividua bodly.

Earlier, in the context of the sociology of education, Znaniecki wrote about such inter-group
relaions as domination and subordination. That context suggested groups independent of each other.
These groups do not have to be independent, though. Sometimes we have to do with cases of voluntary,
collective, participative submission of acommunity or group to a smal dominant body composed of its
own members. Znaniecki is of the opinion that this kind of Stuation is difficult to sudy and has not been
adequately andyzed yet. Individua active submission to a collectivity is a phenomenon easier to sudy
(1967: 255-156). As we remember, the latter issue was analyzed in detall in * Socjologiawychowanid'.

In the previous paragraphs, | have mentioned the relation of opposition. Now, | would like to
discuss the problem of hodility. This system of actionsis not caled by him asocid rdation. | think, though,
that it meets the conditions presented earlier. The scholar does not say if hodtility occurs only between
individuals or aso between collectivities, but the examples suggest that the latter was also taken into
account by him. Moreover, these examples are important dso from the point of view of the ams of the
study of socid relations, as suggested at the beginning of thisarticle.

Znaniecki distinguishes four kinds of hostility and discusses some of them. Firdt, there are actions
tending to prevent socia contacts between the agent and the socia object, by avoiding common
experiences. Thiscaseis cdled “avoidance’. Avoidance of communication, as the scholar explains, isa
mark of hotility when one agent does not wish to share experiences with somebody whom he vaues
negatively despite the fact that he does not expect any definite harm from him and even knowsthat he
could draw some benefits from the communication. Avoidance of communication can coexist with practica
interaction in impersona meatters. This happens, according to Znaniecki, in cases of race and class
relations. He points particularly to relations between Jews and Christians. The second kind of hogtility is
actions which tend to eliminate the attitudes of the socia object from the agent’ s sphere of vauation.
Thiskind of hodlility is cdled “averson’. Averson implies that the agent, aware of some sentiments of the
socid object, evauates them negatively as a psychologica phenomenon. Sometimes both the agent and the
socia object appreciate the same value pogtively or negatively, but the sentiments on the part of socid

object provoke an averson in the agent and make the vaue undesirable to him. Thirdly, there are actions
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which tend to frustrate activities of the socia object by counteracting them. It is here, according to
Znaniecki, where the term “hodtile fighting” is the most gppropriate. Fourthly, there are actions ddiberately
destroying the socia object’s system of vaues not because of what he can do to the agent but because of
what he has dready done. Such a situation can be caled “revenge’ (1967: 569-573).

The problem of conflict was interesting for Znaniecki dso in his“Cultura Sciences’ of 1952. Asin
Georg Smmel, we read here, for instance, about Situations when a collective conflict againgt a hostile group
influences the group’ s solidarity. The most interesting conflicts, from this point of view, are religious ones
(1971: 605). The problem of conflicts between cultural groups was a subject of Znaniecki’s studies even
ealier. Itisvigble not only in “Cultural Sciences” and in “Modern Nationdities’ (of the same year) but dso
in his“Studia had antagonizmem do obcych” (Studies of Antagonism to Strangers) of 1931. Let uslook a
the problem chronologically, without going into unnecessary details.

In“Sudia...”, wefind an interesting (and important in a somewhat different context) andysis of the
nature of the relation between a socid group and the “stranger”. Thisis the problematic of reations
between the group and the individua which iswel known to us. In my opinion, we do not find here,
unfortunately, significant, new, or more generd ideas concerning this type of relation, but we read about
unilatera and bilaterd contacts, intentiond and unintentiond influences, about a contact between the agent
and the socid object and about the crossing of their own spheres of activity, and about contacts which
gppear based on common or divisble systems of vaues. We learn here that at least part of the value
system must be common to the partnersin order to have a contact. We find the important observation by
Znaniecki that the human object, “who does not belong to the same socia group to which the agent
belongs, is experienced by the agent asa‘ stranger’, whenever he presents itsdlf to him as actualy or
potentialy entering by his action (intentionaly or unintentionaly) the space of this group, which is a closed
system of socid vaues’ (1990: 303), but on the other hand, when the contact is based on common vaue
systems, the same socia object will not be trested as a“stranger” (1990: 309).

| have dready written about antagonism to strangers as arelaion between the individua and the
socid group. Znaniecki pays atention, however, to the fact that both the agent and the socid object in this
relation can be not only individuas but dso socid groups. In his opinion, the negative “intentions, the object
of which isagtrange group, differ from those, which refer to the individua considered to be strange, since
they manifest in indifferent actions’ (1990: 327-328). In the same place we read, however, that the
difference, even if red, “became by many sociologists exaggerated and at the same time obscured” (1990:
328). We learn about these differences that they do not refer to the nature of action, that they can appear
or not, and that the collective antagonism is sometimes |ess reflexive and more spontaneous than the
individua antagonism, but on the other hand it “sometimes contains in the eyes of participants the character
of objective ethica judtification, a specific ‘loftiness” (1990: 328-329).
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Thereisds0 an intermediate type between collective antagonism to an individua and antagonism to
acollectivity. It isrepresented by Stuationsin which “dthough antagonigtic activity refersto one or afew
individuas, but rather to them not so asto individua persons, but as representatives of a certain (ethnic,
class) group” (1990: 328).

When we take into account the fact that antagonism can have an individud or acollective
character, we can point out its four types, distinguishable only andyticaly. Firgly, we have antagonism in
which the agent and socid object are of a collective character. An exampleis arelation between atribe, a
sect, or anation and another tribe, sect, or nation. Secondly, we have antagonism in which the agent isan
individua and the object a collectivity. An example is hatred of an individua for a strange group by which
the individud was, in his apinion, harmed. Thirdly, there is antagonism in which the agent is a collectivity
and the object isan individua. Examples are the relaion of villagers to a strange newcomer, of the ancient
Greek aristocracy to the populist tyrant, and of Englishmen to Napoleon Bonaparte. The lag, fifth type of
antagonism is that between an individua agent and an individua object (1990: 330-331). We can note that
antagonisms, as presented by Znaniecki, are not gtrictly speaking socid relations, because we do not have
here bilateral courses of actions. However, it was worthwhile to discuss them here, sincein the scholar’s
opinion they are important bases of socid relations. When he writes, for instance, about “collective
defensve antagonism”, he presentsiit as a non-reflexive antipathy to the meeting of strangers, as“an
attempt to react againgt any tria of contact on the part of others’ (1990: 337). Therefore, we have here a
kind of bilaterd and practicd “collective intention”. Similarly, we read about group prejudices (which
cannot, obvioudy, be consdered socid relations) that they are not false judgements and unjustified
eva uations resulting from inadequate knowledge of a strange group, but are active defensive intentions,
directed againg potentia spiritud ties with the strange group. Group defensive antagonism, we read | ater,
pases into “aggressive’ antagonism, when the strange group acts in such away as to suggest its attempt to
break such defensiveness down (1990: 349-351).

In the 1931 essay “Sily spoleczne w walce 0 Pomorze’ (Socia Forcesin the Conflict over
Pomerania) we find an important thesis regarding concrete socid relations. The author writes that with
other conditions stable the expangve group aways winsin its conflicts with the exclusive, closed group
(1990: 380).

If we look, from the point of view of the theory of socid relations, at the book quoted above,
“Modern Nationdities’, we find equdly interesting idess. Let me begin with an “editorid” issue—the
arrangement of the materid. Znaniecki discusses conflicts between nationalities earlier than the cooperation
of societies with nationa cultures, even if the substantive importance seemsto bethe oppodtein his
theoretica system. He devotes nearly identica space to these issues. In the following analysis, | will briefly
begin with the latter issue. Cooperation within nations, says Znaniecki, results from the necessity of defense
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againg an enemy (1990: 206). The scholar stresses cooperation between various nations in different areas
of culture, but he links this cooperation with the universd intention of cultural expansion (1990: 208-209).

Asin other works, in “Modern Nationdities’ Znaniecki aso does not present conflicts between
nations as socid relations, which is difficult to understand in the light of his most generd theory of actions
and of rdations. The scholar says that sociologists should study “relations’ occurring  between nationsin
the times preceding the outbreak of mutua hodtilities (1990: 166). Heis of the opinion that al nations
intend to expand (which differentiates them from, for instance, tribes or rura communities). Expansion can
be of a cregtive character, by means of the development or enriching of nationd culture, or of a
populational character, by means of gaining new members out of those people who, according to ethnic
criteria, belong to the nationa group but were not aware of thisfact. Expanson itself does not haveto raise
conflicts as understood (but barely mentioned) by Znaniecki. Conflict occurs only in Stuations when agiven
nation intentionally expands at the cost of another nation or when expansion of one nation is an obgtacle to
the expansion of another nation (1990: 166-168). This kind of expansonist intention is called “aggresson”.
It isnot clear if both the above conditions formulated by Znaniecki must be met; it is not clear if conflict can
be sad tooccur when a nation expands unintentionaly; it isnot clear if it occurs when expansion of one
nation is not an obstacle to the expansion of another. It seems to me that conflict occurs, for Znaniecki,
only when both groups undertake overt actions directed againgt each other. Only in this sense, in my
opinion, does expansion or aggression not have to be consdered a conflict.

There are, in Znaniecki, four types of aggressive expangon. It has, firstly, a geographica character,
when group members migrate to other territories on which the native population till lives. The resstance of
the latter will be a source of conflict. Separatism of both groupsis not conflict, but it makes its occurrence
possible. Aggressive expansion can be, secondly, described as economic, when it depends on the
exploitation of the property and work of another group. Znaniecki discusses examples of such exploitation
with the help of coercion, but heis of the opinion that it can dso occur without coercion. What iscaled in
other literature colonialism and neo- coloniaism are examples given by Znaniecki. Conflict occurs when the
nation subordinated by expansion redizes this and becomes united in its active intention to dter this state of
affars. Aggressive expanson can be, thirdly, of an assmilationist character. Thisis actudly a continuation
of population expansion. The author means here assmilation by anation of a population which, according
to ethnic criteria, does not belong to this nation. As aresult of this expansion, resstance and conflict can
occur. Conflict is aso possible when two different nations wish to assmilate a population which does not
belong to ather of them. Very important, in my opinion, is Znaniecki’ s ideathat serious conflicts occur
when agroup culturdly assmilates another group but does not want to alow it to take advantage of al the
privileges to which the members of the assmilating group are entitled. Aggressive expansion can be, findly,

of anideologica character, when one nation wants to draw to its Side the cultura leaders of other nations
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to win them over to its own ideas. Here, too, conflicts can occur (1990: 168-195.

I will move now to those Znaniecki’ s ideas regarding socid relations, which were presented in the
large book “ Socid Rdations and Socid Roles’ posthumoudy published in1965. From the point of view
presented at the beginning of this article, that is fromthe point of view of the andlysis of inter-group
relations of various characters, “Social Relations and Socia Roles’ seems to me much less useful than the
books discussed above. Although in the opening fragments we read a suggestion that “sociology isa
science of human relaions or socid reations, in the sense of relations between interacting human individuas
or groups’ and that there are two basic kind of interaction -- cooperation and conflict (1965: 15-17; see
also 19, 85) -- soon after these sentences we read that socid relaions are first and foremost interactions
between individuals and that they are of a cooperative character. Znaniecki isinterested mostly in relaions
within socid collectivities and much less in reaions between collectivities.

Asthe above citation shows, the concept of socia relation isintroduced here by means of the
concept of interaction. Therefore, we have to look at the discussion of interaction. “When socia interaction
between two individuas occur, usudly one of them, A, initiatesit by performing asocid action intended to

influence another, B; then B ‘reacts, i.e., performs an action in consequence of A’s action. Sometimes
each of them independently starts a socid action bearing upon the other, and each reactsto the other’s
action[...]. Inany case, the connection between a particular socia action and thereaction to it isan
elementary fact of socid interaction, though it may aso be a component of a more or less complex system”
(1965: 86). It seemsto methat for Znaniecki of this period, asin earlier periods, interaction is a socid
relation when it is permanent, organized, and normatively regulated.

Znaniecki is of the opinion that socia thinkers have devoted more attention to socid conflict than to
socid cooperation. In modern times, however, they might find objective reasons for the priority of
cooperation, Snce the latter is essentid for the very existence of human collectivity. “Moreover,
investigetion of the origin of interindividua conflicts indicates that many of them are duesto externd
influences which disturb such cooperation as dready existed, while intergroup conflict presupposes close
cooperation within each conflicting group. This means that, without adequate knowledge of social
cooperation, no scientific generdizations about socia conflict are possble’. Therefore investigations of
socid cooperation isthe primary task of sociology, and investigation of socid conflict isits secondary task
(1965: 17-18).

Let usreturn to the characteristics of socid relations, of cooperation, and of conflicts. As| have
dready mentioned, Znaniecki pays much atention in “Socid Relations and Socid Roles’ to the
cooperative relaionsin communities. Heis aware of the fact that in each community thereisalot of
conflicts which interfere with the normatively regulated course of socid relaions. “ Such conflicts have a

disorganizing influence [...] on socid relations as organized systems ..” (1965: 91-92). Again, we can see
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that conflicts are not socid relations. The author devotes to them much attention in the chapter on socid
relaions in communities, and in the chapter on the impact of socid conflicts on socid relations. He says that
“within certain relaions some conflicting interaction is not only considered compatible with postive
vauaion of theindividuas involved, but is required by the cultura pattern of the relation, asin competitive
companionate play — sports, games of chance, and intellectua contests’ (1965: 92). Conflict itself can be
based on some standards and norms which are common to its parties. Conflicts do not have to engender
disorganization. They can be anticipated by |eaders, who cooperate to check or counteract them. Asa
result, they can bring the development of new standards and norms regulating socid interactions (1965: 93-
94). Thisideais smilar to the well known discussion by Georg Simmél at the turn of the 20™ century about
the pogitive functions of socid conflict (see, eg., Smme 1964).

In“Socid Relaions and Socid Roles’, Znaniecki intended (which isvery clear in Chapter Four) to
present agenerd typology of dl possble socia relations, but he had no timeto do it. He presents,
however, his own conclusons of his discusson. He says that socid reaions within communities are in fact
permanent socid processes. All the time new socid relations emerge, Snce newcomers enter communities,
and individuas dready there become partnersin relations in which they earlier did not participate; former
socid relations come to an end. Moreover, in the course of this*evolution” new patterns of relations cross

the communities’ borders and reach neighboring groups.

SUmmary

The classic, anaytical concepts of the socid relation which were presented in this article seem to
me only partly useful for the analyss of ethnic, racid, industrid, and international problems. These concepts
arefirg and foremost systems of ideas referring to interactions within socia collectivities, and not between
them. To the extent to which the problems mentioned above occur within collectivities (and, obvioudy, we
usudly can find asocid system that is an umbrella® covering” them), these theoretical models can be useful.
To the extent to which we have to do with issues between collectivities and when it is not reasonable to
look for an “umbrdla’ system, it is more difficult to take advantage of them.

In the declarations of the authors Max Weber and FHorian Znaniecki the most important partners of
socid rations are individuals and not socia groups. The concept of the socid relation was introduced by
both scholars first of al by means of the concept of individua socia action. What is common to Weber and
Znaniecki (I mentioned the differences earlier in thistext) is the concept of intentiondity and the subjective
sense of action. The actor/agent is mostly an individud person. However, in Max Weber the actor can be
dso aplurdity of amilar (from agiven point of view) individuas or even collective bodies like states,
communities, etc., conssting of (in away difficult to recongtruct) individud actions having a subjective

sense. In FHorian Znaniecki, socid actions are dways directed toward individuas or groups and are
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intended to modify the atitudes of their socia objects. The socia object can be the subject of another
action and the other way around. Collective action can aso be conceptuaized, and it is a synthess of
individual socid actions which regts, asit sseemsto me, ether on the Smultaneous action of al members of
the group or on the division of labor between the members or, findly, on the action of the authorized
representatives of the groups. Collective action in the third case is Smilar to Weber'sideaof action
performed by the “adminidrative saff” of asocid group.

In Max Weber, asocid relation takes place when the socid actions of a number of people are
oriented toward each other in such away that thereis a chance that the socid action of one actor will be
met by the reaction of the other. There can be more than two partnersin asocid reation (athough the
author writes most of the time about two partners and does not explain how to conceptudize the rdation if
there are more partners). According to Weber, socid relations do not have to consist in cooperation.
Potentialy we have here the base for investigation of various kinds of relations (cooperation but dso
conflict; within asocid entity or between socia entities) between various partners, but the German scholar
limits himself to suggestions regarding socid relaions within communities or associations. Socid relations
are enacted, in Weber’ smodd, first and foremost between individua partners, but he alows the possbility
of relations between collective bodies like Sates, political parties, economic organizations or churches. It is
not clear, however, how he would like to conceptudize these relaions. Partnersin a socid relation do not
have to accept the same definition of Stuation; that would be only alimiting case of the rdation. Socid
relations in Weber'smode can be typologized in various ways. In the present article the following
typologies were presented: permanent or flegting; organized or unorganized; keeping their particular sense
al the time or changing the subjective sense; emerging spontaneoudy or agreed upon; commundl,
associative, or conflictual; open or closed.

In Horian Znaniecki, socid relaions are systems of actionsin which each partner is a subject of
one course of actions and object of the second course of actions, and each of these actionsisaratio for
the second. Relations can occur between individua and individua, group and group, or between an
individuad and a group. Relaions do not have to be symmetricd in the sense that the influences of partners
upon each other do not have to be equa. Socid relations are aways relatively stable and subject to
normative regulaion. Socid reaions are, in this conceptudization, subsystemns of alarger whole, even if
they are inter-group reations. We find here, however, the important idea of relations between one group
and a strange group, and between a group and a strange individual. The opposition between individuals,
between groups, or between individuals and groups is dways based on a common vaue system. Znaniecki
andyzesin detall various Situations of conflict and hogtility between partners and devotes alot of spaceto
them, but in his conceptuaization they do not condtitute socid relations. Socid relations seem to be here
adways of a“podgtive’ character. Florian Znanicki discusses four types of antagonism, but again it does not
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seem to metha, literally spesking, they are socid relationsin this conceptudization. They seem to be rather
mental aspects of not very clear ties between individua and collective partners. When the author writes
about aggressive expansion, which istypologized by him and elaborated in detail, he does not present it as
asocid relaion.

Despite the initid stress on theindividual action asthe basic socid system, in Znaniecki’ s sociology
of nationdities and in his sociology of culture we find an analysis of collective action, and, whet follows,
collective rdations. In spite of the fact that the Polish- American scholar declared that socid relations are
only “positive’ systems of actions, in fact he investigeted in an interesting way many aspects of conflicts
between cultura groups.

We can ask here where to locate the ideas presented above on the continuum “individuaism-
holism” and continuum “micro-macro” sociology. Weber’s modd, particularly in his own declarations, is
very individudidtic, athough he did not deny the redl existence of collective entities. Znaniecki’ s theory is
rather holistic. Despite the stress on the significance of individud socid action, the scholar showed dearly
that thiswasitself a socid system. The ideas of both scholars overcome, in my opinion (or perhaps ignore),
the digtinction between the macro and micro spheres of socid life. The stressis put on individud relations,
but examples are given most of the time from such socid entities as the family, churches, local communities,
and nation-gtates. | did not see here any methodologica discussion of the problem of digtinction between
micro and macro. Both models have, in my opinion, areationd character (see Ritzer and Gindoff 1992,
Emirbayer 1997).

If wefollow expressis verbis the individuaigtic agpects of Weber’s modd and the anaytica
agpects of Znaniecki’stheory, it would be difficult to base empiricd investigations of socid relaions as
presented at the beginning of this article on them. The Situation changes when we depart from the classics
ways of congtruction of the concepts of socid relation and concentrate on the implication of the concept
presented by the same authors. Fortunately, the research practices of both scholars encourage usto
abandon aliterd interpretation of their models. They present a variety of interesting typologies of socia

relations and socid objects between which these relations can exigt.
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