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COOTHOIIEHME MHOVBUOYAJIBHOI'O
N KOJUNTIEKTBHOI'O
B COLIVIAJTBHOVI ®UJIOCODPUN
I.O.TYPBUYA

M. IO. 3azupnax!

Jlenmmomubom mbopuecmba I. . I'ypbuua cmana
npobaema coomHoulenus unoubuoa u obujecnba. Ha-
UUNHAA C PAHHUX PYCCKOA3BIMHBIX KHUZ 10 (husocoduu
npaba u 3axanuubas npousbedeHUAMU N0 COUUOLOSUL,
usdauvimu 6o @panyuu u CLIA Ha 3aka04UMesbHOM
amane e20 kapvepvl, ['ypBuu anarusupobar unoubuoa
u kossekmubBHoie obpasobanus 6 kauecmbe 63aumooeii-
cmByrouux cmopoH KoAAeKmuBHo20 coyuaIbHoeo cyoo-
exma. OH cmpemuacs npeodosems npomubobopcmbo
uHOUBUOYasusmMa U kostekmubusma, Komopoe u0eos0-
euvecku Bonsomuaoce 6 coneprudecmbe ppaniyysckoil
(Omuav Liopxeeim) u Hemeyxou (Maxc Bebep) coyuo-
Aoeuveckux wixoa. I'ypbuu cgpopmyaupobar nousmue
coyuyma kax Ouxamuyeckoeo Baumodeiicmbus u 63a-
umoonpedesenus unoubuoa u obujecmba. B cBoux pyc-
CKOA3bIMHBLIX pabOmax, HANUCAHHBIX 00 IMUPAUUL, OH
omcmaubas mouky 3peHus, C02AACHO KOMOpou UMEHHO
6 npabe moxHo onpedeaums, kax uHOUBUO u obuyecmbo
B3aummo odycarobaubatom Opye opyea, 3a0abas Hanpabe-
Hue coyuarbHomy pasbumuto. B konye 1920-x — nauase
1930-x ee. 6 yuenuu o coyuarvtom npabe I'ypBuu cchop-
MmupoBas nonsmue coyuabesbHOCMU, Komopoe no36oau-
40 cghokycupobams Brumarnue He Ha npomubobopcmbe, a
Ha B3aumodeiicmbuu uHoubuoa u odbwecméba. B nonamuu
HopmamubHoeo haxma gpusocogp onpedeaun Gvimue co-
yuyma — Bonaomua ouasexmuueckoe 63aumooeiicmbue
edurcmba u muoxecmba. B xonye 1930-x ee. 6 yuenuu o
MUKpocoyuosoeuu ox 66es kpumepuu coyuadesbHoCmu,
6 xomopuix 3aneuamaes uHOUBUOYyasvHyw (uHmencub-
HOCTb CAUAHUA UHOUBUOYAABHBLX COSHAMUTL) U KOAAeK-
mubryio (cusa obujecmbernoeo 0abaeHus) CopoHbL Npo-
yecca coyuarvno2o pasbumus. I'ypBuu na ocnobe smux
Kpumepue paspadomans epadayur  coyuabesbHOCU
u Bvipasua ee 6 cxeme «macca — coobujecmbo — o00u-
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NEO-KANTIANISM

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE COLLECTIVE
IN THE SOCIAL PHILOSOPHY
OF GEORGES GURVITCH

M. Yu. Zagirnyak'

The relationship between the individual and society
is the leitmotif of Georges Gurvitch’s work. Beginning
from the early Russian-language books on the philos-
ophy of law and ending with the works on sociology
published in France and the USA at the final stage
of his career, Gurvitch studied the individual person
and collective units as interacting sides of the collec-
tive social subject. He sought to overcome the struggle
between individualism and collectivism which found
its ideological expression in the rivalry of the French
(Emile Durkheim) and German (Max Weber) schools of
sociology. Gurvitch formulated the concept of society as
dynamic interaction and mutual determination of the
individual and collective unit. In his Russian-language
works, written before his emigration, he maintained
that it was in the sphere of law that one could determine
how the individual and society mutually condition each
other and determine the direction of social development.
In the late 1920s and early 1930s in his teaching on so-
cial law, Gurvitch formulated the concept of sociability
which enabled him to focus attention not on the con-
frontation, but on the interaction of the individual and
society. In the concept of “normative fact” he defined
the being of society and embodied the dialectical inter-
action between singularity and multitude. In the late
1930s in his teaching on microsociology, he introduced
criteria of sociability, recording individual (intensity
of the fusion of individual minds) and collective (the
force of social pressure) aspects of the process of social
development. Proceeding from these criteria Gurvitch
developed a gradation of sociability, expressing it in the
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HOCHIb», KOMOpas 1o03604usa emy NpoaHasusupobams
popmupobanue korrexmubrvix 0dpasobanuil u onpede-
Aums ocobenHocmu ux ovimus. B cmamve «Macca, coob-
wecmbo u obugHocmwv» (1941) on npedcmabun smu ¢hop-
MblL coyuabesbHOCHU, C NOMOUiBIO KOMOpbX 000CHOBAA
63aumoodycaobrennocms uHOUBUO0B U KoALeKMUBHBIX
00pasoBanuil. B cmamve I'ypBuua 3aneuamaens kaiote-
Bvie npuHyunvL eeo gpusocopuu u coyuosoeuu npaba,
0abuie emy B03MOKHOCTIL Npeodotens UHOUBUOYAAUIM
u Koasexmubusm 6 obocHoBaruu coyuyma.

KaroueBoie croBa: cpusocogpus pycckoeo 3apybe-
Kbs, UHOUBUO, 0bujecmBo, MUKpOCOUUOAOUA, COUUA-
beavHOCMb, Macca, cooduecmbo, o0ULHOCHb, HEOKAHMIU-
arcmbo

BBemenmne

T'eoprum Hasumosuda I'ypsuu (1894—1965) —
BbIatomicsa rsiocod, mpasoseq 1 coryosior. B
1920 r. o mokmryn Poccnro 1 1o konma 1930-x rr.
aKTVBHO y4acTBOBaJl B MHTeJUIEKTyaJIbHOW es-
TeJIBHOCTY PYCCKOTO 3apy0exps. B mocienyromme
ronsl ['ypeira paccMaTpuBsait ceOst yke Kak ppaH-
I1y3CcKoro cortuosiora”. Ero Hacizeyie MHOrorpas-
HO V1 BKJIIOYaeT B ce0st paboTEI IO ITPaBOBEIEHIIO,
COIIMOJIOTMW 3HaHMs, PYCCKOVI peIUTVO3HOV u-
nocodmm. KpacHom HUTBIO CKBO3b MIEVIHYIO 3BO-
JIIOLIVIO B MIHTEJUIEKTYasIbHOM Onorpadum I'ypsu-
4ya IIPOXOAUT TeHJEHIINs IIpeoosIeHnsl IIPOTHu-
BOOOpCTBa MHAVBUIIyaIM3Ma VI XOJIM3Ma, COLVO-
JIOTMYeCKOro HOMMHAaJIM3Ma M yHUBepcasn3Ma B
TOJIKOBaHMM OOIIecTna.

B sToM1 cTaThe s cdokycrpyrock Ha TOM, KaKUM
obOpasoMm ['ypBud ompenesisl IOHSATHS VHOVIBU-
Zla 1 oblecTBa Ha IIPOTSDKEHUIM CBOErO TBOpYe-
CKOTO ITyTM HauMHas ¢ PaHHMX IIPOM3BENeHNT,
HanmcaHHbIX B Poccui, BIUIOTH 710 BBIITyCKa CTa-
M «Macca, coobrrecTBO 1 00ITHOCTE» (Gurvitch,
1941). Ha niepBbInt t1aH OyayT BbIBEIEHBI IIpaBo-
BbI€ 11 COLIVOJIOTYeCKye B3IJISAIbI, KOTOpbIe IIOMO-
raloT IIPOSICHUTH COOTHOIIIEHVE VHAMBUIIA 1 00-
I11eCTBa, OBITVS VHIVMBUIOB M OBITUS KOJUIEKTB-
HBIX 00pa3oBaHMIL. DTO MO3BOJIUT yBUIETH, KaK

2 O Ouorpadpvm ['ypBuua m ero TBOPUECKOM IIYTH CM.
royrpobHee: (AHTOHOB, 2013, €. 12—-79).
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scheme “mass — community — communion” which
enabled him to analyse the formation of collective units
and determine the features of their existence. In his ar-
ticle “Mass, Community, and Communion” (1941) he
presented the forms of sociability which enabled him
to describe the mutual conditioning of individuals and
collective units. Gurvitch’s article spells out the key
principles of his philosophy and sociology of law which
overcome individualism and collectivism in his account
of society.

Keywords: philosophy of the Russian Abroad,
individual, society, microsociology, sociability, mass,
community, communion, Neo-Kantianism

Introduction

Georges D. Gurvitch (1894—1965) was an
outstanding philosopher, jurist and sociolo-
gist. He left Russia in 1920 and until the late
1930s was an active member of the Russian
émigré intellectual community. Later Gurvitch
identified himself as a French sociologist.? His
multi-faceted legacy includes works on law,
sociology of knowledge, and Russian religious
philosophy. His intellectual evolution is in-
formed with the desire to overcome the con-
frontation between individualism and holism,
sociological nominalism and universalism in
the interpretation of society.

In this article I will concentrate on how Gur-
vitch defined the concepts of individual and
society over the course of his creative career,
beginning from the early works written in Rus-
sia up to the publication of his article “Mass,
Community and Communion” (Gurvitch,
1941). I will focus on his legal and sociological
views which help to clarify the relationships
between the individual and society, the being
of individuals and the being of collective units.
This will show how Gurvitch deepened his con-

2 For more on Gurvitch’s biography and creative activ-
ity see Antonov (2013, pp. 12-79).
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I'ypBua yrimyOsiss1 cBoe IOHSATVE COIMAIbHOIO
KaK IIpeiCcTaBiI B cTaTbe «Macca, coolIriecTBo 1
OOIITHOCTE» TI0CTIeZIOBaTe/TbHOe W3JIOKeHe yde-
HWSL O MUKPOCOLIVIOJIOT AW,

B3anmonericTBue MHAMBMOA M 001IIecTBa
B pmtocodpum I'ypBuda mo sMmurpanmumu

I'ypBuu ¢ paHHUX pabOT CTPeMMJICS BBISBUTH,
KaKyM 00pa3zoM popMmpyIOTCs KOJIJIEKTYBHBIE 00-
pasoBaHMsl — colyaIbHble (PeHOMEeHBI, KOTOpbIe
HeJIb3s peAypoBaTh K CyMMe VHAMBUIOB. B pa-
6ote «“IlpaBna o MoHapienn” Meodana [Tpo-
KOIIOBIIYa 1 ee 3alla/JHOeBPOIIeVICKIIe MCTOUHVKI
(I'ypsuy, 1915) I'ypsud paccMaTpviBaeT COOTHOIIIE-
Hvie CBOOOIBI MH/VBIIIA C pa3BUTVIEM OOIIlecTBa B
KauecTBe KJII0YeBOro KpuTepus [1J1s oIlpeiesieHys
crerdvIKy JleruTUMarum siactu. OH oTMedaer,
uTo B cobcTBeHHOM yueHUn Peodan IIpoxoro-
BIY aHaJIV3MPOBaJl /IBa VICTOYHVIKA ITPOVICXOXK]Ie-
HWS BJIACTY U TOCYapCTBa — HAPOIHYIO BOJIIO 1
OoxxecTBeHHOe 1TpaBo (TaM e, c. 2), 17151 KOTOPBIX
B KauecTBe IIPUOPUTETHO 1IeHHOCTY XapaKTepHbI
COOTBETCTBEHHO CBOOOJIa OT/IeJILHOIO YesloBeKa 1
00ITIeCcTBO KaK I1eJIOCTHOCTD. Pa3BuTiie Teopmmt 00-
IIIeCTBEHHOI'0 JIOroBOpa MpUBeJIo K «IIPpU3HaAHUIO
nepBonauaivroz2o cybeperumema unoubuoa vi, cie-
JI0BaTeJIbHO, K 10AHOMY OMPUYAHUIO MeoKpamute-
cxux ocHoBanuil BracTv» (Tam xe, c. 59). Vnmes Oo-
JKeCTBEHHOI'O IIPOVICXOXKIEHVISI BJIaCTH TTO3BOJISUIA
paccMaTpuBaTh MHAVBUIIOB KaK MHOXECTBO 3Jle-
MEHTOB MOPsiIKa, CO3aHHOIO BBICIIVIMU CUJIaMY,
TOr7la KaK yueHIe O HapOIHOV BOJIe aKIIeHTUPO-
BaJIo BHMIMaHVe Ha 3Ha4MMOCTY KasKIO0ro ueJioBe-
Ka KaK y4acTHMKa COIyMa.

[IBe Bepcuy oOOCHOBaHMS IIpaBa IOApasyMe-
BaIOT COOTBETCTBYIOIIME TPaKTOBKM OOIIlecTBa:
1) commym dopmupyercst Graromapsi HapOIHOM
BOJIe, KOTOpasl CKJIQJbIBAeTCsI BO B3aVIMOJIEVICTBU
VIHIVIBUZIOB, IIPOSIBJIAIOLINIX CBOIO CBOOOMY; 2) B yc-
JIOBUSIX OOXKeCTBEHHOro IlpaBa MHOVBUIBI OOpe-
TafOT MeCTO B COIIMyMe, IIPUHMMAas COILMasIbHbIe
pormt m pyHKIMn. OcylriecTsieHrie CBOOOIBI MH-
AVBUIIA B PaMKax 00IIeCTBeHHOTO HOps/IKa IIOCITy-
o s ['ypsuda mmpoekiivert Ipo0iieMbl coxpa-
HeHIs VHAVBI/yaIbHOV CBOOOIBI B ITpoliecce pas-
BUTHS COLIVIYMa Ha TIOJIMTUKO-TIPABOBYIO TEOPUIIO.
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ception of the social and presented a consistent
teaching on microsociology in his article “Mass,
Community and Communion”.

Interaction between Individual
and Society in Gurvitch’s Philosophy
before Emigration

From his early works Gurvitch was in-
trigued by the social phenomena of collective
units which cannot be reduced to the sum of in-
dividuals. In his work, “The Truth of Monarchic
Will by Feofan Prokopovich and Its Western
European Sources”, Gurvitch (1915) examines
the relationship between individual freedom
and social development as the key criterion
for determining the character of legitimation
of power. He notes that Feofan (Theophanes)
Prokopovich analysed two sources of power
and the state, the people’s will and divine right
(ibid., p. 2) for which the priority values are re-
spectively freedom of the individual and of so-
ciety as a whole. The development of the theory
of social contract led to the “recognition of the
primacy of individual sovereignty and consequent-
ly total negation of theocratic foundations of power”
(ibid., p. 59). The idea of divine origin of power
made it possible to see individuals as a multi-
tude of elements of an order created by higher
forces, while the doctrine of the will of the peo-
ple stressed the significance of every member of
a social unit.

The two versions of grounding law imply a
corresponding treatment of society: 1) Society
is formed by the people’s will which is formed
through the interaction of individuals exer-
cising their freedom. 2) Under divine law in-
dividuals gain a place in society by assuming
social roles and functions. Gurvitch saw the ex-
ercise of individual freedom in the framework
of social order as a projection of the problem
of preservation of individual freedom in the
process of social development onto political-
legal theory.



B cnenmyromen pabore, «Pycco m pexitapariis
nipas: Vest HeoTbeMJIEMBIX TIpaB MHAVBU/IA B IIO-
JATUYecKot HoKTpuHe Pycco» (1918), I'ypsuu co-
CPeIOTOUYMIICS. Ha TaKOM SIBJIEHUU B MCTOpUM Pu-
jocodpum, Kak Teopus OOIIEeCTBEHHOIO I0roBOpa
XK. -XK. Pycco, anasmms KOTOpoV ITO3BOJISIET OXapaK-
Tepu30BaTh OCOOEHHOCTY B3aIMOIEVICTBIIS VH/IV-
BIJIa V1 KOJUIEKTVBa B KauecTBe COIIMasIbHbIX CyOb-
eKkToB. OTHesIbHBIV MHAVBI/, OTKa3bIBasICh OT IIPO-
M3BOJIa, CTAHOBUTCS YYaCTHMKOM COLMyMa, ITOf-
umHsgeTcsd HaporHov Boste (['ypsiy, 1918, c. 19—20).
ITo muenmio I'ypsuua, Pycco obpatwst BHMMaHMe
Ha CBsI3b COLMaIM3alliy MHOMBYAA C HOIUYMHe-
HVeM TIOPsiIKy B OOlllecTBe — IIpW3HAHMEM BO3-
MOYKHOCTY CBOOOIBI B paMKax 3aKOHHBIX OrpaHU-
ueHM. Pycco Takke BBISIBMJI 3Ha4YeHVe IIpaBa B
dopMupoBaHNY COLVIyMa M B €ro IOC/IeAyoIIeM
obrTim (Tam xe, c. 28). OT mmpaBa 3aBUCUT He TOJIb-
KO TO, KaK OyIyT B3aMMOIEVICTBOBATD VH/VIBV/IBI C
KOJIJIEKTMBHBIMY 00pa30BaHMSAMM, HO 1 TO, KaKMM
00pa3oM OyfeT MCTOIKOBaHa BO3MOXKHOCTB OBITVAS
MHAVBMIA U ob1iecTsa. ['ypBird ripuities K BEIBOLLY,
uTO popMMpOBaHVe O0IIecTBa — 3TO 3aada Ipa-
Ba: OHTUYECKUV CTaTyC MHOMBUAA U KOJUIEKTVB-
HBIX 00pa3oBaHMI OIlpeferseTcs IpaBoM. biiaro-
Iaps aHaJIV3y PYCCOVCTCKOV TeOpwy OOIecTBeH-
Horo sioropopa I'ypsia copmystmpoBart 1esib pas-
BUTHSA TIpaBa — CcPOPMMPOBATh KOHKpemHYw Ue-
/0CIMHOCMb, OTKA3aThCsl OT IIPUOPUTETHOrO 3Hade-
HVISL THOVBUIIA VIV obllecTBa 1 cpOKYCUPOBaTh-
cs1 Ha mx B3aumonevictum (Tam xe, ¢. 99—100).

CriertyeT OTMETUTD 3HaUeHVIE HEOKAaHTMAHCKMX
uen B popMupoBaHNUN ITpefcTasieHmi ['ypsiya
00 obmrectBe. HecMOTpsl Ha KpUTHYeCKMe OT3bI-
BBl O HEOKAHTVAHCTBE B €0 MHTEeJUIEKTYaIbHOM
IHeBHMKe®, B Hay4uHbIX pabotax ['ypsuu obpara-
eTCs K MAesIM ¥ IMOHSTVSM HeOKaHTVaHIIeB. Bak-
HeMIIYyIO0 poJib B HOHMMaHWUM COLIMYMa, II0 MHe-
HI0 prstocoda, UTParoT ABa IIOHSATHS:

* «/IBa mepBBIX TOfa MOero OOy4YeHNS B YHUBEPCUTETE

(1912—1914), mposenieHHbIX 3MMOVI B Pocciu, a jileToM —
B [epmaHwVm. .. ObUIV HACBHIITIEHBI PAa3MBIIIUIEHMSIMU O Pa3-
JIMYHBIX TeHAEeHIINAX HeOKaHTMaHCKoM druiocodnm:
Koren, Hatopn, Kaccupep, Puxkepr, BunnennOanm,
DospkerneT, Penysre, 'amesen... B wurore stm paboTel
BBI3BAJIVI § MeHs CWIbHYIO HeTaTVBHYIO peaKIVIIO IIPO-
TVB HEOKAHTMAHCTBa JIF00Oro poga — IIPOTMB €ro 3aka-
MY IIMPOBaHHOTO IUIATOHMYECKOTO WeasI3Ma, IpOTHB
JIOCTaTOYHO IPVMWTMBHBIX aHTUIICMXOJIOIM3Ma 1 aHTU-
coumortormsma» (I'ypsiy, 20048, c. 835); mepeBort yTouHeH
nio: (Gurvitch, 1966, p. 4).

M. Yu. Zagirnyak

In his 1918 work, Rousseau and Declaration of
Rights: the Idea of Inalienable Rights of the Individ-
ual in the Political Doctrine of Rousseau, Gurvitch
looked at the milestone event in the history of
philosophy known as Rousseau’s theory of so-
cial contract, whose analysis makes it possible
to characterise the interaction between individ-
ual and collective as social subjects. A separate
individual who renounces free will becomes
a member of society and submits to the pop-
ular will (Gurvitch, 1918, pp. 19-20). Gurvitch
notes that Rousseau paid attention to the link
between the socialisation of the individual and
submission to social order, recognition of the
possibility of freedom within the framework of
legitimate restrictions. Rousseau also revealed
the significance of law in the formation of the
social unit and its subsequent existence (ibid.,
p. 28). Law determines not only how individ-
uals will interact with collective units, but also
how the possibility of the existence of the in-
dividual and society will be interpreted. Gur-
vitch concluded that the formation of society is
the task of law: the ontic status of an individ-
ual and collective units is determined by law.
Based on the analysis of Rousseau’s theory of
social contact Gurvitch formulated the goal of
law development, viz. to form a concrete whole-
ness, to renounce the priority of either the indi-
vidual or society and focus on their interaction
(ibid., pp. 99-100).

The significance of Kantian ideas in the de-
velopment of Gurvitch’s ideas of society needs
to be stressed. In spite of the critical remarks
about Neo-Kantianism in his intellectual diary,’

3 “The first two years of my study at university (1912 —
1914), spent in winter in Russia, and in summer in Ger-
many [...] were full of reflections on various trends
of Neo-Kantian philosophy: Cohen, Natorp, Cassirer,
Rickert, Volkelt, Windelband, Renouvier, Hamelin...
In the end these works elicited in me a strong negative
reaction against Neo-Kantianism of any sort — against
disguised Platonic idealism, against rather primitive
anti-psychologism and anti-sociologism” (Cf. “Les deux
premiéres années de mes études supérieures (1912—1914)
passées en Russie I'hiver, en Allemagne I’été [...] furent
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1) moHsITHE CUCMEeMbl, TIOUEPITHYTOe U3 PabOThI
I". Korena «Jlormka uwcroro 3HaHMs» (Cohen, 1902,
S. 325—360), xotopoe nosposisteT I'ypsrudy paccma-
TpUBaTh B3aMMOIEVICTBME MHIOVBUIA M OOIIecTBa
KaK B3aMMOEVICTBIe (PYHKIIVIOHAJIBHOTO 3JIeMeH-
Ta VI COLIMAJIBHOTO 11eJI0T0, B paMKaX KOTOPOro OHM
apyr npyra onpenersitoT (['ypsiy, 1918, c. 99)%

2) TIOHATVIE KOHKPemH020 14020 KK UeHHOCHIHO-
2o (konkrete Werttotalitit), mouepmayToe 113 pabo-
ThI D. Jlacka «Vneammsm @rixte v uctopus» (Lask,
1902, S. 252), xotopoe ['ypBuu KpuTHUKyeT 3a TO,
4uTO OHO C(POPMMPOBAHO Ha OCHOBE OAHHOCIN, a He
3adannocmu eeo cousernob (I'ypsua, 1918, c. 100).

I'ypBud 3asBJ15€T, YTO 17151 JaJIbHEVIIIero vccyle-
JOBaHMS COIlMyMa HeOOXOOVMMO CHUHTe3VpOoBaTh
KoHkpemHuyto cucmemy KoreHa c koHkpemHuiMm ye-
AbIM Kak yeHHocmHbiM Jlacka, cpopMupoBaB IIOHS-
TVie KOHKPEeMmHOU CUCTeMHOCHU, 0OOCHOBaHVIEe KOTO-
]POV1, TIO €T'0 MHEHWIO, COCTABJISeT 3ajauy COBpeMeH-
Hom dpvtocodpum ripasa (Tam xe). DTy 3amauy I'yp-
BIY pelliajl Ha CJIeYIOIINX 3Tallax CBOEro TBopUe-
cTBa, POpMIMPYsI yUeHe O COLIMATIBHOM IIpaBe.

IlonsaTne obmmecrsa B yaeHun ['ypsuua
0 coIMaJIbHOM MpaBe

B nauvaste 1930-x rT. B yueHUM O colyaJbHOM
npase ['ypBud oOocHOBal MOHATWUS MHAVIBUILY-
aJIbHBIX ¥ KOJIJIEKTMBHBIX CYyOBEKTOB KaK B3au-
MOJIOTIOJIHSTIOIIVIX I B3aIMOOIIPeIeIISIONINX CTO-
POH efInHoro 11ej10ro — cormyma. On cpopmmpo-
BaJl MOHATHE COILMAJIbHOIO II0CIe KPUTUYECKOro
VI3JIOKEHMS MIIeVl MBICJIMTeIeV], BHECIIMX BKJIafl
B pasBuTie dpwiocopum ¥ COIMOTIOrMM IIpaBa’.

: _
I'ypeuu kpurnkyer pabory Korenma «2Tmka dwmcTomn

Bosn» (Cohen, 1904), B KOTOPOVI TOT MUCIIOIB3YeT IIOHSTIE
BceoOmrHOCTM (Allheit) (I'ypBid IepeBonmT ero Kax decko-
neunas coboxynnocms (I'ypsuy, 1918, c. 100)) mwis orpanu-
UeHHOT'O TPVMeHeH s TIOHSTVS CHICTEMBI — 00OOCHOBaHISA
COITMyMa C TOUKM 3peHus yHuBepcanmsMa (Tam xe).

> Kpuruuecknvi aHajm3 B3IJISZIOB MBICJIATETIEVI, KOTO-
poix I'ypBud paciieHvBasl Kak IIpeAIIecTBEHHIKOB cOO-
CTBEHHOTO VYeHMsS O COIMaIbHOM TIIpaBe, SIBIISETCS
KPaCHOPEUYMBBIM IIPVIMEPOM €ro WM3JIIO0JIEHHOV MaHe-
PBI M3JIOKeHVST UIeVt U WIeHTUUKAIM cOOCTBEHHOTO
MecTa ¥ 3Ha4eHMUs B ICTOPUY eBPOTIeICKOI OOITiecTBeH-
HO-TIpaBoBOVI MBICT. [locite viccTieToBaHMs OCTOMHCTB
VI HEJIOCTAaTKOB pa3paboTOK IIpemiecTBeHHUKOB ['ypud
HIpeJICTaBIIsUI COOCTBEHHbIE MIIEN.
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Gurvitch draws on Neo-Kantian ideas and con-
cepts. He singles out the following as being key
to the understanding of society:

1) The concept of system which he took from
The Logic of Pure Knowledge by Hermann Cohen
(1902, pp. 325-360), which permits Gurvitch
(1918, p. 99) to regard the interaction between
the individual and society as interaction be-
tween a functional element and the social
whole in the framework of which they mutual-
ly determine each other.*

2) The concept of the concrete whole as a
value-based concept (konkrete Werttotalitit),
drawn from The Idealism of Fichte and History by
Emil Lask (1902, p. 252), which Gurvitch (1918,
p- 100) criticises for being based not on a given-
ness, but on a task set by its fellow-members.

Gurvitch claims that for further investiga-
tion of society it is necessary to fuse Cohen’s
concrete system and Lask’s value-based concrete
whole to form the concept of concrete systema-
ticity, which in his opinion constitutes the task
of modern philosophy of law (ibid.). This is the
task which Gurvitch tackled in the following
stages of his career when he was shaping his
teaching on social law.

The Concept of Society
in Gurvitch’s Doctrine of Social Law

In the early 1930s in his teaching on social
law Gurvitch presented individual and collec-
tive subjects as mutually complementary and

riches de réflexion sur les différentes tendances de la philoso-
phie néo-kantienne: Cohen, Natorp, Cassirer, Rickert, Win-
delband, Volkelt, Renouvier, Hamelin... Finalement cela
provoqua en moi une forte réaction contre le néo-kantisme
de toute obédience, contre son idéalisme platonicien camouflé,
contre son anti-psychologisme e contre son anti-sociologisme
assez primitifs”) (Gurvitch, 1966, p. 4).

4 Gurvitch (1918, p. 100) is critical of Cohen’s Ethics of
Pure Will (cf. Cohen, 1904), in which the latter uses the
concept of Allheit for limited use of the concept of sys-
tem, the grounding of society in terms of universalism.
Gurvitch translates Allheit as “infinite allness’.



Hawborree Ba’kHa 17151 HACTOSIIIIETO VICCIIEIOBAHAS
ero KpuTuKa Ioaxonos DMwisa [lopkreiima, oc-
HoBaTeIsl (PPaHITy3CKOV IITKOJIbI COLIVIOJIOTUY, W
Maxkca Bebepa, neHTpaibHOV (PUTypbl HEMEITKOT
COIIVIOJIOT MTYeCKOVI ITTKOJTBIC.

ITo muenuio I'ypsrua, HeCOMHEHHBIM HOCTM-
JKeHVeM IopuandecKon couporornm HropkreviMa
ObUIO TO, YTO OH YCTAHOBWII, KaKMM 00pa3oMm Ipa-
BO BiIMsieT Ha popMmpoBaHye obrecTsa (I'ypsiry,
200406, c. 648—651). dyHIaMeHTaIIbHBIM HeO-
cTaTkoM cormosiornu Iropkreriva I'ypsud camrart
YIIPOIIIeHHOe TIOHMMaHVe o0IecTBa KakK KOoJIIeK-
TUBHOTO CyOBeKTa. [JfopkrerM, o MHeHMIO pu-
jocoda, paccMaTpmBajl OOIIeCTBO KaK eIVHOro
KOJUIEKTMBHOTO CyOBeKTa, HOCUTeIS KOJIJIEKTVB-
HOI'0 CO3HaHMs, He pedylpyeMoro K MHIVBUILY-
asIbHBIM co3HaHMSM' . [IpaBo B TakoM ciTydae cTa-
HOBUTCS MHAMKATOPOM Ppa3BUTNS KOJUIEKTUBHOIO
COIIMaJIBHOTO CyOBeKTa. ['ypBud ke cumrasl, 4To
o0111ecTBO 00pa3yIOT MHOXECTBO B3aIMOIIEVICTBY-
fommx rpymm. ITpaBo coracyer mx B3avmopen-
CTBUS ¥ TaKMUM 00pas3oM cosfaeT cormyM. Hpyru-
MM CJIOBaMU, B €r0 y4eHUM IIPaBO — 3TO CIIOCOD
OBITHS COLIMYMa, SIBJISIOIIErOCsl MHOXKeCTBOM KOJI-
JIEKTMBHBIX 00pa30BaHMUIL

Hepocrarok cormortorumt Bebepa I'ypsia ycmo-
Tpesl B pelyLpOBaHMN COLMAIBHBIX ITOCTYIIKOB
K «MHAVBUIAYaJIbHBIM IOCTYIIKaM, OPWEeHTUpPO-
BaHHBIM Ha COIIMaJIbHbIE CMBIC/IBI (CBI3aHHBIM C
nocrynkamu apyrux)» (Fypsua, 20046, c. 594)%.

¢ I'ypeud B KPUTMKE VICTOPVVI COIVIOJIOTVYECKON MBIC-

I He OTrpaHMYMBAeTCs STUMI MbICIUTeIsMIL. S coky-
cupoBaJIcs Ha muesx couponornu Jropkreviva 1 BeGepa
noroMmy, uro ['ypBud, KpUTHKYS MX, OIIpefiesisieT OCHOBO-
ToJIaraolye YepThl MHAMBIMIA 1 OOIIecTBa, IPUHITVIIEL
00pa3oBaHs KOJUIEKTVBHBIX CYOBEKTOB.

7 I'ypBuu B cTaTbe, IIOCBAINEHHOV CTOJIETWUIO CO IHS
poxmeHvs DMwd [IropKreiiMa, IoiMedaeT XapaKTepHBIN
IUI €ro COILMOJIOTMYECKOr0 MeTola «TUIIePCHVIPUTYa-
JIM3M» — TOJIKOBaHWVe COLVIAJIBHOIO OBITVSL B COCTOSTHVISIX
KOJUIEKTMBHOT'O CO3HAHNS, He PelyIIPYeMBIX K IHIVB-
nyaibHbIM co3HaHMsM (Gurvitch, 1959, p. 8).

8 Cwm. Takxke, XKak ['ypsud B cTathe «fIBisercs i mo-
pabHas pwtocodnsi HOPMATUBHON Teopuein?» olle-
HWI coLMoJIornyeckmm Metop, Bebepa: «B sTom Tesuce
MBI COTJIACHBI C COIIMOJIOTMYECKON MeToosiorver Mak-
ca BebGepa, HO MBI He COITIACHBI € €r0 POPMaINCTIUECKO
TeHIIeHIVeVT B IIPVIMEHEHVI 3TOTO METO/Ia, a TAKXKe C er0
HOMMHAIVMCTVYECKOV KOHIIEIIIMEVI COLMAIbHOV peaslb-
Hoct» (Gurvitch, 1943, p. 147).
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mutually determining aspects of a whole, soci-
ety. He defined the concept of the social after a
critical review of the ideas of the thinkers who
had contributed to the development of the phi-
losophy and sociology of law.> For the purpos-
es of this study we will pay particular attention
to his critique of Emile Durkheim, the founder
of the French sociology school, and Max Weber,
the central figure of the German sociological
school.®

Gurvitch (1947, pp. 83-96) is of the opinion
that an undoubted achievement of Durkheim’s
legal sociology is that he explained how law
influences the formation of society. A flaw of
Durkheim’s sociology, according to Gurvitch,
was his simplistic conception of society as a
collective subject. Durkheim, he argued, saw
society as a single collective subject, bearer of
collective consciousness not reducible to indi-
vidual consciousnesses.” In this case law be-
comes the indicator of the development of the
collective social subject. In contrast, Gurvitch
believed that society is formed by a multitude
of interacting groups. Law coordinates their
interactions and thus creates society. In oth-
er words, in his teaching law is a mode of so-
ciety’s existence as a multitude of collective
units.

° The critical analysis of the views of the thinkers whom
Gurvitch considered to be predecessors of his own doc-
trine of social law, is an eloquent example of his favou-
rite manner of presenting his ideas and identifying his
own place and significance in the history of European
social and legal thought. After examining the merits
and demerits of the works of his forerunners, Gurvitch
spelled out his own ideas.

¢ In his critique of the history of sociological thought
Gurvitch did not confine himself to these thinkers. I
chose the sociologies of Durkheim and Weber because
Gurvitch, in criticising them, defines the fundamental
features of the individual and society and the principles
of the formation of collective subjects.

7 Inanarticle to mark the centenary of Emil Durkheim’s
birth Gurvitch (1959, p. 8) noted his characteristic “hy-
per-spiritualism”, i.e. the interpretation of social being
through states of collective consciousness not reducible
to individual consciousnesses.
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Tarorenme x HOMMHaIM3MY He HaeT BO3MOXKHO-
ctut BeGepy ompenennts, KakuM 00pa3soM BO3HM-
KaeT collMaJIbHasl CTPyKTypa.

Coenuaus mpaero JlropkreriMa O CBg3M IIpaBa
C cocTosiHMeM colMyma 1 mpaero Bebepa o dop-
MUPOBAaHUW KOJUIEKTMBHBIX (eHomeHOB, [yp-
BITY c(POPMYIIMPOBajl OCHOBHBIE IIPUHIINIIBI COO-
CTBEHHOI'O TOJIKOBaHWMsI oOIecTBa. Bsammomeri-
CTBUS VHAMBUIOB (DOPMUPYIOTCS B BUJIE IIpaBo-
BBIX IIPENIMCaHNI M CO3JAIOT TeM CaMbIM COLIV-
aJIbHOe OBITHE B BU/ie MHOXKECTBa KOppeIpoBaH-
HbIX rpynil. Takum oOpa3oM MOXHO IIpeoIosieTh
HelocTaTkn comnyoriornu Bebepa n [lropkreriMa
” 130exXaTh BbIOOpa MeXy MHOVBUIOM 1 OOIe-
CTBOM IIPVOPUTETHOIO Hadasla B PasBUTUN COLIV-
yMma. PyHIaMeHTaIbHass 0COOEHHOCTh YUeHMs O
COIIMAJIPHOM IIpaBe — 3TO pacIIVpeHve IIpeaHa-
3HaUeHMs IIpaBa 3a IIpezeTbl 00ecTrieueHns CoL-
aJIbHOTO Topsifika. [IpaBo sBiisieTcs yciioBueM co-
LIMaJIbHBIX OTHOIIIEHUVI, HO ¥ (popMoVI ObITHS CO-
LMaIbHbIX peHoMeHOB. COIMyM CyIIecTByeT Kak
IIpaBoBasi CUICTeMa — CJIOKHast KOHCTPYKIINS, CO-
CTOsIIIast M3 MHOXKeCTBa MHIVBIUIYaIbHBIX 1 KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHBIX CyOBEKTOB.

1 obocHOBaHMS OOpa3oBaHMS ¥ Pa3BUTHSA
obmectsa ['ypBud mcrione3yeT TepMuH coyuadess-
HOCMb — TIOHSITVE, BBIpajkarolllee 3aBVCVIMOCTB
MeXJly aKTVMBHOCTBIO B3aVIMOIEVICTBIS MHIVB-
0B 1 (POpMUpPOBaHMEM COIMAJIBHBIX MHCTUTY-
i, VIHOVBUIBL VI KOJUIEKTVBHBIE 00pa3oBaHMs
MOT'YT B3aMMOZEVICTBOBAaTh IIOTOMY, UTO IIpela-
raroT IpaBuIa OTHOIIEHUT U CJIeYIOT VIM.

ITpaBo He TOIBKO MPENOCTABIISET perjlaMeHT
VI QJITOPUTMBI B3aVIMOZIEVICTBISI, HO M OIpemesIs-
eT I KaX/I0ro 4esioBeKa, BCTYHAIOIIero B COLy-
aJIbHBIe OTHOIIIEHS, KaK BO3MOXXHBI DTV B3alIMO-
HeVICTBYSL, Y YKa3bIBaIOT, KaKM 00pa3oM 4eJIoBeK
MOXeT B VX MHOrooOpasmu MaeHTU UIIPOBaTh
ce0si — HaWMTM CBOe MeCTO KaK YY9aCTHUK COILIMY-
Ma. Taxxe B ImpaBe He TOJIBKO 3aJIOKeHBI YCIJIOBYS
B3a/IMOOTHOIIIEHNTI KOJUIeKTMBHBIX 00pa3oBaHMUII
(cooOr11ecTB, MHCTUTYTOB U T.1I.) IPYT C IPYTOM 1 C
OTHEJIbHBIMIU MHOVBVIAMI, HO U 3aJaHa CrCcTeMa
OHTMYECKIX KOOPIVHAT, B paMKaX KOTOPOI OIIpe-
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In Weber’s sociology Gurvitch (1947, p. 31)
criticises his reduction of social acts to “indi-
vidual conducts oriented towards social mean-
ings (related to the conducts of others)”.® His
gravitation towards nominalism prevents We-
ber from determining how the social structure
emerges.

By joining Durkheim’s idea of the link be-
tween the state of society and Weber’s idea con-
cerning the formation of collective phenomena,
Gurvitch formulated the main principles of his
own interpretation of society. Interactions of
individuals are formed through legal prescrip-
tions, thereby creating social being in the shape
of a multitude of correlated groups. In this way
it is possible to overcome the shortcomings of
Weber’s and Durkheim’s sociologies and to
avoid having to choose between the individu-
al and society in awarding primacy in society’s
development. The core idea of the teaching on
social law is the expansion ofp the role of law
beyond the function of keeping social order.
Law is the condition of social relations as well
as the form of the existence of social phenom-
ena. Society exists as a legal system, a complex
structure consisting of a multitude of individu-
al and collective subjects.

To explain the formation and development
of society Gurvitch uses the term sociabili-
ty which expresses the dependence between
the intensity of interaction between individu-
als and the formation of social institutions. In-
dividuals and collectives can interact because
they offer rules of relations and follow them.

Law does not only provide regulations and
algorithms of interaction, but also determines
for each person entering upon social relations
how these interactions are possible and says

8 Cf. Gurvitch’'s assessment of Weber’s sociological
method in his article “Is Moral Philosophy a Normative
Theory?”: “We agree in this thesis with the sociological
methodology of Max Weber, but we disagree with his
formalistic tendency in the application of this method,
as well as with his nominalistic conception of social re-
ality” (Gurvitch, 1943, p. 147).



TeJIsieTCsl BO3MOXKHOCTD VX (POpMUMpPOBaHMS 1 CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIAs (PYHKIIVOHAIBHOCTE. [Iprdem
VIHIVIBU/IBL Y KOJUIEKTVIBHBIe 0Opa3oBaHMs yTBep-
XKIIAT COOCTBEHHOe ObITve BO B3aMMOIEVICTBUI
Opyr ¢ apyroM’. B yueHum o conmasabHOM ITpaBe
['ypBuda IIpaBoO MCTOJIKOBBIBAETCS He TOJIBKO KaK
VMHCTPYMEHT perlaMeHTalluy COIMaIbHbIX OTHO-
IIIeHVIT1, HO ¥ KaK CII0coO OBITHMS COLMyMa, OHTV-
yeckasi popMyIia CTPyKTypusanyu odimiectsa. He
CaHKIIVMIOHVPOBaHHOe HW VHIVBUIOM, HU KOJI-
JIEKTVBHBIM 0Opa3oBaHVEeM IIPaBO IO3BOJISET CO-
30aTh BCEOXBATHYIO CTPYKTYPY COLIMyMa.

B mpoussenenuu-manudecranuy  Havasla
1930-x rr. «Mpest coumasnbHOro mnpasa» I'ypsud c
IIOMOIIIBIO IOHS TS HOpMamubHoeo gpakma 06ocHo-
BBIBaeT JIVaJIeKTIUeCcKoe B3arIMOJIEVICTBIIE 11 B3all-
MooIIpefiesieHVe eV IHOrO 1 MHOTOT'O, COLIMaJIbHBIX
obpaszoBaHMI M MHOXecTBa wmHAMBUIOBY. Hop-
MaTMBHBIV (PaKT SBJIAETCS IIPABOBBIM OCYIIEeCT-
BJIEHVIEM COIIMA0eIbHOCTY B BUJIE CUCTEMBI COIIN-
aJILHOTO IIpaBa OIpeJielIeHHOro cormyma. I'ypsua
MICTIONIB3YyeT ITpuMeHsiBIieecss uM panee (I'ypsuy,
1918, c. 99—100) noHsATIIE KOHKPETHOV CUICTEMHO-
ctu (B mepeBoge M. B. AHTOHOBa — «KOHKpeTHas
CUCTeMa») ISl OCMBICIIEHVISI CBS3V HOPMATUBHOTO
dakra 1 peHOMeHa coITMabeTbHOCTIA:

l'oBops o Tenpmenmym conuanbsHOro Llermoro
CTaThb «KOHKPETHOVI CUCTeMOVI», (PyHKIVIOHAIIb-
HOVM W [OWHAMUYHOW, «CIIVSHUEM B3aMMOIO-
TOJIHAIOIIMX TIePCIeKTUB» MeXay EnnHcrBoM
¥ MHOXeCcTBOM, MBI y’Ke 3aTPOHYJIV ITpo0dsiemMy
CUHTe3a VHAVIBUOyaIM3Ma M YHUBEpCaIM3Ma U
IIPOJIMOHCTPUPOBAJIV, UTO TOJIILKO B COOCTBEHHO
3TUYECKOM acIleKTe, B cpepe MOpaJIbHOTO Meaa,
B cdepe [lyxa, MOHMMAEMOro KakK «KOHKpeTHasI

® Cras popmort OBITHS OOIIIeCTBa, TIPABO MPeJITIoIIaraeT
HOBBIVI CTaTyC 3aKOHA: FOCY4apCTBO JINIIIAeTCs MOHOIIO-
JIMY 3aKOHOZATeIbCTBA. 3aKOH, ITpeCTaB/IAIoNIUII COo-
0oVt BBIpa’keHIe IIPABOBBIX perylaMeHTAaIlil, He MOXeT
reHepMpOBaThCs TOIIBKO OFHIMM, TOCYHapCTBEHHBIM WH-
CTUTYTOM COLIMyMa, HO IIpejIiojlaraeT paBHOe yuacTie
MHOXXeCTBa KOJUTEKTMBHBIX 00pa30oBaHWIL B perylaMeHTa-
1y colaabHeIX IIpakThK. Cum.: ([ypsirg, 20044, c. 175).
10 B 1920-e IT. OMaJIEKTUKY €OVHOIO 11 MHOIOIO B TpaK-
TOBKe commyMa ['ypBud micIIonb3yeT B 0OOCHOBAHMM CO-
6opHOCcT. CM. 00 3TOM: (armpHsk, 2022).
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how a person can identify him/herself in the
midst of this diversity and find his/her place as
a member of society. Law determines not only
the conditions of relations of collective units
(communities, institutions, etc.) with one an-
other and particular individuals, but lays down
a system of coordinates within which the pos-
sibility of their formation and corresponding
functionality are determined. The individu-
als and collective units assert their being in in-
teraction with each other.” Gurvitch’s doctrine
of social law interprets law not only as an in-
strument regulating social relations, but also
as a mode of society’s being, the ontic formu-
la of society’s structure. Not being sanctioned
either by an individual or by a collective unit,
law makes it possible to create an all-embracing
social structure.

In his manifesto work of the early 1930s, The
Idea of Social Law, Gurvitch uses the concept of
normative fact to ground the dialectical interac-
tion and mutual determination of the singular
and the plural, of social entities and the multi-
tude of individuals.”” A normative act is the le-
gal implementation of sociability in the shape
of a society’s social law system. Gurvitch uses
the concept of concrete systematicity (“concrete
system” in Mikhail V. Antonov’s Russian trans-
lation) which he had used earlier (¢f. Gurvitch,
1918, pp. 99-100) to explain the link between
the normative fact and the phenomenon of so-
ciability:

Speaking about the tendency of the Whole
to become “a concrete system”, functional and
dynamic, “a merger of mutually complemen-

° Having become a form of society’s existence, law
presupposes a change in the status of the law: the state is
stripped of its monopoly of law-making. The law, being
an expression of legal regulations, cannot be generated
solely by the state, but implies equal participation of a
multitude of collective units in the regulation of social
practices (see Gurvitch, 1932, p. 152).

10" In the 1920s Gurvitch used the dialectics of the singu-
lar and the plural in the interpretation of society to ex-
plain sobornost’. See Zagirnyak (2022).
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11eJIOCTHOCTE» He3aMeHVMBIX AuyHocmel (IeHHO-
crent B ceDe), TaKOVI CMHTE3 CTAHOBUTCS JEVICTBYI-
TestbHO 3 dexTmBHBIM (['ypBird, 2004a, c. 128).

B aTovt pabote I'ypsud yenmvt BHMMaHMe pas-
JIVYVIIO MeXTy CYMMOV VIHAMBWIIOB U €IVIHCTBOM,
CO3MIAIOMIVIM KOJIJIEKTMBHOIo cyObekTa. OH IoKa-
3aJI, 9YTO MHOXXeCTBO WHAVIBUIOB MOTYT B3aVIMO-
IIeVICTBOBATh, HO He BOBJIEKATHCS B MIEHTUVKA-
LIMIO C KaKMM-TIOO KOJUIEKTMBHBIM OOpa3oBaHM-
eM. VIHOMBUI KaK COLMAIBHBIN CyOBeKT, He BHe-
IPSIOMINVICS. B KadecTBe 3JIeMeHTa B ObITve KOJI-
JIEKTVBHOTO OOpa3oBaHMS, TeM He MeHee OCTaeT-
Csl YYaCTHMKOM colmyMma. Takue cirydan He sIBIIs-
IOTCSI OTKJIOHEHVIEM OT COIMabesTbHOCTH, HO IIpefl-
CTaBJIAIOT COOOVI MOIBML, CaMOaKTyaIM3aliy MH-
auBUIOB. [loImycKasi TaKOV THII COIIVA0eTbHOCT,
I'ypBuu akiieHTHpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha CBOOOIe VH-
OVBIIA, Ha €ro JIMYHOM CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOM BBIOO-
pe yJacTBOBaTh aKTVMBHO B OBITVV KOJUIEKTVBHBIX
obpaszoBaHui. ['ypBrd OTHOCUT IOAOOHBIE CUTY-
anyyM K MHOVBUOYaJIbHOMY IIpaBy, KOTOpoe OH
oIperieIIsieT KaK npafo koopOuHayuu, IoMoraroriee
VHOMBMOIAM, OCTaBasiChb CBOOOMHBIMI, XUTH BMe-
CTe B COLIMTyMe, B3aIMOZIeVICTBOBATh B YCJIOBUSAX CY-
IIIECTBYIOIEV CUCTEMBI KOJUIEKTVBHBIX 0Opa3oBa-
Hun ([ypsuy, 2004a, c. 52). ITpaBo nHOpAMHAIINMY,
VIV THTEeT Ay (COIMasIbHOe IIPaBo), B OTIINYIe
OT VHIOVBUAYaJIbHOTO OIIperieisieT B3anMOoer-
CTBMIS JIIOZIEVI, OPVIEHTVMPOBAHHBIX Ha MAeHTUN-
Kalio cebst B KauecTBe 3/IeMeHTOB KOJIJIEKTMBHO-
ro obpasoBaHMs. brraromaps comyaabHOMY IIpaBy
JIIOMVI CO3JA0T KOJUIEKTMBHBIX COLMAIbHBIX CyOB-
exToB. ['ypBIY, IpOTMBOIIOCTABI IS MHAVIBULyaIb-
HOe IIPaBO COLMaJILHOMY, OTMEeTWJI BaKHeVIIN
KpUTepuit B OBITVN CcOIMyMa, TTapaMeTp, Or1aroma-
P KOTOPOMY MOXKHO ITPOCJIEANTD 3a 00pa3oBaHM-
eM KOJUIEKTUBHBIX CYOBEKTOB U OIpee/INTh 0CO-
OEeHHOCTV X B3aMIMOIEVICTBIS C VIHIVMBUIAMY, —
OpVeHTAIIVIO MHAVBIMIA Ha CaMOaKTyaIM3allvio B
paMKax KOJUIEKTMBHBIX OOpa30BaHMIA.

B yuyenumn o conyasnbHoMm npase I'ypsua orpe-
TeJTvIT IHAVMBUIA 1 OOIIeCTBO, CBSI3aB COLlMadesIb-

tary perspectives” between Singularity and
Plurality, we have touched upon the problem
of the synthesis between individualism and
universalism and have demonstrated that such
synthesis becomes truly effective only in the
ethical aspect proper, in the sphere of the moral
ideal, in the sphere of the Spirit understood as
“a concrete whole” of irreplaceable personalities
(values in themselves) (Gurvitch, 1932, p. 98)."

In this work Gurvitch examines the differ-
ence between the sum of individuals and the
unity that creates a collective subject. He has
shown that a multitude of individuals may
interact with one another without identify-
ing themselves with any collective unit. An
individual as a social subject who does not
penetrate a collective unit as an element is nev-
ertheless a member of society. Such cases are a
deviation from sociability, but they are a sub-
type of self-actualisation of individuals. Allow-
ing this kind of sociability, Gurvitch focuses
on the freedom of the individual, his personal
independent choice whether to take an active
part in the being of collective units. Gurvitch
refers such situations to individual law which
he defines as the right of coordination which
helps individuals, while remaining free, to live
in society, interact within the existing system
of collective units (ibid., p. 11). The right of in-
ordination, or integration (social right), unlike
individual right, determines the interaction of
people oriented towards identifying themselves
as elements of a collective unit. Thanks to social
law, people create collective social subjects. By
juxtaposing individual and social law, Gurvitch
identified a key criterion in the being of society

" Cf. “En parlant de la tendance du ‘tout’ social a devenir

un ‘systéme concret’, fonctionnel et dynamique une ‘fusion
des perspectives réciproques’ entre 'unité et la multiplici-
té, nous avons deja touché a cette synthese de l'individua-
lisme et de I'universalisme. Nous avons déja fait ressortir que
c’est dans son aspect proprement ethiqué, dans le domaine de
l'ideal moral, de I’Esprit con¢u comme un “tout concret’ de
personnes insubstituables (valeurs en soi) que cette synthése
devient véritablement effective.”
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HOCTh C IIpaBoM. VIHAMBUZ, Ciledysl IpaBOBBIM
IIpeNVICaHMsAM, CTaHOBUTCH YYaCTHUKOM COIV-
yma. IlpaBo kak dopma ocylecTBiIeHMs COIlMa-
OeTbHOCTHM  SIBJISIeTCSL MIHCTPYMEHTOM IIepexora
OT CyMMBI VIHIAVBUIOB K COIIMAIbHOMY €IVHCTBY
U CO3[IaeT KOJUIEKTMBHEIe CyObeKThL. MakcuMaib-
HO IIVIPOKasi TPaKTOBKa ITpaBa Kak criocoOa Obl-
T colryMa 1103BoisgeT I'ypBrday obocHOBaTh ero
HeCaHKI[VIOHVPOBAaHHOCTh MHAVBUIOM VUIV KOJI-
JIEKTVBHBIM CYOBEKTOM — «HellepCOHaIN3UPO-
BaHHOCTB IIPaBOTBOpsiIero asTopureTa» (I'ypsuy,
20044, c. 59). ITpaBo BorIoIIAET CTPEMITEHVIE YeTIo-
BeKa B3alIMOIeVICTBOBATh C APYT MMM JIFOAbMI. OHO
II03BOJIsIeT pacCMaTpPUBaTh MHTEPECHL 1 OTAEeIIbHO-
IO YesioBeKa, 1 KOJUIeKTMBHOro obpasosaHis, 000-
CHOBBIBas TEM CaAMbBIM VIX COLIVIaJIBHOE OBITIE.

B xonrte 1930-x rr. I'ypsud yriryoust csoe corm-
oJIormyecKoe yueHVe, BhIIeJIVB YPOBHY MUKPO- 1
MaKpOCOLVOJIOTUY, I VCCIIeIOBaHMs KOTOPBIX
OH VICIIOJIb30BaJI COOTBETCTBEHHO IIOHSATMS «CO-
IMabeILHOCTL» M «TUII ITI00aJILHOIO OOIIIeCcTBay».
KitroueBbIM MOHSITMEM MMKPOCOLIMOJIOTMUN CTajla
coyuadesbHOCM®.

Muxpoconnosiorusa I'ypeu4a:
KpUTepuit MTHTEHCMBHOCTU
cornabeIbHOCTM

MukpocoLmonors n3ydaeT B3avIMOIEVICTBYAS
VIH/TVIBUIIOB 1 KOJIJIEKTMBHBIX 0OpasoBanmit (I'yp-
Bua, 20040, c. 703). CucremooOpasyrommM WH-
CTPYMEHTOM CTPYKTypwu3aluy oOIllecTBa, IIO-
3BOJISIFOIIIMIM OOBSICHUTH Bapyalii Iepexoria OT
CYMMBI MHAMBU/IOB K KOJUIEKTUBHBIM CyObeKTaM,
i I'ypBrda cTaHOBUTCS corabeTbHOCTH, OIIpe-
IeJINTh Bapyalyl KOTOPOV IIOMOTaloT /IBa Kpu-
TepusL:

1) unmencubnocmo cAuAHUA VIHOVBUILYaJIBHBIX
CO3HAHWMI — BeJIMUYMHA YaCTMYHOIO B3aVIMOIIPO-
HUKHOBEHWSI MHAVBUOYaJIbHBIX CO3HAHWUV, KOTO-
poe IPUBOAUT K BO3SHMKHOBEHMIO MIMMaHEHTHOIO
Lesnoro; I'ypsuu obpariiaeT BHMMaHMe Ha 0OpaTHO
HpOHOpL[VIOHaHbHYIO CBs13b 00beMa KOJUIEKTVIBHOIO
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as a parameter thanks to which it is possible to
trace the formation of subjects and determine
the features of their integration with individu-
als, and that is the individual’s orientation to-
wards self-actualisation in the framework of
collective units.

In his teaching on social law Gurvitch de-
fined the individual and society by linking so-
ciability with law. The individual, following
legal prescriptions, becomes a member of soci-
ety. Law as a form of exercise of sociability is
an instrument of transition from a sum of in-
dividuals to social unity and creates collective
subjects. The broadest possible interpretation
of law as a mode of the being of society enables
Gurvitch (1932, pp. 19-20) to explain its not be-
ing sanctioned by the individual or the collec-
tive subject (non-personalisation of law-making
authority). Law embodies the human being’s
wish to interact with other people. It permits
taking into account the interests both of an
individual and a collective unit, thereby jus-
tifying their social being. In the late 1930s Gur-
vitch deepened his sociological teaching by
identifying micro- and macro-sociological lev-
els for whose study he used respectively the
terms “sociability” and “type of global soci-
ety”. The key concept of microsociology is so-
ciability.

Gurvitch’s Microsociology:
Criterion of Intensity of Sociability

Microsociology studies the interactions
between individuals and collective units
(Gurvitch, 1947, p. 156). For Gurvitch, the sys-
tem-forming instrument of society structure,
which makes it possible to explain variants of
transition from the sum of individuals to a col-
lective subject, is sociability. Two criteria help
to determine its variants:

1) intensity of the fusion of individual minds
is the value of partial interpenetration of indi-
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00pa3oBaHVIS V1 CTETIEHVI THTEHCVIBHOCTY CIIVISTHVAS:
JeM MeHBbIIIe CIIVSTHIIE, TeM OosIbliie 00beM KOJIIeK-
TrBHOro oopasosanms (Gurvitch, 1941, p. 491);

2) cusa OOIIeCTBEHHOTO 0af1eHus — IaBJIeHVe
KOJIJIEKTMBHOTO CO3HaHMs Ha CBOOOY MHAMBUIA
(Ibid., p. 487—488).

OTn Kpurepun 1os3somwin ['ypeuday obocHo-
BaTh CTEIEeHV COIMAOEIBHOCTY, yUUTHIBAIOIIVIE
yPOBEHb CIUIOYeHHOCTH B IIpOIIecce COIVaIbHBIX
B3aVIMOZIEVICTBUIL: Maccy, coobujecmbo vi 00uyHoCM®b
(Ibid., p. 486 —487), koTOpBIE CIIy>KaT OCHOBOVI IS
CO3MIaHMS COLMaIBHBIX (peHOMeHOB. Ha ocHoBe
3TUX KPUTEpPVeB OH OIpeneIvl IIPUYMHBI BO3-
HUKHOBEHVS ¥ CHeruduKy ObITVsS KOJUIEKTWB-
HBIX 00pa3oBaHMII OT CaMBbIX OOJIBIIMX (MEXITY-
HapO/IHbIe OPraHM3aINI) 10 MaIbIX (KOOIIepaTyB
PabOTHMKOB CTOJIOBOVI CpelHeVl IITKOJIbI).

YroObI MOKa3aTh 3HAYMMOCTh KPUTEPVEB WH-
TEHCVIBHOCTY CJIVISTHVS VI CVUTBI JIaBJIEHVS COLIVa-
6entpHOCTM (Ibid., Pp. 487), HeoOXomMMO ITpoaHasIV-
3MPOBATH VX POIIb B POPMMPOBAHMI MaCChI, COO0-
II1ecTBa M OOIITHOCTIA.

Macca — 5310 cremeHb comyabeTbHOCTM, OT-
JIVYAFOIIAsiCSl MMHVMAaJIBHBIM CIIMSTHVEM WH/IV-
BI/IyaJIbHBIX CO3HAHWVI ¥ MaKCUMaJIbHBIM OOllle-
cTBeHHBIM J1aBiteHVeM (Ibid., p. 489—490). O6uy-
HOCMb TIPOTVBOIIONIOKHA Macce — oOJIa/iaeT Mak-
CYIMaJIBHBIM CJIVISTHVIEM VIHAVBUIYaJIbHBIX CO3Ha-
HUV I MMHVMaJIBHBIM OOIIIeCTBEHHBIM [IaBJIeHI-
eM (Ibid., p. 489—490). CoobiiecTBO pacroiaraeT-
Cs1 MEXJTy Maccov ¥ OOITHOCTBIO 1 00sIajaeT cpefi-
HMM (average) ypOBHEM MHTEHCVMBHOCTV CIIVISTHS
VIHAVBVIYaJIbHBIX CO3HAHWMI ¥ OOIIeCTBEHHOIrO
HaBJIeHNsI, YTO IPUBOOAUT K 0Opa3oBaHMIO Cpel-
HUX II0 00BeMYy KOJIJIEKTMBHBIX OOpa3oBaHMII
(Ibid., p. 492).

boree mompobHYyI0 KiTaccmdmKaIimio cormya-
OenbHOCTM ['ypBUY IIpencTaBw1 B Apyrov, Oosee
paHHelt crarbe «OuepK IUTIOPAIMICTCKON KJlac-
cudmkanmm dopm cormabderrsHOCT» (Gurvitch,
1938, p. 8—9). 111 ymobcTBa OpvieHTalmi B MOze-
nu coumaberrbHOCTM ['ypBiya st Oyy obparaTbes
K 3TOM cxeMe (CM. HIDKe), UTOObI KOHKPEeTU3VpPO-
BaTh, KaK MIMEHHO COIIVA0eIbHOCTh IIPOSIBIISETCS
B Pa3INUHBIX COIIMAIBHBIX (DeHOMEHax.
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vidual minds which leads to the emergence of
an immanent Whole; Gurvitch (1941, p. 491)
stresses the inverse proportionality between
the size of the collective unit and the intensity
of the fusion: the less the fusion, the larger the
collective unit;

2) strength of the social pressure i.e. the pres-
sure of the collective consciousness on the free-
dom of the individual (ibid., p. 487-488).

These criteria enabled Gurvitch to rationalise
the degrees of cohesion in the process of social
interactions: mass, community and communion
(ibid., pp. 486-487), which provide the basis of
the creation of social phenomena. On the ba-
sis of these criteria he determined the causes
of the emergence and specifics of the being of
collective units, ranging from the largest (inter-
national organisations) to the smallest (cooper-
ative of secondary school canteen staff).

To demonstrate the significance of the cri-
teria of intensity of fusion and the strength of
social pressure (ibid., p. 487), it is necessary to
look at their role in the forming of the mass,
community and communion.

Mass is the degree of sociability marked by
a minimum of fusion of individual minds and
maximum social pressure (ibid., pp. 489-490).
Communion is the opposite of mass, show-
ing maximum fusion of individual minds and
minimum social pressure (ibid.). Community is
in-between mass and communion and has an
average level of intensity of fusion of individ-
ual minds and social pressure, which results in
the formation of medium-sized collective units
(ibid., p. 492).

A more detailed classification of sociabili-
ty is presented in an earlier work of Gurvitch
(1938, pp. 8-9) entitled Essay on a Pluralistic
Classification of Forms of Sociability. For conve-
nience I will refer to this scheme (see below) to
clarify exactly how sociability manifests itself
in various social phenomena.
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! The English version of the sociability scheme follows the translation by Richard Swedberg (1982, p. 66), with minor
corrections based on the French-language schema published by Gurvitch (1938, pp. 8-9).
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Cama cTpyKTypa coIrabesIbHOCTY ITOCTpoeHa
Ha coueTaHWM JIByX MeTooB m3jioxeHus: 1) I'yp-
BUY BBIZIEJIsieT BOCEMb YPOBHEeV KOHKpeTM3alluu
coLabesIbHOCT — OT CcaMbIX OOIIMX ITOHSTUI
IO TIpeeTbHO KOHKPETM3MPOBAaHHBIX; 2) IIPU I1e-
pexorie Ha Oosiee HU3KUT YpoBeHb ['ypBrrd o0ObId-
HO BBIZIEJISIET TPV IOIB/IA: [IBE ITOJISIPHBIE IIPOTH-
BOIIOJIOXKHOCTVI ¥ TIOHSATVE, KOMIIPOMVCCHOE JJIst
Hyx 00enx'. BerpabarbiBasi HECKOIIBKO KpUTEPVIEB
II71S BBISIBJIEHVISI IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTeN, ['ypBid B
WITOTe COCTABJISIET MOJIEIIb COITMAabe TbHOCTV, KOTO-
pasi oxBaThIBaeT BCe MHOrooOpasue ee IIpOsiBle-
HU B O0IIIecTBe.

CommalerbHOCTE Ha caMOM O0OOITIEHHOM, ITep-
BoM (I) yposHre I'ypBiu nosipassesisier Ha /ige 60i1b-
I1IVie O0JIaCTI: CHOHMAHHYI0 VI Op2AHU308aHHYIO.

CrioHTaHHasT CoOIMadeIbHOCTh — 3TO MHOXe-
CTBO (POPM COLIMAIIBHBIX IIPAKTUK, KOTOPbIE IIpefl-
CTaBJISIOT COOOVI KaK HOBAIIVVI B OpraHM3aIuy OT-
HOIIIeHU MHIVBWIIOB, TaK M MCIIOJIb30BaHMe ro-
TOBBIX PerIaMeHTOB IIJIs B3aVIMOIEVICTBUI MH/IV-
Br0B. CIIOHTaHHAas COIMA0eITBHOCTD aKIIeHTHPY-
€TCs Ha BO3MOXKHOCTY Ka)K[IOTO MH/IVBIMIA IOy Ya-
CTBOBaTh B POPMVPOBAHNYI IIpaBa.

OpraamsoBaHHas COIMAOEITPHOCTD OTJINYAET-
Cs OT CIIOHTAHHOV M3HAYaILHOM HEerMOKOCTBIO, B
HVIX 3asBJIEHBI OIIpelle/leHHble CIIeHapuI COLIV-
aJIBHBIX ITPAKTMK, KOTOPBIE ITPENIIoiaramT IIof-
uyHeHMe nHAMBUIOB (Ibid., p. 5).

B manpHermeM pasBeTBIIeHUM KiIaccuduKa-
1y couyadertbHOCTM ['ypBUdY MCTIONIB3yeT IOHS-
TVSI MAcCChL, COOOIecTBa v OOIITHOCT IJIst OOBsIC-
HeHWMs KaK CIIOHTaHHOV, TaK M OpraHM30BaHHON
PpasHOBMITHOCTM coumadepHOCTN. HoO B crion-
TAaHHOV COIMA0EIIBHOCTYI OHM ITPOSBIISIOTCS Ha
III ypoBHe, a B opraHM30BaHHOM — TOJIBKO Ha [V
ypOBHe. DTO CBsI3aHO C TeM, YTO CIIOHTaHHas CO-
111a0eIbHOCTD BCerja IIpefIecTByeT OpraHm30-
BaHHOV. YTOOBI IIpOSIBUTBCS B Pa3sHOBUIHOCTSIX
OpraHM30BaHHOV cOIMabeIbHOCTM, Macca, coo0-
IIIeCTBO M OOIIHOCTD IIpeBapUTEeIbHO IOJDKHBI
ObUIN CJIOXWUTBCS CLOHTAHHO. DTO ycjioBue op-

' DTOT MeTOH CTPYKTYpM3aLUI KITacCUVKALIUI COLIV-

abeTbHOCTVI TIPUIMEHSIETCS U B CIy4Yae KPUTEPUs MHTeH-
CMBHOCTY COIMa0eIbHOCTI: Macca M OOIIIHOCTD SIBJISIIOTCS
IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTSMY, TOIa KaK COOOIIeCTBO — IIpo-
MEe>XXYTOYHBIVI BapMaHT MHTEHCUBHOCTIL.
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The structure of sociability is based on a
combination of two methods of presentation:
1) Gurvitch identifies eight levels of concretisa-
tion of sociability ranging from the most gen-
eral to the most concrete; 2) in the transition to
a lower level Gurvitch usually identifies three
subtypes: two polar opposites and a compro-
mise between the two. Having worked out sev-
eral criteria of opposites, Gurvitch arrives at a
model of sociability that covers the whole di-
versity of its manifestations in society.

Gurvitch divides sociability at the most gen-
eral, or level I, into two large areas: spontaneous
and organised.

Spontaneous sociability is the aggregate of
all forms of social practices representing new
as well as old forms of organisation of relations
between individuals. Spontaneous sociability
stresses the possibility of every individual to
contribute to the formation of law.

Organised sociability differs from the spon-
taneous one in being inherently inflexible,
stating as it does certain scenarios of social
practices which presuppose obedience of indi-
viduals (ibid., p. 5).

Further complication of classification of
sociability uses the notions of mass, commu-
nity and communion to explain both sponta-
neous and organised varieties of sociability.
But in spontaneous sociability they manifest
themselves only at level III, and in organ-
ised sociability only at level IV (see scheme).
This is because spontaneous sociability al-
ways precedes organised sociability. Mass,
community and communion must take shape
spontaneously before they can manifest
themselves in varieties of organised sociabil-
ity. This condition of the formation of soci-
ety preserves the significance of individual
interactions which may form unities, or col-
lective units.
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MIUPOBaHMS COLMYMa II03BOJISIET COXPaHSTh 3Ha-
YMMOCTB VIHAVBU/IYaJIbHBIX B3aIMOIEVICTBT, KO-
TOpbIe MOT'yT 00pa30BbIBaTh eAMHEHMSI — KOJIJIeK-
TVBHBIE O0pa30BaHVISL.

Ho xakmm oOpa3oM BO3HMKAIOT COIlMasIbHbIe
enuHeHNsd? B kakoM ciydyae MHOXeCTBO VHIIV-
BIIOB oOpasyer enmHcTBO? Ilpexre uem meperi-
T K 0DOCHOBAHMIO MacChbl, cooOIIecTBa 1 OOIII-
HOCTM Kak BuoB ennHenus, I'ypsuya Ha Il ypos-
He CITOHTaHHOVI COIMa0eTbHOCTYI BBIIETISeT COyl-
abeavHOCb, Npednoazaruiyio 3aumonporukHobe-
HUe U YacmuuHoe CAUAHUE CO3HAHUI VIHAVUBUIOB,
U coyuabeavHocms, npeonosazaoujyo cosuxXeHue
costanuil. CoryabeTbHOCTh B3aMIMOIIPOHVIKHOBe-
HUS — 3TO BapMaHT B3aMIMOIEVICTBUS VHIVBU-
JI0B, KOTOpOe IIPVMBOANUT K BOSHUKHOBEHMIO «Mbl»,
TOr7la KaK BO BTOPOM OTBETBJIEHWU, B CJIydae CO-
1abesTbHOCTY COMVIXKeHMS], B3aIMOJIeVICTBYIE Bbl-
paXkaeTcsl B YCTaHOBJIEHUM B3aVIMOCBSI3€ll MeXITy
«sl», «TBl», «OH» U T.IL. ['ypBud dokycupyercd Ha
TOM, YTO Ilepexof], OT MHIMUBUIyaJIbHOTO CyObek-
Ta K KOJUIEKTVMBHOMY OCHOBaH Ha CJIMSTHUY CO3Ha-
Hu1, obpasoaHnu «Mpb» (Ibid., p. 4).

CornmabesbHOCTE  COMVKEHMST CO3HAHUM
3TO MyTb COIMAOeIFHOCTU VHAMBIUIOB, KOTOPBIe
He COITIaCVIIMCh Ha CJIVsIHMe CO3HaHUM. Beimerisds
3TOT BapuaHT colnadestbHOCTH, ['ypBUY nomuep-
KVBaeT J100pOBOJIBHOCTD YUacTVs B COLIMAIBHBIX
OTHOIIIEHNsIX, B OBITUM KOJIJIEKTUBHBIX (peHOMe-
HOB. VIHOVBUIIBI He CTPeMSATCS aKTyaI3UpoBaTh
ce0s1, OCO3HATH CBOV MHTEPECHl 1 CTpeMJIeHUs B
cTaryce ydacTHUKa «Mp». OTcTamBas «s», IpOTHU-
BOITOCTABJISASl €MY «ThI», «Bbl», «OHW», MHIVIBUIBI
aKTVUBUPYIOT colrabeIbHOCTh Oe3 cosaHms Koil-
JIEKTUBHOIO CyObeKTa, ¥ BMECTO KOJUIEKTMBHBIX
00pa3oBaHMTI BO3HMKAET MHOXeCTBO OTHOIIIEHT
MeXy MHOMBUAMY, CIIOCOOHBIX BapblpOBaTh-
Cs1 B 3aBMCHMOCTM OT CTelleHM OJIM30CTY MHIAVBY-
nos (I'ypsuy, 20046, c. 707). Mexay y4acTHUKaMU
BO3MOYKHBI OTHOITIEH Vs COJIVIKeH M, OTajleHNs 1
cmertagHble oTHomeHMs (Gurvitch, 1938, p. 4; cm.
takxe: I'ypsua, 20046, c. 709). Vimenno B3anmo-
JeVICTBYe VHAVBU/IOB SIBJISeTCS OCHOBOVI KOJIJIEK-
TUBHBIX oOpasosaHum (Gurvitch, 1941, p. 490—
491). T'ypud coxpaHsieT IpUOPUTeT MHAMBUIA B
uIeHTUdUKaIMM cedd B comyMe 0e3 cosmaHmMs
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How do social unities arise? In what case
does a multitude of individuals form a uni-
ty? Before describing mass, community and
communion as types of unity, Gurvitch, at
the second level (II) of spontaneous sociabili-
ty, identifies sociability which implies interpene-
tration and partial fusion of individual minds and
sociability which implies a partial opposition of
minds. Sociability of interpenetration is a vari-
ant of interaction of individuals which leads
to the emergence of “We”, whereas in the sec-
ond branching, in the case of sociability of rap-
prochement, interaction manifests itself in the
establishment of links between “I”, ‘thou”,
“he”, etc. Gurvitch singles out the fact that the
transition from the individual to the collective
subject is based on the fusion of minds, the for-
mation of “We” (ibid., p. 4).

Sociability of rapprochement of minds is
the path of sociability of individuals who have
not agreed to the fusion of minds. By singling
out this variant of sociability, Gurvitch stress-
es the voluntary character of participation in
social relations, in the being of collective phe-
nomena. Individuals do not necessarily form
a “We” and do not seek to actualise them-
selves and become aware of their interests and
aspirations as members of “We”. In upholding
7 “you”, “they”
individuals activate sociability without cre-

“I” and opposing it to “thou,

ating a collective subject, such that instead of
collective units there emerges a multitude of
relations between individuals which may vary
depending on how close the individuals are
(Gurvitch, 1947, p. 161). Participants may be
in relations of rapprochement, separation or a
mixed type of relations (Gurvitch, 1938, p. 4;
Gurvitch, 1947, p. 163). It is the interaction
of individuals that is the basis of collective
units (Gurvitch, 1941, p. 490—491). Gurvitch
affirms the priority of the individual in iden-
tifying oneself in society without creating col-



KOJUTEKTVIBHBIX O0pa30BaHMI, VI ero 00OCHOBaHe
3TOVI Pa3HOBMIHOCTY COIIMAOEIBHOCTI OJIN3KO K
COIIMOJIOTYecKoMy MeTory Bebepa.

Bropoe oTBeTBIIeHVe CIIOHTAHHOV COITVa0esTb-
HOCTV, COIMa0eJTbHOCTh B3aIMOITPOHVKHOBEHWS
CO3HaHMV, oOpasyeT eflvHeHe. B pesyisraTe m1po-
SIBJIEHVISI CTIOHTAHHOVI COITa0eTbHOCTY Yepe3 B3a-
VIMOIIPOHVKHOBEHWE, B KOTOPOM uYeJIOBeK CTpe-
MUTCA K MaeHTUdMKam ceOsl B KadecTBe yJacT-
HVIKa OOIITHOCTI VI OIIpeieIeHIIO CBOerO MecTa B
COILMAJIBHOVI PeajIbHOCTV, OH OCO3HaeT cebs ua-
cTbi0 «Mpbl». ColabeIbHOCTh Yepe3 B3arMOIIPO-
HVIKHOBeHVe co3HaHWVI ['ypBuUd BBIIe/IsSeT, 9TOOBI
IIPOSICHUTD aJITOPUTMBI KaueCTBEHHOI'O IIepexo-
Ila OT VHAMBU/A K KOJUIEKTMBHOMY 00pa30BaHMIO
U YCTaHOBUTBH, B KaKOV MOMEHT ¥ KaKmM oOpa-
30M popMUpyeTCs KOJIUIeKTUBHBIN CyOBeKT, Kaue-
CTBEHHO OT/IVYHBIV OT COBOKYITHOCTV MHIVIBIIOB.

B 3aBucrMoCTM OT cTernieHM CIJIOYeHHOCTY MH-
OVIBUIIOB, ONM30CTVMI M TECHOTBI VX B3aMIMOfIeV-
CTBUW BO3MOXXHBI TPM BUJIa COIMabeIbHOCTI Ye-
pe3 BzaumornipormkHoseHve (III yposens): macca,
coobujecmbo v 00uHOC — 3TO TP COCTOSHUS
KoywtekTuBHOro cosHaHms (Ibid., p. 12). s BbI-
ABJIEHVS KaXoV pa3paboTaHa popMyIia: MHTEH-
CMBHOCTPH CIUIOYEHVSI OOPaTHO IPOHOPLIVIOHAIb-
Ha J1aBJIeHMIO0 KOJUIEKTMBHOI'O CO3HAHMS Ha WH-
nvsuaa (Ibid.). HeBo3sMOXHOCTB X KOppessimm
CBs3aHa C TeM, 4TO JIaBJleHVie MOXeT OBITb VI CO-
IIVIaJIBHBIM, ¥ BHY TPUVHAVBUILYJIbHBIM; B3aVIMO-
ZIeVICTBYe OOIIero v MHAVBUIYaJIBHOTO B OBITMM
COIlMyMa CMeIIVBaeTCsl CO B3aMMOIEVICTBUSAMM
Ppa3sHbBIX YPOBHEVI CO3HAHVISL.

Bce Tpu ypoBHS KOJJIEKTMBHOIO CO3HaHMs Ha
IV ypoBHe pasBeTBjieHMs KJIacCUPUKAIIAN COLIV-
abeTPHOCTM MMEIOT aKTMBHOE BOIUIOIIEeHVIe, IT0-
poXiaroltiee KOJUIEKTUBHYIO HallpaB/IleHHOCTh Ha
O0OBEKT, ¥ ITacCVBHOE BOIUIOIIEHNe, KOIa IIOPOX-
IaeMasi KOJIJIeKTVBHas MAeHTU(UKAIINS He Ipu-
BOAUT K y4acTHUIO B KadecTse 371eMeHTOB «Mpbl» B
ocymectsiieHum ero 1iesteit (Ibid., p. 26).

AxtuBHOe «MbI» MOXeT copMupoBaTh Hasl-
CTPOVIKY, KOTOpasi, KPUCTaJUIU3YsCh, OTIEIsSeTCs
OT CIIOHTaHHOW COIMa0eIbHOCTHM ¥ IIepeXOnuT B
COCTOgHIMEe OpraHM30BaHHOV COIMA0eTbHOCTU —
nposiBiigercs Ha IV ypoBHe B KauecTBe Ha/ICTPOVI-
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lective units, his grounding of this variety of
sociability being similar to Weber’s sociolog-
ical method.

The second offshoot of spontaneous socia-
bility, sociability of interpenetration of minds,
forms a unity. As a result of the manifestation
of spontaneous sociability through interpen-
etration, in which a person seeks to identify
him/herself as a member of a communion and
define his/her place in the social reality, the
individual feels part of “We”. Gurvitch sin-
gles out sociability through interpenetration of
minds in order to clarify the algorithms of qual-
itative transition from an individual to a collec-
tive unit and establish at what point and how a
collective subject, qualitatively different from a
sum of individuals, is formed.

Depending on the degree of cohesion of in-
dividuals, i.e. the closeness of their interactions,
three types of sociability through interpene-
tration (level III) are possible: mass, communi-
ty and communion, the three states of collective
consciousness (ibid., p. 12). Each of them is re-
vealed according to the formula: the intensi-
ty of the fusion is in inverse proportion to the
pressure of the collective mind on the individ-
ual (ibid.). They cannot be correlated because
pressure can be social and intra-individual; the
interaction of the general and the individual in
society’s being is mixed with interactions of dif-
ferent levels of consciousness.

At level IV all the offshoots of the classifica-
tion of sociability may have an active embod-
iment, which generates a collective orientation
towards the object, and a passive embodiment
when the generated collective identification
does not lead to the participation of elements of
“We” in implementing its goals (ibid., p. 26).

An active “We” may form a superstructure
which crystallises, gets separated from sponta-
neous sociability and moves to the stage of or-
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KV aKTMBHBIX Macc, coobrtects 1 oOrHocTew (Ibid.,
p- 31). OnHako, KaK B cTy4ae Hofpas/iesleHisi CIIOH-
TaHHOV coryaberibHocTy Ha Il ypoBHe Ha cora-
OeyIbHOCTE CONMVDKeHMS CO3HAHWUI M colmaderthb-
HOCTBb B3aVIMOIIPOHVKOBEHWSI CO3HAHWV, ITePeXOr]
aKTVMBHOW MaccChl, COOOIIIecTBa 1 OOIIIHOCTI M3 CO-
CTOSIHMS CIIOHTaHHOVI colraderrbHOCTM Ha IV ypo-
BeHb COLMa0eIbPHOCTY OpraHM30BaHHON HeoOsi3a-
TeJIeH VI IIPOVICXOOUT TOJIBKO B TOM CIIydae, ecin
HAJICTPOVIKA ITPEBPAIAETCS B JXKECTKYIO «KOPKY»:
CTAHOBWTCS HE3aBVICVIMOV OT IIPOIIECCOB CITOHTAH-
HOVI COIMabeIbHOCTY M IIpeoOpas3yeTcs B OpraHy-
3alIMIo, ITpecyIeAyIOITy 0 CBOV 11eJIV 11 OTHOCSIITY-
10Cs K VHAMBUIAM KaK K CITy>KeOHBIM 2J7IeMeHTaM
11 goctvokeHms atvx nestent (Ibid., p. 35—36).

Beimenenme OpraHM30BaHHOV HaJCTPOVKM —
3TO 3Tall colabeTbHOCTM, KOTOPBIV IPUBOAUT K
dopMUpOBaHMIO OpPraHM30BAaHHBIX KOJIIEKTVIB-
HBIX OOpasoBaHMI. [ypBUY IIOIYepKMBaeT, 4TO
KpuTepun WHTEHCUMBHOCT B OpPraHM30BaHHOM
COIMabeITPHOCTY TI03BOJISIET KilaccudpumImpoBaThb
BUZBI COIIMAJIBHOIO IIpaBa — COILVaIbHOe IIpa-
BO Macchl, coobrrectBa 1 obmnrHocTr (Ibid., p. 34).
CrioHTaHHas colyabeTbHOCTh COXpaHseTcs B 00-
pasyeMbIX OpraHM3alllsiX, HO IIPOIOIIKAETCS B yKe
3aTBepHeBLIIX (popMax, 3alaHHBIX HAZICTPOVIKOVL.

[lanpHeriiiee pas3BeTBIIeHVE COIAOeTbHOCTI
Ha VI ypoBHe comracHO cxeMe KiiaccuvKanmm
['ypBud mpoBOOuUT, onmpasch Ha KpUTepuit 00b-
eMa (PYHKIIMOHAJIBHOCTM KOJUIEKTVMBHBIX OOpa-
30BaHM. AKTMBHBIE Macca, cOOOIecTBO 1 OOIIl-
HOCTbH CITOHTAHHOVI COITMA0eTbHOCTY TTOPOXKIA0T
TPU pasHOBUIHOCTM «MbI» MOHOMYHKIIVIOHAIb-
Hble, MHOTO(PYHKIIVIOHAIbHBIE I CBEPX(PYHKIIV-
OHaJIBHBIE OOpa30BaHMs, KOTOPBIE Pa3INYaloTCs
KOJIVYeCTBOM IIeJIeV I MHOrooOpasyueM peasnsy-
embix erHocten (Ibid., p. 35). Hagcrporiki mac-
CBI, coobrrecTBa m obmHocTy Ha VI ypoBHe opra-
HM30BaHHOW COLA0eIBHOCTY MOTYT IIOPOAWTH
TOJIBKO MOHO- VI MHOTO(PyHKIIVIOHAJIbHBIE 00pa3o-
BaHIS, IIOTOMY YTO IIJTSI CBepX(PyHKIIVOHAIBHOTO
KOJUIEKTVIBHOrO OOpa3oBaHMs TpeOyeTcs: MHOXe-
CTBEHHOCTb HaJIOKEHHBIX JIPYT Ha Apyra OpraHu-
3a1yy, He 3aBUCSIINX IPYyT OT ApyTa; HU OfHA 13
OpraHM3aIlNI He MOXKET BOIJIOTUTH B cee VCKITIO-
YUTEIPHO CBEPX(PYHKIIMOHAIIBHOE OpraHM30BaH-
Hoe «Mpbp» (Ibid., p. 37).
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ganised sociability which is manifested at level
IV as a superstructure of active masses, com-
munities and communions (ibid., p. 31). How-
ever, in the case of subdivision of spontaneous
sociability at level II into sociability of rap-
prochement of minds and sociability of fusion
of minds, the transition of active mass, commu-
nity and communion from the state of sponta-
neous to level IV of organised sociability is not
obligatory and happens only if the superstruc-
ture turns into a hard “crust”, i.e. becomes in-
dependent of the processes of spontaneous
sociability and morphs into an organisation
pursuing its own goals and treating individuals
as service elements for the achievement of these
goals (ibid., pp. 35-36).

The formation of organisation is a stage of
sociability which leads to the emergence of or-
ganised collective units. Gurvitch stresses that
the criterion of intensity in organised sociabil-
ity makes it possible to classify types of social
law into social law of mass, community and
communion (ibid., p. 34). Spontaneous socia-
bility survives in organisations being formed,
but only in hardened forms given by the super-
structure.

Further subdivision at level VI is based on
the criterion of volume of functionality of col-
lective units. Active mass, community and
communion of spontaneous sociability gener-
ate three varieties of “We”: unifunctional, mul-
tifunctional, and suprafunctional units which
differ in the number of goals and diversity of
the values implemented (ibid., p. 35). Super-
structures of mass, community and communion
at level VI of organised sociability can generate
only uni- and multifunctional units because a
suprafunctional collective unit calls for a multi-
tude of organisations superimposed on one an-
other which are independent from one another;
no organisation can embody an exclusively su-
prafunctional “We” (ibid., p. 37).



Ha VII yposre cormabensHoctn ['ypsua B 3a-
BUCVIMOCTM OT (PyHKIIMOHAJIBHOTO Ha3HauyeHMs
paszesisieT Bce BapMaHTBI OpraHM30BaHHBIX 1 He-
OpraHM30BaHHBIX COLMAJIBHBIX OOpa30BaHMI Ha
IIBe KaTeropum — CJIy’Kalye ocoObM jmbo 00-
IIIVIM MHTepecaM. B opraHmsoBasHHOM coladersb-
HOCTYM TIOpOX/IaeMble cooOIIecTBa OH KJlaccudm-
LVIPYeT ellle Ha Op2aHusayuu compyoHuvecmba v
opearusayuu nooyunenus (VI yposens). BapmanT
BOIUIOIIEHMS colnabeslbHOCTM Ha (PUHAIBHOM
YPOBHE 3aBUCUT OT COOTHOILEHWsS CIIOHTaHHOV U
OpraHM30BaHHOV COIMAabeIbHOCTYI BHYTPU KOJI-
JIEKTVIBHOTO OOpa30BaHMS: IIPUHYXKIEeHVe HeoO-
XOAMIMO B TOM CJIy4ae, KOrjia 1iejIb KOJUIEKTVBHOIO
cyOBeKTa He MOXXeT ObITh JOCTUTHYTa IIPOCTO ITy-
TeM coTpyaHmdectsa (Ibid., p. 40—41).

Anayms cxeMbl coumabersHocTH ['ypBrua mio-
Kasajl, YTO KpUTEpUM MHTEHCUBHOCTU CIIVISTHUS
VHAMBVYaJIbHBIX CO3HAHWMI ¥ OOIIeCTBEHHOIO
JIaBJIEHMS SABJISIOTCS KJTIOUEBBIMM ITapaMeTpaMim
IIJISL OIIpefiesieH sl CIIocoO0B repexoria OT B3anMO-
ZIeVICTBUV HAVBUIOB K KOJUIGKTUBHBIM peHOMe-
HaMm. Kputepnn MHTeHCMBHOCTY O3BOJISIOT BBIS-
BUTB BCe BO3MOYKHBIE PA3HOBVIHOCTY KOJJIEKTVIB-
HbIX (peHOMeHOB. Tpraga MOHATUIT «Macca — CO-
00IIIeCTBO — OOIIHOCTE» IIPENCTaBIISeTCS BaXk-
HeVIIMM JOCTVDKeHMEM  COLMaIIbHO-pmIocod-
ckovt Mblciiu ['ypBrua — oHa JIersia B OCHOBY yue-
HVIsI, IIPEOJI0JIEBIIIErO COLMOIIONTUeCcKI HOMIHa-
JIVI3M M YHUBEPCAJIN3M.

BriBOoabI

['ypBuda yke Ha paHHeV CTaJVVi €r0 TBOpYe-
CTBa 3aHMMaJI BOITPOC, KaKMM 00pa3oM HEKOTOpoe
KOJIVYECTBO VIHAVBUIIOB OOpa3yeT KOJUIEKTVBHO-
ro cyOBeKTa, 00JIaatoIero KauecTsaMyt, KOTOpble
He pedylMpyeMbl K KadecTBaM COCTABJISIOIIIVIX
ero y4acTHUKOB. BeiOpaB dpustocodcko-pasosoe
M3MepeHvie IPo0IeMBI COIMAITBHOTO, OH VICCIIEIO-
BaJI IIPaBOBYIO perjlaMeHTAIVI0 OBITMS KOJUIEK-
TVBHBIX 00pa3oBaHMM. VICTOUHWMKM IIPaBOIOPSI-
Ka, OOXKeCTBeHHOe IPaBO M eCTeCTBEHHOe IIPaBo,
IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHBIM 00pa3oM OIpefIesIsioT OpITre
COLIMyMa, Has3bIBAIOT YCJIOBUS BO3HMKHOBEHVIS

M. Yu. Zagirnyak

At level VII of sociability Gurvitch, depend-
ing on the functional purpose, divides all the
variants of organised and unorganised social
entities into two categories, those serving par-
ticular or general interests. In organised so-
ciability he classifies generated communities
also into organisations of collaboration and or-
ganisations of domination (level VIII). The vari-
ant of sociability at the final level depends on
the correlation of spontaneous and organised
sociability within the collective unit: coercion
is necessary when the collective subject’s goal
cannot be achieved by simple collaboration
(ibid., pp. 40-41).

The analysis of Gurvitch’s scheme of socia-
bility has shown that criteria of intensity of the
fusion of individual minds and social pressure
are key for determining the methods of tran-
sition from interaction of individuals to col-
lective phenomena. Intensity criteria make it
possible to reveal all the possible varieties of
collective phenomena. The “mass — communi-
ty — communion” triad is arguably the main
achievement of Gurvitch’s socio-philosophical
thought, being the foundation of the teaching
which has overcome sociological nominalism
and universalism.

Conclusions

Already at the early stage of his work Gur-
vitch was intrigued by the question how a cer-
tain number of individuals form a collective
subject possessing properties that cannot be re-
duced to the properties of its participants. Hav-
ing chosen the philosophical-legal dimension
of the problem of the social, he investigated the
legal regulation of the being of collective units.
The sources of law, divine law and natural law
have opposite definitions of society’s being and
identify conditions under which collective sub-
jects arise: it is either the will of interacting in-

129



M. O. 3arupusx

KOJIJIEKTVBHBIX CyOBeKTOB: JInOO BayKHa BOJIS B3a-
VIMOZIEVICTBYIOIIVX VHIAVUBUIIOB, KOTOpasi oOpasy-
eT OOIIIeCTBEeHHBIVI JOrOBOp, JINOO0 OOXkecTBeHHOe
IIpaBO OIIperesiseT BapVMaHThI y4acTus JIIOfeN B
JKM3HU COLIMyMa, YTOTOBUB MM CTaTyC 3JIEMEHTOB
KOJUIEKTVIBHOTO CyObeKTa.

B nanpneriiem ['ypBrd mogBepr KpuTHKe yue-
Hus [Jropkreriva n BebGepa 3a Mx OIHOCTOPOH-
HOCTH B ODOCHOBAHMM B3aMMOIEVICTBUI VHIV-
BUIOB VI KOJUIEKTVBHBIX OOpa3oBaHMII U 3a, CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO, YHMBEPCAIMCTCKYIO ¥ HOMMHA-
JINCTCKYIO BepcuM OOOCHOBaHWS COLVIAJIBHOTO
eIVHCTBA. B yueHUM O cormaabHOM mIpase ['yp-
BIY OIIpefie/InII IIpaBo Kak popMy OBITMS COLINY-
Ma, CyIIIeCTBYIOIIEro B KadecTBe IMaJIeKTIIeCcKO-
r'0 B3aVIMOOEVICTBIAS MHIVBIIOB Y KOIIEKTUBHBIX
obOpasoBanun. Ilonsgrue coyuabesvHocmu IIO3BO-
muto ['ypeudy IpeomoseThs HPOTMBOIOIOKHBIE
TeHAeHIIMM Jlfopkreiiva 1 BebOepa B obocHOBa-
HUW COIVIAJIBHOTO.

I'ypsua yriyOmn moHsITME colmabesTbHOCTH
1 000CHOBaJI, KaK COBOKYITHOCTb VIHIAVBUIIOB MO-
XeT oOpasoBaTh «Mpl», KOJUIEKTMBHOTO CyObeKTa.
Tpuaga nmouaTUIT «Macca — coolIIecTBO — OOIII-
HOCTb» 3allevariieBaeT KauecTBO COLVaILHOIO e/Iyi-
HeHVIs, KOTOpoe Iof[pasyMeBaeT pasHyo (PyHKIIV-
OHAJIBHOCTH 00pa3yeMoro KOJUIeKTVBHOTO CyObek-
Ta («MpbI»). B3anMomericTBrie MHOXeCTBa VIHIVB-
noB Ge3 dopmupoBaHmst «Mbb» IPUHIUIINAIBHO
BO3MO)KHO, HO OHO He CO3/1aCT OCHOBY ISt (pop-
MUPOBaHMS KOJUIEKTMBHBIX OOpasoBaHWM WM VX
BCTpaVBaHM B CETh OPTaHM3allN, YUPeXIeHU,
odMIMaIBHBIX COOOIIECTB M APYTMX IIPaBOBBIX
obwemmuuenmit. Macca, cooOrIiecTBo M OOIIIHOCTE
aryxar ['ypeudy HeoOXOOVIMBIMM KaTeropwisiMu
1715 OOBSICHEHMSI KaK pa3BeTBJIeHMs B Kitaccudui-
KallyV BUIOB, TaK ¥ OPTaHM30BAHHOV ¥ CITOHTAH-
HOM cormadenrpHOCTI. briaromaps cormabestbHO-
CTV MOXXHO IOKa3aTh, KaK MHOXXECTBO MHIVIBIIOB
o0pa3syeT KOJUIeKTVIBHBIe (DeHOMEHBI — HeOpraHm-
30BaHHBIE (OT MacChl YMTaTesIeVt ra3eTsl 4O OOI-
HOCTM [Ipy3eVl) ¥ OpraHu30BaHHbIe (OT pesInriios-
HOVI OOIITHOCTY 3aKpPBITOTO TUIIA JI0 TOCYHAApPCTBa).
Hacrosimee vicceoBaHvie TI03BOIVIIO ITPOIEMOH-
CTpUpOBaTh, Kak I'ypBud coBepIIieHCTBOBaI Tpak-
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dividuals who enter into a social contract, or
divine law which determine the variants of
people’s participation in the life of society, re-
serving for them the status of elements of a col-
lective subject.

Subsequently Gurvitch mounted a critique
of the teaching of Durkheim and Weber for
their one-sidedness in the treatment of inter-
actions of individuals and collective units and,
accordingly, for the universalist and nominal-
ist versions of the account of social unity. In his
teaching on social law Gurvitch defined law as
the form of being of society existing as dialec-
tical interaction of individuals and collective
units. The concept of sociability enabled Gur-
vitch to overcome opposite tendencies of Durk-
heim and Weber in grounding the social.

Gurvitch deepened the concept of sociabil-
ity and explained how individuals can form
themselves into a “We”, a collective subject.
The “mass — community — communion” tri-
ad records the property of social unity which
implies different functionalities of the collec-
tive subject formed (“We”). The interaction
of a multitude of individuals without the for-
mation of a “We” is possible in principle, but
it does not create a basis for the formation of
collective units and for their integration into a
network of organisations, institutions and offi-
cial communities and other legal associations.
Mass, community and communion are used
by Gurvitch as categories that explain both
the branching in the classification of types
and organised and spontaneous sociability.
Sociability makes it possible to explain how
individuals form collective phenomena: un-
organised (ranging from a newspaper’s read-
ership to a group of friends) and organised
(ranging from a closed religious community to
a state) This study demonstrates how Gurvitch
perfected his treatment of the social and how
in formulating his microsociological teaching



TOBKY COIIVaJIBHOTO ¥ KaKuM oOpa3oM OH, ¢op-
MYJIVIPYSI CBO€ MUKPOCOLIVIOJIOITYeCKOe yUeHVe B
crarbe «Macca, coo0I1IecTBO 1 OOIITHOCTE», 0OOCHO-
BaJl BAKHEVIIIIVV IIPVIHIINTII COLIa0eITbHOCTA.

Baazodapnocme. ViccaedoBanue Bvimosrero 6
pamkax peasusayuu npoexma PHD Ne 22-28-20165
«Modeau coyuabesvrocmu 6 neoxanmuarcmbe pyc-
CK020 3apy0exva: CUHIe3 COYU0A0UHECK020 HOMU-
HAAUZMA U YHUBepCAIUSMA».
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munion” he explained the key principle of so-
ciability.
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