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with what Mead pr0posed. MaJor toplc areas are d1scussed with reference

" ABSTRACT

:- The*sta s—of“Herbert Blumer:as a soc1olog15t is undenlably of a

large magnztude. Q&ere does however, seem to be some questlon as to

: wﬁat constltutes his maJor orlglnal contrlbutlons to the d15c1p11ne.

: {. :
Thls study attempts to. demonstrate that not only has Herbert Blumer not

-

advanced 51gn1flcant1y beyond the formulations of his-mentor George

Herbert Mead but rhat in some lnstances his work is actually 1ncompat1b1e -

-y s

N

v

to their orlglnallty aﬂa overall 31gn1f1cance to the development of -

symbollc 1nteract10n15m as a’ perspec1tve in soc1ology. The major con-

clusion attained is that Blumer made hlS most lastlng mark on socidlogy i

\ !

as an 1ntegrator of Mead's phllosophles aﬂd as a catalyst in the resnr—'

rection of thls humanlstlc theory. o

-

s
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INTRODUCTION  °= -~

Among the contrlbutors to synbdllc 1nteract10nlsm the name of

. Herbert Blumer is strongly assoc1ated with the hlstory of thlS theory. ?tt )
= - R
Blumer has been one of the maJor spokesmen for the perspectlve and he is

T / L
in a rather unique pos1t10n in that he 1nher1ted the role follow1ng the

o

death of one of the founding fathers George Herbert Mead

The fact that Mead publlshed very little, "and that most of the .
works attrlbuted to hlnTare posthumous appllcatlons of hls theory, gave
rise to the need for a proper presentatlon and explanatlon of Mead' |
theories that were not, clouded by problems of 1nterpretatlon. Being e

student of Mead at the Unlver51ty of Chicago, Blumer occug;ed a strategic

A

! v
position-to achleve this task / .
W

Although the burden of attemptlng to present a concise formulatlon

of Mead's thEOTIES is not an envrable one, Blumer's rather lofty position
in the field of-sociolbg} suggests that his role has not only been’
limited to that of.explicator of Meadian philosophy.

The present study:proposes to examine his original contributions and 3

-

significance to‘contemporary sociological theorizing._ The need for this

‘work seems to be justified by the observation that throughout the 11tera-

ture. there appear to be contradictory and rather vague assertlons regard--

+ ¥
1

ing Blumer's creative theoretical contributions beyond the original

formulations of George Herbert Mead,

. /) - \
Blumer (1966; 535) realized that although Mead made many brilliant



'contrlbutlons in hls llfetlme he d1d not map out a coherent theoretlcal

- - L

scheme of human soci;?y. He stated that such a SCheme is 1mp11c1t 1n
¢ . _ . .
'Mead's work and it hds to be constructed by trac1ng the 1mp11cat10ns of
’P‘ N q . . ‘-\ - -
the’dentral matters-which he'analyzed. He is careful %hroughouL hﬁs

work to acknowledge the 1mportance of Mead's 1nf1uence upon his- work, {;ut A

L}

Blumer cla1ms that he has deve10ped hls own version of symbollc 1nter-

T

actionism, deallng w1th many crucial matters which were only 1mp11c1t in.

the\phought of Mead and others. An evaluatlon w111 be conducted to-

-

establlsh the nature of thlS ndifferent version" that ‘Blumer a{ludes to - -

‘as being nniquely his own.

" This 'study will. seek to establlsh the congruenc1es between Blumer kS

-
LS

‘theoretical formulatlons in contra.st to Mead!' s whlch would assess the

question of whether Blpmer should be'placed in a pesition of being‘more

.

than-just a commentator on Meadian conceptions.. u

4

L
' In the -course of this.examination, there is the problem of establish-

ing what is'inherently Meadien,'and unquestionably Blumer's. This will

be resolved through a thorough and careful delineation of Mead's -theo-

retical formulations. prior to the arrival of.Blumer-upon the scene. .

+

Also problematic is the_fact that bothlmead end.Blumeé are eclectic’

thinkers who were exposed to;%\met_numbér.of influences which necessi-

tates an examination of many of the other major works of their respective
times.,

.
- -

The major portlon of this study will be derlved from publications
and. thus it will take the form of a literature review. The nucleus of

the investigation will prdceed from a sketchy survey of Mead's basic ,
’ L] .

-

o

PRI
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7thebretiodl formulétion and a:detailed analysis of'Blumer's'own work ‘es‘

-’

well as an examlnat;on of material’ wrltten-on Blumer by other theorlsts

‘ 7 f SR -
+F
in the f@terature oégéﬁe school of}gmmolic interactionism in particular,
! LI . o - B o~ IR . ‘.

iand sociological theory in general. .

“It is belleved that an adequate answer. -to ‘the proposed questlons

requ1re5 the artlculatlon of the theoretlcal problem areas that .Blumer”

. . i . N n

attempted to. explore. : Y

This study will be d1v1ded into’ flve sectlons._ Sectlon one. w111
deal W1th the’ﬂheoretlcal contrabutlons of the central flgures out of
]

which symbol1c 1nteract10n15m evolved.’ Heavy empha51s will be placed on

Wead since hlS wofk is dlrectly relevant to an analy51s of Blumer.

Secthn two will- dlscuss the nature and. dlver31ty of 1nteract10n15m )

as a contemporary éociological theory. Here, -the major theoretical

issues fwill be identified.

‘Sedtion three will attempt to present the natore of Blumer's theory.
This settion'will be‘maioly baeed upon 3 thorough etamlnatlon of his .
pub11shed works with a special focus being placed upon his major work,

-

-Symbollc Interactionism (1969).

»

Section four will emphasize the.similarities and the-contrasting‘
‘aspeéts of the two theoriste, Mead and Blumer. Thls sectiot will be the
key to the pfboosed‘stody. It will rely heavily upon the examination of
_soméfaf the most Tecent llterature in symbollc interactionism,. (Charon
1979, Kando: 1977 Strycker lQSOJ in order to determine‘the signifi-
cance of Blumer's contribution beyond the original Meadian formulation.

The final section of this study will present the major conclusions

)

iii

D



derlved not only as they pertaln to the underlylng questlon of the im-

portance of Blumer to contemporary 1nteract10n15m but’ 1t will attempt

to present.a crltlcéf'evaluatlon of-the present status and trends An

symbollc 1nteraet10n15m with further hope of showing Blumer's grasp of

the strateglc groundwork 1a1d by Mead for a dynamlc soc1ology is relevant

v

to_the present. theoretical crisis in this dlSClpllne.

iv
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o - N .. CHAPTER 1 .
. - ‘/_'_ _ _ ‘ L

\\\\ The 1nteractlon15t perspectlue was first glven its dlstlnctlve

e

structure by a group of. soc1ologrsts psychologlsts ‘and phllggophers,

the greater part of whom were at.the Qn}ver51ty of Chlcago at the turn

-

of the century. o S -

-

. To properly understand the state of Symbolic-interact}onism‘prior

“to Herbert Blumer's indoctrination into the perspective, it.i

to- demarcate the tﬁeoretlcal contributions of theeffntral igures. who

played a crucial role in the development and gene51s

‘ examln;ng\the 1ntellectual underplnnlngs which gave\rrse to Blumer's

the theory; In

theorles a brlef crltlcal discussion of the works of Dewey, James,
‘Thomas, Cooley, and of course Mead, is essentlal in order to establlsh
Blumer's theoretlcal p01nts of departure,

The fact that_Symbolic interectionism is euchla diverse theoreticdl
orientation is due to‘the fact that the individuals nho played_inportent
Toles in the development of“the‘perspective”differed with‘respect to the
ways ln which they defined social and human motivation (Maineé: 1977;
235)}. In this sense, the evolution ofmthe position has not been con-
trolled an erlntended in a manner. common to other socrologles.1~

The following brief dlscu551ons of the founders of symbollc 1nter—
aoélonlsm with the exceptlon qf Mead, are merely meant to state a few
of the most notable contrlbutlons of the various theorlsts, and in no

way capture-the entire nature and scope of their wgrks.

&

sLnecessary

-



w. I, Thomas L LT R

. I Perhaps the most 1mporta T contrlbutlon that Thomas made was in hls

development of the notlon'of the "de%ﬁ%@tlon-of the 51tuatlon." ThlS

.'concept whlch was to become central to symbollc 1nteract10nlst theory,

"placed its empha51s on the idea that the past and the future are deflned

Ce

'or anchored w1th1n an emergent oT self—lnterpreted present

1

ThlS notlpn is’ extremely 1mpo t when it is applled to the future

11 po sible courses of ‘action which are open to Eiq; and that*he‘is also
" \cognizant: of the ramlflcatlons of é?ch of the potentlal avenues of be-

avzor According to Thomas, this process of defining the 51tuatlon

H

takes place prlor to. any overt action. Ba51c to this process 1s the fact
that the individual must contlnually redeflne hlS p051t10n relatlve to.
rg;;/fgf- the soc1al groups of whlch he is a member.“.
' Deflnlng the 51tuat10n presupposes the ex1stence of 1nte111gence
Y
-whlch is the ablllty to solve problems of present ogﬁéV1or in terms of
its future consequences as implicated on the basis of past_experience.
It involves both memory and fore51ght. Social cohesion is attained when
& . . those actors anolved in the exchange utilize shared meanings or common
deflnltlonsaof the 51tuatlon is a social process.3
) This concept was central to the’ genesis of symbollc 1nterectlon15m
‘ bec\hse it forced stggents of human behav1or to focus on the uniquely
_“,inte£p53t1ve, deliberative, and consc1ous nature of human behavior, as
distinct from that of aninals.'

' Thomas extended the principies of symbolic interactionism, which

were mainly concerned with the genesis of the self and persomality as



3

,they occurred 1n the child, to an anary51s whlch dealt more with behaV1or

as it occurred in adults.

In a more general sense, Thomas is often noted for his attempt to

Bl

delineate the demain'of sociclogy, and his efforts to find out what‘

sociologists could discover in contrast to other sociail scientists.’®

- .

John Dewey
v ' . ‘— , - : B .
The works of John Bewey were also prominent in the development of

symbolic interactionism. Dewey was a major force. in the expansion of

a

~ the sphere of peycholegy into sociology in an effoft to.use both indivi-

dual and social elements as the basis for.the ekplanation ef human’ be-

hav1or.'-He contended that the 1nteract10n between the 1nd1v1dual and -

his social situation should be focused upon because it prov1ded the key

for the understandlng of action.. \

- According to Dewey, all 1nteract10n is "s:tuated” or "located'

* within environments, and -that we bring to the_situation an understanding
of meanings and objects which is at least partially culture-bound. This,

however; does not imply that we are socially determined. Dewey felt that

s\
soc1ety does not restrlct creativity and individuality, but allows for

their development in interaetional settings that define them as such.
It is notable that Dewey did not concern himself with the indivi-

dual's interpretation of certain situations, as did most other early

interactionists, but with the very existence of the conditioms themselves.,

This idea lends itself to application because then we could establish
certain conditions which would be more favorable to elicit our desired
behavior. This would seem to be partially congruent to some of the

premises of Watsonian behaviorism.

Ay

o



In this llght then, Dewey‘s theory advocates an
x P
1nterpretat10n of human action as belng emergent wh11e Opp051ng both the

static and the ahlstorlcal theorles of conduct Dewey was espec1a11y

critical of those psychologlcal theorles of motivation whlch 1gnored the

[ . .

‘Q‘L . . -
role of soc1al 1uteract10n and the setting in whlch it took place in

thelr explanatlon of behav1or. -Dewey!'s p051t10n was one which defined”
'humans _their env1ronment and their thought as 1nterrelated llnkages

whlch must be accounted for as a, ba51s for understanding human actlon._

-

S~

Activity 1§ to benseen in terms of the‘integration of mind, body, and
the environment, |

These observatlons of Dewey s have very 1mportant theoretlcal con-
_sequences. They support the 1ntqract10n15t contention that knowledge
aud experlence are bOth.SOC1al because they are derived from or are'the
result of human interaction;"This.i;ew is thus diametrically opoosed‘to
the metaphysical position which supports the notion that knowledge‘or
thought can exist innately prior to the emergence of the individual as a
thinking b_ody. )

Dewey 15 perhaps best known for his advocacy of a system'of educa—
tional reform. He b351cally felt that there was a difference between
being traiued and being educated. He supported the idea of creating an
environment in whlch creat1v1ty could flourlsh and condemned the teach—
ing modalities of the day in which learnlng 1nvolved training the indi-
vidual in an animal like fashion in an environment which was not con-

[N

‘dusive to originality and spontaneity which is based upon stimulated



" .

-7

sensory” perception,

William James

&

Another one of the founding fathers of's&mbolic ihteractionism was -

. «William James. He was a flrm bellever %p studylng processes, and the
most 1mportant process accordlng to James is contalned within ‘the dia-
{
: legtlc whlch exists between the ‘Wt and the "Me"; The "Me' symbolizes

‘the internalization or incorpbfetion of others within the individual.*

The "M, on the other hand represents the 1mpu151ve, spontanequs, and

: creatlve part of the self.
»  James recognized the complexity of the concept of the self. Real-

l‘izing that situational deserminants were very much part:ef”the diaiectiQ
cal process that occu;s-between‘the "I and the “ﬁgﬁ, James‘posited the- -
exissence of "m&lfipie selves". These different selves are a:resfonse
to our assessment of what would be the most approprlate response glven
the presence of people whose opinion of our self is 1mportant 5

y, The self whlch is dlsplayed may even be inconsistent or COHtT&dlC;
tory, and the group‘sesves as a referent for the individual" tq extraT
‘polate one of the selves of which the social self totality is composed
of. | |

James realized that the self was not as cut and dried as ﬁis theory

implied. . In conjunction with Dewey, he placed paramount importance eﬁ
the situetion, and from this he theorized that the individual could be
influenced by the sociai groups of which he was a member, and that this
influence‘was bilateral. Groups serve to act as referents or guides .,

when deciding upon courses of action. Depending on the social situation,

the "I" or the "Me" is exercised to varying degrees.



o

;parts of the}self takes placq&pr T to any overt expere531on or -action.

¢
T+ In conjnnctiOnrwith Thomas' "definiton of the situation”, the re-

flex1veness of the self or the 1nternal debate between the two component

.

'&

-

Inherent 1n this schema is the-ﬁﬁ@?ﬁldual s ablllty to "take the role of

“the other”. Thls latter notlon has utlllty when attemptlng to derlve the

.

nature of the relatlonshrp between the 1nd1v1dua1 and- the soc1al giroup.

James'’ other major contrlbutlon to the gene51s‘of symbollc inter-

actionism dealt specifically with the notion of consciousness. .Through

"

"his theory he formulated the idea that the emerging present can never be

‘ o ~~ .
totally identical to the experienced past, regardless of apparent simi-

larity. In other words, "no state once gone carn recur and be identical

- . - ’ I3

with what it was before". Consciousness thus, in the Jamesian conceptu-

alization, is of a dynamic nature, and James metaphorically refers to it

as a "'stream of consciousneéss". Regardless of man's every-chqnging

notion of;coneciousness, Jamee does?%ssume‘that thereris continuity be-
tween paet and preeent stetes of coneciousneés (1892:' 160}. T
James also developed a theory of "instincts”. He took the conven-
tional view of instinctscone.step further and posited that -they should
be understood in their %éigtionship to socially learned habits that serve
to inhibit or modify them.®
Instincts become inplanted by habits, which are a uniquely human
capacity. According to James, many hnman-mental capabilities exist
because of the large number of instinctive impulses that have been im-

planted ‘(Meltzer et al., 1975). .



iy

Charles'Hortoﬁ.Cooley'j\‘ : n - . i e K

Another major force in the development df symbolic intéragtionism

“was Charles Horton Cddley. Although he was not diiectly”a paryt of the

éene(%t tﬁf University of phiéagd,-he was a cblleagﬁe of yead's-at the
‘ L o : _ y ;

University-qfr rchigan where Mead taught for tﬁd:years._ He is'considered

_ to be a member of the‘Chlcago tradltlon dueito the fact that his works
were closely llnked o those’ theorlsts who are 1dent1fled as belng the " -
’ founders of 1nteract10n15m as it ex1sted in Chlcago at the turn of the .

s

century.

Cooley's contributions. t e expansion of symbolic interactionism

' is best remembered b¥his concepts of."léoking_glass'self",_aﬁd-the

'"primgryigroup",' ‘ -

‘The "looking glass éelf” basically is_ourasubjective interprefation
of tﬁé'intéractioﬁ prbcéss.‘ I£ attempts to explain tﬁe %nteractiﬁe
.éituation'aéfbeing one in which constant adjusfﬁent is&ﬁeing made in
accordance with our imagined appearance to, those present.

- The concept has three components: the 1mag1nat10n of our appearance
to the other person, the imagination of his judgement of that appearance,
and some sort of evoked feeling as therresult of the judgement. Cooley's
main point is that imagination, namely the imazination of what-we appear
to.be‘and how others respond to that, is a critical element of the self
(Kande:  1977; 115).

-Thus, accofding to Cooley, society éonsists:of the imagination that
péople have of one“another. He felt that the self that you ﬁnderstand
is the result of information reflected back at you in the judgement of

others with whom you interact. This process is central to the inter- .



8 -
,.actioﬁist;ideologyhbecause society and soc1a1 structure are thus en-

v151oned as mental constructs and the unlty that ex1sts 1s a psychologl-

Lo T

_cal abstrac%ﬁon.
In dlrect accordance with his theory of ?he "lookrng glass self”
, Cooley advocated a correspondlng humanlstlc methodology wh1ch -hie entltled

"synpathetlc 1ntrospectlon" Thrs‘methodology did not settle for obser-

o
-

vatrons\of external behav1or,\but attempte

-the meanlng and

1nterpretatlons of ‘the 1nteract1ng partlc'

Cooley belleved that the basic focu of the real study of any
society must pay utmost attentlon to the processual character of human
1nteract10n. Cooley p051ted that the relatlonshlp between the social -

envrronment and the “self” can be emplrlcally verlfled through the use

i

-of.1ntrospectlons. :
: . -

As researchers, C001ey states that ‘we should move beyond the ‘study
"of overt action and attempt to tap the covert by trylng to understand

the minds of others, as their 1nterpretat10n of the obJectlve soc1a1 3
condltlon may differ from ours. Cooley thus sees human action as con-

[ ’ -
textual and subjective.

;.

-

Cooley's other major contribution was hie concept of the primary
group. - Primary groups are characterized by "intimate face-to-face
association-and cooperation." These groups are primary in eeveral
senses but chiefly in that they are fundamental in forming the social
nature of the ideals. of the individual\and that they serve as a referent
for, the individual. This concept tred in with his larger theoretical

.

stance in that it is through communication with others, most notably the

primary group, that the self arises and some sort of self conceptuali-

s



s : P
zation occurs. Cooley felt that as time went- on, it'was nécesééfy'that
:ﬁew primary groups develop which could serve to fa¢i1itatq_the indivi~

' ;dual's_chanéinglsélf.*

" . George Herbert Mead

0f all the_precursors_of symbolic interactioniém, nbne‘is‘morejimr
portant or influential than'GeorgeyHerBert Mead. Regardlegsfof the
a . . - ] A
varying ways in which interactionism has been-interpreted, most of those

identifying with the perspecitve trace'its:principle_origins_tb‘the works’

‘of Mea{i ?

It is with some trepidation that-I‘hgﬁé approached the task of
_répresenfiﬁg and criticaliyfexplofing Meéd's thought, . He wé; an eélectic‘
.thinkef whdse theo;igs and ;deas'were always in alﬁtafe of flux. The
diversity of influences which are evident in Mead's works leads one to
.'wonde? how an} real iogical theofylof huﬁan action couid have emergéd.‘
lThe-threg,most obvious influences‘that Meéd experiehced were pragmatism,
Darminiém, and W&tsonian Behaviorism, Althougﬁ it would béJimpq;sible‘
to'delineaté all of Mead's many contributions to sociology, the follow--
ing afe examples that are cenﬁfﬁl to the development of the thesié-at
~hand, énd are commonly listed as being his'major;thebfetical achieve-
meﬁtsi

' One'process which is a central premise of symbolic intergctioniém
is Mead's concepﬁ of “self-refleﬁive behavior®. Meaé believed there to
lbe an intervening process between the initial stimulus and the subsequent
response which is constituted by a flow of self intérgction in which the

individual indicates various things and objects to himself, defines

them, judges them, selects from among them, pieces together his selec-



tions and thereby_erganizes himSelf to'act L4
Self-reflex1veness takes the classrcal behav1orlst1c formulatlon

of stlmulus-response.one'step further and 1ntroduces an 1nteruedlary :
step which is manlfested by a delay in- response_ in whlch ‘the 1nd1v1dua1 o
is adJustlng to a stimulus by adjustlng a type of*response.
‘ Thls ablllty to, become the obJect of one! S ‘own actlons or to poseess:
a. self represents a p01nt of departure between man and anlmal ' Mead was
. -
'1ntr1n51cally 1nterested atthat point onthe evolutionary contlnuum that
-man_became dlfferentlated from animal. |
| According to Mead self—reflex1ve behav1or takes place within the
dual framework of 1ndetermlnacy/determlnacy. "These two- features of the\
self were glven the names the. AL and the “Me" respectlvely, by William
James,
The “Iw represents the response. of the oréaniem'te‘the“attitudes of;
“others. 'The "I 1ndlcates the emergent nature of the seLf ‘and it is rn :
line with Mead's humanlstrc conception of man. The "I" is a reminder
that Wwe are more than the sum of our roles and our‘soeialization,
Critics of Mead have alluded to the fact that sentiment and unconscious
‘behavior have been overleoked in his formulation.

The reflexiveness of the self underlies the individual's ability to
take the role of the other. The human actor indicates to himself matters
that confront him in the situations in which he acts, and organizes his
action through his interpretation of such matters. The actor engages in
this eocial interaction with hiuself, according to Mead, by taking the
role of others, |

The idea that the individual is in possession of a "self" is centyal
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';to Meadian theory and symbolic-interactionism'in”general' The possession
iof a "self" means that the person can be the object of his own actlons.

Mead con51ders this’ capac1ty to ObJECtlfy hlmself as the mechanlsm w1th'

Wthh human belngs utlllze to deal with thelr,world. The dlscovery of
;tﬁe'self; inéﬁead's eencéptuaiization 'ie tﬁe-neceeearyfcondition of
‘1nte111gent behav1or and 51gn1f1cant speech Once symBolic thodght, or
:language .has been mastered there 15 a ”selr"‘ .

__;;/f - In order for the 1nd1v1dua1 to: galn possession of a self, a number

of thlngs must occur beforehand Plrst the 1nd1v1dua1 must be able to

- T

"talk to hlmself", in whlch there is a prerequisite of language. Accord-

—_
1ng to Mead language is only one of theé symbols whlch we use,. Mead de-.

fines a symbol as "the stimulus whose response is given in advance™. A

v

n

'Significant‘symbol oeeurs when there is a shared or ideptical meaeing-
between the conveyor of theleymbol and respondent(s) to whoﬁ the communi-
eation is directed. Mead-e;plains, "What such symbois do is to pick‘out
particular characteristics of the situation so.that the response to them
.can be present in the experience_of the individual' (1934; 50).7

The second necessary prereqddsite of a "self" is for the individual
to learn the process of the aforementioned "taking'the role'of the
other'. According to_Mead, the recreational activities of the chiid
provides us with valuable informatiom as to how the self emerges.

The initial recreatioeal diversion of the child usually involves a

\
situation where there is some sort of understanding of the roles in
which the child has witnessedr This ﬁﬁilateral role taking or elemeﬁtary

imitation ‘has been called the "play._stage" by Mead. As the child gets

older he begins to assimilate his position and carry it out in relation
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to those whom he -is 1mmedlately exper1enc1ng, taking Into account that

: N\
* there is a degree of 1nter-dependence amongst the various others. Mead

>

‘called thlS the T'game stage', and -it is character1ted by adJustment tov'

‘ therroles of those who are present 8

A crltlcal development takes place when the 1nd1v1dua1 transgresses
the game stage and takes 1nto account what Mead has. called the "general—
ized other" This is the attltude of others or the group, taken towards
oneself The generallzed other.is. synonymous w1th the "me" aspect of

" Taking the role of the generallzed other is so fundamentally im-
portant because it makes p0551b1e thlnklng 1tse1f, 51nce_ as Mead says,
”the 1nterna1 conversatlon of the 1nd1v1dua1 in terms of words or s1gn1f—
icant gestures «e. 15 carried on by the 1nd1v1dua1 from the standp01nt
of the generallzed other" (Natanson: 1973; 102}. ' : .;

) L2
“Another concept which Mead utilized in his theory was that of the

ndéfinition of the situation".'® This also occurs in the time lapse

between stimulus and response. According to Mead the response that is

'ultlmately chosen is directly related to the individual's deflnltlon of

the situation. Humans do not respond to a static world, but rather to
a reality which is subjective and dynamic.
This idea is closely associated with his concern as.a pragmatist

with the individual's ability to rationally solve problems of the

~present using creativity and ingenuity which are accordingly exclusively

human attributes. .

Another subject to which Mead devotes a great deal of his time is .

the idea of "mind”, Mind, according to Mead, arises out of the capacity
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of the 1nd1V1dua1 to p01nt out meanlngs to others and to 1tse1f Mind
is not a phy51ca1 entlty, but it is a process Wthh'lS der1Ved from
soc;al 1nteract10n._11 L e e
The ‘mind, accordlng to‘Mead acts as a medlator between the rﬁd1v1-'
dual and the env1ronment. He v1ews the m1nd as be1ng sOC1a11y based
but_does not ‘ignore the faet that_biological and_psychological factors
. \ . ] . ’ N N ) : "" : - .
are also ifportant. He saw mind and the human propensity forAsiTEg;;pzf‘\

_communication as emergents from the evolutionary process. Mead states:

What I suggested as characteristic of the mind is the

. reflective intelligence of the human animal which can
be distinghished from the intelligence of lower forms.
The intelligent man as distinguished from the
1nte111gent animal presents to himself what is going
to happen. Man definitely pursues a certain course,

pictures a certain situation, and directs his own con- .
duct with ‘Teference to 1t (1934: 118-119).1!2 o !

In summary . then,-thls abbrev1ated‘presentat10n of Mead®s theorles-_l.t
was 1ntended to serve as a‘bs51s er the_ensqlng dlscu551onv The histor-
ical relevance of his_works'snd the works of other eari}‘syﬁbolie inter- -
actionists must be understood againstAthe beckgroundfof-theories which -
: piovokedlthis reectieh; and concurring need for reeoneeptualization.

‘ The‘basic aim of the early_interaefionfst litefaeure was to prdfide 
aﬁ qleernetive esplanatidn fe'the prevailing view of the relationship
_ between .the individual -and soeiety. _Alﬁheugh all of the aforementioned
'theorists Tealized fHat membershiﬁ’withiﬁ a soc;él group;Was'neeessary
for the fu}fillmenswof humsn‘poteﬁtial, isu;es-ﬂead'who arrived at a
truely sociaf—psychelegieel perspective whiEh did not attempt to accord
primg;}é to either the individual or society. .

The mani£estatioh of the mind in behavier was the ultimate ceneern

-of these meﬁ. ‘They all stressed the need to take account of mental

£y



phenomena as it proceeded in the course of 1nteractlon.

»

“The lack of clear systematlzatlon of Meadlan theory along w1th
amblgultles whlch arose asa result of the orah tradltlon gave rlse to;
.2 number of dlverse lnterpretatlons. The follow1ng chapter will focus

on the nature and scope of symbollc 1nteract10n15m as a contemporary .

; soc1010g1ca1 theory. The key.thepretlcal issues will be‘identified.
: £ - N L



- FOOTNOTES -~ = . -

" This point is alluded to by Paul Rock (1979; 5). Thi$ continues to -
‘be a major criti¢ism of symbolic interactionism in that it is a
perspective and not a theory. It is often referred to as being
understated" ' : . ST

~ The deflnltlon of the 51tuatlon can best ‘be understood as a covert
' or- internal conversation. This deliberation takes place prlor to
any self-determined form of behav1or. .

Also implicit in the termiis that when an 1nd1v1dual deflnes a
situation, he takes into*account the values and attltudes of the
person or group w1th whom he 1sf1nteract1ng (Meltzerm Reynolds &

Petras‘ 1975$§;\ S _ , -f?c\;;nil

The now famous "Thomas Theorem! stateS' "If men deflne situations -~
as-real, they are real in thelr consequences.” (Thomas § Thomas,
1928: 571- 573). , :

This statement.is considered to ‘bé one of the. major premlses
" of symbolic - interactionism. However, if we examine its contents
closely it is- clear that it is agrautology.
Kando points out that James"lntroductlon of the "™Me" concept lead
to,a vast amount of work that was subsequently done on roles, role
conflict, and reference. groups (1977 106)

The _idea of multlple selves 1s closely 11nked to the .theories of

. two, other - sociologists.

a) it implies a manipulation of Cooley s, f1rst stage in his ”look—

ing glass self' theory, namely our imagination of how others inter-

‘pret our appearance and behavior.

b) it.is also relatéd to Goffman's Dramaturglcal approach in that

it involves a form of impression management.

&hmes, like Mead was, 1nterested in establlshlng the characteristics
-which were unlquely or exc1u51vely human in nature. As a result of ‘
this preoccup#ion, James described humans #s different from animals -
in that they were capable of memory. Since the human organism is

capable of memory, the repetition of what was once instinctual-be-

havior ¢an.call to mind the performance of the act at-a previous .8
tlme.J .
Non-symbollc interaction is merely the response to a gesture whlch
is instinctual and does not 1nvolve a.mevement beyond the behavior-
istic S-R model

15
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"Mead's reliancé on the works of John Dewey is evident in his dis-
.cussion of this concept,’ :

. T 16

.

As children we gorthroﬁgh‘a period in which we amﬁse_ourselves by

imitating mother or .father, or the teacher or policeman. This is

the play stage. . - R : -
 The classic example given of the game stage is a baseball game
in-which the defensive player must see his position in relation to

the other eight players on-the field and take their roles into
account when devising action'strate%y. ' :

Caution must be taken‘againsf'perSOnifjiﬂg the "me", It is best .
understood as beingasynonymous with conscience and bound by cultural
As has alréédy been noted, this concept was introduced by W. I
Thomas but Mead located it within the general framework_of theoreti-

-~

cal schema, . c o o

As Natanson points out, one of the major problems that Mead and all

symbolic interactionists faced is how ‘to develop & theory that

takes into account the necessarily subjective quality of the mind

yet describes that quality in terms which can be objectively veri=
* . .

fied (1973; 10). - S -

Y
E



CHAPTER II-

Currently, 'symbolic interactionism can be described as a diverse

“theoretical perspeCtive which embraces many conflictiﬁg interpretations

of Mead and the other seminal thinkers discussed in the prev1ous section.A
- qut of the varlatlon that ex1sts centers around attempts to develop ~

the Meadian 1n1taat1ve.' Due to the fact that Mead died before he had the
0pportun1ty to publish his works, we are dependent on a posthumous salvage
operation for much of our knowledge of the thought of Georée Herbert
Mead,!3 |

The materials availeble for venturing to understand his theory are )
ef three kinds:: first, a not very“large literature ef Mead's ﬁqblished
papers, 1¥ a.valuable collection ef manuscripts and notes, which, as is
natural range widely in 1ength clarity, and subJect natter,l and
thlrdly, collections of notes taken by students in Mead's classes which
have been careful 1y organized into the substance of three volumes!®
(Poloma: 1879; 91). .

As a result ofhall of this, the'conteht of Mead's production is
fragmentary and unsystematic. Much of hhat Mead had to say has Erobably
been lost’or deformed through improper translation., The perspective's
problematic historical roots and the ensuing lack of concise formulation

has given rise to the criticism that symbolic interactionism is unortho-

dox, disordered, incoherent, and deficient in that it does not provide

17
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-fbcuses in on concepts that very few sociologists have serlously con- -

~
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a definitive statement concernlng the basig of human soc1ety.
' In general symbollc interactionism represents an 1nportant histori-

cal. break from tradltlonal macro-structural theorles. Interactlonlsts'

are 1nterested in ana1y21ng 1nd1v1dua1 behavior, as contrasted w1th t?ose

" whose roots lie in ana1y21ng social systems. Its substantlve content

51dered;‘and-thus the perspective can be viewed as being a départure from

‘mainstream sociology.

All the different varieties of symbolié ihteractionism shére the

7 o~

view that human beings construct their Tealities in a process of inter-

dction w1th other humans. The behaV1or of men 15Aseen as stemmlng from
\

a reflectlve and socially derived interpretation, of the 1nterna1 and
ekternal stimuli that are present (Poloma: 1979 100).

Symbolic 1nteract10nlsm has tradltlonally been divided into, two main

~

sectors, the Chicago and Iowa schools However, other recently evolved

FY

.theoretlcal offshoots whlch will be dlscussed in the follow1ng 1nc1ude

dramaturgy and ethnomethodology. The differences amohgst these perspec-

tives reflect the key theoretical issues which form the major points of

~

departure,

The Chicago School

Tﬁe Chicago sehool of éymbolic interactionism continues to be the
approach which the theory in general is idenpified with,” It basically.
represents an att mpt to extrapolate classical Median theory. Herbert
Blumer haslbeen the 501 spokesman for this school Hé was in an
opportune positibn to ass .e thls role due to the fact that he was a

student of Mead's at the Unlver51ty of Chlcago he was a consultant on

N
h
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- Mead's posthumous publéfatioﬁs -an&'thet he taught at'Chicego_uotil 1952

when he moved to the Uqaver51ty of Californla, Berkeley.

The Chlcago school image of man 1is b351ca11y humanlstlc,Aln whlch
" the 1nd1v1dual is viewed as ‘being an active constructor of hlS reallty;
Built into behavior is aﬁ unpredictable, indeterminate'dimepsion; a |
factor whlch has made this theory unpopular.~r |

Advocates of this school of 1nteractlon15m stress that we should

N

Ray attention to the_aetor'é definition ofethe situation and any ensuing
redefinition which may occur as a result of the-actor‘s interpretation
of the reﬁetion—of.others. The demands of others, whether real or o

imagined serves to 1mp1nge upon the potent1a1 avenues of actlon. This,

however, is not to say that they necessarlly 11m1t behavior alternatlves,,

but rather that-they are usually taken into account by the individual
prior to an ovért'act/,\;§51c to their p051t10n is the notlon that study-
1ng overt behaV1or 1tself 15 not enough to ascertain the dynamics of

himan action. Thus, by stressing-the interpretative, evaluative, and

‘defining processes, the Chicago school concentrates extensively upon the

constructed and cﬁangeable nature of interaction;l

_Pefoaos the most obvious feature-of Chicago sociology is its advo-
cacy of a methodology whi;h taps the covert aspect of behavior which
these theorists deem as being vitally important in the formation process

that occurs between the stimulus and the overt act.

They are not dogmatic about any one type of methodology, although

- they show a definite preference for qualitative procedures. . They argue

that we should use any and all of the different tools that we have be-

cause each one of them allows us to tap a little more information which



