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      Lecture 3: The Early Interactionists

Symbolic interactionism found its earliest expressions in the social psychological works of William James, John Dewey, Charles Horton Cooley, W. I. Thomas, and George Herbert Mead. Each of these will be discussed in turn.

   William James (1842-1910), focused on the interrelationship between three concepts: (1)instinct; (2) habit; and (3) self. With regard to the first of these, James stated that an instinct "is usually defined as the faculty of acting in such a way as to produce certain ends, without foresight of the ends, and without previous education in the performance." This provided a link to the physiological nature of humans. Nevertheless, what James referred to as "blind instinct" played only a minor role in his analysis. James tied the social conditioning of instincts to the capability of the human brain to engage in higher mental activities such as memory. While, according to James, many human mental capacities exist because of the large number of instinctive impulses that have been implanted, faculties such as memory enable what was once instinctual behavior to be called to mind again, and thus cease to be blind after being repeated. Indeed, it may be accompanied with foresight as to its end. Thus, the number of instincts characteristic of this species may have little relationship to the complexity of the behavior. 

   In this regard, James added that "most instincts are implanted for the sake of giving rise to habits, and this purpose once accomplished, the instincts themselves, as such, have no raison d'etre in the physical economy, and consequently fade away." Habits, as well, not only arise from past experiences, they serve to shape the direction of original instincts in a way that inhibits them (e.g. selecting out one stimulus in a class for a particular response, instead of all of them). Moreover, James also felt that some instincts could contradict each other, blocking each others' path in their influence on behavior. 

Essentially, James considered instincts to be malleable, and, once given direction by habit, to be less interesting in the overall scheme of things than habit. This view of the plasticity of instinct became reflected in the writings of later interactionists such as Herbert Blumer. 

   With regard to self, James referred to this generally as "the sum total of all that the individual can call his." More specifically, James listed four separate selves (1) material; (2) social (i.e. the self as "known" through "the recognition which he gets from his mates"); (3) spiritual; and (4) pure ego (i.e. the conscious, thinking self as "I" or "knower"). Of these, the social self has been the one influential in the development of symbolic interactionism, particularly the view that it is derived from interaction processes in the social environment. His famous statement on the social self states:

   "Properly speaking, a man has as many social selves as there are individuals who recognize him and carry an image of him in their mind. To wound any one of these images of his, is to wound him. But, as the individuals who carry the images fall naturally into classes, we may practically say that he has as many different social selves as there are distinct groups of persons about whose opinion he cares."

  Interestingly, and consistent with his statement on instinct, James located the origin of the human need to enhance the social self in instinct, but noted that the extent to which this inherent need is actualized depends on an interactive relationship between social stimuli and the subjective aspirations of the individual. He noted that there could not only be conflict between social selves, he proposed that the degree of self esteem enjoyed by any one individual can be represented by the ratio of success (the "objective" social factor) to pretensions (the subjective factor). Accordingly, a person with few pretensions and great success will enjoy high self-esteem; a person with many, conflicting pretensions and little success will not.

   Nevertheless, this was not a socially or instinctively deterministic conception. Indeed, in his critique of Herbert Spencer and the social Darwinists, James pragmatic viewpoint of the active, creative nature of the individual came to the fore, as did the interactive nature of James' theories with respect to the individual-society relationship. For James, human nature was viewed as grounded in the potential creativity of each human being - a creativity that could be actualized only in interaction with others in the social order. This pragmatic influence on James' psychology provided the basis for an image of humanity that was consistent with the developing interactionist perspective.

   John Dewey (1859-1952), a close friend of George Herbert Mead, was a philosopher and psychologist at the University of Chicago who also had a significant impact as an early interactionist.         Philosophically, Dewey was critical of the fact that the experience of philosophizing held little practical value in aiding men and women to meet the ever changing demands upon them in their day to day living. Thus, he set out to reconstruct philosophy with the intention of proposing solutions to the problems of everyday life. According to Dewey, there is no such thing as "pure thought" or "pure reason." While philosophy has ostensibly conducted its labours under the guise of a concern for the problems and conditions of ultimate reality, it has actually been occupied with the study and dissemination of social values - values which are an inextricable part of the social environment out of which any given philosophy emerges (e.g. Aristotelian logic reflects the common sense of a certain group in the period in which it was formulated, but not necessarily the science or common sense of the present). According to Dewey, once the relativity of philosophical systems, as well as the relativity of the problems of philosophy is granted, the reconstruction can begin.

   The resultant position was one which defined humans, their environment, and their thoughts as interrelated aspects of a larger whole. One could not speak of a system of reality separate and distinct from individuals in society, and the individual was seen to play an important role in the perceiving and "conditioning" of the things that s/he consequently "knows." As such, Dewey believed a metaphysics to be impossible (i.e. there can be no knowledge or thinking that precedes the individual as a thinking being, because of the interactional character of all experience in human society).

   In psychology, Dewey was similarly critical of those theories of motivation which ignored the role of social interaction in human behavior. The concept most basic to his thought on the relationship between the individual and the social group is habit. While initially focusing simply on repetition of behavior, Dewey soon came to the view that the conditions which constitute habit lie not in the individual, but in the social order. For example, Dewey attacked the individual-centred sociology of the time which assumed that individuals' habits could be changed by changing the individual, by stressing the need to attend to the interactional influences present in the social order. Similarly, in his classic paper "The Reflex Arc Concept in Psychology," Dewey attacked the dualism of stimulus and response found in the mainstream body of psychology at the time. Focusing on the current idea of sensation as stimulus, Dewey argued that "What the sensation will be in particular at a given time will depend entirely upon the way in which an activity is being used. It has no fixed quality of its own." Hence, Dewey attacked the non- functional conceptualization of the mind as a fixed unit which could be analyzed as structure. Rather, he proposed that the mind be viewed as function, with minded activity extrapolated from adaptive behavior in an ever changing environment. The relationship between the organism and the social environment becomes manifested in the interaction between the mind and the environment. The ultimate effect of this approach was to erase the superimposed boundaries that are conceived to exist internally in the mind and externally in behavior. Activity is seen in terms of the integrated nature of mind, body, and environment.

   Significantly, Dewey felt that it was language that allowed human beings to live a meaningful existence and to conceptualize the ideal in human nature. Language was the vehicle that allowed humans to locate the thoughts, feelings, and beliefs acquired from the social environment into their own selves and the selves of others. In other words, the social development of the mind could take place only through communication.

   Dewey emphasized the practical application of his theories for social reform. He was particularly interested in educational reform, as he felt that a society rich in creativity and individuality could not be realized unless those institutions concerned with the early years of life took on the task of educating individuals to be receptive to the types of changes that would be necessary for such conditions to develop.

   Finally, Dewey's view of society dictated his definition of the social sciences, their methodology, and their picture of social reality. The natural and social sciences differed in terms of the phenomena that are studied. As with philosophy, the defining of the social sciences was to be practicality in the applications of its findings, techniques and procedures to everyday situations confronted by men and women in society. Rather than construct artificial situations and attempt to study phenomena when they occur within these static boundaries, Dewey felt the social scientist should study phenomena through instituting changes into the social body. Only in this way could societal change be studied with reference to the other changes it evoked. Only in this way could sociology achieve scientific status, and, at the same time, justify its worth in a society in need of solutions to the problems of everyday living.

   Charles Horton Cooley (1864-1929) recognized and expanded on the early interactionist understanding of the bases of individual behavior in human society. Unlike many American sociologists of the period, who attempted to approach the study of society from the standpoint of the individual and then to create a social superstructure, Cooley asserted the primacy of group life from the outset. 

   Cooley believed that any valid explanation of human society had to account for two of its unique properties: (1) its organic nature; and (2) its mental nature. With regard to the former. Cooley argued that, as a structure, societies took on the nature of an organism, such that, in his words, "it is a vast tissue of reciprocal activity, differentiated into innumerable systems..." However, Cooley emphasized that as a social organization, society must be seen as existing in the minds of the particular individuals constituting the social unit, and this was what makes society real to its members. There is in fact no "mind" of society, but many different minds that exist through a sharing of expectations and patterns of behavior, thereby providing the "glue" which holds the larger social organization together. Ultimately, Cooley saw the role of interaction as that of a mediating bond between interdependent social environments and individuals. 

   Because of this interdependence, and the possibility of differing interpretations of the social contexts under study, Cooley felt that the social scientist must continually guard against placing his or her interpretations of social phenomena "on top of" the interpretations that are lived as part of the social experience by the participants in the behavior. Thus, Cooley urged the adoption of a methodology that he labelled "sympathetic introspection," a methodology that did not settle for observations of external behavior, but attempted to tap the meaning and interpretations of the participants themselves. According to Cooley, intelligent social planning rested on this principle.

   Cooley's expression of this general perspective involved the initial delineation of certain concepts which have become indispensable to the interactionist tradition. Of these, three stand out: (1) the primary group; (2) human nature; and (3) the looking glass self. In Cooley's thought, these concept share a triadic relationship, and cannot really be properly understood except with reference to each other.

   Primary groups, according to Cooley, are those characterized by intimate face to face association and cooperation (e.g. the family). They are fundamental in forming the social nature of the ideals of individuals, the development of a feeling that Cooley describes as "we." The individual in such groups comes to identify him/herself as an indispensable part of a larger unit, a microcosm of the larger society. The essential ingredient here is not harmony, but a sharing of expectations in a dialectic of personal growth. In such groups the individual develops his/her first contacts with the larger society, and it is these groups that maintain a stronger grip on the individual's feelings and attention over time. Indeed, Cooley notes that it is not at all uncharacteristic for an individual's feelings and sense of worth to be taken directly from such a group.

   Cooley asserts that human nature, secondly, exists on three different levels: (1) strictly hereditary (e.g. family traits); (2) in terms of a relatively stable biological nature that is modified slowly over time in the evolutionary process; and (3) a nature that is more social in nature. It is the latter of these that develops within primary groups. This is the human nature that is characterized by both the acquisition of ethical standards and the development of a sense of self that reflects the definitions of society as interpreted by the primary groups. At this level human nature is most flexible, plastic, and susceptible to social influences in a dialectic of personal growth. 

   Cooley's third concept, the looking glass self, is based upon the distinguishing mark of the human child at birth: its tremendous capacity for social learning. Social experiences, as mediated through primary groups, begin to shape the child into a moral entity and give a particular direction to the development of the self-concept.  While there are certain overriding expectations, patterns of behavior, values, etc. which are dictated by the society at large, their influence upon the individual is, for the most part, tempered by the early primary groups. According to Cooley, the actual feeling of a sense of self appears to develop parallel to a feeling of power and control by the child, who soon learns the ways in which one can manipulate the social and physical environment. Eventually, the self becomes lodged in one's life experiences through the development of an individual identity. This identity is obtained when the child becomes aware of the fact that the picture of who s/he is reflects the imaginations of others concerning him/her. In Cooley's words, commenting on a child's rhyme: 

"Each to each a looking glass, reflects the other that doth path. As we see our face, figure, and dress in the glass, and are interested in them because they are ours, and pleased or otherwise with them according as they do or do not answer to what we should like them to be; so in imagination we perceive in another's mind some thought of our appearance , manners, aims, deeds, character, friends, and so on, and are variously affected by it. A self idea of this sort seems to have three principal elements: the imagination of our appearance to the other person; the imagination of his judgement of that appearance, and some sort of self- feeling, such as pride or mortification."

   In addition to the triadic relationship between his three major concepts, it must be noted that there was a close relationship between Cooley's perspective on society and the pragmatic tradition of which he was part. Cooley, like other early interactionists, was of the view that his theory of individual and social behavior could be applied to the society from which it derived for use in intelligent social planning. Indeed, criticisms of the "romanticism" of Cooley's work miss his point that, in a rapidly changing society, in order for the sense of self to continue with reference to the larger social order, it is necessary that new primary groups develop that can nourish the changing self. According to Cooley, the problems of modern development are inextricably bound up with the lack of recognition of the plasticity of human nature.  

   W.I. Thomas (1863-1947) represents, perhaps better than the works of any of the other early interactionists, the attempt to find a theory of motivation that mediated between the individual and social sources of behavior. Moreover, in contrast with Cooley, with his interest in the genesis of the self in children and the role of society in providing the framework for such development, who was lead to emphasize the cooperative features of the individual-society relationship, Thomas focused on the effect of social change and societal disorganization on the adult personality. As such, he was led to pay particular attention to those conflicting features of the environment that pressured individuals to reconceptualize developed selves.

   Thomas' position on motivation developed gradually over time, and is characterized by a move away from a primarily biological, individualistic orientation to a later focus on the socially-mediated subjective element in the individual's psychology overriding what he then saw as a plastic inborn nature. For example, in 1896, Thomas first posited food and sex as the most basic motivational elements in humans. Next, in 1907, he asserted organic differences between men and women to be the primary motivational factor, often conflicting with cultural and social norms. In these early works Thomas, like many thinkers at the time, patterned his theory of behavior after a search for irreducible "facts" of motivation. Once these were found, an understanding of society would follow through tracing their manifestations in the social order.

   By 1923, Thomas' work had evolved to the point where he attempted to combine the social and biological bases of behavior into a singe concept for the explanation of motivation: the wishes. Thomas defined wishes as forces which impel towards action, but not as the causes of behavior. Rather, Thomas saw these as factors which sensitize the individual to a stimulus and quicken its response. This conception takes into account both the individual and social factors of behavior. Thomas considered that each of these wishes, which could only be satisfied in society, derived from experience with conscious regulation of one or more inherited affective dispositions. He felt, for example, that wishes for new experience and security came, respectively, from  dispositions of curiosity and fear. Similarly, wishes for response and recognition "apparently merge from love." Through behavior that is under the direction of the wishes, human beings develop habits which persist until something happens to change the behavior or force a modification of the course it has been taking. Thomas called such an event a "crisis," something which disrupts habits by redirecting the attention that formerly had been focused there by the individual or the group. By meeting the new needs that are defined in terms of the crisis, individuals and groups exert control over the situation. Afterwards, they lapse into a state of disinterestedness until another disturbance of habit occurs. 

   Significantly, by this point Thomas asserted that the methods by which the individual is able to control crises are provided by the society of which he or she is a member. Thus, the conditions of the phenomena are given in the social order and, in combination with the individual, act to provide an adjustment to the situation. Thomas felt that by studying the processes surrounding crises, social scientists consider the interrelatedness between the individual and the social group. By this point, Thomas saw social factors as more and more important in his theory of motivation.

   This trend away from biological explanations culminates in Thomas' concept of the "definition of the situation." This centres around what he termed the "as if" behavior of men and women in human society. According to Thomas, individuals always act in an "as if" fashion. Individuals and groups define the paths of contemplated behavior on the basis of what they think will result if they follow one path and not another. This deliberation prior to any self-determined form of behavior he termed "the definition of the situation" (e.g. the traditional Russian Mir in which a criminal is judged by the community). In Thomas' famous words: "If men define situations as real, they are real in their consequences." According to Thomas, "facts do not have a uniform existence apart from the persons who observe and interpret them. Rather, the 'real' facts are the ways in which different people come to define situations." Attitudes and values play a key role here, and continually evolve in interaction with individual consciousness. Thus, according to Thomas, a methodology appropriate to studying the motivation of human behavior must aim at tapping both social values and individual attitudes - which are counterparts of each other in the dialectically evolving matrix of human behavior.

   George Herbert Mead (1863-1931), published no books during his lifetime, but has become one of the best known sociologists through posthumous collections of his lectures. 

   To begin with, Mead used the evolutionary perspective to focus on that point on the evolutionary continuum where humans became differentiated from the rest of the animal kingdom. The underlying basis for his theories regarding the genesis of the self and the role of society and the mind in human behavior evolve out of his working within such a phylogenetic framework. This perspective, closely linked with Bergson's theory of emergence, established the paths upon which his theories developed. Added to this was Mead's early work on educational reform, growing out of the pragmatic tradition, suggesting that children do not develop a social nature through learning, rather learning presupposes a social nature.

   Mead constructed a functional theory of the mind that is similar in all important respects to the approach of Dewey. Hence, in his view, the mind is an instrument which finds its reality in behavioral manifestations. It exists not as structure but in conduct that is "not confined to the individual much less located in the brain." Significance belongs to things in their relationships to individuals, not in processes that are enclosed within individuals. Essentially, the mind is a tool which seeks an adjustive relationship between the individual and his/her environment. In doing so, the mind is selective, using previous experience to determine the nature of the stimulus attended to. Consciousness must be looked at in terms of its objects, and the relation of these objects, in a social context, to conduct.

   This relocation of the psychology of the mind into the social environment and away from the individual is based upon Mead's introduction of a theory which attempts to account for the growth of the mind. Influenced by Wundt's concept of the gesture, but critical of his presupposition of the existence of individual minds in the origin of society, Mead argued that minds develop out of, and are part of a social process that is already present. The origin of the human mind is explained with reference to extant interaction and communication processes. Nevertheless, while Mead viewed the mind as emerging out of social interaction, he felt that its high level of development among humans depends on a condition that represents a synthesis of their biological, psychological, and sociological nature. This process, the "turning back of the experience of the individual upon himself," he termed reflexiveness. 

   In this context, Mead considered thought itself a pragmatic endeavour, and stated that "all analytic thought commences with the presence of problems.” In the mental process of solving problems, perception functions as a mediating experience for the individual in the relationship between himself/herself and the social environment. Both thinking and perceiving have instrumental, pragmatic value such that "every perceived thing is in so far as perceived a recognized means to a possible end. Again, Mead traced this perceptual ability of humans to differentiations in the evolutionary continuum.

   This practical instrumentality of human behavior at the covert level of thought and perception is parallelled overtly in "the act," which Mead considered the fundamental unit of social behavior. According to Mead, the act is a self-contained behavioral process that incorporates the conditions for its genesis and outcome within the process itself. He states that the act is "a stimulus and response on the basis of an inner condition which sensitizes the system to the stimulus and quickens the response." This "inner condition" originates within the person and then unfolds into the social world where it becomes manifested in social behavior. 

   According to Mead, the act can be initiated at the social level by a gesture, such as a wave from a friend, which outlines the behavior which is to follow. At the individual level, the act begins as an impulse, such as hunger - indicative of Mead's insistence on the fact that any adequate explanation of motivation had to account for the biological as well as the social heritage of humanity. Regardless of whether the initiation of the act is a gesture or an impulse, however, three further stages follow: The social individual perceives either the gesture or the impulse through his or her cultural framework of appropriateness and preference; he or she manipulates by taking some form of action such as responding appropriately to the gesture or leading to satisfaction of the hunger impulse; and consummates the act by either eating or continuing to interact, as the case may be. Of course, different responses to the stimulus can give the act, and the ensuing series of acts within an interaction, a different trajectory (e.g. an unfriendly response to the wave). 

   Acts are accumulative in interaction, according to Mead, and do not occur in isolated bits and pieces with no reference to the past or future happenings of our lives. Rather, our perceptions, acts, and responses are continually built upon those that are present in our social repertory at any one time. Moreover, what the environment provides in the sense of meaningful conditions for the direction of the act depends upon the selectivity of the organism, as well as the human ability to place oneself in the place of others and share, to some degree, in their experience (i.e. to arouse the activity in himself which he arouses in the other). For Mead, then, social conduct becomes that which is mediated by the stimulations of others, which lead to responses which again affect these other forms. Society represents the macrocosm of all those processes involved in thought, perception, and the interaction of two individuals.

   Significantly, Mead related the act to language, and asserted that speech arises out of cooperative activities such as those involved in sex, parenthood, fighting, herding, and the like, in which some phase of the act of one form acts as a stimulus to others to carry on their parts of the social acts. Vocal gestures and the behavior that is linked to them in human societies provide the basis for symbolic interaction. This is because, according to Mead, vocal gestures in the form of symbols are "nothing but a stimulus whose response is given in advance." Reasoning power in humans, as manifested in individual and social behavior, involves references to the relationships between things through the use of the symbols that are learned in interaction in a particular society. "No individual which has not come into the use of such symbols is rational. A system of these symbols is language." The establishment of social control and cooperation, which is necessary for the survival of society, depends on the extent to which individuals in society are able to assume, symbolically, the attitudes of others who are involved with them in a common endeavour.

   Next, it is important to examine Mead's philosophy of the present, as this is what enables him to establish the principle that humans, through their simultaneous existence in two systems of reality, act as both determiners and determined. In Mead's view, persons both control and are controlled simultaneously by their environments. Change may be progressive and orderly, but it may also involve radical, novel differences that emerge in interaction. Within this context, time itself is considered in qualitative, not quantitative terms, and is always linked to the present event or interaction. The present becomes the seat of reality, such that "the past is not a fixed condition of a structured time period, but may vary in accordance with any particular present." Similarly, Mead writes "the world that comes to us from the past possesses and controls us. We possess and control the world that we discover and invent." Reality is situated within emergent process where the individual "belongs to a system which determines him in part, and at the same time to a system which he determines."

   Finally, it is important to consider Mead's theory of the self. He states that the appearance of the self is antedated by the tendencies to take the attitude of others. According to Mead, the self development processes in children are characterized by two general stages. Play, first of all, is characterized by spontaneity on the part of the child - non determinacy. Its importance rests with the part it plays in enabling the development of elementary role-taking. Secondly, games result from an internalization of the roles of others. In this sense, games represent a shift from a non-determinate system to a determined one. In the first process the individual self is constituted simply by an organization of the particular attitudes of other individuals towards himself/herself and towards one another in the specific social acts in which he or she participates with them. Without games, an individual could never reach the goal of becoming an object to himself as a whole until he could enter into a larger system within which he could play various roles (e.g. baseball). Ultimately, the self becomes individually incorporated through having assumed the generalized attitude of a member of the group to which the self belongs, a group that widens until it takes in all rational individuals (i.e. all individuals who could indicate to one another universal characters and objects in cooperative activity).

   This fully formed self is composed of two component processes: the "I" and the "me." These represent internalized dual systems of non-determinacy (the "I"), and determinacy (the "me.") Much controversy swirls around exactly what Mead meant by the "I," and this will be discussed in a later lecture as it bears heavily on the development of differing schools of thought among later symbolic interactionists.

      

        
  
     Defining Characteristics of Early Interactionism:
   There are a number of important factors to consider about the early interactionists above. First and foremost, they were working in a period during which early American sociology was caught up in an essentially individualistic orientation with respect to the way in which the motivation of behavior was perceived. The early interactionists differed with respect to the ways in which they defined social and human motivation. The former group advocated a view of the individual-society relationship that differed little from the contract theorists, where the social element was seen as evolving from the individual (e.g. social problems). In contrast, a key defining characteristic of the early interactionists was a concern with the role of group factors as important elements for understanding behavior. Individuals in human society were not seen as units motivated by internal or external forces beyond their control, or within the confines of a more or less fixed structure, they were seen as reflective, interacting units which comprise the societal entity. The group, comprising in interaction a unity between the individual and society, was made the focal centre, and if one wished to understand why an individual behaved in the manner that s/he did, one had to look to the social environment for the conditions of social interactions. 

   There are three implications regarding this type of conceptualization. First, the interpretive element is introduced into behavior at the human level. 

   Second, unlike the early American sociologists operating from an individualistic perspective, an explanation of the genesis of the social self becomes possible (i.e. a communicative, meaningful process whereby the individual is able to incorporate others into his/her mind in order to learn to act towards him/herself as towards others). 

   Finally, this conceptualization enabled the incorporation of the notion of emergence in the individual-society relationship, effectively ruling out theories of extreme determinism by either groups (e.g. oversocialized, organicist conceptions) or individual characters (e.g. instinct theories of motivation). For the first time, the individual and society were seen as "overlapping" units, as "two sides of the same coin." Under the older, individualistic view, the relationship was seen as one of tension. For the most part, the maladjustment of individuals in the social order were traced to an unnatural suppression of the inherent tendencies in men and women. It was as if the individual and society were two separate and discrete units with opposing needs. Each was considered to be independent of the other, and each had an inherent tendency towards action which was diametrically opposed to the other. 

   This older view grew out of the biologically conceived organicism of Herbert Spencer, in which individuals were considered to be engulfed by the organism of society in such a way as to preclude the individual injection of creativity into the social order. By viewing the organic nature of society as a replication of the biological organism, individuals were perceived as caught up in a web of forces over which they had no control. The early interactionists attacked this as a "false organicism," preferring to think organically only in the sense of functional interaction processes, not structure.

   The second major defining characteristic of the early interactionists was a concern for the development of self and personality, coupled with a recognition that the biological factor in human beings must be dealt with by any valid theory of motivation. The early American sociologists, operating within an individualistic perspective, explicitly located motivation within the individual in the form of instincts. Stressing the dualism between the individual and society, they conceived of the role of the group as hindering nature. The early interactionists, in contrast, focused on the concept of impulses. These differ in that they can only achieve satisfaction within the bounds of what is called human society. Impulses, as used by the early interactionists, are defined by their undifferentiated nature. Expressed in activity, nothing specific was given in the behavior itself in order to assure a particular type of end for satisfaction. Rather, these innate tendencies, in the form of undifferentiated activity, had their ends defined by culture. The result was a unique theory combining the biological and social nature of human beings. Membership in a social group was predicated as a prerequisite for the realization of biological potential, for this is the only way that these undifferentiated activities can take on meaning for oneself and other members of society.

   The third defining characteristic of early interactionism lies in the meaning of the term "symbolic behavior." The important point emphasized by the early interactionists was the means by which human beings communicated. Language was important, but so was communication by means of non-vocal gestures among members of the same social order. As the boundaries of the group were seen as delimited through the mental constructs acquired and held by its members, represented in the values, norms and institutions as interpreted by the individual, this fundamentally altered both the concepts of motivation and society. Viewing society as held together by shared meanings allowed for the differentiation of society into several smaller groups, each with a degree of motivational influence depending on the position it occupied in an individual's hierarchy of mental constructs. As a more differentiated concept of the social group developed, the units of motivation were recognized to exist at different levels outside of the human organism, which only become sufficient when interpreted as being meaningful with reference to an immediate situation.

   The final defining characteristic of early interactionism is found in the nature of the research that it generated in American sociology. Few sociologists recognize the role this theory played in the development and establishment of the concept of "group" in the discipline and the decline of theories based upon an individual-generated perspective. Its success along these lines can be measured by the paucity of attention directed towards these aspects of the theory today. Now, few if any in sociology question either the importance of the group as a factor in the motivation of behavior or that the sources of motivation do not reside in instincts. What finds, instead, is that the vast majority of the later attempts to test aspects of the theory have dealt with the concepts of self, identity, role and role-taking, and reference groups. Indeed, there has been an increase in interest in these concepts throughout this century. The early formulations of interactionism provided the basis for each of these subsequent developments. 

   In the next class, we will begin examining various schools of thought within symbolic interactionism, beginning with the Chicago and Iowa Schools.
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