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MIND, SELF AND SOCIETY

George Herbert Mead was born in South Hadley,
Massachusetts, in 1863. His formal education took him
from Oberlin College to Harvard, Leipzig and Berlin.

Mead taught at Michigan for a few years and went to the
University of Chicago in 1893 where he remained until
his death in 1931.

As a philcsopher Mead was a pragmatist; as a
scientist he was a social psychologist,1 In neither
field did he'sharé the guality of systematic thinking
associated with men like Deﬁey or Cooley. Mead's publi-
cations were restricted to the journals of his profession.
After his death his unpublished manuscripts, lectures and
notes were collected, edited and published in four volumes.
The first to be published, despite its being the last to

be written, was The Philosophy of the Present (hereafter: PP).

This consists of the Carus Lectures which Mead presented at
Berkeley three weeks before his death. It is supplemented
by a few previously published articles. The next volume to

be published was Mind, Self, and Society (hereafter: MSS).




This is made up of sets of student notes from Mead's
course in Social Psychology which he gave at Chicago
from 1900 until the year of his death.

The next volume to be published was The Movements

of Thought in the Nineteenth Century (hereafter: MT).

This was also made up of student notes and unpublished
manuscripts. It represents Mead's view of the history
of ideas. The last volume was published in 1938 as

The Philosophy of the Act (hereafter: PA). This volume

represents Mead's pragmatism as formulated over the last
ten or fifteen years of his life.2 It is obvious from
this sketch that the order of publication is independent
of the order of composition. Intellectually the chrono-
logical order of Mead's life would be : MSS, PA, and PP.
MT has been left out of this scheme because the view of
history expressed in that work is covered by PA and PP.

MSS appears first on the list - yet it is based
on notes taken as late as 1930. This placement is justified
because of the general nature of undergraduate courses and a
teacher's responsibility to students. Mead was constantly
revising his lectures to include recent experimental findings
as well as the refinements of his own thought. Considerations
to a theory of mind or self which are outside the field of

social psychology could not be included in such a course.

The lectures stick to the level of the audience as well as

to the general confines of social psychology.



MSS is Mead's atﬁempt to "show that mind and the
self are without residue social emergents; and that
language, in the form of a vocal gesture, provides the
mechanism for their emergence.’“3 For Mead mind evolves
in a social context. Previous psychologies, such as
those of Tarde, Baldwin and Wundt, cannot explain the
origin of mind within the framework of observable
behaviour.4 All of these views assume that mind is
necessary for the inception of a social process. Mead
disagrees with this kind of analysis because they are
attempting to explain the evolution of mind in a social
context and, at the same time, they are asserting that
the social context is only possible because there are minds.
A further reason why Mead rejects these psychologies is
that they have not shown how those aspects of mind which
they claim have evolved in a social manner could have
been socially initiated.

Mead refers to his social psychology as social
behaviourism. He does this for a number of reasons. In
the first place, Mead feels that no clear line can be
drawn between individual and social psychology. The
particular analysis of social psychology is concerned
with the origins of the self, of mind and of individual
consciousness. Individual psychology "abstracts certain

factors from the situation with which social psychology



deals more nearly in its concrete reality.”5 Mead wishes

to maintain the behaviouristic approach because behaviourism
for Mead is "simply an approach to the study of the ex-
perience of the individual from the point of view of his
conduct, particularly, but not exclusively, the conduct

as it is observable by others,”6

To clear the ground for his own methodology Mead
begins MSS with a criticism of the dominant force in
psychology in his day -~ Watson and his behaviourism.

Mead has no quarrel with the Watsonians so long as they
keep to their original field of investigation, that of
animal psychology. Animal psychology had long ago

dropped any reference to consciousness on the grounds

that it was not testable. The pre-~Watsonians who adapted
this model of investigation to human psychology had also
omitted the reference to consciousness. Watson, however,
wéht a step further and removed the reference to the entire
introspective field of private subjective experience within
the individual.’

Watson argues that thought is actually subcutaneous
speech. Thought, word, symbol and vocal gesture are all
synonomous terms for Watson. Words become associated with
things and our responses to the things of our language is

thought. There is an interaction between the word and that



which the word represents; this interaction becomes a
conditioned reflex. When our responses have become con-
ditioned in this manner the word is sufficient to evoke
the action which has become associated with it. Aall
phenomena must be reduced to the terminology of the
conditioned reflex. What cannct be so reduced, such
as mind, consciousness or introspection, is denied.
Denied, not just as an explanation of behaviour but as
existing in any sense. What Mead argued at this point
is that though it is impossible to reduce mind, e.g.,
to behaviouristic terms, this does not rule out the
possibility of explaining mind in those terms. Mead
is arguing that mind or consciousness can be shown to
be functioning.8 |

Mead has many specific criticisms of Watson in

2 but I will only concern myself

the first section of MSS,
with his most important criticism as it is the one which
most directly introduces Mead's own theories and methodology.
Mead's major criticism of Watson grew out of Mead's
understanding of John Dewey's work Psychology. In this

work Dewey was arguing against the prevailing theoretical
orientation in psychology before the turn of the century.
This orientation was 'elementalism' and its "psychological

10

counterpart, reflexism." Dewey rejected this analysis



because "the reflex arc is not a comprehensive, or organic
unity, but a patchwork of disjointed parts, a mechanical
conjunction or unallied process."11 Dewey corrects this
view of the stimulus-response problem by showing that
"sensory stimulus, control connections and motor responses
shall be viewed, not as separate and complete entities in
themselves, but as divisions of labor, functioning factors,
within the single concrete whole, now designated the

reflex arc."12

Instead of treating the reflex arc, or
the stimulus-response mechanism, as a series of technical
unrelated sub-acts, bewey is seeking the mechanism of the
coordination of the act as a unitary function.

In filling this view out, Dewey denies the possibility
of experientially making a radical distinction between the
stimulus and the response. The "response is necessary to
constitute the stimulus..."13 A response is a mediation
of a stimulus. Considered from the point of view of ex-
perience Dewey is saying that our conduct in the world is
that of a unified actor and that any explanation of that
conduct must be able to explain the unity of action. The
model of an arc is not appropriate for the explanation of
the responses of a minded organism. Dewey's model is that
of "a circuit, not an arc or broken segment of a circle.“14
Dewey is saying that the distinction between stimulus and

response is a functional or teleological distinction and

not an existential or ontological distinction. A response



is an interpretation of a stimulus. Response is a process
whereby organisms structure or organize experience and
their behaviour "with reference to reaching or maintaining
an end."15

Mead, following Dewey, criticizes Watson on the
grounds that the mechanistic conception of response to
stimuli is inadequate to explain the majority of human
actions. That is, a mechanistic model can offer explana-
tions only in a very limited number of situations. For
example, habitual behaviour or the behaviour of a company
of soldiers can be explained under this model but the
conditioning model cannot explain the inception of the
habit nor the origins of the commands to which the troops
are mechanically responding. For Mead, responses are
always adjustive. This is to say that stimuli always
require interpretation. The total field of sensuous
stimulation is always much greater than the actual aspect
of the field to which a response is made. This selective
element of a response changes the nature of the stimulus.
Responses have to be seen on an interactionist model and
not on a mechanical model which has an isomorphic corres-
pondence between stimulus and response. The environment is
affected and changed by the response just as much as the

organism is affected by the stimulus.



Watson's model is a simple S ~ R determination.
Mead's model is more like this 2 S -{(r - s)- R. The capital
S and R are the same as Watson's from the point of view of
an observer but for Mead the original S is interpreted {small
r} and this interpretation changes the nature of the S (hence
changing the environment for the organism). It is the inter-
preted S which leads to action (R). Mead is holding that
Watson's model does not require an actor, i.e., we can
mechanistically stimulate all possible responses without
reference to the organism. Mead rejects this completely
by holding that the interpretation is relative to the needs
or the interests of the organism being stimulated. To put
this another way, which will be clarified in greater detail
later in the paper, for Mead minded organisms have a
history - indeed, in Mead's extended sense of history,
minded organisms are their history. Watson's conception
of mind makes history irrelevant. For Watson, the con-
ditioning process occurred in time but time is essentially
irrelevant to the conditioning process. For Mead, as we
shall see, the notion of temporality is crucial to the
genesis of the self.

Mead is asking for the conditions within which the

16

experience of the individual arises. The key mechanism

allowing for the development of mind and self is language.



Language "has to be studied from the point of view of the
gestural type of conduct within which it existed without
being as such a definite language. 2And we have to see how
the communicative function could have arisen out of that

17 The basic. form of all communica-—

prior sort of conduct. ®
tion is gesture. For animals this is their only form of
communication. Mead's famous example is that of a dog
fight. In this example one animal recognizes the intention
or attitude of the other. Each movement of one animal
serves as a stimulus to which the other animal responds.

Mead calls this a 'conversation of gestures. No assump-

tion of consciousness or of reflection is necessary for

such a conversation. Any action which one individual

performs and which another individual takes to be a

stimulus requiring a response is a gesture.18
What is lacking in the conversation of gestures to

gualify it as a language is the objective basis of secure

or sharable meanings. That 1s, a gesture by A need not

communicate anything to B except what B happened to take

the gesture as signifying. But the significant point

about gestures is that they are the original and rudimentary

form of all social acts. They do not require consciousness.

All they require is the ability to make a response which

adjusts the behaviour of one animal to the gesture of

another.19 Objective communication is impossible until
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A's gesture can arouse the same response in B as it was
intended to arouse by A. For Mead, it is the vocal gesture
that makes this possible.

Mead holds that the unigue role of the vocal gesture,
in the gehesis of the self, is that it alone among gestures
is 'observable® or accessible to both parties of the
'conversation'. We cannot see our hands and shoulders in
gesturing, we cannot see our facial movements in conver-—
sation, we cannot observe their interplay in an argument,
but we can hear the inflection of tone, the pitch and the
timbre of our vocal gestures. This is not to say that we
can necessarily hear cur vocal gestures with the ears of
the other party but vocal gesture is the first form of
conversation in which the possibility exists for objective
communication. In vdcal gestures, becauée A can observe
the gesture, along with B, the possibility exists for the
establishment of the identity of what is being communicated
and what is being received in the communication.

Vocal gestures are of course signs for things in the
world, at least they were with respect to origins. 1In
later stages of development these signs became symbols, i.e.,
they were no longer tied down to the presence of the things
being vocalized. When the vocal gesture of A serves as a
stimulus for A as well as a stimulus for B's response, that

defines the relation as a significant gesture. It is no
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longer & simple gesture because, i1if there is to be communi-
cation, the response can no longer be arbitrary. The
tendency of A to respond to his vocal gesture in the same
way as B will respond or tends to respond presupposes a
common social (shared) mode of behaviour. This common
element, this element which serves to create an identity
between the two responses (A's and B's) is meaning. The
meaning is independent of the thing itself but is dependent
on shared common forms of action.

Meaning is a triadic relationship. Meaning is the
cement which holds a social act together from the inception
of the shared activity through the original stimulus and the
later stages of the act. By act and social act I do not
mean elaborate or overly complicated sets of behaviour.

A social act is simply one in which more than one individual
is implicated and the implication need not require physical
presence. Thus, the buying of a gift is a social act, as

is the offering of a chair to another person. Meaning does
not require consciousness but it does require some objective
shared characteristic. Mead calls this common characteristic,
attitudes. Attitudes are the beginnings of acts.20 They are
the socially conditioned dispositions which have accompanied
our learning of a language and the way of life involved in
that language. That is, attitudes are the behavioural disposi-
tions correlated to meanings. Attitudes are the functional

equivalent of ideas.zl
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For Mead there are physiological counterparts to
his psychology. Mead's parallelism is much broader than
the associationistic model which had dominated psychology
since Hume.22 His is designed to account for the dynamic
forms of experience. Mead sees parallelism as the "attempt
to find analogues between action and experienced contents."23
Answering to attitudes are pathways of the central
nervous system. What Mead is doing is to analogize from
the reflex pathways such as the knee-jerk reflex to the vast
complexity of the central nervous system itself. He holds
that attitudes or ideas are represented in the central ner-
vous system's pathways just as the physiological functions
are represented. He is attempting to find some physiclogical
mechanism which will allow him to reintroduce consciousness
into psychology without violating his behaviouristic demands.
I think that Mead felt constrained to do this because of
the power of the Watsonian influence in psychology. Another,
and more important reason, goes back to Dewey and his work.
In order to have a circuit as opposed to an arc there
must be more than just a spatial dimension to the physical
system itself. It must also have a temporal dimension. I
am holding that Mead himself was never very clear on his

parallelism. He was never sure how far he wished to go to

keep within a rigorous scientific, i.e., empirical account
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of behaviour. What he was searching for were functional
equivalents which conceivably could account for his
psychology. The notion of habits plays a great role in
his thought and hence he needs a way of accounting for
the past within present conduct. Mead writes:
The past that is in our present experience is
there because of the central nervous system
in relation to the rest of the organism...
The past must be found in the present world.
From the standpoint of behavioristic psycho-
logy we pick out the central nervous system only
because it is that which is the immediate
mechanism through which our organism operates
in bringing the past to operate on the present.
If we want to understand the way in which an
organism responds to a certain situation which
has a past, we have to get into the effects of
the past actions on that organism which have

been left in the central nervous system. There
is no guestion about that fact.

The main reason for my wishing to emphasize this passage
is that it is so uncharacteristic of Mead. In other places
when Mead talks of facts he presents some. Here he does
not. The whole tone of the passage is more like a man who
is trying to convince himself than the reader. But I think
that all that Mead is unsure of is the exact mechanism for
this process. What he is convinced of is that the central
nervous system has a temporal dimension of some sort which
allows for the inhibition of present conduct.

Consciousness is a response to a problematic situation.

When habitual behaviour becomes inadequate to deal with a
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presént situation, when new meanings are being indicated

in a situation or when a novel experience is encountered

we then become conscious of the symbols we are using,

the signs we are indicating and the objects around us.

Until a present course of action is thwarted we are not

conscious for Mead. Consciousness is a response which

allows for an adjustment of behaﬁiour, The inhibition

of conduct occurs at a point in time after an act has

been initiated. It is the temporal dimension of the central

nervous system which allows for the earlier stages of the

act to be retained as the objects of thought or conscious-

ness while we think through possible modes of the con-

tinuation of the conduct. Hence consciousness is func-

tional for Mead and not substantive.25
The brain has the mechanism for achieving conscious-

ness but consciousness itself is a part of the human en-

vironment. Our mode of experiencing the environment is

as much a part of the environment as the actual physical

objects within the environment. There is no food in

nature except in so far as there exists an organism which

can use those objects as food. In the same way there are

no problematical situations in the environment except

relative to an organism which has interests and needs

such that the environment becomes problematical. But
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relative to that organism the environment itself is
problematical.

Mead sees consciousness as the response to situations
and as the mechanism for the possibility of the control of
conduct in a mode unigue to man and fundamentally different
from the trial and error method of control used by animals.
Consciousness is not only aware of the actual inhibitory
elements of the enwvironment but it holds the inhibition
up to a standard, i.e., the interest or need which
initiated the action in the first place.

The physiological basis for Mead's parallelism is
the distinction between motor processes and sensory
processes. Motor processes are non-conscious; sensory
processes are conscious. The sensory processes select
courses of action which are given by the alternative
modes available in the motor processes. For example, we
lose the keys to our car. We pause and trxry to think of
where they can be. We focus our attention on our day.

We look intoc the car and see the keys still in the ignition.
We look to see if the window is cracked a little, if it

is we look for a long thin object. If it isn't we may

have to break the window. We look for a heavy object.

In all of these processes there is an interest or a pur-

pose held firmly in mind. This interest dictates to our
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sensory processes a criterion which they then attend to

on the basis of the possibilities available to them from

the motor processes. The sensory processes inform us

that our fingers cannot get through that tiny crack in the

window. This initiates the process of reflection seeking

similar classes of experience which correspond to a

pathway or attitude within the motor processes.
Consciousness of the situation is initiated when

the standard motor processes are no longer adequate in

their performance. In other woxrds, when action can no

longer be habitual, the response to that situation by a

minded organism is called conscious. Consciousness is

a selective mechanism; selection is "sensitizing the organ

26 . . .
Consciousness selects contents within

to stimuli..."
experience; consciousness makes certain contents acces-
sible to ﬁhe individual. 1In so doing, an observer is
also given access to the contents of consciousness.

This selective function of consciousness leads
tc Mead's thedry of universals. A particular object is
called a social object by Mead if two or more individuals
may implicate that object, i.e., use it identically,

27 The capacity of more than one individual

within an act.
to share identical attitudes toward the same object makes

that object a social object. Consciousness functions to
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isolate those characteristics of objects which are useful
in a particular situation. Behaviouristically, conscious-
ness has its origin in the same processes which give rise
to universals.

Any object or aspect of an object which will satis-
fy a need without necessarily corresponding to present

28 Methodologically it

objects is a universal for Mead.
is the task of behaviourism to account for conduct from

the point of view of observed responses. Mead is arguing
that we are not stimulated by a particular when our responses
can be called conscicus, i.e., when the individual is
operating in a problematical situation and not in a habitual
one., Universéls are responses just as consciousness is a
response. But just as the mechanism for consciousness is
always present so the mechanism for universals is always
present in the symbols of language. The symbolic nature

of language and the temporal dimension of the nervous system
allow abstractions to be entertained and held while a
process of thinking or selective observation is going on.

We always think in universals because thought arises in

the inhibition of conduct.29 Mead is trying to account

for universals within his behaviouristic orientation. He
does this by seeing the stimuli as a particular which
inhibits conduct and the response to the inhibition as

the universal. In the inhibition a solution is sought for

the problem. This search is reflection and involves the
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active attending to memory and the present field of percep-
tion for any kind of a solution to the problem. In my
example on p. 11, we do not look for the key to the car
but we lock for something which is key-like, something
which will serve to open the car. We are seeking a par-
ticular solution to a particular problem but our response
involves abstract, general aspects of the situation which
are what Mead calls universals. Thought also shares the
characteristic of so much of Mead's thinking, that of
being adjustive. Thought is a process of adjusting needs

to situations.
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MIND, SELF, AND SOCIETY: THE SELF

As language is necessary for the emergence of mind,
so it is‘necessary for the emergence of a self. Mind
emerged as the mechanism which allowed an adjustive response
based on the meaning of social acts. Language functions
to indicate characters of objects which can be meaningfully
communicated and acted toward with reference to the field
of cooperative behaviour. Self, like mind, has a history.
Neither :is within the individual at birth: "The self is
something which has a development; it is not initially
there, at birth, but arises in the process of social ex-
perience and activity, that is, develops in the given in-
dividual as a result of his relations to that process as
a whole and to other individuals within that process."1
The focal point for the organization of experience is the
self. The self and its organization is radically distinct
from the psychclogical and physiological processes which
characterize mind. Our organization of bodily experience
is structured around a self; but the self is distinct from
these objective experiences. Objective is being used here
in the sense of pertaining to an object, in this case the

body. The self is the only subject which has itself for

an object.

19



20

Mind and consciousness are all characterizations
of the object which I have been calling the individual.
As aspects of experience which pertain to the individual
they are subjective modes of experience. Their experience
is always of something other than themselves. That is,
consciousness is always consciousness of something toward
which conscicusness is a response. Similarly, mind is
always a response to a gesture, to a problem, to a sit-
uation. As these aspects of the individual are centered
on the world in some way we can characterize their kind
of experience as discontinuous. These analyses do not
account for the continuity of experience, memory, or,
most importantly, the initiation of action.

The self is what_can be both subject and object.
The self is "entirely distinguishable from an organism
that is surrounded by things and acts with reference to
things, including parts of its own body."2 Mead bases
this on an observational characterization of consciousness.
That is, that there are experiences in which we are 'immersed'’
in our activity. Our actions may be totally focused on our
behaviour or on the things toward which we are acting.
There is a consciousness in these actions but there is not
the consciousness of an involvement of the self with these

activities, It is the problem of how "can an individual
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get outside himself {experientially) in such a way as to
become an object to himself?"3 In this case, the in-
dividual has gotten completely outside of himself and

is acting exclusively in the objective sense.

Through language and the social process man can
not only be an object to himself but man can be aware that
he is being an object. Mead is insisting on this idea of
objectivity so that he can answer a very old philosophic
guestion: "What does it mean to be a rational man?"
Mead's general framework for the answer is given in this
guote: "For the individual organism is obviously an
essential and important fact or constituent element of
the empirical situation in which it acts; and without
taking objective account of itself as such, it cannot

4 To be a rational

act intelligently, or rationally.™
man means to be self-conscious. Rationality is a
valuative concept. To be self-conscious is to have a
'self'. To be rational, man must evaluate himself as a
part of the field within which he is acting. The core
of rationality is the ability to offer explanations for
actions. The kind of explanations offered varies with
the society. This is true only because the actions

themselves differ in different societies, i.e., to say

that behaviour differs is to state conditions for action
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and thereby conditions for explanation. The point that Mead
is making i1s that the goal is the same in all societies, i.e.,
to give rational accounts of behaviour. Explanations are
modeled along social lines which demand that behaviour

be explicable.

Rational behaviour is a characteristic of human
behaviour because only man has language and thereby symbolic
behaviour. We explain the behaviour of others as well as
our own behaviour in terms which are communicable. The
communication may be intended for another person or
addressed to ourselves. The explanation is social in
the same sense as the behaviour to be explained is social.
Behaviour is social because it is based on goal achievement
which can only be attained by cooperative adjustive be-
haviour. Explanation is social because its mode is that
of language which is the human mechanism which allows the
very processes of adjustment, which are what we mean by
social, to be effected.

In his behaviour the actor assumes the attitudes
of others toward himself and acts with reference to him-
self as object rather than as subject. The experience of
the individual gua individual is possible because he has
a common standard which allows self reference, i.e.,
language and the world of social objects which are
selected by our language to be the environment which gives

alternative modes of action.
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Once a self has emerged withiﬁ the individual
organism it is able to provide a basis for its own social
experience. This 1s another way of affirming the unity
of the social act. That is, because the self has arisen
within'and through the social process that self must be
social. The social process has involved the organization
of attitudes in such a way as to allow the development
of a structure which is able to determine the selection
of certain attitudes or courses of behaviour over others
without, at the same time, being determined by the causal
series which are selected to participate in. The causal
series refers to éhe discernéble perceptual patterns
which are revealed through memory and observation. Even
if we grant a strict determinism to the events in the
world, Mead is asserting that there is human freedom
and this freedom exists in the individual's ability
to select the point at which he shall enter the causal
processes. The details of this analysis must wait for
the section on perspectives. The point I wish to stress
here is that only after the self has emerged can it be
seen as solitary, i.e., that the self can create its own
social experience.

A distinction must be drawn between the unity of
the social act, the unity of mind, and the unity of the

self. The unity of the social act is the continuity



of the process of adjustment itself téken at any level.
To isolate this kind of continuity is to transcend the
social process itself and for Mead this is impossible
as we would have to step outside of language to do this.
Outside of a symbolic framework we would not only be
incapable of communicating the experience but we could
not have or be aware of distinctions within our perceptual
field and hence could not have an identifiable éxperience.
The isolated individual is isolated only in that he can
indicate his isolation to himself.5

The unity of mind is an aspect of the unity of
the self. The unity of the mind is the consciocusness
cf the world insofar as this awareness of the world can
be related toc a potential action. This is a rather
vague understanding as we could have an experience which
we éid not understand and call it a 'wgérd' experience;
this name would then be sufficient for us to act intelli-
gently or meaningfully. Mind is the mechanism for the
mediation of behaviour. Mind leads to behaviour based
on its reception of stimuli, from within or without
the organism. Mind itself is a response to these stimu-
lations. This ability to function as mind is dependent
on its adequacy to correlate stimuli and responses.

Its unity is its function. As mind is a response it is
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always conscious of the particular aspects of the
organism which it is involving in making its responses
adequate. As yet there is still no reason or criteria
for adequacy or for the notion of selection itself.

It is not enough to say that successful functioning is
the reason why mind selects patterns of behaviour which
will lead to completion of certain tasks. The reason
for selection and the criteria of adeguacy, i.e., when
to cease that kind of action because the goal is evaluated
as being attained,ane given by the self, through self-
consciousness.

To bring éhe concepts of gesture, language and self
together we must examine in detail the genesis of the self.
The concept of role taking is crucial to the understanding
of language and the self. Role taking is the formal
mechanism by which one individual assumes the attitude of
another individual; role taking allows identical par-
ticipation by a number of individuals in the identical
meaning which, to one individual, may be seen as sub-
jective. Role taking begins in the play of children.

Children play at something. They observe various
patterns of action around them. In play they involve
themselves in these actions and play at these behaviours.

Children play at being mother or father, policemen,
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store clerks and a host of other behavioural patterns.

The child is conscious of his role playing. He has

organized these behaviours into his consciousness and

is acting as if he were the other. The child cannot

consciously express this organization but he can act

on the basis of this organization. Not only must the

child organize the role of the particular individual

he is playing at being but he must organize the roles

of the multitude of others who are implicated by that

one role. For example, a mother is a mother because

of specific actions she performs with reference to

father, children, pets and the milkman. The child, in

taking the role of the mother, must not only organize

the mother's role but must organize all of these other

roles so that the child can be a successful mother. 1In

play the child is carrying on a "conversation of gestures..."
The next stage of development is the organized game.

Here the child is still playing but to play a game he has

to know rules and specifically which of those rules apply

to him. He must also know that there are a variety of

roles which are integrated into this total pattern called

a game. To play he must now know his relation to all of

the other roles in the game, This is differént from the

first stage of play where the child had a certain license

6
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in the specific roles he assigned, e.g., to father, child,
or pet. In the game the roles are definite and the child
must accept this determination if he is to play the game.
The rules delineate a set of conditions which demand that
the child take the attitude of possible future events
rather than immediate spontaneous creations of behaviours
as he was at liberty to create in the case of play. 1In
the game, the rules describe possibilities. In baseball,
for example, the rules tell one how to score runs and how
to prevent the other team from scoring. The rules dictate
that the individual in the outfield throw the ball to the
base ahead of the player on & particular base. The
individual's role is now relative to the situation and
limited by the existing conditions. In knowing the rules
of a game and the variety of roles which make up that game
the individual has an organization of attitudes and re-
sponses; but, this organization does not yet involve a
self. The organigation is at a particular level and is
not a generalized attitude of behaviour. The game is still
a game and the rules are specific enough to preclude the
individual's seeing himself as an object. That is, the
rules are not yet organized into the social process.

The organization of his role to the rules is
still seen as given to the individual. The importance of

the move from play to the game is that the notion of the
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‘other' has become introduced to the child. In play the
child is the role and the others involved in that role
serve to define the rcle that the child is playing. 1In
the game the child learns his role only in relation

to other roles which the child only has to play implicitly.
It is "the organized community or social group which gives
to the individual his unity of self (and this) may be

7 This is the attitude of

called 'the generalized other.'™"
the community; it develops from the game in that the en-
tire sets of individuals involved in the game and the rules
form the 'generalized other' of that game. When the in-
dividual begins to consciocusly work out strategic problems,
to ask himself 'what would I do if I were in such and such
a position,' and when he begins to organize his action in
the game on the basis of what he thinks the others in the
game are expecting him to do, on a conscious level, then
the self is beginning to form. The team spirit is the
spirit of the generalized other.

In the individual's act of referring his attitudes
to a general social attitude which he sees at work in the
group the self is being exhibited. The reference has
meaning because this identification of attitudes with those

of the group is based on the individual's understanding and

knowledge that they are his attitudes, i.e., they belong to
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himself as an object with which he can identify the
attitudes. In play the child is only conscious of his
role; in the game all of the roles are external to the
individual.

Play and the game also introduce the notion of
purpose. Play is an activity for its own sake. The
game introduces a goal. One plays a game to win. If
one is playing defense he defends in order to win. The
game not only introduces the notion of 'ultimate' goals
(winning) but the notion of subsidiary goals or means
{(defending). At the level of the entire social group,
the goals are set out by the generalized othexr. The
validity of these social goals is proportional to the
attitudes of the individuals who make up that society.
The notion of private property has no force in a society
dependent on thievery for its existence. Just as in a
fragmented society you have different kinds of socializa-
tion, so the divergence of goals is a function of the
cohesion of the various groups within a society.

On any level it is the set of common responses
of the participating individuals which gives the meaning
to the social goals and values. To participate in social
values the child must move away from the kind of locus

of experience which he had in play and the game. 1In both
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of these the possiblity of centering the experience within
the individual existed. The game is something which is
done at a certain time and with certain people. There
is still no continuity within the child between the example
of the game and the larger social process which is embodied
within the game. A game “lies entirely inside...the
child's own experience..."8 Social participation is
dependent on the understanding that the meaning of the
experience has a reference outside of the individual's
experience. Without this external elemént the child can
never turn back on himself as an object, i.e., thé child
can never develop a self, The social experience gen-
erates a continuity of behaviour; the continuity is the
ability to take the attitude of the other and to act on
the basis of that attitude. '

It "is a structure of attitudes, then, which goes
to make up a self, as distinct from a group of habits."g- ;
When the individual stops playing at roles and the roles
are no longer at a completely consciocus level the self
has developed. The performance of behaviour and hence the
performance of a role are on the conscious level but the
individual has a great variety of roles at his disposal.
The selection of one of these roles is the work of the self.

Self conscilousness is the ability to evoke the organized
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attitudes of others in ourselves and act on the basis of
these social roles. The consciousness is not the same
as the consciousness which is a response to the mind, noxr
is the selective ability of the self the same sort of
selective mechanism as is attention. The consciousness
of mind allows us to find alternative modes of conduct
within the process of attention. It is an analytical
or isolating mechanism., This mode of consciousness serves
to indicate the causes of a problem; in itself it is not
capable of finding alternative kinds of conduct. It can
be compared to a flashlight which serves to highlight
aspects of our environment and to focus on specific objects.
The illumination bf a problem is not the solution of that
problem. The continuity of our behaviour, the purposive-
ness of our behaviour, and the initiation of one kind of
conduct rather than another kind is the work of the self.
This distinction is recognized terminologically

by the "I" and the "me."

The 'I' lies behind the range of immediate ex-
perience. In terms of social conduct this is
tantamount to saying that we can perceive our
responses only as they appear as images from
past experience, merging with the sensuous
stimulation. We cannot present the response
while we are responding. We cannot use our
responses to others as materials for the con-
struction of the self - this imagery goes to
make up other selves. We must socially sti-
mulate ourselves to place at our own disposal
the material out of which our own selves as
well as those of others must be made.
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The 'I' therefore never can exist as an
object in consciousness, but the very conver-
sational character of our inner experience,
the very process of replying to one's own
talk, implies an 'I' behind the scenes who
answers to the gestures, the symbols, that
arise in ¢onsciousness,..

The gelf-conscious, actual self in social
intercourse is the objective 'me' or 'me's’
with the process of response continually going
on and implying a_fictitious 'I' always out of
sight of himself, 10

Functionally this distinction is between habitual behaviour
and conscious behaviour. Habitual behaviour is not the
behaviour of the "I." A habit is exhibited in that kind
of behaviour which presupposes previous experience but

does not reguire reflection to guarantee the ongoingness

of that behaviour. Consciousness is the human response

to the disruption of habitual behaviour. This indicates
the probklem but does not solwve it. The distinction be-
tween "I" and "me" can be illustrated in terms of Mead's
methodological criteria of accessibility.

The consciousness of an object's being problematical
and the consciousness of an object's being an experiential
item within my field of memory, for example, do not have
the same kind of accessibility about them. That is, the
problematical object is available to all who share the
same perceptual apparatus (within limits) and parti-
cipate in the same kinds of action. This is the kind of

access which allows a formalization of the self. It
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is individual only insofar as it can 5e communicated,
i.e., put into language. This kind of experience forms
the core of Mead's inter-subjective theory of meaning.
The experiential object is private but the consciousness
of this object is not self-conscious: "A man alone has,
fortunately or unfortunately, access to his own toothache,
but that is not what we mean by self—consciousness."ll
The process of reflection, of breaking acts into
parts and removing some aspects and adding others to the
act is the sphere of conduct within which the self arises.
The self cannot be defined in terms of simple accessibility.
The self has a de&elopment, the self is historical. The
self, if identified with the accessibility of perceptipns
and perceptual objects becomes a-historical and dependent
on the givenness of cocbjects within the present perceptual
field., Memory would be scen according to the Humeian
criteria of force‘and vivacity- . The criteria for
action would ke constant conjunction of certain impressions
leading to a kind of prediction about the future. Mead
wants a historical self. Memory and analysis cannot
belong to the part of the self which initiates action,
i.e., the "I". These aspects of the self belong to the
observable, behaviouristically accessible self, i.e., the
"me".

Methodologically then, Mead -has an. unknown in his
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analysis of the origins of the self. His methodological
considerations of accessibility and his demand that
experience be reconstructed in the same terms which
formulated that experience for the actor cannot be met.
The "I" is not a part of our experience., It is a condi-
tion for experience and yet is never met in any experience.
At the same time Mead sees the "I" as an indispensable
aspect of experience, though it is never revealed within
experience. It is important for experience because it
gives the "me" an identity which is far more cohesive than
the kind of identity which the Humeian associationist
model could generate. Mead's move is a subtle one which
involves a new locus for experience. As the human mind
selects its environment so the self, as the "I", must have
an active hand in the making of the meaning of the experi-
ence,

In the move from the kind of personality which
participates in a game to the kind of personality which
we could call social, the difference lay in the placing
of the experience. The game player had all of his experi-
ence inside himself. The performance of the roles of the
game and even the following of the rules of the game was
a question of volition. If the individual chose not to

follow one of the rules and did not mind the particular
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consequences of the group action he could opt cut and no
sanction could be imposed on him which could coerce his
behaviour. The recognition of the social personality
reguires a different kind of move. The social ex-
perience lies outside of the individual. It is not
something which the individual can have without his

acting on it. The rules of a game are available to all
through a process which does not reguire an identification
of the self with the rules. The desire to learn the rules
and thus to play and thereby be accepted by the group
involves the initial stage of the development of the self.
In order to participate in this social experience the
individual must act within the social framework as a part
of that framework. Social experience does not belong to
the individual until the individual acts on that kind of
experience and makes it his.

To illustrate this in the case of memory, Mead
states: "If we had no memory which identifies experiences
with the self, then they would certainly disappear so far
as their relation to the self is concerned, and yet they
might continue as sensuous or sensible experiences without

12 Experience must be taken

being taken up into a self."
up into the self. Experience without the action of an
actor is not the experience of a self. The self is some

kind of an act which makes experience a part of the self.

The "I" makes itself by objectifying itself and evaluating
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its behaviour. The terms of behaviour, the terms of percep-
tion and the terms of evaluationl3 are part of the process
which allowed the "I" to arise within experience, i.e., the
social experience of language. The "I" cannot communicate
its experience in terms other than those which made up the
objective experience in the first place. Only social experi-
ence can be communicated. To be social means that we act
outside of ourselves; to be a self means that we internalize
those external experiences. The self emerges when the action
of the individual is mediated by the social process of inter-
preting the behaviour of others as symbolic, i.e., talking
over their behaviour to oneself and acting on the basis of
the meaning of those symbols.

The involvement of the self means the taking of the
attitudes of others toward oneself. The child's act of
referring his action to the generalized other of the game
has a new kind of meaning over that of role playing in the
game. In the game the meaning comes from the identification
of the attitude of the individual with that of the group as
an organization of responses. The attitudes of the individual
in the game must refer to attitudes external to the individual,
i.e., to those of the generalized other.

This is a process of objectifying oneself to be in a
better position to determine the adequacy of one's responses.

The response is toward the meanings generated by the common
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social experience of the generalized other through symbolic

behaviour. The response is rational, i.e., it is a con-
trolled response evaluating the means in a situation accor-
ding to the desired end.

Methodologically Mead is using his criteria of
control. I have shown why accessibility is not adequate
to differentiate self experience from conscious experience.
Our action in the cooperative social situation is successful
to the extent that social acts can be completed. This re-
guires that the respective subjectivities involved in the
social act be delimited in their range of activities.
That is, they see themselves as part of the larger process
of cooperation. The various selves cooperated by adjusting
not only to the situation at hand but to the other selves
involved in the social act as well. The social act in its
entirety is this process of adjustive behaviour towards
an end. The self is involved in this kind of behaviour
when one sees that the experience itself is external to
the individual and that one's relationship to the experience
is evaluated as the others evaluate it. The self sees him-
self as the relationship within the act, as an object which
is behaving in a controllable manner. The actions are
identified with the behaving object and the behaving object

is the self.

e e o — e n [
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Meaning is objective for Mead. The meaningfulness
of a gesture, act or symbol for the individual is subiec-
tive, but when it is responded to by the individual the
resulting action is objectively evidenced. Other individuals
are stimulated by our response. They can judge if our re-
sponse is adeguatée to the intention of the stimulus.
Language implicates ourselves as kinds of actions in a
social process. Meaning is only possible through social
experience. Social experience originates in gestural
behaviour. The build up of social experience becomes
meaningful as we develop a self., A self is not necessary
to begin social experience.

Mead is showing that language is the basis for
social action. Attitudes are all tendencies to act in
a certain way: "The response to the vocal gesture is
the doing of a certain thing, and vou arouse that same
tendency in yourself. You are always replying to yourself,
just as othér people reply. You assume that in some degree
there must be identity in the reply. It is action on a

14 This is not to say that this process is

common basis".
always on a conscious level. We internalize the social
process as we extéernalize its meaning. Our vocal gestures

are creating a continual dialogue within ourselves as if
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we were the other. Our conduct is built up by seeing our-
gelves as others see us. This is gquite different from
Watson's idea of thinking as the using of words. Mead
is saying that the words we use are stimuli to responses
only in so far as they are within a social process. The
alternative modes of behaviour are not the result of various
kinds of conditiohing but are made available through the
varieties of social experience.

In distinguishing between the "I" and the "me" Mead
is asking "for the significance of this distinction from

15 The "me" is the

the point of view of conduct itself".
perceptually availéble social behaviour of the self, As

it is always in the perceptual field it is alwayé in the

past. The "I" is never given in the behaviour, it is

what initiates the behaviour. The "me" as the structure

or organization of tendencies to act is a given; is an

object, and as such it is not only passive but it is not
responsible for any of its actions. The "me" cannot be
responsible because the "me" itself is only a response. The
"me" is the structural conditions which allow habitual response.
The "me" is the béhaviouristic, conditioned, associationis-

tic aspect of the self. Human action reguires an "I". The

"1" ig allowable in Mead's behaviourism because it is physio-



logically accounted for by the temporal dimension of the
human nervous system. What happens when action is in-
hibited is that a solution is socught which could not be
given by the habitual associations which are normally
sufficient to account for behaviour. The solution is
always a novel solution and novelty can only be accounted
for by the introduction of the action of the "I".

We have gone as far as we are able within the bound-
aries of social psychology. MSS has laid the foundations
for the further analysis of the self and the act; but, the
further analysis must be at a different level. The unity
of the act is exhibited in the adjustive processes charac-
terized as social but it éannot be explained simply as the
functional unity which guarantees the continuity of these
processes. The methodological criterion and the conceptual
framework of social psychology are not adequate to serve as
solid foundations for the experimental analysis of the field.
Specifically, the act is not accessible as a functional
unity; it requires further analysis to give it a form
which can be treated analytically. The notion of the
temporal dimension of the nervous system and its intimate
relationship to the self as both "I" and "me" needs to be
clarified. At a more basic level the exact understanding of
a linguistic symbol and a symbolic gesture as containing a
meaning needs elucidation. These problems were present in

Mead's mind and in his attempts to solve them he generated
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a conceptual scheme which has ramifications far beyond the

specific problems which led him to their formulation.



II1X

THE PHILOSCPHY OF THE ACT

The first two chapters have provided an account
of Mead's social psychology. It is part of my contention
that the rest of Mead's intellectual life was modelied on
his social psychology. We will see how, for example, the
"social' as a social-psychological concept is carried over
in his general philosophy of the act and into his later
theory of temporality. The unit of analysis in MSS was
the individual as a social being. In Mead's general
philosophy this unit of analysis takes on a greater depth
and becomes the experience of the individual. A more
intensive analysis of the self will be undertaken in the
final chapter.

Mead considers the 'act' to be the ultimate unit
of analysis. The act "stretches beyond the stimulus to
the response."l Mead sees the act as a functional unity
which can be logically analyzed into three stages: per-
ception, manipulation and consummation.

Perception is both a process and a relation. In
perception there are a myriad of activities within the
organism. It is a "relation between a highly developed
physiological organism and an object, or an environment

. . o . . 2
in which selection emphasizes certain elements."” The

42
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selection within the environment is a function of the physio-
logical, biological and physical make up of the organism, as
well as the particular activities in which it is engaged at
the time of perception. For example, man selects or is
sensitized to a certain range of light waves, a certain
freguency of etherial vibrations and a certain class of
orafactory phenomena. Other organisms have other kinds

of sensitivities and hence make other kinds of selections
within their environment.

The social nature of man makes perception a social
activity. The objects of perception have a dual quality.

They are partially a product of the world independently of
the perceiving organism and partially a product of the
perceiving organism, Thus the 'same' object is perceived
differently by different kinds of organisms and by different
members of the same species.

The difference in perception between man and the ani-
mals is that the perceptual object, for man, is always prob-
lematical. That is, man can indicate to himself the prob-
lematical nature of the perceptual object by posing questions
to himself. "Does the object have the characteristics that
I perceive?" "Is the object actually as it appears?" Ob-
jects are always perceived at a distance.3 Some response is
necessary to complete the act., Perception leads to the next

stage of the act.
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Manipulation can be either negative or positive.
Negative manipulation would be to avoid contact experi-
ence with the object if it is perceived to be, for
example, an enemy. Positive manipulation invites con-
tact. It is through manipulation that the perceptual
object is tested and the problematic instigated in per-
ception becomes resolved.4

The act is completed in the consummatory stage.
This is the stage of value experience. "Within the field
of consummation all the adjectives of value obtain imme-
diately. There objects are possessed, are good, bad, and
indifferent, beautiful or ugly, and lovely or noxious."

Perception is always initially of ﬁniversals.

We are sensitized according to our past experiences and
our future expectations. When our habitual behaviour
leads to unsuccessful conduct the process of reflection
begins. In reflection the act becomes inhibited. 1In
inhibition perception attends to particulars rather than
to universals.6 The individuality of the object becomes
the subject of attention.

During the inhibition of the act the particular
characteristics of the object which are unique with
reference to past experience or habits are isolated.

It is these novel characteristics which have made the

habitual response to the perceptual object inadeguate.

e s e _—
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The individual selects out of the object as
it exists what answers to the nature of the in-
dividual in his present attitude - a selection
which answers both to his immediate sensitivities
and to his experience. The material which failed
to call out the appropriate response and that
which was found in the object as that which would
have answered to the response which has been in-
inhibited - these remain and, with ths appearance
of a self, are referred to that self.

The.self is a response to the inhibition of action. The
function of the self in this situation is to hold the
isolated novel characteristics of the problematic object.
This is the empirical self, the 'me'. It holds those novel
characteristics until it can re-orient itself and its
experience toward that object; or, in Mead's terminology,
until it can reconstruct the object.

There are two separate kinds of guestions we can
ask about the process of inhibition. The first set
concerns the actual process of the inhibition, analysis
of the object and its eventual reconstruction and integra-
tion into experience and action. The second set concerns
the process of the initiation of the perception in the
first place, the particular kinds of sensitivities which
the organism is under at the time, the impulses or needs
which are seeking expression or satisfaction and why the
solution for the problem must be found within the framework
of the problematic and not within a host of alternative
approaches such as rejection of the situation. My concern

in this chapter will be with the first set of guestions.
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That is the province of the empirical self or the 'me'.
The second set of gquestions will wait until my discussion
of the 'I'.

As yet I have not clarified exactly why the act is
a strictly human form of behaviour. In MSS Mead drew
the distinction between a gesture and a significant gesture.
Gestures are forms of communication used by all organisms.
Significant gestures arise through language and social
interaction. It is the symbolic nature of language which
allows gestures to become significant gestures. The main
feature of these gestures is that they arouse the same
attitude in the speaker as they do in the receiver. The
key concept which is being used by Mead is the notion of
responsiveness. The gesture is significant because any
individual with similar language and similar socialization
can respond to that gesture in the same way as any other
individual.

To take this analysis into PA involves seeing Mead's
theory of cbjects being extended to include the social ob-
ject. Objects are only perceived in their individuality
after the act has become inhibited. Mead calls an object
which is attended to in its individuality a physical object.
All physical objects are social objects; a social object is

any object which rjesponds.8 In order to be selected as a
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physical object, i.e., an object which has the capacity
to be acted toward must be social because the basic modes
of action are themselves conditioned in the very process
by which we come to correlate action with perception.
For Mead it is not just the idea that our environment is a
transaction between our sensitivities and the giveness of
the world rather it is the way in which the experience of
the individual makes the world accessible - accessible to
a scientific observer or accessible to the individual as
the centre of the experience.

The inhibition of conduct invokes consciousness.
"1.ife becomes conscious at those points at which the
organism's own responses enter as part of the objective
field to which it reacts.”9 In inhibition the particular
characteristics of the perceptual or social objects are
tested against the backlog of previous experience. To
put this a different way: the responses of the individual
are being held up against the responses of the object.
What is in question is the responsiveness of the object.
Consciousness selects those aspects of the object which
are not responsive in the satisfactory way and builds
alternative modes of response for them. Consciousness

reconstructs the object so that conduct may proceed.
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The mode of behaviour for consciousness is empirical and

hence its reconstructions are based on empirical concepts

of continuity. It is consciousness which introduces or pre-

serves causal necessity in its mode of reconstruction: "our

ground for selecting some alternative is to be found in

what our overt behaviour accepts as real."]‘O
The reality of our world is built up through our

culture, society and language. Its main reference is to

the generalized other. This has differed in history and

will change in the future. We now offer and attempt to

find explanations through a causal order. Not tooc long

ago reality was a function of gods and demons. It must

be stressed that for Mead, the 'stuff' of nature is

neutral. Nature is evolving but these are through natural

processes which are independent of a teleological or a

value claim. Conduct within this world is a function of

that world including our sensitivities. "The world that

is there does not arise from knowledge; instead, knowledge

arises from it. The world that is there does not arise

within consciousness; instead, consciousness is a response to

it. The world that is there does not arise within experience;

experience takes place within it. The world that is there

does not arise at all; it is there."ll
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It is through this 'giveness' of the world that
Mead is able to establish his methodological requirement
of accessibility. The sensitivities of organisms do not
answer to a subjec¢tive state which is forever closed off
from objective analysis., The process of selection answers
to "an environment, which is existent in nature, though
dependent upon its relationship to the specific individual
for its existence as an environment."12 Consciocusness
creates responses in objects by relating the object to
the sensitivities of the organism. Those ways of acting
toward the object, which are possible after the recon-
struction of the 9object, have arisen through the organisnis
adjustments and the change in the environment effected by
those adjustments. To use a crude example, the kind of
thinking done after Columbus' voyage made the world into
a different place from what it was before. This is not
just in the thinking itself which was obviously expanded
but in the very object being thought about, i.e., the
world. The world was different after Columbus and hence
mind had a new object to think about.

Selection of an environment is based within the
physiologic-psychologic structure of sentient organisms.

Mead is following the general naturalistic-pragmatic
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orientation with an uncritical acceptance of the given
reality of nature. Different responses to the natural
order are strictly a function of the responding organisms.
Nature exists and we cannot characterize it beyond our
human responses to it. Nature is real, i.e., offers modes
of satisfaction of needs, interests and wants, insofar as
it can be acted upon. Nature has reality only insofar as
an organism accepts nature as offering viable alternative
modes of behaviour. We shall come to see later in the
paper how this general denial of an ontological commitment
leads Mead into his epistemological failure.

Now we need to go into greater detail as to
the exact mechanisms which allow ocur subjective experi-
ence to become objective and which make objects social.
In MSS we saw how role playing allowed our experience
to take on new qudlities from the stage of play to the
game to the generalized other. In PA we are now ready
to see another quality of experience emerge through the
adjustive mechanism of role playing. In perception we
take the role of the distant object: "we endow it with
the reality of effective occupation of space which belongs
to ourselves, thus giving the object an inside content
which no surfaces revealed to the eye or the hand can give,

and this placing of ourselves within other objects enables



us to perceive other things, and notably ourselves from
the standpoint of the thing within which we have placed
ourselves."13 This is not to deny any 'insides' to the
object as an item within nature rather it is to relate
the object to the experience of the individual. The
individual both projects imagined states of resistance
to the object as well as having contact with the object
in the manipulatory stage of the act. The distant object
has an inside "which exerts a pressure upon the experiencer
to the extent that he reacts to the object by responding
to himself as object."t?

It is through this theory that Mead establishes
the continuity of behaviour within nature. If the
resistance of objects is a function of the effort
exerted to complete the act then objects must be responding
in exactly the same adjustive manner as the exertion of
the effort. This theory also allows Mead to show that
habits are only organizational structures which are a
function of their origin. That is to say, we could never
reconstruct objects if we could not separate stimuli from
responses or habits. Thus we act toward objects by giving
them the kinds of insides which we can control or at least
satisfactorally incorporate into our experience,15

In the perception of the distant object we take

the role of that object and act toward it from the per-
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spective of the distant object, We control our action
not as subject to object but as object to object. In
role taking the self becomes objectified as acting toward
an environment which is the individual acting toward
himself as a part of that environment. When the indivi-
dual is able to see himself as an object within the field
of behaviour "the self as an object becomes a part of the
acting individual, i.e., the individual has attained what
is called self-consciousness ~ a self-consciousness that
accompanies his conduct, or may accompany a portion of

. 16
nhis conduct.”



Iv

THE NEED FOR A THEORY OF TEMPORALITY

The essays collected in PA were written over a ten
to fifteen year period and they are not presented in chrono-
logical order. The actual dates of many of the essays are
unknown. In order to present Mead's work as a continuity,

I will use this chapter to develop various aspects of Mead's
thought which I see as forcing him to move beyond a strictly
scientific approcach. In order to unify these divexrse aspects
Mead was led to develop a speculative principle. He came to
realize that his theories of the past, perspectives and
sociality were being used by him in a functional yet com-
partmentalized sense. Separately they did not do justice to
the fundamental unity of our experience. This led him to
develop his theory of temporality which he sees as the glue
which binds the other diverse elements of his thought
together into a unified theory of the self.

The PA is being interpreted as an outgrowth of
Mead's social psychology. Mead's main attempt is to ground
his view of man in an adequate theory of knowlege. A
theory of knowledge which will allow him to maintain his
distinction between 'consciousness' and 'consciousness of...'
while maintaining the view of mind as functional and not
substantive. In doing so Mead dispenses with ontology as

being a problem. Nature and environments are simply there.

53
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They have no ontological status independently of the epis-
temological relationship with organisms. It might not be
inaccurate to say that for Mead the epistemological process
determines or covers the ontological. There is no reality
apart from the reality of sentient creatures. Objects
exist apart from organisms but it is impossible to say
anything about them except in so far as they are acted
upon by organisms,

I shall begin with a discussion of Mead's theory
of the past and present and move through that to his theory
of emergence. For Mead "reality exists in a present."1
The present is the ultimate unit of existence. It is an
act and its temporal spread is a function of the activities
going on within the events which constitute that act. The
present thus has duration or temporal extension. It is a
focal point for the past or the perspective from which the
past is oriented toward conduct. In order to more fully
characterize the present we should take a brief look at
Mead's view of history: "All history is the interpretation
of the present...”2 History is fundamentally a social
experience. As the individual tries to capture his child-
hood experiences so the historian tries to systematize the
accumulated experience of his race. The problems of either

of these attempts are analogous: "When one recalls his
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boyvhood days he cannot get intc them as he then was,
without their relationship to what he has become; and
if he could, that is if he could reproduce the experience
as it then took place, he could not use it, for this would
involve his not being in the present within which that use
must take place."3

History is not a given for Mead. It is an artifact.
History depends on a kind of awareness; it "does not exist
except in so far as the individuals of the present in some
sense put themselves back into the past...such a reconstruc-
tion of the past is possible only when we have, so to speak,
reached some point that we can become aware of ourselves".4
Just as self-reflection is necessary to objectify subjective
experience so self-awareness is necessary for history. Each
of these concepts, éelf—reflection and history, is a product
of a certain kind of responsive structure. As a product
they are either useful or not useful. Their utility stands
in relation to the creature using them. Use is from the
present. When we use the past we are selecting and reorgani-
ing the 'real' past in accordance with present needs and
desires. That past which is so reconstructed has meaning in

so far as it can accomplish our tasks. There is no other

value for that past.
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To relate this conceptually to Mead's cosmology we
must again emphasize the social nature of human experience.
Just as the social process of adjustment became related to
the 'act' in the analysis of the experience of the individual,
so the perspective from which the process of adjustment is
initiated, the present, becomes a unit of analysis. The
attempt is still to come to grips with understanding the
experience of the actor from his point of wview, but now,
in order to do this, Mead sees that it can best be accomp-
lished if the same principles which have created that kind
of experience, 1l.e. social experience, can be found operating
in the universe at large.

The ultimate unit of analysis is the act. But Mead -~
concentrates on the contents of the act rather than the
existential structure of the act. In order to fully gqualify
the contents of experience Mead must give some consideration
to the ontological basis for experience but he does not.
Further, there is a distinction between the conditions
necessary for knowledge and the knowing process itself.

Mead centres his analysis on the conditions of knowledge
and never fills in the knowledge as experienced. In one
respect this uncritical ontology is his major failure. 1In
the context of his actual program however I see his epis-
temological failure as his major weakness. The uncritical

ontology is a major weakness of all pragmatists, and Mead
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has inherited this blind spot. 1In the context of his aétempt
to get at the experience of the individual as the centre of
experience he needs to explain or at least to describe

the way in which the conditions for knowledge are ex~
perienced so that knowledge itself becomes a problem.

Mead holds that human conduct differs from animal
conduct in that the only mode of action is trial and error.
That is, animals have no mechanisms by which conduct can
be physically inhibited. Also animals have needs but do
they have interests or goals apart from the gatisfaction
of needs? Mead is never clear about this problem but
he is clear that they have no mechanisms by which interests
or goals could control behavicur. This then is the kind
of epistemological analysis which I see as necessary for
Mead to offer. That is an epistemology which goes beyond
the conditions for knowledge to the actual content of the
knowledge process. Mead must answer the guestion: Why
is the satisfaction of an interest or a goal which is beyond
a need a reason for action?

To continue my previous discussion, I will consider
more fully Mead's theory of the past. The past exists as
a set of conditions. These conditions have emerged within
experience. The response of mind to nature creates an
environment. Within this interaction mind develops an

organized structure of habitual response to its environment.



58

Nature is then also structured as the conditions for
adeguate response. The past exists as irrevocable events
which conditioned and determined the present state of the
organism. The movement from the past to the present is
"the conditioning of what is teking place by what has
taken place“.5 Just as nature is a 'given' in the ex-
perience of the individual so this process of passing
from a past to a present is a 'given' element of experi-
ence. The past is in the present. The past has reality
only as present contents or representations in memory
images.

This is a cumulative process by which the condi-
tions and response of the past emerge in the present as

novel responses. Mead writes:

The past is there conditioning the present

and its passage into the future, but in the
organization of the tendencies embodied in

one individual there may be an emergent which
belongs only to the situation of that indivi-
dual. The tendencies coming from past passage,
and from the conditioning that is inherent in
passage, become different influences when they
have taken on this organized structure of ten-
dencies.”7

The present includes its past. The past which is the actual
set of conditions which were necessary for the emergent

present remains necessarily hypothetical. The past can only
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be known by the use of the materials available in the
present. The major portion of that present is made out

of the very past under guestion. The present is a changed
past and "any change in the organism carries with it a
difference of sensitivity and response and a corresponding

8 By becoming a present

difference in the ‘environment'.
the past has changed. The conditions which make up the
present also create new powers of selection corresponding
to an enlarged field of experience. Experience is present
events: "the past is such a construction that the reference
that is found in it is not to events having a reality
independent of the present which is the seat of reality,
but rather to such an interpretation of the present in
its conditioning passage as will enable intelligent con-
duct to proceed."9

The past has only the reality of the experience of
the individual. This is made clear in the first chapter of
PP. Here Mead argues that the past in its entirety is
unknowable because "no item in the accepted past is final."10
The past is a continuously reconstructed object. The
novelty brought about by the shift in relations within the
present presents objects for which we have no adeguate

response. The novel "is already there in the present and

introduced breaks into the continuity which we must repair
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to attain an approach to certainty in the future. The
emergent future has therefore a hypothetical character."11
The seat of categorical certainty is the present. The
present forms the focal point for the retrospection of
a past in the attempt to discover an adeguate response
to the emergent novelty as well as the projection of
possible states in the future which will allow conduct
to continue. The past is reconstructed to find a
solution to future expectations. In this process contingency
is introduced into nature, "for it makes the future an ac-

12 A more thorough

tive agency in the happenings in nature".
analysis of this agency of the future must wait for my dis-
cussion of role~taking. The point here is that as an object
the past is part of the environment of the individual only
to the extent that it is used by the individual. Any object
is real for an individual to the extent that the individual
can take the xrole of that object. Thus not only does the
past reguire a theory of temporality for the obvious epis-
temological reasons, but it also reguires a theory of
temporality for the more subtle and systematic reason,
within Mead's thought, that the social nature of the indivi-
dual is implemented within the "objective" temporal order

of nature. Objective in this sense only means 'can be

indicated to other individuals.' That is I do not mean to
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see Mead asserting that there are objective temporal orders
in nature. I see Mead holding only that temporal orders

can be sglected and participated in by a number of different
individuals. One of the main uses of relativity theory

for Mead is precisely to deny the possibility of objective,
i.e., spatialized, temporal orders. The individual not
only mediates between enviromnment and nature but also
between self and environment and self and self, i.e.,

"me" and "I".

Thus far I have examined Mead's understanding of
emergence and the past. To continue ny argument I will
examine his theories of perspectives and selection and
indicate how these theories also created the demand for
a theory of temporality. Selection is the cornerstone of
the role-taking process. To make this work, Mead used
relativity theory to reconceptualize the Newtonian under-
standing of simultaneity. For Mead it is "the taking the
role of the distant object ﬂ%hich} is responsible for
simultaneity. It is simultaneous becausé there is in the
hypothetical distant experience the same resistance which

nl3 Thus Mead sees the distant

is in the manipulary area.
perceptual object not in spatial terms but in temporal terms.
It is "the act of self-reflection [that] separates the 'I’

and 'me' as parts of the self {which] means that a time
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factor is -he k:y to that relationship, since the act
of self-reflection is one in which a past content is

14 Its separation from the

considered in a present.”
organism is in terms of the activities of the organism
which are striving to satisfy the organism.

Other aspects of relativity add weight to the
importance of selection. Through relativity theory HMead
sees nature as a structured ordered whole. The characters
and relations which can be established within nature are
a function of the organism. Relativity, however, is more
inclusive than that for Mead. It also showed him that the
normal perceptual faculties of organisms have a selective
function. ©Not only characters and relations, but also

"times and spaces, or families of duractions",15 are

selected.

The process of experience is one of selection and
organization with the goal of continuing conduct. Within
this selective process perspectives are created which allow
the various elements a common point of reference:
"Perspectives are constituted out of the past and the
future as they are located in the present: this means
that possibility in nature derives from the relativity of

16

time." It is also through the relativity of time that

we are led to recognize "that there are an indefinite
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number of temporal orders of the same events, that make it |

possible to conceive of the same body of events as organized

into an indefinite number of different perspectives."17
Through relativity and Whitehead, Mead found that

for every event there are an infinite number of possible

alternative reconstructions. These perspectives are objective

because through role-taking they can be indicated as

possible courses of action to other minded organisms. The

theory of perspectives then stands in an intimate relation

to Mead's understanding of the creative or emergent mind.

Mead is holding "that the constitutive or organizing prin-

ciple in nature is the creative mind. Nature is seen to

be in relationship with the organism and this relation-

ship determines a group of perspectives which are in

nature."18

Any selection within nature stratifies those selected
elements into a perspective. This perspective is objective
in that it can be indicated to other minds. When the act
becomes inhibited it is the objectivity of the distant
object which is being guestioned. In temporal terms it is
the anticipated future conduct which is no longer secure.

The subjective experience of the individual centers at this
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point when an attitude of the individual becomes substituted
for an objective éharacteristic of the object.19 This is

to say that the individual reconstructs the object on the
basis of a hypothetical future.

Now we can make an addendum to our earlier discussion
of the 'givenness' of nature: "what is given as an event in
human experience, what was given, and what will be given, are
constituted in and through the perspective chosen by the
organism.”zo This is not to deny the independence of
nature, but it is to indicate that human experience is a
social affair; for the difference between man and the
animals is his social mechanism of language which allows the
inhibition of acts to issue in successful conduct. The
givenness of human experience is a function, then, not
only of the independent reality of nature but also of the
specific responsive mechanisms of man which allow him to
create a strictly human social world out of nature. It is
the acting organism, then, which "introduces into the
perspective genuine points of reference, which are the
ground for the logical determination of both the physical
object and the sel:f."z1

Perspectives lead us to Mead's understanding of
the specious present and through this to temporality.
In Jamesian psychology the specious present, in his

psychological sense, can be said to define a standpoint
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or to give the organism a frame of reference. Mead's
specious present differs from that of James, hence his
understanding of perspectives also differs. For Mead,
perspectives are objective and exist within nature.
This stratifies and selects aspects out of nature which
become objectified, i.e., serve as the basis for action
for the organism.

In Mead's social psychology we saw the importance
of his theory of role-playing. It served as the mechanism
for the genesis of the self and for meaningful social
relations. The theory of role-taking presupposes a
theory of perspectives. Only insofar as there are objective
"alternative modes of behaviour can role-~taking be possible.
Indeed, only because there is an objective perspective of
a group is social behaviour possible,

Mead, as we saw, conceived the central problem of
role-taking and perspectives as an anlysis of simultaneity.
Through his theory of the specious present distant experience
is held within the present. The past is a perspective as
well as the future. Both the past and the future are
present within the action of the organism. The possibility
of selecting different courses of action, i.e., alternative
pasts and alternative futures, exists only because of the

relativity of time,
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To tie this down, then, Mead needs to develop a
theory of temporality, i.e., a theory of lived time,
which is consistent with his theory of 'natural' time.
When talking of lived time Mead uses James' term "the
specious present". Mead is not using it in the psycho-
logical sense, however. Mead's specious present is
concerned with the act, specifically with the temporal
structures of the experiences going on within acts.
The crux of the specious present is the structure of
temporality in relation to the process of reflection.
Hence the 5peciou§ present is more concerned with inhibited
acts rather than with habitual completed acts. vThe specious
present is a continuous present. It is not made up of
'moments', but rather is constituted out of events.

The speciocus present includes both the past and the
future. The interval between these times invoives 'passage’,

22 The

but this passage is between present boundaries.
past is present within the specious present as memory images
of events and objects as well as the particular objects
which have caucsed the act to become inhibited. The future
is present as the interests or needs which are seeking

expression through those particular acts. The events going

on are constitutive. of time. The locus of these events
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is the present: "the actual passage of reality is in the *

passage of one priesent into another, where alone is reality,

and a present which has merged in another is not a past."23
The specious present is made up of two parts, one

objectiva and the other subjective. The objective part

refers to the event which is taking place in nature. It

is what is indicated in the experience. To use Mead's

example, when we look at a bird in flight we indicate to

ourselves the projcess as a completed act or we summarize

the entire process. Subjectively we are piecing together

a series of discrete impressions to form a continuous process.

The subjective relfers to the actual lived experience of the

individual. On Mead's own terms it is the elucidation of

the temporal structure of the subjective aspect of the

specious present to which he should have'turned his attention.

Mead turned his attention elsewhere, however, and this must

be seen as one of the major failures of his work. As a

summation of a great deal of the material in this chapter

I offer this qguote from Mead:

What I am' suggesting is that this process, in
which a perspective ceases to be objective, be-
comes if you like subjective, and in which new
common minds and new common perspectives arise,
is an instance of the organization of perspec-
tives in nature, of the creative advance of
nature. This amounts to the affirmation that
mind as it appears in the mechanism of social
conduct is the organization of perspectives in
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nature and at least a phase of the creative advance
of nature. Nature in its relationship to the or-
ganism, and including the organism, is a per-
'Spectlve that is there. A state of mind of the
organism is the establishment of simultaneity
between the organism and a group of events,
through the arrest of action under inhibition.
This arrest of action means the tendencies within
the organism to act in conflicting ways in the
completion of the whole act. The attitude of the
organism calls out or tends to call our responses
in other organisms which responses, in the case

of human gesture, the organism calls out in it-
self, and thus excites itself to respond to

these responses. It is the identification of
these responses with the distant stimuli that
establishes simultaneity, that gives insides to
distant stimuli, and a self to the organism.
Without such an establishment of simultaneity,
these stlmull are spatio-temporally distant

from the @rganlsm, and their reality lies in

the future of passage. The establishment of
simultaneity wrenches this future reality into

a possible present, for all our presents beyond
the manipulatory area are only possibilities,

as respects their perceptual reality. We are
acting toward the future realization of the act,
as if it were present bhecause the organism is
taking the role of the other. In the perceptual
inanimate object the organic content that survives
is the resistamce that the organism both feels and
exerts in the manipulatory area. The actual spatio-
temporal structure of passing events with those
characters which answer to susceptibilities of the
organism are there in nature, but they are tem-
porally as well as spatially away from the organism.
The reallty awaits upon the success of the act.
Present r¢a11ty is a possibility. It is what would
be if we were there instead of here. Through the
social me¢hanlsm of significant symbols the organ-
ism places itself there as a possibility, which
acguires increasing probability as it fits to the
spatio-temporal structure and the demands of the
whole complex act of which its conduct is a part.
But the p0351b111ty is there in nature, for it is
made up of actual structures of events and their
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contents, and the possible realizations of the
acts in the form of adjustments and readjust-
ments of the processes involved. When we view
them as pdssibilities we call them mental or
working hypotheses, 24

We can also see in this Mead's uncritical acceptance of
processes such as objective perspectives becoming subjective,
the growth of shaved perspectives, and the self-initiation
of modes of responding. This could be partially caused

by the general difificulty faced by any process philosopher,
namely that of making logical distinctions within unified
processes while maintaining the experiential integrity of
the whole. I do not think, however, that that is Mead's
major stumbling block. I see Mead as being caught up in

the tension between his uncritical acceptance of nature as

a given element in experience and knowledge as problematic:

...knowledge is an undertaking that always
takes place within a situation that is not
itself involved in the ignorance or uncer-
tainty that knowledge seeks to dissipate.
Knowledge 'is not then to be identified with

the presence of content in experience. There
is no consicious attitude that is as such cog-
nitive. Knowledge is a process in conduct that
so organizes the field of action that delayed
and inhibited responses may take place. The
test of the success of the process of knowledge,
that is, the test of truth, is found in the
discovery or construction of such objects as
will mediate our conflicting and checked acti-
vities and allow conduct to proceed. Knowledge
is inferential and always implies that a datum
is involved in the inference.
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Knowledge is not a part of the problem. Knowledge is a
conscious solution-seeking process. The knowledge re-
lationship isnot a epistemological problem - it is on-
tological and not epistemological. Knowledge is the way
in which conscious organisms conduct themselves. It is
their way of being as problem solvers. For Mead there is
nothing problematic about the problem.

Selection, emergence, the past and the present are
all given elements within experience for Mead. He has
failed to see that these elements ¢f experience are them-
selves founded rebgtions and not the foundational consti-
tuents of experience. If, as Mead is claiming, cognition
is always a relationship, mediated by consciousness, between
inhibited responsess and an impulse seeking expression, then
the analysis must centre on the initiation of the cognitive
ways the organism comes to create the demand for cognitive
experience. It is not enough to see the responses to the
non-cognitive basis for experience, i.e., selection,
emergence and consgciousness, as the foundation for all
experience. It is part of my thesis that this tensicn, though
not articulated by Mead, is the fundamental reason why he
shifted his attention from the strictly scientific approach
to the formulation of the cosmological principles of tem-

porality and sociality. The remainder of my essay will
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elucidate these cosmological principles, demonstrate their
failure to systematize Mead's thought and develop a sympa-

thetic interpretation of Mead's theory of the self.



TEMPORALITY AND SOCIALITY

Mead's theory of temporality allowed him to see novel
forms of the organization of experience in the individual.
Using the concept of the social as the process of adjust-
ment1 and the theodry of temporality Mead developed his con-
cepts of perspective and sociality. The theory of per-
spectives refers tho his methodological reguirement of
accessibility. It is how the subjective experience of the
individual becomes objectified in behaviour. The theory of
sociality is a more sophisticated conceptualization of
role-taking.

The key to Mead's theory of perspectives is his in-
sistence that they are objective. We have seen how the
perceptual world, the world of physical objects, is the
world of particulars. This world arises in experience
when conduct becomes inhibited. The perceptual world is
not created by the individual; it is in nature but it is
"itself a perspective, within which the subjective arises...
The subjective is that experience in the individual which
takes the place of the objective when the reality of the
objective, at least in some respects, lies in an uncertain

future...one substitutes tentatively an attitude belonging

72
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to the individual for an existent objective character."2
The relationship between man and nature is a creative one.
Man can act only insofar as he can substitute his subjective
experience for the resistant reality of his environment.
The basis for action is the ability to select: “"The organism
introduces intoc the perspectives genuine points of reference,
which are the ground for the logical determination of both

3 Mead is suggesting

the physical object and the self."
"that the constituiive = or organizaing principle in nature

is the creative mind. Nature is seen to be in relationship
with the organism and this relationship determines a group

of perspectives which are in. nature.”

One of the difficult notions in Mead is his understand-
ing of the ‘'given' elements in experience. Mead assumes with-
out proof or argument that nature exists as material answer-
ing to the impulses of organisms. This view makes sense
through his theory of persPectives:. "What is given as an
event in human experience, what was given, and what will be
given, are constituted in and through the perspective chosen
by the organism."5 Mead 1is not denying a reality independent
of human experience; rather, he is asserting that the elements
of human experience emerge from a neutral environment because
of the selective nature of our interactions with nature. Our

experience is possible because of our faculties of sensibili-

ty, not because of the elements of nature.



A human event is strictly human. No other kind of
organism can participate in that kind of experience. Our
specious present gives us a certain span of attention with-
in which our experience can be symbolized. The symbolic
processes of language allow us to indicate features of our
experience to other individuals. Indication may be seen as
an invitation to aiction. Through common action 'the general-
ized other' becomes constituted as a part of nature. Par-
ticipation in this perspective has an objective reality.

It is at this point that Mead's theory of time must

be examined to form the bridge to his theory of sociality:

...1f we take perspectives or environments serious-
ly, the references in the doctrine of relativity are
to the so-called mental processes by which these are
carried out, recognizing that answering to these pro-
cesses thelre are aspects of nature which succeed one
another in the same fashion as they do in thought...
the relatiwvist had discovered not a Menkowski world
but a new and more accurate method of measurement.®

Bach perspective is objective and measurable, the perspective

created by the interaction of mind and nature no less than the

perspective of the speed of our solar system through our
galaxy. What is the value of the theory of relativity for a
theory of perspectives?

Mead holds that the theory of relativity allows an
arbitrary reference point to be assumed as the focus of all

activities. Newtonian conceptualizations of time allow for a
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selection of more than one system at any point of time, but
each set of selections is exclusive for that time. That is,
the individual can be seen from different systems at the

same time, but the individual is then determined by those
selected systems. What Mead is claiming for relativity theory
is that it allows for a multiplicity of systems to be selected
at the same time by the individual.

The continuity of the individual is not determined by
reference points external to himself. The continuity is the
result of the interaction between the individual and nature.
All systems, including the individual, must be accessibdle
simultaneously to account for the individual.’

Newtonian time does not allow for a selection other
than of objects and relations. Mead wants to allow for
selection of "times and spaces, or families of durations.“8
This makes the act of the individual real. The needs and
interests of the individual, indeed the entire range of sub-
jective experience, can be given an cbjective status.
Attention and action are incepted through a problem leading

to the inhibition of conduct. This inhibition is always with

reference to the future, i.e., the continuity of behaviour:

It is the movement toward this problematical
future that involves the selection of the time
system whiich determines the spatiotemporal
structure of the experience. But experience
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involves not only a process but an organization

...the particular spatiotemporal structure and

its selegt@d objegts have only ?he relative. 9

hypothetical reality of our projected experience.
Our selection is a determination of a mode of being-in-the-
world. It is the fixation of an approach as to the gquality
of experience we shall participate in. At the same time it
is consistent with the demands of the scientific method as
well as being the very essence of the processes of thought,
reflection, conscious awareness and articulation. Relativity
allows Mead to preserve emergence in nature, i.e., con-
tingency, while experientially and methodologically pre-
serving continuity. Relativity allows for alternative
interpretations of the same environment. These wvarious
interpretations, through the social process, are then ob-
jectified, i.e., from the standpoint of each participating
individual, compromised.

Mead is constantly refusing to ask the proper qguestions
in the context of his theory of time and temporality. It is
one thing to see the social process as a cosmological
principle but guite another not to underpin the cosmology
itself. That is, the social process has been tied down
through the physiological processes. Mind and consciousness
have been shown to be emergents through the gesture and the

vocal gesture to a fully developed language and socialization
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processes. That is, we can see the reality underlying
society. In Mead's cosmology however there does not seem
to be any reality except the experiencing individual.

On this level of abstraction it is not adequate to assume
the construction oif physical objects correlative to need
and interest. It is inadeguate because something must

be known beyond the epistemological conditions. The
"stuff' of reality seems to be, for Mead, the social
process itself and yet this also seems to be the form or
conditions for the‘content of experience. This is the
ontological failure in Mead as well as his failure to
give an epistemological basis for consciousness itself.
Consciousness seem$ to be intentional for Mead but in-
tentional toward relations and not things. It is this
generalization of the consciousness rather than ‘conscious-
ness of' which has'led Mead into his difficulty.

At this point we can also see why Mead could never
arrive at a clear or non—functional definition of the Act.
The stages of the act hold together within one another.
Corresponding to these stages are the actions of the in-
dividual as well as the events in nature. To separate the
stages experientiaily rather than logically would have

severed the causal links in nature. For Mead, "Experience
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of objects in reality is...described in terms of a con-

tinuum in which the separate aspects of the continuum

are merely methodologically stable.“lo The stages of the

act are gualitatively distinct, allowing nature the oppor-
tunity for emergence while preserving the possibility of
11

imposing a causal hindsight. What Mead has failed to

do is to show why it is experientially continuous. Methodo-

logically it must be separable and continuous to preserve
causality. Mead's physiological views, however, commit
him to holding that these causal links must be experientially
separable; otherwise they could not be held for reconstruc-
Hon whithin the inhibitory process. It is an epistemologi-
cal analysis of the structure or mechanism of inhibition
itself which is missing in Mead's work. Without an under-
standing of how we came to have symbolic (universal) pur-
poses frustrated by the concrete (particulars) of experience,
Mead's explanation must remain unsatisfactory.

What Mead has done in his move from PA to the PP is
to 'socialize' nature and the universe. He has taken his
processéladen germinal idea of the social as adjustment and

12 the idea of nature as a 'given' awaiting

reconstruction,
selection and use, his theory of time as a structure and

temporality as the structure of the act, and has mixed them
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together and come up with his principle of sociality,
which was "meant to constitute the framework of Mead's
systematic philosoPhy",l3 but which brings his epistemo-
logical failure -~ and hence the failure of his philosophic
task14— to a head.

The remainder of my paper will be devoted to an
examination of sociality and a sympathetic attempt to see
Mead's philosophy of the self.

" Alfred Tonnes sees a distinction in Mead's theory
of temporality which will serve to introduce the principle
of sociality. Tonnes sees Mead as dealing, in PP, with
two problems concerning the reality of the past. The
metaphysical problem concerns the past as existence and
the epistemological problem concerns the past as a field

15 This is in keeping with Mead's view of

of orientation.
relativity theory. The reality of existence is relative
to the system within which we are working. The mataphysi-
cal problem concerns the structure of existence thch
determines what is real for that system. Thus in Mead's
other works we see existence as nature and reality as

environment. The dpistemological problem concerns the

conscious view of the past as offering alternative modes

of action.
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Tonnes makes a further distinction between the

concept of time and time itself. The concept of time refers

to our naive awareness of time as a flow from the past to
the future. Time itself is the existential structure of time.
The activities of natural processes take certain directions.
The processes move toward a future which is specified by the
activities which constitute those processes. Time itself is
the natural processes in their direction.16
The metaphysical reality of the past is denied by
Mead: "Reality exfists in a present. The present, of course,
implies a past and a future, and to these both we deny

. 17
existence.”

The events within the act are the present.
The structure of the present is thus the structure of time
itself. Again we can see Mead's epistemological failure.
The object of epistemology can only be the past. It can-
not be concerned with the structure of process, as that is
not conceived of as problematical, i.e., it is temporal.

In criticizing Whitehead Mead asserts that if "what becomes
is the event which in its relation to other events gives
structure to time, then the abstraction of passage from

18

%
what i1s taking place is purely methodological.® The

* Passage is the continuous movement from the first
stage of the act td the last stage, but Mead does not indicate
whether this continuity is logical or experiential.
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methodological data is the epistemclogical problem. It
is what can be held up for analysis. 1In this case it is
the past or the solidification of events. The process
of events structuring time is not epistemologically prob-
lematical for Mead.

Frank Doan states that "sociality is the capacity
of being several things at once".20 He sees sociality as
comprised of a structural element as well as a temporal

element.21

The objective organization of perspectives

exists in both miﬁd and nature as the structural element

of sociality. Theé interests, needs, desires, and wishes

of the organism determine the direction of activity, and,

in Tonnes' terminology, time itself. For Doan, this temporal

aspect of sociality is what the organism brings to experience.

It is in the interaction of the direction of the organization

of perspectives by mind that sociality allows for growth,

change and novelty. Mind as process and structure provides

Mead with the mechanism of correlation necessary to preserve

the identity of the individual systems while allowing them to

change. The intersection of two systems is not sufficient to

establish a change or a novel emergent.22
Some agency is necessary to establish relations within

the intersection of systems which is conducive to further

action. What is necessary for action is the ability to indi-
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cate the significahce of the event in a meaningful way and,
for Mead, man can do this because "man is able to take the
role of several participants at the same time.”23
I will now try to tie sociality into the social
psychology and physiology of Mead's earlier works. It is
only through the inhibition of conduct that we attend to
particulars. To put this another way, consciousness is
made voluntary through the stoppage of conduct.24 For
Iobjects to have characters, i.e., marks of individuality,
they must call out novel responses. Within the organism
these challenges are met by 'testing' various alternative
ways of acting toward the object. Role~taking is the key
to the success of conduct and simulténeity is the mechanism
which allows various postures toward objects to be assumed.
The individual is always at the centre of reality.

25

His world is always world-for-him. The physical reguisites

for action are given in the situation but the individual is
the active centre of the situation: "Time and space...

appear in the situations of organic forms."26

The object
stands to the individual as a means for the fulfillment
of his interests. The object "is relative to his active
interest, not relative in the sense that its content is a

. . 27
state of his consciousness”.
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Role~taking, simultaneity and the centrality of the
individual are connected with Mead's understanding of resis-
tance. For Mead, resistance is not just a guestion of the
physical effort involved in manipulating the object; resis-
tance concerns the future - the hypothetical future of action.
Within the stage of manipulation, either hypothetical or
actual, the resistance is the same as that in the future.
That is, our interests and expectations are taken to be
continuous with thezobject.28

There is a duality in the principle of sociality.

In effecting change, both the novel characters, for example
of a problematic object and the characters retained from
past experience come together in a synthesis which allows
conduct to proceed.29 Sociality shows the individual to be
in a constant state of tension. HNature is defined by the
sensitivity of the individual. Nature has reality in so

far as it allows experience. The strivings of the indivi~
dual must creatively accommodate themselves to the available
modes of satisfaction offered by nature. The fundamental
duality centres on experience on the one hand and the indivi-
dual on the other. In the interaction either the experience

is creative of the individual or the individual is creative

of the experience.
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It is my contention that Mead cannot resolve this
central problem. His pragmatic orientation refuses to see
nature‘as a problem. In attempting to answer the guestion
"How does the individual come to have the kinds of experi-
ence he does?", Mead defines the individual as a stage in
the evolutionary scale and experience as the kind of beha-
viour appropriate for that stage of evolution. Experience
is conduct which is the expression of the individual; the
individual is the kinds of experience he is expressing.

The individual is born into a situation. The

world he comes into is already meaningfully interpreted
and structured for him, but the individual makes it his
world through his activities within it. Specifically, it :
is through the individual's errors in the world that he
grows and changes. An error is unsuccessful conduct. These
errors are the mistakes of a self, of an individual whose
relationship to nature is conceived in a common-sense manner.
Yet this self and the inter-relationship with nature are
conceived in a phillosophic manner. The 'givenness' of nature
is never guestioned nor is the basic fact that there is an
interactive relatibnship between a minded organism and the
neutral 'stuff' of nature.

The point is that it is one thing to methodologically

accept certain uncritical assumptions into a philosophy, but
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it is something else to erect a critical structure on the
assumption that the basic elements of the structure are
known. For example, we can accept Freud's assumption that
nature is continucus and law-like in all her aspects and
still clearly see his personality theory; in Mead's case,
however, the acceptance of the neutral availability of nature
does not allow us to discriminate reasons why certain errors
are made by particular individuals, the difference between
action and behaviour, the role of physiological sensitivities
as opposed to psychological or emotional sensitivities, or
when a change is the result of the individual instead of an
emergent event -in nature.

Sociality, as a philosophic concept, is inadeguate
as a basis for a conceptual framework for the analysis of
human behaviour and action because it has no epistemological
backing. It does not show us how the individual comes to
have experience. It cannot account for the inception of
the act, i.e., for the impulses seeking expression. The
emergence of impulses within the individual are assumed to
answer to the natural conditions which will allow their
fulfillment simply because Mead cannot see any other way
for our experience to be possible. This kind of logical
necessity must, however, be demonstrated through an epis-
temological analysis of experience rather than assuming its
truth and finding cosmological principles which then are

used to prove that the epistemological problems are not



really experiential problems.

I think that Mead's major failure is his refusal
to see a distinction between a product of the mind, the
scientific method, and the operation of mind in the world.
The scientific method is an historical accomplishment, one
which is never complete at any single point in time. The
scientific method is itself a process and a creation.
There is no reason to assume, particularly in an evolutionary
universe, that because at this time the scientific method
seems to be the most adeguate way to explore our world our
individual successful experiences must follow that method.

For one thing, our experiential hypotheses are action-
oriented. We hypothesize in order to accomplish and act.
This seems to be guite a different kind of hypothesis from
a scientific one, for example in physics. It would seem that
the latter can be the attempt to summarize a series of
apparently unrelated events under a single explanation. It
is a means of describing observed behaviour. It can also be
an attempt to expand apparent uniformities. It can, in a
more practical way, be the attempt to apply a theoretical
conception to the world. Mead holds, however, that the

raison d'etre of mind is that it exists for action. HEe does

not explain the relationship between conceptualization and

action.
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As a systematic philosopher Mead is a failure, as
indeed is perhaps the entire pragmatic program. I do not
think, however, that this entitlies us to dismiss Mead en-
tirely. He has maﬁe many valuable suggestions toward a
philosophic anthropolcgy as well as indications of a theoxry
of the self. It is to this latter theory I would now like
to turn. In this final chapter I will be giving a much
more sympathetic interpretation of Mead. This is not to
say that he is being accepted uncritically, but rather
that this is not the place to suggest a more adeguate basis
for Mead's philosophy. What I will try to do is to indi-
cate what Mead's theory of the self is and to offer sugges-
tions for an expansion of his theory with the proviso that
until the epistemological foundations are laid no Meadian

theory of the self can be adeguate.
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THL THEORY OF THE SELF

The purpose of this chapter is to try to integrate
those elements of Mead's thought which I have been develop-
ing into a theory of the self. It is, by now, obvious that
Mead had a great interest in the self. The problem of con-
duct cannot be adeguately discussed without a comprehensive
theory of initiation and motivation. Mead's desire to locate

all of the processes of man's physical and mental activities

within a naturalistic framework has limited his vocabulary to ;
terms, whose usual connotations are felt to be opposed to
any constructive theory of the self and self-initiation.
But this understanding of vocabulary must be seen within
the framework of Mead's thought and not imposed from the !
outside. We have already seen how, as temporality increased
in importance for Mead, the concept of 'the social' expanded
to include all processes of adjustment. Similarly, mechanism
took on an increased dimension through the theory of tempora-
lity and emerged not as a physical model but as an expression
of a functional unity.

The transition of the discussion of the self in Mind,

Self and Society'to the discussion in The Philosophy of the

Present can be seen with the increased dimension of the

temporal nature of role-taking and its effects on the self,

88
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the interweaving of 'the social’ and temporality through
sociality, and the increased recognition of the role of
the subject-agent aspect of the self.

In the interaction of the self and the environment
the organization of events determines the temporal relations.
The intial condition for the self is always a situation.

The self is constantly barraged by impressions, objects
and events from nature and impulses, desires and imagery
from within. The self "is bound to the dimensions of
temporality by being always in a situation, both objective
and subjective.”l

For the human organism, "The biological act moves
by way of adjustment of the organism’'s acts to the reguire-
ments of the eﬁvironment; the self's act is not an adjust-
ment by the condition of experience...It is only the self
for which objects are at a distance.”2 The self-conscious
act 1s not something which is determined by the conditions
given to it. It is always an act of self-initiation which
stands as the condition for the appearance of an environment.
The act of the self cannot be identified with the biological
act. This is not to deny the host of determinations and
conditions which are instigated by the fact of the individual
as a biological organism. It is asserting that the human

individual initiates acts. Action involves a distinction
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within the organism which goes bevong the physical
mechanism of the instinctual world. This distinction is
that of the functional focus of action of the self, i.e.,
the "I" as distinct from the behaviours and the past
experiences of the self as the "me".

The prereguisite for the appearance of the self in
experience and in consciousness 1s rooted in man's biologic
make-~up. I have already drawn the distinction between the
perceptual object and the physical object. The importance
of this distinction will now be made evident. The physical
object exists; the perceptual object is real. Action is
initiated on the basis of the perceptual object; but the
distinction within the self is dependent on its biologic

nature. The biologic organism comes into contact with the

physical object; the response to that object is an initiated

act which is a resgponse to the perceptual object. The two

objects are unified in our experience because of the capacity

for role-taking through the establishment, by our temporal
structure, of simultaneity or sociality. I quote from

Mead:

It is evident that it is the formation of
the physical object which is responsible
for the appearance of the individual as an
object, since it brings contemporaneity
and also brings the possibility of the dis-
tinction between rest and motion, and the
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separation of space and time, and thus con-
stitutes a new environment answering to the
new individual. In cother woxrds, contempor-
aneity can arise only as distant objects
which are future in their import can be
brought hypothetically into the_contact field,

P

and so bedgome physical objects.

Distant objects belong only to a self, It is the selecting
out of the perceptual field those objects which are per-
fi?tual, which answer, hypothetically, to the demands of
our impulses. What exists in the distance, physically and
temporally, is made real by acting toward it.

The reality of distant objects is always hypothetical.
In Mead's theory of temporality we saw how everything is
determined from the perspective of the present, i.e., those
events which led to the present were necessary for the
present to have the character that it does have. Role-
taking, now seen als sociality, alliows the self to be the
necessary condition or basis for the distant object. That
is, it is the self which transforms the hypothetical distant
object into a categorical object of present experience; it
is the self that mekes experience by constantly pulling the
future into the actualized present. Sociality allows the
self to play the role of the distant object. Through this
role playing the self is constantly ahead of itself. The
mode of experience is from the future toward the present

which merges into experience at the point of contact., We
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give objects the insides of resistance which we experience
as the outside of the object. We move toward objects from
the perspective of the object and not from the perspective
of the individual. The true object in experience is the
"me"” of the self as sociality. The "me" determines itself
out of various alternative modes of action for the sake of
fulfilling the demands of the "I".

This objective capacity of the self allows for the
conduct of the self to be objectively and immediately avai-
lable to the self for analysis and reflection. When the
self is not being conducted properly in its environment,
when a situation arises within which the object, the self,
is not able to handle, its conduct as an object is inhibited.
What issues into the world after inhibition, which is able
to act adequately within that situation, is a new object
capable of ongoing conduct. Thig is the reconstructed self.

What has elapsed in passage between the 'time’ of
the inhibition and the instigation of the act is incapable
of effecting the continuance of the act for two reasons:

(1) passage in the absence of mind is 'undifferentiated’;
only a real difference can make a difference to mind, and
{2) the instigation of the reconstructed act carries with
it the temporal striucture of the act which is inclusive of

and constituent of the past and future from its locus as
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the present. As object, the self is restricted to the
processes and determinations of all objects. The most
important restriction is that an object cannot initiate
action. This is not to undermine the importance of the
objective side of the self. This gucte gives evidence to
its import: "while an indefinite number of instances of
objects in nature‘appear in our immediate experience, new
objects arise in reflective experience only through the
interaction of the individual and the environment by means
of the mediation of the self as an object."4 Mesad also
writes:

The further function of the self as an object
in the field of action is to be found in the
attention to the universal character of the
cbject in the environment, and its abstrac-
tion by means of symbols of communication in
the form of what is ({sic) called ideas.
Whatever endures in the midst of the
passing of event...is in so far universal...
It is these persistent characters which can
be indicated to others or to one's self, for
only that which persists can be indicated...
We identify the universal contents in things
by presenﬁing ourselves as responding to them,
and we call these responses aroused by the sig-
nificant $ymbols of social gestures, or language,
the meanings of things. It is because we can
summon ourselves, as organizations of responses,
into the field of experience by means of these
symbols, that we are able to isolate these mean-
ings and s$o further the organization of our re-
sponses in a plan of action,>

Language is possible because the self can so organize

and objectify itself as to present a focus of continuity to
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memory. It is only because of this objectivé continuity
which is aware of itself that the concrete data of experience
can be abstracted, symbolized and universalized into the
human artifact of language. There can be no novelty, no
emergence, no growth without a contrast to something which
does not change. The self as object, as "me®, is constant
and enduring but not as a set of identical permanent features,
but rather as a certain unigque kind of organization or unity
of response. Only the "me" has experience. O0Only the "me"
acts. Only the '"me" enters into contact with other "me"s.
The self as object is the constant focus of all experience -
to myself as well as to others, especially to the scientist.
An implication of the above passage would sexrve as
an explanation of the seeming impossibility of geniuses and
mystics to explain their experiences. The symbolic struc-—
ture of lénguage is a response to the shared persistance of
experience. It serves to isolate and indicate the universal
enduring gualities of our experience. The genius's experi-
ences are of such a nature as to be creative of symbolic
environments, the persistance of which is relative to that
individual'’s perspective. This also has implications for
an understanding of social change. In applying this theory

not just to society at large but to the experience of the
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individual as well, the major aspect is the question of the
isolation of meandngs, symbols or responses. It is crucial
to the theory of reconstruction to be clear as to what it

is that leads to inhibition. Earlier in the paper I showed
how it is the particular or concrete characters of universal,
i.e., of permanent objects, which call out novel respoﬁses
and the process of reconstruction.

The "I" is the non-objective aspect of the self which
initiates acts. Thé "I" is seen by Mead as consisting of
projects or goals. These projects serve as "filters®,
"screens" or "censors" for the undifferentiated and increa-
sing demands at certain times in certain situations. This
projecting is the direction which the "me" takes in its con-
duct. It is 'time itself'. Further, these projects dictate
directions independently of the bioclogical demands. They
direct themselves' through the mediation of the "I".

The "I" is the values or the goals of the self. The
"me" is a continual response to the demands of the "I". The
projects, values or goals of the "I" are never investigated
by Mead, but I think we can see them as being correlated with
the kinds of concepts which psychiatrists talk about, namely
character traits, personality, dispositions or inclinations.
Mead is arguing, [ believe, that these concepts should be

seen not as things which individuals have but as ways indivi-
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duals are. An individual's behaviour should not be eguated
with the essential or constituent determinations of that
person. What we do when we identify behaviour with the in-
dividual is to force the self to seek new modes of behaving
consistent with our definition of the self as a piece of
behaviour.

This is an interpretation of Mead which may not be
entirely consistent with his earlier works (MSS and PA) or
with what I have said about the "I" being projects or goals.
It is an open guestion as to which comes first, the "I" or
the "me%. It is further another guestion to ask if before
self-consciocusness {("me"'s reflection on "me") the “IY can
have projects. In my reading of Mead I am arguing that the
"I" is present at birth but only as a mechanism which governs
the order of satisfaction of biological needs. The need to
play games and to lenter into social process with persons
other than the original 'significant othexr' {(parent) is
rooted biologically. Just as the original means of satis-

faction of needs is dependent on an adjustment of behaviour

to a pre-~determined pattern of permissible means of satis-
faction (feeding schedule, for example) so increased aware-
ness of our dependency on others comes to set up processes
of mediation within us. At the level of self-consciousness

the processes of mediation become crystallized as the ngw,
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The projects of the "I" are then in a state of emerging.
The individual is beginning to be defined as a kind of a
thing. The fundamental drive is still toward satisfaction,
but now with the self-conscious individual that which is to
be satisfied is a picture or view of what one can become.
The externally imposed labels of behaviour become inter-
nalized as the profects and goals of the "I"

The reconstruction of objects, both external and
the "me", is the cdnstruction of the kind of experience which
will allow the realization of the projects of the "I". The
environment becomes totally purposive in an instrumental
sense, Experience:is comprised of certain necessary con-
ditions which go to define situations for the individual
but these conditioﬁs themselves are not a part of the ex-
perience of the "I": "It is true that we may make an analysis
of the different elements of the physioclogical structure by
anatomizing the organism and showing what the mechanism is
that must work to enable the act to take place. This analy-
sis, however, does not present parts of the act of the self.
They are conditions of the action of the self, but they lie
outside that experience."6 The experience of the "I" is a
primitive relation. It is foundational in that it, after

its inception, presupposes no other element for its experience.
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To continue this interpretation let us look closer
at the basic problem of the initiation of action. Where
in this process of role-taking does the initiation of its
action come from? Where is the subject which needs an
object? Mead states that "The self appearing as "I" is
the memory image of the self who acted toward himself and

"7 The "Ill

is the same self who acts toward other selves.
is the self which acts towards the "me" as object. In the
act of tending toward the self as object, however, the self
as subject, as initiator, cannot appear. If this "I" could
appear in consciousness during the act, then what would
there be for consciousness to be a response to? We would
have to see consciousness as a response to itself, or as
a response to the initiation of the act. Mead sees con-
sciousness only as response to biological fialure, i.e.,
when the organism as a physical mechanism cannot meet the
demands of its own impulses. Consciousness is a response
to a problematic situation. It is a response to objects.
It cannot be a response to the "I". Mead sees this in
the following way:

Recognizing that the self cannot appear in

consciousness as an "I", that it is always

an object, i.e., a "me", I wish to suggest

an answer to the guestion, What is involved

in the self becoming an object? The first

answer may be that an object involves a

subject. $tated in other words,Bthat a “"me"
is inconceivable without an “I". ‘
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As subject, as the3initiat5r of the response, the "I" can-
not be exhibited in that response. It can only be enter-
tained as an "I" after the act in memory and the past.
Mead states that:

The "I" lies beyond the range of immediate ex-
perience. In terms of social conduct this is
tantamount, to saying that we can perceive our
responses bnly as they appear as images from
past experience, merging with the sensuous
stimulation. We cannot present the response
while we are responding. We cannot use our
responses to others as materials for the con-
struction of the self - this imagery goes to
make up other selves. We must socially stimu-
late ourselves to place at our own disposal
the material out of which our own selves as
well as those of others must be made.

The "1I" therefore never can exist as an
‘object in consciousness, but the very conver-
sational character of our inner experience,
the very process of replying to one's own
talk, implies an "I" behind the scenes who
answers to. the gestures, the symbols, that
arise in consciousness. The "I" is the tran-
scendental self of Kant, the soul that James
conceived behind the scene holding onto the
skirts of an idea to give it an added incre-
ment of emphasis.

The self-conscious, actual self in social
intercourse is the objective "me" or "me"s
with the process of response continually going
on and implying a fictitious "I" always out of
sight of himself.

Our responses to others are the constitution of ourselves.
We cannot be built up out of these because they are what we
are in the past of that conduct. When we reflectively step

behind our responses to see that response as it served in
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the past in the capacity of a stimulation for another then
the response which that reflection calls out may be used in
the construction of ocuUrselves as a new self. The develop-
ments in psychology and philosophy within Mead's day saw

the self as a fiction, as a creation which was logically
necessary for the metaphysical or the anti-metaphysical
structures which they had developed. Mead sees the Kantian
"I" as a logical functional necessity, but its separation
from the phenomenal world removes, for Mead, the possibility
of the reality of Ehe Kantian "I". Mead is ontologizing the

10 The Meadian

functional unity olf the Kantian noumenal self.
"I" is knowable as the responsive structure which is respon-
sible for the initiation of conduct. It is not knowable in
the act, only after the act. The unity of function which

was all Kant's "I" was has become transformed by Mead into
that very unity of the act, the conséquences of which the

self is responsible for. The guality of the emergent reality
is not given in the intention of the self; it is only given
in the result of the self. Rather than a transcendental unity
of apperception Mead had developed a transcendental unity of
emérgence,.i.e., the given existential conditions which are
constituative of the reality of experience. Mead's
'‘categories' are not static and constituative of our experi-

ence, they actively transform experience both with respect to

what is in the environment and in our mode of response to

MCMASTER UNIVERSITY LIBRARY
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that environment. The response of Mead's categories to
the givens in nature affects an emergence of the categories
of response as well as the real characters in nature.

The reconstructive capacity of the "I" is engaged
in the reorganization of itself as much as it is engaged in
the reorganization of experience. It is "that phase of
experience within which we are immediately conscious of
conflicting impulses which rob the object of its character
as object—stimulush leaving us insofar in an attitude of
subjectivity; but during which as new object-stimulus
appears due to the reconstructive activity which is iden-
tified with the subject "I" as distinct from the object
"me"U}l For Mead, it is because the self can become con-
scious that action is stopped and that the instigation of
action brings with it the temporal order.that retains the
confinuity of human experience. Mind is only a certain
kind of potential before experience. Only the temporal
depth of the nervous system can be called a priori, con-
stitutive of experience. For Mead it is the "whole of
such a nervous system (which) provides both the field and
the mechanism for selection with reference to distant
futures, and this selection endows surrounding objects

with the values and meanings which the future subtends.“12



102

Far from this theory detracting from the self as
subject, it locates the self within the very field of ex-
perience and conduct in which that self is the locus of
reality. This self is not logically or metaphysically
necessary; it is the ontological reality, the 'stuff’
out of which reality emerges, and the explanation of the
conduct of the self in terms of that self. It allows for
no appeals to 'higher' realms to justify its action. It
must suffer the conseguences of its own creations. The
Meadian self is responsible for its own responsive structure.

I beg the reader's indulgence in subjecting him to
another long guotation from Mead, but I feel that, firstly,
not enough “reading“ of Mead has been done, and, secondly,
that it is essentidl to my thesis to illuminate as brightly
as possible those passages which stretch and extend the
meanings of Mead's behaviouristic language to show that my
development of the implications of Mead's thought is not

doing violence to his philosophy.

The psychological elements of an object are
a definite stimulation answering to a defi-
nite response plus the results of past ex-
perience of the response. The object is a
collapsed act. (my italics) It is when the
results of past experience have attached
themselves to the stimulations that we find
a field of objects within which we can act
intelligently. The conflict, together with
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its inhibition, breaks up these objects, and
it is not until new objects have arisen that
intelligent conduct can proceed. What is es-
sential to this reconstruction is such an
analysis of a complex act that that which has
checked the whole act may be identified with
the specific part of the act to which it be-
longs, for it is only when a definite ten-
dency to respond answers to a stimulation that
it becomes a distinct part of the field of
perception and can assimilate the memory ima-
ges of past experience. To isolate a part of
a complex act is, then, to expose the field to
the indepenhdent sensitizing influence of the
other tendencies which were so orxganized that
they acted under the conditions set by the
whole act. The immediate function of the
appearance: of the self in experience is that
of analyzing the complex response, in the face
of conflict, so that a new field of objects
may appear together with a reconstructed act.
This takes place throuch the identification of
the self with the defeated element of the act,
and then with the entire act, deprived of this
element, séeking to reorganize itself out of
characters in the field of stimulation to which
we would otherwise not have responded, that is,
which would not otherwise have existed as ob-
jects for ts in the environment.l3

Reconstruction, then, is a polar concept. The "I" is
constantly redifining its situation. In this process it
is seeking various ways of achieving its ultimate satis-
faction, i.e., to be actual.

It is the valuational or puxposive nature of the "I"
which determines the characters of cbjects, which directs
action and selects environments. The characters of objects
attended to is the response of the "me" to the valuational

demands of the "I", This experience is temporal in nature.
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Through sociality the subjective demands of the "I" are
extériorized to the objects. The subjective is made ob-
jective through the selective process of analysis and the
reconstruction of an objective way of behaving. As cer-
tain characters become more relevant to the “I" they be~
come objectified as an habitual response to the "me".
Future conduct is then checked either by the inadeguacy
of the habit to sustain the value or by a too hasty insti-
tution of a habit (as when our response has only been
tested in a limited number or kinds of situation) or by

a redefinition of the self.

Past structures become enlarged and altered through
experience. This past is however always clung to, as it is
through this past that personal identity is maintained. In
the interplay between the organized mode of response, the
"me", and the continual demand to become more real, to act
as one with our image or definition of our self, the "IV,
we are constantly performing 'self-experiments'. We men-
tally try out different ways of responding to our past.

In the imagination these varied responses take on the charac-
ter of ideas: ideas of how our present and future values

may be realized. The action on these objects of memory is

novel:
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It is the btemporal aspect of things which is

responsible for their psychological character.

It is in so far as the reality of the thing

is effected either with the future or with

the past that we are able to isolate elements

which are rleferred to the experience of the

individual, which are abstracted as psycho-

logical contents. Things are the way they

are in the relationship between the individual

and his environment and this relationsghip is

that of conduct.l4

It is only the temporal self which is able to so inter-
pose its structure into the environmment that a function of
unity and coordination between passage and the existence of
perspectives may be affected. The temporal self is the
subject and not the object. The "me" is as timeless and
physical as any object. The "me" is always and only an
effect., The constitution of the "me", "the stuff that goes
to make up the 'me' whom the 'I' addresses and whom he

observes, is the experience which is induced by this action

15 né "me" has the same reality as any other

of the 'I® ".
object. In ordinary experience it is a physical object and
is not observed by the "I". Only when it runs into difficul-
ty does it become attended to by the "I". The "me" only
appears to the "I" insofar as it is a failure. The "me" is
the biologic self. It is a necessary condition for the
appearance of an "I" but it is not sufficient.

The "I" is the principle of responsiveness. Given a

structure of tendencies you still do not have a response.
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Given a set cf interests, desires and impulses you still do
not have direction. Given a present you still do not have a
past.or a future. That which initiates responses, directs
interest, desire and impulse and which imposes the temporal
order of these responsive activities is the "I". The recon-
struction of the self can do nothing more to the "me" than
to give it its emergent characters., As an object all it can
be to the "I" is useful. The emergent organizations and con-
stitutions of the self which overcome the problem of action
emerge into the past as a new "I". Why emerge into the
‘past'? Mead explains: "The 'I' remembers; but the self

it remembers is alWays a 'me’ that another 'I' remembers
now. This fact alone affords the present 'I' with a measure
of free responsiveness toward the 'me' and hence toward its

16 The responsibility of the responses of the self is

past”.
to the self. The point is that this self is constantly in

the process of actualization and realization of its tendencies
within various acts in the world. After the response has

been made the self, both as "I" and as "me", has been re-
constructed; the "me" is a novel object with emergent
characters and the "I" is a novel responsive structure with
emergent relationships. The imagery of its memory comes to

the "I" not from that "I" but from a past "me". Its selec-

tion of respcnses from its memory is then a completely free
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selection. The present and future which are calling for a
response cannot determine any aspect of the selection. The
selection of a responsive tendency, the selection to select,
is an act which is spontaneous, though grounded in conditions;
free, though within a finite set of possible experiences;
and unpredictable, though completely determined from the
perspective of the actualized selection. This constant
interplay between the "I" and the "me" is only comprehensible
"within a theory of its time~structures".l7

For the relativist the only determination of the order
of the events which we experience is that which is imposed
through the establishment of systems of reference. 1 have
tried to show that the self is such a reference system in
that it is the locus of reality by focusing all happenings
into its present. The perspectives which exist objectively
in nature are then fully available for the self to select
those which it cares to participate in as its past and those
which it cares to participate in as its future. The self is
also an objective perspective and as such hasacertain structure
which makes it objective and which allows it to be seen as
past and with the possibility of becoming future. Mead sees
this metaphysical implication of relativity in the following
way: "If the future is actually existant, it must be as

alternative possibilities. For the succession of events
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upon each other is dependent upon the consentient sets,
wthin which the events lie. If an event can lie within
different consentient sets, there will be different suc-
, :118
cessions.

This selection of events is a function of the "“I".
It is the method for the incorporation of the widest possible
horizon or mode of conduct. I have earlier drawn the
analogy in Mead's thought between the scientist and the in-
dividual through the conception of hypothesis as the key to
action. The following guote from Mead should then be read
with the individual in mind as well as the general scienti-
fic method:

This modern conception {of investigation}prc—

ceeds from the standpoint not of formulating

values, but giving society at the moment the

largest possible nunber of alternatives of

conduct, i.e., undertaking to fix from moment

to moment the widest possible field of conduct.

The purposes of conduct are to be determined

in the presence of a field of alternative pos-

sibilities of action.-
Older scientific thought was restricted to a value orienta-
tion based on concepts not involved in the guest of science.
This is ruled out by the modern conception of research
science. In the individual, however, the purposes of conduct
which go to select the alternatives available for action are

the values, impulses or interests of the individual.

This hypothesis formulation is a function of the "me".
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This is noé contradicting what I have said earlier about the
"I". The "me" as a biolcogic organism has its own distinct

specious present as well as its own mechansims for survival.
Consciousness is a faculty of the "me". The distinction is
that the initiation of action and the structure which calls

out consciousness, the structure which reconstructs the

@)

attitudes embedded in consciousness, and the structure
which orders the temporal arrangement of consciousness is
the "I", It is whgn the "me" becomes inhibited and unable
to operate in its usual biologic mode that the "I" is
called into play. It is only then that the human organism
can be said to act. The "I" has arisen in nature to allow
the human organism to survive.

With this distinction in mind we need to turn to a
closer examination of the "me". This examination will be
of the "me" as a biologic self and not in its further capa-
city as an object. ' Mead sees the.”me" as the empirical

self thus:

...as the function of the world is to provide
the data for the solution, so it is the func-
tion of the individual to provide the hypothe-
sis for that solution. It is egually evident
that it is the individual as a 'me' that can
perform thils function. Such an empirical self
belongs to the world which it is the function
of this phaise of consciousness to reconstruct...
one of the results of the reconstruction will
be a new individual as well as a new social en-
vironment...,the self in the disintegration and
reconstruction of its universe, the self func-
tioning, the point of immediacy that must exist
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within a mediate process. It is the act that
makes use ¢f all the data that reflection can
present, but uses that merely as the condi-
tions of a new world that cannot possibly be
foretold from them. It is the self of un-
necessitated choice, of undreamt hypothesis,
of inventions that change the whole face of
nature.

It is the empirical self which functions in the world using
the data of reflection. The other self, the self of 'un-
dreamt hypothesis', is not empirical. As an object the "me"
is the ultimate point of mediation for the self as a unity.
It is ultimate because its initial action after inhibition
is that point at which the subjective has passed into the
objective., 1Its action represents the compromises of the
subjective demands of the "I" and the hypothetical ob-
jective alternative modes of objective behaviour represented
by the perspectives in nature. The response of the "me" to
inhibition transcends the "me". This is to say that the
response cannot be determined to be within the "me" until

it acts. The response is not predictable. The response is
a solution, a selection cut of alternatives; the response
is intitiated by the "I".

As an object the "me" participates in all the mani-
festations of objective phenomenon. The most important of
these is a causal order. The values and demands of the "I"
are not determined by a causal sequence of events. The

satisfaction of the "I"'s demands is dependent on the means
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of satisfaction, i.e., the causal requirements of the "me".
In inhibition both the environment and the "me" are re-
constructed according to their possible modes of conduct.
One causal order is selected according to the needs of the
"I". The problematic is always subjective. The "me" is
always able to act adeguately, i.e., in a way which will
satisfy the "I". The "I" is constantly striving to become
increasingly one with its idealization of itself. The "I"
wants to grow, and the "growth of the self arises out of
a partial disintegration, the appearance of the different
interests in the form of reflection, the reconstruction
of the social world, and the conéequent appearance of the
new self that answers to the new object.”21
The idealizations of the "I" appear as ideas. Ideas
are tested, they are held up against the world. This com-
parison is between the past behaviours in the world, the
present ideas and the future anticipated satisfaction.
The novel demand is caused but is not causally explained
except as conduct. The temporal nature of the central
nervous system gives the individﬁal the future as an actual

way of experiencing the world. The enlargement of experience

is possible only because the individual can hypothetically act

as if the future were the actual present.
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The conditions within which experience must be
evidenced are not the conditions which make up the reality
of the euperience for the individual. This is to affirm
that the individual, as "I", judges, evaluates, and derives
meaning from his objective behaviour which is not dependent
on the antecedent conditions which were necessary for the
behaviour. If Mead were forced to use causal language T
project that he would argue that the adeguacy of the be-
havicur is retrodicted from future anticipations to present

s "continually creating a world

reflection. The individual i
which becomes real through his @iscovery. Insofar as new
conduct arises under the conditions made possible by his
experience and his hypothesis, the world, which may be made
the test of reality, has been modified and enlarged.”22
The reality of nature answers to the subjective experience of
the individual. The satisfaction of these subjective experi-
ences depends on the ease with which they can be realized.
It is the demonstration of the subjective experience of the
individual which is the major task of the individual.

Mead never argues this. Mead does argue that we can
come to know the subjective experience through objective
behaviour. I have 'argued that perhaps this is possible, but

not on Mead's grounds. My present argument is that is is this
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demand for objective fulfillment of subjective demands which
is the heart of the individual's experience. Mead was be-
ginning to develop a self-realization view of man which goes
far beyond Aristotle's common-sense development. Mead was
searching for the ontological basis for the individual's
experience and trying to account for that experience in
scientific terms. I have argued that he would have failed
inevitably even if he had lived because of his inadeguate
epistemology.

I see the most important contribution of Mead as his
incessant interest in the self as the actor engaged in a
social world. His constant struggle was to do justice to
the neglected quesﬁion of the initiation of action. There
can be no gquestion that Mead's impact on social psychology
and philosophy was: minimal. His influence in social psy-
chology was restricted to his influence as a teacher and
through his first work MSS. It is, however, obvious that
Mead is starting tb be read again, and in his entirety, by
philosophers as well as by sociologists and psychologists.23
Perhaps this is beéause sociology and psychology are today

realizing what Mead saw so clearly so long ago:

If the psychical is the functional and the con-
sciousness of the individual at the same time,
it ig hard to avoid the conclusion that this
phase of our consciousness - or, in other words,
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the individual gua individual - is functional
in the same sense. This individual cannot be
the empirical "me" that exists in such profu-
sion in the modern genetic and pathological
psychologies, nor yet can it be the transcen-
dental self that is nothing but the function

of unity; nor the self whose realization is

the goal of the ethics of Green and his ilk:
nor the individual whose whole content is the
other way ©0f stating the knowable universe.

For this individual cannot be an object: and
yet it musgt have a content, but that content
cannot be an ideal either of conduct oxr of
knowledge. It cannot bs an object, because
...1t belongs to the subject end of the polar-
ized process of cognitive experience; it must
have or be a content, because psychical con-
sciousness does not belong to the normative
phase of reflection, and deals therefore with
relations and laws only in their appearance
within certain fields of experience; it can-
not be an ideal, because it must be immediate,
and therefore its reference, so far as it is
psychical, must lie within its own phase of
consciousness...There is nothing that has suf-
fered more through loss of dignity of content
in modern positivistic psychology than the 'I'.
The ‘me' has been most honorably dealt with.

It has waxed in diameter and, not to speak of
number, with continued analysis, while the 'I'
has been forced from its metaphysical throne,
and robbed of all its ontological garments...
but the greatest loss is the constant drain from
the 'I' to the 'me'. No sooner is a content of
subjectivity made out than it is at once pro-
jected into the object world. This is the
peculiar theme of our social psychology. The
recognition of the social character of the self,
that the alii of our exXperience are not secon-
dary inferired objects with which our reason en-
dows directly perceived physical things, but
constructs whose content is derived from sub-
jective consciousness - this recognition in-
volves the objectifyving of & content which used
to belong 'to the subject.24

As a conclusion I hold that Mead's fundamental insight

into social psychology is that as a science it must rest on
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a philosophic or speculative theory of man. I see Mead as
attempting to clarify certain key concepts such as action,
the social, causation and subjectivity. Through this
clarification a more adequate methodology could be con-
structed for the investigation of man in the social world.
Mead's fundamental failure was an inadeguate analysis of
the subjective expérience as experienced by the individual.
A reapproach to the same problem from a different philoso-
phical orientation has been attempted by Alfred Schutz and
other phenomenclogists., Although agreement does not entail
correctness and without holding that the phenomenological
analysis is adegquate, I see it to Mead's credit that the
problems he saw as fundamental - temporality, subjectivity,
selection and purposive behaviour - are also the ones which
are at the heart of the phenomenological analysis.

I have tried to demonstrate in my essay that Mead's
thought is more consistent and systematic than has been
generally realized. Mead's thought was determined by the
'root metaphor' of the social as a process of adjustment.
He saw the working out of this process as the key to the
reconciliation between the causal demands of science and
the emergent nature of the universe, as the way to preserve
the continuity of the self in a creative universe, as a

justification of the merging cf sociology and psychology



116

into social psychdlogy, as the way of scientifically
approaching the experience of the individual in its full

immediacy.
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