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The point is that the meaning of objects or social interaction is rooted - action, 1n every(.iay practica] cong .
that is, the uses that are made of them as individuals go about the business of C(.)nstljuc.tmg their behayig,

Although such a position may not appear to be particularly controversial, 1t is baseq on 3 hos.t
assumptions regarding the nature of the individual and his relationship to the external worlq Particula?f,
important in this regard is the indebtedness of Mead (and pragmatists more generally) to Germap ide?
ism and the philosophy of Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) and Georg Hegel (1770-1831). It was k, N

a 99 ° . S ? nt\V
proposed the existence of a “twofold self or “double I"’: in being conscious of one’s self, the ing; 'id}ll:l

“splits™ into “the I as subject and the I as object” (Wrong 1994:61, 62). Indeed, for Kant and many g
philosophers, it is this capacity for “reflexivity,” or the ability to experience one’s self simultaneouslr,
as a thinking, perceiving subject and as a perceived object, that separates humans from all other animyl
forms. The influence of these ideas on Mead is most apparent in his conversion of Kant’s twofolg seif

Into a distigction between the “I” and the “me” (see the following discussion of Mead’s distinction)
Equally important, from a Kantian view, is the claim th .

how they allow individuals to adapt
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SOURCE: Coser (1977:314-18).

an object as other individuals do during interaction. So. you may ask yourself,
should I take him or her to?” or “What music should we listen to when we’r
Similarly, before raising your hand, you may think, “Will I seem stupid if I ask the professor this queé-
tion? Will it seem like I'm trying to score ‘brownie’ points?” The answers to such questions, and thys

the behavior you ultimately undertake, are shaped by the responses evoked in your mind, The responses

are not entirely your own, however: instead they reflect the assume it
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as continuously emergimg patiems o hclm\‘!“" -"N :W ;\nuinn‘e are thus always possible even we anaﬂ
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Utilike Miarx or Weber, | ' he did not believe that thes ot orees detery .
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' CW suage as a neutral means for symbolically commuyp; “Sliage iy
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5 - . . : -
R CAARY mately tied to language, is therefore not a product of one s.statlon 1n SOC“?tY- Compare this VIEW with that
eflechon  expressed by Marx, who argued that an individual’s consciousness and view of the world are
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“*r;i:“‘ But what of the nonrationalist presuppositions underlying Mead’s theory? Here, his position
DGy e el

determined

1S Perhaps

more difficult to glean. Dennis Wrong points to the source of this difficulty when he remarks that Meag
was “only casually and tangentially interested in the self as a source of motivational ener
object of affective attachment” (1994:65). Because our distinction between rationalist and no
refers precisely to a theorist’s view of the motivational foundations of action, Mead’s «

this 1ssue leaves us with less to work with than we may like. Nevertheless
tendencies in Mead’s perspective.

nrationalist
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Nonntion.|

individual

Rational

ire less preoccup! d with fashioning the optimal line of action with regard to any particular payoff. ¥ e

[ ast, Mead occa§ionally notes the role of disapproval in shaping our behaviors. Here, he argues that &S englo\’
1 taking the attitude of the other and responding to our gestures as the other might, we suppress "G XE\KS\

.ctions that would elicit disapproval from others. To the extent that experiencing the disapproval of & ®¥31
others arouses negative emotions or affects, we can say it is a nonrationalist motivating force.” As
central points of debate, it is, of course, up 1o the reader to determine where Mead’s work falls in the

metatheoretical framework.

* o »
that our qctions are omded by an attempt to solve problems. Thus, we pursue behaviors that work and
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Introduction to "Self’

TR : . ) . * A ’

on the self, Mead presents i nun;er of concepty Centry] h;
IS ‘ ‘ . tsf VYt s Y o rala " " )
\ead's notion of the “L™ “me, r“";(' &L(lLl’clh/.Ld Other and ‘l.s
DR e deve ‘nt of selt-consciousnegs Cir
v and Cgame’ SUges of the tlt"‘-'“‘"ml | form the core of NSIS. Mnrcovc
ok the Cplav bl iy 'mes that form the core of Moo,
realization theoys . l‘l‘ ‘\. i will upm'n cncounter (wo (ht.lllt‘h {1 1 2 i cad’s

| | ‘. % . ‘ - . ‘, o .9 . .“‘ l'l( { y ! | ¥ L B T
his discussion ol the ;( " between the sell and .\'UL“I' CXPeriences el (g AeC as th

" CONNEUCICUNOSS 1 |
(1) the imterco

s chiapie

In the selections tiaken from the chay “
4 2 L al (N c['\'lc\\ {

ory. Here, we present i .

thee ry r’ :

pmgfﬂm.

C og] thay

‘ 'l np. ity or identity that answers the -
mediates this relations & A B G ar persondality or identity that an > INC question
For Mcad, the selt does not existas a singular personality | 'on, ‘Wh

» Instead, the self exists as self-consciousncess, i czll)zlc{it)f to be both sub:]cct ““d'o.bjcct to ong’
am 77 Instead, lhf ¢ . vh interaction and its basts n lzmguugc. ASs we ﬂnthlpatc the
that 15 made possible w'c'fv (hrough 1n L; licit the desired responses from others, we b‘po
imphcations of courses o action n or.u.f to UL are of his self as an obicet. “not d” ¢
“object” to ounsclves. However, an individual 1s .dWc‘llt: Of NIS ¢ ol f‘ " ) | lrcctly,
indirectly, from the particular standpoints of other individual [s] . . . or from the generalized Stan
the sociil group as a whole to which he belongs™ (Mead .[1934] [962:138). In turn, the €Xperien

self as an object becomes possible only by taking the attitudes of others toward our self
Viewing ourselves as an object 1s the phase of the self Mead termed the “me.”! This phase re
sense of who we are that is created, sustained, and modified through our interaction with
opening to this chapter, *me” 1s who you see in the mirror.) It is the “organized set of attitudes of others
which one himself assumes” (ibid.:175); the self one is aware of when thinking, or taking the attityde of the
other. Thus, the self is a social product that is rooted in our perceptions of how others Interpret our behaviors
That we see ourselves and respond to our conduct as others would IS not the only way 1n which the self

Is a reflection of social interaction. According to Mead, “We divide ourselves up 1n all sorts of differen

sg1v§s with reference to our acquaintances” (ibid.:142). In other words, it is interaction and the context
within which it takes place that determines who we are f '

lo others. The self you experience as a sibl Ing is different from the ope you experience as a coworker or 3
Student. We all have, in a sense, multiple social selves or person

' . alities, as assuming the attitude :
ticular other or community shapes our behavior | & s of a par

Wh ‘6 9 . . . , .
during ‘rlrfotrlr:im;nsf .'St mvc;!ved 1}? thllr;kmg Or reflexive role taking, the self enters into another phase
IS Of mteraction when t e “I” is et o ¥
the phase of the self that one (e foreground. The [ redcls or answers to the “me,

IS consciol “pr . _
our opening example,) [t is ous of. (The “I” is the phase of the self that looks in the mirror in
Individual is aware of the “I”

the response of the [individual] to the attitudes of the others” (1b1d.:175). The
ly as it passes into memory, into the “me.” It

0
S Self
SSible

bUt Omy
dpoint of

presents 5

—_—
'Tn develonineg ki .
In developing his view of the self, Meg
and the notion of possessing
James’s work.

)

¢s, including the latter’s idea of the “me
r's box (page 318) that briefly summarizes
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epresents the here-and-now, creative aspect of one’
behaviors or try to anticipate the reactions of otherne. S sel
for certain what you will say or how others Vj,llln'terac .

111 Inte;

ponse has been made. For Mead, it is th;
5 St |
his Spontaneous, unpredictable a £
1€ aspect of the self and soci
social

a r r \ W
. . .n that sparks pe sonal and cultural i W
ral innovation. ithout the “1.
, social life would be stat;
e static and

relentlessly conformist.
according 1O Mead, the self (i.e., self-
consciousncss) develops through two cognitive
ages: “play” and the *game.” The play stage
. marked by the ability to assume the attitude
particular individual at a time. This
of self-consciousness that we find

ntil around the age of eight. Here
ps arc pretending to be parents,

Superheroes, or princesses, moving from one
ole to the next in an unconnected fashion. In
play, the child is able only to switch successively

-en discrete roles while taking the attitude

betw
fic other toward her self.

of the spec]
The next phase of development 1s the game
stage. Here, the child is able to move beyond

simply taking the role of particular others and
roles of multiple others

sssume  the
simultaneously. Moreover, the child has the
actions on the basis of abs ™ (Thi [
stract A | oame of kickball

Jbility to contro] his
.) This configuration of “roles organized acco
d the “generalized other.” The generalized othe

played during recess.
all participants together in an abstract unity calle
longs. When taking the attitude of the generalized
o common to the whole group. (1t is the vantage

organized community or group 10 which an individual be
o. the *who™ reflected n (he mirror at the opening

other toward one’s ¢ L ar
point from which onc

to this chapter.) Respondin Cof view of the whole community 1S the mechanism

through which that commun aking possible the coordination

of diverse activitics 1n large gr Atitude of the generalized
to orient our b such as freedom,
airness, the ap
alized othe
heme cch
found 1

is the stage
in children U

~hildren perha

Photo 8.2 The Play Stage: A "Mommy" Feeding Her “Baby”

If, one assumcs the attitudes tha
sces, and thus gives meaning |
g 10 oursclves from the poin
ity controls he behaviors of its members, m

oups or insthitutions, \Morcover, by assuming the
and principles

ar situations.

ctical relationship

gcncm\izcd other
1ng, increasingly
¢ins 10 take

chavior according 1o abstract adeals
qre not himited o particul

plicability of which
e clearly itlustrates \fead's view of the diale
of Georg Simmel). As the

ocd 1n the WOTk
1 the games children play 10 ever-wider

other, we are able
individual rights, and

The notion of the genet
between selft and society (@1

develops from its rudimentary torm
abstract soctal cireles, self-CONSCIOUSNESS lLikewise dey clops more fully as . ' ke
1¢ that he does nut-—-—-—and never will—know. As Mca
nity of attitudes

e 15 a communit

roward himse
hers (n W hom there 1S
1 e selves of the

the imagined atutudes of others

, | A x ' y . T et Lt > - ‘ Y MY B
remarks, “We cannot be oursclves unless we die also memoe ‘ | . .
B X . S T i I8 I ,1 ANSSCSSCS q \;‘g 'Or.‘..\' in r\:ldt“)n (S !
which control the attitudes of Jl1 . .. The individust B .. O ol behavior

, .y o - T s of his self expresses or reflects the genetd
other members of his soclt] group. and the structure ©4 5 self eX]
T ————————— O N S ———— - U . = oA 1 \". '&"\“\'\-\ S‘ch
¥ A . . v ) BOW MJand SLaAUOY O SCiit Ch &) ment “J ) |
‘Contemporary theorists are not tn agreement 48 - ! ot | ST mers read Mcad as outlining four stages

. ‘ Conerlizod 0IRCTh while others Fe= = - : ,
Wentify three distindt SEIRES (play. game. and generiioss el conceTving of the o eneralized 0INCT not
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feaw

I Vet organized o
l()4)- el & E,r()up D!"()Ce\S

> I ()(’a—' , by 2 b .

| | i 1934] 1 e as every individual jpy
pattern of this social group to which he Lle “only 1S 1 . | olveql
‘ refe

activities—that is, society itself—are mad s of all
or belonging to that society can take the genern
these processes and activities

3¢

l

" (ibid.: 155).
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Again, our self is realized only in relation to a wider con
or an artist or actor only if one has an audien nce
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garly in the gach :::‘ﬁ‘:{c::l";d:“{‘fiPrcoccupicd With rules, o
. ([oWinS lh?'.“' O ] asketball player

| position even if domg‘ SO might prevent the other team ¢
3S1E » to abstract themselves from the game ag such; they x;rc .

§ hus fAexibility, of .thc rules that organize Interaction, Wi cted nature,
an of the gcncmhzcd other, however, the plaver i ability 1o take the

cious of her partin the realization of the nles, N(; lon o mg the rules; instead, she has
: SC\f»\‘nlt.\ci\\\\s!;\L\:c‘: ;‘\: "‘\L‘tc\y S l\\g Bames now the
Pll yer b . consider how a six-year-old might decide Whether ml ‘\, aton ang, ‘.\\‘\\x‘\\\\y. to change,
tion or thinking would entinl taking the attitude of o patticulur :::; T“ . he d‘i““j‘ nternal
His decision 1s then based on the imagined TESPONSe ‘ ‘et toward his potential lines of

.‘t‘ ‘ (“‘ “N“ \\‘h[‘[ 0N Do A , | \
.onduc cenallV TESD ) v el ‘ . » A parent perhaps, to the actio
CcC ucslio"‘ lnlumd".\ IL..\l m\du.\b to the contemplated action as his parent might, the c\\:h\\- dect \&l\\(‘t\

: o v Teac Cantieinate ¢ | . o ' s dccsion to

| is based on his reaction 1o the anticipated disapproval of that other, In contrast, an adult
' . N S

dccisi““ v.vould‘ lvc‘bfmfd “l‘?“ (:.nfl"‘:‘ n‘n:\t:‘n:cd r.c.‘\.p«.mfc u!‘ .thc gcncm\'\‘/cd mhgr. Here, the same decision
lcn\'cd solcly from a re “k.“ !‘ O 1hC mm‘“P‘“Ld disapproval of a specitic other, but also from an
response 1o the community 's shared principle that it is wrong to steal,
Jifference between the play and the game stages is readily apparent if we look at how a soccer
.- plavcd by 6-vear-olds as opposed to a game played by 15-year-olds. In the former, children play
gan.u, lh*v ;f;re all magncticnny attracted to the ball. They have no sense of positioning or organized,
as 1f th:i articipation. There 1s hittle 1f any passing or cooperation between the players. The game
struct p"nlv in a flock of children running wildly after the ball (though 1t 1s not uncommon for some

Ansists mal : . . _ . ﬁ
consis interest in the game completely—e.g., to stop to pick dandelions, wave at their parents,

orS {0 lose : . o
. 1o space, Or examine their socks). | -
; ame of soccer played by 15-year-olds. Here, there 1s a sense of positioning

gaz¢ 1 a .
. scenariotoa g |
i all and to whom to pass it. Teenagers do not selfishly follow
Instead, the game is now the focus of the

ding of when to pass the b | '
oncer is the object of their attention. . . |

: oduces a kind of rudimentary society where each p\.ayer 1S

anticipate their reactions, and adjust her

en becoming quite literal

AY NOL concein and ngad in

C OoF momentarily moving out of her
“\ . . / » . . . N

- ‘,\mnng. Atthas point, children are still
WO 10 understand the consty

~ CONS
wabove” it, as the rules become subject 1o

converse

ot StCd

IS ﬂOt (
intcmﬂl

n understan

because l{ no l
the ball, bility to cooperate as a team pr

. imultaneously,

: -c1de of all the other players simultane

sble to take thei attitu dinely, all while creatively adhering to the rules of the.game. f e
accordingly; ' or generalized other), we, 01 COUISE,

articular individual |
he attitude & o 'Other il '« head. nor do we experience our self as a physical,

R determining Wh?: pa > ' | r the genesis of the mind and
uage 1S thus :

In our state

have already o
essential for the developmen

e — — J—
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0t
hat Process ag 5 Whole

that Process. The . and to other individuals within
"\lcnlgcncc of the lower forms of am-

mal lifcs lll\L‘ d freat de: | of - .

INVolve g Sclf.sln 0 L‘;.“'. human .lmclh;.:cncc. does not
our MOoving about o abitual actions, for example,
which we '“" ‘ N a world that s 511\\.\!)‘ there and to
hor co ¢ 50 adjusted that no thinking 1s involved,
there g A Certinn amount of sensuous expenence such
dS persons have w hen they are just W aking up, @ bare

thereness of the world. Such characters about us t.nn)‘.
then place i relation:

CXIstin CAPCNCNCe W ithout takimg ‘
ler those condi-

ship to the self. One must, of counse, iaet T A
tiﬂl\\, (‘l.\lil\glll\'\ hetween the o\l\ulf&'ﬂt.t iy
immediatelv takes le.c and our ownwn t\!),:;tlillmlm'\ l( e
into the C\l.\cncm‘c of the sclt. .(’m' says upon IWINLLYSE

- . in the
that a certan item had ats |

level of sophistication 10 Ong
that of a self. We do so intimately |
CCLIVE CXPLrIences, .
abstraction to realize that pain
without being the experience
of the self. Simularly, we normally organize our memo-
ries upon the string of our self. If we date things w¢
alwavs date them from the pomnt of view of our past
cxpc;icnccs. We frequently have memories that we can-
not date. that we cannot place. A picture comes before
us suddenly and we are at a loss to explain when that
experience originally took place. We remember per-
fectly distinctly the picture, but we do not have it defi-

nitely placed, and until we can place it in terms of our
past experience we are not satisfied. Nevertheless, 1

think it is obvious when one comes to consider it that the
self is not necessarily involved in the life of the organ-
ism, nor involved in what we term our sensuous experl-
ence, that is, experience in a world about us for which
we have habitual reactions.

We can distinguish very definitely between the self
and the body. The body can be there and can operate in

a very intelligent fashion without there being a self
1pv01ved in the experience. The self has the characteris-
t1.c fhat it is an object to itself, and that characteristic
f11st1nguishes it from other objects and from the body. It
1s perfectly true that the eye can see the foot, but it does

not see the body as a whole. We cannot see our backs;

lv identify our ¢xpens

' ith the self
ences, especally our afl with

that 11 takes a moment s
and plcasure can be there

we can feel certain l“’m,“"S of tl‘\cm, ' we are a,,.
. experience Ol our whole 1 Blle
we cannot get wiEat = s whicl : boqy T hu‘
are, 0f coune, experients \ ‘ ol S““\CWhai \\“'t
Micult of locatiotl, but the bt)dlly eXper:. VAR
and ditheu PCrigp,... Sy

for us onganized about 0 sc\!. The foot apg hang o> &

them from the WIong C“f‘ ?f an Opera g
ings which we h‘nvc difficulty in reCOgnizi iy,
The ports of the body are quite distin, ay o
el We can lose Qurts of the body w'}ti\\mhab\‘
Tous invasion of the sell. The mere ubi\ity t oman
purts of the body is not difyey, 0
expericnee of u table, The table presents o diffe, m g
from what the hand doces when one hapg feels
but it is an experience of something wiy, a
come definitely into contact. The body doeg
ence itself as a whole, in the sense in whiep e Xpes.
some way enters into the experience of the lt

It is the characteristic of the self as an Object 1
: bring out. This characterics: 10 itgg
that I want to bring aracteris

sented in the word “self,” which is a reflex,
indicates that which can be both subject 554 ¢, ang
This type of object 1s essentially different fiq
objects, and in the past it has been disﬁnguished

conscious, a term which indicates an eXPerience Wi:&i

an experience of, one’s self. It was assumeq that «

sciousness in some way carried this capacity of b:\n‘
an object to itself. In giving a behavioristic stateme,mnQf
consciousness we have to look for some sort of X,

ence in which the physical organism can become g
object to itself.

When one 1s running to get away from someone yi
1s chasing him, he 1s entirely occupied in this actig
and his experience may be swallowed up in the objeo
about him, so that he has, at the time being, no co
sciousness of self at all. We must be, of course, ve
completely occupied to have that take place, but:
can, I think, recognize that sort of a possible expere
in which the self does not enter. . . . In such instar
there is a contrast between an experience that 1s )
lutely wound up in outside activity in which the s¢
an object does not enter, and an activity of memor
imagination in which the self is the principal objec

self 1s then entircly distinguishable from an 0r

OW I,

Cnee ditlerent
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am 177 Instead, the self exists as self-Consclousness, i Ci!l’“&"‘)f “;' "" ( ,' AJ n _(".bJCCt to one
that is made possible solely through interaction :.m.d IS bur:-lﬁ.‘l‘lli tlil‘bl"‘b"f:‘ f" we anticipate ¢
implications of courses of action in or.ch:'r (0 ghcn the dtblf%(,.,’i}bpfn}bch bf’?{n Sthcrs,' We becg
“object”™ to ounselves. However, an indwu{uul 1s awiare of his selt as an object, “not .dlrectly,

indirectly. from the particular standpoints ot other individual [s] . . . or from the generalized standpoi :
the social group as a whole to which he belongs™ (Mead [1934] 1962:138). In turn, the CXpe€rience ()fo0
self as an object becomes possible only by taking the attitudes of others toward our self; o
Viewing ourselves as an object is the phase of the self Mead termed the “me.”"' This phase represents
sense of who we are that is created, sustained, and modified through our interaction with others. (Ip tha
opening to this chapter, “me” is who you see in the mirror.) It is the “organized set of attitudes of other:
which one himself assumes” (ibid.:175), the self one is aware of when thinking, or taking the attityde of the
other. Thus, the self'is a social product that i1s rooted in our perceptions of how others Interpret our behavigrs
That we see ourselves and respond to our conduct as others would is not the only way in which the seh;
15 a reflection of social interaction. According to Mead, “We divide ourselves up 1n all sorts of different
se}ves with reference to our acquaintances” (ibid.:142). In other words, it is Interaction and the context

within which it takes place that determines who we are for the moment—the side of our self that we show
to others. The self you experience as a sibling is different from the one you experience as a coworker or a

sfudent. We all have, in a sense, multiple social selves or personalities, as assuming the attitudes of a par-
ticular other or community shapes our behavior.

) Wb1le the “me”.is involved in thinking or reflexive role taking, the self enters into another phase
uring moments of interaction when the “I” is in the foreground. The “I” reacts or answers to the “me,”

the phasc:: of the self that'one 18 conscious of. (The “I” is the phase of the self that Jooks in the mirror in
our opening example.) It is “the response of the [individual] to the attitudes of the others” (ibid.:175). The
of the present moment only as it passes into memory, into the “me.” It
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n developing his view of the self. Mead borrowed much from William James, including the latter’s idea of the “m¢

and the notion of possessi ' - a | .
James’s work p sing multiple social selves. See the Significant Others box (page 318) that briefly summarnze



§ SurrOU"dCd by things and acts with ref
hat lS . Juding parts of its own body. These latter m;
ots like other objects, but they are Just ¥

ore in the field, angi they d.o not involve a self that
oul spjcet o the organism. This s, 1 think, frequently
.« an d. It is that fact which makes our &"“hfﬂp(;-

OOkc . . —
i reconstructions of anmimal life so fallacious

mofplcan an individual get outside himself (experien.
. «uch a way as to become an object to himsel?
7 the essential psychulogical problem of selfhood
O{Sc,{.consciousncss; and 1its solution is to be found

rcfcffi"g to the process of s.uci.ul conduct or activity

hich the gincn person or individual is implicated.
The ap aratus of r‘cuson would n.nl bf" complete unless
| < celf into its own analysis of the field of expe-
less the individual brought himself into the
o cxpcricntiul ficld as that of the other individual

ves In relation to whom he acts in any given social

.\n. Reason cannot become mmpersonal unless
¢ takes an objective, m).n-affcctiv? attitude toward
itself; otherwise W€ .ha.ve just conscnousr?css, not self-
Congciousness. And it is necessary to rational conduct
- individual should thus take an objective, imper-

de toward himself, that he should become an
- nself. For the individual organism is obvi-
ously an essential and im.portfmt ftact or .con.stituent ele-
ment of the empirical situation 1n wblch it acts; and
without taking objective account of itself as such, 1t

cannot act intelligently, or rationally.
The individual experiences himself as such, not

directly, but only indirectly, from the particular stan.d-
points of other individual members of the same social

group, or from the generalized standpoint of the social

group as a whole to which he belongs. For he éntcrs his
own experience as a self or individual, not directly or

immediately, not by becoming 2 subject to himself, but
only in so far as he first becomes an
just as other individuals are objects

experience; and he becomes an object

taking the attitudes of other individua mse.
within a social environment or context of experienc

and behavior in which both he and they arc invqlve.d. )
The importance of what we term «“communication

lies in the fact that it provides a form of behavior 11
which the organism or the individua
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sonal attitu

to him or 1In his
to himself only by

mmumcation in the

he chickens, OT the
£ a4 cow, but

we have been discussing—not €O
sense of the cluck of the hen 1O t .
bark of a wolf to the pack, or the "?W‘“g °

object to himself

Is toward himself

George Herbert Mead 12 335

Commumcation which is

" directed not only to others but

> g s .
cm“:':“:"::‘:m'i":"'“.Nllml himsell. So fur as that type of
duces a sell ();~ f.\, : I‘:m of behavior it at least intro-
one may M.;.. lhi:: .‘f"'t‘. one may hear without listening;
"““ hc ‘\ ot ":“l}'s\ that ht‘ d()cg "f"‘rl'i|lifc; d() "‘i"gs
respond o that \yl m,\ are of. But it is where one does
Where that res mn\ .'M? hc addresses 1o another and
conduct, \\hcrl h L of s own becomes a part of his
to himself. wlk ¢ not nnl‘y hears himself but responds
ks and replies 10 himself as truly as the

other pers sl -
“’hik‘h'l;\:‘\::::lir\L'i‘:ll:;.?\';:ci-‘::::' lh'u.t vu.. have behavior in
The self. as that M,ich ?c nt:]‘u!s o l.hcm\cl.vcs. XE
essentinlly & socia ~;"W“L':u.\ ¢ un'nhjt‘.cl tu.usclf,‘ls
expernience. Afler a \*;'lf has W “-"d'“' . ot
| | \ dS anscen, 1t in a certain sense
provu?cs for ttself its social experiences, and so we can
conceive of an absolutely solitary self, But it is INPOS-
sible to conceive of a self arising outside of social
.cxpcricncc. When it has arisen we can think of a person
in solitary confinement for the rest of his life, but who
still has himself as a companion, and is able to think and
to converse with himself as he had communicated with
others. That process to which I have just referred, of
responding to one’s self as another responds to it, taking
part in one’s own conversation with others, being aware
of what one is saying and using that awareness of what
one is saying to determine what one is going to say

thereafter—that is a process with which we are all
familiar, We are continually following up our own
address to other persons by an understanding of what
we are saying, and using that understanding in the
direction of our continued speech. We are finding out
what we are going to say, what we are going to do, by
saying and doing, and in the process we are contipually
controlling the process itself. In the cgnversahon (}f
gestures what we say calls out a certain response 1fl

another and that 1n turn changes our owi action, so that
we shift from what we started to do because of the reply

the other makes. The conversation of gesmres 1s the
! cation. The individual comes 10

himself. He
d that calls out a certain regly in
t he was going to

|| presume an

. but when he starts to say 1t h.e
1 The eftect on himself of wha? he 1S
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| What determines the AMoun |,

himself ; |
sclf 1s . . - ~ as Sl o
of the con 'S part of the intelligent carrying-out  Was = winication is the sociy) ¢, thy

versat : . e into comin ) XDy W,
amplltatc . ltlo.n with others. Now we, so to speak, Mf-‘ 1 T good deal of the self does D”‘Q‘n:” ’
it b that socig] phase and dispense with it tor the Of cm‘lt.\:'.‘ ‘\\'c carry on a whole Scricgko?m Negg r, g‘:gu"
wor ldung. SO that one is talking to one’s sclf as one cﬂ\'“"‘,ii ‘;) difterent people. We are o dln‘crtr‘.‘ Cg"“;
'Il‘ . talk to another person.” -y ‘:“J 1nother thing to another Thmcn.e ‘hmg : on®
: hls. pProcess of abstraction cannot be carmed on ma\l.\ Jhic;l exist only tor the self in l’clmidre D""\:‘ | W ‘ni'ﬂ
mdcﬁmlcly. One inevitably sechs an audience, has 10 ::'." \;ividc oursclves up in all sorts of gf‘gh\m““‘ .. "gn-o
. 1Kk - ' . ) Jhivened S ‘ - Iy "b's “L
PoUr himself out to somebody. In reflective mtelhipenes iy reference Lo our acquaintances, W digfrﬂ\t . T om!
one thinks to act, and to act solely so that this achion Sy one and religion with another, Thcr*us\p,\. " i
remaims a part of a social process. T hinkiny l‘t‘“"":g “1! ditterent «clves answering to all sonc Are 3\\  “uﬂ\
oy . N e e vl thi - O - ‘ : R S v, C
' T e : ' . ' ° 8" & » ' | . "‘CS ‘ - - . ‘ s ' 5 : .
INE 18, of counse, simply an mner mn\u\.ntnnql.; l!"l: e responsible for the appearance of the self i iﬂf e OfE!
e, Dt i s § emtrvemation or S h'; , I' m;: as o sclf apart from this type of CXPcriCnée >Ny, call
- ' ' ' | - . { ' " { e ‘ . s » LT h
completion imphes the expression of lhf" “‘,‘1& ‘. »of The unity and structure of the COmplete ¢ cof
thinks to an audience. One separates the significance he unity and structure of the sociyl Proces ‘e\fre:‘,,, ha
hat be iz say hers from the actual speech and the . . Sag,,
what he 1s saving to others from ) . and each of the clementary sclves of Which - W, do
gets 1t ready before saving it He thinks 1t out, and per- ai d‘ flects the aviity and structure of Onch ) U'- .0
iy .. - . 0 e etill a part OSC : . | & »
haps writes it in the form of a book; but 1t 1s .s.tl” ap P pects of that process in which the Of‘hcr,f th
of social intercourse in which one is addressing other  ous asp her words. the var Ndiyiy. o
D ~ o< colf and  implicated. In oth¢ ’ various g, ©
persons and at the same time addressing one s SCi, < olves which constitute, or are organizeq ; My, al
in which one controls the address to other persons by  SCIVES . Mt , - !
o lete self are the various aspects of the stpyeq .
the response made to one’s own gesture. That the per- P e self answering to the variog Clure 4., G
son should be responding to himself 1s necessary to the completc , S aSpects i t
. . oy . 1es  structure of the social process as a whole; the ., ]
self. and it is this sort of social conduct which provi , . > 1€ sty
i - ~ ars. | k of no of the complete self is thus a reflection of the ., -
behavior within which that self appears. 1 Know | The oreanization and ue ¢ comy,
other form of behavior than the linguistic 1n which the social process. g and umficatig, i

individual is an object to himself, and, so far as I can social group is identical with the organizatio, 0
see. the individual is not a self in the reflexive sense fication of any one of the selves arnsing Withinz
unless he is an object to himself. It is this fact that gives social process in which that group is engageq “{:
a critical importance to communication, since this 1s a it is carrying on. . . ." |
tvpe of behavior in which the individual does so

respond to himself. |
We realize in everyday conduct and experience that THE BACKGROUND OF

an individual does not mean a great deal of what he 1s  THE (GENESIS OF THE SELF

doing and saying. We frequently say that such an indi- —————— - i
vidual is not himself. We come away from an interview  The problem now presents itself as to how, in dewl.
with a realization that we have left out important things, self arises. We have to note something of the backgoz
that there are parts of the self that did not get into what  of its genesis. First of all there is the conversation:

i ;ﬁ ;181 .generaH);i recognized that thf: spgciﬁcally social expressions of intelligence, or the exercise of what is often called"s
1gence,” depend upon the given individual’s ability to take the roles of, or “put himself in the place of,” the other i

viduals impli b R i o L :
oward 0?:2;35;2\&;1}? him in given socm! Sttuations; and upon his consequent sensitivity to their attitudes toward hilme“t.a
view that the Whole; ! tise spfgﬁca}ly socn.al cxpressions of intelligence, of course, acquire unique significance mn term ol

re ol intelligence is social to the very core—that this putting of one’s self in the places of others.

taking by one’s self of their t ' ' '
. , oles or attitudes, is not mer . . v P g
ligent behavior, but is the very essence of its character ely one of the various aspects or expressions of intelligence o'
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SYmbol we use is one w hich will call out mm the other
pPerson the SAMC response, ProN wled itas a pant of s
mechanism of conduct, A pPerson Who is savingt somes
thing 1S saving to hunscelt what he savs to others, other-

Wise he does not know what heas talking about.

- ' - .b . . .’ ‘.‘
There s, of course, a preat deal i one's convernsati

with others that does not arouse H one's ol the sume
others. That is parncularly true i
O hll”_\‘ SONIe-
There 1s,

FCSPONSC 1L ATOUNCS 1 .
the case of emotonal attitudes, One nes
bodv clse: he is not myving to bully himsclt.

! further. a whole set of values given in speech which are
'i not of a svimbolic character. The actor 18 CONSCIOUS ol

these values: that is, if he assumes a certan attitude he
is. as we say, aware that this attatude represents gricl, It
it does he is able to respond to his own gesture In some
sense as his audience does. 1t is not a natural situation;
one is not an actor all of the time. We do at times act and
consider just what the eflect of our attitude is going to
be. and we may deliberately use a certain tone of voice
to bring about a certain result. Such a tone arouses the
same response in ourselves that we want to arouse 1n
somebody else. But a very large part of what goes on in
speech has not this symbolic status. . . .

We do not normally use language stimuli to call out
in ourselves the emotional response which we are call-
ing out in others. One does, of course, have sympathy
In emotional situations; but what one 1s seeking for
there 1s something which is, after all, that in the other

which supports the individual in his own experience. In
the case of the poet and actor, the stimulus calls out in

the artist that which it calls out in the other, but this is

as he expects « ,
1€ expects somebody else to be  saving, and the

response in another that it calls out in

l . . a umn crsal o discourrse; ot
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herself, [tis oul of that sort of language thyy the
Helen Keller wis built up. As she has reCognize -
not until she could get into c.:ommunication Wit
persons through symbols thh could aroyge ;
the responses they arousc In other people that
get what we term a mental content, or a self
Another set of background factors in the geneg;
self is represented in the activities of play and the
Among primitive people, as I have said, the
sity of distinguishing the self and the OTganis
recognized in what we term the “double”: the jpq
has a thing-like self that 1s atfected by the Indivi
it affects other people and which is distingyigh
the immediate organism in that it can leavye f
and come back to it. This 1s the basis for the ¢
the soul as a separate entity.

We find in children something that answers t, this
double, namely, the invisible, imaginary Companiopg
which a good many children produce in their own eXpe-
rience. They organize in this way the responses which
they call out in other persons and call out also in then-

S Of the
game
NECeq.
m waq
iVidUa]
dua] g
ed fr()m
he b()dy
Oncept of

not the natural function of language; we do not assume
that the person who is angry is calling out the fear in
I?imself that he is calling out in someone else. The emo-
tional part of our act does not directly call out in us the

gered tones, is

not one that he definitely recognizes in himself. We are

not trightened by a

side, which is a vVery
, We do not call out in

sclv.es. Of course, this playing with an Imaginary com-
panion is only a peculiarly interesting phase of ordinary
play. Play in this sense, especially the stage which pre-
cedes the organized games, is a play at something. A
child plays at being a mother, at being a teacher, at being
a policeman; that is, it is taking diffcrent roles, as we
say. We have something that suggests this in what we
call the play of animals: a cat will play with her kattens,
and dogs play with each other. Two dogs playing with

each other will attack and defend, in a process which it
f:arried through would amount to an actual fight. There
'S a combination of responses which checks the depth of ,"'
the.bite. But we do not have in such a situation the do%
taking a definite réle in the sense that a child deliberately,
takes the role of another. This tendency on the part of the
children is what we are working with in the kindergaﬂe%

1
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e roles which the children assume gre

:asis for training. thn a ch.ild does assum: f"«ttlc the
himSle the stimuli which call out thyt " nf'c he
rcsponsc o gr(.)m? (‘)t“‘rcs;p onscs. He may, of m{:'n‘:::wh"
away when he 18 chased, as the dog does, or he urse, nin
aroll"d an(.j strike back just as the dog doces in hi‘\)’ l

gut that 15 not the szn‘l‘\c as playing at .\mm'-tl\iu :
children get togcthcr. 0 P'ﬂy h.uliun.“ This means ll‘k
e child has 2 certain sct of stumuli which e¢all ‘;‘.“f"
(sclfthc responses that thc)f would call out in “!hc,‘f‘
o which ansyu:r to an Indian. In the play period "s:
1d gtilizes his .own responses to these stimuly whi .‘L
Les use of In building a sclf. The response o *l‘fk-h
he has 4 tendency 1o n.mk‘c o these stimuli (;rgn\ni‘:‘:
e He plays tha he 1S, for imstance, oftering him\'cl‘l‘
comething: and he buys 1t; he gives a letter to l\ix\\;cll‘
nd takes it away, hcj: addresses himscelf as a parent a\ a
rcachers he arrests hlmsc!f as a policeman. He hns‘a s:t
Ofstimllli Wh}Ch call out in himself the sort of l‘CSp(m;cs
ey call out 1M ()thCI‘S.. He takes this group of rcsp()|1;cs
organizes them into a certain whole. Such is ;he
simplest form of being another to one’s self. It involves
] emporal situation. The child says something in one
character and responds in another character, and then his
re:;ponding in another character is a stimulus to himself
. the first character, and so the conversation goes on. A
- od structure arises in him and in his other

certain organiz
o it, and these carry on the conversation

which replies t
of gestures between themselves.
If we contrast play with the situation in an organized

essential difference that the child
must be ready to take the attitude
. olved in that game, and that these
definite relationship to each

um
play,

different réles must have a
other. Taking a very simple
seek, everyone with the €
hiding 1s a person who 18

require more than the person W
who is hunting. If a child 1s playing in the firs
s no basic orga

just goes on playing, but there 1

ho is hunted and the on¢
t sense he

nization

—
‘It is possible for inanim
the completely socialized—o!
fashion (by means of the mec

objects, whether animate or inanim

socially, is an element 11 what for him 15 the generaliz
t or indivxdual, an

conscious of himself as an objec | ol
primitive form, is merely the social embodiment of tb ], .y
environment—an organized e Vi

social relations withbthat environment, Of (in a seils
Bocnmeace mart ~fF the total ﬂcncralizcd OthCr for €

an for oth

ate objects, NO less th
hum

her for any given

ate, human of an

an ndividual, in s

ht, the internallz |
imal, or merely physicd

od other; by
d thus develop A

e relation
ndividual members of that group

social means .
se) of carryin
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gamed. In that carly «

another Just as | ‘ }. stage he Passes from o .

@ numbey “'.\i"\‘(‘ﬁ\ '_lun takes him, But in g g;tlll:cr::ltc .

‘“‘“"&3 One role Viduals are nvolved, then the ‘“:'ft‘

one c¢lse. |Ir hc“"“*‘ l?c rc;ld)’ to tuke the role ,'." ‘:l"m

CsSponses of e ECls i a ball nine Ut cvery-
ot cach position el

He '
Cmust know why,

order o Cirry

oul s ow
these 1o ‘ v own pl
' roles '} play. He has
¥ wy as to tak \
Y do not all have 1o be Pres | l? ull of
' St Iin cone-

SCIoUsSness _—
s 1 hm-c“t:,:i.‘: (:;u;w N.llwf but ut some moments h
attitude, such as the "h‘r ““h\'.'m"""“ present in his ;’W::
the one who is g One who s going to throw !h; bal
© BOINE Lo catch i, and so on 'Ll‘h‘:lc;
. 2 Y

IL-‘I'("‘ ‘! \ ‘.
" L )r‘.. Q'

S t he
make-up lmu;st be, in some degre
“up.in the game, t
» KN ”\Cfc 1§ a4 <
' S a sct of response
nses

of such others s -
ot the » hers S0 ()rgzlm/ul that the attitude of one cal
appropriate attitudes of the other ¢ calls

PLAY, THE GAME, AND
THE GENERALIZED OTHER

——
- — =
——
———

——- —————
—— ———
. e —

The amental diffe
) thittu:ﬁ 1:}?:;2:16(1{%1'0110.6 between the game and play

| e child must have the attitude of
all the others involved in that game. The attitudes of the
f)ther players which the participant assumes organize
into a sort of unit, and it is that organization which
controls the response of the individual. The illustration
used was of a person playing baseball. Each one of his
own acts is determined by his assumption of the action
of the others who are playing the game. What he does

.o controlled by his being everyone else on that team,
at least in so far as those attitudes affect his own

particular response. We
organization of the attitudes of those 1mvo

same process.

. «ms, to form parts of the generalizeq and
onds to such objects socially
B ing—any object or set of

to which he responds,
£ which toward himself he becomes

( ’. a ° =
e ity. Thus, for example, the cult, 1 its
mmunity and 1ts phys.lcal

ed conversation of

betwee€

g on convers
Jual members O
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{ \pcricmiul relations and interactions the
Of CN

| —and can direct his own behavior aCcor
tuted—4 form of the gcncmlizcd Othe gl)’.

example, in the case of such a social group as a ball team,
the team is the generalized other in so far as it enters—as

. ’ - : PR § "l - l' '.S i" ”‘c TN ; s . r‘ :
an organized process or social actvity—into the expen il process miluences the behavior of . inditfu e
. - : i 8 = k- SUW ‘ i = : : l
ence of any one of the individual members otat. - volved in it nnd carry l"&: it on, l;? that the CUmmd“als
. : . - — 16 n ' , - ¢ CO ; ' : ‘
If the given human individual 1s to deve lop 8 ""“ : L EXCIUISCeS control 0‘"‘{'., t‘.‘ - t;u :lclt of it lndi\;m“)'
L g i ~ aely L - | . _ 32 Bu i s form that the cae: \dy
e Pillast sense, it is nor sufficicnt BN 8 ;‘“ o wd  memberss tor it is i "g termint ‘IIL . focedual
ol o ' e Y T A 8 adunis towait | : agiters a8 4 gete My actor S8
take the attitudes of other hnm.m' md;\l;' o sucil conumunity L;\lftf - et thf:ught():}mm the indgr
himself and toward one another witiun the i s : ‘e thinkig. a | 1€ ing: . Uk
rocess. and 1o bring that social process as a w hole into 1\ uhml”w ritude of the generalized othepm tolndt\qduaI
P’( cess, and ’R’ : ot Iy in these femms: he mkt:s . ' reference to its expression - Warg him_
his individual expenence menel! self, withou NY par;

' C Lo the attitudes of
must also. in the same way that he takes the attt

3 iduals; and in concrete thought e o Culyy
other individuals toward himsell and toward one
¢ dividuads : TRRYS

other individu . veaed
fur as it is expressed in the agy

attitude in SO udeg

- vy 1 : l's\'t‘s . Y 14 » ; . . s Y e 0
another, take their atntudes toward the \“"musg-phwiql his behavior of thuse O'h?rlm-dlwd“"'b With Whom\;ard
o . Lo activity or sel ol sock ‘ he given soctal situation o ¢
. B « common soctal activity or s . oalved in the gl ~ I act, S
s iprdudyndererogbunin bers of an organized '"V,”lw'd ittitude of the generalized oth ou only b
unduﬂ“k”]gs in \\'hlt‘h. as moemoos T 'l"d he tilklng thc atttud - er tOWaI’d h y
all engaged; ' one or another of these ways, can he thin Im.

meit, 5 thinking—or the i
: v thus can thinking—or the interng;
for only ized o Onve

sation of gestures which constitutes thinking__
And only through the taking by individuals of thecacu‘,.
tude or attitudes of the generalized other towag . et;:.

i1s life and of which these projects are specific manffes - Emives li;h: Oi(;;ts: c:rosf;)iit:lnr\;e;‘ :siifglsc}? urse, a3 that

tations. This gctting of the broad activities of afly‘glVen system ¢ its context. rendered & W Ich thlnkiﬂg

cocial whole or organized society as such W‘lthm the presupposlis - does hm;lan gy g0331b1€.
experiential ficld of any one of the individuals involved The self-conscio y - VI ual, then, takes or

or included in that whole is, in other words, the essen- assumes the organize socia attitudes of the Siven

tial basis and prerequisite of the fullest development (?f social group b community (or of some ope S€Ction
r that individual’s self: only in so far as he takes the atti- thereof) to which he belongs, toward the socjgy] prob-
tudes of the organized social group to which he belongs lems of various kinds which confront that group o

toward the organized, co-operative social activity or set community at any given time, and which arise ip COon-

of such activities in which that group as such is nection with the correspondingly different social

engaged, does he develop a complete self or possess the  projects or organized co-operative enterprises in which
sort of complete self he has developed. And on the other  that group or community as such is engaged; and as

hand, the complex co-operative processes and activities  an individual participant in these social projects or
and institutional functionings of organized human soci- co-operative enterprises, he governs his own conduct
ety are aI‘so possible only in so far as every individual accordingly. In politics, for example, the individual
tgwolved in them or belonging to that .soc.iety can take 1dentifies himself with an entire political party and
€ general attitudes of all other such individuals with  takes the organized attitudes of that entire party toward

reference to these processes and activities and Institu-  the rest of the gi | | ;
given social community and toward the

tional functioni ‘ :
nctionings, and to the organized social whole problems which confront the party within the given

socicty or social group, they arc a1t | O s of
must then, by generalizing these individual attitudes

that oreanized society or socil group il..s‘clf, as a w,l?ol:l.
act lm;.;ud difterent social projects which at any y.v::

ume 1S camyving out, or toward the .varmus‘ l.mg,c:r
phascs of the generil social process which constitutes

at &n;

rnac;fi tl%e mdivic.iua! with.himself in terms of words or si gnificant gestures—-the CON-
"> of thinking—is carried on by the individual from the standpoint of t¢

t that on i
. ,Conver.saﬂoﬂ.IS, the more abstract thinking happens to be, the further removed
: - . : that




_cial situation; and hc. conscquently reacts or respondds
?o erms of the orgamized attitudes of the Pany as g
::']holc‘ He thus enters it)!o a -speciul set of social rela.
s with all the other individuals who belong 1o tha

political party; and in the same way he enters it van.

s other specia'nl sets of socal rcl;ntiunx. With vanous
other classes of individuals respectiy ely, the individuals
of each of these clu:\scs being the other members of

ne one of the p:mwt‘ll:nr orgamzed subgroups (deter-

S?mcd in socially functional terms) of which he himselr

?s a member within the cu?tirc p2iven SOCICtyY Or social
comm“"i‘-“ In the most hlghl.}- developed, organized.
and complicm.c«.i human social communities —those
ayolved by civihized m:m-——-‘lhc.sc vanous socially fune-
ijonal classes Of subgroups of mflwuduals to which any
given individual‘ belongs (and wnh‘thc other individual
embers of which he thus cniers mto a special set of
cocial relations) are of two kinds. Some of them are
concrete soctal classes or suhgroups, such as political
parties, clubs, corporations, which are all actually func-
ronal social units, m terms of which their individual
members are directly related to one another. The others
are abstract social classes or subgroups, such as the
class of debtors and the class of creditors, in terms of
which their individual members are related to one
another only more or less indirectly, and which only
more or less indirectly function as social units, but
which afford or represent unlimited pgssibilities for the
widening and ramifying and enriching of the social
relations among all the individugl members of the given
society as an organized and unified whole. The given

:ndividual’s membership in several of thege abstract
social classes or subgroups makes p0551b1<? his ent.rance
- to definite social relations (however indirect) with an
almost infinite number of other individuals who also
belong to or are included within one or gnother of these
abstract social classes or subgroups cutting across func-
tional lines of demarcation which divide different
human social communities from one another, and

the one defined by the logical universe of discourse (0(1;
system of universally significant ymbols) deteqnmz ;
by the participation and communicative interaction >
individuals: for of all such classes or subgroups, it 1s t ei
one which claims the largest number of mdl\.'ldltl);i
members. and which enables the largest conceive f:f
number o,f human individuals to enter 1nto SOMe sort O
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With one abstract 1t may be,
funct ne another —a relation ansing from the universal
\ |l'"l|\g ol Restuy ., . :
es as syemficant svimbo
Hener | ~ U svinbols in the

actions of the Wifterem
h other w
!hvy do not conthet, o
N the attitude of
athitude

the

.. individuals -
related to eac uals are all

th reference to that end so that

1€ 18 notin conthict with himself
another man on the team. If one has the

11 R
- 0l the ‘?L son ll\mwmg the ball he can also have
=SPOnse ol catching the ball, The IWo are related so

that they further the purpose of the game itself. They are

:;\(Lngla\tcal. M unitary, organic fashion. There s a
clinite unity, then, which is ntroduced into

zation of other selves when we reach such a stage as that

of the game, as over against the situation of play where
tl}crc 18 a simple succession of one role after another, a
sttuation which is, of course, characteristic of the child’s
Own personality, The child is one thing at one time and

another at another, and what he is at one moment does

not determine what he is at another. That is both the
charm of childhood as well as its Inadequacy. You can-

not count on the child; you cannot assume that all the
things he does are going to determine what he will do at

any moment. He 1s not organized into a whole. The
child has no definite character, no definite personality.

The game is then an illustration of the situation out
of which an organized personality arises. In so far as the
child does take the attitude of the other and allows that

attitude of the other to determine the thing he is going
to do with reference to a common end, he is becoming
an organic member of society. He 1s taking over the
morale of that society and is becoming an essential
member of it. He belongs to it in so far as he does allow
the attitude of the other that he takes to control t.xis OWn
immediate expression. What is involved here 1s some

sort of an organized process. That which 1s expre§sed in
terms of the game is, of course, being con.tmuz.ﬂ\y

the organi-

child himself. The importance of the game 1s that '1'21 \1;36
entirely inside of the child’s own experience, an

:mportance of our modem type of education 1s that. § 1S
br£u0ht as far as possible within this realm. Th.e differ-

ent attitudes that 2 child assumes are SO organized t\:a;
they exercise a definite control over his response, as e
aﬂimdes in a game control his own immediate 1esponse.



a‘nd ﬂl?ds IS expression in the immediate expericnce of
the child. And it is that organized activity in the child's
OWR nature controlling the particular response which
grves unity, and which builds up his own selft ..
We may Hlustrate our basic CONCet h}-’ a reference o
the notion of propenty. 1€ we say “This is my property. l
shall control i, that aftirmation calls out a certin set
of responses which must be the same m and community
in which property exists. It involves an orpamzed nml-'»
tude with reference to property whichas commeon to it
the members of the community, One mus have a dehi-
nite attitude of control of his own property N ied
for the property of others. Those attitudes (‘"" ‘“:.f"‘” w
scts of responses) must be there on the part OF @

| e calls in himself
that when one savs such a thing he calls out 1n s
is calling out the respoti:

the response of the others, He ’ B out (0 B e
of what I have called a generalized other.

" s ‘ ’\~' ' .\ \ ; ,‘, lSL‘h-;‘ .;licl‘

“relig ' ess of education
property, the cults of religion, the process of uh'“i‘ ) m(;
R Al - ‘1. v . . e
and the relations of the fanuly. Of course, tht..wu i
‘ | these objects must

1! ' » definitely universa

socierv the more definitely

t 3 jefinite s¢ nses
he. In anv case there must be a definite sct of'res‘pon ,
' : abstract, and which can

hich we may speak of as nd
:ct;:nhﬂ (o a vc;y h?rgc group. Property iS.ll'l itself a Vf:rl);
abstmzt concept. It 1s that which the individual }.nmse.
can control and nobody else can control. The attitude 18
different from that of a dog toward a bone. A dog will

fight any other dog trying to take the bone. The dog 1s
not taking the attitude of the other dog. A man who says

“This is my property” is taking an attitude of the othe?r
person. The man is appealing to his rights because? he 15
able to take the attitude which everybody else In the

group has with reference to property, thus arousing 1n

himself the attitude of others.
What goes to make up the organized self 1s the orga-

nization of the attitudes which are common to the

group. A person is a personality because he belongs to a
community, because he takes over the institutions of

that community into his own conduct. He takes 1ts lan-
guage as a medium by which he gets his personality, and
then through a process of taking the different roles that
all the others furnish he comes to get the attitude of the
members of the community. Such, in a certain sense, 1s
the structure of a man’s personality. There are certain
common responses which each individual has toward
certain common things, and in so far as those common
responses are awakened in the individual when he is
affecting other persons he arouses his own self. The

structure, then, on which the self is built 1s this response

) ts common to all, for one hye 10 be
(o be a selfl Such eSpons, Q mcmbﬂ
. "‘ '

-

<« but they constitute just w are |

whicl !
a community
Ut

attitude | ' ‘ .
e They pive hum what we ¢ iy, Ty
welel: [hey 8 C lemy, his E m-hu:

vledgred attitudes of g Member, Mg,
wward what are the values of ‘h: of g, 3{\
He s putting himself i the place of ”“c Comyy. M.
other, which rc!nrxcnm the n{gzmi/cd rvmgc"" by
the miembers of the group. It is tha whict )ng‘c;,q o
duet controlled by P‘""‘U'lﬂf‘s. and g
«ich an u,.*_guni/cd group Of responseg e
we say has chiracter, in lh.c moral SChse.
[ have so far cmphasized what |,
structures upon which the self iy CONStrugeg
work of the self, as it were. Of courge e a‘ t "am@
what is common to all: cach one of the Sclvc:- Of onl
ent from everyonc clse; but there has tg b, St;c‘
mon structure as I have sk.etchcd In order that
be members of a community at all. we Cannmwc may
selves unless we are also members in whom
community of attitudes which contro] the atityd..
all. We cannot have rights unless we hg, des of
attitudes. That which we have acquireqg <
conscious persons makes us such memberg of < self
and gives us selves. Selves can only exist In d:? '
relationships to other selves. No hard-and-fag linemue
be drawn between our own selves and the selyes Of:;“
ers, since our own selves exist and enter as sych ko ou;
experience only in so far as the selves of others exXig
and enter as such into our experience also. The iy
vidual possesses a self only 1n relation to the selves of
the other members of his social group; and the stryctye
of his self expresses or reflects the general behavig

pattern of this social group to which he belongs, just
does the structure of the self of every other individual

belonging to this soctal group. . ..

muniy

THE SELF AND THE SUBJECTIVE

PR

e
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There is one other matter which I wish brietly t0 fefertéo
now. The only way in which we can react aggmst z
disapproval of the entire community is by seting up

¢ i . . . Out.
higher sort of community which in a certaif senzein g
votes the one we find. A person may reach a p

i
) . t him; he may &
going against the whole world abou do that he 1%

out by himself over against it. But X ' He st
to speak with the voice of reason (0 himset That

comprehend the voices of the past an v0ice hict
is the only way in which the self can getd
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