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' GEORGE HERBERT MEAD FRQM THE STANDPOINT OF MARXTSH

Introduction -

¥ )George Herber‘b Mead, suthor of four pos-bhmnouSly published
Q)
books and numerous ar'blcles in contemporary philosophn.c journals s was
a ~pragma'tis-b and & social p’sychologisto Goncluding my studies on Mind,

, Self and Society, a volume whn.ch con’ca:ms the Iundamental concep'bs and

elabora’bes ’che prem:.ses of h:.s whole system,, I ‘came - to ‘che conclus:.on :
| that ’chere was a great deal of valuable ma:berlal in hls researches,
“despi'be the obvious subgectlmsm of h:.s conclus:x.onso It seemed to mey §
| ‘chat Mead had done pene-bra:bmg analy'blc work on the orlgln, nature. and
~func'b10n of m:n.nd » ‘and suppl:\.ed 'bhe most .:Lllunmnatlng hypo’ches:;s on ‘the.
subaect I had yet read, | | OH

‘l'he peoulle,r charac'ber of the subjedt ma’b‘cer of Meadts work,
psychologya is -that it is not yet d:.sel}tangled from the reslm of philo-»v
sophic con‘broversy. Most cer'balnly :L'l; is not free from problems of
ep:l.s-bemologyo As a student of Me.rx:!.sm, 1'1:. became a problem to me Just
how much of Mead’s system was' acceptable from 'l:he po:mt of view of |
dlaleet:.cal ‘and histor:.eal ma‘berlalsm, and et whet po:Ln'b or poin’bs‘ it
was to be ;cejected ,f‘ as d‘evié;ﬁing ‘in’co or impl‘yipg thai'; Subj‘éct‘ivim
which is ;so,fno’ciceal)le in Mead's‘wrifbings, and which is anathema to
Marxlsm. This became the problem of how much of 'bhe fmda.men'bals of

Mead’s analysis were accep’cable to Marxlsm, the problem, on the pos:.tn.ve

(l) The PhllosoEI}X of the Present,1932; Mind,Self and Society, 1934,
Movements of Thought in the N:Lneteen’ch Cen'tu.ry, 1936; The Phi osoph;g
. of the Act, 1938 - HMead died. in 19310
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‘side, of‘the merner in which Mead contrlbuted to the materlallst eplst=
emology dn the way of positive sclentlfmc hypothesése

It was at'flrst my intention to'examlne the whole besis of
Meadts social theory of mind, ingluding‘ths natu$e‘of the self,and of the
social,environMeﬁt which‘he‘presuPPOSes; «waever, it soon bécaﬁe evident
to me that such an undertaklng would be far beyond the scope of a thesis.
Moreover, as Mead holds Darwinien views as to the ngture and origln of
soclety, and liberal views as to its organlzatlon, the difference between
his sociologicel views and those of Marxism afe immediately patent £o
,anyone;acguainted with the subje¢t¢ Onﬁthe_éther hand;’his viéwé on fhe
'nature‘ofithe self, énd$hi§ anainis of its origin'ahd development,_aré
such QS'tﬁose interested in o materialist interpretation of mind and self=
consciGUSness 1gnore to thelr dlsadvantage. Marxlsm can find little to
crltlclze 1n.the essential characterlstlcs of Mead's conceptlon of the
- self, marred although it is in its deteils by his SOGiological‘convictions;
I have fhereforé coﬁcentrated‘ﬁy attention upon the fundemental
~“concepts utilized by5Mead in his examinatioé‘of mental beha#iouro in’én'
endeavéur,to discover if the rooﬁs\of his subjectivism are here, for inso-
far as tﬁéy afe,ihis analysis’is inva1id fdr'Mar#ism. My'thesis is conp
cerned with his conceptlon of mind and its eplstemologlcal 1mpllcat10ns,‘

and I ignore 1nsofar a8 pOSSlble the soclologlcal and self aspects of hls

o work.

The réveréewside of the problem is the problem of what is the
actual p031t10n of Marxism on the subgect of mlnd. The géneral tenets of
of Marxlsm on the subJect are well kncwn, “that is, thelr p031t10n on the

eplstemologlcal problem. Yet I experlenced somefconfu51on on the‘subgect
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with reference to the qhestiensg_how did they eonceive of‘mind; and how
| was;thisxceneeption possibles Such difficulties arose out of a cortain .
amount of émbiguity‘whiCh‘lingers in thefferminblegynof'the classical. .
«Marzistso‘ It became heeessary:to answer ﬁhese‘quesﬁions before it was
 possible to inguire to what extent lleadts contfibution,isesignificaﬁt,vor:
in what mannér‘he céfreeted olassical Marxisme
My first cﬁa'pter is, accordingly, an exaxniﬁation of the liarxist
classics thh spec1flc reference to this problem, in whmch I arrive at
my conclu81ons after an examlnatlon of the avallable writings of Marx,
, Engels, Plekbanov and Len;n on the subaecte
Hav1ng reached these. conclu51ons, I proceed to analyze the back=
: ground and general character of Mead's work in the second chaptero In the-
‘1th1rd, whlch contains the corroboratlon of the eriticisms of the second
,ehapter, I proceed to a speclflc analy51s of his basic concepts, and 1n
the;fourth, to his views on mind and ratlonalltyo The fmfth chapter is.
aHSumﬁing up and generelization of the fOnclusione reached. It ;ncludes
f,broader euggestionS‘coneerning the origiﬁ of the mistakes and amissiOns
dis06veredo : | B |
- The whole fﬁesis has‘been~written from the point of view of
‘dialectical and‘hiétorical maﬁe;iaiism, and from this‘point of view I
h@%e presumed to critieize not‘only'Mead but certain statements of the
,‘Marxists’tpemSeIVee; The difficulty of:assﬁming such a point of view is
that the general beckground of my thiﬁking, those assumptions and their
'theorums;;n'terms of which thefspecific problem‘will be epproached, will
in ali likelihOod give rise to statements‘whichifrom such & point of
view seem evident, yet‘which from any other point of view may seem'arbit—

rary and-queséionableo"A further, althoughwrelated, complication arises
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from the fact thgﬁi shall be using terms which are not within the scope
of this thesis to explein or defend, terms that derive their meaning
within the framework of dialectical and historical materialisme. I wish
therefore to emphasize to the reader that‘for the purposes of this thesis,
i is not my premises which are wder disoussién, except insofar as they
are subjeoct to criticism from the point of view of dialecticel and hist-

orical materialism itselfe
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CHAPTER ONE

" MARXISM AND THE PROBLEM OF MIND

 The epistemological prbbleﬁg tha root and starting point of all
c<modern phllosophy, is widely dealt wzth 1n.MarXﬁst writingse If Marxist

? eplstemology is defeated, 1t 1s posslble for ‘the whole edlflce of Marxlsm

- to fall to the groundo The fact that Marxist econamlcs, soclology and the
; 1mp1101t psychologlcal pramlses cannot be taken apart from Marxist ph110~'
? sophy, the method of~dlalectlcal materlallsm,_ls,what is meant by the
{'unlty of Marxlsmo

' Notw1thstanding, the philosophy of Marx and Engels was never’

f Stated by themfin a wnified fashion, but is to,be‘found scattered through-

; out such volumes as the Dlalectlcs of Nature, The German ldeology,-

E Feuerbach, Antl-Duhrlng, La Misere du Phllosophe, Dle Helllge Familie,

| (not»yet~ava11ab1e 1n English) numerous polemics 1n contemporary Journals;
; not generally apailable to the Engllshﬁspeaklng publlc, as well as. 1n

@ Capltal itgelfs It is necessary, therefore, to search these works for
éysuch scattered statements as they contaln on the subgect in hand, and to
i'draw deflnlte conclu31ons concernlng the views of Marxism, before 1t is

Evp0351b1e to turn to a consideration of Georgecﬁerbert Mead. The philo~-

f‘sophmc writing of Lenim, Materlallsm and Empirio=Critieism, and the

; Fundamental Problems “of Marxism of George Plehhanov, w111 also be. examlned,

E in view of the fact that both are accredited writers in the school"of

% dlalectical materlallsm, and approach eplstemology from the point of v1ew?
E of this phllosophy.

| The position accredited to epistemological problems by the

classical Marxists is:indicated in the statement of Engels, that:
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‘“Thefgreat’foundatiqn question of all, especially new,,philosoﬁhies is
donnected with the’relation beﬁween thinkihg and beings" (2)

1Eﬁgel§ divides the question of the relation of thinking and
' beiﬁg;‘copécioushess and exisfénce, into tﬁo partse The first part of
‘the problem has to do with the origin and Statﬁs of mird. This is the
;'questlon of materlallsm versﬁstldeallsm. As thls questlon was answered
: this way or that,“ Engels contlnues, "Ehe phllosophers were d1v1ded into
~ two great camps.‘Tpe one party which placed the.ormgin'of the spirit
f before thét of haéﬁré, and ﬁherefore in the last instancé~acﬁépted (sie)‘;
; creation .;..ma&é the camp of‘idealism; “The others,,ﬁﬁo~reCngizqd
- nature as the éource, belong to the various schools of materialism." (3)
Meterialism iﬁ.ﬁhis sense is the assertionxdf the’prior exiét-
f encé bf1nature‘fo mind and the dependency of mind on nature for its existe
| ence, whereas idealism is the doctrime of the prior oxistence. of mind,
| and the dependéncy‘of hature'upon:the mentel of some fﬁrm,of spirite
| ”Ideaiism’and materialism,inot~original;yfused in any‘other sense, are
i not here'employed in any other sense.” (4);
A R Merxism, of course, takes a mebterialist posiyibn.‘ Within this
' generaikﬁgterialistiframework, thét nind is secondary to and conditioned

by natural processes, specific hypotheses concerning the manner of this

(2) Fauwerbach: The Roots of ‘the Soclallst Phllosophy, Chlcago, Kerr,
1905, Do 56.

' (8) FPouerbach: p. 58

(4) Loce cite



development, historicelly considered, are given, although not in a detail-

ed manners - Among the most striking is the follow1ng excerpt from'fhe

German Ideolqéz

¥only now, after having considered four moments (8)5
four aspects of the fundemental historical relation-
ships, do we find that man also possesses 'consclousnBSS"
but even so, not 1nherent, not fpure! consclousress.
‘.kFrom the start the Tspirit? is afflicted with the curse
of being fburdened! with matter, which here makes its
“appearance in the form of agltated layers of air, sounds,
in short, of languages. Language is as old as conscious-
ness, language is practical consciomsness as it exists
for other men, and for that reason is really beginning to
"~ exist for me personally as well; for language, like con=
scious, arises only from the need, the,necessity, of inter-
course with other men... Consciousness is therefore from
. the very beginning a social product, and remains so as
long as men exist at alle” (6) -

It is evident that in The German Ideology Marx and Engels re~

jectfany'dualism of the old sort and base cbnsciouSness entirely on the
| .socigl process and specifically upon language, itself a product of "the
"necessity for intercowrse with other men.” This necessity arises at a

point “whéfe ‘they had'something;to say to one anobther,” (7) and this

sdmething to sey involved co~opefatibnyin labor, whiCh is ﬁhé charaqter~ ?
f\izing fbrﬁ of relationship between man and natureofMiqd\theﬁ, as social,
ihvolves“boﬁh'natural and~so§ial‘érocesses and . appears as;afmameﬁt in

. the productionyof 1ifes The coﬁteht of mind at any time would be simul-
taneously natural ‘and’ SOclal, and would be dependent ‘upon. the stage of

~development of material productlon.

? (5) These ¢ our moments’ are materlal productlon, productlon of new
: © needs,. reproductlon of life,and soclal relatlonshlps.

(8) Marx, K, and Engels, F The German Ideologx, New York, Internatlonal
: Publishers, 1939, -p. 19 :

(7) Engels, Fe  Dialectics of Nature, London, Lawrenee & Wishert, 1946
‘ Pe 283
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The quéstion of the é‘drrtent of'lcnéwledge is counnected wi'l:.hv ‘the
second part of the problem under,diseussion. According to Engels ,(8)

o "The Qﬂes%ion of the relation of thinking and being has another side; in '
‘wha'b relétion do our ‘thoughts with ,yrega.z"d "bo the world ‘surrounding us |
staﬁﬁ l’co" ‘uhisj wéfld itself? .o Can ﬁe s in our‘ideas ah‘d noi;ionibf. the"'

. real world; *prodizée‘}a corfeé% Feflection of the re'aiity?" Exemination of
: this question 'brings out some :dérroiariés of the ma’teryialist‘ position. |

, Engels‘fploin‘ts éiz‘é that a positive answer to his 'kqﬁe;stio‘n may

" e given by objeyc’%‘;‘ive: idealism ~ Hegel himself is an example of such a
position = -and' that 'subjeoéivis‘m by fdefii;ition doubts the possibilify of
the correspondence éi‘ ideas and the real WOridg ’As a ma'ber:;.alist, Engels
asserts suéh corréspondénceg | ‘

An examination of the problem shows’cha’c materlallsm must so
assert the pesslbn.llty and actual:u.’cy of- the iden‘o;\:by of thmk:.nﬂ‘ and
being, ffo'r the r’eason “thet, if 2 negative answer is given-’clie questions
:.mmedlately arise, flrst as o the na'bur!e of the ma:bern.al world "Outéidé :
‘experlence = -bhenoa » 8BS to its ex:.stence, outs:.de of being perceived;
‘thence, :unmed:.a'bely,to the denial of its pri.ma.cy, anrl the undernining of
the premlses of materq.allsm.~ Th:.s process is elearly shown.in the Britlsh
smpirieists from Locke to Humes Lockev,xa;l materialist in the sense defined;_
fab‘c:fve » ‘carriédhis\,ovm’ ‘,refutatbidn wi-bh him, which was -drawn ‘ou'b .a’ndvmé;de
explicit by Bérkeley and Hume.
| The po:.rd; of.‘ departure for such & transition from materialism

to :.deal:.m is obvlously and inev:.’cably the bifurcation of the world in'bo

~ (8) TFeuerbach, pe 59
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two different forms ’of,‘be‘ing metaphysically distinguished. , the materiel
" and the membals Any form of dualism a&mits'of{this~diff1ca1ty,xand'the
: emergen:t -Eheory» of mind, \heid by‘ the Marxists end George Herbert Mead b "
- admits it as uneq_u:.vocally as +he dua.l:.sm of Descartes if the mentel is
del:med as, somethlng diame'br:z.cally opposed to ’che ma:berlal forms of exlstw ‘
i ence, that 1s, 1f any trace of ‘a substan’c:.val conscleusmss, mJ.nd or soul
remlnse It is furbher evident tha‘b the size or the degree of 'l:he con=
, Sciousness does no’c alter 'bhe d:.fficulty, . whe'bher it is the simple sene
sation of 'bhe orgamm or the developed men‘bali’cy of the sc:s.en'l::.si; ’chat
is under cons:.derat:v.on, the ppo‘blem rema:.ns. ,
' It is neoessary, therefore, to search for e definrblon of con=

;; sciousness sa‘blsfactory ‘o 'bhe dialectical me.terlallst’s porrb of wieWe

A.l'bhough ’che answer is cer‘calnlv mpllc:rb in Jc:he above quota*b:.on from

The German Ideolog (see page 7) a certain amblguity remains in. ’che body

‘ of Ma.rxn.s'b works. : o

| One form of statement comnon :,n class:.oe.l Marxism eoncerm,ng '
’che ‘nature of mental- phenomena. 1s, 'bhe des:.gnatlon of ’chese as "products"

k of ma’terial processes. . In An’c::.-Dtﬂlrlng, Engels says~ “Bu’c if the further;
questlon ls reigeds whe.t are 'bhought and consclousness » and whence they |

eome;, it beoomes appareut fbha’c,'bhey are products of the human brain, and

 that ‘man' himself is a product of nature ,'which'has been develdped in and

* along w:u.‘ch its. en:viromnen’c" (9) 5 end in Feuerbach, "Watter is no-b a

produc'b of mind, but mind 1'bself is only the highest produc'b of‘ ma.t'ber"(lo)

| Similarly Len:m: "Sensation, thought, conscn.ousness, are the .supreme

(9) AntlnDuhrlng, New York Internatlonal Publlshers, 1959, pe 42

(10) Pago 66



~product of matter Organized:in s particular way," (11) and again,ﬁmdtter
ig primary, and thoughtbfcbnsciouSBQSS, sensstion are préducts of a very
high development.” (12)
| Such‘definitionsiaie of high ingiaence in Marxist writings; It
is clear that the deslgnatlon of consclousness as a product is not- an i
sccurate definltmon, nor one that can solve the problem under discu551on.‘
'The,nature of the “product" is still left in doubt; whether it be pure,
: imnaterlal being of its own sort, an epiphengmenon, 8 parallel dependent
¢ thing, is not 1nd1cated. What sort ‘of a product consciousness is, én@
; what, speclflcally is dts relatlonship o thau of which it is the product
k is the dlfflculty that 1s not settled. The quotations are, in essence, |
a re-sgtatement of materlalist premises, thét‘ﬁatter is primery ahd mind
secondary, defivative,.dgpendents; &

Anbﬁhér‘éhafacteriSticAtype of statement concefning méntal ‘
phenomena.fo,be found in these works is concerned with the designation of
‘~thes$ as "imageSP,or "reflsctions” of the materialfworld; 'According'to
, Ehgeis, “Wé‘cohceived of‘ideas as materialistic, as pictﬁréé of real
i thlngs, 1nstead of real: thlngs as plctures of this or that stage of the Q
absolube 1dea." (15) Although the phraseology here is conditioned by the
‘context, which is anti—Hegelian, this conceptlon of consclousnsss as a
'»E mlrrer'ls used throughout~Marxlst epistemological wrltlngs. ".¢¢ sense
pérception" says,Lé;iﬁ,;" is not the reality existing oufside:us,zit is

' only the imageiof that realitys" (14) and further, "senSation_is a

(11) Materlallsm end Empirio-Critiecisn, New Ybrk, Internatlonal Publlsh-‘
‘ ers Selected Wbrks, Vol. X1, pe 141 '

(12) 1Ibide p 122

(13) Feuerbach: pe 95

(14) Op. ci%s pe 177
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subjective image of tﬁe objective worid..." (15) Of the rela%ion of this
imége to reality, Lenin states that‘"The objects of our ideas are disbinet
‘~fr0m'our ideas, theathingéinéitself is distinet from.thé thing—f;r~us, for
: the latter is only a part,’oriénly an aspect, of the former, just as man
himself is only a‘fragmeni‘pf thernatﬁre refleéted»in his ideas."” (16)‘

| It is clear that ?ﬁch figurative modes of expﬂ}essiqn do not
‘f solve theﬁproblem iﬁfhhnd§*£hétfis,/ﬁhether 6rthatlagdualismfi8‘to be

% é;tablisheda thatjthey aréiin essence a re»statement of the materialist/
;ﬂassertlon of the 1dent1ty of thlnklng and being; and that, moreover;, theyf

f suffer from a grave defect fram the poxnt of 'view of dlaleculcs, in that

‘,they regard subgeet1v1tyvor oonscmougnesskas passxvee Whether the subf i

? jective refers tq:organie activity in ﬁhié wbrid‘and nqﬁhihg}éise, or .
é whether it refers to somebhlng entlrely dlfferent, known only to its
f possessor and 1nac09851b1e to the methods of sclence is not settled by
; allu51ons to its mlrror-llke qualltleso
U%lllzing the same termlnology, however, Engels throws some:”
ihllght on the subaect when he states that "To the metaphy31clan, things ~
é and thelr mental 1mages, 1deas ere 1solated, to be con51dered one. after
: the other;apart from each other.... for;hxm 8 thing elther exls#s or it
% does not~§xist; it is Qqually imessi$1e for a thing to be,itself and at
%;the saméntime sanething elseo.™ (17) The suggestion here is that ideas
;~énd,their:objeots]a;§ not metephysically sgparable'éniities,;but that :
: there is actuel pérficipation of the bbject'in the ideae ,In cohjunéfiQn
. With the'bdsic concepts of'dialecbical matérialism~that nature;‘insiudingg
‘ § men and his idea)ls an 1nterdependence of materlal processes,'lt becomes

(15) OPQ Cl'bo p.lBZ
(16) Ope cites pe 182

- (17) Anti-Duhring: p. 27
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clear that the idea process is not in exlstence by and fof 1tse1f, came |
) pletely outside of and external to the object process, -bub that it partw ,
 ‘101pates in the obgect process. vEngel's statement\lmplles that the idea
is a material process, for only under thls condltlon could such partlclpny
: tlon,ex13t¢ In preclsely what manner 1t oxists only the phy31cal, ‘Dbio-
logical aﬁd psychologmcal.selences could determins.

on the'same'sabject, Eﬁgels'says;f"whé realities of the outer
world 1mpress themselves upon the brain of man, refleoa ‘themselves tnere,;
as feellngs, thoughts, 1mpulses, volitions, in shorts as 1deal tendencles,
and in the formfbecqme 1deal forees." (égittlng reference¢ to the error
i that thought‘hQS‘ﬁo do with the‘brain~only9 an error der1v1ng from the
feiétivelyrlcw develépﬁentVof’the'physiology and psychOIOgy of the time;
i‘one may infer that the response of the 1nd1v1dua1, is 1ncluded in the
ubgectnob;eot relatlonshlp, and that "feelings, thoughts, xmpulses,
~]‘vol;tlonsv‘ar§‘partly the,actlvlty of the'materlélly exlstlngvsubgect inf;
'its'rélatiOnship to the objecte Here "reflectioﬁs" include sﬁbjectivé
a.c'b:.v:.ty, and ‘the general tone of the passage mplles ‘chat such aot1v1ty i
is in the realm of materlal organic processess Reflectlon in this sense ﬁ
inolﬁdesithefQualities‘of,the subject;as well as those of the;obgecto

‘Reaching Spinoze through Feuerbach, Plekhanqv,balthough he has -
”é mﬁch to say that is illuminaﬁing; takeé a position which somewhat cone
fuses the*cbncluSio;s so0 far tentatively reached. ‘Plekhanoy takes the
"uniﬁy of thinking_and being to mean that they are différentiagpects\of

 1of the same thing,(ls) He;quotes‘with'apprcval Feuerbachts statgmentsy

| (18) Feuerbach‘“ ps 73

(19) Fundamental Problems of Marxism, New York, International Publlshers
(undated) Pe 9 :
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- "That which for me ; ,subjectively, is & purely spiritual, :’y.ms:berial,' non=
sensible act:a.on, 1s, in 1'bself‘ obgec‘blvely, 8 materlal, sensible action!
It is not surprn.slng; that, accsptlng such a posi’clon, Plekhanorv can ree.og
+the conqlusion that the thekory qf’f_{animated matter? )‘((20) which he finds
"b'o be spreading ~smong Neyo-Lamarkia.ns » wWould be‘.of‘keen inte;est to Marx
k and Engels. This "nefw" theory is as ancient as Grsek hylozoism, and is
:, entlrely um.cceptable to dialectical ma-berlal:.sm, or cons:.stent matberial=
ism of any sorbo
A third. manner of referr:.ng 'bo -bhough’b s subgec’clnty,, mexrbal
phenomena s is found in both Plekhenov and Lenin. "Though’b“ says Plekhanov
! "1s not the cause of being, but its consequence, or to ptx‘c the matter
‘: more prec:u.sely, its grope 6y, or uality.!" (21) (italmcs not in or:.g:.nal)
D:Lscuss:mg D:Lderot, Lenin quotes,"ﬂor we must: make a s:.mple suppos:.tlon
whlch explalns every'bhlng, namely, that ’che faculty of sensa’clon is &
» general ,grogsrtz of mgt‘cer » or & product of its _orgamza-l;:.on? "(22).
(igaligs not in original)?kand further, "let us beai,inbmini this,truly
vé.iﬁableadmission 'of Mé.c,hi";s 'tha‘t the current ‘widespre'ad E‘ hX‘ sieal unotions
regard ma.tter as the immediate reality, and. tha'b only one. varleyy of this
‘reallty (orgamc mat’cer) possesses ’che well-def:.ned proper‘by of sex(liz’zlorl
‘Whe:t is & proper'by or a quall’by to & dialectical materﬁallst?
Re;]ectlng the form of analys:Ls wh:u.ch d:.v:.des qualities inbo primery and
‘seconda,ry, da.alectlcal ma:terlal:.sm regards the qualltles of a ’ch:.ng i’rom .

| the point of view of Vitsv,mo;remen‘b‘s' According to the Textbook of Marxist

(20) Fundamen‘cal Problems oi‘ Marxism, New York, In’cernat:.onal Pubfblshers,‘

P i (undated) Pe 30
(21) op. cits”p. B

(22) Opo Ci’bo Pe 105

(23) 1Ipid. pe 112
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Philosophy, the accepted'volume on the subject in the/U;SQS.R. ".. the
movement of a thing == 1ts selfﬁmovement soen deflnes its 1nternal nature,
j :1s its unlqueness, its g 11tz (1tal1cs in original) Engels was rlght.
The world con51sts of processes, of qualltatlvely unlque movements of

matter. The quallgzgof'a thlngfiSVglven,by the partlcﬁlar kind of move-

‘ment that is fundamental to 1t."(24) By that novement which is funda-

mental to it is meanbk such movement as belongs to the moede of exlstence
Eﬁ~of the thlng,and falllng in whlch, the thing 1tself ‘ceases o exlste
Further, "in:actuallty, there are no independent or isolated quglltles;
;Qﬁélity exists:in relatiOn,iand:these,rélations»flow’out~of~the unique
o nature of each thlng by 1nternal necessity... its propertles are nothzng &
‘else than the manlfestatlons of its quality in relatlon to other things."
(25) Out:ofkthe~unique;movementgoffa thing‘are'relationships formed ‘
which exhibit réflexiVely the prbéértiés of‘the referent,'aﬁd the‘relatuh.
‘ In this sense of the words guality end proPerty, Lenin's sens-
E"&uloﬁ of saltfé;s pure séﬁsatlon w1thout apperceptlon¢ is not & sensation
Yof salt" but purely a relatlonehlp of materlal processes and thelr
1nteractlon.; Apperceptlon and human thought in general must be regarded
‘as oualltatrvely unlque forms of organic movement of whlch the internal
end the external phasesfare indlsolubly united, but not ;dentlcalaﬁaﬁﬂ
Thé”éualityfbffthOught exists aS'afoharacterizihg form of
fmovément, not as "éurely‘SPiritUal; immdﬁériai ﬁbn-éensiﬁle action."
In this sense of quallty, the mlnd-body problem does not appear 83 &
metaphysical problem, for all takes place w1th1n the unlque relationshlps

~of. naterisl ‘processes; and mo substantlal nonnmaterlal consciousness

(24) Leningrad Instltute, A Toxtbook of Marxist Phllmsophz, London
- ' Gollenz, (undated) Do 246

(25) Ibid;‘p.'264, ;
(26) Opscit. pe 182
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can‘find'admittanoee‘iTo fix fhought,‘sensdtion,7és something sul gehefis,
absolubely separate from and over against belng, to create an unbrldgeable
| gulf between sensgetion and the sensed is by deflnltlon lmp0531ble.,~
| This p01nt of view is closely assoclated with the Marxist crit-
:‘erioﬁ of practice, ‘end is the foature dlstlngulshlng‘the MarX1st”crrterlon
3;6f praotice from the'pragmafio; whigh is accepted by Geérge Herbert Méad'
In thé'pfagmﬁtic théory of pr&cticé, the actrv1ty of the subgect is ade
;‘vanced to the exclu51on of the actxv1ty of the enviromment, and the |
pracclog" and consequent chgracterlstlcs\'of theyenvironment are det=
| ermined solely by the subject; all forms of ,,’conb*act with the :ex‘ce‘rnal“‘

1’World'are viewed sdbjeefively; as forms of~i§§ activity, and sensation;

@lfhoughf, éxpérience,'aéjdétermined;by itselfWaione‘ ‘Externsl reality ‘

f becomes_contingént-and'relative. : |
“ From ‘the Marxzst point of view of the rélatlon 8.8 floﬁing fram
é an 1nternal necess1ty, the ‘pragnatic conception 1s‘1n 8, certain sense‘
correct but one sidede To Marxism the external world &8s known in expern,
}~1ence is 1ncomplete, onemolded, but as far as it goes essentlally accurate
representatlon,of the external world, the qualltles of which manlfest
ii thémselves 1nrre1atlonsh1p to 11v1ngfbe1ngs,was‘we11 as other thingsy just

| as the properties of sentlent belngs are manlfested only through its -
other, its own environment the external world with whlch it can come n‘
;‘1ntb 1ts*own’k1nds ;f relatlonshlps. 'Eere “the premlse is not a ‘subjective -
é‘Worid; gsxxx’experiéﬁcé, évef‘against'whiéﬁ is ?ub”as sqmethiﬁg fotally‘
E'6%116;' an‘objective wérld vwhich is in'essehbe prOBlematiQQ
| The relationship between the object and the subgeot reflects

é;the propertles of both,. is’ only possmble at all 1nsofar a5 it does s0e.

Knowledge of mind or the mental is‘no IOnger the;knowledge of things
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ready made and stable, but knowlédge'offinterdependent processes whose

specifie determihation’is s matter for,naturalsciéhoe, not for philo~ 
' sophic speculatione

| It is this cOnceptioﬁ of relatidnships which is embodiedkin the
Marxist criterion~of'pré¢tice. Eﬁgqlsfackndwlédges the diffieculty of :

: refutinghéubjectivist‘arggmeﬁfb,but poin£s_out,that "Nature solved the
;,problem‘béfore men proposed it;“ (27)  In other wordéé maniwés engaged
= iﬁ'objeotive,mategial gctivity, forming more and more complex reletion=
f,ships withfnaturai processes, long,before’he brought up thé‘Quéstion as

g to Whﬁther this was possible. It is just;this,connectiOn with‘natural
;,processesaas‘partVOf_them;’aﬁ—pef%fe£f%hem,<a§ & different form of

; maﬁerial‘activity, that'makes man capable Qf}pésSessing knowledgeg
‘The ideational element of subje¢tivity-propef to human thought, :
: the;logieal and‘rafiongl; also come'Within_the(ma%érialistfframewprk
iydialecti¢a11y Undérs§00d.‘ Acéording to the Marxists, reason and logic,
g the;céncepéualfWOrld,,arises out‘of'objgctive meterial practice as a ’
3,gﬁalitatively‘unique form of activity of the subjéét,'and the problem of
; the rélatibnship betwee£ the sensed gnd‘logicaljmcmentg of knowledgé,k
i traditionelly ruptured by thevrationalists, receives its soluﬁioh;in-;:;\‘
; rational'ffactice; Human‘theorétical‘thinking is & new stage of practical
sécia; being, a peculiar form of subjective~activity representing & working
~f over of the'sensed¢k>ln this context,pragtice is oppoSéd to théory as

é objeetive‘apd subjeotive forms of devéloéiﬂg socialwintercourse with

% nabure.

It is obviously impossible,from this position,to arrive at a

- (27) Introduction to Socialism Utopien and Scientific, New York,
' ‘ International Publishers, 1935, p. 11
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'sceptical positian‘cOncerning‘the identity of”thinkiﬁg and being §r‘to

arrive at a conception of rationality as~th§.function of & rational ego or
 561f;‘counférposed‘innsqmé‘ﬁay ?o*qrganiégand‘sOciélfiife;and separeble

:from it as pure‘cbncept. |

Such areythe outlineé given by dialectical maéerialism‘to the

‘question of;bongcioﬁshess,'thgééhf and mind. ‘They are for the moét‘part e
Ethqoretical outiineé,”the "élgebfa", as Plekhanov notes, whiéh must aweit
ithe "methematics" of positive science Bor a detalled analy81so (28)

? » The phllosophio and the speculative approach was the only posslble
:aéproach to the problem one humdred years ago. Slnce +then, strlklng ad~
jvances heve been made~in the SOiéntificfinvéstigation’of’these QUestions§
ﬁI%;is pbséibie now %o'tﬁrn‘to‘George HbrbérfﬁMead, who has hed the edven-
1tage'6f'su¢h develobmentsé tofsée what cohtribution'hefis able‘£0‘make, to
‘éfind Sbme‘sort of specific anSWér to probiems:wﬂith which the Marxists had

édealﬁ'gene;élly,‘tovéééminb in what:reypectihe;dive?ges‘frbmfﬁarxisms'énd
';to wha%lextent philosophic ccntrdveréieq,are‘étill;neces§ary in‘éhe’ésJyet N

© ill-defined field of the psychologiese

(28) Op. cit. p. 24



CHAPTER  TWO

BACKGROUND. AND CHARACTERIZATION‘

B8E _MEAD

In ~m6dei'nkph;ilo"sophy, the problem of the relation "between thinke
L ing and beihgywas posed by Rens Descartes in a unique and distracting |
; ﬁénnerg 'Mihd and dey,ythinking and. beihg, ﬁere postulated'és two realmsE
Q absolutely dlfferentlated from each othero‘ The problem in the form it hes
i dominated modern phllopophy is a by«product of the Cartesian attempt to
i liberate the sciences from medlaval theologyo
The mechenistic and unhlstorloal bllurcatlon of - the wérld into
- mind and body, res. exteggg and A 1ta 5 uncertainly related,~opened
[ the door to subaectlvism, emplrlclsm, phengmenallsm, and ell forms of |
f 1dealism. ngay thesekphllosophles predominate in the capitalist worldo‘ ‘
% The Cartesiaﬁ duelism, snd the problems éhd‘philosophiés thét stém from.
g‘it,fnb 1onger playiﬁg«arliberating role~and’giving directiOn to theﬁproceés
if‘of sclentlfie 1nvest1gatlon, actually hinder thls development, especlally
% in the field of social and psychologlcal sciences
| Changes of the‘n;neteenth eenture, Hbgellaniém, MarxiSmg~and;j’
,ﬁ Darwinism; brought about . the possibility‘of & new approach té;the problem -
i of conscicusness, mind and knawiedgé; géve new premises to'questions of
‘é epistémplégy. Theééfpremise;,_involving‘a;way of thinking,which is tﬁe
é logicel alternative of the statie and mechénistio interpretétion, were B
% éﬁﬁn@iaﬁed as earl& as‘the fifth éndfsixth centurieé; B.C;kby‘such meﬁd
f as Ahaximander,"ﬂgraclitus,JPythagdfés,and‘weré‘négatively‘elaborated by_5
E’Zeno, thecEleatico ‘The dlalectlcal and evolutlonary mode of ~hought was .

“regeoted, however, because society at that stage of development was
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incépable of dealing with'it, utilizing it, exploring its~impliéations in
‘the 1nvest1gatlon of natural phenomena. Cehtufies of developmsnt were
neoessary before men could turn to the alternatlve of the logic of flxed i

formse  Hegel elaborated the alternatlve loglc. Merx snd Engels utillzed

’ ‘fit, on‘materlallst premlses, in the fleld of socisl phenomena,fand Darwin, -

as all sclentlsts who are studylng +things in thelr origin and growth
: : utlllzed it, albeit unconsclously, to handle his biological data. The

;‘1mpact of Darw1nlsm on phllosophy, soclology and psychology has been
greate | |

'Gebrge;Hérbért Mead,'stial;pSychologiS£ and‘philosopher,

received his philosophlc and. sc1ent1flc tralnlng in the Amerlcan 1ntell-'
| ectual clrcles of ‘the late nlneteenth and early twentleth century. The
,intellgctual atmosphere gt that tlme'was:permeated W1th German 1dealiém,

chieflyiHegellan; and‘BritiSh empiricism; Equal and opp081te arose the
- a&vanclng front of materlallst sclence, 1nclud1ng scientific psychologyn
still largely mechanlstlc in its approach.‘

The speclflc 1nfluences upon.Nead in‘his fofmulatlon of the

“theory of mind were flve~ the evolutlonary theories of Darw1n, the
sooiology of Charles Horton Cooley, the psychologles of. John.Broadus
. Watson and Wilhelm Wundt, and the phllosophy of pragmatlsm.
E ’k Ba51ng h::.s specula’blons on Darw:.n, Mead conce:.ves of mind and.
intelligénce from ~the blologlcal and evblutlonary p01nt of v1ew.'Th1nk1ng,
\‘from thls standp01nt is 1nseparable from belng, and dependent for its |
?‘exlstence upon materlal belng. Mlnd is an emergent in the development of
E the naterial unlverse, and: as part of the natural processes, has "survxval’
value";that is, it is functionsl in the 11fe of the thlnklng organisme -

Mead recognlzes, in practlee, emergents as new types of processes hav1ng



' %heir own éharacteristicé'and‘laws, their own forms of movement and part-
iculer relationships.

For Mesd, mind is dependent upon a certain compléxity,of organic
and neurologicalfdevélopmentg ‘Mead's problem in these terms is the
precise manner in whlch mlnd aross in the prooess of materzal evolutlon,

" and the Ereclse ‘character of the mental process. So far Mead's prem1ses’
: i are, although 1ncoherently, dl&leqtloal and‘materlalistic.
. The social aépéct of mind andiself, stressed by Hegel who left
- his impression on such psychologists as Giddings and Cooley, is taken by
. Mead &s & major premise of his investigations, ”'Cooley' sayst
¥ And just as there i§ no soociety or group which is not a
collective view of persons, so there is no individual who'
may not be regarded as a particular view of social groupse
He has no separate existence; through both the hereditary
and social factors in his life, a man is bound into the
whole of which he is = member, and to consider him apart
from it is quite as artifiecial as to consider society
‘apart from individuelse”  (28) '
~Mead Accepts the view that individusls, minds, selves, can
exist only in and through society, and that the individual reflects
‘? society from a particulaffpoint of'view° He intends, howevef9~to g0
; beydhd‘0001éy, to investigate the;aetual origin and deﬁélopment of com= .
g'sciousness in the social contéxt. Self and soclety are not, for Mead,
‘§~merely collective and dlstrlbutlve aspects of the seme thlng. Such a
f statement leaves hls«problem.untouchedo For kead, society 1s‘1ogi¢ally
~ end temporally prior to mind, and mind and its origin cen only be explain-
" ed in terms of & presupposed ongoing sociel processs Mead!s objoctive is |

f not,only to make'a‘bare stateﬁent~of the,unity'and polarity df self and

- (28) Human Nature and the Social Order, Chicego, Scribmers, 1902, ped



= 2] e

.and‘society,~but +to investigate the actual process of becaming, the origin
 and grow*h of mind. Compared to Mead's ana1y51s of the self and 1ts orlgln,
g Cooley's 1nvest1gat10n of the develoPment of self through 5001al 1nter—
‘course and the use of possessxves§ based as it is on . a soclal and self~
feeling which are somehow simply aséumed,‘is poér and‘ﬁhin, although it
j doubtless gave direction to Mead's inguiries.
‘ A thlrd importent 1nf1uence on Mead was the behav1our1stlc

E psychology of Watson. Behavlourlsm, arlslng in opp051tlon,to 1ntrospect1ve
‘§VPSychology and the 1nherent duallsm or subaect1v1sm of such & psychology,

{ rojects altogether, in its pure form, the concept of consclousness° States
of con301ousness, fundamental concepts in the’ 1ntrospact1ve and assoc-
iative psychologles, are of no 1nterest *to the behav;ourlst, HlS 1nterest
"; lies in the observable behav;our’of ‘the subject, and the conditions under‘ "

; which‘suéh"behaviohr arisésfaharis modified or chaﬁgede (22)~
The baszc concepﬁs of behav1ourlsm (29) are the reflex arc and
: the condltloned responses Mind and thlnking are 1dent1f1ed with behav1or;
the actual physiOIOgical response. The'attempt is made to elxminate the G

% mind=body problem by omlttmng one: of the terms and explalning its contenb
4jfthrough the remalnlng teorme In 1mport1ng into the realm of phys1ology
~§“what had hltherto been put 1nt0mqonsciousness, WhtSonism“utilizes'the ideq:”
of the subsﬁiﬁuté voosl stimuluse Mental activity is’éxpiained as an
implieit 1ahguaée'haﬁit, in which the individual stimulates himself to
respond by means of ‘the substltute stxmull, or subvocal act1v1tyo The -
subgectxve is now deflned es -the prlvate responses of the 1nd1v1dual,
;'those which do-not;meet thg eye, although they areyln'the same‘realm,

' thet of material behaviour. The agency involved is language, regarded
(29) Watson, J.B. Poople's Iustitute Publishing Co. New York, 1925
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as purely substitute stimulio;~Behavi0rism ééserts that théfefis no reéi-
due from such en explanation to reguire & “consciousmess” in the intro=
vépactivérsénse,‘in'which to reside.

Watsonism‘was a significant step;forward‘iﬁ;the matérialist ex=
;planation of the ﬁind-body problem.. It,had‘hevertheless serioqs‘iimitatq
ions ari;ing from its mechgniétic presuppositionse. Behaviourism’breéks up
'?Behaviour inﬁo an atmoism as‘complete as that to which intfoSpection‘had
E reduced consciousness; it regards human behaviour as ultimately reduclble )

to phys1ochem10al ﬁfoeesses; regards the 1nd1v1dual ‘as’ an 1solated event
‘in a phy51o-chemlcal or incidentally social world, and, not regardlng the
%:subjectaas 8 qualitgtively unigue process, neglects the,activity of ‘the

j sﬁbject in %he~prd§ess of knoWledge;f,WatSOnfs materia%ism is still in the
5sphéréwof;thé'exfernal~relation3hip of isolated things(é;in this case5
~?the reflex arc - a‘characéeristic of earlier materialism sever&ly critic-
 ?1zed by‘Marx snd Engelse | . |

| The result of hls llmltatlons is that there is as definite

; residue left over.from the explanation o; the mental;that, 1ack1ng~an

g explanatiéﬁ, must*go“dvef‘into a consciousness of‘which;the residue is in ﬁ‘
" same wey the content; Ideas, conéepts or uaiversals, aﬁ;lysis, purpose,

é plannlng, for931ght, glmost all, in short, that constltutes the qualitat-
iV":nre uniqueness of ratlonal belngs, is left unexplalnad by Watsonian l
jnmchanimn.,v o |

;Thbroughly familiar with Whtsonism, Mead was acutely aware of
;'thé,shortﬁamingsiéf Whtsbnfs explanation.(30) His pfoﬁlem was contihue

f and perfect the physiological explanation of ‘the mental from the social

| (30) Mind, Self ‘and Socle_y Part 1, passim, Unlver51ty of Chlcago Press,
‘ ~ Chicago, 1934 B R
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i,and7evolutionary standpoin£.!

. The failure of~Watsonism,~common"to nonrdialectical materialism,
to conceive of the subgect as qualltatlvely unique and actxve is remedied
bw'Mead through his assoclatlons with pragmatlsm'

Watsonlsm 1mpl;ed a conceptlon of - the organism as o passive

k respondent to any and every stxmulus reachlng it fram the envxronment.
g Mead emphasizes the attentive, selective and 1ntegrat1ve'characters of ‘the
; subgect the actlve unlty of the subgect as found in 1ts llfe-processeso
’€‘The subaect as subaect is not only the recelveygnd respondent to eny and
é;every actlon, it is also ‘the. 1n1t1ator and preclpltator of actlono The

E subgect is 00nce1ved of as a more or less unlfled act1v1ty, and knowledge,
| 1nsofar as Mead rema;ns,on mater;allst premlses, as the increasing re=- ‘

é 1at10nshlps entered. 1nto by the type of actxvity pecullar to. the speclflc  
§ organ1sm.
Marx 88y5, "The chlef defect of all ma&erlalism vp to nowsin- -

z‘cludlng Feuerbach's, is +thet the object realitys what we apprehend.

I

| through our senses, 1s,understood only in the form of the object 6r con=

'ﬁ temglation, but not as Sensuﬂus human. autlv1ty, as ,facﬁice; notfsubv
| Jectlvely." (31) | ' |

It is Mead's task, as @ psychologlst, o examlne the character~ ?
\ istics.of this human sensuous actlvl As psychologlst he is orlented
E‘to this, and to thls\end he uses as a basic concept the act, a process

é which invOlves the’uniqus activity of the_drganism,xas‘the essential,uniﬁ  '“
E or limiting,area éf the knowledge processs A further co?reotién of Wat=
% sonism in.Mead ié thaﬁ for hﬁﬁan beingé fhé act'is~esééntially-a’sbcial‘

f act, which implicated,ﬁhé whole‘pasﬁ history and present reletionships

(31) First thesis on Feuerbach, quoted in The German Idedlogg, p«197
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A;Of the social group, from a specific poin‘b'oi’ Tidis

"It is et this point, hdﬁéver,'ih the récovniﬁibﬁ of thé‘écfive
and soclal phases of the knowledge process, that Mead dev1ates 1nto the
subgectlvism and relatlvlsm common to pragmatlsm, Attendlng to an analy51s
: of the subgec Ive characbers of the knowledve process, he fails to take
}.cognlzance of the 1ndepandent and obgectlve realluy of that through whleh

"subgectlvenact1v1ty proceeds, the actual obgectlve exlstence‘of‘nanural

5pfbcesses;'only in'relatiOn to which can human activity result in know-

:%‘ledge, or 1ndeed, human or organ;c activity exist at alle‘

Thls approach brings into questlon.Mead’s whole ‘eonception of
7_pfa§tic¢, which has been br;efly eriticized above.(See,pageflsf). Start- '

@ ing from the quélitativeiy unique prodeSs'which\is Organic‘beingg with

S its charéc%eristic_needs, upon which are based its characters of attenﬁion;
gvaﬁd selection.?Méad cuts fhese adrift mors end more frdm'thé only thing

f that can nge them any actuality or meanlnga the actual materlally exzsulng
f,envlronment. hnrlronment eomes o be stated wholly in terms of tbe

; ofganism, as a,funcglon of theiqharacners of the organlsmg Env1ronment
becomes subjectively constituted, no longer in the old borms of subjestive
.- states ofbconsciousneés or‘contenté of a substantival mind, but.in‘bio~A ‘
é lbgical:térms‘aé a depepdéht of the on-going organism; k

~ Here the whole relatiouship of being and thinking is reversed. ’f
j'HEre knowing has;ass;ﬁed primacy, énd objeétivé Beihg is rélative,.don» o
% tingent, dependent upou being knowne Thé‘character of,the object is det~
f ermiﬁed,by:the‘féspbnse, or the‘biologicalfaﬁd'teleological nature of ‘the
E'knowero The phy31cal world is called into: question, becomes relatlve to

: the responses = act1v1uy - of the - organlsm, and ultxmately to its needso
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;As~a resuit>of this‘dépendenoe of enviromment on‘thé organism,
Ehe vaiidity of +the pragma%io emphasis on practice and the experimenteal
: msthod;isfealled into question. The complement of the organism, that
~ through whigh:it‘exprééées its own qualitiés~~'its ;ctuélly‘existént en-
}‘virOnment'~~is pﬁt1within the‘ekpérience and Qﬁdracter~of the Ofgaﬁign,
i'réegiving validityjthere énly.y Pragmatic practicabbecomeg'practi¢e sub~, =
'ﬁ‘jéct;vely constitutedgiﬁhswfield of_practice is sﬁbjeotively\limiﬁed,.its 
| ma£¥ixﬁténds‘to fall‘within thé experience of the‘ofganismo The acuual
%kobjective,characteQS‘of thé enviroﬁment are‘put tq doub?g, They are adg
? juncts %o br;gccidents,in;the ekgrience,of théiorgaﬁism%"mhls experience
?‘i;;in an_enviranmént which is itself éxpeiience,,chstitutea in'its‘éha:;i
- acters b&,the'iﬁterests'of thekorgahism viewed sﬁbjective1j, as expériense
Cng swbgests | ‘
'Frdm Ehis pdiﬁf 6f/view, objectS‘af‘é disﬁanée dre “prdmiéeé?6f§
coﬁtact experlence , (53), hlstory is the present 1nterpretatlon of a
§7past centered in the needs or problam of the moment. (35) Act ual obgect~ ‘
i‘mve hxﬁory, of whlch Mead hxmsve is akﬁoment, is pure hyPOﬁhSSlSo'fThﬁ :
§’past is what we make’ltof The scleqtlflc world and sclentlflc obgects are;
? given'validity ohly'thfough belngfln common ox 3001al experlence;k Those"
~ E'characﬁers whlch are there for everyone constltute the obaectlve worldo
| o It 1s thls phase of Mead!s thlnklng ﬁhloh 1ndicates hls 1nt1mate
| relationshlp~w1th Whndta’ Not‘onlyﬁ;n ;solqt;ng the concept of the gesVurg  ,‘

" as a significant element Within~the,socia1 act did Wundt inf1Uence Meada

- (32) The Ph;losqphy of the Act, Chicago University Press, Chlcago,lQSB, ]
g o Pe 181 ' . .

(33) Phllosqphy of the Present, GCpen Court Publlshlng COo, Chlcago 1932
phapter 1, passim
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- The much more pervasive influence of his‘métaphysical‘concepﬁs’ which

Mead is anxious to eschew, but never successfully escapes, is evident

. from amongst’the'earliest of hiS'wriﬁings and is prcminent throughout his

works

The fundamental concept ofnwvndt's‘psychOlogy is experiences

. THe world is'essentinly subjéd%iVe, the~knoWn'is dependent. for its exist=

F ence upon the'knoﬁer.',Nd objective and independently existing reality is

i acknowledgeda

~ Experiénce requires an‘experiencing subject, and it is here thet

EAWhnd't parallelism enters. Within experiéﬁee'there are two different points

'}~0vLView5 which correspond %o the objective end the subjective, the scien=

i tific_anﬂ théfpsychical worlds. In’Wﬁndt'S'ownfwords:

e every concrete experlenge 1mmed1ate1y divides 1nto

two factors; into a content preseunted to us and our
apprehension of this content.s We call the first of

these factors obgects of experience, the second, exper~
iencing subjecT. This d1v1s10n indicates two directions
for the treatment of experiences One is that of the
netural sciences... the other is that of psychology." (34)

- Science and scimntific objects constitute mediate experience, which is an

‘ abstraction'and construction from immediate experiences.

The importance of Wundt's influence Qan hardly be overeétimated.

in en analyéis of the basis of Mead's approacho It is safe to say that

1though he made the attempt, he is never able ina decls1ve manner to pass'

é over from the:conceptlon of the World as;experlence;to;the woridjas ob—

jectively existent, although this objective existence is implied by his
fundamental evolutlonary the51s that mind and perceptlon appear within

a world loglcally and temporally prior,

(3&) Outlinss of Psychology,vEngelmann, Leipaig, 1902, pe 3
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kNeverthelésss thrOugh his association Wiﬁh.sociologyé Mead‘is
never in a p051tion to accept a blologlcal sollps1smo The experience of
thet rationsl being 1mpllcate ‘the whole soclal group. It is the relation~-
Shlp between soclety and nature that is contlngent, subgectxve- natﬁre

becomes a function of soclal responses, unable to claim independent: exlstn

. ence because 1t is- recognlzed only as a phase of an act of a soclal 1ndxv-

1dualo The. posltlon:uowards which MEad'~ thinklng'gravitates is that~of
f a soelal subJeet171sm. He veaches this v1ewp01nt because he is unable to
rrecognlze the partlcular character of the social process, as obgectlve
1 productive activity,by virﬁub of which'deeper‘and more penetrating Te~
t"‘:Lea:l;lonshlps w1th natural: processes are formed,.and 1n'v1rtue of which.
vonly can the content of social knowledge ultlmately be explained.
Is Mead then an 1deallst? The‘questlpn eannot readlly;be'ansé'
; wored oither p031t1vely or negatxvely., From premlses which are obgectrve
f and materlallstlc - the evolutlonary and soeial point of v1ew, he reachedf
a posiflonfwhlch'puts the~organi3m ~f1DQ}Vidual and social = into a pos~
EkitiOn of primacy,vand'redudes his originel premises to a position of’de-
‘f pendency¢ ’Yet, by foree of his original pfemises, he qﬁn never quife
éomplete“the;process, and from thi; difficulty arises most F@af is
Z elusivé, inconsiétent and éon#radigtory in his handling of the~subjéqt
é mebter. | A\} | | |
.Such g:'the baokgrouﬂd and premises'from which Mead starts his
1nvest1gatlon of the mlnd 1ts orlgln, its structure, and- the process. of
'j'cognltlonq It is the tasL of this 1nvesb1gatlon to find just how much of
,g his findingsgare acceptable from the dialectical and materislistic point
of view, in:what way his theory of mind’is Qonsistent with thaf of the

' 6lassicél‘MérxiSts, and in what way he can contribube to the ofteh.merely
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formal propositions of Marxism %o the mind = body problem, specifically,

the nabure and origin of consciousness.
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CHAPTER  THREE

BASIC  CONCEPTS

o g £ AN jm' & ‘ng v ot .\_4 TVEN :

Extensrve although the suggestlons of the Marxlsts are conceran=
- ing consciousness and knowledge, much is left to be desired by themo Bare
! prem;ses are gIVen as to the nature, orlgln and content of consclousness,
such premlses as are 1nvolved in the theory of dlaleoulcal and hlstorlcal\
“% materialisms From “this P01nt of v1ew,‘consolousness belongs to the World.’j

: of scieﬁtifiejlnvestlggtlon, it 1s‘1n this world as part of the,material
organic and‘social procésses of huﬁan-beings. As to how this is p0351ble,
3vto plaee contents, sensory, loglcal and 1deau10nal, in the materlal world,
onlyfthe sllghtest of outllnes\lg,glveno':ﬂow 1t‘1s theoretlcally, phile
"osophlcally p0551b1e, is very carefully worked out@ How it ié aotuallv
: and practloally the case was a questlon that awalted further seientbific
? development. | | | ’
At the same txme, a‘oertaln,amblgulty remalnsyln certain of ‘the .
: Marxist classzcs, especlally Len;n.and Plekhanov, as ‘to the deflnltlon
.%'and con ent -of consclousness, 8 certain characterlstlc termlnology that
2‘15 reminlscent of the old views of a substantxval stuff 8 mind or self B
;‘Whlch reoeredtlmpr6581ons from the'out51de worlda It is thls questlon,
E~hcw to place the contents of consciousness in the materlal world, how to
j‘explaln oonsclousness and self w1thout reference to any metaphy31ca1

E duallsm, that occuples the attentlon of Mead. ,‘
The questlon of the identlty of thinking and belng 1nvolves twoz‘
E diStihc%'problems,,the,relatlonshlp of sensatlonnto the sensed, or the |

problem of "simple" consciousness, which is the point at which subjeotiv-
] 1sm tradltlonally arose in the Brltlsh e@plrlcal school, and the problem



1

wkgo -

Sof rationalyand‘organized khowledgé,vthe problem of the relation of the

sensed and logical mdmenbs;of kgowledgeg\ Marxists on the~wh616‘focus :
ﬁheir~att§nt10n On;human’cOnscipusnéss, which involves Both these probleﬁs ‘
simultanedﬁsly; Mead;"to‘a'cerfain ek%ent; discussés’them'separately,‘as~
they can, ina ioglcal sense, be separatedo “

Mead's 1ntentlon 1n the deflnltlon of consclousness is to grvev

‘the word a reference'other than that?which,it traditibnally~had in both

- psychology and phllosophy. Consciousness, for Mead, includeé both the~
*,organlsm and 1ts env1ronment, it cannot svmply be put inside the body or

f,the head, it is not,a someuhlng" that flashes forth when a stimulus

reaches a certaln p01nt in the nervous systeme Consclousnass,lsfa char»

v acter'the'env1ronment:has>1n v1rtue of its relaﬁionship'to the'organismo o

The fieldaof couscioUSness is the organism~aAenvironment'rew

\latlonshlp, end its content is obgectlvely there w1th1n thls relatlon~,~

Shlpo "Consclousness as such refers +o both the organism and its env1ronm*
ment and carmot be located smmply in elther" 5(85) and its content 1nvolves

the characters of both the subgect ‘and the obgecto
ﬂﬁ;,,,the losing of consclousness does not fiean the loss
of a certain entity but merely the cutting off of one's
relations with experiences. Consciousness im that sense
~meeans merely a normal relatlonship between the organism
and the outside objectss And what we refer to as con=
‘sciousness as such is really the charscter of the object
seoYou may think of consciousness in terms of impressions -
made upon this spiritual subgtance in some wnexplained
fashion in the organism. Or you may think of it merely
as the relation between the organ;sm and the obgect '
itself e (56)

Gonsclousness is futther lose 0 certaln envxronment that estts"

in 1ts relatlonshlp to the organlsm, and - in Whlch new characters can .

(55) Mind, Self and Soclnty, pc 332

(36) Ibid, p. 593
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arise in virtue §f ‘the organism."‘(57).~ ",.s conscious states are recog-
knized b5 characters of the ‘worid,in its relation to the individual." (38)
"“Gonsciougness as'stuff,4as éxperience,‘from the‘standpoiﬁt of behaviours
isticfor'djnamic’psychology,~is simp1y ﬁhe'envirdnment'ofgthevhuman iﬁdiv-'
idusl or soclal group 1nsofar as constltuted bys or exmstentlally relatxve
to that of 1ndxv1dual or soclal group.? (59)

It is Mbad's.stated:lntentlon in such définifiohs to extend the
; conoept to include the extfa»organic in ﬁhe fieid’of“conséiousnéss,‘tb
take back what had gone over inbto the subgect in.the hlstory of phllOSn

a‘ophy and return the "stolen goods" to their proper. locatlon. ‘The‘statea A
'ments are a1méd~equally at'dlsplaclng‘ﬁheisubstantival v1eW;offconSciousa;
frnsss”and;replaéing iwaith 8 fﬁhéfional view«offdonsciousnESS, and avoid- ’
ing a phySi§lpgical‘form’§f sOliﬁsism,;in which‘thg ﬁotld iS‘plaoed~in—”
f’ Side‘the‘bréin;7‘ltfié é sincere.endeavoﬁr to o#ercéme-éubjéétivist'ahdk,'
soiipsistié conéiﬁsionSo
| An examlnatlon of hls p051t10n_revealss however, that Mead. 1s‘

cuttlng w1th a tWOwedged knlfe, and that he takes back w1th one hand
what he glVes w1th the other. |

o ‘Taken at faee value, Ceféainaas§§cts,of the definifions éppear ;
'qulte compatlble W1th the dialectical and materlallstlc approacho The
fleld of consclousness and its content 1s glven as a relatlonshlp of
procegses,bs#ween'an organlsm and’anrenVIronment“that are objectively

thereo It ié%hisffield which Mead seems to be examining with a view to

determiniﬁg the specific’form of relationshipsywhich are "conscioust,dnd;'

(57) M:\.nd, Self and Soele'hy, peo 330
(58) Ibld. Do 331 ' '
(59) Ibids pe lll-lﬁ .
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- their mammer of movements Relatlonships that arise by v1rtus of the
presences of organic processes are dlfferent from other relatlonshlps by
deflnltlon, and these speclflc relatlonshlps of the. phy81cal so organic
. processes do,belong to the fleld of 9eonsclousnessf~whlch is s fleld‘of
the material‘and reflexivelreveiatiOn of propertiss. Properties of
~objects exhlblted in thls relatlonshlp only are properly wzthln the ambit
of consclousness;

" But further seiec‘bions p}in throw the assuned objectivity of
%’Mead into dcubt¢.in parﬁiculara Mead s conception‘of the;environment, end
| the charaéﬁers‘ﬁemergent" as the cbntentjof éonsciousness, reveal the
subjective edgé of the knife, and in what menner one can move the whole iﬁP
; organic,World‘ovér intovthe organic'expérience as a,phése of organic
: aétivity,fin the prchSS pf\réturning,the7con$ent~of coﬁsciotsﬁsss to;its}
f‘OHjectivéfhabitaﬁﬁo |
| ';n defihing the envir@nment in which organie activity and the
cognifive process tekes plqce; Mead?ts §9§ition is that the organism
determines ité\én&ironmente This position is reiteratéd‘freguently8
éftaking éuch fbrms asy ’

There is a definiteand necessary gestallt of sen51t1v1ty
within the organism, which determines selectlvely and rel-
etively the character of the external object it perceivess
What we term comsciousness needs to be brought inside just
this relatlonshlp between organism and enviromments  Our
constructive selection of the enviromment, color, emotional
values, and the like = in terms of owr phys:.ologlcal sens=
1trvrties, is essentlally what we mean by consciousnessg. (40)

5 QAecordlng to Mead the env1ronment is- constxtuted by the organlsm in two j
‘senses. In the flrst sense, in the manner of the quotatlon above, the

'enyironment is by definition that only tO‘whlch the organism can react

(40) Mind, Self & Society, pe 129
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(carry on relatlonshlps) by virous of 1ts Oap&blllules and characterlstle
modes of«behav1our. All outslde of such relatlonshlps or partwal relat-
1onsh1ps is not envxronment" ‘ Such~a~p01nt of view 1nvolves ‘the reeog-
nltlon of the qualltatlve unlqueness of - the organlsmg‘and would be ln-/

i,cluded in any sclentlflc 1nve531gatlon of the lifewprocesses of the organ—
| 1smo‘ The deflnltlon is qulte legltlmate from the point of view of diel-
B ectical mater1a&1$ny
~Ih‘the‘secdnd sensé;-ﬁhe environmeht is constltuted" by the
~} organism.1n.the sense that lts characters are not present in the phy51calv
% world without the crganlsme‘ These‘characters are emergent"‘and exlst
g only in relatlonshlp to the organlsm. From tﬁe point of wiew of dialect¥’
ies, 1t 1s qulte correct that upon enterlng inte relationshlps Wlth org—
E an1o matter "new" propertles of 1norganlc proceéses are revealed- but,
? these relatlonshlps are ba51callj related to the specific quallty'of the
| thing 1n;virtue of Whloh 1t’can carry on. such relat;onshlpse 'Mbad recog-‘
niées ;his emergence, but hé#ing obﬁaiﬁed‘it,~is:at e loss to‘exPlainfits‘
relatlonshlp to %he “thlngnlnpltself" ' He thersfore places the emergent
bharac ers as dependent upon the organlsm, and d@flnes them as often as
~not a8 constluuted by the organlsm. The enmﬂronment becones afset of
emergent characters hav1ng =y very unsettled relatlonshlp o any ob;ectlve‘
5 world~outs1de exper;encea By term;nologlcal sleight of hand, Mead reaches'
’a §§Siti§n‘ih,whichw”environmenﬁﬁ is equxvalent to exper;enceer It is
theréféré‘not'surpfisingfthét’hé discovérs that hélcan put "cdnsoiousneséﬁ
dver'inﬁo‘thé obgectlve world" - 1n short, that the terms consciousness ;
aﬁd experlence ‘are 1nterchangeab1e¢ The endmproduct of thls process is thé

} ~acceptance of a complete subgect1v1sm.f
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A1 is my opinion that you have to recognize not only the
i orgenism but also the world es having its reality in re-
~ lationship to the organisms The world is organized in
relation to each organisme. This is its perspective from-
that point of view. Reality is the totality of such per-
spectivese ¥ o(41) (italies not in originsl)

Such,a statement exhﬁblts Meadts aff111atlons with Whndt. With-
in thls totallty of perspectlves there are certaln common elements =

soclal obgects - accordlng to Meadg This common elemgnt 1n.the totality;

% of‘perspectives constltutes for him the objective world. The individual ’;
%‘parts of'experience'are‘the subjectivee The analogy here between.mead's
"obJectlve and subgectlve worlds and Whndt's medlate and 1mmed1ate e&per-

f\lence,ls clearo

Nevertheless, an examination of certain quoﬁations sbove will

. reveal those inconsistencies‘meniioned in chapter two of this work. Con=

'

tsciousness asyva normal relatlonshlp between the organlsm and out51de
é obgects ‘is not a subgecthlst stauemento Nor is the statement that
 "Consc1ous states 8T s charaoters of the world in its«relétiOnship to
j the indiviauai;n"Thékrooékof,fhe in&bns{stency, ineluding the diffiéultyj‘

f Mead-finds with his emergent chéracters, goems to lie in the shift of

N

'% point of view which gcecmplishesfwiﬁh_great facility not alone throughoutj
2 fout volumes bub within a. single paragrapha :In'thé abo%e qddtétion, |
M. the losxng of consciousness does not meen the loss of a certaln i
E entlty bub nérely the cuttlng off of one's relatlons w1th experlencese
‘i Con801ousness in that sense mesans merely a normal relationship between
? the‘orgaﬁism\and‘fhédutside objects;" the shift is Quiﬁe gpparento In

 the first sentence, "enviromment" means "experiences", snd in the second,

it is "outside objects". Far from being identical, the world as experience

- (41) Movements of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, po 315
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and the world as oubside objects have aniitheticalaphilosophic implica#-
ionse vSuch'inconsisﬁencieg are to be foﬁnd everywhere in Meadt's worksﬁ
True to'pf&gmaticldoctrine; he4uses whichever suits his ?urpose in a
given;pOiht 6f diScussiohg‘ | |
| In general; Mead aCcOm@lisheS‘the shift inﬁthis‘ménnerﬁ in

examining,the‘drganism, he[adhgfes, on the whole to'an objective and'maté
erialiét point of‘viaw. - The organisﬁ,is feggrdedg\asra material process
going on, and is stjécted to exemination as such;, Thevenvironmentg

- howévér, is_regarded wholly from the point of view of the organism. With

B f the subject as first;ferm, Mead finds it impossible to get beyond expers :

- ience as the  counter term. ‘Matérialism must étart"from the material
,‘  world és firstkterm and>arrive:at the subject and subjective as counter- ;
t‘ei‘m.f | | | |
e Such is the'resulf of a maﬁerialisthaﬁalysis'of consciOusﬁeég
in its Simplésﬁ‘sense‘és defined by’Mead;‘ It’is found that Mead has not
0§excémé,the‘fir5t difficulfy of materi%lism, the relationbhip between k
perception and the world that is.perceived, the'cohtent]0f~cpnsciouspess,i‘
and the world which that~eontept ingludes and presupposes. ‘
The seooﬁd meaning which\the terﬁlfbénsgiousnsés" has for Meed E
is in thé_seﬁse ofvrationaivfhinking‘or refleotivé’intelligencee It is
‘this type of specifically_hﬁﬁan consciousness whicﬁ.Mead subjects to &
most penstrating a_na‘liysis;' In this snalysis, it is Mead's intention to
'interpfet mental phenomena, ideas, meaning, logic, all that it hed beén',:
necessary‘tOQPlace in a‘mind SOmehowwdifférent from and othef than the :
material world, ih ‘terms of'orgénic processes of a‘particulaf sor£ =
Qualitatiﬁeiy uique types of process in the ﬁorld of material relationsQ‘

The "stendpoint from which Mead conducts his inyestigatioﬁs is
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the standpoint of,social beha#iourism‘ The~origin of~mind accOrding to
Mead,kpreSuéposee an ongoing social prOCess,‘and mind;oaﬁ be expleined
in~terms“of‘$tiﬁulus'and‘fesponse within this precess;‘Response, for_Mead,
is:a much,broader ferm thanlthe'siﬁple'reflex‘afc utilized by'Wateon;’For
‘Mead response 1ncludes the whole response to the env1ronment or a part-
~icular phase of it 1nvolved ln‘the acte As such, 1t 1neludes many;stimuli
: anq:responses 1n‘Whtson’s sense,'and 1ndefinite~coﬁplicationswof thesee
Mead follows up ‘the behav1ourlstlc analys*s of Wetson but  from
% this new approach that man's 11fe, development, attltudes, thought, all
é espects, are shaped and dlrected by the soclal process of whlch the in=-
g,d1v1dua1 is an 1nteract1ng elemente Withln thls framework the behaviouraf.
% istic concepts of stxmull and response are utlllzed by'Mead with this
fedlfference, that 1t is a SOGl&l stlmulus and a soolal response whlch isg
jklnvolved, and\ohat aGOOrdlngly, the sensoryﬁmotor~arc and 1%8*00mplex1t~
g'_es take on new zxﬂ forms pecullar to ‘the social and humen s1tuat10n. The 9
‘:orlginatlon of mind wmthln this social process isg dependent upon.-a degree
f nervous ‘and general phy51elog1cal development common,onlyvtthuman
i‘beings;oa condition which in:iﬁslturﬁ,presupposes the whole of oiganic,
f:evoiutiong | \ “

The baszc concepts ubilized by Mead in his analysis, given such

1 presupposltlon, are the soclal act the gestures attltudes snd -the deleyed -

responsea,‘ »
- The act, for liead, includes the mabural teleology of the organ-
iSﬁ,“its tendency’te mainfain~ibs‘iife‘processes in virtue of which it }
i selects the stlmuli to whlch it will responde The act, with the pre=

supposmtlor of such (netural) selectlon, ‘would then 1nclude the rece}btion

of the,stlmnlus'and~the response to 1t,‘earr1ed on unbil the‘1mpulse fram



“frqm‘whieh the reception of the stimulus originated was satisfied. It is
to be noticed here that thé\act as used by Mead differs from Webson's
simple stimulus - response formula in that it originstes in the life -
process of the organism, its mode of existence, and consequently its needs
and capacitiess Such a conception is & fundamental‘correction of Watson=
‘1sm of which dlalectlcal mal erlallsm would approves Here there is an
b 1ntegra1 relatlonship ‘between the stimulus and ‘the response which fiung
common ground‘ln‘the material mode of life of the organism.
The o cial act belongs toe.. the class of acts which
invelve the co~operation of more than one individusl,
and whose objeet as defined by the acte... is a social
objects I mean by a social object one that answers o
“all parts of the complex act, though these parts be
. found in the conduct of different individuelse. ~The
' obgectlve of the acts is then found in the life=-process
~of the group, not in those of the separate 1nd1v1dua1
alone. " (42)

For Mead, thdividual experience cammot be taken by iﬁéelf@ nor
can social acts be builtb up out of individual stimuli and responses. The
- psychical falls within the socisl act and presupposes ite It is a part-

. icular phase of the act, that phase which is inbernal to the individusl,

' not in thé sense of being in enothey world, metaphysica}ly‘distinguished;f‘

. but in the semse of being within his organism. In the defimition of the

- social object, recognition is given to the social charscter of apperception.
' The individual or private charscter of apperception is not ‘denied but =

; brought,into‘intimate relationship with the life=-processes of the group.
~The gesture, a concept borrowed with modificationS'from Whndt;

s "that part of the social act which serves as a stimulus to other formsff

; 1nvolved in the same soeial act." (45) The response of the form.to whlch

(42) Mind, Self and Society, Pe 7, footnote

(43) Ibide -po 42
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the gesbure# is a stlmulus is in turn a stimulus to the flrst form, and

the result is a comversation of gestures whlch termlnates in the completion

of the act; ‘The gesture and the conversation of gestures asa whole‘fall

-within the concept of the socigl acts kIt is this situation, given the
physiological‘and‘neural development cbmmon to human beings, out of which
- mind and refléétive intelligeﬁc§~arisea In the comversation of gestures,

.however; no mind or intelligence, no "ideas" or rationality is impliede
P Y

The conversatlon of gestures cen be explalned in terms of the condltlonlng

cof responses ina strictly‘watsonian fashion, with these mod1f10at1ons

Zno'bed abotg namely, that it is social; and that the reception of»the stim-
‘%ulus, in this‘case'the”gesture,bearﬁﬁn intimatekrelationship to the life=

processes 0¢ the form. e

Attltudes belong to the internal phases of the acte The attitude

?is gﬁ impl;clt;readingss to respond in a\cgrtainwmanner toa specific

;Stimﬁius or e specific situstionsl féatureo It is built ﬁp through the

ﬂlifeﬁhiétory of ‘the form~throﬁgﬁmanifoldlinberactions wityﬁaturai'and
,,fsocigl processes, and iﬁs presence is éxplioablé in terms Qf ‘the condition-
Aed response;‘ Thé attitude determinéd‘whét the response>?o the Stimulus

‘will'be,‘ It beafs, in the humén individual,‘a definite relationship to the

attltudes of the group in terms of which the 1nd1v1dual has his existence.

Yead places the abtitude at the beglnnlng of the act by analogy

ﬁith the selection of stlmull by the form es explalned,above. - This place=

ment of ‘the attltuﬁb as the beginning of The act 1§ of doubtful valldlty.
It xmpllee that acts orlglnate out of attltudes, instead of attitudes out
of actse Attltudes areresponses to stlmull, and the stimulus is loglcally :

prlor to the attltude hoth hlstorloally, in its origin, and; logically, in

the aot 1tselfe
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:  The analogy between.the ‘natural selectxv1ty of organic life and

the selection of stlmull by attltudes is false~ in one case We are dealing
~w1th capablllty of response9 and in the other we are: deallng w1th the conAk
dltloned response itself, which presupposes a stlmulus 81tuat10n, either
~internal or exteérnal; in one case we are deallng w1th the  overt llfe
;proeesses of a form and ‘in the other an 1nterna1 part of these life proo—
:esses. Mead deflnes attltudes~as an 1nternal,part of the soclal processg
end thefbgavigurist%c théory impligs;that they are built up out of it and

:présuppose'it.  Such an analogybbetween.the~materia1 1ife—proces$es of |

}oréanisms and}psychoiégy, which is involng in bu#inot identical/to'the
‘life processes of the:group'is impossible. |

. It imvolves au identification of the subjective part of these

' ;processes,‘oriexperience, with/these processes themselves. lMaterialism

frﬁakgsvﬁhe ﬁosition that the material life pfécessés‘of the~gf0up are
gypfﬁnary~;ﬁd attitudes are secondary‘and dependent. The complex functidns‘\
~of atteﬁtion, which Mead is intérestediﬁ analyzing, are ﬁot‘explained in
: terms of attention but in forms of somethlng elsee, Here Mead’sfsubjecta
1 Iv1st philosophy influences the very seat of his sclentlflc analysise
The fourﬁh,concept ut;llzed by‘Mead 1s‘the delayed responsee.

- This concept is not necessary to the~conversation‘0f gestures as such,
bt its péssibili£y~15~é‘prereqﬁisiﬁe to reflectiveihtelligence;' The

E deiayal of the response enables the breakingyUp of theaindividual phase

; of the social act,the separation of fhé initiationx‘and consummation of
;‘the acts The delayed rééponse enaﬁles thatfinternalﬂphase of the act to

. take plece which is the basis of ideational and inmtelligent behaviours
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CHAPTER FOUR

- MEAD'S THEORY OF MIND AND CONSCIOUSNESS

Within the context of these concepts, the sociel act, the
. gesture#, attitudes and the. delayed response, Mead elaborates his theory
of mentallty and reflecthn 1ntell1gengeo; The slgnlflcant’symbol is the
.key mechanism in Mead's explanation of mind; |

| A;significant symboi~is a gesture, usually verbel, which calls
out theygggg res?onse ihpthe‘form.whqse gésture it is and in the other
foﬁms‘involved,in the social acﬁg with this diffgrénce, that the‘response}
in thé'first‘fozm is implieit, it does not achievé its overt completion.
} This implicit fesponse is;gfgrthér, simulteneously & stimulus to the in~
dividual meking the gestures

The significantPSymbol arises withiﬁ the conmversation of
. gestures, but it is differentiated from the gesture in that itvca11s~dut
the gégg résponse in_both forms iﬁvolveq in the soecial act; Iﬁ the con-
versaﬁioh~of‘éestUres, an act of oneksort;calls‘ouf an actiof snother
sort in the form to which tﬁe gesture is é stimulus. For a gesture tb be j
a sighif1can£ symbol, for the individual to have in his own expérience
the meaniﬁg of his gestures, it mustfcall forth the samefattitude in all
f,thbée;in701ved in the acé. It is becausevﬁhe vocal guésture is one that '
; is capableuof affecéing its author in the same menner that it affects
f'othér fOrms, becauée he is giving himself the same stimnius he is giving’:
others, that thls type of gesture is the most common in cammunlcatlon.
Through this type of gesture the individual is cgpeble of self-

stmmulatlon in the ‘same fashion as he is capable of stlmulatlon from

others. He is able to influence himself asothers 1nfluence hxmo'
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Conversely, he cen influence others as he influences himself. Thirough

the medium of +the significant symbol, he can call out in himself the same

4 afﬁitude offrespOnsé'whichihié,geSture calls out in the others He has

the response of the other in his organism as a further sﬁimulﬁs %o his own

' act1v1ty or conyersatlon. The rolggf the 31gn1fieant symbol in the soclal

~act is that of a further compllcatlon of the 1nternal phases of the act -

f wh;ch enables control by the individual of hls partlclpatlon in the act,

' by virtue of his knowledge of the manner in which others will. participabe.

;‘The Significan£ symbol mediates in the social process in such a manner as

" to bring confrol of the act into implicit. individual béh&vipurq,‘The whole

' social act is brought into the experience of the individual.

_ The problem of thefrigination of the  signifioamt symbol out of

. such & situation as the conversation of gestures is one which Mead solves

: in a véry~unsatisfactcry manner. (44) The difficulty of getting over from

é a situation in which,a gesture Which‘may or may not be common to two forms

v

f and which calls out a:different response in each form to a situation'iﬂ :

i'which'fOrms use the same gesture andﬁave to it the same response is one

¥
R

 which occupies en important part of his investigationse He correctly

2y

%Zfealizes thet both the Stimulus and the response must lie within the life
 processes dfgboth formsgfaﬁd on thé§bas1s'conducﬁs a painful invesfigatiéﬁ 
" into imitetion in birds. This he explains as the picking out and strength-

B ening Of‘thbsé respoﬁses,which are common in the songs‘ofiboth birds,; &

process which results in a marked smmzlarlty of their song. - Yet he rec-
ognlzes that the blrd notes are not signlflcant symbols° Iﬁdeed,kthe,'

annlogy of the,blrds has no r;ghtful place w1th1n hls,lnvegtigations, for ij

| (44) See: Mind, Self & Society, Parte 11, Chapters 8 & 9
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the birds are not involved in a social act, according to his own definit-

ion..

| ;Granbiog that something of~the'origihation of the eignificant

~symbol is dlsoovered in his examination of the blrds,(whlch is not granted)k
such an. examlnatlon dlsplays a fundamental weakness in Meadﬂs whole com-
ception of the'orlglnatlon;of‘the symbolo For, granted that the bird sit~
uvation ie'e‘SOGiai\aob by‘Mead’S‘definition Wthh'lt is nov, the sole

7'stimu11 in the sxtuaulon are those prov1ded by the soclal process 1tself,

? the actual acolv1t1es of other forms or-the 1nbernal stlmull of the form
'1tselfe The problem of the common stxmulus whlch calls forth a common

z resuonse the problem of the symbol Whlch hes 1denklcal meanang for both

. forms 1s solved by Mead wholly 1n subgectlve or soclal terms = the obgectw

- dve world and the problem of the substltution of stlmulw is left oute The
: problem of a verbal stlmulus which is-a 51gn1flcanm Smeol and at the same
;,tlme a substltute stimulus for a physical object cannot be explalned in

" terms of bhe pieklng out and strengthening vocal responses in a vocal

£

Z s1tuatlon aloneo

Insofar a8 Nead does consider the problem of the substltutlon ;

f of stxmull, he’ flnds no proper solutlon for 1t° Mead correctly reallzes,
{ in hlS crltlclsm of WatSOQ's explanatlon of language a5 the condltloning

f‘o_ reflexes and the substltutlon of SUImUIlg that such an explanatlon begs. -
i the questlon. The problem is exaobly enalogoue to that outllﬁed by‘Marx
; 1n the thlrd ‘thesis on Feuerback “T%m “°+eriﬁ§€*ﬁ
AThe Materxallst doctrine concerning the changlﬂg of ,
circumstances and educabion forgets that»olrcumstances
are changed by men and that the educator himself must
" be educated. This doctrine has therefore to divide ~
socle¥y into two parts, one of whieh is’ sugerlor t0o soclety.”(45)

(45) Appendix to The German'l’deolqu-, po 197198
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Mead says:l

A You can explain the child®s fear of the white rab by
conditioning its reflexes, but you cannot explain the
conduct of Mr. Watson in condltlonlng that stated
reflex by means of a set of conditioned reflexes,
unless you set up & superJWatSOQ to condltlon his
:|:‘e:f'le¢ces.”r (46)
Mead's answer to the problem.ls %o take conditioning imto the
self-act1v1ty of the 1nd1v1dual, in such o menner that through the 81g=
f nificant Symbol he conditions his own reflexesa The criticism hers is
_ obvious. The significgnt symbdl, in Serms of which this self-conditioning
goes on, 1nsofar as 1t 1mplles reference as well as commonality presupposes
- just those difficulties which it is now used to explalno |
Mead's real problem is to find a situation in which organisms
/ are 1nvolved in the same activity with the same obgectu and henne alreadly
- have a common element of response to an 1dent1cal phy51ca1 stwmulus. The
i actxv1ty carried on~mus%¢be one that involves the llfemprocesses of both
, férms aﬁd‘whiéh_§an be participéted in‘cvoﬁerafively by‘eaéh in virtue
% bf.ﬁheir common;bbjeétive and common attituﬁes. ,Thislmuch,is recogniz;d
by Mead in his definition of ‘the sqciai éct;~
TZBut;Mead faiis fo‘realizé that a Situatibn of-this‘sort eﬂists 
: in 060pefa£ive activity in labér; in the prodﬁctién of the means of life,
1sQ’thét he déécribeg the‘psyohic‘side‘of this;prddess but does ﬁot ﬁnder-‘

, ;Stand,its basis and is henece leqﬁnbo absurd contradictions. The labor

 prooess~is the oﬁlyfexplanation of the common resp0n3¢7to an identical
‘~bbjéct'in virtue‘of which the substitution of stimuli, and the Significant 
o symboljwhlch@resuggoses the common responses can be explalned. Mead appé

?roaches “the problem from the p01nt of view of getting from the same gesture,

(46) Mlnd, Self & Soclq;z_ Pa 106



‘Eg'the séme,respoﬁseo Insofar as he looks for this situabion in the sub=
humen conversation of geétures;,inéofar as he iS:ignorant of the specific
:kdetermining charabtef of hﬁmankSOcieﬁy and‘failskto,realize that sééiety
' cennot be compared to subhumah life iﬁ‘any.manéergvhe cénnot £ind that
“81tuat10n‘whlch he seeks.
In reality, Mead has approached the problem not” only from the

- wrong premlses, but u981de down. Theproblem is not to get from the gesture

; %Q;similar‘rgspons§§, but to getzfram‘similar;reSpdnses and'stimnli already

'gxplainsd by the primitive lebor proéess £o the substitution of the same
zvocal,stimulus for the Qrigiﬁal object. Thié is a prob;em;ﬁhatg assuning
| vocal ability, should nob be difficult to solves The meaning of such a
i éubstitﬁte stimulus isyaiready‘in the experience of the individuels in=
f#oived;f | | |

Mead's difficulfy infaédountiﬂgifor the réferenceICharactér of

% symbols is dlrectly connected w1th his subgect1v1st phllosophy, and there

- f£inds 8 quasiwsolutlono ;
¥ Symbolization omnstitutes new objects not constituted
 before, objects which would not exist except for the
context of social relationships wherein symbolizatlon
~occurs. Language does not simply symbolize 2 situation :
“ or object which is already: “there in advance; it mekes
possible the existence or appearance of that situation
. or objeet, for it is a part of the mechanism whereby
that situvation or obgeet is created...for to repeat,
objects are in a genulns sense constituted within the
social process of experience, by communication and
mtusl adgustment of behaviour among the individual
organisms which are involved in that process and which
ocarry it ons (47) (italics not in original)

Obaects are dependent upon.the soclal prooess 1tse1f, and hence

% there is po~need to explaln the‘reLerencercharaeter of the symbols

(47) Mind, Self, & Socieby, pe 78
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,Language mekes its own objects, so that symbolic reference is
explained in terms of the symbol itselft Such are the scientific eohclus~
ions feached byvpragmatic philosophy.-

To relterate, nelther the reference nor the common characters of
~the symbol can be explaimed by the symbol 1tself, nor by social 1nteractlon
. 1tself, Without both characters the gesture is not a symbol; and this fact
Z is,the ope’that ekplains why the imitiétion of birds is nbt symbolization.
1,Symbolization iS\éldialectic of‘referencé and comonality. Abstract either
- and there is no symbolt In oriticizimg Wundt, Mead objects to his assump-
. tion that commnndideas and objecté exist Bzigytotéymbolization’ and -com= |

: plains that no such situation can be found in the conversation of gesturese

'fklt is yuite correct thaf no such situation;existsfwithin the subhuman con=
: versatlon of gestures, but such 8, s1tua ion is found within the humen
‘i labor process. In Mead's terms, ‘the problem is threefold, to flnd a ‘common
E‘gesture havingxa common response and & common references He cannot solve
f this'pfpblém, so he turns the whole pfqﬁ}em on its head,y and falls into
i‘iogicgl fal;acy, explaining that which’is to be éxplainedyin;tenms of
. itselfs it is'ciear'that the only answer to triadie rélatidn,of ‘the gesﬁ—f
; ure £o both formsiand the object ¢én only be explgined,by thé‘dialectic bf(
»é man in,his‘natural and éocial relations,‘of whioh~the dialectic of fhe
f reference and common characters of the symbol is a momente Failing to
;~understand the double aspects of man's mode of exlstence, the natural and |
é the soclal relatlons as & unity of oppos1tes w1th1n the labor process,

: Mead cannot understand the origination oP the dual character of the symbol

*f whlch ariges out of the needs of such a s1ﬁuatione

It is not denied that in a_ very real sense this soclal process

f and the symbol make possible ‘the appeaaanoe and (not grl) existence of
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hew objegtsc The symbol and'social relétiohs themselves are new objeets,
as well és;the material producé which cdopefative»laBOr makeé poséible.
As to the;power and céntrol which symbblization gives over social and

natural activity, Mead's analysis is very goqdei"

Iﬁ is‘in terms of thépﬁocial process tnd within the ffamework of
. the socidi act that Mead also devel°ps his theory of meanlnga This theory
S is & development and elaboratlon of the behav1ourlstlc theory of msanlng.
QMeanlng ,'says Wétson, "1s just a way of saylng that out of all the ways
an individual has of reactlpg tthhls object, at any one time he reacts
§’in 6nlyv¢ne‘of these‘waysfoy." (28) ‘For.Mead‘toc;'ﬁeaning lies in the

5 reéponse, but it is a social response'and a socisl stimulus that are in-

. volved. '"Meaning" says Head, "arises and Vlies within the field‘ of the

j relation between thekgesture'of 8 given mmean organism and the subsequent
,yé Behaviqﬁr of +this organisﬁ.as iﬁdicated to'anofherrhuman organism by thé%t
gesture.d (49) ’fhé meaning is gééfgiinf$he response of the'other Orgahimﬁ’
to this gesture.. This response has'reference to this gestu:e and- to the
compléfidn of the aét; ‘The meaning of the gesture_is made expliciﬁ in‘thé
‘g.adjﬁstment'fo the'gesture 6n the part of the others ‘Méaning involves this
triadiéyrelationship between gesture, response and the future’phases of
 the act ,mpiiea by ‘the gesture.

e :Before,the;aPPSarancé of mind and the significant symbol;kthen,g
i heanihg'is'present in the field of objective social relations. Mead sayéj
"eaning ls thus a development of something objectively there as a relaty:

Z":n.on ‘between certaln phases of the soclal acte It 1s;not,a psych;cal ’

(48). Behav10urlsm, De 201

(49) Mind, Self & S.Oc:Lepy, pPo 75
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addition~to that,éct,:agd:it is. not anvﬂidea"és traditiona1ly‘conCeivedQ‘
"~(50)"Fur£hér, “€he interpretatiéﬁ'of geétuﬁes~is néﬁ basically & process-
: g01ng onin a mlnd as such, or one hecessarlly 1nvolv1ng 8 mind: 1t is an
‘external, overt, phy31cal or phys1olog10a1 process g01ng on in the actualy
- Pield of social e;perlenceo" (51) '
f~Meaﬁing;*objectiveiy"ﬁhere in the relationships of ‘the cpnver-"
ysation o£ gestures; becomes a ?sychicgl~con$ent*wiﬁh the,appéarance of
the'sigﬁificanx,sy@bolg With the mechanisn of the Significant‘symbola’
which allows for the intérnalizjtién of the 6B§ective‘rélaﬁions’of the
L act into the exper&ence of the 1nd1v1dual the 1nd1v1dual has the meanlng
iix'of hls gesture, its relatlonshlp to the response of" the other: whlch has

, thls~reference‘to the future phases ofﬁthe'ong01ng act1v1tye The role ofr‘

the symbol in relaulonshlp to meaning is that of interna11z1ng ‘a relatlonr' f

kf'~5h1p objectively there, of brlnglng the relationshlp 1nto the 1mpllc1t ,;g

é conduet of.the 1pdxv1dual and ;n this sense into selfwconsclous~exper1ence,~
ThisyérbceSS of iqternaliziﬁgfthe aCt»bg'meanskofkthe significgnt symbol E
! is appfehenéioniof @eaning,“ai#hough~Mead~frequehﬁly cohfuses‘it, once. .
| "obtaiﬁed; with meaning~itsélfo‘ |

o "What does it mean" in thls sense means‘"how does the organlan
respond" It’ls obvmous thatfsuch response implies the past condltlonlng
‘and experlence of the organlsmo An ineXperienbed organism cénﬁo+~give anf
g adeguate response to the future. reference whlch the gesture has@ -Even ig:'

ii ‘the conversatlon of gestures there is present an inner phase of the act

i ‘whieh Mead in thls context overlookso Whaﬁ Mead does empha81zeyls that

1 '(50) Mlnd, Self & Soclety, pe 76

(51) Ibld, ps T9

2w
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in the convereation of gestures;, organisms respond to each’other as objects
to which they have been conditioneds. They do not respond to each other as

ubgects, whlch is only p0351ole when the 1nd1v1dua1 has the response of
the ‘other in his own experlence uhrough the mechanlsm of the symbol.r

The orluic;sm thet there is an 1deat10nal element even in the

conversatlon of gestures does ‘ot of course, invalidate Mead's analys1sﬂ-“
of the role of the symbol in the having of meaning of his gesture by the
j~individualfhimself@ ,What.thekobjeotion ie,,is That the respondent has
; the meaning of the gesturs in his experience already,;otherwise he would
. mot be cé?éble“of envadequate responses Mead's point that the‘ggﬁggy of |
i The gestﬁfe does‘not have‘the meaning of:hieogesﬁure in the conversetion
of gesfures is qoite oofreot;~ o =
| ',Anloversight'on Meadﬂs‘part even mote serious but‘o1ose1y allied,

is that’objeots,in the physical world have no meaning, if Meed~is to stay

iystrictly within his premises of the convérsation‘offgestureso ‘Mead(overé

i looks,ﬁhe’faot that thererare two sorts?of objects:to,whioh'we respond:
“social oojects; whioh'efe’the geStuies ehdkresﬁonses of othef organisms,

" and physicdlyobjects. When Mead: does concede recognltlon o the phy51ca1;
: obgeot, he does one of two thlngs, Elther he points out that its meanlngi,
{ is~given:in our response to}it, and this sense of the word falls outside :
E his defihition. ~Or he regards thewphysioaljobject as being SOcially‘conPf

i stituted within the social oontext'oﬁ eXperience, in effect;~denies its

exlstence as a_n J.ndependen'bly exlstz.ng physical ob;]ec'b.

| | Materlallsm would 1nsist on the flrst of these alternantso It 13
‘% to be noted that the response to the physical obJect 1nvolves preclsely

: the seme trladlc:relatlonsh;p as the responsefwlthln the conyersatlon of

‘gestures which, askis pointed out above, is response to the other as an
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: o'bje,c"c,l and not as subjec’t, The response to the "ges-bure" of Jche physical

;o'b,ject s 'bhe falllng oi‘ a tree or the dropp:mg of 'bhe s-bone s bears “the same
reference %o -bhe future act1v1ty of the obgec‘b as response to orgam,c
g,estures > assum:.ng tha.u the orgam.sm is in both cases capable of an adeq-
uete response. Wn.th this extens:.on, whlch is sugges'bed by Mead hlmself
but is. m’ﬁ loglcally‘:.neluded in h:gs;, 'theory, the theory of’ meamng is.
qcc,.eprbe.ble.-bo 'mate‘rialism, pnoviding that meaning ‘and existence are 'not
k 'den’cifiedg. It would seem more’ accura.oe 5 however, to denote meanlng as
the charac’terls'blc act:l.vrby (of an obgect and knowledge of this charac’cere
-IS’blc a8 reflec‘bed in the response of an orgam.sm as apprehens:.on of this
mode of act:,v:r.ty. The s;gnlflcan’c, symbol is then a qualltlvelynew stage’f
5, ~,i'n~’ -x;he apprehension of :neaning arising within -Ehe 1abor procesksyo ,Symbol-‘ ‘
iia’ﬁiéﬂ 'ddee,cons‘ca"."b’u-b‘e new objects, for it has as its conseq usnce ‘the
internalizgtion of s"Clll k"i’urther pha,se;s of the act end ’ohe i'esponS'e to.
k'fbhe other as we -The signiﬁicant sym‘bol g}lows us to ce.li out in
ouiselven and others bhe Fespense Whien the objects which it means calls
o,u'b‘.' ' | |

In co\nsz.dera'blon of Mead's theory of meanlng, 1t is no‘c necesg=
ary -bo equ:woca'be about 'bhe use of wordse, Mead 1s qulte 'correc*b however;
:Ln po:.n’c:.ng ou't that language is not arbitrary, that it 1rrvolves the whole ’
‘socla'l act and :anolves a compllca’clon of respozmes. (52) Nor is Mead's -:

- usage ‘of the 'berm mean:.ng arbl’cra,ry, in ’che sense of a nom:.nal def:ma.tion

but grows ou-b of 'I:.he subgectlvn.sm of hlS po:i.nt of v:z.ewo

Gne of 'ﬁhe ’,e,hiefi 'o'on'bribu’ci’ons of NMead %90 the materialist theoi‘&

of mind is his Anterpretation of ideas and conce,pts in behaviouwristiec

(52) ;_'Mind,' Self & Society, De T4
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terms, in terms that are dymemic and‘physiologicalov Ideas; for lMead, are
implieit’ responses, organlzatlons of attltudes corresponding. to stimuli.
,”A~behav1our1stlc treatment, 1f‘1t‘1s mads'broad snough, if it mekes use
of the ‘almost ihdefinitekcsmpleiities existingsin the nervous system, can
1 adjusﬁ itselffto‘many fields which were supposed to be confined #o‘an
intirospective attacks“T(SS) jiésas are implicit activity and the skeleton’
. of their stfucture‘is~found in the central nsrvsuS‘systeme Ideas, in
f short, are pstternsfof action in the sentra1 nervous systém.which‘are
? initiéted 5tt not overtvly espfessed. ‘As such they fall within the field .
of sooial an@{mtui-al in‘beraction. "Ideas, o8 dis‘cinc‘b'i‘rom acts, or a8
‘kfalllng to issue in overt behav1our, are sxmply what we do not doy they
- are poss1b111t1es’of overt responses Whlch we test out 1mp1101ty in the
; central;nervousqsystsm and then regect,ln;favor of thOSe which we do not
i in fact actupon,” (54) | |
| Ideas as 1nvOIVﬁng mean;ng 1mply s1gn1flcant symbolsg ‘Conscious
:'1deas ére ideas we can 1ndlcate to ourselves and to others; =@ patternJof
fl responses, 1n;other words; that we are able to ‘initiate in ourselvesvaﬁd'
s iﬁ othersse Conscious ideas’afe,a part/of the social ach, ax subjective
j'phasé of %he act in the sense that\thgy”are internal to the'iﬁdividual
| organismm' In the cbnscious idea there is that self-activity, that sé1f¥
: astié%ﬁidﬁ'bf the organismsthrough the medium‘of symboiizéﬁibn:by Virtue
of which éhéyindividﬁal has his reactics under his own controls When the o
ﬁ‘ind1v1dual is able to condltlon hlS own responses through 8, process of
i self-stxnulatlon in the same manner that others stlmulate hlm, he has a

? conscious 1dea, still exp11cable in phys1ologlcal termse The SLgnaficani

(55) M:Lnd Self & Soc:Le"cy, pe 12

(54) Ibld p, 99



symbol is the mechanlsm fundamental to such self~consclous ideass Mead is
here explaining away the 1ast refuge~of idealism in materislist terms.
An important charscteristic of the ideasx as an implicit end

ﬁ’organizédfreadiness'towact is what Mead calls its temporal ﬁimensibno As

_ the external act, the process of interaction within the sphere of external

: activity, has a temporal span'aﬁd a,mannér of organizetion in time; so,‘

. internalized through experience or conditioning this temporal phase is
_ present in the act as the influence of the later steges of the act on the
‘ garlier‘stages:

- "There 1s," stated Mead, "it is to be noﬁed, an influence -

of the later sct on the earlier act. The later process

which is to go on has already been initieted, end that

later process has its influences on the earlier processs

Now, such en orgamizetion of a group of nervous elements
~as will lead to conduct with reference to the objects
‘ebout us is what one would find in the oentral nervous

system answering to what we cal the obgect. (55)

The 51gn1flcanoe of thls conceptlon of the 1dea, as a‘valldating
case for the materlallst eplstemologya an@ﬁlalectlcal materlallsm in partu"_

1 1cular, is fourfo&ds Flrsﬁ, the whole~1nterpretatlon is w1th1n.the frame«=

cwork of mat erlal processéso Tdesas themselves are not things,>but material
‘fproeesses, as such;j and as an 1nternallzatlon of external temporal act1v1ty,
 T'they heve s, temporal dlmen51on, they‘are not statlc but flulda Second, :

i the analysls 1mplles an answer tO'the eplstemolo 1cal questlon of the
_identity of thinking and being, the guestion of how our thoughts stend
{wiﬁhfreferende to the world ardund'us, As &erived from*the‘acﬁuél overt
élnteractlvlty of procenses, the 1dea reflects the characterlstlc aot1v1ty «’

éof the external processa The 1dea, although removed from. the “external

 wbr1d”, 6riginates in this world and reflects it in the form o;‘temppral

(55) Mind, Self, & Society, Dpe 70



and spatial organizetion of neural paﬁternsa Thinking is e mode of be=
haviourfbf human being,. Third; if the ides is erronecus, of sdmething
' goes wrong with the internsl orgenization, ‘the probfgbf this is overt =
material practices Something will go wrong with the act, which the idea
':no longer préperly reflects. Finallyabideas in this éénsé out across the

' 0ld terminology end forms of éh{bking which gave rise %o the conceptions
{of primary“énd secondary qualitiess Ideas reflect the quelities of
;obgects as thelr characterlstic modes of sction.

All of these 1mpllcat10ns of hls theory of 1deas ere not exp11c~

Citly drawn out by'Mead. In particuler, Mead overlooks the fact that the

‘eana1y31s 1mplles the 1dent1ty of thlnklng and belngo

- Abstraction, andlthe,universal‘charéétef,of concepté has longi
§bqen 2 éoint bf;difficulty'in the materislist explanation of minds It has
?séemed impqssible for abstract’ideas to be stgted in'physiological terms,
?an& thefefo:e necessary‘to,plaee them ovey into “pure-consciousness?e‘Héw
‘éwe‘pass‘fromisehSe perception to concepts, how ﬁe absﬁract‘and7generalize
w%are key qﬁestions, for they are ooncern’the point ‘of transition fram’ﬁhe‘

jsensed to the 10gical férms of knmwiedge, and as fhey are answered, so is
: EanSWéred thé epistemdlogicai question,vbwhgt'qorréSpondence has the con~
feéptuﬁl WOrld with the World’of:nature.~ In psychélogy, the problem of
‘éconceptsftakes the form of thefpr&blem of fécognitione
lead asks, "Can we find a structure there in the central nervoasf 
' gysten that WOuid answer to & certain type of recpohse'whiah represents for
’?us the chgracter of “the obgecﬁ which e recognlze, as distinet frcm mnere

. (58)
sensatlons9" Within the 1nteract1v1ty of the form and “the obgect, whlch

(56) Mlnd Self & Soclety, De 84
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proceeds according to the 1ife processes and’ needs of the form and the
oharecterlstlc act1v1ty of the obgeet, unlversallty is found in a éertalnf;
~type of responsee; Head answers, "There is a. unxversal in’ the form of the
responge that answers to a;whole set,of‘partlculars, and the,partlculars
may be indefinite invnuﬁber,‘provided only that'théy have certeain char-
acters in relatlon +to the response." (s7)

The unlversal as conoeptual, for Mead, is the relatlonshlp of
a single fqrm~ofkr?sponse overkagalnst an 1ndef1n1te number of speclflc
objectsg,;The“responSe is’uniﬁersal, and thefstﬁnulus,particularg This-
is the man".ner_in‘Whi(’:h‘b.bstrac:i:ion tekes place, and the #hole falls with-
in the complex behaviour“of the ihdiVidual'énd the group.

' ~Inibon$idering thé miversal as conceptual Mead to a certain
éxtent ignorés;the univefsal characters of the objects £hemsélves, Whioh ;
are implied by the analyéise Materialism would point out that in order |
for thg uni#ersal réSPOnse to bé possible; -in the sense ei'bhe,trc>:£"o>,r’:i.g-ia
inatidn‘or of edequacy, it must reflect properties which the individual
objéets,hEVe in'cémmon,:the'universal character of the object. The ansly-
sis’implies and dorreborates the dialectical cdnéepﬁidq of things ag 8
? unity éf’the,particularhand thé universalo ’
| TImplying but not\emphasizing the objective as wellf&s:the
subjective nature of\universality, Mead contributes to the Marxist thesis
~ on the problems of conceptusl knowledge by~a\scientificAhypothesis as‘to :
how this is péyssib"le, that abstrqc’cion is a subjective phase of ‘o\bjecfive‘
’kpracticéé‘énd how it is;éossible that conceptual khowledge~afises 6ut of

ahd;corresponds to forms bfjéctivi%y of the material world. Mental .

(57) Mind, Self, & Society, P. 84 loc.cit
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objects, coneepﬁs, are forms of implicitiﬁesponée, temporally organizéd,
that afe?built up‘out’of e#periende. As physiologically implieit, >they
are 1ndef1n1tely complex patterns in the central nervous systeme
Another phase of. unlversallty considered by Mead is 1ts soélal
dimension in humen experience, whlch ;nvo1ves,the,mechanlgm‘of the,31g~i
' pificent Symbol; In this seﬁéé of, universality, is a common response on
the part of a social group. The universality of the symbol lies in the
faét that everyone in the group con take a similer abbitude bo it,
Thls form of unrversallty 1ntroduces two questlons,'one of whlch
are dealt with in detall by’Mead 1n hls theory of the self, and one of
Z which 15 ;nfessenoe ignorged. Includlngkthls relation to the responses
of;otheré, the response of,thé individualfhaS‘itéelf'an individual end a
cOmmoﬁ character: the concept for the 1nd1v1dual differs within the
common limits accordlng ‘to his point of view, hls past experlence as o
: member of that societye Unlversallty and partlcularlty for the humen 1n-
’ d1v1dual have ‘two. dimensions, arising out of different byt 1nseparable
1'sets oflrelatlpnshlps, the~natura1'and the social,
| ;The~other‘question which arises with fhe inclusion of thekgocial
; aspecﬁ is the relatiéns of the socialjor common‘rgsponse to the objective
;'w§rldo‘~With~the introduction of the‘sbcialkdimension;‘Mead seems~t0'los§
3 sight altogheriofythe fact that even as the individual 50~ﬁhe common rés-‘v
| ponse cannot do otherw1se than reflect the characters of the object. By
| v1rtue of thls neglect Mead returus to h1s pos1t10n of social subgectlv-‘
'1sm in whlch the external world is regarded as the totalltj of perspectlves,’
,‘and the obJect as in a real. sense dependent upon social perceptlon. Here -
1 the'objectivityﬁof the concethal lies only in the fact that it is a

cammong as opposed to a private, response that is involved.
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Here again Mead ruptures the unity of man'ggatural end his social

relatlons. Unlversals 'are mean;ngless apart fram the social acts in which
they are implicated andffrqm‘whlch they ‘derive their sigunificence." Nead

~hes explained the mechanisms of both natural and social umivers&lity, but

“he fails to explain that they find cammon ground in the unity of the

| natural and social relationseéf?m#n, which has as its explanation the labor

. process.

Mead's theory of concepts indicates the possibility of a mab~
eridlist interpretation of 1ogic:which, indeed, has been announced and oute
,%lined by Marxist philosophy. ;Logic)for the Marxists, is a'qualitativelyk
; unigue. form of subaectxve act1v1ty ar1s1ng out. of sense perceptlona The
; laws of formal loglc are ultxmately derived from materisl 1ntercourse w1th
2 natire, reflect neture in such a way that lt;;s possible for logical de-

- ductions tdﬁe‘validated'in material practice. "The practice of men,"

_ says Lenin, "by repeating itself millions of times, is fortified in con=

_ sciousness by the figures of logice" (5%)

7‘Mead’s theory of logic is that it bears an‘intrinsib reiationr'

- ship to the organizetion of attitﬁdes and involves his whole theory of

,ideati"on: , B g

Hour so-aailéd laWSVOf:thought are the abstractions of social -
intercourseess 81l the enduring relations have been subject
to revision. . There remains the logical constants, and the
deductions from logical implications. To the ssme category

‘belong the so-called #miversals in concepts. They are the
elements and structure of a universe of discourse. Insofar
as in socisl conduct with others and with ourselves we in-
dicate the characters that endure in the perspective of the
group “to which we belong and out of which we arise, we are

. indlcatlng that which relative to our conduct is unchanged,
to which, in other words, passage is 1rrelevant.“ (59)

| (,'58) Quo’ced in A Tex{'.book of‘ Marxist Philosgphy, e 109

(59) lind, Self & SocletX, pe 90, footnote"
® :bl p a0
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This,striking;passage reveals the menner in which.Mead would have approach
ed the qnestlon of loglc, hed he ever undertaken a thorough investigation
of the subJect. _

UnfOrtunatelyQ'Méad's charscteristic féﬂlt mars;theée extrémely'
suggestlve remarkso He falls to note the source of the charactefs that |
endure in the perspectrve of” the group." “The implications of this pass-’
ag@*areithat such Qharaeters and relations sre derived from social inter»l
actiwity in itSélff Bearing‘iﬁ.mind'that social intercourse does imply
nabural intefcouréé, and is a refiecéion of the stagewof:development‘of
natural intercourse, it becomes evident how it is possible for the order
angd connectiﬁn of ideas to,cérrespond~with ﬁhe order and connection of
events; A corrollary of this thesis of hisforical matériaiism,WOuld be
that fhé type of lOgic uti1ized by a social group réflects the stage of
F maﬁeriai development of that group, the state of its naturél relations
i which are qne'and the sane thing as its mode of production.

. Reflective intelligence,\including foresight, purpose~and‘
plannlng is also brought by Moad within the comtext of the soc1a1 act, as
an 1nterna1 phase of the act in which fubure phases of “the overt actlvlty]
~are~broﬁght within the control of the individual‘in terms*of implieit be=
haviour.‘ In:reflective,intelligeqce an hnportant~role~iskplayed by ideasi
;‘or concépts as pfévipusly defined, and théir temporal,organization inkthei
sensé that the lat§r étages of the sacts they imply‘bear upon the present
] steges of the idegé BaSed'on'the delayal of overt response, Whihh ocours
upon the appearance of a problemg or the blocking of the ongoing acﬁ,
mental behaviOur;rgquires thé'significant symbol as its primarykmeohanismé
| ‘Reflection, or féflectivé behaviour arises only under :

conditions of self-consciousness (the use of the sylbol—
M.Po) and makes possible the purposive control and with
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organization by tﬁe'ihdividual organism of its conduct

-with reference to the social and phy51cal enviromment,

i.es with reference to ‘the various social and physical

situations in which it becomes 1nvolved and to which it
~reacts. (60) '

" The role of the.significant symbol in_intelligent behavioﬁr can 

! bechnsidéréd in‘theéé two:relationsa the natursl and the socials. In the
flsOcial‘relation, the individﬁ#ifisiablé by its use to indicate to himself

i ‘the attitudés of others towards his own,actions. As he has thé,stimulus
;} o his own attltudes and those of others in his own control he is capable
? of se1f~st1mulat10n by which he can become an obgect to hlmself. He can
£~1ndlcate to hlmself what the social 51tuatlon w1llkbe’before hands how

% others Wi1i tend‘to resﬁond and he'will answef such responses. \ﬁe 1s able
é to test out 1mpllclty‘m in thought - the zmpllcatlons of his own actlons

i 1n the soclal flelde
In the natural relatidﬁ,.thevsymbolyis eépecially important in
; analysis. gAnaly§is requires thé picking oﬁt and’holdinglbn ‘o theﬂchérw
'j actefsaof‘the stimu;us sitﬁation‘which~c§ll out a certain response. The

é éymbol enables ‘the individﬁal to 'hold oﬁ to,the character, as the,symbol ‘
1s under his own controle Through the symbol he sfcﬁulgtes himself as the
i object stimulatés him.A‘It is ingtﬁis;manper in relation to énalysis~that‘
; voluntary attention can aléo be explained. Cﬁnscious atfention is‘ﬁhe
;fabilify ﬁo hold‘on'tp characters and the responses related to them. An-
;lalysis\ahd'conscious attention are an intefnal diélectidfof stimulus and
é,reéponse, in which the §timulu§ andrcénsequently fhekresponse is under the;
? individualg own controle |
For-each situatioﬁ'or‘bbject,,the,Organisﬁ has a huﬁber of alter;
f‘natrve responses dependent upon his past experlence. The delayal of the

_TesSponse,. snalysis, and attentlon, enable the selectlon of responses w1th

(60) Mind,; Self & Soclety, Pps 2L




“« 58 =

referenée to the future, thelir 1solat10n, 1mp1101t ?estlng, and recomblnr
etion. Thlnklng is an 1mpllclt reconstructlon of the act 1nvolv1ng attent-
.ipn, analys;s,'ch01ce and purpose. It is an 1nterpal self-actlvltyfmade‘
‘ possime by the ‘symbol‘.’ ‘ E o

’ It is to be notlced that in con31deratlon of reflect:ve 1ntell-
1gence, Mead preserves. 8 purelyﬁaterlallst approach throughout. One diff-
1culty whlch~presents 1tself is thatkMead a351gnsranaly51s alternatlvely
; to the symbol and to the hand. Inﬁoﬁevcase the  symbol picks out the
E obgect, and Bh th; othejﬁgand; {It seems POSSlble that the hand may be
;fa581gned thls-ablmlty of picking out the obgect 1n the flrst 1nstance,
? although the use of the hand and the symbol ars closely 1nterwoven- and
::that ‘the prlmary character of the symbol is that 1t holds on to the char~

acter of the obgect in the abssnce of the obgect~ it enables the indiv=

1dua1 to thlnk about a sltuatlon which is not materlally presento
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS

I is now possible~to draw more coherent conclusionsg conoerning

;:the problem posed 1n.thls workf namelya of what value are the conoeptlons

k; of Mead to the theory of dlalectlcal and historical materlallsmg

 It~has been observed that'dialectical materialism regardsfsﬁb—

?ijecﬁive,actiVity aéya Qualitatively unique form of material process; that :

',"simple“~consciousness, sensation, is purely a material relation which re-

%‘flects the characters of the subJect and the obgect that 1anguage and cons
? ceptual knowledge is a form of act1v1ty whlch reflects that act1v1ty of

~the external world, 1s‘der1ved from it bhroughfpractlce end receives its

validationvin-practice,fin overt material activitye. As to origin, mind

arises out of material processes as 2. new form of these, and 1s especlally

l‘dependent, 001ncldental according to Marx and yngels in The German I@_z%

ology, with the growth of 1anguageq (Se% page 7 ).

Language 1tse1f arose in the prxmltlve labor process out of the ;

? necessities of the labor'process,~when, as Engels remarks,,men had some®

,f bhlng to say toone another. Historical materlallsm.ls the p051t10n that

é ‘the quallvatlvely unlque feature of the human group s the labor process,

i which is the mode of“exlstegce of thag groupo The labor process has'a
fjnatﬁral‘and a‘éocialyaspect; Human deve1opment is & result of theiunity'ki

and cbnfliét,Of.these'two relations. In these‘térms; thé social act is,

" in the first instance, directly,and subsequently directly or indirectly,

. related to ‘the labor process. Ideas, concepts, abttitudes, are a subjeot-

' ive moment of thls obgectrve soclal and materlal practlce, derived from It

and valldated by ite
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- How does Nead stand on these two great questions, the origin and
nature of ‘bhmigh"c,, and the identity of thinking end being? |
: it is seeﬂ‘that toAthe formerrquestibn, Mead ‘oo answers that
thought iské new férm of‘materiél activity developed in ahd along with
| j;a’c‘m'a‘lk' pi‘pces'sés ‘and ‘coyn'bingent upon the devglopmenf of language. Hé doés
not, howe&erQ»cénceive of,;anéuége as;deﬁeloped in and slong with the
‘1abpr process; consequently, although he analyges in a masterly way some .

- of the effects of having language, he camnot explain the process of gebtting

ite

‘vIt is seen that to the second;quesﬁion,,Méad haskagain,'althoughk
kunintentionally, made & véry posiﬁive contribufionkto materialism, His
ﬁhedry bf‘idéaé and,bohqépﬁ55 logic and intelligence, if méde consisﬁent, “
jlogigally‘implyvthiskidentiﬂy,of thinkiﬁg and beiﬁg. Of course, it is im=
}possibleyfor pﬁre‘philcsophyfto say fhat his analyéis is the coirect one
'in a1l its,details; But it is clearlﬁ'gossible from the point of view of
;matefiéiism, and is a validating form of the assertion of the identity of
:tﬁinking and being. |
| ,;~It‘is nevertheless,trué thet , although such cqpclusibnS‘may‘be
'%légitimatelj reached fron an éxaminétion of his‘wogk, Méad is ca?able'of
idenying fhe ideﬁﬁity of thinking andfbeing and conéequently dehying those |
lpremiéesfhemselves wh}ch his ahalysis and hisyscienﬁific statementskpfew
‘suppose.‘ This positioﬁ stems from his affihiations with the ?sycholOgy of . -
iwﬁndt‘and,the ﬁhil?sophy of pragmatisme These affiliations influence his
gworkyin é very éoncrete and~s§ecific way, which has been specificélly
gpointed out in his analysis of the originatibn of the significant symbol,
;his theory of meaning, and his treatment’of the concept or universalb

The concrete sterting point of many of his difficulties is
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obvibusly his conoeption-of the soéial acte This basicyﬁoncept is the
focus of all the conbradlctlons which his nlxed pbllosophlc approach, the
‘fcombwnatlon of ‘evolutionsry materislism and pragmatlc sdbgect1v1sm, would
presﬁge.
ngthg first pla&e; the social act, especially as utilized in

the~conversati§n of gestures; éékes in consideratibn ﬁan's social‘relations
only, not~the‘fundamenta1 unity of his social andfmaterial'rélations; This
om1351on expresses itself 1n.the fact that although ﬁg‘?ecognlzes mhe
oclal act and the responses involved as related to the life=processes of
: the group, he has no concepbion of these llfemprocesses themselves as‘
;iproductlve act;vlty, objective material practlee, Secondly, the 1mpllc§t~
ién is already ﬁheretin-his defiﬁition of the social act, (see pagef37),
~otherWisakone‘6£“his bestlstatements,‘that‘the objéctive world is consfit~
uted by social éxPerienéé,'bj his’substitution,‘for the term "social
objéct"‘which.ggxlmean materially existent independent objects, the
E_Subjeétive térm\ﬁobjeotives" of %he éct? Thisfability to confusekthekbb-
jective world,ﬁith the‘éubjéctive'wbrld is adeqﬁatgly demonstrated, pf
course, in his explanation of simple consciousness,

‘Such an apﬁroach,is conéiStent‘with the fact that liead places
the~éttitude at the beginning of the aét, in some sense thereby identifyb
ing'attitudés‘and their resultahb socisl activity as constituting the
1ife-prmcessésiof:the’grﬁup,Awhereas the truth of thefmétter;is that att-
itudes are bﬁiit up out“of objectiveksocial and material éétivity and
| éreSupposes Ehiéfactivity; With the attitude at the béginning-of.fhe -
act, the real ﬁorld becomeséﬁ appendaﬂge +t0- these attitudes,kas,déﬁer-
miﬁed in a real sense by them, and the whole relation of thinking and.

~ being is reverseds
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;Iﬁ is npt‘denied,~ofkoourse, that# an act once initiated,‘ﬁhe
attiéudes‘invoIVed may not and dO~no£ exettean influence on its coursee
As Engels has poznted out, if 1deal forces in UhlS sense~cohstitute
idealism, then.no materlallsts can exist. (61) The p01nt;at issﬁe isy
thet with attitudes at;the’beglnning of the act, as defining the wdrld
in-a réai‘Sense, wiﬁhoﬁt~coﬁeiaeretidn:of'the derivation;ofefheeattitudesl
~tbeﬁ$elves andethe'fact thet theyeexist through dverfkmetefiel praetice, t'
Moad has made “the }sﬁep of.trs.ns:?.ftio'xl to subjectivism in which objects
| are defined es experienCe; 'It has been pbinted'eut thatrmeed is~not cen—~
51stent in his deflnltvon of obgects as experlenee, a8 1ndeed 1t 1s im= |
: p0331b1e for ‘him £o be 1f he once takes 1nto con51derat10n the or1g1nat~
ion of the attitudes themselves.':Neverwheless,ww1ph attitudes as the k
. starﬁing pqint of the act.ee,that'in!terms of which ebjects ha#e their
definition, Meadis not iﬁ‘a poeition to reoognize a5 an. aeﬁte problem -
y"the dlfflculty of accounting for the orlglnatlon of the symbol in 1bs '
f,vreference character. o L P " | | | N

A e , : _
It is seen, then, in what mannerfMead‘s philosophic~predilect~ s

‘ions 1nflﬁence hls basic concepts themselves, which 1mp1y those contra- ’
;dlctlons which become expllclt 1n his consequent analyses of mental be=
- hav1our. It is also seen that, from a é0n51stently materlallstlc point
,of v1ew, Mead’s dlfflcultles -ean be easily resolved, and the resulis
tentatlvely 1ncorporated 1nto 2 meterialist interpreation of mind.
It 1s nevertheless clear that, unable to understand in a self=~’
' consclous fashlon the tenets of dlaleotlc&l and historical materlallsm,

1nfluenced by phllosophles which are anti-scientifie and Whlch oeca51on 5

absurdltles 1n the midst of Sclenulflc phypotheses, Mead exhlblos the

(61) kFeuerbach, pe 73
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absolute neceésity of & consistently seientific philosophy to the psycho-
logists | o |
ThekerrOr,which,Meadmakes>in his social theory of ﬁind, the .one
fundaméntal errbr‘which'subsumés all othe}s, is the bifuroafion bf the
world 1nto soclety and nature, and the assumptlon, Phllosopylcally, and
' contrary to his own premxas, of the primecy of society, the prlmacy, in
’j short, of Sééééégﬁé ﬁo realltyg The relatlonshlp of this p051t10n to the
bf Cartes1an spllttlng asunder of the mental and the physical is clear. Thet
: extent to whlch Carte31anlsm and its phllosophlcal of£spring, w1th the
| sclentlflc content of four hundred years development have been transformed
ifrom a'mode of thought 11berat1ng solentlflc 1nqu1ry to one whlch hlnders
iand comes into open,cont?adiotion‘wifh'it/ the exﬁent t0. which Darwinism
ias a soclologlcal basis Impalrs the undersnandlng of his’ subgect metter
by the socla1~psychologlstd° 'the extent to which pragmatism encourages
' ;the vague and 1ndef1n1te use of terms, which is the key-note of reactlon~“

- %o thls extent does modern psychology stgnd in need of a phllosophy con~

s1stent Wlth soience 1tse1fe

”
o
.8
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