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ABSTRACT

'This work consists of a2 contextual analysis of the logical rela-
tions between the models of man and explanations of social order in
the three main socioldgical theories of North America.

In examining exchange theory, the works of George Homans are
considered. His hypothetico-deductive theoretical style is examined for
con;istency. The theoretical postulates advanced are found circular
and the concept "vé.lue" unspecified; the statements ar;'e deemed unfal-
sifiable, and tht:;s c.)uts-ide positive discourse. When values are not
generally specified, ad hoc assumptions about particular values de-
scribe the substantive model of man. The relationship$ of the major
categories of variables are relevant. These imply the existence of a
norm of rationality. This norm, setting the conditions under which
the theory applies to behavior, is in direct contradiction to the stated
position of the theory regarding norms.

Parsonian functionalism is found to contain a fundamental dual-
ism regarding models of man. Depending upon the focus of the system
analysis, man emerges as a structureless atom with the abilities to be
infinitely adaptable, or a specifically constituted being with a full com-
plement of structured personality and needs. Depending upon the focus
and the model of man, social orga.niéation is explained alternately as
voluntaristically organized or structurally determined.

Symbolic interaction theory is examined through the works of

G. H. Mead and some of his followers. The models of man and society



-in this th;aory are characterized by the same central concepts:-
symbol and language. Man is seen as a self, havihg internal com-
ponents rooted both internally and externally, linking self to society,
while not violating its autonomy. Mind is characterized by internal
processes analogous to interhuman communication. The concepts
""'symbol'" and ''language' are examined. It is found that the "'symbol"
concept is inaciequate to -account for 'language' as the term i;‘, used .
in symbolic interactionism. The in.lplica..tion.s of this are found to be
that psychologically based explanation of social organization is inade-
quate.

In the conclusion, some of the main arguments are reviewed,
and the models of man and their relations to social organization are
compared. Wholly psychological explanations of social organization
are deemed insufficient. Problems of the theoretical motivation of
act.ion, internal and external determinism and voluntarism are exa-
mined. The three models of man are compared, paying special

attention to the strengths each possesses.
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INTRODUCTION

Dennis Wrong 6ffers what is essentially a critique of
the Parsonian approach to sociological theory in his ""The Over-
socialized Concept of Man in Modern Soci.o].ogy."l:;= His objec-
tive is not to spell out Parsons' assumptions about the nature of
man, but rather, to criticize Parsons' method of dealing with the
'problem of order'" or the ""Hobbesian question." Itis ’\;Vrong?s
opinion that Parsons, by adopting certain propositions about man,
destroys the '"problem of order' as an answerable question. In-
stead, Parsonian theory places heavy stress on internalization of
norms, solving the I-iobbesian question by fiat.

Wrong does not describe Parsons! model of man. but makes '
it clear that he believes sociological theory in the Parsonian manner
neglects some aspects of man which bear upon the problem of order.
Wrong argues, in effect, that for the sake of Parsons! theory of so-
cial organization, he has had to make man "fit in" by concentrating
on the sociological concept ''role' --making man only a collection of
his individual roles with no ""nature'' except plasticity. Wrong sug-
gests that the term "oversocialized' is appropriate to this implied

model of man, since it connotes complete social formation of persons.

*Numbered footnotes are found at the end of each Part.



Wrong's c'riticisr'n of Parsonian theory suggests questions
that may be appropriately asked of the field of sociology. Two of‘
these are: what are the va-rious, perhaps competing views of man
explicit or implicit in modern sociological theories, P.arsonian as
well as others? What impact do these assumptions and assertions
about man have; upon the answers to sociological questions derived
from these theories?

The purpose- of this thesis is to systemétically examine
the relationships of the models of man in three sociological
theories to the explanations of social organization given by the
same theories. This work will thus deal with the controversy
over whether or not sociological explanations need make use of
psychological constructs and data, and if a 'psychological’ ap-
proach is sufficient to explain social action.

The broad questions guiding the research are: (1) con-
cerning patterned human action to be explaine_d by a sociological
theory, to what extent must explanations at thé sociological level
rely on or be reduced to psychological ones; (2) to what extent
may sociological explanations be regarded as standing alone and
apart from psychological ones?

Answers to these questions are worked out in the following
pages by examining three theories for their explicit or implicit
propositions (or models) about man. If the theories are logically

sound, the model of man (essentially a psychological notion) ought



to have some bearing on the explanation of sociological material.

That is, there should be a- logical relationship between the model
of man and the kind of explanation given to sociological questions
in each of the sociological theories. In the course of this essay,
the extent t‘o which sociological explanations may be seen to stand
alone, and the extent to which psychological explanatiops provide

an adequate theoretical account of social order v;rill be shown.

Since this research deals with both the psychological and
the sociological levels of explanation, it requires an examination
of the theories regarding their accounts of a distinctly sociological
problem. Particularly appropriate in this context is the exami;na-
tion of the problem of social organization. Sociology studies many
things which are all concerned with social order or change at
various levels of analysis. But the fundamental problem of soc.io-
logical theory is precisely to accoﬁnt for patterned normative
behavior, i.e., social organization.

Thus, within the frameworks of the three separate socio-
logical theories, there are three kinds of material assembled and
related. The model of man in each of the theories concerned has
a prominent place. It is with models of man in sociological theory
that this essay is especially concerned. The account of social
organization is also made. clear in an analysis and explanation of
each of the theories' general accounts of social order. Finally,

the relationships between the models of man and the explanations



of social organization are explored. Particular attention is given
to how the aésﬁmptions about man in each theory relate to the
account of social organization advanced therein.

The choice of theoretical frameworks which are to be
examined for their implicit descriptions of man, and for the im-
pact of these views on the results of theorizing, was made using
two criteria: (1) the importance of the thec.aretica.l framew;ork
judged by the amount of further research and writing it has stimu-
lated, and (2) the varieties of theory current in North American
sociology.

Using these criteria, three theoretical frameworks were
chosen for examination. Da.vis2 argues that all sociologists are
functionalists, and that functionalism is synonymous with sociology.
When making the above observation, Davis fails to make clear
what he means by functionalism; and since it is some of the assump-
tions and propositions of functionalism that are to be examined,
Davis' argument is too vague to be accepted. Modern functionalism
in sociology has been developed most systematically and fully by
Talcott Parsons and his collaborators. For purposes of clarity
and to avoid dealing with differences of stress and interpretation
among functionalists, the section on theoretical functionalism
is limited to consideration of some of the writings of Parsons
and his collaborators.

A second major theoretical framework to be examined is



symbolic interactionism. Often, symbolic interactionism is confused
with functionalism because of the apparent similarity between func-
tionalists' treatment of "douI;].e complementarity' and symbolic
interactionists' propositions about interpersonal ‘;)ehavior. Basic
diﬁerencés.exist between the theoretical frameworks, especially
relative to the genesis of society. These differences make sym-
bolic interactionism distinct as a theoretical formulation.

Symbolic interactionism presents .;>articulé.r problems of
choice regarding which statemént of its general principles and
insights ought to be examined. Like functionalism, it has many
adherents who do not always agre;a on exactly what symbolic inter -
actionism is. It is clear, however, that the fundamental principles
of this branch of theory were laid down by George Herbert Mead
and .the adherents of ''social behaviori-sm.“ Since this is the case,
and since it is the bas.ic principles of the ;*.heory that are of parti-
cular concern in this research, Mead's works will be given con-
siderable attention. It is true also that Mead's works do not
present a fully developed picture of the theory, especially as it
is applied to the problem of social organization. Mead's followers
have attended to this aspect of symbolic interactionism more systema-
tically than Mead himself (2lthough Mead is not silent on the question.)
Thus it has been necessary to supplement Mead's works with those
of others who freely acknowledge him as their mentor. It must be

emphasized, however, that it is Mead's work which sustains the



exposition of symbolic interaction theory throughout this paper.
~ Growing from a .critique_ of functionalism, exchange theory,

.which is the third major theoretical qri'enta.tion to be examined,
has taken on a clear identity, principally owing to Homans' clari-
fication of his objections to functionalism. Homans' direct style
and the fact that his works tend to be complete statements rather
than fragments make the delimitation of exchange theory as a
distinct branch of sociological theory much easier than in the
case of symbolic interactionism. Since Homans' works have
formed the basis of exchahge theory, and because he has devel-
oped this theoretical perspective so extensively, the éxaminatioh
of exchange theory in this paper is limited to Homans' relevant
works.

This essay is a logical and explanatory reconstruction
of three of the most influential sociological theories in North
America. This work is thus important from the standpoint of
its subject matter alone. An examination and analysis of what
sociologists are doing with their theory and what they expect from
it is of considerable worth to those who would critically explore
the sociological enterprise. This work will demonstrate that,
rather than the three sociological theories being logical sets of
propositions with determinate models of man and explicitly derivable
accounts of social organization, in fact they contain unjustified
logical leaps and unwarranted deductions. In short, while socio-

logical theories are acknowledged fo be indispensable in ordering



data and thinking about man and social organization, they have not
always been well-ordered sets of propositions or logically arranged
insights.

The models of man in these three modern sociological
theories have not been previously drawn together and analyzed
with reference to their implications for the problem of explaining
social organization. These models have often been forgotten or
ignored in sociological work. It is emphasized throughout the
following pages that the models' of man, far from being only minor
or unimportant aspects of sociological theory, constitute sets of
premises foundational tb sociological accouﬁts. It is therefore
imperative that sociologists be aware of the modéls which they are
implicitly accepting when they employ theoretical schemes as ex-
planations, advise on social policy, or voicé predictions concerning
events to which sociological theory is relevant. Just as scientists
in the social studies can not fail to take account of the assumptions
on which their statistical and methodological techniques are based,
they ought not to allow themselves to remain unaware of the models
of man they are implying when they use sociological explanations.
By taking account of these models in the sociological theories currently
in use, the theorist of social organization is better prepared for his
analytical work.

This project has presented certain methodological problems.

One can not begin such work with a set of definitions concerning man,



social organization, or even sociological theory. Rather, one must
initially take each theory on_its own terms. Thus, in dealing with
Hoxt;lans' exchange theory, formal deductions are traced out and
analyzed; in Parsonian theory, the implications concerning his typo-
logical framework are considered, and so. on. Several styles are
current in sociological theory, and if one is to gain a perspective
on North American theory and characterize it, one must begin by
dealing with the various bra.nches of theory in th'eir present forms.
Implied or stated within these works are the fenets upon
which the theories are built. In order to make an analysis of tile
theory in question, it is necessary to assume temporarily the
theorist's perspective on his own work. If this is not done, one
theory might be analyzed from the perspe;:tive of another and the
analysis would reduce to an argument conc-erning whether or not
a theorist's procedures and conclusions are "right." Thus a
strategy of contextual criticism has been lcho.sen. ‘-I'he theories
have been examined "from the inside' for their models.of man and
the relations of thes;e to the explanation of social organization. For
example, in the cas-e of Homans' exchange theory, it will be seen—
that the theorist has taken a particular perspective on what con-
stitutes 2 theory and how one ought to operate in explaining behavior.
Criticizing this view from another perspective would be of no value
in this essay. It would not allow the analysis to penetrate to the

implications of Homans' own view of theory for the problem for which




his analysis was intended. In this essay, Homans' own perspec-
tive has been assumed by taking his hypothetico-deductive style as
a point of departure and following out the deductions as he does.

It is in this process that we find for one reason or another that
several of his deductions are unwarranted and that his model of
man is, in part, incompatible with his theory of social organization.

In aealing with the three theories in this way, it is neces-
sary to conceptually pare down the theories to their fundarhental
tenets about man and the basic assumptions implicit in their accounts
of social organization. Penetrating to the roots of the theories in
this way both simplifies the problem of relating the models of man
to sociological analysis and makes such a relation more meaningful
and clear. Once the fundamentals of a theory are in view, and the.
elements of the models of man have been built up, it is an _easier
tasl; to relate the two together and show the relevance of such a
relation than if the theories were not first laid bare.

The following expositions of the three theories and their
accompanying models of man will cqnstitute relatively independent
parts of the total work. That is, each of the three theories is
analyzed by itself; the analysis is made as complete as possible
from the point of view of the theory alone. In the conclusions to
this paper, then, we returﬁ to the fundamentai questions concerning
the logical and ;:onceptual relations between the models of man and

sociological explanation. It will be seen in each of the expositions
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that certain incompatibilities exist among the models of man and
sociological explanations current in modern sociological theory.

In the conclusions we can note several points of contact between
the three theories with special reference to the models of man.

It will be suggested that the three theories, rather than being taken
as complete in the sense that they have given adequate explanations
of the social order and man's relationship to it, ought to be con-
sidered strong in some aspects of this explanation and weak in
others. A fundamental complementarity among the three will then
be noted, which, while not suggesting that the three theories are
logically compatible, ﬁll point out ways in which the three may be
understood to illuminate certain aspects of the problem of the rela-
tionship of man to the social order. Finally, some suggestions

for further conceptual research in the theory of sociology will

be offered.



FOOTNOTES

1Dennis Wrong, ""The Oversocialized Concept of Man
in Modern Sociology," American Sociological Review, XXVI,
No. 2 (April, 1961), 183-93.

2K:'l.ngsley Davis, '"The Myth of Functional Analysis as
a Special Method in Sociology and Anthropology,' American
Sociological Review, XXIV, No. 6 (December, 1959), 737-71.
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PART 1

EXCHANGE THEORY



I. INTRODUCTION TO PART I

This work is concerned with the models of man as they
are related to explanations of normative, or ordered, behavior.
In the writings of George Homans, the account of social behavior
that has been dubbed ''exchange'' theory will be examined.1 In
undertaking this examination, it. will be necessary to do more than
draw out the models of man and the sketches of group behavior
in order to show their interconnectedness. Doing this é,lone
would leave the work incomplete because what Homans understands
by "theory" and "explanation'' would be left unstated. The reader
wou'ld have' no ba'sis for appreciating or criticizing the specific
pictures of reality that Homans shows us. It will be necessary
to examine the structure of Homans' theory to determine if he

2
in fact follows the ideal of explanation that he espouses. We

shall also have occasion to examine the consequences for“ social
science of following such ideals.

In this examination of Homans' work, we are fortunate in
two respects. Homans has written much that is specifically
called "theory"; he has also made himself quite clear regarding

what he means by '"'theory' and "explanation.! He has been clear

in his argument and explicit in his philosophy of science. His

13



14

concern for the structure of theory and the logic inherent in it
has helped to suggest the appropriate kinds of analysis.

We shall turn first to Homans' understanding of the term
"theory.!" Since theory can £ake alternative forms, and the term
by no means connotes the same things to different people, it
is appropriate that Homans' meaning be understood before advanc-
ing to an examination of his theory of social behavior. Homans
stresses that "theory'' is not simply a term for abstracted and
general formuiations.' The form these generalizations take must
meet requirements. Homans' understanding of the term "éxplal.na-
tion" will then be discussed, showing its intimate connecfion with
the meaning he gives to "theory." Pointing out this connection will
help in understanding the. criticis;ns that are to follow énd the
significance of Homans' model of man for his theory of social
behavior. The analysis will then turn to the theory itself, examining
it from the vantage points of its major postulates. We are again
fortunate that Homans' has been so explicit in his formulation. His
postulates and corollaries are clearly stated, facilitating orderly
analysis of them.

At this point, it will be necessary to introduce some re-
quirements that Homans' himself (as well as others) suggests for
the writing of scientific postulates. We will deal with the two kinds
of concepts Homans discusses in his own writing on social science--

loperative'' and "inoperative'' concepts. It will be shown here that
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Homans refers to the same general problems that Popper discusses
relative to "'falsification'" for scientific theory, and that other
philosophers of science have discussed in other terms.

In the light of the discussion concerning the necessary
requirements for concepts in a theory of the type Homans intends
to write, Homans' own concepts will be examined. It will be shown
that his concepts do not always meet these scientific requirements,
and that the consequences are in some ways disastrous for the theory
as a scientific work. The model of man in Homans' theory will
théen be spelled out, and later, the relations between this model and
the theory will be made clear. Set in the context of the examination
of theory, explanation, and scientific concepts, it will become clear
that the model of man assumed by Homans in his theory of social
behavior is fundamental to the social picture he is able to draw
in his theory. It will be necessary to view ﬁhe intellectual roots
of Homans' man in experimental psychology and elementary economics.
In this connection, the difference bet;aveen induction and extrapolation
will be mentioned, and later, questions can be raised concerning
whether Homans' work represents a deductive theory of general
propositions inductively arrived at, or a framework and interpretive
system through which human behavior may be viewed.

Homans' sketch of ordered social interaction will be examined.
His exchange propositions concerning conformity, leadership and

status in group performance will be analyzed not from the point of



view of plausability, or from the perspective of other theories of
the same general phenomena; but from the background of the fore-
going examination of Homans' theory. This exposition of the theory

as it accounts for order in groups will be an examination of the

16

problem of order from the viewpoint of Homans' theory itself, stres-

sing the logical possibilities Homans'! had in accounting for order,
given the type of theory he was writing and.the sketche; of man he
drew into his fundamental propositions.

In the course of the exposition, the connections between
the model of man and the theory of social behavior (the problem of
accounting for social order in groups) will ha.ve‘been worked out.
We should then be at the point of summarizing the connections as
they.appear. This summary will demonstrate several difficulties
with the theory, especially those of circularity, generality, and
the problem of developing scientific concepts about human behavior.

An empirical evaluation of the theory of social behavior is

not called for. In this essay, we are not concerned with research

findings that have been interpreted as .supportive of Homans' theory.

But, as will be shown, the model of man implied and eipressed in
Homans' theory has impact on the theory itself in a formal as
well as a substantive sense. The formal sense will be focused

on in the final statements of this section. It will be argued that
Homans' is not a ‘'theory' in the sense that he wishes us to under-

stand that term, but a framework, a coaceptual lattice, which
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when applied to human behavior seems to be plausible; it is sugges-
tive of ways in which we may hope to understand human action and
seminal in its attempt to summarize a wide range of behaviors.
But no real deduction is possiﬁle from this framework. Rather,

it is simply suggestive of ways to interpret behavior.



II. HOMANS' VIEW OF "THEORY" AND "EXPLANATION"

As noted above, it is necessary in this examination of Homans'
theory of social behavior to understand what he means by "theory' and
by "explanation." It is from the point of view of Homans. hi:msel.f that
his theory is to .be judged, and it is necessary that it be perfectly
clear what kind of theory Homans intends. An understanding of this
kind of theory, and an examination of Homans' own theory, will lead
to an assessment of the possibility and efficacy of such theoreﬁcal
attempts.

Homans is concerned with deductive theory and expla.na.tion.3
In this regard, he is interested in developing theory which has a '
certain form as well as a specific content. The form of a deductive
theory consists in the arrangement of propositions in hierarchical

4
order according to their generality with respect to inclusiveness.
At the bottom of this ordering of propositions stands the hypothesis
or prediction derived from the theory. This must be an empirical
statement connecting two or more concepts in a determinate hypo-
thetical relationship to e;ch other. The te;ting of theory is carried
out at this level, when this hypothetical statement is compared with
experience to determine whether or not it seems to describe the

world.

18
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An hypothetical statement of this kind is made up of two or
more terms that have empirical referent. These terms may be an
operationalization of theoretical terms, but there must be an agreed
way in which the terms relate to properties of the World,- such that
their use in empirical test results in independent definitions of the
terms themsel;res. This means that an hypothesis, to be useful,
must be made up of terms tha£ are defined and opera.tionaliz.ed
independen’cly.5 Thus (A) could not be defined as an upward trend
in (B) when an upward trend in (B) was defined by (A). If this were
the case, no empirical use could be made of the ;tatement using
(A) and (B), since it would be impossible to empirically separate
(A) from (B), thus reducing the sfatement containing (A) and (B)
to one containing only one term, (AB), or simply one or the other.

At the level of the hypothesis, or lowest level of a deduc-
tive system, the terms making up the statement are of a specific
nature. That is, they pertain to specific properties of the world
which they are put forward to explain. Thus, in the example above,
(A) and (B) would refer, if they were indeed independent terms, to
specific properties. The hypothesis containing them would form a
prediction about identifiable aspects of rea.iity. For exa.mpie, mental
illness and social class may be related theoreticélly, but the hypo-
thesis needed to test this relationship must contain independent
knowledge of certain peoples' social class positions and insanity
rates, where insanity and social class are defined independently

of each other.
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In the above example, the notion of 2 theoretical relation-
ship was introduced, from which the particular hypothesis about
given people was deduced. Tll;is theoreti.ca.l relationship of con-
cepts to each other was of 2 general nature. In it, social class
and mental illness were related as units. Tha.t is, all mental
illness was related to something known as social stratification.
These general concepts defined classes of.attributes which described
the Woﬂd in more general terms than the ones used in the suggested
hypothesis.

This illustration shows the ways in which general proposi-
tions are related to more specific ones. Propositions of still
greater generality might be discovered which could link other
general statements together, under which the statements concerning
mental illness and social stratification could be subsumed. If this
were ‘thé case, a deductive chain would have been formed which
contained three distinct levels of generality. It is this kind of
deductive system that Homans is attempting to create in his theory
of social behavior. His theory contains propositions which are |
of such generality that they are said to cover a very wide range of
behavior indeed. Under Homans' propositions, he argues, extremely
diverse behaviors can be subsumed and the deductive links shown.
To Homans, this kind of deductive exercise constitutes an explanation.

"Explanation' has been used to mean many things, but it

is clear that Homans has a specific meaning for it. To construct
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a deductive theory of an event or class of events is to explain that
event or 'cla.ss. The act of explanation is the actual deduction of an
objective piece of reality from more general propositions about
realities of that kind. "To deduce successfully is to explain."7

The logic of I-iomans' theoretical strategy should now' be
clear. His aim is to derive propositions about hum;,n behavior
which are very general and can be fitted together ina theoretical
system. .In order to fit, propositions may not contradict each
oi:her,8 or have jnternal conflicts that Qould impede dgduction
from them. Taken together, the propositions form a small number
of highly generalized statements under which, Homans argues, the
social behavior of humans may be subsumed. His propositions are
thus held to constitﬁte a theory of human behavior. He argues
that he is writing stateéne’nts of "elementary forms“9 of behavior.
He holds that all behaﬁor, whet‘her elementary or- not, is built up
from forms of behavior that may be described by a few general
propositions. Homans calls this generation of statements the pro-
cess of induction. More about this process should now be included
to clarify the nature of the general propositions.

Homans argues that in The Human Group, his goal was to

describe five specific instances of human group life (although the
size of the groups as well as other factors varied) in an attempt
to arrive at some general statements which could characterize

all the groups, and from which all of the group life being explained
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could be derived deductive'ly.lo Homans was able to formulaté
several propositions, general statements about the relationships
of abstract qualities of group life, whi;:h he argues could serve
as starting points from which all his data could be deduced.
This was the process of induction. Beginning from what should
have been predictable, Homans shows how, through the use of
certain propositions, that which should have been predictable
(group life of certain kinds) in fact could be predicted. There are
no logical rules for the generation of such general st:a,tements.11
This is in part because it is never possible to know that one has
observed all the varieties of group life that may require deduction.
Nevertheless, it is argued that if the propositions are general
enough, and subjected to enough testing empirically, the poorer
propositions will be weeded out. The remaining ones will constitute
those propositions which hold good to the present time, given the
degree of detzil and comprehensiveness of knowledge about group
life. Statements of this kind might be called "empirvi..cal generali-
zations."

Homans further argues that empirical generalizations are
not enough in themselves to constitute a theory, since they only des-

cribe, but do not explain. Homans' attempt in Social Behavior is to

answer the question "why' the propositions found in The Human Group

12 ' ' - .-
obtain. As was seen above, he holds that subsuming these empiri-

cal generalizations under more general propositions constitutes
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explanation of them. It is thus the work of Social Behavior to

provide explanation, that is, give a theory of human group life.

The very general description of deductive theorizing that
has just been given sets the stage for the analysis of Homans!'
theory of social behavior, but it omits some of the more speciﬁc‘
requirements for deductive theory. It will be well now to examine
some of these requirements so that Homans' theory. of social be-
havior may be later evaluated and discussed in more detail.

As was suggested above, the propositions which make up
the highest levels of a deductive system contain two or more terms.
These terms, or concepts, are linked together in a determinate
way. That is, the statement must take the form of ''x varies as
y." This statement means that as the value of x in-creases, the
va.iue of y will also increase. Thus a spedfic example of x and
one of y would be hypothesized to act in the following way: as the
value of any x increases, the value of ar;y related y also increa.ses.13

This kind of statement requires that some determination of
the values of x and y be possible. Thus the terms must be in some
sense quantitative, if the statement linking the classes to which they
belong is to make any sense. This requirement means that before
we can speak of relationships such as increase, c_lecrease, expand,
and contract, there must be some measure of the dimensions over

which these changes are to be observed. Obversely, qualitative

concepts have less power, in that the measurement of their properties
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in terms‘ of quantity is limited. Thus the use that may be made of
qualitative terms in propositions such as x varies as y'" is strictly
limited.14 This is especially the case wl;en another pré:position,
such as 'y varies inversely as z'' is also relevant. When x varies
as y, but y varies inversely as :;,, and when all three terms are
qualitative with respect to measurement, it is impossible to derive
any specific prediction about the behavior of any one x, y, Or 2

from the general propositions about them when all three are varying
in indeterminate amounts .15 What is needed to give this kind of
statement power is ratio measurement, in which it is possible to
know how much each varies, and the ratios in which they vary with
respect to each other. Then, when measures of each are possible, .
specific deductions about the behaviors of any x, y, and z may be
made even though they are all varying. Thus it can be seen that if
a deductive system makes use of qualitative terms, it may be robbed
of its usefulness for theory construction and prediction.

The statement ''x varies as y'" was given above as an
example of a determinate proposition.. This statement indicates
direction of variations which occur together, but does not indicate
how much variation is to be expected._ A more powerful statement
about x and y would be the following: x = (2)y. In this statement,
the term ''varies as'" is replaced by an "equals' sign, and the
factor (2) waé introduced. This statemer.lt gives. the exact afnount

of variation in y to be expected for a given variation in x, since
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in this example, (a) is taken as a constant. In this more powerful
general statement, the same requirements hoid true regarding ratio
measurement. The increase in precision resulted in the increase in
the determinacy with which the two terms, X and y, were said to
be z:elated.16

The above discussion has been concerned mostly with the
form of the statement relating x and y. The notion of qualitative
and quantitative concepts (x's and y's) was introduced to facilitate
differentiation between powers of statements linking concepts. The
concepts themselves are jmnortant in the formation of statements
for use in a deductive system. As noted above, the form of the
statement may be the linking of éoncepts in a conclusive way
Ix =(a)y /] orina less conclusive way {x varies as y), but the
concepts themselves required measurement, (even if in the least
precise way possible, the measurement could take only one of two
values.) As the complexity of the propositional system increases,
ratio measurement may be mandatory if any deductions using the
concepts are to be made. The definitions of the concepts themselves
become very important with respect to both their qualitative or
quantitative nature, and their relationships to each other in pro-
positions linking them.

Definitions of qualitative concepts rely upon no measure-
ment. Thus a qualitative concept might be "animal." In '"animal

there is an agreed-upon essence which is linked to other concepts,
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such as "life'" and degree _of "consciousness,' none of which may be
measure&, bt;.t which do rela.ée to other aspe.cts of experience. If
"animal' were related in a proposition to another qualitative concept,
such as "plant," the second term would have a qualitative definition,
setting it off fr;:vm "anixha.l," but still relating it to experience. .
Concepts are deﬁne‘d in terms of other concepts. This
truism lirn-its the kinds of concepts that may be linked together
in a proposition. Two concepts that are defined independéntly of
each other may be related in some fixed way in propos_itional
form, since the definitions of each are separate, and the propo-
sition directs us toward diverse aspects of experience that may
or may not have the relationship hypothesized in the proposition's
linking terms. Concepts that are defined in terms of each other
may not be linked togethe}' in propositions; the proposition would
ma-ke no empirical sense. If (A) is defined in terms of (B), and
(B) in terms of (A), then (A) and (B) can not be said to be related
"directly," since their relation is a truism derived from the
deﬁnitions. of (A) and (B) and not from examination of experience.
The concepts can not direct us toward two different aspects of
experience. If a proposition were made linking (A) and (B), no
judgment could be made about the accﬁracy of the proposition's
linking terms, and it would reduce to no proposition at all. This

is the problem of circularity in proposition formation.
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It will be useful now to introduce the difference between
empirical generalizations and explanatory propositions. These terms
have been used more or less synonymously up to this point, but the
differences become crucial when ""explanation" is the problem. An
empirical generalization states a.regula.rity 1n general terms. Thus,
"the higher the traffic density on a given street, the higher the number
of accidents per hour," is an empirical generalization. In it, no
information was given 'about "why' the regularity should occur. It
simply stated a fact, in a generai way. From empirical regularities,
deductions can be made, but not deductions of an explanatory nature.

Explanatory propositions, on the other hand, have an explana-
tory function. One of the terms in. such propositions "'explains'' why
the regularity described occurs as it does.]'8 In thi; kind of éropo-
sition, cause is either stated or implied. Homans' proposition No. 2
illustrates the form of these explanatory propositions: the more often
within a given period of time a2 man's activity rewards the activity
of another, the more often the other will emit the activity.19

In this proposition, the frequen.cy of emission of an activity
is being "explained'; by the rewarding of the activity by another. The
second hélf of the .proposition, the statement about frequencif of emis-
sion of an activity, is being accounted for by the first half of the
statement, i.e., the part stating the conditions under which the second

occurs.
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We will see in examining Homans' theory that his proposi-
tions link behavioral terms to explanatory terms in this way. The
explanatory terms will combine with the linking terms to delimit
Homans' implied '"nature of man." Since the '"nature of man'' so
implied is fundarr;erital to each p-1'0position, a:nd since the pzloposi-
tions are offered as the general explanatory statements that con-
stitute a sociological theory, the ''nature .of man'' is funda.mentél to
the account of sociological reality. that may be delducedfrom the

propositions.



IIT. HOMANS' PROPOSITIONS IN THE
THEORY OF SOCIAL BEHAVIOR
In this chapter, Homans! propositions in 'the theory of

social behavior will be stated and examined in re}ation to the re-
quirements.a.nd criteria for a deductive theory set out in the
previous section. Consideration of the theory as a Whole; and
its derivative corollaries, will be left until a later section, in
which the possible deductions from Homans!' theory will be examined.

1. If in the past the occurrence of a particular stimulus-

situation has been the occasion on which a man's activity

has been rewarded, then the more similar the present

stimulus-situation is to the past one, the more likely he

is to emit the activity, or some similar activity, now .20
Homans spends very little time developing the abéve'proposition but
give;s it, recognizing a ''very great. ina,deqtia.cy."z1 This inadequacy
is the problem of the dis;crimination of stimuliv.‘ Indeed, there is no
reason to expect Homans to develop explanations of generalization
and discrimination of stimuli. These are notions that may be borrowed
from the experimental psychologists. But borrowing must be done
carefully. Borrowing from psychology raises a problem for Homans'
style of theory building in. a formal sexise as well as a substantive

one: the problem is that of the difference between induction and extra-

polation.

29



30

22
Homans argues that he is inducing propositions. He

includes in this kind of activity the borrowing that he does from
economic theory and experimental psychology. Popper has argued
that since induction can not be justified satisfactorily, we should
provisionally admit any statement into scientific tests, provided
that it meets the criterion of falsiﬁability.23 If Homans has "in-
duced" his first proposition by borrowing it, does it meet th;e
falsifiability criterion for a scientific statement?

It seems that the statement gives no indication, as Homans
admits, of how to tell a similar stimulus-situation from a non-sim-
ilar one. Thus his proposition is immediately, and by his own
admission, put in doubt of falsification. There is no real definition
of reward, a problem that psychologists have solved more by fiat
than by empiricism. Thus the proposition states a regularity
between some situation and some later one, but the characteristics
of these situations are unknown. Homans' argument is that if a man
is "rewarded" in the prior situation, his behavior 1n the later situation
is likely to r‘esemble his prior behavior. It is not clear, nc;r can it
be, how the activity is to be similar, what aspects of behavior may
be taken into account in the observations, and how the situations in
which they occur are to resemble each othér. Reward is left undefined.

It is relevant to point out how behavioral psychology has °
solved some of the problems enumerated above. In the Skinner box,

the characteristics of prior and subsequent situations are made as
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similar as possible by the reduction of spurious stimuli to a mini-
mum --only the experimental -stimuli (pecking a key or some other
simple activity such as bar pressing) is available. Since there is
very little else going on in the Skinner box to distract the experi-
mental animal, it is reasonable to assume that the activity in which
the animal engages is the activity which in fact gains rewards for
him. No such simple situations exist in human behavior. There
is nothing to convince us that it is in fact the activity of the other
which is rewarding. Extraneous attributes of the situation may
hold the reward.

Behavioral psychology usually uses the technique of fixed
times of fasting before '"'rewarding'' an experimental animal with
food. Thus it is easy to make the. assumption that motivation frc;m
hunéer exists and moves the animal to action. Hunger is controlled
and 'known'' to exist in the animal. No such assumption concerning
motivation can be made for man. The rewards suggested by Homans
are presumed to be less fundamental than those of food, and con-
ceivably, the range of possible rewards is infinite. In short, no
assumption about the motivation level of a man to emit activity can
be safely made.

In behavioral psychology, that which is rewarding is commonly
defined as that which increases behavioral emissions, usually with

respect to time. Thus propositions containing statements of activity
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and reward are circular. This does not seem to be a p'roblem for
the behavioral psychologist, since it was seen that the experimenter's
control over the situation and the rewarding nature of food and water
make. it safe for him to formulate propositions in which the definition
of rewarding activity is identical with the definition of the behavior
which is rewarded. Homans is not justified in making these kinds
of circular propositions. In proposition No. 1, no indication of
the nature of reward is given. It is left in.fe;red that the activity
which is more likely in a later situation is the activity referred to
in the beginning of the proposition, in wﬁich situation and reward
were linked. In short, the proposition is hopelessly circular.

It is reasonable to ask in what way .this proposition explains.
It can explain only in a Ppost hoc manner, and it is difficult, because
of the problems of circularity and vagueness pointed out above, to
tell what distinctive predictions might be drawn from it. Since
the terms in it are essentially qualitative ones (although they are
couched in pseudo-operational language), it is impossible to tell
to what amounts or frequencies of beh.aviorS the statement refers.
Thus, we must wait to observe a behavior in man, and then ""explain''
it by reference to this proposition. We invoke some supposit:z.ons
about the man's past behavior; we presume that he has been ''re-
warded" (whatever that may mea;-z) in similar circumstances (in
whatever aspects may be relevant to the present behavior.) Certainly

no deduction is at work here. The train of thought is not from the
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general proposition to the specific behavior according to the rules

of deduction; rather, it is from oi)serva.tion to general proposition.
This proposition is made to explain the action by loading its terms
with whatever meaning seems reasonable with respect to the present
behavior.

In fairness to Homans, it must be said that the qualifica-
tions he himself puts on his propositions have been left unstated
to this point. He recognizes that his propositions are made up
mostly of qualitative terms. He acknowledges that the measurement
possible in most social research does not reach the ratio level.
But he hopes to state propositions that point to regularities in
covariance, although not to the exéct amounts of variation.

The consequences of this kind of theorizing may, however,
have been overlooked by Homans. The definitional problem which
he does not seem to recognize is that the circularity, through
definition of the inferred properties from observed behaviors being
explained, reduces the proposition to essentially a nog-working
statement, removing it from scientific discourse. It was seen that
propositions useful in deductive systems must link concepts that
have independent definitions. Since this is not the case in Homans!'
proposition No. 1, itis difficult, as has been show.'n, to use it in
a deductive way. In Popper's terms, the proposition would not
satisfy the criterion of demarcation of scientific statements from

' 25
metaphysical ones since it may not be falsified. Thus it is unfit
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for use in a deductive explanation or theory.

Homans states his second proposition as follows:

2. The more often within a given period of time a man's

activity rewards the activity of another, the more often

the other will emit the activity.
The second proposition is susceptible to the criticisms outlined
above. It seems obvious that there are no measures of a man's
reward from an activity which are independent of the changes in
amount of frequency of that activity. The rewarding aspects of
behavior are strictly inferential, and thus the proposition is circular.
The explanatory power of this proposition is in doubt, as is its
possibility of falsification.

Introduced in this proposition is the idea of frequency of
activity. It is argued that it is frequency which makes the propo-’
sitions usable in theory construction and deductions, since it is
on the basis of frequency that the essentially qualitative terms

27

take on a2 measurable dimension. Homans says,
Real propositions do appear in the literature of social
science, and so do definitions of the terms that occur
in them, the equivalents of the definition of pressure
that accompanies Boyle's Law. These I call "operat-
ing definitions,' because we actually work with them.
An example might be 2 definition of the term 'frequen-
cy' to accompany the proposition: The more valuable a
man perceives the result of his action to be, the more
frequently he will perform the action.2

Actually, the proposition seems to indicate that we should

impute more ''value'' to the activity of a man, the more often in

a given period of time he emits the activity. There is nothing in
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the addition of frequency to the discussion that makes the proposition
any more acceptable as a scientific statement. Since, in proposition
No. 2, activity, "which rewards the activity of another'" is undefined,
the addition of th;e term "frequency" adds nothing useful.

Suppose, howeve-r, that We' did understand something concrete
by the idea of rewarding behavior. That is, suppose we knew which
activities were being denoted by the application of this proposition to
a specific situation. We would have to make an unreaéonable assump -
tion about each "activity" with regard to its value. Since there would
have to be some' standar.d unit of worth in order for the inclusion
of "frequency' to be meaningful, we would need to know not only
which activities were rewarding, but how rewarding each activity
was.

Finally, exactly what are the bounds of "an activity''; when
does one leave off and the next start? Isa date.with a girl'which
lasts six or seven hours one activity; or is it a series of activities,
each of which has a reward value; or is it to be considered part of
a larger activity called "courtship"?29

It must be conc];uded that -t};e addition of frequency in the
discussion of propositions built up from qualitative terms adds nothiﬁg
significant to the use that may be made of the propositions. Since in
proposition No. 2, as in No. 1, the two concepts being linked have
in fact only one empirical referent, and the major explanatory concept

(reward) is qualitative and inferred from the behavior being explained
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rather than observed independently, the proposition must be regarded
as circulal;. Since it is true by definition and the terms are hope-
lessly vague, it does not belong in a deductive system.
Homans' proposition No. 3 links the ideas of frequency and
value in a single statement:
3. The more valuable to a2 man a unit of the activity another
gives him, the more often he will emit the activity rewarded
by the activity of anot.‘ner.30
The failure of the theory to be stated in term&;, that are useful
quantitatively is most telling at this point. Homans suggest; that by
considering both propositions No. 2 and 3, itis possible to establish
the "rate of exchange'' between two persons in interaction31 and
answer the question of the extent to which one man's activity is
proportional to another.
Homans argues that the frequency of interaction between
Person and Other depends upon the frequency with which each re-
wards the activity of the other and on the value to each of the acti-
vity he receives. Now, to make any sense of the notion of reci-
procity in exchanging activities, the activities themselves must be
known, delimited quantities of behavior observed to be emitted by
one person and rewarding to another. Since this is not the case in
Homans!' theory, it is hard to see how he can make the following
statement:
By the present proposition [No. 3] the rate of exchange
between approval and help [in the example Homans is using/

should tend to equal the ratio between the value Person puts
on help and the value Other puts on approval.3
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It should be clear by this time that no ratio can be mean-
ingfully spoken about with respect to value and help (a2 kind of
'activity.) Thus the interesting formulation concerning the ''rate'
of exchange between p20p1e is meaningless. Since help is'-not
calculable in terms of value to Other, or in terms of its intrin-
sic worth (whose viewpoint would be taken in such a calculation?),
no’ ""ratio' can be calculated. The concepts of value and help
(act.ivity); being qualitative, do not allow ratio level measurement.
Thus the statement that the ratio of approval and help should tena
to equal the ratio of value of help to value of approval can mean
nothing, since none of the concepts is measurable in the sense
necessary to establish ratios. The ratios spoken of are indicative
of a2 method of conceptualization of the interaction process, but
have only a suggestive quality. In short, they do not form a
corollairy derivable from propositions No. 2 and 3 as Homans sug-
gests, nor do they add anything to the theory in its attempts to
establish the reciprocal nature of human interaction.

4. The more often a2 man has in the recent past received
a rewarding activity from another, the less valuable any
further unit of that activity becomes for him.

This is almost a literal translation into Homans' terms of
the law of diminishing returns in economic theory. It will not be
necessary to restate the criticisms ;oncerning circularity and
vagueness of meaning of the concepts, although in the main, these

apply to this proposition as well as those already considered. Of
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interest is the problem of how this proposition may be used in
conjunction with proposition No. 2 which states: ''The more often
within a given period of time a man's activity rewards the activity
. .. 3
of another, the more often the other will emit the activity."
Proposition No. 2 seems to indicate an increasing function between
reward and activity, while No. 4 seems to indicate the opposite.
Homans recognizes the problem. It will be our task to evaluate
his answer:
This proposition [No. 4/ may mask the truth of Proposi-
tion No. 2, which says that the more often Other_ rewards
the activity of Person, the more often Person will emit
the activity. For if Other rewards him often enough to
begin to satiate him, his own activity will tend to fall off
in frequency. This is the sort of thing we refer to when
we say the propositions hold good only with ''other things
equal."
The key to Homans' explanation is the phrase "other things equal."
It is probably not possible to hold other things equal in human af-
fairs to the extent necessary to apply his propositions.
Explanations that make a series of assumptions about the
variables that are being accounted for can be of little use in ser-
ious explanation; yet this is what Homans is arguing for. With
no useful measure of the reward value of activity, we must make
the assumption that the rewards being gained under proposition
No. 2 either are or are not sufficient for satiation to setin. The

addition of this ad hoc assumption can account for either increasing

or decreasing frequency of activity,36 depending on the character of
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the assumption. The theory seems to have a built-in mecl;anism for
explaining either the decreas_ing or increasing frequency of activity
in a given situation. Since propositions No. 2 and 4, when taken
together, predict both an increase and a decrease in frequency of
activity, and since it is impossible to tell when each proposition
should be in force, both an increase and a decrease in activity can
be ""deduced'' from the theory regarding the same reward. It is as if
(x) stood fo:é' frequency of activity of a given kind, (y) stood for
value placed c:Jn that activity, and (z) stood for the satisfaction v&hich
accrues as that activity is enﬁtted. With either (y) or (z) hel&
constant, it is possible to make predictions (conceptually) about what
will happen to (x). But with all allowed to vary at the same time,
it is not possible to tell what value of (z) will be necessary to
"mask the truth'" of statements relating only to (x) and (y). Similarly,
it is n;:at possibl-e to tell when one should invoke proposition No. 4
to predict the effect on (x) when (y) and (z) are allowed to take several
values.37

It is clear that physical science, which uses ratio level
measurement to establish propositions, can handle three and more
varié.bles in a set of pr0position§ applied to a given situé.tion involv-
ing such laQs . Since most concepts in the human sciences are not
quantitative, it is impossiﬁle for Homans to make more than sugges-

tive statements about human behavior with the qualitative concepts

available to him.
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Homans states his fifth proposition as follows:

5. The more to a man's disadvantage the rule of distributive
justice fails of realization, the more likely he is to display
the emotional behavior we call anger.38

In developing the last proposition, Homans introduces some
variations that must be understood here in terms of the primary con-
cepts of the theory: value, reward, and activity. To begin with, it
is necessary to understand what he means by '"cost" and 'profit."
He argues that since men have alternatives in .sociai behaw;'ior, théy
knowingly' must bypass some activities in favor of others. The
reward that these bypassed activities might have yielded (the highest
reward value of any one of them) is defined as the cost of the acti-
vity actually carried out.39 Homans argues that it is legitimate to
use an admittedly inferred concept in 'his theory (cost), since the
same kinds of activity from which values and rewards are inferred
are involved in the inference of costs.

Profit, the psychic variable which is also introduced in his
discussion of distributive justice, is the difference betwe.en rewards
and cos'cs.‘}:0 That is, for any activity, there is a reward (which
may have either a negative or positive value) and a cost (the value of
reward foregone.) The difference between these may take on either
positive or negative value; thus, profit may be either positive or
negative (a2 loss.) Homans then argues, quite plausibly if we have
followed him this far, that no exchange continues to take place be-

tween people unless both persons (or all persons) in the relationship
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are making a profit. This followsfrom propositions No. 2 and 3. It
is not clear how proposition No. 4 fits into this picture, since it
was shown above that no determination of when proposition No. 4
will "mask the truth" of No. 2 is possible.
Distributive justice refers to the distribution of rewards
. 41 .
and costs among persons in the exchange. The problem is one of
allocating to the satisfaction of each participant in the exchange the
amounts of profit that each deserves. Homans argues that to deter-
mine the amount they deserve, it is necessary to understand each
participant's "investments.'" These are facets of each individual's
history, presumably known to each member of the exchange, that
entitle him to a greater or lesser share of the rewards. Homans
argues, finally, that:
- A man in an exchange relation with another will expect that
the rewards of each man be proportional to his costs--the
greater the rewards the greater the costs--and that the net
rewards or profits of each man be proportional to his in-
vestments--the greater the investments, the greater the
proﬁt.‘l2
It is difficult to see how the proposition concerning distri-
butive justice really explains much. By this time, it has become
clear that no real proportionality can be calculated between such
notions as rewards, costs, investments, or profits, when these terms
refer to psychic inferences that may be invoked post hocto explain

behavior,.but may not be engaged predictively to reconstruct human

behavior. Since the terms in the propositions take on meanings
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particular to the situations in which they are employed (as ihey

‘must to be general propositions), it is impossible to pin down which
aspects of behavior they really refer to. This is simply to say

that the definitions of the terms are quite open. Even if the terms
were precisely defined in a qualitative sense, it would be impossible,
as demonstrated above, to measure the variables so that the calcu-
lations suggested by the proposition would be meaningful._

In this situation, the explanatory terms in the theory are in
danger of being defined only in terms of the behaviors they are
meant to explain. If this is the case, the terms can mean nothing
in a theory, since a theory of the deductive type aimed at by Homans
requires terms that may be handled empirically--measured or opera-
tionalized independently of each other. Since the terms of the theory
do not meet this criterion, the propositions they compose can be
no more than circularities: the behaviors being explained by the terms
tend to become identical with the term's definitions. Since the propo-
sitions state no determinate relations between explicitly defined
terms, the propositions do not constitute a sét of highly general
' propositions from which predictions may be derived deductively.
Therefore, the set of propositions offered by Homans does not con-
stitute a theory. Estimating exactly what it does constitute will be
delayed until a later part of this essay. But it may be suggested here

that the failures just indicated do not stem from Homans' inabilities
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or reflect upon his conceptual power. Rather, the material with
which he was woi'king seems to ensure that deductive theor3lr of the
type Homans was trying to write will not be applicable when the
subjept is human affairs.

In this section, it has been shown that the th;oi:.}f of social
behavior has several faults. These center on the explanatory con-
cepts and the ways these concepts are linked with behavioral obser-
vations aﬁd concepts. It was shown in the foregoing section that the
explanatory concepts and the linking terms in the propositions were
the points through Whi;h the model of man in Homans' theory enters
the explanatory system. We have seen that it is just these points
which are most problematic to Hoﬁans‘ explanation of behavior.
Thus, the model of man implied in Homans' theory is crucial in
that it forms the keystone of explanation--it suggests the concepts
that are taken as expla.na:tory. But the questions we ask about man
are at least partially qualitative. Theory which attempts to objectify
-and quantify man's ''nature'' for use in deductive systems therefore

runs into difficulties. This suggests that such theory may be inappro-

priate to social studies.



Iv. RECONSTRUC:I'ING HOMANS' LOGIC -- AN EXAMPLE

This brief section will examine Homans' method of explanation
in operation. It has been shown that Homans' propositions include
terms having no empirical referent except the behavior they are in-
voked to explain. That is, concepts crucial to the propositions
do not point at regularities in the world other than the regﬁlarities
being explained in that system. This definitional situation renders
the propositions themselves circular; the behavioral and explanatory
terms within given propositions share the same closed meaning. Also,
the explanatory power of the system was shown to be drastically
reduced. Homans ends up with a group of statements which fails ‘
to meet the criteria of 'falsifiability.'" The system did not distin-
guish itself from metaphysics. Most o'f the terms in the theory
are qualitative rather than quantitative; therefore, the deductions
Homans wishes to make from his propositions may be impos.;‘.ible,
since the effect of any one variable can not be detérmined where more
than one independent variable are involved.

Despite Homans' protestations that he has written a deductive
theory applicable in the social studies, it is usually asserted by philos-
ophers of science that no theory of the deductive type exists for these

fields. Homans appears to agree with Mill that in principle, the laws
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which 'govern' human behavior are discoverable and deductive
theory is appliéble to 1:hem.43 He might also agree that it is
unlikely that the laws of human behavior are discoverable and
describable in sufficient precision to make the human sciences
more than inexact. He would not accept Winch's idea that "the
notion of a. human society involves a scheme of concepts w]:;ich is
logically incompatibie with the kinds of explanation offered in the
natural sciences."

Let us examine an example offered by Homans. It is
given in support of his general theoretical perspective, and is said
to be a sketchy but accurate product of his method of explanation.
Since this example is so simple, it may seem trivial, but it exem-
plifies the problems of definition of key terms and other related
logical issues.

Homans offers the following deductive argument to explain
why William the Conqueror never invaded Scotland. Notice that,
since explanation and prediction are of the same logical structure
in deductive theory, if the example pertained to a possible future
event, the same '"explanation,' (which would in that case be called
a '""prediction"), .would be givén for the event. Homans' explanation
of why Willia%n I never invaded Scotland is as follows:

1. The greater the value of a reward to a person, the more
likely he is to take action to get the reward. '
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2. In the given circumstances, William the Conqueror (a
particular person) did not find the conquest of Scotland
valuable.

3. Therefore he was unlikely to take action that would win
him Scotland.%5

The first premise is not literally one of Homans'! major proposi-
tions from his theory of social behavior. It is, however, very
much like all his propositions in structure and format concerning
reward, value, and the like. The first proposition in this example
is similar to Homans' proposition No. 1 discussed above.

Proposition No. 1: If in the past the occurrence of a parti-

cular stimulus-situation has been the occasion on which a

man's activity has been rewarded, then the more similar

the present stimulus-situation is to the past one, the more

likely he is to emit the activity, or some similar activity,

now.4
In less abstract terms, but in a distinctly social setting, Homans'
main proposition in the example is very much like his proposition
no. 3.

Proposition No. 3: The more valuable to a man a unit of

the activity another gives him, the more often he will emit

activity rewarded by the activity of the other .47

It may be seen by comparing the proposition at the head of

the example's deductive system with the propositions cited from the
theory of social behavior that the example pairs intensity of value
and likelihood of action, whereas in the propositions from the theory

cited above, the pairing is, on the one hand rewarding occasions and

similar occasions at a later time, and on the other, intensity of value
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and number of emissions of a behavior. Thus, it is seen that the
first premise of the example, while not exactly like those of the
theory of social behavior, might have been a part of it, since it
relates a psychic variable, reward (or value) with action in an in-
creasing function--an increase in one is associated with greater like-
lihood or ‘greater similarity of action.

In Homans' example, the second premise makes two asser-
tions, which in accordance with the rules of deductive logic, establish
the minor premise as a subset of those aspects of reality covered
by the major premise:

1. William the Conqueror was a man, '"(a particular person),"

goes with the first phrase of the major.premise, "The greater .

thg value of a reward toa person . . . ."

2. The conquest of Scotland was not rewaz;ding to the particular

man in question. This goes with the second phrase of the major

‘premise, the one setting forth the action in general terms--

. . . the more likely he is to take action to get the reward."
Homans concludes that since the minor premise denied the value of.
Scotland to Wiliiam the Conqueror, this low value on the particular
reward would lead one to expect, according to the major premise,
that the likelihood of action to gain the reward of low value would also

be low. Thus, Homans concludes:

3. Therefore he was unlikely to take action that would
win him Scotland.48

It has been argued that the terms used in explanation of
behavior in this theory are defined by the activity they are meant to

explain. The example before us is a particularly good ore to point out
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the consequences of this. It seems to be a reasonable assumption

(and one we will make for the moment) that Homans has no evidence,

other than the fact that William failed to attack Scotland, that William

had no value on the conquest of that country. Thus it seems that

Homans, in arriving at the sentences he has presented in a deductive

format, used something like the following logic:

1. Ineed to explain why William the Conqueror never invaded Scotland.

2. People do those things that they find rewarding. '"The greater the.
value of a2 reward to a person, the more likely he is to take action

to get the reward."

3. Therefore, William must not have found the conquest of Scotland
rewarding, and this is my explanation for his not invading it.

4. Now, rearrange the propositions into a deductive system which
‘places the thing Iam explaining at the bottom of the system,
instead of the top. Take out 'therefore" from the beginning ~
of the third statement, make that statement the minor premise,
and I have a deductive explanation for William!'s failure to
attack Scotland.

In short, it seems that Homans could have come to his explana-
tion of William's behavior regarding Scotland ir; no other way. He thus
affirms the premise concerning the relation of valuable reward and
action (a logical flaw) instead of the consequence, William's behavior.
Homans did this, it would seem, since he had no independent measure
of William's value regarding Scotland. That is, he had no way of
making sense of the term ''value'' except as an inference from the be-
havior being explained. T-his_ sifuation reduces Homans' major premise

to a tautology (value of a reward and the action associated with it being
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different "observations," different inferences, from the sa.mé
behavioral event.) Since- the major premise contains no external
linking of the theoretical ter.m 'value" to the world, the minor
premise, drawn up as a particu.lar case of the generality stated
in the major premise, contains nothing other than the reassertion
of the major premise in particular form. Since that premise was
shown to be vacuous, the conclusion reduces to simply a peculiar
way of stating the historical truth that William the Conqueror did
not take action to win Scotland. Subsuming this fact under the gen-
eral statement Homans offers as an explanatory principle has there-
fore produced nothing new, nothing falsifiable, and nothing suggestive,
since the theoretical terms of the major premise form an identity.
It is asserted here that this is the case with each of‘Homans' general
propositions found in the theory of social behavior.

What this example does show, however, is that Homans!
concept of man (a valuing creature who takes action according to
his understandings of his possible profits and costs) determines the
statements that will be offered in the theory as explanatory ones.
Placing the attributes of valuing and calculating action according to
value standards at key points in the general statements in the deduc-
tive system ensures that the explanation of social behavior derivable
from the theory will be built directly upon the suppositions about

man's nature and qualities. Certainly other suppositions about man




substituted into Homans' explanation of William the Conqueror's
activities would have yielded a different explanation of his behavior

regarding Scotland.
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V. THE MODEL OF MAN IN HOMANS! THEORY

It was shown above that Homans' theory is designed to be of
the deductive type and that some of the concepts used in its construc-
tion are qualitative. It is just these kinds of concepts, ones which
are not readily applicable in a rigorous deductive theory, which are
the explanatory ones. It has been argued that Homans' propositions
are circular in that there is no empirical referent for the explanatory
concepts, other than the behavfor being explained. Finally, the
system as a whole seems to work in other than a deductive way to
explain.

It has been necessary to focus on the type of concepts in
Homans' theory and the logical flaws in the explanation in order to
set the background for the understanding of Homans' theoretical model
of man. It is now time to show the part played by this model in
more detail.

In Homans' theory, each pfopo sition was shown to link two
concepts (or more than two) in a somewhat determinate way. Thus
the propositions took the following form as the paradigm for their
construction:

Cl --- C3; where C; and C, are concepts and "---" is a

relationship. It was shown that Cj, the concept explaining behavior,
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was, in every proposition, a qualitative concept (one which could
not be handled adequately by mathematical ordering of its proper-
ties) and an inferred one. This concept was either borrowed from
the explanations given in economics or experimental psychology, or
extrapolated from propositions from these studies. Circularity was
most evident in the explanations. Cl was invoked to explain Ca
through the relationship noted by the proposition. C, was the empirical
concept (behavior or activity). It referred to a.ctually observable
behavior.

When the five propositions of the theory are examined in

this way, the following results:

ConceEté
inferred behavioral proposition number
C1 . C, _ 1
C, Cb 2
Cs Cc | 3
Cy Cq 4
Cg Ce ‘ 5

C; through C; are the following: reward, reward, value, reward,

distributive justice. C, through C, become tke following: activity,
activity, activity, activity, anger. If éach of these propositions is
circular, as was asserted above, in each of them an inferred term,

(reward, value and the like), explains a behavioral term, (activity.)
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It has been shown that the. inferred terms are the points at which the
model of man enters the theory. Since the theory places so much
weight on the concepts Cl through Cg, and these are the inferential
concepts concerning the nature of man, these terms should be focused
upon in the discussion of the model of man. It is clear that the de-
ductive pattern of explanation invoked by Homans rests squarely on
his model of man, i.e., his assumptions about individuals' behaviors.

Of necessity, a deductive theory depends upon assumptions.
The point to stress, however, is not thata set of assumptions is
acknowledged and used in the development of Homans' theory, but
that fhe assumptions enter the theory at the crucial point (thé ex-
planatory concept) in each proposition, and that the theory is useless
apart from the assumptions that actually explain behavior. Explana-
tion is more by fiat than by deduction, and Homans' failure to justify
his assumptions by more than a passing acknowledgment that some
assumptions exist must be regarded as serious.

These assumptions are part of the idea. of the ""elementary
form'' of behavior. Homans argues that he is explaining what men
actually do, rather than what they are supposed to do or some
systems of regulation conceived to be exterior and prior to man.
The elementary forms are those kinds of behaviors that are the
basis of all human action. They are summarized in a system of
propositions. From these propositions, it is said to be possible to

derive the diverse activities of man . When the form of behavior has
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been subsumed under one or more of the general propositions aﬁd
deduced from it, the behavior is explained. Since the theory is
conceived this way, and the model of man in Homans! theory is
indicated by the explanatory concepts and the theoretical terms by
which they are linked to the behavioral concepts, an examination
of the explanatory terms and the linking terms will give an indi-
cation of the nature of man in Homans' theory.

The elementary forms are '‘believed' to be .hu.ma.n uni-
ve:rsa.ls.49 Homans sees human behavior as ; function of ''pay-
off."s0 That is, he employs the fundamental paradigm of ‘;Dehav-
iora,.l psychology (i.e. ,. motivation leads to behavior) in an attempt
to explain all humg.n behavior in the general theory. As can be
 seen from the propositions, Homans suggests that the motive in
human affairs is described in terms of value, reward and rein-
forcement. His model of man is in these terms. The linkages
between the explanatory and behavioral terms suggest otherba.ttri-
butes of man. For example, choice and choosing behavior are
fundamental. Calcula.tion of value and reward among alternatives
is another. It will be useful now to examine some of these fur;da-
mental attributes and processes in detail to better sketch in the

model of man.

Value
Perhaps ""value'' is the most important term in Homans!'

theoretical scheme. The term refers to the degree of reinforcement
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(or negative reinforcement--punishment) a man gets from a "yunit"
of activity. Without criticizing this formulation for the moxr;ent, -it
is apparent that Homans' man is a valuing crea.ture.. He calculates,
either consciously or not, the '"value" of the acts he will perform,
and he behaves in ways that g-ain the- valued aspects of the environ-
ment (human or non-human) which most please him. Thg: question
of where values come from is immediately-suggested. Homans
argues that to understand a man's values we study his; history.
This involves circularity just as much as inferring values from
present behavior would. If values are inferred from past behavior
rather than present, it stiil involves the assumption that man demon-
strates his values by his behavior ("put out more units of an activity
within a given time to get a more va.luable reward than he will to
52
get ‘a less valuable one,'" as Homans puts it. ) This principle of
human nature becomes ;. first step in the reconstruction of the
model of man in Homans' theory. Man is a valuing creature and
the desire to obtain that which he values motivates him to act in
ways he has learned might get h1m the valued objects.

This placement of value in the theory shows that the theory
puts a great emphasis on man as a singular atom, working toward
the fulfillment of his own desires. Nowhere in Homans' analysis
does it seem that the man involved followed a norm about anything

initially. Norms are not given to the actor; he is controlled by




56

-

nothing except his own reading of the situation relative to the things
he values and his estimation of how to get those things. His

fellows, doing presumably the same thing (attempting to gain for
themselves that which they value) seem not to matter to the indivi-
dual in Homans' theory. Thus, for the individual from whose
viewpoint the theory is being discussed for the moment, every other
individual is a means to be employed in the'pursuit of ends. This

is why it is very unlikely that Homans' would have concerned himself
primarily with norms, as such, or more generally, the concept of
culture. For Homans, culture and normative systems have their
genesis in the working-out of men's desires in the world. As

desires and/or men change, the systems of regulation they build

in relation to their own behavior changes accordingly. More will be
said about this in the section on Homans'! account of normative bé-
havior. It is mentioned here to emphasize that the actor in Homans'
theory (the major part of it, at least) is an atom that is capable of
action without reliance on culture at the present time. Certainly
Homans allows for culture; a man's history is the determiner of

his values. But the history of each individual is truly "in the past.”
Once the actor has gained a system of values and has 'built up a st;>ck
of kinds of activity that seem to gain him rewards, he seems not to be
bound by culture to utilize the actions at his disposal in the '"culturally

prescribed' ways that he may have learned in his past.
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There is no systematic inventory in Homans' work of the
things which persons value. . His theory, as has been shown, is
based on valuing and acting, but the theory has little to say outside
of its examples to suggest what is valued by humans. This is an
important problem. It is discussed below in connection with the
origins of institutionsA. Homans makes no suggestions of what the
circpmstances are under which a man will-act in certain ways. The
theory tends to reduce to its paradigm when this is the case. Since
it is supposed that man will act to gain himself the things that he
valués, and that to escape circularity {perhaps) it is necessary to
examine a man's history to see what he values, the theory seems
simply to affirm that man is very likely to act in the present as he
has'acted in the past. It can not even be argued that the theory sets
down the circumstances under which the present activity will resemble
the past. Since this is the case, there seems to be no way in which
we can suggest what things will be done to gain which ends. Therefore,
we can only assume at this point that the ends of action are completely
random among group members in a social arrangement. It may be
that each man wants the same things as every other man, but this is
an empirical question. Up to this point, the theory itself gives no
reason to assume anything about the ends of action of each actor or of

a system of actors working in some sense "together."
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The discussion of value has avoided the use of the term
“reinforcement," since value and reinforcement are very similar;

it is this term that forms the next aspect of Homans' model of man.

Reinforcement

The concept ''reinforcement" is central to several of Homans'
propositions. Althoug.h the term is ;mt used specifically, the concept
is employed in the construction of the propc;sitions themselves. Rein-
forcement refers to the properties of a reward or situation that make
the emission of the beﬁavior associated with these prop‘érties more
likely in the future. It is obtvious that Homans assumes manis
an animal who follows the laws of reinforcement. In his proposi-
tions No. 1, 2, 3, and 5, the relationship between ;:eward and re-
warded activity is a direct one. From this we infer that the man being
desc.ribed is capable of learning from the situations in which he acts
which aspects of the world are pleasing to him.

The term 'reinforcement helps to indicate why the terms
that link the concepts in propositions link them in direct relationships.
A property of man, as man, is his response to positive reinforcement.
From only the terms ''value," "reinforcementg' and "activity,'" we see
that Homans' use of them dr-av-vs a picture of ;nan responding to his
environment by judging its attributes according to a value system and

actively engaging himself in satisfying personal desires by acting to

gain certain aspects of the environment. This does not seem particularly
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startling, but it does show that choice and selectivity are fundamental
aspects of Homans' model of man. The exact way that choice and

choosing behavior operate should be the next topic.

Choice

Considerable discussion has been spent on the point that a
rational man is assumed in Homans! theory. Homaﬁs himself says,
"Indeed, we are out to rehabilitate 'economic ma.n.”'53 He means
by this that economic man is one who uses his resources to some
advantage; but Homans argues that the '"economic man' concept is
not wholly appropriate to general social ‘science becausé it implies a
narrowly limited range of values. Homans would allow his ""economic
man'' in sociology to have any values whatsoever. As was .suggeste'd
in thé section on values, this causes some problem for the theory,
sin;:e there can be no indication of what a man's values qua man
might be. But assuming for the moment that this fo_rmulation of
an expanded economic man is viable, what does it imply?

The crux of the choosing problem is the .staterr;ent that
economic man (and by implication Homans' expanded economic man
with his wider range of values) uses his resources to some advantage.
The obvious problem here is how to tell when a person is using re-
sources advantageously. ﬂomans is obscure on this point. For in-
stance, it is not clear whether Homans means for us to understand

that the man in his theory uses the social resources at his disposal
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‘ to some advantage, or that he merely uses those resources somehow.
It is clear, however, that choice on the part of Homans! theoretical
man is a central part of the theory. Man has alternatives. Formu-
lations about cost54 would make no sense outside of a situation where
aiternatives exist. Thus Homans' man is a choosing creature. His
choices are guided by his understanding of what things are most worth
his effort. That is, he makes some judgment of alternatives in
terms of reward, cost and profit. The person in Homans' theory
thus seems very close to ﬁhe classical ecopomic "maximizer."!

In order that this maximization of rewaz:'ds scheme h.a.ve
meaning, there must Be some understanding of the individual's cri-
teria for making choices. Since Homans does not wish to set down
the criteria by which persons value their activity, it is impossible
to be precise regarding the specific choices we might expect man to
make. It does seem reasonable, however, to suggest here that we
have found a chink in Homans' conceptual armor. There is no way
of knowing which things will be valued by men, but we believe that
individuals will be maximizers of their rewards; and since values
can be anything (by Homans! admission), it seems that Homans!'
theoretical man is following at least one "norm,' that of "efficiency"
or '"maximization.'" Since the theory can .make nc.) sense unless we
ass'ume that persor;s do those things which gain them valued rewards,

and since it would be impossible to create propositions that did not
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state some variation of this premise, then the norm of efficient use
of means to valued ends must be a central concern for each of
Homans! actors. Itis far from clear whether this norm is given
through cultural transmission, or whether it is inborn. However,
it is clear that Homans' actors do not create all the norms by which

they live according to their own caprice and short-run satisfaction.

Rationality

The problem of how choice is made in Homans' theory, sooner
or later, comes down to the question of rationality. Is Homans® man
a "'rational' being? The question can be attacked from several dir-
ections.

Homans' man does not appear to need consciousness or highly
sophisticated reflective behavior to fit into the theory. The theoreti-
cal terms are based in reward and punishment. These terms do not
presume a conscious individual. A man, as suggested by Homans!
proposition No. 1, migﬁt indeed emit similar activities in similar
situations without ever being aware of it. However, Homans' propo-
sition No. 5 seems to suggest a degree of consciousness when it
states that a man's awareness of unequal distributive justice will
make him angry. Homans says that ''a man in an exchange relation
with another will expect that the rewa:rds of each man be proportional
to his costs . . . and the net rewards be proportional to his invest-

55
ments. . . ." The terms '""will expect'" seem to show an assumption
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of consciousness in this sentence; but on the whole, it does not seem
that consciousness is needed for the theoretical man Homans is
describiﬁg.

It was suggested above that Homans' man is a calculator
of alternatives; this attribute might suggest rationality, since the
calculation of expected rewards entails dealing with means and ends.
However, t.here is no suggestion of a criterion for the calculation
of these rewards. Thus, the man involved may not be considered
rational in the sense of logically rational, since from the point
of view of the theory, there is no set of rules by which an individual
can be judged rational or not.

It seems that the crux of this problem is in the means-ends
relationships confronting each man in each situation. Indeed, the
men in Homans' theory may act ''irrationally" in that they might
choose the "wrong'' alternatives ivn calculatiné their action, and
yet still come Wiﬂ;'xin thg purview of the explanation given in Homans'
theory. This is because action can'always be conceptualized in
terms of means and ends. Since means and ends may be anything
for any actor, and no criteria for '"rational' choice can be suggested
in a general theory, it seems that any beh;vior falls within the
rhetoric of ''rational" action.

The best thét can be said of the theory is that it seems to

suggest a ''rationalistic' view of man. This view may be summarized
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in the following way. Persons act to gain themselves those things

and behaviors of others that are valuable to them. Since men theo-

retically have choices, the various actions open to men must be
decided upon according to some criteria. Homans would have us
believe that each person is sufficiently different that it is either
qnot possible or not wise to suggest a universalistic criterion upon
which such judgments about certain kinds of actions would be ma.de.“r’6

The criterion of judgment for each man must be searched fer in his

past experienc;e, that is, in the experience of each man with the

kinds of situations which face him in the present. Knowing the

past behaviors that are relevant, we may infer the criterion by

which the man made his choice. .Knowing the past behavior also

allows us to infer the values of the man in question. Thus we can
infer a2 man's values from his past experiences. Knowing both past
behavior and past values (inferred), we can then apply the following
kind of reasoning:

1. past situation (A) led to an inference of past value (2).

2. present situation (A') resembles past situation (A) in some way.
(Homans is unable, in the theory, to tell us how this situation
may be similar.) '

3. past situation (A) has led us to the inference of past value (a);
thus we may assume that present value (af) will lead person to
act in present situation (A') similarly to his way of acting in
situation (A) where he held value (a).

This would seem to be the understanding Homans means to

give in his first postulate. Further, the more, and the more often,
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past situation (A) rewarded the person, the more and the more often
we can expect him to act in a similar way in present situation (Al).
This last statement is a ce.ntral one to the discussion, since it

is the point at which the rationalistic criterion of choice of present
behavior enters. Because of the reward gained by the person in the
past situation, the present situation is likely to find him acting in

a similar way, since he has chosen the past situation's behaviors
as a model or type of behavior which he will perform in the present
with the expectation of reward.

This discussion of rétionality and choosing behavior shows
that rationality is a property of the theory under discussion, and not
necessarily a property of the men involved. Since the theory pro-
poses a rationalistic relationship between the values of men an
the actions they take, it is impossible to impute anything different
than a faculty for rationality to the men themselves. But since it
is to arrive conceptually at actions and reasons for actions of man
that theory is invoked, the men being explained must conform to
the requirements of the theory rather than to their own empirical
ways of acting. Thus rationality is imputed to men to solve the
problem of choice. The actor is conceived to be rationalistic, i.e.,
.choosing between means in order to maximize returns relative to
some end. But since it is only the continuance of history that

actually is being predicted, the rationality of man in Homans' theory is
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at once central to thé workings of the theory, and irrelevant to

its results. That is, the formal system places man first; man's
actions and normative behavior are derivable from man'’s nature.

To solve problems of choice, which must be solved for man to

have alternatives, man himself theoretically must ha\‘re properties
allowing him to make choices. The problem with the theory thus
far, and the one that has led to the suggestion that the formal
system has placed the major emphasis on the funda.r-nental rational -
istic and free-choice nature of man, is that the theoretical men have
been allowed to hold any values they wish, and fhey have been allowed,
with no common criteria, to go about t?ying to realize their aims in
all possible ways. Thus, in a very real sense, ‘the theory reduces

to a formal system with no explanation of man or of society except
the .one that is implicit in the meanings with which one chooses to
load the major concepts of '"value' and ''rewards.' Man, in general
in Homans' theory, has no substa.;xtive nature. H.e has, rather, an
operationalistic nature. He is conceived in terms of certain perfor-
mances of which he is capable, certain mechanisms that are envisioned
to take place in the process 'of acting in the world in pursuit of gain.
These processes have been suggested above. Basically, they amount
to the capacity to discriminate between valued and non-valued aspects
of the environment and the ability to contrive activities that will lead

to the gaining of valued ends while avoiding the non-valued. When
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concepts such as "value' and ""reward" are loaded with the mean-
ings that seem appropriate to the particular situation being explained,
the men involved take on 'natures' defined by the meanings of the

concepts so defined.



‘VI. HOMANS! MODEL OF MAN AND THE PROBLEM
OF SOCIAL ORGANIZATION - I
The previous chapter of this essay has described the main
sketches of man found in Homans' theory of social behavior. Homans
contradicts these impressions in the last chapter. of his book.57
These contradictions are of a fundamental kind, not only because they
are left unexplained in terms of his propositions, but because they
suggest a ciepa.rture from his attempt to liberate economic man.
Rather than reaffirming that man may have any values whatever,
in his last chapter Homans suggests (but fails to describe) a concrete
nature of man on which the whole of society is built. A bit of this‘
thinking Wiil be related here to round out the picture painted of man.
This chapter of the paper will then close with emphasis on the insti-
tutional and normative behavior which is to be the focus of the next.
Homans suggests, through an example, that "cultures' can not
pick up any old sorts of behavior and hope withoilt more a;.do to
carry them on generation after generation. What they pick up
must be compatible with some fundamental repertory of hu.mag8
nature, though the compatibility may, of course, be complex.
Further, his notion is that as people find it in their nature (not in the

norms of an already existing culture) to do certain things, they then

59
"begin to make a norm of it." Homans sees the fundamental grounding

of all institutions in some satisfaction of native human needs. He argues,
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somewhat peculiarly, that once the norm is built up from these
basic satisfactions, about which there had been no norm previously,
'then the other members of their group /[ who would not have other-
wise followed the norm/ may find themselves [following it/ because
other rewards and punishments have come to sanction the be:ha,vior."60
It is not easy to see from his examples why Homans thinks that the
satisfaction of a basic human need or the exercise of a basic human
trait would ever require such secondary reinforcing; or why every
member of the human race would not respond individually and with-
out social sanction to the fundamental humanity on which the norm
was based. This is not an exaggerated version of Homans! point
of view. He states,

No doubt the origin of many institutions is of this sort.

The behavior once reinforced for some people in one

~way [ the fundamental aspects of human nature he is dis-

cussing / which I call primary, is maintained in a larger

number of people by other sorts of reinforcement, in parti-

cular by such general reinforcers as social approval.

Since the behavior does not come naturally to these others,

they must be toldhow they are to behave--hence the verbal

description of behavior, the norm. 61

An even more important argument shows that Homans does not

think of this fundamental human nature as a primitive thing lost
through the evolutionary development of man or buried in cultural
masking of basic human nature. He argues that social approval and

verbal descriptions of behavior can never operate alone. The continued

force and relevance of the primary reward is imperative. In seeming
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contradiction to the interpersonal terms in which the propositions of
the theory are couched, Homans says, '"Social approval can come in
to reinforce obedience to a rule only so. long as some members of
the group continue to find obedience rewarding for reasons other
than the approval it gets them.”62 Homans might argue that the
profit gained by following one's érimary reward system is always
more than that gained from exchanges of approval with othe'r men.
He gives no explanation of why some men respond to certa}n aspects
of life while others have to be told how to act. He has suggested in
other contexts that human nature is fundamentally alike among all
men. These views seem to contradict each other. Since the nature
of man is so important to Homans'. account of social order and the
nature of institutions, this is no minor point.

Again by way of illustration of his thesis', Homans suggests
that reaction to authority in the way suggested in his propositions
(i.e., that subjugation to authority is demeaning, and thus to be
avoided), is a human universal of the kind under discussion.

I do not think anyone can explain why so many societies in
which legal authority over family is vested in the father are
also societies in which a boy develops a close relationship
with his mother's brother, unless he assumes that men,

as men, react to authority in some such way as we have
described in this book.

Thus "human nature is the only true cultural universa.l.”64

This point could be illustrated with further quotations but it

seems superfluous to do so, since the root of the problem is never
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reached. Homans is in the position of developing a theory of human
behaviof as exchange in which he conceives of man as being "moti-
vated by the pay-off,'" as he puts it. This view begs the question

of what the pay-off will be. In the bulk of his theory and its illus-
tration, Homans seems to hold to the principle set down in the
beginning pages of the book--the pay-off may be anything, so long
as the actor conceives it to be pay-off. This gives each individual
the freedom to search the world for those things that pay, and to go
about gaining those things for themselves according to the rationalis-
tic, or maximization norm that was suggestedf65 This formula.tion
is the basis of the propositions and their use in the theory. These
propositions seemed to have some common sense validity. Itis
true fhat the interactions of persons, especially face-to-face inter-
actions, can be conceived in terms of exchanges of one kind of "good"
for another. But the question of the explanation of order in social
life is still left without an answer. The propositions that form the
main part of the theory address the question of the ordered relations
among men. Butitis again faced obliquely in Hbmans' last chapter.
Under the beginning assumption of randomness of ends and means,
it did not appear that order (that is, the explanation of regularized
means being employed to gain a number of non-random ends) could

be explained. Although order that did exist could be conceptualized

according to Homans' propositions, he seems not to have shown the

basis of order. It became necessary, perhaps not even consciously,
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to begin to narrow down the assumption of compléte openness of
values and randomness of ends of action. This narrowing is accom-
plished in the last chapter of Homans' book by the suggestion that
there are basic and all-embracing human characteristics that
delimit and specify rewarding and rewarded behavior. These form
the basis of social institutions, and it is on these that all men depend
for the stability upon which they base their lives. It is on these that
norms ultimately depend. Thus it is clear that Homans' man is more
than a rationé.listic valuing creature who works out the means of get-
ting those things that he wants by calculating relative vé.lue, basing
his calculations on his particular past for his estimation of present
possibilities. He is a creature tﬁat has fundamental characteristics
in common with all his fellows.

It seems that Homans has not accounted for order in his
propositions. He has conceptualized order according to certain
terms which he wishes to use. His account of whyorder obtains is
not to be found in the propositions alone. It is not even always based
on them. Rather, his account of order seems to rest more with his
belief that men have a repertory of behaviors which they perform in
situations involving basic human needs or propensities. Order is thus
based on primary rewards which are universally relevant to human life
because men are what they are. His propositions are placed in the
paradoxical situation of accounting for the forces that give rise to

ordered interaction among individuals when these ''primary' rewards
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of human life break down.

Homans has written a theory to account for the workings
of interpersonal dynamics that seem to come into play in keeping
order only when men fail to respond correctly to their own nature.
Certainly the "primary" rewards of living may be conceptualized
in terms of p.roﬁt and.reward, but this seems to render the dis-
cussion of such things as influence and g.uthority irrelevant.

Exactly what fundamental uniformitiés might characterize
humanity is left unexplored. It seems justifiable to leave these
unexplored since they are more properly the province of the zoolo-
gist, biologist, or geneticist. However, an account of the fundamental
characteristics of humanity would ‘make Homans! work more than a
conceptualization of the ways in which social behavior might be built
up. Since this matter of human nature was brought up in an attempt
to solve the problem of the origin of institutions in Homans*® theory,
it is appropriate to ask whether or not man actually has the needs
and desires that Homans' theoretical bent would lead us to suspect;
and, if he does, where they come from. Are Homans! propositions
about exchange behavior on the right track? Does this exchange depend
upon a socially and culturally formed man or upon biology? Should
Homans have coﬁside;‘ed a fundamental societal context w};ere the
requirements of society as a whole form the basis of institutions

and patterned human action?




VII. HOMANS! MODEL OF MAN AND THE PROBLEM
OF SOCIAL ORGANIZATION - II

The previous chapter brought us to another point of contact
between Homans' view of ‘man and his account of institutions and
normative structure. In the present chapter, it will be necessary
to backtrack somewhat to reconstruct Homans' argurnehts about
social organization. These will take us through the purely inter-
personal accounts of norms of behavior in informal groups in
terms of exchange. Later, vv;e will again face the question of
institutions. From this vantage point, we can compare and
contrast Homans' view of man in informal groups with his view
of man in a wider societal setting with regard to his notions of
the origins of norms. This will then be related to Homans' view
of the nature of man. From this point, it will be possible to
conclude with an estimation of Homans' theory in terms of the
basic aspects of it which were considered in fhis paper: its
scientific character, its power to explain deductively, its view
of man, its account of social order through norms, and lastly,
its consistency in taking account of all the facets of social life
to which it purports to éddress itself.

Homans! theory best explains normative behavior in face-

to-face groups. It was devised to explain such groups, and

13
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regardless of its inherent weaknesses in other respects, the
theory appears to perform well at this level at least. As in

the major summary propositions of the theory, the main terms
in the explanation of normative behavior are 'profit,'" "reward,"
and "interaction." bften, Homans lapses into -the terz.ni-nology

of The Human Group and uses the terms '"sentiments'" and "acti-

vities," which appear to have meanings articulated with the others.
"Sentiments'" are the feelings people have, the evaluative compon-

ents of attitudes, that correspond closely to the term ''value" in

Social Behavior. Positive sentiments are attributed to. certain
behaviors if they a1-'e repeated and tend to increase in frequency,
as with positive values. 'Activities" are very difficult to distin-
guish from sentiments as the following example will show:

We have argued that when the condition of distributive

justice is realized, each party is apt to emit, over

and above the immediate exchange itself, sentiments

of liking or social approval rewarding the other.®

Since the only observables in any situation are the behav-

iors of the actors, it is difficult indeed to separate conceptually
those things that are ''over and above'" the immediate exchange
from those things which are exchange-d. This problem does not
become crucial as long as we undérstand that the terms of the
explanation are ambiguous. It is still possible to discuss with

Homans the logic of the exchange relationship in vague terms,

and to review his account of normative behavior, so long as we
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keep in mind the failings of the concepts- used to explain.

People do those things which they value, and shun those
things they do not value. This simple assertion contains the
whole of the explanation of normative behavior in the simplest
case. Once a person or group of persons has found it rewarding
to behave in a certain way, (that is, they have found that the
profit accruing to them is maximized when they behave in certain
situations in certain ways), they tend to settle on that form of
behavior in that situation. That form of behavior tends to be-
come a norm to new persons entering the group and to those al-
rgady in it. Since it has been found by the existing members of
the group that certain behaviors are most profitable, they will
specify these behaviors to the new members. At this stage in
determining group membership, there is a choice. The group will
tend to accept members who, for whatever reasons, conform to
its norms, and shun those who do not. Also, persons will pro-
bably not seriously seek membership in groups whose norms are
not to their liking. This common sense relationship between the
recruiting to group membership and the norms of groups is ex-
plained simply and‘ categorically by the assertion that ;ralues play
the central role. Persons will do those things, join those groups,
they find profitable, i.e., those which give the most reward for

the least cost.
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When the members of a group have been recruited and
- some stability has been agreed upon, the processes of inﬂuence68
and status Suggestion will ensure that the traditions of the group
to which the most prestigeous and high-ranking members sub-
scribe will be the rules that will be followed. This is explained
by the fact that these are the rules that are found rewarding by
such distinguished persons.

"Social approval,'" as opposed to other kinds of rewards,
musf be aistinguished at tl;is juncture. Homans is vague concern-
ing the reasons why some people find certain actions rewarding
to begin with. Thus, as suggested in the closing paragraphs of
the previous section of this paper, it may be necessary to go
. beyond social approval itself to explain Wh}" things reward people
initially. In an example, Homans says, "We.are not bound to
explain why a workingman finds it valuabl;a that he and his fellows
doing the same job should peg production at a particular figure."
The assumption is that such activity satisfies some desire, no
matter if the thing satisfied is an inborn instinct or the product
of conditioning or training. For reasons that are left obscure,
people decide that certain activities are more rewarding than others.
They decide this way not for social approval.

Homans reasons that there may be persons in the group,

however, who have no strong desire, either intrinsic or not, to
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behave in any particuiar way with respect to any particular situa-
tion. These persons are the ones on whom social approval
weighs the heaviest. Since they have no reason to behave in
conformity with a group norm (profit from deviance would pre-
sumably be equal to profit from conformity), social approval
tips the _scale in favor of the normative stan.dard. This is so
because the approval of others in the group (2ssuming it is
positively valued) will add to the rewards gained from conformity
and increase its profit for the ambivalent members. Thus all
members, except those who hold concrete values of a different
kind from those of the group, will probably find grdup membership
and participation profitable.

-Social support is also a factor in determining conformity.
If a person is doing something in isolation, perha:ps at odds with
the norms of a group relevant to his performance, he may find that
the activity gains in reward if others can be found, or persuaded,
to do the activity also.

This state of group rewards leads Homans to the conclu-
sion that a kind of equilibrium is reached in group normative acti-
vities. That is, after a time there tends to be stability in informal
groups regarding norms. This is so because, as the membership
sifts out those who can not tolerate the norms of the group, or as the
group persuades those within it to follow its norms, there ténds to

be stability gained regarding the actual activities of the group members.



78

At this point, all or ‘most members can be seen to follow the
norms, and during the time when this is so, an equilibrium has
been reached. It is only in this sense that a group can be said
to have norms, since the equilibrium reached in this way is
temporary, and not a property of the group itself, at the group
level. Rather, it is simply the agreement of all members indi-
vidually to act in a certain way. As we have seen, this agreement
is reached via influence processes, factors involving esteem of
each member for every other one, satisfaction of group mex.nbers
with the action of the other group members, and so forth. It
is not necessary to describe each of these kinds of influences on
group norms because they all fc;'>110W the basic paradigm--people
do those things that gain them the most profit in each situation.
Given the alternatives to action of a group member, a person
will select the activity that maximizes his bersonal reward and
minimizes his cost in accord with his private set of values.
Thus we have seen, in briefest compass, the workings
of the determinants of conformity and norm formation in small
groups. Homans! argument is in accord with his basic paradigm,
that people do those things that they find rewarding. It does not
matter whether the reward is related to the doing of the activity
itself or to the approval one receives from others for doing it. The
simple point to be followed is always that people do those things

that reward them and maximize their profits.
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As’ people build up their acfivities over time from elemen-
tary social behavior, vthere emerge ways of doing certain things
that endure longer than the life span ‘of the participants and tend
to take on a character of their own. Behavior of this kind is
institutiona1.70 It is expected of persons perforh‘ling certain kinds
of activities that they will perform them in certain ways. The
institution is a different level of abstraction from that of the
elementary social behavior that has been under discussion to
this point, but Homans argues it may be analyzed according to
the same general propositions about human behavior. There are
several aspects of 1.:his kind of behavior that separate it from
elementary social behavior. One is the complexity of the reward
system and the complexity of the relations between the rewarding
processes and the activity reward. In institutional behavior,
generalized reinforcers such as money take on relatively greater
importance than they had in the face-to-face group. These kinds
of rewards Homans calls "seconda:ry-,"71 since they often come to
the actor indirectly, rathef than direct'ly from the person with whom
the actor interacts. Activity such as working for a living is re-
warded. after long delay (perhaps at the end of each month) by an
impersonal, secondary reward. This does not negate the possibil-
ity of a person getting primary rewards in his job. But it does
include the possibility that the person will tolerate punishing rela-

tionships and activities during the course of the job in favor of the
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impersonal'secondé.ry r_eward that comes at the end of the
month.

Another characteristic of the institutional system which
complicates institutional analysis with Homans' method is the
complexity of the exchanges. As labor is divided among several
specialists, systems of trading are set up that do not directly
reward the individuals involved in them. The exchange between
the person who rewards (who may ultimately be the bo-ss, or
the finaﬁcier) and the worker is so distant that the persons in-
volved can not be said to have personal exchange (although they
may, but need not, know each other's identity.)

It is at the level of institutionalized behavior that
Homans.' formulations seem to break down. In the next section,
we will examine some of the problems, suggesting as we did
‘above that in Homans' theory, the motivation to act in certain
ways may have less to do with the exchange of valuables than
with the nature of man. The section will constitute the descrip-
tion of the ways in which Homans! view of the nature of man in-
fluences his theory of social behavior and the problem of norma-

tive action.



VIII. RELATIONS OF THE MODEL OF MAN TO
SOCIOLOGICAL EXPLANATION
IN HOMANS! THEORY

The overriding objective of this paper is to show how
Homans.' view of man influences his theory of social behavior.
We have noticed that the theory, as a scientific effort, is lack-
ing in certain respects. Also, we have noted that the explanation
takes a peculiar form, rather than being strictly deductive. It
was suggested that the fallacy of confirming the premise plays
a' part in Homans' thinking. All this has shown thaf the theory
is vulnerable in several ways. These will be taken up in the
summary and conclusions of this paper, where it will be necessary
to examine closely the consequences of each of these problems.

This part of the essay is concerned to summarize the
relationships between Homans! model of man and his account of
social behavior--ordered social action among men. The point of
this section will be to show that the assumptions Homans draws
about mar directly effect the resultant account of sociological
reality, as we might expect them to. Further, it will be shown
that the assumptions Homans makes at various times put the
major statements and assumptions of the theory in doubt, and

call into question the efficacy of a psychologically-based theory
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of social behavior in accounting for the regularities found at the
institutional and societal levels.

First to be considered is the small group or ""elementary"
behavior level and the account of normative beha.vior.. It is at
this level that Homans' theory seems to be most consistent and
clear. Since the nature of man is rationalistic (not necessarily
'rational” in the sense that an outside observer would agree to
its rationality), he is confronted with choices which he weighs
according to his value system. These choices reg:.a.rding social
action are the elem.ents from which social norms are made.

When persons agree upon a system of action, a norm has been
reached. But it is most impoz;tant to notice that the logical
progression is from the desires of individuals, to the norm.

If persons did not have choice and exercise it according to
private criteria, there could be no norms. Norms in small
groups are, then, the agreements people make between themselves
to act in certain ways.

Under the assumptions of rationalistic choice and desire
to maximize gain and minimize cost, persons make these agree-
ments because the ways of acting they decide upon fill their re-
quirements. Homans' assumption that man is a maximizing
creature (or one who tends toward maximization) conditions ti’le
conception of norms that can be a product of the theory. Since each

individual is essentially an atom, ultimately acting independently
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for private gain, there can be no ''given' normative systerl;l. We
saw that Homans argues tpeoretic‘ally th.at man was free to hold
any values whatsoever. Since a presumed randomness of ends and
infinity of kinds of values must be supposed for any body of people
acting together in a group, the only concept of norm that can
emerge is one based on agreement between persons at any parti-
cular moment.

This kind of logic leads Homans to his view of equili-
brium. There is nothing in social behavior that warrants an
idealist conception of equilibrium as a superpersonal entity,
process, or property of society, apart from the participants.
Rather, equilibrium is nothing more than the temporary settling
upon certain common patterns of action among members of a
group with respect to some activity.

We see that the idea of '"'morm'' is altered to take ona
different meaning from that whici:t it u51'1a.11y carries. The idea
of "norm" that is rooted in cultural anthropology is more rele-
vant to the societal than the personal level. The norms of a
society are things that are '"followed' in the sense that the parti-
cipants in that culture 1earr; the norr.ns that will direct their
lives. The norms, in this tradition, like other elements of the
culture, are logically prior to human action. The norm is "there'
apart from the individual. Once the individual learns the z;orms; he

can function adequately in the social context.
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Different from this conception of norm is Homans' use
of the term. In the sense just given above, Homans does not use
the céncept ""norm' at all. As we have seen, he means by it simply
the éongruency of éersonal actions with respect to 2 given situation.
This concgption of norm is different from that of the cultural
anthropologists and realists' sociological formulations because in
it, the individual is logically prior. Individual desires. and values
come first, not those of "'society.'" Since the individual is the
conceptual starting point ;‘.or Homa:ns, it is theoretically imperative
that the individual have powers of choice and private criteria. for
choosing. Account must be taken in any social theory of the ways
in which choices are made and patterns of action are organized.
When the ''culture'' is viewed as making choices and setting cri-
1.:eria for individua'.l action as in classical cultural ahthropology,
these attributes are not so important to the concept of man. The
men that emerge from such formulations are 'products of the cul-
ture,'" doing those things that are ordained in .it.

In Homans' scheme, normative structure is viewed exclu-
sively as the product of human interaction and therefore the individual
must be viewed as having ability and cri'.ceria. to use in choosing.
Cultural and normative aspects of life derive from what men do
for private gain and for individualistically conceived ends. Men
are thought of as logically prior. Thus, with culture and norma-

tive behavior logically posterior, the point from which deduction
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begins, the individual, must contain the choosing and evaluative
mechanisms that have been assigned traditionally to "culture' in
anthropological literature.

Homans has argued that t'he men in his scheme may have
any values whatever; but he also assumes that for normal persons,
approval and other more tangible responses have a determinate
effect on behavior. That is, while he asserts that men may have
any values, his scheme could not make sense or predict unless it
assumed (as actually is the case in the statements of the major pro-
positions) that positive relationships obtain between certain classes
of activities and certain classes of values. That is, men could
not value '"approval' in various ways, as Homans seems to suggest,
since this would vic;late the idea that approval, whep given to é.
man, will increase the frequency of the approved beﬁavior. There
is a problem here both with the conception of man in Homa;ns'
theory and with the status of the key concepts. While maintaining
that man can have any values whatever, in fact, man rmust be rela-
tively uniform in his valuation on such things as approval, for
the relationships suggested by the propositions to be sensible.
Since they all seem to indicate positive relationships between
approval or reward, and the activity associated with the rewarded
or approved activity, the assumption left unstated is that all men,

by nature apparently, value approval positively. Proposition No. 1
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covers this when it is assumed that "'reward" and "approval'
mean Fhe same thing. Properly, tht;, unstatéd ass;lmption i.s
that approval is a positive reward.

The theory is stated more generally than in terms of
approval, however. The case of "approval' in Homans! theory is
an exa.rn_ple of the vacuous nature ‘of the key' conc-ept--value. Since
the propositions of the theory are stated in terms of "\_ralue" rather
than in terms of something that could conceivably by a.scerta.ined
indépendently of the associated behavior, it is possible to load
the concept '"value'' with any substantive meaning one wishes. This
is in line with the general nature of the theory, and the desire to
liberate man to the point of letting his values take any form. But
it does not bypass the need for making assumptions about the
nature of man. If the term ''value is to be a Worki.ng term in the
theory, it must be accorded 'a.n ass'umed substantive referent of
some kind. Once this is done, the assumptions under which the
particular aspect of valuing take on meaning become part of
the assumed nature of man--of the particular man in que stion,
at least. Thus, writing a general set of propositions which
does not specify the meanings of the key explanatory terms may
appear to get around the making of assumptions about the nature
of man and the nature of the value system each man holds. In fact,
to make the theory a working tool, it must take on a set of specific

assumptions about man.
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These assumptions are about the nature of man, in
Homans' theory, fpr a very special reason. Since it is the man
who is logically prior in Homans! thinking, it is the man who
must have a ""nature'" from which one’ caﬁ deduce the consequences
for social ac£ion. T.his is why the assumptions about man are so
important in Homans' th_eory; they form the beginning points for the
deductive logic that characterizes the theoretical style.

It has been shown that, while Homans is reluctant to give
a set of assumptions about man directly, he constructs concepts
for use in his theqry that presume a knowledge of the. nature of -
man (his values, what he finds rewarding, and so on). The mech-
anisms by which he connects these concepts in his theory suggest
some universal attributes of man, attributes that are relied upon
implicitly to give the theory meaning. Oné of these'is what was
called the "norm" of rationalistic or efiicient choice in human
affairs. 'fhis W-as described as a norm because it seemed to be
the thing that characterized the major assumptiohs in Homans!
theory. Persons maximize profit by minimizing cost and maxi-
mizing reward. For this formulation to be useful, we must assume
that persons will be interested in gaining the things they regard as
valuable in the most efficient manner. It does not matter if a
part of the reward is the process of gaining the reward (for example,
inefficiently building one's own home rather than buying one.)

Since the norm of efficiency is always relative to what the individual
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values rather than to some outside criteria, it is always possible
to conceive activity as rationalistic and efficient. This is so
partly by design and partly because the concept éf value is
deficient. Since any man can have any value, by Homans! asser-
tion, there can not be an outside standard of rationality or effi-
ciency. Since, as was shown in this paper, the concept of value
is defined by the actual behaviors persons are observed to perform,
the theoretical result is always that behavior is asserted to follow
the rationalistic or efficiency norm. Thus efficiency is unlikg
equilibrium in Homans' thinking. It is not observed; it is assumed.
Homans directs us to men's histories to ascertain their
values. In this he is following the form of psychological theories
that rely upon known history of experimental a.pimals to satisf};
the requirements of meaning for theoretical concepts. We saw
that the concept of '"drive" could make little sense, (at least it
could be used only x.rery ir;:xperfectly), unless the history 6£ the
animal were known. That is, hunger could not be postula.ted as
the drive which made the mouse run the maze unless we "knew!
that the mouse was hungry. The only way this could be "known'-'
since we could not ask the mouse, was by inferring his .hunger
state from his record of eating. Similarly, Homans argues that
the histories of men are the keys to those things that they will
find rewarding and valuable. This leads him to the concept of re-

ward, borrowed from experimental psychology, and into the
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statement of proposition No. 1. It will be worth while to examine
the concept of the past of man in the light of Homans' view of

the origins of institutions. Since man's historiés are experiences
with institutional behaviors, it will be necessary to review Homans'
theoretical account of the origin of institutions. This will lead

us to the question of whether or not man's past determines his
values. The circularity of the theory will become evident.

Above, we examined Homans' view of the origins of insti-
tutions and his speculations about the extent to which social approval
and inﬂueﬁce could set "norms' which would last for a considerable
time. His conclusion w.a.s that these mechanisms which work on
the interpersonal level were inadequate to explain the long-standing
patterns of overall institutional behaviors. His suggestion, offered
-as speculative, was that there could be some deep-seated nature
of man, or some set of drives or instincts in man as a species
which could account for the continuing nature of some of the insti-
tutional arrangements that seem to obtain in human societies. It
is interesting that Homans should suggest this, since it seems that
it is in direct contradiction to the whole range of assumptions he
finds it necessary to make about man in explaining the elementary
forms of behavior, i.e., human values can be anything whatever;

there are no intrinsic limits on what is rewarding, and so on.
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Homans directs us to men's histories to search for their
values. Values are important in his theory because they are the
key theoretical explanatory terms. Men do those things that are
most closely pursuant to their values. Therefore we should be
interested in where men's values come from. Homans is careful
to avoid discussion of this problem throughout most of his book. He
is content to take a man's values as given in explaining his behavior.
It was seen that a man's values were also inferred from the behavior
being explained. In féct, we recognize the need for an outside
measure of a man's values, separate from his behavior being
explained, to reméve circularity from the theory.

It seems that we can not base a theory of interpersonal
behavior on the assumption that man can have any values whatever,
and also look to man's past histories for his values. The contra-
diction here is that in looking to the past, we are forced to look.
to uniformities of social énvironment which condition values and
restrict them, or to biological determination of values or trait,
that also negate assuming that man can have any values whatsoever.
If itis necessary to look to such origins of value, it seems
that this must also be tke place to start in explaining social regul-
arity--normative order. It seems that because men are in many
ways ''the same' with respect to culture and biology, it is reasonable

to conclude that their behaviors because of this sameness will be
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reasonably alike with respect to the goals they set and the meé.ns
they choose to achieve thgm.

The general propositions Homans offers then take a
secondary position. They can not account for the origins of
normative behavior. The why of normative actiﬁty has been
robbed from Homans' propositions by his own a.s'sumption that
a man's values are rooted in his past which is similar to the
pasts of those with whom he interacts. It is reasonable to
assert that men learn to act in certain ways in growing into
society, that their values may be any whatever. But before men
can form norms about action and arrive at social order, as we
have shown, the values among them must be very much alike.
Since this is the case, within any society, we can not assume
a2 randomness of private desire and ends and free choice among
men, but rather r;arrow uniformity. This vuniformity could ac-
count for the regularities found among men just as well as
Homans' set of propositions borrowed from economics and
psychology. This being so, the propositions reduce from explana-
tions to simply unique descriptions of 2 more basié reality. Homans
does not follow up the implications for his theory of the assumption
of randomness of ends among men when he writes:

Since by the very fact of their humanity the social experience
of most men has been to some extent the same, we assume

that to some extent they hold similar values.
More nearly alike than that of all mankind is the social



92

experience of mem.bers of a particular society. . . . Still
more_similar are the values held by members of a subcul-
ture.

It is curious that Homans goes on in the next paragraph to
conclude that it is social approval, and not commonality of experience
and values, that determines normative behavior.

- When we get down to particular groués of people, a

special kind of reward, the reward obtained by conformity

to a norm, becomes importa.nt.73 ‘
It seems appropriate to question why social approval should play such
a great part in determining human action in face-to-face groups when
culture and social determinism played such a great part in detérmining
the values upon which men draw when fashioning their actions. Homans
is p.sing the corﬁmonality of experienées in social life to explain the
values o'f men. But he seems to reject and accept social deter-
minism at the same time. It is .i.nconsister;t and confusing to rely
upon social determinism for the specific meanings of the key con-
cept (vaiue) and reject it when explzaining the activities of men
and their norms. If we are to reject social determinism in the
case of norms, as Homans does in suggesting that norms are the
congruency of men's- privately calculated activities, then it seems
that we have to allow, as Homans wishes at some points, the
essentially atomistic and private nature of values. It seems that

these two kinds of formulations can not go together in a deductive

theory without encountering logical and substantial difficulties. It
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is this problem that is at the root of Homans' circularity in state-
ment of the propositions. He wishes to avoid social determinism

by allowing men to hold any values whatsoever; but he is unable to
explain values apart from man's history, where it is necessary to
 violate this f?ee-value assumption by suggesting social determinism.
He wishes to allow man any values whatsoever, and is forced
therefore to infer values from behavior directly. Such inference,
with no outside empirical referent, makes it impossible to falsify

the proposition about value, and reduces the propositions to cir-
cularities.

In short, we see that Homans has made two divergent assumptions
about man which he employs at 'va.rious points in his theory to ex-
plain social regularities. In the explanation of norms as the
agreements made between 1-'nen to act in certain ways because
those ways are found valuable and profitable, values take on an
explanatory character. They are the factors that explaj.n to us
why some men associate with each othe;, while others do not.

In explaining values, Homans must go to behavior. He must
infer values from the beh-avior explained, and he must go to history,
which is nothing more than the same kinds of behaviors as present
ones, except that they are in the past. He suggests also that
there may be some inherent qualities in man that ultimately rest
with biology and condition in a general way the things man will do

and value.
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We see that Homans regards norms as the outcomes of
men calculating their prof'its in social activities according to their
own private criteria of value. For this assumption to be success-
ful theoretically, it must be used in conjunction with the assump-
tion of individuals as units, having individual value systems. For
individuals to have choice there must be a range of Achoices available.
This leads us to the assumption of a diversity of ends among mem-
bers of a society, and among potential group members. Contrary
to these assumptions, Homans finds it necessary to account for
the values which explain men's normative action by reference to
the commonality of experience and the uniformity that characterizes
the social situation of men. This tends to contradict the value-
randomness assumption. Men learn their values by acting in
society in concert with others. In this, Homa.ns tacitly assumes
that norms and values are ''there' to be learned, and thps that
they are prior. It does not. seem. that a general theory of human
behavior can assume that norms and values are at once given by
culture and common experience, and also that they are the result
of men's private calculations according to rationalistic criteria

which need not coincide with the criteria of other men.



IX. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION TO PART 1

Several aspects of the theory of social behavior have been
considered. Itis appropriate to summarize the points and to con-
clude with an estimation of the theory and sor:ne general comments
on theory in sociology.

Homans' theory is designed to be of the deductive type. That
is, it is in the form of a system of statements of very great gener-
ality said to include the main parts of an explanation of huma.n.
interaction. It is designed to be a theory of social behavior,
rather than a theory of individual behavior, because it focuses
on how hurnan beings behave toward each other in collective
action situations.

The system of statements that form a theory of the type
Homans was attempting to write must have certain characteris-
tics, most of which are dictated by the rules of logic. The
system must be internally consistent. If the statements contra-
dict each other, a.nd‘ no means are provi.ded for deciding which
statements are to be relevant at specific times, several deduc-
tions about the same efrenﬁ can be derived from the theory. This
would violate the requirement that a deductive theory provide
determinate predictions via deductive inference from its propositions.

95
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The statements of a general deductive theory must take
a2 special form, which is based on the syllogism. They must link
two or more concepts of a determinate nature together in a
determinate way. A satement must link classes of variables in
such 2 way as to assert a general relationship between the classes
so linked. It is then necessary to establish whether or not parti-
cular aspects of reality are of the classes linked together. When
it is established that particular realities are covered by the gen-
eralities asserted by the proposition, then it is a2 simple matter
to assert that the relationship between the generalities, or classes,
stated in the general proposition also exists between the particular
realities.

In order that all this be possible, the concepts involved in
the theoretical proposition must be empirical in the sense that there
must be acceptable éperationa.liza.tions available for them. This is
not to say that all theoretical concepts must be operationalizable
or operations. It does assert, however, that if the statements
are to fit the logic of deductive theory, they must be so. Freud's
works may be ''theory," but this does not mean that we can opera-
tionalize ids ar.u..'l egos s.uccessfully. But Freud does not attempt a
rendition of his theory in strict deductivé form, alth_ough he may use
processes of deduction in applying certain aspects of it.

Homans does attempt to write a deductive theory, one which

summarizes an infinity of different behaviors in a small number of
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general propositions, with certain simplifying assumptions. Since
Homans offers his as a deductive theory, it is necessary that the
concepts of the theory meet the criterion of operationalizability
noted above. To do this, the concepts linked in the statements must
have agreed-upon empirical referents, other than the explicanda.
That is, we can not define the concepts that appear in a proposition
in terms of each other, since to do so "would lead us to the truth
of the statement by identity, and not by empirical test.

In Homans!' theory, it seems that empirical test, other than
inferences suggested by the theory, is impossible. This is an im-
portant distinction. Deductive theory is designed to yield hypotheses
about real situations from which distinctive predictions or explana-
tions arise. This is different from saying that the theory is des::Lgned
to offer new or suggestive conceptualization possibilities concerning
the data being analyzed.

The fundamental concepts in Homans! theory of social be-
havior seem to fail to meet the qualifications necessary for a deter-
minate deductive theory. A major reason for this is inadequate defini-
tions. It was shown that the definition of the key concept, lue,
was indistinguishable in empirical terms from the behaviors to
which the term was relevant as explanatim;l. This made the propositions
using the term ''value" (and other key concepts) true by definition and

impossible to falsify, or test empirically. It seemed that everything
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in behavioral terms could be '"explained" by value; everythiné
behavicral could be concei‘ved.as the res;ponse to some value.
This problem was aggravated in Homans' theory because it was
asserted throughout most of the theory thé,t the term ''value"

could take on any meaning whatever, according to the' pecul‘a.rities
of the individuals and the behaviors being explained. This was a
necessity from a formal point of view, since the theory was to be
a general one, explaining diverse behaviors. It was also necessary
from a theoretical poinf of view, since Homans'® wish is to form

a theory that could accommodate values of diverse kinds, a.nd thus
a theory of social behavior in general, rather than one which in-
cluded only a2 small segment of the kinds of behavior available
under its purview. -

We have seen that Hor‘na.ns' theoretical style is stricﬂy
deductive and forma;listic, since he wishes to give a theory that
could be stated in a few general propositions covering a multitude
of behaviors. It is also heavily nominalistic, in that Homans
tends to deny the realities of exterior and prior aspects of social
life. Thus his concept of norms is for the most part only of the
temporary congruence of behaviors among persons whose similar
behaviors satisfy each person's personal motives. These two
viewpoints (deductive and nominal) make the concept of man in
Homans' theory of paramount importance to the account of social

reality derivable from the theory. Because Homans had to address
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'the problem‘ of social order, he had to solve the problem of how
choices are made among hypothetically possible behaviors for
large numbers of people acting together. Since his style is
nominalistic, he had to begin with the in&ividual. Homans there-
fore began with the individual as a theoretical entity and described
him in general terms, arriving at general statements for his theory.
He had to place a sketch of the individual at the head of his deduc-
tive system, so that from the general statements he could deduce
an account of social order and allied issues, while keeping the
individual prominent and retaining his deductive style. It waé
necessary to understand Homans' theoretical style in order to under-
stand the importance of the statements in his theory. Thus the
first part of the paper focused on Homans as a deductive theorist.
It was also necessary to appreciate Homans! attempt to base his
theory on the individual, rather than on some aspects of society,
culture,or social life. This accounts for the emphasis on Homans'
model of man. When thc; picture of the individpa.l in Homans!
theory is introduced into his theory at the level of the general pro-
positions, it is then possible to see how he solved the problems of
order and choice in social life; deduction from the individualistic
propositions yielded a unique picture of how social order obtained
and how change in social life occurred.

We saw that it was not altogether possible to count Homans'

theory a success. His propositions did not meet the criterion for
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scientific statements suggested for them. The definitions of the
main terms are vague, and often circular with the concepts being
explainéd. Since this state of affairs is not acceptable in deductive
theory, it may be concluded that Homans' is not a scientific theory,
although it may appear scientific in format.

'Homa.ns' view of man is not consistent, either. This raised
the question of how divergent assumptions about the nature of man
could exist in the same theoretical structure, especially one of
the deductive type in which the high level assumptions play such a
key role. It was seen that in order to allow man an infinite number
of possible values, and to make the theory a general one, it was
necessary to assume that values could be anything. ‘But allowing
this, circularity became inescapable. There could be no outside
criteria of values, and therefore there could be no way of telling
whether or not men were indeed acting according to calculations of
their own interest based on values. Values were undefined to
allow man any values and thus liberate him from a range of
limiting assumptions. When this was done, the only place to
turn for definition of the concept ''value' was to the behavior
being explained--that which was as;umed-to be valued. This made
the propositions using these terms circular.

The problem of defining the term ''value' was solved by

asserting that a man's history would be the place to look to ascertain
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Ahis values. Even if this were so in the empirical sense, it is hard
to see how this solves the theoretical problem raised by the con-
cept of value in Homans' theory. Going to the past is nothing more
than another way of committing the same ciréularity, defining values
according to behaviors. Furthermore, it raises the problem of
social determinism for the theoretical individual and for the nomin-'
alistic bent in Homans' explanation. Since we are directed to history
in search of value, must we not postulate something in the past
with which men had experience that gave them their values? Must
this not have been a culture or normative system that was ex;cernal
and prior to the individual? And did not this invalidate the nominalism .
of the theory, and place the.a predominance of the individual's values
in doubt of being the bases from which derived the social order? It
seems that going to a history of ordered human action to find the
values of men places severe limits on the range of values possible
for men. This contradicts the assumption that men could have
values of any kind. Since this is so, it limits the implicit assump-
tion of an infinity of values among men, producing instead the
assumption of a narrow range of values among them. Since this
new assumption is really in operation, it seems that this should
be the basis of an explanation of social order, in immediate con-
tradiction to the explanation given by Homans.

The consequences of this theoretical difficulty are most

evident in Homans' account of how social institutions are formed
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and maintained. Homans' himself asserts that institutions appear
to be based on something other than the exchange of personal
rewards. They seem to be related to certain long-standirng aspects
of human life that remain constant for all humanity. He suggests
that there is a fundamental nature of man that accounts for the
apparent stability and persistence of institutions. He argues that
as the institutionalized arraﬁgements men have devised for solving
problems fail, there will be change' which will bring men to solve
these problems better.

It canbe seen that Homans is here explicitly contra.d.icting
his a.sserltion that his theory allows the theoretical man to have
any values whatever. In fact, he is suggesting that ultimately,
men have a set of valués to which they refer \_vhen calculating
" action very much resembling those of every other man. The ques-
tion of where this theoretical value standard is based can be answered
from one of two theoretical points of view. Either it is rooted ulti-
mately in bidogy and physical necessity, or ’it is a function of the
social order, as it exists over and above the men in it. In either
case, the answer that is given contradicts the assertions Homans
makes in developing his theory--that the men involved can have
any values whatever, and that their private gain through interaction
with each other accounts for ""normative' social interaction. In short,
the theoretical problem Hom.ans faces 1"1ere is whether or not his

theory is indeed based on the processes to which he directs so much
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attention in his postulates. Perhaps the theory really rests oﬁ
'inherent regularities in systems of social action, or biological
necessity, The answer that must be drawn from the discussions
of the genesis of values is that Homans! theory is not capable of
accounting for social order without first assuming it in the form
of assumptions that limit the value ranges among men.

We have seen that Homans! deductive style is inadequate
to account for social order because the nature of the assumptions
places the relevance of the theory in doubt and because the concepts
necessary for a general theory of the deductive type seem not to
be presently available. This ied us to the conclusion that Homans'
explanation is not really a theory in the sense that he wishes us to
undersfand that term. It will be appropriate now to comment upon
‘what his effort actually constitutes.

Theory, as Homans wishes to use it, is a set of general
statements from which specific hypotheses and explanations may be
derived deductively. There are ‘other types of thinking that have
gone under the name of ”theory."' It seems that Homans! effort
most resembles the style that actually offers a detailed description
of events by using suggestive and penetrating concepts. Zetterberg

has called this sort of theory ”di.mensionist.”74

Rather than
formalistic and deterministic, it tends to be programmatic and

suggestive. As this style of theory is improved, the theoretical
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-concepts in it become more direct and specific. They take on.
theoretical definitions. These concepts are linked by processés
and entities that form a theoretical system sométhing like pure
mathematics, in that the terms and signs of the theory may have

no empirical meaning. However, the analogy to pure mathematics
is misleading because pure mathematics is not founded on the
explanation of any reality, whereas a conceptual theory is.

As one develops a set of concepts, relations, and processes,
he becomes increasingly able to understand that which he sees in
terms of this theorétical system. In the strict sense, no hypothe-
ses or predictions are derivable from this kind of theory. Rather,
unique ways of looking at the world are developed through the use
of the conceptual theory that lead one to make guesses and inferénces
about events. These need not be formally logical since there may
be no rules of deduction applicable to the situation; the conceptual
scheme may contain contradictions and fallacies that would invali-
date any attempt to deduce logically from it. However, the use
of such a scheme seems worthwhile in that it is suggestive of
ways of acting and thinking that may lead to further and more pre-
cise conceptualiations of reality. Danger exists in this kind of
theory in that it can not be invalidated directly by experience
through the logic of hypothesis testing.

It seems that Homans' theory approximates a conceptual

scheme more closely than a deductive theory. His desire to view
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human interaction in terms such as pay-off, reward and punish-
ment, profit, cost,and justice is certainly not new, but it is

the only serious and well-developed attempt in recent sociological
theory. Taking the viéwpoint of the individual, regardless of how
that individual was formed and developed, is admissible in a
conceptual scheme, as long as the scheme is not placed in the
position of accounting for the individual. Viewed in this way,
Homans' propositions are a set of general statements that
intuitively make sense to twentieth century Western man. Perhaps
we do conceptualize our actions in terms of profit, reward, and
payoff. To do sois not to deductively theorize about them, how-
ever. It seems that Homans! séheme is useful in that it offers

a unique perspective from which to view human action, and a

" suggestive one that makes us aware of alternative possibilities of
conceptualization than those available in other theoretical efforts.
At this stage of empirical analysis of human action, this is probably

all that is possible.
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PART I

PARSONIAN FUNCTIONALISM



X. INTRODUCTION TO PART I

It is common to notice that Parsons' theory "changes'
from one of the texts he has written to another. These cha.lnges
are sometimes understood to mean that the theory is inconsistent,
or that it is so infinitely adaptable in its various applications that
it constitutes only a scheme of categories, or a system of concepts.
Parsons himself argues that his is not a system of "theory,"
since in his meaning of the term, a theory of social action 1s not
possible at the present time. His scheme is, rather, a ''theory
of systems. It attempts to present the best attainable in -the pres-
ent state of knowledge with respect to the theoretical analysis of a
carefully defined class of empirical systems."1 Further, Parsons
“argues that his approach is the only one possible, since it is neces-
sary to have a clearly defined and understood set of related cate-
gories, a system, into which aspects of social life may be divided
for analysis. He argues that such a set of categories is prerequi-
site to the development of a ‘'system of theory."
Therefore, it is clearly understandable that his system may
"change" in response to the demands placed upon it. Since he
-considers it a partial and tentative arrangement, it may add elements

or drop them as it becomes necessary. However, it is maintained

-
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in this essay that the fundamental bases of Parsons' system and
the questions he seeks to answer have remained the same from
their inception, and that the changes observable from application
to application of the system are understandable in terms of the
points of view being taken by Parsons at any one time. His
system of thought seems to be implied in its entirely when any
one aspect of it is being discussed. Therefore, it is possible for

Parsons to write a whole volume, The Social System,2 .in which

he concentrates on one level of his analysis and on one category
of elements in it. Parsons reminds his readers from tim.e to
time that the fest of the theoretical elements of the system are
implied and stand in the background of the analysis at all times.
The degree to which this is so will be examined in this essay

in Chapters XIII, XIV, and XV.

The ways in which Parsons emphasizes one segment of
the total sysfem at any one time seems to be the main problem
in understanding how his system is really one at all times. The
study of the concept of man in Parsons' thinking is one point at
which the differences in emphasis seem to become differences in
kind--perhaps implying incompatibilities among the assumptions -
upon which the theory is based. In any case, it will be shown
that the concepts of man developed by Parsons and his collabora-
tors tend to be more or less systematically spelled out depending

on the levels of generality and analysis being focused upon. Also,
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we will see that the scheme tends to support one or another of
two basic views of man, depending again upon the emphasis.

It is important to make it quite clear that we are deal-
ing with problems of rela.tive emphasis and the ways in which
these shade off into differences in t_he basic character of theore-
tical thinking. It has already been said that there is a sense in
which the whole of Parsons?! thinking is-implied by any part of
it; it is very hard to locate statements in Parsons! v;rorks that
are completely contradictory. Itis not so hard, however, to begin
to feel that Parsons is really talking about something d.ifferel;lt in
one volume than he was talking about in another. In this Part,

a theoretical problem is examined which seems appropriate to
the study of the concept of man in Parsons' writings, and which
is a major theoretical concern within theory itself. Tinis is the
problem of locating the theoretical agent(s) of choice in the
system that includes structural elements as well as human actors.

The objective of this study is to show that when Parsons
emphasizes voluntarism, the actor's own determination of his per-
formances, there is a more or less specific model of man implied.
Alternatively, it is demonstrated that when Parsons emphasizes
the analysis of structural aspects of social life, especially from
the social system point of view, a second model of man emerges

which is deterministic in its main outline, rather than voluntaristic.
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We will see that, depending on the model of man in view, the
concept of role and the degree of specificity of cultural 'pre-
scriptions change accordingly.

In laying the background for an understanding of Parsons,
it is probably best to begin By reconstrﬁcting some of his think-
ing concerning the trends in Western social thought. This recon-
struction emphasizes the problems that various thinkers solved
best, and the (nes they failed to solve, in Pa;rspns‘ opinion. It
also points up the aspects of their thinking that Parsons chose to
take into his own scheme. It is necessary to show how he combines
th;.ase elements into a2 conceptual whole--a system. The importaﬁce
of the concept ''system'' can not be overestimated in this exploration

of Parsonian theory.



XI. THE BASES ON WHICH PARSONS!' THEORY RESTS

This chapter takes up some of the history of sociological
thought related to Parsons! work. The main concern is to focus
on some theoretical problems which historically have been addressed
by a comprehensive sociologiéa.l theory--or by the first steps toward
one. Clearly, if theory is to be written, certain preliminary
questions concerning where one ought to start and what one ought
to look at must be answered. Parsons has taken a thorough ap-
proach to this problem, and a scholarly one. He has examined the
works of some major contributors to sociological and economic
theory with a view to taking major .insights from them, while avoid-
ing their failures. The result of this '.’empiri.ca.l"3 investigation
of theories has been the outline of Pal-'sons' "a.ction frame of ref-
erenée."4 Part of this scheme will be the maln concern of the
criticisr'n and analysis in this paper. The frame of reference is
related to the model of man in Parsons® theoretical writings both
in terms of motivated, voluntaristic a.ction?, and in terms of
action's structural determinants.

To begin, Parsons reasons that a theory of social action
is concerned mainly with the actions of human beings in social

situations. Thus we ought to look at theories which focus on this

116
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aspect of social action.

The starting point, both historically and logically, is

the conception of intrinsic rationality of action. This

involves the fundamental elements of ''ends,' '"means"

and "conditions' of rational action and the norm of

the intrinsic means-ends relationship.
We see that Parsons finds it profitable to concentrate on rationality
and utilitarianism, although' he considers them wanting in several
respects which will be outlined below. Basically, the main feature
of this kind of thinking is the means-ends scheme which places
emphasis on action by persons or actors in relation to their
particular goals in particular situations. It is the problems'of
where goals come from and what constitutes a "situation' that
make Parsons reject other features of this bran;:h of soc:z.a.l thought
in favor of that of Durkheim and Pa,reto.6

Utilitarian theory concentrates on the means-ends relation-

ship almost exclusively. The ends themselves are often left un-
examined, or, as in the case of Hobbes, are left to thé common
sense notion that the ''rationality' of men will dictate certain funda-
mental ends that they will share. by virtue of 1:.heir being men. Thus
the collective decision of men to place a sovereign at the head of
government (in the broadest sense of this term) derives from the
common interests of men to reduce conflict and danger from each
other. This seems like a sound assumption to make, but it has no

place in utilitarianism as a coherent system of thought. The means-

ends scheme simply indicates that men will adopt rationally
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contrived means toward the achievement of their own private ends.
The problem Hobbes solves by appealing -to the seemingly normal
and common desire of all men for security and protection is that
of accounting for the ends of action by looking outside the means-
ends scheme itself. This takes the form of the appeal to the
ultimate rationally conceived enc‘l--suz:viva.l.7

Implicit in this means-ends scheme at all times is the con-
cept of voluntarism. That is, while the ends of actioh among men
are left unaccounted for within the scheme itself, the voluntaristic
nature of action is emphasized. Certainly, if ends are left unac-
counted for, they may be assumed to be random in a collectivity.
Since they are so, it is up to the individual man to select his ends,
and rationally contrive their means of pursuit.

In this simple scheme, however, voluﬁtaristic or indivi-
dually contrived and executed action seems to exist in inverse
proportion to the ordering or structuring of the ends of action.

In other words, as order concerning the ends of action in a
collectivity is introduced hypothetically into this simple scheme,
determinism seems to be introduced as well. If action were viewed
as the rational adaptation of means to a given ;c,et of ends, the
norm of rationality would preclude variations in behavior forms,

the ends now being given, and the means to them being governed

. by a principle--rationality itself. Behavior would theoretically be
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uniform among the members of a collectivity in this situation.
The result of this circumstance would be that, given a set of
ends, behavior would be determined by them and the rational
standard of conduct. This would mean, of course, that the
voluntaristic or individually contrived aspects of the scheme
had been wiped out. Since behavior toward ends took the form
of rational action, and since the ends were given, the behaviors
could not be other than uniform.

This is a majof reason for Parsons' rejection of simple
means-ends thinking; however, the utilitarian form qf analysis
is not rejected. If is profitable to conceive of action as being
oriented toward ends and voluntaristicall}'r conceived. The prob-
lem of the ends of action made it necessary for Parsons to
examine other works of social and economic theory.

Hedonism or pleasure-seeking as the ‘end of all action
seemed a reasonable alternative, but proved useless after éll,
since it cut out the analysis of ends a.ltogether.8 AIf one postulates
pleasure as the end of all action, it may be possible to ague that
men do not usually act in ways which bring them pain, but the
question of Whé.t brings pleasure to men has been avoided. When
this question is confronted, its answer takes on the same indeter-
minate theoretical status as the assumption of random ends of

action in utilitarian thought. Since it is not possible to say what
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brings pleﬁsure to men in a certain collectivity, it is useless to
speak in terms of pleasure-seeking when generating a theory
of ordered social behavior.

How;aver, Parsons does not reject the whole idea of
hedonism out of hand. Certainly, if action is to be in any sense
volunt_a.ristic, some fundamental psychological principle such as
pleasure, need, or gratification has to be incorporated into the
scheme in order to ac-count for the motivafion of behavior. Mo-
tivational categories are central to such explanations. Clearly,
the problem of ends of action and their pursuit within the context
of voluntarism constitut;as the main concern of a theory of social
order. To discover how the problem of. ends could be solved,
Parsons advanced his study into more modern economic and
political thought and away from utilitarian theory.

We have seen that Parsons views utilitarian theory as
"inherently unstable”9 and needing metaphysical assu:mptioris,
as in the case of H;Dbbes, to account for the relations of the
ends of actions in a collectivity of men. In his treatment of
Marshall's economic thinking, Parsons finds the first steps
toward an account of the relationships of the ends of action, even
though Parsons regards Marshallls efforts only a suggestion of
a solution to the p::oblem.10

Marshall refuses to accept categorically the utilitarian

assumption of the independence of wants. He divides wants into



121

"artificié.l," to which he finds he can apply the assumption of
the independence of wants, and "wants adjusted to activities,"' fo
which he can not.11 Obviously, the second category is the more
interesting to the .development of Parsons! thinking, since the idea
of adjustment of wants to activities implies some determinate
relationship between the system of ends of action and the activities
of life. .Parsons chooses to consider both the "wants adjusted to
activities," and the activities to which the wants were adjusted as
primarily . . . manifestations of a single relatively well-inte-
grated system of va.lue—attif:t:l.des."12

Certainly the introduction of a system of integrated value-
attitudes was what Parsons was looking for in Marshall., It
seems to be the first step in moving away from the assumption
of the randomness of ends. It po-ses problems for Parsons' think.-
ir;g as well as for this study, however. If wants are indeed some-
how adjusted to.activities, the question naturally arises concerning
how activities and wants are related. The postulation of an inte-
grated system of value-attitudes that some_how ties wants and
activities together makes logical sense, since it can easily be
supposed that wants and activities would tend to coincide under the
influence of a common set of attitudes among men. ' But the guestion
of where and how the value attitudes were generated still remains.
This was a persistent problem for Parsons, which led him to the

study of Pareto and Durkheim particularly.13
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The question of the source of value-attitudes also guides
this study of Parsons! theofy, since the answer seemingly
could take one of three forms. Men could exhibit the postulated
integrated value system relating wants and activities because
fundamentally, they were constituted the same. This would place
the nature of man himself at the center of Parsons! study as
well as of this one, since the answer to the question of exactly
how man was constituted would also provide the answer to the
question of the relationships of wants and activities in human
collectivities. Men could develop wants which coincided with
activities, alternatively, because the common experiences of
men in collectivities made certain actions necessary for their
survival, or the survival of their system of relations with each
other. This would cause wants and activities to coincide in the
sense that activities would tend to determine wants. This leads
to a formulation of the relation of wants and activities similar to
the theory of natural selection. Men would tend to have wants
which coincided with their activities because t}.xe survival value
of that particular system of relationships was especially great.
The third logical possibility of the relations of wants and activities,
tied together by a commoh system of vé.lue ~attitudes, concerns the
idea that wants and activities really ""determine each other' in

some kind of systematic interchange between the two. This would
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lead to the notion that the common system of value-attitudes was
linked to both wants and activities because men tended to want to
do what they also needed to do in social life.

In Parsons! writings there are clear indications that he
actually takes all three of these routes. In Chapter XIII of this
Part, the "voluntaristic" emphasis in his fheory will bé -discussed,
showing th.at he docume;:lts a specific picture of the nature of man
based on the actions of men in situations. In Chapter XIV, it will
be seen that, from time to time, the voluntaristic aspects of man's
behavior have been neglected in favor of 2 more deterministic |
ac;ount. This corresponds to the second alternative above. In
XVI, the two divergent approaches are brought together, with
special attention to the models of man derived from the voluntaristic
and the deterministic emphases from Chapters XIII and XIV.

Parsons argues that each alternative alone .is insufficient

in solving the problem of ends. In The Social System, he gives

three reasons why the convergence of wants among collectivities

can not be attributed to common personality or constitutional

make-up alone. ''Since all the different roles in which an individual

is involved are interdependent in his motivational system, the com-

bination of motivational elements which produces the uniform behavior
3 3 1 I43 "14 1 - 111

will be different for different personalities. Similarly, '"Role-

involvernents do not exhaust the orientation or interest system of

any personali'cy.”15 Finally, Parsons argues that 'there is every
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reason io believe that it is strictly impossible for the distribution
of constitutional differences in the population of a complex social
system to correspond directly with the distribution of roles."16

This rejection of constitutional or psychological de’tex:minism
points up the relevance of this study for Parsonian theory and for
sociology. Since thé composition of man is rejected as the sole
determinant of social organization, the questions of exactly what
is the composition of man and what is his relationship to social
organization become important. We can not build systems of
social action while neglecting to take account of individuals, for
while actors in the Parsonian sense need not be persons, for the
most part they are. The focus of the Parsonian system on the
role, rather than person, does not reduce the difficulty of dealing
with men. We saw above that Parsons himself explicitly rec-
ognizes this in his rejection of radical psychological determinism.
The person is in a dynamic relationship to his own set of roles, and
the roles themselves '"do not exhaust the orientation or interest
system of any persona.iity."

The second alternatilve to the question raised by Marshall,
that of social or cultural determinism to account for the ends of
action, places the problem of the nature of man in a different
theoretical perspective. It was suggested that the '"wants adjusted

to activities" could be interpreted as social or cultural determinism.

In this case, the question would become: what mechanisms in man
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himself make it possible for the varieties of culture and social
structure to mold him; anq, how are these brought into play in
the context of social interaction?

The third alternative, th;.t the interaction context hé.s an
impact on both wants and activities, will be discussed in due
course. This alternative tends to devalue, but not deny, the
impact of the individual actor on his action--this is the element
of voluntarism that Parsons insists is always present. On. the
other hand, both the common culture and the structure of the
interaction system in which the individual contacts others ha\}e
an impact on the personality of the actor himself and determine
to some degree the actions he will take. Parsons holds that his
scheme steers a course between the scylla of psychological
determinism and the charybdis of cultural and ;structural deter-
minism by employing elements of both while not relying on either.

In Pareto’s work, Parsons finds an indication of how
activities and wants are theoretically rela.ted.l-? For Pareto,
the "residues' are manifestations of sentiments, and it is
sentiment that. is the determining force in social equ:i.librium.]'8
The question Pareto asked, and the one Parsons follows up in
his analysis, is that of the relationship between the residues, the
derivations, (expressions calculated to account for the residues),

. . . .. . 1
and action that is non-logical in its essential character.
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Pareto divides action into the logical and non-logical. He
defines logical action positively by relating it to the means -ends
scheme and holding that logical action is that which is agreed to
be such by an outside observer with extended powers of vision and
analysis. The criterion by Which the outside observer judges action
logical is the norm of rationality, which forms the basis of utili-
tarian theory and Pareto's economics. His question concerning
non-logical action (the residual category which includes illogical
action) is: in what respects does non-logical action differ from
logical action?zo

We ha\;e seen that logical action was the linking of empirical
ends with logically related means. This was "scientific'" action.
The problem for analysis, however, is the "un-scientiﬁc,;' on which
Parsons fc;cuses . It seems that u.nscientiﬁ.c action can l;e accounted
for in two ways. One is in terms of ignorance and error. In this
type of account, the non-logical action of interest can be said to
be erroneous or "wrong' action, given the end gominally in vieW.21
Alternatively, a.cfion may involve elements that fall altogether
outside the provinces of scientific design of behavior and logical
analysis. This action is indeed non-logical, but it seems that it
is only that; it is not illogical, but only non-logical. That is, the
action may involve elements or entities that are unverifiable. In

this sense, the problem of non-logical action is not resolvable in



127

terms of ignorance or error. The action is not "wrong' actién,
but it remains non-logical in the sense that Pa.retc; define.s logical
action. In logical action, Pareto stays ciose to the utilitarian
means-ends scheme. He does not account for the relations of
ends to each other. As Parsons interprets Paretd, the category
of non-logical action which is not illogical action (not "wrong'
action according to utilitarian principles) is of most in1.:erest 3
since it suggests a normative component that tends to account
for actions in this ca.teg;ory.22
The ends of action may be classified into subjective and

objective categories. Obviously, the subjective class may not
be dealt with according to logicﬁl principles by an outside observer.
These subjective acts are those that are outside the criterion of
logicality, and thus may be either '"'right'" or "'wrong.' At least
they have the potential of being "riéht," ;v}ﬁle'rema.ini'ng essen-
tially non-logical under Pareto‘s- deﬁnii.:ion. Actions of this type
may have derivations associated with them that are either state-
ments of "why" certain actions ought to be undertaken, or state-
ments of ;.ppropria.teness of certain actions and the ends toward
which these actions are directed. Parsons concludes that the
derivations which tend to state appropriateness of actions are
based on an important class of residues which

take the general form of "a sentiment that such and such is

a desirable state of affairs.! Such statements are residues
. . . because they embody. ends of action which can not be
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justified . . . not because they are appropriate means to

other ends, but because they are deemed desirable as

ends in themselves. Such residues may be called norma-

tive residues.
Parsons holds that the consequences of the discovery of this class
of residues in Pareto's work contradicts the utilitarian position
concerning the randomness of ends. The residues are not random
data for a theory of action, but

on the contrary, [ they / constitute a definite element of

systems of action, in an understandable state of inter-

dependence with the others. . . . So far as ends enter

the category of residues as independent elements, they

are not random ends, but stand in definable positive

relations both to other ends in the same system, and to

the other elements of action.24
Furthermore, there is no reason why the ends of logical acté,
with which Pareto is less concerned, might not fall into this
category. They might be manifestations of sentiments as well as
‘the ends of logical acts. '"For even though the means-ends rela-
tionship be completely logical there may be, and according to
Pareto there are, certain ends which are not capable of justifica-
tion in terms of scientific theory, the justifications of which at
least contain residues, if not de::iva.ti.ons."25

The possibility that the ends of logical action might also

involve components of sentiment plays an important part in the
formation of Parsonian theory, and also raises a major question

for the study of Parsons' work. Parsons is suggesting that in

Pareto's work he has found evidence for asserting that persons
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may act in a single way for more than one reason, and while
the actions based on those reasons tend to coincide, the reasons
remain analytically separate. Persons may be committed to ends
because there is logical or physical necessity in their being so,
as well as because they see the ends of action as ''right," or
justified somehow. These two categories of reas.ons for- an act
tend to be congruent in the person who is acting, since his views
of appropriate action and of logical, necessary action tend to
coincide. This insight is the basis on which Parsons can argue
that structurally determined or socially sanctioned actions are also
voluntary' actions on the actor's part. The actor may see himself
as having c;hosen deliberately those actions which, in fact, were
not matters of choice. i

This proposition raises questions related to the subject
of this study. Specifically, in a system of action alternatives,
where should the agents of choice be located? In what sense is it
reasonable to speak of voluntarism in actor; , when the actions
for which they may ''volunteer'" may be strictly limited? What
assumptions about the nature c;f man must be m_a.de to 1;>cate choice
with the individual, or with the system, or to somehow intertwine
the two?

It was pointed out above that Parsons' theoretical writing is

an attempt to employ elements of structural or social determinism,
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while not violating individualistic or voluntaristic aspects of human
behavior. In the treatment of Durkheim, Parsons takes issue with
the view that Durkheim's account of the relations between man and

society is completely '"'sociologistic," or simply another version
of a one-factor theory of ca.usation.26

Durkheim in many respects tended to set a "sociologistic!
factor theory over against the individualistic factor theories
current in his day. But along with this heading thereis a
more important strand in his thought which generally in-
creased in strength in the course of his career. This is
a genuinely structural-functional treatment of the social
system. . . 21

From Durkheim, especially from The Division of La.bor,28 Parsons

takes some major features of his more structural emphasis, as
well as more criticisms of the utilitarian position regarding means,
ends and their relations.

Durkheim directs attention to the moral, ethical and norma-

tive aspects of life. According to Parsons, The Division of Labor

was written to show that these were the central concern of persons
no matter whether they lived in a society characterized by mechanical -
solidarity, in which the common sentiments and systems of acting
are more apparent, or in organic solidarity, in v;rhich‘ it appears that
the mutuality of exchange and dependence might .in itself account

for the apparent order.29 The utilitarian view of organic solidarity

would have been as Adam Smith had itin The Wealth of Nations--
basically that mutual dependence and trade linked persons together so

completely,and the system of linkages eventually became so ramified,
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that it fused with the total system of mutual human involvement.
That is, the tendencies observed in market relations between
persons eventually applied to all aspects of life.

This division of labor, from which so many advantages

are derived, is not originally the effect of any human

wisdom, which foresees and intends that general

opulence to which it gives occasion. It is the necessary

though very slow and gradual, consequence of a certain

propensi?( to truck, barter, and exchange one thing for

another.30

Rejecting this scheme, Durkheim ob served that the generali-

zation of utilitarian theory fails to exhaust, even for purely econo-
mic transactions, the elements which are actually found in market
relations and which must exist prior to them if the market situation
is to remain at all. '"What is omitted is the fact that these trans-
actions are actually entered into in accordance with a body of
binding rules which are not part of the ad hoc agreement of the
parties."31 What has been called the "institution of contract”
has not been entersd into by any set of contracting parties expli-
citly, but is assumed by them at the time they enter the contract.
It must have existed prior to and independently of the participants
in any exchange. Further, these are not only legal rules of
transactions. While social interchange of any kind might be
conceptualized as exchange between persons, these exchanges

take place in the context of a system of customary rules, conven-

tions and systems of informal obligations informally enforced.
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An important impiication of this line of thought for P.arsons‘
work is that this critique of utilitarian theory emphasized the con-
tinuing nature of the system of rules over time. The elements of
utilitarian theory contain no basis for order, without the introduc-
tion of factors outside the utilitarian system. But even if such
factors are admitted, utilitarianism provides no continuing context
in which similar transactions among men could occur at another
time. The duration of market rela.tic;ns among men is normally
short. Under strict utilitarian assumptions, there is no reason
for men to hit upon particularly adequate arrangements of contrac-
tual relations again, even if they managed to do so once. This
raises the important theoretical problem of how to account for
the continuation of a system of rules over time. Parsons has
found it necessary to make this maintenance of basic patterns one
of his prime concerns.

The rules relied upon in utilitarianism as they supposedly
emerge from the transactions among people are purely regulative
in character. They rely for their force on thé assumption that
the reason for being committed to them at all is the mutual desire
for gain of the contragting parties. The rules have no binding
character, no moral force, of themselves. They are merely

part of the apparatus of conducting transactions among persons.
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However, the fact that Durkheim placed major emphasis
on the-moral relevance of-the rules appearing to be external to -
contractual relations points up two important aspects of these rules.
They are not simply part of the hardware of doing business. The
rules have taken on a moral aspect that merely agreed-upon
regulations would not have. Also, since this is so, it is the commit-
ment of individuals to these rules that gives them their impact on
human conduct. Thus, Durkheim can not be interpreted purely as.
a cultural determinist who hypothesized the simplistic control
over individuals of some 'group mind," or social determinism
agent.32 Commitment to the rules ancl. institutions of a society
was what gave these their force in regulating conduct. It was the
essentially moral character of people, leading them to make co;'rect
choices in terms of rules and to be committed to the outcomes of
the choices they made, that characterized soci;.l life.

At this point we see one of the "convergences"33 Parsons
focuses upon in his treatment of Durkheim, Pareto,' Marshall
and Weber. Concerning Pareto, we saw that Parsons concludes
there are points of contact between logical action and non-logical
action, in that action which is essentially logical can also be a
manifestation of sentiment concerning the action itself. Parsons
felt that Pareto was pointing to ways in which ends of action take on

elements of sentiment, as well as utility for the system of action
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itself. It was argued that this was recognition on Parsons! part
that an act could be desired as well as "correct” in terms of
necessities. Similarly, in Durkheim, .We see tila.t necessary
rules, those actually making social life possible, are also the
object of commitment on the part of the persons who live within
the framework of these rules. It is the commitment of these
persons that gives the system of- rules its measure of control
over human conduct. This double emphasis (of n’ecessity and
commitment) is a main theme in the theory of social action
developed by Parsons.

In Durkheim, Parsons also found material for his later
concern with systems of symbols and their relations to systems
of human acfion and personality. Inherent in the constellation of
rules for conduct, there comes to be a value system. This system
not only directs the ends of specific acts, but it governs all the
actions of individuals. The organization in this system of values
comes to be reflected in the organized activities of persons. This
system of values is manifested as conditions under which certain
kinds of acts are appropriate. Thus the system both defines the
jmmediate ends of action and embodies a set of rules covering the
complex of specific actions. From Durkheim's concern for order
and its explanation, it follows that the system of rules must be tied

ultimately to the concerns of persons. It is not enough that action
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follow rules; for those rules to be operative, they must be shared
and related to the general concerns of persons. This is shown

in Durkheim'®s treatment of anomie, 34

the case in which the
individual is deprived of a systematic, stable arrangement of
socially given norms, and in which the moral quality of conduct
is reduced.

Thus, Parsons finds support for his notion' that action is
always essentially normative. Not only is it normative, but the
norms to which action is related form a systematic whole. This
whole is reflected at three levels of generality that have come to
concern Parsons in his later writings. These are the personality
level, indicated in Durkheim's Qork by the emphasis on individual
commitment to norms; the social system level, in which actual
behavioral manifestations of the commitment to norms are found;
and the cultural level, consisting of the collection of symbols
which have meaning in terms of the norms and performances
based on them.

Parsons thus isolated three important phases of theoretical
thinking that were to remain part of his work thereafter. These
are the three levels of abstraction that he calls the personality
system, the social system, and the cultural system. In main
outline, they have the characteristics he found in Durkheim's
treatment of these abstractions. They are intimately related to

each other via the congruence of the motivations to act, the act
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itself, and the régulative system current in culture that governed
the act. Parsons had seen Marshall's :;ejection of the assumption
of the randomness of ends in utilitarian economic theory and his
substitution of the notion that ends become 'adjusted to life.'’

In Pa:L;eto, Parsons found that this insight was again confirmed,
si._nce even in Pareto's classification of acts into logical and non-
logical, there is indication that actions are normatively oriented,
and that these actions are tied to life expefiences. Logical
actions (those that logically relate ends and means) also become
objects of sentiment. Persons tend to become committed to
activities that are essential to their welfare, or at least to the
maintenance of the system of so.cial relations that comes to be
common in a group. At least some such actions could also be
called "logical," since they are carried out according to rules
agreed to be "cc-»rrect" with respect to efficiently relating means
and ends. Tilere see.m to be obvious implications here for the
sociology of knowledge.

In Durkheim, Parsons finds reason to advance his position
further. Durkheim showed that even in the most contractual
relationships, there is an external and prior systerﬁ of normative
elements regulating how the contracts are to be carried out. This
normative system has the support of those it regulates, if it is to
have force at all. There is an obvious parallel here with Pareto

in that some logical actions also have the support of ""sentiments."
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Finally, Durkheim argued that the normative elements manifested
in social relationships form a system, a whole which is articulated
with life experiences of persons governed by the norms, and which
becomes generalized both to regulate specific acts and to provide

a general framework of rules within which persons find meaning.

We will see that these main ideas, combined with some take-n
from Weber, constitute the basis on which Parsons builds his
system of action. They are never really abandoned. Apparently,
no matter how Parsons states his arguments, or which part of his
system he is focusing on, he means to imply these elements of
his system..

Parsons is concerned with Weber's work on capitalism
particularly as it relates to the place of values in sociological
fheory. Weber!s interest in capitalism consists in showing how
it could be theoretically accounted for in the history of Western
civilization, especially since he holds that certain aspects of that
history parallel that of other parts of the world at various ‘I:imes.35
Specifically, his interest is in rational capitalism, or the rational
organization of free labor into a productive unit. This kind of
organization is one aspect of the concept of '"bureaucracy,' which
jnvolves the organization of persons pursuiné specific ends.while
serving the larger ends of the organization a.sla. unit, which might

be quite impersonally conceived. In this kind of organization, the
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office is thought of as a calling in which the tasks impose ob-
ligations on the incumbents. Thus a bureaucracy, ‘which has

the same general features as the rational organization of modern
capitalism, has a compulsive yet voluntaristic el.ernent. Once
the person is involved in the system his action is oriented toward
goals W?zich carry individual rewards and sanctions for ther per-
formance. These goals are organized on a higher level in terms
of the total goals of the system within which each person's

special interests are arranged. These higher goals, moreover,
are usually beyond the control of the incumbents of specific offices
iﬁ the bureaucratic structure. Tbis is especially the case when
the whole organization of Western capitalism is viewed as essen-
tially a type of bureaucracy. Weber accounts for the goals of

the system as a whole by examining tl:.Le "ultimate goals and

value attitudes'' that are ""anchored ir; and in part dependent on a
definite metapﬁysical syst.:em of idea.s.”36 This accounts for his
attention to religious ideas in relation .to the lirllﬂuence they have
on capitalism. | .'This eventually brings Weber to conclude that
there is a close functional relationship among the activities of
man as they are oriented to specific goals in systems, and ultimate
goals toward which those systems are in turn directed, and the
dominant metaphysical systeﬁ or meaning arrangements men hold.

This argument constitutes a major theme in The Protestant Ethic
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and the Spirit of Capitalism,as well as a theme on which Parsons

finds it useful to enlarge.

The theoretical beginning point for Weber, and for Parsons,
is the standard of intrinsic rationality, or efficiency. The ultimate
value element comes into Weber's work with the system of attitudes
associated with religion. These attitudes aretaken as data by
Weber and called ''religious interests."3? Religious interests be-
come associated w:'.xth the ways in Which. men make a living through
a manifestation of these interests in attitudes toward work. Thus
Weber seems to be seeing a systematic interrelation among ideas
of an "ultimate' nature, specific prescriptions for conduct which
are closely as sé:ciated with these but distinct from them, and the
actual activities in which men engage. This could all be set ina
context of voluntarism, since each man is concerned only with his
set of specific interests. He might not be aware of (probably is
not aware of) the greater systematic arrangement of these three
aspects of social life. Thus man could go about his business, for-
mulating his actions according to given specifics of the situations
in which he acted, in accordance with his particular conception of
values, while in the main being under the general influence of the
systems of ultimate values current in society as well as the patterns

of action of other men.



XII. OUTLINE OF PARSONS' THEORY'

The previous chapter attempted to show by consideration

of Parsons' theoretical-historical essays in The Structure of Social

Action that certain issues in the history of social thought are of
importance to Parsons' own theorizing. These issues have been
developed as the major relevant insights of the four thinkers Parsons
treats, and the main breakdowns in the utilitarian conception of‘the
relationships of means to ends and ends to each other. In the present
chapter, the main conclusions of the substantive work jus't reviewed
will be related to certain fundamental issues in the general theory of
action as it is found in the later Parsons. This will establish thait,
Whiie Parsons does indeed '"change'' in some respects, his thought
should be understood as bei:ng all o'f a piece. The main problem

with Parsons' work in this regard will be whether or not all the
elements of it are capable of fitting into the same theoretical scheme.

Parsons argues that his work in The Structure of Social

Action was to dis.cover and document convergences in the writings of
members of divergent "scho.ols" of social thought. Several of these
convergences were poi;xted out .in the previous chapter. The immense
problem Parsons has set for himself is to unite these convergent elements

into a single theory of social action, while avoiding the pitfalls and blind
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alleys of the '"schools' from which the theoretical elements are taken.
This chapter will demonstrate that, indeed, Parsons does employ

the theoretical insights documented in The Structure of Social Action

in his theory, as well as some others that he finds congenial.

We will now turn to 2 preliminary sketch of Par sons' theory.
After this, the following two chapters will treat Parsons® voluntaristic
emphasis, from which a distinct model .of man emerges, and his de-
terministic emphasis, in which a different and less specific model
of man is implied. This will have the effect of dividing Parsons! theory
and examining one half of it at a time. The chapter following tbLese
examinations will again unite the theory with special regard to the
models of man.

One of Parsons' main concerns has been to spell out his
"action frame of reference'' as completely as possible.?’8 When he
begins with individual actioézs and the problem of how to conceptualize
them, he usually starts with the actor in a situation. He holds this
actor -situation combination to be the main “precipitaté" of utilitarian
theory.39 That is, the fundamental aspects.of social a<;tion for Parsons
are (1) the actor, involved in (2) 2 situation, which includes (3) goals
towarci which the actor would lil.ce to move.40 The technolog;'.c-al aspect
of how the actor moves toward his goals is included in the conceét of the

‘means-ends scheme. We saw that no matter how the strict utilitarian

scheme is formulated, it always involves a problem of the ends of action.
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This is the weakness of utilitarianism for Parsons. Since the ends of
action are not specified, it is i;(npossible to speak about order in social
action coming out of 2 simple linking up of means to ends ;l the ends
must be regulated somehow. This does not violate the fact that con-
ceptualizing action in terms of means and ends is useful. It remains
the starting point for Parsons' action frame of reference.

This conceptual starting point implies certain logically-related
questions which Parsons recogn;zes. If action is to be conceived in
terms of means and ends, the social régulation of the ends themselves
might ultimately lead to complete social control over the ends. Since
the means to ends are governed by the notion of intrinsic rationality,
this leads to the conclusion that the regulation of means would be a
consequence of the specific regulation of ends. Action in roles would
therefore be uniform. This is the extreline "sociologistic'' position
that Parsons wishes to avoid. Avoiding thi; problem is c-ritical to
the success of the theory of action, since action, while having its
ends somehow regulated, is also conceived to be voluni:a.ristic.41

The solution to this problem involves a shift away from the
simple conceptualization of action as somehow *programmed' into actors,
and therefore determined, and toward account o.f the "organiéation of
the actor's orientations to a si'cuation.”é‘2 The emphalsis here is on
the actor's system of organization of 'action, and away from the organi-

zation of ends of action for actors. The distinction is crucial. Ordered
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social actions a.re. not conceived as especially rigid types of acts or
arrangements of action into which an actor must "fit." Rather, the
order observed in social life is conceived as a re.sult'of the interaction
of actors who are oriented similarly to goals and situations. As such
actors meet each other, their activities are not "determined,' in
the sense that they are preplanned or pre-ordaine‘d; actors are. not
robots. However, the organizations of the actors! orientations to
situations ensures that, when all is working well, the actors themselves
will wish to act in ways that might be predicted if an observer were
familiar with the actors' personal systems of orientation. These acts
certainly are predicted by those with whom the actors come in contact.
Thus, the utilitarian s;heme of goals and means remains.
Actors are the authors of their own actions. The problem of establish-
ing the orientations of actors is essentially one of establishing the
criteria by which they are liable to evaluate given objects in their
field of action. This is the aspect of social action toward which
Marshall, Pareto, Durkheim and Weber were pointing. Action becomes
normatively oriented via cultural, symbolic representafions that are
both external to and internalized by the actor. The internal-external
distinction is important. Abstracted as the cultural system, the set
of symbols constituting the generalized values among men in collecti-
vities can be said to exist outside the persons that carry them. They
can be passed among persons, and they remain when individual contri-

butors to them are no longer present. But to be important to behavior,
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the representations (the ''culture") have to be '"internal" to the
actors. To have all the éroperﬁ-e"s that make ;°.t seem "-external"
to the participants in it, it mustbe internal to them, s;.nce it is
not reasonable to speak of ideas, symbols, and the like having a.n
existence in an ontoiogical sense.

The facts that action is normative in Parsons! theory and
that it shows the impact of culture raise the problem of the nature
of man as a cultural being. Obviously, there is a sense in which
individual attitudes and systems of value are the culture; there is also
a sense in which each person does not participate in the whole of the
culture. Parsons tries to keep the distinction between these two
senses clear by saying that the cultural system is "articulated with,"
or "interpenetrates'' the personality of the actor.43

All of this .is to be kept separate from Parsons' social system,
which is neither the culture, nor the personality of the individual actor,
but a separate ''system of a.ction."44 That is, the social system con-
sists of the actiial components of ;:he actions that are transmitted and
received among interacting persons or collectivities. To be social
action, it must be the non-random action of two or more actors in-
volved in the same culture; this action is motivated in each actor
according to the orientations to action that are shared between them.45

The antecedents of this kind of theoretical action are probably seen

best in Parsons! discussion of Weber's Protestant Ethic and the Spirit
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of Capitalism. Weber points out that it is the particular elements of
orientation. having their origins in Protestantism that fit in with the
demands of capitalism. These issue in the specific system of values
that is termed the '"Protestant ethic.” Individuals having the ""ethic'
are likely to design.’cheir activities, (;:hat is, to make choices.among
alternatives to action), to fit the ethic in that specific kinds of eco-
nc;mic behavior ("capita.liétic" activity) will be the result. This
example shows héw Parsons -argues it is possible to have a highly
generalized cultural standard "internalized" in individuals, while not
at the same time assuming th.at the cultur;e specifically "deterrr-n'.nes"
action for individuals.

An aspect of social life empha.sized by Durkheim, and dis-
covered in Pareto, was that persons show cornm;tment to the norma-
tive structure théy follow. This commitment ié important to Parsons’
system of analyzing social action, since it provides a vehicle for
maintaining the voluntaristic element of action, while restricting it
to certain acts aimed toward certain ends. It also raises the problem
of the socialization of motivation. Parsons argues that the role (the
interlinking of rights and duties associated with a staus) is the basic
unit of social systems .46 A role does not exhaust the personal reper-
tory of individual actors in the theoretical situation in which the role
is involved, but it does pllace demands on persons from the point of view

of the social system, a system of roles itself. If roles are to be
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enacted in a way that fits the needs of the social systefn as a whole,
persons have to be motivated to act according to role prescriptions.
Since the role is at the social system level of abstraction, in a theore-
tical sense, it is the meeting point of voluntaristic action and cultur-
ally prescz;ibed dexﬁands. Persons must be induced to volunteer their
actions in accordance with the demands placed by the role and arti-
culated to the individual via the cultural system. These demands are
worked out through a system of reciprocal expectations and duties of
the role that are inherent in the structure of the role system itself.
Thus, a role always implies a complimentarity of actioﬁs among two
or more persons. Since cultural.determinism is to be avoided, yet
neqessiﬁes of the system above the individual level are to be attended
to, the ;ystem of roles must be engaged both to satisfy the individuals
that volunteering for the role is 'right" for them, and to maintain
the functional role vis-a-vis the s.ocial .sy'stem i.t:self.‘}7

The problem of how to achieve this double aspect of role
behavior is solved by the socialization of motivation and by the
structure of the role system itself. In a general sense, the individual
takes on the staﬁdards and ideals of his group ir the process of sociali-
zati.on.“’t8 That is, these become part of his -per.sonality. He is social-
ized so that situations in which alternatives are involved will be little
or no problem for him. He will know how to act, since he will have

learned criteria for making choices concerning the behaviors required
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of him. The summary statement of this is that the mechanism of
socialization has ensured that, given alternatives, the individual will
be motivated to act in accordance with cultural standards.

It is not necessary here to take up the process of socializa-
tion specifically, as long as it is understood how it is conceived by
Parsons. Essentially, socialization harnesses the diffuse needs and
organic desires of the individual and directs them into socially approved
channels. Gradually, the individual comes to be gratified in social
relationships by rewards éthers are capable of giving him. He is
also able to reward persons in socially expected and approved ways.
Once this kind of socialization ha._s been completed, each individual
role player has a p.art of the total conformity-maintaining mechanism
aunder his control, since each has the capacity to r.eward the other.

It can be seen that, since roles involve a set of expectations
and rights, each role's rights become its opposite number's duties.
Sanctionssomay be brought into play by each actor because, due to
.the process of socialization, persons have the capability of rewarding
or punishing each other. Role behavior becomes contingent upon
the rewards and sanctions that pass between Actor and others. Persons
will want to do those things that amount to the duties of their roles,
because the persons to whom those duties are rights will hold the
power of negative sanction (punishment), as well as the power to

51
reward correct performance.
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This is only half the story, however. We saw that internally,
individual role players come to an understanding of the foles they
play and the i‘deals of the culture they carry. From the position
developed just above, it may seem that role beh:avior is impésed
. on the role player through a system of punishments and rewards.
While this is true, the individual also appreciates the roles for their
own sake. That is, he wants to perform according to role prescrip-
tions. Role playing according to the system's demands is itself
internally gratifying.sz There is a convergence, then, of the role
player's desires for action with the desires of other role players.
Thus, conformity as a direct means of fulfilling internal desires
tends to coincide with the conditions under which the role player
will be rewarded by others.

This discussion demonstrates the fine line Parsons draws
between the demands of voluntarism on the one hand and cultural
and social determinism on the other. Without one side or the other
of this double gratification scheme (internal-external) he has worked
out, his system would deteriorate into either one based on external
force or one based on internal individual desires. In either case, this
would throw him back into the 'utilitarian dilemma..”53 Force alone
would stand outside the action ;ystem vis~-a-vis any.a.ctor, making this
very similar to Hobbes' solution to the problem of order. The other

side of the double gratification system alone would put Parsons squarely
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in the psychological determinism department, which might deny the
existence and need for culture and social system abstractions alto-
gether. It has been pointed out that the subtleties of the Parsonian
scheme involve matters of emphasis, rather than clear diﬁerencés

in statements or contradictions. This is particularly the case here.
When the question is one of <;hoice in the system involving actors and
their inter.a.ctions , the emphasis on one or the other side of the double
gratification scheme will make all the difference.

Certainly so long as it may be supposed that actors choose
the same actions voluntaristically as would be chosen for them exter-
. nallY, no difficulty arises. But if these two choices diverge, the
question becomes one of defining whether internal or external agents
for determining action are likely to win out. This internal-external
duality runs through much of Parsonian theory.: It is pointed up
especially in his consideration of deviance as esse-ntially voluntaristic
action, and social control as imposed constraint, or in his categories
of types of deviance and their paired categories of successful social

54

control.

In reviewing The Structure of Social Action, we saw that

Parsons pays special attention to aspects of theories that supply
theoretical reasons for rples being whét they are in society. That is,
it is one thing to say that the social system can not be arranged so that
the ends of action within it are random, another to notice that ends of

action tend to become identified with certain sectors of social life. It
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is quite another still to give an account of why actions tend to get
institutionalized in the particular patterns they do. The account of
how this happens thus forms a very crucial pai‘t of Parsons! theory.
Up to this point, it has been suggested that Parsons can account °
theoretically for the role behavior of individuals, for the impact'of
culture on personality and on behavior itself. If we have followed
Parsons this far, we have tentatively agreed tﬂat socialization can
be relied upon to prepare persons for role playing by committing
them to certain kinds of needs that will be gratified internally when
role behavior is performeci and will be attended to externally through
. the rewards received from other actors for correct role behavior.

It would be unreasonable to stop before accounting for the roles them-
selves and why certain ones tend be those which becdme sanctioned
as well as gratifying. As with the social system itself, it will be
impossible to rely on individual determination to account for the
structure of roles. Similarly, it is argued that '"culture'' can not
contain prescriptions for any roles whatever. i&oles ml..lst‘ be tied

to the needs of the person as well as to the system's need to main-
tain itself.

In accounting for the kinds of roles that Parsons sees as
basic in social systems, we will be laying the groundwork for his
notion of functional prerequisites of systems. The following four
paragraphs outline the thinking underlying the idea of the four func-

tional problems that are to be dealt with in due course. These four
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problems are adaptation, goal attainment, integration and tension
management-latency. 56, .

‘To account for roles, Parsons goes first to the basic
motivational elements in role behavior. Rolés are played because
gratifications accrue to the individual role player. Gratifications
are goth external and internal to the individual. Beginning with
the external, Parsons postulates that the means of gratification
are inherently scarce. This postulate comes from the "'scarce
resources' foundation of economic theory.57 This meax;s that
rewards in the system must be controlled, since if they were not,
and rewards remained scarce, great confusion and conflict
would be introduced into the system via unrestrained competition.
Thus the system itself is seen as requiring that rewards be dis-
tributed é,ccording to some culturally established arrangement.
Thié means that a crucial category of norms in the system will
be concerned with the regulation of rewards and their distribution
in the system. Roles coming specifically under this system of
norms are directly associated with this functional problem.

The obverse of designating a role as helping to control
the allocation of rewards in the system is designation of it as
being integrative. Acc;ording to Parsons, roles which pertain' to
the allocation of rewards have functions for the system both in

terms of allocation itself, and in terms of integration, since roles

concerning allocation of resources also serve to knit the system



152

together. Without the allocative function of certain roles there

" would be chaos. With the allocati.ve function, there is integration
through the reduction of disruption in the system from undue compe-
tition. The role players are abiding by a system of rules which
pertain to the very foundations of integrated role behavior itseif--
the allocation of gratifications. . Thus there is a two-pronged reason
why social systems have to rely upon norms (and therefore roles)
that are concerned with the allocation of resources. The personality
systems of actors require such norms in order to design their
actions according to institutionalized expect;.tions of rewards.
Also, the system requires the same set of norms (and therefore‘
roles), since without it, the system as a relatively stable and
harmonious whole could not be maintained. Thus, there is an
internal and an external reason, from the point of view of the actor,
why there should be a system of norms and roles focused a.v.rou.nd

the allocative-integrative aspects of social life. The allocative

and the integrative dimensions theref.ore define together two cate-
gories of roles. These two are associated with two of the "func-
tional problems" or functional prerequisites of social syste;ns.

If these two funcfiona.l problems are not solved,(as well as others

to be developed below) social systems, according to Parsons' theory,
could not exist. These préblems are named ''integration' and ''goal

attainment."
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Also from the scarce resources postuiate, it follows that
no matter how well thé allocative -integrative roles are performed,
it is practically impossible to conceive of a system in which no
strain or disruption occurs, either because of frustrated desires
internal to actors, or because of failures in the system's role
performances to allocate rewards aﬁpropriately. This is simply
a way of saying that, given scarce resources and the need for
control of the allocation of these resources,. strains will occur,
both for the system and for the individual. Thus, to alleviate the
adverse consequences that follow from the fact that resources
are limited, there needs to be a system of roles and norms focused
on the problem of tension and its reduction. This role area, then,
is named the '"latency' or the 'tension management" function. This
is the necessa.ry funct.ion both .of organizing the me.ans of reduction
of tensions in the system, and maintaining value patterns over time.
This will be taken up in detail in Chapter XIV.

Finally, derived from the fact that to act, persons must
have the energy for action, and from the fact that if there are no
persons, there is no action in the social system, a very important
sector of the role system is focused on the production of "means."
That is, all the other role areas mentioned up to this point- have
been contingent upon the prodﬁction of resources for the social system
and for the individual. Without this, no action exists. Pa‘rsons

associates this fact with the need of social systems to adapt
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instrumentally to their'environment. . The '‘adaptation'' prere-
quisite thus defives directly from -the fact 1-:hat social .systems are
not conceived as passive, but are active in the sense that their
ends of action require "means.'" The adapting social system uses
energy placed ét its diséosal by.actors playing particularly adaptive
roles, from the point of view of the system.

In view of the discussion here, it seems appropriate to
answer some of Parsons' critics who argue that he assumes stability
and harmony in his 1:heory.5 8 He is not assuming the complete
congruence of social action, role prescriptions and culturally deter-
mined ideals. The system places great emphasis on the mechanisms
that deal with the disruptive results of allocating scarce resources
among recipiants in the system. Thus, at any one time, the working
system may appear to be characterized by consensus, although
Parsons does not assume consensus as a starting point.

We have seen that it is Parsons! problem to account for
social order without relying on any kind of pure "determmism"--
psychological, social, cultural, or biological. 'i'his does not mean,
however, that he does not place heavy emphasis on each of these.
On the contra:ry, these four aspects of life form the main concerns
for Parsons, but they are concerns insofar as they may be _related
together systematically, not one by one. It has been pointed out that,

to avoid any of the determinisms, Parsons set out to develop a
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scheme into which they all fit, (in that they are all accounted for)
but in which none has a total determining impact on behavior, at
either the system or the individual level. Since each of the four
aspects of determinism were seen as playing some part in the total
resulfant social life, they could each be seen as placing certain
demands on it. These four aspects of life in terms of their de-
mands placed upon persons and social systems and in relation to
their contributions to life constitute Parsons'® notion of the system
problems that have to be met for life in society to go on. He
argues that when a collectivity has successfully met these problems,
a society has been formed and can maintain itself.59 The integra-
tion of these kinds of determinism, and the meeting of the demands
they place on social life, constitute the main outline of Parsons’
notion of "system,' which referes to.the ways in which each of these,
usually referred t§ as subsystems, contributes to and demands
certain things from the system which involves all of them.

In The Structure of Social Action, Parsons documents his

view that social life places demands. that are understandable in
terms of the biological environment, the personality, the society,
and the culture. These main categories have been formalized and
related to the main problems of establishing society just discussed
in the following way. Since ends of action could not remain random

in a collectivity, a role and norm system was implied which regulated
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the sector of social life concerned with the allocafion of rewards
available in the system. This led to concern with the integration
of elements of the society in conformity with the way in which
rewards were distributed. It followed that, since resources were
scarce, and since priorities had to be set in terms of the appro-
priate ends of action, strains would be placed on the system in
relation to the severif,y of the allocations problem. Therefore; a
persistent problem for the system would be the alleviation of
tensions thus created and the maintenance of the patterns of allo-
cation and integration made necessary by the scarceness of re-
sources in relation to wants. These problems are related back
to the specific levels of analysis mentioned in relation to the
subsystems of the total system--biological, personality, social
and cultural.
The four main system problems just described were

formalized into the following four 'functional categories."6o

1. the concern with the maintenanc;e of the highest "gove-rning"
or controlling patterns of the system ('pattern mainf.:enance"),

2. the internal integration of the syst;am ("integration'),

3. the orientation to the attainment of goais in the sy's'tem ("goal
attainment'), and 4. adaptation to the system!'s enviromner.lt
( "a.dapta.tior-l"‘) .

The first category, pattern maintenance, is organized



' 157

around the cultural system, since it is uniquely cﬁlture which
deals only in the symbolic sfatements of the patterns as they
are at any one time. Second, itis the social system which
“contains'' the actual role enactments. The interlinking nature
of these roles concerns itself with the mutuality of expectations
and duties, as was seen above. The social system is therefore
mainly functional for the total system in.terms of its '"integration'
of it. Third, the personality system is the abstractior; which for
Parsons is closest to the idea of the person. Since action for
actors {[usually persons) is ultimately conceived as voluntarist-ic,
it is the person who is involved with orienting himself to the
situation and acting in it. That is, goals in relation ._ to situations
are always being set by persons. It is appropriate that the
'goal-attainment'’ problem should be organized around the person-
élity system, si;xce it is this system that works out the means of
attaining each goal. Finally, the problem of "adaptation" to the
environment is the problem of the organism to survive. .While
societal survival is not a.ltogetizer a non-social problem, it
ultimately rests on materialistic problems most associated with
the maintenance of the organism itself. These relationships are
illustrated in Figure 1, page 158.

Parsons has argued that functions are focused aroﬁnd the

four areas illustrated in Figure 1. Therefore, within the voluntaristic
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Functional Subsystems of the Action '
Problems System (The 'Interaction Material
of Systems Environments'') Base
Pattern Maintenance Cultural System

Integration Social System

Goal Attainment Personality System

Adaptation Behavioral

Organism

Fig. 1.--The relationships between the functional problems
of systems of action, the subsystems of an action system, and the
material base of social life. ‘

context of actors acting in a situation, certain guides have to be

set for the development of actions which will enhance the functions
of each of the areas. That is, we have already mentioned that the
social, cultural and personality systems interpenetrate in that

none alone is responsible for actions. The ways in which this pene-
tration is accomplished from the cultural system, into the per-
sonality system, via the social system, have been formalized

into the ''pattern variable' scheme.61

The ,pattern variables, or
sets of "ailemmas" or alt‘ernatives, constitute a description of

the fundamental c}.mices that have to be made before action in a
situation is possible. The interpretation of the pattern variables
is particularly crucial for the probiem of where to locate choice

in the system, a problem which is to be examined in the following

chapters where the model(s) of man in Parsons! theory are examined.
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We noticed that it was imperative for Parsons to keep the
interlocking nature of role enactments dependent on both an
external (to the actor) contingency and an internal one. The
removal of either would have necessitated psychological determinism
or an extreme sociologistic position relative to the selection of
actions for actors. The "dilemmas' of action must be seen both
as dilemmas for the ”sys'tem," in t};at the system requires certain
actions be performed'in certair; ways, and "dilemmas" for the
actor; insofar as action is voluntaristic, cho'ices conce;:ning how to
act are personal to actors.

The pattern variables (alternatives describing required
choices for action) have been at the center of considerable

62

controversy about Parsons!’ theéry. From the origins of this

scheme in the early 1940’5?3it has .grown and shrunk, chénged the

name for certain of the variables, and undergone severe criticism.

Since the pattern variables have had this history, it will be useful

to examine several of Parsons! treatments of them as texts from

which to develop them in this péper. The notion of what the

pattern variables are will be discussed and they will be linked

with the problem of choice in voluntaristic systems, a basic concern

of this pa.per.64
It has been emphasized that because of the nature of social

action, choices have to be made concerning acts. These choices

fall into 2nalytical categories, according to Parsons. Choices in
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each one of the categoriés have to be made befoz;e any action
is possible. The choices necessary fall into one of t\-avo general
types. They are either choices about how the objects in the
social world are to be categorized by the actor, or choices
about what attitude the actor himself will take toward objects.
65

The first set of choices Parsons calls the '"modality set''; it
deals with how the objects themselves will Ee viewed. ;Ihe second
set of choices, the "orientation set,"66 concerns the attitudes of
the actor himself to. the objects as 1.:hey are. These choices are
based.'on Parsons! model of the social act. DBefore action can’
occur and have meaning to the actor, the objects of action must
be observed and categorized according to the nature of the object
itself, the actor must assume a certain attitude toward the object,
and he must decide whether or not to act in the ways available to
him in the situation.

These same choices are required at the social system level
as well. The roles that ""ought' to be played from the viewpoint
of the functional necessiti'es of .social systems have certain re-
quirements that can be formalized into the same pattern variables .67
Parsons brings these two sets of choices and requirements together,
as we have seen. The actor becomes willing to volunteer action

which fits in with the demands made by the social system itself.

Thus internally motivated action on the part of the actor tends to
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coincide with externally required action (from the actor's point

of view.) Thus as Bales points out in his discussions of small
groups as systems,68 some persons fall into .;,pecific roles which
appear to be very functional for the system as a whole. The
"expressive leader' is an example of this kind of 'volunteered'

.role behavior which is also, in the sense emplo,y(;,d here, den;a.nded
by the social systerﬁ for its survival.

In the "orientation' set of choices concerning how the
actor will view fhe objects, .the pattern variables are, ''specificity-
diffuseness' and "affectivity-affective neutrality.” Be;ginning with
the' ”orient.ation s.et, " Parsons argues that the mlnunu.m orienta-
tioné an actor needs for action are:

i. whether to take an "affective'' or ''neutral' attitude
tqward the objec:t.69 A basic el;ement of ;fa.milir relatio-ns is affecti‘-
vity, whereas a basic element in the relationship of professional
to client is neutrality. The theoretical meaning here lies in how
long the actor ought to delay gratifications in order to realize
benefits. In families, gratificé.tions are usually emphasized in the
short run (affectivity), whereas professional relationsﬁps usually
provide the ''pay-off'' after long delay.

2. .whether.to take a ”specific” or ''diffuse' attitude
toward the object.7o This dich'otomy in-dica.te.s the in;'lividual's

dilemma of whether to consider the object in relation to specific
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aspects of it, or in relation to its totality of attributes. We
would expect the normal actor to take specific attitudes toward
businéss associates and diffuse ones toward his family members.
Before introducing the '"modality set' of pattern variables,
which deals with objects' categox-'izations, it w.'ill be useful to see
how the ''orientation set" is associated with the social system level
of genera;,liza.tion and thé system problems.71 It has been pointed
out that Parsons considers the pattern variables to be associated
with the basic problems of actors in making choices for action.
They thus have an individual level meaning. They are also asso-
ciated with the four system problems discussed above in the follow-
ing way. When an affectively neutral attitude is combined with
one of '"specificity'' toward an object, the combination is appro-
priate for attitude;s of "interest in instrumental u‘tiliza.tion."72
In plain language, this ﬁeans that the objects are being vievx;ed by
the actor as appropriate for his use in relation toa goal which
he wants to achieve. This is associated with the production of
"means' for the system of rol‘es as a whole, and therefore an
-appropr‘iate set of attitudes toward the object for the ""adaptation
function.'" If the attitude remains specifically traineé on one or
a few att.ributes of the object, but the decision for immediate
gratification is made ("affectivity''), then the set of the two pattern
variables in this combiéxation is co.rrect for the ''goal attainment

function,' the second of the four functional problems. This is so
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because it is in the "attainment" of a goal that gfatiﬁcations are
realized. Thus "af.fectivity" is. the correct attitude toward an
object considered. as a "spe;:ific" goal.

If'diffuseness" .is s'eleci.:ed as characteristic of the
actor's a.ttitude towarci the object, as well as "affectivity,' the
function pf ""integration' is served best, since;, the object i.s being
oriented to m terms of ‘gratification, and in relation to its
totality of attributes--it is thus 'integrated' into the system con-
taining actor and object. If ”diféuseness" a'nd neutrality'! are
selected by actor, his attitud:es toward tize obj;ect are apéropriate
to 'the "'pattern maintenance' function, since the individual’s diffuse
view of the whole object is ;:ombined with a long term commitment
to interaction with it, thereby maintaining an interaction pattern
over time.

The way‘ in which the first two pattern variables, those
concerned with how (specificity-diffuseness) and for how long
(affectivity -affective neutrality) to hold attitudes, are manipulated
by the actor has considerable relevance to the social system's
maintenance as a functioning whole. The way the actor sees his
role in terms of the pattern variables appropriate to attitudes
partially determines the social system problem that will be most
associated with the actor!'s performance. Thus, there is again the

double emphasis on the actor as volunteer of action and the actor
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as functionary in service of the systefn‘s needs. | The problem of
which level makes the choice for action, and how the choice could
become a problem within this theory, is again observed.
Concerning the "modality set'" of pattern variables (“per-

formance -quality'' and "l;niversa.lism-'particularism"), the p;:oblem
is not one of the .a.ctor's attitudes toward the ’object., but of defining
the object itself .73 Taking '""performance -quality" first, the
dilemma is whether to evah;,ate the social object-according to its
own attributes or for its attainments. Thus an.a.ttitude character-
ized by "quality" concerns the object's ''being,'" while "performance"
evaluateé the ol;ject in relation to its cor-npetenc-es or at.taimnents.
In the dilemma of '"universalism-particularism,"” _the problem for
the actor is wheth.er or not to evaluate the objec-t objectively. As
Parsons put it, this dichotomy concerns

the criteria for the eligibility of services in a functional

role. The criteria for eligibility of the services of a

physician was to be sick, which is defined as an objectively

determinable condition which "might happen to anyone'' (uni-

versalism). On the other hand, the obligations of kinship

applied only to persons standing in a particular pre-existing

relationship to the actor.74

As with the ""orientation set' of pattern variables, these two

types of dilemmas co;ncerning how to. evaluate objects in the actor's
perview also articulate with the four system problems.75 I objects
are evaluated universalistically for their performance, they are

objects of "utility,' and therefore fit to be utilized by the actor.

This utilization of objects for their .value is appropriate for the
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"adaptation" function. If objects are evaluated pé.rticularistically

for their pérformance, they are "objects of cathexis' and fulfill
"consumatory needs' for the act;)r. In this case the.y fit into the

" goal attainment" fu;lction, since certain attributes of objects are
associated with éctor's goals (''cathected") in relation to what the
objects can do." If objects ar-e evaluate-d according to th;air "quality"
and "particﬂaristically," they are "objects of identiﬁca.tion".for

the actor. Actor is ﬁeﬁng certaix.n objects in relation to t};eir
"being,'" not necessarily in reiation to what the-y do or are capable

of doing for Actor. Roles defined this way fill needs of "integration'
of the social system. Finally, if objects are evaluateti "universalis-
tically' in terms of "quality," they are not objects of ide.ntiﬁcation,
since identification can occu1.' only with a particular object, but

they are objects of '"generalized respect,’” and the associated role
pertains to the funétional problem of "pa..ttern maintenance.

In discussing the pattérn vari.ables, it has become c;lear
that they come to form the meeting ground of the individual actor
and the demands of the system.' In one way, they formalize the
choices actors must make to evaluate and relate to objects before
meaningful action can occur. Certainly, without joining Parsons'
critics concerning whether the pattern variables he advocates are
the only ones or the right ones, it does seem reasonable to agree
with him in principle that they do define important aspects of the way

in which a voluntaristic actor must go about cognizing and evaluating
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his world. When the emphasis is placed on the actor performing
_these functions for himself, the system Parsons shows us seems
very voluntaristic indeed.

The pattern variables are also associated with the functional
problems of the social system, as has been shown. When they are
seen from the point of view of the social system, they seem to be
criteria for defining roles to be filled by actors wixo in general do
what the system ''tells' them to do.

We ha.ve~ seen.Parsons argue that the nature of social inter-
action accounts for both of these possibilities at once. The actor
comes to see his desires for action as identical with the demands
placed on him by the system. But what of the assumptions about
the nature of man under these conditions? Can Parsons show us
a set of assumptions on which such a happy union of man and social
order can be based theoretically? It is true that the system makes
demands for roles, not persons. However, this does not eliminate
the problem. In reciprocal fashion, the person places demands on
the system that are not abstractable in ways similar to the way role
is used in social system terms. If the system requires only roles,
the actors filling those roles (when actors are persons) are total
persons. Thus the interchange between the system and the indivi-
dual actor is not at the same level of abstraction. Therefore, it is
relevant to ask, what assumptions about the theoretical person are made

by the theory as a whole from the system point of view? Similarly,
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from the voluntaristic point of view, what are the kinds of 'systehis
that the theoretical person can fit into? Parsons argues that
system demands and volunteering tend‘ to coincide in identical
action. It has never been determined whether the assumptions
about man on which this solution is based are compatible. The
assumptions concerned can conveniently be organized similar to
the way in which the pattern variables are formulated--in terms
of choices.

In regard to any given act, where is it reasonable to believe
that choice actually lies? It might be admissible to speak in
general terms about reqﬁrements of the system, without seeming
to violate the voluntaristic element of action. Similarly, iF seems
possible to formulate .general schemes about voluntaristic action
without running afoul of social necessity. But when it comes to
the problem of the unitary act, that is, the actual dilemmas involved
in the formulation of a single act in terms of alternatives available
to the actor and in terms of the requirements of the system itself, it
seems natural to ask, ""Which chooses?'" Should the actor be seen
as the agen£ of choice, emphasizing the; 'voluntaristic; or should "'the
system'' be seen as the ultirﬁate agent of choice, emphasizing th;e
case in‘ which the actor is more the agent for the system than the
volunteer of action? This question is a logical one as well as a sub-
stantive one. Itis iogical in that the answer ''both choose the same'

is only admissible under conditions of complete conformity; in this
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case it is purely a logical question, since there could be no data
which would separate the two interpretations. If deviance exists
in the system, the question becomes substantive, since it is
answerable in terms of motivation, and hence, voluntarism or
determinism.

When emphasis is on the voluntaristic, a well developed and
fairly specific model of the human actor will be evident as the basis
from which the argument is made. When the emphasis is on deter-
minism, the assumptionbs under which determinism obtains will
compose a different picture of the model of man. Perhaps the models
are comparable or .compa.tible; however , it does not seem that both
sets of assumptions can remain operative simultaneously in the
theory. If they do, divergent schemes for explanation of behavior
exist within the same system of theory. This situation permits the
application of whichever scheme seems to "fit" best, while only lip

service is paid to the other.



XMI., VOLUNTARISTIC SOCIAL ORGANIZATION IN
PARSONS' THEORY AND THE VOLUNTAR-
ISTIC MODEL OF MAN

It has been suggested that Parsons appears to have two
models of man implicit in his general theorizing, one of which comes
into play according to the context of action or the level of analysis.
These rnode.ls do not appear to be so different that it would be legiti-
mate to call them contradicting or incompatible. Nevertheless, it
does seem that the two shade off from differences in emphasié to
differences in kind. In this chapter, the model emphasizing volun-
tarism will be spelled out in detail as it is built up around the idea
of the social act. Since the previous chapter of this paper gave 2
géneral description of Parsons' theoretical scheme; it will now be
possible to become specific about the connections of the theoretical
actor to his system in terms of voluntarism. The process of theore-
tically connecting thevactor to the scheme of action will uncover the
model of man assumed by Parsons in heavily voluntaristic action. We

will see that when voluntarism is emphasized, normative order is given

less attention. To begin, it will be well to follow Parsons very closely,

so that his meanings can be interpreted later with the confidence that

we have understood him.

169
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Action is defined as behavior ""oriented to the attainment of
ends or goals or other aﬁticipated stat-es of affairs. It takes place
in situations. . . . L_involving_/— expenditure of ene'rgy' or effort"76
and is motivated and normatively regulated. Each action is the
action of an actor. We will be .concerned in this Part only with the
analytical picture of the motivated actor in the cases when this is a
human being.77 The fact that collectivities ma:y be treated as
actors does not reverse the fact that persons are treated as actors,
too.

Action takes place in situations in which the actor is but
one element. The other elements of situations, from the actor"s
point of view, are object .78 These may be other actors, or physi-
cal or cultural objects. The objects of the situation become cathected
(wanted 61‘ not Wa.nted)79 and they therefore take on significances for
the actor. This is the sense in which the utilitarian means-ends
scheme is at the basis of Parsonian thinking. In gtilitarianism,
the actor relates to his objects as they are relevant to him as ends,
or useful means to the achievement of greater ends. All objects
in the situation are cathected; 6therwise, they are irrelevant and
thus not in the situation of action as it is defined by the actor.

All action is motivated. The ultimate source of energy in
the action scheme is under the influence of the cathexes established
toward the objects in the situation. A system of "orientations' is

developed toward the objects in the situation based on choices
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formalized in the pattern variable scheme. The orientations are

in turn established in systems of action that are abstractable at
different levels. Two of these, social systems and personalities,
are "conceived as modes of organization of motivated action (social
systems are systems of motivated action organized about relations
of actors to each other; personalities are systems of motivated
action organized about living organisms.) Cultural systems, on the
other hand, are systems of symbolic patterns."80 A social system
involves the process of interaction of two or mo're actors in a situa-
tion in which action is interdependent and in some sense a function
" of collective goal orientations or common values and a consensus

of cognitive expectations. A peréonality system is a system of action
that comprises the interconnections of action of a single individual
orgaﬁized around needs integrated in a non-random fashion.

A cultural system 'is a system which has the following
characteristics: the systerr.:m is constituted neither by the organization
of interactions nor by the organization of the actiofxs of a single
actor (as such), but rather, by the organization of the values, norms,

and symbols which guide the choices made by actors and which limit

the types of interaction which may occur among actors.”81

Based only on Parsons' view of situations, actors, and action, .
it is possible to begin building the model. Parsons is concerned with
the organization of elements as much as the elements themselves. The

human actor is conceived as an organization of elements of the action
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system appropriate to the personality level. Man is not conceifred
as the depository of a random variety of drives, wants or propen-
sities. Rather, he is the determinate organization system which
unifies these things into a working whole. The emphasis on moti-
vated action points up Parsons' ultimate dependence on individual
psychology. The energy for action comes ultimately from the body
itseif, but the social individual is the one who has successfully
qriented this energy toward action organized around 2 system of
needs.82 It is already possible to see the role that needs will play
in the model of man in social and cultural contexts. Needs are to
be regulated, and it is the fact thata basic system of needs exists
that makes socially appropriate action possible. Such action is a
result of the harnessing of these needs in action volunteered toward
socially appropriate goals.

It is important to point out that in this modd, Parsons is
emphasizing the voluntaristic aspects of action. Thus we see his
picture of the cultural system as the ''guide'' to choices made by
actors. It would seem that he would ‘answe.r the question of which
system chooses action in a given situation by saying that choice is
always with the individual actor. Thus he says that in the cultural
system are organized the "cultural elements which guide choices of
concrete actors.”83 This .picture of culture is one of a highly general

system of values, beliefs, and symbols that give nothing specific to
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the actor in terms of directives. The emphasis lies on the categori-
zation of objects and attitudes toward them and the resultant evalua-
tions that lead to voluntary acts. |

Basically the thinking seems to go in the following way.
Since the fundamental elements of action systems have been identi-
fied and .theoretica.lly accounted f;)r in terms of functional necessities
and system problems, the same fundamental categories_of analysis
ought to apply at whatever system level is béing discussed. Since
the personality is considered a system of organized action elements,
it faces the same system problems as any action system (adaptation,
goé.l attainment, integration, and pattern maintenance.) These
categories of functional necessity are associated with basic needs
of the personality as a system. We see in this Parsons' ever-present
emphasis on the relation of man to the social order. His solution to
the problem of how the two relate does not make one 2 mirror ima ge
of the 6ther in the voluntaristic model.

The system problems were identified as adaptation, goal
attainment, integration and pattern maintenance. Justas a social
system must solve problems in each of these areas to remain stable
and functioning, so the personality of the individual must also
solve problems in these areas. The four system problems are not
necessarily specific substa.ntivé ones; they are, rather, areas for
theoretical concern for every system of action. As we sawv above in

the discussion of the pattern variables, in order for action to take
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place, the actor has to make choices concerning the objects in the
situation. The kinds of choices lead to the division of the pattern
variables into two classes--modalities of the objects themselves,
and orientations or attitudes of the actor to the objects. These

are related to the basic problem.s of the actor: (1) conceptualize

the object; answer the question, "What is the object?" and (2)
cathect the object; answer the que.stion, "What does ‘t‘he object
mean?'" From these two derives the thzllrd aspect of action which
incorl;c;rates the outcomes of these two--evaluation of the object

as an element with which to interact in the system. Associated
with thg object category, or the concern with the question of what
the object is, were the pattern v.ariables, "yniversalism-particular-
jsm" and 'quality-performance.” These sa.me pattern variables
defi:.le the. dimensions of what Pa;.rsons has called "performance
values" in the personality, and are associated wit.h basic need
dispositions of the individual as 2 social a.ctor.85 | (See Figure 2,
page 175.) We see, then, that the fundamental problems of how

to treat objects are associated with fundamental needs of personalities.
These two sets of considerations are related via the pattern variable

scheme. Universalistic evaluations of objects based on performance

yield a concern with achievement. Universalism and quality point

toward ascription. Particularistic evaluations of objects based on

performance are associated with appreciations, whereas particularistic

evaluations combined with evaluation based on quality yield concern
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Universalism _ Particularism
Performance "Achievement" " Appreciations'

Quality "Ascription' "Moral Integration"

Fig. 2.--Classification of "performance values" of the human
personality derived from a cross classification of the '""object mod-
ality" pattern variables.
for moral integration. These four cross-classifications of the object
modality pattern variables define the four areas of'performance
values" as they relate to personalities. Parsons! n.ext step is to
a.ssociéte ;chievement with "adaptation," appreciation with "pattern
maintenance,' moral integrétion with ”i;xtegration” and asc;:iptior}
with "pattern. maintenance."

Concerning the attitl:.tdinal side of the pattern variables,
four similar categories, classifications of the attitudinal values, can

be generated in the following way. Specificity and affective attitudes

yield an attitudinal value on "response," specificity and neutral
attitudes yield value on napproval.!" Diffuse and neutral attitudes

relate especially to esteem," and diffuse and affective attitudes

to ''acceptance' as an attitudinal value. (See Figure 3, page 176.)
The values developed from the object side of the pattern variables
and those developed from the attitudinal side are associated in the

following way. We have just seen that values discovered in the object



176

Affective Neutrality Affectivity
Specificity ""Approval" . "Response'
Diffuseness "Esteem!'' ""Acceptance'

Fig. 3.--Classifications of "attitudinal values'' of the human
persagnality derived from a cross classification of the '"orientation
set'" of pattern variables.
set of the pattern variables become "performance values.'" They are
associated with the actors' relationships to the objects as they are,
ie., based upon his cognitions of them. Those discovered in the

attitudinal set define the ''sanction values'' associated with the actor's

attitudes toward the o'bjec’cs.86 Thus achievement as a perforfna.nce .

value is associated with approval as the appropriate sanction value.

Appreciation as a performance is associated with response as a proper

sanction. Ascription as a performance seems curious, but it is indeed
an objective part of life, and Parsons associates it with esteem as

the proper sanction, which seems reasonable. Moral integration as

a performance is associated with acceptance. These four pairs of
variables define what Parsons called the ""need-dispositions.'" They are
based on the needs of the personality as .a. system to survivé via
cognizing, cathecting, evaluating and voluntaristically acting in a situa-
tion. (See Figure 4, page 177.)‘ This is the sense in which the needs

of the personality are reasonable and logical for Parsons. The
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argument has been that systems have basic needs which must be

fulfilled if the systerﬁ is to survive. Since personalities are con-
ceived as systems, they have needs that must.be fulfilled if they are to
be functioning systems, capable of social action as persons. The needs
of personality systems must be associated with the fundamental problems
involved in the categorization of objects and cathexis. This is accom-
plished by making use of the pattern variable scheme in the voluntar-
istic context. Therefore Parsons seems on good ground logically, if
the assumptions under which he treats the concept of system itself

are accepted.

"Performance | ""Attitudinal Related

Value Va.h.le'l' Need-disposition
"Achievement" "Approval"' "Adequacy"!
"Ascription" "Esteem' "Conformity"'
"Moral Integration'' ""Acceptance'" "Security"
"Appreciation' -"Re sponse'' "Nurturance"

Fig. 4.--Derivation of the need-dispositions of the human person-
ality from Parsons! ""performance values' and "attitudinal values." 87

The performance values and the sanction values are combined

88
in Parsons’ notion of the ''need-dispositions,’” as shown in Figure 4.

These need-dispositions are: adequacy (achievement-approval),
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nurturance (appreciation-response), conformity (asc:iption-esteem),
and security (acceptance-moral integration.) These four need-dispo-
sitions give rise to a set of generalized goals for personalities. (See
Figure 5.)89 "Success goals'' are based on the need-disposition of
adequacy. Thisis most clos;ely associated with the personality
system need of adaptation. As a subsystem of the total personality,
success goals can be thought of as systems themselves, involving all
the needs of systems in general. These. are all associated with the
personality’s need to be directed outwardly toward the world to which
it adapts. Similarly the "nurturance' need-disposition gives rise to
what Parsons terms the .hedonistic ciass of goals. These are essen-
tially the giving and receiving of pleasure. This is associated with
the goal attainment subsystem of the personality system, since the
s;nction for the giving of pleasure is in every case the receiving of
pleasure. The "conformity'" need-disposition is generalized by
Parsons to give rise to ""accomplishment goals."” We saw that this
need disposition was ideﬁtiﬁed by the linking of .the performance
value of ascription and the sanction value of esteem. Thus the
"accomplishment goals' articulate with the tension management-pattern
maintenance requirement of personality systems. Finally, the''security"
need-disposition, which is associated with the need of personalit.y
systems to be integrated, gives rise to Parsons' "satisfaction goals."
These are: intrinsically satisfying performance, supportive activity,
and acceptance of status. All have intrinsically satisfying qualities and

express them.



179

Per sonaiity’ s

Need-dinposition G.ener.aliz.e‘d goals Functional Problem
"Adeqnacy” ' "Success goals" Adaptation
"Nurturance" " "Hedonistic goals"  Goal Attainment
"Conforfnity” "Accomplishment =~ Pattern
. : goals' Maintenance
"Security" "Satisfaction goals Integration

Fig., 5.--Classification of generalized goals of the human per-
sonality and their relationships to the personality's functional problems
as an action system. '

Since the complexities of Parsons' terminology and the economy
of presentation here may have done violence to the development of
the .idea of "need-dispositions' and the idea of the personality as
an action syvstem, it might be .well to recapitulate and generalize
the discussion at this point. For Parsons, the personality system
is the system "comprising the interconnections of the actions of
individual acto'rs . The actor's actions are organized by a structure |

of "need-dispositions. n90

Just as the actions of a plurality of actors
can not be randomly assorted but must have a determinate organiza-
tion of compatability or integration, so the actions of the single

actor have a determinate organization of compatibility or integra-

tion with one another. Thus it seems that, in Parsons'® voluntaristic
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mpdel, the picture of the personality system is almost identical to
the picture of man. It is not completely identical, since the person-
ality system is the product of socialization; this assumes certain
propensities and abilities that are not discussed in the context of
needs and need-dispositions. These are mainly derived from
Parsons! understanding of Freud's theory of the person as an energy
system.91 Leaving these asidev, it is possible to see fairly clearly
Parsons! picture of the individual personality in the voluntaristic
model.

Individuals who have been correctly socialized can be con-
ceived as having personality systems. As such, they exhibit the same
general features as other action Asystems. These features are based
on the notion of functional requirements, which are implicit in the
definition of system itself. A system is that whic.:h fulfills the re-
quirements of a system. These requiremc_ents have been accounted
for as follows. Since the system is self-directed, it must have goals;
a part of the system is concerned with the goals of the whole. It
must be .concerned with its own adaptation to the environment in
which it operates. If the system is to be goal oriented and active in
adaptation, it must have mechanisms for insuring that the system
operates as a whole and maintains itself over time as a unit. These
requirements lead to the last two functional requirements of systems,

integration and pattern maintenance.
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To continue the recapitulation: individual persons, to operate
in a world of objects, havc? to evaluate the objects in their world.
To do this they must answer for themselves two questions about
objects and the relations of the objects to themselves. These
questions are: '""What is the object?' and '"What does the object
ﬁmean?-" These .two questions ﬁﬁde.the cc;ncerns of the person
into tixé objective categorization of the object, (cognition), and
the attitudinal categorization of i.f;, (cathexis.) In order to have a
basis on which to answer the two fundamental questions, the
pe;'son must have a set of attitudinal va.lués and a set of objecf
values wh_ich are based directly upon the needs of the person as
an action system. It is from this distinction as well that the double
nature of the interpersonal bond emerges. Other is treated as an
object, and as such he is categorized both as an object and for
his meaning to Actor. Direvctly from this emerges the fact that
pers.,ons perform together in role relationships for two reasons--
they objectively know that certain rewards are contingent on cer-
tain performances, and internally they have favourable attitudes
toward acting in certain ways.

Based on the attitudinal and object categorizations that
must take place for action to occur, and the functional require-
ments of systems of actionin gener;l, Parsons is able to derive
the need-dispositions of human actors (persons.) These are the

needs for adequacy, nurturance, conformity, and security.
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Parsons! next step is to establish that the general system
needs and the personality need-dispositions of human actors are
articulated together in the following way: 1. adaptation and
adequacy need-disposition, 2. goal attainment and nurturance need-
disposition, 3. integration and security need-dispositi;an, and
4. pattern maintenance and conformity need-disposition. The;e
four groupings define four major areasd goals which persons are
said to have, and which derive d;ireetly from the four system
problems and the categorization of objects and of attitudes toward
them. These goals are: ''success goals' (adaptation), "hedonistic
goals" (go‘al attainment), "gatisfaction goéls" (integratior;), and
"acco.mplishment goals' (pattern maintenance.)

So far in this chapter, the substantive as well as the metho-
dplogica.l outlines of Parsons! voluntaristic model of man have been
set out. It is now possible to see that the assumptions on which
Parsons sets his voluntaristic model of man derive from three

sources, the roots of which were developed in The Structure of

Social Action. The three sources are the 'precipitate” of utili-

tarian theory and its implications; the notioﬁ of system' and system
needs, so prominent in Parsonian thought; and the pattern variables
as they formalize dilemmas ina volﬁntaristic system of action.
From utilitarian thought, Parsons has chosen to keep the
idea of action as means to the gaining of énds. We have séen that

utilitarianism poses the problem of how the actor establishes ‘the
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in which he is to treat social objects (or mon-social ones), i.e.,

what are his goals? This led Parsons to a division of the basic

problem into quest.ions of how to treat an object in the social

sphere and how to regard it attitudinally. These are basic to

the formulation of action on the utilitarian model. F<.>r a man'to

act toward an 6bject, to treat 1t as an end or as an intermediate

end toward some greater end, he must first categorize the object

in some known system of objects. That is, he must cognize it;

he must know what it is. Knowing what it is, he must determine

what it means to him. That is, he must come to so.me attiitude

toward it. These two activities lead to -the evaluation of the

object and finally to the action of the voluntaristic actor toward it.
Thus two major assumptions about the nature of man

arise from Parsons! use of utilitarian thought. Man is a cognizer,

baving the ability to relate specific objects to categories according

to the attributes of the objects. He is also basically emotional,

since before he can act, he must establish a cathexis with the

object of action. The use of the term "emotiona.l" in this context

is meant to connote an analytical differénce betwe.en the acts of

recognizing objects for what they are and developi'.ng attitudes toward

the objects for what they mean to the actor. Based on these two mech-

- anisms, the voluntaristic actor makes evaluations of what action ought

to occur in the situation and acts accordingly.
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With the above assumptions about the nature of voluntaris-
tic action accounted for, it is possible to move to the nature of
the person as a system of action. These considerations imply
the four functional necessities on which Parsons' thinking about
systems at any level is based. Since the personality ‘is to be con-
ceived as a syétem, these four necessities give rise to four specific
kinds of problems that must be solved on the personality level.
These are the adaptation, goal attainment, integration and pattern
maintenance problems. In order that the personality operate as
a unit, it must satisfy the reqﬁirements placed on _it‘by the functional
problems of systems in general. As we saw above, these four prob-
lems are solved by Parsons! identification of the four areas of
need-dispositions and the associated goals. Thus the personality
which is functioning as a system in the Parsonian sense is fulfill-
ing goals satisfactorily in each of the four goal areas of the per-
sonality: success, hedonism, accomplishment, and' satisfaction.
These are goal areas based on the need-dispositions of adequacy,
nurturance, conformity and security-. These four aspects of per-
sonalities, which derive from Parsons' notion of systems in general,
constitute four more assumptions about the nature of man in Parsons'
voluntaristic scheme.

We saw that the four areas of goals for personalities were
developed via the use of the pattern variables, especially as they

related back to the basic division between viewing the object for what
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it means and for what it is. Thus in the voluntaristic context, the
pattern variables should be interpreted as formalizations of the

dilemmas faced by actors in situations. Actors, in this model,

have choice and the ability to exercise it.

Parsons has taken over the Freudian idea of internalization
or introjection.a.s a fruitful concépt which helps to ac;:ount for the
nature of the fit between the voluntaristic man, the social system,
and the culture it carries. Above, we outlined some assumptions
about man as Parsons sees him--a socialized animal who is capable
of playing voluntaristic roles m social life. In this voluntaristic
model, these goal areas and need-dispos'ition-s are the end pro-
duct of the process of internalization. In the context of voluntarism,
we see the picture of culture Parsons is presenting. True enough,
the culture is seen as limiting and setting standards for action of
individuals. But in this model there is no talk of the exact nature
of role prescriptions for each individual relative to situations in
which he will be involved. Culture ?.nd norms in this model are
exceedingly general and abstract. While voluntaristic action is
limited by culture, culture and normative order are not oppressive.
Rather, the essense of the normative order is its constraint of
action within very broad limits. The voluntarism of individuals
may thus be seen as being bought in return for extreme generality

and wide limits where culture and the normative order are concerned.
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Any one component of the personality Parsons has identified
does not determine action by itself. Here again we see the emphasis
on voluntarism. The elements of the personality constitue the moti-
vational categories in which action can be conceptualized, but each
of the goal areas is involved in every action. The specific ways in
which they are put together by each actor define the ways in which
he will act. Thaf js, the basic aspects of this motivational, vol-
untaristic man have to be mobilized and organized each time action-
occurs. The ways in which the actor organizes them determine the
action that is the result. The organization of these is partly a
matter of culture, but it is more a matter of choice for individuals.

Parsons! analogy of the "keyboard" is apt, for it points out
how the culture and the personality can be tied together, yet be
separate and not deducible from each other.

A given role orientation is a "tune" played on [ the keyboard of
the need-dispositions./ Many. different tunes will strike the same
notes but in different combinations, and some notes will be
altogether omitted from some tunes. Some will be louder than
others. The 'pattern'" of the tune is not deducible from the
keyboard, but itis impossible to play a tune for which the
requisite notes are not provided on the keyboard. -The com-
poser's standards of 2 "good tune' are the analogue of the
social value patterns, while the keys and their arrangement

are the analogue of the genealogical tree of the need-disposition
sys‘cem.92

The picture of voluntaristic action comes out clearly in the

analogy of the keyboard in which the actor "composes'' the tune. The

"tune" is composed according to standarcs of "goodness,' but the
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composer is not conceived as ‘the performer of tunes who reads
sheet music provided by the culture, striking each note according

to the instructions given by the culture in the score. If this were
the case, the involved nature of the personality would.be irrelevant,
since the person would be the functionary for the culture and not in
need of a personality system of his own at all. It is interesting
also that Parsons. chooses in the analogy- of the keyboard to speak
of "role orientations,' rather than roles. It seems that the volun-
taristic model and the. implied model of man, in all its complexity
and highly developed aspe'cts , does not permit Parsons himself to
speak comfortably of specific roles. When reasoning from the indi-
vidual actor toward the social system in levels of generality, the
assumptions of the voluntaristic model limit the applicability of

the idea of specific roles. Thus the specificity of the theory breaks
off at the level of role orientations; there is little suggestion of

specific roles and their relationships to specific actors in situations.



XIV. DETERMINISTIC SOCIAL ORGANIZATION IN PARSONS!
THEORY AND THE DETERMINISTIC
MODEL OF MAN

In Chapter XII, it was shown that the pattern variable scheme
is related both to the social system level of generalization and to the
personality level.‘ In this sense, the pattern variables can be seen
as the linking concepts defining the ways in which the two levels of
generalization are related. They can also be seen as the instruments
with which the structures of personality and social system can be
analyzed separately. In Chapter XIII, the voluntaristic emphasis in
Parsons! writings was considered. lIn these terms, the pattern
variables formalize the choices that actors make in the course of
social action in situations composed of the actors and related social
and non-social objects. The emphasis is clearly on the actor as
author of actions. The pattern variables are the scheme Parsons
offers for understanding the kinds of dilemmas the actor faces each
time action is called for.

In this chapter, the other emphasis in Parsons! work will be
considered.g3 Specifically, the viewpoint will be that of the social
system and its unique requirements for survival. Whereas in the
previous chapter the personality was seen as a system giving rise to
a model of man, this chapter will focus on the social system into

188
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which actors must be fit so that their actions somehow contribute

to the on-going inature of the system of a.cfion as 2 whole. Where
choice in the previous chapter was found to lay mainly with the
actor, in this chapter choice will be found to lay mainly with the
system of action among actors. This interpretation of the problem of
choice will be shown to derive from a distinct ﬁse of the pattern
variables. Wheréas the pattern variables in relation to the pers-or}-
ality served to tie the actor's requirements for cognition and
cathexis (and thus evalué.tion) to the needs of the personaliéy as

a system, we will see now how the pattern variables are employed
to tie the requirements of the interaction system to the roles that
must be played if the social systém is to remain. The latter use of
the pattern variable scheme will be seen to entail a model of man
based on his capacity as role player rather than his capacity as
cognizer and cathecter. The extent to which these models of man
are compatible will be discussed in due course.

The scheme presented so far in this Part has dealt with
Parsons! concern for motivated action, focusing on the kinds and
variations of problems that go into it. The resultant theory was
very voluntaristically oriented in that it went a long way toward
categorizing the problems of action and the types of solutions from
which actors theoretically could be expected to choose. The empha-
sis was on motivational aspects of the system of action rather

than on the structural aspects of it.
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When £hese structural aspects are dealt with explicitly,
we see the narrowing of Actor's alternatives for action. The limits
of voluntarism become increasingly tight as the assumptions about
systems in general are applied to the system of interaction, rather
than to the per sonality as a system. We will see that as Parsons
turns his attention to problems of interaction, i.é. , to the social
system level, he' is able to afford less voluntarism for actors in
situations. In the voluntaristic model, situations were characterized
as placing problems before the actor for his soiution. As the sit-
uations become linked with the interaction process as a syste.rn in

n94 situations come to be characterized as

"moving equilibrium,
placing certain deman.ds on the actors, in order that the system
into which the situations are fit may survive. This change of
eméhasis from motivational to structural concerns calls for a
different api:lication of the pattern variable scheme. In the new
use, the pattern variables appear as prescriptions for‘ patterns of
action rather than formalizations of dilemmas for actors.

To begin working through this aspect of Parsonian thought,
it is necessary to go back to the idea of the four system problems
and view them from the vantage point of the interaction system as
2 whole. These four are the problems of adaptation, goal attainment,
integration and latent pattern maintenance. These constitute the

theoretical subsystems of the total system, in that solutions must be
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found which satisfy the requirerﬁents of each of these main problems
if the system is to remain.

These four problem areas can be seen as structural aspects |
of systems of roles. That is, roles must either have particular
relevance to one or more of these four areas, or they must change
over a period of time such that at any one time,' they can be
visualized as being in a state of satisfying the requirements of
the system in any one area, OT being in a sta;te of transition toward
satisfaction of one problem and away from relevance to another
problem. This latter conception of the four system problems is
used by Parsons in his consideration of social action as 2 procesé.
The four main problems of systems define the main concerns of
systems of a_ction in their totality, without respect to time. But
when time is introduced, it is possible to conceive of action as
a process which moves through each of four main phases. These
phases are associated with the four system problems in that during
any one phase, 2 role system canbe theoretically thought to be
maximizing its potential for solution in that phase, at the price of
inattention to problems of the other three phases. Thisisa relative
conceptiqn of phase movement, since no phase is conceived as taking
up the whole potential ofé, system to mobilize its resources in the
solution of a single problem. vThis conception of phase movement
in relation to energy and its expenditure is related to Parsoﬁs‘ principle

"resources' implies that the same

that any expenditure of energy or
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energy can not be applied toward a goal different from the one toward
which it was initially appliefi. This corresponds to the ﬁotion of the
conservation of energy in physics and the idea of the distribution

of scarce resources in economics. As we already have séen,the
principle of scarce resources led Parsons to consideration of the
normative regulation of the expenditure of energy il_l social systems.

It has a similar issue in the discussion of phase movement.

Some further preliminary points ought to be made concerning
the notion of phase movement and the four system problems as
phases in a process described in structural terms. "Every syétem
is conceived to be made up of two or more units or r-nembers which
interact with each of:her."96 These units are role.s, played by
actors.':)7 Insofar as act.ors play' roles, this means that the atten-
tion will havé to be focused on. how.the system mobilizes the units
(roles) in the service of its survival. This in turn raises the question
of voluntarism in a new context. In wha.t way is voluntaristic action
possible in the context of system r.:lemands ?

The system being spoken of here is the system of interlocking
roles and sanctions. Whereas in the previous chapter we treated the
person as a system in the sense that the general scheme of the needs
of systems was applied to the person, in this chapter we will be
concerned with the ways in which the general notion of system applies
to the next higher level of generality--the interlocking roles that con-

stitute a system of roles, i.e., a social system.
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The social system is conceived as being imbedded in an
environment and having the ability to adapt to its environment and
absorb parts of it into itself.» The system may change: in fact, the
essence of the notion of system is change, not sfability. If the
problems of systems may be conceptualized as remaining the sa.m‘e
over time, the character of the system, its #ctual constitution,
does not stay the same. However, change in social systems can
occur only through the interaction of its member units--through
the interaction of its constitutive roles, played ultimately by
persons. This emphasis on the interaction system should clarify
the meanings of the system problems, as they apply on this level
of generalization. Adaptation refers to the adaptation of the
system to its environment, which is achieved via the interaction
of the system's member units. When Parsons speaks of adaptation
on the social system level, he is referring to the interaction of
member units viewed from the perspective of that interaction's
contribution to solution of the system's problem of adaptation to
its situation.

This level of system analysis raises a serious problem for
Parsons, one which is basic to the concerns of this paper. When
one is dealing in system terms at onellevel of generality (i.e., the
personality system or social system level), it is almost impossible
to treat the units of that system, the constitutive members. of it,

as other than undifferentiated entities that are mere functionaries:
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Thus we saw that in Parsons' treatment of the person as a
system of action having an organized personality, the personality
was broken down into its constitutive units. These were the need-
dispositions. Once this was accomplished, it was possible for
Parsons to theoretically put these units together to build the system
(in this case,the personality) in terms of the units he had discovered
in the application of the system needs to personality. Similarly,
when Parsons turns ;co the treatment of social interaction as a
system, he is able to be very analytical about properties of the
system, but he is only able to derive the units of that system from
the requirements it éla.ces on its incumbent units for its survival.
Thus, when Parsons deals at the social system level, he is almost
forced by the mode of analysis to abandon concern with the individual
(the model of man) in favor of treating ""roles'" as the system-consti-
tuting units at the social system 1eve1.9.8

This raises the problem which is the focus of this paper--of
the ways in which the assumptions and theoretical derivations about
the nature of man can be fit in with the notion of action as occurring
in social systems. This leads to the conception of role (and by impli-
cation, the role player) as a "particle" to be analyzed for the ways
in which it acts toward the m.aintenanc.:e of the social system over
time.

We saw in Chapter XII that the pattern variables are associated

with each of the four system problems in particular ways. For
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instance, it was shown that Parsons considers the universalistic

side of "universalism -particularism' and the specific side of
"specifi;:ity-neutrality" to be the mo-st appropriate to the éystem need
;>£~adaptation. This ki;'ld of thinking is enlarged upon inthis chapter.
We will see that the object or modality set of pattern variables is
combined with the orientation set to form a complement of specifi-
cations relative to the functional problem .faced by social systems
during any one phase. When the phases are treated simply as the

four system problems, without regard to phase movement, it will

be seen that each system problem implies a set of demands piaced
upon role players. Insofar as roles contribute to the maintenance

of the social system, (thatis, to the solutions of the system problems),
roles have an explicit set of demands for action built into them which
may be expressed in the pattern variables. In this connection, we
see that norms become prescriptions of how one ought to act in a
given situation, rather than guides to making choices, as in the
voluntaristic model. The upshot of viewing the pattern variables
from the perspective of the social system problems is the conception
of the pattern variables as a means for expressing the social systems’
demands upon actors. They do this via the specification of which
attributes of possible roles are compatible with the needs of the social
system. This emphasis on the pattern variables as expressions of
demands is markedly different from the conception of them as the

formalizations of choices for actors.
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We will now set .forth separately the four phases through
which systems may be conceived to move in terms of the pattern
variables most appropriate to these phases. This will establish
the fact that Parsons sees oﬁe side or the other of each pattern
variable as most appropriate to the solution of specific kinds of
social problems.

Té.ki.ng adaptation first, we will discuss Parsons® view of
the nature of efficient adaptive a.c:tivi.ty.g9 Successful adaptation
must involve an accommodation of the system to the demands of
"reality."” In this sense, reality is somehow problematic to the
system; the notion of adaptation implies demands placed on the
system from the outside and flexibility on the part of t'he systems
so that thley can adapt. These demands of '"'reality" call for trans-
formation of the syste1:n, but not to "realit‘y-" as it. is. The nature
o‘f reality is changed, too, in the pr‘ocess of.a system's adaptation
to it. "The eventual mastery of the external situation / adaptation
to it/ through instrumental activity necessitates 'realistic' judg-
ments in terms of generalized predictions concerning the behavior

of objects .”100

This implies the importance of the cognitive
orientation. of actors. Among the variety of cognitive orientations,
adaptation calls especially for universalistic orientation to objects.
That is, the emphasis in adaptation is orientation to objects in terms

of their relation to other objects and as members of classes with

predictable behaviors. Furthermorg for adaptation to occur it is
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necessary that an attitude of specificity be taken to objects. That
is, the objects have to be seen in relation to specific goal interests
and dealt with in such specific contexts. Activity appropriate to
adaptation involves the manipulation of aspects of the environment.
This involves the viewing of the objects in terms of what they do, how
they perform, and how their performances may be harnessed toward
the main goal state of the system in the process of adaptation. In
pattern variable terms, this is orientation to the objects in the
situation in terms of their performance. Finally, in adaptation,

where the goal is not yet attained and where one must

deal with objects in a ''realistic" way, it is necessary

to inhibit affective or emotional reactions to the objects

in order to avoid being drawn off toward other goals,

to avoid making inappropriate choices as to how the

objects shall be treated, and to avoid premature relaxa-

tion of instrumental efforts. Hence the attitude tends

to be marked by a certain inhibition or neutrality, with -

affect to some extent held constant.101

Parsons views certain patterns as being appropriate to the

demands of a system in its adaptation phase. That is, if the system
is to adapt when the time arises, the roles appropriate to adaptation
must be performed according to certain patterns of attitude and
orientation. In pattern variable terms these are orientations to

objects in terms of specificity and neutrality and attitudes character-

ized by universalism and performance. It should be emphasized that

these four choices among the pattern variables are ''made' by the

system via its need to adapt, and the choices '""made'' at the system
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level are transmitted to the individual role player in terms of de-
mands eminating from the .system to him.

Turning to the second functional problerﬁ of systems, that
of goal attainment, we see that a similar analysis of this process
as a phase of social syster'ns leads to a similar determinate set
of pattern variables.192 Two of the choices made in the adaptation
phase remain the same in the goal attainment phase. The appro-
priate interest in the object must still be specific, and it must still
be viewed in terms of what it does toward gratification of 2 need.
That is, it is still seen in terms of its performance. But the
essence of goal attainment is gratification. Whereas in adaptation,
the emphasis had to be on neutrality, the emphasis here shifts to
affectivity, since it is in goal attainment that affective attitudes -
toward objects may be reaiized. Similarly, ''the relation to the
object no longer tends to be universalistic, co;'lcerned with realistic
prediction of later effects or relations to other objects. It gives
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way to a relation of particularism. Where the object is a goal,

it is possessed, enjoyed, consumed', in its particular relation to
the actor.

A similar analysis of the pattern variables appi‘opriate
to adaptation is called for in the case of goal attainment. f’arsons
sees that certain orientations and modes of evaluation are required
of the constituent role players if the system is to accomplish its

goal attainment phase. These are attitudes of affectivity and
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specificity and orientations characterized by particularism and

performance. For roles to be played in accordance with the needs

of social systems in the goa} attainment phase, they must be playea
in terms of these four options from the pattern variables. Here
again, it apiaears that the choice of which side of the pattern variables
to opt for in role performance is made by the system. Thus certain
roles seen as especially relevant to the area of goal att;.inment ‘
must have certain characteristics, or, taking the process view, as
the system passes through a phase of goal attainment, prominent
roles must take on these attributes.

The scheme by which Parsons analyzed the demands of the
integration phase should be easily anticipated.104 Integration of
system members involves a '"generalized and durable" affectiv;e
ajl:tachment between them. 'i'hus the attitude toward <;bjects (social
objects-) is characterized by affectivity. Since integration of the
system inherently involves the discrimination of which objects are
part of the system and which are not, a particulafistic mode of
evaluation of them has to be in force so that the requsite discrimina-
tions may be made. Thus affectivity and particularism are appro-
priate to integration. "However, the specific interest in specific
goals characteristic of .the goal attainment phase gives way in the
integrative phase to a diffuse ihterest, and the object tends to be

regarded in terms of its diffuse or global quality, rather than its
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specific performance as rela.fed to a specific goa.l."105 It is
Alter "in his diffuse quality as a system member .ra.ther than
Alter as an incumbent of a specific status or performer of a
specific rolé to whom Ego is a.tta.ched.",lo6 Hence the attitudes
of Ego must be marked by diffuseness a-nd his orientations to
Alter are marked by quality orientation. Here again we see the
pattern variables as the delineations of demands placed upon actors.

It is important to notice that Parsons couches his account
in terms of actors and persons rather than in theoretical terms
alone. Thus we see that the system demands that Ego see Alter
in his "quality as a system member' in order that the system
incorporating the two (and perh%.ps fnore) should be integrated.
Indeed, by definition, for the system to remé.in, it must be inte-
grated; thus it is imperative that Ego and Alter have the "correct"
attitudes toward each other and see each other as objects. in the
"correct" way. In the integration phase, as indeed in 2all phases,
the syste-m of action plgces demands upon the actofs that may not be
choices from the actor's point of view. These choices have been
"made'' for the actor in that the system of action requires certain
icinds (.)f performances of him.

The latency or pattern maintenance phase is interpretable
in the same way as the previous three phases although it seems to

present special problems, since it is the phase in which little or no
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action takes place. Indeed, the essence of the latency phase ié the
maintenance of cultural and motivational patterns in actors such that,
when the time arrives, the system can mobilize its role players
to 2 new adaptation phase. Latency shares certain attributes with
the integration phase that willh be taken up first. As a result of the
system's phase movement thus far, the existing objects are integrated
into the system in terms of their quality: Similarly, the attitudes
appropriate to objects that are "in'' the system are diffuse ones,
appropriate to match the many éuaiities of the objects. But the
idea of latency involves the readiness of the system to ﬁeet new
adaptive exigencies. Thus affect is to be stored and kept ready.
""Seen from the point of view of its significance for the system, the
primary feature of the latent phase is the latent reservoir of pa.ttérned
but inhibited motivational potential in which it consists ."107 This
leads to the conception of the latency phase as one of g.uarded
neutrality. Itis also the phase of universalistic orientations to
objects; that is, the object has been integrated in the previous
phase where it was treated particularistically. In the latency phase
the object has been established in its relations to other objects,
and it is no longer seen as a goal object, or associated with a single
goal; it is only one of a set of objects existing in the system as a
whole. |

We have seen that Parsons treats latency as both a beginning

and 2 final phase in 2 phase movement cycle. He sees adaptation,
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integration and goal attainment phases coming essentially between
periods of latency. But when these phases are passed through,
they must be negotiated sﬁccessfully if the system is to again
reach a period of latency. This means that latency, with its
readiness to enter a new integrative or adaptive phase, is a
functional necessity for the system as a whole.” As such, it de-

mands orientation to objects in terms of neutrality and diffuseness

and universalistic evaluations of objects based on considerations of

quality. These four choices on the pattern variable scheme are
ne;essities, as seen from the social system point of view, and
thus define aspects of role performance in this phase for the actor.

It may be useful to summarize the demands placed by the
system on the actors in relation to the four system problems and
the pattern variables. The adaptive phase .(system problem) was
seen as characterized by the needs of the system to have its con-
stituent units maximize their role behavior in terms of "specificity"
and ''neutrality' concerning attitudes; and "universalisrn.” and "per-'
formé.nce" concerning orientations to objecin:s. In the goa.l attai'nment
phase, thé requirements were in terms of "affectivity,' ""specificity,”
"particularism'' and ''performance.” In int.egra.tion, th.e;r were
"diffuseness, " "a.ffec%:ivity,” "partic-ularism" and ''quality.'" In pattern
maintenance -]..at.:ency, they w;s.re "neutrality," "dif%useness,. " "guality"

and "universalism."
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The importance of this conception of the functional problems
seen as phases of maximization of \certain characteristics of roles
(and thus role players) can now be seen. This conception stresses
the impact of the system on the actor. For each type of system
problem, there seems to be one appropriate orientation posture
available to actors, and one mode of categorization of objects in-
volved in solving the system problem at hand. This has the effect
of delineating only four types of social acts, which aré describable
in terms of the pattern variables--one each for each of the system
problems.lo8 This is an enormous simplification of the scheme
worked out under voluntarism, 11_1 which the actor chose his type of
social action from the variéties of modes of orientation to objects
and according to the varieties of attitudinal options open to him.
This simplification has a direct bearing on the model of man implicit
in the system level determinism.

The human being who fits in with the system level solutions
to system level probiems must have characteristics compatible
with the demands that will be placed on him in his Qork as role
player. One obvious and major requirement of man in this capacity
is simply his ”;:sla.stic:ity.”lo9 As system demands are placed on
individual role. players, t.hey must come to accept the roles as they
are described in the pattern variable scheme relative to the social

system's needs. This means that they must have the ability to learn
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which kinds of performances are appropriate to each situation in
terms of system demands, and the ability to perform in each of

these capacities. As Parsons puts it, this is one of the "fundamem;a,l
properties of human nature" that are assumed in the cor;text of

the social system. In Pars-,ons' terms, this is the " 'plasticity' of
the human organism, its capacity to learn any one of a large number
of alternative patterns of behavior instead of being bound by its
genetic constitution to a very limited range of alterﬁatives."llo

In this passa.gé, Parsons is laying the grouﬁdwork for the n.otion of
role behavior as being quite diverse. Perhaps the explicit na,i;ures
of specific roles call forth slightly varying performances, depend-
ing on the nature of the situation; but we have just seen that, in
broad outline, the system places a very narrow range of demands
on persons as role players. Rather than the organism perhaps
being limited by its constitution, the constitution of the organism
gives rise to a greater variety of behaviors in roles than are ap-
propriate as seen from the system point of view.

The second feature of the nature of man implied in the
system level analysis in which we are now engaged is man's
sensitivity to the demands the system places ‘upon hi.m.“f1 It is
not clear from Parsons'! own writings how the role player gets the
"fnessage" regarding each of the social system demands. Perhaps
it is thrm;.gh the unconscious or unrecognized aspects of situations

that the demands come to the actor. That is, he may "see'" what
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is called for by the system without being aware that he is making an
analysis of the situation and acting in the best interests of the system.
It is not reasonable to argue that. others in the sifuation place es-
pecially system-relevant demands on the actor, since they are
presumably no more in a position to be authoritative about how to

act than the actor himself.

This problem, which must be regarded as serio.us, appears
to account for the niive view of Parsons? work which holds that
Njnternalization" of culture really means the "programming in" of
all the role characteristics that Actor will us'e in all the situa'.cions
he will meet in his life. Indeed, this might be one way of solving '
the problem. If it could be supposed that internalization of culture
applied to every detail of each role, then the problem of the system
d'em.ands and the actor!s action could be solved. But this would con-
stitute the extreme case of determinism that Parsons wishes to
avoid, since in this case, the last bit of voluntarism would be pushed
out of action in favor of a system determinism which covered every
aspect of action. Actor's need-dispositions and abilities to choose
would become irrelevant.

Concerning choice, it will be remembered that a major
element in the model of man under voluntarism in Parsons was the
ability to cognize, take an attitude and thereby evaluate objects iﬁ
situations and design behavior according to choices made. In the model

of man seen from the structural point of view of the social system, we
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see that options here are not open. It is out of the question to
suppose that, in any large number of cases, men could be aware
of the demands of the system, yet perform in ways that do not con-
form to those demands. By definition, if this were the case the
system would not survive. Perhaps this is an empirical question
as well as a definitional one; but from the theoretical perspective
alone, we see that decisions for action are really "made" at the
social system level and carried out by men playin;g role.;,. There-
fore, from the point of view of the social system, the Question of

choice among action alternatives must be seen to lie with the system

itself and not with the individual. This constitutes the major diver-
gence from the model of man fo@d in Parsons! voluntaristic
emphasis.

The picture of man that emerges from the consideration of
Parsons! structural model focused at the system level is thus one of
man playing roles according to the specifications laid down by the
system of action itself. This is not a hypothetical matter. It is
clear that these specifications are carried out; if they were not, by
definition the system could not remain. The individual has no choice
concerning the type of social act in which he will engage in each of
the roles h.e plays. The acts ha.ve been '"typed" according to the
needs of the system itself. Rather than havmg any significant
opportunity to refuse action, the actor is seenasa functionary for the

system, acting in ways that are determined by it. This leads to the
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view of the role and the norm governing thg role as essentially
artifacts of the needs of systems of action to survive, rather than
of common life experiences of persons, or agreements made between
persons concerning the exchanges they will regard as proper in
complementary role behavior.

Finally, considering the conclusions of the previous chapter,
it may be argued that in Parsons’ theory, both voluntaris.m and
determinism concerning role performances exist and have a reci-
procal relationship to one another. Depending upon the emphasis
one wishes to consider at any one time, the theory may appear
extremely voluntaristic, having little specification of the kinds of
roles that ought to be played; or it may be very explicit concerning

roles and norms while allowing little voluntarism.




XV. THE PROBLEM OF THE AGENT OF CHOICE--
RELATING THE TWO MODELS OF MAN

We have reviewed Parsons' fundamental starting points
and requirements for his theory of action. From this, it was pos-
sible to see he tries to draw up a theory which builds on the work
that has gone before while avoiding the problems that have plagued
earlier theorists. The outlines of the theory as a whole were
presented, with emphasis on problems of choice in the theory when
seen as a combination of po'ssible system.foci. Following that, we
took up one emphasis in Parsonian theory and examined what has here
been called the voluntaristic model, in which the social act is buitlt ‘
up theoreficallf from consideration of the needs of actors who cognize
and cathect objects in situations in order to deal with them. This led
to a description of the pattern variable scheme as the formalization
of the choices confronting actors in their activities as cognizers and
cathecters, and thus as authors of action in a highly voluntaristic
sense. Finally, it was seen that there is a rather specific model of
man derivable from this line of Parsonian thought. It consists in a
picture of man with a determinable set of need-dispositions that derive
directly from the notion of the vpersonality as a system. Voluntary

choice of actions by actors is a central feature.
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Chapter XIV considered a divergent eméhasis in Parsonian
theory, that which is specifically concerned with the social system
as a point of reference and‘ wifh the actor as role player who performs
certain activities. The activities he performs were seen to be
directly related to the functional problems faced by systems of
action, and these problems set specific limits on the voluntarism
which was discussed in the previous chapter. Finally, it was
shown that implicit in this less voluntaristic view of action was a
model of man characterized especially by the ability to perform
needed tasks as they arise, but with little dependence on the pro-
cesses of cognition; cathexis and evaluation. Similarly, it appeared
unnecessary to involve the need-dispositions c;f actors, since the
basic scheme into which the action of actors fits is the system of
social relations, not a unified system of goals derived from the
needs of persons.

While it is remembered that Parsons says he is always
concerned with the dual nature of motivation and role behavior, it
is difficult to see how this is so in the deterministic emphasis.
While he does not see actors as robots playing their appropriate
roles, he places so little emphasis on voluntaristic behavior in the
deterministic model that the internally contrived and gratifying
aspects of social behavior appear so minimized that they become
jrrelevant. In this emphasis of his work, the pattern variables

appear to be formalizations of demands placed on role players by
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the social system. As we will see in this chapter, the implicit
problem of how to balance voluntarism and determinism has
plagued Parsons throughout his work. It seems that he has not
yet given a thorough and adequate answer to this question.

In this chapter? we will restate the main elements of the

models of man that have been derived in the ways just described,

and examine some of Parsons! answers to the problems raised.
Specifically, while Parsons has never addtressed himself to the
models of man in this theory, he has found occasion to answer
critics of his pattern varié.bles, the scheme around which the .
analysis in this paper has been formed.

The pattern variables figure prominerntly in discussion of
systems of action at every level of generality, but Parsons has
considerable difficulty making them perform satisfactorily in
knitting the Levels of generality together. This is pointed up by
the divergent assumptions about man at various levels of analysis.

We saw that the pattern variables work best when they
are grouped in pairs. The two groupings, presumably no matter
how many pattern variables in each, should match in number, so
that the derivations from them can be made in terms of cross-
cla.ssifi.cations.1]‘2 Also, the nature of the actor-situation relation
is theoretically such that two categories have to be built up
(object and attitude categories.) It seems that the pattern variables,

when employed to suggest further analytical categories in the
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theory of action, work best when linked to the object-attitude
differentiation. Thus Parsons says at one point that with respect

to number, '"it must be either four or six pairs,' and the choice
is a "matter' of definition."113 In the most rec;ent articles dealing
with them, he limits them 'to four pairs.

However, for a long time after the pattern variable idea
emerged, there \%ras a fifth one, which was particularly hard to
handle since it was unaligned with any other, i.e., unpaired; yet
it seemed important to Parsons. This was the '"self-orientation--
collectivity-orientation'' pattern varia.ble.114 Tﬁe list of five

pattern variables appeared prominently in most of the Parsonian

literature up to The Social System and Toward a General Theory

of Action. It constituted a set of dichotomies in "symmetrical
asymme’try.”115 That is, the object pattern varia.bles were paired,
the orientati-on variables were paired, and the fifth, the "self-
orientation--collectivity-orientation'' variable, was concei:ved as
somehow iﬁ the middle of the two ar'ld was unpaired. This
unpaired dichotomy has a direct relationship to the subject of this
study; specifically, it addresses the problem of the location of choice

in the system, since it concerns the "choice" of how to choose be-

tween demands placed by the system and personal desires for action.
To understand the thought that went into the formulation of
this pattern variable and its later elimination, it is necessai‘y to

remember that the system idea, when used by Parsons, is always
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concerned with the relations of elements in the system to each
other. In discussing the structure of the social system, the sub-
systems were seen to be laced together via the interlocking
nature of some of the pattern variables between each of the four
basic functional categories., Similarly, on the level of personality,
the need-dispositions were seen to derive from the relational nature
" of the personality's four fun?:tional problems.

Concerning the relationships of personalities to social and
cultural systems, it is necessary to move to a still higher level
of generality and include in the system the per sonality system, the
social system and the cultural system as pérts of a functional
whole. This means that the choices now to be considered are con-
cerned with the relations of personalities, social systems and cul-
tural sfstems in their capacities as subsystems of a larger system.
Whén considering the social system alone, pattern variables were
the means of formalizing the dichotomous nature of action alterna-
tives that fit in best with the needs of the subsystems of the social
system. On the system level which includes the personality,
cultural and social systems, similar dichotomies present themselves.

Uniquely, however, it is only the social system and the per-
sonality system which are comprised of systems of social action.
These two systems plus the behavioral organism (considered as a
system) and the cultural system comprise a .s.ystematic interrelationship

of four elements at the highest level of generality. The behavioral
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organism is a system of biological and physical action, but not of
social action; the culture is_a system of symbols, not of action.
Considered altogether, these four subsystems (cultural, social,
personality, organism) comprise a total system at the highest |
level of generality at which Parsons deals.

At this level of generalization, and considering the fact that
the two subsystems comprised of social action are the social and
the personality subsystems, the problem arises of the action relations
between the two. These relations have been the concern of this paper.
In Chapter XIII, the personality was considered as it '"looked c;ut"
to the social system. In Chapter XIV, the social syst.em was con-
sidered for the ways in which it ”loo.ked down'' on the personality.
In terms pf models of man, thesé two section;s described voluntarism
at the pér sonality subsystem level and determinism at the social
subsystem level. The models of man in each case were found to be
products of the kind of analysis being carried out, as well as the
level of generality being maintained. The problem for Parsons was
that of making the two systems "fit" together in acceptable ways,
using the models of man found ir.x ea.ch and avoiding determinisms.

It is now necessary to focus on the issue of the fifth
pattern variable. Given that Pair sons conceived of the personality
and the social system as the two concerned specifically with social

action, it is natural that a solution to the problem of which '"chooses'
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action might be solved voluntaristically, making the whole of the
theory appear more voluntaristic than not. This could be accom-
plished by the inclusion of the fifth pattern variable, specifically
concerned with the actor's dilemma of whether to become oriented
to the needs of the collectivity (collectivity -orientation) or pay more
attention to his own personal desires (self-orientation.) In Parsons'
terms, this "concerned the structure of the market relation in terms
of the extenf; to which pursuit of 'advantage' took precedence over
the -.perforrna.nce of 'servic:e.’”117 1"Collectivity-orientation" formu-
lated the "respects in which m'ember.ship in a superordinare .;,yst'em
is a direc‘tly governing consideration for action in or as a member of
any given sub-system."118 On the other pole, "self-orientation”
formulated the ''area \;;rithin which the norms o;f interest of the
superordinate system are not directly governing, that is, where
they may be treated only as 'regulative! rather than 'constitutive' of
the relationship in quc-:sti.on."ll'9
This formulation of. the fifth pattern variable was trouble-
some for at least two reasons. The obvious one is revealed by
the wording of the definition of the patiern variable itself. The work-
ing of the neollectivity-orientation' side of the definition quoted above
seems to ir;lply voluntarism on the .part of the actor. This is in terms

of the collectivity as a '"governin consideration' for actors. But the
Yy g g

other half of the definition is in terms of system determination. It
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formulates "areas in which . . . norms of interest of the super-
ordinate system . . . are not directly governing." This implies
that there are definitely areas in which such nornf;s are directly
governing, and that in those areas, action will be contrived accord-
ing to those norms. This seems to make the fifth pattern variable
bridge the gap between the personality and social systems, but it
states it with a foot in both, and not in terms of either. Because of
this, it was never clear in Parsons' writings how this pattern
variable was to be considered (voluntaristically or deterministically.)

T‘he other reason for the trouble with this pattern variable
seerﬁs to be that, no matter how ambiguously it is defined, the
question of choice is still preser;t and unsolved. Interpreted volun-
taristically, the fifth pattern variable can be thouéht to fit into the
voluntaristic scheme; but it raises questions of how and when the
actor will choose action according to the "norms of interest of the
superordinate system." Similarly, if the. pattern variables are
interpreted determinisfically, the fifth one can be thought of as a
part of this interpretation, but the question arises of when the
jnterests of the superordinate scheme are not in force,. and of what
happens to action when they are not.

For several reasons, Parsons appears to have found it
advantageous to drop the fifth pattern variable. He has said that he
came to consider it a "'special case" of the other four, and therefore

redundant.lzo This leaves the question of the relationships between
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the personality and the social subsystem of the total system
somewhat unaccounted for. However, Parsons has taken what
appears to be a more satisfactory approach on the problem of these
relations, which at least begins to give the answer to the question
of choice in the system. (It is not yet clear whether the solution
will remain satisfactory--éspecially in relation to the model of
man in Parsons’ theory.) This solution is that of the cybernetic
relations between the four subsystems of the total system.

At the same time that Parsons was reconsidering the
pattern variables in response to criticism of them, he was for-
mulating a conception of the relationships between the subsystems
of the action system in terms of relative "hierarchical" importance
regarding the setting of limits and the cor.xtrolling of a.c'tions .121
We saw that the fifth pattern variable, ngelf-orientation--collecti-
vity -orientation,' was conceived as forﬁalizing the kinds of demands
that could be placed on the actor, and the kinds of freedom the actor
would have. This kind of thinking relative to the pattern variables
must have given rise to more general thinking concerning the
relations of the personality and the social system when considered
in the context of the environing systems--the biological organism
of the actor and the cultural system, composed of a2 system of norms.
At one point, Parsons referred to the fifth pattern variable as the

instrument which clarifies the relationships of the personality and
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the social system and the "hierarchical" nature of the relationship

between the two. The idea- of the hieral.'chy was not worked out

until several years later. During this time, Parsons abandoned

the fifth pattern variable, ahd concentrated more on detailing the

, 122

hierarchical relationships of the four subsystems of the action system.
We saw in Chapter XII that the four general system problems

were associated with four ésp;cts of the social world. That is, only

the social system, the actual system of roles played ultimately by

persons, can be said to include social interaction, in the sense of

two or more roles being complementary and 'acted out by two or more

actors. The other aspects of social life constituted "énvironments”

in which this interaction took place. That is, when- the entities th.at

are the actors, the personality system and the cultural system aTe

considered in relation to the social system itself, the totality of

these form a systematic relationship characterized by interchange

among the four. This is the essence of the idea of system, for

Parsons. In order for social interaction to take place according

to normative orientation, there must be goals and there must be

energy, or the means of reaching goals. Considering the greatest

level of generality of the idea of system, these four problems fit

into the four system prerequisites.

Considering the social system and its environments, the

pattern maintenance function is associated with the cultural system.
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This system is constituted by the system of norms, and thus inti-
mately associated with institutionalized patterns of behavior. The
integration function is associated with the social system itself.

It is uniquely the social system which is comprised of interaction.
Thus the social system serves the integrative function of the total
system by interlinking the various normative components and
- personality variants via soéial interaction. The personality system
is associated with the goal attainment function since, especially

in the voluntaristic emphasis, it is this system which formulates
and articulates goals,and designs the actual behaviors toward

their pursuit. Finally, we saw that Parsons!® is an action system
based on energy used for the achievement of goals. This reliance
on the concept of an energized system places the ""behavioral
organism'' in close relationship with the total sys.tem‘s need for
adaptation. It is adaptation that is conceived as the process of
producing the means' which are directed toward the total system's
123

goals.

The hierarchical relationships mentioned above are in

terms of conditioning and control. That is, the conditioning hier-

archy runs from behavioral organism, through personality system
. 124 . )

and social system to the cultural system. This means that

at any one level of analysis, as Parsons arranges these systems,

there exist the requisite conditions for the operation of the next
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level of analysis. For example, the social system is at the third
stage in the conditioning hierarchy, with the personality system
standiﬁg above it and above that, the behavioral organism. As
Parsons reasons, the social system depends for its basic condi-
tions of operation on the personality system, which-depends in turn
on the constitution of the organism. Here is a sense in which ’che‘~
social system is dependent on the personality system. This means
that personalities, constituted differently ambng persons, will

have an impact on the way roles are played and the character of

the social system itself.

The other hierarchical arrangement of these four subsystems
of the total system is that of cybernetic control. Whereas the
conditioning hierarchy sets out the order in which necessary pre-
rgquisife s to action must be worked out with respect to the whole,
the controlling hierarchy designates the order in which control
over the next stage iﬁ the hierarchy is exeréised. This hierarchy
begins at the level of the cultural system, goes through the social
system and the personality and ends with the behavioral organism.
This means that in relation to control, the social system stands
below the culture (and thus under its control.)

There is need for considerabie development which Parsons
has not yet provided concerning exactly what constitutes control and
conditioning. It is to be noted that the hierarchy of control runs in

the same direction as his model of socia.lization,lzswhile his model
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of Ego's ins;rumental act runs in the same direction of that of
cond:i.tioning.126 This means simply that when considering the
process of socialization of the child, Parsons considers the cul-
tural system and the social system into which the child is to be
integrated as above the level of “the personality of the child.

That is, the child is seen as taking on é.spects of the culture via
interaction with members'qf the social system. The child is
considered as basically tabula rasa, with only the abilities to
learn, notice and change. In order of conditioning factors, the
child stands below the behavioral organisin. 'That is, the assump-
tions about socialization are based on the assumption of these '
abilities as part of the biological equipment.

The model of the instrumental social act, once persons are
socialized, however, runs the other direction. It is conceived as
a progression of stages from latency, through adaptation, goal
attainment, integration and back to latency. This is the order in
which phase movement was described in Chapter XIV. Parsons
conceives of the instrumental act as beginning from a stage of
latency. Problems of adaptation then may arise, moving the
system as a whole into consideration of its goal state and how to
achieve it. Goal attainment is therefore the next phase, in which
the goal is achieved. The system is now changed somewhat, and

requires reintegration, especially with respect to the goal it has
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just achieved. .As the integration is achieved, the system moves
back into a new period of 1atency.127 Therefore, in this case,
the personality (as sociated'with the goal attainment problem)
stands above the social system (associated with integration.)

If these processes are generalized and takeh out of their
temporal context of child and adult role player, it seems that the
cybernetic model of the relationships of the functions of the system
and their associations with concrete aspects of life has great poten-
tial. Only lately has Parsons turned his attention specifically to
tﬁe ways in which the social system and ~it:s environing systems
cooperate. If he decides to follow out this line of theory, he may
arrive at a more satisfactory solution to the problem of interweav-
ing voluntarism among actors into a rather deterministic system.
He has given suggestions of an answer to the question of ' Who
chooses?'" ''In the sense . . . of emphasizing the impor‘tance of
the cyber-net.ically highest elements in patterning action systems,
Iam a cultural determinist, rather than a social d.eterminis’c."128
We have seen from his arranging of the factors of conditionir;g
and control that this is so. But he makes it clear that it is only
in the sense of cybernetic hierarchies that he is any kind of deter-
minist. In placing the adapfation function and the behavioral
organism at the top of the conditioning hierarchy, but at the bottom

of the controlling hierarchy, he seems to be attempting a specific

alternative to the Marxian model, which in terms of control, gives
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priority to what Parsons. woul& call adaptation. Parsons goes on,

"y Peli;.eve that, within the socia1> system, the normative elements

are more important for socia.i change than the ""material interests"

of constitutive units ."129 This we have seen m Parsons! arrangin-g of.
the hierarchies of co'nditioning and cybernetic control.

Some comments are appropriate concerning the relationships
of the models of'man to each other in terms of the cyberﬁetic hier-
archies that Parsons has recently developed; As a conditioning
factor, the voluntaristic model developed in Chapter XIII seems to
fit into Parsons! scheme above the social system. Thus the need-
diépositions, the consciousness, and the goal directedness of actors
that comprise the outlines of that model are requisite to the opera-
tion of the social system. These elements of the nature of man
may not be interpreted to set any specific behaviors as-patterns,
however. The hierarchy in which they stand above the social
system is that of coﬁditioning.

Alternatively, the social and cultural systems stand above
the personality (and thus the person) in terms of control. However,
we noticed that Parsons! deterministic emphasis afforded the less
specific and delineated model of man. The outlines of this model
were in terms of learning and plasticity only. This means that the

culture, introduced through social interaction among persons, is -

reiatively clearly stamped on the personality of the individual. The
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culture, however, must be within the nature of the voluntaristic
individual, for it is this system which stands above the culture
in terms of setting the conditions under which culture can operate
as a system.

It appears that Parsons is on the track of a conceptual
device which could be used to spell out the exact ways in which the
nature of the individual as ;a system of action influence the culture
he carries. Similarly, the ways in which the culture and the social
siructure influence the person may become clearer. This aspect
of the Parsonian scheme has already had considerable attention.
Clearly, the main job of relating the two natures of man in Parson-
ian theory lies in detailing of the conditioning factors in the hierarchy
of conditioning. Unfortunately, Parsons has not yet attempted this

in a systematic manner.




APPENDIX

Some further comments on Parsons' theory seem appro-
priate. To begin, it will be noted that Parsons?, like Homans', is
a deductive tneory, althdugh not hypothetico-deductive .130 Some
aspects of its deductive na.t;.lre lead directly to a consideration of
the major points of considerable vulnerability of the theory. Perhaps‘
these points are those at which the most telling criticisms have
been made. This study has followed up one of these points. Secondly,
a brief note is in order on circularity in Parsons! work. Finally,
some commenis on how Parsonian theory may be applied and on its
usefulness in the study of social change are offered.

Clearly Parsons' theory, which has been called "programmatic,"
is deductive.131 That is, from a few starting points, Pa.rsons works
out the consequent derivations. The idea of system is the central
theme in Parsonian writing. The inherent needs of systems imply
certain conclusions in terms of the things that will have to be accom-
plished if a system is to survive. From the starting point of system
and system problems, Parsons extends the analysis to the ways in
which the system might solve its problems and face the further
issues that the solutions raise. We see that, if one began with
systems at the highest level of generality, the subsystems making

224
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up this system could also be conceived as systems, implying yet
iower ]..evels of analysis, which imply the analysis of each sub-set
of these sYstems in yet lower levels of analysis, ad infinitum. The
logical regress involved in this process need not become a problem,
as long as practical limits are set concerning where to stop. The
enormous volure of Parsonian writing can be understood as the
detailing of the aspects of systems, and their subsystems, as well
as the ways in which they f{fit into yet greater ‘systems'.

Thus for all its apparent formidability, Parsons'’ theory
seems to reduce to the notion of system (implying the four functional
problems of systems) and a set of devices for relating the four
system problems together in the course of any single analysis.

In Parsons! work, the pattern variables perform the latter function.

When applied to any problem, these formal aspects of the
analytical structure are seen to take on content appropriate; to the
analysis in progress. That is, Parsons® conceptual scheme takes
on meanings according to the problem under examination. The
meanings according to the examiner are not part of the formal
deductive system, but only problematic in terms of whether they are
the empirically "right' ones. Most c?iticisms of Parsons® work
concern Whether.his é‘(;arting points are correct, and whether the way
he employs his system fits the '"facts." ‘

Considerable attention'has be-en drawn to the concept of

13
functional prerequisites (Parsons! functional problems.) As we
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saw, Parsons has settled on four as the correct number. Others

‘have expanded and contracted the list. Parsons argues four is correct
and any others that have been proposed can be understood as reducable
to his four, while any less than four do not attend to the problems of
survival implied by the existence of each. Clearly, if one is uncom-
fortable with Parsons' rendition of the system problems, there is
little chance for accepting his whole scheme.

- Criticism has been levelled at Parsons! treatment of the
relational system designed to fit the system problems together (the
pattern varia.bles.)l?’3 It is possible to agree with Parsons on the
system problems, but disagree on the composition of th.e pattern
varié.bles , since the two are not airectly derived from each other,
although they are related and intertwined systematically. We have
seen that the number of pattern variables has been a problem for
Parsons, and that to some extent, the solution to the problem seems
to have been suggested by the ease of cross-classification using
multiples of two.

If one tentatively agrees with Parsons on the system and its
associated problems, and is willing to go along with the pattern
variables, criticism and analysis of the scheme can take one of two
main forms from that point. Either analysis can be concerned with
the ways in which Parsons conceptually works out the interrelations
between the two sets of analytical tools, (system and pattern variables)

oT it can be directed toward the ways the system is "applied" to
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empirical problems. This study has chosen the former. The
concern with the model(s) of man in Parsons! work is basically

a concern with the ways in which the person fits into the social
order. That is, the focus of this study has been on the kinds of
relations Parsons sees between levels of his action system, speci-
fically with regard to the relations of the personality and the social
system.

Taking the other route in criticism of Parsons would entail
an analysis of the ways in which Parsons loads his theoretical
terms with concrete empirical referents. The fact that the wrié:ings
of Parsons do not include any detailed set of criteria by which he
accomplishes this loading must be considered a d.eﬁc:iency.l?’4 This
deficiency leads to the criticism that Parsons is giving description
of the "way he sees it" in terms of his set of categories, rather than
a theory of the 'way it is.'" In this connection, some problems relating
to the definitional circula.rity. of the tileory may be mentioned.

The definition of a social system entails the ideas of interaction
and meaningful action. But its essence seems to be the idea of the
fulfillment of the system's requirements for survival. This means
that the system is defined by the problems it solves. Since if a
system fails to solve these problems; it does not exist, the definitions of

the system's problems and of the system itself tend to be identical.

That is, at the outset the scheme incorporates two kinds of definitions
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(of the system and of the system problems) that are really one.
This lgads to the conclusion that, no matter how much the analysis
is in terms of the system!'s having problems, the fact must be that
it is successfully solving these problems. Otherwise there would
be no analysis, because there would be no system. It seems that
this kind of definitional circularity is necessary in programmatic
théory. Given the deductive nature of the scheme itself, it must
begin with some concept which inherently implies others defined
in terms of each other.

It is this definitional circularity over the system and its
solution to problems, combined with Parsons! concern with and
emphasis on the problem of order, that has led critics to conclude
that the model is static and that it is ihcapable of dealing with

135
problems of change. They argue that since order is the main
concern, and since the system is (by definition) solving its problems,
there must be only minimal disruption. Thus, tauthority! rather
than 'power! is a concern in Parsonian theory because 'power,'
as such, never becomes problematic.

However, it seems that the scheme Parsons offers could be
used to analyze change, or even conﬂi;t and revolution. The logic of
the four system problems was in terms of the ""scarce resources''
postulate of economic theory and the problem s.of tension managemént

and integration caused by the fact that all the means of the system
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could not be directed to all goals at once. If disorder had been

the main concern, perhaps instead of Economy and Soclety,

Parsons would have written a book on ’.che disintegration of systems
and the ways in which empirical systems have tended to fail to solve
their problems (and thus passed out of existence.) Indeed, his
recent book, Societies, can be seen in this perspectlve. With re-
spect to speed of change, however, Parsons has chosen to consider
the slowest alternative. From the logic of the theory itself, there
does not seem to be any rsa.son rapid and decisive change could not

be analyzed in essentially the same terms.
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PART I

SYMBOLIC IN TERACTION



XVvi. INTRODUCTION TO PART II

The study of symbolic interaction theory léads in several
directions at once. One could detail the writings of Mead alone to
begin such a study. This would lead into an exa.mina'.tion of all the
intricacies of Mead'; work, which several persons have already
attempted and partially accomplished. The fruits of this kind of
analysis of symbolic interactionist literature are the clarification
of exac"cly what one of the acknowledged founders of the approach
had to say, and the indication of areas which need further attention.
A second appro-a.ch to the study of symbolic interaction theory would
be to study the later books and papers that have acknowledged this
tradition as their foundation, in order to ascertain the latest or
most complete view of this approach in modern social science.’

There are difficulties with both these approaches to the study
of symbolic interaction, but they are not insuperable. Studying Mead
alone has two main disadvantages. In the context of the present work,
which attempts a broad overview of contemporary North American
sociological theory from the standpoint of one theoretical problem,
the study of Mead alone would seem out of place. DBecause Mead
wrote more than forty years ago, his works have been expanded and

extended by more recent writers whose contributions ought not to go
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unexamined. The study of Mead alone is a dubious approach to the
study of symbolic interactionism also because his works to which
most symbolic interactionists refer were not meant for publication.
Rather, they are the compiled and edited lecture notes of several
members of his cla-sses in social psychology1 and the history of
ideas.z As much as these books are seminal and provocative, they
do not constitute complete, consistent statements of Mead's main
ideas.

The study .of the later writings which take Mead's work as
an important point of departure would contribute to the under sfanding
of symbolic interactionism as a modern theory, but this approach
has both pract{cal and theoretical difficulties. Such a large volume
of material would have to be covered that the task would be.very
unwieldy. Thisis demonstrated by the fact that until recently,
there was available neither a unified statement of symbolic inter-
actionist principles3 nor a comprehen'sive reader.4 There are
several alternate varieties of symbolic interactionism that might
be studied, none of“ which can claim to be the s.ole trye' heir of
the work done by Mead in laying down the principle; of t-he orienta-
1:ion.5 Both of the recent works in symbolic interactionism men-
tioned above emphasize that they represent tentative and inconclusive
statements, and that the field is by no means adequately summarized

in them.
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Nevertheless, because so many claim it as their theore-
tical orientation, the study of symbolic interactionism remains an
integral part of the present work. A means has been found to
accornmodate it in a general consideration of the nature of man in
relation to sociological explanation in modern sociological theory.
This Part will use both of the approaches outlined above, making
certain aéditions and deletions while concentrating on the core con-
cepts in the approach--communication and language. Mea;,d’s work,
so important in the foundations of symbolic interactionism, is given

heavy emphasis; Mind, Self and Society, as well as other works of

his, are used as major texts in this investigation. Several of the
more reputable commentaries, criticisms and extensions of them
are employed, as Well.6 It is necessary to deal Witl} some modifi-
cations and extensions, as well as with Mead himself, in the study
of' syrpbolic jnteractionism. This is because Mead's work, while
seminal, is sketchy and in some respects poorly edited.

It will be argued that the model of man in symbolic inter-
actionism could benefit from some studies of language that are being
made mainly outsid‘e sociology'.8 The philosophical accounts of the
various connotations of "symbol'' and the impact these understand-
ings may have on symbolic interactioﬁ theory have received little
attention. In this Part, it will be argued that while Mead was
essentially correct in focusing on language and communication as

fundamental, the formulations of them which he achieved are
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inadequate in several respects. Moreover, when examined criti-
cally, the inadequacies indicate that the view of social organization
at the sociological level commonly derived from symbolic inter-
actionism is unacceptable in that it fails to take ac;:ount of the full
implications of basing a theory of social order on language. It
will be seen that these inadequacies derive dirgctly from the model
of communication, which is the basis for the model of man.

The strategy for Part I in the study of the concepts of man
in relation to sociological explanation in modern sociological theory
will be as follows. The basic tenets of symbolic interactionist theory
will be derived mainly from the works of Mead. This will take
the form of set;cing out the accounts of the mind, the self, and
social order. It will be seen that society is of prime concern to
symbolic interactionists both as a phenomenon to be explained and
as a -starting point from which to analyze the individual. It will
be stressed that language and symbolization play key roles in each
of the areas of concern in symbolic interactionism. Without clarity
concerning the place of "symbol"9 in mind, self, and society,
there can be no understanding of symbolic interactionism.

Since the focus of symbolic interactionism is the individual
and his relationships with others, it will be found tg contain a fairly
explicit model of man. The concepts of "mind'and "'self"’ speak directly

to the problem of the nature of man. We will see that the problem of
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social organization ("society") is dealt with in terms of the
individual, his abiliti;-':s to u,sc;, symbols, and his language.

Once symbolic interactionist theory is explained and the
model of man identified and made clear, an analysis of the model
will be attempted in terms of its major mechanism --- signifi-
cation, both to the self and to others. A criticism of the use oi
the term ''symbol" will then be brought to bear on symbolic inter -
act:ionist éheory. ‘ We will see in this criticism that rather than
social organization being the result of the fitting together of
jndividual lines of action, at 1easfc one aspect of social structure is
external to individuals and out of their reach in terms of negotiation
and control. It will be emphasized that this aspect is concerned
with language, the very heart of symbolic interactionist thinking.
Since tlz.xe full study of vocabulary, —gramma.r, syﬁtax, and so on,
is too broad for application to symbolic interactionism in this
essay, the comments and conclusions drawn here will have to
remain tentative. However, the analysis of symbo]j.c interactionism
in these terms should provide some avenues for the convergence

of the three types of sociological theory dealt with in this work.



XVil. THE MODEL OF MAN IN SYMBOLIC
. INTERACTION THEORY

It has been suggested that Meadls Mind, Self and Society

has been edited in the wrong order ,10 and that the study of symbolic
interactionism should begin with society, not n‘;ind. This contention
comes from those who would use the theory to explain the nature of
the individual and the way he develops through socialization. They
argue that society has to be conceived as prior in time to any indi-
vidual in it. This means that society ought to be characterized as
a process of symbolic interaction into which each individual member
is more or less gradually initiated.

For the present purpose, however, it appears that the original

order of the presentations in Mind, Self and Society should be main-

tained. This order emphasizes the individual as a2 minded organism
with a self. This emphasis is derived mainly from the central place
of language and communication in the theory. These key ideas also
form the bases on which an account of social organization is carried
out in symbolic interactionism. To successfully communicate to
others, it is necessary, in Mead!s view, to communicate with one's
self in just the way that one communicates with others--symboli-
ca.lly.11 Thus the ideas of minded behavior, the self, and society
all relate to the communicative act.
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According to Mead, mind is not an essence, a substance
found in the body, or a speciail sector of the nervous system. Rather,
it is that aspect of the jndividual characterized by reflective be-
havior concerning his own ac‘a’.ons.12 Mead"s notion concerning
mind is that it emerges in the life-process through communication.
In humans, communication takes place via significant gestures, .
or ones that have meaning.13 Mead explains that this human
communication is different from the communication occurring
among animals. Animals may use signs. That is, they may cry
out or gesture to eaqh other in various ways through posture,
snarls, and so on. 'But the animal gesture is 2 communicative
act only in that the animals respénd to gestures directly. This
kind of communication in animals, Mead holds, is rightly called
commu#ication, but it has nothing to do with mind because it
does not involve meaningful gestures and their interpretation.

Mead!s view of meaningful communication is at once simple
and complex. We have seen that an animal's gesture can be a
body movement oTr CIY. Basically the same thing holds in human
communication, except that an interpretation is mentally inserted

14

between the gesture and the response to it. This interpretive
activity is minded behavior. In humans, 2 vocal gesture may seem
to cause a reaction in another person. But Mead asserts that the

reaction is not to the gesture directly, but to the hearer's interpreta-

tion of the gesture. That is, the gesture has become a symbol for
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an act or event. The reaction noticed is to the act symbolized by
the gesture and not to the gesture directly. Mead illustrates this
with an example .of a person coming upo.n a bear track in the
Woods.15 It might be observed that the person, on seeing the track,
became afraid. The fear, héwever, was not of the track but of
the. thing the track symbolized, i.e., the fact that a bear was near.
Recognition that the track symbolized the nearness of a fearsome
animal constituted minded behavior. That is, minded behavior is
the mental extension of the mezing of the symbol to a possible
eventuality --actually coming upon the bear. .

Similarly, the symbol (track) is more than simply an impres-
sion in the ground indicating the presence of a bear. Itis the
symbol of a possible completed act or series of possible acts.

Each of these possible acts are epitomized or telescoped into the
symbol. It is these possible outcomes that constitute the meaning
of the symbol.16

Minded behavior, in Mead's view, arises in problematic
si'cuations.17 If one is confronted with a problem to which the answer
is not immediately apparent, but yeta solution is necessary, minded
behavior occurs in the following way. Several possible solutions might
present themselves. The individual's problem solving takes the form
of trying out each of these solutions mentally, (without any overt action

at all), until one is found which seems to be appropriate. That is,

the alternate solutions are symbolically extended to the situation, and
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the consequences of taking each alternative are worked out before
any action is attempted. This process involves ''thinking,'' or

self signification through the use of s{rmbols. Th.us minded. behavior
occurring in problematic situations takes the form of a ''conversa-
tion" with one's self concerning the alternatives in any p-roblematic
situation. Instead of the individual manipulating the situation
directly in the solution of his problem (trial and error), he performs
a mental trial and error process by using symbols for the elements
of the situation and manipulating the symbols until the correct
outcome is found.

This process implies a further property of minded behavior --
namely, the selection of features of the environment to which one
will attend. 18 Problems arise only in the relationship of the indivi-
dual to the environment. Every individual, because he has a unique
relationship to the environment, will attend to different aspects of -
jt. Therefore, each individualls environment (each individual's
symbolic representation of the environment) will be different. The
process of minded behavior implies that the environment will never

be the same for different persons, although similar environments

. will certainly appear similar to different persons.

It is clear, then, that Mead's understanding of mind is in
terms of symbolic behavior. This behavior is the individual's signi-

fication to himself using symbols. The acts that result from minded
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behavior are those that have i:een formulated in the process of
mental activity; that is, the-y have been tried out mentally. ;I‘his
mental trial is possible because the person ‘ha.s- the ability to
manipulate significant symbols which come to stand for aspects of
the environment.

Up to this point, since no jnterhuman communication has come
into the discussion, the term "signiﬁcant-symbol” has referred only
to the symbols used in the ind'ividualfs conversatlz.on with himself--
in his minded behavior. At least logically, if not empiricaily, an
individual could bave a private language used only in communicating
with himself. The symbols contained in that language (its "words'’)
would have meaning only to the individual. That is, it is 1;>gica1}};
possible for a person to represent aspects of his environment by
symbols having only private meaning. The ""meaning' of these
symbols would be related to the fact that the- same vo'cal gesture
always signified (stood for) the same environmental property for
the individual who invented the symbols. Presuﬁably, this private
language would be adequate for minded behavior on the part of the
person who invented it. But it would be useless for communication
with others.

Language that is useful for communicatioﬁ with others is
made up of "'significant symbols’ in another sense of the term

"signiﬁca,nt."19 While it is logically possible for symbols to be
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privatély significant to individuals in that they call up certain
responses in them alone, Mead uses the term "significant for
symbols that have shared meaning. For Mead,. mt;.a.ning is
social and is derived from the communicative usefulness of
symbols rather than from individuals assigning meanings to
symbols privately. "The relationship of [a] symbol to 2]
set of responses in tﬁe individual as well as in the other . . .
makes the vocal gesture what I call a significant sy'rnbol."20

In minded behavior concerning 2 problem, we saw '.cha.t
aspects of the problematic situation are singled out symbolically
and the symbols manipulated until the correct combination is
found for the solution of the problem. The gymbols are thén
examined for their relation to properties of the environment.
This relation indicates the correct beha.%rior with regard to the
actual environment; it is possible to extend act‘ion into the future
by symbolically representing it. Thus the problem is solved
mentally before it is solved physically.

In communicative behavior between persons, symbols play
a similar central role. When symbolic meanings are shared, it
is possible for one person to express hﬁ.mself to another such that
the other can interpret the intentions of the speaker, as well as
his present activity. Ti;us adjustive behavior is possible for the
hearer. Since the speaker communicates to himself at the same

time as he communicates to the other, he, too, has the possibility



252

of interpreting his own communication and adjusting his behavior
accordingly. The mutuality of the possibilities of adjustment and
interpretation of the symbols used indicates the meaningful nature

" of the symbols. They are interpreted in the same way by the hearer
as by the speaker; that is, the symbols have the same meaning to
both. (This does not imply that similar adjustive activities will

be observed after the symbols have been used.)

Conversation involves mental activity, since it has both
inwardly and outwardly directed aspects. If a person speaks, he
he;rs himself speak. Thus he signifies to himself the meaning he
intended to convey to the other. The symbols have the same mean-
ing to the speaker as to the hearer. In this sense, communica-
tion is both to the other and to the self. Communication is based
on the proposition that the symbols turned both inwardly to the
speaker and outwardly to the other have the same meaning--that
is, they '"'signify' the same things.

In Mead!s theory, the concept of "meaning' centers on the
fact that communicating persons interpr;et given s-fnnbols in the same
way. '""Meaning [ is7 . . . the common response in one's self
as well as in the other person, which becomes, in turn, a stimulus
to one's self.”21 Temporally, meaning is related to the future just
as much as t<.> the moment the vocal gesture is uttered. Since the

symbol epitomizes an act, that is, since it telescopes the representation
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of a future state of affairs into itself, its meaning includes an
image of that future state of affairs. This ‘is the basis on which
persons can interpret and react to each other!s intentions as well
as their overt behaviors. Vocal gestures are interpreted by parti-
cipants in conversation mentally, in terms of the future situation
epitomized by the gestures. Thus conversation is more than
trading symbols which stand for aspects of the environment or
the self. It is the trading of those symbols as they relate to
each participant’s operations and intended operations on the envir-
onment (which could.include other participants in the conversation.)
This allows persons to adjust their activities to impending states
of affairs, which in turn ma:y reéult in the alteration of each
person's intended activities. This unending adjustive mechanism
in which persons are constantly redesigning their activities in the
light of the activities of others or their interpretations of the
intentions of others is central to the social interaction p::ocess.22
It will be wise to point out that the foregcing discussion of
meaning and conversation through vocal gestures has applied only
to conscious meaning and conscioﬁs use of signiﬁo.::ant symbols.
Meaningful gestures can be made unconsciously, as when a gesture
such as a facial expression denotes the state of mind of the person
making the gesture. It is, however, only when the gesture becomes
jdentified as a symbol and when the symbol signifies a meaning to

the self that conscious meaning is present. This differentiation
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corresponds to the separation of natural signs such as animals use
from symbols. Obviously,. then, symbols are completely arbitrary
in that they could be any gesture, so long as the participants in

the communication in which they are used agree upon their
meaning.

The mind arises in the social life-process. Children do
not invent their own languages, but take on the ones in use around
them by learning the meanings of the gestures used by the adults
of their culture. This learning of minded behavior is equivalent
to developing ”intelligence.”23 "Intelligence'" in common usage,
refers to somé raw and perﬁaps .la.tent potent.ial in humans. While
this meaning is not contradicted by Mead's use of the term, he
intends a special kind of ability when he uses it. In his view,
intelligence is "reflective'’ in the sense of se—lf-signification devel-
oped above. I;Iumans aré characte;:ized by the ability to reflect
intelligently on the present with respect to the extension of the
present into the future, or into other aspects of the present not
immediately in view. Reflective intelligence is the ''talking to
one's self'' described in the example of problem solv1ng "To be
able 1dent1fy 'this as leading to that,! and to get some sort of
gesture, vocal or otherwise, which can be used to indicate the imbli-
cation to others and to /[ the self/ so as to make possible the control
of conduct with reference to it, is the distinctive thing in human intelli-

gence which is not found in animal intelligence."24
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In Mead's view o;f mindedAbeha.vior, then, the symbolic process
is central. We have seen that persons are regarded as being able,
through the use of symbolic representations of aspects of their
environment, to project their own activities into the future and
view their consequences before any overt acts are performed. Also,
because of the same symbolic quality, persons. are able to adjust
their activities mentally to those of others. Through communi-
cation (using significant symbols) persons mentally view the con-
sequences of the acts of others in the' same way as they view their
own acts. Mentalistic activity is reflective, in that it is the con-
versational quality of both thinking privately and communicating
with others which allows one to make mental extensions <;f present |
situationg and behaviors. The symbols that enable persons to
act mentally capture the essence, or epitomize the nature, of a
completed act. That is, symbols represent intentions or the con-
sequences of an act, just the way they signify (stand for) certain
aspects of the environment. When reacting to symbols, persons
do not react to them directly, but to their interpretation of the
act or consequences of the act for which the symbol stands.

For these functions to take place (communication and think-
ing), it is necessary thaf the symbols used have shared meanings
among those who are using them. Symblic signification made by one

person must "call out the same response in the other that it calls
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out in the spgaker . This must be so in order that the adjustive
and regulative mechanisms associated with the prediction of future
states of affairs can operate in similar or compatible ways in
each participant in the communication. Itis important to note the
concept of "significant symbol' as that gesture which calls out
the same r.esponse in the hea..rer as it does in the gesturer. This
quality of congruence or identity of prediction about a future act
derivable from the symbol for that act is at the center of Mead's
use of the term ''meaning." Meaning arises in the complex
including two persons and éhe environment in which the two com-
municate. Meaning does not, then, iﬁhere in an object; and in
jts social connotation, it is not piivate. It requires the three
elements of speaker, hearer and object (part of a situation spoken
of.) - -

We have seen that tﬁe central mechanism of Mead's theory
is the individual's ability to indicate to himself in a way similar
to that by which he indicates to others. This means that the indi-
vidual must be able to understand himself as an object; he must
view himself as others do. This ability to rgspond to ane's own
gestures implies the possession of a self.2> Just as in the process
of minded behavior, the individual singled out certain aspects of the

environment by symbolizing them, so too the individual comes to

have the ability to single out and symbolize himself as an object.26
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He can stand outside himself for purposes of defining the self as
an object and can signify to .the self as to anot1'1er social object.
We see, then, that the self is built on the same foundation as
that of interhuman communication and mind.

The self is a uniquely social possession, since it is only
indirectly that the individual comes to be aware of his self (gains
self-consciousness.)

The individual experiences himself . . . indirectly from

the standpoints of other individual members of the same

social group, or from the generalized standpoint of the

social group as a whole to which he belongs. For he

enters his own experience as a self or individual, not

directly or immediately, but only in so far as he first

becomes an object to himself just as_others are objects

to him or in his experience. . . . 2

Getting outside one's self and viewing it ob jectively from

the standpoint of another person does not imply that such a view
is a dispassionate one. The point Mead makes is that the subject,
the individual, must also be object to himself before he can mean-
ingfully experience his self. This is derived from the fundamental
proposition about meaning: it arises in the context of the relations
of two communicating individuals (or entities, in this case) and the
environment. Since the body is physically a unit, the self asso-
ciated with it must therefore have the facility to be both of the
communicating elements at once. That is, signification to the self

about the self implies that the self must play the parts of both the

signifier and the one signified to. The object about which the internal




258

communication is carried-on is also the self. Therefore, the self
must become object of the conversation, and its possessor must
be both objective and subjective concerning his own self. This

28 ;1 which the

facility is utilized in the role-taking experience,
individual becomes able to view himself as a.;z object from the stand-
point of ot'hers in his experience. Thus role-taking is of prime
importance in the development of social selves, or in gaiging an
objective point of view toward the self. This '"gaining the objective
point of view" is identical to the process of becoming not only a
conscious being, Eut self-conscious.

It can not be stressed enough that Mead views the process
of becoming self—c.onscious in the same terms as the érocess of
attaining minded behavior. It is through the medium of communi-
cation that the peréon becomés able to see himself as an object.
The communication process facilitates the individual's taking the
attitudes of the other toward himself ( i.e., taking the role of the
other.) From the standpoint of the other!s role, the self begins
to appear as an object. The process of minded behavior then
is trained on the self, so that the internal conversation becomes
something like, ""What must he think of me when I act thus?"

To be successfu]:, this internal process of communication fr.o.m the

standpoint of the other must call up in the individual the same answers

that the other would have given if he had been answering the question,
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"What do I think of him?'" Therefore, successful role-taking requires
a communication proces.s in which the individual can signify to the
self in 'exactly the same terms as to another.

Taking the role of the other is an activity and ability that
must be learned in the social proce;s’. It 1s implied, as we have
seen, in the concepts of communication and minded behavior; but
the actual development of it in society is dependént on each indivi-
dual's coming to view himself in the objective sense. Mead gives
a two-stage mo'del for the process of acquiring a self which has
been extended and. ﬁuade more explicit by others.29 To begin with,

there must be imitation30

as the basis of language and of role-
takip.g. That is, before successful speech or role-taking can
occur, the individual must emit the sounds of speech and emit
some behaviors characteristic of the roles of others around him.
In this preliminary stage, however, there is no reason to assume
that the person is using significant symbols. Rather, he is manip-
ulating the significant symbols of those around him without signi-
fying to himself at the same time. The symbols he is using are
not -yet signific;nt to him and have no communication value.
Following this stage, after language acquisition has begun,
the person starts to take individual roies of others toward the self.
From what he sees in the social situation the person comes to

abstract the elements of roles played by those around him. He

becomes increasingly able to see the continuity concerning the
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activ?lties of given roles. Thus, for example, 2 child comes to
identify a constellation of ac-:tivities and attitudes with ""mother."
This identification is not yet role-taking, but it is preliminary
to it. The person who is about to take another's role must have
insight into the performances of the role in some rudimentary
sense before the name of the role can have any meaning to the
person. .

After this first insight has been achieved, it is possi;ble for
the individual fo view the self from the standpoint of the ther
person's role. That is, in taking the role of the other, it is
possible to gain further insight into the role and take on the fuill
complement of attitudes associated with it. In taking the role
supgessfully, a person comes to see that it is not his own role;
this differentiation is crucial. The realization that he is not play'-.
ing his own role, but that of another, makes it possible to see
objectively what his own role is from the other's point of view.
This insight leads to a recognition of the self-in-role, or an in-
sight into self.>!

After a person has achieved the beginnings of self insight
via role-taking, he increaéingly comes to understand the attitudes
of his group. This is a matter of organization as much as simply
the .compilation of knowledge about various roles. The organization

of the roles being played around a person is finally generalized and
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seen as an organization of roles into which the éelf is fit as one
part. Viewing the self from the standpoint of this generalized
unit is different from specific role-taking, since there are atti-
tudes of several roles involved at once. Rather, itis taking the
role of the "generalized other." '"The attitude of the géneralized

other is the attitude of the whole commur;ity."32

When the indi-
vidual has achieved the standpoint of the gene;:alized other toward
himself, he is in a position to under-st;nd himself completely. .He
then possesses the ability to see himself in 2ll his various facets,
and thus to define his self to himself as it must appear to all those
of the community.

Mead argues that the final stage in self insight, and the final
stage in the rise of the self, is the self-consciousness which is
embodied in insight into the will of the group.>> As Mead puts it,
it is the taking of the attitudes of the generalized other toward the
various ''phases and aspects of the common social activity or set
of social undertakings in which, as members of an organized
society or social group, they are all enga.ged."3'4 That is, the
completely formed self not only is able to take .the role of the
generalized other toward himself, and thus view himself as object,
but also he is able to take the generalized other's role toward the
group as a whole and toward its tasks. This last phase is not often

mentioned in secondary works on Mead's theory of the development of
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self. But it is important for Mead, since he sees it as the final
stage of integration into a commu.nity. He views the self as a
fundamental aspect of community! in so far as selves attain their
last stage of development, the community becomes integrated.

Not only does the individual take the roles of others and the
generalized other as a standpoint from which to view his self, and
thus become self-conscious; he also takes the generalized other's
viewpoint toward the group asa whqle, gaining insight concerning
the place of the selfin the larger or@nizatior;. of attitudes and be-
haviors of which it is one part.

Self understanding and consciousness in terms of the
generalized other give the individual a picture of his various
"me's."35 The "me" is the presentation the individual makes to
fhe soc-ial world :m each of his roles. There are many "me'.s,"
because there are many roles played by a.n'individual. 'The "rt;le"
is the sélf-incorporated "other" in the individual. That is, .it is.
only by means of taking t.he role of the other that the self becorpes
aware of his presentations and aware of his various ''me's." Aware-
pness of the "me!s'" is the awareness of other®s .attit;ldes to;ﬁard the
self. The "me'" comes into the consciousness of every individual
during the iﬁter;la.l conversations involving viewing the self objec-
tively. If the sndividual thinks, "How must the other view me now?"
the question implies the consciousness of a certain performance |

being made by the individual at that moment. These "me!s' are the
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reflections Cooley has in mind when describing the ''looking gla;ss
self."36 That is, the various vantage points from which the indi-
vidual can view his self may be thought of as reflections from others
wbo are "mirrors." Butthe reflections are mediated through the
interpretations mat'le by the ir;dividual. Thus the '"me's' are the
interpretétions the individual makes of the responses otl;ers make to
him.

The self is more than a bundle of '"me's,' however. Mead
also speaks of the "I'" as the other part c;f the s.ocial self, apaft
which is aware of the. "me."37 There is probably more confus;ion‘
in interactionist literature concerning the nature of the "I' than
on any other point. Some interactionists tend to forget the "I
altogether, taking only the insights concerning the 'me' for use
in research and theoretical development.38 Mead sa‘.y's :':t is the "I"
that reacts to the "me." In taking the attitude of another, the .
individual becomes. able. to.view himself objectively. This objective
picture of his performances at any one time from any one vantage
point gives risetoa "me." This '""me" does not, however, react
back upon the self di1"ect1y-. We have 'seen that in symbolic inter-
actionist thinking, it requires a mental act to interpret symbols
before they have meaning. Therefore, the self must have another
aspect, analytically separate from the "me's," which can become
part of the mental act of interprefng th-e ”me‘-s." This is the "L,"

It seems that Mead meant the "I'' as an unconscious unit., Certainly




264
it is "un-self-conscious." In his discussion of remembering, he
bring; this out.

Italk to myself and I remember what I said. . . . The

"I'" of this moment is present in the ""me' of the next

moment . . . / but / I can not turn around quickly

enough to catch myself. I become a "me'" in so far as

I remember what I said. .. . . It is because of the "I"

that we say that we are never fully aware of what we --

are, that we surprise ourselves by our own action.39

Since the "I' is the response of the orga.-r;ism to the attitudes

of others, the "I"' is always in the past. That is, the résponse must
be thought of a.s coming after the experience of the attitude of
another, and thus the "I'" is always an "historical ﬁ.gure."4o
"The 'I'is [an individvl:..a.l' s / action ove.r against that socia..l situa-
tion within his own conduct, and it gets into his experience only
after he has carried out [an/ act."?l 'Ihus.it is the "'I" that giveé
unity to the various ''me's" reﬂect.ed in the attitudes .o.f. others
tc;ward the self. Rati‘xer th.an the self being a bundle of ''me's,"
the "me!s'" are mentally reacted to within the symbolic e-xperience
of the indiﬁdual. | It is the "I'" that so reacts. Since the 'T' has
this function, it is the aspeci': .c"f the self that unifies the "m;;s” by
being the standpoint from which all "me's'' are interpre;:ed. '\./Vith
reference to these interpretations, ‘it is tixe agent of action at any
given instant. Thus the individual is ccastantly in a process of act-
ing, viewing his own actions mentally, and acting again according

to his interpretations of the acts. At any given instant, it is the "I"

that is in action. It is this "I' that acts, but it is the '""'me' that
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provides grounds for the interpretations of these acts. The "
is never left to "run free"; it is always under the check of the.
reflected "me." |

'I‘h;a syﬁbolic interactionist picture of man is now complete.
It consists of an individual person with the ability to symbolize
aspects of his world and communicate via those symbols with him-
self as well as his fellows. In communicating, the vocal gesture
(or the overt act which may b-e other than vocal) has a meaning in
that it calls out the same reaction in the self as.it calls out in the
other. When situations are symbolized to the self, the person
manipulates symbols for aspects of the environment and thus
solves new problems and devise.s novel solutions to old ones
without any overt activity in the environment. This is man's re-
flective intelligence. The ability to use symbols is the key to the
interactionists' picture of man. The process of communication,
the symbolic representation of aspects of the individual and his
environment to both himself and others, is the paradigm for the
view of the mind and of the self.

The mind does not exist as an entity with special attributes.
Rather, symbolic interactionism views mind as a process of com-
munication with the self. This is the self-signification process.
Through self-significatio.n, the person comes to have insight into

a situation and the objects in it. Through the symbolization of
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objects, the person abstracts them out of the environment. Thus |
symbolizatién of the environment structures it for the individual.
Therefore man's perception is more than the receiving of stimuli
by the senses. It is the interpretation of that stimuli in terms of
symbols as it reia.tes to the individual in his special way. For
this reason, the interactionist tradition has become very mu ch
interested in the Whorf hypothesis concerning the various worlds
people ''see' as the language used to symbolize that world varies.

.Symiaolization and communication are related to the idea of
the self as a possession of man. Via the interpretation of other's -
attitudes toward the self, the individual comes to haye insight into
who he is; that is, the self arises in the processes of communica-
tion among persons. The individual gains this insight through role-
taking, or the viewing of the self from the other's vantage point.
Man is viewed as having the facility to symbolize himself as an
object as another person might, and treat his self like any other
object in a field. By symbolically treating the self as an object, the
individual comes to insights about how his performances must appear
to others. But this does not mean that the "others' control the
individual's self or his self image cc;mplete.ly.

There are two aspects of the self that directly interact with
each other, giving the self unity and uniqueness as well as reliance

on society. These are the "I' and the "me." The "'me' is that
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interpretéd reflection upon the self thé individual comes to under-
stand through role-taking. By. symbolically representing the self
in this way, it is possible to change behavior in order to make the
other see a different "me.'" The "I" is the acting entity of the
self at any one instan.t.' 'I:he ny and the "me" are in perpetual
conversation concerning the a..cflzions of the'self.. Thus, action is
constantly being reinterpreted as the "me's" become known and
ng! are being changed accordingly.

To round out the picture of man in symbolic interactionism,
it is necessary to comment again upon the nature of the communi-
cation process. Communication is the manipulatian of meaningfﬁl
symbols by persons. That is, the symbols used may be vocal
gestures, or written or otherwise produced objects, that call forth
the same reactions in the person using them as in the person re-
ceiving them. The idea of "meaning' of a symbol consists in the
fact that a gesture does call 'forth the. same response in another that
it calls forth in its user. Itis only when this is the case that gestures
become "'significant." Tha‘t is, they signify the same thing to the

person using them as to the person receiving 'chc—:m.42

A symbol, then, is a sign. It may be an "artificial" sign,é‘3
in that it is contrived by man for his use; but it has the qualities of a

sign for symbolic interactionists. That is, the gesture has a meaning

by virtue of the consensus about its reference among those that use it.
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If it had more than one referent, and fhere was no method of
discerning the correct referent from context, there could be
no commu.nication, i.e., it would not be "significant."

It is important to keep in mind tha1-: the interact.ionist view of
mind and of self depends on this interpretation of symbol. If a
symbol did not call out in the other the same response as it.calls
out in the person using it, there could be no successful role-taking,
no communication, and therefore, no self. Similarly, there could be
no minded behavior if the individual did not always use the symbols
available fo him in the same way. It seems more reasonable to
suppose that a singlé individual wili signify to himself in terms of
his symbols consistently and accurately than to suppose that the
same reactions will be calied out in himself as in others. The
extent to which the same reactions are not called out in others as
in.the individual using the symbol must be taken as problematic.

In a later stage of this essay, it will be argued that this view
of "symbol" is oversimplified, anda substitute interpretation of it
will be advanced. It will be seen that the new interpretation has
several consequences for the theory as a whole, especially in regard
to the way symbolic interactionists treat the concept of "social
structure.''

One. final point about Mead's view of syxnbolization must be

made. It is unclear in most of his writings and in interpretations of
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him what it means to 'call out" a reaction. The meaning of this
term is important, because the difference between sign-function
and symbol-function of vocal gestures depends on it. In Mead’'s
example of the bear track in the woods, it seemed that the person
seeing the track was not afraid of the track, but of the bear who must
have made the track. That is, the reaction was to the object sym-
bolized. The 'calling out" was of the reaction to that which was
symbolized by the track. Blumer puts it this way:
The1erersonsj "response'' is not made directly to

the actions of one another but instead is based on the

meaning which they attach to such actions. Thus human

interaction is mediated by the use of symbols, by inter-

pretation, or by ascertaining the meaning of one another's

action. This mediation is equivalent to inserting a process

of interpretation between stimulus and response in the case

of human behavior.44

It still seems unclear whether or not the person reacts to the

symbol similarly to the way he would react to the thing symbolized.
But from Blumer'!s view it does seem so, since he states that
mediation by symbols is equivalent to the insertion of an interpre-
tation between the stimulus and the response. That is, the symbol

is reacted to according to the interpretation placed on the thing the

symbol represents. The reaction is not to the symbol, or to the

object directly, but to interpretations. Apparently, the symbol is
conceived as standing for the object, and it is the symbol that "calls
out" the reaction to the interpretation of the thing it symbolizes. Thus,

in the example of the bear track, the reaction is to the interpretation
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of the bear track as a symbol for a fearsome object (the bear.)
Presumably, the symbol calls forth the same reactic-m, that is,
the same interpreted reaction, as the object itself. It seems
that this is what Mead and the interactionists understa;.nd by
symbolization. Thus the view of man includes the understanding
that he is capable of inserting the interpréta.tion between the
stimulus and the résponse, and of substituting one stimulus for

another.



_XVII. THE SYMBOLIC INTERACTIONIST THEORY OF
' . SOCIAL ORGANIZATION

In dealing with social organization, the process of communi-
cation is central for the interactionist just as it was in dealing with
minded bghavior and the self. Persons have the facility to adjust
their behaviors according to their interpretations of the behaviors
of others. This is based én the notion of communication among
individuals via significant symbols. Since the human can be the
object of his own actions, as well as the author of actions, he has
the ability to take the role of' the other and view his actions from
the other!s perspective. This means that he can imagine the
reactions of others (that is, other’s interpretations) to his behavior,
and he can design his acts accordingly. Thus there is the possi-
bility of constant adjustment among persons in social groups,
according to each other's interpretations of the actim of each.
Action is therefore constructed, or built up, rather than being the
release of certain activities as responses to forces or pressures
inherent in situations. It is constructed by the individual in the
process of constant asséssment of his own activities as well as the
actions of others, both of which he views as objects.

This leads to the argument that, fundamentally, the action of

a group is only the composite of individual actions in it.45 That is,

271
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the group is what the acting individuals make it, and no more. There
are ‘no group level phenomena that may not be analyzed in terms of

the actions of the persons making up the group. ';'here is no necessity
for any action in particular, from the point of view of the group as

a whole. While persons may agree to work together in some organi-
zed way, and thus give the appearance that the group is directing
their activities by more or less assigning each person the tasks
which he will perform, it is actually the fact that ;his group organiza-‘
tion is the conscious creation of the individuals and is seen as accept-
able, or at least as F:olerable, by each person in‘the group. Group
action involves nothing more than getting the meaning of each other's
actions and designing one's behaﬁor accordingly.

This model does not rest on either consensus among persons
or contention among them. The fundamental assértion that group life
is the aligning of individual actions can be applied to both conflict
and consensus. Persons can be conceived to align their actions to
those of others in circumstances of either competition, conflict, or
coBperation. There is no fundamental proposition about the nature
of gz:oups46 in symbolic interactionist thinking that can not be reduced
to the basic postulates of the communication process and the fact that
persons are seen as having selves. Below we will have occasion to
examine the extent to which the postulates concerning communication

are actually reductionistic and in what respects they must be seen as
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describable in terms of laws applying §nly to them and not derivable
from the actions of group r;flembers .

Symbolic interactionism does not hold that no institutions
exist, or that groups do not appear to be characterized by their
own activities. But societal level organization is conceived as being
ultimately reducable to and explicable in terms of the individuals
that make up the social order. Mead understands institutions in
terms of ''‘common responses' which come to be built up in commun-
ity life. ;'There are . o o w};ole series of such common responses
jn the community in which we live, and such responses are what we
term ‘institl;!.t:i.ons."'47 The institution is seen as 2 common response
on the part of 2ll th;e members of the community to a particular
situation. Institutionalization is viewed, further, as the predictab-
jlity of actions on the part of persons made possible by the role-taking
process.

There is, for example, an on-going court system because one
comes to expect the court's various officials and functionaries to
behave in certain ways since one can take their role and make pre-
dictions about their behaviors from the standpoint of it. These pre-
dictions about the behaviors of others are the expectation.s that come
to be built up in the jnstitutionalization process. That is, one comes’
to expect a judge to act fairly. The fact that this interpretation be-

comes general is the basis for the snstitutionalized expectations about
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the role of the judge. This generalized expectation derives directly
from each person's ability to take the judge's role and predict his -
behavior from knowledge of it. The theoretical result is that the
expectations about judges are accounted for iﬁ terms of every
person's ability to extract more or less the same qualities from
his taking of the judge's role as a vantage point from which to
generate expectations about pos sible behaviors toward others, including
perhaps, himself.

Institutions and social life also serve to explain the individual.
It is not necessarily curious that individual abilities such as role-
taking and language use should explain society's formation and
existence, at the same time that society explains the individual.
In the symbolic interactionist perspective, both these phenomenon
(the individual and society) emerge together from the process of
social interaction. Without institutions itha.t is, without organized
social attitudes toward certain performances) there could be no
fully mature selves. It will be remembered tiuat the final stages in
the development of thé self were the gaining of the ability both to
take the role of the generalized other and to view the self as part
of an on-going process within a group of persons acting toward
collective goals. It is the institutionalizend attitudes toward certain
performances that c.:onstitute the generalized other in any given context.

In this sense, the social order, with its stock of institutionalized
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attitudes toward certain performances, is what is assumed in the
concept of the generalized other. It is the attitude of the gener-
alized other that is finally learned .and taken over by the developing
self. Therefore, while the society may be exi)lained by the abili-
ties and propensities of individuals to take the role of the other and
to communicate intentions and interpretations, the individuals them-
selves are in turn explained by their mature development of selves
in society. Indeed, the interactionist perspective holds that both
the individuai and the society containing him emerge out of the
social life-process.

However, institutions are not seen as defining attitudes or
modes of conduct specifically. bn the contrary, they define socially
responsible modes of conduct only very generally, leaving much
room for individual innovation and flexibility. It could be no other
way, for Mead's view of the individual is one of. a unitary acting
person who constructs his behaviors as he goes along according to
his reading of the actions of others. There can be nothing rigid
about this view, since it relies upon the concept of the person as 2
bundle of "me's" reflected back to the individual from his commrades
and as thé " v.vhich, at any given instant, is the acting, interpreting
entity g1v1ng .;:he self unity and individuality.

It can not be emphasized enough that the social individual is
the one who responds to himself as those of his community respond

to him. That is, individual behavior is not seen as the responses of
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persons to societal 'pressures'' or to structurally determined
circumstances whicil hem thé i;1dividua1 into certain modes of
conduct. Conduct is never socially forced; it is always indivi-
dually constructed. But is it constructed in térms of self
evaluations and interpretations which are in general congruent
with the interpretations placed on it by others in the community.
This accounts for the predictabiiity of actions in situations. It is
not the situation that forces the individual to behave in a certa-lin
way; rather, lit is because a certain community attitude has been
internalized by the individual that he designs his actions in given
ways in certain situations. He uses as a referent the attitude of
the generalized other as a ‘t;asis from which to understand and
evaluate his own actions. Therefore, no real coercion from the '
social order affects the individual. Social determinism exists
only in that the attitudes of the collectivity toward performances
in certain situations are taken over by the individual through role-
taking. There is no hard andfast determinism here. The fact
that the individual normally takes on the attitude of the collectivity
accounts for the observation of regularity in social life with respect
to certain situations; but it does not follow, m the interactionist
view, that this constitu‘tes; externally determined action from the
individual's point of view.

The maintenance of this kind of social order depends upon the

theory of communication and minded behavior developed in interactionism.
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The individual, to successfully act with reference to the attitudes
of the generalized other, must be capable of calling out in himself
the same responses to his behavior as would be called out by another
member of the same social order as a response to that behavior.
That is, he must interpret himself the same way that he is inter.-
preted by others. We saw that the model of mihded behavior was
that of the internal conversation, in which the indivifiual signified
to himself from the viewpoint of the self as an object. The self
being an object like other objécts , it will be possible to manipulate
it mentally via symbolization, just as other objects may be manipul -
ated. This internal manipulation of the symbols for the self and
for other objects led to defining "thinking'' as mental trial and
er.ror in which the '"correct" solt.ltion to a'. problem, or the otherwise
"appropriate" ;beha\;ior, couid be worked out before any overt
Behavior wa.s- manifested. ''Correct" and "appropriate' are condi-
tions placed on the action ir; the prea-;ent th'at have been- worked out
in past interactions with others in similar situations.
Structural features of the organization of action are not

ignored, but they are not accounted for in symbolic interaction theory.

Social systems, social stratification and social roles set

conditions for . . . action, but do not determine . . . action.

. . . Social organization enters into action only to the

extent to which it shapes situations in which people act, and

to the extent to which it supplies fixed sets of symbols which
people use in interpreting their situations.48
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It is clear, then, that the symbolic interactionist per-
spective treats structural features of the social order as
direct resultants of individual abilities and ways of acting as
social selves. While structural features may ''set conditions"

for interaction, these conditions are 1:1.ego'c:ia.b1e49

among the
participants in the action. Nothing at the distinctly "'sociological"
level contravenes this process.

Thus there is a freely acknowledged paradox in symbolic
interaction theory concefning individual and society. Thé indi-
vidual needs the social order in which to develop a mature self.
He must take on the language in use al;ound him as a basis for
making correct interpretations of his own behavior from the
viewpoints of others. Thatis, he needs to rely upon the social
order for the attitudes of others so that he ‘ca.n correctly appraise
the self. Treating the self as an object presupposes a poiI}t of
view that is outside the self, but a part of the so.cia.l order.
Coming to understand the self's place in a larger scheme of
social interaction presupposes that there is this scheme.

But the social order, in turn, relies upon the individuals
who make it up. We saw that Mead viewed institutions as very
general agreements among persons about how to conduct themselves.

He allowed the individual's personal style to bring in considerable

innovation and change. Similarly, Blumer sees ''social structure"
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as placing only very wide and amorphous limits on individuals
in interaction, and Mead views it as only the "agreements''
among persons. The extent to which social oréa.nization sh.a.pes
the conduct of the persons within it, by giving them the symbols
with which to symbolize their world, and by giving them set
modes of interpreting the situations they confront, is not spelled
out. Blumer regards thesefactors as minor ones. Thisis clear
from the fact that he offers the symbolic interactionist perspective
on society as an alternative to what he takes to be social deter-
minism. The paradox in viewing individual and society in the .
ways just outlined is that they depend on and, in some sense at
least, control each other. The proporfions in which the one
controls the other are left undefined by symbolic interactionists.’
Symbolic interactionism does not deal much with societal
level phenomena as such. Rather, it tends to take tf;e social ofder
as a backdrop from which to focus on the individual and the inter-
actions he carries out within the broad structure of ''society." It
is thus more of a micro-sociological theory than a m.acro one‘. It .
is concerned with social-psychological explanation rather than
explanation of societal level events or of behavior of groups qua
groups. While it gives an account of institutions, it does not advance
a theoretical reason for their nature or their particulars. Symbolic
interactignism uses social structure in its account of individual

interactions, but it does not treat social structure analytically.
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Rather, society is taken as part of the conditions of the interaction
situation. The fact that society is seen to change with the im-
pact of‘ individuals and the fact that individuals develop their
selves and their minded behavior in the process of social inter-
action do not alter this view.

Symbolic interactionism thus tends to be a perspective,
rather th.an a substantive sc:;cial theory. As such, it advances
no propositions about human behavior in particular, but only gives
insightful suggestions as t'o the ways in which human interaction
is carried out. The fact that the human being is seen as an
intelligentl organism with the facility for language, and not a bundle
of specific propensities, needs, and desires, implies that man
could opérate successfully in any social arrangement into which
he might be born. Human nature is thus everywhere the same.
Although the "I" act% at any one instant, and may be unpredictable, -
the mental check placed upon the "' by the "me'' ensures that
as behavior is constructed in the process ‘of social interaction, it
is always dependent upon the interpreted reactions of others.

There may be no reason to quarrel with this kind of formu-
lation, as far as it goes. But as a sociological theory, symbolic
interactioni;sm must be seen as a ratﬁer loosely arranged collection
of insights into how persons get on with each other. The fact that

interactionism does not offer a rigorous body of propositiohs or
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suggestions concerning human behavior makes the theory rather
difficult to research. Almost without exception, symbolic
jnteraction theory has been applied in small groups, or in
areas which may be treated successfully as the aggregation

of small group phenomena.



XIX. CRITICISM OF INTERACTIONISM!S CORE IDEAS--
SYMBOL AND LANGUAGE

The paradigm for the symbolic interactionist treatment of
the mind, the self and society js communication--the signification
to the self in the same way as the person signifies to others around
him. It will be useful to examine the iciea of communication by
way of criticism concerrning sym.bols and signification. This will
constitute an analysis and critique of the concept of communication
in symbolic interactionism. This analysis will point the way
toward a resolution of the individual-society paradox, since it
will focus directly upon language--the theoretical mechanism
which, from the symbolic interactionist perspective, accounts
for both society and individual.

Communication is signification to the self and to the other
such that the symbols used call out the same reactions in self and-
other. The self is the proc.1.11ct which arises from the individual’s
taking the viewpoint of the other from which to see himself as an
object. To accomplish this, he must call out in himself the same
attitudes toward himself that the other would call out if the other
were to view the individual. The mind consists in self-signification,
iﬁ which the individual holds a conversation with his self, taking
an objective view of his possible actions with respect to some ;;roblem,
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and mentally working out how he might or ought to act to solve
the problem. Society consists in the aligning of each person's
activities according to his interpretations of the activities of
others. This depends on the individuals' abilities to communi-
cate with each other, to symbolize each other!s actions, and to
interpret the symbols in terms of the acts wh_ich the symbols
epitomize.

Each of these three aspects of social life are buiit up from
the view of con-ﬂ.munication and language spelled out by Mead and
others. Communication depends on the use of symbols. Symbols
are the contrivea or agreed-upon gestures (which may be vocal
or otherwise) that call out the same response in each party to the
agreement. The symbol does not fetch the reaction directly.

The reaction is not to the symbol, but to the thing the symbol is
a.greed to represent, i.e., the meaning of the symbol. This mean-
ing is the interpretation each person puts on it. Thus, meaning,
in the Meadian view of communication (and by implication, minded
behavior, self and social interaction) is dependent on the three
aspects of symbolization that have already been identified: the
gesturer (who is also gestured to, since he hears himself make the
gesture); the hearer, or the one gestured to; and the vocal gesture
itself, as it refers to some event or behavioral object by epitomiz-
ing it. The gestures stand for the resultant act to which the

individuals give a definite response.
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We see in this formulation that it is absolutely necessary
for the gesture to have the same "meaning"' to both parties,50
or no communication can result, since the gesture must epito-
mize the sanﬁe act to both parties. Further, this meaning is in
terms of the resultant behavior that is symbolized by the gesture.
It is the behavior that is being interpreted, but has not yet oc-
curred. That is, the symbol is not directle reacted to, but rather,
the symbol stands for a certain expectation about behavior whic;h
is being reacted to. The "reaction" in each of the parties is not
directly to the behavj.or to come, since it has not yet occurred;
it is an expectation, or more accurately, an interpreted expecta-
tion. Thus when the n:laster raises his hand, the dog may cower.
In the dog, the reaction is not to his interpretation of an expecta-
tion, but it is simply the action that comes from being conditioned
to cower when the man raises his hand. To the human, a man
raising his hand may have a certain meaning, but not in the same
way as to the dog. The man interprets the meaning of the raised
hand and acts according to the meaning he interprets the raised
hand to represent, not to the ha.nd jtself, or to the literal situation
a raised hand may signify.

This brings up a problem which has not been dealt with in
Meadian theory--the idea of the "concept."51 Clearly, Mead
meant that a person dealt with symbols in different ways than animals

do. The insertion of the interpretation between the symbol and the
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behavior in the man indicates this. But the ambiguous expression
which Mead used was to ''call out' the same reaction in the indi-
vidual using the symbol as that Wiﬁch was ''called out" in the
person hearing it. "Calling out' a reaction appears sometimes
to mean an uninterpreted reaction and sometimes,an intérpreted
reaction. In the example of the sight of the bear track in the woods,
the individual was not afraid of the track, but of the bear that the
track symbolized for him. The track stood for the bear, but there
seemed to be no room for the concept "'bear" in this example.52
There was no suggestion‘of a concept ""bear' actually being symbol-
ized, and not the particular bear himself. That the example says
the track calléd out the reaction of fear obscures the fact that the
symbol was for the concept '"bear" and not for the particular bear.
Thus it is unclear what Mead means when he says that the symbol
"calls out" a reaction. Does the symbol call out a concept (which
is then interpreted, as it would seem) or does it call out an interpre-
tation of the event or fact symbolized but not 2 concept of it?

This subtle distinction is most important to the idea of com-
munication in Mead's theory. If the symbol calls out an interpreta-
1;ion ;:>f the thing symbolized, then the symbol is really performing
a sign-function. That is, it is standingfor the thing symbolized,
and the party reacting is interpreting the symbol as though it were
the thing symbolized. This indeed seems to be what Mead means,

at least most of the time. Since the symbol epitomizes subsequent
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phases of the social act not yet performed, it seems to stand
for the act, and not for the concept of the act. In the behavioral
terms Mead used, this is expressed as the "calling out" of a
reaction in the persons using the symbol. Tiue reaction ;:alled out
is a behavioral event--albeit an event built up from interpretation,
nevertheless a behavioral event. It has no conc‘epfual status.

In the example of the bear track in the woods, the person
seeing it conjured up 2 reaction to the track. That is, the track.
seemed to set off some kind of mediated reaction in the person.
The person did not conceptualize "bgar,“ and then think to himself,
using that concept, whether or nc;t the track was made recently,
whether it was artificial or real; or try to figure out Which. way
the bear had been moving. The mental activity Mead seemed to
have in mind in thi; example of the bear track was more on the
order of the simple mediated reaction taking place as the person
saw the track. That is, Mead never used the idea of “concept"
when referring to that which is conjured up in the persc;n using the
symbol.

' Now, if concepts are to be considered the reaction "called
up" in persons using symbols, the theory of commu.nication. must
tal.ce on a new dimension. Concepts themselves have no meaning

for action. Itis the organization of concepts and their arrangement

according to grammatical rules that refer to acticns.53 Opening a

dictionary and reading off a list of symbols that stand for concepts

.
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has no "meaning" in action. Symbols have '""meaning' for action when
they art:: used in .conjunctio.n with other sym‘.bols acco-rding to the
rules of grammar; the arrangement of concepts itself has a mean-
ing. This is simply to say that vocabulary alone does not constitute
language. Thus, in Mead‘s.example of the bear track, the fact
that there was no indication the person seeing the; track conceptual-
ized "bear" and used it in mental activity with other concepts
mdicéted that Mead does not view language as conceptualizations
symbolized and strung to.gether according to structural rules. His
view of language is more concerned with the behavioral reactions
to certain signs.54
The difference being focused upon here is between the sign-
function of a symbol, which may be said to announce the existence
or imminence of a thing or event, and the symbol-function of a
symbol, which may be said to lead to t.he conceptualization of an
event.?> It seems that, while Mead may mean both of these at
times, his main formulation about communication is in terms of
sign-function, since he argues that meaning arises in the context of .
t'he éymbol user, the symbol hearer and the subsequent event that the
symbol epitomizes. Both persons party to the communication must
have the same reaction to the sign for itto have meaning. In the
symbol-function of a symbol, however, it would be necessary to add

a fourth element to Mead's formulation--the concept. Thus, for a
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symbol to do more than simply announce the imminence of an
event or behavior, it would have to include the '"concept'' phase of
meaning. Meaning, then, would arise in the c.ontext of. four ele-
ments, not three: the person using the symbol, the person receiv-
ing the symbol, the concept of the thing symbolized, and the thing
itself. ‘

The concept of a thing symbolized is the symbol‘g connotation.
We think about connotations or concepts, not react toward things
énd events represented by symbols. This means that, for communi-
cation to take place, not only must the symbols conjure up in the
cofnmunicating individuals the same concepts (or similar concepts),
but the concepts must be related together in some way via the
structure of language itself. Thus, knowledge of the symbols in
a given language does not give one the ability to communicate using
those symbols; rather, communicating requires knowledge of the
ways in which the symbols are used in conjunction with each other
in the structure of the language itself. This view of communication
does not ensure that hearer and user will derive the same meaning
even when the same concept is conjured up in them by the use of the
symbol. If the hearer and user hold different ideas about the use of
that symbol, i.e., have different understandings of the structure of
langua_,ge, the symbol alone may be insufficient for successful com-

munication. In other words, communication depends as much upon
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the structural rules of the language being employed as upon the
symbols of that language. It is not the symbols that '"'say"
something; it is the combination of such symbols in lin.guisi.tic
expressions that ""says' things.

We have éeen t'hat learning the symbols of a language does
not lead to communication directly. Symbols iﬁ their symbol-
function correspond to the definitions of 'the various words in a
language found in a dictionary. While they all have connotations,
the connotations themselves do not suffice for communication,
since the connotations have to be grouped into assertions or
propositions. Thes.e p;‘opositions do not have '"meaning' in the
same sénse that Mead used the term, since they are no.t sy:nbc;ls
as such, but groups of symbols characterized by a specific
structure--grammar. o |

Now, in humé,n language, it is discourse that has meaning
for action. Terms themselves (symbols) make no assertions. They
may name things, or call forth concepts, but they do not say anything.
Without grammar, there could be no propositional language, no
literal assertions, and no coherences of meaning transmitted from
person to person, OT from self to self-as-object. Thus in Mead's
example of the bear track, t.he track must have been the sign of
the bear. This sign might have alerted the person that a bear

could be near, and thus set off a reaction of fright. But if the track
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was a symbol of '"bear' to be used in communication with the
self or others, it.must‘ have conjured up the concept 'bear." The
person must then have acted toward an implicit propo.sifion con-
taining that concept, such as, "A bear is‘near." (Mead leaves this
unexamined in his example.)

1A bear is near' is a proposition because it states the rela-
tionship of two concepts- such that the statement conceptually
nfits' the empirical facts-{or, in this case, may fit the facts, since
there was no indication that the bea.;' really was near.) The point
is that '"bear" as a concept was linked with ""near'! as a con;:ept
in the structu.re of the linguistic expression,- "A.bear is near."
The track as a symbol did not 'call out' the reaction of fear but
rather, it '"called out" the implicit expression of the relationship
of "bear" and '"'near'--that is, it ''called oﬁt" a thought. Thus, in
this case, "A bear is near" is a. pr0positiovn because it fits together
two concepts in a pattern. The pattern has a2 meaning, just as the
symbols in it have a meaning, but of a different order. The pattern
is conceived to be analogous to the pattern of reality (the bear
actually being near), and thus to "fit"" reality closely. The "meaning"
of this fit, (that is, the meaning of tﬁe proposition as a whole.), was
the thing that caused the person seeing the track to manifest fear.
Thus, the possibility that the conceptual linking of "bear" and "near'

was analogous to the empirical situation of the actual bear and its
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actual proximity to the person caused the manifestation of fear,
not the symbol "bear!" alone, and not the track of the bear
a.lone.57 . .
The proposition is a picture of reality, then, but it is not
a duplicate of it "in the mind." What it shares with reality is a
certain p_roportioﬁality that the.concepts share with each other.
The concepts '"bear" and "near' are related by ”is.'; This pro-
portionality of the t.wo cor;ceptg is not a duplicat::.on ;.n conceptual
form of actual bears being close at hand. Itis, rather, a pro-
portionality of the concepts "bear'' and "near' that holds a certain
supposed congruence with th.e curllent 10;:a.tion. of an actual bear
in the '"'real" world. This means that thought or minded behavior
is not the rn.anipulation of symbols. alone, a‘nd the calling forth
of reactions to the meanings of the symbols. Rather, thought is
the linking together of concepts using the given structure of a
propositional language, i.e., using a set of rules. In minded be-
havior, then, for thought or internal conversation to exist, there
must be the symbol which is associated with a concept, the linking
of the concept to some part of "reality" through its representation
of it, and a set of rules by Whi;:h conce.pts may be linked to form
propositions or assertions tying concepts together so that they "iit"
the organization of their referents in the real world. This is'a

considerable divergence from Mead!s view of thinking as self-
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signification using ''symbols' as he defined them. Some conse-
quences of this critique of Mead!s view of language and meaning

will be explored in the next chapter.




x¥X. IMPLICATIONS OF THE CRITICISM OF THE
INTERACTIONIST VIEW OF LANGUAGE FOR
THE THEORY AS A WHOLE, WITH
SPECIAL REFERENCE TO THE
MODEL OF MAN
It‘will be appropriate now to examine some of the implica-

tions of the foregoing criticism of Mead!s theory of communication
and minded behavior for symbolic interaction theory as a whole.
First, the notion of society as the arrangement of personal lines
of action according to individual interpretations will be examined.

| It was shown above that in symbolic interactionism, society
js seen as that organization of individual actions that takes place
through the communication process. Persons come to "'agreements"
about how to actin certain situations, and it is these agreements
which are perpetuated in that they are taught to new members of
the society. Presumably, these arrangements could have been
anything that happened to be agreed upon initially; there are no
_‘necessary conditions or prerequisites concerning society.58 Group
action has nothing inhérent in it except the combining of individual
lines of action. The "social structures' which exist or have force
on the individual wer.e all determined t;y individuals themselve;.

They could be changed at will while maintaining harmony and com-

munication. It is the communicative aspect of group life that makes
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these changes possible, since any organized collectivity can be
negotiated about or agreed upon as it is or as it ought to be. In
his picture of society from the symbolic interactionist perspective,

Blumer argues:

The most important element confronting an acting unit in
situations is the actions of other acting units. In modern
society, with its increasing criss-crossing of lines of
action, it is common for situations to arise in which the
actions of participants are not previously regularized and
standardized. Correspondingly, the symbols or tools

of interpretation used by acting units in such situations
may vary and shift considerably. For this reason, social
action may go beyond, or depart from, existing organiza-
tion in any of its siructural dimensions.?

It may be possible to agree .with Blumer that the most impor-
tant element confrontiﬁ;g an individual in social life is other individuals,
and that in moderr; society, there are numerous kinds of activity
called for that have not been regularized (institutionalized) to some
degree. However, it does not follow that because of this, social
action may go beyond any of its existing organizational forms and
develop new tools of interpretation in order to deal with new situa-
tions. It is, rather, precisely because social life is so variable
that there is at least one institutionalized aspect of life that must
remain stable as a condition for the maintenance of all the rest,
and as a prerequisite for the controlled change that might take place.
This social structural feature is that of the language itself--the

key element in symbolic interactionist theory.
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We saw that, rather than symbols themselves having mean-
ing and language being built up from the meanings of the symbols
individually, there is in facta structure of the language which
alone allows symbols to be arranged so that the total configuration
says something. Thatis, all the symbols and all their attendant
connotations do not suffice to describe the language completely.
Knowing the vocabulary of a language does not allow one to make
statements in the language. There is a set of rules that must be
followed ifi one is t0 communicate. These rules are not subject to
negotiation among the persons who use the language (unless, -of
course, they have another such language to negotiate in) and there-
fore, the rules. constrain the behavior of persons who must com-
municate. While communication may facilitate the negotiation of
some aspects of social organization and become the vehicle
through which social organization may be changed, language itself,
(its structure--that which permits statements), must be considered
a constant fgature of social life which exists outside of the persons
in the society and affects them directly.60 Thus language must be
an institution. Justas institutions are the formalization of the
means by which certain crucial activities will be carried out by
individuals, so language with its grammatical structure is an in-
stitution which lays down rules by which persons must abide. With-

out adherence to these rules, it would be impossible for persons to
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make assertions in the language, even if they knew the meanings
of the words that make up the language’s vocabulary. Thus these
rules are not directly negotiable, as all aspects of social order
are held to be by interactionists. While it may be possible to
agree upon grammatical usage from time to 1:.ime, it is a precon-
dition of that agreement that the parties to it express. themselves
according to the grammatical structure in order to make the
agreed change.

The view of language as the sum of the meanings of the
symbols within it, which appears to characterize the Meadian posi-
tion, is therefore inadequate from the viewpoint of the way in which
assertions actually are made. This inadequacy has ied to the belief
that there is no social structure that is out of the control of the
individuals making up the society and that there is nothing which
may not be negotiated by its participants. Social structures are
seen simply as enduring patterns that have been derived directly
from individual actions. There are no "sociological'' level data
that are not accounted for in individual térms.

However, it must be argued that the structure of the language
used in a society is a property of that society, and not of the indivi-
duals in it, even though those individuals participate in that structure.
Language as an institution may be compared to Durkheim's view of

the institution of contract.61 It is his argument that no matter how
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much the parties to a contract may agree on the particulars of

the exchange between them, negotiating the terms and defining

the arrangements, it is the pre-existing and constraining institu-
tion of contract which makes this possible. That is, rules of fair
dealing, of legal redress of grievances, and.of the way in which
one goes about entering and breaking a contract and so forth have

to exist prior to any particular individual's negotiating any contract.
Thus the actual elements of 2all existing contracts can not be
summated and exhaust the actual institution of contract. No matter
how much negotiation goes on between the parties, there are still
the bounds set by the institution of contract that make that nego-
tiation possible. This is a ”so.cial fact" for Durkheim, one that

is not reducible to psycholog.ical facts a‘;':out individuals. Similarly,
it must be argued that the grammatical structure which allows
assertions to be made in a language also constitutes a set of "social
facts" in the Durkheimian sense.

In Mead's views of mind, and of self, we have seen that the
basic process is the ability of the individual to designate things to
himself. Man comes to view himself as an object from the viewpoint
of others, and from that viewpoint, holds an internal conversation
with himself. The view of language as a propositional structure,
developed in the last section, is thus relevant to Mead's theories of

mind and self. In indicating to himself, an individual must employ
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the rules of language that are current in his society, in order that
the indications he makes take on more than a sign-function signi-
ficance. The symbols of language may be used to represent
aspects of the environment, but to const;‘uct a sentence about how
another might see the self from his vantage point, it is necessary
to come to a concept of the other's position. Therefore, it is
necessary to first symbolize the self, then symbolize the other
and then connect the two symbolizations in a proposition which
relates the concepts of self and other in some determinate way,
as well as other concepts concerning the situdtion which might be
relevant. Thus the mind and self arising from the simple indica-
tim to the self is really the more complex process of symbolization,
. conceptualization, and manipulation of concepts. This follows from
the arguments that (1) symbols refer to concepts, not behaviors
present or future, and (2) to say something in a language, it is
necessary to relate concepts via the grammatical structure of
language. To converse internally with the self in the process of
minded behavior is to manipulate conceptions of reality as 'pictures”
of the environment and the self's relation to it, rather thar; to
manipulate symbols themselves.

This makes the idea of the mediated stimulus-response process
seem considerably oversimplified. Rather than the symbols forming

the basis for the mediation of the reactive process, the symbols
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represent elements of formulation.s that give the p.erson a concep-
tion of situations and his relationship to them. These organiza-
tions of symbols and the connoted concepts then ha%re a relationship
to the environment in that the conceptua.i representation is somehow
proportional to its symbolized elements; 1;he two ''fit"' together; they
coincide. It is the apprehension of this fit, and the.relation of the
individuai’s self concept to it, that is then intepreted in the mentalistic
formulation of actions. It appears that this complex of mental
processes is what is actually meant by the assertiorn that persons
interpret the actions of others and act according to the interpretatims.
Thus, while interactionists may have reached a tenable conclusion
about the process of interpretation in its relationship to the outcomes
of human action, they have reached this conclusion fortuitously,
without examining the process of conceptualization, and without
regard for the relevance of thc;, sociological aspect of language as

an institution.

It is now clear that symbolic interactionism's view of the
relationship of the individual to society is inadequate. It has been
shown that the rules of language by which persons communicate are
not negotiable in the same way that other social organization might
be. This implies that, at the sociolo'gical level of analysis, there

is a set of facts that are not reducible to the facts about the indivi-

duals in the society and the way they think and communicate. This
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demonstration contradicts the view current in symbolic interaction
theory.that sociological level data may be reduced to and under -
stood in tern;s of inéividﬁal psychology and communication. Since
it was shown that the actual mechanism by which persons communi-
cate is influenced by a sociological property (grammar and the
structure of language), it must be concluded that persons in fact
live within a constraining structure which may not be analyzed or
explained in terms of individual psychology, but must be dealt with
on the sociological level.

This criticism of Mead's theory suggests an addition that
ought to be made to the interactionist model of man. In Mead's
theory, man was seen tobea symbolizer and interpreter of sym-
bols, as .Well as an actor operating on the interpretations of his
symbols. The foregoing discussion suggests that he must be
thought of as a conceptualizer as well. In conceptualizing, it
is necessary to make use of the rules of language laid down by
society concerning how symbols are put together into assertions.
Thus the mind must be seen as being influenced directly by the
social structure in which it matures. This is a very different
formulation from the interactionist assertion that the mind and
the self deveop in the process of symbolic interaction. While it
is true that they do so develop,: the crucial distinction is that the

interactionists do not see the mind (or the self) as being in any way
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influenced by aspects of social structure which are not reducible
to the individual psychologies of the persons involved in action. In
‘the alternative assertioﬁ advanced here, that social structural
phenomena influence minded behavior, it is explicitly argued that
the structure of the language itself must.constrain and control the
individual's use of symbols before those symbols can be of use in
the internal conversation which Mead argues characterizes minded
behavior. Similarly, it is impossible to conceive of a self in
other than the terms of reference suggested here. The communi-
cation interactionists argue is so important to the developmenf of
the self has been shown to depend on sociological level facts that
are not related solely to the persons doing the communicé.ting.
This means that the self, as well as the mind, develops under the
influence of sociological level phenomena Which are not reducible
to the psychologies of the persons v.vh'o' interact with the developing
self.

It follows from the present argument that the symbolic inter-
 actionist version of the relationship of man to his society is faulty
in two ways. First, the picturerf social organization as simply the
negotiated arrangements agreed upon-by persons must be regarded
as inadequate. Rather than an explanation of society resting on
the processes of thought and communications among individuals,

at least the fundamentals of the required explanation must be
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sought at the sociological level. Thus the reduction of sociolo-
gical phenomena to the psycholo gical level must be taken as
fallacious and neglectful of some features of the very process
through which this reduction is said to be understood.

Second, the model of man which is implied in the sym-
bolic interactionist view of the relationship of man to the social
order is entirely too simple; If the interactionist tenet is to be
retained to the effect that man is a negotiator with others around
him of his own conditions of life, he may not be regarded as only
that. As well as a negotiator, he must be seen as a follower of
non-negotiable rules. An example of these rules has been indi-
cated in the fact that language consists of more than the symbols
current in a language. It consists, too, of the rules by which these
symbols are employed. Thus for man to have the hypothesized
ability to communicate, and thereby affect his social world, he
must be seen as limited and constrained in that world by structurés

that are outside his negotiation and control.



FOOTNOTES

IMead!s work from which sociologists most often quote is
the edition of his lecture notes from this class. G. H. Mead,
Mind, Self and Society, C. W. Morris (ed.) (Ch1cago° The
University of Chicago Press, 1934).

2The edition of Mead's notes from this course also contains
some of the foundations of his sociology. G. H. Mead, Movements
of Thought in the Nineteenth Century, M. H. Moore (ed.) (Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press, 1936).

3Arrold M. Rose has given his version of symbolic inter-
actionism in systematic form in Human Behavior and Social Process
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1962), Chapter I.

43. G. Manis and B. N. Meltzer (eds.), Symbolic Interaction
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 1967) organizes readings around the
three divisions (mind, self and society) of Mead's main sociolo-
gical text and includes some related theoretical writings. This
bock also ccntzins some observations on the research implications
and applications of symbolic interaction theory.

5Kuhn notes some nine "types" of symbolic interaction theory,
as well as several variations within some of the types in Manford
H. Kuhn, '"Major Trends in Symbolic Interaction in the Past Twenty-
five Years," Manis and Meltzer {eds.), Symbolic Interaction, p. 50.

6Since it focuses on the nature of the social order as well
as face-to-face interaction, Blumer's influential paper is particul-
arly important to this essay: Herbert Blumer, ''Society as Symbolic
Interaction! Manis and Meltzer (eds.), Symbolic Interaction, pp. ¥

139-55. This article is also printed in Rose, Human Behavior and
Social Process, 11. 179-92.

It was the opinion of at least one reviewer of Mind, Self and
Society that the editing was done very poorly. It is easy to concur with
this judgment. Cf. Wilson D, Wallis' review of Mind, Self and
Societyby G. H. Mead, International Journal of Ethics, XLV (1934-35),
456-58.
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8Susanne K. Langer's Philosophy in 2 New Key is an example.
This book contains inspiration for the criticism that will be brought
to bear on Mead!s theory of language in the following pages of this
Part. (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1942). Other
work is under way in this area, but mainly outside sociology. For
example, see J. R. Royce (ed.), Psychology and the Symbol (New
York: Random House, 1965). The philosopher Charles Morris, who
edited Mead's Mind, Self and Society, has become identified with
the pragmatic view of language and signification. Cf. his Significa-
tion and S1gn1f1cance (Cambridge: The M. I. T. Press, 1964).

IThe term "symbol" was used by Mead. It might be.more
accurate to speak of ''sign" when discussing Mead's theory. But
since this would introduce unnecessary confusion into the presenta-
tion of his ideas, the term "symbol" will be retained and used in the
way Mead used it until the appropriate time to make the distinction
between ''symbol" and ''sign."

10Bernard N. Meltzer, The Social Psychology of Georgé Herbert
Mead (Kalamazoo, Michigan: Division of Field Services, Western ’
Michigan University, 1959), p. 11.

1l1Mind, Self and Society, pp. 68-75.

12p,54., pp. 90-100. 13mi4. , p. 75. 14p,54., p. 77.
15mid., p. 121.

16This is a basic point, and one on which Mead is not altogether
lucid. As he put it, "Meaning is thus not to be conceived, funda-
mentally, as a state of consciousness, or as a set of organized
relations existing or subsisting mentally outside the field of experience
into which they enter; on the contrary, it should be conceived object-
ively, as having its existence entirely within this field itself. The
response of one organism to the gesture of another in any given
social act is the meaning of that gesture. . . ." Ibid., p. 78. Further,"
however, "The symbol is distinguishable from the meaning it refers
to. Meanings are in nature, but symbols are the heritage of man.'
Ibid., p. 78n.

17IbJ.d., p. 119. This position relative to the source of mind
accounts for Mead's popularity in educational psychology. Cf. H. G.
Hullfish and P. G. Smith, Reflective Thinking: The Method of Educa-
. tion (Toronto: Dodd, Mead, 1964) for an illustration of the applica-
tions of Mead's theory of mind to educational practice.
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18)\find, Self and Society, p. 114.

191bid., pp. 89-90. 20mid., p. 67. 211pid. , p. 74.

22This tends to be the basis on which the symbolic interaction
theory of organization is built. See Rose, Human Behavior and
Social Process,pp. 9ff for a discussion of this proposition.

23Mind, Self and Society, p. 90.

241pid., p. 120.

255ymbolic interaction theory, especially as it relates to the
characteristics of the particular person, is sometimes called ''self
theory." This kind of thinking has led in several directions, -notably
" into interpersonal theories of mental illness. Cf. Thomas Scheff,
Being Mentally Il (Chicago: Aldine, 1966) and the works of R. D.
Laing, especially The Divided Self (London: Tavinstock Publications,
1959), as well as the "client-centered therapy' literature.

26)\find, Self and Society, pp. 152-64.

27p34., p- 138. 281hid., pp. 375-76.

299@_1., pp. 152-64. Meltzer, in his interpretation of Mead's
theory of the self, places the "preparatory stage'' before the play
stage. This stage is ''not explicitly named by Mead, but inferable
from wvarious fragmentary essays." B. N. Meltzer, The Social
Psychology of George Herbert Mead, p. 15.

30Mind, Self and Society, pp. 51-61.

31bid. 321bid., p. 154. 331bid., p. 158.

34mbid., p. 155. 351bid., p. 175.

36This idea is worked out in Cooley's Human Nature and the
Social Order (New York: Schocken, 1964) and expanded to a treatment
of the larger societal picture in Social Organization (New York:
Schocken, 1962).

37Mind, Self and Society, pp- 173-6. Mead may have taken
his cue from Cooley here, who reflects about the "I'" in Descarte!s
famous phrase, ''Cognito, ergo sum." Cf. Cooley!s Social Organi-
zation, pp. 6-12.
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38¢s. Glaser's explanation of differential-association theory
in criminology. Daniel B. Glaser, "The Differential -Association
Theory of Crime,' Human Behavior and Social Process, Rose {ed.),
pp. 425-42. Disregard for Mead's "I" may also lead to a position
of social determinism, in that the person is seen as characterless,
and completely formed by those around him. This seems to be the
position called into question in Dorothy Emmet's Rules, Roles and
Relations (London: St. Martin's Press, 1966), Chapter 6, "Socio-
logical Explanation and Individual Responsibility." .

39Mind, Self and Society, p. 174.

401pid., p. 174. 4l1bid., p. 175.

42The interesting argument brought against this kind of
‘reasoning about symbols by Cassier and others concerns the problem
of analytic statements. According to this view, "If by analytic
statement be understood a formula the validity of which is indepen-
dent of the truth-values of its components . . . or . . . as not
designative of things but significant only with respect to (the syntax
of) language, it must indeed be empty in the sense of not naming
events." Carl H, Hamburg, Symbol and Reality (The Hague: Martinus
Nijhoff, 1956), p. 154. The question of whether or not Mead is deal-
ing with statements in his view of communication will be confronted
presently, but even if we assume he is, it is not clear whether his
pragmatist view of language could accommodate analytic statements.
The closest Mead seems to come to confronting this problem is in
his essay, '"The Function of Imagery in Conduct,' which seems to
treat "images' as concepts, some of which he treats as based on
"experiences which are necessarily confined to the particular indivi-
dual, and which can not in their individual character be shared . . .
and incapable of reference to an object." It seems from this that
Mead is on the verge of describing how.the view he has of language
could accommodate analytic statements, but he later says of these
images that ''they either have, or are assumed to hav e, objective
referents." "The Function of Imagery in Conduct," reprinted in
Mind, Self and Society, pp. 337-46; quote taken from p. 339.

43%or a discussion of the differences between sign and sym-
bol see L. Von Bertalanffy, '""On the Definition of the Symbol, "
Psychology and the Symbol, J. R. Royce (ed.), pp. 26-72. Also see
Susanne K. Langer, Philosophy in a2 New Key, Chapter 3, "The Logic
of Signs and Symbol." .

44Herbert Blumer, ''Society as Symbolic Interaction,' p. 139.
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45This is Blumer's view. Cf. Herbert Blumer, "Societﬁr
as Symbolic Interaction,' pp. 139-48. Cooley views societal
level phenomena as manifestations of the "public mind," by which
he means to indicate that the group operates through communica-
tion like the mind does, through communication internally. Insti-
tutions, to him, are simply the conventions to which persons have
agreed. Cf. Cooley, Social Organization, Chapter XXVIII.

46ror example that group life is necessarily characterized
by conflict, or that group life is the manifestation of a natural
harmony.

4TMead, "The Community and the Institution, !’ George Her-
bert Mead on Social Psychology, A. Strauss {ed.) (Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 249.

48R1umer, '"Society as Symbolic Interaction,” pp. 146-47.

49For an example of the idea of negotiated order, see A.
Strauss, et al., ''The Hospital and its Negotiéted Order) The
Hospital in Modern Society, E. Friedson (ed.) (New York: The
Free Press, 1963), 147-69.

50cf. C. W. Morris, Signs, Language and Behavior (New
York: Prentice-Hall, 1946), pp. 32 ff. for a more complete treat-
ment of meaning and language, as wellas a definition of language
as sign-behavior which is derived from Mead and the pragmatist
tradition.

511anger, Philosophy in a New Key, p. 61.

52Mead did speak of the "image." But this was always in
behavioral terms, concerning the behaviors of objects represented
by the signs. Cf. G. H. Mead, "The Function of Imagery in
Conduct,' Mind, Self and Society, PP- 337-46.

53Langer, Philosophy in 2 New Key, pp. 66 ff.

541t is probably more correct to say Mead had a view of
language rather than a fully worked out theory of it. For him,
language came into his larger scale theory at several points, as
has been indicated.

55Langer, Philosophy in a New Key, pp. 66 ff.

5614,
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57The question of purely analytic statements calls Mead's
view of language further into question. It would seemingly re-
quire a behavioral event which could not be present for Mead's
view to apply to analytic statements.

58pDewey argues that it is not unreasonable for persons to
agree so widely, since the problems they face in life are so sim-
jlar. Cf. John Dewey, "Communication, Individual and Society,"
Symbolic Interaction, Manis and Meltzer (eds.), PP- 149-52.

5?Herbert Blumer, '"Society as Symbolic Interaction,"
p. 147. (Emphasis mine.) .

60Von Bertalanffy has reached 2 similar conclusion about
symbol systems. He makes the same general point concerning
these systems, in a more sweeping manner: "Symbol systems,
so to speak, are self-propelling. They therefore have an auto-
nomy or inner logic of development. Myth, Renaissance painting
from Giotto to Titian, music from Bach to Richard Strauss, physics
from Galileo to Bohr, the British Empire, oT the evolution of
Indo-Germanic languages--they a1l follow their respective imman-
ent laws, which are not psychological laws that characterize mental
processes in their creators.'" Ludwig von Bertalanffy, Robots,
Men and Minds (New York: George Braziller, 1967), p- 30.

6lgmile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Society,
translated by George Simpson (New York: The Free Press, 1964),
pp. 200-33.
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CONCLUSION

This study has been concerned with models of man in
sociological theory and how these models relate to sociological
explanation.' The justification for such an investigation becomes
apparent when one considers the task facing modern sociology.
Sociological theory is concerned to explain behaviors of groups
and the behaviors of persons in groups. That is, a sociologist
must achieve a perspective which relates man and society. Séc-
iology does not deal with groups alone or individuals alone; it
deals with the relationship of the two. This is why it is not
reasonable to speak of groups and societies while neglecting
individuals in social theory. Even if societies were thought to
have lives of their own as well as their own laws and movements
independent of the persons who comprised them, these societal
level phenomena could not out-run the bounds placed on them by
the nature of man. On the other hand, it is clear that persons
exhibit regularized, routinized, and formalized modes of conduct.
It is an open question to what degree and in what ways one can
attribute the causes of this kind of conduct to the society in which

such persons live.
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Thus in the theoretical sense, it seems necessary that
models of man in sociological theory be compatible with models of
society, and vice versa. This has led the present investigation
in two directions at once. First, the models of man in the theories
under consideration had to bé jdentified; then, the mo'del of society
and its force upon the individual had to be worked out. Each of
the three theories considered in this thesis attempted an acceptable
solution to the prqblem of relating the individual and the society.
Each of these solutions will be briefly summarized before we pro-
ceed to a comparative discussion of some aspects of them. In the
comparative portion.of this chapter, the discussion will be organized
around the determinants of conformity found in the thrge theories.
We will see that the voluntaristic-deterministic dimension which
figured into Parsons® work so prominently has counterparts in the
other theories. Similarly, the theoretical motivations to conform
in society may be examined over an internal-external dimension,
from the viewpoint of the actor.

We saw that Homans! theory was based upon individuals
exchanging one kind of service or reward for another. This ledto
the formulation of the model of man in terms of the idea of exchange
and raised certain problems connected with conceptualizing man in
this way. First was the problem of what was to be exchanged. We

saw that Homans'! propositions about exchanges between persons
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were in terms of the values held by individuals in the exchangé
relationship. Homans suggested that, to understand what things

an individual considers of worth in exchange (i.e., what he values),
we should examine that person's histery of exchange relationships.
We would thereby discover patterns of exchange and inductively
build up a generalization about that person's values.

It was seen that this exchange mrodel implied certain prob-
lems for conceptualizing the ex;:hange relationship unles;s 2 norm
of rationality, or a kind of regulation about how to exchange, was
introduced. Persons must be capable of agreeing as to what i; a
""good deal." Assumptions must be made, therefore, concerning
each person.’s maximization of gratification from an exchange
relationship. These assumptions entered Homans' theory as the
norm of intrinsic rationality. For the theory to be of any use as
a device with which to understand interhuman exchange, it had to
be assuméd that each person behaving according to this norm
maximized his gratifications and minimized his efforts and outputs.

Both the problems of what things were to be exchanged and
how they were to be exchanged raised questions about exchange
theory that are solved in terms of its model of man. Concerning
what things are to be exchanged, initially it was hypothesized that
the values of men could vary infinitely. That is, for theoretical

purposes the assumption was that men's values and activities were
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not regulated by anythiné besides man's own desires. We found,
upon analysis, that this proposition was not supportable within the
context of exchange theory, since as a funda.ment'al postulate it
was also argued that persons exchanged with each other according
to what was termed the norm of rétionality. Thus there appeared
to be at least one norm outside man's own desi:res, by which
persons are governed in their exchange relationships with each
other.

Similarly, if one considered the concept of ''institution,"
it was found that Homans'! theoretical infinity of val.ues among r-nen
broke down. Either some kind of theoretical consensus had to be
inserted about what things were to be exchanged, and by whom,
or a further limiting assumption had to be made abc;ut the nature
of man. This further assumption would have had to c.ontradict
the postulate that individuals might value anything at all, replacing
this with some propositions about the natural uniformities of values
among men. Homans actually took both of these alternatives, de-
pending upon the level of explanation he was attempting. His view
of '"equilibrium'' on the personal interaction level may be seen as
an agreement a;nong those in the exchange relationship that the
existing exchange was mﬁtually acceptable, This coulci be accounted
for by Homans, since all participants could be thought of as maxi-

mizing their rewards. But when Homans took the long view and
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considered institutions, we saw him making the assumption that
institutions were what they were because men were similarly
constituted and disposed. This theoretical similarity of man's
basic values or needs ensured that every society would exhibit
similar institutional arrangements. Of course, when treating
man this way, Homans violated his assumption that values could
vary infinitely among men, and called into question the need for
formulating exchange theory at all. If men could be v-iewed. as
similarly disposed and rational, there was an explanation of social
order implicit in these assumptions. Another was made unnec-
essary.

Thus we saw Homans? théory fail at two crucial points as
he attempted to reason from the nature of man toward an explana-
tion of social order. If order was to be conceptualized as simply
the exchanges between persons, agreements would have to be
réached concerning what would be exchanged, and how the trans-
actions would be governed. These problems led Homans to contra-
dict his postulate that individually, human values could be anything,
and thus, to violate his proposal that jnstitutional arrangements
theoretically could be de;ived from an analysis of the interactions
of discrete persons. While the difficulties of exchange theory do
not prove in a positive sense that society is qualitatively a different
phenomenon from the individuals in it, such difficulties do beg the

question of the individual and bhis relation to society. It does not
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seem that Homans' animal rationale, with his values on exchanging

rewarding behaviors at the least possible cost to himself, is
sufficient basis on which to build a theory of society and of man's
_interactions.

Similar problems arose when symbolic interaction theory was
examined. Homans attempted to base his theory of social order on
the transactions of individuals as they v;:ent about exchanging re-
warding behaviors. The interactionist position, too, was character-~
ized by the view that society was the fitting together of individual
actions which were negotiable among society!s participants. This
view implied the central place of communication and language in
the nature of man. To align actions to other men's, individuals
theoretically had to be able to communicate so that ;nutually adjusted
possibilities obtained. v However, we saw that individuals could not
have negotiated the language with which they gained each other!s
perspective in their mutual adjusting activities. This fact compared
directly to Homans® failure to account for the totality of social
arrangements in individual terms. It did not seem possible, there-
fore, to reason that social order was nothing more than the aligning
of individual actions through either negotiation or conflict among
discrete persons. It seemed, rather, that the structure of language
itself, the fundamental building block of interactionist fheory, had to be
considered out of the control and beyond the possibility of negotiation

by individuals.
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Thus we see syi‘nbolic interactionism failing to account
sufficiently for social organization internally. It was shown that
it was necessary to draw upon assumptions concerning the nr;tture
of an order outside the control of individuals to account for how
social organization is possible. Thus, as in the case of exchange
theory, it seemed that this failure pointed toward the conclusion
that accéunts of social organization in terms of a model of man
alone are insufficient, and encounter difficulties concerning the
conc;eptual basis on which such an order could be grounded.

Exchange theory and symboiic interaction theory are similar
in that basic propositions about the nature of social order are
aot compatibl;a with the propositions implicit in the theor‘ies con-
cerning man himself. Man can not be the negotiator of all social.
order, in which individuals come to control their behaviors accord-
ing to individual value systems, if certain fundamental properties
about the nature of that order are demonstrably outside the nego-
tiation and control of individuals.

In the discussion of Parsons! functional theory, a fundamental
dualism concerning the relationships of the model of man and the
explanation of social order was brought out in several ways. It was
observed that Parsons sees man as haﬁng fundamental desires and
propensities that were shaped according to the interests and values
current in the society. To this ext.ent, Parsons? theory seems to

indicate a model of man which is basically socially determined. However,
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Parsons also sees man as the volunteer of his own a.c.tions. That
i’s, Parsons' man.is not a niive robot, performing those functions
set for him by society. 'Ra'ther, man has certain. socio-culturally
formed dispositions to act in situations toward certain objects

in specific ways. Thus, Parsons concludes that Whilé- society has
a band in forming the individual's dispositions to act, it is always
the individual who formulates and carries through the action. To
this extent, man must be seen as a conceptualizer and the formula-
tor of his own activities. -

Thus we see that Parsons’ did not make the mistake of try-
ing to explain social order by a model of man; neither did he
attempt to explain man wholly in. terms of a model of social order,
as he is sometimes accused of doing. Rather, his account of the
relations of the two (social order and model of man) is not wholly
in terms of one or the other.. Thus arises the fundamental dualism
in Parsons which begs certain questions concerning fhe .theoretical
reia.tion of the model of man to the explanation of social order.

It was shown that in Parsons' voluntaristic emphasis, in
which he derives a model of man from his theory of systems, there
is considerable room for choice on the part of the individual and self
determination of action. The model of man is definitely constructed in
terms of alternatives and modes of choosing between alternatives. In
Parsons! deterministic emphasis, it was seen that 2 second model of

man is implied, one which is essentially derived from the functional
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requirements of societies. In .this second model, }:’ar.sons' man is
almost wholly determined by the social order, and is virtually
subservient to it. Hence the dualism: Parsons! v;rork includes two
models of man from which he draws selectively according to the
kind of analysis under way.l ‘It was then concluded thé;t a means for
specifying the relations of the two models was imperative if Parsons'
theory was to be considered consistent on-this point. Parsons was
shown to have tried out and rejected a pattern variable ;Which, if it
had worked, would have related the two models of man. It &as seen
that the failure of this pattern variable Qas related directly to the
implicit duality in the assumptions about man in Par sons’ theory.- As
an alternative, Parsons has proposed a cybernetic model of the rela-
tionship between man and society, by which it is perhaps possiblé to
specify the conditions under which man ought to be seen as dominated
by the larger social order, and those under which individual choice
and self determination theoretically obtain. It was noted that Parsons’
work has been concerned more with the specification of society's
bearing on the individual than the other way around. This leads to
the conclusion that Parsons' theory as a specification of the relation-
ship of man to his social or ganization is still inadequate.

Concerning the internal-external dimension of determinants of
conformity, Parsons! theoryisa blend of the internal and the external
aspects of determination from the point of view of the individual. In

terms of motivation, it is the problem of Parsons! theory to show
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that the acting person is motivated internally to pe.rférm certain
acts spontaneously, as well as motivated externally by selective
reward and punishment given by others. In Parsonian social
action, then, the same act is the result 'of both theée kinds of
motivation.

Exchange and symbolic interaction theories can be contrasted
and related to Parsonian theory over this internal-external dimen-
sion. Exchange theory argues that internally;-rooted needs are
gratified externally in the exchange relationship. The exchange |
between persons is in terms of those sentiments and activities that
gratify the parties to the exchange. The reason for acting, in any
individual's case, is in order to satisfy some want. The satisfac-
tion of fh'at want is either held or controlled by the individual with
whom the exchange takes place. Thus, the interaction procures
the other's good or service that is satisfying the individual's inter-
nal want. Motivated behavior is seen as internally determined
(persons have wants) and externally rewarded. The objects of
action are all seen as lying outside the self and only indirectly under
the control of the acting individual. This corresponds to Parsons!
external gratification from role behavior. A person entering a role
relationship with another is rewarded by the other for correct per-
formance. In exchangé theory terms, "correct performance would
consist of playing the role according to expectations of the person

having the power to reward the role player. However, Parsons and
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exchange theorists part company at this point. Parsons also postu-
lates that internal motivation to play the role will g;'.ve rise to the
same behavior as the external reward would. Exchange theorists
do not argue that the performance of a role is internally gratifying
as well as a possible necessity for being J:evva.rded.2 That is,
exchange theory contains no postulation of a learned or inherent set
of needs or dispositions to act which would lead one to behave in a
certain way in the abseﬁce of external gratifications.

Symbolic interaction theory compares to Parsonian theory
concerning the external-internal pc;larity and the question of motiva-
tion in another way. | It will be remembered that the final phase in
the development of self was a.cquiring the attitudes of the generalized
other. As the self became fully formed, the community became
organized; the attitudes of the generalized other came to ch;racterize
each self'. Thus, paradoxically, the self acted in accord with the
attitudes of the generalized other, which in turn was made up of the
. attitudes of members of the community. Thus individual action was
seen as dependent upon the attitudes of the larger group of which
the self was a part. There was no postulation in symbolic interaction
theory of external sanctions and rewards.3 The individual designs
his own actions accqrding to his own motivations; but these motiva-
tions are with special reference to the generalized other. Since this
is the case, there is no need to be concerned with external sanctions.

The actions that are the result of this kind of process will be



321

-

organized and predictable, since they will be influenced by the gen-
eralized other as a standpoint from which to judge for oneself the
appropriateness of actions for the community.4

Thus, exchange and symbolic interaction theories contrast
with each other and with Parsons! theory over the theoretical deter-
minants of conforming behavior-(i.e., of social organizatioxi) in
the following way. Exchangé theory sees the conforming behavior
of individuals as a result of external forces, but in response to in-
ternal wants. cher, who has the power to reward ego in an ex-
change relationship, rewards him if he is in a position to produce
some behavior which is gratifying to other. The variability of wants
among persons is problematic and also can account for change, since
the changing nature of individual wants can explain the changing nature
of associations. Itis definitely not the case in exchange theory that
the external nature of the reward mechanism is identified with a
uniquely sociological level entity or abstraction. The external-
internal dimension refers only to the location of the reward in inter-
personal exchange.

In symbolic interaction theory, the situation is somewhat the
reverse. It is not the external reward of otber persons that leads
to conforming behavior, but the internalization of the attitudes of
the generalized other that has this result. The fact that the theory
does not specifically describe conditions under which persons will

wish to conform and under which they will wish to deviate indicates
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that the generalized other might be seen as incorporating a set of
societal values and ends of action, as well as a set of attitudes
toward performances. Reference group theory leads one to this
conclusion; it is the central tenet of this approach that persons
will see themselves, and thus act, in terms of the group,'person,
or idea to which they refer and from which they take their self
image. |

Parsonian theory employs both internally and externally
determined wants and rewards in accounting for conforming behav-
jor. It is Parsons! notion that the individual internalizes a set of
values and highly generalized prescriptions for conduct that lead
him to make certain evaluations of situations as they arise and to
act accordingly. In this, the individual is internally motivated; his
actions are entirely voluntary. However, somewhat in the manner
of exchange theory, the individual is also rewarded or punished
according to whether or not he performs up to Other's expecta-
tions. In the latter case, ferformances are externally controlled
and rewarded by those to whom Actor's duties are expectations
and rights. Parsons thus employs both sides of the internal-external
scheme in his discussion of the social act. It follows directly
from this that he employs both sides .of the internal-gxternal scheme
also in his theoretical account of what action will be taken. Itis part

of the individual's internalizations that he will wish to act in certain
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ways. That is, certain values will be inherent in the individual by
virtue of his socialization. Since the same thing is also true of
Other, the actor will want to act according to Other's exp-ectations
and values, which will be based on Other's internalizations. Thus,
the actor's particular acts will be internally determined by his
own value system, and externally determ:%.ned by that of Other with
whom the actor interacts.

We have seen that in accounting for conforming behavior,
Parsonian theory combines the outlooks of both exchange and symbolic
interaction theory. Combining these leads to certain problems con-
cerning the model of man in Parsonian theory. We saw in Part Il
of this work that, depending upon which side of the coupled voluntar-
ism-deterrﬁinism (internal-external) polarity was emphasized, dif-
ferent formulations about the nature of man were implicit in Parsons!
theory. When it seemed necessaﬁ:y to see the individual as submit-
ting to the wishes of society, thev individual was viewed as ''plastic"
and willing to act according to society!s wishes. When the- empha;is
was on voluntarism and internal processes, we saw that man was an
evaluator, cognizer, and conceptualizer who based his activities
on an internal set of need-dispositions, desires and propensities.

In Parsons! voluntaristic emphasis, to be sure, it was the socio-
cultural milieu which set the limits and general outlines of the nature

of man; but these were seen as being at a very high level of generality
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and allowing wide latitude concerning performances. Inhis deter-
ministic emphasis, these limits were seen to narrow and choke
off the voluntarism of individuals, making individual nee‘;i-disposi-
tions and idiosyncratic aspects of value systems irrelevant. The
correct proportions of voluntarism and determinism in each individual
act were not made explicit.

The theoretical nature of the relationship between the model
of man and social organization in symbolic interaction and exchange
theory is problematic. The problem is disguised because these
viewpoints on the problem of social order take only one half of the
internal-external polarity as a point of departure. Symbolic
interaction theory sees institutional arrangements as very highly
general and loosely organized "agreements'' between persons. This
seems to follow from the fact that this perspective depends com-
pletely upon internal processes in the formulation of individual actions.
It is the individual who fits his action to that of the persons around
him. With the generalized other as a basis from which to view the
social scene objectively, each person constructs his own activities’
according to his views of what is appropriate.s The fact that others
do the same ensures that order will be maintained, but there is no
coercion, no external control of persons. Similarly, exchange theory
views ordered social action as the permanent arrangements which are

rewarding to individuals. If an individual's values change, he must
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find another social organization in which he can gratify his new wants
through different kinds of exchanges or the values of the others must
change to become compatible.with those of that indi;\ridual. The
difference here lies in the fact that, in exchange theory, the induce-
ment to individual social acts is external to the acting individuals,
whereas in symbolic interaction theory, it is internal.

We have seen that the internal-external polarit}'r ;avith reference
.to the determinants.of social order corresponds to the voluntaristic-
deterministic dimension identified in Parsonian theory. We can now
examine some issues in relation to the problem of determinism and
voluntarism with respect to the ofher two theories dealt with in this
paper. In voluntarism, the emphasis was found to be on the indi-
vidual himself, operating in society according to his own set of
v.alues and needs. Determinism was identified with the "wishes" of
a greater society in which the individual waé sometimes., due to
system requirements; obliged to act contrary to his wishes. That
is, voluntarism was identified with the individual while determinism
was identified with society as the agent of choice in actions. We are
now in a position to show the relevance of the facts that exchange
theory was found to depend on 2 norm of rationality and symbolic
interactionism was found to depend upon the structure of language.

Both the norm of rationality and the structure of language
were shown to be prior conditions of successful social action, from

the particular viewpoints of the theories involving them. That is,
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to use comparative terminology, they were identified with the entity
which "determines' in Parsons! deterministic emphasis. Both the
norm ;)f rationalit'); and the structure of language were seen as
institutions which made the rest of social action theoretically
possible. Without these, no amount of exchanging or widding of
symbols gould have produced ordered social action. Similarly,
in Parsons! theory it was seen that social action depended both
on individually contrived action and socio-cultural determination.
This implies a criticism of both exchange and symbolic inter -
action theories as théy relate to sociological explanation. By fail-
ing to recognize their implied reliance on assumptions about the
deterministic aspects of social order, they reach the conclusion
that the social order can be accounted for in terms of the psychology
of individuals alone, without reference to uniquely sociological level
phenomena. They thus mistakenly conclude that the social order
can be fully explained on the basis of assumptions about the nature
of man. We saw in exchange theory that the model of man was said
to include all that was necessary to explain social order. These
characteristics included man as a valuing creature who acted in
society in ways calculated to gain him the things he valued. In
symbolic interaction theory we saw that the theory of the self and of
minded behavior became the paradigm for the explanation of social

order. These two aspects of man were characterized by the central
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place of the symbol and communication (both to the self, and. to
others.) Howe\;er, when analyzed, these major features of the two
theories were seen to rely on other factors that could nc.>t be
accounted for in terms of the nature of man alone. Since this
was the case, the attempts to account for social organization in
terms of a model of man alone must be .regarded as failures.

It was seen that Parsons recognizes the impossibility of
reasoning directly from individual to society and vice versa. But
his theory was seen to be indeterminate regarding the porportions
of socio-cultural determinism and voluntarism concerning any given
act. His use of cybernetics in relating individual and society-level
abstractions is promising; however, only the hierarchy of control-
ling factors (from culturalk system through social sys'.cem to per.-
sonality) has been worked out to date. It remains for Parsons to
detail the hierarchy of condition:ng factors, in which the individual
will be seen as placing certain demands and limits on the social
and cultural systems.

The problem of voluntarism vs. determinis.m is related to
the question of how sociological theory ought to deal with the concept
of motivation. Homans' theory confronts this problem through the
concepts of value and reinforcement. Homans saw that the means-
ends schema ought to be the basis for an individualistic theory of

social behavior; individuals had to be seen as having ends, and
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contriving means to realize them. The question of whether this
kind of thinking was appropriate for a sociological theory was
raised; and a positivist critique of the concept ''value" in Homaz;.s‘
theory was made. It seemed that, if ''value' \a.ras to ~be considered
the basis of motivation to action, this.disqua..liﬁ.ed the theory as a
scientific work, since "values" do not seem to be operationalizable
by other than the beha;n'.or "va.lues" were meant to explain. This
logical difficulty placed the- value -gehavior propositions outside
scientific discourse, since they were not falsifiable.

A similar problem arises in Parsonian theory, except that
it is more complex, since the values that underlie behavior are also
tied in with the system of action and the culture. Whereas Homans
wishes to base a theory of social motivation on individually held
vg.lues, Parsonst theory of action is based ona concéption of values
held in common which characterize the whole society. Parsons
shows that there is a sense in which necessary action (i.e., action
determined or highly desirable from the viewpoint of the society)
is also chosen action on the part of individuals. This point arises
in Parsons! work in the identification of logical action as being also
the manifestation of sentiment {and thus, individually chosen action.)

We saw that the definition of tﬁe social system was in terms
of its solutions to the system's problems. The system is in this

sense "defined into existence' in terms of roles played in it. The
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persons are, by definition, playing roles according to the system'é
demands. Thus Parsons' theoreticé,l point that persons play roles
because they are internally motivated to do so as well as externally
motivated from the system point of view is as much a logical

point, dependent on the definition of the system of action, as an
empirical problem. Indeed, there appears to be no method for
determining when and if action is not the result of system demands,
Action is by definition satisfying some system exigency, since itis
intrinsic to the definition of '"'system' that behavior fulfills functional
' requirements. Thus, while .Hom'ans‘ use of the term ''value' as
explanatory of behaviors ran into difficulty because empiricaﬁy the
behaviors and the values said to. underlie them were inseparable,
Parsons meets equal difficulty in his account o£ motivation of action.
Since by definition action is confined in systezps that are solving
their problems (otherwise no system exists), it was logically impos-
sible to conceive of action that was not so confined. We see then,
that the definition of ''system' and its implication that actions

fulfill system problem‘s réquires that action be seen as motivated

by the system. By definition there is no other kind of action. It

is logically impossible to separate internally and externally mo.tiva.ted
actions. As much as any other theoretical point, the definition of
"system'' by the behaviors in it make it necessary to see motivated

behavior in this way.
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It is notable that symbolic interaction theory does not. offer
a clear theory of motivation. To begin with, the doctrine of parall-
elism in social behaviorism holds that what happens in individual
consciousness runs parallel to what takes place in the nervous system.
The roots of action, and the center of consciousness, where sen-
sory stimulation is registered, are to be taken as physiological.
Thus conduct, from the point of view of ‘motivation, is not seen as
a product of deliberation. Rather, this doctrine holds that delibera-
tion comes into the picture only after an act. has been performed.
It is true, once an act is begun, deliberation begins. After acfion
is started, deliberation about it is constagt, so that at any one mom-
ent, both the act and minded behavior about it follow very closely
on each other. It is in this sense that Mead meant the "I" as a.n
"historical figure," coming into the consciousness only afte.r the
person has a.cted.. It is also in this '"after the fact' sense that the
generalized other influences action. 'It is quite ou1‘:side symbolic
interaction theory to speak of a general theory of motivation, since
ultimately, action springs from the physiological nature of the body,
and is only later (even if later is instantly) brought to consciousness.
This point of view brought Mead!s colleague, William James, to his
theory of emotions, which is the reverse of the theories of Parsons
and Homans on this point. James argued that it is because we exhibit

certain behaviors that emotions grow up around them. Thatis, we
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must run away before we feel the emotion of fear. We must act
before we can value, and not vice versa. This fits in with
‘Mead!s theory of symbols as the epitomization of acts and not
thoughts, since acts are required before they can come to mind
and be associated with the self.

Symbolic interaction theory, then, gives no theéry of mo-
tivation in the same sense that Parsonian and exchange theory do.
It argues only that acts which occur influence those that come after
through deliberation. Whereas both Parsons and Homans would
argue that action is in response to some value or need component
in individué,ls that precedes the action, Mead would contend, with
james, that the psychological states identified with certain actions
come in after the action has occurred. Thus symbolic interaction
theory must be regarded as incomparable with the other two
theories on the point of motivation.

The symbolic interaction position on motivation entails
problems, especia.ll.y with regard to a sociological theory of why
certain actions are taken as opposed to others which seem at least
logically possible. The fact that a generalized other exists for the
individuals in a group does not solve this problem completely,
since it is with reference to the generalized other that a person
evaluates his action once it is faken (and adjusts his following actions),

but it is not with reference to it that a person initially takes action.
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Thus, in the logical sense, if we are to follow symbolic interac-
tion theory to its roots in psychological parallelism, it is impossible
to account for acts taken initially. Rather, it is only possible to
account for how those act.s , once taken, are evaluated and how
those evaluations translate into physiological states that go, in
the next instant, into physiological motivation of the next act, and
so on. It must be emphasized that this does not amount to a
theory of motivation. Stating that acts are adjusted and evaluated
with referen‘ce to the generalized other, and that selves are formed
by the individual's becoming aware of his place in the larger system,
is not to give a theory of why the self is seen in relation to the
generalized other in particular ways, why acts are influenced by
it in patterned ways, or indeed, why individuals should take
account of the generalized other at all.

At present, both the means-ends schema and the point
of view of social behaviorism on the probiem of motivation seem
rather unreasearchable. If they are truly not falsifiable in the
sense that Popper7 means the term, then the whole notion of mo-
tivation must be considered rather outside the purview of a
scientific account of social action. We may investigate the con-
cept of motivation using scientific means, but the possibility of
empirically identifying the links between "yalue' and action still

seemsrather remote.
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The conciusion to be drawn is that motivational categories
ought to be included in a sociological theory. While it is perhaps
possible to detail the structural aspects of society, this activity
does not make a theory. .Theory requires the demonstration that
these structural features have some impact on the persons living
in that society. That is, this demonstration has to be in the form
of an account of how sociological features influence human action.
Since action is assumed to be motivated, the inclusion of the
concept of action' implies the inclusion of "motivation' as well. "

It has been-shown; h'owe‘ver, that atterr}pting. to constru;:t sociolo-
gical theory on psychological principles alone is unrewarding,

since the question of exactly why certain actions are taken ulti-
mately comes down to either an assertion that it is .in man's nature

t6 take such actions, or that certain actions are somehow determined
for individuals.

One can argue, therefore, that no matter what the claims of
these three theories concerning their status as productive of empiri-
cally falsifiable hypotheses, each one examined in this essay is
essentially what Zetterberg has called ""dimensionist.! Each relates
a group of more or less general insight; together sucl; that the total
theory suggests the dimensions in which social behavior may be
examined. It is notable that in each theory, the model of man has
implicitly, if not explicitly, played a large part in defining these

dimensions.
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Thus we see again the ‘problem of the nature of man in
sociological theory. If man is taken as necessary and sufficient
for the .explanation of social order, a variety of metaphysical
assumptioﬁs concerning his néeds, desires, wants, propensities
and so on have to be introduced to account for the particular
social actions he takeé, or else faulty reasoning must be employed
to obscurc'a.the fact that such assumptions are actually being madg .
On the other hand, if the nature of man is taken as a minimal
startihg point from which assertions are made concerning the
nature of societies themselves, similar metaphysical as sumptiogs
have to be made concerning the nature of societies. We saw that
it is possible to combine these approaches so that both man and
society are considered as separate "levels' of systems, and fitted
together in terms of the desires and needs of maﬁ as well as
those of society. When examining a represeptative of this approach,
we found that this solution entailed its own problems. Agreement
had to be reached concerning the attributes of the system which
related man and society in this way, as well as concerning the meta-
physical assumptions to be taken about the nature of man and of
society. |

This essay has demonstrated that, in several different ways,
the relationship of models of man to sociological explanation in the

three theories examined has been inadequate. This is perhaps
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partially due to the strain placed on these perspectives to become
full-blown general theories, with explanations implicit in them for
all so;:iological questions. This may reéult from the fact that, one
way or another, certain theoretical perspectives become ideologi-
cally charged. For instance, functionalism tends to be identified,
especially by its opponents, as the theory of the Right. This gives
rise to the need to offer an alternative tc; the objectionable theory
which can explain just as much, and perhaps more, in a more
Pacceptable” way. But if the three theories examined in this paper
.are not con.sidered to have achieved the full status of general theo.ry,
in that they have run into logical or other difficulties at some levels,
“they may yet be complementary, even though they are based on
widely differing assumptions and assertions.

It seems that symbolic interaction theory has been crucial to
sociology, especially regarding its insight into the way roles become
known, and the way man comes to an understanding of the social
system. While the account of exactly how man plays his roles, for
whatever reasons, may be considered somewhat thin, the fact that
interactionism has offered a perspective from which to view the bring-
ing to consciousness of the idea of role must be regarded as a consid-
erable positive step. It is true that the awareness of role as an
abstract collection of d;1ties and rights connected with a status is
absolutely essential to every person's understanding of himself and

his place in the larger social organization into which he is born. The
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concept of role-taking and the insights concerning the central place
of language and the objectificati.on of the self appear to be funda-
mentgl contributions.

If the interactionis.t perspective on role-taking and the
development of self consciousness is taken as a point of departure,
it is cleg.r that the next step in developing sociological understanding
is the detailing of how roles fit together, and how these roles may be
thought of as parts of larger systems containing differentiated roles.
This kind of consideration is still at a high level of generality,
since the actual contents of roles may_be left largely undefined.
But the insights concerning the complementarity of role structures
and the arrangements of roles into larger units (which may be viewed
as having an organization of their own) are fundamental to the
understanding of the relationship of man to his so;iety. Viewing the
interlocking nature of roles in this way may be considered an
advance over the insights of interactionism concerning the individual's
basic understandings of his roles. The idea of larger systems as
the aligning of individual actions may be enlarged and viewed from
another perspective. Parsons has shown how roles may be thought
to‘ have attributes that make them complementary or incompatible,
and how roles interlock in role sysfems. The Parsonian approach,
while at a very high level of generality, may be seen as a framework
into which the basic insights of Mead concerning how persons come to

see their roles may be fit.
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In exchange theory, more detail still is achieved, but at a
lower level of génerality. If in Parsons and Mead one finds an
adequate account of the idea of roles and how they may be thought
to fit together, the exact nature of the fit has not been spelled out.
Homans has attempted an elaboration of one aspect of 'this problem
in his description of the complementarity of roles in terms of the
exchanges which actually take place between persons. In achiev-
ing this detail, however, Homans was forced to focus on one aspect
of a greater problem. We saw above that whereas Parsons viewed
the complementarity of roles as being based on both internal and
external gratiﬁca.tion‘s with respect to some end, Homans has seen
fit to develop the external aspect of this complementarity while
neglecting the internal. On a different level of analysis, Parsons
and Shils have explored the exchanges between other aspects of

the role structure in Economy and Society. The analogy between

the exchanges at the individual level and those at the institutional
level is really rather close, and it must be concluded that Parsoas
and Homans are talking about the same thing in regard to exchange.
While exchange theory is not functionalism, there is a sense in
which it may be seen as clearly complementary to it.

It may be concluded, then, that each of the three major
branche-s of North American sociology examined in this thesis have

contributed to the understanding of the relation of man to his society.
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But none of these theories alone can be taken as giving full account .
of the matter. In fact, it a:ppears that the three taken together
are still inadequate, if the logical possibilities opened up by any
one are to be fully explored. Perhaps, since exchange theory has
focused on the external nature of the rewards for acting and the
relations of these to the exchange process, it would be fruitful to
examine in as much depth the ways in which exchange may be
conceptualized when the re.wa.rds are seen as internal. This view
of exchange theory seems to resurrect the problem of the nature
of culture, since it would surely be to cultural uniformities as well
as to the model of man that theorists would look to find the nature

of internal reward. Similarly, the lead offered by Economy and .

Society regarding institutional level exchanges ought to be followed
with respect todher institutions and their relationships. Mead's
insight concerning the ways invwhich persons become conscious on
a social reality Aa.round them may prove to be too general; instead,
it may be the case that different structural aspects of social life
impinge on the consciousness in different ways. The comparative
study of role structures from the viewpoint of how one becomes
aware of his role and motivated to play it should shed light on this
matter.

Clearly it seems that a new theory of social order and man's

relationship to it is not what is called for. Rather, the inroads that
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have been made on the understanding of some aspeds of this problem
ought tq be followed up by working out the theoretical links between
these insights. Thus, it seems that until some larger theory comes
along to update and subsume current theories under it, the next
phase in theoretical work ought to be more modest theories of
special phenomena. This has actually been the history of the
development of North American sociology. Merton has called for
theories of the '""middle range' mainly in this sense.

The danéer of this kmd of approach, however, is that the
links between the more modest theories may become so obscured
by the sheer mass of material thé,t the greater theoretical work
of making sense of the parts will be virtually impossible. If
this problem becomes too great, sociological theory will never
see itself reunified at a higher level of sophistication. While
specialization and reunification of theoretical schemes is a con-
stant process which is never finished, it is also true that one half
of the process ought not to be allowed to outrun the other. If the
problem of theoretical unification is deemed so great that it is
neglected, the resulting emphasis on ""middle range" theory‘r will

certainly threaten the significance of sociological theory as a whole.



FOOTNOTES

lThe voluntarism and inherent dilemmas for choice of the
first model of man may be understood in the following way. Since
any action implies a range of consequences, the contradictory
nature of the system of action must be considered by the actor as
he acts. For example, an adaptively oriented act will be character-
ized by universalism, specificity, performance and neutrality.
But the problem raised by an adaptive act is the integration of the
system, especially relative to that act. Integration is characterized
by the opposites of the above choices of pattern variables, Thus
the "voluntarism' of action in Parsons! first ‘model may be thought
of as the actor!s -balancing out of the degrees to which he will
pursue each of the polar ends of the pattern variables, or the
degree of inefficiency he can tolerate while acting in ways that do
not maximize the returns of any given act for a specific functional
problem. '

2.Al’chough it may be that playing a role is in itself gratifying,
this possibility is not developed in exchange theory.

3A1though it is presumed these could exist, they are not
crucial to the theory of ordered social behavior.

4Tn this discussion, the concept of the "I'" has been deliberately
omitted. . This is not because it is not important. In the following
pages, the "I'' will be discussed in the context of the way in which
the generalized other influences motivated action.

5"Appropriate" behavior is left undeveloped theoretically
in interactionism.

61t must be understood that by an "act,' Mead means both
overt and mental activity. Since Mead's !'symbol" is the telescoped
act and its consequences, the conduct spoken of here may be taking
thought, in the Meadian sense. Mental and overt "activity'' are
subject to the same behavioral analysis.

"Karl R. Popper, The Logic of Scientific Discovery, Chapters
I-1v. ;i
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