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To dress correctly for the Bicentennial, psychologists are required t o  sport 
the tasteful color combination of pride and optimism. The arrival of the “Self” 
would rudely shatter the atmosphere, for this unwelcome guest wears a tattered 
and outre costume. She used t o  be the life and soul of the party; now people 
whisper behind her back. “She’s charming on the surface, but after a while you 
find there’s n o  substance t o  her.” If two of the early presidents of the A.P.A., 
Mary Whiton Calkins and James Mark Baldwin, proclaimed psychology as “the 
science of selves,” so much the worse for the A.P.A. 

Like its political past, America’s developmental interpretations of the Self 
are founded upon distinctly different intellectual traditions originating in 
seventeenth and eighteenth century Europe. The British empiricism of Locke 
and Hume, which was most significant for experimental psychology and the  
study of individual differences, also exerted a formative influence upon the psy- 
chology of the Self as expressed by American functionalists, most notably 
Allport. In this tradition, the Self was conceived as arising from experience 
through a clustering of impressions. 

The idea of such an empirical Self constituted an intellectual reaction t o  the  
rational Self of Descartes. The Self seen from this latter perspective represents 
the core that makes any knowledge of the person possible at all; the concrete 
experiences appear as mere symptoms documenting and demonstrating what is 
known t o  begin with. The autonomous Self, although in a more moderate form, 
entered into the logical a-priorism of Kant, and through Kant influenced Ameri- 
can developmental interpretations. 

Both orientations, British empiricism and Continental rationalism, remained 
individual-centered (or rather, “Self-centered”). The social determinants were 
treated as only secondary. Moreover, both orientations were a-developmental 
and a-historical. Thus, viewing the Self in its intimate interdependence with 
social conditions appears t o  be one of  the most original contributions of Ameri- 
can sociologists, most conspicuously, the symbolic interactionists. This idea 
also had its predecessors: proponents of idealistic and materialistic dialecticism 
like Hegel, Marx, and Engels. Departing from these philosophical orientations, 
however, symbolic interactionism stripped the dialectics of its concrete historical 
basis, thus making its interpretation more congruent with the synchronic view- 
points of traditional philosophy and sciences, most notably with the theories 
of Self originating from British empiricism and Continental rationalism. I t  
remains an important and uncompleted task t o  elucidate the  historical and 
developmental aspects of the study of Self. 
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Instead of the more usual focus on Freudian and neo-Freudian concepts of 
the Ego which has been well handled by Loevinger, Rapaport, and others,’ we 
will explore the evolution of some other conceptions of Self: the more distinctly 
American approaches of functionalism, symbolic interactionism, and cognitive- 
developmentalism. First, we willdiscuss skepticalempiricist critiques oftheidea that 
there is a substantial “Soul.” The view that the Self is no more than a Self- 
Concept is examined to see if it results in a substantially different interpretation. 
Other reflexive views, which introduce into the Self its extrinsic social relations, 
are then dealt with, comparing the different approaches of Laing, Goffman, and 
the Baldwin/Mead tandem. Baldwin’s work is the fulcrum upon which we find 
balanced the symbolic interactionist tradition on the one hand, and the cognitive- 
developmental tradition on the other. The post-Kantian concerns of develop- 
mental theories (Baldwin, Piaget, and Kohlberg) then raise the issues of subject/ 
object relation, intersubjectivity and self-consciousness in all their complexity. 
However, these theories leave us the “prisoners of form,”2 still without the 
needed understanding of practical and historical aspects of the Self. Finally, the 
“double interaction” paradigm of Rubinstein is discussed, as a potential contri- 
bution to such an understanding. Throughout, we will be reminded that con- 
cepts of Self dialectically condition and are conditioned by concepts of experi- 
ence, consciousness, and k n ~ w l e d g e . ~  

SUBSTANCE AND ANTISUBSTANCE 

Behaviorists like Skinner have rejected the “Self” of everyday language 
because this concept is imbedded in an approach that 

. . . is a vestige of animism, a doctrine which in its crudest form held that the 
body was moved by one or more indwelling  spirit^.^ 

To criticize such a crude “thingification” of the Self is, of course, correct. 
Although in everyday metaphorical parlance we often speak as though we have 
an “inner man,” such a homuncular conception begs the question: What is the 
Self of the little man? This leads to an infinite regress. 

However, that notion of the Self is somewhat of a straw man. In addressing 
the homunculus notion, one runs the risk of confusing a Medieval or Enlighten- 
ment spirtualism with a pre-Socratic animism, and thereby choosing the wrong 
opponent (after the fashion of Muhammad Ali). 

Furthermore, such a criticism does not even serve the purpose of distinguish- 
ing behaviorists from humanists. Humanistic psychologists (like Bugental and 
Allport, for example), also vilify any crass reification of the organism’s activity, 
and find it in the interests of scientific humanism to  dispense with the Self or 
Ego as such.5 In this case, therefore, Skinner’s ignoratio elenchii serves inciden- 
tally to bind him to the Humanists, rather than separate him from them. For 
both, activity preserves the integrity of the organism, and it is this observable 
organism that is active, not some introspected Agent, or homunculus. 

Others6 have disposed of the Self by simply arguing that emphasis on the 
individual ignores the essentially social and interactive nature of man. The creed 
of this point of view is that nothing is separated and isolated; everything is given 
in relation. This position is often supported by appeal to the situational vari- 
ability of human behavior, and a downplaying of theories that reify substantial 
‘‘traits.”’ 

These objections, however, leave the Cartesian concept of Self as Substance 
less impaired than might be imagined. The substantial Soul of Descartes is 
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conceived as an immaterial thinking thing, and is not a minature person or a 
collection of traits. Neither is it a material object, although admittedly Substance 
is conceived metaphorically o n  the model of material reality, and as though 
it occupied a location internal t o  the person. The substantial Self is the law- 
like essence or “nature” of the individual, which is independent, immutable, 
indivisible, and self-intuiting. Like an explanatory “law of the person,” it binds 
together a t  a deeper level all the variable particular instances o r  relations of the  
manifest person. This allows us t o  say that these are variations of something, or  
relations of something t o  its social context, rather than instances of different 
things. 

The essential attribute of this thing was thought. However, Hume’s critique, 
like William James’ after him, intelligently questioned whether one needed to 
assume that thought was an attribute of something. From his standpoint, the  
Self was never given t o  us as a whole. Certainty attached instead to  the individual 
data of sense experience,’ and the soul was merely an illusory belief, or an idle 
metaphysical speculation. Or in the  spirit of James,9 if thinking is the essential 
thing, why not just confine the Self t o  the present, passing Thought? To para- 
phrase that scholarly denizen of the Big Apple, Woody Allen, t o  a t tempt  an 
empirical study of the Soul is like trying t o  get a plumber on  weekends. 

Hume’s empiricist interpretation, and James’ elaboration of its psychological 
component, made Self an empirical “me,” placing it entirely within experience, 
and opening the way to  a psychological approach t o  self-conception. This self- 
conception is not Descartes’ inner intuition of the certainty of Self, but is a 
Self-Concept-a cognitive induction from the regular features of self-experience. 
In the  empiricist view, this induced concept is an abstraction, and as such does 
not claim t o  point t o  anything “real” beyond itself. 

A modern example of this approach is the work of Bugental and Zelen in 
1 950.1° They studied individuals’ self-concepts simply by asking them t o  give 
answers t o  the question “Who Are You?” Under this kind of interpretation, and 
using this now-popular” kind of method, the developmental psychologist usually 
charts the quantitative age-related regularities in such self-descriptions, not  
claiming t o  distinguish development from change,’* and usually preferring a 
description of ontogenesis rather than an explanation. This description can deal 
with changes in the content and organization of the self-concept, with its in- 
creasing complexity o r  efficiency, for example, but  does not look for develop- 
ments in the form of the Self-concept. All people at all times have a self-concept 
of basically the same kind. 

The functionalist pers ective o n  Self receives its clearest formulation in the  

William James Hall a t  Harvard. Allport’s “Proprium” is an empirical self, com- 
prising the unique attitudes, values, and self-perceptions which are of persistent 
importance t o  the individual. At its center is a dynamic “self-image” of t h e  
individual’s “present abilities, status and roles: and what he would like t o  
become, his aspirations for himself’14 (p. 47). The difference between actual 
present self and future ego-ideal generates a “propriate striving” of the individual, 
a specific kind of competence motivation which Allport compares t o  the “self- 
actualisation” of Goldstein and Maslow. The process of striving by the organism 
is supposed t o  maintain the integrity of its boundaries and the internal consis- 
tency of the individual’s “personality.” 

The integration of past, present, and future plays a significant role, because 
the fact that our  concerns extend into the future, and (as Hume admitted) 
(Frondizi,’ p. 121 ff.), the  fact that we can extend our personal identity back- 

work of Gordon Allport P carried out  (perhaps not entirely by coincidence) in  
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wards beyond our memory, are both indicative of some persistent Self over and 
above a bundle of perceptions. A similar function is served covertly by the 
emphasis on life crises and struggling. 

But does this persistence over time not embarrass the Self-concept or Self- 
Image theorist, who appears, in the true spirit of positivism, to want to follow 
Hume’s or James’ critique of metaphysical Substance? Ironically, the Self- 
Concept has taken on many of the characteristics of substantiality that had 
suffered under the cutting edge of Hume’s skepticism and James’ pragmatism. 
The Self-concept or Proprium is typically attributed stability and permanence, is 
resistant t o  change, expresses the “essence” which the person strives to realize, 
and takes on a central dynamic role, like an Agent, in the individual’s life. 
Although Allport denies it ‘(Evans,13 p. 42), the idea of Self-concept even appears 
to presuppose Cartesian self-knowledge as privileged access to private mental 
events, expressing the absolute independence central to the concept of Self 
as Substance. Finally, in this tradition, self-conception is construed as a self- 
concept, or a proprium, suggesting a unitary entity. Hume was always em- 
barrassed by the fact that his view indicated the Self was a bundle of perceptions 
(Frondizi,’ p. 121 fn.), and not just perceptions per se. 

Recently, American humanistic psychologists like Bugental,’ and Bohart6 
have seen the apparent fixity of the Self-concept as a problem for the man-in- 
the-street, for  the individual self-conceivers, who simply make a mistake in 
thinking that way instead of in terms of a process or a flux of particulars. If 
this were the case, we might legitimately ask, as Hume did, for a psychological 
account of how people come to such an illusory belief.I4 But is it not also a 
problem for  the theory, encumbered by a confused theoretical construct which, 
while ushering one metaphysical mistress out of the front door (for reasons of 
purity) allows another to illicitly sneak in the back? This Marx Brothers routine 
reflects genuine conceptual problems inherent in the concept of the Self-concept, 
such as the following. 

1) How does one know which of one’s characteristics are unique? Does this not 
imply knowledge of other selves, also? 
2) Even given this, how does one know that these characteristics are properties 
of the same self, rather than, say, a “fruit salad” from several people? 
3)  Even given that these are properties of the same self, how do I know that it is 
m y  self, and that these properties pertain exclusively to me? (One interesting 
alternative would be that this “thing” is a “selves-concept,” representing general 
characteristics of the human self, pertaining to all individuals. This would take 
advantage of the broader meaning of “concept.” The empiricist view limits 
“conceiving” to a quasivisual process of concrete perception. l5 
4) Does the Self-concept not imply a self-conceiver or a Self conceived? (The 
hyphen always splits the Self into two parts. Thus, in the ideology of Self- 
Control: there must be a “Master-Self’ and a “Slave-Self.”) 
5) If the Self-concept does not imply a Self, is the Self-concept true of any- 
thing, or  is it just a set of “attributions” or guesses? 
6 )  If the typifications of oneself are at all veridical, how is it that one can take 
an objective stance towards oneself? (This again would appear to assume that 
reflection is reducible to a visual “self-seeing” that is purely receptive and does 
not transform the Self observed in any way.) 
7 )  Why should we assume that impressions or self-perceptions are absolute givens, 
when we deny this privilege to the substantial self? 
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8) How can we claim that a self-concept or proprium is an empirically discovered 
clustering of properties, when the self-report techniques used to tap Self-concept 
assume that there must be such a constellation of attitudes, for example, in the 
very question “Who Are You?” It is hard to  see what form an empirical dis- 
confirmation of the existence of a Self-concept or Proprium would take. All- 
port’s Jamesian criterion, that some values and self-perceptions are “warm”13 
(p. 42), or more important t o  the individual than others, seems weak and 
debatable as evidence. Similarly, the holistic notion of the integrity of the 
organism, which is basic to the functionalist approach, appears less of a product 
of factual observation than a precept necessitated by the assumption that 
experience is essentially fragmentary. 

THE INTERSUBJECTIVE SELF 

Hidden behind these issues is a deeper assumption. The theories of the 
empirical self we have been discussing concern the individual’s description of what 
he or she is.This,however,assumes that theindividualalready knows somehow that 
he or she is. Descartes and Kant have in common this rationalist concern with 
the logically prior self-experience that tells me that I exist. R.D. Laing16 there- 
fore took everyone by surprise when he suggested that not only do people not 
take this for granted, but that it is the ontological question of the Self‘s existence 
that underlies personality development and pathology. This would have been no  
more than an interesting curiosity, again confirming the eccentricity of the 
British, if it were not for the following fact. Laing argued that the assertion of 
the Selfs existence, which had previously been confined to the shady and 
speculative realms of metaphysics, was now found to be very relevant indeed in 
the emergence of personality. In addition, Laing’s empirical documentation of 
behavior, albeit clinical, was enough to pique the interest of even the diehard 
positivist. Evidence of human self-consciousness was thereby shown to be inde- 
pendent of introspection, a position argued theoretically by Kant long before, 
in opposition to Descartes. Yet, Laing appeared to take sides with the sceptics, 
being as virulent an opponent as they of the substantial interpretation of the 
Subject. He thus backed Hume’s critique, while avoiding the narrowness of 
Hume’s view that Existence implied Essence. 

Because of this peculiar combination of stances, it has been tempting t o  
regard Laing as a theoretical chameleon, and to assimilate those parts of the 
mixture that resonated with traditions outside European existentialism and 
phenomenology. The symbolic interactionism of Mead, Baldwin, and Cooley, 
developed in the first third of this century, fills such a role neatly, since, like 
the Laingian view, it stresses interpersonal relations as the matrix from which 
the Self develops.” 

Although symbolic interactionism is often considered an alternative paradigm 
to functionalism in the social sciences, it has much in common with Dewey’s 
original emphasis on the situational context.1s Self is not a simple biological 
individual or an essence, but is part of a dialectically elaborated social polarity. 
Self and Other develop pari passu, through a process of interpersonal interaction 
at the symbolic or ideational level. One reacts to the other as someone similar t o  
oneself, takes the role of the other, and is thus able to respond covertly to one- 
self as an object. One has a “generalized self’-the imaginations that others have 
of the self which are introjected. Similarly, the other is a function of the ideas 
that the self has of the other.” The development of the self therefore follows 
the development of role-taking, which, in turn, is dependent on the give-and-take 
of social experience. Communication is made the point of interpenetration of 
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individual and society, and it takes place either through a shared language (Mead) 
or through acts of social imitation (Baldwin). 

This view has in common with the Self-concept approach that it places the 
Self within consciousness-as a reflexive self-concept or interpretation. The Self- 
Concept tradition has in common with other approaches its attempt to render a 
“nonegological” conception of consciousness (to borrow a phrase from Gur- 
witsch.20) The entity “Self” is reduced to a reflexive relation, to a hyphen, as in 
Self-concept, Self-Realization, Self-Regulation, Self-control, and so on. Symbolic 
interactionism also reduces substance to relation, although it differs in that the 
relation of self to itself is now through another selc The experience of oneself is 
dependent upon experiencing the world as containing other selves. The concepts 
of self and of other selves develop together. This reflective consciousness peculiar 
t o  humans is intersubjective, and involves the taking of another’s role; it is no 
longer the activity of an individual alone. 

This approach therefore has the advantage of exposing the fictitious quality 
of an absolutely subjective and private personal experience and the spatializa- 
tion of Self that occurs when one views it as “inner” rather than “outer.” 
Cooperative expressions of reflection, like science, become understandable. 
We are, however, left with some familiar problems and some new ones.” 

1) How do we reintroduce the subject/object relation into this approach which 
so much emphasizes the subject/subject relation? Whereas the Cartesian model 
led to a privately subjective and idealistic notion of experience, symbolic inter- 
actionism appears to lead to a publicly subjective and idealistic interpretation. 
Social reality, and even nonsocial reality, are not distinguished from social 
consciousness. The possibility of “false consciousness” is thereby eliminated, 
and objectivity becomes absorbed in intersubjectivity (Lichtman?’ ). 
2) Similarly, on the subject side, we again have the problem of distinguishing the 
Self from a personification of the Self, for as Harry Stack Sullivan says, 

. . . the relation of personifications to that which is personified is always complex 
and sometimes multiple; and that personifications are not adequate descriptions 
of that which is personified,7 (p. 167) 

In the symbolic interactionist’s view, is the individual’s personification veridical? 
Does it represent a perception of the self, or is it a mere attribution of charac- 
teristics to the self, of dubious and inestimable objectivity? 
3)  Again, restricting the Self t o  a perceived or imagined “me” means that the 
Self is treated as “an object which is in most respects like all other objects.”22 
This raises the possibility of taking the role of objects, and makes the Self hard 
to differentiate from nonconscious and nonself-conscious things. The sub- 
jectivity of the Self is thus removed. 
4) Why is intersubjectivity necessary for reflection? Is self-consciousness not 
possible without role-taking? The “outer” now appears to receive undue stress 
at the expense of the “inner,” in reaction against the old “inner” substantial 
Self. Reflection as role-taking is simply substituted for, and not integrated with, 
individual self-reflection. 
5) This raises the question of how someone knows when he or she is conscious 
of himself or herself, and when conscious of another self? Said slightly differently, 
how do I know when I am reflecting on m y  thoughts, and when on your thoughts 
or our thoughts, or even someone else’s thoughts? 
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6 )  As Dewey has pointed the upshot of this is that making Self a shared 
meaning, without sufficient attention to the differentiation of Self and Other, 
leaves the Self t o  be absorbed into the larger whole of a Social Self. We cannot 
then account for the psychic sense of individuality. Dewey further argues that 
symbolic interactionism does not demonstrate the origins of individual and 
society, only their reciprocal relations to each other, taking their existence for 
granted to start with. Self is therefore fragmented in a similar way to the em- 
piricist fragmentation mentioned above, the discrete units now being roles 
indeterminate as to the subjects filling them or taking them. 

The apparent consequences just outlined bear a marked resemblance to the 
loss of Self in other sociological accounts, especially those that emphasize the 
liberal virtue of “flexibility.” For example, Parsons et al.% reduce personality to 
an anonymous role cluster, at the center of which is no one. Such a role cluster 
can vary in its complexity and in the degree and efficiency of its organization.” 
Goffman also uses the concept of “role” in his reduction of Self t o  its extrinsic 
relational proper tie^.^^ The Self for Goffman is no more than a series of “pre- 
sentations” or false facades, approximating the “false” or “disembodied” Self 
of Laing. Whereas Laing argues that this division of the “me” from the “I” 
is a pathology of the Self, for Goffman there is no distinction between this 
inauthentic, alienated Self and a normal or real Self.% 

Goffman’s “masks” are presented in a semideliberate fashion, in order that 
the reaction of the other can be predicted and controlled. The Self is thus defined 
as free agent by its ability to act on the other to act on the Self.” Thus the Self- 
as-Role corresponds to the Self-as-Idea (Self-concept), in the sense that the 
former is something one chooses rather than being the chooser, while the latter 
is something one thinks, rather than being the thinker. 

SELF AS DEVELOPMENT 

Despite the similarities between this approach and symbolic interactionism, 
the latter differs in that one takes the role of the “generalized other,” a uni- 
versal subjective point of view, rather than (in the dramaturgical metaphor) 
playing a specific role or part. Prediction or control of the specific content of 
the concrete other’s reactions is not the main purpose in such role-taking. 

A certain idealism is suggested by this concentration on the general form 
of the role, rather than its content, and on the theoretical intent or meaning of 
thought rather than on the practical intent of action or manipulation. It is not 
surprising, then, that symbolic interactionism finds its roots largely in Hegel’s 
dialectic of reason, or that it receives its most trenchant criticisms at the hands 
of neo-Marxist thinkers.” The mutual role-taking described is Hegelian in the 
sense that it not only comprises a synchronic social dialectic, but also, by the 
contradictions that it raises, opens up the possibility of a diachronic perspective 
as well. The Self can not only change content over time, or become more effi- 
ciently organized, but can rise to a qualitatively superior level through the radi- 
cal reconstruction of its underlying assumptions-through a development in 
form. It becomes more certain of its existence as it becomes progressively dif- 
ferentiated from the Other. 

Unlike Goffman, Mead and Baldwin see social knowledge as a developmental 
process of this kind, although their emphasis is on the diachronic as development 
more than as history. Modern developmental theorists like Werner, Piaget, and 
particularly Kohlberg are the contemporary heirs of this t rad i t i~n . ’~  Such 
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theorists follow Hegel’s assumption that the real is rational consciousness, and 
that development is the development of thought. Development is in fact taken 
as the defining quality of life and of the human Self. It is not simply contingent, 
therefore, that in Werner, Piaget, and Kohlberg, “Development” and the “Self” 
find themselves together. It is logically inherent in the organismic model that the 
Self is that which undergoes organic differentiation and reintegration through 
successive transformations or “sublations,” the differentiations representing 
decreased egocentrism and increased self-knowledge (Blasi,” ). As MacMurray” 
points out, “The answer to Hume’s scepticism about the form of the material 
was the construction of the form of the organic.” (p. 82) 

Both Self and Development then are species-defining properties, a consequence 
of the fusion of Hegelian with Darwinian thought that the work of Mead, 
Baldwin, and Dewey represents.M Evolutionary theory emphasized the biological 
aspect of neo-Hegelian concepts, shifting the center of gravity away from cultural- 
historical world views toward the adaptive cognitive development of the bio- 
logical individual, despite the fact that evolution occurs primarily at the popula- 
tion genetic level. The cognitive-developmental theories have thus strongly 
resisted the reduction of Self to its extrinsic relations, aligning themselves 
very much with Kierkegaard, who 

. . . argued that the most important dialectical process is manifested in the sub- 
jective, personal development of individual existence. Kierkegaard denied that 
there are dialectical processes in history or nature, but held that such processes 
are dominant in the life-histories of individuals.31 

The invariant logical sequence of stages in cognitive-developmental theories 
removes one possible source of relativism. However, subordinating the dialectics 
of history, nature, or social context does not necessarily preserve the Self as 
entity. Self-as-Organism is a precarious identity-in-difference. Self and Develop- 
ment are in constant tension, since the Self is viewed as existing only in its 
own self-negation-in its Becoming rather than its Being. 

A somewhat illusory impression of stability is afforded by the assumption 
that there is a “final stage.” This is the relos of the Self fully differentiated from 
the Other, but in the sense of a universal transcendent, or self-conscious Self, 
aware of its own subjectivity, not a particular individual with unique concrete 
personality ~on ten t .~ ’  While the idea of a telos does not imply vitalism, it 
effectively defines the way in which we understand the course of development 
that culminates in the “logic” of the final stage. However, as Piaget in particular 
admits3’ (p. 33f), Godel’s theorem demonstrates that there is no way that the 
logic of any system can substantiate that there is no logic more comprehensive 
than its own. . . . “Final” stages must therefore always stand as provisional. 
There is always the possibility that a further development might reflexively 
bring into question even the concept of “stage” itself.23 There are already mur- 
murings about the self-transcendence of Piaget’s final stage, particualrly with 
respect to the limitations of a formal logic as the ultimate definition of intelli- 
gence. Similarly, Kohlberg metaphorically refers to a mystical-religious “stage 
7” modeled after Baldwin and Spinoza, that surpasses his “final” 6th stage of 
principled moral judgment. Habermas, on the other hand, has made specific 
theoretical proposals for a seventh stage that lies still within the realm of norma- 
tive ethics and rne t ae thhM 

Keeping in mind, then, the provisional nature of Piaget and Kohlberg’s 
“final” stages, we can still ask how they characterize the mature and fully- 
differentiated Self. Without going into the details of their theories, we can 
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TABLE 1 
PIAGET’S ERAS AND STAGES OF LOGICAL AND COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT. 

Era I (age 0-2) The Era of Sensorimotor Intelligence 
___._______ 

Stage 1 .  Reflex action. 
Stage 2. 
Stage 3. 

Stage 4. 
Stage 5. 
Stage 6. 

Coordination of reflexes and sensorimotor repetition (primary circular reaction). 
Activities t o  make interesting events in the environment reappear (secondary 
circular reaction). 
Meandends behavior and search for absent objects. 
Experimental search for new means (tertiary circular reaction). 
Use of imagery in insightful invention of new means and in recall o f  absent ob- 
jects and events. 

Era II (age 2-5) Symbolic, Intuitive, or Prelogical Thought 

Inference i s  carried on through images and symbols which do not maintain logical rela- 
tions or invariances with one another. “Magical thinking” in the sense o f  (1 )  confusion of 
apparent or imagined events with real events and objects and ( 2 )  confusion of perceptual 
appearances of qualitative and quantitative change with actual change. 

Era Ill (age 6-10) Concrete Operational Thought 

Inferences carried on through system of classes, relations, and quantities maintaining 
logically invariant properties and which refer to concrete objects. These include such logical 
processes as (1  1 inclusion of lower-order classes in higher-order classes; ( 2 )  transitive seriation 
(recognition that i f  a > b and b > c, then a >c);  (3) logical addition and multiplication o f  
classes and quantities; (4) conservation of number, class membership, length, and mass under 
apparent change. 

Substage 1. 
Substage 2. 

Formation of stable categorical classes. 
Formation of quantitative and numerical relations of invariance. 

Era I V  (age 11 t o  adulthood) Formal-Operational Thought 

Inferences through logical operations upon propositions or “operations upon operations.” 
Reasoning about reasoning. Construction of systems of all possible relations or implications. 
Hypotheticodeductive isolation of variables and testing of hypotheses. 

Substage 1. Formation of the inverse o f  the reciprocal. Capacity to form negative 
classes (for example, the class of all notcrows) and t o  see relations as 
simultaneously reciprocal (for example, t o  understand that liquid in a 
U-shaped tube holds an equal level because of counterbalanced pressures). 

Substage 2. Capacity to  order triads of propositions or relations (for example, t o  
understand that i f  Bob is taller than Joe and Joe is shorter than Dick, then 
Joe is the shortest of the three). 
True formal thought. Construction o f  all possible combinations o f  re- 
lations, systematic isolation o f  variables, and deductive hypothesis-testing. 

Substage 3. 

‘From Kohlberg & Gilligan.42 
__ 

summarize by saying that their final stages share a structure of possibilities, 
generated through reflection, among which determinate choices are made 
(TABLES 1 & 2).35 For Piaget, the theoretic Self chooses through an act of 
scientific judgment and empirical method.36 For Kohlberg, the moral Self 
chooses in an act of Will, and through a method of ethics (akin to  Kant’s cate- 
gorical imperative). These mature structures are not just the most “complex,” 
or “flexible.” To say that would be to borrow again the functionalist or system- 
theory notions of the adaptive organization of content. The consequence of 
using such concepts is a return to a relativistic position, in which what counts is 
an ability to accommodate to specific situations, and in which what counts as 
“flexibility” or “complexity” varies with the cultural or historical context. Also, 
“complexity” and “flexibility” are, by virtue of their very generality, leveling 
concepts that apply equally to all domains. Their use can therefore obscure the 
qualitative difference between logic and morality. By contrast, the final stages 
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TABLE 2 
DEFINITION OF MORAL STAGES' 

Preconventional Level 

A t  this level the child is responsive to  cultural rules and labels of good and bad, right or 
wrong, but interprets these labels in terms o f  either the  physical or the hedonistic conse- 
quences of action (punishment, reward, exchange of favors), or in terms of the physical 
power o f  those who enunicate the rules and labels. The level i s  divided into the following 
two stages. 

Stage 1 : Thepunishmentandobedienceorientation. The physical consequences of action 
determine i t s  goodness or badness, regardless o f  the human meaning or value of these con- 
sequences. Avoidance of punishment and unquestioning deference t o  power are valued in  
their own right, not  in terms of respect for  an underlying moral order supported by punish- 
ment and authority (the latter being stage 4).  

Stage 2: The instrumental relativist orientation. Right action consists of that which 
instrumentally satisfies one's own needs and occasionally the needs of others. Human 
relations are viewed in  terms like those of the market place. Elements of fairness, o f  reci- 
procity, and of equal sharing are present, but  they are always interpreted in  a physical 
pragmatic way. Reciprocity is a matter o f  "you scratch my back and 1'11 scratch yours," 
not o f  loyalty, gratitude, or justice. 

Conventional level 

A t  this level, maintaining the expectations of the individual's family, group, or nation i s  
perceived as valuable in i t s  own right, regardless of immediate and obvious consequences. 
The attitude i s  not  only one of conformity t o  personal expectations and social order, but 
of loyalty to  it, of actively maintaining, supporting, and justifying the order, and of identi- 
fying with the persons or group involved in it. A t  this level, there are the following two stages: 

Stage 3: The interpersonal concordance or "good boy-nice girl" orientation. Good 
behavior is that which pleases or helps others and i s  approved by them. There i s  much con- 
formity to  stereotypical images of what is majority or "natural" behavior. Behavior is 
frequently judged by intention-"he means well" becomes important for the fist time. One 
earns approval by  being "nice." 

Stage 4: The "law and order" orientation' There is orientation toward authority, fixed 
rules, and the maintenance of the social order. Right behavior consists of doing one's duty, 
showing respect for authority, and maintaining the given social order for it 's own sake. 

Postconventional, autonomous, or principled level 

A t  this level, there is a clear effort t o  define moral values and principles which have 
validity and application apart from the authority of the groups or persons holding these 
principles, and apart from the individual's own identification with these groups. This level 
again has two stages: 

Stage 5: The social-contract legalistic orientation, generally with utilitarian overtones. 
Right action tends t o  be defined in terms o f  general individual rights, and standards that 
have been critically examined and agreed upon by the whole society. There is a clear aware- 
ness of the relativism of personal values and opinions and a corresponding emphasis upon 
procedural rules for reaching consensus. Aside from what is constitutionally and demo- 
cratically agreed upon, the right is a matter o f  personal "values" and "opinion." The result 
i s  en emphasis upon the "legal point of view," but with an emphasis upon the possibility 
of changing law in  terms of rational considerations of social ut i l i ty  (rather than freezing it 
in terms of stage 4 "law and order"). Outside the legal realm, free agreement and contract 
is the binding element of obligation. This i s  the "official" morality of the American govern- 
ment and constitution. 

Stage 6: The universal ethical principle orientation. Right is defined by the decision of 
conscience in accord with self-chosen ethical principles appealing to  logical comprehensive- 
ness, universality, and consistency. These principles are abstract and ethical (the Golden 
Rule, the categorical imperative); they are not concrete moral rules like the Ten Command- 
ments. A t  heart, these are universal principles of justice, of  the reciprocity and equality of 
human rights, and of respect for the dignity of human beings as individualpersons. 

*From Kohlberg." 
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of Piaget’s and Kohlberg’s schemes represent respectively the most logical and 
the most moral cognitive structures. That is, formal operations generate uni- 
versally true judgments of logic and scientific reasoning, while stage 6 generates 
moral judgments of universal ethical ~a l id i ty .~’  It is logical necessity within 
formal operational structures, and the prescriptivity of principled moral judg- 
ments that make the judgments fit for all, and so represent the universality of 
the human Self.38 

Something else that these final stages share, then, is their explicit claim to 
unify experience in a self-consistent structure of logical or moral judgement. 
Cognitive logic and morality are therefore different forms of rationality which 
are sources of consistency making the person a person-any unification of ex- 
perience must carry with it a corresponding unity of self. 

Each affords a “unity of apperception” in Kant’s terms, which means that 
ideas are known as thought by me. Self-consciousness is therefore implicit in 
the structural consistency of cognition. The unity is not reified, and the whole is 
no more real than the parts. The final stage is no more real than the special 
cases of it which comprise the lower stages. So Platonism is avoided. 

The Self in this Kantian paradigm is not substantial, but formal. It is a judging 
attitude, or Self-as-Perspective. It corresponds to a postcritical conception of 
knowledge in which it is realized that the forms of experience cannot be derived 
from the experienced objects, but involve a priori constructions of the subject.39 

RESIDUAL PROBLEMS 

With respect to conceptions of self, we are now left with at least four major 
questions. First, Kohlberg’s “stage 6” does not define a concrete Self-as-Agent, 
even though morality involves practical interests. It is still an intellectual Self 
rather than an acting one-it is the transcendent Subject of ideas about practice, 
a generator of possible actions among which choices can be made. Its practical 
qualities stop short at the point of putting its choices into effect. Its domain is 
still the reflective or contemplative one of reasoning and justification, which 
are necessary but not sufficient conditions for concrete moral  decision^.^' 
This moral Self is therefore akin to Piaget’s operational Subject. One question 
left is: how do we integrate these two theoretical, thinking Selves so that we 
have a single Subject instead of a double one?44 Kohlberg, in Kantian fashion, 
has suggested a hierarchical relationship in which logical development is necessary 
but not sufficient for moral development (TABLE 3). The hypothesis leads 
to different empirical predictions from those generated by the “complexity” 
hypothesis, as well as being logically incompatible with it. It also appears t o  
differ from Piaget’s recent43 statement, according to  which social ideals are 
derivative of formal operational thought. 

Second, even if we could answer the first question, how would we reconcile a 
single theoretical Self-as-Subject with the Self-adgent, the Self with practical 
intentions which acts concretely to alter the world? Kant’s indication, followed 
specifically by MacMurray on a philosophical level, and by Kohlberg on the 
levels of theoretical and empirical psychology, is that the theoretical is necessary 
but not sufficient for the practical. This logically follows from Piaget’s argument 
that in ontogenesis, logos derives from praxis by successive “reflective abstrac- 
tions.”44 The latter “de-centrate” the individual by selecting out those aspects 
of its own, practical or sensorimotor experience which are legitimately general 
to all others (i.e., “universalisable,”) thus constructing the norms of objective 
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TABLE 3 

KOHLBERG MORAL STAGES” 
RELATIONS BETWEEN PIAGET LOGICAL STAGES A N D  

- 
Loaical Staae Moral Stage 

Symbolic, inruitive thought 
Concrete operarions, Substage 1 
Categorical classification 
Concrete operations, Substage 2 
Reversible concrete thought 
Formal operations, Substage 1 
Relations involving the inverse of 

Formal operations, Subsrage 2 

Formal operarions, Subsrage 3 

the reciprocal 

Srage 0: The good is what I want and like. 
Srage 1: Punishment-obedience orienta- 

Stage 2: Instrumental hedonism and 

Srage 3: Orientation to interpersonal 

Stage 4: Maintenance of social order, 

Srage 5A: Social contract, utilitarian 

Stage 58: Higher law and conscience 

Stage 6: Universal ethical principle 

tion 

concrete reciprocity. 

relations of mutuality. 

fixed rules, and authority. 

low-making perspective. 

orientation. 

orientation. 

‘All relations are that attainment of the logical stages is necessary, but not sufficient, for 
attainment of the moral stage. From Kohlberg and Gilligan.42 

thought. The difficulty here (which Baldwin called one of the “embarrassments 
of thought”) is that de-centration appears to require that objectivity be attained 
at the expense of concrete subjectivity. This has led Turner t o  suggest that 
Piaget’s abstract epistemic Subject, which is merely the structuring mechanisms 
“of the average subject” (Piaget,32 p. 69), should be allowed a dialectical “re- 
centration” which returns the definition of selfhood to the individual conscious 
psyche. Otherwise, the Self threatens to  be “truncated” or reduced to a purely 
objective meaning.45 A parallel critique applies to Kohlberg’s fully differentiated 
moral Self, which takes as the end of value a public “Other.”46 The role taken at 
stage 6 is not the concrete subjective point of view of the individual concerned, 
but the objective aspects of all singular points of view. 

There are thus two issues here, closely intertwined: the relation of form and 
content, and the relation of judgment and action. If the former is not taken into 
account, the latter cannot either. Actions based on an objectification of Self and 
Others cannot entirely escape conformism. Thus, synchronically speaking, 
Piaget’s formal operational subject can become the “prisoner of form”2 in 
adhering too strictly to  scientific method as the source of decision, rather than 
his or her own intelligent judgment. By the latter is meant the choice of a con- 
crete subject, a choice that might intelligently employ methods other than 
that of the physical sciences. Diachronically speaking, we might also remark that 
forms cannot generate forms,2 and so movement from one stage to another, 
from a lower level of Self-hood to a higher, must involve putting ideas into 
practice (or more precisely, must not involve inhibiting the action potential of 
ideas). 

A third problem of interest, given that we could reconcile Self-as-Subject and 
Self-as-Agent, is that we would still be left with the paradox of self-conscious- 
ness in the theory. How is the possibility of cognitive-developmental theories 
to be e~pla ined?~’  The latter pretend to  give a genetic account of thought as a 
whole, and therefore must reflexively include the possibility of themselves, 
presumably in the Hegelian fashion of postulating their own approach as the 
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telos of the development of knowledge. However, even an active Kantian Self 
is a fixed speculative principle of knowing, or of willing, and seems t o  lack that 
very self-developing quality that the theory says gave rise t o  it. In the postcritical 
cognitive developmental tradition, we say that we have become aware of the self- 
formative character of our own consciousness, that as theorists we reflectively 
understand our selves as subjects, whose subjectivity has developed in  corre- 
spondence with the progressive elaboration of objective knowledge. If we assume 
this, then the course of ego development can n o  longer be said to  be fulfilled 
with the differentiation of a “complete” Kantian transcendental Subject o r  
Free Will, as Piaget and Kohlberg appear t o  claim it can. Piaget’s theory cannot 
reflexively account for its own existence, or Piaget’s own theoretical reflectivity, 
and we all know that charity must begin at home. 

One possibility here is t o  argue that further levels of reflectivity “beyond 
formal operations” must be added, in  which the Self moves beyond simple self- 
consciousness t o  consciousness of the process of its own self-formation. Here 
we would need an account of the emergence of a methodological perspective- 
a developmental epistemology in addition t o  a developmental logic, or a de- 
velopmental metaethics in addition t o  a developmental normative ethics.48 

These alternatives, however, would still leave us trapped with the “monad” 
conception of the forms of experience as generating further, more reflective 
forms within the  individual. Developing self-consciousness would now just be 
the object of consciousness, and vicious circles start t o  gnash their teeth. 

We now move into our fourth and final problem. This is the fact that, like 
Mannheim’s in te l lec t~a l ;~  the Self of the Kantian cognitive-developmentalists 
claims t o  take an ideal position, above and beyond all perspectives, and free of 
interest.” Yet if interest is not admitted, fully differentiated structures of 
reasoning become neutral “methods” or “techniques” that can be  used just as 
effectively in alienation and rationalization as in their opposites. This is reflected 
in the fact that Piaget does not entertain the active questioning of the assumptions 
of the scientific method ( B r o ~ g h t o n , ~ ~  pp. 29-39). (Kohlberg also appears 
relatively uncritical of social scientific methodology.&) 

I t  has not been demonstrated that objectivity would be possible without the 
admission of specific interests.47349 With the reintroduction of interests, imbedded 
in particular cultural-historical traditions, development can n o  longer be seen 
naturalistically as only “adaptation t o  the environment,” or knowledge as only 
the key t o  evolutionary self-preservation through “equilibration.” Nature and 
culture are not completely continuous with each other. The inevitable role of 
action, history, and sociocultural context in  the development of knowledge 
and the Self would therefore appear to require acknowledgment not  only within 
the structure of developmental theories, but equally within the  American 
functionalist and symbolic interactionist traditions. 

Cognitive-developmentalists do not  deny the presence or impact of the social 
environment, although its signficance does tend t o  be relegated t o  the role of 
encouraging or holding back “natural” developmental potentials of the individual. 
Regarding historical factors, the embryological metaphor of “recapitulation,” 
handed down t o  developmental psychology from Haeckel and von Baer via 
Hobhouse and G. Stanley Hall, draws attention t o  the formal parallels between 
historical change and individual development. This avoids the need t o  imbed 
the latter in the former.” It also suggests formal parallels between psychology 
and biology, without attending t o  the need t o  also explicate the relationship of 
psychic and biological individuality. 
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DIALECTICAL PARADIGMS 

All the different interpretations so far reviewed have at least two qualities in 
common; they place exceptional emphasis upon the individual, and they de- 
emphasize sociocultural contexts and historical changes. For British empiricism 
it was the sensory impressions of the individual upon which the Self was built, 
but the process of building it was not elaborated in the form of a systematic 
developmental interpretation, nor was the changing historical context considered 
as an influential condition for this development. Rather, the formation of com- 
plex ideas, including that of the Self, was analyzed in a principled manner, look- 
ing at some of its regularities but without tracing the details of the developmental 
and historical processes. 

For the Continental rationalists, even more so, the Self existed within a 
developmental and historical vacuum. It was regarded as the prerequisite for 
knowing and consciousness, neither of which, it was argued, demanded any 
explanation for their development or their existence in historical context. On 
the contrary, the Self provided such an explanation and was the only source for 
it. 

Also, the movement represented by symbolic interactionism tended to see 
the relationships between social conditions and the experiencing Self in a prin- 
cipled or synchronic manner. Undoubtedly, Mead paid some attention to  dif- 
ferences in the relationship between the I and the me’s under various develop- 
mental and historical conditions (as did Locke, Hume, and Kant), but he did not 
explicitly propose a theory of these changes. This is especially true for the I 
which appears from nowhere almost in a miraculous fashion. It represents the 
inner, energizing core of the individual, but it is not developing; it remains 
unchanged, unpredictable. Unlike the me’s, who originate and develop through 
their dynamic interactions between the I and the social conditions, the I is not 
explained in this or any other manner. 

In search of such an answer one might be tempted to lean on Piaget’s 
paradigm of assimilation-accommodation, which in their mutual interaction bring 
about the operativity and development of the individual, the assimilation by 
incorporating the object for the sake of the subject, and the accommodation 
by producing changes in the subject in view of the object. Such a scheme, when 
extended, could possibly provide an explanation of the inner operations of the 
organism; that is, of the processes which, in conjunction with those proposed by 
the symbolic interactionists, would provide a comprehensive interpretation of the 
Self. Such an extension has not been proposed by Piaget, nor by the students of 
symbolic interactionism. It is implied, however, in dialectical interpretations 
proposed in Soviet psychology. In conclusion, we would like to draw your 
attention to these interpretive attempts. 

The first period in the history of Soviet psychology-as described in a most 
insightful manner by Payne3 -consisted mainly in the rejection of the former 
traditions, most of which were imported from continental Europe, in particular, 
from Germany. 

This movement was not primarily concerned with the concept of the Self, 
but was directed against the introspectionism of early experimental psychology. 
Inasmuch as such psychology was built upon the classical mind-body dichotomy, 
the critique by Soviet psychologists was indirectly concerned with the concept 
of the Self. In this critique, the traditional Western view was rejected as either 
promoting a purely subjective-mentalistic or an objective-mechanistic interpre- 
tation without being able to bridge this gap and provide a comprehensive integra- 
tion. 



Broughton & Riegel: Developmental Psychology and Self 163 

After this early stage of antisubjectivism, antiintrospectionism, and anti- 
idealism, the pendulum swung, indeed, toward mechanistic materialism. This 
movement therefore represents the other extreme of traditional, Western Euro- 
pean thinking and should, from the Soviet point of view, be rejected as strongly 
as mental or idealistic subjectivism. Eventually, this was done, but in the late 
twenties mechanistic materialism represented the dominant trend in Soviet 
psychology and also characterized, for example, the early thinking of Pavlov 
(or at least the American interpretation of his work). 

With the posthumous publication of the “Philosophical Notebooks” by 
Lenin in 1929,52 this movement was severely criticized. As a consequence, 
focused attention was given to cultural and historical determinants of develop- 
ment, that is, to those aspects which play a decisive role in the Marxist’s “Classics.” 
Here they appear under the label of “historical dialecticism,” as contrasted with 
“dialectical materialism.” VygotskyS3 was one of the most outspoken, though 
not wholeheartedly accepted, proponents of this movement. 

With the prevalence of these two successive movements in Soviet psychology, 
the stage was set for a more embracing integration. This was achieved after the 
end of World War I1 and is most convincingly expressed in Rubinstein’s double 
interaction theory. 

Rubinstein’s synthesis emphasizes the unity of consciousness and behavior. 
These terms do not denote separate systems; the former is not all internal nor 
the latter all external; both interpenetrate each other. Consciousness is not a 
passive contemplative state but an activity; behavior is not merely a movement, 
but is directed by internal organization. On the one hand, activity objectifies 
the inner-subjective world; on the other hand, the objective world is reflected in 
and by the subject. This distinction is very similar t o  Piaget’s comparison of 
accomodation and assimilation, which produce the successful adaptation of the 
individual. Rubinstein refers to Marx. “By acting on the external world and 
changing it, he, at the same time, changes his own nature.” 

For Rubinstein the study of ontogenesis is not conceivable without the 
study of phylogenesis. Modifications in either case result in dialectical leaps that 
are brought about by changes in the structure of the organism. But as these 
structures change the functions also change, because structure and functions 
develop as a unit. At the beginning, the development of the organism is deter- 
mined by the laws of biological evolution. With the phylogenetic emergence of 
psychic activities, however, development becomes codetermined by the laws 
of sociohistorical evolution. In particular, man, through his activities and labor, 
transforms his environment and creates new conditions for individual develop- 
ment. As stated by P a ~ n e , ~  man “creates himself by his own labor by trans- 
forming nature to transform himself.” (p. 90) 

When we focus on ontogenesis, the individual’s development consists of the 
acquisition of human culture through his own activities. But this process has to 
be supplemented by the activities of others, by the activity of society. The 
activities have to permeate in both directions, from the individual to the culture 
and from the culture to the individual. The Self and knowledge of the Self are 
acquired through the individual’s activities, but the activities of the society are 
of equal importance. The Self and knowledge are social in nature. 

The dialectical interactions bet ween the individual-psychological and cultural- 
sociological conditions are codetermined by a second system of interactions, 
that is, those between higher nervous activities and individual-psychological 
conditions. Rubinstein does not elaborate this interaction at length but refers 
to the work of Pavlov and his followers. With this renewed emphasis on the 
inner-biological basis, Rubinstein completes his synthesis. In the words of 
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Payne, “The relation of the psychic to the material world is fundamentally two- 
fold: t o  the inner matter of the brain (this relation constitutes the psychic in 
the quality of higher nervous activity) and to the outer matter of the external 
world in which relationship the psychic takes on the quality of ideal and sub- 
jective. The first quality Rubinstein calls the ontological aspect of the psychic; 
the second he calls gnoseological or theory-of-knowledge a ~ p e c t . ” ~  (p. 98) 

The notion of dialectical interactions penetrates all of Rubinstein’s interpre- 
tations. It is most clearly revealed by the concept of “constitutive relationism,” 
which he adopts from Hegel and Lenin. LeninS2 emphasized that: “Every 
concrete thing, every concrete something, stands in multifarious and often con- 
tradictory relations to everything else: ergo it is itself and some other.” (p. 124) 
In Payne’s fo rm~la t ion ,~  “. . . every phenomenon or thing is determined and 
constituted by its relation to all the other phenomena of reality” (p. 99); con- 
sequently, individual-psychological states have a plurality of structures. There 
are several intrinsic structures, relating psychic activities to the brain, and several 
extrinsic structues relating them to the outer correlations both in the sociological 
and physical sense. 

Rubinstein’s interpretations lead to a reformulation of the mind-body problem. 
Traditionally the solution of this problem has been sought by determining the 
nature of both, the mind and the body, and then by investigating their inter- 
dependence. For Rubinstein the solution has to proceed in the reverse order. 
The relationship determines how we conceive of mind and how we conceive of 
body. Through the developmental interactions anchored in both inner and outer 
activities, the Self emerges. Thus, mind and body collapse upon the intersect of 
these two developmental processes. The Self produces these two interaction 
processes, and at  the same time it is produced by them. Seen from a dialectical 
perspective-the Self orginates at the interaction of two developmental in- 
teraction systems; at the same time, it creates these two interaction systems. In 
other words, it is itself and some other. 
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