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The objective of this paper is to explore the current trend of using symbolic 

interactionism as an underpinning theory by revealing the gaps in the elements 

of the theory, methodology, and suggesting the direction for future research. 

This communication theory is unique because of the elements; self, society, 

and the environment. Normally, symbolic interactionism theory (SIT) has been 

used in identity and healthcare studies. While studies using this theory in 

entrepreneurship are still lacking. It is shown that this study mostly focuses on 

the sociology perspective compared to the social-psychology perspective. 

Therefore, this paper was adopted with a thematic analysis of 116 articles using 

symbolic interactionism as a theoretical underpinning. The findings show 

previous research that utilised symbolic interactionism in entrepreneurship is 

still less. This study found that previous studies have focused more on 

"Looking-Glass-self" by Goffman compared to the overall perspective of self-

society-environment and lack of studies focusing on the entrepreneurship field. 

This systematic review is expected to give understanding and knowledge to 

readers about SIT, theory gaps through the elements, and directions for future 

research to consider using symbolic interactionism as a theoretical 

underpinning in the entrepreneurial phenomenon. 
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Introduction  

Symbolic interactionism is a sociology theory (Marsh, 2002).  Symbolic interactionism 

develops interaction perspectives on mind, society and environment based on the ideas (Mead 

& Mind, 1934; Cooley, 1902).  The foundation of this theory is 'meanings' by the social actors 

in the phenomenon they live in (Aksan, Kisac, Aydin & Demirbuken, 2009).  This theory is 

based on meanings that emerge from the interaction of people such as individuals in a social 

environment with other individuals by focusing on symbols and meanings (Cooley; 1864; 

Reck, 1863; Blumer; 1986; Goffman, 1922).  

 

The source of data in this theory is the human interaction that focuses on individual perspective 

through the characters, signs of facial expression, body language, gestures, and human 

behaviour (Marsh, 2002).  This theory highlights the masterpieces of individual values above 

the influence of the benefits that have existed so far (Siregar, 2016).  This perspective assumes 

that every individual has the essence of culture, interacts in the social centre of his community, 

and produces the meaning of "ideas" as a group (Siregar, 2016).   

 

The utilization of the theory can lead the way of thinking through the elements of 'self', 'society' 

and 'environment' (Reck, 1863; Blumer, 1986).  Symbolic interaction emerges from human 

interaction with each other. They share the meaning for a certain period and for a specific action 

that can form a sense for human behaviour (Reck, 1863; Blumer, 1986).  

  

Symbolic interaction theory means people live both in their phenomenon and the symbolic 

environment (Cooley, 1902; Mead & Mind, 1934; Blumer, 1986). "Interpretation of the action" 

is a process of symbolic interaction (Aksan, Kisac, Aydin & Demirbuken, 2009).  Even Mead 

and Mind (1934) declared that a symbolic interaction has three concepts: 'mind', 'society' and 

'environment' (see figure 1).  However, Mead and Mind (1934) argued the individual creates 

and changes his or her 'self' as well as 'society' through the 'mind' and finally, the uniquely 

human ability to role take.  

 

Figure 1: Symbolic Interactionism Theory 

Illustrated by author based on the elements in symbolic interactionism theory 
Sources: Cooley (1902); Mead & Mind, (1934); Blumer (1986) 
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The interaction of mind and self is regarded as a meaning given to the self by the mind. The 
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interaction in which the meaning can be reduced to more detail (Mead, 1934). It will bring out 

the standpoint of meaning theory as a logic of natural meanings (Mead, 1934). The mind is the 

sum of actions that the actor takes towards herself or another (Mead, 1934). The mind contains 

all the symbols learned by the actor, laid in the context of an internal conversation (Mead, 

1934). Mind action is the most passionate when there is a problem needing solving 

(Mead,1934).  

 

The fundamental entity for all interaction is the self, because the self carries a multitude of 

different interpretations (Sean, 1994). When self is consistent, it will derive a stable pattern, 

and stable patterns of action will be observed (Sean, 1994). Cooley (1902) defines self as the 

other exists in ‘our imaginations of him’ comes to life. Mead (1934) defined self as a social 

emergent and arises within the process of social experiences and activities. This process 

develops the individual as an outcome of the relationship with the process as a whole and other 

individuals within the process (Mead, 1934). By appeal, the self in interaction with others will 

create a mutual bond and the solid basics for future relationships (Sean, 1994). The mind and 

self are linked together and they allow people to negotiate reality through symbol manipulation 

and, at the same time, all mental processes are involved (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934; Sean, 

1994). 

 

It is shown that interaction among the individuals leads to self-reflection that can locate the self 

at the beginning, middle and end of the timeline (Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979). Individuals 

are also able to view themselves through the ‘looking glass’ to view themselves from many 

perspectives and are able to represent themselves in different ways to many viewers (Shrauger 

& Schoeneman, 1979). It is shown that a self is also able to view the individual as an outcome 

of the process (Mead, 1934). Therefore, the interaction of self and mind creates meanings that 

govern the actors’ practices. 

 

Self and Society 

Self and society interaction is a process of socialisation from individual relationships with each 

other, where one individual can affect the others (Cooley, 1902; Marsh, 2002). Goffman 

(1959:1978) stated that individuals had to be placed in the context of the group and that they 

belong to and return. It is shown that the processes involved among individuals in a group can 

maintain a social life and their own identities (Goffman, 1959; Marsh, 2002). The interaction 

of individuals and the social formalities involved are a part of daily encounters (Goffman, 

1959:1978). This assumption recognizes that social norms limit the behaviour of each 

individual, but ultimately, each individual determines the choices that exist in social society 

(Siregar, 2016). The focus of self and society is to explain the order and change in social 

processes (Blumer, 1969; Siregar, 2016).  

 

The interaction of self and society assumes that people and community groups are influenced 

by cultural and social processes while the social structure is generated through social 

interaction (Blumer, 1969; Siregar, 2016). Strong (1983) indicates that the context of the group 

still belongs and returns, which is the existence of the signs and symbols of social interaction 

inside the context. The interaction of the individual self and society develops a particular 

meaning for a particular phenomenon. Therefore, the interaction between self and society 

creates meanings that govern the actors' practices. 
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Self and Environment 

The environment can be divided into two categories. The first is the physical environment, and 

the second, the contextual environment (Smith and Bugni, 2006). Smith and Bugni, (2006) 

have revealed that symbolic interactionism is a primary theory that is able to explain essential 

connections between ‘self and environment’ through architecture and the environment, and 

human thought, emotions, and conduct. ‘self and environment’ reveals the three perspectives 

on architecture and environmental study for better understanding (Smith & Bugni, 2006; Mead, 

1934). First, designed physical environments and the ‘self and environment' are potentially able 

to influence and find expression in others. Second, ‘self and environment’ can inform us about 

how designed physical environments contain and communicate shared symbols and meanings. 

Thirdly, ‘self and environment’ reveals that a designed physical environment is not only a 

background for our behaviour because a few designed physical buildings, places, and objects 

act as representatives to shape thoughts and actions (Smith & Bugnu, 2006).  

  

The contextual environment was created by Francis Aguilar in 1967 and is divided into seven 

concepts that are listed as a PESTLE that stands for political, economic, socio-cultural, 

technological, legal, and ethical influences (Akman, 2020). Earlier, only four core created 

ETPS (economy, tactical, political, and social) that stand for four sectors of the taxonomy of 

the environment (Akman, 2020). From the perspective of entrepreneurship, the PESTLE gives 

a bird's eye view of the context for planning and keeping track of the strategy, product, or 

services (Akman, 2020).  

  

From the present time, symbolic interactionism has changed from not only the sociology 

perspective but also the social psychology perspective, which believes sociology is the study 

of society and social interactions to understand and search for empirical patterns in how they 

are shaped by people, groups, or organizational studies of human behaviour (Crossman, 2019; 

Weiss, 2015; Marsh, 2002). The Social-psychological is the study of another variant of 

sociology that is related to ‘organization or social phenomena and aspects of social structures 

and processes to individual psychological attributes and behaviour’ (House, 1977). Both 

sociology and socio-psychology perspectives provide traditional understandings of identity 

(Howard, 2000).  

  

The concept of identity has been taken up more broadly, especially in particular identities based 

on ethnicity, race, sexuality, gender, class, age, (dis)ability, geographic and virtual (Howard, 

2000). It shows that there are three fractionations in socio-psychology termed: a) psychological 

social psychology, b) symbolic interactionism, and c) social structure and personality (House, 

1977). This theory is important because it can reveal the findings from the perspective of 

psychology and sociology. 

  

Therefore, this article aims to explore the current trend of using symbolic interaction as an 

underpinning theory and update the knowledge by revealing the gaps in the elements of the 

theory and methodology within the entrepreneurship field. This study has identified that 

symbolic interaction is rarely used by researchers in the entrepreneurship field of study. The 

need for a systematic review is critical to giving understanding and knowledge to readers. This 

article believes that research on this theory is still on-going.  
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Methodology 

The review adopted four steps for methodological purposes: 

i. Identification  

ii. Screening 

iii. Eligibility 

iv. Inclusion 

 

Through the identification step, this study used an electronic database 'Scopus' to conduct a 

literature search using the "symbolic interaction" keyword to identify the relevant articles 

(Table 2). As a guideline, this study limited the criteria based on eligibility and exclusion (Table 

1). This study finalized the selected articles published into a qualitative synthesis (Figure 2).  

 

Table 1: Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Criterion  Eligibility Exclusion 

Literature type   Articles  Systematic review journals, proceeding, chapter 

in the book, conference proceeding 

Language English Non-English  

Timeline Between 2018-2020 <2017 

 

Table 2: Keyword and Searching Information Strategy Example 

Databases  Keywords used  

Scopus  TITLE-ABS-KEY ("symbolic interaction") 

 

Figure 2: Systematic Literature Review Flow Diagram Flow Diagram of Symbolic 

Interactionism Theory From 2018- 2020. 
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Result 

A total of 1,381 journal articles were identified as part of the systematic review, with a final 

set of 116 studies being considered for qualitative synthesis. Table 3 summarises the findings 

of each study. The information is summarised in Table 4 (the title of the article, year, author, 

element, methodology, and journal). A narrative summary is provided to align the reader’s 

understanding of the trends in current research with the theory. *Note: The full data set is 

available upon request from the author. This data examines 116 articles and outlines:  

1. Title of article 

2. Year 

3. Author 

4. Element 

a. Self 

b. Society 

c. Environment 

5. Methodology 

a. Quantitative 

b. Qualitative 

6. Volume/Issue 

7. Journal 

 

Table 4: Research Using Symbolic Interactionism Theory From 2018-2020 

Year No of 

research 

Element Combination of 

element 

Methodology 

Quantitative Qualitative Mix-

method Self Society Environment * ** *** **** 

2020 28 11 8 3 1 4 - 1 10 15 3 

2019 50 26 12 5 5 - 2 - 16 34 - 

2018 38 19 2 6 6 3 2 - 9 28 1 

Total 116 56 22 14 12 7 4 1 35 77 4 
Note: 

* Self & Society 

** Society & Environment 

*** Self, Society & Environment 

**** Self & Environment  

 

Review Findings 

Figure 3 shows the flow of SIT through a mix-method, quantitative and qualitative. The 

increasing number of quantitative and qualitative methods has become quite positive from the 

year 2018 to 2020. However, the mix-method is still lacking.  
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Figure 3: The Flow of Symbolic Interactionism Theory Through Mix-Method, 

Quantitative and Qualitative 
 

Discussion 

The findings of this paper are limited to research published in the last three years.  The 116 

articles were selected to identify the implementation of the symbolic interaction as an 

underpinning theory.  The findings reveal the element used by the previous research and 

methodology gaps.  This paper starts with outlining the keyword through identification and 

screening the records based on the criteria to produce relevant findings to achieve the objective 

in this paper.  This paper highlights the significant findings, especially the element using this 

theory and methodology gaps.   

 

Mostly, this study identified that a study from business and entrepreneurship field a lack of 

study using SIT as a theory underpinning.  Especially study that focuses on small and medium 

enterprise (SMEs).  This study believed that, by using SIT as an underpinning and focusing on 

SMEs will help research to come out with new directions and be able to add new knowledge.   

This study identifies from 116 studies, only nine studies focusing on SIT on business and 

entrepreneurship.  Four studies from 2018, four studies in 2019 and only one study in 2020.   

 

Based on the findings, most of the studies focusing on business and entrepreneurship focus on 

escorting clients, rental, manager identity, online marketing, fund management, human service, 

service counter, bonding in the workplace, and tourism (Jones & Hannem, 2018; Liang, 2018; 

Taylor et. al., 2018; Tian, 2018; Purwadinata et. al., 2019; Geiss, 2019; Esholdt, 2019; Wilson, 

2019; Yang et. al, 2020).  From the nine studies above, only one study by Liang (2018) focusing 

on three elements and one study by Jones & Hannem (2018) focusing on self and society 

elements in SIT. Another seven studies focused on one element of interaction.  

 

SIT itself has an element that can focus on the self, society, and the environment. The 

combination of these elements is not only able to reveal through psychology perspective from 
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mind and self, but also able to reveal broadly through sociology perspective from society and 

the environment. Most of the previous research on the entrepreneurship field applied one or 

two elements from SIT, which are ‘mind and self’ and ‘self and society’. The elements of mind 

and self' are able to reveal pleasant emotions in previous studies, such as escorting clients, 

rental, manager identity, online marketing, fund management, human service, service counter, 

bonding in the workplace and tourism. When dealing with human beings, pleasant emotions 

such as happiness, joy, excitement are essential to keep them faithful. By applying the SIT as 

a theory underpinning research, we are able to reveal the phenomenon through the process of 

exploring and understanding the interaction of actors in entrepreneurship fields. 

 

This paper comes out with significant findings. Firstly, the previous three years of research 

using symbolic interaction as a theory underpinning were encouraging, especially in the year 

2019. Unfortunately, most of the research focused on interpersonal and intrapersonal. Minimal 

studies focus on the three elements of symbolic interaction. Evidence shows that studies on the 

entrepreneurial phenomenon rarely use this theory. Most of the studies focus on the stigma and 

perceptions of society on the individual and vice versa due to the relationship between culture, 

gender, race, religion, intelligence, and health. While on the environmental element, evidence 

shows that a previous study focused on the background and heritage of historical placements. 

Future research should consider using these three elements, and implementation of this theory 

as an underpinning theory for entrepreneurial phenomenon was suggested.  

 

Finally, the previous research mostly focuses on qualitative and quantitative compared to the 

mix-method. The need for the mix-method is essential. Future research should consider 

implementing the mix-method, qualitative and quantitative research to fulfil the gaps in 

methodology by implementing it into the relevant fields. To conclude, this study suggests that 

future research should consider the consumption of symbolic interaction theory as an 

underpinning theory in business and entrepreneurship or relevant fields. This study believes 

that symbolic interaction theory can give extraordinary findings to explain the entrepreneurial 

phenomenon or relevant fields through interactionism. 
 

Acknowledgement 

The author(s) gratefully acknowledge the helpful comments and suggestions of the reviewers, 

which have improved the quality of this paper.   

 

References  

Aksan, N. Kisac, B., Aydın, M., & Demirbuken, S. (2009). Symbolic interaction theory. 

Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 1(1), 902-904. 

Allanson, A. Potrac, P. & Nelson, L. (2019). The Career Experiences of Football Association 

Coach Educators: Lessons in Micropolitical Literacy and Action. Qualitative Research 

in Sport, Exercise and Health.  

Andersen, A. B., Beedholm, K., Kolbaek, R., & Frederiksen, K. (2019). The role of ‘mediators’ 

of communication in health professionals' intersectoral collaboration: An 

ethnographically inspired study. Nursing Inquiry, 26(4).  

Battle, B. P. (2018). Deservingness, Deadbeat Dads, and Responsible Fatherhood: Child 

Support Policy and Rhetorical Conceptualizations of Poverty, Welfare, and the Family. 

Symbolic interaction, 41(4), 443-464.  

Battle, B. P. (2019). “They Look at You like You're Nothing”: Stigma and Shame in the Child 

Support System. Symbolic interaction, 42(4), 640-668.  



 

 

 
Volume 4 Issue 17 (September 2021) PP.113-126 

  DOI 10.35631/IJMTSS.417010 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

121 

 

Burbank, P. M., Burkholder, G. J., & Dugas, J. (2018). Development of the Perspectives on 

Caring for Older Patients scale: Psychometric analyses. Applied Nursing Research, 43, 

98-104.  

Blasko, A. (2019). An essay on self-enslavement: The pathology of power and control. 

Qualitative Sociology Review, 15(2), 200-214.  

Blok, A., Lindstrom, M. D., Meilvang, M. L., & Pedersen, I. K. (2019). Ecologies of 

Boundaries: Modes of Boundary Work in Professional Proto-Jurisdictions. Symbolic 

interaction, 42(4), 588-617.  

Blumer, H. (1986). Symbolic interactionism: Perspective and method. 

Bryant, E., Schimke, E. B., Brehm, H. N., & Uggen, C. (2018). Techniques of neutralization 

and identity work among accused genocide perpetrators. Social Problems, 65(4), 584-

602.  

Carter, K. R., Knox, D., & Hall, S. S. (2018). Romantic Breakup: Difficult Loss for Some but 

Not for Others. Journal of Loss and Trauma, 23(8), 698-714. 

Casey, P. M. (2018). Stigmatized Identities: Too Muslim to Be American, Too American to Be 

Muslim. Symbolic interaction, 41(1), 100-119.  

Corman, M. K. (2018). Driving to Work: The Front Seat Work of Paramedics to and from the 

Scene. Symbolic interaction, 41(3), 291-310.  

Cromdal, J., Danby, S., Emmison, M., Osvaldsson, K., & Cobb-Moore, C. (2018). “Basically 

it's the Usual Whole Teen Girl Thing”: Stage-of-Life Categories on a Children and 

Young People's Helpline. Symbolic interaction, 41(1), 25-44.  

Cooley, C. H. (1902). Looking-glass self. The production of reality: Essays and readings on 

social interaction, 6.  

Charmaz, K. (2020). Experiencing Stigma and Exclusion: The Influence of Neoliberal 

Perspectives, Practices, and Policies on Living with Chronic Illness and Disability. 

Symbolic interaction, 43(1), 21-45.  

Crapo, J. S., Miller, J. A., Rhodes, M. R., Bradford, K., & Higginbotham, B. J. (2020). Couple-

Level Patterns of Disclosure Process Beliefs and Their Association with Marital 

Satisfaction. Marriage & Family Review, 1-20. 

Davey, G., & Zhao, X. (2019). Turning Points to Becoming a Tobacco Smoker: Smoking 

Initiation and Identity Change among Chinese Youth. Symbolic interaction.  

David, G. C., Rawls, A. W., & Trainum, J. (2018). Playing the Interrogation Game: Rapport, 

Coercion, and Confessions in Police Interrogations. Symbolic interaction, 41(1), 3-24.  

Dawson-Rose, C., Cuca, Y. P., Shumway, M., Davis, K., & Machtinger, E. L. (2019). 

Providing Primary Care for HIV in the Context of Trauma: Experiences of the Health 

Care Team. Women's Health Issues, 29(5), 385-391.  

DeLand, M. (2018). The Ocean Run: Stage, Cast, and Performance in a Public Park Basketball 

Scene. Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 47(1), 28-59.  

DeLay, D., Lynn Martin, C., Cook, R. E., & Hanish, L. D. (2018). The Influence of Peers 

During Adolescence: Does Homophobic Name Calling by Peers Change Gender 

Identity? Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 47(3), 636-649.  

Deuchar, R., Sogaard, T. F., Holligan, C., Miller, K., Bone, A., & Borchardt, L. (2018). Social 

capital in Scottish and Danish neighbourhoods: paradoxes of a police–community 

nexus at the front line. Journal of Scandinavian Studies in Criminology and Crime 

Prevention, 19(2), 187-203.  

Dias, R. M., Ogle, J. P., & Diddi, S. (2020). Constructing cultural identity through weaving 

among Ri-Bhoi women weavers: a symbolic interactionist approach. Fashion and 

Textiles, 7(1), 1-21.  



 

 

 
Volume 4 Issue 17 (September 2021) PP.113-126 

  DOI 10.35631/IJMTSS.417010 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

122 

 

Esholdt, H. F. (2019). Virgins, Terrorists, and Ten Children: Immigrants' Humorous Play with 

Ethnic Stereotypes in Bonding with Danes in the Workplace. Symbolic interaction, 

42(4), 691-716.  

Esala, J. J., & Del Rosso, J. (2020). Emotions into Disorder: Anxiety Disorders and the Social 

Meaning of Fear. Symbolic Interaction, 43(2), 235-256. 

Everitt, J. G., & Tefft, T. (2019). Professional Socialization as Embedded Elaborations: 

Experience, Institutions, and Professional Culture Throughout Teacher Careers. 

Symbolic interaction, 42(4), 564-587.  

Fisher, D. R., & Leifeld, P. (2019). The polycentricity of climate policy blockage. Climatic 

Change, 155(4), 469-487.  

Fynbo, L. (2018). The uncommon ground: Drunk drivers’ self-presentations and accountings 

of drunk driving. Qualitative Report, 23(11), 2634-2647.  

Fuist, T. N., & McDowell, A. D. (2019). “Jesus Would Turn the Tables Over”: Five 

Dimensions of Authenticity Applied to Countercultural Christianity. Symbolic 

interaction, 42(3), 374-394.  

Fletcher, J. R. (2019). Distributed Selves: Shifting Inequities of Impression Management in 

Couples Living with Dementia. Symbolic interaction.  

Furst, H. (2018). Making the Discovery: The Creativity of Selecting Fiction Manuscripts from 

the Slush Pile. Symbolic interaction, 41(4), 513-532.  

Froyum, C. (2018). “They Are Just Like You and Me”: Cultivating Volunteer Sympathy. 

Symbolic interaction, 41(4), 465-487.  

Garate, D., Rivero, O., Ríos-Garaizar, J., Arriolabengoa, M., Medina-Alcaide, M. Á., Ruiz-

López, J. F., . . . Libano, I. (2020). The cave of Atxurra: A new major Magdalenian 

rock art sanctuary in Northern Spain. Journal of Archaeological Science: Reports, 29.  

Geiss, C. (2019). Connecting Practical Doings to Cultural Meanings: Exploring the Work of 

Moral Mediators in Human Service Organizations. Symbolic interaction, 42(4), 539-

563.  

Ghidina, M. J. (2019). Finding God in Grain: Crop Circles, Rationality, and the Construction 

of Spiritual Experience. Symbolic interaction, 42(2), 278-300.  

Goffman, E. (1978). The presentation of self in everyday life: Harmondsworth London. 

Halldorsson, V., & Katovich, M. A. (2019). Going Bad and Staying Bad: Crystallizing 

Dramatic Self Change. Symbolic interaction, 42(3), 432-456.  

Handberg, C., Midtgaard, J., Nielsen, C. V., Thorne, S., & Lomborg, K. (2018). Healthcare 

Professionals' Attitudes to Rehabilitation Programming for Male Cancer Survivors. 

Rehabilitation Nursing, 43(3), 127-137.  

Hofstetter, E., & Robles, J. (2019). Manipulation in Board Game Interactions: Being a Sporting 

Player. Symbolic interaction, 42(2), 301-320.  

Huang, L., & Fitzpatrick, J. (2018). Lending a hand: perceptions of green credit cards. 

International Journal of Bank Marketing, 36(7), 1329-1346.  

Ictech, B. (2019). Smartphones and Face-to-Face Interaction: Digital Cross-Talk During 

Encounters in Everyday Life. Symbolic interaction, 42(1), 27-45.  

Javaid, A. (2020). The Haunting of Shame: Autoethnography and the Multivalent Stigma of 

Being Queer, Muslim, and Single. Symbolic interaction, 43(1), 72-101.  

Jensen, S. V., & Vitus, K. (2019). Broken Interaction Rituals, Struggles for Membership, and 

Violence among Young Children in Two Danish Schools. Symbolic interaction.  

Johannessen, L. E. F. (2019). Negotiated Discretion: Redressing the Neglect of Negotiation in 

“Street-Level Bureaucracy”. Symbolic interaction, 42(4), 513-538.  

Jones, Z., & Hannem, S. (2018). Escort Clients' Sexual Scripts and Constructions of Intimacy 

in Commodified Sexual Relationships. Symbolic interaction, 41(4), 488-512. 



 

 

 
Volume 4 Issue 17 (September 2021) PP.113-126 

  DOI 10.35631/IJMTSS.417010 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

123 

 

Julien, C. (2019). Couch Revisited: A Theoretical Treatment of The Information-

Technological Media of Imgur, Reddit, and Twitter. Symbolic interaction, 42(1), 46-

69.  

Kaderka, P., Leudar, I., & Nekvapil, J. (2018). Central Bank Transparency as a Dialogical 

Accomplishment. Symbolic interaction, 41(2), 227-246.  

Kaplan, S., Luria, R., & Prato, C. G. (2019). The relation between cyclists’ perceptions of 

drivers, self-concepts and their willingness to cycle in mixed traffic. Transportation 

Research Part F: Traffic Psychology and Behaviour, 62, 45-57.  

Kimport, K. (2019). Pregnant Women's Experiences of Crisis Pregnancy Centers: When 

Abortion Stigmatization Succeeds and Fails. Symbolic interaction, 42(4), 618-639.  

Kirkegaard, S. (2020). The Everyday Drama of Coproduction in Community Mental Health 

Services: Analyzing Welfare Workers' Performance as the “Undercover Agent”. 

Symbolic interaction.  

Kotarba, J. A. (2019). The everyday life intersection of translational science and music. 

Qualitative Sociology Review, 15(2), 44-55.  

Krajewski, S. (2019). Killer Whales and Killer Women: Exploring Menopause as a ‘Satellite 

Taboo’ that Orbits Madness and Old Age. Sexuality and Culture, 23(2), 605-620.  

Lazarus, S., & Okolorie, G. U. (2019). The bifurcation of the Nigerian cybercriminals: 

Narratives of the Economic and Financial Crimes Commission (EFCC)agents. 

Telematics and Informatics, 40, 14-26.  

Liang, L. (2018). No Room for Respectability: Boundary Work in Interaction at a Shanghai 

Rental. Symbolic interaction, 41(2), 185-209.  

Lin, T. Z., & Tian, X. (2019). Audience Design and Context Discrepancy: How Online Debates 

Lead to Opinion Polarization. Symbolic interaction, 42(1), 70-97.  

Like, T. Z., & Cobbina, J. E. (2019). Emotional Girls and Rational Boys: The Gendering of 

Violence Among Urban, African American Youth. Crime and Delinquency, 65(3), 295-

321.  

Lile, J. R., & MacTavish, K. A. (2020). “I’ve been through a lot”: Perspectives on growing up 

in rural poverty. Children and Youth Services Review, 119, 105566. 

Lorek, M. (2018). “It Did Not Affect Me”: The (IR)Relevance of the German Reunification in 

Autobiographical Narratives of East Germans. Symbolic interaction, 41(2), 210-226.  

Lorenzen, J. A. (2018). Social Network Challenges to Reducing Consumption: The Problem 

of Gift Giving. Symbolic interaction, 41(2), 247-266.  

Marques, A. C. (2019). Displaying Gender: Transgender People's Strategies in Everyday Life. 

Symbolic interaction, 42(2), 202-228.  

Marsans-Sakly, S. (2019). Geographies of Vengeance: Orientalism in Alexandre Dumas’ The 

Count of Monte Cristo. Journal of North African Studies, 24(5), 738-757.  

Maslen, S. (2019). Playing with Imagined Others: Developing a Musical Ear in Conversation 

with Recordings. Symbolic interaction, 42(3), 412-431.  

May, R. H., Jr. (2018). Pachasophy: Landscape ethics in the central Andes mountains of South 

America. Environmental Ethics, 39(3), 301-319.  

Maas, M. K., Vasilenko, S. A., & Willoughby, B. J. (2018). A Dyadic Approach to 

Pornography Use and Relationship Satisfaction Among Heterosexual Couples: The 

Role of Pornography Acceptance and Anxious Attachment. Journal of Sex Research, 

55(6), 772-782.  

Mead, G. H., & Mind, H. (1934). Self and society. Chicago: University of Chicago, 173-175.  

Mann, E. S., & Grzanka, P. R. (2018). Agency-Without-Choice: The Visual Rhetorics of Long-

Acting Reversible Contraception Promotion. Symbolic interaction, 41(3), 334-356.  



 

 

 
Volume 4 Issue 17 (September 2021) PP.113-126 

  DOI 10.35631/IJMTSS.417010 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

124 

 

Meghji, A. (2019). Activating Controlling Images in the Racialized Interaction Order: Black 

Middle-Class Interactions and the Creativity of Racist Action. Symbolic interaction, 

42(2), 229-249.  

Moore, J., & Abetz, J. S. (2019). What Do Parents Regret About Having Children? 

Communicating Regrets Online. Journal of Family Issues, 40(3), 390-412.  

McLuhan, A. (2018). Generic Processes in Aligning the Multiple Bases of Identity: The Case 

of Becoming a Ministry Student. Symbolic interaction, 41(3), 311-333.  

McCausland, K., Jancey, J., Leaver, T., Wolf, K., Freeman, B., & Maycock, B. (2020). 

Motivations for use, identity and the vaper subculture: a qualitative study of the 

experiences of Western Australian vapers. BMC public health, 20(1), 1-14. 

Mondada, L. (2020). Orchestrating Multi-sensoriality in Tasting Sessions: Sensing Bodies, 

Normativity, and Language. Symbolic interaction.  

Montemurro, B. (2018). “The Way That I Look at Things [Is] Different Because It's Me”: 

Constructing and Deconstructing Narratives About Racialized Sexual Selves. Symbolic 

interaction, 41(1), 83-99.  

Mullaney, J. L. (2019). A Year Then Forever: Personal Resolution Making and the Temporal 

Bridge of the Near Future. Symbolic interaction.  

Marsh, M. (2002). Examining the discourses that shape our teacher identities. Curriculum 

inquiry, 32(4), 453-469. 

Mik-Meyer, N., & Silverman, D. (2019). Agency and clientship in public encounters: co-

constructing ‘neediness’ and ‘worthiness’ in shelter placement meetings. British 

Journal of Sociology, 70(5), 1640-1660.  

Olmstead, S. B., Conrad, K. A., & Anders, K. M. (2018). First Semester College Students’ 

Definitions of and Expectations for Engaging in Hookups. Journal of Adolescent 

Research, 33(3), 275-305.  

Perry, M., Broth, M., Engstrom, A., & Juhlin, O. (2019). Visual Narrative and Temporal 

Relevance: Segueing Instant Replay into Live Broadcast TV. Symbolic interaction, 

42(1), 98-126.  

Pena-Alves, S. (2019). Outspoken Objects and Unspoken Myths: The Semiotics of Object-

Mediated Communication. Symbolic interaction.  

Purwadinata, S., Suman, A., Susilo, & Manzilati, A. (2019). Uncovering principal-agent 

behavior in the village fund management technique. Journal of Advanced Research in 

Dynamical and Control Systems, 11(8 Special Issue), 1393-1401.  

Rahmawati, D., Mulyana, D., Karlinah, S., & Hadisiwi, P. (2018). The cultural characteristics 

of online players in the internet cafes of jabodetabek, Indonesia. Journal of Theoretical 

and Applied Information Technology, 96(7), 1868-1883.  

Reck, A. J. (1963). The Philosophy of George Herbert Mead (1863–1931) Studies in Recent 

Philosophy (pp. 5-51): Springer. 

Reich, S., Schneider, F. M., & Heling, L. (2018). Zero Likes – Symbolic interactions and need 

satisfaction online. Computers in Human Behavior, 80, 97-102. 

Ridwan, M., Hasbollah, T., Mohdar, Y., Sulaeman, S., & Nur, S. (2020). The Abda’u Ritual: 

Ethnographic Communication Study of Tulehu Society in the Moluccas, 

Indonesia. International Journal of Criminology and Sociology, 9, 709-722. 

Sanner, C., Ganong, L., Coleman, M., Chapman, A., & Kang, Y. (2019). Building Family 

Relationships With Inherited Stepgrandparents. Family Relations, 68(4), 484-499.  

Sanner, C., Coleman, M., & Ganong, L. (2018). Relationships with former stepgrandparents 

after remarriage dissolution. Journal of Family Psychology, 32(2), 251-261.  



 

 

 
Volume 4 Issue 17 (September 2021) PP.113-126 

  DOI 10.35631/IJMTSS.417010 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

125 

 

Salgiriev, A., Betilmerzaeva, M., Shamsuev, M. E., & Osmaev, A. (2018). Political myths in 

the symbolic space of Russian elites: Federal and regional aspects (a North Caucasian 

case study). Central Asia and the Caucasus, 19(2), 49-56.  

Seidel, A. J., Majeske, K., & Marshall, M. (2019). Factors Associated With Support Provided 

by Middle-Aged Children to Their Parents. Family Relations.  

Siregar, N. S. S. (2016). Kajian Tentang Interaksionisme Simbolik. Perspektif, 1(2).  

Silva, E. O., & Flynn, M. B. (2020). Liminal Stigma and Disaligning Activity: Online 

Comments about Trump's Family Separation Policy. Symbolic interaction, 43(1), 126-

155.  

Soltanpour, Y., Peri, I., & Temri, L. (2019). Area of protection in S-LCA: human well-being 

or societal quality. International Journal of Life Cycle Assessment, 24(11), 2073-2087.  

Suarez, A., & Bolton, M. (2018). Catching Babies in Prohibition States: Midwives' Accounts 

for an Illegal Profession. Symbolic interaction, 41(2), 165-184.  

Sumerau, J. E., Mathers, L. A. B., & Lampe, N. (2019). Learning from the Religious 

Experiences of Bi+ Trans People. Symbolic interaction, 42(2), 179-201.  

Sumerau, J. E., Mathers, L. A. B., & Moon, D. (2019). Foreclosing Fluidity at the Intersection 

of Gender and Sexual Normativities. Symbolic interaction.  

Sumerau, J. E., Grollman, E. A., & Cragun, R. T. (2018). “Oh My God, I Sound Like a Horrible 

Person”: Generic Processes in the Conditional Acceptance of Sexual and Gender 

Diversity. Symbolic interaction, 41(1), 62-82.  

Schreiber, T. T. V., Kovačević, V., & Malada, D. (2020). " Baby Shark" as a Social and Artistic 

Phenomenon. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 8(10), 4449-4458. 

Schrock, D., McCabe, J., & Vaccaro, C. (2018). Narrative Manhood Acts: Batterer Intervention 

Program Graduates' Tragic Relationships. Symbolic interaction, 41(3), 384-410.  

Scheibling, C. (2019). Doing Fatherhood Online: Men's Parental Identities, Experiences, and 

Ideologies on Social Media. Symbolic interaction.  

Shortall, S., McKee, A., & Sutherland, L. A. (2020). The Performance of Occupational 

Closure: The Case of Agriculture and Gender. Sociologia Ruralis, 60(1), 40-57.  

Shoshana, A. (2020). Love, Stigma, and Resistance: “Therapeutic Microaggressions” in a 

Prisoners' Wives' Support Group. Symbolic interaction, 43(1), 102-125.  

Scott, S. (2020). The Unlived Life Is Worth Examining: Nothings and Nobodies behind the 

Scenes. Symbolic interaction, 43(1), 156-180.  

Awinia, C. S. (2020). The Sociology of Intra-African Pastoralist Migration: The Case of 

Tanzania. Frontiers in Sociology, 5, 76. 

Tanasirijiranont, R., Kantaraksa, K., Sansiriphan, N., & Jordan, P. L. (2019). A grounded 

theory of becoming a first-time father due to a high-risk pregnancy. Pacific Rim 

International Journal of Nursing Research, 23(2), 118-130.  

Tian, X. (2018). Escaping the Interpersonal Power Game: Online Shopping in China. 

Qualitative Sociology, 41(4), 545-568. doi: 10.1007/s11133-018-9397-8 

Taylor, T., Turgeon, B., & Gross, C. L. (2018). Helpers “Here on the Front Lines”: Welfare-

to-Work Managers' Moral Identity Work. Symbolic interaction, 41(1), 45-61.  

Timon, T., Kaunda, C. J., & Hewitt, R. R. (2019). Re-none visioning tangent theological 

college in the context of climate change: An emerging model of coconut theological 

education and ministerial formation. HTS Theologise Studies / Theological Studies, 

75(1).  

Turowetz, J., & Maynard, D. W. (2018). Narrative Methods for Differential Diagnosis in a 

Case of Autism. Symbolic interaction, 41(3), 357-383.  

Thell, N. (2019). Childhood-Grounded Explanations for Personal Troubles: Social Problems 

Work in Radio Counseling. Symbolic interaction.  



 

 

 
Volume 4 Issue 17 (September 2021) PP.113-126 

  DOI 10.35631/IJMTSS.417010 

Copyright © GLOBAL ACADEMIC EXCELLENCE (M) SDN BHD - All rights reserved 

126 

 

Ueno, K., Jackson, T. M., Ingram, R., Grace, J., & Šaras, E. D. (2019). Sexual Minority Young 

Adults’ Construction of Workplace Acceptance in the Era of Diversity and Inclusion. 

Social Currents.  

Vinson, A. H. (2019). Short White Coats: Knowledge, Identity, and Status Negotiations of 

First-Year Medical Students. Symbolic interaction, 42(3), 395-411.  

Waldrop, D. P., McGinley, J. M., & Clemency, B. (2018). Mediating systems of care: 

Emergency calls to long-term care facilities at life's end. Journal of Palliative Medicine, 

21(7), 987-991.  

Waldbuesser, C. (2019). Who are you? Teaching symbolic interaction and perceptions of the 

self in the classroom. Communication Teacher, 33(2), 99-102. 

Wilson, E. R. (2019). Tip Work: Examining the Relational Dynamics of Tipping beyond the 

Service Counter. Symbolic interaction, 42(4), 669-690.  

 

 

 

 

 

 


