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voluntary intentions, to form real plans and volitional motives (103).

By defining inner speech as speech for oneself and external speech
as for others, Vygotsky leaves no room for imaginai others— be they
aspects of self, representations of known others, or wholly imaginary
others. He assumes that the internal speaker knows what he or she is
talking about and perceiving. There is no separate interlocutor or
listener. But if we were to introduce a notion of the self as non-
unitary, as having multiple goints of view among which it alternates,
dialogue would no longer be an inferior form of thought. Perhaps
monologue would be appropriate in many instances. The degree of
ellipsis (when present) might be understood as it is in speech (see
E. Kaplan, 1952)—as reflecting the degree of intimacy among conver-
sational par ners. Vygotsky compares the degree of ellipsis in inter-
nal speech to that found in conversation between lovers, which he
illustrates with a dialogue between Tolstoy’s characters Kitty and Levin.
But Vygotsky assumes that inner speech is elliptical not because the
self is speaking with a character or figure it knows well, but because
the only speaker is also the listener. Ellipsis in internal speech might
also be due to the degree of intimacy among conversational partners.

Vygotsky argues that the monologue is superior to the dialogue
(1962, 144), but to reach this conclusion he compares the monologue
of thought to the dialogue of social speech. Can we assume that the
latter is the same as the dialogue of internal speech? | think not. In
the imaginai dialogues of thought, self and other do not necessarily
share mutual perceptions. Thus when self and other are differenti-
ated, one would expect internal speech to hecome less elliptical and
more akin to spoken and written speech (the latter being, from
Vygotsky’s point of view, the most elaborate form of speech). In
internal speech when self and a voice, or two voices, hold different
perspectives, their views must be more fully elaborated than if one is
entertaining and explicating a single view in a monologue. Through
inner dialogue, a thought can be expressed by an imaginai other or by
the self, questioned or furthered by another. Dialogue intensifies the
way in which language carries us toward what we are going to under-
stand, but as yet have not. “Thought germinates in speech” between
others, says Merleau-Ponty, (1973, 131), and this is also true for the
dialogues of thought. Before reasoning became synonymous with
logical thought, its archaic meaning was “to engage in conversation
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or discussion” (Morris, 1969, 1036), as in Isaiah (1:18): “Come... Let
us reason togetner.” This conversation could have both actual and
imaginai partners.

Turning next to Mead, we find that this understanding of reason
is foundational to his psychology of thought. It is his notion of a
development from the particularized imaginai others of children’s
play to the generalized other of adult thought that we wish to examine.
In the nineteenth century—which Mead himself wrote about in fine
detail—generalization was widely considered to be “necessary to the
advancement of knowledge,” but “particularity” was seen as “indis-
pensable to the creatures of imagination” (Thomas Babington
Macaulay 1825, quoted in Abrams, 1953, 316).

One anonymous nineteenth century writer, joining many of his
contemporaries, equated science with:

...any collection of general propositions, expressing im-
portant facts concerning extensive classes of phenom-
ena; and the more abstract the form of expression— the
more purely it represents the general fact, to the total
exclusion of such individuaITpecuIiarities as are not com-
prised in it—the more perfect the scientific language
becomes.

Science is the effort of reason to overcome the multiplic-
ity of impressions, with which nature overwhelms it, by
distributing them into classes, and by devising forms of
expression which comprehend in one view an Infinite va-
riety of objects and events, (quoted in Abrams, 1953, 317)

Mead’s emphasis on the generalized other clearly echoes these state-
ments, affirming what might be described as a “scientific” form of
thought rather than a poetic one. The generalized other is “the most
inclusive or widest community included in one’s organization of
attitudes” (Miller, 1973, 49). In its highest development, says Mead,
this would be analogous to a community of logicians.

The development of the generalized other Is the development of
socialized thought, wherein particular thoughts have the capacity to
be conveyed to the widest possible audience. Such a generalization
of imaginai others—a homogenization, it often sounds like— seems
to be an important line of development. Its corollary, the fading out
of the dramatic personae of thought, contradicts and obscures the
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development of particularized others, which “taken together, form a
heterogeneous, accidental collection, a teething ring for utterances
and not a ball team” (Goffman, 1981, 151).

Would it not make sense that these two developments— of
particularized and generalized others—are not mutually contradic-
tory but rather mutually dependent; that the generalized other does
not always suEJpIant particularized others, but that the form of the
other (particularized or generalized) is dependent on the functions
of the thought in a particular instance? If so, then for Mead to con-
struct a developmental sequence from particularized to generalized
other, his preferred telosmust have again been scientific thought based
on the model of nineteenth-century science. For Mead, imaginai others
symbolize absent actual others where the imaginai is an internaliza-
tion of social reality, whose purpose is adaptation to and preparation
for social reality. When the imaginai is seen in this way, as merely a
station between two moments of time in social reality, other functions
of imaginai others are surely neglected.



