Comm Studs Frolics

Week 4: The Social Subject

Intrapersonal communication
Intrapersonal communication is taken to mean two areas:

1:
internal communication within the self (perception, cognition, memory and emotional responses). Psychologists like GH Mead believe that a person ‘interacts’ with the self, making an address to self and responding to that address. 

2:
forms of communication used by individuals to express or record private experience – eg speeches, diaries, personal reminders, etc). These are sometimes presented as communication ‘with the self’

But this can all be misleading.

1:
Thought processes

This implies a dual self – a ‘core’ self and a self that reflects on it. In fact, self-awareness is not the same as communicating with the self. For real communication to take place, an exchange of meaning between separate individuals must occur. 

When we ‘monitor’ our own thinking, this is the process of thought, not a separate communication event. If we accept that communication must be interaction between people, then we must conclude that thought is not communication. Instead it is part of an internal process.

2:
Private texts

Speech, writing, graphics, gesture are sometimes presented as ‘private’ – an address to the self. This oversimplifies by suggesting a great division between private and public. It isn’t as easy to separate them as that.

So what is thought?

‘Thought’ is used to refer to:

· cognition (the learning process)

· the power of reason

· a reflective state

· an individual idea

According to Harré and Gillett (The Discursvive Mind), thought consists of:

· Particular ideas about specific objects

· General concepts about the world

This will include:

IMAGES (the pictures of things we create in our minds); 

LANGUAGE; 

ABSTRACTIONS (eg thinking about music or smells).

These will blur sometimes. It is hard to think about the smell of coffee and not get a picture of, say, a coffee jar; or when thinking about a mathematical concept (abstract), words and images may intrude.

How do humans acquire knowledge?

The two most opposed positions are:

Behaviourists      &      Mentalists

Behaviourists: human behaviours is prompted by learning from outside stimuli (Skinner)

Mentalists: mental structures are already in place (Chomsky)

From 1959, behaviourism has tended to be replaced by the mentalists. Chomsky was exploring how people in so many locations were able to learn languages. He came up with his theory of innateness, the idea that humans are ‘programmed to speak’. Behaviourism could not explain this because there’s no way someone could encounter all the complexities of speech from experience.

Most linguists would now agree with the innateness argument – though reinforcement (behaviourism) also plays a part in strengthening and cementing understanding.

How does this affect communication?

We now believe that humans have overlapping mental processes – eg memory, reasoning, etc – but that these can’t easily be separated. Humans are able to combine innate abilities with lessons learned from experience and cognitive processes with emotional responses … to create communication.

Links between thought and language

There are 3 main ideas:

a)
thought is dependent on language


Edward Sapir: a community’s “language habits” lead them to take on a certain world view.

b)
thought is the dominant partner


Piaget identified cognitive stages, each one representing a new level of intelligence. Few people now believe this idea about set stages of development.

c)
thought and language as separate


Vgotsky said language and development were separate processes which come together at around the age of two to produce verbal thought (language). 

This view has been developed by Steve Pinker. He says that when people think, they generate far more information than can be reflected in language. Thought doesn’t translate simply into language: eg:

Queen Mary having Bottom Scraped

Pinker: “people do not think in English or Chinese or Apache; they think in the language of thought.” He calls this language mentalese. He points out that we all get to the middle of a paragraph and then realise it isn’t saying what we meant. 

Price argues that this shows that the problem may lie with the original thought – it is hard to assume that it was properly thought-through. 
External / internal expression

It is sometimes assumed that external expression (eg gesture) indicates specific internal processes. This implies that there may be a universal language of body language. Argyle says: “there is nothing like a verbal grammar ruling how the different kinds of units are to be combined”.
But some gestures do seem universal –eg “I don’t know” gesture.

All of this relies on an idea that there is such a thing as the ‘self’ … but is there?

· Human beings are born into a complex world of three elements:

· A natural environment

· The social world of people, values and events

· Those objects and structures produced by humans exploiting the first element (eg settlements)

Murphy defines the self as “the individual known to the individual”

RB Burns as “the set of attitudes a person holds towards himself”

Gross: “When you look in the mirror at your face, you are both the person who is looking and that which is looked at”

These imply a ‘split self’.

Ryle says that reflection and self-checking are part of our usual mental processes and not evidence of a split self. 

But the idea of a split self is most closely associated with Sigmund Freud. He saw the self as having three components:

The id – the part of our personality which responds purely to instinct, governed by the ‘pleasure principle’. This is the pre-socialised part of human identity associated with infantile behaviour and desires.

The ego – the rational or logical part of personality, though it is not superior to the id. 

The superego – the ‘special agency’ in which parental influence is maintained and where judgements about right and wrong are made.

Carl Jung called personality the psyche, and gave it three parts:

Conscious – the only part known to the individual. It consists of thinking, feeling, sensing, intuiting. 

Unconscious – the personal unconscious is where we are shaped by the experiences, events and emotions we have repressed and by those stored in memory. Certain feelings may cause ‘complexes’ which prevent the complete individuation of a person

Collective conscious – inherited characteristics which affect how a person will respond to life; eg evolutionary history has given us a collective store of primordial images (tendencies to behave in certain ways) – eg fear of the dark. This part of his theory has been criticised for reinforcing fascist ideology – eg unconscious racism 

Two other important concepts are:

Self-concept – our cluster of concepts held about the self. This is usually thought to be altered or shaped by interaction with others. It includes the realistic (what we think we are) and ideal (what we hope to become).

Gross: “when we know someone well part of what we mean is that we know what they think of themselves”

Self-esteem – evaluative (whereas self-concept is descriptive) – it refers to how much we like or approve of ourselves.

But the self is also linked to the way we think we are supposed to behave: we are defined, in other words, by social norms.

GH Mead has described this as taking on roles. These help individuals to get “outside themselves”. Dimbleby and Burton define it like this:

“a role is a way of behaving which is considered to be suitable for a particular situation”. 

We respond to universal and particular behavioural expectations. Universal = generally accepted range of actions used by an individual in any situation. Particular = specific expectations in a precise context.

This the leads to tension when people deliberately break social norms – eg to show that they, or the group they belong to, hold differing values.

Erving Goffman shows how people can use behavioural norms to manipulate the perceptions of others. He argues that you only see someone’s true personality though involuntary behaviour because we are always playing social roles. 

GB
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