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APPLIZD INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION IN A CROSS-CULTURAL
CONTEXT: THRE USE OF INTERPRETRRS AS AX INTERROGATION
TECHANIQUE WHEN INTERVIEWING SPANISH SPRAKING INNIVINUALS

The intelligence cvamunity ef the United States military collects
infermatien in a variety of ways. This paper wﬂ.l focus en the
collection of infermatien frem human seurces. Specifically, eeurdes
vhe require the use of a spanish speaking interpreter. Applicatien
with spanish spaaking sources is e¢f particuler cencera vma te U.S. .

_invelvemsant in Centrsl America. Howsvar, the dynamics te be cevared

would ba relsvant with a ssurce speaking any fereign language.

While the term interregatien sometimss cenjures visiens of
physical ceercion, this paper will Aeal with the precess as applied
interpsrsonal cemmunicatien in 4 cress-cultural centext (as approvei
by the Geneva Conventiens). The primary source of inferration user ir
this paper is FielA Manual 34-52, Intelligence Interregation. It was
publishe? by the Department eof the Arry (May, 1987). Infermatien
prasanted is unclassified and is appreved for public releass.
nisiributien is unlimitea.

The auther is a Captain fa the U.S5. Air Ferce Intelligence
Service (Reserve) and hss cempleted the Basic Intsrregatien Course
offermsd by the T);ptrment of the Army. Be has alse raceived sdditienmal
interregatien ¢raining in Human Relatiens Imtelligence (HUMINT) frem
the Alr Perce. It will ba helpful te Aescribs primary censiteratiene
in the intarregatien precess befere addressing the spacific use of an
interpreter. This Aiscussien will previde a relevemt backirep fer
interpreter use issuss.

Intsrregation is"the art of questiening and examiming a source"
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te ebtain the maximun aweunt ef usable infermatien.® Seurces may be

civilian interases, insurgents, Asfacters, refugees, Aisplaced
persens, and agents er suspscted agents. The geal of any imterregatien
is "te ebtain ussble anA rellable infermation, in a lawful mannar anA
in the least ameunt of time, vhich mests imtelligence requiremantsef
any echelen eof cemmand.® The interregatiea sheuld jrefise infermatien
which is "timely, cemplete; clear, an? accurate."?

There are five primciples ef isterregatien: initiative, accuracy,

- prehibiciecn against ferce, and security. These primciples apply te

any type of intslligence interregatien.

Esch interregatioen has a Aafinite ebjective. This ebjective is
bas=3 en the cellectien of imfermation which will satisfy the
intelligence needs of the suppertei unit's missien. The .mterregatien
must regard this ebjective as primary. It will serve as a basis fer
planning an” cecducting the interregatiex.

Initiative is emphasiza? ss the interregater must remain in
charge threughent the interregatien. If the seurce-is abla te take
contral eof the interregatien this can have a Airect negative impact ea
the infermatien gathering precess.

The imterregater must shew cencera fer sbtaining accurats
irfermatien frex the seurce. A cemnen precedure is te repeat questiens
at varying intervals. Hewever, the interregater should net try te
act as an amalyst. His/her primary missien is te cellect imfermatien,
but met evaluate it.

The use ef ferce is prehibited at all times in the interregatiem
precess. It is prehibited by law anA is neither autherize3 aer

cendeas?t by the United States gevermment. The use ef ferce is alse
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_areas which the imterregater must be cemcernsd with as he/she werks

imefficient as it can ferce the seurce te say whatever he/she thinks

the interregater wmats te hsar.

The imterregater wust be aware ef security issues relevant te his/
her pesitien. Be/she werks with a great Aeal eof classified infermatien
and must be careful met te reveal such infermatien te seurces. Ha/she
must alse be sensitive'te amy attempts by seurces te wlicit
information:

The aferementiened primciples eof interregatien previde gemeral

te cemAuct a successful imterregation. Additienally, there are five
primary dnterregation phases which amphasize mere specific detail
regarding the cellection eof infermatien: plamning and preparatien,
appreach, questie: .ng, termiratien, and reperting.

The planning and preparatien phase lays the greuniwerk fer the
interregatien precess. Censideratiens in this precedure iuclude the
seurce's mental and physical cenditien, the seurce!s backgreuad, the
ebjective of the interregatien, and the imterrelatienship ef seurce
and interregater persemalities. The questiening ef guards, fer
example, . helps the interregater lears absut the seurce bdfere meeting
hiw'her fuce te face.

The npprne!; phase i3 unique te sach interregatiem but all
appreachsas share a mmber of cemmen purpeses. These include: ~steblish
and maintain centrel, establish and maintain rappert, and manipulatien
of the seurce's emstiens and weskmesses te gaim his/her willimg ceeperatien.
This phaso iz based en apprepriate seurce assessment, smeeth*tranrsiiienms,

and racegnitien of seurce breaking peint.

The questienimg phase usually begins wvher the seurce starts te




answarquestions relevant te specific interregatiem ebjectives,

altheugh he/@he may have already answereAd less pertiment questienms.
There are many areas of emphasisin this phase, such as the use of
Airect questiens, apprepriate follew-up questiens, repsatimg questiems
te imsure accuracy, and -aveidance of ambigueus er leading questiems.
Map trakking (using a map t.o pinpeint speci ’ic lecatiens and pregress-
ioms) ie helpful in imsurimg cemsistenty, accuracy, amd umderstaaiing
ia this phase.

The terminatien phase cam be imitiated for a variety of reasems,
euch as tha seurce is.\mcnperntive, all pertinent imfermatiea has bLeen
ebtained, tima cemstraints, etc. This phase sheuld be cemAucted
witheut any less ef rappert simce the seurce may be questiemer agais
by the same interregater er a Aifferamt imterregater. He/ske sheuld
ba teld his/her infermatien will be checked fer truthfulmess amd a
fimal eppertunity te chamge er a?d amy inferratien rheuld be effered.

The fimal phase invelves reperting iufermatier ef intelligence
value te the apprepriste agency. Each military bramch Aictates the
types of ferms and precedures used in this phase. Regardless,
reperting infermatien sheuld net be cenfuse? with evaluatimg infermatien.

If the intor?ogator dees net sperk the seurce's lamguage theam
an interpretar muat be used. Thus, the interregatiem precess becemes
applied imterpersenal cemmumicatiem in a cress-cultural centext invelvimg
a thirA party. The third party being fluemt in the languages apeke
by the interregater am? the seurce.

Interregation of spanish smpeaking’ seurces by.énglish. speaking
interregaters, using bilimgual (emglish-sparish) interpreters, centimues

te be a realistic scemarie Aua te cemtimued U.S. invelvemeat in Central
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America. Amalysis of this imterregation situatier evidences the meed
for interpersemal semsitivity by the interregater.

Using an interpreter is a lemgthy precéss simce the imterpreter
must repeat evarythimg said by the imterregater an? the source. This
requires censiderable umderstaniimg between the interregater amA the
interpreter.

There are verbal and menverbal cemmunicatien elements which are
central te a successful imterregatier using an interpreter. A primary
verbal cencern Aeals with the approach useA by the imterpreter te
cenvey interregater statemeats., Nemvarbal cenceras deals witd
vecalics, prexemics, ecculesic, amd kimesic censideratiems. The
interpre‘er needs teo serve as a bridge ef unterstanding, verbally ama
aorverbally, between interregeter and seurce.

A fundamental tenet of this precesa Aictates the geurce must
unjerstand the interregater, met the interpreter, is in charge. This
receives equal amphasis in the verbal ani memverba’ arcas,

There are twe metheds of imterpretatien: simultameeus and altermate.
Using the simultamseus methed, the imterpreter listens ami translates
at the same time ths interregater speaks. Using the altermate methesy
the interpreter listems te am entire phr.aso {paragraph, ate.) and
perieaically tru;htoe Auring natural pauses. The simultanseus
methed sheulA be used enly if the sentemce structure ef the seurce
langusge 4s parcllel te english, the imtarpreter cam easily imitite the
interregater's teme and attituie, and ths interprater is very fluemt

in beth lamguages.
Vecalic censiderations emphasize the interpreter naeds te use

interregation centent, teme of veice, inflactien, and intent. He/she




sheuld met inject amy of his/her ewn persemality er ideas.

Prexemic cencern3s fecus en the Physical arrangeaent of the three
imAividuals. The preferred arrangemeat is te have the interregater ams
ssurce facing each ether vith the imtorpreter behiat the seurce. This
inpreves the imtarregater's cemtrel as he/sha ean simultanesusly
interact with the ssurce and interpreter. This alse Aisceurages the
seurce frem rihtiu on the interpreter as a persex.

When the interregater first meets with the seurca, ths seurce
- sheuld be imstructed te maintain eye centact with the interregater.

Eye centact (ecculesics) helps buil® a streng bass ef rappert batween
interregater and ssurce.

Kinesics Aeals with varieus typas ef bedy mevexents. Kinesics
is aspacially irpertant im situatiens when the seurce must leek at
the interpreter, such as map tracking fer imstamce. muring such times,
the imterpreter sheuld imitate the kinesic behaviers ef the imterregater
as clesely as pessible. Otherwvise, certrailictery messages can be
sent.,

Prier te the interregstiem, the interregater sheuld lmarm as much as
pessible absut the menverbal behavier nerms ef thea seurce's heme
ceuntry. Knmewladge of seurce nexverbal behaviers cam vecene very
inmpertant simce menverbal merms are uniquely greunded im each culture.
Thus, the interrogater whe is imsensitive te seurce memvarbal werms
may unkmewingly send centradictery meanimgs.

Physical Aistamce, bedy gestures, sye cemtact, pauses, and .
clething, fer instanez, affect the menverbal climate withim which the
intarregatien takes place. Thus, the infermed imterregater sheuld be

avare of prexemic, kinesic, ecculesic, vecalic, ant ebjnctic nerms




of the seurce's mative coeuntry.

There are ever twenty appreabhes which can be uset vhen cemstructing
the questien sequence and desired interpersemal climate of the
interregatien. Bach appreach Aictatss flefinite behaviers which must
be communicated, verbally and memverbally, by the imterregater (and
threugh his/har imterpreter).

The mest cemmen, and mest successful approach, is called the
"airect apprbech®. Iremically, the Airect appreach is frequamtly
referred te as e appreach at all. It maerely imvelves askiag quesiiens
in a straight ferwarA manner, T™ue te its effectivenasas, amd simplicity,
the Airect approach should be used first.

BeyenA? the Airact approach, the appreachas vary consiferably im
intensity and complexity. The variety of approaches are exerplified
in some of the following Aescriptionms.

The ®incentive approach” involve . rewarding the source for his/her
cooperation. It is important to ensure the rewarAs serve to reinforce
positive behavior.

The "emotional hate approach” focuses on the source's bitter
feelings towards his/her superiors, fellow soldiers, unit or country.
For example; this approach might be effective with a source who has
been ocomscriptad \ana forced into battle.

The Ypride and ego Aown approach” is based on the interrogator
attacking the source's sense of personal worth, For instance, questioning
his/her ability as a soldier for letting him/herself be captured ana
how hs/she might have negatively affected his/her umit and fellow
solAiers.

The "file and Aossier approach” is when ths imterrogatcr convinces




the source hs/she alresly kmows evarytking about the source. and just
needs to find out some mimor deteils. This approach is based on
strategic axaggsrationm and manipulation of what little informatioa
the interrogator might have about the source.

Agaim, there are a wids variety of approaches and the aforemsntiomsd
exsaplify somes of the commoa approaches. ¥ach approach nict..ntea
Aiffereat emphacis om imterpsrsonal communication variables.

The interrogatiom process is a vary complicate? form of inter-

. parsonal comunication. The process is further complicata? when the

interrogator an? source are from Aiffereat coumtries am3¥ Ao not share
commor communicetion norms. The process bscomss avem more complicated
vhen the imterrogatcr and source A0 not speak the sans langusge and a
third party is imtroduced to imterpret. Such a situatiom is exemplified
today with contimued U.5. imvolvement in Cemtral America.

The use of bilimgusl (emglisb-spanish) fntarpretere, whem used

correctly, definitely enhances appliei interparsomal communication iz

this cross-oultural context. As a professor of imlerpersomal commumication,

the author feels study of such Anteractiom is bemaficial as it serves to
grousd interpersonal theory in comcrete tarns (causes ana effects).
This typs of application erxhances his teaching am? researech efforts.
The exanples Aiscusse’ in this paper are espscially umiqus Aus to the

complexity of the imterpersomal exchaages Aescribed.

19
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Notes

1, Field Manual 3L4-52, Intelligence Interrogation. Department of the
Army (May, 1987), p. 1-0.
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Gordon, 1985), and that people who are higher in instrumental (masculire)
sex-role orientation are higher in trait argumentativeness than those who
are high in expressive (feminine), androgynous, or undifferentiated sex-roles
(Rancer & Die. \s-Stewart, 1985). Recently Onyekwere. Rubin, and Infante
(1987) found that higt argumentatives are perceived as more competent communi-
cators than low argumentatives, that there is greater communication satisfaction
when interacting with high argumentatives, that high argumentatives are seen as
more trustworthy, and that the situational factor of ego-involvement with the
topic increases the motivation to argue of both high and low argumentatives.

Onyekwere, Rubin, and Infante also note that high argumentatives were
"perceived as more appropriate and effective" possibly "due to higher
motivational tendencies which often result in better performance, higuer
complexity of thought, and more appropriate social behaviors" (p. 22). The
authors wisely note, however, that this conclusion 1s limited to argumentative
situations, and cite Rubin (1985) in suggesting that in non-argumentative
situations, "argumentative performance would be perceived as inappropriate
or unrelated to the context" (p. 23). Consislant witn this interpretation,
Waggenspack and Hensley (1987) found that "people seem to prefer associating
with a nonargumentative person in situations which are low in conflict and
nonaggressive' and that both men ard women share preferences to "associate
with argumentative or nonargumentative persons in various interpersonal situations
(p. 1). Precisely what makes a situation argumentative or nonargumentative,
hewever, is not indicated very clearly by either set of authors. Indeed,
it is questionable that any situation is really nonargumentative. Analysis

of conversational argumentation (Jacobs & Jackson, 1981, 1982; Jackson &

13
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Jacobs, 1980, 1981; Jackson, Jacobs, Burrell, & Allen, 1986; Trapp and Hoff,
1985; Trapp, 1986), amalysis cf children's argumentation (0'Keete and Benoit,
1982; Benoit, 1983, 1986), investigation of argument at the cognitive level
("argumento": Hample, 1980, 1981, 1982a, 1982b, 1985, 1986), and contemporary
analysis of the nature of argumentation by argumentation theorists (Toulmin
(1958: Toulmin, Rieke, & Janik, 1984; Perelman & Olbrechts-Tyte:a, 1969;
Willard, 1983) all indicate that argumentation is pervasive throughout human
communication, not being limited to clear and obvious arguments since aiguments
may be presented in a largely nonverbal fashion, they are characterized by an
understanding by the participants that they are engaged in an argument as much
or more than by their form or situation, and they are present in on-going
~ognitive processing. This points out not just the difficulty in distinguishing
a n nargumentative situation from an argumentative one, it also indicates the
difficulty of maintaining a clear distinction between content oriented and
relationally ori:nted argumentation since argument is not always identified
by traditional logical forms.

Infante, Rancer, and their colleagues have done some interesting and in
many ways exemplary research which has yielded very intriguing results.
Unfortunately, however, their research is based on a very traditional and
questionable view of argumentation tha" stresses logic and stems from Cartesian
assumptions and dichotomies, rather than being based on aa understanding of
contemporary argumentation theory and research. They seem to view argument
as formal and clearly distinct from relational aspects and situations in
communication, although they fail to clarify precisely what they mean by

"argument.” Since a number of theoretical articles have worked to clarify

14
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a number of senses of "argument," and extensive research has been done on
informal and cognitive aspects of argumentation, this lack of attention to
theoretical grounding in argumentation theory has been unfortunate, The
general direction that argumentation as a field has been taking roughly
fits Delia's (1970) argument that reasoning be "understood as based on
the natural tendency of the psychological field to maintain a coherent and
harmonious relationship among its affective, cognitive, and behavioral
elements" (p. 144)., Although the research has taken varied directions, it
has largely followed Delia's call for rejection of Cartesian dichotomies
and categorization that separates cognition and emotion. The research on
argumentativeness clearly defies this trend, and by so doing yields
normative, pedagogical, and theoretical implications that are important
to critically examine,
NORMATIVE AND PEDAGOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

The preceding description and anal = - of the conceptualization and
research on argumentativeness has indicated a number of normative and
pedagogical implications: (1) success or failure of argumentation lies in
the perception of the arguer (2) argumentativeness apparently is a learned
skill as well as a trait (a theoretical paradox to be considered later)
(3) high trait argumentativeness is desirable in that it is correlated with
many positive attributes such as flexibility, interest, expertise, dynamism,
willingness to argue, argumentative skill, resistance to provocation to use
verbal aggression, motivation to argue, superiority as supervisors, competency
as communicators, producing of more communication satisfaction, being seen

as more trustworthy, and being more appropriate and effective in argumentative

15
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situations (4) high trait argumentativeness has only ¢ foew undesirable
correlations such as verbosity and possibly limited desirability and
effectiveness in nonargumentative situations (although, importantly, the
research has not investigated this line of inquiry) and (5) high argumentative-
ness is associated with people having a masculine (instrumental) sex-role
orientation. All of thLis suggests that high aréumentativeness is a very
desirable trait which people can acquire through training. Indeed, Infante's
new textbook (1988) appears to be an attempt to develop pedagogical materials
to provide such training.

Normative and pedagogical implications also are emerging from closely
related research on verbal. aggressiveness (Infante & Wigley, 1986), which is
conceived of as having either a constructive or a destructive form (p. 62).

The conceptualization is that assertiveness and argumentativeness constitute a
constructive aggressivencss that produces satisfaction and enhancement of
interpersonal relationships, while hostility and verbal aggressiveness
constitute a destructive aggressiveness that produces interpersonal dissatisfac-
tion and relational deterioration (p. 62). Thus persons high in argumentative-
ness are thought to promote relational development and satisfaction, while

those high in verbal aggressiveness promote relational deterioration and
dissatisfaction.

Thus a value system for certain kinds of communicative behavior emerges
out of the descriptive research on argumentativeness and verbal aggression.
This value system also provides a pedagogical incentive to "correct” "bad"
communication behavior, which also happens to be largely non-masculine

behavior. On its surface it appears that "objective inquiry” has led to

16
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descriptive results which in turn Suggest normative and pedagogical implications.

The line of inquiry into argumentativeness thus Sérves as an exemplar of how the

field derives "ought® from "is" (see Searle, 1969, pP. 175-198; White, 1981;

Johnson, 1987, pp. 205-212). The apparent value of these normative and

pedagogical implications is that they appear to be based on an “objective
inquiry” into communication.

At least two things are disturbing about the ability to derive normative
implications from the descriptive research on argumentativeness. First, this
suggests that the clear separation of "is" and “ought” breaks down, and with
it any traditional notion of objectivity along with the rest of the Cartesian
dichotomies (Searle, 1969; White, 1981; Jonnson, 1987). Second, if the

distinction breaks down in the "is" to Tought” direction, it may also break

down in the "ought” to "is" direction. In large part our descriptive research
results may stem from normative and pedagogical assumptions. We would be

especially advised to critically examine research when it yields results which

the field would desire, as does argumentativeness research, There is a strong

possibility that underlying normative and pedagogical assumptions have

influenced the conceptualization, meéasurement, and research which in turn yields

results that "objectively" confirm the underlying normative and pedagogical

assumptions. This cycle from normative to descriptive and back to normative

appears to have occurred in argumentativeness research,

How and why argumentativeness research has generated normative/pedagogical
implications is instructive. One reason the research has generated its
normative/pedagogical implications is due to the choice of basing the

conceptualization of argumentativeness on the traditional view of argumentation

as something which is logical, Underlying the inquiry is a set of traditional

17
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normative assumptions abcut argumentation that see it as positive, logical,
formal, issue-oriented, and separate from emotion and interpersonal relation-
ships: the presupposed clear boundaries between content and relationship,
logic-reason and emotion, and argument and personai attack function to protect
the positive, valued nature of argumentation. These normative assumptions
induce researchers to ignore questions about whether and how argumentation
and relational-emotional communication can interact. Whether argument can be
used to establish relational dominance and thereby attack the other person's
self-concept is a question that never arises given the inquiry‘'s normative
assumptions, and the study of people who tend to respond to argumentative
situations in a relational-emotional way is bound to generate negative
evaluations of such a trait. A more fruitful line of inquiry might have been
to expiore how people differ in the degree to which they see and use connected-
ness of content and relational issues in arguing. Such a line of inquiry would
of course have its own normative assumptions, but ones which would be based on
contemporary argumentation theory. The choice is not whether to have normative
assumptions that deeply underlie the basis for inquiry, but which normative
assumptions appear most reasonable and acceptable as starting points for inquiry.

A second reason for the inquiry's normative/pedagogical implications is due
to the assumption that argumentativeness can be seen as both trait and state
while remaining consistent with traditional argumentation assumptions. The
traditional argumentation assumptions clearly differentiate content {issue
oriented) communicative behavior from relational (personal verbal attack)
compunication. The assumption that argumentativeness is a trait leads to an
inquiry into whether people differ in their tendency to respond to communicative

situations in an issue oriented, content way. Given the content/relationship

'8
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dichotomy, those with a low issue orientation are seen as failing to be able to
argue effectively and having to resort to relational communication (personal
attack), which is seen as illegitimate and ineffective argumentation. The
apparent viability of the dichotomy and the view of the nature and value of the
tra.t is strengthened by the view of argumentativeness as also being a state,
recognizing that whether individuals approach arguments in specific situations
is at least partially dependent on the individuals' perceptions of the probabil-
ity and importance of success in that situation. Consequentiy, the observation
that in various specific situations high argumentatives avoid argument or use
relational-emotional communication to respond to argumentative situations cannot
effectively be used to refute the dichotomy and trait claims. The inclusion of
argumentativeness as a state, combined with the assumption that "legitimate"
arguments do not attack the credibility of the source of opposition arguments
(which is based on the assumption that argumentation is logical) functions to
protect the content/relationship dichotomy and the view of argumentativeness as
a trait and serves to generate negative evaluations of those who frequently
respond relationally to argumentative situations.

A third reason for the inquiry's normative/pedagogical implications is the
assumption that argumentativeness can be both a trait and a learned skill.
Underlying the inquiry are two inconsistent metaphors: a mechanistic metaphor
which informs the trait perspective and an organic, developmental metaphor which
informs the skills perspective. Both of the basic metaphors of functionalist
research are employed in the inquiry, and this results in an inconsistency (see
Putnam, 1982). Adding the organic, developmental metaphor to the mechanistic
metaphor enables the inquiry to more readily generate pedagogical implications
even though there is considerable tension between the view of argumentativeness

as a stable personality trait and argumentativeness as a skill which can be
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developed.

Although research on argumentativeness appears to confirm t..e centuries-old
“commonsense knowledge” that successful arguers erioy arguing and are adept at
remaining "cool and rational®™ during an argument, while others do not share :his
inclination and suffer the consequences of "emotion and irrationality® when
unable to avoid an argument, the empirical research itself is based on normative
assumptions that underlie this Cartesian “"commonsense knowledge." Thus
normative judgements have been used which inform the direction of inquiry and
the results of descriptive research which in turn support and extend the
original normative judgements. This is not a criticism unique to argumentative-
ness research, however. Because the Cartesian separation of organism and
environment, of objectivity and subjectivity, of mind and body, of reason and
emotion, etc., breaks down, this interpenetration of the descriptive and the
normative/pedagogical exists to varying degrees in all empirical (and non-
empirical) research.2 Our task is to employ careful criticism to uncover its
existence and question underlying normative/pedagogical assumptions in order to
continue inquiry with the most reasonable and acceptable normative assumptions

available to our contemporary understanding.3




NOTES

1 . - . - s - -

Indeed, in developing the content/relationship distinction Watzlawick,
Beav.in, and Jackson (1967. pp. 51-54) note the interrelationship of content
and relationship, with relat jonal communication performing a metacommunicative

function for cortent communication.

2See Johnson (1987), Lakoff (1987) and Lakoff and Johnson (1980) for an
emerging epistemology that combines realism and pragmatism while re jecting
Cartesian assumptions. As Johnson notes (pp. 205-212), however, the rejection

of Cartesian objectivism does not mean the rejection of realism.

3I want to thank Joe Scudder for helpful comments sn an earlier version of

this paper.
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