Komunikasi intrapersonal

Komunikasi intrapribadi atau Komunikasi intrapersonal adalah penggunaan bahasa atau pikiran yang terjadi di dalam diri komunikator sendiri. Komunikasi intrapersonal merupakan keterlibatan internal secara aktif dari individu dalam pemrosesan simbolik dari pesan-pesan. Seorang individu menjadi pengirim sekaligus penerima pesan, memberikan umpan balik bagi dirinya sendiri dalam proses internal yang berkelanjutan. Komunikasi intrapersonal dapat menjadi pemicu bentuk komunikasi yang lainnya. Pengetahuan mengenai diri pribadi melalui proses-proses psikologis seperti persepsi dan kesadaran (awareness) terjadi saat berlangsungnya komunikasi intrapribadi oleh komunikator. Untuk memahami apa yang terjadi ketika orang saling berkomunikasi, maka seseorang perlu untuk mengenal diri mereka sendiri dan orang lain. Karena pemahaman ini diperoleh melalui proses persepsi. Maka pada dasarnya letak persepsi adalah pada orang yang mempersepsikan, bukan pada suatu ungkapan ataupun obyek.

Aktifitas dari komunikasi intrapribadi yang kita lakukan sehari-hari dalam upaya memahami diri pribadi diantaranya adalah; berdo'a, bersyukur, instrospeksi diri dengan meninjau perbuatan kita dan reaksi hati nurani kita, mendayagunakan kehendak bebas, dan berimajinasi secara kreatif.

Pemahaman diri pribadi ini berkembang sejalan dengan perubahan perubahan yang terjadi dalam hidup kita. Kita tidak terlahir dengan pemahaman akan siapa diri kita, tetapi prilaku kita selama ini memainkan peranan penting bagaimana kita membangun pemahaman diri pribadi ini

Kesadaran pribadi (self awareness) memiliki beberapa elemen yang mengacu pada identitas spesifik dari individu (Fisher 1987:134). Elemen dari kesadaran diri adalahkonsep diri, proses menghargai diri sendiri (self esteem), dan identitas diri kita yang berbeda beda (multiple selves).

INTRAPERSONAL COMMUNICATION: A REVIEW AND CRITIQUE

{Appears in Aitken & Shedletsky (Eds.). Intrapersonal Communication Processes, pp. 3-18)

Stanley Cunningham


In the field of communication studies there is a widely held belief in intrapersonal communication as a unique process of message exchange and information transformation within the individual.  Of all the commonly acknowledged forms of communication--interpersonal, small-group, organizational, non-verbal and mass communication--intrapersonal communication (hereafter cited as IaC) is the youngest and least developed notion, and the one about which the least has been published. For all that, however, it is regularly mentioned and defended in the literature as an important component in the spectrum of communication types.  Indeed, one of the strongest claims made repeatedly is that IaC is the basis and foundation of all other forms of communication.  Quite simply, IaC has become  an accepted model in communication theory, especially in the areas of speech and interpersonal communication.


Recently, questions have been raised (Cunningham, l989) about difficulties just in trying to define IaC. For the most part, however, it remains an uncontested model. Its theorists assume that IaC, either as a reality or as a powerful model, comprises a range of functions, and that it augments our understanding of both what communication is and what it means to be a human being. Many IaC theorists refer to the work of psychologists and neurophysiologists to reinforce their point that IaC comprises a number of intrapersonal processes.  At first glance, that kind of referencing seems to lend scientific credence to Iac, but some weighty assumptions have been made.  In most cases the scientific authorities alluded to are usually not talking about a form of communication, but, more conservatively, about inner processing in general: cognitive, perceptual and motivational episodes.  To call these psychophysiological processes `communication' is to exercise a transformation that exceeds the interests and insights of the allegedly supporting authorities.  The fact that relatively few papers written on IaC have explicitly employed it as an investigative tool suggests that its empirical utility and scientific status are even more problematic.  It is significant, perhaps, that the index of the International Encyclopedia of Communications (l989) contains no entry for IaC, nor does any listing for it appear in any of the dictionaries or encyclopedias of related scientific disciplines,  such as  The International Encyclopedia of Social Sciences or  The International Encyclopedia of Psychiatry, Psychology, Psychoanalysis and Neurology. 



Now, an essential requirement in the life of any theory is those reflective moments in which its adherents adjudicate competing interpretations and respond unflinchingly to challenges directed against the model itself. Just as the phenomenon of mass communication has been exposed to a declension of competing interpretations in the course of efforts to understand what it is, how it works and what kinds of effects it generates, there is a corresponding need for the same kind of interpretative exercises vis-a-vis IaC. The timing is propitious:  The recent publication of Intrapersonal Communication Processes (Roberts & Watson, 1989), a compendium of 26 original studies, marks a point of critical mass at which the literature is now sufficiently ample and sophisticated to invite serious  reflective analysis of the IaC construct. Unless and until IaC is prepared to withstand this sort of assessment, its theoretical probity remains untested, and its utility uncertain at best.


This chapter examines what theorists say about IaC in order to see whether it really has any distinctive value in communication theory.  The essay comprises both a review of IaC descriptions and evaluation.  Within the latter, an effort is made to unearth and assess the kinds of reasoning and motivation that have prompted communication theorists to posit IaC.  Altogether, the procedure involves four steps:


1.  a brief description of the settings in which IaC is mentioned, used and defended;


2.  a representative inventory of the operations and properties commonly attributed to IaC;


3.  a sequence of criticisms that probe the soundness of the IaC construct;


4.  a number of inquiries that must be answered if the concept of IaC is to remain on the books.


THE PUBLIC FACE OF INTRAPERSONAL COMMUNICATION.


IaC has emerged in three areas of communication literature: in lexicons; in introductory speech and mass communication textbooks; in conference papers and in theoretical writings of a more advanced nature.


Blake and Haroldsen in A Taxonomy of Concepts in Communication (l975) give a full-page entry in which we are told that IaC is a "distinct concept" (p. 25). It has also been itemized in  Key Concepts in Communication by O'Sullivan,  Hartley, Saunders and Fiske (1983).  Watson and Hill in A Dictionary of Communication and Media Studies (l989)  conclude that "it is what makes us unique" (p. 91).


The term appears with mounting frequency in other sectors of the literature.  A number of mass communication textbooks state or assume that IaC is a genuine part of the communication spectrum, but in most cases treatment amounts to little more than a mention or a sentence.  A few (e.g., Bittner, 1980, pp.8-9) give longer treatment.  Introductory speech texts and  a number of theory-level sources are much more ample.  For example, Applbaum et al. (1973, pp.12-31) devote an entire chapter to it.  One of the earliest elaborations of the IaC construct was an influential journal article by Barker and Wiseman (1966).  In 1980, Barker and Edwards published a 52-page instructional booklet entitled Intrapersonal Communication.  Their work was updated in 1987 with co-author Charles Roberts under the title Intrapersonal Communication Processes (Roberts, Edwards, & Barker, 1987).


The widening recognition accorded to IaC has been enhanced by its recurrence in the conference forum.  In the last decade or so, the Speech Communication Association has regularly scheduled multiple sessions and seminars dedicated to this model. In 1986, that recognition was formalized by the establishment of the Commission on Intrapersonal Communication Processes within the SCA. Each year a dozen or more presentations dealing with IaC and its applications are now listed in its conference program.  To date, half or more of the material written about IaC is in the form of unpublished conference papers. For that very reason it is of limited value.  Accordingly, the publication of a collection of 26 papers in Intrapersonal Communication Processes:  Original Essays (Roberts & Watson, 1989) marks the first point at which the published literature is now sufficiently ample and complex to invite a review and assessment of this concept.

   OPERATIONS AND PROPERTIES OF INTRAPERSONAL COMMUNICATION      


Collectively, the literature makes a surprising number of claims about IaC.  Many of these claims identify functions, events or operations such as inner dialogue, reasoning or the processing of information.  Other claims have more to do with the characteristics or properties of IaC.  For example, some believe that IaC is the foundation of all communication, and that it is an important source of self-knowledge.  Accordingly, as a first step in understanding what IaC is supposed to be, it is important to provide a catalog of these operations and characteristics.


In the inventory that follows, both functions and properties commonly attributed to IaC have been identified and assembled into numbered classes.
  These classifications do not pretend to be complete, but they are representative.

Operations


(l)
Talking to oneself,  the process of communicating with(in) oneself, of inner speech, or a self-contained communication system within the person is often mentioned (Applbaum et al., 1973, p. 12; Apple, l989;  Barker & Edwards, 1980; Blake and Haroldsen, 1975, p. 25; Brooks, 1978, pp. 12-13, 38;  Hikins, l989;  Korba, 1989; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, p. 16; Littlejohn, 1983, p.8;  O'Sullivan et al., 1983, p. 121;  Pearson & Nelson, 1979, p. 6;  Rogers, 1984, p. 7;  Stacks & Sellers, 1989; Watson & Hill, 1989, pp. 90-91)


(2)  An internal dialogue or interchange of meanings between parts of the person, such as consciousness and the unconscious (O'Sullivan et al., 1983, p. 22), or between the "I"--that "part of ourselves that is fundamentally idiosyncratic and personal"--and the "Me"--that "part of ourselves that is social product" (Davis & Baran, 1981, pp. 137-138) is also mentioned.   A related operation is the transfer of messages between the brain and an individual's other parts (Bittner, 1980, pp. 8; Whetmore, 1985, p. 5)


(3)  A process whereby a person transacts with the environment or adapts to the environment; a process of manipulating cues (stimuli) impinging upon us from without or even from within (Applbaum et al., 1973, pp. 13-19; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Blake & Haroldsen, 1975; Budd & Ruben, 1979, 107-112; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, pp. 16-17; Watson & Hill, 1989) is attributed to IaC.


(4)  Perception is another operation, a process whereby the individual receives, stores, and retrieves information or symbolic abstractions (Applbaum et al., 1973, pp. 12-31; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Brooks, 1978, pp. 13, 24; Budd & Ruben, 1979, pp. 107-112; Harless, 1985, p. 8; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, pp. 16-17; O'Sullivan et al., 1983 , p. 121; Roberts et al., 1987).


(5)
An interactive process whereby the "raw data" of perception are endowed with meaning or transformed into information of a more conceptual nature (Applbaum et al., 1973, pp. 12-31; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Brooks, 1978, p. 13; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, pp. 16-17; Roberts et al., 1987.) has been described.   Budd & Ruben (1979) term this epistemic sublimation variously as "the metabolism of information", "conversion", "extraction", and "inference" in order to underscore the more abstract level of the resultant information (p. 108). IaC, they write, supplies the individual with a "conceptual surrogate for environment data."


(6)
Data processing functions are described as well.  Given the functions recorded in #4 and #5 above, it is not surprising that some authors choose to think of IaC in metaphorical terms as a "data processing center" (Applbaum et al., 1973, pp. 27-31). Where that metaphor is not explicitly invoked, the recurrent use of the data and information-processing idioms encourages that and other sorts of biomechanical interpretations (e.g., Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Brooks, 1978, pp. 13, 24, 38; Roberts et al., 1987; Whetmore, 1985, pp. 5).


(7)  Feedback is sometimes identified (Applbaum et al., 1973, p. 14; Dance & Larson, 1972, pp. 124, 132; Roberts et al., 1987, pp. 122-130), but more often than not is only implicit in some of the operations identified in #3-#6 above.


(8)  Though individual accounts may stress this or that aspect, the literature attributes a wide assortment of mentalistic operations to IaC--that is, a range of epistemic functions that do not seem to be reducible to purely material changes or elements. These include the following:

(a) the assignment of meaning to, or interpretations of, perceptions, events and experiences (Applbaum et al., 1973, pp. 12-13; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Blake & Haroldsen, 1975; Brooks, 1978, p.13; LaFleur, 1985; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, p. 17; O'Sullivan et al., 1983, p. 121; Roberts et al., 1987)


(b) thinking and understanding (Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Harless, 1985, p.8; 
Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, p. 17; O'Sullivan et al., 1983; Pearson & Nelson, 1979, p. 81; Roberts et al., 1987; Rogers, 1984, p. 7; Stacks & Sellers, 1989)


(c)
problem solving, conflict resolution, applied thinking, evaluation, planning, decision making (Anderson, 1989; Applbaum et al., 1973, p. 13; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Brooks, 1978, p. 12; Pearson & Nelson, 1979 , p. 6)

(d)
memory (Barker & Edwards, 1980; Bruneau, 1989; Budd & Ruben, 1979, p. 110; Harless, 1985, p. 8; Jensen, 1989; O'Sullivan et al., 1983; Roberts et al., 1987, pp. 77-92)

(e) introspection; awareness, self-consciousness and self-knowledge; reflection; metacognition (Anderson, 1989; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966; Blake & Haroldsen, 1975; Budd & Ruben, 1979, pp. 108-110; Davis & Baran, 1981, pp. 137-138; Hikins, 1989; Jensen, 1989; Pelose, 1989; Roberts & et al., 1987; Watson & Hill, 1989)

(f) dreaming; (Harless, 1985, pp. 8; Lippard-Justice, 1989, p.452)

(g)
imaging; (Honeycutt, Zagacki & Edwards, 1989; Weaver, Bailey & Cotrell, 1989)

(h)
feeling; (Barker & Edwards, 1980; Roberts et al., 1987; Rogers, 1984, p. 7)

(i)
IaC comprises or is allied to a number of dispositions and emotional states that, in turn, affect overt behavior and speech.  These inner states range anywhere from willingness to communicate to unconsciousness and mindlessness. ( Apple, 1989; Miller, Sleight & de Turck, 1989; Richmond & McCroskey, 1989; Roloff, 1989; Vinson, 1989.)


(9) In a move that is highly reminiscent of Immanuel Kant's intuition of time, Bruneau (1989) suggests that IaC is that whereby we experience time in all its modalities.  IaC, he writes, is "basically and essentially temporalities concerning internal time dimensions, cycles, periods, rhythms and kinds of sequential phenomena" (p. 79).


(10)
IaC crops up as an easily recognizable synonym in the literature of  persuasion. More precisely, "self-persuasion" is taken to be an internal process involving the production and intransitive movement of messages within the individual. Thus, Burks (1970) writes that there is "no intrinsic difference in the persuasion of another and the persuasion of self" (p. 112).   The self-persuasion paradigm, we are told (Smith, 1982), 

entails no external producer of messages.  Rather people generate their own original meanings, containing 
reasons for changing beliefs or behaviors....the process of actively thinking about an issue regarding the self or the environment usually results in a number of self-generated persuasive messages. (p. 18)


Self-persuasion, or the "active participation paradigm" as it is also called, has attracted the interest of communication scholars because it represents an area in which the individual is no longer interpreted as a passive recipient of externally induced messages or influences. Rather the individual is now seen as playing a more active participatory role in the modification of one's own attitudes, beliefs and behaviors.  Agency and initiation, not passivity, are the key notes.  Much of this clearly coincides with, and recapitulates, the internalized message-production factor in IaC theory.

Properties and Characteristics


(11) IaC is exclusively a neurophysiological activity, and it can be "defined" through experimental procedures in purely neurophysiological terms (Brooks, 1978, p. 13; Roberts, 1985, 1986; Vinson, 1985).  It is something that is "mainly a concern of the psychologist and neurologist"  (Merrill & Lowenstein, 1979, p. 8). Roberts (1986) states that "all of the communication within the individual is physiological" (p. 6).  Some argue, with less desire for precision, that IaC can be viewed as a mental process, a physical state, and as a biological-psychological system (e.g., Stacks & Sellers, 1989).


(12) IaC is virtually a continuous process in our waking state (Bittner, 1980, p. 8; Pearson & Nelson, 1979, p.6; Whetmore, 1985, p.5)


(13) From the earliest days of this theory, the relationship of IaC to language and symbols has been problematic (Barker & Wiseman, 1966, p. 178)  Though Budd and Ruben (1979) raise the possibility that "language may not be a requirement for Intrapersonal Communication" (p. 111), the consensus among most is that language (or some form of encoding/decoding) plays a "decisive role" and an "important part" (Applbaum et al., 1973, p. 27; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, p. 17; O'Sullivan et al., 1983; Roberts et al., 1987; Rogers, 1984, p. 7; Stacks & Sellers, 1989, pp. 245, 255-263; Whetmore, 1985, p.5).


(14) IaC is essential both to the reality of, and to our understanding of, all communication.  "[A]ll communication is to some extent intrapersonal communication" (Blake & Haroldsen, 1975, p. 25).  IaC is the basis or foundation of all communication (Applbaum, 1973, p.13; Barker & Edwards, 1980; Barker & Wiseman, 1966, p. 173; Brooks, 1978, pp. 13, 38; Harless, 1985, pp. 8-9; Heun & Heun, 1989; Hikins, 1989, p. 32; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, pp. 17; Pearson & Nelson, 1979, p. 6; Roberts et al., 1987, pp. 2-4; Stacks & Sellers, 1989).  Barker and Edwards (1980, p.20) are not alone when they say that interpersonal communication cannot occur without IaC going on simultaneously.  Littlejohn (1983) says that it is "so pervasive that it cuts across all other contexts, making it a universal theme" (p. 8).  Larson (1983) enthusiastically universalizes the significance and import of self-persuasion in a manner which parallels the claims made for IaC: "In one sense", he writes, "all persuasion is self-persuasion--we are rarely persuaded unless we participate in the process" (p. 6).


(15) IaC, or knowledge of IaC adds to our knowledge of ourselves and to our understanding of the process of communication with others (Applbaum et al., 1973, p. 13; Apple, 1989; Emmert, 1989; Hikins, 1989, pp. 32)  It is a source of personal development and self-discovery, of self-understanding, of our view of ourselves---both as a part of and apart from our environment (Barker & Edwards, 1980; Budd & Ruben, 1979, p. 109; Davis & Baran, 1981, pp. 137-138; Fletcher, 1989; Linkugel & Buehler, 1975, pp. 17; Pearson & Nelson, 1979; Roberts et al., 1987; Watson & Hill, 1989).


(16) IaC has therapeutic value.  By developing this level of communication, we can promote inner harmony, the union of body and soul; we can regain health and stability, and improve physical functioning (Apple, 1989; Hikins, 1989, pp. 48-49; Roberts et al., 1987).


(17) IaC has a valid role in empirical research (Brooks, 1978; Roberts, 1985, 1986; Surlin & Costaris, 1985; Vinson, 1985).  It is something that can be studied through empirical methods. (Apple, 1989; Behnke, 1989; Emmert, 1989; Fletcher, 1989; Korba, 1989; Richmond & McCroskey, 1989; Shedletsky, 1989)

CRITICAL EVALUATIONS OF 

THE INTRAPERSONAL COMMUNICATION MODEL


The remainder of this chapter will identify a number of weaknesses in the IaC construct.  At the outset, however, it is extremely important to make clear that the target of these evaluations and criticisms is not the reality of our inner operations, nor indeed the causal and conditioning role they might play in the business of communicating with others.  Rather, the focus of this critique is the uncritical extension of communication terminology and metaphors to the facts of our inner life space. It is one thing to say that communication behavior is rooted in intrapersonal events or processes, or that it has an important psycho-physiological dimension. It is quite another to leap to the conclusion that these events or processes are themselves "communication."

The Ambiguity of IaC


There is a profound ambiguity at the core of the phrase "intrapersonal communication processes."  Depending upon how we bracket its phrase constituents, it is possible to come up with two different interpretations.  [Intrapersonal] [communication processes] is the weaker reading which may  simply denote the inner behavioral aspects or foundations of communication in general without positing any distinctive communication type. This interpretation is not controversial since no one would seriously question the reality of the inner physico-psychological basis of communicative behavior. Even though they appear in the general context of a unique communication type, a few articles seem to content themselves with this interpretation (e.g., Emmert, 1989; Shedletsky, 1989).  On the other hand, [Intrapersonal communication] [processes] is a much stronger reading: linguistically and semantically, it says that distinctive micro-messages or communication units circulate within each of us.  This latter interpretation  is the majority view among IaC theorists and the object of this critique.


In any case, what we have here is more than just a piece of linguistic ambivalence. Because of this ambiguity it is difficult to know whether the referent of IaC theorizing is a unique mode of human exchange--Blake and Haroldsen (1975) call it a "distinct concept" (p. 25)--or whether "intrapersonal communication" is little more than a misleading label for the psychophysical dimension of all human communication.  Without precision in its opening terms, we can scarcely expect clarity in the ensuing speculations.  Indeed, what Frank Dance (1970) says about the starting point of communication enquiry in general should also serve as sobering instruction in the realm of IaC:

The concept of communication with which one starts will substantively affect any additions to an already extant theory of communication or any efforts directed toward the development of a new theory.  Concepts serve as a real, if unstated, rule for making observations and organizing experience. (pp. 201-202)

The specific difficulties enumerated below can be regarded as facets of this initial, core ambiguity.


A thicket of metadefinitional issues compounds this central ambiguity.
  For example, it is uncertain whether the terms intrapersonal communication and intrapersonal communication processes signify one overarching theory, several theories, or, less ambitiously, one or more pretheoretical postulates.  IaC theorists often seem to speak as if IaC has a solid theoretical status, but it may be closer to the intent of most (and fairer) to view IaC as a pretheoretical construct. None the less, it is difficult to know whether the manifold accounts of IaC operations and properties are posited as neutral descriptions, definitions, or explanations.  As neutral descriptions they might simply stand as components of an abstract theory without any ontological commitment to the reality of IaC.  Or are they nothing more than definitions, that is, linguistic stipulations that are intended not so much to augment our knowledge but to crystallize and stabilize meanings?  Many accounts, however, especially those which invoke cross-disciplinary research and empirical grounding, present themselves as explanations that genuinely augment our understanding of human nature.  This largely uncritical assumption is prevalent throughout the literature.  Until these metadefinitional uncertainties are directly addressed by its theorists,  the (pre)theoretical value of Iac remains indeterminate.

IaC as Countertheoretical


If only initially, the theory of IaC seems to be counterintuitive, and it violates customary usage.  In both ordinary language and communication theory, the term communication typically denotes the exchange or sharing of messages between and among persons (including corporate entities), something situated within a community.  That is, communication is typically regarded as a molar social phenomenon. In contrast to this normal acceptance, IaC posits a message transfer within the individual. This means that the IaC model is in sharp conflict with paradigm models of communication.


Now, the concept of communication is admittedly polymorphous, but both in theoretical discussion (e.g., Dance, 1970; Dance and Larson, 1972; Fiske, 1982; Littlejohn, 1989) as well as in everyday discourse it characteristically entails a core of three features:

(1)
a community of at least two persons

     (2)  a message, construed as something meaningful or 



informative

     (3)
a sharing, transfer, or exchange of that message

In many discussions, of course, one or more of these necessary conditions may only be implicit, yet each one is no less operative. For purposes of this critique, this threefold distillate of primary conditions may be viewed as a normative, if commonplace, model of communication.



To this invariant nucleus of defining features may be added several others that tolerate some degree of variety and intermittence:


(4)  a  system of symbols (e.g., natural language) whereby 

the message is structured

     (5) 
a degree of consciousness or awareness


(6)  an element of purpose or intent, and/or an element of choice either of which serves to distinguish communication as a human activity from mere mechanical impact or physical transfer. (Dance, 1970, pp. 207-209)


For the sake of convenience and brevity, this enumeration does not include such standard features as noise, feedback, medium or channel , and effects--let alone the welter of more refined notions such as rules, proxemics, redundancy, and so on.  Notwithstanding these omissions, however, the six enumerated features, especially the first three, are theoretical requirements which spell out minimal conditions for communicative performance and theory building.  They are necessary conditions either mentioned, embedded, or implied in any theoretical discussion of communication ranging from mass communication (e.g., De Fleur & Ball-Rokeach, 1975, p. 127; Dominick, 1990, p.5) to non-verbal (e.g., Druckman, Rozelle and Baxter, 1982, p. 24) and interpersonal communication (e.g., Littlejohn, 1989, p.152). However, the various claims made about IaC are seriously compromised by the fact that these core features are not clearly instantiated; and when they are invoked, they figure only in a highly metaphorical and tenuous fashion.  The tenuousness of these moves can be illustrated by attending more closely to IaC's reliance upon (a) the language of personhood, (b) its appeal to the concept of message, and (c) its inherent dependency upon the notion of private language.

By a Person or Persons Unknown

For one thing, the person within whom IaC is said to take place is not a community, but a single self.  Some descriptions seem to respect partially that constraint by depicting IaC as something that goes on within the single person or individual or "within the life space of one organism."  (Barker & Wiseman, 1966, p. 175)  In other accounts, it could be said that the indivisibility of the self is implied and protected by vesting plurality not in any parts or divisions of the person, but in reflexive verb forms and pronouns: "talking to oneself", "self-persuasion", "privately interpreting to oneself."  In either case, the point is that any real community of persons is not apparent. The duality, so necessary for communication, seems to be nothing more than grammatical.


Some descriptions go further when they posit dyads within the individual.  Thus Davis and Baran (1981) situate IaC between the "I" (that part of our self which is radically "idiosyncratic and personal") and the "Me" (that "part of ourselves that is social product") (p. 138).  O'Sullivan et al. (1983)  define it as an exchange between "different structures or levels", namely the conscious and the unconscious (p. 121).  Yet in cases such as these the alleged communication takes place not between wholly constituted persons, but between fractions thereof, between abstractions.  Even though the language of personhood is used to identify these parts, the referents (e.g., "I", "Me", the unconscious) cannot be said to be different "persons" in any realistic sense of the term. 


The strategy of analyzing IaC into inner dyads is also methodologically questionable.  At least initially, IaC is not a clear and perspicuous notion.  As noted above, it is highly ambiguous.  To attempt to define it in terms or with principles that are equally or more abstract and speculative amounts to explaining the obscure through the equally obscure.  Furthermore, the function or role of these hypothetical parts remains just as uncertain as their ontological status.  IaC  is commonly pictured as a "dialogue" or "exchange of meaning" between inner psychic structures, but just what are we to make of that subcutaneous exchange?  It obviously lacks the normal conversational aspect of either spoken or written dialogue because wholly constituted persons converse, not parts of persons.  (This sort of distinction is reflected in the etymology of the traditional language used to describe solitary utterance: monologue, soliloquy).  Davis and Baran (1981) do even more to cloud the issue of inner communication when they equate that dialogue with "the only conscious awareness that we can have of this self-system" (p. 138).  Few would disagree that consciousness is a normal condition of communication, but to equate awareness of the self with IaC seems unwarranted.  And this same argument can also be directed to some of the other epistemic identities (e.g., thinking) made in the name of IaC.

The Message as Cipher  


What is said and left unsaid about the message component compounds the uncertainty of IaC.  The term message is frequently used in the literature, but just as often other synonyms are used, such as dialogue, inner speech, meaning, information.  In most cases the message element is described as a process in language which is intended to underscore its dynamism.  Now, while most accounts ascribe a highly semantic and epistemic nature to the message process, its symbolic status remains indefinite. Descriptions such as "inner speech" and "talking to oneself" suggest that IaC is a fully language-mediated experience cast primarily in propositional form.  Phrases such as "encoding-decoding process" and "symbolic abstractions" indicate that some form of symbolism is at work, though not necessarily a linguistic one.  Budd and Ruben (1979) pose the possibility that language "may not be a requirement for intrapersonal communication" (p. 111). Indeed, more than twenty-five years ago, Barker and Wiseman (1966, pp. 178) viewed this whole question as a challenging research issue.  Finally, in the more mechanistic descriptions that depict IaC as a process of interacting with one's environment or as a receptor and processor of stimuli, it is even less clear whether the message is to be construed as symbolically structured, or as something mutely infrasymbolic.  In sum, just what kind of message(s) do we have here?


There is a certain irony within this confusion.  Language is not simply a conduit by which meanings are exported and imported between senders and receivers.  On the contrary, language theory over the last few decades, and in a variety of disciplines (e.g., linguistics, speech theory, philosophy, sociolinguistics), has done much to show that language itself plays a central and constitutive role in the formation of meaning. IaC threatens to become unintelligible in direct proportion to the distance placed between it and the structure of symbols and language.


Until something is done to clarify or reduce the element of symbolic indeterminacy in IaC, it is virtually impossible to decide in what sense its "message" is to be interpreted as really being a message.  That uncertainty is compounded when we try to relate the alleged message element to some of the purely affective processes attributed to IaC: feelings, emotional states, and dispositions such as unwillingness.  These processes are clearly experiential, but many would hesitate to ascribe symbolized message structures to these affective states.

IaC as a Radically Private Language  


This symbolic and linguistic indeterminacy should not be surprising because of an unremovable barrier between IaC and its theorists:  By definition, the message is unavailable for public examination. "Message" in its normal, nonmetaphorical sense, means a symbolically structured text that, in principle at least, is accessible to more than one person.  But the message of IaC is so private and indeterminate that not only agreement but even disagreement about its symbolic or nonsymbolic status is ruled out of order.  "Talking to oneself" might seem to escape that blanket constraint, but to the extent that it is verbalized or externalized, it thereby seems to disqualify itself as an inner, self-contained exchange.  Besides, Barnlund (1968) seems to voice a consensus found in IaC discussions when he writes that "it is desirable to restrict 'intrapersonal communication' to the manipulation of cues within an individual that occurs in the absence of other people" (p. 8; emphasis added).


The situation here is not unlike the issue of private language that has exercised the attention of philosophers in the last few decades, and so it may be instructive to look at what Wittgenstein (1963) had to say. In the Philosophical Investigations (nos. 243-317), Wittgenstein raises the question of the possibility of a radically private language or notational system put together by an individual in order to record and describe inner experiences only, such as pain.  (Adumbrations of the private-language problem can be found in John Locke and St. Augustine.)  This purely hypothetical "language" would be completely self-generated, that is totally unrelated to both external behavior and conventional language systems.  It would be a radically private language. Inner recordings would be made without any reliance upon a derived system of rules grounded in such public benchmarks as overt speech behavior and the given conventions of natural language. Accordingly, the individual in his or her private selections of any sign, say "E", to register a sensation of pain would have nothing more to rely upon than memory or the personal belief that there is indeed a connection between E and past and present experiences of the same kind.  But that also means that there would be no "grammar" in the ordinary sense of that term since, pace Chomsky, grammar is a socially evolved rule system involving public agreement about the uses and arrangements of words and systems. Any encoding/decoding system involves that much.  Moreover, since it is grammar that establishes regularity and linkages in the use of human signs, these hidden notations would lack fixity or meaning.  Usage, grounded in behavior and socialization, determines that the language of, say, toothaches does not apply anywhere else but at the face level, and that it has nothing to do with color words, sewing or the names of flowers.  In a radically private language, however, without the constraints of grammatical usage, there would be nothing to guarantee consistency and regularity in predication.  Put another way, without independent or outer criteria regulating the use of signs, the individual could never be sure that the memory of the connection between E and a sensation was really a rule governing that connection or merely the impression of a rule (no. 259).  By analogy, if I am uncertain about train departure times, I acquire certainty not by flipping through the pages of my memory, but by consulting a real timetable (no. 265).


The notion of a correct linkage, then, between our hypothetical individual's private jottings and the experiences they allegedly signify would be elusive at best.  Condemned to a solipsistic game of inventing and manipulating signs without the controls and safeguards of publicly anchored language rules, the boundary between illusion and reality disappears.  The private-language undertaking, according to Wittgenstein, would be something meaningless, an empty ritual, and certainly not a "language" in any recognizable sense of the term.


Indeed, even the undertaking itself to invent a private sign system is not and cannot be all that private and independent.  On the contrary, the very practice itself of privately recording our inner sensations is necessarily derivative because naming is itself a universal and integral part of all natural languages, something we learned to do as we learned our mother tongue.  "When one says 'He gave a name to his sensation'", writes Wittgenstein, "one forgets that a great deal of stage-setting in the language is presupposed if the mere act of naming is to make sense" (no. 257).


 Wittgenstein's aphoristic reflections are relevant to the issue of IaC's message factor.  Those accounts of IaC that posit or imply a privately generated symbolism, or that make IaC itself an originating condition or defining element for other levels of communication, veer into the same kind of tenuousness diagnosed by Wittgenstein.  On the other hand, if IaC is taken to mean talking to oneself in words and phrases borrowed from another language already learned, then its so-called privacy or intrapersonal nature is seriously compromised.  Such verbal behavior, it can be argued, is simply truncated conversation, a derivative practice that does not take place unless one already knows a publicly shared language (or elements thereof, in the case of children.)  About this kind of behavior one can say, without significant theoretical loss or penalty to communication theory in general, that there is indeed a type of nondirected, noncommunicative thinking and verbalizing--which we call monologue or soliloquy--that does nothing more than imitate some features of dialogue.  To call it intrapersonal communication, however, is to make it into something much more than it has to be.

The Nonspecificity of IaC


The difficulties involved in trying to see how community, personhood and message do or do not apply to IaC are facets of much more comprehensive defects in the model--namely, its non-specificity and general aura of indeterminacy.  Consider the proliferation of operations attributed to IaC. Pearson and Nelson, for instance, write that

intrapersonal communication is not restricted to "talking to ourselves"; it also includes such activities as internal problem solving, resolution of internal conflict, planning for the future, emotional catharsis, evaluations of ourselves and others, and the relationships between ourselves and others. (quoted in Apple, 1989, p. 321)

Roberts et al. (1987) confidently pose an even greater totality in their definition of IaC as

all of the physiological and psychological processing of messages that happens within individuals at conscious and nonconscious levels as they attempt to understand themselves and their environment. (p. 2)

Some might see the above definition as either harmonizing with or conveniently summarizing the catalog of functions commonly attributed to IaC.  However, by virtue of its very comprehensiveness it becomes indistinguishable from a tautology. What psychological processing within the human agent is not IaC?


With an eye to such metatheoretical issues as the definability of IaC, more specific criticisms can be framed.  For example, the identification of IaC or its message with an assortment of mentalistic and/or neurophysiological operations seems forced and hasty. No one would deny that any number of cognitive processes are somehow involved in communication behavior, but the descriptions of IaC for the most part unguardedly set up an identity between the definiendum and one or more of these operations.  The move is premature because it rules out the possibility of other kinds of relationships.  Might not these cognitive operations be related to IaC as conditions only, or as causes, or as components?  If there really is such a phenomenon as IaC, maybe its nature is exhausted in only one or two specific functions. If IaC is to be defined as, say, thinking, or as interacting with our environment, or as the processing of information, does the reverse hold true?  Is all thinking or interacting to be viewed as IaC?  Are there instances of interpreting cues or the metabolizing of information that do not qualify as IaC?  If so, what distinguishes some of these inner episodes as IaC from others that are not?  Questions such as these are valid because many of the psychoneurophysiological operations mentioned in the descriptions are equally involved in areas of human behavior which one would not readily call or relate to communicative activity: for example, playing solitaire, humming a tune, jogging.  To insist that these latter activities do involve IaC is to assume that which is now being questioned.


Indeed, given its epistemic scope, there seems to be little difference between IaC and the philosophical concept of mind or, more comprehensively, the Greco-medieval concept of soul and its system of interactive sensory and intellectual powers.  For receiving and interpreting cues from the environment one could just as easily substitute the powers of the sentient soul, including sensus communis and the vis aestimativa of, say, St. Thomas Aquinas.  For IaC as metabolizer of information and the source of ideation, why not invoke the medieval theory of phantasm, impressed species, agent intellect, passive intellect  and expressed species? IaC as the inner dynamo of all information and message processing turns out to be neither less occult nor more explanatory than these older epistemologies or philosophical psychologies. By the same token, one is left to wonder what scientific or dialectical advance has been made by substituting the IaC construct for that of mind or soul.


It has already been shown that there is conflicting testimony as to whether or not IaC is linguistically or symbolically structured.  Additional pairs of conflicting interpretations accentuate the overall indeterminacy of the IaC model.   For one thing, it remains unclear from the literature whether IaC is a biomechanical agency explainable without residue in terms of neurophysiology, or one that should be thought of (only? primarily?) in non-physicalist or mentalistic terms.  Some allow that IaC can be viewed as a mental process, a physical state, and a biological-psychological system (see, e.g., Stacks & Sellers, 1989).  That sort of generous allowance, however, seems to do more to identify the confusion than to dispel it. 



Second, it is equally unclear whether IaC should be thought of as atomic or particulate information, or as being a more discursive mode of cognition.  Descriptions that underscore stimuli, raw data, storage, retrieval and reacting with the environment seem to imply that it works at the level of discrete bits of information.  Other accounts picture IaC as functioning at a more abstract level in which propositional and inferential forms of knowledge predominate: talking to oneself, inner dialogue, thinking; problem solving, planning and evaluation.  In either case, nonspecificity is compounded by the welter of qualitatively different functions attributed to IaC.  To counter-argue that IaC is a highly complex, highly diversified faculty is, once again, to beg the question.


Third, we have no way of knowing whether IaC should be construed as free or chosen behavior or whether, as merely physiological motions, it should be treated as something involuntary in which purpose and intention play no role. Descriptions that stress or incorporate the neurophysiological and the continuous data-processing aspects of IaC do much to minimize the element of personal agency in human communication.  When it emphasizes the biomechanical processes, IaC signalizes a retreat from the concept of human action by reducing communication or its genesis to a series of physical episodes.  That sort of reductionism, though not uncommon, does something to erode the specificity of human communication.


Merely to assume, as more than one account does, that IaC somehow incorporates one or more of these pairs of incommensurates serves only to exacerbate the problem of reconciling them.  Such an assumption, in settling for proliferation and incompatibilities, is made at the expense of such theory values as economy and elegance.

The Circularity of IaC


The logical impropriety of IaC is evident in repeated claims that it is the basis and foundation of all other forms of communication.  It is also said that all communication is to some extent IaC.  Consistent with these claims are the added claims that IaC contributes significantly to our understanding of all forms of communication as well as to our own self-knowledge.


There appears to be an embarrassing circularity here. Communication is a molar phenomenon which we first encounter and come  to know through its public forms: interpersonal, group and mass communication, body language. IaC, on the other hand, is a later theoretical construct elaborated in the identical terms and metaphors already in use to explain these public forms:  message, sender, receiver, dialogue, speech, talking, feedback, coding and decoding, and, of course, "communication" itself. Yet in the very same breath, theorists insist that IaC is the basis of these other forms of communication from which it has just borrowed its principal concepts and vocabulary.  That sort of circular reasoning is evident in the following representative passage: 

The communication process involves the sending and receiving of a message through some channel--with a resulting response. However, the process does not always require two or more participants.  Intrapersonal communication--communication within oneself--involves all of the elements (e.g., "sender", "receiver", and "transmitter") of other levels of communication such as interpersonal, public speaking,or mass communication, but the process takes place within a single person....The intrapersonal level of communication is the basis for all other communication levels. (Barker & Edwards, 1980, p.1)


If we use a very simple method of translation or replacement to provide alternative readings for the propositional core of the basis/foundation claims, the redundant structure of these claims can be thrown into relief: 'in order to communicate [with others], we must [first] [simultaneously] communicate with[in] ourselves.' Since the propositional core simply iterates "communication" it is hard to see how this two-step communication flow is any more informative than a one-step mode. 


An  alternative and more economical line of reasoning is possible. Every communicator is an agent, the cause and initiator of his or her communicative action (after all, this is why we are held responsible for what we say and do.)  Why, then, should one assume that the communicator's agency must be further analyzed into yet another and somehow different level of cause (i.e., IaC) and effect (i.e., public communication behavior.)?  To insist that we do so is akin to insisting, quite fallaciously, that a chain of generative causes must terminate in the that which is a cause of itself (causa sui).  In the case of IaC's more mechanistic descriptions, it could even have the effect of reducing the distinctively human dimension of agency and responsibility.


Once again, the purpose of these criticisms is not to impugn the reality or even the complexity of our inner processes, but rather to diagnose the tenuousness of defining them as a unique form of communication.

Questions About IaC's Origins


The legitimacy of IaC's origins is suspect.  IaC is very much a post-World War II construct, and it seems to have been prompted in large measure by what George H. Mead had to say about mind and consciousness (Davis & Baran, 1981, pp. 137).  A generation ago, Lee Thayer (1987) urged upon us the importance of a multi-level approach to communication analysis, including the intrapersonal level.  An adequate, humanistic theory of communication, he reasoned, should acknowledge the metabolizing function of the individual mind--that is, its taking-into-account abilities. Thus he writes:

it is conceptually useful, if not necessary, to conceive of the communication process as being compounded of all those subprocesses by which a living system acquires and converts ongoing event-data into information for processing or "consumption" to some end....It is therefore consistent to define communication as all of those processes associated with the acquisition and conversion of raw event-data into consumable or processable information, culminating in an instance of taking-something-into-account. (p. 73)

It would be rash to conclude from Thayer's statements, however, that he subscribes to anything at all like an explicit faculty or process theory of IaC such as it has come to mean.  On the contrary, his intent is primarily methodological:  Theoretical analysis must include an appreciation of those epistemic realities which are part of the communication process.  To urge that much, however, neither implies or entails that those same epistemic realities are communication types.


Moreover, questions about the provenance of IaC are perhaps less germane to its evaluation than the chain of reasoning and assumptions behind it, because the theory seems to have been motivated less by empirical discovery and understanding than by a mixture of linguistic and logical improprieties.  A likely genesis of the IaC construct can be reconstructed in the following declension of commonplace beliefs and inferences:

(1)
Communication between people, groups and institutions typically involves an exchange of messages, that is, a process in which movement, change and cognition come into play.


(2)
But that too involves a complex network of neurophysiological and/or mentalistic operations.

(3)
The alliance between these inner operations and the more outward exchange of information in, say, conversation is close and marked by a high degree of integration and interdependency.

(4)
At the same time, a good many of our inner workings are traditionally describable in process language:  the association of images and ideas; thought processes; the discourse of reason; the processes of receiving, storing and retrieving information; and so forth.

(5)
Encouraged, then, by that tight contiguity between events taking place in our inner space and the more public business of exchanging messages; and encouraged, no doubt, by such commonplace expressions as "inner dialogue", "talking to oneself", "obeying one's conscience" or "convincing oneself", the inference is made that yet another form of communication process must be taking place--this time within the individual.

(6)
As a sort of overlay, then, an extended and transposed concept of (overt) communication is now said to be or to comprise one or more of our inner psychophysical workings.

(7)
At the same time, it is also assumed that these inner processes must surely recapitulate the dialogic form of public forms of communication.


First off, then, IaC theory makes its crucial move at the point where observable communication activities are seen to involve or entail a host of cognitive functions.  But the IaC theorist appears to go one step further when he or she uncritically collapses that interaction and dependency into a strict identity.


Second, in all of this there appears to be a kind of legerdemain which consists in taking a set of metaphors and words which are very much at home in some regions of language--those of interpersonal and mass communication theory--and using those same expressions to interpret and describe operations in another and very different area--the intransitive activities of the inner human self.  But it is already evident that in this new venue, the original language of communication theory seems to work not nearly as well or not at all.  The fact that IaC does not clearly instantiate the core defining features of communication suggests, that is, that the organism of the single self rejects the IaC transplant.


The reason for this is that the genesis of IaC lies in the same kind of mistake closely diagnosed by Gilbert Ryle in his celebrated work, The Concept of Mind (1964).  According to Ryle, the traditional or Cartesian theory of an immaterial mind housed within a material body--what he calls the "official dogma of 'the Ghost in the Machine'"--arises from a special kind of blunder, the "category mistake."  This mistake is one that "represents the facts of mental life as if they belonged to one logical type or category (or range of types or categories) when they actually belong to another" (p. 16).  It is as if, he goes on to explain, a foreigner visiting Oxford or Cambridge for the first time were shown a number of colleges, libraries, museums, labs and administration buildings, and were then to ask:  "But where is the university?"  The mistake, of course, lies in the questioner's assumption that the University is also a member of the same class and category of which these other units are members, whereas, in fact, it is a very different, more complex organizational form.  Ryle argued that the Cartesian concept of mind commits this kind of mistake when it makes the inference that behind a person's thoughtful, feeling and purposive behavior there must be a hidden immaterial substance within which a host of affective and epistemic functions take place.  A person's characteristically human activities, such as thinking and choosing, then, are relegated to this inner sanctum which then is called mind or soul.  What we end up with is really a needless paramechanical agency that essentially duplicates the overt processes and operations of the whole person but that, its defenders insist, is different.


The IaC model commits the category mistake.  It says that behind public communication activities there is another kind of communication that is their basis and source.  Supposedly it is not the same as interpersonal, group or mass communication, but the words and metaphors used to describe it are drawn from those types or categories of communication in which they do, indeed, have their place.  The result, then, is a double-image or doppelganger form of communication that, in the ensuing confusion, somehow is and is not like the other forms of communication.


Some very questionable reasoning lies behind this paradox, but that is not all. The incautious patterns of ordinary language itself have also contributed to the rise of IaC.  IaC arises alongside interpersonal communication because, at first glance, it seems to parallel commonplace structures such as inter-university and intrauniversity mail services, or intergovernmental and intragovernmental relations.
  Not surprisingly, then, some thinkers assume that it is perfectly legitimate to have intracommunication accompany inter-communication.  What they neglect to consider however, is that inter/intra pairing is valid only when the prefix intra attaches to genuine communities, but that such twinning is forced and unconvincing when intracommunication is predicated of individuals.


Finally, there may be something about the language of the communication theory models themselves that has, if only inadvertently, encouraged the emergence of the concept of IaC. The sender-receiver or stimulus-response dyads on which communication theories are commonly based are usually (or too easily) interpreted mainly in biomechanical terms and metaphors. The basic unit of transfer or exchange between these dyads is some sort of physical impulse or signal.  All too quickly, however, those same physical impulses and imprints are promoted to the status of messages--even before any provision has been made for the contributions of semantic and symbolic structuring, language, formation rules, and so forth.  The results of that nearly imperceptible promotion is almost predictable when applied to the human organism.  When, that is, the object of attention is the series of neurophysiological workings in individuals, and when these myriad events and reactions are said or assumed to be message-type relationships, it is not so surprising that the model of IaC should take root.  Once again, however, that move has really been set up and facilitated by the unexamined belief that any impulse is already a message--different only in degree from the everyday kind of message that we leave for others beside the telephone or in the mailbox.  If one drifts into those kinds of assumptions, then it is a short step to conclude further that there must be an inner world of communication, since all sorts of transferences--"messages"--are whizzing around inside our skulls.

SOME CONCLUDING QUESTIONS


The above critique throws into relief weaknesses in the concept of IaC conceived as a distinctive and elemental form of communication.  Those weaknesses range from inherent ambiguity in the phrase intrapersonal communication processes to questions about the very legitimacy of motives behind the IaC construct. Once again, the target of these criticisms is not our psychological and inner physical processes, but rather the practice among a growing number of theorists of identifying those inner events as constituting a distinctive communication type.  Collectively, the arguments and reflections assembled above demonstrate that this translation is, if not unwarranted, at least highly questionable.


The following groups of questions will perhaps encourage IaC theorists to provide a more clear and coherent account of their basic tenet.

l.
Can IaC theorists demonstrate that their model is a well motivated one?  Can IaC theorizing defend itself against the argument that it arises from fallacious reasoning and linguistic seduction?  Those who do not know their history of philosophy are condemned to repeat it.  Do IaC theorists realize that they repeat virtually the same kinds of risky moves that have been diagnosed and criticized so compellingly by such frontline thinkers as Ryle and Wittgenstein?

2.
Can IaC theorists beat the circular reasoning charge?  Can they demonstrate to colleagues and critics that they are not assuming and invoking the selfsame principles of public communication that so many of them undertake to explain?  If the model cannot avoid using concepts and terms borrowed from public communication, is it anything more than an oxymoron?  

3.
There are related methodological concerns.  Granted that interpersonal, group and mass communication are molar phenomena, is there really a need to ground them in something so private, so imperfectly understood and so controversial as the IaC construct? Is the IaC model or something like it even the right direction for communication theorists to move in?  

4.
Is it not the case that IaC does more to obfuscate than to enlighten?  In a field that undertakes to instruct us about the fundaments of community, culture and society, does it not appear that IaC pulls us in the opposite direction by postulating a very private and opaque process that is said to be or to comprise parts of the psyche?

5.
Can IaC theorists formulate a more wieldy and consistent account?  Must IaC comprise so many functions as it is alleged to? Can IaC theorists reduce or eliminate the apparent contradictions both within and among their definitions? Can they secure more agreement among themselves about what IaC is and what it is not?

6.
If IaC's epistemic scope is virtually indistinguishable from that of "mind" or "soul", what scientific or dialectical advance has been made by replacing these older conceptions with the newer construct?  If IaC is neither less occult nor more explanatory than these older concepts, why retain it all?  Is intrapersonal communication anything more than a neologism?

7.
Add to this the moot point of whether IaC can be accessed through research and empirical investigation.  If IaC is a neurophysiological process, are its defenders poaching on other research domains and simply duplicating investigations  done (better) in other disciplines?  If IaC is primarily mentalistic or nonphysicalist in nature, how can it lend itself to empirical investigation?  However they choose to respond, IaC theorists will have to make some sort of ontological commitment as to the metaphysical status of IaC.  Can they?
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�   This is a revised and expanded version of the catalogue     	that appears in Cunningham, 1989, pp. 89-92.
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