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In the past several years, analysts of communication have been
using and developing a rules approach (e.g. Hymes, 1962, 1972:
Cushman and Whiting, 1972: Sanders and Martin, 1975: Cushman
and Pearce, 1977; Shimanoff, 1980; Sigman. 1980; Cronen, Pearce,
and Harris, 1982; Cushman. Valentinsen, and Dietrich, 1982). And
several research programs have emerged from this perspective (e.g.
Ervin-Tripp, 1972: Philipsen, 1975, 1976 Pearce and Conklin, 1979;
Cronen, Pearce and Snavely, 1979; Katriel and Philipsen, 1981: En-
ninger, 1984; Nofsinger, 1976; Hawes, 1976). At the same time,
however, critics of the rules perspective have labeled the approach
as “broad, grossly diffuse. and imprecisely articulated™ (Delia, 1977,
p. 54), as “devoid of specific theoretical substance™ (Debia. 1977,
p- 54) and as in dire need of “descriptive and interpretive work™
(Hawes, 1977, p. 66). One way of responding to these charges is
through empirical work that is theory driven. In what follows, 1 will
present an ethnographic report of communication in a prominent
American scene as a way of developing communication theory from
a rules perspective.

I begin by introducing two modes of analysis used herein as a
way of contextualizing the inquiry. These perspectival “moves” suggest
a way to unravel some of the general functions of communication
through the use of distinctive theoretical models. The two general
types of models can be called source models and analytical models
(Harré, Clarke, and De Carlo, 1985). The inquiry that follows de-
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rives primarily from a source model, a way of viewing communica.
tion that uses a game metaphor, and searches the common conven.
tions that are creatively played or employed (Harré, et al., 1985;
Whitgenstein. 1958; Cushman, 1982; Stewart. 1983). As such, the
focal concerns are the generative agreements that guide coordinated
communication conduct. Such inquiry is well-adapted for questions
of meanings and motives, e.g. what is the comon meaning of this
activity? and. why do persons communicate in this fashion? The gener-
al goal served in using the source model is the explanation ofhumap
conduct through a formulation of communication rules (cf Hymes,
1962).

The use of source models is distinct from, and complemeatary
to the use of analyrical models (Harré. Clark. and De Carlo, 1985).
The latter treats communication as drama. as a flow of event and
episodes that has identiftable shapes and functions (Burke. 1965, 1968;
Hymes. 1972). As such, the focal concemn is the flow of communi-
cation processes. of proper enactments that mold social action around
common goals. This type of inquiry addresses questions of the son:
in what fashion do persons communicate? how are communicative
acts performed? what gets accomplished socially when people speak?
The general goal is the discovery, description, and interpretation of
identifiable shapes and functions of communication conduct. Where
analytical models highlight the appropriate forms and functions of
speaking, source models highlight its generative meanings and
motives

Throughout the following. I am primarily abstracting commu-
nication rules that generate social conduct. It is a source model of
rules that informs the primary analysis. Yet, I will also detail the
flow of communication events that provides ¢vidence for. and der-
ives from. these rules. As such. the analytical model guides the
description of social events negotiated through the rules As discussed
in the concluding section. { am investigating both constitutive mo-
tives for, and norinative enactments of. communication.

The discussion proceeds s follows After some very brief com
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ments on methods and the Donahue scene, 1 will demonstrate four
communication rules in Donahue discourse. 1 will then explore the
functioning of the rules by examining some of their broader conver-
sational and cultural features. In the final section, I will explicate
more abstractly the two types of rules abstractions that inform the
report. Through this type of analysis, 1 hope to increase theoretical
precision through the workings of empirical study. The three major
purposes that motivate the inquiry are: to demonstrate how a rules
approach can point to common generative agreements among par-
ticipants in communication scenes; second, to demonstrate some of
the conversational and cultural fiunctions of communication rules in
public discourse; and finally. to develop communication theory by
discussing the nature, function, and use of two types of rules.

Method

The following analyses are based on a three year viewing of over
one hundred hours of the popular American “talk show™ Donahue.
The inquiry proceeded in three general phases. The first phase con-
sisted of a general exploration of American communication rules that
were relevant to the discourses used on Donahue. Data for this phase
included the viewing of sixty hours of Donahue shows, textual anal-
ysis of transcripts from twenty-eight shows, several unstructured in-
terviews with persons who watched, and appeared on, Donahue. field
observations of persons watching and talking about Donahue. and
a reading of several commentaries on American speech and life (Bel-
lah, Madsen, Sullivan, Swidler, and Tipton, 1985; Davis. 1982; Sen-
nett, 1978. Varenne, 1977; Veroff., Douvan, and Kulka. 1981;
Yandelovich, 1981: Robertson. 1980; Heath, 1983 Tocqueville,
1835/1945), and Phil Donahue’s best-selling autobiography (Dona-
hue & Co., 1981).

The second phase of analysis focused on those communication
rules that are central to this report. that is, those that occurred promi-
nently on Donahue. Throughout this phase of analysis. 4 set of rules
was evaluted for its explanatory adequacy. In the final form, all of
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the rules met the following criteria: 1) they were reportable by par-
ticipants of Ponahue. that is, participants invoked suine fascimile
of the communication rules as a matter of routine communicatioa
conduct: 2) they were repeatable. recurrent. patterns in the “talk”
of Denahue participants; 3) they were widely intelligible to partic-
paats as sensible guides for spoken action. i.e. no one questioned
the meaning of the rules nor their appropriateness in this context;
and 4) they were invoked as repair mechanisms in response tp
problematic actions. Thus, each of the following communication rules
was reported. repeated and intelligible to participants, as well as used
in response 1o various untoward actions {(cf Hymes, 1981: 75-135:
Stokes and Hewitt. 1976: Philipsen. 1975).2

Finally, after carefully refining the rules. I collected additional
broadcasts of Donghue 10 test my forinulations against new data. This
procedure was followed until the rules exhibited a high degree of
validity. Thus. the analyticat procedure amounted to a form of
hypothesis generation and testing that triangulated among the daw
and transcripts. field notes, and subsequent broadcasts of Donahue.’

Of course, not everyone on Donahue speaks in accordance with
the following rules. nor does everyone testify to their value and use.
Nonetheless. the following system of rules does summarze a set of
agreements that has a powerful practical force in Donahue discourse,
and it guides prominently the conversations that occur there.

The Scene

The Donahue scene is orchestrated by the very popular host of
the show. Phil Donahue .* The high profile of Phit Donahue was esvi-
dent throughout the terin of this research as he helped moderate a
presidential campaign debate. was featured in the popular American
television newsmagazine 60 Minutes. and captured the attention of
national newspapers espevially in the movement of his nationathy swn-
dicated television show from Chicago to New York.
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The Donahue television show is named of course after its host.
Natives label the show a “talk show,” a place where "talk” is shown
and heard by about seven to eight million persons daily (Donahue
staff, 1983; Robinson, 1982). The show recurs every weekday as
the audience witnesses, what is advertised to be, “perhaps the most
important television program of your day."s

Donahue occurs in a studio setting with guests seated on a slightly
elevated stage. During the show, Donahue, microphone in hand, paces
up and down the aisles giving audience members the opportunity to
speak. In fact, it would be hard to dispute Donahue’s claim that his
show involves the audience more than any other on the air (Dona
hue & Co., 1981, p. 236). Further, the setting is designed for maxi-
mum audience contact. However, the participating audience is not
limited to those in the studio. It also includes the caller. or those
who call the show by telephone from the privacy of theirhome. Thus,
the following rules display their practical force in discussions among
Donalwe, his guest, and callers, and other audience members regard-
ing important, and often controversial issues of the day, e.g. nuclear
armament, educational institutions, helping professions, atheism.
parensing for peace,freeforin marriage (among two men and one wom-
an), underwater biiths, abortion, birth control, male go-go dancers,
the coming matriarchy, dropping sperm count in men, etc.

Four communication rules

Rule # 1: In the conversations of Donahue, a) the presentation of
~self” is the preferred communication activity, and b) statements
of personal opinions count as proper “self” presentations.

The general question raised here is this: what prominent quality
or qualities of persons are marked for display in public conversa-
tion? What are persons expected to display when they speak? In the
Donghue scene, interlocutors are evaluated positively when they speak
from their own personal experiences, and do so in a way that asserts
their “self.” The proper and preferred act for the person is “standing
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up and speaking your mind.” Consider the following uticcances made,
at a rapid pace. by a young co-ed audience member during a heated
discussion about fraternities:

Co-ed: I've been speaking to some people who are in fraternities ap
they told me that the values they learned from fraternities ape
violence. vandalism, racism, homophobia, and sexism. Aed]
was told, this was from an ex-fraternity member, that it’s ao(
“boys will be boys™ and “sowing wild oats.” but that it's a train
ing ground and this behavior goes on for the rest of their ljves.
There are often incidents of alumni coming back chasing wom-
en into dortn rooms and standing outside doors waiting for the
to come out. And I have an interesting comment...

Donahue: (interrupting) Uh. now, wait a minute. Ah, I'm impressed
with your... You seem to be ready forus. {audience delighted
laughter) You are who from where. may [ ask?

Co-ed: My name is Sharon Markeson and I'm from Browa Univer
sity and I wanna talk about good works from fraternities. There
was an interesting incident during spring week-end last year at
Brown. A fratermity held a marathon. a foos ball-a-thon to benefi
Sojourner House. a shelter for battered women. Now, in the
course of this (sarcatically) “good work.” they were rating woneen
who walked by with a score card. from their foos ball-a-thon.
y'’know. one to ten: in the midst of raising money for a wom-
en’s shelter! And I think this totally sums up the attitude. Good
works are cosmetic. They're to justify their existence to the
university administration. but they're totally superficial.

(one second pause)

Donahue: Well...(heany applause as camera scans audience mem-
bers’ and Donahue’s delighted smiled)

What has happened here? And why has i1 received a positive
public evaluation. i.e. applause and smiles? In this scene, a young



Communication Rules in Donahue Disceurse 37
SRR

woman has spoken out; she has said what she wanted to say:. and
said it in a way that asseited her opinion. The fonn of this opinion
is technically an argument with data, including an interview with
fratemity alumni and observations of fratemity events, linked through
a common vision of fraternities as animalistic, e.g. as portrayed in
the Animal House movie, to the claim that their "good deeds™ are
“tatally superficial.” But not all opinions stated are in the form of
an argument. Nor would it be proper. from the natives’ view, to label
such statements as “arguments.” To these speakers, they are not en-
gaged prominently in “argument.” but in “communication,” “being
honest* and “sharing™ (Katriel and Philipsen, 1981 Carbaugh. 1984,
pp. 261-363). “Communication” like this from the co-ed, displays
the proper enactment for “self” as a holder of opinions. Statements
as these are evaluated positively for they strike a familiar chord with
interlocutors who value such verbal presentations, as this one of “self ~

In the context of Donahue conversation, “self" is a powerful sym-
bol that signifies an independent center, somewhat bounded. that only
individual acts can access. and make available to others (Carbaugh,
forthcoming). The assumption that persons have a “self” pervades
American discourse (Varenne, 1977; Yankelovich, 1981; Lasch,
1979). and is assumed to inhere within persons as part of the discur-
sive consensus. So conceived, the having of “self" is a taken-for-
granted (Varenne, 1977, Hopper, 1981), and forins the common so-
ctal center from which opinions are generated, and through which
statements are publicly evaluated.

As a communicative construction, however. “self” is contained
less in the dennatological membranes of human organisms, and more
in the spoken symbols through which persons display and evaluate
their living acts. As one comes to this scene, one can witness mass
communication like that of this young co-ed. where presentations
of “self” are something more than individual acts; they are also so-
cialenactments that are learned and played in social scenes. and sub-
ject to the public’s appraisal — be it applause or boos, and both are
used. Thus, as this co-ed’s speaking demonstrates. there is a social-
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ly valued and applaudable forin of public presentation. In this scene,
it is the verbal presentation of “self "

Since “self” presentation is an assumed and valuable feature i
this social conversation, the interlocutor who wants to participate ver-
bally is faced with the task of making “self’ available to other. Iy
the Donahue situation, this is done prominently and preferrably
through statements that display uniqueness. Having experiences that
are unique to “self,” is part of the unspoken consensus, is a taken-
for-granted, and is assumed to be an intrinsic part of the person (cf
Varenne 1977). It is the public affirmation of this value that leads
to the presentation of “self,” sometimes in extreme forms such a
gay atheists, absentee mothers (mothers who abandon their famulies),
freeform marriages. male erotic dancers, punk rockers, etc.; i.e. per-
sons with a unique “self” to display. Such display affirms publicly
the importance of “being your own person,” of expressing who “you
are.” and emphasizes the wide range of persons it is possible to be.
So. to speak in the Donahue scene involves and invokes “self” as
a unique speaker of opinions and experiences.

As “self” is successfully enacted, as by the co-ed above, a con-
tribution is made not only to the topic at hand, in this case about
fraternity life, but also to the proper form of public enactment, i.e.
“self” presentation.® The creation and positive appraisal of such con-
versational accomplishments place unspoken burdens on the event
as interlocutors search for something distinctive to say, attempt t0
then say it properly, and finally applaud the fact that such sayings
have occurred and are indeed valuable. The first rule. then, when
followed, 1) creates a communication scene in which persons should
express “self.” 2) through expressions of unique personal experiences
and opinions.’

That such a communication pattern is distinctive to American
society is evident trom a brief look to the ethnographic literature.
Other peoples. through their routine communicative enactments, con
struct a sense of the person less as a speaker of opinion, and more
as silent thinker (Gardner, 1966; Lehtonen & Sajavaara, 1985). as
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aplayer of public roles in which individuality and uniqueness is for-
eign(Geerte, 1976), as a purveyor of harmonious relations in which
“seif” is downplayed or, if spoken, depreciated (Johnson & John-
son, 1975 Scollon & Scollon, 1981), and as a holder of social rank
of which only one, or a very few, may speak publicly (Weider &
Pratt, 1985). That public expression, and thus models for speakers,
are so variously conceived is a testament to human diversity, and
helpshighlight the sayings on Donahue as relatively individualistic,
self-relexive, and loquacious (Carbaugh. forthcoming; cf Reisman,
1974).

Rule # 2: Interlocutors must grant speakers the moral “right” to present
“self” through opinions.

Where the first nile highlights the importance of speaking as “self”
from a personal point-of-view, the second rule assures that such speak-
ings may occur as a guaranteed "right” and privilege 10 those who
participate in this social scene. Such a rule is no mere extension of
the first, but rather marks a transition from the communicative act
deemed proper individually — one thread in the conversational fabric
— to a common moral premise that enables these acts and others
to indeed occur — an identifiable pattern in the cloth. Consider one
problematic guest on Denahue who repeatedly interrupted others,
accused Donahue of asking “all of the wrong questions,” associated
his fellow guests. policy chiefs and officers, with “the KGB. .. in Rus-
sia,” and criticized a woman audience member saying. “that’s for a
different reason lady!" As the show went on, tensions among inter-
locutors mounted, and a woman toid the man (and he happened te
be a Black man) that he was “more prejudiced than anyone else in
the room,” to which the audience cheered and applauded catharti-
cally. The guest replied: “You're right'™ Donahue asked the audience:
“Do you feel better!!?" And they replied in unison: “Yes!!" Donahue
turned to his guest: 1 don’t think that you should be surprised that
someone would call to your attention your rather negative personal-
1y. Which is still okay. This is America and you are allowed to have
one.” In se many words, the substance of the male guest's ribald opin-
ions was deemed improper, but his “right" to speak them was ren
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dered proper. As Donahue said, this is “America,” where persons
have the “right” to so speak, even if disagreeably.

Such a ruie guarantees both the moral capacity of “Self” to speak,
and the availability of a public forum for being heard. It enables the
person to speak indeed on any topic, no matter what the opinion might
be, and no matter how disagreeable the person might be in present-
ing it. Such a rule was invoked tellingly during one show when Dotia-
hue interviewed an unrepentant murderer of a college professor.
Donahue was asked by an audience member how he felt about the
murderer appearing on his show, and he responded that he “was not
happy” about the act of murder, but felt the public has a right to be
informed about it. The further reasoning is that. if the public is to
be tnformed, there is no person better able to infortn than the mur
derer (then released from prison), who has the renewed “right” to
so speak.

Rule # 3 The presentation of “self” through opinions should be
“respected.” that is. tolerated as a rightful expression.

While rule # 2 prescribes an obligatory moral capacity for in-
terlocutors, enabling their voice to be stated and heard pubiicly. what
is suggested here is the preferred tone to be maintained during the
conversation. The tone could be called one of righreous 1olerance,
creating a scene where it is right and proper to tolerate a vartety of
viewpoints. Consider the unpopular comment made by a male: "A
woman's role is a woman’'s and a man's is a man's!” Upon hearing
this. the audience reacted with a loud "Oooohhhh!™ Donahue then
stated the norn. using the educational metaphor: “Class, we will show
respect to all of the members.™ Similarly, on another occasion an
audience member accused a freeform triad. a female and two male
guests who were “married” to each other. of “an immoral act.” t
which one of the guests immediately retorted: “There may be some
differences in our views of morality 1 respect your view s of morali-
ty and I would expect you to respect mine.” In each of these cases.
and others. interlocutors are co-orienting to a cultural code of
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“respect.” a code that suggests the proper tone for conversing with
unique others.?

To enrich our understanding of the “respect” code as it is prac-
ticed here, it is necessary to examine several related discursive
premises. First, “respecting” does not imply “accepting.” interiocu-
tors can “respect” the person’s “right” to speak without necessarily
accepting who that person is. or the opinion he/she has just stated.
Two examples of this common premise occur immediately above.

Second, speaking “respectfully” often involves an explicit lack
of evaluation. Consider the mother, a guest on a show about sex and
senior citizens. who said:

Inour family. we don't give advice. I don't try to run my kids’
lives and they don’t try to run mine. They want me to be hap-
py. And if I'm happy having an affair, they're all for it.

An audience member added: "I think that's great and. after al), who
are we to condemn you peopte (the guests}?* And another guest ad-
ded: “Right!” To which the audience member responded: “We're not
God.” A male guest agreed: “That’s correct.” And the audience ap-
plauded. In this exmaple, a mother has stated an opinion. presented
her “self.” which her children and present others do not judge. just
as she does not "give advice" to them. Each has the “right” to his/her
own personal opinions which are expficiiiy net judged. By speaking
in this non-judgmental way, a proper “respect” is shown to others:
arespact that preserves the “rights” of individuals to display any opin-
1onor experience, while protecting “self” from judgment by thisworid
others.

Third. as diverse opinions are presented, interlocutors are asked
10 “tolerate™ a range of views. This is often accomplished with prefa-
tory comments like: “I'm not going to argue with anyone’s morals,
but...”; “If that’s what you believe fine, but..."; “You're entitled to
your opinion...(and here’s mine)”. “You have a right to your feei-
ing...”; and “You have no obligation to conform.. .” Through ths
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manner of speaking, interlocutors explicitly tolerate a range of stat-
ed opinions on the current topic, many of which run counter to tradi.
tional codes of conduct, thus enacting a proper “respect” for fellow
speakers.

In sum, “respect” can be heard as a communal code guiding the
tone of conversation that dissociates it from agreement or accepnce,
while associating it with nonjudgment and tolerance. So enacted,
conversants display “respect” through a tone of righteous tolerance,
where tt ts right. and obligatory, to tolerate others’ unique presen-
tations.

Rule # 4: Asserting standards that are explicitly trans-individual, or
societal, is dispreferred since such assertions are heard a) to up-
duly constrain the preferred presenmtions of “self.” b) to infringe
upon the “rights" of others, and c) to violate the code of proper
“respect.”

In a sense, this final rule adds a qualification to rile # 2. Specif
ically, while an interlocutor has the “right" to state any opinion. s/
should not state opinions that extend beyond "self” and potentially
“tmpose” upon others. The rule is a practical realization of “nega-
tive face wants” in Brown and Levinson’s scheme (1978): i.e. wheo
setting an opinion, one should speak only for one’s “self” and not
“impose’ one’s opinion on others.®

This rule operates at times subtly. at others blatantly. as I hope
the following examples demonstrate. During one show, a mother of
five birth and five adoptive children spoke against “open adoption™
(a type of adoption where “open lines of communication™ are main-
rained between adoptive parents. biological parents. and children).
She repeatedly stated her disagreement: "Open adoptions sound so
good, but it's very confusing for kids... " She was >ay ing. in etfect,
“open adoption™ should not be an option for amvone 1n our society
because it “confuses kinds™ and “children should be the top prion-
ty.” Donahue replied to her: “Noone is going to deny ) ou your po-
sition, but the question is why do you impose it on others?” Donahue
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began with the prefatory comment: “No one is going 1o deny you
your position...," which functioned, in part, to affirm the woman's
“right” to her persona! opinion. But notice that her opinion was heard
to be an imposition of sorts upon others. She was not saying, as Dona-
hue, and some others would have liked for her to say: “Open adop-
tion is not an option for me.” She was saying: it should not be an
“option” for anyone. Donahue reacted, therefore. by 1abeling her opin-
ion as an imposition. Thus, the woman was being called to account
by Donahue for "imposling]...on others." As such. his questionevalu-
ated negatively her more general, and non-personally stated. opin-
ion. Through his prefatory comment and question. he granted the
woman her “right” to speak, but evaluated her speaking negatively.
To paraphrase Donahue: “Yes. you can say that, but it is wrong.’
Thus, Donahue affirmed her “right” to speak personal opinions. but
denied her opinion legitimacy — as originally stated — on the more
social level, despite his prefatory remark.

This framing of communicative acts through “non-impositional™
or “negative face” ruies is invoked on almost any topic. For exam-
ple. several guests and audience members were discussing President
Reagan’s televised endorsement of National Bible Week. An audience
member said: “I challenge everybody to name a philosophy that isn't
dangerous when it is held by a majority .. 1 don't care what it is,
as soon as the majority has the power. it is dangerous.” Bonahue
added: "But it’s not about the philosophy: it's about the possibility
that the majority will assume the absolute righteousness of that
philosophy [and] presume to impose it on other people...” And a gay
atheist guest exclaimed: “The president has no right to endorse this
[the Bible) as a moral code of the country because other people are
being discriminated against bacause of it!" The only “majority™ optmion
acceptable 1o speak, therefore, is that which, in a polity or on a “tatk
show,” enables all individuals to state their own opinions. What is
highlighted then in speaking is the individual voice: what is hidden
is the collective sayings. So conceived. proper communication en-
ables everyone to speak individually, while disallowing one person’s,
or “the majority's,” opinion to dominate others.
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Interiocutors enforce this rule of non-impostion by co-orienting
to its violation, often by framing the violation as a “self-righteous
act. This pejorative native frame is invoked to identify and broad-
cast an improper kind of speaking that “imposes™ on other people
and, therefore, does not enable them to fully exercise their “rights.”
Consider the woman audience member who condemned sex outside
of marriage, a practice of some guests, by quoting passages ftom
the Bible. Donahue responded to her: “The Bible says it’s wrong and
you cannot tell that woman [a widowed guest] she's wrong." Another
audience member supported Donahue: “There’s been other tiving pat
terns in the history of the world and what's right for some is not right
for others. Maybe it's wrong for her {the audience member}, okay.
but maybe ir's right for other people and we don't have a right b
judge others.” Donahue responded: *You have a right to your feel
ing about the Bible but it's wrong for you to use this book and in-
pose your interpretation of its principles on other people. ... While
you're entitled to your beliefs. it may not be right for you to impose
them on others.” Another audience member summed it up: “We don't
have a right to be selfrighteous. I think that's the worst thing we
do to each other.” Donahue and the other interlocutors corrected the
woman's “self-righteous™ speaking by using what they considered to
be a superior source of data for their claim, a present widowed guest
who had “intimate relations.” Their redressive acts condemn the au-
dience member's statement of absolute moral “principles.” while prais-
ing the importance of personal opinions, thus guaranteeing for each
person the “right” to acr and speak freely and individually .

This brief “drama of living™ demonstrates several of the above
rules. First, interlocutors gather in this scene and engage in the
preferred activity of “self” presentation. mostly through the giving
of personal opinions. Sccond. all interlocutors co-orient to the “cight”
to state any and all opinions. regardless of their public evaluation.
Third, the conversation displays a general dispreference for state-
ments of absolute judgments, and a preference for statemenis of per-
sonal opinions. This is in part accomplished through the above
statement. “Maybe it's wrong for her, okay. But may be it's right for
other people ™ Conversational retraming such as this functions o iden-
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tify some statements as impositions, and illustrates how such stase-
ments and broad societal and public standards. e.g. “Sex outside of
martiage is wrong."” are dipreferred. and to become preferred. must
be stated in more personal terms, e.g. “extramarital sex is not for
me.” Finally. the above demonstrates the negative sanctioning of im-
positional discourse through the native term. “selfrighteous.’

There is an implicit paradox here between rule #2 and rule #4,
between the “right” to speak opinions freely and the proper stating
of them in a non-impositional way. In a sense the paradox involves
an interaction of legal and cultural codes: the legal code giving Ameri-
cancitizens a relatively unconstrained “right” to free expression; and
the cultural code offering moral guidance for expressions deemed
most proper within American social lite. In the Donahue scene. the
cultural code constrains the practice of its legal counterpart through
the rules of “respect”™ and non-imposition.

Conversational and Cultural Functions of the Rules

Given the above rules as generative motives in Donahue dis-
course, I now turn 1o a discussion of some of their functions. My
purposes here are to explicate some of the conversational function-
ings that co-occur with the social use of the rules. and to frame these
within their more cultural motives and meanings.

The conversational use of these rules results in three notabdle ac-
complishments: 1) the public enactment of free expression: 2) the
perpetuation of topical dissensus: and 3) the disinclination for ex-
plicitly stating public standards for (non-communication) conduct.

The combination of values in “selfpresentation.” opinion-giving,
“rights” for and “respect” of speaking., combine to make Denahue
an event supporting free expression It is here that all individuals
may speak, from unrepentant murderers and gay atheists. to absen-
tee mothers (mothers who have abandoned their families). nurses who
abuse drugs, children who abuse their parents, etc. Donahue offers
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a soap-box from which virtually any such “self” may address America.
And as their voices #cho across the land, frec expression is witnessed,

However, as noted above, the free expressions occur in a
preferred way, i.e. “self” presentation that is properly non-
impositional. Thus, each pasticipant tends to speak for his or her “self,”
and in so doing, conforms to the social rule for doing so. In sum,
free expression and “right” to speech are experienced by these inter.
locutors as “freedom,"” but they do not entail, in this scene, freedom
from all constraints. Rather, they entail freedom to speak for one’s
“self.” as an individual. through a form that preserves for others the
similar “right” (cf. Bellah, et al., 1985, pp. 27-51).

A necessary conversational outcome of the sacial rules is a degree
of dissensus on the topics of discussion. The folk logic could be re-
cast as follows: participants are expected to present opinions as cop-
stituents of “self”; “self” presentations are expected to reveal unique
and distinctive qualities of participants; unique opinions aken sever-
ally on any topic, result necessarily in a degree of topical dissensus.
No matter what the issue, from herpes to gifted children. as unique
participants state their rightfil opinions, and those various opinions
are “respected.” dissensus results. Take for example the discussion
about religion and the USA when participants stated: the USA is a
religious nation: the USA is not a religious nation: George Washington
dealt with Moslems: President Reagan has a right to his religious
beliefs as an individual: President Reagan oppresses those who be-
lieve differently from him: President Reagan is supporting discrimi-
nation by endorsing the Bible: etc. No matter what the topic of
discussion. there is always room for varied opinions, and such vanied
statements are necessary if participants are to feel the requisite lati-
tude for various selfexpressions. What results? Dissensus. Topical
dissensus.

Yet. while a dissensus on the current topic is created. there is
often overlooked the consensual rules that enable the performance.
1t is through communicative rules such as the ones described above
that participants’ efforts may be coordinated meaningfully. Thus. while
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participants tend to display dissensus on the content of concern. they
display consensus for a way of speaking it. While they have not agreed
generally what to say, they have agreed how they should say it.

A third censequence of these rules is a disinclination for stating
public standards of (non-communication) conduct. While standards
for communication conduct are indeed spoken, generally agreed upon,
and used as bases for evaluation. other standards for belief, feeling,
and acting are much less intelligible. What people should believe,
how they ought to feel, and what is proper for them to do. are all
said to be matters of personal. as opposed to social, judgment. As
aresult, given any problem for public address. various opinions are
offered as responsive, with the individual person being the crucial
variable in the selection of the one deemed most appropriate. Thus,
any topic of social concern. from open adoption to sexually permis-
sive senior citizens, is met with a barrage of reactions. with some
perhaps more applaudable than others, but each packaged within a
rhetoric of “individual choice” and personal judgment that tends to
silence shared standards for belief, feeling, and action. As a result,
participants seem to share a disinclination for the explicit speaking
of comnion standards. What is marked for speech then is individual-
ity more than commonality, diversity more than unity, personal more
than social rules. Thus, when communication conduct is the topic
of concern, consensus may be realized. but as other concerns arise,
dissensus results. These preferences of personal rules for non-
commugrication conduct, and social rules for communication conduct,
are both, of course. social constructions that are constituted as in-
terlocutors use common communication rules.

The three conversational phenomena sketched here. free expres-
ston, topical dissensus, and personal standards, all suggest cultural
features in this communication. By looking at conversations as cul-
tural performances, we may highlight their widely accessible and com-
monly intelligible features {Scruton 1979, Schneider 1976). 1 will
now show how an analysis of cenain cultural features mentioned above
helps organize an understanding of communication rules and their
conversational consequences.
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A long-standing feature in cultural studies of human action i
the native conccption of personhood (De Laguna, 1954; Gardner,
1966; Geertz, 1976. Kirkpatrick. 1983; Harrison, 1985; Marsella,
Devos, and Hsu 1985. Westen, in press). The above rules sugges:
the question: what, and how, are models of the person conceived
and evaluated communicatively? Through the American discourse
described above. a model of. and for, the person is constructed
through the culwral term, “self.” It is as “self" that persons are heard
to speak, attempt to speak, and have a “right” to speak. As a “self.”
persons are asked to become aware of who they are. of the distine
tive qualities that make of them a unique individual with importam
opinions. In the process, persons are treated as individual beings,
as separate and separable entities. The “self,” at least as these na-
tives speak it, is a rather uniquely bounded thing. conceived through
acontainer metaphor as something that may become “tost™ or “found,”
“scattered” or “together.” In short, these conversational enactinents
create a common sense of the person who ts conceived and evaluat-
ed through native dimensions of communicativeness. awareness. ai
independence. respectively (Carbaugh, 1984, pp. 174-225). Sucha
symbolic “web™ motivates persons to speak their own “minds.” cons-
ciously, without “imposing” on others. Thus. one cultura! feature in
these conversations is the construction of a model person. in this case
the “self,” who is compelied to communicate, to be aware of its in-
temal qualities, and to think and act independently.

There are important links here between the model speaker as
“self” and the conversational accomplishments of tree expression.
dissensus, and individuality. In short. this model person s realized
through free expression. is responsible for and tolerant of a degree
of dissensus. and speaks the virtues of individual “choice™ over majori-
ty standards. In such communication, a model for the person (s dis-
played. As such, the accepted model for the person is intimately linked
10 a free, dissensual. and individual mode ot public discourse. It is
in this sense that conversational functions ot discourse. such a free
expression. dissensus. and individuality. are intimately linked to
models of persons, such as “self.” Considered in the abstract, ways
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of speaking a language are linked intimately to ways of conceived
personhood (cf. Rosaldo 1982).

Such a link can be explored further through the cultural sym-
bols of “rights™ and “respect.” One's “rights.” in this scene, highlight
certain moral capacities of eac# participant to be uniquely “who one
is,” to speak one’s own opinions, to separate one’s acts from any and
all others, and to be unimpseded by others. The exercise of these com-
mon premises is most visible in moments of free expression, as when
an “absentee mother’ who had left her family described her “life-
long process in search of [her) self” (cf Yankelovich, 1981). Through
these shared moral premises, participants enact a sense of being a
person. Such a person is suggested upon hearing the imperatives to
be who one is (as opposed to being what someone else thinks you
should be), to speak assertively. independendy, and respectfully. To
be a fully applaudable person in this scene. is te be more than a pri-
vate “self,” it is to be a public “self" capable of its proper and in-
dependent expression. Through the cultural symbols of “rights,” and
their “respect.” a model for the speaker is displayed in a manner of
speaking. It is partly through these co-orienting symbols of “self™
and “rights” (and analagously through “individual” and “choice”) that
pasticipants come to construct socially a model for the person that
is accessible and acceptable to a vast audience. Such a performance
shows paiticipants a model for speaking, a model for rendering their
world commonly intelligible. It is this molding and modeling of life
in public communication that helps make of Donahue a successful
culniral performance.

The cultural performance of “self,” “rights,” and “respect” can
be summarized as a personal style of cultural communication (cf.
Hymes 1972). That “self" should be displayed, that “rights” of free
expression should prevail, that “respect™ should be given, that one
should not speak “self-righteously,” are all prominent social rules
constructing a way of speaking and living together. Taken several-
ly, these rules create a personal style of communication that depends
“upon the continuing response of individuals. The point of commu-
nication is to excite interest and bring together persons who will then
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respond with emotion to whatever event has occurred” (Hymes 1972,
pp. 47-48). Thus, this type of sociality, involving as it does conver.
sations of free expression, dissensus. and personal standards, and
cultural performances of “self,” “rights,” and “respect,” creates, and
is generated from, personal thoughts, feelings, and actions. Through
such a culmiral performance, interlocutors may at once display a way
of speaking and being deemed favorable to them, while witnessing
and applauding its collective personal force.

Code and Normative Rules

So far, we have come to understand a way of speaking in a promi-
nent American scene, i.e. the preference for “seif’ presentation, the
obligatory “rights” of interlocutors, a preferred tone of “respect,” and
a rule of non-imposition, the breaking of which risks accusations of
“self-righteousness.” We have examined some of the conversational
functions of the rules, and the cultural meanings and style that or-
ganize their use.

As I was formulating this report of communication rules, I soon
realized that | was using two identifiable conceptualizations of com
munication rules, with each suggested by different communicative
enactments, and each directed toward distinctive empirical claims.
I will now turn to a discussion of the analytic procedures that lead
to identifying two types of rules for communication inquiry.

The two general types of rules that run through the above wili
be called code rules and normative rules. following similar distiac-
tions drawn by others. e.g. nonns of interpretation/norms of inter-
action (Hymes 1972). aliernation/co-occurrence rules (Erin-Tripp,
1972). constitutive/regulative rniles (Searle, 1969; Cionen et al.. 1982:
Sanders and Martin, 1975). and content/procedural rules (Cuslunan
and Whiting, 1972).'° It is my basic claim that a distinction in types
of rules analyses is necessaty for communication study. for each type
raises distinctive questions. requires different abstractions. and yields
complementary insights. Thus, the present discussion calls 1nto ques-
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tiop Gumb's (1972) and Shimanoff's (1980) conflating of the two
types.!'

Both code and normative rules are alike in that they both refer
to socially pattemed communicative action. capture some consen-
sual imperative for interlocutors. and have practical force in iden-
tifiable contexts. [t is as such. that they both qualify as rules (cf.
Shimanoff 1980; Cushman eta., 1982). Both are alike as well in that
they require similar types of evidence for their construction. Specif
ically. at least one of the following is necessary for contructing a
rule, e.g. an observed and recurrent pattern in communication. a na-
tive statement of a rule, and/or corrective actions that co-orient ac-
tors to a rule.

However, the two types of rules have distinctive qualities. Take
for example code rules. It is the nature of code rules to specify pat-
terns of meaning, or mutual intelligibility. spoken through native sym-
bols and symbalic forms. Such rules attempt to capture a system of
folk belief by interpreting the hierarchical relations between and
among cultural terms and domains. This type of analysis probes the
general questions: What does this native act, symbol, or symbolic
fortn commonly mean? What does the unit of concern (act. symbol.
or form) count as on another cultural level? For example, through
the above rules, we came te understand how opinion-stating counts
as a proper act of “self,” that is, how a type of communicative act
ts associated with an accepted mode! of the person. Likewise, we
came to understand how being “selfrighteous” is meaningful as an
impositional and disrespectful type of speech, i.e. how a cultural sym-
bol is linked to a way of speaking. Thus. it is through code rules
that abstractions at one level, e.g. communicative acts and cultural
symbols, are linked to abstractions at another, e.g. accepted models
of the person and ways of speaking, respectively.

Code 1ules as these function in conversation to frame actions.
to define contexts, to construct a coherent sense. They define the
practical nature of the spoken game as it is played by interlocutors,
what the game in general is. what it means te play the game, what
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moves are made within the game, the meanings of each particular
move, and so on. The units of analysis in the abstraction of code
rules may be any cultural act, symbol, or symbolic fortm. most gener-
ally native terms and tropes. The unit of observation is a system of
symbols, a symbolic orientation, terministic screen (Burke, 1966),
galaxy, or universe (Schneider, 1976; Berger and Luckman, 1966).
By examining native terins, clusters of terms, and clusters of clusters,
code rules may be discovered, and their semantic forces unveiled
fe.g Seitel. 1976; Kartriel and Philipsen, 1981; Carbaugh, ms).

There is also an interactive process in conversations that code
rules help us understand. Consider the cathartic exchange discussed
above between the woman audience member and the man who in-
terrupted others. imposed his position upon them, spoke to them dis-
respectfully, and violated their “rights.” Given that he broke these
rules, his interlocutors were posed with the question: what common
sense is to be made of this person? Given the continuous rule viola
tions. in what cultural frame can he be put? Following his rather up-
toward acts. he was negatively sanctioned by others who referred
to his "negative personality.” So, a symbolic resource was used here
to summarize a set of instances, to render the individual's specific
behaviors widely intelligible. It is in this sense that code rules erupt
conversationally as bottoms-up rules; they take several concrete in-
stances of action and place them into broader symbolic frames. is
this case by subsuming untoward acts within a “negative” agent, and
in others by placing several previously unnamed acts into a frame
of “self-righteousness”™ (cf. Harré, Clark. and De Carlo 1985. pp.
20-21). Through such uses of code rules, puzzling instances are tn-
stantly rendered into coherent frames of action. This is the conver-
sational use of code rules.

in sum. then. code rules abstract patterns of common meaning.
systems of tolk belief. that function to create munial intelligibly and
shared coherence in communicative action: they can be stated in the
form: in context C. the unit. X. counts as meaningful on another
level as y, y'.... and they often erupt con:ersationally as a bottoms-
up type of sense-making.
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Normative rules, on the other hand. are abstractions of patterns
foracting (Schneider, 1976). Normative rules involve abstractions
of conduct deemed proper in identifiable contexts. Formulating such
rules brings into focus sequential organization in talk; it helps delineate
what acts properly initiate events. and what acts should follow others
(cf. Schegloff, 1972; Philipsen. 1975). Note that normative rules in-
volve explicit standards of appropriateness, and of evaluation, which
are central criteria in discovering and specifying such rules. It is what
should be done, rather than what is, that sustains a normative analy-
sis of communication rules. Abstracting communication rules this
way raises the questions: what behavioral acts are appropriate in this
context? what communicative conduct is deemed proper here? Con-
sider two examples. One, as stated above, in the context of the Dona-
hue “talk show.™ persons should state their opinions without imposing
on others. Such acts are appropriate and proper in this speech situa-
tion. In another context, called Teamsterville, it is not only appropriate
but highly preferable for “a man™ to punish his child nonverbally
(Philipsen, 1975). Failing to comply, brings the male's secial sta-
tus, as “a man.” into question. Such normative rules abstract pat-
terns deemed proper in identifiable contexts.

Nonnative rules function to guide actions in social contexts. They
derive from pre-existing templates and provide standards for judg-
ing what to do, and for evaluating whether what has been done. has
been done properly. The units of analysis in fonnulating nonnative
rules are the regular sequences of communicative acts deemed proper,
with special attention to instances of rule-violations. Note how the
“negative personality” above helped demonstrate the normative rules
of “rights,” “respect,” and non-imposition. The unit of observation
is generally a speech community whose members interact frequent-
ly and share at least one standard for social communication (cf. En-
ninger, 1984; Ervin-Tripp. 1972). By discovering the communicative
actsdeemed proper, and the sequences in which they occur. one can
specify native appraisals of appropriateness through nonnative rules.

Where code rules surface conversationally in a bottoms-up
fashion, nonnative rules operate prominently from the top down. Con-
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sider the conversation above in which an audience member stated
the very unpopular opinion: “A woman's role is a woman's ad 4
man’s a man's,” to which the audience responded, “Oooohhhh!™ To
this. Donahue replied, “Class. we will show respect to all of the mem-
bers.” In his act, Donahue is legislating the normative law. He is
prescribing a kind of conduct deemed proper. that is in this case a
tolerant “respect.” His reply functions to instnsct his interlocutors
in appropriate conduct and to evaluate a particular act as improper.
As such, it is prescriptive in force, providing a template for the do-
ing of future acts if they are to be considered appropriate. Stating
the nonmative rule this way provides a pattern for funire communica.
tive acts that functions to evaluate and instruct his interlocutors. Ii
is this legislative, top-down use that helps distinguish nonnative nties
from code rules.

In sum. normative tules abstract patterns for acting appropn-
ately. templates for communication, that function 1o instruct and eval-
ate social conduct Normative rules can be stated in the forni: In
context C, if X do Y: and are often used conversationally to guide
future action from the top down.

The refationships between normative and code rules are sum-
marized in Table .

I should stress that one cannot abstract normative rules. e.g. child-
ren should address elders with respect. without also abstracting codes.
e.g. what counts as an elder? Normauve rules alw.ay s entail the use
of some constitutive codes. Likewise. code rules, e.g. in Donahue
discourse. opinion-giving counts as “self” presentation. can be er-
roneously construed into normative rules. e.g. it one wants to dis-
play “self.” one should give opinions. But this construal wrongly
translates a constinttive definition of logical relations into an appraisal
of ~acial conduct. The two are not the same abstractions. dv not point
to the same types of analysis. not to the same types ©f conversation-
al enactment. . If we are to unravel an understanding of communica-
tion from a rules perspective. such a distinction in types of rules is
warranted.
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TABLE 1
Code and Normative Rules
_—
Code Rules Normarive Rules

Focus: system of meaning pattern for action
Form: X counts as Y. If X, do Y.
Unit of
Observation: symbol system speech community
Unit of
Analysis: acts, symbols. forins act sequences
Criterion: coherence appropniateness
Functions: unify actions INStIuCt actors

define contexts evaluate actions
Prominent use: bottom up top down
Conclusion

The above analysis has demonstrated how a rules perspective
can contribute to our undetstanding of situated communication con-
duct. More specifically, it has unveiled four rules in the communi-
cation of a prominent American media event. examined some of the
conversational and cultural functions of the rules, and based on the
inquiry, proposed a distinction between two types of rules for com-
munication inquiry .
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This ethnographic approach to rules research suggests severd
avenues for future study. Perhaps most important is the need for
theory-driven, empirical studies of simaated communication condict,
Such a call was made Jong ago by Hymes (1962, 1972), and a coe-
siderable literature has developad (Philipsen and Carbaugh. in press).
Yet, what seems lacking is theoretical sophistication in our research
and parsimony in our theorizing (cf. Sherzer. 1977). Two complemen.
tary means to this goal are comparative study of communicatioa pat-
temns, and rigorous conceptual analysis based on previous case studies
(cf Keenan, 1976; Rosaldo, 1982; Scollon and Scollon, 1981; Briet
borde, 1983}. The present study suggests giving more systematic at-
tention to the construction of model persons in communication
(Carbaugh, forthcoming; Chick, 1985; Scollon and Scollon, 1981),
and their relations to cultural and conversational features. The ques-
tions are raised: what model(s) for the person is spoken? what
premises provide for this perforinance? what common meanings are
socially constructed? through what communicative codes, forms. and
styles? By addressing these questions, we may further be able 10 wdeo-
tify what, in particular communication systems, needs to be under
stood, and what, in general, this tells us about communication. 1 hope
to have contributed not only to our understanding of “self” presenta-
tions. “rights™ and “respect” in some American communication, but
also to an understanding of communication theory via the conversa-
tional and cultural functions of code and normative rules.

Notes

| The followang repon. as an ethnographic siud) of communicauon. meets four defining
criersa. 1) 1 is i descriprive ~tudy of cemmuncalon panerns n the context of hair
use. 2y 113 a cultural study that orgamzes commumnicalion patterns 1n nauve rerms,
of “in 1e0ns of its oun patterns” IHymes. 1962, p 1013, 31 )t 1y 3 thenrenicd) stwdy
that uses a specialized vocabulary (Hymes. 1972) to achieve the twin euuls of Jocal
theories of comunumcanun, and a grand theo?) of Minan communicatzon, and 41 2 @S
a comparain e study that draw fron) the ¢thnographic hiterarure (Phitrpaen and Car-
baugh. in press} for Mlumination of the parculanties of @ case. and the generahues
across Lases (Hymes, 1972) White the fotlowing report uses cach 1n v arying degrees,
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it is this set of areributes 1n descriptive, cultural, theoretical, and comparative siudy,
thst metivates Whis report, and makes of it an ethnograpbic study of communicaion.

Of course not all communication rules of concern 10 analysts fulfil all of1lese criteria.
But the following system of tules does.

Thie fundamental probiem addressed here is the nature and function of the rules, rather
than the frequency of their use. or their distribution. However, there is considerable
evidence to suggest that such a system is widely used in the hears-land of America
(Hawkins, Weisberg, and Ray, 1980), across ihe nation in several social institutions
(Celes, 1980), and readily available as adiscourse for tbe “expressive individual™ (Bellal
e al.. 1985}, And, if 1 might add, the following rules have been applied in several
academic discussions (o legitimate the saying of virtually any opinion. whether or not
1t was well-grounded. In communicanionaccoinplished this way . one can liear the power-
ful practical force of an “ideology of non-ideslogy” (Weiler. 1984)

In a recen? Gallup Pod, Phi) Donahue was ranked second only to Walter Crenlute as
most recoghized media figure (Craig. 1986).

All materials quoted below and not referenced to published sources are nauve sayings

On the other hand, through mere re-statements of orhers’ opinions. or agreeing with
others, one lacks ful) cultural status as “self,” for one has replicated the beings of others
withous displaying an uniqueness of one’s own

Donahue preaches as much in his pre-show “pep-rallies™ when he tells the audience.
*“T'm nothing without you,” and creates a tone of “dinner table conversation™ where “se)f”
revelations are expected and accepted (Donahue wows.. ., 1982)

A similar cultural code of “respect” has been lamented by Erwin (1983)

The “postive face”™ operating 1n this scene is “self.” as summarized with ule # | (see
Brown aid Levinson (1978), and Carbaugh (forthcoming)).

Note that the former sules suggest 1nquiry inro the semanuc codes of folk logics that
are used in a way of spealing, for example, theinterpresations of native beliefs as enacted
in speaking (Hymes, 1972); the social meanings of selections from among lingusstic
alternanives, be tbey e.g. bexical choices or choices of pronuncation, with each email-
g social messages imerpreiable through rues of aliermauion (what 15 meant by cboos-
ing this feature of that verbal repertoire) and (“vertical”) co-occurrence (whai social
meaning is conveyed throughe 8. this act in that tone) (Ervin-Tripp. 1972). the logical
links between utterances, acls, episodes, social expectations. and cultural themes (Searle.
1969; Croien et al , 1982). and the logical links beiween concepts. their anributes.
and their social funcuions in communication (Cushman and Whiting, 1972). The latter
tules suggest inquicy ito the norms that govern standards of appropriateness in com-
munication, for example, nocms for imeraction that regulate when one may or may
not interTupt another (Hymes, 1972); rules of (“horizontal”) co- ¢ currence thai specify
sequentia) relations among linguisiic items in utterances, acls, and episodes (Ervin.
Tripp. 1972); and ether siandards for social conduct that prescribe proper sequences
for spoken actions (Searie, 1969; Cronen et al., 1982; Cushman and Whiting, 1972).
By following the two paths of inquiry used in the above ethnography. sketched here,
and detailed below. analys:s of communication rules may understand both the common
standardsof coherence in and of spoken actions tan orgamzation of mutual intelligibil-
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ity throogh common codes). and dwe s1andards for speaking appropriately (an organ-
zation of appropaiate actions through norms). Both paths may be pursued independen
iy. 35 in 3 cultural or normative analysis of comununication sules, Of each may be
considered in refation te the other, as in comumunication norms from the standpois
of cultural codes, or cultrat codes from the ssendpoint of ¢ ication normrs. (Mhe
distinction introduced here, and developed below, draws upon Sctmeider’s (1976) i,
porant discussion of eulture and aorm. acad is analagous e, but distinct from, the paradg-
matic and syntagmatic axes long used in sociolinguistics.)

11 The discussion compares 1ules as abstractions from behavior. Thus, code and norog-

tive rutes resuit from two distinctive perspdctives on ication, as it "
Rule # | . with each compiementing the other.
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