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PREFACE

Speaking Culturally is written to introduce students to the ethnography of communication by presenting a series of
cases and commentaries pertaining to speaking, one of the principle mediain which communication is accomplished.
The ethnography of communication is a complex method, perspective, and body of writings, and the studies presented
here can necessarily only suggest some of the many insights into human communication that it offers. Nonetheless, the
reader of this book will, | believe, be introduced here to some fundamentals of the ethnographic spirit in the study of
communicative conduct. It is hoped that that spirit will lead the interested reader to further study the methods and
materials of the ethnography of communication.

The book brings together several previously published papers (chapters 2 through 4) and 4 chapters written expressly
for it (chapters 1, 5, 6, and 7). It consists of a series of studies of communication in particular social worlds and of
chapters that introduce and retrospectively comment on the particular studies. Thus, the book presents a series of reports
aswell as a series of interpretations that place the separate reports in some kind of perspective.

Chapter 2 is based on two previously published articles: my "Speaking 'Like a Man' in Teamsterville: Culture Patterns
of Role Enactment in an Urban Neighborhood," Quarterly Journal of Speech 61(1975), 1322, and my "Places for
Speaking in Teamsterville," Quarterly Journal of Speech 62(1976), 1525. Chapter 3 is based on my "Mayor Daley's
Council Speech: A Cultural Analysis," Quarterly Journal of Speech 72(1986), 247-60. Chapter 4 is based on Tamar
Katriel'sand my " 'What We Need |Is Communication': '‘Communication’ as a Cultural Category in Some American
Speech,” Communication Monographs 48(1981), 30117. Grateful acknowledgment is made to the Speech
Communication Association for permission to reproduce these articles

< previous page page_Vii next page >

If you like this book, buy it!


http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20

Page viii
here and to Tamar Katriel for her permission to reproduce our jointly authored paper.

The reports that | have presented here are drawn from studies of communicative conduct in two cultures. Here | have
labeled those cultures, respectively, Teamsterville culture and Nacirema culture. These labels require some prefatory
explanation. The people who produced the communicative conduct from which | have drawn my reports of
Teamsterville culture do not use the word Teamsterville to refer to themselves or their speech community. It is aname |
have supplied, after the modal occupationtruck driverof the people who live in the neighborhood | call Teamsterville. |
do not mean to suggest that the people there are members of the Teamsters' union, nor do | mean to suggest that
Teamsterville and its ways are to be associated with Teamsters in general. | am concerned here with a particular speech
community, which | have named in such away to suggest something about the work activities of those who live there.
Nacirema (American spelled backward) is aterm the anthropologist Horace Miner (1956) coined to refer to some
Americans and some of their culturally distinctive habits. Nacirema does not refer here to a particular group of people
or to a particular locale, but refers rather generally to a particular culture, a particular way of thinking and actinga way
that does not necessarily include all North Americans or al citizens of the United States of America, but whichis
prominently associated with some of the history and some of the contemporary texture of life that can be observed
there.

Of course, | am fundamentally indebted to those people whose speech | have examined here and whose speech | have
treated as expressions of, respectively, Teamsterville and Nacirema cultures. Whenever | consulted with someone in
either of the two ethnographic projects, anonymity was promised and thus | cannot acknowledge persons by name. |
have tried here, and in other reports | have made about these two cultures, to honor those who provided me with
culturally revealing expressions, by reporting, as faithfully and as carefully as | was able to, what they said and did, and
by trying as best as | can to appreciate their expressions as worthy of my respect rather than as objects of criticism.
Readers will have to judge, as best as they can, the degree to which | have succeeded in this regard.

As to friends and colleagues who have helped with this project, no anonymity was promised and, | hope, noneis
desired. There are so many people who helped with various aspects of this book that | cannot name all of them. But
there are a few people whose contribution should be acknowledged and this | am most pleased to do. Mary Jo Rudd
helped me with the early Nacirema fieldwork in Santa Barbara, California, particu-
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larly with the analyses of dinner time conversations. Tamar Katriel deserves special mention in connection with the
Nacirema project. She joined me once the project was initiated and was a coauthor with me on chapter 4. The
opportunity for thisintercultural collaboration was, for me, invaluable. That her work on the Nacirema project was her
introduction to the ethnography of communication, to which she has since become a distinguished contributor, is a
source of special pleasure to me. Cheryl Marty-White provided the fieldwork materials for the study of "K," presented
in chapter 3. | am very grateful for her generosity in allowing me to use these materials. Mary Toepel typed the final
manuscript skillfully and efficiently, and this material assistance was invaluable to me. Sandra Cross and Lisa Coutu
provided valuable bibliographic help.

Three people have been especially helpful to me in the writing of this book, not so much for their specific contributions
as for their inspiration and encouragement. In my view, there would not be an "ethnography of communication” without
the scholarship and presence of Dell Hymes. If thisbook has in some small way contributed to the program of inquiry
that he first commissioned in 1962 (Hymes 1962), | will feel satisfied. Whatever contribution it might make, the present
work would not have been possible without the program Hymes has made possible. In thisregard, too, | would like to
express my appreciation to Professor Hymes for his encouragement and advice to me as | have tried to work within the
ethnography of communication. It is a specia pleasure when one discovers that a great scholar whom one admires for
his work turns out to be as kind and as helpful to ayounger scholar as Professor Hymes has been to me.

Don Cushman, of SUNY Albany and its Press, has been afast friend and critic for many years. It was only through his
encouragement that the present book has been completed. Dona Carbaugh provided an unusually helpful review of the
manuscript. His work in the ethnography of communication, his collegiality over many years now, and his perceptive
comments on this book's contents have been a source of great help and inspiration to me.

| hope that when readers have finished with the book, they will understand what | mean when | say that it would be
hopelessly Nacirema of me to absolve others of any blame for whatever shortcomings it may have. Nonetheless, | can
only thank the many critics, colleagues, and students who have helped me think through the themes of this book. Many
have helped in ways which | cannot fully appreciate and acknowledge, but | am mindful that much is owed to many.
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PART |
INTRODUCTION
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Chapter 1
Speaking In Its Cultural Context

"We don't want no yahoos around here." These were the first words | heard as | stepped across the threshold of one of
the many tavernsin Teamsterville, a working-class, multiethnic neighborhood in Chicago. As | approached, | heard the
sounds of convivial neighborhood speech, men talking and laughing as they drank together. But when |, a stranger,
crossed the doorway, the warning to "yahoos' punctuated the talk, and then voices hushed, and all ears and eyes
followed my every step to the bar. Eventually, talk resumed, but not the lively roar it had been before | appeared; for
like other Teamsterville taverns, this was not merely a public place open to anyone, but an enclave in which some but
not other personae were welcome, and | was an intruder. There was no sign outside the tavern, because "everybody"
knew who belonged there and those who needed a sign to welcome them were not among that circle of insiders. |
entered this back region of Teamsterville life because | was studying the community's places for speaking, prominent
among which were corner taverns.

That this particular scene was the chief place where these men talked; that they talked boisterously when | was not
there and stopped talking when | entered; that eventually one man came to my bar stool and asked me "where are you
from and what's your nationality?"; that upon hearing my answer, he told me that he was Sicilian and that Sicilians cut
the throats of men who invaded their territory and "messed with their women"; that throughout Teamsterville there were
corners, corner bars, porches, and streets where socially segregated groups talked about ethnicity and locality, and what
it meant to be aman or awoman. All of these and many other things eventually became known to me as elementsin a
pattern of spoken life in Teamsterville. To know these patterns, and to
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know the life they constituted for those who lived it, was the goal of my inquiry. And to learn about speaking in
Teamsterville, in its cultural particularity, was atactic, a means among other means, to reach the larger end of learning
firsthand whether and how it is that speaking is aradically cultural mode of communicative activity.

When | first entered Teamsterville, the community appeared to me as merely a series of unconnected streets, buildings,
people, and activities. By the time | left it over three years later, it was, for me, not just a setting, but a scene, a place
suffused with activity, with meaning, with significance, not only for me, but more importantly for those who had grown
up there and those who lived there permanently. As a student of communication, what eventually struck me most about
Teamsterville and my experiences in it was that one way to think about this community was as a speech community, a
universe of discourse with afinely organized, distinctive pattern of meaning and action.

After spending several monthsin Teamsterville, | began to notice there a practice, a habitual way of speaking,
reinforced by the expressions of Teamstervillers. It was difficult to detect and not much easier to describe, but it was
salient enough that it was hard to ignore, both practically and theoretically. That practice consists of infusing a concern
with place into every conversation. In Teamsterville, to my surprise, if one's interlocutor did not know one's
"nationality" it would be asked at the beginning of the conversation, and it seemed that every reference to a person
included areference to that person's ethnicity. The same is true for residence: references to where the person lived, or
was from, permeated everyday speech. In addition, where persons stand in relation to each other according to a social
code of power and positiona person's place in the social hierarchywas mentioned directly or indirectly in virtually every
conversation in which | participated.

Teamsterville concerns for social and physical placement were, in their pervasiveness and importance, alien to my way
of thinking and speaking. It took some time for me to notice that there was something there to noticea pattern of
emphasis and salience of the cultural category place, expressed in many symbols of social and physical space. To the
extent that | was learning what potentially significant aspects of the world the Teamstervillers thought and spoke about,
and that | was learning the local vocabulary and expressions for symbolizing those aspects of experience, to that extent
| was learning about a culturally distinctive system of symbols and meanings.

Much of my learning about the importance of place in Teamsterville culture was, one might say, academic. It was an
interesting subject for mental exploration, a phenomenon of some curiosity to one who was
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interested in cultural differences across peoples. But another kind of learning was more personal.

In my work in Teamsterville | was responsible for supervising the after-school activities of several groups of
neighborhood young people who participated in the program of a neighborhood youth center. By training and
preference it was my practice to discipline young people who had violated the center's rules by talking with them,
trying to understand their feelings, to discuss the cause of the problem, and to talk out ways of improving conduct in
the future. Soon, word of my methods was broadcast around the neighborhood and my reputation as a man who used
words to influence youths was secured. Much to my surprise, and eventually frustration, this practice of mine led to the
conclusion, by the neighborhood boys, that | was a homosexual (in their eyes a man who uses speech to influence boys
Is not really a proper "man" and must be a"queer," in that a"queer" is not a proper "man").

Here | faced a neighborhood belief about speech behavior, that a man who uses speech to discipline boysis not areal
man and therefore must be a homosexual. The application of this belief to my conduct led to a situation in which it was,
for some time, nearly impossible for me to perform effectively my duties in the youth center. Only after some months
of reflection, and the use of arevised strategy of self-presentation, was | able to work effectively (as a man) among
these boys.

When | left Teamsterville, after nearly three years of field research, it was with anew sensibility that | heard the
speaking of "mainstream” Americans. That new hearing led me to do fieldwork among middle-class, college educated
Americans living in southern California and the Pacific northwest regions of the U.S.A. These people, whom | call by
Horace Miner's term "the Nacirema' (Miner 1956; read Nacirema backwards), speak the English language, as do the
Teamstervillers, but their ways of speaking it, and of living, differ. Among the features of Nacirema communicative
conduct contrasting with that of the Teamstervillers is the great effort the former make to facilitate the expression of
unique feelings and thoughts. The Nacirema emphasi ze that each person is unique and Nacirema speech practices not
only reflect that belief but indeed serve to make it true.

In California, my student Mary Jo Rudd and | observed, and listened intently to tape recordings of, Nacirema
conversations at family "dinner time." Thisis a speech event in which participants insisted relentlessly that al family
members be allowed aturn at talk, indeed be encouraged to talkbecause each person "has something to contribute." We
found that the people we observed believed strongly that one's place in the family, defined by arole such as “father,"
should not be a basis for
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interrupting or curtailing the speech of others, because each person's contribution is believed to be uniquely valuable.
For these Nacirema, speech is away to express one's psychological unigueness, to acknowledge the uniqueness of
others, and to bridge the gap between one's own and another's uniqueness. It is a means by which family members, for
example, can manifest their equality and demonstrate that they pay little heed to differencesin statuspractices and
beliefs that would puzzle and offend a proper Teamsterviller.

In Seattle, my student Tamar Katriel and | listened to many Nacirematell their life storiesstories in which great moral
weight was placed upon interpersonal "relationships" in which each party was not only free, but also felt a sense of
pressure, to express and celebrate their uniqueness, and to explore and understand the other's distinctive individuality.
The sense of boundary sharply dividing occasions and personae, so prominent among Teamstervillers, was either not
expressed or, where it threatened to be present, was aggressively opposed.

Although it might appear that the Nacirema, with their penchant for individualism, do not have a common culture, we
learned that among these individualistic, seemingly relativistic, people, there is a discernible, common culture, one that
underpins its communicative conduct. For the Nacirema, such folk concepts as "self," "relationship,” "work,"
"openness,” "growth," and "communication” provide a systematic vocabulary of perception and motive. To understand
Nacirema speech, as its speakers and hearers understand it, to understand the motives they use in organizing and
interpreting their social experiences, to know what it means to be a Naciremathese all require that one have knowledge
of the culture-specific meanings of these Nacirema symbols. The phrase "what we need is communication,” expresses a
key theme for the Nacirema. It is a saying whose explication articulates one foundation of away of talking about, and
living, on€e's life, away that has produced culturally distinctive rituals and myths in which "communication™ is a central
concept.

It is hard to immerse oneself in an alien cultural world, as Teamsterville was to me, and be unchanged by it. For me the
contact with Teamsterville life brought into sharp relief several aspects of Nacirema culture which, at one time, | had
taken for granted. That such terms as “communication,” "self," and "relationship,” and the ideas to which they refer, are
cultural constructions and not universally given experiences, was easier to grasp after struggling to learn a culture such
as Teamsterville's. To hear a Nacirema's statement that "each of usis an individual," as adeeply cultured, even quaint,
statement, is made easier after having spent three years listening to Teamstervillers talk about persons as "ltalians,"”
"Poles," "Lithuanians," and so forthas persons whose being is
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defined more by their social than by their psychological characteristics. To hear, as adeeply cultured statement, the
Nacirema's insistence that each child should express themself because of the child's potentially "unique contribution” to
afamily conversation is facilitated by listening for three years to Teamstervillers insisting that a child should be seen
and not heard.

The Ethnography Of Speaking

The written reports of Teamsterville and of Nacirema spoken life, placed side by side and compared and contrasted,
reveal apicture, or a hearing, of speaking as a deeply cultured process. The implication of thisview is that to
understand speaking in a particular speech community, one must come to understand how it is culturally shaped and
constituted. Ethnography is the process of coming to the understanding of such shapings and is the reporting of such
understandings. An ethnographer of speaking is a naturalist, who watches, listens, and records communicative conduct
in its natural setting. The ethnographer describes what is to be found in a given speech community as well as what
regular patterns can be observed there. For example, the ethnographer might document all observable instances of
speech behavior in acommunity, noting not only that speech occurred or not, but also where, by, and with whom, in
what language(s) and dialect(s), in which verbal forms, about which topics, as part of what interaction sequences, and
with what observable consequences.

From many observations of the speech behavior of a people, the ethnographer generates two classes of statements. One
IS a statement of what is there to be observed in the speech communityfor instance, that thereis arecurrent event in
which a particular kind of speech activity occurs, that two languages are spoken, that thereis a repertoire of riddles, and
so forth, and, of course, what the event, activity, languages, and riddles are. A second statement is a statement about
patterns of amount, of frequency, or of qualitative association and significance. A qualitative pattern specifies the
conditions under which something occurs and what its meanings are to those who produce it. These statements of
existence and pattern are initially derived from field observations and then are tested by further observations. The
discovery of patternsis preliminary to interpretation and explanation, and for these tasks the ethnographer formulates a
theory of a people's ways of speaking. Such atheory consists of statements about the culture, the local system of
symbols and meanings, perceptual and value premises, and ground rules.

Culture, asit is used here, refers to a socially constructed and historically transmitted pattern of symbols, meanings,
premises, and rules (the

< previous page page 7 next page >

If you like this book, buy it!


http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20

Page 8

definition is adapted from Geertz 1973, p. 89). That a culture is socialy constructed and historically transmitted implies
that it could have existed before any given set of interlocutors and, potentially, endures beyond them in time. It implies
furthermore that it is neither biologically endowed nor the invention of any particular individual, but is something
socially constructed. Like all socially constructed inheritances, individuals can, to some degree at least, do what they
will with them, but individuals do not choose the cultures to which they are initially exposed and they cannot easily
change them in one generation. Although individuals can alienate themselves from a culture's terms and two
interlocutors can, between themselves, negotiate the force a culture's meanings and rules have for them, and although
individuals and interlocutors can construct meanings not given in any known culture, these meanings and rules are not
cultural. A culture transcends any individual or any individual's social network, such that two people who meet for the
first time can partake of a common culture and use it in making sense with each other. Likewise two people might
never meet and yet partake of acommon culture, a culture that is available to al who hear its terms spoken in public
life.

Every common culture of which interlocutors might partake, and which they might use in speaking together, includes,
among its parts, a part devoted to the symbols and meanings, premises, and rules pertaining to speech and, more
broadly, to social communication. A symbol is defined as a"vehicle for a conception” and symbols are "tangible
formulations of notions, abstractions from experience fixed in perceptible forms, concrete embodiments of ideas,
attitudes, judgments, longings, or beliefs." The "conceptions' are the "meanings, notions, definitions, and so forth,
which symbols express’ (Geertz 1973, p. 91). Premises express beliefs of existence (what is) and of value (what is good
and bad). A ruleis aprescription, for how to act, under specified circumstances, which has (some degree of) forcein a
particular socia group. A cultural code of speaking, then, consists of asocially constructed and historically transmitted
system of symbols and meanings pertaining to communicationfor instance, the symbols "Lithuanian" or
"communication" and their attendant definitions; beliefs about spoken actions (that a man who uses speech to discipline
boysis not areal man); and rules for using speech (that afather should not interrupt his daughter at the dinner table).

The ethnographer of speaking observes (audits?) the flow of social life in order to discover there, and to represent, in
writing, the portion of a culture that is devoted to communicative practices. What a culture symbolizes (that subset of
experience it marks off for conceptualization and naming), what it symbolizes with (the symbolic forms with which
mean-
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ings can be expressed), what beliefs and values it posits, and the array of prescribed and proscribed actions it specifies,
constitute a system sui generis. Because they are distinctive, the ethnographer must discover such particularitiesin each
speech community. But this does not mean that the ethnographer has no heuristic tools to use in the study of particular
speech communities. The hearing and representing that constitute ethnography are guided by the use of a descriptive
framework, such as that proposed by Dell Hymes (1962, 1964, 1972), a system of categories for observation devel oped
through systematic inquiry and analysis, and which is a general outline of the contexts and components of ways of
speaking. Furthermore, the accumulation of many such studies, many different ethnographies of speaking, provides
comparative knowledge that the ethnographer uses to help inquire into the distinctiveness of any particular case. The
descriptive framework and the accumulated representations provide the materials that ethnographers, when they take
the role of theorists, use to think about, to generalize about, the enduring, general characteristics of speaking as a
universal feature of society.

The ethnography of speaking, then, consists of hearing and representing distinctive ways of speaking in particular
speech communities. An ethnography of speaking is areport of a culture, as that culture thematizes communication and
of the ways that culture is expressed in some historical situation. This conception of speaking, of culture, and of
ethnography rests upon an assumptive foundation, to which | now turn. An exposition of this foundation should reveal
why it is that ethnography, and the kind of comparative analysis that ethnography makes possible, is such an important
methodology for the study of speaking as a mode of communicative conduct.

An Assumptive Foundation
Soeaking is Sructured

Albert Einstein is reported to have written that "God may be subtle, but he isn't plain mean" (Wiener 1954, p. 183).
With these words he expressed eloquently a basic tenet of scientific dogma, that although the world might appear to be
random, thereis, after all, order in it, and humans can discern that order, if with some difficulty. Ethnographers of
speaking have produced a research literature that confirms and illustrates what was at one time only assumed: that
everywhere speech is heard, thereis structure in who speaks, to whom, in what language(s), through which channels, on
what occasions, in what settings, for what purposes, in what sequences of action, and with what instrumentalities.

< previous page page 9 next page >

If you like this book, buy it!


http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20

Page 10

Whenever people speak, they organize their speech in ways not governed only by rules of grammar or by physical laws.
That is, even though, in any communicative situation, it might be grammatically acceptable and physically possible to
make any of two or more linguistic choices, such choices are not randomly produced. Recent sociolinguistic studies
provide massive evidence that such choices as which language to use in a particular situation (for bi- or multi-lingual
speakers), how to address an interlocutor, whether to delete or add sounds to words, whether to talk or remain silent, are
strongly patterned (Hudson 1980). Conversation analysis studies demonstrate that speaking turnsin conversation are
precisely coordinated, hesitations and pauses are delicately organized, and interaction is finely synchronized (Moerman
1988). Studies of nonverbal signaling behavior in humans have recently afforded a picture of interaction as organized
not only within but across modes of sign behavior (Wiemann and Harrison 1983). As Dell Hymes wrote, anticipating
some of the many discoveries made about the structure of spoken life, "speaking, like language, is patterned, functions
as a system, is describable by rules' (Hymes 1962, p. 131).

To say that speaking is structured is not to say it is absolutely determined. It is patterned, but in ways that its creators
can circumvent, challenge, and revise. Itsrules are violated, new rules and meanings are created, and therein play is
brought into structure just as structure is brought into play. Furthermore, any given speech community is, to use
Hymes's phrase, an "organization of diversity." The patterns of speaking in any community are fashioned from diverse,
even discrepant, motives, practices, and preferences, but nonetheless thereis, in any particular community, a knowable
system in its language use. To acknowledge that the patterns are mutable and that they subsume diverse strands does
not negate the fact that, nonetheless, there is a pattern.

One of the surest ways to experience the structure in speaking is to step from one society to another, to situate oneself
amid the sounds and stratagems of an alien speech community, because such new hearings bring the essential structure
of both communities into sharp relief. Such a stepping, such a situating of oneself, not only provides away to hear one
community's sounds as structured, it is also afirst step in discovering that wherever there is a distinctive socia
community thereis also a distinctive way of speaking.

Soeaking is Distinctive

"Speech," Edward Sapir wrote, "varies without assignable limit as we pass from social group to social group” (1921, p.
4). The sounds of any particular communal conversation may be drawn from a universal
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repertoire of noises, but what the noises will be, mean, and accomplish, are matters of local provenance. The conditions
and contingencies of spoken life give rise to particular vocabularies, moral rules for using speech, and habitual ways of
speaking as an instrument of social action. Wherever there is a spoken life, there is a distinctive system of predicables,
preferences, and practices for spoken conduct.

Until quite recently, "speaking" as a department of culture had been neglected in studies of speech and in studies of
culture. It had been considered a given, something that is what it is, wherever it is found. Of course, it has long been
known that languages differ and that ways of life differ; and cultural differencesin speech behavior have long been
noted in passing. But until the last twenty five years, Sapir's statement notwithstanding, speakingthe use in social
Interaction of language and other symbolic resourceswas taken for granted as something that does not vary across
cultures.

A striking way in which speaking was taken for granted was in the implicit assumption that speaking is, primarily or
even exclusively, ameans for transmitting information. That is not always or everywhere its primary or exclusive
function. In Teamsterville, for example, much of speech behavior functions, not primarily to report or to describe, but
to linkthat is, to link interlocutors in a social relationship, to affirm and signify the interlocutors sameness and unity. At
the Nacirema dinner table, statements about one's experiences serve not only to inform listeners about those
experiences but to give speakers an opportunity to express their uniqueness, to differentiate the speaker from the others.
This suggests not only that something more than information transmission is being done with speech, but also a
difference, across groups, in what gets done.

In Teamsterville a parent is expected to use physical punishment to discipline an errant child; among the Nacirema a
parent is expected to use supportive speech as the first tactic in disciplinea difference in rules. The Nacirema concept of
"communication” is, if not unknown, at least not prominent in Teamsterville speakinga difference in meaning. What
these peoples and others are doing, and what their speaking activities mean to themthese are culturally shaped and
defined.

An implication of assuming that spoken life is distinctive is that communicative conduct can never be fully understood,
predicted, or explained without knowing the distinctive culture in whose terms, and the distinctive social context in
which, it is spoken. Speaking is aways speaking somewhere, with some group of people, in some language, and it is
always shaped by and a part of some social life. To understand speaking in any particular instance is, in part, to
understand a distinctive way of
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life. Making sense of a particular communal conversation, then, requires local knowledge, knowledge not only of
speech sounds but of alocal system of symbols and their meanings, of community mores, and of indigenous patterns of
message-making and interpretation.

Based on recent research, it has become atruism to say that the communication technologies available to and used in a
society have a profound effect on the character of its social life. Language and speech are universally present in al
societies, but the availability of literacy, print, and telecommunications varies across time and place. The presence or
absence of these different technologies of communication, it has been argued, is a fundamental factor in the character
of any society. As Ruth Finnegan, who has reviewed much of this literature, has written recently:

Because communication is so fundamental we tend to take it for granted and not to reflect overmuch on the
various forms it takes. But a closer analysis of communication patternsand particularly the various technological
channels through which communication can flowsuggests that it may have far greater influence over our social
and economic life, even perhaps our mental make-up, than one might at first suppose (Finnegan 1988, p. 16).

One need not disagree with the claims that societies differ in their communication technologies and that these
differences have important consequences, to make the complementary claim that how any one of these mediais shaped
and functions in lives and societies varies as well. The claim | am advancing is that speech is "so fundamental that we
tend to take it for granted and not to reflect overmuch” on the various ways it is thematized and enacted in speech
communities. Finnegan has written, "the universality and fundamental importance of language for human society may
be overlooked. In fact verbal communication through humanly devel oped language is common to all societies and can
be seen as the universal background against which all other forms of communication take place" (1988, p. 167). | would
add that this "universal background" is itself highly particularized in terms of what any particular people has to say
about it and in terms of what they do with it.

The idea that speaking varies across cultures, in the ways suggested above, was first put forth in an explicit way by Dell
Hymesin his article " The Ethnography of Speaking” (1962). He made two assumptions. The first, which has been
discussed above, is that speaking varies cross-culturally; that is, as adomain of human activity it is thematized
distinctively across cultures, and in different societies there are different ways of speaking. This distinctive treatment
includes whether speaking is in-
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cluded in the cultural system and, if so, what symbols, meanings, premises, and rules there are pertaining to speaking in
the culture. The second is that speaking is akey to, or a metaphor of, social life. And thus, given that speaking, as a
socially and culturally structured practice, varies across speech communities, its analysis as a cultural system reveals, in
particular cases, something about the distinctive society and culture of a people. For example, that the Teamstervillers
believe speech, one of the media of communication, to be efficacious in signaling and ratifying solidarity, where there
IS some basis for a solidary bond, aswell as for revealing and reinforcing perceptions of social difference, where there
Is some basis for recognizing such differences and that the Nacirema have an extensive vocabulary for, and system of
beliefs pertaining to, "communication,” suggest something about meaning and action in the contexts in which acodeis
used

In every speech community thereis asocial pattern of language usethat is, some ordering in what is actually donein
the speech activity of acommunity. And thereis a cultural ideologythat is, a system of beliefs and prejudices about
communication. These, taken together, reveal a culturally distinctive way of acting and a culturally distinctive way of
experiencing social life. These articulating with each other, in the life of a person or group, constitutethat is, make up,
bring about, or enacta distinctive social reality.

Soeaking is Social

It isin moments of sociation that people speak: when they huddle together in intimate pairs or families, organize their
labor for mutual gain, govern and submit to each other as citizens of a state, or unite as atribe. Not every social
moment is a speaking moment, but every speaking moment not only occurs in, but also contributes to, a particular
moment of sociality. Speech is not merely a medium of or an accompaniment to social interaction but also shapes and
constitutes social life. "Oral communication,” wrote Father Walter Ong, "unites people in groups' (1982, p. 69). As, he
continues, "the spoken word proceeds from the human interior and manifests human beings to one another as conscious
Interiors, as persons, the spoken word forms human beings into close-knit groups' (p. 74). But oral communication
unites people not merely into a group but into a particular humanity manifested in particular words and practices, and
that particularity has an ideational and experiential substance that is distinctive and thus is a powerful resource for
constructing personal and social meaning. It is aresource by which a particular humanity is established; a particular
sense of sociality is a consequence of a particular social life.
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To know, and to use appropriately, the meanings, rules, and speech habits of alocal group signals and affirms that one
Isamember of it. To know the local parlance, but be unwilling to use it, or feel not permitted to useit, or to feel that
using it would insinuate oneself somewhere that one does not belong, reveals arelationship, perceived or real, that
places one at some distance from the group. To have once used the local parlance and then to eschew it because oneis
"beyond all that" places onein relation to the group, as aformer member or as one temporarily distanced from the
group. These patterns of use and nonuse have expressive import for the individual and the audiences to which they are
revealed and addressed, because they are intricately woven into the texture of lives and societies. Knowledge of, and
ability to participate in, a particular community's spoken life are not only resources for information transmission but are
resources for communal identification, and communal being, as well. Speech is both an act of and aresource for
"membering."

A culture and asocial community are not exactly one and the same but it is hard to imagine either existing except in
some integral relation to each other. A culture, as defined here, is a system of meanings, an organized complex of
symbols, definitions, premises, and rules. To speak of Teamsterville culture is not to speak of a geographical or
political unit but of acode. A community consists of a group of people who are bound together in some relation of
shared sentiment and mutual responsibility. A neighborhood is not a code and a code is not a social group, but a
neighborhood as community is bound together, in part, by itslocal code of meanings and mores, and a code has its
intelligibility and its force in some particular communal association, be it neighborhood, network, or nation.

It is when code and community jointly meet that the full power of culture is most strongly experienced. It isin an actual
social community that the full sense can be felt of a culture as set forms that precede utterance and action, that constrain
and enable what can be said and done in speech. A culture devoid of a context has no practical force, a context devoid
of aculture has nothing to transform it from a mere physical setting to a scene imbued with significance for those who
play out their lives against it.

The Discursive Force Of Common Culture
Not all of lifeis spoken life, to be sure. Juxtaposed with the forces of nature, tradition, class, and economics, and with
the consequences of individual differencesin beauty, intelligence, strength, and virtue, speech might appear to be of
relatively little importance in the total scheme of
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life. Certainly it hasitslimits as a department of the human experience. Once at adinner party | listened to a man tell
about how several professors of economics at the university at which | taught were notorious for their extreme political
views, views systematically woven into their research and teaching, to the degree that the university's essentially
conservative establishment found these professors to be quite troublesome. "Of course," he said, and then laughed, "that
would never be aproblem in your field." | never queried him as to the meaning of his remark. But | think he believed
speech is of such little social, political, or economic significance that, of course, thereis little about it that could be
controversialthe stakes are too low to take the subject very serioudly.

There are no simple answers to the question of whether speech is atrivial or a powerful thread in the social and
biographical fabric. One claim is that thereis aworld of hard substancethe material facts of economics, power, biology,
and the nearly as brutish facts of tradition and fashionagainst which speech is mere accompaniment, vessel, or mirror of
the important aspects of life. A contrasting claim is that personal identity, social reality, and social action are
constituted increated, negotiated, and transformed, as well as reflected inthe communicative conduct of which speaking
IS apart.

The ethnographic views, or hearings, represented in this book reveal that speech shapes and constitutes lives and
societies in powerful ways. But the ethnographer is quick to add that although talk plays an important role in every life
and society, how it does this varies considerably. The ethnographer is always concerned to inquire into how speech
entersinto a particular life and society, what its situated distinctivenessis. Thus, the ethnographer can affirm the
importance of speech and of studying it, but will also insist that because its importance is expressed in distinctive ways
across societies, much of what is important to know about speaking is situated, cultural knowledge.

One way to show how speech shapes life differently in different societiesis to think of different ways of speaking as
expressing culturally distinctive codes, or ideologies, of personhood, society, and communicative action. That is, every
cultural way of speaking is a distinctive answer to the questions (1) What is a person? (2) What is society? and (3)

How are persons and societies linked through communication? Teamsterville and Nacirema cultures are instructive
Illustrations. In Teamsterville, the person is fundamentally a persona, abundle of social identities, such as "man,"
“Italian,” "young," and aresident of 33rd Street. Society is existentially and morally prior to the personit existed prior to
the individuals who are part of it and it is more important than any individual. Communication is a process in which
psychological similarities and
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social differences are manifested so asto link individualsin relations of solidarity and hierarchy. Thisis an ideology of
honor, in that persons are accorded value to the degree that they embody and promote societal values of hierarchy and
community.

For the Nacirema, on the other hand, the person is a psychologically unique individual; society is built up from the acts
of autonomous individuals and itself is of value only in the degree to which it enhances the individual. Unique persons
link themselves to others by communicating their uniqueness to each other while ssmultaneously paying homage to
their social equality. Thisis anideology of dignity, in that in this code the individual is an object of ultimate value.

A code of speaking provides a system of rules and premises that is arhetorical resourcethat is, aresource that can be
used in appealing to othersto act. It also marks off a universe of meaning and supplies a system of interpretive
resources with which interlocutors can make sense with each other. And in terms of answering questions of ultimate
meaning, in terms of providing individuals and societies with ways to answer questions about why they exist and where
they fit in a scheme of sense and meaning, a code of speaking provides the resources for creating a sense of coherence
and form. Codes of speaking are, from this vantage point, rhetorical, interpretive, and identificative resources.

The Plan Of The Book

The various points of view presented in chapter 1 have not been proposed as uncontestabl e assertions so much as
considerations that legitimate what is to follow. What follows s a series of case studies, two based on Teamsterville
culture and two based on Nacirema culture, which explore how these cultures thematize speaking as a medium of
human communication. The considerationsor assumptive basisof chapter 1 suggest that by inquiring into distinctive
cultures one might find there distinctive treatmentsdistinctive systems of symbols and meanings, premises, and rul esof
this medium, and it is this possibility that is the object of exploration.

Before proceeding, aword should be said about the presentation of two cultures within one volume. A piece of advice
given to authors of booksis to fix in the mind a single image pertaining to the subject of the book and to allow that
Image to shape and inspire one's research and writing throughout the project. In writing this book | have tried to keep in
mind an abstract imagethat of interlocutors speaking with each otherand to keep foremost in mind the question of what
happens when people talk. This has been difficult because as soon as | have imagined a
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hypothetical image of persons speaking, particular images, drawn from memory and field records rather than from
imagination, replace the constructed image in my mind's eyes and ears. The hypothetical image is much likea
photographic negative or an outline drawing, but the particular images are colored with the sounds and tones of
particular lives, occasions, and communities. Thus the image of speaking invariably gave way to images of "speaking,”
the quotation marks implicating an activity given a particular meaning in particular worlds of discourse.

The chapters that follow are about the cultural coloration given to speaking, rendering it in particular instances of its
realization afundamentally cultural activity. What happens when people speak, what their speaking consists of and
what it means to them, are constructions made, | argue, in the terms and tropesthe colorsof particular cultures. | have
begun in this chapter by introducing the research theme and the perspective that has produced, and informs, its
development. There follows a series of four chapters in which case studies of "speaking" are presented. Chapters 2 and
3 present case studies of Teamsterville culture, 4 and 5 of Nacirema culture. These case studies are further interpreted in
chapter 6, a chapter that comparatively analyzes the two cultures examined in the case studies, revealing two underlying
codesor social rhetoricsof personhood, society, and strategic action. Finally, drawing from the materials and
interpretations presented in the previous chapters, atheoretical synthesis is made in chapter 7a synthesis in which
several ways in which speaking is "speaking" are formulated and illustrated. The integrating theme of the book is, then,
that whenever people speak, they participate in an activity that is thoroughly cultural. And the implications of this are
presented through a detailing of ways this fact impinges upon the process of social communication.
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PART Il
SPEAKING IN TEAMSTERVILLE CULTURE
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Chapter 2
Place and Personae in Teamsterville Speaking

Talk is not everywhere valued equally, nor is it valued equally in all social contexts. Speaking is an object of a high
degree of interest, elaboration, and positive evaluation in some cultures, such as those of the Barundi (Albert 1972) and
St. Vincentians (Abrahams and Bauman 1971), but is relatively deemphasized in other cultures, such as those of the
Paliyans (Gardner 1966) and the La Have islanders (Bauman 1972) (see aso Braithwaite 1982, Philipsen 1986, and
Carbaugh 1989 for systematic reviews). Cultures are not only varied but are also internally diverse in the emphasis they
place on the value of talk. In all communities there are some situations where "silence is golden" and some where talk
Is the most valued mode of socia behavior (Basso 1970, Philips 1970). Each community hasits own cultural values
about speaking and these are linked to judgments of situational appropriateness.

Teamsterville, which is located on the near south side of Chicago, is a neighborhood of blue-collar, low-income whites
who share a cultural outlook on communication. Teamsterville's cultural (shared, tacit) understandings about the value
of speaking are sharply defined and susceptible of discovery, although they are not written down in native treatises on
effective communication, nor can native informants necessarily verbalize them.

One manifestation of cultural outlook is the local view of the appropriateness of speaking versus other actional
strategies (such as silence, violence, or nonverbal threats) in male role enactment or self-presentation. Whether and how
well aman performsin amanly way isaprincipal criterion in Teamsterville for judging whether his behavior is
appropriate and proper to the socia identity, "male." Manliness is atheme of much neighborhood talk about self and
others, and a Teamsterville man is aware that his social performances will be judged frequently
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as to their manliness. To know how to perform, or present oneself, "like aman" in Teamsterville as elsewhereis to be
privy to implicit understandings shared by members of the speech communitythat is, to have access to the culture. It is
because the male role is highly important in the culture that description of the place of speaking in male role enactment
reveals much in general about the community's valuation of talk.

A Teamsterville outlook on settings or locales also informs native understandings about speaking as a situated mode of
social activity. In addition to the personae, which the culture marks for speaking "parts,” the culture also marks
particular scenes for occasions of talk. There are no labeled conversation areas or orators arenas in the community, but
its worldview includes social boundaries, scenes, and scenes within scenes referring to everyday stages upon which a
particular kind of dramatic action may unfold. The native view of settings, and of the activities they most appropriately
realize, specifies, among other things, places for speaking, and in turn that specification permits an inference about the
place of speaking in Teamsterville.

"Place" is used here in several senses but each contains various ideas of location, such as a position in asocid
hierarchy, a physical setting, or the niche properly occupied by athing, person, or idea. In this sense one speaks not
only of things but also of people and ideas as having a place "in the scheme of things." A place can aso be regarded as
a perspective from which one discovers or explores a subject by the use of mental images. "Place,”" then, may
simultaneously suggest notions of social, physical, perceptual, and heuristic location.

The phrase, "places for speaking in Teamsterville," uses each of these senses of the word "place." Although this paper
locates speaking in social and physical space, primarily it locates speech in the community's culture. Teamsterville's
outlook on the occasioned uses of speaking suggests that a sense of placeat once both hierarchical and physicalisa
"major unifying perception” in its cultural worldview, a perception that creates shades of meaning and interpretation
regarding speech as an instrument of communication and social life. Two features of placepersonae and sceneare
perspectives that have special relevance for exploring Teamsterville's images of the world, and for thereby discovering
where its people locate speech in their cultural scheme of things.

Four Teamsterville place concepts form a simple taxonomy of culturally defined places for speaking. Each is labeled by
anative place term, and is defined in terms of the kind of setting to which it refers, the personae whose presencein it
create a scene, and how the scene-personae configuration creates an occasion for talk. Scene, personae, and talk thus
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are interwoven aspects of the design | use in reporting Teamsterville places for speaking.

Collection and Analysis of Data

| had two periods of contact with Teamsterville. The first was a twenty-one month period during 1969 and 1970 spent
asasocia group worker in the neighborhood. The second, which began after a twelve month absence from the
neighborhood, was for nine monthsin 1971 and 1972 devoted exclusively to fieldwork research.

Participant observation and interviewing were used as techniques of data collection, and data were analyzed using an
ethnography of communication model (Hymes 1962, 1972). All available data, including field records of speech
behavior, informants' statements (spontaneous and elicited), and tape-recorded verbal interaction provided the evidence
from which the culture pattern was inferred, and against which it was tested. Thus, multiple sources of data were used
in constructing descriptions and verifying hypotheses relevant to the inferred culture pattern (Webb, Campbell,
Schwartz, and Sechrest 1966).

One research technique was particularly useful in constructing the culture pattern. The two episodes analyzed in this
paper draw attention to the role enactments judged ineffective by Teamsterville residents. Native reactions to out-of -
role behavior are instructive because they bring into sharp focus role expectations which have been violated (Goffman
1959; chapter 5). While exclusive use of this technique could produce a distorted view of the culture pattern (Naroll
1970), it is useful as one source of clues to discovery of a pattern. The episodes reported below are clues to discovery.
They provide concrete instances of a pattern verified systematically through ethnographic research (Keesing, 1970).

Speaking "Like A Man"

A Teamsterville native shares tacit understandings about the situational appropriateness of speech behaviorspecificaly,
that in some situations speech is appropriate in male role enactment, but that in othersit is not and its use casts doubt
on the speaker's manliness. Three classes of situation can be discerned: those marked in the culture for arelatively great
amount of talk by men, those marked for minimal talk by men, and those in which an emphasis of the verbal channel is
proscribed for effective male self-presentation and for which other means of expression are required.
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Following are brief analyses of the first two of these classes of situation and a more extensive analysis of the third.

When the social identity relationship of the participants in a situation is symmetrical, the situation can appropriately
realize a great amount of talking by a Teamsterville man. Specifically, the participants in a speaking situation should be
matched on such identity attributes as age, sex, ethnicity, occupational status, and location of residence. The
participants should be longtime friends. Speaking is a dominant focus of all-male socia interaction in corner groups
and corner bars. For boys the street corner, and for men the corner bar, is the principal setting for sociability. Speaking
Is adominant activity in these settings. Typically, small groups of boys "hang" on their own corner, and groups of men
have their own corner bar, a public drinking establishment claimed by them as their "turf," aterritory to which outsiders
are not invited or welcomed. Teamsterville men seek out other men of like identity, in well-established locations. These
are the situations in which it is most appropriate and proper for a man to produce a great quantity of talk.

A high quantity of speaking is considered inappropriate in situations in which the participants identity relationship is
asymmetrical. Such relationships are, for the adult man in Teamsterville, those with awife, child, boss, outsider to the
neighborhood, or aman of different ethnicity. Certainly, Teamsterville men do speak to their wives, girlfriends,
children, and employers, but these are not contexts of relationship that call for a high quantity of speaking nor are these
the "natural” situations in which to engage othersin a state of talk. Thus one criterion in Teamsterville for marking a
speech situation for men is the variable, the social identity relationship of the interlocutors. In speech situations the
relationship is symmetrical on relevant identity attributes; in nonspeech situations the relationship is asymmetrical.

For some situations the question is not so much whether there should be a great quantity or frequency of talk but rather
what mode of action is to be emphasized in male self-presentation, and it is thiskind of situation | have selected for
more detailed analysis. Specifically, an analysis of the Teamsterville data produces the generalization that when aman
must assert power over or influence another person, speaking is disapproved as a dominant means of self-presentation
and in such situations other means of expression are preferred, sometimes required, if the actor's male role enactment is
to be credible to those who witness it. Three instances of this class of situation have particular relevance for a
Teamsterville man: when he responds to insult, an insult directed either at him or at his female relative or girlfriend,
when he seeks to influence the behavior of a status inferior, such as a child; and when he asserts himself
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in politics or economics. These instances of the class of situation are analyzed and illustrated below.

It is not uncommon that a Teamsterville man must respond to insults directed at him or at the reputation of awoman
relative or girlfriend. An episode illustrates the Teamsterville view that an emphasis of the verbal channel is not
appropriate for men in such situations. A settlement house group worker took a group of Teamsterville boys (thirteen
and fourteen years of age) on atrip to Old Town, an entertainment area in Chicago. On the drive from Teamsterville to
Old Town, conversation turned to the topic of defending the honor of women. The question was put to the group
worker, who was not a native of Teamsterville: "What would you do if aguy insulted your wife?' The group worker
responded that he did not know, that it would depend on the situation. The answer did not satisfy the boys, who pressed
the question by asking, "But you'd hit him, wouldn't you?' The worker answered that he did not know, that he probably
would not hit him, or fight, but would instead probably try to talk to him or persuade him to leave. The boys, however,
pressed the point, and became increasingly nervous and upset, to the point that their moving vehicle was shaking from
the activity. They were, as| recorded it at the time, visibly agitated. As the group drove off Lake Shore Drive, amain
highway in Chicago, into the Old Town area, all of the boys, who were usually enthusiastic about Old Town visits,
clamored to go home, saying they did not want to go to Old Town after all.

How can the Teamsterville boys' apparently sudden decision to go home be explained? In spite of their fondness for
Old Town, the boys wereon this and previous occasionsuneasy about many of the people they expected to meet there,
and they freely verbalized their apprehensions of blacks, "hippies,” and "pot-smokers." On atypical walk with the boys
on Wells StreetOld Town's main streetsome of the boys would always be close to the side of their adult group worker.
At the start of the trip in question, the boys apparently assumed they would be in the company of a normal man who
protects those in his care in their culturally prescribed way, for example, by fighting for them as he would for the honor
of female relatives. When the boys learned, through the discussion in the car, that their adult companion of the evening
was not the kind of man who protects those dependent upon him in what is for Teamsterville the culturally prescribed
way, they became frightened. The boys' definition of the situation had been radically altered by the conversation in the
car. The closer they got to Old Town (where, they could reason, they might need an adult for security), the uneasier
they became. To the boys, given their assumptions, the situation was threatening. The boys faced a problem of trying to
deal with an alien situation, created by the man who

< previous page page 25 next page >

If you like this book, buy it!


http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20

Page 26
said he would choose silence or talk when fighting is, to the boys, the proper and appropriate response.

A second episode is about the Teamsterville reaction to a man who did not knowor who for some other reason did not
act in conformity toa local conception of appropriate role enactment. Again, the outsider's out-of-role behavior was the
choice of speech over fighting as the preferred mode of self-presentation in an exigent situation, one that required a
man to influence the behavior of his status inferiors. The episode, which took place over a period of days, was
prompted by the trouble a Teamsterville settlement house had with teenage boysin its youth programthe boys were
undisciplined, rude, and defiant of authority. The director of the program approached the problem in what he thought
was a constructive and sympathetic way, by trying to reason with the boys, to involve them in decision-making, to
understand their feelings, and so forth. These were techniques that had, in other settings, proved effective for the
director. The strategy was not effective in Teamsterville; the boys became more rebellious and more verbally abusive
and disrespectful of adult staff members.

John, alongtime resident of the neighborhood, embodied the local norms of the strong, physically aggressive male.
John, who witnessed much of what went on during teen program hours, had to face, as | now interpret it, adilemma. On
the one hand, the director of the program had a position of high status in the community, and he was a married, adult
man. On the other hand, the director did not physically subdue the boys, as John thought he should. John's dilemma can
be phrased as the resolution of conflicting information: either the director was not anormal male or the role expectation
of corporal punishment and the speech proscription for men in such situations was not applicable.

John dealt with the dilemmain three stages. He apparently ruled out the possibility that the director belonged in the
nonnormal category. One reason why it would be hard for John to assign the director to the nonnormal category is that
the director was married, and in Teamsterville marriage is automatically accepted as proof that a man is not a
homosexual. An illustration of thisis that in a group discussion at the Teamsterville settlement house someone
interpreted my wearing of colored socks as asign that | was a homosexual; the assertion was quickly disputed when
someone else said, "He can't be queer, he's married." At first John hinted, and eventually stated outright, that the
director ought to "beat the hell out of these kids." He even expressed his willingness to help and reassured the adult that
he could obtain the boys' parents permission for such action. John's suggestion was reinforced by his explanation to the
nonnative that Teamsterville boys interpreted the verbal strategies as a
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sign of homosexuality, apoint | verified repeatedly in other observations and through elicitation of role expectations
from informants.

Having failed to change his interlocutor's behavior to conform to Teamsterville expectations, John adopted a second
strategy, shifting from persuasion to an attempt at rationalizing the behavior. Since the director failed to live up to the
social-moral code, John sought to interpret the behavior in light of another code. It was illegal, he reasoned, for
someone in the position of director to hit minors: "l know you'd like to hit these kids, but someone in your job can't do
it, it's against the law, but | know that you'd like to hit them." It appears that John was beginning actively to reevaluate
the alien behavior. However, recourse to "higher authority" as an explanation apparently did not satisfy him for long.

John's third and final strategy can also be described from amoral perspective. The director was not immoral
(homosexual), or guided by an extralocal morality (legally bound not to hit minors), but was now, in John's eyes, so
proper that he was able to transcend the expectations that apply to mere mortals. John said to the director: "Y ou know
what you are, all the trouble you get from these kids, | don't know how you can keep from belting 'em one; you're a
saint, that's what you are." The director's speaking strategy had been interpreted and rationalized. John applied several
levels of the Teamsterville moral code to account for the alien behavior, to preserve the director's role enactment as
appropriate, proper, and convincing. The preference of averbal to a physical role enactment was itself a message in the
community, but John had to search for a meaning to that message with which he could comfortably live, a meaning that
was at each stage of hisinterpretation amoral one.

In both of the above situationsan insult by a stranger and rude behavior by the boysthe Teamsterville man discerns a
threat to the credibility of his role enactment as male. The challenge requires aresponse, a self-presentation that
answers the challenge. What resources for self-presentation are appropriately available to him? Speech is the currency
of social interaction when participants have similar social identities, including membership in a close-knit friendship
group; speech purchases an expression of solidarity or assertion of status symmetry. Therefore aresponse in which
speaking is the dominant mode of self-presentation has little value as a counter to the threatindeed, the threat itself
might be an inappropriate assertion of status symmetry. A speech surrogate as the dominant means of self-presentation
purchases an assertion of distance, difference, or status asymmetry, and may therefore appropriately be used to counter
the threat. The man must respond in such situations and the sanctioned resource for responding is something other than
talk.

In Teamsterville speech is judged appropriate for male self-
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presentation in assertions of solidarity but not in assertions of power over another person. "Responding to insults’
provides a neat illustration of thistwo-point theme. First, when an outsider to his group insults a boy's girlfriend or
mother, to take a speaking "part" is to run the risk of having one's performance judged to be ineffective. By not
defending his girlfriend physically the boy invites further attacks on himself, inferiority feelings for himself, and
possible future attacks on the girl. After al, the Teamsterville boy would reason, who will protect her if her boyfriend is
not "man enough" to defend her? | am here describing, as a construction from relevant data, the Teamsterville boys
own conceptualization.

As in any study of norms, so in this, rules do not necessarily predict behavior. Speech, at least as a dominant mode of
response, is judged ineffective as role enactment when dealing with an insult to awoman under a man's protection
when the offender is an outsider. However, if aboy insults a peer's mother or girlfriend (the mother or girlfriend of a
member of his own corner group), speech isjudged an effective, appropriate means for neutralizing the attack.
Preferred is averba put-down, which in effect humiliates or defeats the attacker, but a ssmple appeal to stop is also
appropriate. Speech is, in the situation defined, a sanctioned resource for acting to respond to the exigence of the
situation. It should be emphasized that speech is efficacious for an expression of power only in the context of a
previously established, continuing relationship based primarily on a solidarity tie. The strength of the tie supports the
verbal appeal, and a verbal strategy but servesto activate the solidarity ties, which are themselves persuasive resources.

Teamsterville residents not only believe that speech is inappropriate and improper in dealing with athreat from an
outsider, but that its use will bring negative consequences to the boy, such as future attacks on himself and his friends.
So too, when a Teamsterville adult man wants to affirm or assert power over or influence the behavior of achild, the
use of speech is not only ineffective but may also entail damaging consequences for the man's reputation. The principle
IS seen in action in the failure of a man to respond to verbal abuse from a child by a show of physical power. For the
child to challenge the man with speech, particularly brash speech, is an initiation of status symmetry, a challenge that, if
met only with talk by the adult, is not met at all. The use of speech by the child signals to the other a comment about
the relationship, an implicit announcement that the speaker isin a solidary relationship to the hearer. And in
Teamsterville, as elsewhere, assertions of solidarity are judged to be the prerogative of the more powerful member of a
pair (Brown and Gilman, 1960). For the man to restore the relationship to its properly asymmetrical state requires the
use of an effective cultural resource for that situation, and
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such an effective resource is physical fighting or nonverbal threat, not talk. One informant summarized the
Teamsterville view when he responded to my question of how a man would be judged if he talked to an erring child
before spanking him: "I don't know of that ever happening. That just wouldn't be natural for a man to do."

In Teamsterville, speech is proper and functional in asserting male solidarity, but not in asserting power and influence
In interpersonal situations. In critical symbolic ways, as protector and master of a house, the Teamsterville man
disvalues speech as aresource for male role enactment. In another critical way, as breadwinner, speech is not an
integral part of earning aliving or of other aspects of economic life. A list of Teamsterville occupations, prepared from
my survey data and corroborated by government census figures, suggests that the Teamsterville man requires relatively
little verbal interaction in connection with his employment. And yet, when the Teamsterville man needs a job, or must
deal with the civil authorities, or must plead a case, what means of persuasion are properly available to him? | would
coin the phrase a"rhetoric of connections' as the answer to the question, meaning that connections with a political
leader, a prospective employer, or other kinds of officials, are personal resources that may be morally and effectively
marshaled in times of personal need. Whereas speech is not a resource critical to male role enactment in exigent
situations, connections have avery real value. When | raised the subject of connections with my male informants, each
of them smiled broadly. Apparently they were pleased by mention of the subject and enjoyed discussing it. Each
emphasized the personal importance of connections and told how he himself had used connections successfully in some
situations requiring effective action. "The more connections a man has, the more heisaman," is how one informant
explained it.

For the Teamsterville man, minima emphasis of talk in work settings is one part of a pattern of minimal talk with
outsiders to the neighborhood, with persons in positions of authority who are not longtime associates, and with white-
collar persons, with whom there is a perceived status difference. Most of the Teamsterville man's necessary contacts
with "outsiders' are mediated through alocal precinct captain, Catholic parish priest, or union steward. The politiciana
precinct captain or his block assistantserves as an intermediary in matters of employment, law, politics, social welfare,
and various other matters, thus minimizing the resident's direct dealings with the outside world. Thisis an extension of
awidespread European pattern that extends from minor secular situations to religion. In the European countries of
origin of Teamsterville residents, not only in politics are dealings with authority normally conducted by means of an
intermediary, but also in the sacred realm, where
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the resident does not directly address the deity but relies upon such intermediaries as ministers, priests, or holy figures
to whom he prays. It should be noted that the intermediary principal redefines situations requiring assertion of influence
from the use of speech by the suppliant to the use of solidarity or locality ties with the intermediary, who is eventually
to state the case for the resident. Speaking is easy and appropriate for the intermediary in virtue of his higher social
status and his demands for convincing role enactment as an intermediary.

The concept of the intermediary was confirmed in conversations with informants, who verified the "rule" of access to
outsiders through an intermediary. In addition, the concept proved useful in explicating what | had, previous to
formulation of the principle, viewed as inexplicable behavior. Throughout my years as employee-participant and as
ethnographer-participant observer at a Teamsterville settlement house, | had occasion to observe on numerous occasions
the following illustration of the intermediary principle in action. The settlement house required that any teenage boy
wishing to join the group work program in the middle of the school year come to the office to register and speak to the
director. Whenever ateenage boy came to register, however, he always brought a friend, someone who was already a
member of the program, who stated the newcomer's case, while the applicant stood by as if mute, although he might
later prove to be capable of loud and frequent talk. My uninformed response, born of being socialized to avery different
culture, was skepticism about a teenage boy who could not come on his own and speak "asaman.” In Teamsterville,
however, | discovered that many of these applicants were speechless only in situations of their choosing. To speak "like
aman" in Teamsterville required knowing when and under what circumstances to speak at all.

Teamsterville residents do not think in terms of organized action for community improvement, nor do they think in
terms of using a verbal strategy for self-assertion. | asked one block politician, who praised the connections system for
satisfying the needs of individuals and families, whether a community group would be able to secure some needed
improvement through a persuasive campaign. | tried phrasing the question in severa different ways, but my interlocutor
would or could answer my question only by pointing to the ways in which individuals secured personal favors through
the effectiveness of an intermediary in the social or political system. The connections systemand the local
conceptualization of its efficacyis based on personal ties to intermediaries. My interviews of longtime residents and my
own experience produced only two instances of a community group that organized a persuasive campaign for
community improvement. Both instances were described by respondents
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as following this pattern: first, the groups tried to promote a cause through a group-organized persuasive campaign,
including appeals through news media, but the groups did not have connections and the campaigns failed; then
someone in the neighborhood who had connections noticed the campaign and acted to secure the needed action. The
Importance is not the actual, but the reported, result of using persona connections in attaining the desired end. In
Teamsterville, speech and group action are not regarded as effective methods for attaining difficult goals, and
sometimes speech is thought to be counterproductive.

In summary, speech in Teamsterville is not an effective means for the display of a manly role before one who is not a
peer. If an assertion of power is necessary, custom sanctions other means of expression. Naturally, the means vary with
the nature of the situation. If one's addressee is of lower statusa child, awoman, a member of another Teamsterville
ethnic groupthe power assertion may rely on nonverbal threat or physical combat. When one's addressee is of higher
statusa boss, an outsider from a more prosperous neighborhood, a government officialmale power assertion may
properly employ personal connections with an intermediary who states the resident’s case for him. When speech is used
in asserting influence among peers or in securing the services of an intermediary, the role enactment is effective
because of the strength provided by the established solidarity tie rather than the style or content of the verbal message.
Just as the woman who has learned her roles in the speech community knows her place is in the home, so a man who
has learned his roles in Teamsterville knows his "place" when it comes to speech behavior. He asserts himself in civil
or economic affairs through an intermediary, and is neither so bold as to engage in talk with those far above him on the
social scale nor so lacking in self-esteem that he must use speech to deal with those below him. To be able
systematically to render a convincing performance of the male role in Teamsterville requires control of the culture,
particularly the part of the culture that specifies the efficacy of speaking in appropriate, proper, and convincing role
enactment.

Places For Speaking

A sense of neighborhood has a degp and compelling significance to the dwellers of Teamsterville. The socio-spatial
boundaries that residents perceive as "the neighborhood" make up the largest region within which it is considered most
appropriate and in which it is most "natural” to engage in talk. The residents think of these boundaries as coextensive
with a particular style of speaking, which is characteristic of the community and
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to which its residents should conform. Definitions of neighborhood as scene, then, relate to native judgments about
when to talk and ways of speaking, and both kinds of judgment are linked to a native view of place.

Every resident readily and emphatically identifies "the neighborhood" and definesit very insistently in terms of specific
streets and blocks. Residents are equally insistent that they "know everybody around here'that is, within the boundaries
they perceive. Field observation and questioning of informants reveal that the boundaries reported vary considerably
from person to person, and that the "we know everybody" assertion is not literally true. But the very specific definition
and the insistent assertion suggest that aresident defines "the neighborhood" by reference both to physical setting
("around here") and to the particular people who make up his or her network of friends, associates, and acquai ntances
("everybody") within it.

The physical boundaries of the neighborhood frame a scene for sociable interaction. For most residents these
boundaries are the outer perimeter beyond which they do not socialize. In the course of my interviews of them, few
Teamsterville men or women reported that they had participated in social events during the previous year with anyone
who lives more than ten blocks from their home. Their reports of speaking practices, which observation confirmed in
most cases, indicate a pattern of overt behavior, but what is more important here is that the reports suggest alocal
preference for talking within, not without, the perceived physical boundaries. Teamstervillers view the physical
neighborhood as the largest scene within which talk is appropriately afocus of activity.

Within the physical neighborhood a Teamsterviller can be in the presence of people whom one defines as intruding into
one's social world. The physical boundaries are therefore supplemented by social boundaries that define "everybody*the
roster from which may be drawn appropriate personae for talk. Specifically, the ethnicity and residence of a potential
interlocutorhis or her social and physical placeare salient variables in decisions to mark an occasion as appropriate for
speaking. A visitor to the neighborhood, if so bold as to intrude into semiprivate regions (which include, among other
places, "the street"), must be placed by the resident in terms of ethnicity and residence before a conversation can
comfortably proceed. Once a stranger is so located, talk might be relatively free, depending on the kind of person it is.
"The hillbillies" and "Mexicans' live within the neighborhood boundaries, but do not, in the eyes of the long-term
white residents, really "belong" there. These groups should, in the view of the people | studied, "keep in their place" by
living elsewhere and socializing among themselves. They are not, as arule, appropriate partners for talk.
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Finally, there are those people who live in the neighborhood and whose ethnicity fits one of the traditional categories
but whose ethnicity is different from one's own. Germans, Italians, Poles, and Lithuanians, among others, now talk to
each other, but in the past these neighborhood groups had been relatively isolated from each other physically and
socialy, and thereis still a sharp sense of difference between them. These persons include some people in the other
groups in the term "everybody," yet they still can visualize an image of "the neighborhood" as people of like ethnicity
sharing a street or block, and it is that scene in which talk most appropriately and naturally has its place.

The unusually strong relationship of social to physical place is no accident. In the nineteenth century Teamsterville's
first residents established tightly segregated patterns of residence and association along ethnic lines. The residents, who
were new or relatively new immigrants, settled in row houses on a block or street peopled by their countrymen, and
ethnicity was a pervasive determinant of interaction, association, and residence. Today the patterns born of ethnicity are
altered but not totally replaced. Even though a person's street addressis no longer a perfect guide to ethnicity, many
streets and blocks are still associated with a particular ethnic group. Parents still forbid their children to play in a
particular place because it is an "Italian [Polish, etc.] block." Ethnicity and locality thus are at least practically
Interchangeabl e as organizing devices, criteria by which the Teamsterville resident selects from among the many socia
experiences available to him those which appropriately call forth speaking as a mode of activity (see Gans 1962, Suttles
1968).

In addition to locating occasions of speaking within the boundaries of "the neighborhood,” Teamstervillers also locate
on a scale of socia worth the style of speaking they associate with the neighborhood. Awareness of their own speaking
style as one distinct from othersis reflected in their readily reported assessment, consistent across informants, that their
speech is inferior to the Standard English of middle-class peoplepeople who live on "the north side”" (of Chicago), but
superior to the speech of, respectively, "hillbillies," "Mexicans," and "Negroes." They respect and resent the speech of
people who have a better control of Standard English than they do, are insecure about their own speech outside
neighborhood contexts, and find reassurance in what they perceive to be the deficiencies of "Negro" speech. Thus
Teamsterville judgments of locale, socioeconomic standing, and conformity to accepted standards of speaking are
correlatedTeamstervillers see themsel ves sandwiched between the richer, linguistically superior whites and the poorer,
linguistically inferior blacks who live to the south of Teamsterville.

Awareness of alinguistic norm and the concurrent belief that one's
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own speech is substandard can create what Labov calls "linguistic insecurity” (Labov 1966, p. 477). Thisin turn can
lead to attempts at correction, even hypercorrection, the practice of speaking so carefully asto betray a deliberate
attempt at compensation. Teamstervillers do not attempt or value correction or hypercorrection, and cultural
interpretations linking speech behavior with native attitudes about social and physical place may account for
suppression of attempts at change. On the one hand, the awareness of alinguistic norm that Teamstervillers do not
measure up to serves to heighten a positive affective awareness of community patterns, providing a kind of unity in
adversity, in which the local deviation from Standard English functions as a defining attribute of membership in
"everybody around here." On the other hand, a resident who changes speech to be more like Standard English is seen as
symbolically attempting to leave the neighborhood. The deviation from local usage is interpreted as an inappropriate
assertion. Like other attempts at rising in the world, it is resented by those who do not make such efforts. One
informant revealed a significant Teamsterville image when he described the neighborhood as a big crawfish barrel from
which everyone tries to crawl out and in which everyone resents those few who succeed in reaching the top.

Teamstervillers believe that in order to maintain their status as one of the "everybody" they should not significantly
modify their speaking style so asto deviate from local patterns. Changes in speech are easily noticed, so speech is
therefore a means by which a person can signal a desire either to move upward on the social scale or to affirm a
commitment to the norms of the present group. Teamsterville reactions to two prominent people provide a neat
Illustration of this dual possibility. Speech styleis aprincipal factor verbalized in positive evaluations by Teamsterville
teenagers of the television program "All in the Family," based on the lives of a New Y ork City family that livesin a
neighborhood much like Teamsterville. The day after Jean Stapleton won an Emmy award for her performances on the
show, agroup of Teamsterville girls expressed their strong approval of the show and the award. They were, however,
keenly disappointed to learn that in real life Jean Stapleton talks differently from the character she portrays on
televisionshe sounds "real sophisticated.” On the other hand, a Teamsterville resident can succeed in the eyes of the
world and yet not be resented by his neighbors. | asked one informant why it is that a particular local politician could be
so successful and still enjoy the almost reverent adoration of his Teamsterville neighbors. The informant replied, in a
tape recorded interview, "Well, see, he doesn't scare anybody because he speaks lousy English. | mean he has rotten
pronunciation. And he has, y'’know, he murders the
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American language, the way most of us do, so we know he's one of us, he's just like us."

The same politician mentioned by the informant once sought, upon the recommendation of a political advisor, to
undertake speech lessons from a professor of speech at Northwestern University. At the end of the first lesson, the
politician said, "I'm sorry, Doc, if | talked the way you want me to they'd laugh me out of the neighborhood." (I am
indebted to the late Glen E. Mills for thisinformation.)

A college student, responding to a question about his own speech, spoke for himself and other Teamsterville residents
when he said that he feels insecure in a university or other "middle-class’ setting because he grew up in an "illiterate,
poor neighborhood.” The informant said he is reluctant to change his speaking habits because that would alienate him
from his friends in the neighborhood. Few residents face the dilemma articulated by the informant, for they live their
lives amid friends and neighbors who constitute the network of people known as "the neighborhood," and among these
people speech is viewed as aresource for signaling one's similarity to his friends and for confirming his loyalty to them
and their shared values. Thusit is that a Teamsterviller's sense of neighborhood is a lens through which he locates
speech, socialy, physicaly, and hierarchically.

"The neighborhood" is the most macroscopic concept that Teamstervillers use to distinguish placesin general from
places for speaking. They supplement their view of placesfor speaking with several other place concepts that "the
neighborhood" subsumes. The most important supplementary concept is "the street," which as physical location refers
to all outdoor areas in the neighborhood, but particularly to streets, sidewalks, and porches. "Everybody" participates in
street life. A street is, however, considered primarily a man's rather than awoman's territory. Men spend more time in
the street and have access to more of it than women do. It is used as a general setting for sociability among
neighborhood residents. Although it legally is public territory, residents do not treat it merely as such; street territory as
physical setting can be a scene in Teamsterville because people actively socialize there, and outsiders who walk or
drive on sidewalks or streets often are felt to be intruding on at least semiprivate territory.

The nature of front porches, the physical design of the neighborhood, and the density of population facilitate the use of
the street as asocia setting. Porches are open and in most cases flush to the ground; they are small, usually about six
feet square. One porch is near enough to another that neighbors can converse and at the least are mutually visible.
People socialize in front of, not behind, their houses; they visit on front
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porches but not on back porches, perhaps because the latter ook out on alleys and hold garbage cans. There are few
back or side yards. A typical street has twenty-four buildings on one side (with avery small space between each
building), each building has two or three flats (one flat per story), and flats house an average of 3.4 people. On one side
of atypical block, then, there are about 160 people who are potential users of that block's porches, sidewalk, and street.
There are about seven to ten people available for interaction in and around each front porch stoop.

An upper middle-class suburb contiguous to the northern boundary of Chicago is an instructive contrast to
Teamsterville. There friends visit inside houses or in back yards where there is a patio, alarge fenced yard, and a
garden. Visitors are usually from outside aten block radius. Only one family livesin each building, with an average of
2.95 people per household. A resident can enter his or her home by driving in the alley to the garage and walking from
the garage door to enter the house by the back door, without exposure to neighbors. Adults do not socialize in front
yards, and certainly not on front porches. In short, there are relatively few residents per block and they preserve privacy
and avoidance patterns (Kitagawa and Taeuber 1963).

It is as part of the general physical layout that the street can be understood to be a significant setting in Teamsterville.
Sociable speech is conducted in arelatively public region, the street, where people are available to each other because
of the physical design of the community. Add to this the facts of population density and the relative absence of air
conditioning, and one can picture people spilling out in the street in summer. When outdoors, people frequently
congregate at porches and corners, and Teamstervillers share aview of what personae and what speech activity are
appropriate to those two places.

"The corner” is an outdoor setting, at or near a street corner, which a particular group of boys marks as its regular
meeting place and asits "turf," which isto say that a corner is the territory of boys or young men who are longtime
friends and associates. For some men the neighborhood tavern becomes a surrogate for a street corner, so "corner
personae’ can include men of all ages beyond early adolescence with the scene shifting from corner to tavernin early
adulthood. "The corner" in the broad sense is the principal scene where members of a group of males converse. Group
members promote extensive sociability among themselves and define sharp boundaries between themselves and
nonmembers. Accordingly, talk is an appropriate focus of activity "on the corner," but not elsewhere, and talk has value
as social currency among corner personae but not with others.

A particular corner has social significance for a Teamsterville boy
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not only because that corner is where the boy's most important social activity occurs, or where he meets the group with
which he has deep feelings of loyalty and identification, but also because there is more than a casual association of
scene with personae. Y ouths express their group membership in terms of place references: they describe themselves as
"Wallace [Street] Boys," "The Spirits of 32nd [Street]," "the 33rds." They write the street name on their clothing, and
they paint the street name on neighborhood buildings (Kohl 1972). Accordingly, where aboy "hangs" influences how
others see him and how he sees himselfit is a significant attribute of his personae. A boy feels at home, in the "right
place," at his corner, and that has special significance in a neighborhood in which "keeping your place" both physically
and hierarchically is an extremely compelling topos. Thus one boy summarized the corner's significance to him in
saying, "Where you hang is your turfyou won it and it's yours."

One corner boy said that his group did not allow Mexicans to enter its turf but that others could pass through without
incident. The boy's group does not define Mexicans as part of "the neighborhood,” even though Mexicans live within
the physical boundaries. This illustrates that a stranger's entry into another group's turf is considered a challenge to the
claimants' control of their territory. Frequently such an intrusion prompts a fight. On the other hand, if a boy enters the
turf of people he knows, even if he does not "belong" there, heis allowed safe passage because he is part of
"everybody" around there. Thus, to walk only where one is known insures peaceful relations even with unfriendly
groups. Because the presence of a stranger in alien territory can lead to fighting, residents value both staying where one
"belongs' and knowing everybody.

Where aboy "hangs' is not only his turf but is also the social context he marks as most appropriate to speaking
occasions. This association of speech with a particular context has significance for understanding the Teamsterville
boy's outlook on speaking. At the corner, the boy acquires a highly developed appreciation for loyalty to and familiarity
with his identity-matched fellows, and an equally sharp sense of the importance of the social and physical boundaries
that insulate his group from outsiders. The corner boy's place for speaking is therefore relatively impermeable by
interlocutors who do not share his background of meanings and experiences. On the other hand, the boy sees the world
outside his place as a context not appropriate to activity that has speech asitsfocus. A consequence is a heightened
appreciation for speech that (1) by its form emphasizes the boy's similarity to othersin his group and sets him apart
from those outside, and (2) is highly dependent for its mean-
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ings upon a context of shared experience. In short, the cultural meanings attached to places for speaking imply a
preference for what Bernstein calls a"restricted" mode of speaking (in which the speaker does not make verbally
explicit his or her meanings and in which speech does not serve as amode for expressing the personal uniqueness of the
speaker), and arelative deemphasis of what he calls speaking in the "elaborated” mode (speaking that is verbally
explicit and serves to make public the unique motives, feelings, and ideas of the speaker) (Bernstein 1972; also see
Whyte 1943).

Because women are denied full use of the street, they use front porches. The front porch of a house is not exclusively a
woman's territory, but it has special significance for the Teamsterville woman. Although the street isin general a
setting for sociability, not every means of participation in street life is sanctioned for women. In the local view, the
woman's place is in the kitchen and the home, and the man'sis in the street and the outside. Teamsterville men and
boys report neighborhood boundaries as more extensive than those reported by girls and women. The negative sanction
on certain types of female street interaction is reflected in patterns of child rearing. Girls are not allowed outside the
home without permission. They are carefully supervised and must account for their whereabouts at al times.

Teamstervillers believe that strict control in raising agirl is the only alternative to overpermissiveness, which brings
many negative sanctions. How, then, is awoman or young girl to participate in the social life of the neighborhood? The
front porch serves as alink between street and home, as a place in which a Teamsterville woman can appropriately
participate in social life. An adult woman, who had lived in Teamsterville al her life, reported that in winter she hardly
sees anyone, but "in summer the whole block opens up" and everyone congregates on or around front porches.

"The porch" is aplace at or near the front porch of a house, the physical porch usually being only a stoop or afew
steps. "Everybody" uses the porch. It isaprincipal setting for sociability, particularly for young children and for
women of all ages. Its use also facilitates a person's entry into neighborhood life, serving as alink between home and
street. Although I had previously been aware of the front porch as a gathering place, and had participated in front porch
conversation, its deep cultural significance first became apparent to me by accident. | asked an informant about who is
and who is not socially active in the neighborhood, as away of eliciting the characteristics of socially accepted people.
The informant mentioned an attorney who was minimally accepted but not active in the round of block sociability.
After several minutes of persistent but unproductive gquestioning about how the man
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could become more socially active if he so wanted, the informant answered with a note of exasperation and finality that
the man could never be fully accepted because he did not have a front porch. Later work with other informants
indicates that the front porch is used to extend invitations to talk and as a place for launching one's own participation in
neighborhood social life. The consequences of having afront porch might appear negligible. However, an
understanding of the function of the front porch in Teamsterville suggests ways of introducing oneself in the
neighborhood, of initiating sociability, and of receiving such initiations from others.

Fieldwork As Intercultural Communication

When a person seeks to understand speech behavior in a community whose culture is alien to him or her, the possibility
of misunderstanding is high. Upon hearing that | was studying "communication in Teamsterville," a middle-class visitor
to the neighborhood remarked, "There is no communication in Teamsterville." This outsider believed that because he
heard little talk where he expected it, there was none. Richard Sennett, a student of middle-class mores and manners,
wrote that when middle-class people want to feel they are socializing in awarm, personal way, they seek out "intimate
and small places, the most powerful being their own homes' (Sennett 1970). Real entertaining is sheltered by the house
walls and limited to those invited within.

Teamsterville's taxonomy of places for speaking suggests a very different model from that of middle-class or white-
collar America. Teamstervillers have a strong appreciation for sociability in such "public" places as neighborhood,
street, corner, and porch. Indeed, these are the kinds of placesfor speaking they value most. An implication is that one
should discover where people talk in order to acquire anything but a culture-bound understanding of a peopl€e's speech
behavior.

Teamsterville's criterion for marking a place for speech is different from that of some other communities. An upper
middle-class living room is a place for talk, and men and women, adults and children, are appropriate personae for
conversation there. Even relative strangers can be welcome; note that a host is anxious if avisitor does not participate
in the round of talk and often ahost deliberately encourages a reticent guest to speak. In Teamsterville, by contrast, the
living room is not popular as a setting for talk. Rather, settings are popular, which exclude those of different sex or
social position, and where outsiders would not be present to participate. In Teamsterville it is the presence of such
Identity-matched personae in alocation traditionally set aside for sociability among them,
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to the exclusion of others, that marks a place for speaking. The search, then, should not end with the discovery of
speaking locations but should uncover what, in the native view, makes a place fitting for talk.

In the present study the question of places invariably became, upon analysis, one of personae and of the scenes most
appropriate for gatherings of particular personae. In other words, talk is not afocus of activity merely because of the
setting. A gathering of Mexican and Italian boys on the same corner is an occasion for careful visual scrutiny as one
group quietly passes through the other's turf, but to make it an occasion for talk would be to invite trouble. Similarly
when an outsider walks into a corner tavern he changes the occasion from one of loud and frequent talk to one of near-
perfect silence. On the other hand, a person comes to have a particular persona through participating in activity
inextricably bound up with particular locales. One becomes part of the "everybody" by being from "around here." An
adolescent girl can be excluded from the round of talk because she lives a block away from other participantsin a
conversation. A boy becomes a corner boy because he spends time on acorner and "his' corner is, to him and others, a
significant aspect of his persona. The two schematic componentsscenes and personaewere not in this study discretely
separable. The outsider who uses situational components heuristically, as means for discovering a pattern in native
judgments about talk, should be prepared to find that in accounting for cultural data in any given case, the components
are interdependent.

Teamsterville data suggest that the magjor settings and occasions a people mark for speaking are important to
understanding a culture pattern of speaking. It would, for example, be difficult to discern the significance of the front
porch to Teamsterville ways of speaking if the investigator could not see its use and meaning as part of alarger pattern
of setting and speech behavior in the community, a pattern that interrelates concepts of neighborhood, street, corner,
and porch. Furthermore, discovering that pattern enables an investigator to explain symbolic behavior other than
speaking which might otherwise be inexplicable. For example, Teamsterville place concepts were helpful to mein
explaining one neighborhood practice that at first struck me as quite puzzling, the display of bowling trophies in funeral
parlor windows.

A Teamsterville funera parlor is, like a Teamsterville tavern, not so much an impersonal public setting asit is an
intimate, familiar, private setting. It is not the setting for abrief service followed almost immediately by atrip to the
cemetery; rather, thereis awake, which is attended by many people throughout the day and evening. A family chooses
afuneral parlor along socially patterned lines, following the preference of their social circle within their parish. The
funeral parlor owner is, in many
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cases, aresident of the neighborhood, a person who is an acquaintance, if not asocial intimate, of the mourners. Thus
the funeral parlor is a place for the meeting of friends and relatives as well as for the expression of sympathy.

For the funeral parlor, symbolic participation in the life of the street is an important rhetorical strategy, one aim of
which is to create a scene appropriate to the funeral parlor's activities, and the display of a bowling trophy is atactic in
this strategy. The trophy faces into the street, not into the building, asis true of the small military figures that were, at
the time of the research, displayed in many Teamsterville homes that had a family member in the military service. The
funeral parlor businessmen and the residents display the trophies to people in the street, the front window serving not
only as a boundary marker but also as a channel through which to announce locally-valued information, and through
which to participate in the life of the street, alife whose focus is the expression of solidarity and of interaction with a
close-knit peer group.

A bowling trophy in the window of afuneral parlor creates an effect wholly consonant with local patterns of symbolic
expression of neighborhood solidarity. It is significant to local passersby. It communicates that the displayer values a
popular peer group activity in the neighborhood, bowling, and that the displayer is therefore very much a part of
neighborhood life. A bowling trophy in the window symbolically links the inside region of the funeral parlor with the
outside regions of street and corner, and thus serves the rhetorical end of creating an impression that the funeral parlor
IS an appropriate place for its principal activity, meetings at which friends express solidarity and support. So viewed, as
symbolic participation in neighborhood street life, the bowling trophy in the window is neither tasteless indelicacy nor
gueer custom, but afitting display in its context. In order to see it thus, one must use the Teamsterville perspective on
places for speaking.

Conclusions

When Teamstervillers look out on the world their perception of it is shaped by afinely developed sense of place. They
see boundaries, social and physical, where others do not, and this vision serves as a major unifying perception in their
worldview. The centrality of place in the cultural outlook is reflected in a strong concern for locating people in social-
physical space; in aview of places as locales whose boundaries rightly enclose and shelter some people and deny entry
to others; and in a pervasive concern that oneself and others know and stay in the proper place both hierarchicaly and
physically.
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Speech, of course, is an object of that worldview, and speaking as a mode of human experience takes on a culturally
distinctive meaning when viewed from Teamsterville's perspective. Speaking is afocus of activity in social
relationships and in physical settings that have sharp boundaries insulating the participants from interaction with those
not matched to the relevant identity attributes. Speech is seen as an instrument of sociability with one's fellows, as a
medium for asserting communal ties and loyalty to a group, and servesby its use or disuse, or by the particular manner
of its useto signal that one knows one's place in the world.

One feature of "place" in Teamsterville is the settings in which the worldview locates speaking. These settings are
significant not merely as physical locations, as the blocks and boundaries that define a neighborhood, as particular
streets, or as the corners and porches that dot the streets. The worldview associates these places with certain people and
thus "imbues the landscape with social meaning” (Bock 1969). These are the scenes in which speaking has aplacein
Teamsterville life, and these scene-personae configurations, because of the kinds of talk they invite, create for the
resident of the community a cultural awareness of speaking. Thus by attending to the settings the community marks for
talk, one can discover alens through which to see not only the community's places for speaking but also the particular
way in which its people understand that, in human affairs, talk hasits place.
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Chapter 3
Mayor Daley's Council Speech

Chapter 2 presented an initial formulation of a Teamsterville way of speaking. It establishes a background against
which chapter 3 is set. Chapter 3 examines a single speech event illumined through an application of previousy
formulated ideas about place and personae in Teamsterville spoken life.

The speech examined here is a particularly fortunate instance for cultural analysis. In it abearer of Teamsterville
culture replied to charges by an outsider that the speaker acted wrongly. The reply was intelligible and convincing to
those who shared the speaker's culture, but not to those outsiders who in turn replied to the reply. Such an interplay of
replies suits ideally an ethnographic inquiry because in it one can hear cultures being pressed into the service of
explanation and justification. Such discursive events publicize cultural terms, provide opportunity to interpret culturally
situated speech, and juxtapose the "otherness' of multiple codes of interpretation and action. Thustheir analysisis
ideally suited for the purposes of the present study.

The Speech And Its Reception

In July of 1971, the late Richard J. Daley, then mayor of Chicago, performed what might have passed as a thoroughly
unremarkable act. He appointed a young, relatively inexperienced man, Thomas P. Keane, to the city's Zoning Board of
Appeals. It was, on the surface, an appointment that would have aroused no public controversy, because young Keane
(thirty-six years of age), although arguably light on experience, was eminently well qualified for paid civic duty in the
Chicago of 1971: he had "connections' to people in high places. Not only was Thomas P.
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Keane well connected (his father was Alderman Thomas E. Keane of the Chicago City Council), but his "connection”
was well connected (the elder Keane was the mayor's close personal friend and chief political ally). Such conditions of
network linkage had been, for many years, sufficient to assume that the Chicago city council would approve
perfunctorily a mayoral nomination.

But by 1971 Daley's iron grip on Chicago politics had begun to loosen, if ever so dightly, asis revealed in the fact that
the mayor's request to approve the young Keane did elicit aremark. Prior to the council meeting, Richard Simpson, a
University of Illinois-Chicago faculty member and newly elected Chicago alderman had, in the political science class
he taught, criticized Keane's appointment on the grounds of nepotism. And in the council meeting of Wednesday, July
21, alderman Simpson asked, "Why is it members of the same family get appointments in several sections of
government?' The mayor responded with what the New York Times called a"wild outburst of temper” in a"five-minute
tirade, striding back and forth across the council platform, his face purple with rage" ("Losing his Cool," 1971, Sect.

1V, p. 5). That the triggering remark was made at all, and that it elicited such a vehement response from the mayor,
suggest that Daley's iron grip on Chicago politics had loosened. But that his grip was loosened ever so dlightly is
indicated by the council vote, which was forty-five to two in favor of confirmation.

Studs Terkel, of WFMT-Chicago, tape-recorded the speech from the council gallery and, after playing it on his radio
program, gave the tape to me. The quality of the recording is poor, but over ninety percent of the speech is transcribed
here, with empty round brackets indicating inaudible or indecipherable sections. Newspaper reports were used to
construct initially uninterpretable passages. Where such aids were used, the relevant passage is printed in italics,
indicating my eventual hearing of the speech, not my unhearing faith that the newspaper report could substitute for
observation. (That the newspaper reports are not reliable is indicated by differencesin their reports of the speech's
wording, in their discrepant reports of the event, and by apparent factual errors in reportingthe New York Times and the
Chicago Sun-Times reported the speech's length as five minutes but my recording is timed at over eight minutes.) The
entire speech was scanned, significant pauses noted, and the words were organized into lines as follows:

A poem was written about sons. It goes something
like this ()

"To press my lips against the fair

Cheek or brow of my young sons,
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So long | have stooped down ...

But suddenly, today, to my surprise,
| find that | must rise on my toe tips
And reach up to kiss their fair lips

"These tall young sons, as straight
as any pine ... can they be mine?

Soon | must leave, | must go ... Soon |
know they will go

"But, Oh, | am so glad that |

Have had

Small sons to stoop

to Tall sonsto reach to

Clean sons to give

That other sons may live."

| hope the professor will give that to his classes.
Yes, Sir.

| hope the halls of the great educational
institutes will stop
bein' places for agitation and hatred against this
government and this society.

And talk about the young people, with their cynical
smiles and
their failure and polluted minds ...

() that I made this appointment because a man's name

was Keane and he was the son of afamous member of
this
Council.

| made this appointment because | know Tommy Keane, the

boy that | appointed, since he's a baby and | know
his mother.

And Mike Keane wasn't called on this appointment, but
Adeline Keane, one of the greatest women that |
know not only in this city but in any city in the
United States.

A fine, Polish-American woman who raised afine boy.

And should that boy be told by this professor or by any
professor that he can't hold office because his
name is Keane and she's his mother?

Wher're we goin' with thiskind of a society? And
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wher're we goin' with these kind of educators?

They're doin' these things to the young people of
our country.

Let's start tellin' the truth. ()

That appointment was never made at the request of
Alderman Keane. ()

... who's supposed to be the highest of vocations, a

teacher if you will ... dedicated to tell the truth. ()
What kind of truth is that? What kind of education?
() You can heckle all you want

And let's ook at the record of the University and what
they're doin' to the minds.

|s this what they've told the students? That | made the
appointment because his father is head of the Finance Committee?

| made the appointment because he's afine young man and a
decent Chicagoan. And for no otherwise.

Hypocrites and fakers. And that's what we have too much
in the educational community todayhypocrites and
fakers.

Afraid to tell and face the truth, afraid to let the young
people go into the combat of election contests.

No, they want to stand behind the great university cloak
and tell how wrong our country is, how wrong our
society is ... when they know nothing about it ... and
they refuse to take any stepsto correct it, and
haven't got the guts to make the charge on this floor
what's wrong with this young man.

That's what's bein' taught ... and it's a sad day, a sad day
when we hear words of this comin' out of the
University classes.

And he's not the only one ... he's only typical of the large
number that are in these universities polluting the
minds ...

The young ... the young should know and they should know the
truth ... not be misguided and told by people who're
making these statements without checkin' the record.

Am | to be criticized because | appoint ayoung man like
Keane on the basis of nepotism when he doesn't know
what nepotism is?
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And am | to be criticized when | say and | don't care who
itis...

() Some people have never had the burden of having a son
that they could lean down to or a son that they could
reach up to.

And it's sad that they haven't because if they had they
wouldn't be talkin' thisway.

And if thisis the society in which we live ... if we're
afraid to appoint our sons or our nephew's son or our
relative or afraid to appoint any member of our
family, because of what. Fear ... of what might be
said? Not the truth ... the fear.

Who creates the fear? Who creates these phony issues?

The very people we're talking about.

| say to you very practically ... if you're ateacher,

God help the students in your classes if this's what's
bein' taught to them. (loud applause)

There were four types of public response to the speech. One, substantive criticisms were expressed. Speaking on the
floor of the Council, immediately after the speech, alderman Seymour Simon defended the colleges and universities,
and the constructive role they played in criticizing the Viet Nam war (Golden 19714, p. 5). At a press conference the
next day, aderman Simpson charged that Daley's statements in the speech were "false and totally untrue" (Golden
1971b, p. 5). And the Chicago Sun-Times editorialized the following Saturday that Daley should be more open to the
opinions of young people ("Mayor Daley's blood pressure," 1971, p. 15).

Two, there were several judgments made that the speech was a defective performance. It was characterized as an
"outburst” (Golden 19714, p. 1), a"tirade ... the most emotional and physically florid exhibition they [observers| have
ever seen” (Mayor Daley's blood pressure, 1971, p. 5), a"display of temper" (Schreiber 1971b, p. 1), and a"five-minute
tirade" ("Mayor Daley's blood pressure,” 1971, p. 5). Characterizations of the performance included assertions that
Daley "reacted furiously" and "stormed” (Golden 19714, p. 1), that his "voice rose and shook repeatedly" (Golden
19714, p. 4), that he "exploded verbally," "strode red-faced up and down the rostrum," and was "shouting at the top of
his voice" (Schreiber 19713, p. 1).

Three, severa observers, including both critics and defenders, went beyond mere characterizations of the act to propose
psychological explanations of it. Alderman Simpson, in his news conference, read W.H.
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Auden's "Epitaph on a Tyrant," which Simpson said "was not written about Mayor Daley, but ... is apt." Immediately
following its quotation of the poem and Simpson's comment about its aptness, the Chicago Sun-Times article that
reported it quoted A Reader's Guide to W.H. Auden by John Fuller, which concludes that the poem is about Hitler and
that "it is as though Hitler were seen as a puppet, not really responsible for the outcome of his moods" (Golden 1971b,
p. 1). Daley's physician, Dr. Eric Oldberg, was quoted as saying that "Mayor Daley blew up this week because 'he's
been working like a dog' and resented criticism from the university campus he helped create." The article reports. "Dr.
Oldberg said Daley told him later, 'I'm not perfect. I'm human. Maybe | got excited' " (Miner 1971, p.1). City Hall
observers were reported as explaining Daley's "increasing displays of temper in recent months' as the effect of alitany
of troubles ranging from long days at work to administrative, political and personal problems (Schreiber 1971b, p. 1).
All of these reactions interpret Daley's actions in essentially psychological terms, implicitly agreeing or disagreeing
with the physician's statement that "Dick Daley isn't ready for the couch yet" (Schreiber 1971b, p. 1).

Finally, some observers found Daley's performance to be defensible. Daley himself is reported not to have been
"contrite" (Miner 1971, p. 1). More positively, it is reported that after the speech Daley challenged criticisms with the
statement, "The hell with it. | make my own appointments" (Schreiber 1971a, p. 1). Hisrhetorical question, "Should |
appoint strangers?' (Schreiber 1971c, p. 1), was echoed in the statements of residents of Daley's neighborhood who,
when | asked them about the event, said, "Who should he appoint, his enemies?"

The speech contains errorsin style, logic, and pronunciation; it has lapses of topical coherence and structure; and it
admits of glaring instances of disingenuousness. But these criticisms, and the responses quoted above, whether true or
false, do not take the speech on its own terms, which is the task of the ethnographic interpreter. If one wishesto
understand the speech, to know what was said in it, one must check the impulse to condemn it and one must go beyond
merely psychological explanations. To understand its meanings and motives requires an interpretation grounded in
ethnography, to which | now turn.

An Ethnographic Interpretation
At the time Daley gave the Council speech | was doing ethnographic research into Teamsterville speech behavior.
Teamstervilleis one of many small neighborhoods that make up the larger Bridgeport area, Chicago Community Area
60. The Teamstervillers lived afew blocks away from
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Daley's home, and they considered him to be "one of us'in part because, in their judgment, he maintained typical
neighborhood speech patterns, had not moved out of the neighborhood, and exercised his power for the good of the
neighborhood and its people. Teamsterville culture, as | recorded it, serves as the interpretive background for making
sense of Daley's council speech.

In the earlier papers | posit that much of the meaning and force of Teamsterville speech ways can be understood in
terms of two culture motifs, those of gender and place (Philipsen 1975; 1976a).

Gender is a prominent theme in much of Teamsterville spoken life, revealing a culture and a normative system that
assign specific and well-defined functions to men and women. In this cultural scheme, men should be physical
providers and rulers of the home, women should stay home and raise children. For men, the boundaries of the
neighborhoodthe limits beyond which they will venture daily for work and sociabilityare defined to be larger than they
are for women. Women are relatively tied to home and to boundaries of a neighborhood perceived to be physically
smaller. Men, who must learn to assert themselves physically and economically, are trained to be aggressive and strong.
Women, on the other hand, should be quiet, passive, docile, and supportive. But men who assert themselves run the risk
of overstepping the boundaries of social and physical space, and these oversteppings, these excesses, can lead to
troublesto fights and failures. It is the place of women to do everything in their power to prevent troubles and, if they do
arise, the woman should step in and correct them. For example, a Teamsterville boy says his mother will beg him not to
fight, that sometimes fight he must, but that if he fights within his mother's sight or hearing she will intervene if the
fight gets too rough (thus, one bitterly expressed resentment that the Irish, Italian, German, and Polish boys have toward
Mexican boys is that the mothers of the latter do not look out their windows so as to be ready to check their sons
fightingthe Irish boy is at a disadvantage against an opponent who does not have someone in the background prepared
to restrain him). Mothers and wives tend the home, maintain its cleanliness and order, and tend to the order of language
and conduct as well. One may swear to, and in the presence of, a man, but the presence of a womanparticularly a
mothersignal s that one should refrain from profane speech.

Place is a second major theme played out in Teamsterville spoken life. When Teamstervillers look out on the world
their perception of it is shaped by afinely developed sense of place. They see boundaries, social and physical, where
others do not, and this vision serves as amajor unifying perception in their worldview. The centrality of place in the
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cultural outlook is reflected in a strong concern for locating people in social-physical space; in aview of places as
locales whose boundaries rightly enclose and shelter some people and deny entry to others; and in a pervasive concern
that oneself and others know and stay in the proper place both hierarchically and socially. Teamsterville and the larger
Bridgeport area, with itslocal streets, corners, and porches, is a culturally significant scene for those who live there.

The present analysis is sketched against the background of the previous articles. Here | shall focus on three aspects of
Daley's speech: (1) its key symbols and symbol linkages, (2) the way the speech functions as a move in a speech
episode, and (3) the code in which the discourse is grounded, a code of honor.

Symbols and Meanings

The manifest content of the speech emphasizes the specific and general actions of several agents, most notably the
mother, Adeline Keane, the professor, and the mayor.

The opening poem announces a theme, which is later developed more specifically, that "mothers’ raise "sons' to be
"men"that is, to take their "place" in "this society." Terms in double quotation marks are indigenous termstaken from
the speechlinked here in a statement that represents a Teamsterville belief and preference. To become aman in
Teamsterville requires that one learn a complex code of demeanor and deference, that one learn to occupy his place in
the world but also that one not reach too high. Men might be naturally grasping but it is the task of the community, and
especially of mothers (who are assigned the cultural role of moral guardian), to train its members to be particular kinds
of men with limits imposed on some appetites more than others. For example, one should not try to be something oneis
not, or something one cannot properly be, in the local scheme of things, but one should not fall below the potential of
his socia stationthis is an intense version of the American respectability ethic mixed with a European sense of
hierarchy. "Places" are assigned in society according to a known code of proprietyage, gender, and ethnicity being the
key criteriain this code.

The code not only permits but prescribes akind of social determinism by which who oneis (socially) does and should
count as grounds for where one can be locatedwhere one lives, who one associates with, and how far up the social
ladder one climbs. Thus, it is natural and appropriate that some might die that others might live, that some might lead
and others might follow.

A good Teamsterville mother schools her son in this code, and Daley said in his speech that Adeline Keane had done
thisjob well with
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her son Tommy. The mayor did not say, but it is part of the background understandings of Teamsterville culture, that
he, Mayor Daley, is supremely entitled to make such judgments, and to make such appointments as he did in the
disputed incident. From the Teamsterville community standpoint Daley's act was fittinga "mother" had raised a"son" to
take his rightful place in "this society" and Mayor Daley, who was less boss (as some critics called him) than king (in
the local code), made the judgment by divine right.

The second major agent in the episode is Daley. His actions here, as when he appointed his own son to political office,
can be understood best in light of a neighborhood belief and preference that men do, and should, act out of self-interest
in their political and economic dealings. When seeking to control or regulate others, and when seeking to meet their
own material needs, a Teamsterville man who acts atruistically is considered afool and is morally suspect. Of course,
the Teamsterville man and boy must be loyal to his fellows and to his relatives, and this loyalty extends to longtime
friends such as members of the corner group. Men should help those who have close ties to themselves. Thereiis, in the
neighborhood, an intricate and approved system of social, political, and economic interdependencies and reciprocities.
The Teamsterville code directs a man to maximize personal gain and the gain of those with whom he has close personal
ties.

In appointing Tommy Keane, Daley acted so as to maximize the interest of himself and his colleagues. His public
justification of the act was echoed by some Teamstervillers who later said about the incident, "Who should he appoint,
his enemies? (laughter).” And thereis the later statement by Daley in response to criticism over his appointment of his
own son to political office: "If | can't help my sons, then they [his critics] can kiss my ass' (Kennedy, 1978, p. 254).

In Daley's view, and in the view of the Teamsterville community, a"man" had helped afriend by appointing the latter's
"son." Thisis, inthelocal view, an unabashedly selfish, perfectly normal, thoroughly virtuous, even expected kind of
conduct. It is, as | will argue later, not only permissible but preferred conduct, away to be honorable.

Thus, from the speech community view, both Mrs. Keane and Mayor Daley had acted in ways that sustain and nurture
"this society"indeed, their acts in part constitute "this society." In order to appreciate fully the significance of the term
"this society," it is useful to consider the action of another agent, "the professor,” toward "this society," as that action is
portrayed in Daley's speech.

"The professor" is one of the key symbols employed in the speech. It occurs structurally in the same place as do such
related terms as "educa-
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tiona institute," "universities," "educational community today," and "university classrooms." Using "professor” here as
the generic term, one can note two things. First, "professors" are assigned atypical way of actingspecifically,
"professor” recurs as an evil agent polluting with untruths the "minds of the young people,” so as to turn them against
"this society." Second, "professor” is semantically opposed to "mother” and "father," the latter raising "young peopl€e"
to sustain and strengthen "this society.” Thus, the "professor” actively undermines the very "society” that the good
"mothers’ and "fathers' of Daley's acquaintance are trying to preserve. The "professor's’ charge has become a charge
against a"mother" and her "son," and thus against the life-giving principle of "this society," the latter being a god term
in the Daley political code.

"The professor" is further maligned by Daley in culturaly significant ways as (1) ignorant of the facts, (2)
unaccomplished personally, (3) cowardly, and (4) naive. Taking (1) and (2) together, there is a unifying theme: Daley
himself has accomplished much for "this society." He not only raised sons, but he governed the city in away praised by
many. Here Daley objected, as he had done before, that those who criticized him are on the sidelines; they are talkers,
not doers. One is reminded here of the powerful phrase with which Daley's office titled his formal report about
liberal/activist rioters and protesters at the Democratic convention in Chicago in 1968: What Trees Do They Plant? The
question in the title invites the hearer to ask what the protesters had done to change or improve society in any tangible
way. And it invites the hearer to ask, by way of contrast, what Mayor Daley and people like him had done for the
society. The answer, of course, would contrast the apparent lack of tangible contribution made by the protesters and the
objectively considerable contributions made in Daley's name.

The 1968 protesters had uprooted trees and attacked cherished tropesin Daley's "society." So too, "the professor" had
"agitated against,” but had not built anything tangible for, "this society." The professor is aso pictured as unfit to make
the charges he has made. According to Daley, the professor does not understand, does not try actively to "change
anything," and does not have the "guts' to come to "this floor to make his charges." Rather, he stands/hides "behind the
university cloak." A proper man, from Daley's view, would plant atree, build aroad, teach the young the truth, but
would not overstep his bounds, and if he were to oppose afoe he must, according to the code, step into the open, lay
down the gauntlet, and suffer the consequences of battle. He should not hide behind the "cloak” of the university.

The preceding analysis, with its emphasis on the importance of "sons," "society," "mothers," and "fathers" as god-terms,
and with the
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contrasting terms of "professors,” "pollution,” and "agitation" as devil terms, from the Daley-Teamsterville perspective,
tells us much about the meanings invoked in the council speech. Attention has also been focused on the links between
these terms'mothers raise sons' so as to take their rightful place in "this society." Furthermore, various radiants of
meaning have been traced by examining the juxtapositions of various terms.

The Soeech As Event

A complementary approach to interpreting this speech is to ask what kind of event thisis. By examining the terms and
their structural oppositions, but also by adding to these locally bound interpretations further, extratextual, comparative
information, one can deepen this interpretation and thus make it fuller, more complete, and make the speech more
meaningful.

A review of ethnography that deals with such countries as Ireland, Italy, and the state of Croatiain Yugoslavia, reveals
that much of the new world social structure hasits originsin that of the old world. The emphasis on positional social
relations; on groups of age-, gender-, and locale-based ties; a sense of fatalismall these strands of Teamsterville life and
culture can be traced in part to the community's religious and national heritage. It is against this broad reading of old
and new world ethnography of places and peoples similar to Teamsterville that | make the following speculative
interpretation.

The interpretation grows from areading of a particular ethnographic report from a segment of Daley's ancestral country.
On anisland afew miles off the northwest coast of Ireland, there has developed a socially structured event that has
been described in detail by the anthropologist Robin Fox (1977). When there is an islandwide dance, and some of the
men have become intoxicated, a specifiable, repeated sequence unfolds. One man insults another, and then the other
returns an insult. This goes on for some time, until insults escalate to threats and these €licit invitations to fight with
fists instead of words. There is a point of no return in the sequencewhen one of the men takes off his cloak heis, in the
local view, irrevocably committed to fight, and considered to be unable to restrain himself. A great show is made of the
fact that the coat has been cast aside, and aritualized process of the antagonist telling everyone he cannot help himself
ensues. The friends of the two men try to restrain them, all in avery organized and routinized fashion, but the
antagonists work very hard to put themselvesin a position to fight.

The final point in the sequence introduces a safety valve. The men are irrevocably committed to fight, they could not
back down now and
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still save face, but just at the last moment the mother of one of the men is brought onto the scene. She pleads with her
son to stop, then pleads with her son's opponent to stop, and at that point the men agree to stopcursing under their
breath that the other would not have been allowed this rescue from certain harm had not my/your mother appeared to
put astop to it. They part company, all iswell, and the community has allowed itself once more to release some
tensions, all the while knowing the reliable safety valve is available for use.

This ancientand contemporaryritualized, agonistic sequence is uncannily like much of the conflict behavior observed
among Teamsterville boys. And its surface form actualizes Teamsterville beliefs: men must fight, women do all they
can to prevent it, and men fear and resent those "outsiders’ whose mothers are not waiting in the wings to check a fight
that threatens to get really serious.

The historical-cultural background provides a basis for further interpreting Daley's use of mother images and themesin
his speech. On one level thisis familiar stuffa disingenuous exploitation of a near-universal symbol. Daley, here, might
have been privy to Kenneth Burke's (1969) insight:

|deationally, a speaker might have to go through much reasoning if he wanted to equate a certain measure with
public security. But if he could translate it imaginally into terms of, say, the mother, he might profit not only from
this one identification but from many kindred principles of ideas which, when approached, in this spirit, are
associated with the mother image (or mother principle, or idea of the mother). (p. 87)

Daley had, in the council speech, linked mother to public security or order in away that illustrates Burke's point about
rhetorical functioning of symbols. But to leave it at that would represent only a partalbeit a significant partof the
meaning and form in Daley's speech. In order to uncover more of the meaning in the speech, one must listen to thisas a
culture sui generis. In using the mother symbol, an ancient level of meaning is brought into playthe speech now
becomes an episode in which the central figure is no longer a man but a man's mother. Subtly now, the listener can hear
this sequence as one in which it is appropriate to stop fightingthe boys can and should honorably put their coats back
on.

Thisisasocia drama, an agonistic encounter, in which Daley has become a street fighter on a Teamsterville "corner,"
his corner, the Chicago city council chambers. "The professor" has dared to speak out on Daley's "turf," has dared to
insult the lead corner boy, by challenging
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the corner boy's prerogative to rule his turf and to help those who occupy it with him. And yet, to the disgust of the
street fighter, the challenger can "get away with it" by hiding behind the university "cloak." In effect Daley said, "If
you won't take off your cloak, then be quiet and take your place on the sidelines." Daley's cloak was off, but he knew
he would not have to fight, at least not, for now, very hard. Objectively, he was too powerful to have to fight; from the
standpoint of his code, he was required to fight back, at least with strong words. The insurance factor was that a mother
wasat least symbolicallypresent, and her presence made it not only possible but imperative that all of these boys walk
away from the fight.

This, then, is not a"cockfight" (to use Geertz's celebrated occasion by way of contrast) but a street fight. This was not,
again in Geertz's terms, "deep play" but "deep agony," in the sense of "agonistic," and it was "deep drama' aswell. In
order to understand the clash of codes that provided the bases for such deep agony for this drama, it will be useful to
introduce afinal line of interpretation, the third of the major themes | develop in making the total interpretation.

The Sructure of Honor

In this street fight, as in many agonistic encounters in the contemporary world, the clash is not just over a specific issue
but is aclash of codes as well. Specifically, | believe it isat least in parta clash spoken in the terms of the code of honor
and the code of dignity. But here, too, as with the above analysis of the mother symbol, although these ideal types
IIlumine much in the Teamsterville case, there is much that is culture-specific.

Paul Friedrich (1977) has argued, in his analysis of the "problem of Achilles," that there is a myth of honor that consists
of anetwork of implications, which is reflected by an overt "idiom" or way of saying things. The structure of honor
consists of a code component, with itsimplications of presupposition and enjoining, and of a pragmatic component,
with its catalyzing and resolving aspects.

With regard to the code aspect of honor, Friedrich (1977) derives nine honor-linked values. Seven of these will be
discussed as relevant to the Daley speech. Power, the ability to take from others; wealth, the accumulation of material
goods; magnanimity, generosity, hospitality, and mercy to suppliants; loyalty, the caring for one's friends and relatives;
and precedence, that one will seek desirable fortune for one's kindall seem to cluster about a pole of politics and
economics, and | shall refer to this as the instrumental dimension of honor. Daley was a
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powerful man, the highest human link in ahierarchy of "connections' whereby those in the larger neighborhood and a
smaller kin group express their loyalty and magnanimity. An intricate system of "connections," whereby the less
powerful appeals to the more powerful for aid, with the mayor at the zenith of the hierarchy, was well-known and
appreciated in Teamsterville life. Connections was a familiar, natural, and approved idea and fact of life. And it was
assumed that all would seek to maximize their gains and the gains of friends and relatives, but that those at a higher
level would be magnanimous to suppliants. Everyone is not, and does not expect to be, treated equally in this system,
but everyone is treated as generously as available resourcesand due respect to position and rankwill allow.

A second cluster of honor-linked values includes a sense of shame, the inner feelings a person has in the presence of an
audience that matters; glory ("kudos'), the fame that one wins in battle or contest; courage, the "moral fiber necessary
to face other men in the struggle over desirable things;" excellence ("arete"), excellence in debate and war; and piety,
reverence for the gods. These can be clustered around a pole of the moral-expressive dimension of honor. Daley did not
arbitrarily make an appointment, nor did he merely help to make the system work efficiently. Nor did he, in spite of his
disingenuous claim, appoint Keane "because he's a fine young man and a decent Chicagoan and no otherwise." Those
were insufficient conditions for making the appointment. Rather, Daley awarded a spoil, atoken kudo to his dly,
something he and his friend had earned through their excellence and courage in the political wars. The appointment was
aprize aswell as the assurance that another puppet was lodged in the hierarchy. Having taken their spoil, Daley and
alderman Keane can now stand up to a challenger, whom they scorn for having himself won few battles and for lacking
the "guts' to face the mayor in public battle. In part, the professor is seen as unfit for the task because he lacks
reverence (a proper sense of respect for "this society") and because he lacks shame (a proper sense of respect for this
occasion and the mayor as audience).

In the lliad, all of the honor-linked values are appealed to, but the catalyzing action is not a contest over political spoils
and challenges to political power, but is a contest over the allocation of women. Sexual honor in Teamsterville certainly
Is important, but it is not the issue here, or in this event, asit was in the lliad, where Achilles concubine was taken
from him. In the street-fight event, King Daley's right to exercise his power was challengedhe was attacked for
appointing someone on the basis of power, magnanimity, loyalty, precedence, and kudos. Just as an abduction catalyzed
an agonistic sequence in the lliad, so a challenge to
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the king's political and economic power catalyzed one in the Chicago city council. Much of the council speech can be
heard as amove in aritual interchangeDaley has called for an apology, demanded that the professor humble himself by
going back to his classroom to expiate himself by public confession of wrong thoughts and deeds. Daley's speech is a
move in a game, a battle which, under the circumstances, he could not and did not lose.

This discussion of an honor culture has been designated to provide a coherent code and pragmatic context for
interpreting the meanings in Daley's speech. This lays the basis for an insight into one kind of difficulty in intercultural
understanding: the opposition of complex moral codes. One opposing, or at least different, code, can be labeled the
code of dignity. Key values in this code are individuality, the sacredness of the person against the group, equality of
opportunity, shared power, fairness, sense of self-worth, and inalienable rights to material well-being without the need
to ask for it.

The making of an instrumental decision would be governed by a different system of values under the code of honor and
the code of dignity. And the motive talk about such decisions would be different using those codes. The rules for
negotiating controversies about such decisions, once made, are different in the honor and dignity codes. There is much
in Daley's speech to suggest that he used a code of honor in making the appointment, and that his motivations and
defense are expressed in an idiom of honor. His reply to his critics further reveals the implicit expectations that the
pragmatic component of the structure of honor is being employed. The professor's challenge suggests that he would
prefer that political decisions be justified and discussed with a code of dignity, and that such decisions be negotiated in
the dialogic structures (question-answer rather than petitioning) appropriate to the structure of dignity. Whereas in the
code of honor the favored form of negotiation is petitioning, in the code of dignity it is dialogue. Thus, one can discern
in this agonistic encounter not only the clash of interests but the clash of ideas, of codes, of idioms, and of communal
forms as well.

Conclusions

The contemporaneous reception of Daley's speech, as revealed in newspaper accounts of it, differs sharply from the
interpretation of it produced here. Most of those accounts treat the speech as untrue in its substance, uncontrolled in its
production, and untoward in its demeanor. | have tried to render the particular truth the speech expresses, the structure
of motivation that prompted its utterance, and the sense of propriety it embod-
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ies. In order to do this | have both applied and further developed my previous formulation of Teamsterville culture.

The chief means by which my account of Teamsterville culture has been extended here is the use of a code of honor as
an interpretive frame for hearing Mayor Daley's council speech, and it is that code to which | now turn. A productive
way to dissect aculture is by uncovering its indigenous conceptions of "person,” "society," and "strategic action."
Taking that approach, the person in a code of honor is most fundamentally a persona, the bearer of a social identity,
based on gender, age, lineage, residence, demeanor, and persona accomplishments. The proper relations among
personae is expressed in a hierarchical social scheme; some personae are fit to govern others. A good society isonein
which each person knows and enacts their assigned role and in the process attends to the ceremonial as well as the
instrumental dimensions of social life. Expressive ratification of the social order properly implicates and reinforces
another presupposition, that the society has a metaphysical and moral priority over the individual. Ideal persons in such
aworld discover their proper place, locate their persona within it, and act so as to reinforce this scheme, materially and
ceremonially.

The code of honor, however, encompasses aworld that is not merely static. Its pragmatic component specifies how
individuals may act so asto alter prevailing social arrangements, and that too is a distinctively cultural solution to the
problem of strategic action. The system can be exploited for more or less personal gain and adapted to personal motives
by the petitioning and granting of favors, with the powerful obliged to be sensitive to the needs of deserving suppliants,
the powerless enjoined to temper their appetites and to express their requests with deference. The system is also open in
that access to roles is determined by achievement as well as by ascription, particularly by achievement in election
contests. The system does not readily provide for individuals, acting alone, to assert themselves over and against the
society. Rather, the permissible way to effect a change in existing social alignmentsis to act collectively, as with an
interest group whose claims must be factored into the array of competing coalitions and groups or through victory in, as
Daley said in his council speech, "election contests'. "Connections," atheme discussed in my earlier papers, and
"elections," atheme mentioned by Daley, are two approved means for social influence and accruing personal power. A
third is that where there are differences of interest and values among powerful socia groups, those groups should forge
compromise agreements precisely to the degree that their mutual power, their interdependence, justifies concessions,

but these are concessions granted owing to the power of
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others not to any desire to accommodate differences or to harmonize values. The code enjoins collaboration, but not
"open communication,” with outsiders.

Heard with the terms of a Teamsterville honor culture, Daley's speech can be interpreted as expressing its own truth, its
own vocabulary of motives, and its own sense of propriety. What most distinguishes my account of Daley's speech
from those of its critics is not differences in motive, personal involvement, and time devoted to its examination, but in
the cultural terms brought to its hearing. How was such a hearing methodically produced? If there is a genera strategy
implicit in the interpretive method employed here, what isit?

First, genera interpretive techniques were employed. Meanings expressed in the speech were diagnosed by locating
terms that occur in structurally significant placesin the text (such as "mother,” "son," "this society," "professor") and by
tracing the terms with which they are linked structurally and rhetorically. Then, the speech was situated in its generic
event or episodic sequence, in this case a social drama, adiscursive form in which key cultural standards of praise and
blame are spoken. Finally, the speech was examined for whether a code of action is revealed in it, by searching it for an
examined or narrated plot linein which virtuous acts are celebrated and base acts deplored (See Friedrich 1977,
Philipsen 1987). With these techniques, the interpreter ascertains, respectively: What symbols are employed? With what
Is each symbol contrasted and compared? What episodic functions are performed and what kind of episode is this?
What scenarios are sketched linking kinds of symbols to each other in permitted and preferred lines of conduct?

Second, extant cultural knowledge was used together with the general interpretive techniques. The culture themes of
gender and place provided a conceptual background against which to place the structural linkages found among, for
example, "mothers," "sons," and "professors." A previously formulated analysis of agonistic events on Teamsterville
street corners provided an interpretive background against which to place Daley's speech as event, the event taking on
the character of a street fight between two boys vying for "turf * and the respect due boys or men of some reputation in
the "street." And Teamsterville accounts of manly action, supplemented by interpretations of the conduct of similar men
in similar circumstances, provided the outline for delineating a code of honor against which to set Daley's council
speech and to hear his performance as following a given system of principles. Thus, this study illustrates a general
strategy for the interpretation of deeply cultured speech. The interpretive process employed here consists of combining
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insights gleaned from using general techniques of interpretation with insights gleaned from applying ethnographic
knowledge relevant to the particular case in view (Gregg and Hauser, 1973).

One promise of ethnography is that, in revealing something about a culture that is alien to its readers, it can then be
used to reveal something about speech that is ordinarily heard as culturally innocent. As a case in point, this
interpretation of Daley's council speech, and the code of honor formulated for its hearing, can be juxtaposed to
Bennett's (1985) proposed "code of good communication,” which includes such prescriptions as that interlocutors
subject themselves to an "unlimited interchangeability of dialogue roles," keep "language sensitive and accountable to
human experience,” and evaluate symbolic forms "for their expressed openness to transformation and change." These
admonitions are at home in a code of dignity, which elevates to god-term status such terms as "equality," "experience,"
and "openness’; the code of honor would give privileged status, respectively, to "hierarchy," "tradition," and
"precedence” (the quoted terms attributed to Bennett are from his paper; | have supplied contrasting terms faithful to
Daley's culture). The point is not that Simpson, or Bennett, or Daley is objectively or morally right or wrong, but rather
that the juxtaposition of their vocabularies of motives reveals each to be speaking in deeply cultured terms, and one
important function of ethnography is to help usto hear just that.

In summary, this exploration into the "otherness" of a culture was undertaken by examining a speech grounded in the
terms of that culture. The method of analysis, drawing from general interpretive techniques combined with extant
cultural knowledge, has produced a reading of the speech that reveals that it was spoken in a code of honor indigenous
to Teamsterville culture, and that this code provides afuller conceptual context than heretofore proposed for
understanding this community and its ways of speaking. Like many other ethnographic studies, this one reveals
something not only about the culture it set out to examine, but as well suggests that other voices are likewise deeply
cultural, and in this provides another illustration of the ideas expressed in a prefatory note to another public drama:

In dramatizing the complex issue of power politics, Julius Caesar offers no easy solution to problems that are no
less baffling to our own age. Many will find that thiswork is one of Shakespeare's most perplexing, for it is
disconcerting when a playor history itselfappeals to man's earnest desire to judge action in terms of simple,
personal standards of right and wrong and then betrays and mocks his deepest convictions by suggesting that
Power is better than Vir-
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tue, that efficiency may be preferable to goodness, or that conscience may be dangerously inadequate in
determining political action. (Rosen and Rosen, 1963, p. XXiv)
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PART Il
SPEAKING IN NACIREMA CULTURE

< previous page page 63 next page >

If you like this book, buy it!


http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20



file:///C:/Users/Mahdi/Desktop/Speaking%20Culturally.Explorations%20in%20Social%20Communication/files/page_ix.html
file:///C:/Users/Mahdi/Desktop/Speaking%20Culturally.Explorations%20in%20Social%20Communication/files/page_3.html
file:///C:/Users/Mahdi/Desktop/Speaking%20Culturally.Explorations%20in%20Social%20Communication/files/page_ix.html
file:///C:/Users/Mahdi/Desktop/Speaking%20Culturally.Explorations%20in%20Social%20Communication/files/page_3.html
http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20
Mahdi
Rectangle


Page 65

Chapter 4
"Communication” As A NaciremaWay Of Speaking

The materias that provided both the stimulus and the data for this chapter suggest that in some American speech about
interpersonal life, "communication” carries localized and highly poignant meanings. The pervasiveness of
"communication” in such speech, but more importantly the systematicity of its occurrence, its "compelling facticity"
(Varenne 1977, p. 49), and the moral freight it carries for its users, make it an important term in an American symbolic
universe and vocabulary of motives. This study is an ethnographic exploration of that term and of the discursive field in
which it finds a place.

The basic move is to make problematic the meaning of "communication” in some American texts. We are interested,
for example, in what is meant by "communication” in the statement made by a mother, who said in discussing her
daughter, " She don't communicate with me anymore" (KIRO 1970) (earlier in the conversation she said she and her
daughter do exchange routine information through speech); in an advertisement, placed in a business magazine, that
includes the message ... if the listener doesn't show genuine interest and sensitivity to what's being said ... the
communication will fail" (Sperry 1980) (the advertisement attests to the importance of communication both at work and
in homework); or in the description of aplay by itsdirector as being about "contemporary humanity's failure to
communicate to reach love (Estes 1981). Consideration of these and other statements, in which "communication” is
naturally embedded, has led us to ask, What differentiates that potent term "communication” from "mere talk," when
Americans use it to discuss the quality of interpersonal life?

Our claim about the meaning of “communication" in some American speech is limited in two ways. First, we have not
exhaustively surveyed American uses of "communication,” but have described one field of
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discourseinterpersonal relationshipsin which it has alocalized sense; it has other senses in other fields of American
discourse. Second, we do not claim that all Americans ever inhabit the field of discourse in which "communication”
finds a place. We have, rather, uncovered and described the meanings and premises that give credence to a recognizable
way of speaking that is part of the workings of the society in which we have situated our inquiry. It is the way of
speaking itself, as a code or system of meanings, and not its social ecology, that holds our attention here.

In showing that a possible domain of everyday experience and its linguistic representation are cultural creations, we
record and interpret a datum, an instance of humans creating and constituting aworld of meaning in their own terms.
That "communication" labels the academic discipline we practice is more or lessincidental to the general point being
madethat domains of everyday experience, such as communication, and the terms in which people make them
intelligible to each other, such as"communication," are subject to human invention and coloration. Thus, in providing a
glimpse into an American definition of "communication" we hope to show the possibility for scientific and critical
insight that the cultural perspective (Schneider 1976) affords the student of speech behavior.

M ethod

Datafor the inquiry were gathered, by both of us, during the course of one year of collaborative fieldwork, directed
toward discovering a culturally patterned way of speaking in contemporary America. Our fieldwork took many forms,
including the construction of in-depth life studies of several people, the analysis of everyday events and scenes, the
collection and interpretation of assorted texts, and the reading of commentaries on American life (see Frentz and
Farrell, 1976).

The core material for the project consists of case studies of communication in the lives of two women, each of whom
was born and raised in the American Pacific northwest. Each case study is treated as a text constructed on the basis of
(1) transcripts from several unstructured interviews, (2) alog kept by each woman for three days, describing, along a
given format, the communication events in which she took part during those days (Zimmerman and Wieder, 1977), and
(3) focused in situ observations of each woman's communication conduct. Many other texts were also examined, afew
of which are interspersed throughout this report.

The principal case studies were given detailed interpretations with an eye to the role played by "communication”" and
related categories such
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as"salf " and "relationship” in each informant's presentation of herself and her life. In the development of our
observations into case reports, aswell asin their presentation below, we deliberately mixed our readings of the lives
studied and readings of other texts that constitute part of the life-world we and our informants inhabited, and with our
readings of academic treatises (Berger, Kellner, and Berger 1973; Hsu 1963; Sennett 1976; and Varenne 1977). We
consciously used our experiencing of these texts, considered singly and in juxtaposition to each other, to develop a
grounded theory of "communication" as a cultural category in the speech examined.

Once the primary analysis was, for the most part, completed, we examined another set of cultural texts, transcripts of
the Phil Donahue Show, which is a popular program shown daily on American television, and is the inspiration of a
recent best-selling book (Donahue 1979). Each show selected dealt with the subject of interpersonal relationships, and
each thematized "communication™ as the remedy to all problems. These transcripts were examined for their general
structure and content to test, and to articulate further, the theory initially grounded in life studies and anecdotal
evidence.

A Reading Of Two Lives As American Texts
Informant One

M is a 36-year-old woman, divorced, the mother of two daughters, ages six and eight. She has a degree in social work
but has not worked in that field, and is presently not employed outside her home.

A key distinction in M's metalinguistic lexicon is that between "small talk," the speech of acquaintances, and "real
communication," which is to her the speech of close friends in an intimate context (either face-to-face or by telephone).
She sees persons as occupying a “personal space” (aterm she used many times) that may or may not be penetrated by
another person. "Communication” is, in part, this act of interpenetration. The expression "close friend" (the equivalent
expression in Hebrew is "good friend") reinforces M's essentially spatial metaphor for "communication. "Close
friends," people with whom M can talk about her problems, and who will listen sympathetically even if they disagree
with her, are contrasted with other friends, with whom she associates mainly by "doing things together." When M says
about afriend that he is "close" enough to hurt her, she implies that intimacy involves the highest of rewards as well as
of risks, and the tension between the two is a source of interpersonal problems that persist after initial differences are
Overcome.
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Much of M's biographical speech with us reports her frustration in meeting her need for "real communication." She
feels her parents punished her for expressing herself, and she said as aresult she was an (emotionally) "abused" child.
M described her relationship with her ex-husband in similar terms. He continually "put her down" verbally as "a lousy
person” and criticized her because to him, as she said, "an o0.k. person does not have problems." Hisrefusal to discuss
her problems, which he said were intrapersonal difficulties, was for M the major source of distressin the marriage. She
saw her ex-husband's attitude as one step more extreme and destructive than that of her parentsin terms of her sense of
self-worth. With the parents it was the verbalization of a problem, with the husband the very experience of one, that
was unacceptable.

Thus "communication" was the substance of the major conflictsin M's life. In not being allowed to express herself in
the way she felt she both needed and deserved to do, she felt she was disconfirmed as a person. The relationships M
had, with her parents and with her ex-husband, lacked "supportiveness,”" the term she most often used to describe the
nature of positively experienced forms of interaction.

Like many modern parents, M reports that much of her communication with her children stands in defiance of her own
childhood experience. She tries to help her children "feel good about themselves'she listens to them, answers all their
questions, and provides detailed explanations and information about the world around them. A crucial function of
parent-child communication, for M, is to help the child develop a "positive self-image." It is important to her not to
have any "hassles’ with her children in the morning before school, so that they do not spend the day feeling "what ano
good person | am," which in turn makes them vulnerable to the inevitable "hassles’ they encounter in dealing with
others. To M the world is basically hostile, and one needs a "thick skin" to shield one from its troubles. She believes a
"positive self-image" is such ashield, so that feeling good about oneself is akey to survival. A "positive self-image"
can be achieved, according to M, only through "supportive communication."

The sense of problematicity that pervades M's experience of herself and of her world isin her view part of human
experience in general. She inevitably attributes interpersonal problems to discrepant life experiences which resulted in
irreconcilable personal differences. For example, she said her marriage could not have succeeded because she and her
husband had different backgrounds; even if they had had similar needs, she said, they tried to meet them in different

ways.

In the view we are explicating, human uniqueness makes "communication" both vitally important and highly
problematic. If people are
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unique, the kind of mutual disclosure and acknowledgment entailed in "communication” provides a necessary "bridge"
from self to others. But if people are unique, they also lack the mutuality necessary for achieving interpersonal meaning
and coordination.

The resolution to the dilemma posed by human uniquenessis found in M's belief that the individual has the capacity to
change through "communication." One source for new definitions of self is the communication by others about oneself.
The moral imperative attending this possibility is to be "open" to the "feedback"” others can supply. For M it is both
natural and desirable that persons be continually exposed to and "open" to such a"rhetoric of conversion” in the
interpersonal realm. Another source of materials for "personal growth" is the exercise of what is believed to be the
Innate capacity to choose what to be and become. We call the sense of moral obligation that attends this capacity "the
imperative for self-definition." According to M, if persons are unhappy with themselves at a given time, they can and
should change so as to maximize a sense of well-being. For example, she expressed strong disapproval of a man who
would not quit awell-paying but personally unsatisfying job; she criticized him both because he would not change jobs
and because he was not "open" to others' suggestions that he explore the possibility of change.

Thus, in the life and speech of M, "communication" derives its potency from the combined effect of the beliefs in
personal uniqueness and personal malleability, and from the normative injunctions to be "open" and to define one-self
continually. These beliefs and norms are predicated on aview of the self as continually changing and the concomitant
experience of one's identity as shifting not only through time but also across roles and situations. With respect to the
assumption of uniqueness, "communication" functions as the "how" of self, as the way to create and sustain a sense of
personal identity by having it validated by another person. And, to the degree there is a tension between the demands
imposed by the imperative to yield control for self-definition to others and the imperative continually to remake one-
self, "Communication” is viewed as the dialectic of these opposing forces from which emerges a " negotiated self.”

One of the fundamental tensions of that dialectic is the clash between the belief that persons continually change with
the belief that each person has a"core," a unigue endowment. M reconciles those beliefs by claiming that life
experiences affect persons crucialy, but mainly affect the external layers of "self." The core is affected only by a
traumatic experience, or through the intervention of counseling, which M believesis the only way to solve difficult
personal problems. She vacillates between an
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emphasis on either the fixed or fluctuating aspects of self in constructing an acceptable account of her life and world.

The belief that there is a personal core gives riseto a"rhetoric of naturalness.” It was stated in so many words by the
instructor in aworkshop we observed on "effective oral presentations.” The instructor said to students preparing to give
a speech: "Be yoursdlf, be natural.” And, in describing the experience of giving a stilted speech, the instructor warned:
"Y ou actually become somebody else, you're not relaxed.” Thus, the "work" of being oneself consists of shedding
unnecessary impediments to the experience and presentation of one's "true self.” It can aso be the "work" involved in
constructing a unified entity experienced (and presented) as one-self. For M this must be done against the background
of adiverse and changing world. Thus she feels the need constantly to check her interpretations of events against the
"feedback" derived from others through "communication." In thisway she enhances her sense of reality: "Then | could
deal with what was really happening and not what | imagined.”

In conclusion, the study of "communication” in M's life became a study of the many ways she has tried, failed, and
succeeded in building up a sense of "self," of the symbolic and interpretive code underlying this struggle, and of the
way it has been played in several crucia interpersonal relationships.

| nformant Two

K is a25-year-old woman. Sheis single, holds a degree in business administration, and works in a health food store
during the day and in atavern two nights a week.

K frequently used the term "communication” in talking about herself, others, and life in general. As with M, all K's
references to "communication" relate to itsinterpersonal function. This was of particular interest in that a great deal of
K'stalk referred to work settings, yet she made no reference to the instrumental function of communication.

K's self-image is explicitly linked to her view of her own abilities as a communicator, and she prides herself on her
versatility as a communicator, saying she can communicate equally well with "a bum on First Avenue and the president
of acorporation.” When she expressed self-doubts concerning her worth as a person, these took the form of misgivings
concerning her abilities as a communicator: "It's very important to me to communicate well with people ... sometimes
you are taken aback ... you realize you are not so good at that ... then you kind of humble yourself and realize maybe
you are not this open person
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you thought you were...." Being a good communicator and being an "open" person are near-equivalents in K's parlance.

"Open communication” is the phrase K reserves for her preferred form of communication, which is on a par with
"really talking" for M. The former phrase encompasses both the notion of full mobilization of inner resources, so asto
be able "to totally experience what is happening to me," as well as the notion of full utilization of the interactional
opportunities posed by a unique other person. Thus: "I'm usually very open to conversation with our customers. | take
advantage of the unique, unusual people that may pass through the door by verbally communicating with them."

K conceptualizes both the self and the other as resources, as potentialities to be exploited. "Communication” is the
process by which this exploitation of resources is carried out. The industrial metaphor that underlies this way of
speaking, whereby the person is seen as both the resource and the product of social life, is quite apparent.
"Communication” thus becomes the production process, which in itself is both a resource and a product.

For K, the self continually changes in and through "communication." She invariably conceptualizes such change
positivelyas development, improvement, or "growth." Lack of “communication" implies more than lack of growth, but
rather a sense of running in place, of stagnation: "Communication allows me to grow ... it scares me to be stagnant."”
Through "communication” the experiences of self and other are merged and intensified: "The only way to get ultimate
experiences is to experience other people through communication." Whereas M is concerned mainly with the
supportive role of communication in validating self-images, M is at least as much concerned with the prior stage of
constructing a self through "communication,” so that the self as"communicator" becomes the paramount role with
which she identifies. It is the most neutral and universal of roles, asin one form or another it appliesto all social
situations. In thinking of herself in these terms, K seems to mitigate the experience of multiple realities, and the
ominousness of an open-ended identity.

Our second informant uses "prison-house" imagery to describe the noninteracting self. She described how, as an
adolescent, she felt inhibited in her social interaction, although deep inside she knew she was "open" to
"communication." She said she felt she had to "lock the extrovert inside this cage." Similarly functioning expressions
are "outlet" and "escape into another," the latter describing "communication™" as that process whereby oneis
emancipated from the prison-house of the noninteracting self. Of her family, K said: "Our family is not really an open

< previous page page 71 next page =

If you like this book, buy it!


http://www.amazon.com/o/asin/0791411648/ref=nosim/duf-20

Page 72

family. You didn't just sit down and work out and talk about problems.” She links thisto awidespread shortcoming of
people of her parents generation, which consisted of "not communicating, not getting in touch with their children's
feeling." K was able to "communicate" with her mother, who was her confidant. However, her father's unwillingness to
engage in communication of the type she felt she needed, and thereby to legitimize it as the preferred way to conduct
family affairs, had a detrimental effect on the way she experienced her communication with her family. Thus she
described her communication with her mother in terms of refuge rather than of liberation: "In communicating with my
mother, she was great and she took refuge in me because she could communicate with me and she couldn't with my
dad, and he was so closed and she needed the outlet."

Although K said she knew her parents loved her, she also said she was very unhappy during her adolescence. The
source of her distress was the absence of aforum accepted by all family members in which to discuss feelings, air
differences, and examine divergent orientations. The communicative climate, which was marked by alack of "open"
interpersonal communication among all members of the family, rendered their family, as an integrative unit, less than
satisfactory to K. K predicted that she would repeat some of the mistakes her parents had made in raising her, but, she
insisted, “there are things | have learned, and that is that communication is important.”

"Communication” is so important to K that the highest level of communication she recognizesis talk about talk. In the
log she kept, K described the most rewarding communicative experience she had ever had, which occurred in the initial
phase of what was to become an intimate relationship: "We sat for two hours at breakfast discussing each person's
ability and method of communicating. We spoke on levels far beyond the normal chit-chat." The level of "normal chit-
chat" seems to be the equivalent of the term "small talk" in the speech of M. Talking about one's communicative profile
IS, presumably, part of what M defined as "real talk." The purpose of this intense preoccupation with ways of
communicating was to preillumine each person’'s mode of operation in the communicative sphere so asto be able to
anticipate and thereby prevent possible "breakdowns' in "communication." As "communication” is the "how" of love,
or the vehicle of intimacy, its inner workings should be studied and, one hopes, controlled.

In conclusion, the second informant conceives of persons much in the same way as the first: they inhabit a " personal
space" which can be
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penetrated through the act of "communication;" each person is unique and thisis aresource to be exploited for one's
growth and development; lack-of-growth-through-" communication" equals stagnation, to the point of identity loss.
The salf is experienced as an event or is not experienced at al; one's identity is closely tied to one's view of oneself as
communicator, which seemsto be the generalized role of the person in this orientational system. Thus, concern with
self-definition and self-validation is expressed as concern over one's own quality as acommunicator. Like M, K is
extremely concerned with having control over life, which she interprets as control over her communicative encounters.
Sheis cheerful and pleasant with everybody, assuming that thereby she will secure a similar response to herself, and
she engages in metacommunicative discussion as aform of "preventive treatment” in the interpersonal domain.

The Semantic Dimension Of "Communication”

In the speech of our informants, and in the other texts we have examined in the course of our inquiry, thereis evidence
of two distinctive clusters of terms referring to communication. One cluster includes such terms as "real
communication," "really talking," "supportive communication,” and "open communication." "Communication," without
an adjectival modifier, a'so can be included in this cluster when the term appears in the context of discussing "self " and
"relationships.” The other cluster includes such terms as "small talk,” "normal chit-chat,” and "mere talk." It is probably
the case that neither cluster is exhaustively delineated here, but the present assignment of terms is defensible in the
light of our field materials.

"Communication" and "mere talk" are differentiated on several semantic dimensions. The dimensions discussed below
were derived from our readings of the lives of M and K, and of related texts in which "communication" was a key term.
We tried to make sense of these various instances of the use of "communication" by submitting them to a kind of
distinctive features analysis. The dimensions were thus derived inductively, based on scrutiny of the texts we collected
and constructed (Seitel 1974). M and K, and the producers of the other texts we examined, use the dimensions
close/distant, supportive/neutral, and open/closed to differentiate "communication” from "mere talk." In what follows,
these dimensions will be defined, analyzed into finer discriminations, and applied to "communication" and "mere talk."
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The first dimension identified, close/distant, suggests an essentially spatial metaphor. "Communication” is the medium
for intercourse between those who are "close," such as "close friends"' and intimates. Although the spatial metaphors of
proximity and similarity are relevant here, perhaps of most relevance is the spatial metaphor of penetration.

Specifically, "communication” is high on interpenetration of the interlocutors unique psychologic worlds. To the degree
that interlocutors make public what was previously private information about their unique self-image, closeness, one
feature of "communication,” is manifested. This is intimate speech, speech that penetrates psychological boundaries and
barriers. "Mere talk," by contrast, is talk in and through which one "keeps his distance” or "stays at arm's length" from
another. The content of this latter kind of speech is"everyday chit-chat," a content independent of the unique self-
Images of the speakers.

Supportive/neutral refers to the degree in which each interlocutor is committed to providing positive evaluations of the
other's self. To engage in "communication," it is not necessary that one approve everything the other has donethe
other's actionsbut that one approve the other qua unique and precious individual. Thisis speech in which unconditional
positive regard finds its natural home. The dimension does not contrast positive with negative evaluation, but the
degree to which positive evaluation is relevant and salient. Thus, the polar opposite, manifested in "mere talk", is not
negative evaluation, but rather is the absence of a commitment to, and the absence of the relevance of, positive
evaluation.

A third dimension refers to the degree of openness manifested by the participants in the speech event. By opennessis
meant awillingness to listen to and acknowledge the other's presentation of self, to listen to and actively try to
understand the other's evaluation of oneself, and to be willing to consider changing one's perception of self or the other,
contingent upon the meanings that emerge in the speech event. Thisis the speech of emergent realities, of negotiated
selves and the negotiated relationship. "Mere talk," by contrast, is considered the talk governed by a set of conventions
independent of those that have been forged between the two interlocutors.

The three dimensional contrasts made above are formalized here to make explicit our emergent hypothesis about the
mapping of the semantic dimensions represented by the native terms "“communication" and its opposite, "mere talk."
The analysis suggest that, for our informants, "communication™ refers to close, supportive, and open speech between
two or more people, and that it can be contrasted with "mere talk," which is relatively more distant, neutral, and
routinized.
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"Communication" As Interpersona "Work"

Thus far we have defined "communication" by contrasting it with "mere talk." We further define it here by discussing
its relationship to two other terms, which have emerged as salient for the interpersonal domain. An examination of
"self," "relationship,”" and "communication," as they occur in our informants' speech, indicates that these terms label
categories that together constitute a domain of meaning. In what follows we explore the key figure of speech, which
makes that domain of meaning intelligible, and we articulate the key interrelationships among these terms. The purpose
of these explorationsis to deepen understanding of "communication" as a cultural category by examining it as one term
in alarger "code of talking."

Our field notes yield the following observations about the words used in some American speech: people "work" on
their "relationship” or make their "relationship work;" they "work" on "themselves' and on their "communication”
together; "nervous breakdowns" within the person's mental machinery have been supplanted by "breakdowns' in
"relationships’ and "breakdowns' in "communication." Thusin the world of meaning constituted by the speech we have
examined, "self," "relationship," and "communication" are things one can have and discuss, as well as take apart,
examine, put together again, and make "work."

The figure that lends coherence to these three terms is the "work" metaphor. This is manifested in the use of "self,"
"relationship,” and "communication" as objects of the "work" people do, as things which can be "worked on." It is also
manifested in the notion of "communication" as the "work" necessary to construct a"self " and develop a
"relationship.” Although most of the metaphorical expressions used invoke the notion of a machine, thereis an
extension of the metaphorical domain to include other, not necessarily machine-based, industries. For example, people
are said to "invest" in each other, but mainly in their "relationships"; people "contribute" to a "relationship,” give one
thing to it and take another. This secondary metaphoric domain is based on more organismic images, so thereis talk of
the "relationship growing," of "communication” being "aive," and of the "self" being involved in a continuous process
of "growth."

Metaphors, as Fernandez (1972) states, "take their subjects and move them along a dimension or set of dimensions' (p.
47). In the way of speaking examined here, interpersonal life is made intelligible by moving it along the work
dimension, and thus increasingly derives its validation from its ethos of performance. Thisis epitomized by the notion
of "com-
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petence" that is so naturally applied to the interpersonal domain. Interpersonal life, which in some ways of speaking is
associated with home and subjectivity (Kemnitzer 1977), has in the speech of our informants been made an arena for
work and technique. To the first informant, a person can be judged by the quality of their "relationships," the second
judges herself and others by the quality of their "communication." The "self," when it is discussed, is described in terms
of its components; references are made to feelings, responses, and experiences, all of which can be "worked on," and
not to the person as awhole. Both informants imply that interpersonal life is fundamentally an arena for work in which
one's competence is the primary determinant of performance success.

People can be judged by many standardstheir birth, blood, heroic deeds, or ssimply asintrinsically precious by virtue of
their being alive. The way of speaking we have examined is notable for the emphasis it places on the competence to
perform interpersonal "work." In this speech, "communication" competence would be a person’s capacity for close,
supportive, open speech in the discussion ofand thus in the "work™ uponone-self and one's relationships. Note that
competence here is not an attainment, it is a capacity. Given the changing nature of persons and the moral imperative
not to "stagnate," it is a capacity that is and should be continually put to new tests. Thus interpersonal life, in the terms
of thiscommunication code, is alife of unrelenting work in which one's competence is ever newly applied and newly
tested.

If the conceptualization of the interpersonal domain as an arena for "work" creates great demands for effective
performance, it also provides away to mitigate a sense of personal responsibility for one's interpersonal difficulties or
failures. Our informants attributed family problems and divorces to the absence of "communication” and to the
reluctance of people to "work" on their "relationship” or their "communication.” If "the relationship" can be made
responsible for some aspects of human conduct, then the burden of the "self" is eased. Thus when "communication
breaks down," and "the relationship” does not "work," both parties can still be "o0.k." Such away of speaking helps to
mitigate the discomfort that attends difficulties or misconduct and thus enhances the state of "feeling good about
oneself," which is the ultimate goal of interpersonal life as here conceived.

Given the importance of effective interpersonal work in the way of speaking formulated here, we could expect that
highly routinized procedures have been developed for doing that work. Such procedures have been codified in our
discussion of the "communication” ritual to which we turn next. Here we turn from a metaphor supplied by our
informants,
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that of "communication" as "work," to one supplied by us, that of "communication” as "ritual."

The "Communication" Ritual

Throughout this chapter we have noted that the people we have studied do not consider all talk to be "communication.”
Nor is all interpersonally oriented talk experienced to be as satisfying and liberating as "communication" implies for the
informants. A more specific set of expectations has evolved concerning the episodic sequence referred to by the native
phrases "sit down and talk," "work out problems," or "discuss our relationship." We call such a sequence the
"communication"” ritual. It functions asritual asit is the culturally preferred way to reaffirm the status of what the
culture defines as a sacred objectthe definition of "self" as experienced by any one of the participants, usually the one
who initiates the sequence.

In what follows we outline the basic ingredients of the "communication” ritual in terms of several components of
speech events as discussed by Hymes (1972). The purpose of this outline is to point to a general mold, not to provide a
recipe for communicative encounters. Obviously, each enactment of the ritual, each token of the general type, will
deviate from it one way or another, but this general account captures the essential ingredients of the ritual as we
understand it. The following of Hymes's categories were used for the description: topic, purpose, participants, act
sequence, setting, and norm of interaction.

Topic

The topic is problems arising in one's experience of one's "self" and one's world. Both "self* and world must be defined
by each individual, but these definitions must also be validated by others. The simultaneous awareness of personal
uniqueness and the demand for intimacy and mutual validation is a continual source of problems, which are
experienced as interpersonal rather than intrapersonal. Thus, their solution naturally calls for "communication,” and this
IS not accompanied by a sense of imposition, because the others will consider the problems their own, too. Turning
inward and brooding over a problem is not considered a step toward its solution. Hamlet, if he were a member of this
culture, would have tried to sit down and talk things over with his family, or at least discuss his problem with Ophelia.
"Communication” seems closely related to this sense of problematicity, and it seems that the term "fun,” as
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in "having lots of fun together," is reserved to the description of lightheartedness and well-being in the interpersonal
domain (in which "communication” is not "fun" but "work").

Purpose

The purpose of theritual is to resolve the sense of problematicity that one or more of the participants experiences, by
affirming participants' identities and engendering intimacy. In a"talk show" recently shown on American television,
which dealt with death, one of the participants said the purpose of the sequence she advocatesis for "people to relate to
each other in a positive way around a difficult issue." This captures much of the purpose of the "communication” ritual,
and indicates that it is not a problem-solving session in the regular sense that participants have a specific problem that
can be overcome and resolved. Rather, participants are expected to face whatever problem emerges, in adignified
waythat is, through talk of the supportive variety. The person who refuses to face problems by discussing them is felt to
be "copping out," to be relinquishing control over life, and thereby that person becomes unwholesome.

Participants

Participants are (potentially) al the persons considered by the initiator of the ritual to be intimates who will not be
imposed upon by discussion of the "problem," as they consider it, in part, their own. For a primary unit such as afamily
to be considered well-functioning, al its members have to be committed to the communication ritual on a symmetrical
basis, so that the enactment of the ritual is surrounded by a climate of legitimacy.

Act Sequence

There are constraints on the way the episodic sequence labeled the communication ritual can proceed. The structural
constraints that seem to govern its unfolding are: (1) Initiation: a member of an intimate pair initiates the sequence by
announcing the existence of a personal problem, which can be "worked out" only through "communication” with other
members of the primary group. The initiator suggests that they "sit down and talk about it." (2) Acknowledgment: the
addressee(s) acknowledge the problem, its legitimacy as an interpersonal concern, and its relevance to the other
members of the primary group, by indicating their willingness to enact the sequence. They disengage themselves from
other activity,
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and make ready to render the discussion of the problem the focus of their attention. They "sit down to talk." (3)
Negotiation: the problem is formulated, its ingredients examined from as many perspectives as possible, and its
implications for the initiator and the other participants in the ritual are studied. The initiator does a great deal of the
self-disclosing, and the other participants behavior is marked by empathic listening, nonjudgmental comments, and
noninquisitiveness. The initiator's attitude is that of openness both to feedback and to change. (4) Reaffirmation: the
need for this phase seems to derive from the potential effect on the negotiation phase, in which discrepant positions,
needs, and interpretations between committed individuals are brought into relief. At times a compromise on the
substantive level is not possible, and at all times the discord is threatening on the relationship level. It is this threat that
the reaffirmation phase seeks to mitigate.

Setting

The setting in which the ritual is appropriately enacted is one in which talk is accepted as the focal activity, in which
interlocutors have privacy, and can be fully immersed in each other.

Norm of Interaction

When persons experience a problem related to their sense of identity or to their functioning in the social world, they
should initiate the "communication” ritual. Conversely, a person who is approached by an intimate concerning a
problem the latter experiences should reciprocate by helping him or her to enact the communication ritual. The norm
calling for enactment of the sequence is very powerfully felt, to the extent that it loses its formative status of the "how"
of love and the "how" of self, and becomes the only indicator of their very existence. In this orientational system, not
having a problem is interpreted as suppression or reluctance to face the problems one "must have" by virtue of being
"alive" in the world today. A state of nothing in particular happening in one's lifeno changels experienced as dullness
and deadening boredom, and longterm relationships are particularly vulnerable to it. As one of our informants put it,
the comforts of alongterm marriage and its habitual structure prevent one from searching for a higher awareness of
"self" and "relationship.”" This kind of probing is made possible and legitimate in enacting the ritual, so that for some
peopl e the absence of the ritual becomes the problem. This can be atangled issue when partners disagree about their
commitments to enact the ritual with each other. Unlike any
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other disagreement, this one cannot be remedied through communication”an attempt to do so would be a de facto
enactment of the "communication” ritual. The gripping force the norm can have was indicated on two occasions when
people with whom we discussed this project at length, afew days later, in the context of discussing their lives,
expressed the strong belief that "communication” is important, and that one should "sit down and talk." The
ethnographic smile that lighted our faces did not jolt them into "hearing" what they were saying. When it was pointed
out explicitly, they noticed and concurred.

Finally, we speculate that the intensity of the preoccupation with the kind of speech found in the ""communication™

ritual standsin sharp contrast to the communicative requirements of nonintimate encountersin this society, where the
ruling injunction seems to be: "Thou shalt exude well-being." Our first informant commented on this bitterly, saying,
"If I am mad | don't care who knows that | am mad," and she described herself as a social misfit in thisregard. The
second informant seemed rather compulsive in following this injunction, pointed out that she took care not to burden
others with her problems and, by so doing, secured a similar behavior toward herself. This, it seemsto us, puts an added
burden on interpersonal relationships in primary groups or dyads. They become the only source of personal validation,
given the strong proscription against self-exposure in nonintimate settings. The "communication” ritual, then, is so
terribly important not only because it alows the expression of the "how" of love and the "how" of self, but also because
it is the only place to find them.

Having defined "communication," situated it in alarger code of meaning about interpersonal work, and formulated the
episodic sequence by which such awork is most naturally performed, we can make sense of "communication” (as it
appears in some American speech) in away we could not have done before. Thus we conclude by turning to a brief
examination of acommunication event that has a prominent place in American life. We turn to an examination of a
television show witnessed daily by alarge number of Americans and in which "communication,” as we have formulated
it, is very naturally and poignantly spoken by the participants.

On Being "In Touch" With Phil Donahue

The Phil Donahue show practices and preaches the "communication” creed we have described. At the studio in
Chicago, Phil Donahue and his guests "sit down and talk." They discuss interpersonal problems that
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many Americans would not talk about in the privacy of their homes, and the voice travels across America: "What you
need is communication." Indeed, to be fully "in touch" with Phil Donahue, one must also be in touch with the
"communication” ritual and the meanings to which it gives expression.

Phil Donahue, it will be noted, does not deal with insoluble problems in his broadcasts; he deals with problems that
seem insoluble to the people "out there" who are enmeshed in them. To his guests, these are problems they have solved.
Underlying these shows is arhetoric of conversion. It is not the person who beats his wife and cannot stopit is the ex-
wife battererwho is invited to the show; it is not the person who is struggling with his sexual identity but the person
who has come to terms with it that we see. It is they who have a message to convey, and the messageis: "l could
change, you can too."

The Phil Donahue show marks off aworld of talk where the "real stuff” is brought to light; emotions are thematized
and simplified by being abstracted from conduct and experience ("today's show deals with jealousy"). The climateis
generally supportive (when it is not, Donahue chastises the audience); interlocutors openly "share" their feelings and
views; the phenomena dealt with are provocative and problematic, such as children who "divorce" their parents,
husbands who beat their wives, couples who agree to have extramarital affairs, and so on. The specific topicis not of
concern here, the point is that anything can be a problem if so perceived, and any problem can (and should) be
overcome by enacting aversion of the "communication” ritual. A statement to this effect by one of the participantsin
the show that dealt with parents and children's rights was as follows:

Okay. Well, | think what Leeis talking about here is that she felt that she wasn't getting an adequate forum at
home to discuss her problem.... This first woman that spoke was saying: "Well, we could have talked it out, and if
the child didn't want to go that's fine." But many of these cases come up when thereis just no communication at
home. Now Cindy here went to court to have herself declared incorrigible and taken away from her parents. And
she said there were long stretches of time when her parents just didn't talk to her at all, let alone have a basisfor
communication.

The except, which is representative of many others taken from Donahue shows, illustrates the high value assigned to
"communication” by Donahue participants, and implies awareness and belief in the efficacy of the "communication”
ritual. The healing value of communicating about
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problems is attested by the mother of a woman who, through her childhood, had been sexually abused by her father.
Like many other people on the show, she feels her message to the public has amissionary value to it, and it involves a
call for "communication" "I'm here to support our daughter and to offer help to people who have had the same thing
happen to them who will understand. But mostly, that things can be worked out, and as a family you can learn to
communicate, you can learn to overcome what has happened.” On another show, dealing with marital infidelity, a
couple who had overcome the "problem™ described their newly found intimacy. The wife said: "The communication we
have now is so different. | trust his honesty, he'll answer any question, won't become vague ... doesn't say, 'put it behind
you, forget it."

In line with the view that problems are always to be solved in an interacting context, guests whose problems are
thematized often appear with some of their intimatespotential participants in the "communication” ritual. The clearest
example we found was the above-mentioned show on incest in families, where the sexually abused daughter appeared
on the show with both parents (who were in silhouettes). This appearance, like all others, was a postconversion one, so
that given the episodic structure of the ritual, the normative expectation is that by following the "communication” ritual
in which they all had taken part (and to which they testified), their relationship could be fully reaffirmed. It was
Interesting, therefore, to note that the daughter, who appeared to us to be angry with her father, worked so hard to
contain her anger; anger was out of place in the "script” implicit in the Donahue show, which presupposes a sequence
that ends with a reaffirmation phase.

The special rhetorical effectiveness of the Donahue "communication” shows is due to the iconicity of itsform and its
content: Donahue does what he says, and he says what he does. He both embodies and calls for the possibility of
personal conversion. He capitalizes on his standing as the archconvert who has learned that women are persons too, and
that if you have a problem you must not keep it to yourself, but "sit down and talk about it."

In response to an obstinate caller, who refused to see the light, Phil Donahue expressed the injunction that underlies his
show, and seems to underlie interpersona ceremony in private life as well: "We are not asking you to change this
culture but we can ask you as an adult to step back and look at what you are saying." This seems very much like the
ethnographer's taskto step back and look at what people are saying, Phil Donahue among them (see Carbaugh 1988 for
afuller treatment of the Donahue show from a cultural perspective).
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Conclusions

By interpreting several instances of American speech, we have constructed a way to hear the term "communication”
that rendersits use in that speech intelligible and illuminating. We have found that in the field of discourse in which
"communication,” "self," and "relationship” cooccur, "communication” refers to the speech that manifests mutual self-
disclosure, positive regard for the unique selves of the participants, and openness to emergent, negotiated definitions of
self and other. Such close, supportive, and open speech is the artful "work" required to follow the contradictory cultural
injunctions, "be yourself" and "be the self you want to be," while simultaneously conceding to others part of the control
for self-definition.

Thus"communication” is a culturally distinctive solution to the universal problem of fusing the personal with the
communal. In the ideology in which "communication” is a pivotal term, affirming oneself in and through a process of
social interaction is the highest good. But thisis always problematic. Each person is unique among personsthat is,
different from all others due to differential life experiencesand each person is malleablethat is, subject to change due to
personal will and changing definitions supplied by others. Given human uniqueness, the interpenetration of life worlds
Is always necessary for understanding another person and thus validation of another's self-image is always problematic.

Given human malleability, such interpenetration holds the promise of the kind of interpersonal speech that fosters the
favorable conditions of growth and change, and failure to expose oneself to such experiences is tantamount to denying
one's full humanity. Thus, the achievement of commonality with others and the construction of a sense of self are
always problematic, but "communication" is the process in which the problematicity is relieved, or at least "worked
on." "Communication" is the solution to the problem of "relationship” (love) and of "self" (personhood). In terms of
overcoming personal differences, "communication" functions as the "how of love," the primary vehicle and constituent
of a"relationship”; in terms of constructing and validating a"self," "communication” is the "how of self."

Given the cultural meaning and ideational context of "communication," as delineated here, it should be no surprise to
find that "communication" has its quintessential place in the ritual we have described. Like other rituals, the
"communication"” ritual, by its very enactment, thematizes that which is problematic for its performers, and constitutes,
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in its enactment, the solution to the problem. Just as prayer thematizes as problem one's separation from God, and
solvesit through ritual acts of obeisance to a deity, so the "communication” ritual thematizes the reality of human
separation and solvesit through acts of obeisance to the coconstruction of selvesin and through "communication.” Thus
the "communication” ritual functions to reinforce the unspoken consensus underlying intimate lifean agreement to be
close, supportive, and open, and its performance thereby implicates and insinuates performersin aworld of meaning
and morality, which gives credence and legitimacy to "the relationship.” It is this constitutive power of the ritual that
makes the fact or the possibility of its performance so poignant.

If various types of cultural performance, such as everyday and public dramas, are "dialectical dancing partners' (Turner
1980), then our readings of the everyday lives we have studied should help us to understand the meanings underlying
some more public dramas. For example, for us, the Phil Donahue Show was made intelligible in the very terms and
tropes that color the speech of M and K. Just as a reading of Phil Donahue's autobiography suggests a striking
parallelism between the structure and the content of his program and of his life, so his show simultaneously reflects and
provides "a rhetoric, a mode of emplotment, and ameaning" (Turner 1980, p. 153), which articulates with the ideals
espoused by M and K. But the dramatic metaphor fails us here. It is more apt to say that Donahue and company
communicate in evangelistic tones. Following a public display of "communication," they endorse it and preach it,
apparently to afervently appreciative audience. That we could find so prominent and so plausible a public use of the
code we formulated suggests, not that it is universal in America, but the discourse that usesit is intelligible to many
Americans (Hart, Carlson, and Eadie, 1980).

So, we have, as Donahue exhorted his viewer to do, stepped back and looked at what some of the people in this country
were saying. We found that a"wholesome adult" in the ideology studied looked suspiciously familiarhe is his own
ethnographer. The difference between the ethnographer and the reflective person who can deal with his problems
through "communication" is further minimized if we accept Ricoeur's (1977) dictum that the aim of ethnography is to
reach an understanding of the self via an understanding of the other. Our study of American "communication” has led
us to think of ethnography less as a journey into aforeign land or culture, and more as ajourney into a no-man's land,
which is neither the territory of the self or of the other. As every Isragli child who was taken on that mandatory fieldtrip
to the border knows, one cannot risk more than afew steps into unsettled territory. In doing so, however, one becomes
aware not only of the exis-
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tence of the other's territory, but of one's own, and of the concept of territory in general. The ethnographer, like the
careful tourist, pays his tribute to the border at designated spots, but the border stretches and winds between these spots
aswell, and it isin this unmarked territory that the "person” searches for a sense of personal meaning. The
"communication” ritual provides members of the social world we studied a context comparable in import to the
ethnographic encounter for the ethnographer, but the sign, if any, would say "exchange station” rather than "border."
Thus, despite the excessive territorial metaphors, we hope this study does not read as an exercise in cartography, that
we have been able not only to delineate some of the scenery in that stretch of no-man'sland, in that area of heightened
consciousness in which our informants told their stories and we made our interpretations, but that we have been able to
convey as well a sense of possibility for ethnography as perspective and method in human communication.
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Chapter 5
Joanna Kramer's Identity Crisis

In his paper, "Social Dramas and Stories about Them," Victor Turner drew attention to the interdependence of public
myths and personal stories. The former, widely available to the members of a society, provide interpretive and
rationalizing materials for the everyday stories that speakers tell each other in small groups, or that individuals
themselves use in their private musings about their lives. For example, Homer's Odyssey, a story of absence and return,
displays a system of meanings and motives with which individuals can tell and make intelligible their own story. The
disparate, seemingly incoherent, fragments of alife can be given some kind of story line by ateller who draws from the
Odyssey's interpretive and justificatory resources. It is not only that public myths inform personal stories but also that
the intelligibility of the former derive, at least in part, from their consonance with the latter. For example, Homer's
lliad, a story of Achilles' wrath over the abduction of his concubine, which istold in terms of power, wealth, loyalty,
shame, and piety, is intelligible only to the degree these concepts have some counterpart in the personal lives of those
who hear the myth. Public myths that, according to Turner, develop rhetorical traction and semiotic sense, are those
whose terms and tropes resonate with the existential condition of their hearers.

Turner's thesis about the symbiotic relationship of public and personal stories is of particular value to anyone who
wishes to ascertain a society's common culture. Myths, particularly those about the catalysis and resolution of agonistic
conduct, are forms that display a culture's interpretive and rhetorical resources. By listening to and interpreting a
society's myths, one can learn what meanings, motives, and story lines are intelligible and persuasive in that society, in
that a myth, expressed in the form of a story, reveals a code. Furthermore, the code elements used in a
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public myth or a personal story have heuristic value, in that insights gleaned in the interpretation of stories at one level
can suggest particular insights into what is expressed at the other level. Finally, the convergence of terms, tropes, and
story lines, across public and personal stories, provides evidence to judge that one has found elements of meaning and
justification that are parts of a common culture. That is, where an investigator finds convergence, in the discourse of a
given society, acrossits public and private stories, there is an opportunity for finding evidence about the contents of,
and the consensus on, a cultural code.

In chapter 4 Tamar Katriel and | formulated a cultural code with which to interpret the situated meaning of
"communication” in some American speech about interpersonal life. In this chapter | develop further the formulation of
that code. Thisis done by the analysis of ethnographic materials not treated in the earlier work, specifically the analysis
of a public myth, one that converges strikingly with many of the personal stories Katriel and | heard and recorded
during our fieldwork, and was received as a discourse of compelling facticity by alarge segment of the American
people, at the time our fieldwork was conducted. The interpretation here of that myth will enable me to develop further
the articulation of the code we formulated earlier and thereby to illustrate and instantiate my thesis that the convergence
of public myth and personal story has heuristic value to the student of a culture.

The novel-film Kramer Versus Kramer (hereafter KVK) tells a story that was extremely popular, plausible, and
emotionally compelling to its contemporaneous audience. Whatever its artistic merit, KVK is asignificant cultural
artifact of American intimate life circa 1980. The film version received an Academy Award as the best motion picture
for 1979, an award widely believed to be an index of commercia and popular success. Reviewers in several major
magazines and newspapers asserted that the film portrayed accurately the concerns and motives of contemporary
intimate life, saying the film should be put in atime capsule to reveal to future generations something about the way
life was in the New York City of 1979; that it was a truthful film, and that it accurately expressed "the way we are
now." In addition to the reviewers explicit claims that the film is "redlistic," "true," and "accurate," thereisimplicit in
their essays the sense that they find KVK to be avery believable story in terms of its treatment of motive and story line;
there is nothing puzzling about it to them. And it was not only a plausible but a poignant tale, one that gained national
notoriety for the emotional responseopen weepingthat it routinely elicited from its audiences. The following popular
reviews were examined: Canby (1979), Geduld (1980), Hatch (1980), Orth (1979), Rich (1979), Schlesinger (1980),
Simon (1980), Westerbrook (1980).
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The part of the story | examine includes these events and their telling:

1.Joanna left her husband, Ted, and her young son, Billy.

2.During Joanna's absence, Ted and Joanna were divorced. Ted was given custody
of Billy, with no contest by Joanna, and Ted began the process of caring for
Billy in Joanna's absence.

3.After fifteen months of absence, Joanna returned. She asked Ted to give her
custody of Billy, but Ted refused. Joanna sued him and convinced the court to
grant her custody.

4.Having been given custody, Joanna decided to allow Ted to keep Billy and so
the boy stayed with Ted.

According to Varenne, a French ethnographer of American culture, thereis only one inviolate rule in contemporary
America: "parents are not free not to take care of their children" (Varenne 1977: 5). Joanna's abandoning Billy violated
thisrule, aviolation all the more serious because she is Billy's mother. That Joanna did this, and what its consequences
would be, create the tension that give KVK itsdramatic life.

During Joanna's absence, Ted's metamorphosis from uninvolved father to an aggressively attentive single parent was
accomplished. In Americafrom 1970 to 1978, the eight years preceding the film version of KVK, the number of single
men who cared for their children increased by 136 percent (Rich 1979:77). During this time there was a flowering of
lay and professional interest in the role of the father, with an emphasis on fathers becoming involved in the care of their
children and in sharing domestic tasks with mothers. Ted's new role was a comedic resource that the film (more than
the novel) exploited, and provided the means for showing Ted's "growth" from relatively traditional to amore
'liberated’ man.

Joanna's abdication of her role as mother and Ted's embrace of his new role as father provided emotional backdrop for
the key agonistic scenes of the drama. When Joanna returned to New Y ork and sought to regain custody of Billy, the
American viewer alternately cheered for Joanna, as she broke with convention to "assert" her "self," and for Ted, as he
"grew" into anew identity. A dramatic conflict was created over whether Ted or Joanna should have custody of Billy.
The tension was exacerbated precisely because both Ted and Joanna had "grown." Ted had become lessinvolved in his
instrumental, and more involved in his expressive, roles; Joanna had broken from conventional role expectations to
"work" on her "self." Thus, both Ted and Joanna had become "competent” to raise Billy, even if they were so
"different” from each other as to make their reconciliation as a couple impossible. And even though their lack of
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"communication" had caused their "relationship” to fail, they now might come together again as new "selves' who were
more "competent” at "working" on their "relationships.”

How did Joanna persuade the audience, and the court, to excuse her violation of the rule proscribing abandoning one's
child so that she now could be given custody of him? For thistask, she used a rhetorical argument grounded in the
value system of her audience. When she was married to Ted, she suffered from conditions that caused her to lose a
sense of "self." Her "self" had been so harmed that she could no longer be a"person,” let alone a good wife or mother.
What were these conditions that caused Joanna's breakdown? What actions did she take to overcome her difficulties?

First, consider the causes for Joanna's breakdown. She claimed that one of two conditions was necessary for her
emotional well-being (her sense of being a"person”) to be maintained. One was the freedom to pursue a career. If Ted
had allowed her to take a job outside the home, it would have provided the opportunity for personal development not
provided in her role as wife and mother. These "stifling" circumstances had debilitating psychic consequences for
Joanna. She could have endured this deprivation of opportunity, though, if a second condition had been met: if Ted had
spent time with her talking through the problems imposed by her emationally constricting role. But Joanna was denied
both of these conditions. This denia was the catalyzing condition for Joanna's decision to flee her home and abandon
her child. Like Achilles, who had been injured as a"man" because his woman had been taken from him, Joanna was
injured as a"person” because her "self" had been hopelessly undernourished and restricted from "growth."

Second, the story reveals the conditions for resolving Joanna's troubles. During her absence, Joanna went to California.
She met a man with whom she "communicated" about her problems. In and through this process she reconstructed her
sense of "self." Like Odysseus, Joanna went to aland where the sirens could minister to her; for Joanna, the land was
California and the ministry was "communication." The absence and the "communication" prepared Joannato return to
New York City, where, like Odysseus in Ithaka, Joanna endured a difficult trial. She returned to New Y ork to reclaim
her entitlement, the privilege of caring for her child.

Like Odysseus, it was necessary for Joannato prove herself worthy of the prize that awaited her upon her return. Ted
had blocked her efforts to regain custody of Billy. The state of New Y ork, which ordinarily would grant child custody
to the mother rather than the father, had to be convinced that Joanna, who had abandoned her child, was now
"competent” to be a parent. Joanna's account, her explanation of her past conduct and
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her claim that she was now sufficiently self-possessed (as to be competent) to raise a child, convinced the state of New
York. But ultimately, Joanna did not accept her prize; rather, she let Ted keep Billy. If the reader/viewer had expected
the ritual of resolution to include reconciliation, the viewer was disappointed. Joanna's triumph ended when the court
declared her "competent,” when she won her battle for custody.

That the court, Ted, and the audience, found this account to be plausible requires explanation. A woman had left her
husband, not because he did not provide adequately for her material needs, not because he was cruel, not because he
beat her, not because he was unfaithful to her, but because he insisted that she stay at home and tend their home and
child, and because he pressured her to accept thisrole, and because they had, as she said, "differences" of temperament,
interest, and psyche. She had left her child, not because some cruel twist of fate had required her to do so, but because
she had sufficiently lost her sense of being a"person” that she was not able, in her view, to care for him properly.
These terms and motives are not everywhere intelligible and reprehensible. Joanna's parents tried to understand her, but
even they could not reconstruct from her discourse a reason they could understand and affirm. There is direct
ethnographic testimony indicating that many men and women in many societies would find Joanna's vocabulary hard to
understand, her reasons unpersuasive (for example, Komarovsky 1962). How Ted and Joanna, their friends, and the
court could honor Joanna's account can be explained by saying that they used a code to hear Joanna, a code that enabled
them to find in her story the words to establish knowledge and belief. That code underlies what | call a myth of dignity,
to whose formulation | now turn.

In The Homeless Mind, Berger, Berger, and Kellner (1973) point to the emergence of a new conception of personal
worth, which has in the past century or so come to have a privileged place among the god terms of humankind: a
conception of dignity, the worth possessed by any person by virtue of being alive. Dignity is afunction of one's
"Intrinsic humanity divested of all socially imposed roles or norms* (p. 89). By contrast, honor, aterm that Berger et al.
oppose to dignity, refers to one's individual worth as measured by one's place in society, as mother, father, teacher,
ruler. Dignity, on the other hand, pertains "to the self as such, to the individual regardless of his position in society" (p.
89). This view of persons and the basis for assessing their worth implies what Berger et al. call an implicit sociology
and an implicit anthropology. "The implicit sociology views all biological and historical differentiations among men as
either downright unreal or essentialy irrelevant. The implicit anthropology locates the real self over and beyond all
these differentiations’
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(p. 89). The chief virtue in thisview is that "self" be allowed to "grow," to develop into that idealized potential that is a
person's birthright, but that the forces of "society" have retarded through socialization. The cardinal sin is to restrict
one's own or another's "self" from "growing" by treating it in terms of some socially assigned category.

There are, in this view, evil forcesin the world, and they are invariably social in origin. It is"society,” with its rules and
conventions, that threatens to repress or retard the development of "persons.” It is "society” that originally shaped and
twisted the innately free, spontaneous, and creative self. A "person's’ great life task is to free one- "self" from the
constraints of "society" sufficiently asto "grow" continually. A crucial ingredient in this processis "communication,” in
which one both affirms and negotiates "self" in and through speech with others. "Communication” is a process in which
"growth" is facilitated, and in those cases of severe repression or retardation, the communication ritual is a necessary
antidote or curative process.

Having briefly outlined the code of dignity, itsterms will be defined and applied to Joanna's story. Perhaps the most
prominent term in the code is that of "persons’ or "self." In this code, the "self" exists, is important, and is more
Important than "society.” Moral energy is properly directed against "society,” which constrains and threatens the "self."
Joanna complained to Ted that neither working nor talking with him had suffocated her as a " person," aclaim that
reveals Joannas reification of "self." When Joannatold Ted "a woman has to be her own person,” she spoke in terms of
the reality and the importance of "self." She further affirmed this when she said about her friend, Linda, "she's a
person,” because she has ajob (Corman 1977, p. 27). Ted's refusal to respond to Joanna's complaints as legitimate
created a condition for Joanna of "emotional confinement” that seriously injured her sense of "self." The "mental
anguish" of not being able to work outside the home might have been alleviated if Ted had been "open" to hearing
about Joanna's interests and problems (Corman 1977, pp. 21516).

Ted's sin was that he treated Joanna as the incumbent of a socially ascribed role, that of wife and mother. He wanted
her to perform avery traditiona role, to stay home and care for Billy. Furthermore, he tried persistently to convince her
that she should bear another child. Both of these issues were points of contention between them. In both instances, Ted's
sin was in not treating Joanna as a differentiated individual, in not being "open" to hearing Joanna's unique needs and
Ideas, in not being attentive to Joanna's "selfhood" or "personhood,” in insisting that she perform a stereotypical,
conventional role.
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The significance and moral status of "self" in this code is evident when Joanna's account of her conduct is juxtaposed to
that of others accounts using another code. One informant, whom the author interviewed as part of a study of American
marriage codes, said that although he and his wife seemed to be deeply incompatible, they would never divorce because
their religious beliefs prohibited them from altering their marriage vows. In that informant's code, the sanctity of
marriage is more important than the sanctity of selves; in Ted and Joanna's code, the oppositeis true. For Joanna, the
society, or tradition, are less important than the self. At least, the particular care given the "self" in this story is that each
self's unique, inner potential is more important than is shaping it to conform to an external moral code.

The "self" can develop from a state in which its true nature and potential are stifled or repressed. Such development is
"growth," and the "self" is not healthy if not "growing." Whereas in another code the emphasis is on status rather than
process, in the dignity code the moral imperative is awaysto "grow." Thisisjustified in part by the belief that
"persons'/"selves’ have so much potential for development that it is unfortunate at best, immoral at worst, for them not
to "grow." In part itsjustification is that "society” is an ever-present danger to "persons,” and thus "working" at
"growing" is a necessary process for healthy selfhood.

A crucia way in which the "self" growsis to exercise "choice." A "person” is assumed to be healthy when it can, and
does, "choose." To be deprived of "choice" is to be deprived of personhood. "Choice" is crucially important to persons
because in its exercise "growth" is fostered. Whereas in some codes the individual has a duty to make wise choices for
the social good, in the dignity code the person has a duty to make choices true to its "self's" unique potential.

Joanna's chief complaint about Ted was that he restricted her "options" and thus her capacity for "growth." Joanna had
difficulty being awife and mother, she later argued, because Ted had stifled her as a"person.” The lack of "choice"
stifled her "growth," which "smothered" her "self,” which made her "incompetent” as wife and mother. When Ted cut
off Joanna's "options," she did the only sensible thing to do, if one subscribes to the sorites expressed aboveshe fled.
When she returned, and set about to reclaim Billy, she cited "Ted's "growth" -constricting acts. She also expressed,
through her boyfriend, that she "really chooses this now" (Corman 1977, p. 201)that is, to regain Billy's custody.
Whereas previously "choice" had been denied her, she was now able to "choose," and because she "chooses this now,"
one could believe that she is "competent” and restored to health. The theme of "growth" is also
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expressed in Ted's metamorphosis. When Joanna left him, Ted's friends encouraged him to seek therapy because it
would help him to help him-self to "grow" (Corman 1977, p. 63). Later, when Ted's case was presented for keeping
custody of Billy, it was said in Ted's favor that he had "grown" because of his child-rearing experiences. Thus,
"growth" through "choice" is necessary for one- "self" to be healthy and "competent.”

That selves can and should "grow," and that "choice" for them is both important and problematic, is congruent with
another proposition of the dignity code, that "selves' are fundamentally "different." Individual "difference" in this code
refers not to biological or social difference, but to inherent uniqueness in feeling, temperament, attitudes, and val ues.
When justifying divorce, for example, the "differences’ between partners is a prominent and intelligible rationale.
When she was first contemplating leaving home, Joannatold Ted, "We don't have anything in common. Nothing.
Except for the bills, dinner parties and alittle screwing” (Corman 1977, p. 45). Joanna's complaint was that only
economics, sociability, and sex hold them together. What she feels but does not say is that they do not have a deep,
rewarding psychic compatibility and thisis a fundamentally important deficiency to her. For Joanna, their inability to
experience common interests, feelings, and perceptions is deadening. This inability is more important to her than the
other conditions, which might bind them, including the shared function of managing and caring for a household or the
vows they once had made.

Selves that are stable, passive, and common can, presumably, coordinate and align easily with other selves. Selves
which are in 'process' (actively defining themselves) and unique should find common action with others to be difficult
or at least challenging. Whereas in an honor or dignity code persons are pressured to play specified roles, which fit
together into a unitary social performance, in adignity code moral energy is directed to the "relationship” more than to
"society." A "relationship” in this code refers to the highest, the most valued, form of human connectedness; it refers to
a negotiated and negotiable system of agreements or commitments between people. "Relationship” isreified in the
dignity code such that one can speak of relationships rather than persons failing in the efforts of people to live well with
others. This effectively diverts responsibility from "selves' to their "relationships’ as the locus of blame for failures.

"Relationships’ are afunction of "different” "selves' making commitments' to each other. A "commitment" is an
active, intentional expression or a state of intention to pledge oneself to have a"relationship” with another. When the
U.S. Constitution states "We, the people, in
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order to form amore perfect union,”" it speaks in aversion of this code. The statement implies that an active agent
deliberately creates a social union. Herveé Varenne uses this statement to reveal, in American speech, a manifestation of
the American code. In some other cultures, he cites the cultures of France and India, "society” or union is taken for
granted as something over and above individuals and not contingent for its existence upon the intentional acts of
persons (Varenne 1977).

"Relationship” and "commitment" are directly talked about and thematized in KVK. A substantial part of Joanna's
defense was that it was not she, but her "relationship” with Ted, that failed. When Ted's lawyer challenged this claim,
contending that she had been, and still was, incapable of sustaining a"relationship,” she wept and confessed that this
was true. In the film, Ted nonverbally signaled his agreement with Joanna that it was the "relationship," and not her
"self," to which blame should be attributed. Attribution for failure was directed outward to a social creation, to the
"relationship,” and not inward to the individual's character or to a"person's' actions. "Persons" are not evil, but they
can have bad "relationships.” If "persons’ are evil, it is because they have not diligently "worked" on their
"relationships,” not because they are evil as "persons.” It is important not to cast blame on the individual "self." Ted
was praised for having such a good "relationship” with Billy. When Ted's neighbor and friend was asked why Ted
should be allowed to keep Billy, she, in atearful outburst, pointed to their (Ted's and Billy's) "relationship.” Joanna's
lawyer criticized Ted because he had difficulty in sustaining "relationship” with women.

A crucial issue in the story is whether Joanna can "commit" herself to Billy. Thereislittle talk of "duty," except by
Ted's and Joanna's parents. In this code, "commitment” to one's spouse or child is not to be taken for granted, not
conceptualized as a given; rather, it is something that is contingent and precarious. Thematizing "commitment" as
contingent opens the possibility that one might never achieve "commitment,” that one's "commitment”" might wane, and
the corresponding importance to take preventive measures to ensure that one's "commitment™ does not weaken. In
another code of marriage and family, commitment is not thematized,; it is taken for granted that if oneis legally married
or the legal guardian of achild, that one has an irrevocable and unquestioned duty or responsibility to the spouse or
child. Thisresponsibility derives, in large part, from the "society," the norms of which prescribe responsible conduct.
Whereas in the KVK code, responsibility is contingent upon the act, and the continuing action, of a"person," in some
other codes, "society" (convention, tradition, the ancestors, the group) prescribes responsibility or duty.
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The conception of "persons’ and their proper relations with each other, which this code thematizes and affirms, is one
in which individual "selves' have the empirical possibility and the moral imperative to exercise their capacity for
“choice," and if they do so they will "grow." It is"growth" that frees the individual "self" from its socially induced
"incompetence” and freesit to develop its unique potential. Such a process of development enables the self to "commit”
itself to interpersonal "relationships.” These "commitments' are real, but always perilous, because of the continuing
possibility that inherently "different" selveswill "grow" in divergent directions. "Relationships' are perilous not only
because they are contingent but also because if the parties "grow" they can diverge and the "relationship's’ demands
would constrict one or both of the "persons’ in it.

"Communication” is agod-term in some American speech because it is the process by which one discovers one- "self,"
facilitates "growth," informs "choice," manifests "commitment,” and "works" on "relationships." The absence of
"communication,” in alife or a"relationship,” is, in this code, a sufficient condition for impairing "growth" and thus
persona health. To impede communication is to threaten the highest good, "self,” and the preferred form of sociation,
the "relationship.” "Communication” is the solution to the problem of "relationship” (love) and of "self" (personhood).
In terms of overcoming personal "differences,” "communication” functions as the "how of love," the primary vehicle
and constituent of a"relationship;" in terms of constructing and validating a"self," "communication” is the "how of
self."

"Communication” is thematized as a resource and a problem in KVK. When Ted told afriend that Joanna had left him,
the friend explained the problem by saying "Y ou should have communicated," to which Ted replied ruefully, "It's too
late now" (Corman 1977, p. 63). Just as a"relationship" can fail because of afailure to "communicate," so too can a
"relationship” or a"self" be reconstructed in and through "communication.” Thus, Joanna's process of "self" -
reconstruction was accomplished primarily through "communication" with a man she met in California. One night, as
he later told the story to Ted, Joanna spent the entire night expressing her feelings. This same man came to New Y ork
with Joanna for her trial and hetried to intercede for her with Ted. When he and Ted met, he told Ted that "you two
don't communicate," as warrant for Ted's lack of any right to hope to reclaim Joanna's affections.

Ted was guilty of refusing to enact what Katriel and | call the "communication ritual," an episodic sequence in which
persons "sit down and talk," "work out problems," or "discuss the relationship.” It
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functions as aritua asit isthe culturally preferred way to reaffirm the status of what the culture defines as a sacred
objectthe definition of "self" as experienced by any one of the participants, usually the one who initiates the sequence.
For some peopleJoannathe absence of the ritual becomes the problem. This can be atangled issue when partners
disagree about their "commitments' to enact the ritual with each other.

Ted had refused to be close, supportive, and flexible with Joanna. He had not been close in that he had not disclosed his
feelings to her and he had not listened freely to her self-expressions. He had not been supportive of her in that he had
refused to treat her as a"person” rather than as arole and thus had not supported Joanna's "self." He had not been
flexible or open with her in that he was unwilling to enter into a process of talk in which his definitions of reality,
including his definition of his"self" and their "relationship,” would be subject to emergent redefinition.

Ted's refusal to "communicate'to engage in close, supportive, flexible speech with Joannahad created problems for
Joannain her sense of "self." Ultimately, it was Ted's refusal to deal with this problem that was the catalytic condition
for withdrawal and abandonment by Joanna. Put differently, in Katriel and Philipsen's terms, Ted had refused to enact
the "communication” ritual with Joanna. To so refuse her thus created an even more insurmountable condition, one that
Ted could never repair, but which could only be resolved by Joanna's acts of separation and abandonment. Her healing
came, then, through separation, "communication” in exilea kind of liminal state, and a triumphant return in which she
forced public ratification of Ted's evil and of her right to take away Ted's child. Joanna's court victory was symbolic
and not material: she did not keep the child, but her claim, that Ted had destroyed her self, was honored in her victory
in court. Thus, from this perspective, thereis an answer as to why Ted and Joanna could not reconcile and why the
court's judgment as symbolic act, rather than the actual return of Billy to Joanna, completed the resolution process.

In thisinterpretation | have attempted to construct the underlying code of the myth of dignity. It is a code that has as its
key terms "self," "choice," "growth," "difference," "relationship,” "commitment,” and "communication.” The code
stresses the primacy of the "self" over "society" in the human scheme of things, and posits that "choice" is necessary for
"selves' to "grow," acondition necessary to combat the retarding forces of "society." Social union is always
problematic, but can be achieved, even if always contingently, if "selves' make "commitments' to "relationships.”
These "commitments,” like the "relationships’ they
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constitute, are contingent, the product of human intention, and thus "communication” is a vital process by which
"relationships’ and the "selves' that make "commitments' are continually "worked on" and allowed to "grow."
Anything, or anybody, thwarting these processesis evil and must, ultimately, be vanquished for good to prevail. It isin
these terms, and with these motives, that Joanna Kramer's tale is told.
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PART IV
SPEECH CODES
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Chapter 6
Speech Codes In Two Cultures

The British sociologist Basil Bernstein (Bernstein 1972) has formulated a subtle and powerful theoretical approach to
ways of speaking. Based on his studies in contemporary England, he has raised the possibility that, within the same
society, there can exist different social groups or social classes whose communicative practices differ in important
ways. Hisway of putting thisis that there are many possible types of communicative codes, ways of using language
and other communicative means. The use of these ways is highly sensitive to the socioeconomic background and the
situational context of speakers and hearers. In particular, he has applied his approach to the study of middle versus
lower working-class groups in contemporary England, arguing that speakers in these groups make systematically
different use of, and differently value, ways of speaking, even though they speak the same language.

For Bernstein, ways of speaking are expressed as coding principles and their realization. In his scheme, coding
principle is arule governing what to say and how to say it in a particular context; its realization consists of various
concrete communicative practices. An elaborated coding principle, for example, directs the speaker (1) to use novel,
complex, and diverse linguistic means to communicate individual intent; (2) to emphasize the communication of unique
personal meanings; and (3) to adapt to the unique personal circumstances of listeners. A restricted coding principle
directs its speakersto rely relatively less on verbal expression of intent to signal meanings, relying more heavily on
(presumed) shared context; to emphasize the expression and continuing ratification of shared understanding among
interlocutors, such as their gender or status.

Bernstein never claimed that there are only two coding principles or that any social group or class uses only one. He did
claim, however, that specifiable socioeconomic conditions would influence the degree to
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which the members of a social group or community would differentially use and value such codes. And his empirical
work contains evidence that speakers from the English middle class were more predisposed to use and appreciate
elaborated coding, and those from the English lower working class were more predisposed to use and favor restricted
coding, although neither was confined to only one in all circumstances.

Bernstein has been much misinterpreted and much maligned, particularly by those who read him as saying more than
he intended to say, or did say, about class differences. It is not my purpose here to review or defend Bernstein's
program. | have drawn attention to it here because it helps to introduce fundamental questions about the communication
process. whether there are different speech codes, what they are, and how they influence spoken life.

The papers presented in chapters 2 through 5 of this book were inspired, in part, by Bernstein's thesis. Like Bernstein, |
too set out to examine speech codes. But | proceeded differently. In the first place, | asked what codes might be found
to be employed in particular speech communities. Bernstein had hypothesized that, under specified circumstances,
certain speech behaviors would be more or less prominent than under other circumstances. Mine was a more
exploratory approach then Bernstein's. | examined worlds of talk to learn what the codes of speaking there are. Second,
| started from an ethnographic, rather than from a sociological, linguistic standpoint, as Bernstein has done. Mine was a
search, in each of two worlds of discourse, for a system of concepts, premises, and rules pertaining to communication.
Bernstein's emphasis was on abstract coding principles; mine was on speech codes for their own sake. | was concerned
with particular, culturally situated conceptions, premises, and rules about communication.

The results of my inquiries are presented in chapters 2 through 5. Now, having presented these ethnographic reports, |
shall comment on the speech codes expressed in them and on how these codes function in the constitution of personal
and social meanings. These codes are systems of symbols and meanings, about the cultural domain ‘communication'.
They consist of resources for talking about and thematizing spoken life in particular contexts. One of the findings of
these studies is that such systems are not only about communication, but are as well about what it means to be a person,
how persons are and can be united in social relationships, and how communication can be and is used to link persons as
social beings. Thus, they provide, for their users, a distinctive way of being, saying, and hearing.

The particular codes were presented in the ethnographic chapters. Here | step up the ladder of abstraction to formulate
more general ver-
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sions of the codes of which the Teamsterville and Nacirema codes are particular expressions. The codes | formulate in
chapter 6 overgeneralize and oversimplify the more particular codes from which they have been abstracted. But what
they lose in particularity they gain in generality. This permits me to formulate in general terms two contrasting codes of
persons, society, and strategic action. This formulation provides a framework for interpreting spoken life in the
communities | have studiedthat is, it provides aresource for analysis and interpretation. Indeed, these more general
codes have already been used in the interpretation of Mayor Daley's council speech and Joanna Kramer's identity crisis.
Here the underlying formulation used in those interpretations is made more explicit. The Teamsterville and Nacirema
cases are particular, ethnographically based instances of more genera speech codes. | have labeled these generd
formulations the codes of honor and dignity. In what follows | explicate the bases of these codes, in general, and then
show how the Teamsterville and Nacirema cases are particular instances of the more general types.

The Code Of Honor

"Honor" refers to the worth attached to individuals by virtue of their attained social identity, as that identity is found to
be valued in a particular community. It is concerned with the persona as built up out of heritage, residence, and
valorous past conduct. Discourse spoken in a code of honor prejudices the talkand the hearing of talkin favor of treating
individuals as social categories and in favor of treating society and social groups as organized hierarchies of social
Identities. Communication, in such a code, is considered the means by which socially different people coordinate their
activities and cognitively similar people link themselves to each other.

The anthropologist Julian Pitt-Rivers formulates honor as "a nexus between the ideals of society and their reproduction
in the individua" (1966, p.22). This suggests that what is considered honorable varies with the particular group. To be
warlike in ancient Greece was valorous and thus honorable. To be pacific in a Quaker community is valorous and thus,
there, it is honorable.

Although what is considered honorable can vary from community to community, thereis a core to "honor" and the core
concerns the person as a member of society. The usage of "honor", since the sixteenth century, has several senses,
including reputation, the reward of virtue, obligation, and respect. These senses refer to the individual as a social being.
Reputation is the estimation in which a person is held by a com-
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munity. Reward of virtue suggests the person receives favors for conduct that conforms to the rules of a group.
Obligations are tied to responsibilities one has to others. And respect refers to admiration or deference bestowed upon a
person by others. From the Latin respicere, "looking back", it suggests the reading by others of a person’s past conduct
and the deference paid to the person based on the quality of that conduct. Each of these senses suggests an appreciation
of the legitimacy and force of a particular community's ideals, history, and practices as they bear on and constitute the
life of the individual.

The concept of honor is illustrated in Homer's epic poem the Iliad. The story centers around Achilles, a young warrior
chief of the Achaeans, an ancient Greek tribe that was engaged in afierce and protracted struggle with the Trojans.
Agamemnon, who was king of the Achaean city Argos and who outranked Achilles, seized Brisais, the girl whom
Achilles had taken as a prize in the defeat of a captured city, and whom he had come to love. Achilles, enraged at the
abduction of his concubine, thereupon refused to return to battle. This was arefusal of great consequence for the
Achaeans, because Achilles was their greatest warrior and they were caught in awar in which the presence or absence
of asingle great warrior could mean the difference between victory or defeat. The poem presents a series of scenesin
which Achilles’ compatriots, one after the other, appealed to him to return to battle. He stubbornly refused their appeals,
as he did, eventually, Agamemnon's lavish offerings of reconciliation. Achilles returned to battle only after his dear
friend Patroclus was killed by the Trojan Hector, whom Achilles successfully sought out to kill as revenge for his
friend's death.

Insanity and irrationality have been invoked to explain the apparently excessive measure of Achilles wrath and the
apparently excessive stubbornness of his refusal to return to join in battle with his comrades. Paul Friedrich has
advanced the alternative hypothesis, that although Achilles' words and deeds are "headstrong, verbal, and arrogant” (p.
281), they "seem normal in terms of ... the presuppositions and enjoinings of Iliadic culture" (p. 303).

Honor is at the heart of the culture in whose terms Achilles words and deeds can be understood as sane and predictable.
The values of that particular culture can be organized into two clusters. The instrumental cluster includes power,
wealth, magnanimity, loyalty, and precedence. Loyalty, the caring for one's friends and relatives, is a value that
emphasizes one's interrelations with others, particularly with others with whom one has longterm blood ties.
Precedence, the seeking of desirable fortune for one's kind, emphasizes ties to one's kin or fellows. Both values con-
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cern the relation of the individual to specific others, including others to whom one did not choose to be related. Another
instrumental value is kudos, that which one winsin battles and similar contests. Achilles had taken Briseis as his
property, his prize for victory in battle. She had become to him not only kin but a symbol of his hame and his
accomplishments. Agamemnon, supposedly aloyal comrade to Achilles, took not only Achilles prize possession, but in
taking Brisals he also took from him his very honorand thereby he robbed him of his sense of personal well being, his

integrity.

A second cluster of honor-linked values is expressive. This cluster includes a sense of shame, glory, courage,
excellence, and piety. Piety refersto reverence for the gods. Here there is an emphasis on hierarchy, on the individual
as lower than something or (someone) else. A sense of shame "signifies the inner feelings of a person in the presence of
someone, an audience that matters” (p. 293). For Achilles there is a great sense of debasement because hisinjury is
sustained upon the public stage of the warrior community. He was a man who was slighted in front of his fellows, a
man who, occupying center stage in the life of the community, was, in effect, disrobed and humiliated upon that stage.

These comments about Iliadic culture help explain how "the violence and extremity of Achilles' responseis 'sane
precisely because what he is responding to touches the taproot of his integrity, and the code by which he has learned to
live and die, and by which he doesin fact live and die" (Friedrich, p. 295). They reveal something about an honor code,
a code that makes salient such valorized concepts as wealth, loyalty, precedence, and a sense of shame. Achilles lived
in a public world in which one's integrity, one's sense of well being, isintricately bound up with one's public identity.

There are three attributes of honor that are illustrated vividly in the case of Achilles. One is that honor is based not
merely on individual accomplishments or attributes but on the complex refraction of these through the lens of society.

A second is that honor is a possession of the individual and a person can have more or less, can accumulate or spend,
can gain or lose, his or her store of it. A third is that, for the individual who subscribes to an honor code, gains or losses
of honor have fundamental consequences for the individual's sense of personal integrity.

In his classic study of American society, Alexis de Tocqueville makes a distinction that reveals another attribute of
honor. He differentiates "simple notions of right and wrong which are diffused all over the world" (p. 242) from a
"peculiar rule founded upon a peculiar state of society"
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(p. 243). To illustrate the distinction, he wrote: "It is the general and permanent interest of mankind that men should not
kill each other; but it may happen to be the peculiar and temporary interest of a people or aclassto justify, or even to
honor, homicide" (p. 243).

A literary illustration of de Tocqueville's point is found in the discourse surrounding the actions of the conspiratorsin
William Shakespeare's Julius Caesar. The conspirators, "all honorable men" in the speech against them, killed the
emperor Caesar because, they said, he had become too ambitious for the general good of Rome and the only way to
curb his power was to murder him. For Brutus, who loved Caesar, as did many others of the conspirators, thiswas a
soul-wrenching act, one committed only after much casuistry, along the following lines:

1. Caesar had been a good and noble Roman.

2. Caesar had been afriend to Brutus, and to the other conspirators.
3.Killing is wrong.

4. But the well-being of Rome required Caesar's death.

Killing, an evil act ordinarily, was the honorable act, in Brutus's mind, because it served the interests of the state. It
was, as the conspirators rationalized it, the honorablealthough painful and distastefulthing to do. At least for Brutus,
here the honorable action was counterpoised to the personally pleasing or generally ethical thing to do (Welsh, 1975).

What is emphasized here is the fundamentally conservative idea that other virtues can properly be relegated to the
preservation of a particular society. The polis, the political community, is taken to be a desirable end because it is the
existence of (a particular) society from which all other goods flow. As bad as killing might be, for Brutus and his
fellows amurder was justified if it helped to preserve the stability of the republic. Thisillustrates a fourth attribute of
honor, that it reflects an appreciation of the republican virtue of being a person whose conduct sustains the existence of
the community.

These attributes of honor are further illustrated in the modern novel The Virginian by Owen Wister. The hero of this
novel, throughout referred to not by name but as "the Virginian," is a cattleman who has come to the Wyoming territory
before the turn of the century. He is shown there as a man of rhetorical sophistication, one whose power with wordsis
as pronounced as his physical prowess.

There are several episodes that reveal thisto be abook in which honor has a special importance. The Virginian's early
skirmishes with the outlaw Trampas are among the most celebrated in American literature,
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including the scene that produced the line, "When you call me that, smile ...", showing the Virginian to be a man of
reputation whose person must be treated with respect. His close friend could call him "a son of a," but the stranger
Trampas, when he addressed him with that appellation, was answered by the Virginian's now famous warning. It is, too,
anovel that affirms mythically the salience and truth of fundamental differences among men, and between men and
women. Among men differences of genetics and breeding translate into differences in character. Between the Virginian
and Molly Stark Wood, the schoolteacher whom he courts, there are displayed differences in temperament and talent,
which he attributes to their difference in gender. These differences, far from being the object of scorn, are thematized
and celebrated in the novel.

Nowhere in The Virginian is the idea of honor more poignantly exploited than in the final confrontation between the
hero and Trampas. Trampas had, over several years, repeatedly tried to best the Virginian, who had patiently but firmly
kept his disreputable antagonist at arm's length. But on the eve of the Virginian's wedding, Trampas spread a rumor
throughout town that the Virginian was a cattle thief. In a drunken stupor, Trampas twice challenged the Virginian to a
duel, which the Virginian refused; but upon the third issue his resolve to join the duel was sealed.

The Virginian's decision is a complex one. It shows the principle of honor operating importantly. Thisis first
foreshadowed in Wister's description of the Virginian's reaction to hearing, in the company of some twenty of his
friends, about Trampas's danderous claims. "Perplexity knotted in the Virginian's brow. This community knew that a
man had implied he was athief and a murderer; it also knew he knew it" (p. 400). Having resolved to fight Trampas,
the Virginian faced atrail even greater than the gunfight that was to ensue later. This greater trail was the confrontation
between himself and his fiancée. Molly, who personifies the pacific, domesticated Easterner, urged the Virginian not to
fight. As with Achilles, the Virginian's friends had appealed to him, to avoid the gunfight with Trampas, but Mally's
appeal s were more vehement, coupled with athreat to break their wedding plan if he should go through with the duel.

The Virginian's decision to fight, resisting Molly's appeals, is based on honor. There are two dimensions to it. Oneis
the hero's sense of self-esteem grounded in his perceptions of his fellows' perceptions of him. He said to Molly, "What
men say about my nature is not just merely an outside thing. For the fact that | let ‘em keep on sayin' it is aproof | don't
value my nature enough to shield it from their slander and give them their
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punishment. And that's being a poor sort of jay" (p. 410). Like Achilles, the Virginian felt the slight as something that
disturbed his very sense of integrity. For the Virginian, the accusations, made in public, pierced the membrane of his
persona, intruding into his very self.

The second dimension, closely linked to the first, but distinguishable analytically, is the Virginian's sense of living his
life on a particular scene. Hisinitial justification to Molly, of his decision to fight, was expressed in a statement given
additional significance by its brevity and its élliptical content: "I work hyeh. | belong hyeh. It's my life. If folks came to
think | was a coward" (p. 409). What Trampas had said about the Virginian, and who had heard it, and in this particular
place, the Virginian's townall of these combined to make his response to Trampas a matter crucial to the maintenance
of his very integrity, his sense of wholeness as a person.

The lliad and The Virginian, far removed from each other in space and time, each tell the story of a hero whose words
and deeds can properly be understood as governed by a code of honor. From the standpoint of Achilles and the
Virginian, other men's words about them and actions toward them were interpreted, were constituted, as one kind of
meaning or another, through the application of a coding principle. Agamemnon's seizure of Briseisis adeed that for
Achilles, counted as the very piercing of his soul. The loss of Brisals, and the fact that another man could take
something dear from him, were facts whose significance to Achilles can only be understood by understanding that
Achilles sense of integrity was intricately bound up with his standing as a man who owned, and was identified with,
Briseis, and as a man whose reputation should have protected him from the virtual assault on self that Agamemnon's
seizure of Brisels constituted for him. From the Virginian's standpoint for Trampas to say the words he did, in the
company in which he said them, in the town in which they were said, was to act in such away that, for the Virginian,
could only be interpreted as fundamentally consequential for himself. Given the Virginian's code of honor, Trampas's
utterances constituted acts whose force could not be ignored if the Virginian were to continue to try to enact hisrole in
the very scene in which his sense of self, his personal integrity, was constituted. Just as a code of honor constituted for
Achilles and the Virginian what their antagonists deeds would count as, so too such a code specified, in these instances,
what words and deeds Achilles and the Virginian must perform in order to restore their sense of integrity.

These examples show particular variants of the more general idea of a code of honor. That more general idea consists
of the following. First, in
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an honor code, the individual is conceived as arole or character, a persona. Who an individual isis defined not by
unique feelings, needs, and attitudes, but by social attributeswhatever social attributes are relevant and salient in the
person's particular community.

The essence of aperson is constructed out of such social features as gender, lineage, achievements, and age. What
characteristics and achievements are judged honorable varies across communities. The honor a person possessesis
calculated by reference to some particular standard, the standard of the Achaeans, for example. Honor is not something
that proceeds from the individual's interior to stamp itself upon the public; rather it is the product of social judgments
that penetrate the skin and constitute the person.

Second, society, in such acode, is existentially and morally prior to the individual. Society existed before the
individual. Life is a preset stage and persons are merely players who make a brief appearance in a dramathat preceded,
and will go after, them. The person makes a brief appearance in a never-ending drama. And that dramais more
important than any single character who struts about the stage for a particular moment. The scene's the thing; men and
women are only players.

Third, communication in such a scene functions to coordinate interpersonal activity, to allocate individualsto their
places in the scheme of things, and to reinforce the social order as hierarchically organized. Given that the
fundamentally important attributes of individualsis not their unigueness, communication is relatively unimportant as a
vehicle for signaling intentions or idiosyncratic messages. As strategic action, communication takes the form of
petition, whereby the less powerful appeal to the more powerful. It can aso take the form of direct action, particularly
physical action.

The code of honor, as delineated here, is closely related to the rhetorician Richard Weaver's conception of a
conservative rhetoric. His idea was to formulate the bases for thinking up and formulating arguments designed to move
hearersto right belief and action. It consists of three key premises. The first is the premise of hierarchy, that some
things are better than others. The second is memory, that the way to judge what is best is to interpret the lessons of
history to discover what has been effectively put in place and what has produced right conduct in the past. The third is
status, the idea that each person has a proper place in the world and that the most satisfying condition for an individual
is to find the place that history assigns one and to live one's life in it. Persuasive communication, in such arhetorical
system, consists of making appeals, grounded in historical precedent, designed to persuade people to realize
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their highest potential given their proper station in life. A code of honor, with its emphasis on social identity, place, and
precedent, is congruent with such a conservative rhetoric.

A Code of Honor and Teamsterville Sooken Life

An auditor of Teamsterville speech cannot help but feel instructed in the vocabulary of honor: "around here,"
"neighborhood,” "the Spirits of 32nd," "the 32nd Girls," "my corner," "he's not really from around here," "street,"
"Italians," "Polaks," "Mexicans," "connections," and "City Hall" are among the pervasively occurring itemsin
Teamsterville parlance. Talk in Teamstervilleis filled with references to place, with references to social identity. Place
of residence, gender, and ethnicity are focal concerns in any Teamsterville conversation. These are attributes by which
people are defined and placed. The individual in such aworld is a persona, a social identity composed of a bundle of
roles. Whether one's conduct is judged fitting is properly determined by a consideration of whether that conduct is an
appropriate enactment of those roles.

Achilles own sense of personal integrity was inextricably bound up with the reputation and well-being of the women
related to him. In this sense, Briseis became more to him than a material possession, as Achilles came to love her and
came to consider her his kin. His honor, in part constituted by his relation to Brisals, was thus enhanced by his
possession of her and damaged by her abduction. So too, for a Teamsterville man, his reputation, and thus his sense of
well-being, is constituted by the public perception of females linked to him by blood or marriage. Analyzing the
particular cultural code used in Teamsterville, the status of awoman linked to a man is directly linked to his own status.
If sheis sexually permissive, talks too much, or lacks in personal appearance, any of these directly reflects on the man
and thus, in turn, directly affects his honor.

| have already shown how various verbal attacks on female relatives create a situation in which the Teamsterville male
feels he must act aggressively in defense of the female (or, more precisely, in defense of his ostensible ability to protect
or control her). Here | would like to apply this particular aspect of the Teamsterville honor code to another
Teamsterville communicative practice. On severa occasions | drove groups of Teamsterville boys and girls on long
outings. The personae in these trips consisted of myself as driver and three or four adolescent girls and three or four
adolescent boys. The girls and boys knew each other well, as might be expected. Indeed, they were, for the most part,
lifelong friends who had always lived within afew blocks of each other and who, at that time, were central figuresin
each others lives,
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During these trips there was a continually repeated series of insults and taunts the boys directed at the girls, the
substance of which centered on the likelihood or actuality of various states of uncleanness among the girls. For
example, there were repeated taunts about the possibility of maggots on various parts on the girls's bodies, particularly
orifices and underarms.

Although | had extensive experience in working with gender-mixed adolescent groups of a similar economic level, in
severad cities, | had never before, nor have | since, heard teasing that, to my ears, was so persistent and so offensive.
And although | cannot approve the conduct, | can report that, apparently, it was not considered outside the pale of
decency among members of the particular groups.

Thinking back, it is instructive to consider this pattern of interaction from the standpoint of a code of honor. | say
"pattern of interaction” because it was repeated conduct and because it involved not just the boys' teasing acts but also
the girls acts of defense and counter-challenge. One interpretation of the patten is that it reflects afocal concern of
Teamsterville life, specifically the concern that a woman associated with a man have a reputation for virtuous conduct.
The protection from permissive contact with the parts of awoman's body associated with her sexuality was crucial to
her reputation and, by extension, to her man's honor. Of course, agirl was not likely ever to have flies or maggots
covering her mouth. But through teasing her about that possibility, the Teamsterville boy taunted and warned the
Teamsterville girl about the importance, to him, of her state of purity and through his taunts he expressed which parts of
her body it was important to keep "clean."

The girl whom a boy teased was, in his eyes, afriend and potential romantic partner or mate. It was important to the
boy for such a person to have a virtuous reputation. If she were not virtuous, and linked to him, his honor would be
diminished. Likewise, if she were too talkative, she could create a scene in which he felt obligated to defend her honor.
For the boy, whose integrity was intricately bound up in the reputation of women-associated ideals, it was important to
him to communicate to her what he perceived those ideals to be and, perhaps more important, to communicate to her
how important the ideals are to him.

Another illustration of the honor code in Teamsterville concerns the community standard for appropriate speech style.
Chapter 2 includes examples of individuals who took care to see that their pronunciation and spoken grammar did not
deviate too much from the Teamsterville standard, a standard that Teamstervillers themselves believed to be inferior to
the style they heard used by people from some other parts of the city or on television. This general pattern isillustrated
further in the lives of
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several Teamsterville young people | interviewed. These were young people who had grown up in Teamsterville and
who had left the neighborhood to study at a prestigious private university. One, a woman who had gone on to graduate
school, expressed her concern that she not sound too well educated when in the neighborhood because her interlocutors
there would judge her to be an undesirable person who tries to appear better than others. It was she who told me about
the metaphor of the crawfish barrel, in which everyone tries to crawl out but devotes more effort to preventing others
from crawling out. This applies not only to conspicuous consumption but to conspicuous refinement in speech as well.
A second example is a young man who felt that, when on the campus of his prestigious university, every time he spoke
he sounded like a stupid person. He said that, in the campus setting, he sounded stupid and uneducated to himself and
he believed others heard him likewise. On campus, he struggled to mask his speech style or to avoid speaking. In “the
neighborhood," however, it was a'badge of honor' (my phrase) to sound like "everyone" from "around here."

These examples illustrate sharply the idea of honor. There is a standard of value, which an individual can reach in
greater or lesser degrees. That standard of value has a social locus and pertains to public conduct. And the individual
derives a sense of who heis by virtue of refracting his own conduct through a social lens; his inner sense of self-
definition and sense of well-being are determined by this refraction. The social not only prevails over but, at least in
part, aso constitutes, the personal.

This process of social refraction applies not only to the individual's achievements or acts, as with speech style, but also
to features of his persona over which he has no control, such as the acknowledged virtue of his female relatives. He
does not choose all his female relatives or where he was born or what his nationality is. The same appliesto the
woman, who does not choose, for example, her father and brothers, and thus does not control completely the honor she
achieves through ascription. But who aman is, or who awoman is, is determined in part not only by what he or she
does but by who he or sheis, by birth aswell as by behavior.

Mayor Daley's council speech, the act aswell as the text, is an instance par excellence of a cultural expression
grounded in a code of honor. Throughout the speech Daley refers to "this society" as an organism made up of different
sorts of people, each of whom plays his or her well-defined part. Some men lead, others follow; men lead, women
nurture; women raise boys to become men who will take their rightful place in society; those persons who try to be
something for which their birth or attainments do not fit them violate the hierarchical order of society;
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speech is used to reinforce this order and to help fundamentally different persons act together, when they must, but not
to bring them closer together as individuals.

Several elements of the code of honor are displayed in the speech. Society is reified as a powerful and hallowed entity
("this society"). "Society" is thematized as an organism made up of many interdependent parts. These various parts are
arrayed in a hierarchy of importance, but the implication is that even though some are higher than others, al are
important in their way. Distinctions made on the basis of age, gender, and nationality are fundamentally legitimate and
useful (these are matters of ascription); distinctions made on the basis of differential achievementsthe relatively scant
accomplishments of Alderman Simpson contrasted to the greater accomplishments of Mayor Daley for "this society"are
emphasized. As event, the speech functions to reinforce the existing socia order through expressions along the
expressive dimension of honor.

A general conception of a code of honor has been outlined and examples drawn from classic literature presented. This
provided a background against which to set Teamsterville communicative practices. Although the culture of the
Teamstervillers is not exactly that of the Achaeans and the culture of the Virginian is not exactly that of Achilles or of
Richard Daley, certain broad themes have been extracted from these cultures and developed here to construct and
illustrate an ideal type of a speech code. Such a code, in general, thematizes the individual, society, and communicative
action as aresource for linking individuals socially. The code of honor, in particular, addresses the individual as a
persona playing arole against the backdrop of history and community, with communication functioning to link such
individualsin hierarchical relations such that social knowledge can be brought to bear in guiding individuals to play out
the roles which their history fits them for and to which their achievements entitle them. The use of such a code, it has
been shown, regulates the messages by which persons link themselves into social relations and constitutes the meaning
by which persons construct the realities of their lives.

The Code Of Dignity

Dignity refers to the worth attached to individuals by virtue of their being a person. It is concerned with the person qua
person, as someone who is made up of unique feelings, ideas, and attitudes. Discourse spoken in a code of dignity
prejudices the talkand the hearing of talkin favor of treating individualsin terms of their "intrinsic humanity divested of
all socially imposed roles or norms. It pertains to the self as such, to the
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individual regardless of his position in society" (Berger, Berger, and Kellner, p. 89). A concern with dignity does not
merely deemphasize a person's social roles but also positively emphasizes the uniqueness and legitimacy of each
person's cognitive and affective world. This uniqueness makes communication important as a resource for elaborating
individual intent, taking the role of the unique other so as to understand her or him, and of forging negotiated
understandings and agreements between persons who are fundamentally different from each other cognitively and
affectively. The capacity of communication to signify and reinforce social differencesis deemphasized, even deplored,
in the code of dignity.

The Oxford English Dictionary lists several senses of "dignity," including "the quality of being worthy or honourable,”
"honourable or high estate," and "nobility or befitting elevation of aspect, manner, and style." These senses share with
"honor" an emphasis on the worthiness of a person deriving from qualities of the person. The last sense, with its
reference to manner of conduct, suggests a difference between dignity and honor. To the English-hearing ear a
"dignified demeanor” is a happy expression but an "honorable demeanor” is not. Likewise, one can pledge "on my
honor," to carry out atask, but not "on my dignity," although one can pledge to carry out atask in adignified manner.
"Dignity" suggests respect deriving from the individual's manner of action, rather than from achievements and
precedence.

Some uses of "dignity" quoted in the Oxford English Dictionary suggest further that it has to do with an inner quality of
aperson, as that quality is manifested in outward demeanor. The Oxford English Dictionary gquotes these lines from
Wordsworth's"Y ew-Tree Seat":

True dignity abides with him aone

Who, in the silent hour of inward thought,
Can still suspect, and still revere himself,
In lowliness of heart.

And it quotes Sir H. Taylor in Satesman (xv, 107): "It is of the essence of real dignity to be self-sustained, and no
man's dignity can be asserted without being impaired.” The first of these quotations implicates the idea that dignity is
an inner quality, the second that it is an inner quality that influences the manner of outer conduct. In thisregard dignity
is the reverse of honorin dignity the inner quality determines the performance, in honor the social judgment of
performance determines the person's inner experience of self.

A person can act, but can also be treated, with dignity. Thisis the giving of respect to the person. To what aspect of the
person is this respect
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being paid when that person is treated with dignity? To honor a person is to pay respect to that person's
accomplishments and social identity. Dignified treatment pays respect to the person's inner quality. One is entitled to
respect precisely because oneis a person. Although persons vary in their inner qualities, in the dignity code they are
valued because of the fact that they consist of an inner core of dispositions, attitudes, and feelings that properly, in this
code, constitute the essence of the person. Some theol ogies enshrine the person with dignity, for example, as a"child of
God," but the secular version is equally pointed, in its emphasis on the irreducible value of the individual person.

The idedl of dignity informs the use of, and attitude toward, names and personal address, and these provide useful
illustrations of the concept. A surname links a person to afamily history and to particular parents, and thus can in part
constitute one's persona. A given name can be given by parents and it, as well as a surname, can be associated with a
person throughout alife. A name, thus, places a person and is part of his or her socia identity. Also, whether aname is
used to address or refer to a person, or whether atitle is used, are governed by and express the speaker's estimate of the
social identity of the person named or addressed. All languages include linguistic resources by which such socia
placement is accomplished, by which social status or position is signaled. An exemplary resource is address by Title +
Last Name ("Mr. Jones") versus the use of First Name ("John"); the former is called an "honorific".

Given the tie of honorifics to an idiom of honor, one might expect that in a code of dignity the socially expressive use
of names and distinctions in address would be objects of scorn. That thisis true is recorded in many historical instances
of change in social norms regarding personal address. In the European languages in which there are two forms of the
singular "you" as aterm of address, such as the French tu and vous, one form (generically labeled the T form) is
characteristically associated with situations of informality and intimacy; the other form (generically labeled the V form)
Is associated with formality and is asignal of social distance or respect. Socia difference is most sharply expressed by
an asymmetrical pattern of address, in which one person says T to the other and the other returns V. For such languages
as French, German, Italian, Russian, Swedish, and Norwegian there is evidence that, over the past two centuries, there
have been dramatic changes in the use and acceptance of the V form and of the asymmetrical pattern. To varying
degrees, and in varying circumstances, the societies in which these languages are prominent have shown a dramatic
turning away from the V form and the asymmetrical pattern, aturning away that has explicitly been linked to the rise of
social ideologies asserting the dignity of all persons. These ideologies emphasize
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that all persons should be treated as equals and therefore that some persons should not give the informal (and less
deferential) T form to others who are expected to return the more deferential V form. For example, one visible and
audible aspect of the French revolution of 1789, in which the ideal of political equality was asserted, was the move to
discard the use of vous (the "you" of social difference) with universal tu (the "you" of equality).

A related illustration is drawn from the movement to change conventional ways of nhaming. Hamblen presents a
complex and sophisticated argument to show that in Western society The Married Woman's Name'Mrs. Donald
Spencer"expresses a wife's subservience to her husband, whose name she uses. Hamblen's essay on The Married
Woman's Name concludes with a statement that "the customary married woman's name has become a shabby linguistic
symbol which needs to be discarded to free individuals and society from any left-over power which it may have" (p.
255).

Hamblen's argument and the wisdom of her conclusion are not the issue here. Rather | am concerned to read her
statement as a text written in the terms of the dignity code, and thus to use her text as an illustrative resource. To this
end | will not examine her argument itself but will examine the value termssymbolic expressions of good and bad
endsthat she employs in advancing her argument.

Her call for discarding The Married Woman's Name is based on the claim that the practice expresses, promotes, and
reinforces three undesirable aspects of marital relations in contemporary Western society. Her quarrel is with the
externally (historically and socially) imposed (1) status differences, (2) division of labor, (3) and differencesin power,
obtaining between husbands and wives, which are implicated in the married woman's name. Each of these aspects
concerns social difference. The wifeislower in rank and prestige than the man is, and thisis symbolized by the fact
that she takes his name. The division of labor is arbitrarily determined, with the husband assumed to be the giver of life
and the wife assumed to be but the vessel through which his progeny are transmitted, thus the children take her
husband's name. And the man is the more dominant or powerful member of the pair, and thus his name is extended to
her, not the reverse.

In her exposition of the argument, Hamblen uses many evaluative terms, phrases, and expressions that reveal her use of
acode of dignity. Some of these are used as devil terms, including "societal role," "social stratification," "rigid
categories," "old criteriaage, sex, family membership." Use of The Married Woman's Name expresses and reinforces
these ends and Hamblen treats these ends as self-evidently undesirable.
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These are, of course, some of the very terms of an honor code; they are terms of role, hierarchy, and social categories.
They are undesirable to Hamblen, apparently, because they are opposed to several god terms or expressions of
desirable states in adignity code; these include: "an identity nurtured from within rather than imposed from without,"
"individual talent and initiative," "autonomous," "choose to live together," "independent identity," and "unigque personal
history and set of goals for the future." These include such key terms of an honor code as individual, choice, autonomy,
and uniqueness.

Hamblen's critique of The Married Woman's Name convention takes direct aim at the scenario or life script implied in
and reinforced by the naming practice. This scenario constitutes, of course, a powerful source of identity for both men
and women. It provides a clear answer to the questions of what ends one should aspire to reach and what stepsto take
to reach those ends. That answer derives from areading of the past, in general, as the source of the basic lines of the
scenario. It derives as well from the particular biographies of the parties, in that, for example, the woman takes on a
particular new identity when she stops using her birth surname and takes the man's surname for her ownshe sheds an
old identity with a particular meaning in her social world and she takes on another identity with its own meaning in that
world.

It is precisely such scenarios that a code of dignity opposes. In such a code the individual's identity is not properly
constituted by the unigue and precious inner qualities that she or he possesses. Thisis, as Hamblen wrote, an identity
"nurtured from within" rather than imposed from without. And the person links to other persons as one who
autonomously chooses to do so in arrangements arrived at not through precedent but by negotiation.

In this chapter | have treated the code of honor as a speech code by showing how it thematizes the person, society, and
strategic action. A parallel formulation can now be presented for the code of dignity. First, in the code of dignity, the
person is quintessentially a unique self rather than a bundle of social roles. The person iswho heis by virtue of his
Inner qualities. It isaviolation of nature, as well as of morality, to try to suppress the development and expression of
those unigque inner qualities because it is these qualities, and their expression, that in large part constitute the individual
as a person. For example, for awoman to take her husband's name as her own imposes on her unique self an externally
defined role. Thisis an evil thing, in this code, because it impedes the development and expression of the woman's
essential identity, the identity built up from her unique personal potentialities and goals.
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Second, the individual person is existentially and morally prior to society. Society is built up from individual acts'you
are the community," as one advice-giver wrote, using the vocabulary of dignity. And society is less valuable than the
individual. As the economist Milton Friedman pointed out in the introduction to his classic book, Capitalism and
Freedom; when John F. Kennedy said, in hisinaugural address, "Ask not what your country can do for you; ask what
you can do for your country,” he implicated a fundamentally un-American premise, that is the purpose of the individua
IS to serve the state, and not the other way around. It is, of course, a statement whose terms are properly provided by a
code of honor, not by a code of dignity. In acode of dignity, the dramais less important than each individual player; the
scene exists as a setting for individual performances.

Third, communication in such a scene functions to express, and interactively ratify, individual self-images and
expressions. As strategic action, communication takes the form of dialogue, aform in which unique, independent selves
negotiate shared realities.

The code of dignity, as delineated here, is closely related to the rhetorician Richard Weaver's conception of a modern
rhetoric (Weaver 1964). It consists of three key premises, which can be counterposed to those he formulated for a
traditional rhetoric. The first is the premise of equality (as opposed to hierarchy), that al things (for example, unique
individuals inner qualities and potentialities) are of equal value. The second is presentism (as opposed to memory)that
IS, that when choices among alternatives must be made, the deliberations should be made on the basis of what is wanted
now, and what appears likely to work in the here and now. The past is not consulted as an important source of wisdom
to guide human action, and precedence is not given conventional ways of ordering human activity. The third is process
(as opposed to status), the idea that each person's proper activity in life is continually to search for and continually to
reconstitute one's identity, continually making and remaking one's person. Persuasive communication, in such a code,
consists of making appeals grounded in situational expediency regarding immediate wants and desires, as these are
assessed through a process of open communication (dialogic negotiation). A code of dignity, with its emphasis on the
unigue attitudes and aspirations of individuals, is congruent with such a modern rhetoric.

Weaver's three premises are clearly illustrated in the discourse about the married woman's name as a symbol expressing
and reinforcing an undesirable social arrangement. Reasoning from the premise of equality, one would argue against the
husband or wife being more powerful than the other, and one would argue against an arbitrary imposition of a
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division of labor. Reasoning from the premise of presentism, one would argue against using tradition as a guide for
defining marital arrangements. And reasoning from the premise of process, one would argue in favor of social
arrangements that maximize individual opportunities for persons to change their identities during the course of their
lifetime and, by implication, to change the character of their relationships with others.

A Code of Dignity and Nacirema Communication

An auditor of Nacirema speech about "communication” cannot help but feel instructed in the vocabulary of dignity. The
individual, the self, communication, relationship, growth, and choice are among its god terms.

The cases of M and K are illustrative. Each complained about her "relationship” with another important person in her
life. M's complaint was that her husband would not "communicate" with herthat is, would not engage in close,
supportive, flexible speech with herand that thisvoid in her life prevented her from realizing her full potential as a
partner in the marriage. K's concern was that her father would not engage in "open communication” with her, that he
would not reveal his innermost feelings to her, and would not enter into dialogue in which his own identity was open to
negotiation through a process of communication. K viewed her father's reluctance to engage in such talk as limiting not
only his own "growth" as a person, but as limiting her own capacity for developing herself through her relationship
with him.

The use of "relationship” in this code reveals much about dignity asit is conceptualized here. The code treats
interpersonal "relationships’ as organic and potent. A "relationship” can grow, thrive, survive, and dieit is organic. And
it can cause a husband and wife to fail in their marriage or cause a parent's life with a child to be unsuccessful. Both M,
as discussed in chapter 4, and Joanna Kramer, as discussed in chapter 5, attributed the failure of their marriages to their
"relationship”; it was, they claimed, not the individuals, but the "relationship," that failed.

The reification and personification of "relationship” in adignity code does important cultural (interpretive) work for its
users. First, it provides aresource for explaining an important phenomenon, the failure of amarriage. And it does this
without any necessary recourse to positing a defect in the inner qualities of person. Thus, all parties can, in their
discourse, be "supportive" of the selves of persons who are partners in a marriage that has failedthe selves are "ok," to
use the Nacirema vernacular, even if the "relationship” was not.

If the individualsfailed at all, it was afailure to "communicate." The failed marriage is attributed to a defective
"relationship,” whichis
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defective because of insufficient "work" done through "communication.” In this parlance, there are not bad husbands,
bad wives, bad parents, or bad children, there are bad "relationships."

Here an important difference between the codes of honor and dignity is manifested. In the former, there are established,
transpersonal, and transsituational rules governing how to perform the role of spouse or parent. One can be a bad parent
or bad spouse by violating those rules. In the dignity code, these social rules are less important; they are replaced by the
injunction: use "communication” (close, supportive, flexible speech) to "negotiate" the "relationship.” The negotiation
of relationship requires the give and take of both parties to create a set of relationship-specific rules that enable two
("unique") persons to act together or be with each other in some creative (created) way. The moral failure, in this code,
is to fail to do the "communication."

When they are defined by a historical precedent with contemporary motive force, roles, such as husband, wife, or
father, provide for their performers a script for enacting the role. They delineate what to do and how to do it, and these
injunctions provide as well abasisfor evaluating performances. One complaint about Naciremalife is that such scripts
are not as readily available to Nacirema code users as they have been in other times and places. De Tocqueville hints at
this when he writes, "Among a democratic people poetry will not be fed with legends or the memorials of old
traditions. The poet will not attempt to people the universe with supernatural beings, in whom his readers and his own
fancy have ceased to believe, nor will he coldly personify virtues and vices, which are better received under their own
features. All these resources fail him; but Man remains, and the poet needs him no more" (pp. 8081).

Although there is more than a grain of truth to de Tocqueville's statement, this does not mean the Nacirema s a person
without myth. The formulation | have given of the dignity code suggests that it can provide its users with considerable
dramaturgical and mythic resources to use in guiding and interpreting their life performances. Joanna Kramer's story
(chapter 5) is acase in point. During the year that we €elicited M's story (chapter 4), of a marriage that failed because of
alack of "communication," Joanna Kramer's story, in the film Kramer Versus Kramer, was being told more frequently,
and with greater emotional impact, than for any other story being told in M's society. Joanna Kramer is not a
supernatural or superhuman figure. But she faces a situation that, in the code of dignity, is fundamentally problematic.
And she responded to that situation in a culturally plausible way, employing a prized resource, ""communication,” as the
means for facilitating her "growth" as a"person."
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Conclusion

The codes of honor and dignity are general formulations of the nature of persons, society, and strategic action, which
were derived from a consideration of well-known concepts of society, established meanings of these conceptsin
everyday speech and in academic jargon, and historical and literary examples. Teamsterville spoken life exemplifies a
way of speaking expressed in a code of honor and Nacirema spoken life exemplifies away of speaking expressed in a
code of dignity.

Whether the two types of speech code presented here, codes of honor and dignity, can be shown to have a more genera
application than given herethat is, that other culturally distinctive codes can be subsumed under one of these two typesis
beyond the scope of this presentation. The localized codes have been juxtaposed to and subsumed under the more
general formulations here in order to interpret further the ethnographic cases of speaking examined in this book. In
particular, the interpretation has helped to show more sharply how speaking, and the speaking people make about
speaking, reveals cultural codes about the activity to which they refer and how these are codes of persons, society, and
strategic action. Such a showing as has been provided here helps to set up the remarks presented in the concluding
chapter, which follows.
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Chapter 7
Speaking Culturally

In introducing chapter 1, | declared that | had set out to describe Teamsterville and Nacirema cultures in order to learn
something about speaking as aradically cultural medium of communicative activity. This intention belied two
interrelated beliefs, (1) that there is something about speaking that is important to lives and societies, and that (2)
whatever that importance s, it has something to do with culture. The studies that followed chapter 1the ethnographic
reports in chapters 2 through 5 and the comparative analysis in chapter 6have presented empirical findings and
Interpretations from which | now draw general conclusions about the uses that people make of a medium and about the
significance that medium has for them.

Several years ago Peter Farb wrote a book entitled Word Play: What Happens When People Talk (Farb 1972). When
people talk, Farb proposed, they play akind of game, whereby they pursue ends by making a series of moves, all the
while following the rules of the game. In this book | have presented two cases, which suggest, indeed which support
empirically, the claim that the game of talking is fundamentallyradicallycultural. That claim can be expressed as the
following thesis: The rules of the speaking game, the object of playing it, and its meanings to its players, all of these
are contingent upon the culture(s) the interlocutors use to play it with in particular times and places. Chapter 7 is
devoted to the development of that thesis.

The thesis as formulated suggests that conceptualizations of speaking as culture-free should be replaced by
conceptualizations of speaking as culture-rich. Culture-free conceptualizations include all those treatments of speaking
that do not pay explicit attention to the fact that the ends and means of speaking are culturally contingent. A culture-
rich conceptualization would provide for the possibility that what speaking is, how it is organized, and what values it
has to interlocutors, are matters of
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local definition. In the remainder of this chapter | develop four principles that are consistent with, and that in part
constitute, away of thinking about speaking as culture-rich. These principles, grounded in the studies presented in this
book, are articulated here to suggest some of the ways that speaking is, fundamentally, speaking culturally.

The central focus of the discussion to follow is the concept of speech code. Each of the four principlesis stated as a
generalization about speech codesthat is, about historically transmitted, socially constructed systems of symbols and
meanings, premises and rules, pertaining to communicative conduct. The concept of speech code was selected as the
central focus of the discussion because in each of the data-based chaptersthat is, in chapters 2 through 5, the exposition
ranged over awide variety of human experiences and meanings, but in each case a common element could be foundthat
all of these particular findings and interpretations could be shown to implicate a code, some system of meanings about
communicative conduct. Furthermore, in chapter 6 the concept of speech code provided the organizing basis for
comparing, contrasting, and characterizing the diverse and distinctive meanings and experiences that provided the basis
for the empirical chapters. Thus, in thisfinal section of the book, and in this final chapter, | state the conclusions of this
project in terms of its emergent central concept.

The Cultural Distinctiveness Of Speaking

The preceding chapters have presented studies drawn from two cultures, the culture of Teamsterville and a mainstream
American culture, here called Nacirema culture. In Teamsterville and Nacirema cultures, it has been shown, speaking is
thematized, but thematized distinctively. In these two systems, speaking is assigned different purposes, valued
differently, linked to distinctive cultural themes, and conceptualized by a different metacommunicative vocabulary.

This point can be expressed no less sharply because Tearnsterville and Nacirema speech codes are each expressed in the
same language, English. Each of these codes draws from the same language a distinctive set of terms and notions. And
each makes of the same terms something distinctive. "Communication,” a quintessentially Nacirema symbol, is
certainly part of a Teamsterville lexicon, but "close, supportive, flexible speech,” a Nacirema meaning for
"communication,” is a meaning not active in Teamsterville talk about talk. "Neighborhood," an important symbol in
Teamsterville culture, is certainly also part of the Nacirema symbolic repertoire, but the sense of "neighborhood" as a
culturally defined place for speaking is not a prominent part of Nacirema sensibility.
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Likewise, there are contrasting Teamsterville and Nacirema premises and rules about speaking, such that one can think
of two distinctive speech codes built up from the same linguistic codes. The "same" linguistic code provides the basic

symbols from which such contrasting orientations can be constructed as the Teamsterville notion that "children should

be seen and not heard" and the Nacirema notion that "you can't keep a child quiet at the dinner table."

The finding that each of these cultures thematizes speaking in culturally distinctive ways is consistent with the large
number of ethnographies of speaking that are now available for comparative analysis (Philipsen and Carbaugh 1985).
In study after study, drawn from languages and cultures from throughout the world, have come data that support the
proposal, here formulated as Principle One, that wherever there is a distinctive culture, there is to be found a distinctive
code of communicative conduct. These studies show cross-cultural distinctivenessin terms, semantic dimensions used
to define those terms, metaphors, premises, and rules, pertaining to 'speaking'.

The Nacirema term "communication,” with its dimensions of close-distant, supportive-neutral, and flexible-closed,
suggests a useful point of contrast. Other speech codes, for which semantic dimensions for 'speaking' terms have been
reported, include that of the Afro-American peasants of St. Vincent in the West Indies, a code that makes prominent the
semantic contrasts sensible-senseless and polite-impolite as dimensions for characterizing acts of speech (Abrahams
and Bauman 1971); that of seventeenth-century New Englanders, in which a controlled-uncontrolled contrast is
prominent (St. George 1984); and that of the Haya, in which substantial-insubstantial is prominent (Seitel 1974). The
available literature suggests that for each cultural system of speaking thereis a distinctive system of such semantic
dimensions, which in part constitute the domain of 'speaking'.

Another way the cultural particularity of speech codes is manifested is in metaphors for 'speaking.’ Again the
juxtaposition of "communication" to other codes isinstructive. Katriel and | found the "work" metaphorasin, "
‘communication’ is the ‘work' which is necessary for a'relationship' "to be a cultural resource for conceptualizing and
interpreting Nacirema speech. Speech codes in other cultures have a metaphorical theme, which ramifies through the
domain of 'speaking.' The Haya, for example, conceptualize the domain of speaking in terms of an alimentary process"
metaphor (Seitel 1974). The Chamula (Gossen 1974) and seventeenth-century New Englanders (St. George 1984)
conceptualize speaking in terms of a"heat" metaphor, which has different meanings in each case.
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As it is with symbols and meanings, so it is with premises and rules. Consider Walter Ong's proposal, quoted in chapter
1 of this book, that speaking links individuals in socia relationships. He writes. "Because in its physical constitution as
sound, the spoken word proceeds from the human interior and manifests human beings to one another as conscious
interiors, as persons, the spoken word forms human beings into close-knit groups' (Ong 1982, p. 74). Ong's statement
reveals a premise about speaking that emphasizes the interior of the individual as the starting point and source of
experience of communication. Thisis, of course, adeeply cultured model, one whose evocation might be quite stirring
to the Nacirema ear. But regardless of whether Ong's model is objectively true, the ethnographic literature suggests that
other cultures implicate other premises.

For example, Michelle Z. Rosaldo's (1982) ethnography of speaking among the llongot in the northern Philippines, an
"oral culture," portrays a people whose understanding of speaking deemphasizes the individual speaker as the
intentional initiator of spoken meaning. The llongot's understanding presents a model of speaking as something quite
different from what Ong proposesindividuals are, in the Ilongot code, already wedded to each other in unbreakable
bonds of sociality, and speaking is merely a manifestation of that connection. Rather than proceeding from the interior
of the person outward, speakingand the meanings it embodiesoriginates outside the person.

Verschuren (1989) has conducted an 81-language survey of what he calls "language action verbs," such as "to speak" or
"to say." He discovered that in al 81 languages there is a vocabulary item for the word or words that can be glossed as
"to speak” or "to say." Seventy-seven of the 81 languages include aword for the English "to talk." But beyond that,
there are many differences across languages as to what notions of linguistic action can be expressed in the language.
Verschuren's finding that "to speak™ is alinguistic universal suggests that in all cultures 'speaking' is thematized in
some way. But in the Teamsterville and Nacirema cultures, and in many others in the ethnography of speaking
literature, it can be seen that thislinguistic universal is but a starting point for thematizing speaking, a point from which
each language and culture takes its own distinctive course.

The Matter Of Tak

What do speech codes thematize? What is their substance? Of course, they are about speaking, but what, one might ask,
Is the substance or matter of speaking, asthisis illumined by the study of speech codes? The
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thematization of speaking in Teamsterville and Nacirema cultures reveals a distinctive code of self, society, and
strategic action. These codes, historically transmitted, socially constructed systems of symbols and meanings, premises,
and rules, about communicative conduct, are at once codes about the nature of persons, about the ways persons can and
should be linked together in social relations, and about the role of symbolic action in forging, sustaining, and altering
such interpersonal linkages.

This can be expressed as Principle Two, a speech code implicates a culturally distinctive psychology, sociology, and
rhetoric. A speech code does not provide simply an account of coding, decoding, and encoding, as neutral processes
sealed off from other aspects of culture. Rather, such a code implicates a view of what a person is and of how persons
are constituted, of the particular kinds of social relations that persons can and should enter into, and of the appropriate
and efficacious symbolic resources available to interlocutors for constituting themselves as persons in social
relationships. This was shown in detail, for the Teamsterville and Nacirema cases, in the comparative analysis in
chapter 6.

Principle One points to difference across speech codes, Principle Two to the substance of such codes. These two
principles can be joined to comprise the following elaboration of Principle Two: speech codes are distinctive
thematizations of the ends and means of social action. Each implicates a distinctive conception of what goods humans
should aim to secure, how to secure those goods, and how to judge efforts to attain them. For example, Mayor Daley's
use of a Teamsterville speech code, as his use of it was described in chapter 3, shows him affirming an end of enacting
atightly prescribed, socially defined role, and doing thisin and through communally sanctioned modes of action.
Joanna Kramer's use of a Nacirema speech code, as her use was described in chapter 5, shows her affirming an end of
pursuing individualistic goals, and doing thisin and through "communication."”

A speech code, as a culturally distinctive "social rhetoric” is part of a common culture that can provide individuals with
akind of practical knowledge about what to feel and what to do (Scruton (1979). It provides a system of meanings and
beliefs that provides answers to questions about ends to seek, as well as answers to questions of the proper and
efficacious means for achieving those ends. In particular, a speech code provides a system of answers about what
linkages between self and others can properly be sought, and what symbolic resources can properly and efficaciously be
employed in seeking those linkages (Philipsen 1987, 1989).

The matter, or substance, of speech codesis, by this account, interpersonal life, if that term is construed broadly. And
the general point is
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woven through the literature of the ethnography of communication. Hymes suggested, in the early formulations of the
enterprise (1962, 1964), that communication can be thought of as a metaphor for social life, and that as communication
(including speaking) is thematized and enacted distinctively across cultures, and across speech communities, so cultural
thematizations of communication and speaking should reveal a culturally distinctive code of interpersonal meaningsin
particular cases.

In areview of several ethnographies of communication, produced in response to Hymes's call for such studies,
Carbaugh has shown how Hymes's proposal has been supported empirically in particular cases. Carbaugh's focus is on
cultural terms for talk, such as"communication." Hisfinding is that in all the cultures he surveyed, such terms are parts
of larger codes of personhood, society, and strategic action. As Carbaugh has written, of cultural terms, "Persons use
cultural terms for talk as away to speak directly and literally about words and as away to talk more metaphorically
about interpersonal relations, social institutions, and models for being a person” (1989, p. 113).

The Meanings Of Speaking

Principle One refers to the distinctiveness, and Principle Two to the substance, of speech codes. Principle Three refers
to the use, or function, of speech codes. It is concerned with the part that speech codes play in the process of
communication.

It has long been assumed that whenever interlocutors speak with each other, they potentially create shared meaning.
They do this, for example, by referring to experience in such away that the interlocutors can find common meaningsin
the use of language. It has long been assumed as well that users of language, and of other media of communication, not
only express and interpret communicative acts in terms of what is being saidor talked aboutbut also in terms of what is
being done (Austin 1962). Attention has been drawn to such "actions" performed in speaking as 'persuading’,
‘entertaining’, 'uniting', 'chatting’, ‘conversing', and so forth.

Principle Three is that the significance of speaking is contingent upon the speech code used by interlocutors to
constitute the meanings of communicative acts. The Teamsterville settlement house worker who talked with unruly
boys to discipline them and to influence their future conduct was interpreted by Teamsterville boys to have been
unmanly, because, in such circumstances, he spoke. From the settlement house worker's perspective, his acts of speech
were gentle but firm administra-
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tions of discipline and the benign exercise of adult power. That Mayor Daley spoke in the council and that he spoke in
the way he did meant one thing to Teamstervillers and another to those who did not control the Teamsterville code. The
different meanings are expressed directly in the comments that Daley's various hearers made about the speech. What
these acts, of the settlement house worker and of the mayor, respectively, werethat is, what they counted as for the
interlocutors involvedwas in each case contingent upon the speech codes used to constitute the meanings of the acts.

"Congtitute” is used here with deliberate cognizance of its use in the speech act theory of the philosopher John Searle
(1976). That theory holds that there is a definite range of what can be done, what acts can be performed, in speaking.
And it holds that what a given speech behavior counts as is determined by the universal conditions necessary and
sufficient for abehavior to count as, for example, a promise, acommand, and so forth. Searle is concerned with a set of
philosophical possibilities and the logical requirements for an observer to say that one of these possibilities was realized
In agiven utterance. For example, Searle posits that it is possible, in an act of speech, for the speaker to make a
promise; and that a promise is made if and only if certain conditions are fulfilled. In uttering, for example, "l will take
you to the cleaners tomorrow," certain conditions must be met for the locution to count as a promise (for example, the
speaker must think the hearer wants to go to the cleaners or else the utterance might count as a threat rather than a
promise). If aspeaker said, "l will take you to the cleaners tomorrow," and all the logical requirements were met for
classifying the utterance as a promise, Searle would call it apromise even if the speaker and the hearer called it an
expression of sorrow. Searle would say, | believe, that although the utterance was mistaken as an expression of sorrow,
a promise was indeed made, because the conditions for making a promise were met.

To propose that speech codes are used by interlocutors to constitute speech acts as meaningful says something different
from, but not necessarily in conflict with, what Searle says about speech acts. My move here has been to interpret what
mterlocutors singly or jointly, experience their speech acts and interactions to be. To Searle's set of logical possibilities
this adds, in particular instances, afurther component of the speech act or of spoken interaction, and that is what the
mterl ocutors experlence the meanl ng of thelr acts of speech to be. These meani ngs are such outcomes as

"communicating," speaking "like aman," speaking in away that is "supportive," and speaking "like one of us."
Although Searl€'s system might be perfectly adequate to determine the conditions under which an observer can say that
an utterance counts as a directive or apromise, it is
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through knowledge of particular speech codes that the observer can hear and interpret such experienced meanings as
those | have instanced here.

Cultural types of acts and cultural meanings do not necessarily meet any philosophical or logical criteria, only the
criterion of shared significance among interlocutors. The cultural formulation of these acts and meanings might have its
own logic but that is not necessarily the logic of the philosopher of language. The Nacirema term "communication”
illustrates these differences between the philosophic and the ethnographic accounts of speech acts. "Communication” is
a Nacirema term that, in some contexts, refers to "close, supportive flexible" speech. To say that "we are redly
communicating” requires that interlocutors engage in spoken interaction that is highly disclosive, in which the
interlocutors are supportive of each other as unique persons, and in which both parties are committed to the possibility
of negotiating their perceptions of self and other. Thisis not a philosophical or a philological account of what
conditions must be present to say we are "really communicating'it is an observer's formulation of what some
interlocutors take "really communicating” to be.

The implication of Principle Three is that generalizations about the meanings of speaking to those who participate in it
must be qualified in that each culture provides a distinctive system of resources to use in constituting acts of speech as
meaningful. Such a generaization is found in Ong's chapter, "Some Psychodynamics of Orality" (Ong 1982). Ong
contrasts how orality, or speaking, is considered or thought of differently by people who livein print cultures or in oral
cultures. But | have shown here that thereis not just one "psychodynamics® of orality. The Teamsterville and Nacirema
cases, along with the larger body of data in the ethnography of communication, suggest that the "psychodynamics" of
orality are particular to each system, that in each case thereis a distinctive system of terms, semantic dimensions,
metaphors, rules, and premises available to interlocutors to constitute the meanings of speaking. The finding of cultural
distinctiveness in speaking provides an understanding of speaking as an activity. Its meanings, phenomenology, or
psychodynamics must always be established in the particular case. It provides an understanding of speaking as
meaningful in ways that can only be fully grasped if they are grasped in the terms of a particular culture.

The question, What happens when people talk?, is thus reconfigured here as, What do the interlocutors interpretor
experiencethemselves to be doing in speaking? And the answer is: it depends. It depends upon the speech code they use
to constituteto construct, to define, to interprettheir communicative acts. To the extent thisclaim is
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true, and the claim is consistent with the data arrayed in this book, then the meaning of speaking is always, at least in
part, afunction of culture.

Culture in Speaking

The book began by quoting an utterance. At every turn it has been concerned with auditing utterances and interpreting
their significance to those who make and hear them. In many instances, | have interpreted instances or collections of
instances of speaking that, upon first hearing, sounded culture-free, or at least culture-neutral. For example, in the early
part of Teamsterville fieldwork, when | heard neighborhood people talk about "the neighborhood,” "around here," or
"connections' | was not aware that they were speaking terms that, although they are common English words, are also
code terms in Teamsterville culture. Likewise, when | first listened to Nacirema parents say that "communication” is
vital to the parent-child "relationship," | did not hear such expressions as deeply cultured. The data-rich experience of
auditing and interpreting Teamsterville and Nacirema speech has suggested Principle Four, that the terms, rules, and
premises of a culture are inextricably woven into speaking. In this book, a special application of this principle has been
made to speech codesthat is, to cultural systems of symbols and meanings, premises and rulespertaining to
communicative conduct. In each of the data-based chapters attention has been given to particular ways that elements of
speech codes are woven into speaking. In what follows, | identify four ways thisis done.

Patterns in speaking. In chapter 2, for example, | used the organizing frames of participants, setting, ends, and topic,
taken from Hymes's (1962) scheme, to examine who talks to whom, in what settings, toward what ends, and about what
topics, in order to learn fundamental aspects of a Teamsterville speech code. Such central categories in Hymes's scheme
as speech event, components of speech events, and functions of speech events, provided away to organize many
separate instances of spoken behavior into a culture pattern that could be, and was, tested against further events and
validation by local consultants. The use of Hymes's framework enabled me to hear, in the stream of Teamsterville
behavior, a culturally distinctive pattern where initially | heard no culture pattern being implicated.

It was by applying these categories that | was able to hear the Teamstervillers not simply as speaking but as speaking in
culturally organized ways. For example, it was only by applying the framework that |
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was able to appreciate that one never merely speaks in Teamsterville but that one always speaks as the bearer of a
culturally defined social identitythat is, that if oneis male one always speaks as a man, as that category is thematized in
Teamsterville culture. The local pattern for speech behavior, as well as the local commentary upon behaviors that do
and do not fit the pattern, comprises ways that Teamsterville speaking invokes and implicates a culture. That is, one
way that culture is woven into speaking is that interlocutors pattern their speaking in culturally distinctive ways.

Metacommunicative VVocabularies.

A second, immediately obvious way that culture is woven into speaking isin the use of a culturally distinctive
metacommunicative vocabulary (and other talk about talk). When, for example, | asked a Teamsterviller about who his
preferred interlocutors are and he replied by saying they are people from "around here," he used a culturally distinctive
term, one whose meaning was different from that which | supplied prior to studying Teamsterville culture. When a
Nacirema talks about the importance of "communication in arelationship,” cultural terms with very particular
definitions are being usedand are being displayed. The studies presented in this book show interlocutors using freely
such words and thus revealing themselves to be users of a culture.

The Rhetorical Invocation of Metacommunicative Vocabularies.

Applying amethodological principle articulated by Kenneth Burke, that one should not merely compare "verbalizations
... [but should] also correlate the situations behind them" (Burke 1965[1954], p. 183), suggests athird way that
interlocutors weave culture into speaking. In all the data-based chapters, | have attended to how speech code elements
are expressed in the naming, interpreting, explaining, evaluating, and justifying of communicative acts. If, following
Burke again (1950) one thinks about utterances as addressed to some hearer for a persuasive purpose, one can hearor at
least interpretinterlocutors as using speech code elements to serve rhetorical ends.

For example, that the Teamsterville man told the settlement house worker that a man should hit rather than counsel an
errant child is an example of invoking a cultural rule to justify a particular course of action. K's statement, in chapter 4,
that her father's discourses with her did not constitute "communication,” contains an instance of using aterm from a
speech code to characterize spoken activity and thus to evaluate it. In these instances, a speech code element was used
to do more than simply to designate something; it was used to interpret, to explain, to justify, communicative conduct.
Such utterances reveal their speakers to be speaking in the terms of a culturally distinctive speech code.
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The Use of Metacommunicative Vocabularies in Culturally Distinctive Forms.

Cultures are not unordered arrays of elements, displayed without pattern or form. Some elements of any culture are
more important than othersin terms of their significance to the interlocutors who use them; some cultural themes
ramify more widely throughout a cultural system and throughout the lives of those who use them; and some elements

of aculture are expressed more prominently than are others. The studies presented in this book suggest that a fourth
way to hear the articulation of speech code elementsisto listen for the use of them in three communicative forms
whose structure enables one to notice the cultural significance of the symbols and meanings, rules, and premises
displayed in them. Those forms are totemizing rituals, myths, and social dramas. Each will be discussed to show how its
use reveals interlocutors weaving speech code elements into their speaking in particularly significant ways.

All routinized episodic sequencesknown, repeatable ways of structuring an interaction evententail the use of cultural
ways of speaking and interacting. All episodic sequences do this because they are routinizedstereotypical,
predictableand because their routinization marks some aspect of shared practice. Greeting rituals are an example.

A totemizing ritual (Turner 1988, pp. 16163), a particular type of ritual, is a structured sequence of symbolic actions,
the correct performance of which pays explicit homage to a sacred object of agroup or culture. Thus a totemizing ritual
isroutinized but it also is a particularly poignant (meaning-full) ritual. There are two ways cultural poignance is
manifested in totemizing rituals. First, they are infused with the expression of emotional content such as anger,
frustration, joy. Second, the referent of the situationthe sacred object of the groupis made explicit. Nacirema greeting
rituals are highly structured. But the "communication” ritual, atotemizing ritual, is highly structured plus it is infused
with emotional content and it includes explicit references to things taken as sacredthat is, selves, relationships, and
communication. To participate effectively in atotemizing ritual entails speaking and interpreting with particularly
important terms of a particular code.

All stories, which string together cultural symbolsin meaningful sequences of activity, potentially implicate cultural
content. Cultural myths, a special kind of story, make key elements of a cultural code particularly salient. A myth isa
story of some type of person who confronts atype of problem and responds effectively through the use of some type of
action or resource. A cultural myth is astory that, in the telling, provides its hearers with resources for interpreting their
own experiences and for telling their own stories in ways intelligible to them and their interlocutors (Hannerz, 1969;
White, 1981).
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Joanna Kramer's identity crisis, discussed in chapter 5, is a story in which atype of person (awoman, a mother)
confronts a problematic situation (a husband who does not "communicate”" with her) by taking a journey upon which
she meets someone who will "communicate" with her and thereby she restores her sense of "self." Such tellings provide
aform in which the cultural richness of speaking is revealed.

A third communicative form in which significant cultural symbols are made salient is the social drama. In the social
drama, someone invokes amoral rule in challenging (criticizing) the conduct of another. In the next step of the
sequence, areply, consisting of arepair, adenial, or the like, is made to the challenge. The reply is either honored or
dishonored, with the consequence that the offender either reintegrates with the group, or alienation or schism has been
revealed. In this process of invoking rules and replying to rule invocations, code elements are pressed into service.
They are pressed into service in aform that, like rituals and cultural myths, provides not only for the invocation of the
code element but also for the discursive coratification of its legitimacy by the interlocutors. In this way, interlocutors
deploy significant code elements and their "discursive force" is revealed in and through how their use either does or
does not have force for the interlocutors.

In replying to Mayor Daley's council speech, Alderman Simpson criticized Daley's conduct, and in so doing he invoked
the terms of a speech code. Daley's reply was condemned by some editorial writersin New York City and Chicago
newspapers and by Simpson, and was praised by some Teamstervillers. Like the accusation and the defense, the
condemnation and praise involved the use of codes to justify the speakers positions. In the process of accusation,
justification, condemnation, and praise, the force and scope of rules and meanings are discursively spoken and tested
and, thus, are made salient by and to participants and observers.

Interlocutors organize and interpret spoken activity in ways that can be detected by the application of such frames as
participants and setting. They express and articulate meanings about speech in their use of a culturally distinctive
metacommunicative vocabulary. They seek to accomplish things by invoking elements of a speech code. They
participate in rituals, mythic tellings and hearings, and social dramas, forms of discourse infused with the elements of a
culture. In al these ways, and thisis an illustrative but by no means an exhaustive account, speaking is revealed to be
richly woven through with the resources of a culture.

The principle that culturally distinctive speech codes are woven into speaking complicates the ambitions of those
reformers of communicative practices who propose that all rhetorical uses of language be made "sensi-
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tive and accountable to human experience" (Bennett 1985). If by "sensitive and accountable to human experience,”
Bennett and those he follows mean a kind of respect paid to the common wisdom that has grown out of alife of a
people and has figured in that peopl€'s sustaining discourse across generationsin that case, | would have no quarrel with
the proposal. But if it means what | take it to mean, if it expresses a principle of plain representation, a doctrine of
designativist clarity, abelief in the sanitizing of discourse, then the studies presented and comparatively juxtaposed
here suggest that the proposal is hopelessly idealistic.

It is hopelessly idealistic because it ignores that speaking is laced through with cultural prejudices and particularities.
For example, the very phrase "sensitive and accountable to human experience" itself contains terms that express a
prejudice. "Experience" refers, in this use, to the individually apprehended and interpreted meanings derived from
events in one's life. As such, it can be contrasted with "tradition," "the common sense," "convention," and so forth.
"Experience" refers to something that resides in, and is constructed exclusively by, the individual; "tradition" refersto
something that, at least in part, resides in the communal wisdom.

The point is not that "tradition” is superior to "experience” as a guide to human action. Rather the point is that when
Bennett insists that being "sensitive ... to experience” is arequirement of "good political communication,” heis not
invoking aterm that is politically or morally neutral. He invokes aterm that finds a happy place in a code of dignity,
just as Mayor Daley's council speech is sprinkled with the terms of a code of honor.

This point takes on particular importance when interlocutors are sensitive to the ideological or political undertones that
can be found in social and communicative practices. It is easy to hear, in the speech of one side or another in some
dispute, that the other's speech reveals them to be prejudiced, interested, and partial. By reporting here on two ways of
speaking, by showing each to draw from and express a code of speech and society, | have complicated discussions in
which one side accuses the other of speaking in terms that are ideologically colored. Both sides are, in the light of my
discussion, speaking in subtly coded terms. For example, when the voice of dignity and the voice of honor, to take but
two examples, meet, or clash, neither side necessarily speaks in bad faith, but each speaks with a different faith, afaith
that, more often than not, is implicated in the terms and tropes in which it expresses its arguments.

The positive contribution that this analysis makes to such disputes is not to provide a method by which voices can
reconcile their differences. Rather it provides alanguage and a spirit that interlocutors can use to
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hear themselves and others for what they arethat is, to hear speech as deeply culturedand, thus, to hear speakers as such.
The terms of that language are, on the one hand, persons, society, and strategic action, and, on the other, code,
community, speech situation, functions of speaking, and speech act. The values these terms take, in particular
instances, are cultural values and thus must be discovered in each particular case. The spirit in which these terms are to
be taken is that acknowledging that the distinctive values terms take in particular instances are, indeed, distinctive, not
amenable to preformulation.

Thus, the political scientist's preachment, quoted initially in chapter 3, to "keep language sensitive and accountable to
human experience" (Bennett 1985) is read, here, as hopelessly idealistic. Language, it has been shown here, particularly
when pressed into the service of sociorhetorical ends, is fundamentally spoken in the distinctive terms of a speech
community. Speaking is inextricably speaking culturally.

Conclusion

In chapter 1 1 told the story of my dinner companion who impliedor so | thoughtthat speaking is a matter of little
significance in lives and societies. In chapter 1 | proposed that the studies to follow would suggest that speaking is
filled with significance, but in ways that can only be known by inquiring into the particul arities of experience and the
particularities of the speech codes that interlocutors use to shape and interpret their experience. | have, in thisfinal
chapter, presented a thesis and four principles that begin to articulate that position.

To summarize, | have argued from the data presented here that speaking is aradically cultural medium of human
communication. Four principles, stated in terms of the concept of speech code, have been formulated as specific
expressions of that thesis. | have argued that:

1.Everywhere there is a distinctive culture, there is a distinctive speech
code.

2.Speech codes implicate a culturally distinctive psychology, sociology,
and rhetoric.

3.The significance of communicative acts is contingent upon the speech
codes that interlocutors use to constitute those acts.

4.Speech codes are inextricably woven into speaking.

The first of these principles points to the existence of speech codes, to the fact that cultures provide distinctive
thematizations of speaking. Quite ssimply, | have argued that with regard to any given culture, if there
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Is something in that culture that pertains to speakingif there are symbols and meanings, premises and rules pertaining to
speakingthen that something differs across cultures. The second principle posits something about the substance of
cultural thematizations of speaking. | have argued that speech codes inevitablyin all casesimplicate akind of social
theory or social rhetoric.

Principles One and Two are grounded securely in the empirical literature of the ethnography of communication
(Philipsen and Carbaugh 1986; Carbaugh 1989; Verschuren 1989). The Teamsterville and Nacirema cases, which are
part of that literature, provide some of that support. Given the amount of the empirical support for these proposals, it is
unlikely that future research will lead to their empirical disconfirmation.

Although it is unlikely that these generalizations will be disconfirmed empirically, it is possible that they could be
reformulated in the light of new evidence or in the light of areanalysis of extant data. For example, it might be that,
even though there are differences across speech codes, there is a specifiable range of such codes. It might be that a large
number of such codes can be subsumed under a small number of types, and that these types will correlate with
specifiable social and cultural circumstances. It might be, for example, that the types represented by the codes of honor
and dignity can be shown to subsume a wide range of cases.

Principle Three points to how speech codes work in the process of communication. It suggests that the particular sense
that interlocutors make of communicative acts is contingent upon the speech codes they use in interpreting those acts.
This, too, is an empirically grounded claim and is one subject to empirical disconfirmation. One rival claim is that there
are kinds of speaking that are, to the interlocutors who experience them, the same everywhere, and thus not contingent
for their meanings upon the speech codes available to particular interlocutors. The data of the ethnography of
communication, including the data of the Teamsterville and Nacirema cases, provide many instances consistent with
Principle Three, but thereis a good deal of speculation and interpretation involved in inferring this principle from these
data. Thisis aprinciple that merits further empirical study, particularly empirical study that pits my proposal against the
possibility of universal principles of interpretation (see, for example, Rosch 1987).

Principle Four points to the site of speech codes, to where they are used and thus to where they can be foundin speaking
itself. In arguing that elements of speech codes are inextricably woven into speaking, | am again making an empirical
claima claim grounded in observations and
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aclaim subject to empirical disconfirmation. It is possible that there are kinds of speaking that do not carry within them
elements of a speech codethat is, that speaking is not necessarily a carrier of culture. Furthermore, it is possible that
certain types of speaking are particularly rich in the use of code elements, a possibility proposed in systematic terms by
such scholars as Silverstein (1979) and Wierzbicka (1986). Thisis atopic in which there is considerable progress to be
made through the analysis of new ethnographic material and through the reanalysis of extant data. Nonetheless, given
the materials presented in this book, it seems unlikely that new data or the new interpretation of extant data will lead to
apicture of speaking as something fundamentally innocent of cultural penetration.

Taken together, these four proposal sabout the distinctiveness, the substance, the function, and the site, of speech
codessuggest something true of the significance of speaking. They suggest that in all times and all places, the
significance of speaking is something important, but important in distinctive terms in each case. They suggest that
gpeaking, one of the principal activities through which a common life is constituted, is something that, for all its
universality as a human activity, is fundamentally and radically particular in its human significance.

At one level, the theory of speech codes that | have proposed hereas expressed in the thesis and the four
principlespoints to certain fundamental truths about speaking. At another level, it suggests ways to inquire into the
particularities of speaking in particular cases. In this sense, the theory has value not only as a claim about genera
properties of speaking and communication, but also as akind of heuristic or investigative perspective in the study of
particular cases of spoken life. Principles One and Two, for example, perform a kind of enabling function for students
of human communication, in that they hold the promise that whenever one sets out to study the communicative conduct
of some particular moment or milieux, that it is likely one will find there some distinctive substance with regard to
speaking as medium of communicative activity. Principle Three suggests that when one turns to situated acts of
speaking that these will embodyfor the participantsparticular senses of meaning and social experience. And Principle
Four not only suggests a generalization about speaking, but its development in this chapter reveals a system of
maneuvers one can deploy in the delineation of distinctive codes of speaking. Thus, the findings of these studies
suggest not only that speaking is distinctive in particular cultures, but they suggest as well some of the interpretive
resources available to students of speaking for doing the work of investigating and interpreting the codes of speaking
with which particular lives and societies are constituted. Given
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the point of Principle One, life presents seemingly limitless opportunities for the study of such socially situated,
culturally distinctive ways of speaking.

Although the studies in this book are designed simply to address a particular empirical and theoretical questionhow
speaking is aradically cultural medium of human communicationit has been my aim to produce answers that might
bear suggestively on some of the central themes of the discipline of communication studies. Thus, | conclude by
making a few such suggestions.

Communication studies is centrally concerned with how interlocutors achieve common understandings. The studies
presented here emphasize that the media interlocutors use in a communicative situation are not merely carriers of
signals. Their use itself is a source of situated meaning; the fact that someone speaks, or does not, or speaksin a
particular way, or does not, are matters of interpersonal significance. Interlocutors bring to the construction (the
production and interpretation) of communicative acts the use of culturally distinctive speech codes, codes that function
in two ways. First, a speech code makes available to interlocutors a culturally distinctive system of terms, scenarios,
and premises with which to produce particular communicative acts. Second, they make available a system of resources
for interpreting communicative acts. Thus, speech codes could be shown to play avital constitutive function in the
production of interpersonal meanings. This should have important implications for learning about cross-cultural
encounters and the meanings produced in them (see, for example, the work of Gumperz and his associatesGumperz
1982a, 1982b) as well as for encounters in which cultural differences are not pronounced (the ‘basic' communicative
situation).

Communication studies is also centrally concerned with how interlocutors use symbols to facilitate cooperative activity.
As with the construction of communicative acts, so do speech codes figure prominently in the persuasive-coordinative
function of communication. First, a speech code names and conceptualizes the ends and means of achieving
coordinated action, and it does thisin a culturally distinctive way. Second, a speech code provides a system of enjoining
and legitimating premises to which interlocutors can appeal in justifying their conduct or in grounding appeals to others
to act. Thus, speech codes could be shown to play avital coordinative function in social life. This has important
implications for understanding how, in general and in particular speech communities, the process of living and acting
together is accomplished communicatively.

In addition to these communicative (referential) and persuasive-coordinative (rhetorical) functions, communication
studies is concerned
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with acommunal function. Here the concern is with how the use of language and other symbolic resources serve to
create for interlocutors a sense of shared identity. The studies in this volume show interlocutors expressing culturally
distinctive senses of shared identity. They also point to speech codes that provide culturaly distinctive resources for
performing this function. For example, how an individual expresses a sense of membership or communal identity is
specified very differently in a code of honor and a code of dignity, the former emphasizing the use of speech to express
one's place in ahierarchy (one's social distinctiveness) and the latter emphasizing the use of speech to express one's
unigue psychological contents (one's psychological distinctiveness). Here again, speech codes could be shown to
perform acrucial function in the activity of interpersonal linking, particularly at the level of individualsidentifying
symbolically with a group, tradition, or community (thisisworked out more fully in Philipsen 1987, 1989; and see
Eastman 1985).

With regard to all three of these functionsthe communicative, the persuasive, and the communalthe present studies
suggest not only that interlocutors must bring to bear distinctive resources for performing these functions in distinctive
situations, they also suggest some of the ways that these distinctive resources can be discovered in particular instances.
Given that elements of speech codes are inextricably interwoven into speaking, it is to speaking that the studentor
practitionerof communicative conduct can turn to discover local knowledge about the ends and means of
communication. Knowledge of speech codes, and knowledge of how to study them, such asis exemplified in the data-
based chapters and made more explicit in the exposition of Principle Four in chapter 7, should prove invaluable as a
resource for figuring out, in particular situations, what the local (situated) resources are.

Finally, communication studies is concerned vitally with acritical understanding of the activity of communication. That
IS, communication can be thought of as something in which the work of the world gets done and this can be treated
unproblematically, as something that is, is good, and is to be studied so as to make it work more efficiently or more
effectively. Knowledge of communication processes, from this view, is valuable because it facilitates communication,
cooperation, and communal identification. The critical perspective in communication invites attention to the ways in
which socia inequalities are expressed, reified, and reinforced, and in turn invites students of communication to
examine critically these ways. The studies in this book, by juxtaposing two very different speech codes, and by doing
thisin away that has tried to treat each code on its own terms, without, | hope, making gratuitous negative or positive
judgments about either, should contribute to one's ability to
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think through critical judgments about speech codes and the ways of life they represent. They contribute, precisely, in
thisway: by examining two such different ways of speaking as the Teamsterville and Nacirema cases, each of which
embodies a code, it makes it difficult to privilege one of these as neutral or unprejudiced, and the other as coded or
prejudiced. | have tried to suggest not only a perspective but also alanguage for examining communicative conduct as
coded and therefore to hear not only aMayor Daley but also a Joanna Kramer as speaking culturally. The capacity to
hear various speakers, those who are close to as well as those who are distant from one's own prejudices, as speaking

culturally, seemsto me to be a precondition for any kind of intelligent hearing and intelligent practice of
communicative conduct.
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