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Human behavior can be gharéCCe;ized from many\vantage points. Three-
‘\\\Potentialiy fruitful Perspectives for the sciéntifiﬁ evelopment 6f.human
6bmmun}capion theory ére'those of laws, systems and.}u es. While each of
thgsé;pefspeétives are potentially capable of illuminagipg.qgevhuman eommu- »
nicat?bﬁ process, it will be my purpos; in this papef'to indicate 'the fruit-
fulness ;E—EHg rules perspective. The paper Has ﬁ;ee parts. First,
briefly examine the focus™of each-

we will
of our three perspectives in order to indi-

cate their potential Similarities and differegces. Second, we will review.

thé)ﬁrgyious development of the fhleS'perspective and its application to the

area.of interpe;sonhlvcommunication; Finally, we will ou'tline a rules theory

of interpersonal communication which.follow§ from our previous analysjis.

‘Prior tg entering into the main body 6f our analysis we are in need of a i
N O >
working .definitio@ of human communication theory.

Y-
For the purposes of this )
- - - n .
analysis’ human communicatibp will be viewed ag the successful transfer of sym- . .+ -

- bolic information from one person to another,! The .term theory will refer to a

set of propositions which yield warranted expectations about obsérvable phe-

2 L : .
nomena.  The-warrant for such. expectations is to be evaluated in terms of the

theories power for ekglhnacion; prediction and control.

i

Similarities and Differences in Focus of the.Three‘?erspectives

Any attempt to comprehensively survey the laws, systems and rules per-
spective ‘in a single paper is doomed to- failure from the outséty, Time and

- Space dictate a more modest goal. While it is not possible to be comprehen-

sive ia our survey,-we will attempt to indicate the diversity and commonal-

ities..of points of wview-in -each-perspective and the similarities and differs T

O -

ences in focus between the three- perspectives.,

. 1N
Laws Perspectife

Staunch advocates of the laws perspective in ‘the behavioral sciences have

3 . . . - L4 .
been diminishing -in numbers over’ the past teu years. One reason for this de-

cline in support has been the failure of social scientists to locate regular-
ities wi.ich have the same degree "of generality, necessity and ‘strong empitrical

support as the lawfuflregularities discovered in the natural sciences. The

féilgre to,locaig such repularities has led many behaviorxl scientists to ques-

~tion fhe @pplicabiiity_of the laws perspective to human behavior, Methodological’

»

, I
* i i - v -

- DAL i L4




o . . - .

3

monisd'has'given way to methodological plurafism.3

[ \ N

Few philosophers, theorists or mechodologiSCS of &cience have . examined
Jdctual sc1encif1c laws in order to determine what characceriscics, if .any

they share. One exception to this generalizaC1on is PeCer Achinstein's work

Laws and Explanacmn.4 The author begins by warning us chat Y'one ambiquity in-
the use of thé term law should be' noted at thé outset. .The term is used to re-
fer both to a propos}zion and to a fact which that proposicion describes" 3 -
This confusion is further compliéaced by three separate concepcions of the rela-
tionship between a proposition and the fact which a proposition describes. )
First, we have the lbgical p051civisc posicion. According to this view,
laws enunciate che uniform concomitante of phenomcnd. The prococype instance .
of which is eicher a universal ifplication (all A'are B) or a problemacic cor-
‘relation., The phenomena conneCCed by a law should be logically independenc.
This suggests cha% the - cruch-value of a. law is not a matter of logical nec-
essicy, but concigent upon the test*mony of experience. Since a law's claim

) .
« co truth Cranscends che experience of any given instance, laws-are in princi-

F

»ple never completely verified.6 3 . -
Second, we have the conventionalists position. According .to: this concep-
. tion, scientific laws are analytic statéments and as such: are immune *to refuca-
"tion by experience, Agreement with che law-is the standard: ‘whereby ihdividual
. Cases are classified as falling.or noc falling unfer the generic phenomena con;,
nected by the law. All A are'h so 1E a ching purported to be an A is found
not to be B, then it is not re411) an A after -all. Such standards for judging
things are man made agreements or'convenC1ons adépced in the process of concept
fdrmac?ogé7 : . T o . ’
Third we have the nacural necessicy p051C1ou. According to .this approach,
ScienC1Eic iaws are descriptions of che operacion of powerful particulars. The
two forms of such operations are by « generative . mochaniqm“ and the manifesta-
.tion of the powers of a fundamencal field. The powers of a generative mechan-
“ism or a fundamental field operate to produce che empirical basis for hypotheses
as to the relationship between coexisting propertxes or successive events or
states. These properties, events or states are nacurally necessa;y when - chey
e ﬂare demonstrated to be—in fact the product of the powers of a generative mechan-

¥
ism or 4 fundamental held.8 s

-

. - o
- ——

The first conceptlon of law gives prominence to the uniform concomxrance

of nature, the second to ‘the logical properties of a proposition and the third
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to the natural necegsity of a generative mechanism or a fundamental field.
Achinstein 1s able to cite examples of laws which conform to each of these con-

~ .
ceptions of law.9 Amidst diversity, Achinst8in also finds’ commonality. Any

statement which is to qualify as a law must also manifest certain logical and en-

- 4 o

pirical charactetistics. - T ¢
First, a law‘must specify a logical and empirical relationship which 1is .
) generak. Logical generality is achieved by indicating that (a) all .or none of
the instances »f a category exhibit the regularity—and (b) that theycategories -
involved are fundamental in a _theory. Empirical generality is"achieved by in- *:-
dicating that (a) the variables are not spatially-temporally bound and .(b) sthat
the regularlty holdsofor every particular instance of the variable tested.10 )
. Second, a law must specify a logical and. empirical re!ationship -which is -
necessary. The‘hecessify we attribute to a law is logically necessyry in v1rtue
of that“fact (a) that, together with a statement about particular items 1t en-
tails certain tvpes of counterfactuals, (b) that the law expresses an analytic
truth. A law is empirically necessary in virtue of that fact (a) that it
specifies the direction, shape and strength of a relationship between observable
phepomena and (b) that the- previous relationship is-produced by a powerful parti-

/ -

’cular.ll . . ¢ ]

- From this perspective the orderly development of human cotmunication theory
would. proceed by attempting to 1ocate lawful regularities and then employ such
regularifies as wa*rants for developing expectations regarding observable phe-
nomena. 1f invention is viewed as the procedures involved in discovering regu-
larities and Judgment the procedures involved in certifying regularitles, then
it is obvious that a law's perspective allow;'considerable freedom of invention
while employing rather fixed criteria for Judgment. Inventlon may-proceed by in-

"duction, deduction,- analogy,_retroduction ‘or any other means. Judgment is- govern-

ed by a rigorous set of logical and emp1rical requirements. While research in

the behavioral sciences has yet to reveal such regularities, powerful theories

"that facilitate explanation, prediction and control have been developed in the
rd

. natural sciences utilizing the laws perspective.

. _vSystems Perspective

»

a

Systems is a perspective which has produced more staunch advocates than,
theoretic empirical research. One Reason for this imbalance is suggested by

- Dr., Edgan Tashd jin writing in the Behavioral Scientist:

e e € DTN

v A system is olten defined as a whote com-‘
e posed of parts wh}ch influence cach other. .- T

-
*
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- ] This definitfon is so all-embracing as o be.
completely meaningless; everything would be ?

a system. 'From the cosmo
*«tem down to an atom, 1If the systems concept’ .
. ) is“to have weaning; 1t must be more- specific #
, . than merely a synonym for relatdness.l?
o . : AR
. ' At least two attempts to provide a more
the systems literature, “Firse,

8 to the solar Sys=

specific focus are apparent in

fying the diverse areas of human -knowledge, This viewpbinc was arciculacéa\by

Ludwig von BegCalanfﬁyzwhen he called for% - !

. . seea hypothecic_deducc@ve systém of those prin-
’ ciples which follow from the definicionfbfvsys~ .
| . o tem-and by the introduction of more or less
"ﬁ- special .conditions. 1In this sense, systems . 7 L
| theory is 3 priori and independent ofHLCS:in; .
' ' cerbrecacipn in terms of empiricaliphenomena, : Lo
‘ - but is applicable “to all empirical realms con- B
| - cerned with systems. Its position is similar
L} T e to.that, for example of probability theory,
I . which is in itself a formal mathematical doc-
ﬁ’ B N trine but which can bg,abplied,>by‘way-of em-
! -Pirical interpretation of lts terms, to differ-
\}E ) ent fields, from games” te therodyna@ics,,co
T . biuPogicalvand medical experimentation, to genet-
© ics, to- life insurance stégisﬁ&cs. And, so on.13

*
proceeded along two -complementary
paths:- (;

The search for a general systems cheogy has
(q)_che attempt to identify general phenomena which are

.
-

£ ; phenomena and (b) the a

ttempt to model
" basic units of behavior in different fields- and develop a hierarchy among the

‘various systems based on differences in comp

lexity of organizécion.la ) i
d, there havé been the sdhéhhﬁtAi;;;ﬁambiciéusggzégﬁpCS by systems
scientists utilizing logic, mathematics, Statistics and computer modeling tech-
- niques to investigute the or

.9 . .
ganization and behavidr of various systems.

TR D L

Acéord~
- 2
ing to them 4 Systems -theory is composed of a) a set of objects or events, ej,
. b) a set of re¢lationships, Rjj,* such that ejRjjeifor all i and j within the sys-
', .« _ tem, and c¢) a calculus or operation for manipulating or drawing implications ‘from
T the-system. The ey are locial rather than empirical variablés. The Rij.may be
based on logical operators (“3 Xy x =y for-variables x and y), ‘mathematical
. -operators (y = ax+ b), set operators (x £y) or any other formalized (consisgcnt‘_
I ' *
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andfclosed) set of relationships. Traditionally one of three sets of assumptlon
ig made in regard to ‘the operations of such a“system, Firsty we may assume that

ih operates asa state determined System (i.e. we can predict almost exactly "the

next state oﬁ the system from the’ last state of the system). Secondy we may as-
-

sume that it'operates as "a Markov System (i.e. we can say, that if the system is

in a certain state now it will go to.one of several possible states next, and
determine the relative probability of it going to each of these other states)

Third,¥we may assume that it. Qperates as a self organi~1ng _ystem (i.ee We can .

-— ks
L4

- ¥
say that it alters its nature’ from moment to moment, 50 that a matrix which is-—-
correct £

describing itsﬂbehavior at one moment is inaﬁequate at the hext) 15
This definition of a s;stem is similar to thattof a theory in the»tradi-

tional deductionist paradigm. Tha difference between a- system and a theor) -

rests nQ\\qn what .théy are but in hoy -they come to be and the standards by wnlch

they are judged. Systems sciéntists according to Eugene Meehan search for pat-

' terns of organization which aré "created" for rather than discovered in "phe~‘

nomena".16 Because stuch an approach implies there is no oqp right way of organ-

izing reality, the usefulness of a speciflc ornanizationai pattern is dependent Y

.upon the purposes of inquiry. Two géneral purposes-of systems inquiry are .
1dentrf1ed by Meehan. ’ ) . e )
. - -What purpose can knowledge of organied. LX- ) .

perience serve? Here 1 suggest *that we define
purpose in ‘terms of twd fundamental human needs

. or requirements. First, the need to antic1pato
fiture events 30 that behavior can be adupted to .

. them; second, the need to be able to control
future events so that man can become sorfething
more than a.servile prisoner of hatural forces,17 ¢

o

Eystems sclentisgs Lhus form theories by developing formal patterns of systems,

structureo functions and processes that can be overlaid on the empirical world.,

"7 U If the pattern fits the ‘phenomena it serves as a guide for ant1cipat1ng and con- .

trolling the events which fall within that pattern. Such an approach assumes no
empiricaifor-natural systems. 1In the systems paradigm, general and necessary pro-
positions are assumed to belong to the logical rather than the empirical world.
They may be used to develop warranted expectations about the empirical world onLy
if‘there is some justification for assum1ng 1somorphism between an empirlcal sit~
/. 18
dation and the loglcal systen,
? .
Follow1ng from these assunptions is a very spccifxc method of inquiry. ~Sys.

tems cientists bcpén WLth a. focus or purpose of inquiry, Hav1ng identified the

o . -

. _— 2

o

-
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purpose of the inquiry they definel the boundaries of the system under considera;
, those functioﬂhl interdependencies which preserve the characte;_or the system.
- Thay, next.posit a formal pattern of relationships and at least one BEE?EEISH'on;
those relationships in order to generate logical entailment. The variables of
the formal calculus and its operation foxrm an explanatory system for the phe-
nomena. Modeling systems in this manner has been useful in both the natural and
behavioral sciences for the anticipation and control of phenomena..
While general systems analystsland systems sclentists may disagree in re-
gard to the ultimate goals of the systems perspective, they are in’basic agree-___
’ 'ment on the methods to be employed and the types of theory to be constructed.
From a systems perspective the orderly development of human communication
theory- would- proceed by modéling -the ;potential and real organizational patterns
of communication- systems -and determining their utility'and the empirical condi-

. P
tions which would héve to exist for the model.to hold. The model is then em-

. tion. Next, they attempt te abstract from the complexity of empirical phenomena -

ployed as a warrant for developirig expectations about observable phenomena givén —

. the purposes af the inqpiry.v By treating lawful regularities as principles of
g o logically conceived systems and ev%duating such regularities in terms of their
utility rather than their truth value, the systems perspective provides both a
flexible and rinorous method of inventiqn and judgment. Such an approach to
theory constructlon places greater empha:is upon explanation and control than

prediction.

- - . : .

The systems and laws perspective “have much in common, The focus of the

systems perspective on matching ubstract models to observables and discovering
the operations of systems falls comfortably within the conventional and natural
; ‘necessity traditions of the laws perspective. But alas, the divergences diverge
: much more than the coincidences coincide. The systems perspective differs from
_4'j‘ "' Ehe laws perspettive in. that {t extends the legitimate range of ,c1entific inven-
t tion and judgment from existing regularities and their truth value to logically
cbnceivable regularities and their usefulness. .

‘ a

.- Rules Perspective . - /

Rules like systems ia a perspective which has generated more staunch advo-

cates than theoretic empirlcal research. Two F¥eéasons for this imbalance seem

probable. [First, the concept rule can be used in a variety of ways and only re-
cently have we become aware of the implications of its many meanings. This .

. . 1
awareness has led researchers to begin to untangle its many theoretic usages.

Second, in many cases the investigatlon of rules required the modification of

o 4

Qo .. 3. . ) R
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. or development of new methods of theory construction.20 Both of these prob'lems

" have only recently been resolved in such a manner allowing theoretic research

' programs to develop. At least three such programs are apparent in thé litera-

P tur'e . o, .

First, there are eiforts by linguists’ in the'Chomskyan tradition to explore

LN 'S

the concept q§ grdmmatical rules. Linguists have long observed that native
‘speakers ‘on the basis of any arbitrary set of experiences with their language9
§ . gained access to the full set of” séntences -in the language. This observation
led Chomsky to hypothesize the,presence of a grammar or set.of ‘rules from which
) the language can be derived,, 21 Put another ways, if the sentences of a language
N are related in such a way that they are derivable from a set grammatical ‘rules
. *then we can understand how it is possible for a speaker of a.language to have .
. access to a repertoire oﬁ sentences which beyond his experiences. i
) In attempting to research Chomsky s hypothesis and turn it into a theory,
linguists were confronted kith a problem. The prominent linguist¥c approach to . ~
theory construction\focused on how ‘to specify relationships which will demon-
&&_' _ strate why the .occurence of, _pome exent is necessary. The notion.-of event has_
-- meaning only\uithin those universes of discourse iw which motion occurs, and X

i motidn 1s possible only w%thin 4 universe of.discourse which has some temporal.. . _

. order.22- Chomsky s hypothesis involves no~claiﬁ regarding temporal order. It} o

>

only nakes a clarm about the existence of an object_ (a grammar) “and*its power.

The weak claim of such a theory would be that ob jects (a set of rules) exist

and the stronger claim would outline the structure of such objects. Such a

e = h0 otk
“

theory raises a second theoretical problen concerning the specification cf a
relationship which demonstrates the existence of an object and anticipates the

set of behaviors it makes possible. Exfstence and possibility, not motion and

-Linguistsudevelopedfaf:esearch‘péradigm for theory. construction in just such

3 circumstance. The method of invention they cmployed ig outlined by Robert
l‘ne .

" Sanders and Larry Martin. - . . \\\ e

* necessity, are the focus of inquirys ’ : ] .

proeie gl
¢

-
+sothe obvious”test of a linguistic grammar ‘is
whethéxr that grammar derives all and .only sen-
‘tences of the language. This is'not an empifi=- . . e e
- - cal question, since an empirically ‘obtained col~-
) "lection. of utterances will be finite (where L is
) . an unbounded set), and may contain sentences
‘ which are dot in L (given the possibility of
Do . linguistic behaviors which are incoherent).
~No§ consider the general -procedure for construc-

‘W*ﬁ:ﬂt :,:- kS

-
’
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«*”?ﬂg a_linguistic grammar. Native speakers , o
N o~ " specify a finite set of sentences which they re- e
;éy YV cognize as sentences of L, and a set.of Rules is Bt . “
constructed which derives that'se. of sentencas. - 4 . e
But the output of a set of Rules is unbounded, .-
. B . 8o that sentences will be derived ‘which were not -
. . © in the finite sample” from which the set of Rules . .
. - was inferted, If somé of the sentences in that  w
. - derived sample are*Judged not to be in L, the ‘
= Rules” will be amended‘ﬂn such a way that those A
- »
. . sentences are not derived. 23 B . il

>

AN

The existence and power of sueh afgrgmmar i? .then assessed in terms of two eri~"

teria, Sanders -and Martin explain. L -t T N

B .. . ’.1.;’! ' - . ; . ‘,_";“.

°  J..one, amendents to.‘gh set of Jiuleg age suB-— . Lo

- jected to the criterion of indepEndent motiva- g N .
ot tion.. Once a Rule hasjbeenfameﬁded 8% the basis ’ A
o ‘ "of a speakex's judgments, oné - test'gf theayvalid- ~ . - 3
.. lty othet than the one~whi&hrprdhpted -the amend- ’
. ment is Iesolved by it as ‘wellls But a socond ’ 3
‘ and much stronger, verification procedure arises g
\* - ¥ from the fict that a set of Rules isga dedictive: ¥ ) .
: T _ mechanism¥® As such, it must be internallly con-¥ DA .
~ sistent: where'a Rule may be amended solely on -- > Ee
» thé Strength of a speaker's judgments, the* effect ! e ol een ' aa
R . of'any such amendment on ‘thepfull set of ‘Rules., o, " AT
s -must be considered. This méans that the'criter- M °
“ion-of internal consiStency is a check on native 0
Ih Lo T -

speakers judgments. 24 . .ot

- . . +

o .-
Such a ‘method of invention and Judgment combines the basic theoretic strategles

-~
-

-

of the conventional, natural necessity Zind system modeling paradigm. The.ex-
. ’ -‘.

_planation and prediction of'exlstence andquSblbillty is achlnved through.a rigor-

ous fusion of -observation and .deductive entailment. The productiveness of - -sucH -

an approach fo: locating rules and establishing their: éxistence. and structure is

“w? s - “a
well documented in‘the linguistic literature. e I e .

Second, there are the efforts Qy analytdc phllOSOpherS inathe action tradi--
tion to argue for thespvactical syllogiSm as a model” for theory construct1onu£n
A ‘ history and the social sciehcese Following in the tradition ob Aristotle and Kant
7 . such‘philosophers maintain that human actions ‘are prompted by ;d{entions. The
Eolce of intcntlonsfhs an explanatory model lies in the fact that agents are, d15~
{ posed to follow rule-governed patterns of behavxor and such patterns prov1de the
regularities linking the intention to the behavior. Such an explanation of human
behavior is viewed as tcleological and modeled by the' practical Jyllogism. Prac~
tical reaaoning takes the following form: a) A intends to bring about P, b) A,cb9~
siders that he cannot bring about P unless he does B, and G) therefore, A sets

- ‘ ‘ l. N .
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hiinself to do B. According to George llenrick> voy Wri ht o ’ - v
N ...the practical syllogism,provides the ‘science - “ , LoV
N of man something_ long ‘missing f*o’;n Gpeir meth- e 0 e :
S oaology: -an explanation model in its owl¥ right . _{;' Lot
' “®hich is a definite alternative to the subsump~ .. * .
tion-theoretic covering law model 25 T . b

Philosophers of action defend this c1aim by 1dentifying the powers of the géner- '
ativé' mechanism called man, relating those powers «to patterns of observ%le'» e
behavior, and them- arg'ling that such a relationship is neither logically nor ] .
causally determined. Su'ch patterns a?e sald to _have prabtical force. _ .

¢ Hunian beings accord:.ng to action theorists have the power to: act--the; can
do thingsv. 'r' l-lowing in-a l%antian tradition they argue that* human perception R

: . thoughe muft be® d tiiti "t form--things they,do. -
s and oug mu e viewed as activities en per orm--things t _2_ Sensory .

[}

. ~sti-nu1i are, organized intp. spatial. paatterns int accordance wi'E}\ a rule, Neither

vl e LS experience nor thought _can ‘be understood as something that happens to us but” o

o ?gl RS only as ectivities we under’ta:(e in accordanc“é‘ wi th pu'fes. 6. Following Anan T
e = Aristotelian l;rad*t:ion action theorisfs argue that another thing that man can .,
N : do is intentionally !mterfere with the‘,\course .of"fnature by making a cause hap- i
. ‘pen or bx preventiﬁ‘g‘a causé from hapﬁening in order to bring about certain con-
; ‘"““3 ~seque’nces.27 The exercise*o.ﬁ, such. po\:ers a{’e te1eoL031cal. Teleological be- :
OB \)mviors have two partp The 'firg tsconsxsts of an xnn‘}er*parc’.o;.":.ntention c”r:‘v.‘iotied :
. in p,revious weXperidnce. -The second COHS’lSCS oE an outer part o.hiqh has® &w(rab- T
. " , =" pectst ‘a,muscular aotivrty (i.e. the in‘terfering With a&cause in ‘bature) and”
* o . the conseqyences whi.ch ensue from that interEerence. The unit‘)\ of these two .T'
h o'utefr aspects in_ja te1eologig:,al e,xplanation consxsts in-their subsymption undPr;
e ® 4 .3 cormon intention. The anere citatron of causal connectedness is insuf,ti'"l,.gn L
.- .ta) explain, 'p‘reﬁict and control the rebularity 28 - X ﬁ BN ’
e e "l'he schema of a p'x‘act'ical syLlogism ks that ofcan inverted t'e’leological ex- =~ .
L. B 'planation._ The beginhing point in such™an explunaEion 15 that an actor sets )
.. himself to take: some® agtion. When we, ask’ “why', the answer is "in order to bring .
bas e about B"' - It is assuméd that the actor cqnsxéertd ‘the behavioz‘ we are trying to e
) " . .e«cplain‘as nece%sary to brmg about B, Fven sLf the actor was mistaken in think- :'
Lo ing that his acti,on would bring- nbout the desired consequences it does not in- SR <
: ‘ . ’ validat‘e, the explanation of why he set,; himsélf to do B. Action theorists argue
. 't ‘ ! ﬁ(:har the link between prenises and conc1usign in practical inference is neither
) logically entailed nor causally determined. Logical ent1ilment is re jected
~ N - on the grounds" that the premises af a practical” syllogism do not with loqxcal
l . , . - .'“ N 5 )
<% . ) . - N .
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.necessity entail the, éxistence of a conclusion to'match them. Itﬁas only. when
an actjon is alreddy completed and a practical argument is constructed to ey~ -
plain or justify itrthat we have a logically conclusive argument.., The legical
mecessity of the practical inEerence scheme is a" necessity conceived ex post
actu.. Causal debe”mining is rejected on the grounds that,one cannot verify -
the premises oE a practical syllogism independent of its concluslon. It ﬁéy //l
therefore necessary tqQ separate exp}anations of causation in nature and” ex-
planations of causation in the realm of indivjdual and collettive actipn. -
Following from these, assumptions i3 & very specific method of iaguiry. In-
vention and judgment in this system of, inquiry functions-at two‘levels of anal-

ys1s simultaneously. First, a teleolog&gal explanatlon ¥

.qgires a prior act -
"of intentionalistic understanding of "some behavioral a ""This unddrstanding
can only be achieved by lotating the actor S- intentioﬁs and perceived courses
of action, .The basic method fur achieving such an u standing is the same as
n such an understanding is
achieved the behavioral data bbcomes a social fact amenable to explanation-
Second, a researcher in the action tradition may investigate the interaction of
socjal fqrces (intentions) and natural force Ses) in ordeg to obtain know- |
ledge of the best fit betweer the two. Such a method of 1nquiry combines the -
basic theoretic straxegies of the laws and systems perspectivé facilitating ex-
planation of human action and expansion of man's/control ‘over the forces of
natdire. Explanatifn and control are, achieved through a, x}gorous fusion of ob-
servation ‘and practical inEcrence. The productiveness dﬁbsudh are .approach for
locating rules, identi#fying their existence) structu;e, and’bvgluating their
utility is well, docurented in, the historical and” social scientiﬁic litérature.
Third,_ there have been ef[orts by cognitive philo:ophers, psychologists and
neurqphysiologists in the evolutjonary. tradition\to establish a hiﬂrarchy of co-
gnitive functions by explicating the various vrays in which rules have been em-
ployed to explain human behavior. Following in the tradition of Toulmin, Vygotsky
and Luria such theorists naintnin, that it is-an crror’tgicomnit ourselves to a
shaxrp dichotomy between '"person" and "Erings" "hctions" and "cauaes", or “"rules"
and "laws', 1In each ‘case .the actual ‘empirical subject matter has an inner rich- -,
ness and complexity which re[utes such over-simplitntions. They argue [urther, .
that a careful study of the variety of yays in which "rules" are conmonly Used'
to cxplain human behavipr reveals a continutm of progres51vely more cowmplek ‘.

cognitive functions. finally, they_arch that this new account of rules suggests
7 T N
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a ,method of theory construction which includes both causal and actional cohcep-- ::

A RS

tions of human behav1or.30 . ¢
Theorists in/ the evolutionary tradition begin their de_gnse,qﬁ these .claims

. >

AU by explicatinggat least Seven different classes of itle behavior ranging fEom *-i

the purelyseaUsal to the strictly rational' . Yo

(1) . Behayxoruwhich happens “as~a—ruleﬂw——ﬁé%£r—a-fever~subside‘ th _

) fluenza patient" as.a rule begzns to perspire freely and demands flu1ds Regu-

ER=Y
&3t

. %

——— ]
o ° v -

larity in this case depends upon a causal reLationship.

S

: 7/ " . b (2) Regular Behavior. 4 good Chtistian regularly goes -to- church.‘ Regular-
ity in this case is descriptive of a habit,.

- ©(3) Rule Governed Behavior. Childrer's. games and culturally determined C i“

rituals are examples., Regularity in this case is internally guided by asvery
loose set of rules which“allow individual variations., -

v (4) Rule Conforming Behavior; Language is the best example. Regularity

in this case 1s highly normative\and the behavior 1s either co*rect or incor-

o rec:. : S :

-

(5) Rule lollowing Behavioxs One example wou bd be reasoning or- calculating

. a means to an end. Regularity in this case is determined by functional efficiency.

LT (6 hule Applying Behavior. The application of the rules of scientific 2

< fnquiry in- solv1ng aproblem is an example. Pegularity i tnrs—case—‘ur;uws
e N - from-the application of systematic sets of - 'rules to a problem.

- -

. . " A Rule-Reflective Behavior. .Doing a mathematical transformation or §
‘ avaluating different methods of 1nqu1ry are examples. Regularity in thic case

ar

N follows from the critical evaluation ¢ £ rule applying behavior.3% =,
«  'This s tratification of rules behavior ‘Kas several veryn51gnifioant implica-
ticus. It ds important to note that such examples can be ordered on a continuum
which,reveals progressively greater orders .of complexity. While researcher, for
‘the- purposes of inquiry might want to explore one-of the classes of rule behaviogy,
any complete theory of human behaviot must be rich anough to {nclude. all stages:
: ) without bltirring the differences between ceacli. The internal structure of such
a scientific theory will take the form of a stratified"sequenva of secondary*
neressary conditions which presuppose that the addition of primary necessq}y ‘cons v,
ditions will move the theory up a level of complexity.32 Theories can thus be
N - - developed at each stage of complexity._ Explanation, prediction and control at
any one stage will not be 1n competition with those deVeloped at another stage -

because they presuppose a different level of complexity.33 Experience thhrrulcs

s *
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behaviors at ons stage"becomas a prereouisite for learning rule patternsvof be~
T havior at subsequent stages. Trac®s of rule patterns learned. at one stage sur-
S T vive An reccgnizable form at more advanced stages. Tt therefore becomes neces-
) ’ -sary: to identify the thresholqs .0f behavior Which mugt be reached before one
is ready to, move to the next stage, distinguish between alternative learning

pathways and understand theé .consequénces which £low from each pathway. Each of

these pachways caft .then be viewed ag alternative processes of adaptatibn which

T ™ axe more or less successful., Thus,, excluding the first stage, this taxonomy .

;‘ of fule relevant behavior turns quite rapidly 1nto a taxonomy of more or less )ﬁ
v . @ A‘ complex cognitive functions ‘and behavioral adaptation.34 - T . ) \
':~‘ PR A very specific method of inquiry follows ‘from this discussion. Evolution- o

- T ary’ theorists” begln by analyizing”a given)unit of behavior in’ order to discover
e how such behaviors’are acquired. This ‘will lead in turn to the_ invention of -a " 'fé

taxonomy of funetions manifesting increasing degrees of complex1ty. Theories

constructed under -such a system would begin with the descriptlon of Q powerful .
‘*~mechanism which manifested 1ncreasing degrees of complex behaviors. As each .
< new level occurs theories of the relations in%olVed 1n that levab would“beﬂcon-

\\ o ¥ s structed. Ve@.cation .vithi‘h such theories would employ’ the basic procedures

of the laws, systems, and rules perspectives. The prodLCtiveﬁESS of such an ap-

_Ai x\‘ : proach for locating rules, idéntifying their structure and, evaluating their util<-
N\ it}-is well dpcumented in the language ucqulsition literature, - . i
St \\ "‘Uhlle lzmitatlonf of EEE&L space “have prevented a comprehensive review .of
© EY R F)

\all the posifions within the rules erspective, our brvef summary.hds revealed

\ e

some igporta nt commonalities. Fdrst, rifes’ reflect tha complex cognindve and be- .

hav1oral function of human beings. Uhetner o\é-take a Chomskyan action or evolu- @

cee T - tionary” approach, rule behaviors are vicwed as capacitles Qf a powerful méchan-

» b 1sm--nqmely man. Regularities are thus Studied- by explicating the spocific powers

of man which give ri se to various types of- ftule regular1t1e§. Second, rules gen—

5,

.- T erate regularities which are diLferent in kind from causal regularities. Whether»-——,ﬁ‘
. € & . © .
-these-differences'wre vzcwed “as® -Qpposing or supplimentrngﬁcausal forces depends )
on the respectlve approach one takes.. While diversity cxists concerning this

“ issua, .each approach clearly considers rule. regularities as not explicable in

* solely causal terms and’ requiring additionalctheorctic distinetionsw R " .
' . c. - AR .
-2 lrom T rules perspective the orderly“development of. human commun:cation e ;:
theory would qi-'!soceed by~ explicating the powerful_,;n@%ly’misms whi\m give=rise to ) .
s rule behaviors and- determxning the logical and empirical conditions under which o
LN T ! . ) ? - . B : * f
- - °s ® . % - .
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each type of rule reéularity might be expected. Additional theories would then
be developed at each level of rule behavior to account for the regularities in-
volved. These theories would then be employed as warrants for deueloping ex-
pectations about observable behavior. -
The rules perspective has much in common with the laws and systems perspec- . ;
tive. The focus of the rules perspective on modeling a powerful mechanism and ‘

indicating the“yarious levels of regularity that follow from it fits comfortably

within the mathematical modeling, conventional, natural necessity and logical
,positivists procedures for developing theory. But one again the differences

differ more radically -than the coincidences coincide. The rules perspective

differs from the laws, and systems perspectives in that. it extends the legitimate

range of scxentific 1nvention from causal to practical regularities and focuses
attention on the manner in which such regularities manifest increasing Jevels

of complexity. The rules perspective also diffefs from the laws and systems
perspectives because of d1fferences in judgment procedures empfbyed. Regular- . _.
ities. observed- in. terms. ofuconstant con3unction—and~utility gain a new dimen- -

N

sion by being judged “in terms of their practical forc° ‘and success in leading to .

- >
. ¥

new levels of complexity. : . N
Our brief review of the laws, systems arfd rules;pergpeqtives‘has révealed

similiarities and differences both within and between perspectives which provlde

the social scientists with a repertoire of theoretical moves for exploring human

‘

communication and ConsTrUCTiNg viable theorjess - We have next_to put these moves
v td‘ Us'e.' ..c ’ . e - . - o

A3

A Review of the Previous Deveiopmént of the _
‘Rules-Perspective and Its Application -to L. -

3 e

p A " Interoersonal Communication N

- -

Our purpose here is to lay the foundation for developing a rules theory of .

interpersonal communication.‘ In order to accomplish this task it _is necessary
~to review the previous development of the rules approach from which the theory

flows. fhls discussion will be limited to the work of Cushman and his associ-

atés on communication rules. This limitation is not.meant to cast doubt on al- .
ternative approaches, rather expedience dictates such a strategy. Our survey

will have three part,., We will examine the nature of one generative mechanism
which gives reﬂularity to the communication prgcess. Next, we wifl exploré the

sub- functions of such a mechanism in order to set 1nterpersonal communication

=3 e ,
apart frcm other forms of comnunication. Finally, we will explore the nature,
o «
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function and scope of the mechanism which genérates interpersonal communication
regularities. Thie survey wili place us in a position to formulate a theory
which will govern the interpersonal commuﬁication process. ) - -
Elsewhére we have argued that human communication is most fruitfully.view-.
ed as a class of human activity whose significance i's largely dependent upon*
the existence of consensually shared rules.35 foqr propositions undergrid that

analysis.

(T~ ?hat conjoint, combBined, and associated action ig characteristic of
human behavior. -
(2) That the transfer of symbolic information ‘facilites conjoint, comw
bined and associated behavio;. '
‘ (3) That the trahsfer of symbolic information requires the interaction of
sources, messages and receivers gulded and governed by communication rules.
- m' ) That*cgmmunicétionArules~form'general and specific patterns which pro-
. vide tﬂe g;dund%gqijé fruitful explanation and desc;lpt}on of particular come

. -

munication transaction.,

.
- - x

. o Séveral implications were drawn from this analysis. Communication is. view~
© A 4 hl 14 - -~ T
* ‘ed.as the transfer of symbolic infoxmatior. The function of human communication
- is the regulatian of consensus in order to coordinate human behavior. The strué- ;
\ © . o - -

ture of human communication is the code and network rules involveqain regulating
coilsensus., Thé.grocess of human communication is the adaptation of the rules in-

volved in regularing .donsensus to the task at hands The basic unit of analysis

in such a cbnéeptualigation of the comminication process- is a standardized usage.

. -

We argued that: ) . , : . -
. . . ] . L PR . - . ’ LT
, ) sssthere exists systems of rulg -governed symbol o |
: T . meaning associations which are relatively per- . "
. . ¢

sistent because the participants engagad in some”,
task have found that system partilularly useful

*

o
-

for coordinatinhg their activities in‘regard to - C
L . . [N - - -
that task. We shall term such a system of ap- .
’ : R propriate choices among alternative interpersonal- ¢ : > S
- S " meanlngs a standardized usagk .36 L
L S W . - . - .
.- The decision to take a standardized usage as our basic unit of analysis requires.
. . that ©e determine: (1) che function, purpose, or goal which various levels of .
Lo “communication serve, and (2) the systems of staudardized content and procedural .
- “rules which develop to coordinate .behavior in regard to those goals. . L :
A o . .
) o In a second article we attempted to distinguish the varioud levels of com-
’ N " munfigation siﬁtemS'by determining éhg recurrent tasks within a given culture,
L & - .3 g ' e ; D
for which‘coordination is Yequired. 7 We discovered four Such levels. Mass
o " 0. -7 R ) v .
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Communication serves to coordinate human activity in regard to Social and Culture

Inst1tutiogsg “Gfe standardized_usg e involved is employed by all persons part1c1-'

pating in society. The content and procedural rules: employed provide information

about social institutions and prescribe theecommunication patterns for social

roles. Orgunizational commupication has as its principle function the ccordin-

ation of human activity in regard to productlon———ThE“standardized usage is em-
ployed by all persons who contributa to the production of an organization. The

“content and procedural rule’s employed provide information about objects o.~pf6-

duction and prescribe the communication patterns for organizational roles. Group

Commu .ication coord1nates human activities with.common interests. The standard-

ized usage is employed by all persons who voluntarily hold that interest. The
content and procediiral rules employed provide 'information about the interest in-

velved and prescribe the communigatiop patterns for group roles. Interpersonal

Communication has as, its principle gqal the coordination of human activity in re-

gard to the development, presentation, and validation of individual self.concepts.
1f an ind1vidual's self-concept 15 viewed-.as the informacion he has regarding. hlS i

relationship to obJects or others, then the development, presentation and valida-

..— tion' of an individual's self-concept will take the form of descriptions, asser~

_tions and deniuls regarding an individual's relationship to objects or others.
The standardized usage employed is person specific. The content and procedural ’
rules employed provide information regarding an individual's relationship to ob-.

" jects of persons and prescribe the communication Jpatterns appropriate for inter-
personal roles. oo . e e e m ' =

GThis stratification of communication by systems levels has several -important

.implications. Each systems level has its own mechanism for generating communica~ e

tion regularities. Such regularities are temmed a standardized usage and consist

. of the synamic networks ‘of partial and complete consensus which organize and di-

réct behavior. A standardized usage is learned through a process of role~taking.
If role~taking is the central mechaliism for thé learnlng of content and procedural
rules at each systems level, then it is possible to measure an 1nd1vldual's ac-
quiSWtion of é standardized _usage by either asking the individual what he is ex-
'pected to do or by reports of individuals who observe his use of the standardized
usage. Such a measure along with knowledge of the generative mechanism should
allow us to develop a theory of'communication for that level, A.theory at onev

uystems level will hot be in competitlon with a thaory at another level because l'

they will presuppose different generative mechanisms while researchers way wish
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to develop a tneory at_one or more of the systems levels, any completeutheony__,"nui

of communi cation must be capable of accounting for all the systems levels with-
out blurring the dif ference between each level. .

- "Human Action, Self-Concept and Cybernetics" became the fécus of a third .
article aimed at explicating the central features of the mechanism which gave
regularity to our 1nterpersonal communication processes.39 Ue-began by noting .
that to ascribe_action to a person implies that: (l)'a-certain state of-aﬁfairs‘

< came ‘into existence, PZ) the individual intended this"state of affairs, and (3)

~that his:actions were_in.parﬁ_instrumental_in_hxinging_lt_into_existence_ Next, K

e provide kiiowledge concerning the ObJeCtS the actor considers relevant to hls

a we argued that .any eXplanation of human action will require an undekstanding of
the actor's vieirof his relationship to those objects he deeps relevant to his

* actions. We. suggested that the self-concept and the processes it involves would

actions. The self-concept is viéwed as an organized set of rules which -defines
the relationship OE“ObJEutS -to- the individual and governs and directs his -action.

"These Tules prescribe that in circumstan;e X, some act y ig appropriate. We ar- _

gued further that there ‘are -two basic ways that awarenesb of such relatlonship
can be obtained (l) inductively through the observation or testimony of othgf?
and- (2) deductively from previously—ex1sting rules, Finally, we argued that the
. ‘self~concept served as the coordinator and initator of a positive and negative
feedback systems that‘governs goal~seeking and systemic* change. Positive and
negative feedback are essential to an understandl‘.m7 of how an "actor can construct,
organlre and reconstruct h1s plans for action’in the vary process of acting.
Several important implications follow from this analysis. The. self-concept T
. is viewed 3 a reposi 2ry of rules indxcating what a given individual wants and

how he thinks he can satlsfy his wants. Practical reasonink engaged in by the

‘actor gives practical force to hlS behnvior.i Slnce this asoning goverds and

-guides the 1ndividual' actionms we mfght.attempt to measur it's logical strucA‘

.ture by asking the fhdiv1dual why he chose a particular behaWNor or by obsérving

reponteduinstances of his behavior, Some of the xules' which.make up the self- -

cuncept will be”bacPed by considerableAQVpenience—and~as such will- be"reiatlveiy - 3

8 stable while ,others will be backed by limited experience and ‘thus take on a more

A X

- - tenative form.

£

-« Tn this brief review, we have examined the human communication procese in

- order to detexmine what’ mechanism gave it regularity. Our angwer is communica~

tion will function to regulate consensus in regard to the structure of code “and -

.
.
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network rules whenever individuals are interdependent. in regard to sgme task

i U —— e -

Second, we have examined the recurrent tasks w1th1n a given culture for which‘

coordinatxon is required in order tc locate the mechanisms which generate commurt~
ication regularities. Our analysis revealed that mass communication is regulated
by soc¢ial and cultural institutions, organizational communlcabion is regulated hv

“a
o, producteon, broup communxcatxon is regulated by comion interests “and 1nterpersonal

communication is regulated by the development, presentation and valldat1on of in- -

dividual self-concepts. Finally, we examined the mechanism which _gave regular1ty~“_c__c.

st -to the 1nterpersonal communlcatlon process in order to determine its nature func~\\

- tion and scope. Our 1nvest1gat10n revealed that the self-concept iz am orgauxaeu \\\
.set of rules which direct human action through a cybernetic feedback system. We -
are now 1n “a position to utxlxze the proceeding analysis to formulate _a_theory. —]
of 1nterpersonal communicatio *,“_._»—~~_w—~“”‘i’“*“ - B i -
’"&“’“‘“"‘_“ ) : s T
-~ - ' An Qutline of a Theory of Interpersonal . s
B < \ Communication . e
. e "Our task is to develop & rules theory of interpersonal communication. The

. theory wlll be developed in two stages. First, wé will develop a roles paradigm -7

for locating the exact structure of an individual's .,elf-concepéb Second, we

vill then employ tlie sclf-concept as a generative mechanism for outlining a-

— 1
b I

theory of message conLents, 1nterpersonal relationships, and communication

styles. RS *

Role-taking according to George llerbert Mead is the “essencélof intelligence" i
and the centrdi ﬁecgghism'in the devélopment of mind self and society.40 Role
is conceptually defined as a socially prescribed way ‘of behaving in particular
situations for any person occupyxng a given positions A role reprcsents.what a
»person is suppose to do in a g.ven situation by virtue of the position he holds.
- Role-t axlng is . the process whereby an individual 1maginat1vely constructs the
attltudes and expectations others have for him when ‘he assumes a given Tole; this

lows him to pmedict others betaviors towards h1n when he occuples the role. We

4
wiil dlbblngulah four levels of rele-caking. 1 Basic roleqtaking is the* process

va

whe rehyfan.itdlulduwl ima 1naLLve1v constructs the att1tude and expectations of

s L

o%hers L0w1rds his position and is consequeytly ablé to anticipate and Lesnond

to the roles of others. Reflective role-~taking s the a2valuation of various rclc

’nrequirements in regard to an individual's personal lilkes. nnd JlSllh°S. Approgrl-

ative‘role-taking entails an- indiyidual's évaluation of some aspect of a role - o

positively and rakes it a permanent part of .is personallty or self—concept. For

e
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-ﬁ__AN_ﬁwthergindividuar“from hlS r

=18~
- example, an individual naybe a dehator and find that

-

he"likes one aspect of tne

Toley—nanely, -the agéres51ve testing of arguments.A lte may ‘then rake that aspect

of the role a pexmanent part.of his personallty. fhis means that even when he

leaves the role he will tdke the opportunity to exercise that aspect of hlS per-

sona1t1y whenever the.occasxon arisesxa/Appropriativé ch

dependent .and not role dependent.

aracteristics are person-

They arethat set o[*characterxvtits one mani-

fests across roles. byne31c role taking occurs wh

oles and responds to him uz

enra person can. separate sone

a self, N T

- t
taking by awareness. levels Eag_sgvgrgl important

-

The stratification ‘0f role-

implicatsons. Basic, reflective,-a ropriative—und™ Synesic role~taking represent,
-approp y : 8

~

progressivelyﬂgreater orders of communication awareness.
b

%“-communieation systems,

Communicdﬁdon.aware-_,

ness enables individuals to comprehend the standardized usage characteristic of

- other. roles. Experience in cuing, listening, and. negotiating consensus on mean-

ings at.one level of role-taking paves the wa

-~

Basic ‘and reflehtive ‘role- ~taking are

y for the developmenL of communica-

“tion learning at’ subsequent leveéls., process-

es one employs -to learn ahd -evaluate pPreviously establiShed roles and their stand-

ardized usages. These two levels Of role-taking presuppose the .existence of mech-

anisms other ‘than the individual :to generate such roles, Basic and reflective '-A_

-

“role- taking are’ thus restricted to the mass, organiza al and group levels of ..

Appropriative and s¥nesic e- takrng “are processes one

employs to develop, presegt;and vglidate individual roles and their standardized

usages These two levels of Tole-ta

taking-pr Xesuppose -

\
Appropria:eNHnd\synesic _role-t

the existence of 3 elE—con-

L
L%

cept as the mechanism generating roles. aking are;":

—
——

thus restricted to the 1nterpersod31 le —

\\.
vels of communication systems.

It is our belief that the inter

~ %

and re11ab1y measured by the Twenty Questions St

personal levels of \ole taking can be valid

42
atement Test, - Thisg test can

be made out either by an 1nd1v1dua1 actor. or any _8roup of people who observe an

individual's actions. ne to respond to

The LVEnn& Uuestlons SLatemtnt Iest asks o
uhe~stacemenc~ul

IR ;o ot v,

T or X is

M with ewenty descriptive terms. If one

were asked to fill thig questionalfe oGL on himself or another in a variety of ”

spec1r‘cd roles (1 e, Iather, Leachor, friend,“etb.), then thosendescriptive

terms which manifest themselves again 'nd a aln across role )OSltlonS will de'xne‘
5 b F

the focal 1ndiv1dua"s appropriative and g nestc Ualities-<hig-g elf-conce t.. ke-
Pl y q p

searchers. can then Pmploy the methods ci invention and Judément developed“bv the °

linguists in the rules traXition to locats a set of approepridtive- and syne21c qual-

ities which 'GHQTaCQAJ]d°und ouly those role characteristjcs
B B A J h

manifested by j
4
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given individual as self.43 ‘An individual's self-concept is thus opqgationalizpd .

as--that set .of approp:iative and synesic qualities which an individual manifesta

~auy e e e

across roles and which others use to identify the ind1v1dual as a self.

_ 0nce we locate a given set of appropriative ;nd synesic gualities we can )
,, o " then treat those qualities as the generative mechanism for explaining, predicting
A and controlling the 1nd1g1dua1's interpersonal cpmmunlcation:patterns. This can
be accomplished by develdping categories of message contents; interpersonal rela-
" tionships and cmmnunlcation -styles which -are tautclogical with the set of appro-r
priative and synesic qualLtias. Our distinctions will be the same as the appro-

priative and synesic qualities of role-takin,, but our SUbJeCt matter will be com-

e . munication behaviors. Allow me to illustrate our move. Let a set of valid and

-

reliable approprlative and synesic characEe?istits for Bon.Cushman bet

- 1. Don Cushman is aggressive, v~ ~ , L -
) 2. Don Cushman is organized. '
. : 3.  Don Cushman is artogant.
. &. <Don Cushman+is’ interesting. . CO -
. 5. Don Cushman is thoughtfuls o S
6.. Don Cushman is helpful. ‘ .« . ) T -3

~

Let the first three dualities be appropriative and the last three synesic. Now

-~ -we can array the complete paradigm for classifying interpersonal communication. O

"< " and systematically evaluate it. - . R ’

.~ Role Qualities,, Content * Relationships ‘“Styles N

— T ' _ . ° Risk Disc.

. ol Approp;intiye ; Means End . . Dependent ’ Manipulative L. H.
> -... . 2. Synesic Other Criented Interdependenti»Open - H H
Mturning to the message levels, we are suggesting that a content“anhrysis

of Don Cushman’s interpersonal messages will reflect two.primary classes of state-,

] -~ F; - .,
s o, . - . —

. . ments, méans-ends Ltatements and other-oriented statements. Means ends statements,_
will take the form of assertions of aggressiveness, organization, andNarroganée

thus reflecting Dun Cushman's apgropnintive'qunlitie&. Other oriented statemehts -
S will take the form of assertlons“that Don Gushman can see things from the other's

’ point of view gnd will manifest his synesic qualxties of being 1nterest1ng, thought-
- ful. and helpful A conteut analysis of Don Cushman'* s messages should reveal this

\pattern of statements as the panCIPIG configuation in h1s interpersonal communi-
Y .

¥ -

cation. - . . T . .
o . tN\T\}(ning to, interpersonal relationships, we are suggesving that an lnteraction .
‘ analysis\Bﬁvpon Cushman's cormunication will reveal that he manifests dependent
and interdepen ent relationships of & particular form. Deptndent relationships
v . will bLe formedd\\I

B *—

s

d people$wno will allow Don Cushmau to be’ aggre551ve, organized,

- N - o -

- : - .21 -
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'and arrogant. Interdependent relationships will be formed with pepple who allow

Cushman to be“interestlng,~thoughtiul,‘nnd ind helpful. Any given relationships must
T—— 2 e .
o --reflect eitherwor<both~setswofmqualities.v - : — "

Turning to communication styles, we are suggesting that Don Cushman's habit-
ual interaction styles will manifest these same qualities._uye shall opérational-
ly define style in térms of Lisk and diihlosureT*‘kisk~refers;tg_hgg_QNESmmuniJ
cator limits ‘others! responses to’ his messages. A-low risk statement is exemp11~
fied by "its a nice day, isn t it?" The cominunicator minimizes personal risk by

'selectiug impersonal topicg and structuring his statements in. a manner that eli-
cit responses acceptable to him, A’ high risk statement is exemplified by "what
do you think?", «Such.a statement - fails to .prescribe acccptable responses and

hence increases the risk from unknown responses. . Disclosure is employed in the

Eradit1onal_aensa_gi_Ehé_EEEE;a_EPw discldsure will be that communication inter-
. * change in which a minimal amount of information c;ncernIng“?EE_EB‘“Tndxzﬂxnﬁr—~——-____

e - seli~concept is exchanged. High d1sclosure occurs when information is- exchanged

which” reveals the. structure “of the communicators' self-concept. A risk and dis--

L closure. analysis of Don Cushman s habi}ual interaction styles will, reflect that -

- . he ‘us€s both"the manipulative and open styles. to manifest -his self con~
- . Cgpt.’ A manipulative communication style is characterized by.high disclosure '
‘and low risk messages and will allow Cushman tomanipulate ‘others in such a man~
L ner as to manifest his aggressivenss, organization, and arrogance. An- -open *
sEyle is- characterized by high risk and high dlsclosure messages and- will allow )
- . Cushman to be open to others 'dnd to manifest hlS interest in, thoughtfulness of} 3
and- helpfulness to others. ° . , ) Te -

hd -

_— - 1f our analys's 1s correct and the sclL~concept can be v1ewed as the gen-
;:~ R “erative mechanism which gives rcgularltv to ‘the 1nterpersonal commun1Cation pro-_

> cesses we should have four measures of that wechanisis functioning and the com-’
<3{ * K ~munication rngularities vhich it generates. If our analysis is incorrect we must““
- begin  anew the search for a generative mechanism for interpersonal communication.
We must awiit the ieqtimony of further research in order to\prov1de a final evalu-
ation of our rules theory (I3 1nterperscna1 communication. I our analysis is

validated then'we will have g theory of interpersonal communication which is no

. strono r or weaker than the rules perspective itself, . . *
-~ T i - - -
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