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During thé 1950's and 1960's, persons interested in behavioral scientific ' "i

aéproéches to the study of human communication concentrated most of their efforts

~on the task of acqu1r1ng'and uslng various method01001ca1 and statlstlcal tech- /

nlques. . In part this was a healthy trend at the time; however, it turned many

_ioqd researchers in our fleld into well trained hypothesis testers for theory
roe .

’

builders’ in.such disciplines as social psychology, sociology, psycholinquistics, .
?

sociolinguistics and political science. The role models for communication
. I 3 . . .
researchers in terms of' theory construction were found in these and related

disciplinds, . ‘ < -

In the past few years, there has beep an increase *in the number of papers,
. ° / 2 _-/,’ .

journal articles, and_books concqrned with either issueg related to the process )

of theory comstruction in ge;z?'l pr the presentation of substantlve theofles

4/
Cushman and WHiting, }972,{ a e¢,1975 ‘Monge, 19735 Parks, ]974: and Pearce,

i ",,’(
or models within communicati gp;ger and Calabrese, 1975 Cappella, 1974;

WV , .
; 1973). It ig probably faﬂ& Uo Fay that only through the developmqpt of a unlgue
il
A . 4 a:r l’ M ’
body of theory will COﬂm4ﬁldéL10n achieve a disciplinary status equal to the

¢

-

e~ T !f . .
statuses of the other behavﬁoral sciences. Obviously, methodology and statistical

L' ,’/ / .

s s >
techrdiques do not deflﬁe 4 dLsc1p11ne. Biology and sociology employed path

. ' . .

: , ]
analysis long before ;e’w B i ntroduced to communication (Duncan, 1966 and
H

+
oy . . ‘

K £ » ’ .
" Wright, 1934, 1954). éThe empleyment of, ¢arious techniques in communication o=

]
i
-

-

research, no matter how esoteric the methodology, will ndt serve to define us

‘ . . . - y o ' ~ - .- ° ) .- ’ .
\ as a unlque discipline. ﬁ ; . : S , , .

If the prlmary tasE of present day communication researchers is .to develop

.w ’
s
H T f .
q 3
i 1 ?f 2
; LA S I I
v, 2od .
\‘“" i
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|
i v, and test communlcat 1on . tbeor;es, it is imperative tha$ they know what theory
F
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generating options are available to them and what these various options have to . |
. i
offer. The alternative discussed in the present paper is one which has served |

as the dominant model in both the physical and social sciences: the covering

lgw model.

In the. first section of the paper, the basic structure of the cover-

-

ing law model will be sketched. We will then examine some criticisms of the

. . .
' : \
' covering law approach., Finally, we will look at some issues surrounding the -
realjization of covering law theories in cormunication inquiry. - - ) '

, -
-THE COVERING 1AW MODEL

The basic aim of scientific theory is to provide explanations for observed

S
]

phenomena. Some might argue that theories also aim to predict; however, explana-

4

tion tak?s precedence over prediction.‘ If a theory can provide a complete

. ¥
explanation for a phenomenon, it can predict the phenomenon. By contrast, it

‘ [
_.is possible to have accufate prediction without explanation. In the case of
" scientific eibiahatign, the paramount question for which the theoretical strdcture

b . ’

rnust provide an ansver is the ‘question,"why?". Why do certain groups of persons
‘5‘ -

* - . . 14 - . e
v have higher rates of interpersonal conflict than others? Why did a particular _;

~

1 B
kind of message induce a large amount of attitude change? Why do persons

~

engage in more self-disclosure in certain circumstances? These are some questions
» . N l ‘

. ' . ) 3 b‘
. . communication researchers might wish to answer. The only way' that they can
provide an answer for them is to build a theory. For we might be able to

« ’ . -
predict and {qmonstrate with 1007% success the rule that the person who answers ..

the tc%&phone alwaxs says "hello"'chore the caller says ”he}lo”, but after

. i -
observing the phenomenon 1,000 times, we would still not be able to answer
' - - - .

the question "Why is it so?". Uncovering a regularity of behavior either in a -
q Yy g g ,

4
"natura? setting" or in a laboratory does not explain it. This issue will Dbe

- 1 H ’ -

s .
explored in greater depth later in the present paper. ;
(; . 1 N
R - , . .
Ve . )
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The term "covering law model” was introduced by Dray (1957) in his dis-

N "y

.

cussion of historical explanation. Dray defined the notion of covering law
° ' - '
explanation as follows:

- - .- + ’ )
To put it in a summary way, what the theory maintains is that
explanation is achieved, and only achieved, by subsuming what
is to be explained under a general law, Such an account of
ba51c structure bf explanatlon is sometimes‘referred to as. e

"the regularity amalysis’; but because it makes use“of the s

notion of bringing case upder a law, i.e. 'covering' it with
a law I shall often speak of it hereafter as 'the coverlng '
law model, ™ (p 1)

1

Dray cites Braithwaite (1953) and Gardiner (1952) as sources for his definition .
of the covering law model of explanation. For a nuﬁber of reasons which will

not, be dealt with in the present paper, Dray rejects the position'that covering

\

¢l . . . . . . .
_law explanations are possible in historical 1nqu1ry. He *rgues that such explana-

ERIC
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tions are 11ke1y to be misleading when dne attempts .to employ them in historical
- .

-

. . ’
. A more detailed explication df the covering law approach yyas presented by
Hempel (1965). Hempel distinguished among the following three kinds of explana-

tions: Deductive‘Nomological (D-N), Deductive Statistical (D-S), and Inductive

4 " .

Statistical (I-S). Of the three, the D-N explanatior is considered to bes the
pure case of the covering law model. However, Hempel asserts thét-both p-S

and I-S forms of explanation conlain elemznts of-the pure covering law model,
a .

Al

1.

[} .
]

He considers both D-S and I-S paradigms of explanation to be at leastQpartially'

subsumed under the general ‘concept of covering law model., In the remainder of *

this section we will focus our attention on the characteristics of D-N explana-

~

tion and show how it differs from the other two types of explanations, ST

] 3 ’
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Dcductive—Numblog{cal Fxplanation

A D-N explanation is divided \into the’ following two general parts: (1)

Y

that which is to be explained or tHe exgianandum, and (2) that which does the;

. . . ‘ o

expla/ining, the explanans. The explanandy in turn, is, divided into -two groups
. -

N P

sgétement expres?es a Hﬁfﬂormity by means of’ a general law. Taken together,

.

'.. PR M ’. s ., ° N ‘
the initial conditions and the general laws give rise' to- the explanandum. In

, other words, the exglananduﬁ can be deduced from the combination of the initial

»

conditions and the general laws. Most theories contain a number of initial

-

L . 3 ¥ - -
conditions as well as general laws. If is also assumed that the explanandum-

sentence itself is true. Finally, when we refer tq the fact that the explanandum,

is Feduced from the explanans, we do not mean to imply that only syllogistic

~ s

AY — .
reasoning is employed in such deductive operations, 1In fact, most theories in

~ the physical sciences use deductive systems which are far moré complex than the

syllogistic form of deduction presented in elemgﬁtary logic books.

r )
When we speak of laws jh the case of D-N explanation, we are referring to

]
general laws of the form’ﬁill X is Y." Laws of this type are also known as

universal or deterministic,laws. 1In the pure D~N system, it is assumed that the
N L

laws are true and not restricted by time or space ‘(Nagel, 1963). That is, the

-
.

law is assumed to ha?e held-in the past, to hold in the present, and will hold

¥
-

- in the future. When we assert that every body that is near the earth_agd that
[N .
freely fall toward it falli with an acceleration of 32 feet per second per

second, w2 are advancing a general law which applies to all bodies falling toward
“ the earth which are near the earth., Hpwever, while we may make the claim that - ,
) ]
such & law is "universal," it is probably the 'case that no law in any of the
!

sciences meets the strict logical criterion of universality. In commenting on
e Q 4

.

the "universal! character of laws Kaplan (1964) asserts: .-

« -

'
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We might say instead, however, that a scientific law does not _ _ -
have the form of a strict universal, that this is only an
T 1dealized reconstruc¢tion, A uni%ersal proposition, such as

might occur in pure mathematic$s, is indeed falsified by even .
. one contrary instance. But in empirical science laws are

enunciated and used even though contrary instances are known

to be possible, or indeed, when some contrary instances are

even kwmown to occur (p. 96).

-

.-

Not gnly are all laws likely to have exceptions but since it is impossible to

test & law in all possible circumstances and at all possible ‘times, it is not
V3 —_— ~ ? : ~ '

possible to erase all doubt about the poésible'truth or falsity of a law.

Hempel (1965) has suggested that when there is doubt about the truth of a

1

law, the term "lawlike" ought to bé‘uséd._ﬂBraithwaite.(1953) has made the

same observations concerning the possible falsity.of laws and has adopted the

term "hypothesis" to ;how the tentative naturé of most laws. In practice, Fhen,

D~N theories®consist of a set of jnitjal conditions or antecedgnt conditions,

a set of lawlike.generaliziﬁions, and a stateme;t to be explained.
When we assert that a lawlike statement is "general," Qe do noé necessarily

mean that it applies to all possible instances of a given phenomenon. Theories

. I3

have both explicit and implicit boundary conditions (Dubin, 1969). These

conditions specify the domain of events the theoretical system is designed to

explain. We might construct a theory, containing several generag, lawlike state-

P hd

N . -
ments, which is only meant to explain a!phenomenon as it occurs among males or
Americans. For purposes of evaluating the theory, we must confine ourselves to
the intended domain. Moreover, if the initial conditions of the theory are not

met in a particular test of it, the data adduced, in such a study are of little
use in evaluating the theory. Frequently, boundary conditions are explicitly

stated by theg thcory builder; however, boﬁndary conditions also may be determined

.
[

through tests of the theory. . © -

PaY

A simple example of a D-N syétpm from Braithwaite (1953) might help to
clarify the above discussion. Galileo's law concerning free falling bodies

and the Jlower level hypotheses sypsumed under it represent a deductive system

Ly

[

(

5
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with hypotheses at three levels ¢f genérality. The hypotheses are listed from

~

. _ . . . ..
"most to least general as follows: oo )

. " -

4

Hypothesis I:" Every body near the earth freely falling towards
the earth falls with an acceleration pf 32 feet
"per second squa%éd. {By procellures of integral
calculus the mext hypothesis follows.)

Hypothesis II: Every body starting from rest and freely falling
T towards earth falls 16t° feet in t seconds, whatever
number t may be. (Employing the applicative principle
the next hypothesis follows.) .

Hypothesis III: Every body starting from rest and freely falling for
' 1 second towards the earth falls a distance of 16 feet.

We could continge to derive specific hypotheses concerning the relationship

between elapsed time and the number of feet fallen during.that time. For example,r‘
we would predict that every“body starting from rest and freely falling for a period
of 2 seconds towards the earth’ will fall a distance of 64 feet. We could them

derive a-distance prediction for 3 seconds and so on. All of these hypotheses

would be at the same level of specificity and would constitute the lowest level

hypotheses of the theoéy. Moreoyet,'these lower order hypotheses would be the

v

\ N .
ones we would actually test either thrfough observation or some-kind of experimental

“
~
~

ro . .
o P cedure

N i .
There are several characteristics of therabove D-N expdanatory system that

. - : . - " . N '
should be noted. First, in the highest level law there is an explicit 'statement
. ‘ S

of a boundary condition; namely,. that thet'law -is only true "near the earth."
T . “

-

: Sécoﬁd, the lowest level‘hypoghesfé necessarily follows from the higher level

—

Py JUSUE ——

ones; Lhat is, Fhe event must occur, within the boquérylconditions of the theory,
because it'foIlows logically from tﬁe premises.: Third, if the lowest order
hypothesis‘in the system is not confirmed by experiment or observation, the

-
entire theoreticallsystcm as it stands is disproved. However, this'£; not alQays

the case with a deductive system. Braithwaite (1953 points out that if a lower

»

ovder hypothesis follows from two or more higher level hypotheses of the same

! ’
, .

&
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- level, refuati®n of the lower level hypolhesis will Iead to refutation of the

|
-
1
|

¥ L . ‘ .
;‘ .Jéonjuncqion of the two or-more higher lewel hypotheses. At least one of the
. .. . ot . » : -

o '.higher'level hypotheses will be shown false by refutation of the lower order

et . . ."-', - - - A

_3?};_ hy#bthesién 'Thus, in‘theacasgﬂof mulgiple_higher order-laws of the same -

o, ) - . : i \ .
iauén -ieyel, complete rcfg;ationié‘ﬂft poésible. Braithwaite (1959) goes on to

EA . “n
-

"assert that in deductive systems .with multiple higher order hypotheseé at

'Y . - : ' ' v -
tha same level, it is possible to maintain any one hypothesis in the f%pe of

cantrary evidence; however, this can only be done by modifying other hypotheses

. s

f%, in' the system. A fourth point worth noting in our’ example concerns confirmation

of the lowest order hypothesis. 1In the example, confirmation of Hypothesis III
** would not ﬁrovide complete support for the higher level hypotheses. If we

were to continue to derive lower order hypotheses for differepte time: periods

' .
-

« ard each hypothesis were confirmed through observation and/or experiment, the

theory would become more fully supported., liowever, at no time would we ever
be 4ble to assert with complete confidence that the theory is '"true" or "proved,"

This is the gasé since there will always .be unexamined instances of the hypothesis,
h ’ .

¢
"«

Complete confirmation of theories is not possible.
What typically happens to the kind of deductive nomologidal system examined

4

in our example is that it is eventually subsumed by a higher order theoretical
’ . ¢

‘system. Brodheck (1968), as well as others, points out that-the higher order .

hypotheses or axjoms of Galileo's theory became the lower order derived hypotheses

v -
/
or theorems of Newton's: theory. Newton's theory, in turn,-was eventually subsumed

~ . - ’

by Einstcin's theory. Successive subsumption of ong theory by another indicates

one great strength of the D-N model. It is cumulative and leads to‘a systematic -

N -

search for progressively more general laws with which to explain a larger number

of empirical events. There are few examples of such successive subsumption

¢
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.cessive subsumption of theories of more general theories is the hallmark of a

. . - ¢ .
of theories in the behavioral sciences in general and there are no examples that

LR .

I am aware of in the discipltime of communication in particular, Perhaps suc-

/ . . -

"mature" disciplines; . ) - 1

N

" Deductive-Statistical Explanation . -

In both the physical and .social sciences there are lawlike generalizations

which are _not deterministic in character, Instead, these generalizations are

o

of a statistical hatute;,that‘is, the probability that an event X is also of the

type Y is r, or that: ‘ .

. -

- *

P(X,Y)=k : . .

A staristical law asserts that in the long run the proportion of instances of

[y
.

the t&pe X that are also of the type Y is approximately r. Both the laws of

-

' ' - PN . !
genetics and the laws of radieactive decay are stdtistical in nature. We can
predict with a certain probability that if males and females with certain eye

colors have large numbers of childfen,-a'certaiﬁ proportion of those children will

have a certain eye color. MHowever, we are not in a position to, predict what the
; —_— .

-
Voo

eye color of awgarticulat child’will be. As Brodpeck (1968)”has pointed out,

o

statisticag laws only allow. us to predict particular collections of events;

-
-

while déterministic laws permit us to make predictions of particular events.

“

By contrast to a D=N system of explanation, the deductive-statistical
¢ s ’
(D-S) mode” of explanition contains at least one statistical lay as part of its
. ; N ) . % .

explanans. As the name of the explanatory system suggests, the'D-§ explanation

P

is deductive in nature; however, because it contains at least one statistical
' . J . . )

-

lav, the explanandum statement must include some kind of probability statement.
In a D-S explanation, statistical probabilities which appear in the explanandum

are derived from probabilities specified in the explanans through the mathematical,
’ . * .‘, :'

..
- . -

theory of statistical probabiljity.

N X E .
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Induttive-Statistical Eég}unation

: — .. oy b
) A final type of explanatory system explicated by Hempgl (1965) is that 1

€
- . & l ¥ —
of 'inductivesstatistical or .I-S explanation. 1In this case an fort is made to

“explain a particular event by employing statistical laws in the explanans.

The followipg example illustrates this situation. Let us assume that we

N
he -

can make the statement that pexceived similarity of attitudes between persons

-
o

¢ ~

has a high probability of producing a high level of attraction Between the two
» 2

s 2

persons. Let us further assume that Dick and Jane have met and that 'they have

similar attitudes. From this information we might conclude that it is very

likely that Dick and Jane will be ‘highly attracted to each other. In this - ) /.
example, the explanandum statement that it is very likely that Dick and Jane

will be highly attracted to each other does not follow with deductive certainty

from the statistical law that perceived similarity leads to interpersonal

.

attraction with a high probabiiity.and the statement that Diék,andojahe are

similar to each other.

-
>~

Since it is not possible to deduce the explanandum from the explarans

with deductive cer&ainty in the above example, we must construe the explanans
as inductive support for the explanandum. To thévextent that inductive support
for the explanandum is strong, :eican link the explanans with the expiananduﬁ
with progressively stronger statem;nts of éertainty: Ho&evér, there are

additional problems with I-S .explanations. For example, in explaining a par-

-~

ticular event, it is possible to develop explanans with true premises which

yield contradictory conclusions. Let us say that I encounter a 'person with

a hot temper (T) who also has red hair (R). Upon consulting a social psychologist,

g

I am told that it is not surprising that I should observe that such a' person
\ <

has & violent temper since the probdbility that a person with a violent Lemper

will be redlieaded is .90. Schenatically we might represent Lhis argument as

- . .11 '




, ) ! ; (
p(T,R)= .90

K

R

P (.90

¢ . ll\ 3 v
h . v p ‘ i
In this argument, our statistical law states that the probability of observing

-2

'
. 0

both-hot temper and redheadeduness is .90. We observed a person with red hair (R)
- X . . i p

and therefore conclude with 90% pertainﬁ& that the ‘person has a violent temper (T ).
- ‘ : ‘ . - -t p

. -~ * = " . oy N - . ' - . . 2
“Let us assume that if.a person receives lov14g care from a significant’ other

(L), the probability that the person will not display a violent temper (T) is

-.85, TFurther assume that oﬁr redheaded friend did in fact fcceive considerable

loving care from a significant other just prior to our meeting him. The follow-

ihé érgument could be developed employing this information:

4

P(T,L)= .85

L
P ,
. (-85) \
f .
p M N +

- This argugent states that there is a .85 cliance that loving care will praduce ~

non-hot temper behavior. Since, our redheaded friend received loving care, there

-

is a .85 probability that he will not display a violent temper.

The premises of both example arguments are true but they lead to contrary

+ . . s -
conclusions about displays .of temper in the individual case. It is not relevant

that in the second case we were unaware that theserson in question had received
* <

v

loving care just prior to our encounter with him. “The argument itself is true

and produces a contrary conclusion. Hempel (1965) ré¢fers to the above situation |

I |
as "the ambiguity of inductive-statistical cxplanatfﬁggixag. 394) The purpose
. . . 3 ’

of including an example of this ambiguity in the present discussion was to alert

\

‘ '
v

L s



. . .
-
! .

PR NN

., C;the redader te gt least ‘one%f the
. oy . .

-11-

o

iﬁficultfes with I-S.explanatiods.

‘Hempel

- b

R ) ‘o SO DU o
discusses a number of waysrof dealing with the prohlem;
f - T 4 - . . . i

. -
as well as other prob-

Ce ieﬁs associated:hith ghe E;g:explanatoﬁy system. ft'should be noteo that .. h
' | the kind of ambigULty dlscussed in connectio; with . the } é system is. pot R .
. S ‘T . e \ . wir
- possible with a deductive systemi If the premises of a deauctive,systegﬁagg{ A

o 5Tue Phen-so ‘is its conclusion. .A contradictory conclusion whi¢h is false '
. - > % . .
. ' cenooo‘be,the loqicalrcomaequence of premises that’efe.equatly trp&(_
- e T o S Lo, .
v ey n'. " THE EEASIBILITY OF caiaRENc LAW, MODELS . . S
L o , ?he covering 1aw hoded of explanation has been obJecEed to onmvatious ,
" : oo gtopnds. “In the follow1ng disCUSsLon we will; examine some of these. obJect;ons 3

- W

1

'I

s

@

iy

° and attemptido ascertain their veraCity

» )

Not‘aIl possible objections to the

‘ covering law approach will be' dedit’'with in detail in this discussion. .:O’hly

7
and

. - human’ comnun
- Lo .
. law approach or

sécord, 1b72

tion ‘is rule
’

a

L ¢

and‘Toulmin, 1949).
A

*

*,

..‘: afsearch for the rules which guide homan conduct (Garfinkel

If one accepts the nption thag

governed rather than law governed,

1967; Goffman,’

> . , .. ) o
other approach which relies on the formation of lawlike:

~v . , . ” ) . . . ~
- ’ . major objectiods to’'the model will ‘be ‘examined?' The ifiterested reader should .
v g e N
¢« . ’ - 3 e l‘- . . ' .
+* * _ consult Dray (1957) for a erit que, of the covering law model in historical
C e . LA . - & L . ! .
' .o + . 'C\‘\ 3 . . . 3 N :
! -~ explanation.” Hempel (1965) also dcéals with criticisms of the apgfoach from
+ . .\ f - .
/‘ . o i" . . - #
.. both hi storians\and scientists, oo *’é.
) Laws versus Rules t N S ’ 1 L . !
.'-“‘ _. o, L] ) = s ) .’ » . A . * -. Iy
g A number of scholars from-such disciplines as anth?opology, sociology
) i ard social psychology have argued -that since all or most of human behavior i
- ’D ‘ - b
A rule governeo, the covering law.model of eyplanation” with its enphasis on
oy " the develgpment of-fewlike generaLizatlons, should be, béndbned in favor of

.
thien the covering

-

generalizations is mot appropriate {of communication inquiry.

- .  N—
(1972) have argued that at least for the 'time being, behavioral scicntists

. / .
Harre and Secord

[y

, R\,
A |
s

L

1
LN

4

shou1§.
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stop examining variables and their caidsal relationships with each other and

~
-

. . . .\. . . . . N
begin to study in detail episodes and the rules which guide behavior in these
7

.
.
-
o A

epiébdeé. Given this argument, it would-seem that not only would the rules

approach dictate the abandonrient of the covering law model, but such a para-

digm would also demand that less general "systems analyses'" involwing variables
T

(Monge # 1973) also be discarded. Thus, contrary to Monge's (1973) shggestion,
& , ) . \

-

. . s
if one views eommunication behavior as rule governed and accepts Harre and
N ' .
Secord's view, the kind of Blalockian causal analysis (Blalock, 1969) which

. L]

.

Monge propoaes as an alternatlve to covering law theory is clearly 1nappropr1ate

for studylng rule‘%overned behav1or. ' .:

Fortunately, Harfg and Secord recognize that ultimately the concepf of ,

rules does tittde in. the way of explaining behavior. Thej‘séate:

. / : .-

: Though the concept of rule can be used to explain how an actor -
. . comes to know what to do, it still leaves open the questlon as v

to «why he chose that rule to guide his conduct, nor does it. .
explain why he actually acts on the rule,'rather than doing’
*nothing. :+In-explaining action by reference to rule. it is
necessary to add.some further accounts of wants, needs, or
: expectations of others, the awaréness of which would prompt «a
'man*to actipn im.accordance with the rule. Thus instancing

% the rule answersfﬁhaaqvéstlon "How did he know what to do?'
‘ ' but not the quesEion, 'Why did he do this tLing then and there"
| .(pp. 181-182) . , . b
' ” . ,

If a person explains a sequence of‘behavior.by recourse to rules; that is,
- - -

"The reason Person A in Situation B behaved in wéys X, Y, .and Z was beacause
. W ] .
of certain rules he followed,'" the. person offering the explination Yruns the

-
>
.

risk of vemmiting the. error of hypostatization,

At 1®ast two questions can be raised concerning the laws-rules distinction,

. , '
L . . - .

" . .
_First we can ask whether the covering law model is nccessary for explalnlng.
thAyersons choose certain rules to gu1d€ thelr behavior 1gﬂgerta1n situations,
ey, . i ¢ Y]

The major thrust of the present dlSCUSSlOﬂ as well as the v1ew given by Hﬂrre

o . '.‘ )

and Secord suggest that some kind of &overinj law approach would be necessary
in this case. At some point one must go bey

nd mere description of "what the

-
“

14
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.

rules’are” and become concerned with ,why some rules are selected over others.,

Yorecover, the problem of yhat kinds of environmental cues or situational

attributes are responsible for the en&agemenf of certain classes of rules . -

would also seem to be a covering law question. k
v ’ . .

-

A second question concerning covefing laws and rules involves’ the

. e ‘

genesis of rules; that is, what social forces produced the kinds of conventions
t

-

|
|
1
’ . - i‘
|
|

W

and "appropriate' modes of behavior we now obserye? “This question would seem %
to be approachable via the covering law model. Perhaps cultures with certain 1

characteristics have greeting rules which are systematically different from
- ;
cultures with a different set of characteristics. Such a statement is an

., obvious case of a lawlike generalization involving "vatriables." 1In addition .
1 . - N .
‘1so ask questions concerning

’ - -

N \ - . N - d .
the processes through which rules are trans... 24 from generation to generation. -

+ . »
td ‘the question ‘of genesis of rules, we mi_

-

.Here again, covering law style approaches from learning theory and social
. . - - v - N

M ’

- ' » - . .
se mpdeling (Bandura, 1969) might be employed fo explain such phenomena.
The above discussion suggests.that vhile the notion of rules may be

.

of considerable usefulness at the descriptive level, it is still necessary to’
'\ g f R
'develop explanations fof various manifestations of rule ggverned behavior. _
.. . ¢ B
- ¢ - 1 *
K] . . . 1
Resort td such notions as meta-rules, meta-meta-rules, meta-meta-meta-rules,

»

etc. does not seem to be a very parsimonious approach to the problem. Moreover,
4 . . »

even if such a progression were developed, "it is doubtful that it would

i

~ 4 !
adequately answer the ''why" questions raised earlier. What is needéd, thfn,

is a small number of lawlike gencralizations and a set of initial conditions

' ’

which will provide expldnations for the kinds of regularities observed under

the rubric of rule govesned behavidr, - -

. It is interesting to.note that some of the researchers who advocate ’ -

the rule governed approach frequently disavow the usefulness of the experiment

. . / - )
as a research methodology (llarre and secord, 1972)., Instead, it is argued

{ E l(j thap such techniques as Garfinkelling are most efficient for’determining

+

s : f

15
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. . \e v

.
. ' N

- (’ -
- whether or not a parkicular performaﬁce is rule governed. In short,

. ! - ¢ -
Gdrfinkelling is the practige of behaving in a way calculated to "break the

riles" so that the consequences of rule breakiﬁg can -be observed. To the
extent that the social fabric of the situation is Qiolated, one can be
N . - -
\' 4

cefq?in that a rule has adfually been braken. According to Campbell (1975) ’

' i

.+ Garfinkelling is ‘little different from a quasi-experiment without random-

)

v - »

ization or cgntrol~groﬁps. Garfinkelling is equivalent to an experimental
~ » "./ * ! . 4
maniRylgtion inyolving only one value of the independent variablel
- - ’

M ‘ ' '
The above theoretical and methodological considerations point to the.

‘ . - -~
conclusion that perhaps the rule governed approach and the covering law l

.

.

approach are best viewed as complementary rather than competing. As Harre

and Secord (1972) point out, it is almost cert?in that some facets of social

.
- ~ ¢

behavior, e.g, b%&logical bases, will be best ekplained by recourse to, some
>, :

-
‘

kind of covering law or causal aralysis. Other.facets of social interaction’

will be dealt with best for the present time by employing a kind of rule

’ i i

governed approach, However, it is important to keep in mind that ultimately
p—— N . ./

the uhy question will have to be addressed by those who take the rule |

governed appréach. . .

Cultural Variation
' ?

It has been argued by some persons that if it is assumed that communicatfon

is culturally bound such that symbolig behavior in one situation is not predictive
- /

. ¢ /

+
of symbolic behavior in similar situations, it is not possible to establish

.

laus. Thus, given cultural variation, the covering law model of explanatisn

4
- is inappropriate (ilonge, 1973). Earlier in the present paper, it was poirnted

.,
- . 4 |

?"- ' ..‘ * e, . P |

out that theories do Specify boundary conditions and/or initial condltlonf.
Lo

I

\

. - |
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tra tion; . . - .
3 A
, When a ;tudent flrst learnlng the gas laws asks why a gas ‘ >
doesn' t;completely disappear at a sufficiently low termperature, ..
. . thus Vlolatlng the law of conservatlon of mass, it is mlsleadlng -
to 1nform him only that 'we can' .t get to absolute zero' It is
more appropiiate to make clear to him that the gas laws no
longer agply, to the same degree of approximation, in the
nejghborheod of absolute zero, For that matter, the -law of
conservifion of mass itself is inapplicable in the context
of nucldar reactions, or if the velocity of expansion of the ¢
~“ . gas approacnes that of llght (p. 96) .
Q
Kaplan concluades by;assgrting that.all laws are bounded.
",:A %
" The notion of gepheralization is obviously relative. Newton's theory
I T
. . ‘ .
was more general than, Galileo's. Einstein's theory is more abstract than
Newton's, At what p01ﬁt are we w1111n0 to assert that we hgve indeed arrived
at a '"general law?" Phys1cs has progressed at a rapid rate even though its
P . M
Ge T . . . ' . .
covering law thcorles\Fqntaln laws which are ‘not universal, 1In short, it <D
s . . .
- 53
Ao Y .
seems\that if one is wiffling ta admit that theory is culturally bound, ther,
. VEEL C . . N
the problem raised by ﬁégée is obviated. HoweGe}, if one wishes to general-
) a%’
ize across cultures and d %F find cultural variations, it is eminently p0551b1e
\a»\ b
to find laws which w111 exp}aln cultural variations. 'Of course, one problem
vy - .
with cross cultural researaY is simply that what may appear to be "51m11ar
- 5
situations" between two or¢noxe cultures may not be "similar situations' .
. \\ .
at all. It seems rcasonable\éﬁ conclude that even if symbolic behavior is
7 _‘\"3, .
culturally bound, it is still possible to explain such cultural variations
with general covering laws. iorgover, it is possible for theoretical - 4

a.t
|
1
-

.
P T P

£ L.
9

5"
-
.

.

“f‘*‘

K
2 .
Universal generali 2ations or lawlike generalizations are made within the

i ; - " .
" context of such b ﬁ aries. Monge (1973) péints to several physical laws

which he clainms ate,lnvarlant through t1me and space and are thus unlversal

4

T
However,, when ore examlnes these physical laws carefully, he finds that

.,(‘ ‘ p]

they .do not hold n 'all cases. Kaplan (1964) prohides the following illus-

[

“ .- '

4 .,

N - A . .
propositionsrto be invariant from culture to culturebut the character of

. .

\ ’
constructs employed in the theory to change from culture to culture. For
. 4




. ’

B s . S - -lb6- Ao ] . ﬁ
. . 4 . . -~ R “
. + ’ . . 1
example, the lawlike generalization that increases in source credibility® '
* - # ! ’ ) *
produce incrcases in persuasion’may be invariant across cultures; however,
£ )

-

the attributes that make a source highly credible jn Ghad may not be the

o~

. ) .
same attributes that make for high source credibility fin Costa Rica. °The
law holds in both cultures, but the relevant dimension of the copstructs

.
- -

load differently between cultures,
. - . ¢ SN

»

O e e

Temporal Varzation . , N

In addition to cultural variation, temporal changas in'the behavior of

a phenomenon might be thought of as presentiné a problem to the coveriﬁg law
model. After-'all, we found that the covering law 1 assumes that its
laws hold throygh time and space. If a phénomenon shows change through

. | "
time, for example a‘%ﬁ;velopmental process" of some kind,)it would seem that
. A .

the covering law modellﬂould not be able to adequately deal with the phenomenon.

[

Such genetic explanations (Hempel, 1965) are quite common in both history
s : *

v

and the ‘behavioral sciences. . \
. — ‘

- ‘Here again we find that if dﬁe is to adequately explain why aidevel-
opmental process oqcurs sets of liéijke statements will have to be de:;}oped
. . | 4
'which explain wh y the’ phenomenon under study movés from one ”system stgte"

E]

. /i
) »

to‘another. ,For ehampLe, let us assume that in Both cross sectional

DY X . -
” . - 4

‘longitudinal studies, ¥n which we adequately control for cohort.di ,érences,
. . «a . B .
g L, . Co s
we find that anreasing age 1s strongly related tqg the ab111 to Ferform
. ' o
on concept attalnmentetasks. The older the child is, the better he or she ,
3 - z
,# _ H Z
is able to'rperform o §h tasks, 1In view of our rlier discussion, this
- . ) "‘;‘)'& . ) ‘.
finding is not, by i 51f very interesting becauselit has little, if any,
“ ’~' )
. . explanatory power. 5 , rodbeck (P68) has cngently ointed out, age is a
. . L . SN .

"non<variable' becaqselxt doesn't explain. . It is notj until we begin to try
N " , .

to explain why a cﬁild of five years of age can perfoim, say, twice as well
. " . . .

O

ERIC
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as a.thre% year old on the average that the finding becomes scientifically

- s

f 3 - 3
interesting. Of crucial importance td the present discussion is the fact

T TV

"that in deweloping an exﬁianation for the observed age differences, we will
probably have to generate a set of lawlike generalizations or "process laws"
(Bergmann, 1957) which explains the temporal change. These gneralizations

[ Q

. might involve the development of the nervous system. In any case, until

\ -

such explanations are developed, the data regarding age differences are . T
. 3
merely descriptive. Again, it seems that the covering law model iZ necessary

for explaining change through time.

r

. POTENTIAL BARRIERS 70" THEORY CO\STRUCTION

‘Theory. conotructlon is essentlally a creative process. Brodbeck (1968)
H

. points out that it is up to the theory bullder to determine wthh theoretlcal

\

statements will be the higher order' axioms and which statements will be de-
duced from them as theorems., Of course, the theory builder ,must decide on

the basis of previous research, hunch or dream exactly what constructs are

likely to be the most important ones in explaining a given phenomenon. By'

«

its very nature, theory construction is a high risk venture. Since theoreticians

are advancing conceptions of how a slice of physical or sb6ciyl reality works,

—they run the risk of being wrong, It is ﬁndenstandable, then

i 1]

Nwhy some thedrists

3

become ego-defensive .when faced with findings which contradict their fheories.

Their belkiefs about the rature of the world have begn questloned
. ~ 4‘ "
By contrast to theory bullding, testing a hypothesis derived from someone

-

else'f theory is a relatively low risk activity, Jfloreover, it seems reasonable

to assert that hypothesis teatlng is generally a less creative acLLv1ty than

. . 4 %
theory construction; although at times research dc51gn can Hemand Gon51deraé16
| “./

creat1v1ty. Perhaps the feason our %lsc1p11ne is ‘heavy with hypothesis’ teiters

is that theory cowstructlon has been perceived as too risky to undertake) & -

. Hopefully, odur discipliﬁe i% arriving at the point where at least some persons
AN ’ () ¢ . »

will be willing to risk being wrong{ . T,

‘ . '
B N ‘ . 16 -
gg;g; S . < . '
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' there are a number of other "mind sets" which act to discourage the devel-

such impediments to the development of cevering ]_aw\theories, but.I am

‘are studying is '"very complex." To illustrate, let us suppose that we are

} PR |

In addition fo the perceived risky.nature of theory construction,
4 . 1

. N B A
opment of covering law-type theories. T have been ablé to identify five

L4

A .
4hat there are more. In order to construct a covering taw. theory,

certain

the theory buildex must ové;come the following_five obstacles. .

Irrelevant Variety .

~ v

It is a tradition that in their first’ chapters, authors of introductory ;

ture of human behavior. As we

look around us, we are .prone to agree_with the assertions of complexity these

psychology textbooks emphasize the complex na

autnors make. We have already considered the problem of cross cultural

differences‘and their possible impacts on our ability to formulate general laws.,

- e .

However, it just may be that one reason we perceive human behavior to be very -

)
v

.

complex is that we do not understand it very well, I can remember clearly
during the late 1940's what a mystery the diseasé .polio was. Almost every

sumrer we were prevented from swimming in public pools because it ﬁaiQFelc‘ .
. . )

that polio was spread in such environments. Cancer is today's medical mystery.

5

It seems, however, that once the disease processes are understood, e.g. polio
. « ‘

is caused by a virus from which persons can be irmunized, the perceived level

¢ N Y -

. &
o N

of complexity of the phenomenon decreases drastically, - _ * . .o ¢
1] .’? , - . he '3

In the behavioral sciences, which are still very young, wadmay be the .
victims of what I call irrelevant variety., Irrelevant variety is generated

by the presence of attributes in a“situation which have/iittle to do with
N . E / )

the phenomenon we are studying but which give the impreséipn that what we

‘

’ ’ - »
< ’ 1

interested in studying digestion in humans and we observe that persons who
» . ! -
, . . . . [
live iR North America sit on chairs when they eat, while persons who live in
F . ’ .

-

—_
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.

cultural difference in eatiig habits. However, this kind of cross cultural -

..

"difference may be totally irrelevant to the role played by bile in digéstion.

1
|
Japan and Xorea sit on the floor when'they eat. We have observed a relidble 1
l
|
i
1

In all likelihood, bile behaves much éhe same in both'cultures' membe}s. ¢

Thus, the observed cross cultural d¥fference introduces variety which is

irrelevant to the phenomenon we are attempting to explain.

Although persons differ along an incredible number of physical,
psychological and socizt—dimensions, merely because this is so does not mean
that all of these differences will make -a differegnce in terms of the phenomenon

.

we are studying. It is doubtful that the number of hairs on one's right arm,

eye color, hair color, or cephalic index have much to do with one's susceptibility

to persuasion. For many of the phenomena we study, it is probably the case

. .
that relatively few variables ultimately can account for most of the action.

We just do not know what those powerful variables-are yet. One reason for

this™ state of affairs is that we are fooled, more often than not, by irrelevant

variety, —

+

Irrelevant Change’

Since publication of Berlo's book The Process of Communication (1960),
\‘ ‘ —— L4l

e
1

we have been persuaded that comhunication is best viewed as a. procgss. Smith

. <. . } . |
¥(1972) has poihted out that in afmajority of cases, persons who do commupication
7" . \

research do not employ research/designs which capture the process nature of

Tt
A A, . e 2 H

communication phepomena. Since the process notion implies that both physical

]

and social teality are in a constant state of change, here again it wquld seem

L] oy .
——- to be impossible to construct laws which are invariant through time, This _//
; . ,
. .particular problem was discussed.earlier in the present paper. te )

“ /

/ i

However, as is the case with irrelevant variety, it is probable ghat/not 4
¥ Y

3

.all change has an impact upon-tﬁe phenomenon we are studying. That is: in

- ~

~
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——problem with including/constructs in a theory is simply that the theory becomes’

more difficult to test as the number of such constructs increases. Theoretical.

Q
ERIC
A

;

_time will become measureable at some later time.

' to go beyond the "obvious." Here he argues that sole reliance on real constructs

‘will ultimately 1%?ﬂ'to the study of relatively trivial problems. 1In general,

.=20- | -

spite of the fact tﬁat the physical universe is in a state of change, certain
' A 13

«

I * . .
physical laws still%hold.'-Furthermore, it &ppears-that these laws will continue

to hold for some ti%e to come. The same cal be said for lawlike generalizations

in the behavioral §cgences. For example, in all probabilify perceived attitude

51m11ar1ty will continue to lead to high levels of interpersonal attractlon,
v

even though our societyxls in a constant state of change. Not all changes through

time make a difference in what we study, Recognizing tlis poésibility increases

the likelihood that one will successfully build a lawlike generalization.

. J—

Realism versus Nominalism . ™

: When theorists go about the job of constructing a theory,.they can choose

to include in their theories only constructs for which there are empirical dindicators

/

, o
(real conscructs) or they can include some consgrggts for which there are not yet
any 5perationa1 definitions (nominal constructs). This is not only the case in

A}
the social sciences: The construct of mass in phys1cs 1s a nominal one. The
nominal

statements involving nominal constructs cannot be directly.tested. Of course,

there is always the possibility that what is a nominal construct at'the'present

’

\

\ .

There are some good reasons for including nominal constructs in a theoret1ca1
iy .

system. Dubin (1969) has argued that their inclusion will encourage the develop-

ment of new empfrical indicators; that is, if theorists insist on including only
real constructs in their theories they are not likely to search for new empirical =

indicators. A second argument advanced by Dubin concerns the ability of a-theoty

L]

/ N
then, the inclusion of some nominal constructs in a theory may have the effect of

bt
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making the theory mbre heuristically provocative. If the nominal constructions
do not lead inquiry in new directioms, however, then their inclusion in the theory
must be questionned. Moreover, if the statements involving the nomipal constructs

appear to be very unlikely, then the constructs must be revised or excluded,

The crucial point to keep in mind is that useful theories can be constructed

which contain nominal constructs. Nominal constructs can aid in the process of

developing covering law explanations. Jheorists should not hesitate to use nominal

units in their theories if they can provide a plausibfgfjﬁstification for so doing.

In a real sense, one of the rlost imaginative and creative processes involved in

theory construction is the development of a nominal construct.

. o .
”
e )
P . v <

Insensitivity to Embeddedness L . )

R

o

The prohlem of irrelevant variety discussed above centered around the

v

.idea‘that when we are attempting to ascgrtaiﬁ\the fe]ationships-be£&e§n two or
mere variables, we may be distracted from this effort by a host of siFuational
attributes thch a;g,totglly.irrele;ant to the relationships we ar%%;nvestigating,x
The presence of many such attributes leads us to believe that we ;rc déaling

with a "very complex phenomenon." There is a closely relhted problem concerning

L .
our sensitivity to the presence of a relationship across a number of different

situations. For example, let us assume that we are intercsted in studying

-

the relationship between leader dominance and the amount of cofflict manifested
¢

in groups. Suppose that we do a series of studies in school classcooms in which

we rate teachers on their levels of dominance and also rdte their classgooms in term

. d
of the amount of conflict manifested. Say we find that teachers who ar% highly
7.
y.

dominant have less overt conflict in their classgs than teachers who are less
: /!
¢ /

A x

dominant. o : )

- ’

Now let us assume that we try to study the relationship between the same

. . ’ ' - ‘
two variables in a family situation. Obviously, when we move from the classroom

»
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into the home-situation, we are faced with a different kind of social context.
1 .

For example, the history of relationships in the family situation is generally

]
. . .»':2;:-.“

much longer than the histories of relationships in the school situation. Further-

- - - - . - 2 -
more, and this is.crucial, the ways in which both dominahce and.conf{lict are .-

- expressed in the two situations may be extremely different. Conflict may be

more overt in the classroom than in the family. Or, dominance may bé more

- - el .

‘

subtle in the family than in the classroom.
. Suppose our studies in the family situation fail to find any relatibnship

A between dominance levels and conflict. Can we confidently say that the dominance-

~ conflict relationship does not hold in the family'situation? Perhaps not. It

may be the case that given Other measures of dominance and conflict in the

family studies, we might have found the same relationship between the two variables °
4 . N

as we found in the classroom situation. What is being argued here is that gederal

laws may be maniqu%ed_differently in different situatiops. The law is generally

e

.

true but the way in’ which it is embedded across situations is such that it looks

% i

"different".to the unknowing observer, For example, in the classroom the teacher
.o k N . .. N . . ‘: .
s A . ' ' . . . &
wight always primari}y;usé verbal means to express dominance; whkle.ln the family
i i \‘ ) ...' ' R .
situation, dominance might be expressed mostly through nonverbal mgans. The

;mportan; poiﬂt is that the lawlike generalization concerning the rélationship
between dominance,and conflict might be generally true, but because the behavioral
manifestations .of it show variations across situations, we might be fooledinto

B 3§
believing that there is no generalization here. -

The above discussion supports the necessity of "triangulation of mzasure-
ment processes' discussed by Webb, Campbell, Schwartz and Sechrest (1955) . Since :
rmost of the research done in our discipliné, as weil as other behavioral sciences,
does not employ multiple empirical indicators for the same construct, it could

be that we are not finding lawlike generalizations because we are not adequately

measuf&ng the variables we hope to put into a lawlike relationship with each

other. It is imperative that we begin to require that multiple operations,

C ' 24 . . o
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/: , l—'
preferably nonreactive ones, be an integral part of our research.

’

Overe¢mphasis on Statistical Techniques

There a%e at least two ways in which blind faith in sta&istical techniques
- , CEN
can prevent us from constructing useful theories. The first problem concerns

o Y

the use.of such techhiques as factor analysis as substitutes for thinking. The

second problem is related to the notion that something lias to wary before it .

is of interest to us. While I would be the first to encourage everyone who

does communication research to become as-.sophisticated as possible in as many

"different statistical techniques as he can, it is also important to consider

the connection between all of :these techniques and the theory construction

| - ;
process. . . .

\ " As an undergraduate student I had a professor who ongce explained while -

describing 'factor analysis that you only get out of factor analysis what you -

»

put into it, garbage in-garbage out. Moreover, he made it clear that since

this is the case, one cannot claim that the factors resulting from 'a factor

>

analysis constitute some kind of "discovery," When one looks at the history of

factor analysis, he sees that when investigators have attempted to employ the

- -

. » 4 el . .-
technique as a theory testi#ng tool, the results have been somewhat disappointing.
v . N ]

- \

Spearman's two factor theory led to, the development of factoring methods which & .

- [

N

maximized the chances of finding the g-factor; while Thurstone developed ro-

‘tational schemes which increased the probabilities of finding several primary
rmental abilities, Giveq_bhig kind of situation, it is obvious that what people

. "& . ‘ N «
"discover" through factor analysis depends heavily upon what brand of factor. '

.

.~ analysis they employ and how they label the factors-they find! The same may be

» | . N (\:

,.sgiﬂ-fﬁhféﬁeucousin§.of'fnctqr analysis. . ‘ .




There are those who insist on relying on factor analysis and reldted
techniques to.'discaver" constructs for communication inquiry. The general

.ationale for these investigators seems to be that if one makes up a large

‘

.et of items, administers them to a large group of persons, and then factors

che items, a number of useful theoretical constructs will be dérived. It is

o€ further interest to note that very few investigators who find these new
/

Z.ctors then go on to employ these new variables in further'research. ° They
erely report the factor analysis and leave it at that., 1!ore important, how-

= .ver, is the fact that construct fBrmation should precede the use of factor ’

-

4n41y51s and related techniques. Sidch technlques should not be employed as S¥p:

-,
)
,.,s ,‘.',';,-
L 4

A -

"{ B
titutes for conceptual deflnltﬁ%ﬁgand the expllcatlon of relationships among -

B 2 -
’ ) S

B -seoretical constructs, Once theoret1ca1 constructs have been formed and their

“ Iinkages specified in a theorefical system, one should then become concerned
: 3o Cor o Tl c .
».ith measurement development and ‘employ factor analysis as a means for assessing .
. ES . . R ‘s

.
L

_the internal éonéistency of measures and the possible relgtﬁ%gships between and

.

. 1aong d;fferenﬁ ‘empirical 1nd1¢ators of the ,construct., .

i
N
N -

s - A second problem w1th an overenpha51s on statistical methodology concerns

zhe fact thﬂt when ve observe Qatterns of communlcatlon behav1or whlch are !

Y T

Tavariant, or relat1VeTy so, we tend to discount their importance because no

«

cariance’ can be atcoumﬂed fornin such;a phenomenon! An this %ase; the“\' )

. a : : .
statistical modeitﬁprcee us to search for/variable so that these variébles tan__
. 5:'5Ecounﬁed for by other yariables. However; it seems aust as important;
if not more impo;tant, to undlerstand why persons manlfest certain relet1Vely -

anariant_papterﬁs of communication .through ﬁime and space. It is oaradoxical

that on the one hand we say that human communication is a, complex, interactive,

.tc. process, but when wedsee recurring patterns of communication we label

Py .

.them trivial and not worthy of study because the patterns do not vary much. -
< “

»
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' " For.example, we know that when petsons meet for 4the first time, their
\ s ¢ > .
fLonversations are domlnated by exchdnges of bLogzaphlc and demographlc 1nforma-

.
-

tion. Some observers might find th1s phenomenon relatlvely unlnterestlng.
~- ' ~ -
’ Although it is’ easy to understand_why mést faive observers might judge a con-

versation dominated by 'biographic and demographic information to be “superficial,"
3 - . .

this is thé very recurrent kind of pattern which should.p}que the curiosity of

. ]

behavioral scientists. They shouzd ask, "Why do persons exchange that kind of

. - ) . - » )
'information'ih;n they meet?" ’Instead, because the phenomenon is relatively

' h ' . v v . .

invariant, behAvidral scientists dismiss it because they cannot “correlate" it
N\ . . . . .
with®anything else. This is equivalent to dismissing the law of falling bodies
’ ' . - . . ' = ' - . ‘
because it #s invariant!

- ’
»
. . . ’

‘ . CONCLUS TON '

-

Lo .
. s In this paper we have examined the structure of the covering law model,

-

. , " v . /
some crititisms of it, And sope ways of thinking which impede the development

of dovering law theories. It should be emphaslzed that a defense .of the cover-

ing law .approach does not dehny the usefulness of the rule‘governed approach or

‘ \ *

the s)stems approach, It as probably safeé to say, however, that the covering

-

law model does prov;de the most complete explanation of a phenomenon when the

v

— exnlenens are true,’ Moregver, the cover1ng law approach encourages the’ system-

. L}
° -3
¢ @ atic development of progressively more abstract theories through the subsumptive

-

. process‘ This process ceases when *here is noth1ng else to explain (Brodbeck e
S 1968\ .o : : g |
RCEN g~ L . , v
The reader should also keep in, mind that the covering law model as described
’, - R e ' * 1

. by phLlosoph°rs of science does not describe how sc1ent1sts actually behave ¢

(4enpe1 1965 Kaplan, 1964) The explanatory models described in the present

'paper are idgals. Anyone who does, science, as'opposed.to merely~talkingabout .

d01n0 it, knows that _liberal portlons of chew1ng gum and bailing wire are

w

irequently necessary to hold both tnoorles and research together., This is not

. » .

»
. »
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* dethroned, Thus, the reader should, not leave this paper with the idea that in,

. o -26- “ .

only the case in the behavioral sciences; it is also true ih Wpe physical sciences.
Braithwaite (1953) has asserted that persons will continue to use theories even
A4 .

when they know that the theories are only partially correct. He points out that

1
long before Einstein advanced his theory of gravitation, it was known that 1
, . 1

Newton's theory could not account for the observed motion of Mercury's perihelion,

It was not until Einstein's theory was available that Kewton's theory was -

»

N
order to‘be successful communication theqpists all that we need do is "meet the
* @ . )
- M . b

assumptions" of the covering law model.or any other mode of inquiry. There is

\ '

considerable room for hunch, intuition, creativity and a host of other non-
Y ! :

scientific sounding activities within the domain of scientific inquiry. Overly -

e

rigid adherence to any mode of inquiry is not only intellectually dangerous, but

it also takes the fun out of scientific life.

3
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