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: R ISituated Code Choice.

Abstract
Because communication is’ the resodice by whlch human 1nteract10n is

o

structured dlfferent types of 1ntefhct10n should reveal contrasts in com-

municative code»choice. This study reviews four sets of research on code
LI s

, . i
> [ o . . . . .
choice and then examines specific code choices made by speakers in two

%

coatrasting situations,; inter- and intra-organizational bargaining. Natu-

ralistic-interactions hetWeen teams of teachers union bargaining agents

«

role- playlng teachers and. school board members 1n the two sett1ngs are'

3

coded using measures of structural and 1ex1ca1 complex1ty, measures of

<s011dar1ty, measures of formallty of~structure.and~1nd1ces of personal -
reference.- leferences between the\structurlng of 1nter— and intra—

- .-organizational situations‘are'hypothesized} Discriminant—analysis reveals
_ , .

that a set of structural and lexical variables accounts for significant

'

_ dlfferences in the structuring of the two types of 1nteractlon. The two
/ : : .
/ : situations are. also found to dlffer in expresslons of solldarlty«and 1n'

structural cues. A COmparlson with the f1ndings in the four ear11er sets

of cod1ng stud1es is made, with partlcular emphasls on indices of personal:

N

reference. Questions for further research are raised. ' S

[
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Situated® Code Choice: An Empirical

Examination of Two Types of Bargaining Interactions

°Theodefinition of communicative competence as the ability of native speakers

of a language *to produce and 1nterpret language behavior appropriate to s1tuations

(Hymes, 1972) has guided much work in sociolinguistics in recent years. - Much of -

B . G . -

that work has concerned the development of communicative competence in children

4 LI .

(See,_inter alia, Cazden, 1981; Cook—Gumperz, 1975 1977; Ervin—Tripp, 1973, 1977).

o .

- Aspects related to adult competence have largely been focused on code-~ switching

1n bi—lingual or multi—lingual societies (Haugen, 1972, 1973; Gumperz, 1976;

,Scotton 1n:press) While most sociolinguists agree that native speakers have at

_ — _ cm g et m = e e e e

least two var1et1es at the1r d1sposal even in a single language culture (exempli—_
f1ed for phonetic variation, for example, in Labov's. 1972 New York City study as

casual" and "careful" var1et1es), little work has documented adult language
. . : v L . .
var1ation in a sihgle»language culturei

[P L ; 4

The - focus of this paper is an exploration of adult communicative competence o
_1n a specific, culturally def1ned pair of negotiation s1tuations. inter- and
intra—organizational bargaining.- Specifically, ‘the interest is in-how the same

1nteractants use communication to =tructure the two, types of 1nteraction as dis— _

tinct events _through. the code choices they make The paper will first discuss_

[y

the-importance of such a question. Then 1t will set forth a definition of
. : . i

"situation"‘to guide'the explbration, eXa%ine extant methods of studying code

e

' choice; and describe the methods used in'the-studylv Outcomes: of the eﬁamination_

of three sets of interactants in the two situations will be presented and the

implications for the general study of the relationship between situation and code.-'

ERIC . e e e
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‘choice will be discussed.

Importance of the Question

If we are to understand adult communicativ€ competence as the ability to

*

produce and 1nterpret situated language ‘we need to begin some systematid examin-

v
N -

ation of how the same speakers nake adJustments in the1r code choices in different

-
o™

situations. While there is -general agreement that'situations are marked by .
.dif£erences:(b0th verbal and nonverbal) in interaction, there has-been little
_ PR .

-empirical testing.of that proposition.
Neglected, too, have been group interaction'differences across .situations. -
- Giles (1979) notes that most of thevresearch on the relationship hetween person

.and situation has been in one—to—one exchanges. Situations that commonly'occur'_

as interactions between groups and within groups need- ‘to be examined in our search:

for systematic understanding of adult communicative competence.

Aside from the- more general question of adult communicative competence,

however, the study of code choice in the two types of negotiation sett1ngs fills

3

a gap 1n the negotiation literature. Most research in negotiatlon within the

' Yy .
disc1p11nes of . econom1cs and social psychology has controlled or, even’eiiminated

- 3

"communication processes in order to test for other factors (for a review of this .
11terature, see Putnam & Jones, 1982) - From a communication perspective%blt seemsg

: apparent that a clear understanding of the process of negotiation or agreement-,

making 1s tied to understanding the 1nteractants communicative behavior (Donohue,

.

o

1978). This 1n\turn may. contribute to our’ understanding of the 1mpact of commu—-

nicative choices on other agreement—making situations.

-

Defininggthe Situation

N, ™~

It is possible to become embr01led in a dozen controversies in various~»f-m

-

*disc1p11nes related to questions of what constitutes a "definition of the s1tuation

o &

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Situated Code Choice
Most disagreement occurs around issues of where that definition most properly

-exists, e.g., in the consciousness of the interactants, in their interaction, in

the society which provides the conventions which guide interactions, etc. For

~.

the purposes of this study, "sictuation' will be defined as a set of elements that,

by cenvention, operate to make a given interaction-type recognizable--both tec

~

interactants and to observers--as one type of interaction rather than another.
-While there is strong support fer such a view in Levinson's (1978) discussion :

3

of activity types and in Hymes s (1964) use of the mnemonic "SPEAKING" for the
elements of situation types (see, as well Argyle, 1981 Avedon, 1981 Magnusson
& Ekehammar, 1981), I am not denying the lmportance of the distinetions made by
the_various diseiplines'concerned with'participahts{ awareness of tie definitioh
‘ef the situation (see Perinhanayagam, 1981; Stebbins,il§él), 7Eorfthe porposes

.of<this"§tud?7‘l‘am~not~arguihg_that all participants share the exact same aware-

ness of the elemehts, nor that their self—reports of perceotions would match.ih
all respectsﬂ Rather,.I assume the kind of shared understanding that allows us
to make our way through the conventional requirements of day—to day act1v1t1“s as
we- work out what Goffman (1959) calls a dworkihg consensus' (see also Raush 1972)u

Draw1ng upon several discnssions of the nlemean of the situation 1mportant

s

for ‘that conventional understanding (Argyle, 1981 Avedon, i981; Hymes, . 1964

~

Levinson,_l978) I will focus on four ‘that appear consistently and that allow for‘-d

. operationalization of two distinct situations within an organizational agreement—‘
- — _.y’
making or "bargaining framework. These are the goals of the activity, the roles

- of the participants, any defined~patterns of structurihg, andnthe topic under

consideration. .Each will be briefly discussed below

Goals of the activity: Observers faced with any siLuation define ‘it by

-asking &hatmthe“particigants are t;ying to do (Gregory & Carroll 1978). Brown
Q o S :A . :f' 6 A
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‘and Fraser (1979) note that 'purpose is the motor which sets the chassis of setting

and participants going." While there may be several goals-operating in a situatioi,

, -

Graham, Argyle and Furnham (1981) point out’that there are also sjtuations in which

the primary aim or "what the participants uould'he likely to be trying to do or to

achieve in a particular situation" is clear {see dlso Higgins, 1981).
T _ 5 A _

v i

- ¢

Roles of the participants: Recent work has provided support for the notion
. Py - . . ¥ R .

that’role~relationship features, rather than being'stable attributes of the per-
sons, may shift depending upon activity and.setting (Brown & Fraser, 1979; Ervin-
Tripp, 1980). One's:role in relationship to another depends upon who the other

is in that situation. Are interactants equal or unequal? Friend or foe? To

N . . L - -r

. . -what degree do they share common goals? Role differences like these are important
- . 8 : ) . B - % . S

.

aspects of the definition of the situation. : -,

‘Conventional structures:  Levinson (1978) defines an activity type as a
) category Of "goal—defined, socially-constituted, bounded events with constraints

? -
- R . . . .
f P . . .

on Particlpant ,-setting and s6.on, but above all on-the kinds of allowable con-

-

trlbUtlons..i To the degree that those allowable contributions 1nclude code choice,

-

the study to follow needs to present,the case. There;are, hoWever, constraints
1mposed on 91tuations in the degree to which there is a part1cular form for the

1nteract10n 1n a g1ven s1tuat10n. For example, one can ea31ly picture the types
. . \

of formal constra1nts on procedure that accompany a tr1al or a debate in contrast

S e

to the 1mp11c1t ‘constraints operating at a cocktail Qarty or a consciousness

ralslng~group'meet1ng. Additionally, one m1ght def1ne as a constralnt of this

'sort ‘the degree to which oné€ has to (or even can) prepare one's contr1but10ns, as

5

opposed to ‘the degree ‘to which one needs to do continuous monitoring and part1ci—

SN

. pate extemporaneously. B j

A‘Togic: _while little has/éeen done to study the effects'of topic;'Hymes (1964)

.

\),, i _____ »Vg;\ o . & .:7 ) 7
E lC . " ' ST B
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includes it ‘as an important ififluence. ‘Again, it needs to be seen as determining

éPPrOPriate_contribqtions,-a kind of constraint on types. ﬂ information which ﬁay'_

be seen as relevant once the general topic is defined. Contrast, for example,; .
the topic constraints in these situations: a murder trial, a divorce hearing,

1
e

a church coffee:hour, an office cocktail party.

" Situation, then, is defined for this study as the set of goals, roles, defined
‘ ‘ S

structures, and topical restrictions proper to an interaction. In focusing gﬁg

question of the effect of situation on language variation, another-glarification.
. - : - - v
v : - . S . e
-'is in order as well. Language, as is now a commonplace understanding, carries

multiplg functions. 'If may be viewed as referentialf(rgléfed ‘to content informa-

tion), social (related to relational informatiohl as well as structural (related
L : . . ' o - ' . ’( /
to -the organization of talk, in turn taking for example). The main proposition

\ - . . 4 L ) 1
-guiding this study is *hat the inter-relationship among the referential, social

/

and structural functions of language varies according to the specific constraints

3 s -~

embedded in the characteristics—-goal, role, defined structure, and topic--of a
. . - ‘ o - - S S :
given situdation. - e o S : R

T

1o : - v

L L
Linguistic variation studies

‘- .
5, - o

5

While no previou$ work has contrasted linguistic” features of inter- -and intra-

organizational ba¥tgaining, the examinatiﬁn of linguistic variation.has a good deal
. e : ol o - . :
. . . » . - . . . C ] 1 N L .1
++  of precedenc€ in the literature.. Code ch%ice, i.e.,” the use of,certainitems from
v1 // - . . | ) ] R . .

7. . . ya . ) : . o . . : . . .
* ‘the available linguistic variants, has beLn tied to difference in social class,
- / AR . . . . - { - . * P

/ .

. communicative mode (oral or written), sex, dJdegree of planning, and (generally
e i 3 I . - . ¥ . . o
‘described) situational elements. -Table 1 iis an. attempt to summarize the findings

A ' | TABLE 1 ABOUT|HERE ]

e
B

" 'of.fcuf strains of-research in linguisﬁic éodidg that appéaf to haQe'a striking
o, . t - ° . , . i I.} ' . . s

© number of ‘elements in Cbmmon; as well as others -that clearly contrast. Using the

J—
<

O - .. T . ) S ) . i R
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table as a starting point, I will here indicate theiquestions or problems posed

by ‘the studies included, for assesalng the development of adult communicative

\

competence as a s1tuat10nally sensitive sklll

Bernstein (1961, 1962aL,1962b 1971, 1977, 1981) is best known for his examin-

‘

ation of var1ation in code, elaborated Vs, restrlcted which he attributes to dif- .

ferences in soc1algclass. His f1ndings have been consistent over nearly 20 years
of study and others. have repllcated tnem as well (Poole, 1971, 1972, 1973, 1974).

. However, hisvdata were all produced through "school situations"——e.g., a group.

dlscusslon of cap1ta1 punlshment——that avoid to a great degree multiple levels of

o,
=

. goals or the soc1al role Varlatlon that can be Jncorporated into other situations.

 Some critics (Argyle,‘l981 Cazden, 1981) suggest that he may be measurlng(code

variation tied to the school getting. It-is‘interesting;to nOte thgt when differ
ent structures-(e.g., interviews with probing follou—up.questions)for différent

roles (students asked to role—play the teacher) were included in‘social class

s

stud1es, different results were found. Cazden (l981),for example, rev1ews four
B . . B 'Y

! . studies that show a variation in struCturE-diminishes'or‘altogether_w1pes-0ut the
.differénceslbetween social'class'groups in code productiOn, She suggestsfthat

d1fferences in s1tuation, 1nclud1ng aspects of soc1a1 role, elicit differences in
.~langua°e behav1or.- -And an 1ntr1guing study by Collett, Lamb, Fenlaugh and McPhail

(1981) suggests that when students are asked to takeé a role in which elaborated

code" is the expected mode, they are able ‘to produce appropr1ate language behav1or,’

“even if they have been labeled as "restrlcted code" speakers through other assess-

- ments.’

S o , R . C ,
It is not my intent-here to critique Bernstein's work._’Rather, I’use‘these»
examples to p01nt out that the absence of situational differences in his stud1es

pe

is a serlous weakness. The exclusive use of the- school situation l]mlts the .
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< Lo S o o ' ot
generalizability of his findings. And, for our interest in adult. commupicative
"competence, his population of school—age.children (and even of college-age stu-

‘dents) limits its appropriateness.

Poole (1971, 1972, 1973, 1 1974 1979; Poole &'Field,‘l976), much of whose work

» . SN . . ' &, . :
replicated Bernstein's studies with ,Australian youth, branched out into another

.

area by looﬁing\at'the_variation in mode (oral and written) by social class. Poole

'and Field (1976);found'that/the differences -in mode were greater than any social

class differences, thus isolating a structural factor affecting variation. Unfor-

" tunately, these stucies share some of the other constraints found in Bernstein's

" work: exclusive usexof school settings and populations of school-age subjects. .
And, even though she introduced a structure difference, the absence of other sit~

uational varigtion is ‘a weakness she herself poses: "Language is a social commu-
, Pl ? ,
. X
' nication system and, to. this end, contextual analysis would seem to be an impor-
- : Y ) ': N ’ . )
tant facet" (1976:311). A ' L C

Keenan's (1978)lw0rk:on differences between planned and_unplanpéd‘discourse

. e . -
examlnes orie attribute 2f code ch01ce, but across a variety of situations. Her

data base 1ncluded ch11d -child, child- adult and adult—adult interactlon, although

s

she does not systematlcally report the numbers of interactions or the varlatlon

.Cv\ .

" in goal,’ role, structure, topic,_etc. She generalizes across situations to con-
f
clude that where speakers engage in plannlng before the discourse, they use devel-

A

. opmentally later forms. In contrast;\she finds unplanned discourse marked by use

M -

‘of earlier forms, even when a speaker has in his/her repertoire a choiCe of more
~30phisticated forms. : S o ) ) .
As a prelininarymexamination, Keenan's work is intriguing. Her lack.of

systematic control on the variation in both“population and‘situation; however,

‘._limits theggeneralizability of her findings. -
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.Brown and Fraser (1979; see.-also Joos, 1962; Fielding-&.Fraser; 1978% draw

together Some‘very,general observations about situations in wLich adults make
code choices along a continuum from more formal to more informal. They emphasize
social role more than any ,of the previous three fesearchers, but do not-provide

> B
- rd

. - -.'f . - .
~empirical- evidence for linking ‘situations with social role ané code choice. ' They

. . .
v’ . & - B .

call for the hind}of study_reported here: systematic attempts to explore‘the

‘

b A\ -
The major problems in the four sets. of research efforts reported in Tabln 1

and above support the need for’ the present study, focusing on examlnatlon of adult
. k 2 ) . .
1nteract10n in naturalistic s1tuat10ns that both vary in defldable ways and. allow
- a . ~ :

- comparison of the same speakeds' behav1or in those 31tuat10ns.

.a

~ ~

N

Two Negotiation Situations . ‘ . A /
. N § - -

. Representative of the definitions provided in the literature, an important work

by Walton and McKersie (1965).described the twovbasic situations usedgin this:studyh

Inter-organizational bargaining involves subprocesses of_distributive_bargaining,

. ~ R v -
1ntegrat1ve bargalnlng, and attitudlnal sfructuring between labor and management.
~- . -l"\ * .
- Intra- Ogganlzatlonal bargalnlnggconcexns the process of ach1ev1ng consensus in each
&
of the interactingvgroups;- These two sets are parallel to what Coffman (1959) A

- v

Yo

called "front reglon and back/reglon" behavior in reference to the 1nteract10n'

TN -

-

.- of teams. - o ///i : ' . TR LT - ‘
. . ) .v’- ‘-- ) : N o ‘ L ' - . ‘ ‘.

For-Goffman, a "team" is a group that works together to maintain a particu-
RN A ‘ .

lar derlnltlon ‘of the situation in wh1ch they are engaged "a set of 1nd1v1dua1s
X K__

whose 1nt1mate ‘cooperation is required if a given prOJection of the s1t

. -

tion is

to be maintainedﬁ" Slnce communicatlon is tﬂe mode by which that cooperation is

primarily expressed,'one mightfexpect that the communication patterns\would_be '

related to_any‘definition;oﬁdthe situation. ‘ . e ' s

[y

'..
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Walton and McKersie focused on tactics, rather than on tBe general functions®

of verbal and nonverbal communication, as was Goffman's interest. They do, llow-
. . - . ) . - L s . . »

ever, gige important information about -elements of goal, role, structure, and

" topic, from which we can project héw these may constrain interactiof in each of

the situations.' - s { : S : .

Goal In inter—organizational bargaining in a.labor—management sétting, the

goal is to reach agreement w1th the other s1de, such that one's own team w1ns the

~

-~ best possible terms (e g., in a contract), while maintaining the possibility of

R

- an ongoing working relationship (see also Kirkham, 1982 Ward 1982).'_while not
. o / | ‘
denying the possible functioning of other goals most research would support the

v e .

primacy of this goal (Druckman, 1977 Walton & McKersie, 1965}3 ™
e o .
- In 1ntra-organizationa1 bargaining, the goal is to agree as a team.on the

¢

stratEgy to be used in dealing with the other side,‘based on common, mutual goa‘s

.

Again, while there are probably more social goals also functioning here (see .

J Coa
. - : N , .

Goffman, 1%59), the activity of planning strategy makes this goal primary

. o -
What expectations, then, can be inferred about the interaction of members

- .

:

w1th1n each group and between the groups° Briefly,-1nter-organizational bargain—-
n i

ing would/require more planning to prevent the other side Fro{n capitalizing on

PRF S
poorly thought out, ambiguous, or even equivocal statements. The tcam s careful

J K
4

i
. -

! .
buildiné of coherence through explicit statement of assumptions and propositions .

ciaarly would suggest attention to the referential function of language' a com—

F
; . . '\\

plete éss of syntax and preciseness of lexicOn. Thus, in these areas,’ one might

expecZ.pazallels with elaborated, mritten; planned and formal'code-choices (see‘,ul\_

Tab1f 5. o I | g L S

"Intra—organiaational bargaining, in contrast, involyes participants who cati

g i o, - . : : . D ,
o?ten-aSSume pre-suppositions, the "givens' ofltheir’side'siposition.t One can

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(see Jackson & Jacobs, 1980

producing implicit :rguments, partial or ellipti al utterances, and less clarit:
of terms—-except, of course when hammering out the precise wording to be used :

the other setting.’ Thus, 1n syntax and lexicon), the expected patterns parallel

.

restricted, oral,,unplanned, and 1nformal code ‘choices.

Role: Whatever other specific role—identities link the participants 1n a
|

‘more ongoing way, the salient role—relationship in inter- organizational bargain
|

ing is that ‘of ;pponent—opponent.' Using Brown and Gilman s (1960) distinctioJ

v

between power and Solidarity as bi polar "types of role—relationship, this typ<

\of-bargaining would réflect the power’ d1mension. o _ /

., In contrast, intra-organizational bargaining's salient role-relationship
, : . . . , : kS

_reflects solidarity: ‘collaborator-collaborator., ”While‘they'may not be intimate

‘friends, members of the group share a common bond for the duratidn of their func
tioning as"aAteam (Goffman,-l959);that affects their roles in thé situation.
While neither Poole and'Field nor Keenan difectly considered the social

elements of language in’ their coding studies, some similarities can be proposed

'
. . . .

with those of Bernstein and B own and Fraser. With a dimension of "power" in tt

social relationships,-the code choices in- inter—organizational bargaining ought

N
N

. be relatiyely more distancing (Brown & Gilman, 1960). The affect on syntactica]
-and lexical,complexity should create parallels with elaborated and formal code
'descriptions; H(While Bernstein also suggests,differences in pronoun use 'relate¢

to social factors, these choices may also be affected by topical constraints.

" .Thus, no predictions about particularfaffect.on pronouns will be made here).

With a dimension of "solidarity prominent in, intra organizational bargaini

\\V,the code choices’ ought to be less distancing, paralleling the. syntactical and le

cal expectations of restgicted and informal'code variation. Also ‘predicted for‘

'
o
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|
1
|
| .
. . ‘ N / . . :
for intra-organizational bargaining would be specific expressions of solidarity,

- including what Bernstein cails "socio-centric terms" and the kinds of backchannels

described by Yngve (1970). \

L e

Structure:~ Inter—organizational bargaining.often'takes place.in particolar
'settings; some studies note the 1mportance of finding a 'neptral'ground" for snch
‘_meetings to give ne1ther side the "home court" advantage (bieberman,.1979). Simi-

larly, there are restrictions that affect opening remarks? presentation of written
materials, and turn-taking itselfr In contrast,'intra;organizational bargaining's

"back region" character makes its only restriction the lack of restriction'(Goffman;

.'1959)J_ Speakers are more likely to enact what Edelsky (1982) calls "shared floor
1nteraction than to observe strict turn;taklng |
While none of the studies detailed in'Table 1 look.at characteristics of the
'”larger Datterns of 1nteraction, the kinds of restrictions placed on the.structure
of inter- organizational bargaining would be-most likely to also 1mpact on struc-

tural and lexical complexity, making that interaction, again more like elaborated,

+

- written, planned formal :codes. SpeciFically, one might also expect longer turns
at talk, on. the average, and attention to careful turn taking.

‘In contrast, the-lack_of”restrictions would impact on complekity in the op-

-

. . ) .. . N . ) ! “ A . .
posite way for intra-organizational bargaining, -making it 1ike the opposite type

of code ‘in each case. . Mean utterance length ought to.be shorter, and there
&
should be more talk—overs, reflecting the freedom of interaction and co- responsi—

bility for decision making (Edelsky, 1982) _ ,
o 7/ .
Topic: Inter- organizational bargaining, like Goffman s (1959) "front region’

behavior is more likely to-focus on’ the topic éder consideration than to allow

;wide—ranging discussion. The latter freedom might be ekpected as a "back region
behavior in intra-organizational bargainin Both situations, however,‘would be

-

14~
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affected in the sameﬂway”by some topical"restrictions.. For specific topics,
péssibilities of refgféntial linkiﬁg t@roughout a discussion woul&, for examp
make-the use of .personal pronouns more-éf'lesé likely. 'This.dep;rps'from som

of the picturgé.in Table 1, where researcherélposited differences in pronoun

‘based on social factors alone. More likely, those factors function along wit

i
w

whatever referential constraints the topic imposes.
Because the topic in these.spécific inter- and intra-organizational barg
ing sessions included many égpects related -to the people (teachers) for whom

contract is being negotiated and the people whom the serve (students, parents

-,community—at—large), more prohoun uses in-both types is expected than might b

predicted by the results of previous coding studies. Moreover, because both

. groups have "team" identities to maintain, reference to bargainers' position

.Bypotheses

y o - o ‘ ;
the use of 'we' is expected in both settings.

o

v

Given these expectations based on negotiation and bargaining literature

':well_as’specific_similarities between the two bargaining situaéions and the f

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

types of coding studies, the following hypotheses'are proposed,-élong with on
research question: '

Hypothesis 1: The complexity of syntactical and lexical aspects of lang

choice will clearly_distriminate between inter—orgahizat%
. o - . V . N . - ﬁ s
and intra-organizational bargaining interactionms.’

Hfbothesis 2: The expression of-solidarity'as eyidencgﬂby backchannels

. -

. - " socio-centric speech will be significantly higher for int
than for intef—organizatiohal bargaining fnteractions.

- ‘Hypothesis 3: 'Théré will be significant differences in the indicators c

. » £y e '

* . structuring in the two situations:

15
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'Hypothesis-3a: The mean,length of_the.utterances produced.in inter-
organiéat}onal bargaining will be'signifieantly_greater
than’that of the utterances produced in intra—organiza;
tional barga1ning'

Hypothesis 3b: There will be a s1gnif1cantly greater number of talk—
overs in intraforganizational bargaining than in inter-
organizational bargaining. ,

_ - - .
Research Question: To whatﬂdegree do'othervcontrasts in the research on ’
. ) ~coding choices compare with‘contrasts or lack of con-

trasts in the data examined? Specifically, what appears

. : ' )

to be the pattern of pronoun use? - } g

3 Co . ’ . ) Method o - ) ) . Y
Subjects . - : D . C
4 The study examined certain linguistie choices of the same interactants. in two

-

settings——inter; and intra-organizational. Taped interactions of ‘teachers who

'serve as bargaining agents, recorded in,training'sessions.conducted by the Michi- . B

gan Education Association and the National .Bducation Association, were transcr1bed

dnd examined. In role—playing either teachers or school board members engaged as
-barga1n1ng teams, the interactants provided a un1que picture of the same 1nd1viduals
behavior in two sett1ngs, between the teams (inter organlzational) and w1th1n each -

:team (1ntra—organizational) The task of the three groups was especially compar—v

able because the same "scenario" of issues to be dealt with was used by all three.

And’since all had served on their local bargaining teams, they were able to dssume -

e1ther the school board or teachers union position in contract bargaining, where

‘.the scenario def1ned that budget—tightening was affecting salary scale, planning

time, allowable leave time, and rev1ew procedures._ Three sets of tapes, 10-16

hours each were examined from both audio tape and typed transcripts

L 15 st s

El{lC | .
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Measures : : . e
e N . . ) - . . .

To address the organlzatlon of lingu1st1c CholCes that m1ght mark the two

s1tuatlons two dec1slons had to be made.. Flrst un1ts were deflned as a'

-speaker S turn at talk i.e., an unbroken utterance. If one speaker spoke

.

s1multaneously with- another, both utterances were - recprded as un1ts. ;If a -
,break in the talk of one- speaker occurred as the result of another speaker be-

g1nning, then a new un1t was recorded when the first speaker began aga1n. All

- -
. 4

the transcrlpts were un1tized and numbered

e

Second measures were 1dent1f1ed and deflned to test the hypotheses and to
}

probe the research questlon. See Appendix A for procedures 1ncluded 1n the cod1ng

A

manual. - Because utterances in interaction, part1cularly in the. 1ntra—organizational

setting, vary more than utterances in structured interv1ews and essay= (Poole $

method) or even classroom d1scusslons (Bernsteln s method), measures were dev1sed

- ) N B 2

i.to yleld interval level data, allowing for statistical tests requ1r1ng that ‘level.

.Measures of syntactlcal and lexical complex1ty

To assess structural complexity, a measure based on the utterance's 1ndepen—
dent clauses was made. The ratings for a given-utterance ranged from (1) no verb

“present to (6) a compound—complex construction' i.e., one with at least two indepen-
]

2

dents clauses and one or more dependent clauses. The measure. of syntact1cal com-

) plex1tz was’ based on the assumption that verbs and ’ (through transformational pro-

césses) verbals are carriers of syntax,, The seven- point scale gave a value based,

on the~proportion of verbs and yerbals to total words, again with (1) indicating

no verb present. = . B .

. . : - - o -
As measures of lexical complexity, two measures were used: Gunn1ng s Fog

Index-(Gilliland, 1972) and a'listenability index. The former is one of the few o

. — . . .
; . - . . -

"readability" indices based on the number of independent clauses rather than on

ERIC ™ o
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k4 .

the number of sentences, an importance distinction in coding data fromfnaturaiiy

occurring interaction. The latter was designed_as an attempt to avoid the Fog

Index's combination of syntact1ca1 structure and lexical d1ff1cu1ty, it uses,

v e

again, ‘a seven pdiht scale.

" Measures of solidarity,

Based on Yngve 57(1970) notion of the ways in which speakers reinforce prth“P“m

vvious speakers, the~utterances’were coded for the presence/absence of backchahnels

as one measure of solidarity. Also coded were Bernstein's "expressions of sym-

‘pathetic circularity," also called socio-centric terms, which include forms like

"you know" and tag questions like ". . , isn't it?"

Measures of structur1ng ' -

Utterance 1quth ‘was. used as an absolute count measure eXcluding vocal seg- .

regates (i.e., uh, uhm, etc. ), of a speaker s turn at talk _The presence'or.ab—

-

sence of overlapping,speech for each turn was used 'to. measure the degreé of ex-

p11c1t separation in turn—taking.-

Measures of personal reference

The measures used to¥code the use of personal pronouns all“fc)llowothe pattern

used by Bernste1n (1967b) and Poole (1971) * They include the'proportion of per-

o

sonal pronouas to total words, the proportion of "I"Apronouns to total Qronouns,_

e

. the proportion of ego centric terms to total words, the proportion of socio- centricl

-

terms to total words (also used ‘as a measure of solidarity) and--an adaptation of

Bernstein's scheme-~the proportion of "we' pronouns to.tdtal PrOnOU“S-

- Results : "

_ - DUnitizing - ' o . h e R

Guetzkbw's (1950) unitizingireliability—-a measure of the~disagreement between

coders--was .07 for the same two coders doing ‘all three sets of tapes and trans-

\

e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Situated Code Choicé
17

cripts. "Given the number of talkovers, particularly- in the intra-organizational

setting, the unitizing.reliability was considered adequate.

Coding and Reliabilities S . . ~ ‘

The transcrlpts were coded by several coders. Thefauthor coded all three

sets, and student asslstants coded‘signlflcant portlons of each follow1ng _
wa~~wm4GuetzkowwSeprocedure ofwchecking—perigdically forfinter—rater~reliabilitykw_Eor;_;;;f;m

purposes 6f analysis onlyﬁthe authorfs:coding was.used; since»the-data set in-
cluded 4891 coded units,. each with 12 Judgments.. Th1s was considered acceptable,
,because the inter-rater reliabilities averaged acrcss all checkp01nts for.each
variable exceeded ;82 and averaged, over all‘cateéories, .88.

- Data &nalvsis L

As a grelininary to examining the results of the.statistical-tests of the - -
data, some discussion of the data set from a conceptual standpoint is necessary.

First, the population being examined in this study consists in utterances, rather
: N .. ¢ . g - —_ . .. . e HL!L.
.~ ..than, directly, the human subjects. _Moreover, the utterances were prodiiced in

natural talk; rather than inAEXberrmentally-controlled settings: Because all of =
the .literature written about discriminant analysis:assumes both operation of e¥4
perimental controls’énd (the'inplicit assumntion at least) that ncnglatiqns are
of'peqple;'interpretatign of the resnlts of the_diScrimlnant anal§sis_presented
here_is somewhat.problematic. _ o |
ff,the:object otbinterest is the interaction—as—structured by code:chdice,~‘
then.itfds appropriate’ to consider.utterances the "subjects." In that sense,

then, the criterion of separateness of groups required for discriminant ‘analysis

. 1
© ~

——can_be met: For, while the same people in éach training session produced the

1 utterances for both inter7~and intra-organizational interactions'at‘their-session,

‘the utterances themselves can be eXclusiVEly and exhaustively divided into two

i

;Jis)‘ i-,.:

Q

ERIC
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groups on the tapes and in the transcripts. In fact, it’ could be argued that

" because the same speakers'produced‘both"Hnteractions in a given training set,

that these data oughtito provide a clear test of the impact of the situation

as structuring the interaction.

Two other tests are reQuired:to test the appropriateness of employing dis-

criminant analysis'on the measures of structural and.lexical complexity.' The data -

— —_— L . . L
"met one required test, using Bartlett's spEETicity*statistic,_namglx_knat the
B . ' 3

. samples' correlation matrices come from multivariate normal populations in*which

J ‘ . . .
the variables show dependence that is mqre than random variation. But although

the variance-covariance matrices were of full rank, the test for homogeneity of

population dispersion was not successful. The Box's M of 1088.6 with an approx-

“imate F-of 108*73 ‘with- 10 and 27711577.3. degrees of freedom was s1gn1f1cant

(p4;.0000). -While Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner and Bent (l970) 1nd1cate

"'that the d1scr1m1nant analysis procedure is robust even 1n the violation of this -

-assumption, McLaugh111 (1980) argues that such failure tends ‘to bias the test in

favor of the null hypothesis. Thus, the\use of discriminant analys1s in this

case may prov1de a more str1ngent test of the hypothesis."

Hypotheses'

- Hypothesis 1 pred1cted that the complexity of syntact1cal and lexical aspects

a

.of language would- clearly discriminate between inter- and intra—organizational

bargaining interactions.a In both stepwise and direct methods, all four variables

entered into the analysis. Table 2, the summary table, indicates the standardized _

. S

« . TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

_‘and unstandardized discr{minant function coefficients for-each. While all of the

variables were. significant, the measure accounting for the greatest amount of

variat10n is Gunning s Fog Index ( 64580) followed by about equally strong

“y,

o 20
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coefficients for syntactical complexity and listenability (;;45663 and'.45049,

respectiveiy) and finally that for structural complex1ty (/29391)

The percent of grouped cases correctly classified was 76. 91 Tahle 3

» . .- ,’
. s

- TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE
showgia breakdown of the class ification of cases, allowing for the examination of -
classification'by simulation group.' Clearly, in the total picture and in each

i

'HQroup, a hiOher percentage of 1nfra—organizationai utterances was classified

'correctly. Approx1mately the same pattern of correct classification holds within

each of the separate~simulation sets.

Thus hypothesis 1 was supported

Hypothesis 2 posited that the eXpression of solidarity as ev1denced by
/ . . -

than for 1nter—6rgaﬁizationalfbargaining—settings.;

This hypothesis was tested first through examination of a dichotomous variable,_.
/ . R . .

 the Dresence/absence of backchannels. Since the cell sizes produced by the natu-.

S

.ral talk were nothequal, the appropriate choice for analysis was an unequal n

// . N .

ANOVA shownvin Table 4. The interaction indicated between site - and situation-'

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE e
is not 1nterpretablc, given the confines of‘the theoretical.framework:employed
in generating the hypothesis._ However;-since'the main effects“are not disordinalg,
they may be interpreted.b The graphed means show that, whi e. there are differences

/

/1n the three groups (M; K, .and B represent the three training sites), all. three L

are affected significantly by situation in their use of backchannels, giving

partial support o the hypothesis., I i" v"“. S

- The other var-able used to test the hypothesis,‘the proportion of socio centric

terms to total words lq less easily interpreted ' Few of these terms were used in

- . X . . o

.%:'[k;_ ;f?lc
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either settiné. A comparlson of the means is shown. dn Table 3, indicatipg
TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE “
the same pattern of ﬁifference.as the use of bagkchannels. 3Howeyer. becagse

the data were coded as the proportion of socio-centric terms to total'wordskin""”'
ceach utterance,‘there were a large number of “zero values, making a.t;test‘conpari—u
.s;n,of means inappropriate. So the data were recoded as presence/absence of.“
;'i ‘socio4Centric terms”and conpared using the chi—sduared statistic, also}shoﬁn S
. on Tabie 5. Because-there were not=significant:differences within'the three’
examples of each 31tuat10n type, a conparlson between types was computed ihe
s1tuat;ons were significantly d;fferent'(ﬁL' = 22 55, S df, p<: 005),'1nd1cat1ng
. marked contrast in the usedof socio-centric terms. ?hus hypothesls 2" was supported.
H?Pothesis 3 soggested significant'differences rn the indicators of;struc—
turing in the tuo'situatrdns: (3a) that the mean rength of the utterances pro—
'duced in 1nter;organ1rational barga1n1ng would be significantly greater than

that Of the utterances produced in intra—organlzational bargainlng, and (3b)

that there would be a_significantly greater number of talkovers in intra- than
in inter4organizationa1 Bargaining situations. |
‘Table 6 shows the'mean’lengths of utterances for the three”simulations in
each bargalning cond1tlon and‘the -overall contrast of mean lengths of 35 73
(1nter organlzatlonal) and 12 87 (intra organizational) Thus hypothesls 3a . )
.;gas~supp0rtedﬂ_ifl l“'g ,V‘pd o i.‘ _:_ S T f”'k
\ o ~, TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE . s | . |
Uslng’the d1chotomous variable—ot—presence or absence of talkovers, the<~»~w_;ef;_ﬁ

R ot

prbcedure of unequal n ANOVA was used to test hypothesis 3b The results shown

.in Table 7 indicaﬁE a main effect for situation and an uninterpretable 1nteract10n

TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE
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between site and situation. Thus, hypothesis 3b was also supported

Results related to the research question may, first of all, be 1nferred from
the data used in testing the hypotheses. .Code choices which generally related o
.. more to referential language functions, e.g., structural and lexical complexity
B and length of utterance follow, as hypothe51zed the common-pattern reported in
studies‘of all four_research strains in Table 1. | _. |
Of the more social functions, the findings are mixed. - While these data.show
- some support for predictions about distancingf(using; again, the same indicators
used to determine"referential function):andvforpgeneral solid%rity distinetions
like those made by,Erown‘and Eraser (1979), other social indicators do-not clearly‘ i
follow the patterns of-prewious'research,lforuexample the co;variancerf pronouns
_?b : with measures of complexityd(Eernstein; 1962b). In fact, pronoun use was uninter-
Pretable due to crossover interactions in three casesf The proporti;nfoffperJ
sonal pronouns to total words appears almost random (see Table 8) The proportion
of "we" pronouns 1s puzzlingly disordinal (see Table- 99 as 1s the proportion of
TABLES 8 AND. 9 ABOUT HERE

ego-centric tarms to total words (see Table 10). Only the proportion of "I

2

pronouns to total personalvpronouns'follows the contrast between elaborated and |
TABLES'IO AND 11 ABOUT HERE

restricted code patterns (see Table: 11)

;-
to.

e,

» Discussion - ' ” : e - o i
; : oo . RN . . - '
~The’ purpose of this srudy was to examine variation in code choice in the same
fl

speakers in two contrasting situations; How clear ﬁTe the contrasts? " What do they

tell us? How similar are the contrasts ‘to those reported in the four_sets of,coding

- e N X : P -

.. 'studies in Table.1? . ~ . . R - o T

The’findith3 of course, are not unequivocal. fThe_discriminant analysis,

-~
1
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using variables of structural and-lexical'complexity, correctly classified nearly

A77%/of the_cases, but it clearly did a better job of identifying intra-organiza- .

tdonal exchange utterances'(96%); -How can this finding be accounted for? ' One e
- : . . ,_' N o

useful explanation can be made if one pictures code .choice .as occurring along a

Qéntinuum, with a base&ine_of speakersfztalk marked for neither,extreme. In_each
.. : e o : . ,/': ” '
- situation, the speakers' ﬁtterances move out toward imaginary poles, im order to -

mark the speech as more oOr less compet1t1ve\or cooperative more or lesshostilé or -~

. - e _ . , . o
fr1endly, etc. (These bi-polar situational constructs were suggested by Wish,

~

Deutsh & Kaplan, 1981.) Except in extreme.cases of situational types, a Qertain

. e s
.
«

“amount of speakers' talk would ‘fall into the middle range.
This explanation also “accounts for the findings related to solidarity cues.

The data'show that only about 35% of the utterances in the intra—organizational¥'

‘settings were marked by .the use of backchannels; even fewer.were‘marked by the

K

-,

' 1
..

. oL, P .. : . . : ¥ q
use of socio-centric terms. But’®an examination of the_proportton of utterances -

so marked across both situations clearly distinguishes betweenkthem. oW

Helpful here-is‘a.discussion by 0wsley and Scotton (1982), suggesting that
adult communicative competence is a matter of the ability ‘to recognize -and evaluate——

.. and thus be able to use——clustering of features that mark situational differences.

.

) Such, competence '1ncludes a eomponent which .can- sum 1ncidences of related features

-and evaluate them as percentages An relation to some probability framework" (p 32)

-0 , . . .

ThUS. the production of language marked by a certain percentage of features that

-

. move toward the situational "pole" is likely what -marks talk as appropriate to -

- that situation.'. _ ' - o - . _;xml

.7

The groups appear’ to differ in code choice based to a dégree on speakers'

. * N
idlosyncratlc differences, but situational differences are clearly present as a,

modification of those base: patterns. _Thus, the study gives empirical support to

- . : - T - 1 R
e : N L. - . N « ’
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: theoretlcal frameworks that 1dent1fy '31tuat10n as 1mportant in the operatlon of

4 i

-~ ' -

‘i .
code Tthoice. And “in contrast. to prev1ous coding research it suggests that we are

- : ; i

not able to assume that all the elements of code ch01ce cluster in the same way in’

_'_ . . -

d1fferent s1tuat10ns. ' : o
= A Because~th1s study attempred to study tﬁ‘“same speakers in s1tuat10ns with .

conventlonal expectatio&g of goal role, and structure as well as. SpEleiC'tOplC
; B N /

o 'restrlctlons the results are able to shed some llght on the 1nterrelat10nsh1ps _’f
‘ \e ' . - ./
- betw en the elements of the s1tuat10n and the™- encoded referential soc1al and ' ﬁ ]
' - % . ) ;,
« structural elements of code ch01ce.p Spec1f1cally, strucs ural and lex1cal CompleXlty

S .
. . ’ N . /

i

~are séen to follow the’ patterns of ‘all. four previous lines of research these injf

- . )

corporate elen;hts of‘all three language functions, although the referential appears

I3

_ . : _ o . o L /o
“to be primary.. Those social _aspects directly'related to 1nd1cat10ns of support or
* * E .i [
solldarlty (1 e., backchannels ‘and socio- centr1c terms) vary as predicted b» tha
- . _ < 7

-rolefrelatlonshlps conventionally_embedded,in the given 31tuation. And the struc-

tural elements provide a positive_test of the -assumptign of:constraints‘dn form
of contribution. - =~ . , - o /
The social aspects, however are revealed by the ﬁtudy to be Gonﬁounded by

rererentlal functlon or by subtle shadings of meaning Slmpfe use of pronouns in
) P _
proportlon to total words 1s probably too gross ‘a measure as indicated by the con-

trasts in otherw1se parallel f1nd1ngs in Table l. As,grgued ab;ye, pronoun use is -

- H el
R 4
related to'topic as well, urestrictlng possible ways to llq&kreferences cbherently
. k)
to contract terms. Thus, the explanatlon for the present d@ a' s dev1at10n from
M 2

-

}
Bernste1n s suggested'ﬁgttern can be found in a combination of referential and

i
- i

SOCial_fquvlon and the restrictionsvof spegi ic topic.
. ‘ i )

MI" and "we" pronouns and ego- centr1c terms ane less s:mprg interprEtEd than

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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tricted code's "non-1" use implies. For example, the use ‘of "T* think"'may be
~ . : : .
either an assertion of power or a hedge indicating tentativeness; coding~for its

b ) B

k4

. use without attention to contextually identifiable (or intcnationally -clear)

meaning masks subtle, but,important, differences. Likewise, "we' may be an indi-’

cation of team identity in the "back region“ expressions of solidarity;in intra—».{,A

Organlzatlonal settings. But in inter- organizational settings, it is also. fre—
3

‘quently used’ Here the expression of solidarity is the team presenting a united

S e A

fron vis-a-vis. the opposition. 'And when used.to refer to the total group present'

in inter- organizational settings, it may* be’ yet another indicator——an impoqing
/- i _
d1r6Ct1Ve (as in "Now, we all need to address these issues. .. ."."

3 3 .
\ 3 ) .

Thus, researchers examining code choice must recognize that the possible mean-

ings of differences is not exhausted by the findings based on coded’data. In fact,
it is soberinggtp note that While the "etic" (i}e.,-objectiVe) categories can be‘\

coded reliably, they may not be capturing the "emic"_(i.e.*'meaningful to ‘the - ; .

N a

speech community) sense of the interaction: One way to deal with this problem is

to add the data.availahle-in para- and extra-linguistic cges.' Ty
e oL |
Questions of Generalizabilitz . ' e . .

i

- N B r . . R . ‘ ;- )
) While recogniZing that this study is only a beginning attempt -to systemati— \

L

K - L]
* cally examine code choice by‘the same speaﬁers in. two c0ntrasting Situations,_none-f '

theiess some attention must be paid to the generalizability of the findings. The,/H

fdata from the three simulations were combined “in most of the statistical teaLgQio

¢ . 5 .

prov1de suitable numbers to test the hypotheses._,However,gt_he.tableu of meani,in
L / CT - . . R " -

S - /
dicéte'that the same or similar patterns ofnvariation occurred across all th;ee

a \ °

groups in a given condition, thus lending some support to the claim that the over~»“

. “« .o
' r/ A

all picture captured the variations reLated to situational differences. /

A serioUSPquestidn'is.whether the differences in_code choice.may be‘attrihuted”
- IR AR B . -
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to differences in the situation rather than be explained by alternatiue hypotheses.

N

Here the use of role-playing provides a protection against the possibility of

‘ 1 N o -y

unique personal relationships or power differentials impacting the general pattern.
L4

The participants clearly had to draw on their general experience as bargainers,

but any specific relationships that might have affected their performance were

-

eliminated. (Of course, this point raises another situational factor that may

-affect code.choice in non-simulated bargaining, viz., layers of role relationships..

°

developed . through ongoing association between participants;kf
Finally;-while the participants were“adults,iinteracting in naturalistic

.settings, they shared an identity as teachers union members. Perhaps some limita-

N

tions in generalizing the findings to pers®ns with less-educational training, dif-

. ferent socio—economic status, etc., st be pointed to. But these are less drastic

restrictions; one might note, than {generalizing from a population of college

<.
B

sophomores!

Conclusion
-—_— H : N ¢

This study has made a beginning in the attempt to meet Hymes s (1974) and ,

- ¢

Broawn and Fraser's (1979) calls to- extend our understanding of situational dif—

.

- ferences in code choice. Further studies of natural&;tic, interactive communica-

- tion need to ,be undertaken——not only to probe the richness of situation as struc-

>,
i

. tured by communication but also to develop effective techniques with which to .

Nassess the meaningful ar  .%cen subtle elements of code choice along the continua
- available to speakers as the: .- icture interaction in varfed'situations.° .
) -
& f“
P - N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



o

. o - References

-Argyle, M. The experiTental study of.ghé basic features of situations. In D.

Magnusson (Ed.), Toward. a psychology of situations: An interactional per-

spective. Hillsdale, N. J.:/ Lawrence Erlbaum Assdciates, 1981.

Argyle, M., Furnham, A.', & Graham, J. A. Social situations. Cambridge:

"Cambridge University -Press, 1981.

*

Avedon, E. M. The structural elements of games. In A. Furnham”&~M._Argyle (Eds.),

The pgycholdgy of social situations. New York: Pergamon Fress, 1981

Bernstein, B. Social structure, language and learning. Educational Research,

1961, 3, 163-176. ~

o

Bernstein, B. Linguistic codes, hesitation phenomena,and intelligence. Language

%

and Speech, 1962a, 5, 31-45.

°

'Bernétein, B. Social class, linguistic codes. and grammatical elements. Language

and Speech, 1962b, 5, 221-240.

\

Bernstein, B.,:Claés, codes, and contfoi. London: Routledge & Kégan-Paul,01971.

Bernstein, B.f Class, cddes, and control. Revised. Londonf Routledge & Kegan ‘-

#

. e »
13 { . . - .
Paul, 1977. -~ . -

5

-

Bernséein, B. ques, modalifies, and the pracesé of cultural reproduction: .A

~ L

model. Language in Society, 1981, 10, 327-363.7_
= : — - . |

Qrown; P. & Fraséf, C?: Spéech as a markef of situation. In K. Scherer & H. Giles

° pa

(Eds.),vSociai markers in speech. Cambnidgé:i Cambridge University Press,

oL o N ° 2 : . R 7/
1979. | e g .

*Brown, R. &'Gilman; A. Thé pronouns of gower and solidarityl In T. A. Seb?ok

e ' (Ed.),.Sgyla.in 1aﬂgbagg, Cambridge: Cambridge University ?ress, 1960.

[’\



Cazden, C. B. The situation: A neglected source of social class differences in

A4 - e

w

language use., 1In A. Fuéﬁhaﬁ & M. Argyle (Eds.), The psychology of social
situations. New York: Pgrgaﬁon Press, 1981.
Collett, P., Lamb, R., Fenlaugh, K. & McPhaii, P. Social class and linguistic

variation.  In M. Argyle et al. (Eds.),.Social situations. Cambridge:

Cambridge University Press, 1981.
‘ ‘ , i ,

Cook-Gumperz, J." Situated instructions: Language socialization of school age
- ‘ .

L

children. In S. Ervin-Tripp & C. Mitchell-Kernan (Eds.), Child discourse.

New York: Academic Press, 1977. | S L

Cook-Gumperz, J. ‘The child‘as'practical reasoner. In M. Sanches & B.G. Blount |

(Eds.), Sociocultural dimensions of 1anggage use. New York: ' Academic Press,
- 1975, ' - - .
Donohue, W. A. An empirical framewdrk for examining’négotiation~ﬁrocesses and

IR

outcomes. Communication Monographs, 1978, 45, 247-256.

Druckman, D. Social—psychologiéal appfoaches to the study of negotiation. 1In D.

*  Druckman (Ed.), Negotiation: ,Social-psychological perspectives. Beverly
. i ‘ ‘

o

Hills, California: Sage, 1977.

Edelsky, C. Who's got the fldor? Language in 'Socie,tiyJ 1981, 10, 383-421.

Endler, N. S. The case for person-situation inter?ctiop. 'In_A._Furnham & M.

Argile'(Edsu), The psychology of social situations. New York: “Pergamon
: - . -\'L_ B -

Press, 19811 . : - . ’

h
P

|

Ervin-Tripp, S. Children's sociolinguistic compef@nckfsnd dialect diversity.

X

In A. S. Dil (Ed.), Language acquisition and communicative choice: Essays?

by Susan M. ErQin—Tripp. -Stanford, California: Stanford Univgrsity Press,

1973. » .



Ervin-Tripp, S. Wait for me, roller skate! In'S. Ervin—Tripp & C.»Mitghell-

Kernan (Eds.),>Child discourse. New York: Academic Press, 197?.

Ervin=Tripp, S. Speeoh acts, 'soc1al meaning and- social learning In H. Giles,

e

W. P. Robinson, & P. M. Smith (Eds,), Langnage:j Social psypholog;cal per-

spectives. New York: Pergamon Press, 1980. ' ? .

_ , . . o o
Fielding, G. & Fraser, C. Language and interpersonal relatioms. In Markova

.(Ed.), The social conteXtrof language. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1978.

- Lt

Furnham,.A. & Argyle, M. (Eds.) The psychology of social situations. NewJYork:
. - - : i

- e -

Pergamon Press, 1981.

4'

- Giles, H.- Sociolinguistics and soeial psychology: An introductory essay\ In

H. Giles and R St. Clair (Eds ), Laﬁgnage and social psychology Baltimore‘,
\[/X\University Park Press, 1979.

Giles, H. & Smith P. M. Accommodation theory:. Optimal levéls of convergence.

i

In H., ‘Giles & R. St.tClair (Eds.), Language and social psychology. Baltimore:

University Park Press, 1979.

.

"Giles, H. & St. Clair, R. (Eds.j Langpage and social psyphologyh Baltimore:

University Park Press, 1979.

Giililand J. Readability. London: Longman, 1972. A .-

Goffman, E. The presentation of self in everyday life. Gq@é> City, N Y.: -
Doubleday Anchor Books, 1959.

9 4 : . .
“Graham, J. Argyle, M & Furnham, A. The goal structure of ‘situations. In A.

Furnham & M Argyle (Eds. ), The,psychology of social situations. .Ney York:

Pergamon Press, 198l. - . :“ : . - -

.

Gregory, M. & Carroll, S. Language and situation. London: Routledge & Kegan

v i .

‘Paul, 1978. . | ' o )



-
-~ . r3

Guetzkow H., Unitizing and categorizing pfoblems in coding qualitative iata.

o ~

Journal ok | Cllnlcal Psychology, 1950 6, 47-58. .

»-.

GumPerz J. J. Language communicatlon and public negotiation. In P. R. .

il -

Sanday (Ed.), Anthropology an\\the<gublic interest Field work and theory.

- -

New York: Academic Press, 1976. o V } R - .

Haugen, E. Dialect, language, nation. - American Anthropologist), 1966, 68,
. " N . ' - - L
922-935, o . |

Hauéen, E. The curse of Babel " In E. Haugen & M, Bloomfield (Eds. ) Language

’ : - .

as a human problem. 1973, . =

""Hymes, D. Toward ethnographiestof communication: - The analysis of communicative

“events. VAmefican-Antthfologist, 1964, 66, 12-25.

Hymeé, D. On comﬁunicative competence. In J. Pride.& J. Holmes (Eds.),

Sociolinguisti:\\ London: Penguin, 1972a. e

Hymes D. Models of the\interaction of language and social life. 1In J. J.

AR

Gumperz & D. Hymes (Ed

'.), Directions 1n's0ciolinguistics.; New+York:

Holt, R1nehart.& Winston, 1972.

"Jackson, S.. & Jacobs, S. Structure of conversational argument: Pragmatic bases

N

‘for the enthymeme. Quarterly Journal of Speech, 1980, 66, 251-265.

Joos,}M. The.five.clocks.‘ New York: = Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1962.
N . : E) (I) -

‘Keenan, E.- 0. Unplanned'ang planned discourse. Pragmatics Microfiche, 1978,

3,1, A3, ’ o ‘

Kirkham,,J, Communlcation tasks and constralnts for the mediator. Presentation

K . at- the Annual Meeting ,of the Speech Communication Association, Louisville,

i3

Kentucky, 1982 _— » ' , . - : .

.- Labov, W. The social stratification of (r) in New York_Citdeepartment stores.

In W. Labov, Sociolinguistic patterns. Philadelphia: University of
. ) % A l' ' . . ' . . . ’

"f_APennsylvania Press, .1972.
L S S




P

Levinson, S. C. Activity types and language. Pragmatics Microfiche, 1978

~—

3, 3.3. o
. o . N G . . -
Lieberman, M. Bargaining. Chicago: TEACH'EM, 1979. , S
S McLanghlin;'M%{ Discriminant analysis in communication research. In P. R.

- . - 1

.. . Monge & J. N. Caopella.(Eds.), Multivariate techniques in human comminica- -

1

tion research. New York: Academic Press, 1980, - C

Magnusson, D, - Wanted: A psychology of- situations. In-D, Magnusson (Ed:),

Toward agpsychology of situations: An interactional<perspect1ve. Hillsdale,

‘v e ’
C»;

N, J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Assoc1étes 1981, o RS
£y ) .
)Wagnusson, D. & Ekehammar, B. Slmilar situations——similar benaviors? In A,

3

P

_ Furnham & M. Argyle (Eds.), The psychology.of social situations. New York: .
Pergamon Press, 1981, ' , ‘

-

Nie, N. H., Hull, C. H., Jenkins, J. €., Steinbrenner, K., & Bent, D. H.

Statistical package for the social sciences. Second edition. New York:

McGraw-Hill, 1970;'_ L ' o ] -

‘ Owsley, H, & Scotton, C. M. What's my line’ Conversational expression‘of power

by TV 1nterviewers. UnpublishLd manuscrlpt, Mlchigan State University, 1982

s

Perinbanayagam, R S.. The deinition of the situation. An analeis of the

ethnomethodological and dramaturgical view.‘ In A Furnham & M. Argyle

(Eds.), The psychology of social situations.' New York: Pergamon‘Press, ) A~;
S1e8L. o T Y
Poole, M. E. Sdé¢ial class and'codeielaboration in oral eomﬁunieatign. Journal

of Speech and Heari_g,Research 1871 14, 421—527.

-Poole,,M. E.. Social class and code elaboration in written communication.:
o : o : é
Language and §peech, 1872, 15, 1-7. ' . o fi

Poole, M. E. A comparisonfof the factorial structure of written'cod{nﬁ patterns”

for a’middlejclassfand wo;kingfclass-gronp,. Language and §peech 19/3 16,




P s

N " ‘ R .
, Poole, M.. E. Comparison of the factorial structure of oral coding patterns for

©

a middle-class and a working-class group. Langudge and Speech, 197&,'129

1222-239, .

Poole, M. E. Social class, ~sex, and linguistic Qoding. Language and Speech,

1979, 22, 49067. . L | R

-Poole, M. E. & Field, T.'w;. A comparison of oral and written code elaboration.

L3

LanguagéJ;?d Speech, 1976, 19, '305-312.

Putnam, L. L. &~Jones, T. S. The 'role of communicatiof in bargaining. Human:  °-

po Communication ReSearchlni982, 8, 262-280.

Raush, H. L. Paradox, levels and junctures in person—sitﬁation systemé; In

N ) o : . f . N . -
D. Magnusson.& N. S. Endler (Eds.), Personality at the corssroads: Current

R
J.: Lawrence Erlbaum -

ye issues in interactional psychology. Hillsdale, N.
e Y . : . . :

£ <

7 Associates, 1977.°

Cov o

‘*““Sche:er, K. R. Voice aﬁd’speech cprrélates of ‘perceived social influence-.in:

: simqlated juries. 1In H. Giles & R. St. Clair (Edé.), Language and social
psychology. Baltimbre; . University Park Press, 1979.

k]

! . v o N '
iScotton, C. M. The negotiation of identities in COnver?atlon: ‘A theory of

ki

"

markedness and codé choice. International Journal of the Sociology of

"+ Language, in press. - .
. e - - 3

A theory of the definition of the situation. In A. Furnham &

3

Stebbins, R. S.

1
1
1
)
1
i
.
h
.
§
¢
i
X

; M. Argyle (Eds.), The;psychology of,social~situa§ions: ‘NewJYork: Pergamon

! " ~Press, 1981. A e

# " Walton, R. E. & McKersie, R. B. A behavioral theory of labor negotiations: An

d analysis of a 30§ial interacgion §yéteﬁ. New ngﬁ;f”ﬁzﬁféﬁlﬂillvml965;__N‘ﬁ“_R_‘h;
_ Ward, S. A. Rhetorical sensitivity: A commuﬁication model gbr mediators. Paper

' .brésented'at the Anaual Meeting of the Speech Communication Association;

’uLouisville,'Kentucky,_1982.i ; ' ’




-
2

Wish, M.; Deutsch, M., & Kaplan, S. J. Perceived dimensions of interpersonal

relations. In A, Furnham & M. Argyle (Eds.), The psychology of social

- situations. New York: Pergamon Press, 1981.

'\\Xngve,fV. H.' 0n'getting a word in edgewise.: In M. A. Cémpbell et al. (Eds.),u“

Papers from the Sixth Regional_Meetingfof the Chicago Linguistié Society.

Chicago: Chicago LingﬁistiQ~$ociety, 1970,




CODING* VARIATIONS:
AREAS REPORTED IN
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adjectives

Use of'adVerbé
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\
L. \ B
MEANING AND REFERENCE

“Explicit vs. -
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-

Reference cues

-

Social cues

BERNSTEIN

FORMAL/ ~ .
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PUBLIC/
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Acéurate grammati--
cal order, ;syntax
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. complex structure
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(See specifics
below)
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vidual qualifiers

Frequent use of "If

Less use of other
personal pronouns
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constructions
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grammatical :
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implicit

Reliance on context
for meaning
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markers, repetition
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Table 2 Standardized and unstandardized discriminant functions, group centroids and ‘significance test,
.-' .l . N ’ . ‘ I .

using ‘the direct method, . | :
VARIABLES | "Standardized; Unstandardized G}oup Means Discriminant - d/f Chi—'
. - Discriminant - Discriminant . on Discriminant - Criterion Squared .
Functicn Fungtion Function o L

Coefficients Coefficients:

: L i
I,
b

% Structural Comlexity 29391 1633958 Inter- - -

T ’ organizational & 568.65

Syntactical Complexity -.45663 - . -.3616423 = (o=128)) C U
T T o p(,OOO
Cunming's Fo Index 64580 .1900227- 158768, |

A5

\

t

Listenability Index 45049 524185 v |
| | e o ‘intra- o o La V;~
.‘(constant) -1.615088 - organizational . . - S
C(1=3604)
-, 20998
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 Actual Growp ;:Noyof Cases ; ,_#1 B /)
B T ' R U |
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. Organizational - LT | _ Y, 0
A“.Croup 2 04 S UV '5 3460}\,r{
Intra- o : L : N .
Organizgtional “:» Pércent%?{: N A0 } 96§1 -
' 'LPeréEn; of grquped‘casesééorrettly claséifiegf ‘76.91: »
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Table'3  /

. : A
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CLASSIFICATION RESULTS BY SIMULATION GROUP

' v ’ /
. ¢ |
. . B P
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N ; / -
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) o v \
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TABLE 4. _ BACKCHANNELS . .

_ " . -
BN = - . hd . N . . ..
‘Training Sessions
- . "
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Ml g Py -
‘ S
A

L1497 i\ j'-'Int:er.—orgz'an'izat:ional-
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- P
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2
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:
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Situation.X Site

" Residual
Total
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: )

- MS
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TABLE 5 PROPORTIO

K - B

N OF SOCIO-CENTRIC TERMS TO TOTAL WORDS: MEANS

Intra-organizational
(n= 3604)
MY =.0031 - -

a

s
Inter-orgpnizational

.0010 . }” N . |~ (“'12225 .
‘ ' .0003 ¢ L0003 | TIpism
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- ~
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site +,éc A
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. . )3 .

21.
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TABLE 6  LENGTH OF UTTERANCE: MEANS
N
M K . B '
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- TABLE 7 TALKOVERS
- ( N
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TABLE 8 PROPORTION OF PERSONAL PRONOUNS TO TOTAL WORDS: MEANS .
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TABLE 9 PROPORTION OF "WE" PRONOUNS TO TOTAL PERSONAL PRONOUNS: MEANS
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TABLE iO PROPORTION OF EGO-CENTRIC TERMS TO TOTAL WORDS: MEANS

y

M " K B _
| . .
0075 | L0074 -..0070 R .

—- . : R Intér—organizationalf
(n=1287) (< - =)

~.0050 fz 00
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) .0025 . '
. M =.0058
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TABLE 11  PROPORTION OF "I" PRONOUNS TO TOTAL PERSONAL PRONOUNS: MEANS

—
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APPENDIX A

CODING MANUAL

# 1. UTTERANCE LENGTH
%  Number of words, not counting uhm and uh. Please do not estimaté, even

- w . .

though this will be tedious! -
2. STRUCTURAL -COMPLEXITY ' o

s

Use the following code . A . - : A -

S

1—;no structures with verb.or verbal

2--presence of participial bhrésé, infinitivy{/Ar eréﬁdgnthclause
with no_indebenaent clause |

3——presence'df a single independent clause

4;-pre36nce of.gomgound élauSes, all indeﬁenaent ) _.. .

5--presence. of.a simple complex construction, i.e.vone ipdependent
clausé with one or'mbfé depeqdent:clauses - |

6-—présenceAof;aséompoﬁndecompléx.codstfﬁctiop{Ti.e.,vmore than one S

- independent clause with one or more dependent ¢lauses

3. rMSYNTAC’I_‘LCAI;. COMPLEXITY
Cpunf the total ﬁumber.of_verb.forms.including, for example, auxiliarieg, . -
modals, main verbs, participles, gerunds, and infinitives. Then divide_by

the total number of words. .Mﬁitiply-by'lo (to get a whole number) and round

off to the nearest- whole number and. add 1. Formula:

# verb formé - . .
10( # total wo_-g.ds)+ 1 = score

There “are two special rules for specific caées:
B Rule L: If thete is NO VERB, assign a score of 1
- - : Ruié 2: For uttéranceg unaerblo word§ in total 1ené;h, 
ahjusf'phe fih31 sco;g sé tha; it.is no more than
. f: | t _ithe iotal-gounﬁjofIVerb forms. . _. |
. A . 4423

Q o S T LT




4, GUNNING'S FOG INDEX

Follow these steps: Lo i

-~ - /

a. Divide total length by number:of independent clauses (X)
b. Count the number of HARD WOBOS; here defined as .all the

A
words of three or more syllables, excluding

€

1) proper.names . ,/“

2) combination words; i,e., those made up of short, easy '

© .,

. words like booﬁkeeperior homemaker

- 3) verbs tnatJnave three syllables ONLY by vfrtue of the,
inflectional ending.(e:g., ~ed or -ing)

THEN divide/tne number of nard-Words by total length

and multlply by 100 to get rid of the- dec1mal (Y)
- C. Add X + Y A

d. - Multiply Z by (.4) to get FOG SCORE

.,\\‘

5. LISTEVABILITY INDEX

. ,/ ¢
':lCount the total number of syllables and d1v1de by the total number of

/

~"iwords. Round off to the nearest whole number and add 1. Add addltlonal
'ip01nts for "hard uords "t Count a word as hard if it is Lat1nate, 1f it
is 88311y replaced by a ‘more common/slmple word, or if it has technlcal

~ specificity, ,Formula:

"[ # syllables. o C o -
+1+ (# of hard words) =" gcore . oy
c tetal words . : A

v

' Special case,rule: Slngle word uLterances count 1, unless the word is

,/. ireallu-difficult.

& - - R .

e B, PROPORTION OF PERSOVAL PRONOUNS TO TOTAL WORDS.

~ ¥

-'D1v1de the total ﬂumber of personal pronouns by the total words in. the

. utterance. Do not count "it."




7. PROPORTION OF "I" PRONOUNS TO TOTAL PERSONAL PRONOUNS.

Divide the total first person singular pronouns by the total number of =

personal pronouns.

8. PROPORTION OF "WE" PRONOUNS TO TOTAL PERSONAL PRONOUNS.

Divide the total first person plural pronouns by the total number of

g
. personal pronouns.

9. - PROPORLION OF EGO-CENTRIC’ TERMS TO TOTAL WORDS

-Divide the number of uses of "I think," "I mean,” "I feell? etc. by the.
total number of words. ' - ‘

- ) - '

10y~ PROPORTION OF SOCIO-CENTRIC TERMS TO TOTAL WORDS

Divide the number of uses of "you know," "you see," arnd tag questions
' o <o : . . . ’ . )

iR

‘like "..., isn't it?" by ‘the total number-oqﬁyords.
11, BACKCHANNELS' - .

Simply keep a tally in the space provided on the coding sheef. Markuv/

if an’ utterance has ANY backchannels. Count boﬁh affirmatiofis like -
, "uh'th"“and'"yes"'oi,”you're right”mand‘resta;eﬁeﬁts of the previous

speaker's idea.

gL

12.  TALKOVERS o e e .

Simply putz}v/where these occur. 1In the transcript, if a talk-over

- does not succeed in taking over the floor,-there is not a new number given

tq.the turn which cpng}nues..




