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nbeing,'ilterviewed6 genre;. all components, with. the exception of-
setting, be- The findings suggest that Byrnes':
methodology neglects the relationship of the'speaker to the content
of, the speech act--a compOeent.that influences speech act form.
(Dn.

,,' ,
.

*********** *,*********************************************************
.

* Reproductions supplied by EDR are the best that can be made *
* . from the ori ital. document. *
s****4i******.p*********************** ********************************W** ____,

do

4.

^.4

.d



!.$

LU

1.

D.E. D WARN, OP, NIACIN...
a caitoka.waLvana.,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE O.

. EDDeATION

'IHIE INICUMENT HAS .SEEN REPRO"
OUCEOr E RACTCY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON ok ORGANIZATION
ATINGIT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED 00 NOT NECESSARILY RePRE-
SeNTOF NATIONAL INETITUTE Of
EDUCATION POSITION OR 'POLICY

,

,

ETNNOOAPHIC ANALYSES QF COMMUN/CATIDN EVENTS'

by

Lea P. Stewart `

Department of Communication
Purdue Univeorsi0

"PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS'
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTE9 BY

,tea P. Stewart-, i-

Fl

o
.

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
. INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

Presented at the Ce Caa States Speech.' Association

'Convention; St. Louis,, issouri, April ,5,,:1979 .

,

u

,-

to



,
.

Both in 'linguistics and in social Science ..

language in human life usually are assumed.
Research that seeks the .atual ranges and .k,
..meaning that speaking-and languages have, 'a
Conditions that support or frustrate eath;
begun.: (it Ymes, 1971, p. 49). t

Introduction

According to Berreman (1972) the essential dilanna ,,in ethnoscfencef
alithropology"-is, "how- to be scientific and at the ;same-time retain the-
humanistic insights- -the human relevancewithout 10;10 no accouht'Of
human' beings makesipense" (p. 224). This dilemma IS reflected in the
continuing debateEetween connunication scholars v../h.o label themstlyes
"rhetoritians" and those' who label themselves "socii01 scientists
Berreman believes_ this dilemma can be solved;

If
. ; .

wrtake as the relevant question not-whetter to -be
rigorous or insightful, scientific, or humanistic,,,but
rather, how to be both--howto deveTopmethOdology
which iS at once subject to veri.ficatiareand conducive
to perCeptiYe insights in thetudy,:of man. (p. e24)

The ethnographY of speaking, with its roots in 'ethnography,..'
anthropological linguistics and "sacioljriguistics;..is a relatively' new
discipline which attempts to answer Berreman' challedge....ft7foCuses
upon speech acts-and communication eventS: and, thus provides valuable`:
insights as well as methoTogiCal vreciaion, for anyone interested in the,
study of connunitation.4 . °

The, paper will preseht an overview of the disciplineof the ethnographY
of speaking and, review its current researchlocig. A methodology propose
.by .Dell Hymes , one of the 'advocates ot the .study of the ethnographr-of
speaking, will be used to analyze two communitatfve events., giving
testimony and being intervi&edein order to determine- whether or not
this method is a ,useful tool far communication research. ,

s it
Ethnography: -The Roots of Ethnography of tpeaking

Ethnography is:

0

a disePline which seeks to account ,for the behavior of a
people by describing the' sopially acquired and-shared
knowledge, or culture, that enables members of the,
society to-behave in ways deemed appropriate by their
fellows. . . . The ethnographer, like the linguist,
seeks to.describe an infinite set of variable messages
as manifestations'of a finite shared 'code, the code



being.: a set Of'-eulev.fOr he Socially app onstruct
andinterpretatibn:.Of'Meslages.,:, (Fkake, 1 123.)

.

In OtherWOrdsOn2.Order to en ethnography, p of people,.
anthropoIsOgiit dtreCtly.:Obtitves ' their'behev. r:over a ;long period
time. .Frott.these observationSo the .anthro lOgist, makes., precise

;Statementl::aboUt.-the-partibUlar group -an about human behavior in,'
:general .AlthOugh We.itra ona 1 ly .think of anthropol ogi ts
working in _cultures ',other than ',their .:they\iplaY work in.. their own \
society. WOrking. 'in onei S' "OWn ty, '.ilayeifetv,;.:04y.. be a bpi p or a \
:1,0-11drance..,--Agar (1914): notes,-,th anthropologist] works in \
his. own soCtetY understand sb thing ihtti although his .

ttereetYpes. and.i'prejuditfeV'a a member. of:the same: society can Make
-thts.:1n1 tiatvaderst.anding tgi Of allairt 1 i than: an asset" 0. 3).

j*:
Whether working i heir own anothet' Culture,,, the goal of

ethnographers is. to u erstand.what behavior-ineanste members of the
:coninunity':being'ObS. vetr('Frake,1962;,':;t407;tevant, 1972; Agar, 1974). ,
',This:_understandia artty.by-'dhat; (1967).. refers
to as the "etha' raphic...eye"a'=-tten ing to-the .nifiOstructure of .

interaction search of .its Str'ubt ral prgpertiet.=. An ethilograMier.
then formula s "an operationally-4 Plicit:MethOdolegY for discerning
how .people onstrue their world:,bt xper.ienCe-frdm the way their-te1k
about-it"' (Frake,-',-.:1964:t.7.4).''.':Th s, an !ethnographer. attempts '
moVe'fr what. Pike ahl.eti0, or outside the system vieW=.
point o .an :emcc -dr'. insitie7:theysitein ';10ew..' This leadt. to complex
'disc termtnologloal rewood , pottery, .verbal':;:

.and.:.o.ther -similar 'systems.", .

After detCribing thes,' ishinents of eihnography;-Berrelbaa.
1972) "

4

,

They remind',are -of 11111.!'s ,warning that Many soCiglogiSts have
gotten to the , plgiat wherfi ,they"bverlook what is irmiertant :in
their .search' for what, is Aile,rifiablie, acrd at some 'of them
break ,down the units of analyiis' so ?ninotelY hat 'truth' and
falsity are ,:no longer distingillsbabl e. : Many:. have worked so
hard on whet is trivial t pit, 1 j corne to .appear .iMportant--
dr kit liatt trivial ivk ari , Importance become indittinguishable
when fitted into the inc)lci 'of faille]. anylysis; (p. 229)

The ethnogrep of 'speaking ettemptS to; ov rcenieothis "triviality" by
-,focusing on t er.Commonicatian ituation', i its

,,
total sontekt, (Southworth

and' baswani, 1.974) , ,. '-'
. ,,

,
, ,

The Ethnography of Speicing: An. Over(iiew-

In

. /

various pmblications ; the foremost proponent di-the
ethnostaphy of speaking,, notes that, it is: .

,11).concernec), with, the' si tua 'font and uses, ...the pa t.terns- and
ftmatiOns,- of speaking; n: own right i;(1962, p. 16);



411:44,t(idY TO tha:iptganization-oi Verbal means .and the
i't!.40.#10y-':Sove,. WtOle bearing in mind the UltiMate;

illte.gration_Of\lth-Ose:means andYends with corilmunicatiVe

meatisand eriOs,genetally 11974i p. 6);---And
p. - ..' .

(WarthOOY of ipeeChLaS a System of cultutal behavior;
, .a4ysteM not pecesSarilyexotic,but necessarily'.
:400cerned with the otganization'of diversity (197

! ' ::'ir
n

1-

OiLs

ethnography notes that .people interpret,: in ultadrise,. >;
A).(: i q i:e and so on.tthe ethnOgraphy*of speaking attempts to desCtibe these..

e't : and'eOlitttly formulate what Constitutes thetCacts.*.the .*

v" t iinology of aAheory-of Omech (HYmes, 1971). Thus; the tWOJUndamental
, e Of* ethnography of speaking are: (1) totdentityw4t,can'tount as

of a factor releVant tocommanication, and (2) to, dliCoveit the
1 0Ons between such.faCtOrt. "At SauSsure was toncerne&witn the word

a d chOPOY with .the sentence, the'ethnobraphy of speakinglis'cOncerned
'the 4ct. ot sOeech {Hs-, _1971).. : . , .

The-6110Wing chart places the study of the ethnograO'hy of speaking-in
to ical:porspective relatiVe to- the principal trends Western

,

I .

TRADITIONAL Gk5MMAR

DTAIFCT, aFor.RAPHY

I: !

P5CRIPTIVF 4 ThlaUTSTIrS-
ti

UROPEAN.STRUCTURALISM:

it I! ! IL! !!u 1!

PSYNOIJNOTSTUtg'1'
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-
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b.....njOARAPHYTIPSPFAKTNa

ANTHROPOLICAL LINGUISTICS
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vitinci pat linguistics.
4From Southworth 4V4441.:.8.)
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ACCordingto Southworth and DasWanr-(T974), the 1\thnography -of communication,
al sUbfield of cultural. anthropology, "embraces all studies of the. correlation
between. 1 inguistic 'behavior and other. social behavior, either, in individual

psOcletieSi.oe ity a cross- cultuY'al sense" (p. ,237).. Whereas socielinguittics
seeks to underland competence and performance, in relation to'each other,
the ethnography of speaking focuses oil the communication. situation in its-.

. total, context: It asks questions .such'is: (1') Who are the.,, participants'
in terms of their social background? (2) What is their relatisi ip- to' -.
eaCh-otherr° (3).:What kind of interaction are they involved in? ) What
effects do these 'various, social factors. have on the form of linguistic
utterances which occur ini.the.situation? (SOuthworth. and Datwni, .1974,',_
p. 235). , I.

, q; .. .
. 1 1

.4 '4

Hymes .119Z1) conceives of sociolinguistics as the itmost-redent and
most common term for an area of that links linguittics veth. ',.
anthropology and Sociology" -(43. 47)-: In a later worke;..Hymei 4(1974) .-
adds that "sociolinguistics., conceived in. terms of the ethnographY
Of speaking, is ultimately part of the Atudji`of communication. as a , . , ,°..,whole" (p. 9). He further notes that: .a.t. .. ° . f.- ,. ,

-r 1' -"b -.
In order to deOelop models, or theories, of the interacOon , ,, .,
,oflangUage.and.social life, there must 64 adequate-a,. x .'descriptions of that interaction, and such descriptiohs..4% -'2'i d

...,.call. for an approach that partly l'inks,-.1iut partly cils' -,1_.: , . i
across, -:partly builds betiveen the Ordinary` practices - f ./ .. .

&
the disciplines [linguistics .and sociolinguistics] to I, t
answer new question and give 0miliar questions a novel
focus. Such work is-the esdende of what may.be,called
the ethnography (or ethnoltgy)',of Speaking and . ,f.

..' communication, as an approach within the' general field.
'of lociel inguistict, (p. 32).-

-41 :
if.

In ordertO accomplish thii",cogosi-:cutting." the ethno9 aphy of 1,.,
iVeaking focusesOn the communicative event. As an example .f one apProl-cb
within this framewOrk, Hymes (1974) sets,,up a -hierarchy of peech
'Situations (for example, a party), Speech events (a coniers tion .during
that Arty), .and speech acts. (a joke told during that conve atioci).
These events," however, are not' examined, in isolation.- Hyile (1974)
maintains:' "facets of the cultural, 'values and- beliefs, ocial

° institutions and *forms, .roles °and perionaljties, history an ecology
of a convnunity may hive to be examined in their bearing on ommunicatiVe,

'events- and patterns" (p. 4)'. . This 'idea -does not suggest, h wever, that
researchers shoUl d _Consider all behaVior-as. dommunica4ion. Hymes (1962)°"s,
warns that: . ,

'A necessery'Step is to place speaking within a hierarch of Oil's-,
. ,

inclUtiyenes;: ..hot:all,behavior_is-Communicative, fro the
Viewpoint of the participantsvnot:all,cdmmunication is
linguistic; And, lingui stis.means include' more than sped h.
One can, ask of,an activity or.sitUation:,. is there a,

.communicative act .(to:onestlf oi another) or Apt? . If
there is), is the:Means_ lingUistic or non-linguistic
.(gestyre,, Oody4ovemeht) oillboth? In 'a given case,
one of.Ahe.alternatives may be necessary, or optional,
or- proscribed. ts

1, A

1



The Ethnography of Speaking Approach of Dell Hymes

(1974) maintains that:
4

Studies 'Of social -contexts and functions o,f 40ffinunication,
if divorce& from -the means that serve them, are as little
to the,l'OprPosa its are studies of communicative nieans, if
divorcedVrom the contexts and functions they serve..

.) Methodologically, of ,course, it is not a matter Of
4 . limiting a structural perspective inspired by linguistics

to:a particular component of commication, but of
extending it to the whole.. (p. 51`

a. In order to accompiish,this, Hymes (1974) focuses on ech acts within
speech events. Speech events are "activities, or aspects of activities,
that are directly go'Vernediby rules or norms for .the use of speech: An
,event may, consist of a single speech act, but will often comprise

,

.

5

.S!

L.

several" (p., 52). A speech act is the minimal term of the, set just ,4. r

4 , disCusted. . . . It represents ,a level distinct from the sentence, and
not identifiable with any isirrgle portion of other levels 'of grammar, *nor -

with segments of any particular size defined in terms of other levels
of 9rammar" (p. 52). . a .

. , .Once the speeth act ithin the speech event is identified, th'e various
Components of the speech t are identified using the following mnemonic
device: .

I,

.ituation--setting and scene)
P articipants)
E nds in viewgoalswand in outcome)
A et iequencemessage form and . message content)

ey--tone)
I itstrtnnentalities--channels and forms-of -speech)
N. ones of interaction and interpretation)
G *enres).

t.

Then the "functional foci!' of the act are identified using "the etic
" :grid.." The followtw chart lists the possible functions of .a communicative

event; for example, 'if a message*focuses on the sender of the massage (such
as "I hurt elf!") it is considereI "expressive."

40-

*FOr a .complete description of this method, see Hymes'(.1974).

r



Focus on the:

Addressor (sender),
Addressee (receiver)-
Channels

dik
Codes.

Settings ° nr.

Message-form
Topic',

*" Event itself .

. The "Etic

./

(Adapted from Hymes, 1974, pp. 22-24.) Ax

e

Type of functions:

Expressive
Directive .

Contact.(phatic)
. Metalinguistic
AContextual

ti Poetic (stylistic)
Referential*
Metacommunicative

NN.

Hymes (1974) notes that "the 'etic grid' serves only to help perceive
. kinds of functions that may be present, and possibly to facilitate

comparison" (p. 22).

Speech acts may be vi ed both paradigitically "in terms of set's of
Speech acts among which c ices canin considered to have been made at
given points" and syntagma ical/y "as a sequence of such choices, or
such sets-of possible choic s."

After .each speech act is.coded, Hymes looks for patterns either in
'the presence Or absence of a .particular component of the speech act

.

("SPEAKING "). He claims that "in general, one can think of any change'
in atompOnent as a potential. locus for application for.a 'sociolihguiitic'

,-toomotation test: What relevant contrast, if any,'is present?" 11974,
p. 62). In addition, . "many genegelizations about rules of speaking will
take the'formtof'statements of relatidnships among components. It is not

.--4yet clear that there is any priority to:be assigned to particular
'components In such statements. $o far as.pne can tell at present, any
tomoOnept may be tlken as starting point, and the others viewed in
relation to it" (p. 63).

Thus-, the end result of this analysis is a set of:rules.which,
describe the pres-enceand/orabsence:of various components-in a 'speech
events and the relationships among these.components. In this way,
similar speech'events may be compared cross - culturally, or different
speech events within.the-saM6 culture may be:compared.

An Ethnographic Analysis of Two-Speech Events
.-a

In-ordento tesctho,rel ante of 'Hymes' approach to communication
research, two speech.atts with' n speech events described as "giving .."

testinioneAmt"beingAnterpii '00 were examined usiwig'Hymes1974)
methodology to.determ4ne the differences and similarities between them.

\
4



- The particular events examined in this paper are part of the data
gathered bla National Science Foundation- sponsored research team
investigating a "whistle-blowing" incident at the Bay Ala Rapid Transit
(BART) system' in 1972.f. Three engineers' were' fired for, allegedly-
dist-Opting the testing of.BART's automatic train control system by.
voicing organizational.concerns through the news media. The engineers
sued BART in 1973-74. At_that time,' each of the printipals in. the ,
lawsuit filed a sworn deposition. In 1977-78,-the NSF-sponsored research
team interviewed by telephone a number of the principal persons involved
ihrthe,BART incident. Thus; there exists for several, participants both
a Yormai court deposition taken jn'1973-.74 and a rather informal interview
transcribed in 1977-?8 describing each perso'n's .participation in an
incident 'in 1972.

' The present analysis focused on two of the participants--one of the
fired engineers, and the general'manaper of the BART system at the time
the engineers were fired. The reports of these two individuals were
chogen because they were,both centrally involved in the incident and
hold cleartY,opposing views. .

Two speech events were.fdentified in the present study--"giving
testimony" as evidenced by the actual court depositions which were filed
in the Supertgr Court of Alameda County,. California in 1973-74 and "being
'interviewed" as evidenced by the interview transcripts. F9r purposes of'
analysis, one speech act within each speech event was identified. Two
criteria were used to pick the speech acts Used for analysis: (1) each

. .act had to be a unified-description of an event, thatis,'it was clear
that,. at _the beginning of his ,narration, the speaker had started a new
-topic and, at the end of his:narration, was moving on to another topic;
land (2) the same-topit was discussed in both the court depostpon'and the
'interview given by the same. perSon. Using these criteria,Jour speech
acts were identified, two for the engineer and two for the general
manager. The speech acts identified. for the engineer concerned a
series of meetings hp had,-before .he was fired; with a member, of the
BART Board. of Directors.. The speech acts identified for the general
manager concerned a series of meetings.he had with the engineer prior
to the engineer's firing. -(The speech acts are. reproduced in the
'Appendix.)

Accordiqg to Hynes' methodology, the components of the speech acts
( "SPEAKING ") :were the identified:

Situation. The setting and'scene for the two speech events (and, thus,
the speech acts Within the events) varied greatly. "Giving testimony"
in the,tourt depositions was a serious legal procedure. The witness
as "examined and inOrrogated" ,by the opposing lawyer in the opposing,

aWyer's office. Th witness was, thus, not onty in unfamiliar territory,

.4 4,,

*This research waslunded by National. Science_Foundation Grant
6-14230.



.8

r
bUt in territory controlled by his adversari. Testimony w4 taken
under oath; it had.the same sanctity as if the4,itness were testifying
in a court of law and could be used as evt0ence in court. In our
culture, such a speech act is considered'Ilegal" and, thus, formal.
In general, a person rarely participatesn such an act and, thus,
it may be inferred,"that this unfamiliat\slpation is rather frightening
for the witness. The situation may be unclear to a witness who had never
testified before. These observations are suOported bit the following .

excerpt from the beginning of,the enotheer's deposition:'

Attorney: Mr~. , of your deposition Notice
requested tfiiI77,3i bring with you certain documents
-Which we have described in the Notice. Have you
brought some documents in response to that request?

Witness: A couple.
Attorney: Pardon?
Witness: A couple.
Attorney: May I see them?
-Witness: Let's see, that wasn't consWered part -of my- --

Court reporter: Would you keep'your voice up, please?
Witness: I don't know what .I'm supposed to be doing.

I mean what, I'm testifying. The questions you
asked Mel-

Thus, "giving testimony" was Is formal, legal procedure in which trained
attorneys confronted "untrained" witnesses..

"Being interviewed," tn this-instance,
4
occurred over the telephone

with the interviewees eitherat home or'in their own office and, thus,
in familiar, colilf2rtable surroundings. Both interviewees were told by
theircintervheWerrthat they could stop the Interviews anytime they
feltitired. The interviewers also emphasized that they were interested
in.getting the ,i'nterviewee's "own side of the story" so that it could
be presented, fairly. Thus; unlike "giving testimony," "being interviewed"
was defined by the situation as'informal and comfortable.

Participants. In general, "giving testimony" involves, minimally, the
followng participants: the witness or person who is testifying; the
questioner, usually the opposing attorney; and an audience composed of the
witness-' own attorney and the court reporter who reCords'the entire
transaction. These participants were pretent during the sample of
"giving testimony" examined in this paper,

The interview, involves, minimally, two participants: the interviewee
(in this case, the same person who was the witness who gave, testimony) and
the interviewer or questioner.

.

Ends in view and ends.in outcome. The ends in'outcome of the "giving
testimony" and "being interviewed" speech acts 'were outwardly similar.
The outcome of "giving testimony" was a typed court deposition (a
transcription of what the paqticipants said) which was read andsigned
by the and filed with-the court before the case came to trial.,
In this cases the outcome of "being interviewed" was a typed transcript

'k

4
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of what was said during-thOinterview. The interviewee',1howrier, did
not see, this outcome since it was not' considered "official document."

The-ends in view (goals) of the "giving testimony" and 'being
interviewed" speech acts were very different. The explicit goal of
"giving testimony" was to obtain answers to question which could"be
Used as evidence in court. In addition, a person could be called to. ,

give.testimonyin order to frighten him or in order to show his lawyer
that his case is flawed. In "giving testimony," the questioner (attorney)
and the witness not only have different goals,'but they have goals which
are, by definition, conflicting. The attorney wants the witness to
reveal some ing which can be used-against him, whiole the witness wants
to give onlyr those answers which will support his own side of the
controve*

. .

Generally, the goal of an.1nterview is to gather information for
som6putpose which is usually described to the interviewee. This
purpose may or may not be supported by the interviewee. Thus, unlike
"giving testimony" where the questioner and witness lways have different

lc,goals, in "being interviewed" the interviewer and in ermiewee.may or may'
not have different goals. The goal of the interviews, in this instance,
was to gather information in order to write an, account of the BART
incident which represented each side fairly. It is assumed that the
interviewer and the interviewee had the'same goal and,thusu that the
interviewee wat motivated to provide a complete descriptionlf "his:
side of the story. ". , \ '.' ' -

. ...

Act sequence. Hymes (1974) does not-provide a specific methodology for
analyzing the tdo components of act sequence-- message form and message
content.' Io order to analyze message form, the presentresearcher used
Allen's (1972) four classifications of sentence types: declarative
(makes a.statement or states fact), interrogative (asks a question)0
imperative (gives a command request) and exclamatory (expresses
strong feeTing).,, The'senten es

,
0

in each of the four speech acts were .

coded into these categories

In both the "giving testimony" and "being interviewed" speech acts,
the vast majority of sentences were declarative. Two sentences in the
engineer's testimony were interrogative; both sentences were used to
check the_accuracy of what the questioner said. An exclamatory sentence
in the "giving testimony" speech acts occurred when-the general manager
could Rot remember his former employee's exact job title. The only
instance of a sentence which was not declarative in the "being
interviewed" speech acts occurred when the engineer was describing
a conversation he had had with another BART employer who did not seem
to.understandwhy he had boreowed a particular book. Although, the
diffeiences'here are small due to the small sample size, "giving,
testimony" speech acts contained more departures from a declarative
message form than "being intiewed" speech acts, The only -non=ely
declarative sentence in the "Ming interviewed" speech acts was a
reported statement made in a previous conversation. Although the

-reported statement was exclamatory, the message form of the report
was declarative.



. The'aboveenalysis focuses upon.the witnessiinterviewee,' Focus
upon the questioner, At is apparent that. the questioner in -the "gtving
testimony" speech acts asked considerably more questions -than the

. interviewer in the "being interviewed" speech acts. Each act examined
Contained a diecussion of one twit. During "givtng4testimony". about

tone topic, the questioner asked the engineer 21 questions; during 'being
interviewee about the same topic, the interviewee switched topics
withoutthe-interviewee asking him4notherquestion. In the sample
of "giving testimony " examined for the general manager, the questioner
asked him:14 'questions;the interviewer thr"being interviewed" asked
him one question. Thus, in. the "giving testimony" speech acts the
quettioner askeetonsiderahly more questions' than the interviewer
did in the "being interviewed" speech acts....

Due to the way these Oartigla
Message content (topic)

not change-.4opic. Each spach
incident.

the second. component of the act sequence.
speech acts were chosen, the speakers
ct was tireation.of a particular

1,

Egy. The tone of bothtthe "giving testimony" and !'being intervieWed",
speech acts was serious. Neither participant joked or used ,any apparent
sarcaSm in' either speech act. Every question was answered directly.,

6.4 6

Instrumentalities. Hymes (1974) discusses two'insrumentalities--channels'-
I, 1,and forms,o5 speech. In.the'Ygiving testlmony an "being interviewed"

speedlOacts, the channel was tile oral'chatinel used 'for speaking- In-the
--,-

"being'ihtervieWed" 'speech act examined here, however, the message`
exchange occurred, over the teieOwle. Thut,, the 'only nonverbal cues,
avatla0Te\to the interactants-were paralinguistic. It is ..apparent .

therefoie, that aspects of; the channel.can4-Varyjor "being interviewed"
_speech acts whil&they-cannet vary for.'"givintestimony" speech acts.
"Giving testimony" is always a fice-to-face inter vihe/Teis."being
interviewed" may occur face-to-fa e,:owthe teleph e,, and, occaiionallyj4,6n01

in writing. .In both these cases, thefOrh of $Teech' standard English.
7

Norms. In ,the "giving testimony":ipeechlact,,one of the norms of .,

interaction was to answer onlythe'qUettion which. ryas' asked. ThiSr-
norm is expressed in tide following excerpt from the ,g'neral'managerq
deposition:

.
. t ./ 4?

1,Attorne): 44e.yotOiscussed.t 'faCtS*ncerning
*lawsuit w4th counselor Wt h nybodyelse'peiAr0
. this` deposition? 7 - rIc

Wit4ess: -liery4riefly thi eninetjjust-tb refresh my
".own.rnemory.' :Looked at 4:161--,!, r

Attorney: Just yes or no.
Witness: tyes._

Another -nom answer as briefly as' poSsible, was refl
sentences folloWed 'by further questions- from the ques
"beiig interviewedtrspeech act, answers were,given in
encouraged by the interviewer's:."0414his".ot "okay's

7

.ected in short

tioner. ,In.the
iteriesof-sentences
": 'Speakers in ,neither
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type of speech act asked questions of their questioners except for
clarification.

.

Genret. The speech acts analyzed.hare have previdusly,been classified,
inglhe genres of "giving testimony" and."being interviewed." ,.

1,

''4 .

An examination of these' spiech'acts with theetic grid reveals that.
both the- "giving testimony" and "being interviewed" speech acts had their

',. primary functional focus,on topic. In all four speech acts analyzed,
.

the speakers were 'recounting events in the past "to the best. of their
. reC011ection." Therwere instructed by their questioners to, focus Rn
'',the topiCjinder ditcustiOn. -The questioners Were:inteilisted.in th4

-..,:speakersl:membry,oflwhat:happened;'. Speakers,werenever asked to
comment upokthe interaction-itself:

Conclusions

KymeS:(1914) suggests that the final step in theanalysis of speech
acts is to look for patterns .among..the components,

. From the analysis
nresented earlier, both the:speick,4acts of "giving testimony" and "being
-interviewed" serve a referenXial, that is, content-related, function.
They both.00cur when'sommonekints to receive-informatiovfrom another
person-for a formal, stated purpose. lbsispeech acts analyzed'in this
paper' were chosen because they were instances of..two distinct gentet of
.speech events, "giving testimony" and "being interviewed."

Once aspeech 'act is identified as a member of the genre "giving
testimony," all other components can be predicted.

, The channel must be
oral speech delivered in a serious manner fkey) in a face-to-face
interaction.- (The PerVasiveness of this rule can be demonstrated by
tmaqining sung, testimony..) The form of speech tequired Is standard
English. Speakers who ordinarily.do not use standard English are at
a disadvantage anilegal situation.' -Since the witness is.charged
with answering specific questions,.the message,forM.cOnsists of
declarative sentences. Questtonscommands, and `exclamations are

. :clearlyAnappropriate. The setting-is also prescribed' by the lenre#0
as are the participants. 'The psychological scene may differsomewhat
fo.paiiicipants who have given testimony previously, but experience
.with any other type of speech event does not have the same effect. The
Purpose (outcome)Af "giving testimony" is always a written deposition. .

The goals of the two participants in "giving testimony," as mentioned
previously,-are always in.conflict. The norms of interaction lapove
and beyond those orordinary conversation, such as "pnly answer the .

question") are also prescribed by the 'genre. Thus, if a researcher
knows that a person is "giving testimony," he/she can make manyClear
predictioriS about the specific nature of that-speechievent.

Similarly, once a speech. act is identified 'as belonging to the -genre
"being interviewed", the channel, form of speed,-message.formi participants,

aa-
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purposes,.and norms can be predicted. I Unlike "giving testimony,"
however, identifying a speech act as "being interviewed" does not enable
the researcher to specifically predict setting or scene. A person can
be interviewed at home, at work, over the phone, in'person, in many
settings.. The scene may be informal or formal, although from the
speech acts examined here, it ppears that an interviewee tends to

- answer questions in alormal manner (for example, with few exclamations)
even when the interviewer attempts to define the interaction informally.
The level of formality-with. which an interviewee answers an interviewer's
questions may deperidtto some extent, upon the goals of the interviewee
and interviewer and upon whether or not these goals are conflicting. If

the interviewee's and interviewer's goals aresimilar (such as presenting .

the interviewee's side of a story), the interviewee may use more formal
and precise speech so that the interviewer will be able to clearly present

. his ideas. The level of formality may also depend upon the purpose of
the-interview. An interviewee may speak more formally if he knows that
his words will be transcribed. These are tentative conclusions which
may or may not be supported by further research. The communication
researcher may, thus, make consistent predictions about all components
of tpeech events defined as "being interviewed' ,except setting and
scene.

. This analysis was limited to four relatively short speech acts
within two'speech events,. "giving testimony" and ",being interviewed."
A further limitation is that the "being interviewed" speech act occurred
during a telephone' interview, thus lititing the communicative cues
available to the interactants. Due to thts limitation, the conclusions
in this paper may not be generalizable to faceto-face interviews. It

is possible that interviewee's responses are more formal= over the
telephone than in face-to-face interactions because they are not able
to see the interviewee's reactions to their statements. Further research
is,needed to verifY this propotition.

Even witIrthese.limitations, it is 'apparent from the analysis presented
in this paper, that Hymes' (1.974) methodology neglects one component of
speech acts .which has an influence on their form.- This-compohent is the
relationship between the speakee'and the content of the speech act. This
relationship:may vary. in time (temporally) and in psychological proximity.
Temporally, a speaker may bediscUssing a recent event or ohe which .

happened In the.distant.past. In the-speech acts analyted'for this,.
paper, testimony" occurred one year after the event. being
discussed and "being interviewed" octurredJive4eart after the event.
This temporal distance may account, in part; for:the difference in speech,
forms' observed. Perhaps witnesses used mbee'non-declaratiVie sentences in .

:the speech act "giving testimony ". because the speeth:act' occurred closer
intime..to the incident being', than' the speeth act "being
interviewed." The witnesses were,: preSumably,.More involvedovith'the
'eventitt that pointn The relationship between a speaker and
thecontent of a'speech act may also. vary, in psychological proximity.
The speaker may berecounting an incident in"which,he was involved, an
incident which he-observed bUt did nor participate in,. or an incident

: Which someonetold-hiM'about. : Many -of the similarities obserVed in the
analysivof tettimenY". and "being interviewed" may be due, in
part, to. the.factthatthe speakers in each speeth act were discussing .

avevent.in:which:they-pirtiOlpited.
,
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Implications

Hymes (1971) maintains that researchers should "insist on understanding
discourse structures as situated, that is, as pertaining to cultural and
Personal occasions in why of their meaning and structure lies"
(p. 62). The present study attempted to examine speech acts situated
within specific speech events defined by our culture, The major conclusion
-of the analysis was that once a researcher identifies a speech act as
belonging to the genres of "giving testimony" and "being interviewed" the
form of many of the other components of the speech act can be predicted.
In our culture, interactions defined by these two genres take on specific,
predictable forms.

The present analysts was Very limited in scope, .comparing only four
separate speech acts from two genres, but it can, nevertheless, serve as
a suggestion of further research possibilities. Hymes-(1971) notes that
two sources of,political interest and support for.the study -of the
ethnogra061. of 'speaking are (1) language problems of. developing nations,
and (2) problemt of education and social relations in highly urbanized
Societies. such atIogland and the United States. The present analysis'
focuses on the latter area and pinpoints some potential problems. For-

-,example, as a fOrmaL legal.procedure'the 'genre of "giving testimony."
. cal l& fOr the use of standardInglish, 'It is apparent, however, .that

many speakers called to give testimony do not commonly use standard.
English. .Research needs to be done to' .explore the effects of using
nonstandard thglish when'giving testimony, This. may Make a significant.
contrihUtion-to theroutdobe,of a case, presumably .unfavorable to the
nonstandard speaker.\,Aphother area of research interest is What haPpens
when a speaker, for.whatever reason, violatet the norms of.the interaction.
In the genres:discussed in this paper', seribus,vieations of the norms

could he ger interview someone who Would not, answer questions.
liduickcatv.: complete breakdown of the interaction.- An. interviewer

In addition, Hymesl- (1974). etic grid categorizes the function of a
message based-upon the focus,of the message. For example, a message
ihich.fOcuses upon the receiver.of the.message lurch as "I hope he
understand& 'these instructions") is considered directive. This coding

" scheMe:emphasizes both the content and intent of a: mestage: Such a'
schepe would be useful.in the study of interactions such as. the study
Of relational communication. - Further work needs to be Alone in order to
validate the,etic grid and to test its usefulness for communication
research.

Further research also needs to be conducted on speech evtpts other
than those' identified AS "givinglestimony" and "being intervrewed:"-
Hymes' (1970methodolOgy should be applied to speech events sych:as
"having a converiation" and "participating 'in a group discussthn".in.
order to _determine if could yield valuable insights into-these
communication situations.



Hymes (1974) ,..aiintains that:

there are anthropological,
studies of many kinds, but
communicative conduct, and
upon,them, there are still

sociol 41, and psychologictl
of eth 0hic analyses of
of ampirative studies based
too few to find. Lp. 6)

14

Hopefully, research aimed at, answering some of thq questions raised in
this paper will help to contradict tkis statement.

s
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.,tt1gineer's Interview
,

Interviewer (0: Well OK all right: Meantime uh wherl we'did contact.
,Melix that hdt's a politician that-wants i:3'get the
' facts.

Interviewee (E): MhniM,

E: Uh this term ."system engineering" came up in some of our
discussions. Uh and this Idon't know whether Max or k.

mysefor'jilst actually when you start discussing these X
things, he got outside people that worked with computer
systems. This was the whole concept. a comp4er
s)stem and it's not .being properly taken re of.

11:- Mhmm.
).

4 -.

E: Uh a 'friend of his-that worked at,Berkeley and different
places and, some of them-met us and we discussed these
things. And I remembered-a basic book that came out
years ago on system engineering. And-I knew one-of
these,people had one so I asked him one day if I could
borrow it. Well I borrowed it.to coproneof Ole general
'cbapters at the end or'beginning. This was what'system
'engineering and management shoUld know. And.this is what

. happens during the design phase and the phases ofApoth
the installation and operation, the problems thanheg
could come into.- You -know 20 or 25 .pages or so; ,i

t l'

.

he

: Mhmm \
,

,

1 ,
: And'uh when we got dOwn to this final showdown meeting

i

and we were'on on,guar'd to expect a call from Helix-to .

see if chairman of the Board 'would arrow us to appear
and expose ourselves and tell our sad tale,

*am .
0

: 'And we also had our regular weekly meeting scheduled :'
,:downstdirs in the Lake Metit uh uh headquarters building

that.day%., Uh while we were waiting'fors,the meeting or
we we had agreed we'd talk to'people and see ifif.wd
Were called if some of-these othet people would come up.
They knew that that was on theagendaAhat day.

.R.:.t.Right.:
:..,,, ,

.

.
...f, ,). '

E: -At.the weekly'Board Meeting. An .and in doing that uh I
guess my:even approaching them on omething like that uh
this was a.Chinese fellow in patt cOat who had this book.

.

:.He was in ,charge 0f,hesommunications r ..

4
I



R: Mbmm.

E: area was concerned.. Uh he made some comment uh "ypu've
been inyblved" or something like that. And I. said ya
why in hell did you think' I got this system engineeriA
book 1

R: Y4.

E: for

Ei Oh that's

R: Yea .

E: I Wanted

0

d,,
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Genelal Manager's Interview

Interviewer: OK. From the pole wheri-the 3 were identified, did you ever
personally sit down and talk with them about their behavior
or about the technical' issues? ,

Interviewee: Well, yes, I specifitilly talked with Bruder and arranged

.
for him to, that same day, I believe, to have a conference
with Mr. Hammond and Mr. Tillman-and others, I believe, and
that-was followed up by a further and more detailed
conference. And Mr. Bruder again was still, lying at the
time, and apparently, as I recall, and again With difficulties,

lk but declined to produce certain back-up do.cuments and
information which he was asked to produce. And it'was
only sometime after that that - -and when I say.sometime,
I'm not sure whether it was days or a few days or several
days, he.was, in fact; identified as one of those who had
been engaged in these activities, and he was,-then, on the
recommendation of Tillman, fired along with the other two.

7

2.0
,41
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Engineer's Deposition.

L ,,,,

01

Oestion (Q): Can you tell me who attended the next meeting, that you
recall? , ,

Answer\i.(A): Well, Lthink itmas the same people plus some other computer
specialist, that he knew from outside experience. I forget.
the fellow's name.

r0

Q: Helix knew?

A: Right. N

Q: From, a .computer specialist ?.

A: Right.

Q: This was sdrnebody that Mr. Helix brought in to the meeting?
.

. _ . ..

A: Right. Another r ference point to the technologies--in
other words, it was

)
someb dy that he knew personally or

had confidence in.
ii

Q: You don't recall who that person was?

A: No, I don't. Hi worked at Berkeley, 'at the University. ,,In....,

what capacity, I really donq know. Whether he was of the -----,
..........

operations or teaching, I really don't remember the name.
rd never met him before, .I have never seen him since.

.Q: Does the name Boutell rihg a bell?

Bbutell?

Q: Boutell.

1-

A: Not parttcularly., I'm not saying that wasn't the name,but
justzdon't remember names.

*:.

!hut your understanding was that he was in the Berkeley
administration somewhere?

1e had knowledge and experience and was working in the
,computer field, yeah.

What transpired at this second meeting--well, first of all
where was it held?

4: l'he Concord Inn.

Q: Again at the Concord InnZ

21
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Q: 1pidiyod ever attend a meeting at Helix' o4iCe?

A: I had been to Helix' office a lot, but as far a meeting
I 'don't remember anything.

Q: How long after the first meeting did this second meeting
take-place? ID

A: Oh, probably within a week or two, I- dOritli know.

Q: What took place at that meeting?

A: The more definitive, laying out of questions that Helix
could try to get answers to at BART; that he could get a

better feel and reaction from BART really what was going

. .

Q: In other words, Helix was trying to define questions, to
propose to BART?

A: 14i'h.

Q: And he was--

A: Answers to which I got the implication would either back up
the report or.knock it apartP

Q: I see. And how did Helix conduct the meeting?.. Did, he just
Say what questions'should we ask, or what?

Well, geperally, yeah.- He tried toiet it down in a piece of
paper in some reasonable grouping'and fashion, make sure we
weren't duplicating.

Was Mr.Helix given' any documents at the first meeting that
you recall?

A: "Not that I recall. I donq say he didn't. °

_You siidn't 'give him any documentation?

A: I didn't, no.

Q What about at the second. meeting?,
A,

A: Yeah.

.

. Q. What was he given §t the second meeting? '-

He was given the first and the last chapter out of Danny
'Lee's System Engineering book.
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You gaye him that?

A: Yeah.

Q: Mr Lee had Written a book?,

A: No,-no. He had a copy of a professional book called
SYSTEMS ENGINEERING; okay?. And I had used it from time
to time as a reference, and to me at this point it was 1
matter of educating Mr. Helix to-what the normals were
and what the systems engineering and,what the systems were
ail abdUt, and the first chapter happened to be a general
AiscussicinNed the last chapter happened to be a discussion
including-testing techniques, so that was my method of
giving him some reference materials either to back up my.
statements or,lif he had the tithe or inclination; he could

--"sit down and inform himself, have a 'reference pointwith.
some confidence of what we were all talking about or what
was"involved.

t.



General Manager's Deposition

QuestOn (Q): Yoy said you had at least one and perhaps twd or three
separate meetings with.Mr. Bruder?

nswer (A): (Witness nods head.)

...

10: Let's- take the.first meeting that you recall; do you' have
any recollection as to when that meeting would have taken
'Place?

Ili

A: ho,

Q:. Does. February 1972 sound right?

A: I don't know. I really don't recall.

Q: Do you have any recollection of who else was e.present at th
first meeting besides yourself and Mr. Bruder?

No. We were' not alone, I can assure-you,-but I tio* know,
who else was there.

Do you recall how the meeting was initiated?

A: I believe at his request.

Q: What is your recollection of the events discussed' It that
meeting?

A: I have really no firm recollection, except that II believe he
'initiated the request that it was a rather rambling
conversation, that' it had nothing do with .the train-
contro3 aspects of the problem as we have been,talking
about in these other matters.' And that,he was unhappy
with his job as.a, I believe, as.an.inspector 9r an area
supervisor or some damn thing on various construction type
contracts with BART.

Q: So your recollection-is that he came in to complain about
his job?

A: This was.the gist of the conversation, as I recall.

Q: You recall him saying that he was Ohappy with his job?

A: He was unhappy or dissatisfied with some of the procedures
which he felt were wrong in the things he was assigned to
do, as I recall.

G¢
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So.tten he wasn't asking. you to transfer him to another job.
He'was asking you to, in essence, to rectify certain
_procedures which he felt were in need of change?

'A! He didn't even ask that. My recollection, again, was a very
rambling conversation,. which I very frankly wondered what
the point of it was when we were all finished.

Q: But you do recall having another meeting with him after
that?

',e
A: At least one more, perhaps two more. I'm not sure which.

oirr Those meetings followed within a couple of days of the'.
first one?

A: Right.

Q: what was the-purpose of the second meeting?

A: I think more of the same kind of thing. I eventually, in
consonance with what I have' said earTiee, arranged meetings
for him With Mr. 'Hammond, Mf. Tillman, Mr. Findell, all of
the,people he worked with, so he'd h#ve a chance to lay out
for them.his. concerns, which I felt-he had a perfectright
to .lay out.'

.

Do you recalyspettfically the names of any other persons .

bisides yourself and Mr Bruder pi-esentat anyof those
meetings that:gou had with-- '

I. don't,: r &if-tel 1 you I was never by:myself in those
meetings, but I Cannot tell yqu' who was there.

Have you told me everything yOU Can recollect about the
. substance,ofeath.of those meetings?

-

::4

.,1
.p;
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