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) 'ETHNOGRAPHIES or MASS comum,cmon R N

The role of human communication in social life has pervaded nearlx -.f'u /

’eyery classic ethnography However, research into theestructures and pro-
. ’;-’ \ a 2

cesses of "mass" connmnication--few sources and many receivers engaged in*

N . o

. unidirectional mediated symbolic activ1ty~wwa3 born intdéa’time when : ; ; //Q
t

most communication and sociological researchers,were auto ically apply-

| .ing new quantitative methods impglled by prob%biliitic behavioral models ;n// :i
-," order to measure the "variables" they-beliexed wereift:uorh,. The mass. media™
. ,have been with us for a relatively short period of~,ime‘wghass.communi_;tjona -
2 727’ research has_aneevenﬂshorter historyﬁ” quay, . the ;irstmtime; 'there lS K:r_t‘

growing interest in systematic,qethnographic studies of the mass n d1a and

their prjmary audiences--families T x; ’ '/_‘i, i RET

The purpose of this paper is to encourage further ethnogr jp'

dd/ing a variety of perspectives which can be used to gu de ethnographic ’ "’i

research There ave, some recent developments in commu'ications and

.‘p‘ . (A



pap)e., to 1ultLlnfai:eLy'arec:)nci]e the differences* '

nétead an effbrt/n‘s maae to draw

) .

can be wewed us%ng tha eth-

A omno theme whfch pervades the/
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X Mwwy
troubie with socioiogy is that, its”iﬁgtraction T .

' ematically distorts what comion senjf tellsus . .. v -

fhEVbegin‘ingﬂphenom “of interest: the actual -
-t Inthe = = .
ore in the L ﬁ;;- A
iof/th,% rsonis daily act1vities that produced o .
vari?ﬁs phenomena those tables tal about (1975 p. 4%}/““

-t fﬁhuman beings.«
qloytstﬁs tabe of data, and.even;

/So, fr‘ the_Start, a fundamenta} concern f the ethnographic researchEr

the actions and events

‘ rise the doing of socia] life. Thi pﬁebccupatioo seems less ?"

e A 1 -
_;jnfamiiia‘ to communication researchers than 0 sociologists perhaps s1nce

"\‘\ : ' s
the\cohmu icat1ons discipline finds its uniq eness in ‘the study of messpges,“ L

2%

"essage produfers and receivers, and contex 3 for transmiss1on These 1

s

nature than are the studie$

iOnceptual ddncerns are. more reduction st by

,.\/

v
L

J ,
:coilectiiiti7suﬁich comprise the mainsdfeam of sociologicaT inquiry..

’*”;:de arture from scientific loys EXP1a"at1°"5 1" °°mmu"1cat1 n

‘,{v: ‘ “‘_ ' :.:\v
'pe" pectiyes:

- T o
. N

| ]hicﬁhSuch\regularities mani.est increasing levels of com-'
' {Cushman, 1977 P 38) The/ na\t,

cussed n later sections #
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L ., and activitiks 1nadequately explain the nature of human behavior. A brief
e < ;discussion of the normative paradigm follows Communicati n rules will

i’ff];;;‘ :vthen be discussed in light of this per§pective Alternati e views on' these '

¢

. L_ N " : " f
-mabters--interpretive«sociology and ethnomethodology—ewil follow.‘ L
N \ '.‘ ' - P " R -': '.’ o Al

;‘,:SL:,? - o l;f :' " The Normative Paradigm‘,rf EE .‘iﬁg

. This/ view of socidl structure and process is one’ of: tacitsunderstanding

ahd prescribed activ1ty undertaken by the social actor Acc0rding to Mehan

£

.and Nood "In the normative theory of action, actors ?re thought to enter £ .'

.‘situations define them, recognize which.rules are applicable and act

'_; automatically. The normative theory Says that-actors make no Judgment 3n
order to ‘know what kind of situation they have enteredJ (Mehan and wood

ff l975 pP. 75) The process of interaction according to this concegtion, *;"‘v .
C / . £
is not informed by its unravelling The social acter - deduces‘cours;; of ;:‘
-, T

l : ‘ TYU MO
<§ action according to a set of self-held attitudes and imposed rules which. W N

”,, characterize the occasion Critics of the normative paradigm beliéve that

b,the spcial actor is “overratignalized“ in the model and because meaning ?:

e

. (% is thoughtw@o derive from the inflex1ble human use of formal _logic, “elements

l of action [appear as} stable and—finite 'things'" (Mehan ‘and” Wood '1975,

"l

<s3}'7 “'lesituation of an actor and his action in tHat situation. In the
" . - case of an expectation.athe lfhkage Ts ;mperative the in-
R };dividual ought tg. behave in SOme specifieg way in a given~51tuation.

;,;‘v /.','_' "..‘;I i‘p 75)4_— . .. ,‘.‘a v I ' | e ‘ ,-’., S - :.—,;.—_*.

L " Lo

_ NiLson has explained the process of interaction accordhng to the DL L
et normabive view . : L T . : . Y
. ' " -t N i ’ . 4 \
L e b $ ﬂ,- “-T Interaction in a given 51tuation, then, is explained by first L,
Cs ?; '" » " identifying structures of role expectations ‘ahd- complexes of .
3%-‘}’;}A \ ,,»du‘“ dispositions, and then showing that the relevant features
o ;’,x,ﬁ':' ;.z; . of the observed interaction can be deduced from, these expectatioa!
Wl ES T e, . and, dispositions along with the assumptions émbodied in the model.

Qagf‘{ffff ¥ f,'of the actor...... Common to both the, concepts of dispokition

;fr{ S and- expectation’ is the.idea of ‘a stable linkage between the - .

. |
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R gpli be. convenitht to refer to such a linkage, whether it is
S d¥$position or an expectation as a:-rule, which can be. -
.represented‘by the ordered pair ($,A,) whege S is a specified

; situation and A is a particular agtion lipfed to the situation -
ST S. by a)disposition or expectation [ita]ics mine] (wiison 1970,
L . p. 699

wiison has distinguished the location of dispoSitions and expectations .

' by suggesting that dispositions are ru]es “which have been internaiized

;}; L or learne by an actor while an expectation Qs\a rule that has been in-
ST stitutiona]ized ina ‘'social system" (wiison 1971, p. 699).

.

* These stab]e properties of human interaction provide substance. for the
sociaﬁ scientist to observe and describe activities with “literal descrip- “*
ttons w Hith this approach human activ1ty is reported fundamenta]]y
irrespective of “"the context or other features which the phenomena might
also disp]ay“ (wiison 1971, p. 703). Count]ess,temporai goatiaiqand . _
situational influences are ignored as re]ationships -among socia1 actors -
using communication are “assessed " In the normative vi;w, according to
Mehan and Hood “Soc1a1 structures are treated as objective and constraining
;:]‘_ °d | social facts. ‘At the empirica] level, soci logy treats ‘these structures

as variabies Conventionai socio]ogica] studies seek the relationships

among these variab]es" (Mehan and Hood 1975 p 14). Ru]es which themse]ves
are identified as variab]es,ho]d the human components of the structures

’i4”/ together : !.»:'-‘ :-fﬁ

\

o _ 'i~; E“ﬂEA The Ru]es Perspective in Communi‘ation '
human communication. The rules perspective has m_ch in common with the

. i; be]ieve that ru1es are app]ied under particu]ar log ca] and empiricai con-

ditions. Ru] s gu1de human interaction and are 1ogi




kd

.
-

actors Further, conste]lations of rules can be seen to form networks

o or “standardized usages vf’gss_pppella 1972 Cushman and Pearce, 1977).
. '4., n-’,l

%ﬁommunication Tules are said to attain l'order and regularity in the
communicatipn process They do this by governing and guiding the com- c
municative transaction" (Cushma‘a?rﬂa Nhiting, 1972, pp. 228- 9) Comnuni-.
cation rules take the form oi;a ptactical syﬁogi sm embedded 1n an’ "under-
}ying normative order“'which gives meaning Qo the transaction (Cushman &
Pearce, 1977 p. 349) . An individual or group intends to bring about C;

_ A considers that in order to bring. about C he must do B and therefore A

- sets himse]f to do B (Von Wright, 1963). yhether or not an ind]vndual
.,.determinesuto,attemptvto‘bringvabout.c by doing B depends upon the - normative
. force experiencedbylthe sociai actor. when individﬁais act-in concert-4
~ when they both'view and act‘upon‘B as the-meanslto achieve C-~they have

participated in a: “managed“ or: “coordinated“ interaction. ) ' «;
The“social actor is viewed as having a ghozce 1n the selection of

behavior However, he or she is responsive to the weight of normative |

_force as it is manifest in the dispositions held by the 1ndividua1 as he

hem = o= -or-she partakes in an interactive epcsodb Accordingrto Cushman and Pearce
= .rEpisodes consist of cdmmunicators interpretations of the
o actual sequencesjof messages they jointly.produce. These
-+ -episodes are aimed at factlitating coordination in regard
to some task and carry differential practical force depending
upon their contribution to the coordination process. Such -
episodic sequences of communication behavior are the basis
for theories o communication in a nules cgntext (Cushman and
Pearce, 1977, P- 349). .

-

This coordinating process haS\also been termed the "regulation of
f

consensus“ and the activity is not limited “to 1nterpersona1 exchanges

. Cushman (1977) h -argued that these rule-governed act1v1t1es apply to

group, organizational, and mass communicative 1eve1§\of interaction as

' we11 (Cushman 1977}} a1though his’ conception of mass communicatibn

s oo o e ot e 41 2o e,
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" follows the narrow sociological tradition of;collective'behavior rather -
- than -the more modern micro-social “uses and gratifications“ perspective.
- . Dyads families social organizations and cultures may coordinate

their activities ‘by meadg;of rules which are understood\only by them
Therefore, “interpersonal level of meaning is rble-governed but the rule
g ‘may be undérstood or/appTyﬂonly‘within a particular dyad. Families .[alsol - .‘
N ‘develop special consensual meanings for symbols“ (Cushman and whiting,
A 1972, p. 22;) |

Rules are "sets of connpn éxpectations about the appropriate responses

-

. L N

to particular symbols in particular contexts“ (Cishman and Whiting, 1972,

: p. 225). The use of rules by ‘social units creates prectical regulari-
ties in their routines, These behaviors are verbal and non-verbal and, «
.are available for observation:to the soc1al researcher. -Patterned'regui
larities of rule use give the'communication researcher a substantive mode .-.

\

. for analysis and- explanation of human, interaction. Nonethe]ess, rules. ~
ST are varied and complex rather than unified (Toulmin l974) Further, '
~’ e . complex patterns of interpersonal communication require the con-
o cept of.hierarchically-ordered contracts, consisting of a few funda-"{
| mental rules, several sets of rules governing interaction in- speCific
situations, and sw1tching cues used to move from one subset to another"
(Pearce, 1973, p. 160). ,': | N \”“;' | B
"To summarize, Tes perspective is founded on the ideas of

= ; normative force and practical necess1ty. The individual chooses to

\

join with other social actodb in order to;coordinat symbolic exchanges

thereby achieving some mutually-desired goal The tructure of rule-




- the members of particular communication systems.u Rule dSe generates

' obseryable praptical regularities which. social‘researchers can study-in ,'
oy e '
. order to systematically explain and»predict human‘cgmmunicative activ1ty.

- These are not simple transactions . X
i 4 i . -
L From a rules perspective, the orderly development of .
; - human communicaggon theory would proceed by explicating . >
v i the powerful mechafisms which give rise to rule behaviors :
- and detétmining .the logical and empirical conditisns under
: which each type of rule regularity might be expected
v _}.  Additional theories would then be developed at ea?
o - of rule behavior to account ‘for the regulariti nvolved
" These theories would then beé employed.as warrdnts for.
,—éj developing expectations about observable behavior

(Cushman, 1977, p. 38).. , ;7
/o Lo ';; co ~ The Interpretiv Earadigm _ ' " &§.
C % - The nature of social reality is not so ordéred and 4erd as the . '
. sn
%&,- ' rules perspective implies, according to researcherS'who vfew behavior”

& "~§as_§9 interpretive process. Rules which have been described as the
' forceful linkages of normggiVe society, annot be conceptualized as static //

ﬂl- e,
) or formal dev ces., Essentially. the. interpretive perspective characterizes

social interaction as. ongoing circumstances wherein social‘actors con-

‘stantly engage in reflexive role-taking behavior. Each 1nteractant
Q!g: '“‘° takes the role of the other 1nto conSideration as he attempts to understand
= . the communication event. Each intéractant/és perpetually informed by ; o
- the intersection of meaning which derives from. an examination ‘of self ;- tn
and a simultanteous approximation of meaning as 1t is believed to. be ‘

) experienced from the point of view of the other. ‘In order to do-this,

a continual process of interpretation of the other S perspective is

s conducted by each 1nteractant. ' According to wilson (1971)
T g‘i S )
'.l :_' \ _ ., | .

L4




o G

. “ >-
+ 7 < e . ONE actor perceives the behavior of anothen as a-
meaningfu? action expressing some purpose or sentiment -
.. embodied in a role. basis of this perception C e
" of what. the other is up tof the actor then devises his

own course of action. (p. 700 o ',

An iuteractant does not simply “perfoqm an expected role dur1ng

'interpersonal exchanges He is sensitive to .other interactants\ongoing

B definitions of sttuations. His contribution to the scene is fashioned «
on the basis of thel”imputed other role. The other is not the occupant

- of a status for which there is a neat set of ruleS--a culture’or set of
norms-;but aﬁperson'who mus t aéi in the perspective supplied in'part

by his 7e1ationship'to those whose actions reflec%,roles he must‘identifvﬁ
(Turnev‘ 1962, p. 23). e SR ' -

.‘\

The interpretive perspective poses that 1nteraction be considered

in the’richness and detail ofxthe context in wh1ch 1t is rendered " The

), '

context must be understood in terms of the 1nteractants‘ social reali-

r

'ties,not some foreign 1magery proposed by a researcher who is unfamiliar

;with the nuances of the scene_as~they are perce1ved and acted upon by -
‘ "the social members. Wilsen has des;;ﬁbed some of the limitations of
\_ the scientist s external "obJective criteria in descr1b1ng and under-

standing human activity
"///*/‘. . . the description of fhteractien cannot be treated as
titeral . . . in order to establish the meaning of 3
scription of an action, the observer must rely, not only .
. on-a body of ‘common-sense knowledge shared by his colleagues,
\ but rather also on his grasp of the common-sense ynderstandings
" . shared by the ‘participants in the interaction itself. Con-
sequently, in order to communicate to his colleagues, the
-7 . observer must evoke- in them the context for any given des-
. criptive.statement so that'they will. seg it in the same light :
he does“ (wilson, 1970, p. 705). ‘ .

-

Just as interactants engage in !!htinual dodumentary,interpreta-‘

?", tions of each,dther s actions.in érder to commun]cateueffective]y,,
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. S0 'too must the socia] researcher. This task may be extremely diffi-

" cult, however, since he researcher may be quite unfami11ar withzewen /

the basic assumptions mbedded in the particu]ar soc1a1 enc]dves which
. .
are chosen for study. - ) ' .

The interpretive view a]so maintains thae understandjng-the :
. ”» “
.nature of a communicative episode is continual]y open to redefinition.
4
, Each action in the course of 1nteraction « o o is an
. indexical particular that is understood by the part1c1pants
in terms of the place of theaction in the' context of what ,
.has gone before and what *isee as the future course of 4
- the interaction . . . the ings. of s1tuatioﬁaaand'actions
.  arg interpretations formulated on partichlar ocasions by -
* by participants in the interaction and are subJect
reformulation on subsequent -occasions” (W11son 1970, . 701)
. . .
N - - . ~5~"'

. The Ethnomethodo]ogical Perspective . -
) A]though many ethnomethodo]bgists wou]d not _tike to be cast as part

of an ehterprnse which is a subset of anythtng else, it is convenient

<

to discuss some genera] tenets of eth/methodoiogy in light of the. inter-f 4',0;'73

.n,pretive_paradigm in_socioTogy. - There is..common_ground between the two R P

.-.__ " [
L PR e .

.
> .

Ethnomethods are rudimentary behav1ors in which soc1a1 actars engage |

[ 4

w in order to construct social reality in a manner which makes “sense" o

;Jto themse]ves and 6thers i the environment. Ethnomethods ire social--
'b-strdcturing activitie?’ They are the “practices that strueture everyday
‘er" Mghan’ and Wood, }975f P

17). _Thelethnomethodologist is interested i;

”-i", A . - ¥
s do various activities, not the.out- « . -~ ™

) in tﬁ“’ways in which soc1a1 ac
1comes-of those activ1t1qs. This crucial distinction has been made . N
l, nicely by ijmerman 1n h1§ rep]y to Lewis A. Coser, the fdrmer pres1dent ;f? !

‘ of the American\Sociologica&-Association, who had oriticized ethnomethodo]ogy* -

Lo
..2 -
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- o . Coser simply fails to- grasp the d1st1nct1on between the
. " ' gontent of social interaction-as it is known to the

rotoos L participants or to the:‘conventional sociological gbserver,
i - <. - . on the'one hand, and,+oRn the other, the form of social
' ‘ Lt . nteraction, that can be seen most clearly-only when one k
suspends concern for what" people are doing and seeks to

descriBe how they -are dolng 1t“ CZ1mmerman 1976, p. 9)._ |
Anysocial act1v1ty is substance ﬁgﬁﬁanalys1s by the ethnomethodolog1st o
| (dbpng walking, dbzng{talk1ng, dbzng%telev151on viewing) and each of '
| these'actfvities ean be conceived toG:ave a gramnar in much the‘same sense
. that language does (Church1ll, 1971). Examination of these processes,
according to ethnomethodolog1sts, can lead to an understand1ng of the
“fundamental bases of soc1al order" (Z1mmerman, l978, p l2) Soc1al

s . actors continually “accompl1sh“ social life by the1r part1c1pat1on 1n

&

these primary activitles. Accord1ng to Z1mmerman; "The apparent ,
Yy strangeness of this perspective 1s due to the fact that it 1ntroduces a

strange and h1therto unexplored domain of 1nqu1ry--the commonplace

world (Zimmerman and Pollner, 1970, p. 55). B
l=§;;tf | 0bserv1ng the accompl1shment of mundane social tasks allows the )
' ethnomethodologist to study the “natural language": of human behav1or.

Natural language refers to the

. systematics of producing utterances, expressions,
C gestures, and so forth which (a) ach1eve a particular
- meaning or.delineated range of alternative meanings
in some local ‘environments; (b). contribute to, establish,
. negotiate or expose a ‘definition' or defin1tions of the
;- situation; or (c) express and warrant assert1ons or
’ statements concerning one's or the other's ‘state of mind,'
. . ”'motive,' 'feeling,' 'what's right and wrong with this
L oe world' and so on, . These are seen as situated accomplish-
© ments of the use of 'natural language (Z1mmerman, 1978,

p. 11).
‘."';". . _ .Thezethnometho&ological approach has sometimes been'characterized
* by its doubters as psycholOgjcal, psychoanalytic, or radically sub-

Jectivist. This is a major criticism of the method which its practitioners -




<

~ ' -~ ’ .

[ 4

"vigorously denys' Mehan'and'wood ‘for instance, claim-that the

\ s N L

)

,“. .. cpnstitutive practice does not reduce the problem of social order
- to psyéhology The structurihgs are not psychological var1ables'l (Mehan .
'»jand wood l976, p.,l7). Ethnomethodologists-believe that they study

concrete, empirical, social behavior. . Communication: theorists might\ ..

" add that»the phenomena which ethnomethodologists focus upon often are

_ communication variables. Since communication theory 1s-based upon the

€>

_ study—of messages message senders and rece1vers and message-producing

contexts there is con51derable overlab between the substantive pre-

occupations of pommunication theorists and ethnomethodologists. Bath

k]
2

are concerned with synbolic human’ interaction. '
Social structuring act1vit1es wh1ch involve conversations prov1de
bulk amountsoof obseruable data which are extremely useful to many
ethnomethodologists. Transcr1pts §?‘eonversations are "1ntersubject1vely
available record(s) of the actual e:change of utterances"” (Z1mmerman,

l976, p. 10). These documents are preferred by some analysts of inter-,

action to subjective accounts of. practice or meaning rendered by the 1nd1v1du-,

v
als and are analyzed in nncroscopic detail in order to f1nd clues to the

basic structures of social interaction. Regular1t1es in verbal .communi-
cation, such as the ]inguistic and paral1nguist1c cues which 519n2l )
particular behaviors in conversat1onal tugn-taking, for Jnstance, are
of-special interest to the ethnomethodologist._ _ o

The structuring activities described by ethnomethodologists "EXlSt
in empirical multitude. These practices are scene-specific, different
scenes are assembled by different practices" (Mehan and Wood l976, p. 16).
Nonetheless, the goal of the;ethnomethodologist fs y£0 "seek the properties

that all the- structuring practices ]pve in common" (Mehan and Nood, 1976,

W -t
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p.'l6). In sum, ethnomethodologists are concernéﬁ with the essential

. constitutive practjces which social actors emp}by to create their social
. realities whether or not these activities are. accomplished intentionally

" oor: consciously. In general, these researchers do not desire to- assemble

typolbgies of practices or lists of the outcomes of these practices.

Knowledge of members praétices is usefu) for illustration of the under~

| lying socia] order._ Further, the researcher js a "participant,“ not b

"mere obslarver,'l of socﬂal scenes (Mehan and wood 1976, p-. l0)~

e " The ethnomethodological perspective does not deny the use of rules

\

by social actors. Rather, rule usg 1s thought to be a contextually-

: fdefined managed phenomenon\incessantly“treated by the interactants
. Every social actor lives with certain expectatiohs apout the way in which'

,_social life is intersubjectively conducted The assumptive world of

rule use comprises the 1nd1vidual s set of “background expectancies"

(Garfinkel, 1967, pp. 55-6) éht rules are perpetually 1nterpreted

‘ by the social actor in light of a set of c1rcumstances In order to be
- a competentﬁrule useg, the individual must be able to make commonsense
adaptations to situations. The competent rule user is able to apply

_ rules situationally. Competent rule use implies the systematic

. ‘acconmodation of practicality.

-An example from a study conducted by Bittner (1967) on police work
conducted on skid row illustrates the point being made.. Police had
been summoned to a bar where a woman was screaming because a man had

insulted her. According to ‘the "rule of society, the police sh0uld

.. have removed the man who inappropriately insulted the female customer,
4But, because the action would have stirred a strong protest from the 3\
' e

'”;other skid row residents who were present,,the complaining woman was

PR
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the disturbance in this situation, the police were acting as competent )

. rule users. The effect was that the disturbaﬂtéga&s’eliminated

l

the police not acted in this way, ‘they would have been. "Judgmental dopes“ -
(Garfinkel l961§§;§ o '

Features of situations determine appropriate ru}e use. A grasp

of these features folTowed by the correct reSponse ‘to them allows an

- individual to conduct himself as a-competent rule user Social_actors,,

1

rules, and the practical cgntext cons titute the situation This is an
Sy w

integrated, interlocking unit of influences in which no single element

N

p
‘“can be abstracted out and ated as either the cause or effect" (Mehan
l

and Nood 1975 pp 75-6)

1 : ' |
- The Issues of NeceSSity and Generality in Theery Building )

Rules theorists believe that communication rules are useful to
social actors as practical inyentions.* The social actor chooses to '
--engage in: particular communicatibns in order to accomplish certain’ ";
goals Interactants abide by a set of consensually-understood rules - .
- in order to achieve those goals. The neceSSity in rules theory, there-
fore, is a. practtaai sylTogism (A intends to bring - about C. A knows
_that if he is to get C, under specified conditions, he must undertake i
comnunication episode B..- A sets himself to do B ), The wetght of .f'l .
. practical necessity is the best explanation “for - the predictability of"

l
rule use. Ihys, necessity. as it is understood in" the, rules persgective,

. is found by“locating interpersonal ‘tasks which have a high degree;of

normative and practical weight (Cushman and Pearce, l97i§= Examihation

. . » © e - LT N ':g ..
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- fyeiplanatiOn and prediction;of human behavior, keeping in mind that the
scientific eXplanations wilgﬁappeal‘less to law-11ke regularities and'
‘ 'more‘tovrule-governedléhoices“'(Cushman and Whiting, 1972, p. 227)
Stjll rules are discovered in observation of human interaction by :
noting the “regula;ity of the r occurrence" (Fisher, l978 p. 76)
The -researcher &lso wants to know what degree of generality com-

j munication rules hold, - Th¢ number of,context!!in which the rule is >

. AN . . .
applicable has been te the "range" of the rule (Cushman and Whj t-

,ff ing, l972 pP. 233) " Fur € s "The degree of generality is restricted
by the numberandtype f initial conditions wh1ch must be met for the
relationships in the grulesl theory to hold" (Cushman and Pearce, l977
. p. 345). | ' '
) The individUal exercises a choice whether or not to abide by the
rule. According t Fisher,'"Ch0051ng not to follow a rule does not

finvalidate the'ex stence of the rule but serves’ only to assess the

streggth of the nble as an explanatory device” (Fisher, l978, p. 76)\\

The argument for generaﬂity of communications rules 1s~d1fferent from

the modes of generality which characterize the laws perspective an S

" not attain the "universal" or "determ1nistic" power of explanation that
laws=based theories achieve. This should ot be viewed as:a fault of ’
the rules berspective. The rules perSpect1ve has been' introduced as .
a more~powerful form of.explanation of social interaction than laws or

. systems-explanations. For many years, behav1oral sc1ent1sts attempted

_to apply the paradigms and methods of- the natural sciences to the study
of human behavior. The»results, in terms of variance explained about |

important questions, has been discouragdng.

. Nhile some rules of interaction seem ‘to be socially and culturally

K
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~ The diyerse and idiosyncratic use of ruies by soeiai actors inhibits

‘that the construction of cate?ory schemes, which necessariiy are ab-

' : e’ .
o . s
. . . . :
3 iy Al . 2.
e [ .

understood and practiced by a wige range of rule users, other more intri- :

cate forms of’ruie-based interactibns take place in dyads, famiiies,

and other sociai units who! share unique methods of synboiic 1nteraction

| ‘externai vaiidation of "any particuiar ruie.' Nonetheiess, ciasses or

categories of rule-based behavior can be formed and may prov1de the

basis for meaningfui generaiization.. Ihe danger 0ﬁ0th1$ approach 1s

' stractions of the réhﬂ events, may distort the fundamentai nature of

"signiﬂeant form of lxp]anation" (Ni’(son 1970, p. 706).

P

_the rules mhich are\?eing ‘described. [

The 1nterpretive paradigm 1s not based o deduction. Therefore,

the question‘of causai or 1ogica1 neceSS1ty does ot appiy tO'thiS'

"perspéctive. According to Wiison-"Socioiogicai-expianations of pat-

'ﬁ_

and thus they are subject’ to cannons of obJect1v1ty and competence quite

‘different, though\\n_less demanding, from those employed 1n the sciences

«

'based on iitera] description.t_ Action is 1nterpreted in "terms of the

- purposes and situations of the actors [and this] is a meaningful and

‘. L

Ethnomethodologists havé made it clear that particular features
/e
\of interaction, or categories which describe these features, are not

'their principle domains of study. Nor. is any attempt made ‘by. them to

generalize these features from one setting\to.another. “Instead the

methada or practices of sociai 1nteraction ”are assumed to. display

>

.'1nvariant properties across settings whose substantive features they
| make qbservabie. It is\to the discovery of. these practices ‘and their

' f invariant properties that inquiry is to.be addressed Thus, instead of

. ] ) s ,‘.’ .
o . ..
A B v . o

-
S0 e -

terns of interactibn are- 1nherent1y 1nterpretive rather than deductive, L

S
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"< an ethnography‘Whlch.inventories'a sét;ing's'distinctﬁve, substantﬁve
lffﬂ \”_ . features, the research vehicle envistoned here is a methodography. K

DAL 'thich searches for practices thrOugh which those substantive features
S S ¢
is T are made observable“ (Zimmerman and Pollner, l970, p. 47) Since the

,.actual features of a setting are aécompl1shed in spectal ways by the ‘
" social actors who 1nhab1t the setting, 1tris not possible to generaltze

* the features of thersetting.\ Features of soc]al 1nteraction have meap~
""'"‘» ) "J ‘

1ng only in terms of the contexts in which they occur '". ‘to.ex- |

vf'tract an’ event such as a member s statement from the Locally organtzed

'-a/‘

-jcontextein.which it occurs, without knowledge of ‘the- prﬁnC1ples of that .

LA

a organizahon runs the risk of fundamentally dlStO \:mg the 'lnformatton

33_ carq#ully garneréd through cod1ng procedures or oth r research tools”

{ | .;‘(Z'lnmeman,-l978, S
2y Lo’ 3 .

@% The use of communicattve rules 1n soc1al s1tdat1ons, accordtng to

'5"-.,.

% 5“4 o ethnomethodologists, is also sttuation spec1fic and reflex1ve

AT .~' PR Ethnomethodology has’ reaected formal logicasa .
o+« .. . model of action. The concept of rule hds been central” |
e e .to all previous socjal theories. ' Therefore, a body of
S - work was begun to construct an_alternative description’
-of rule use.- The work has com@hty employed the ethno-
~-graphic method. 'It has lead to the: general' claim that
‘rule use is neither. automati¢ nor consfstent ' Whenever . -
a rule is applied, it must be applig ‘within.a. specific
.'soctal situation. .-Relevant rules d& 'not merely emerge
- once -a sgcial .situation is determined. Actors, rules,
'~ and sltuations ceaselessly inform one another (Mehan
. and Hood. l976. P. 75) S . .

i
/ ’ X

‘f‘¥ . / -+ With the 1dea that features of a setting, 1ncluding rules, cannot _

| " be.adequately generaﬂized, and- that rigdrous examinattons of communica- ' e,
. (,;/l‘ tive contexts must také place 1n order to understand ‘the event as it is .

| 1ntersubject1vely ihterpreted by the 1nteractants, we shall now '
turn to methodolOgtcal approaches to the study of human interaction

k0
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- f’f?"' .o Approaches to Measurement -
‘ .»ﬁ: . ;" «Many of the most interesting aspécts of human communication seem
© 'to willfully rbs1st measurement In the opinion of the author,‘however,
L °if?f the three perspectives discussed 1n this p:per--communication rules,

'; S interpretive sociology,r and ethnomethodology, can nonetheless benefit
a greatly 1n their explanatory power from ethnographic data. These data
are retrieved by 1nt§nsive,/careful scrutiny of social un1ts over time.
Jhey include detailed,first-hand observations of social life, 1nsights
~ provided by 1nformants and information gathered by in depth 1nterv1ew1ng
of the social actors themselves. .. .a ‘.,_,‘
Cushman and his associates have not discugiﬂd measurement techni-
ques in their presentation ‘of the- communicatioﬂ}rules perspective: Their
1 | discussions have relied upon hypothet1calJZxamplejgand deductive logic .

applied to them. They have not presented’primary data collected by field ,'

: methods or any other method. Despite the art1f1c1al nature of the exam~

ples the discuss1ons of the communication rules. prov1ded by Cushman re-

‘._ \ o lies upon illustrations .of interactiohal episodes. There is no richer
: \ '. - source of interactional episodes than the natural env1ronment. Surely,

| systematic participant-observational research could prov1de a wealth of

data for the further development of . communication rules theory

\* ; . Ethnographic data is also useful, 1f not essential, to the 1nter- .
pretive sociologist who -must l'be much mare explicit and self-conscious
than is customary in making available to hlS aud1enCe the context and

: ground for his intérpretations“ (uilson, 1970, [ 706) Ethnography X
is a natural data-collection technique for this purpose 51nce the method,

' when effectively conducted, requires that the researcher demonstrate

L€ o &
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. the r1chness and detai] of the context in wh1ch commun1cat1qn¢take$

19

place. Furfher, the 1nvestigator must be alert to relat1onsh1ps be- -gaf '
tween the part1cu1ar behaviors which are observed and the under1y1ng
contexts 1n which the behavior occurs. The observer also takes 1nto . }?

account the endless possib111ty that later events may modify. the mean-

ing of‘what 1s noted at any time during the data collection protess

'As Ni]son has found '"In observationa] studies of 1nteract1on, 1t 1s

N

) '.not uncommon . for the observer to& understand what the events recorded in

his notes rea]]y consist of -only in 11ght of subsequent events and often

~ only after he has left the field a]together“ {Wilson, 1970, pP. 704) No

matter what research method is employed, - the 1nterpret1ve soc1o]og1st
realizes that all of human interaction~is informed by the documentary'method

of jnterpretation--inc]uding the observer's relationship with thg ob- -

" | served + The interpretive sociologist takes the role of the social'actor

'1n an effbrt to understand his subject s- world from h1s v1ewpo1nt

Ethnography is we]] suited to th1s obJective

Ethnomethodo]ogists have not been Timited to any one part1cu1ar

|' me thod for conducting research. Laboratory studles, natura]ist1c '

i -

experiments, historical records, surveys, f1e1d ethnograph:es, and f11m
‘A'f and videotape recordings have all been used (Mehan and wood, p. 17)

- The - fundaménta] concern of these researchers 1s the 1dent1f1cat1on of

basic socia] processes wh1ch expose the nature of how peop]e engade in
the domg of socidl er. PR )
Ethnomethodologists do not make judgments about the correctness ;,

"uof the 1ays in. which peop]e construct soc1a1 scenes For 1nstance, the

\

vy
written administrative records of var1ous organ1zat1ons have been

: —examined by ethnomethodo]ogists (Zirrmerman, 1966, 1970 Garfinkel, 1967,
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/\’ 186-207)..
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tidy record-keeping practices T organizations as a problem,: buﬁ)srather
~as a phenamenon whereby the records were kept common-sensically in a

.

way not readily explainable to the- traditional social sc1entist who .

-~

'woaﬁdﬁangMine them without knowledge-df thsjr context. Theo ttcal

_interegts of cial scientists do not match the practtcal ‘ae vi%iee

»

f,.’¥ : of the members of the social unit, according-to th1s perspective. For
the ethnomethodo]ogist .the record keeping itse]f is the phenomenon.
45_ ‘ 4 The ethnomethodologist studies the orderly practicalities of rule

; | use, an approach‘which is facilitated by ethnography.

v

~ Any researcher who has attempted to use the participantlobservatibn ‘

,method has probably come to a variety of conclusions about it, some of

1

which are extremely encouraging, others of which are not SO encouraging
In this- work, the researcher begomes inundated by findings In an im-

oo portant way this is an exciting discovery because 1t reaffirms the 1dea

.

that context-&the sensuous environment in which human communication is

conducted-amust beaunderstood and communicated to the reader if any
‘sense of - the true event is to be imparted. Nith this realization,comes

the ,_:ponsibility of comnunicating the context with validity. The

floodgofldata must be sorted out both in the’ process of collecting
the information and later reporting it. Some ethnographers have :re-
ported chronological]y and in great detail the nature of social processes ;
| as they unfold., Otﬁ/rs have found it useful to construct category schemes and -

C e

typologies and to ignore much of the detail.
s - ' Regardiess of approach the ethnographer of communication 1s con-
R fronted with a rather commoneset of methodological obstacles. ~These

*.? are no less important to the ethnographer than arz.’ the research desngn
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'least four basic considerations must be taken into accound by the ethno-

of the majorih'

V
i

)

-'and statistical’ decisions made by the quantitative’ researoher. At

grapher of communication' (a) sampling,,(b) observationa] techniques, _

(c) stages of data col]ection, (d) organization and presenoation of .

data (Lull, 1979) ‘There are many volumes written. about geheral ap-

~Qualitative Analysis of Audience Behavior

Y

The three perspectives discussed 1n previous sections f th]S paper

"have some important differences, particu]arly their diverge ces on
{induiﬁéﬁe and deductive forms of explanation. They are.held together,

‘however, by “the Ldea that probabilistic, overing Taw mode]s of socia1

b Y
behav1or are not adequate for description and explanation of human com-

";munication as it is cOnducted in natural env1ronments

épbrough the use of pertinent examples an attempt will now be made
*, "~ \;} .
to demonStrate the facility of the three perspectives prev1ous1y dis-

cussed Is means. for demonstrati ng the val ue ‘of ethnographic findings.

These il]ustrations are not meant to be exhaustive of the kinds of data,

which have been gathered ethnographically. Rather, spec1f1c examp]es

' meaningfu] 1nsights 1nto some of - the soc1a1 roles p]ayed by the mass

F S
media, - - 1& :

A

rw%

o :proaches to participant observation research (e. g‘,/Bruyn, h966, Lofland,
¥ 1971; Bogdan & Taylor, 1975). |

- will be. used to demonstrate ways in which ethnographic data can provide

- Importantly, natufalistic investigations of mediavaudience behav1or

’ have 1ﬂlned1ate'ly revea'led that sztuatwnql charactemstws detemt'me

|  the’ social’ uses of televtszon, This claim will be discussed in Tight

e
rSpectives which have been presented in th]S paper An-
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: )&ump'le from ,ethnograph'lc research will be posed in order to prov1de a
| substantive 1llustr§tion fitt'lng for con'paratwe analys1s .
. A farm womad; who l5 years previously resf§ned her pre-med scholar-
sh'lp to a ma.j(or M'ldwestern un'lversi ty,: marr1ed her high’. school boyfr1end
. . and attendcd yocational schpol in order to become a med1 cal secretary
; : ‘3. ' A_Her first ch'lld was %orn one year’ follow1ng her marriage, causing her
. | ‘.to qu'lt a job at a doctor S off1ce wh'lch sh‘md held only br1efly
The’ only television prograns watched by this woman during the
research per'lod were shows wh'lch featured sett'lngs and themes directly
rel ated to the med1cal profess1on (Ma.rcua WeZby, M.D., Medical C'enter,n
'{Medwaz Stary'). When these programs. were ai red she engaged in a con-
tinudl, intense’ comnentary Aabout the nature of the stor1es part1cularly as-
those aspects related to medical cons1derat1ons. She remarked about the "'
o, . appropr'lateness of- operat'lng room procedures She evaluated the work of
‘ subord'lnates and always referred to the doctors by their formal t1tles
"? She pra1sed medical work well done and found fault with mstakes ‘made by
)the staff The: Caesarean sect'lon of qu1ntuplets during one melodrama
caused her to remark 1nstruct1vely about the 1mportance of qu1ckly
| trlnming "all five cords.” . - '
| .During an 1nterv1ew probe follom ng: a week-«long observat1on per1od
the woman said: R B L B
| CI've always been interested in anyth1‘rig medical, in anyth1ng
‘to’'do with the medical field. So, that's what I like . . .
.1 usually find that their [medical] information is pretty
accurate for their-diagnosis of disease and so forth .
50, 1 en.joy it because I worked around a lot of that and 1t
Just kinda® keeps me.in the business’, I guess. |
) “ Her husband frequently reminded her of. the t1mes when her favor1te |
programs wer_'e to be presented and encouraged her to watch. » He even changed

o v “the televlsion channel from Monday Nzght Footbazz in order: to insure

| -
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A )
that she watched a medical p;ogram which was presented by a competing e
. né@nork at the same time. | ’ '
| Now, what is of interest here7 Several person-media considerations '
‘;;'.i![' che into play. we have the relationship of th oman, ‘Priscilla, )
"with programs which appear an television. e know that she finds satis-

-faction in watching medical shows as her verbalizing dur1ng the shows’ -

\ - .and her'diseussion“of;the attraction of staying "in the business".testir

i% T »:fies.” This is particularly true’since she says she "hates" television _
:-gn vand “hard]yvever" watches it. | “»_ , . S o
7 Her husband Bob, watches a lot of television. He 1oves the -~ - ..

‘medium, especiaily action- adventure shows and football games (“Now, :

’ there s a sport I was really good at But our high(school didn t have

v T N

. no nnney and they couldn t field a team. I wished that I could ve o &ﬁ££§%
H e Sl
played more football than I did.") - s

- _ Nhat happens uhen a pnogram confﬁict arises as ft did during the
i;%i k epﬁsode described above? In this case, Bob suggested that the channe]
'_.’.;-f vbe changed away from the football game and to the medical program. )'
. How can this interaction be analyzed? '_ | '
A communication rules theorist might argue from the deductive logic .
of the practital sy]logisms“ (A desires to achieve C3 in order for A
_to achieve C, e must do B A sets himself to. do B.) Some “{dea of the
goal of Bob s communication is needed in order to give meaning to a
_ J<communication ru1es interpretatﬁon. How does one !l?rn of “the goals:
L'f.ftof social’ actors? Why “not ask them? S S
L - < Let's say;that.Bob is- asked why he'changed the channel to the S
:‘,MFdicéT program during the middle of a foothaii'gameg To this;question;_‘

. RN ' s : . . . . 1
: « . . R . .




< ‘ S R a2,
. "'"' he replies' “"She (referrir'ig to“h"i-s' wife) doesn't like fodtball. s ‘
- " :,~'- She -thinks’ it S tao violent I've got to keep her happy.",} This was ‘ _
.‘, iﬁtrue of her attitude, but was. this the reasb‘n that he changé'd the chan- \ ... |
. ‘ w nel? “There ‘is much more to this seemingly sqmple episode than first . o
P - '_ appears ] Nonetheless. based on the infonnatwn presented the pmctical “ .
i l-q syllogism could be mode'led thusiy. Bob Ui) desired to maintain maritai’* \
hamﬁﬂa () nith his w1f§* in order tb*do so,. h'e.?-_' £ g | ﬂ
..--& iﬂ" 3‘?\ certai@te’lewgon viewng éB) was@ans to accompiish his ‘?lga].‘"...w
:’ E the practicaf stllogism ha’ been met and’ the result 1s logilc' 5. =,
‘!’? not orrectly, deduced. ’-i;, . SR Rt E '_ |
,,. %& the more intrigdlngguestions have,,,not been ans
were ‘the reasons ~for :P;gngingahe channel at the ti' _"_-actioniwas o PO
S taken’? Second, what were the &re far-reaching imphcatfions of this :
' o attion? Naked coumunication ru@!. theory seems unabT" to sufficie 1 ’
- @ | _The need for commicatiomrules
| of "coordinative“grule use; for N -
R _" instance, mi ght plﬁde\a more p_I ui form of' explan%'tion@than -is ndw }1
- "Tg., Cushman and wrﬁting (1972) and P’ear;e ;; al. (1979) h’av;*""' ) ﬂ*w
« . he mterm;e.s,\\g?%ciolog s .
. the meanings generated by ea'
i




- .the children.

ethnographic method provides much information for interpretation. Re¥'

_ calling that Priscilla . career was cut short by her marriage and: child-"

' raising, the researcher might suggest that thé~husband appeared to use :,
| ;‘television as a fantasy stimulant for his wife. Although his wife knew

full well what times her favorites were televised he reminded her. of
- these and encouraged her tovwatch. In this way, she'could partake in

her lost profession. His encouragement of her participation in the

dream world'which their marriage and child-raising:denied her may also .

_ have helped him dismiss whatever guilt he may harbor for hav1ng been, '

in part, responsible fqr curtailing her vocggﬁonal opportunities.

¥

- Now, we have plausible answers to the two questions which were left

.the channel as they were 1mportant to the moment were to allow Priscilla _.7-‘

 to participate-vicariously in a professionallvocatiQnal experience. The

- {.second question, regarding the far-reaching implications of the act, -
: v"'reVeal that by allowing her to do S0, he 1s creating an env1ronment at

- ~home in which his wife has repeated opportunities ‘to. contact her desired

'~.professional/vocational world thereby keeping her happy with’him and -

:'f

,." This form of analys1s has placed crucial demands on the researcher. '

'7-'First, the researcher has attempted to- grasp the meaning-of the media-

, :related interaction in terms of interpersonal implications which extend

: beyond the isolated viewing experience. In order to build a plaus1ble '

, p.explanation for this behavior, the researcher has -examined an- ethno-
graphic data base-biographical histories of each 1nteractant, the °
,;family history, lengthy interviews in which each person told of their

. . . . . -
d : - . T . . to ’ ’

-

"". unanswered by the analysis which might have been conducted by a_rules v

' c'-theorist. To answer the first question. The reaz reasons for changing

.
Y3

-



personal interests, ambitions. and feelings He has received informa-
.={ tion about each family member - from every other family. member when "ﬂr
o ﬁ*their reports converged with observations there appeared to be valid
: ‘.';‘. ., ) findings :s _ .
"'f . ot The researcher could be accused of speculating about all- these con- 7
. ‘i - nections. But, the analysis which was provided rests fundamentally
e upon qualitative data which was actually prov1ded 1n the course of a
sgven-day study of the family. The meaning of the event has been placed
within the context of the marriage. Further, both the husband - and wife
SR confirmed that the explanation given 1n the preceding paragraphs is a.
‘- likely explanation for what *bserved. ‘of course, the 1nterpretive _
researcher does not need to rely on the confirmation “of observations by.'aﬁ,
his subjects. There are many - latent, unformulated activities 1ﬁ which .
-‘_f_ individuals partake that may not be consciously known to them, but be-
‘f- come observable to the researcher when a synthesis of perspectives is
| made by examining and integrating the roles of each interactant. 2
' «%;y'p; | Both of the abové*perspectives on: this data have something to say
“ about communication- outcomes.": Analyses of communication rules which
g apply to audience behav1or and 1nterpretations of the actions of social
actors in particular viewing contexts are informative to the mass com--
muncation researcher The ethnomethodologist, on the other hand fdoes -
o | not care.that these behaviors took place in a telev151on viewing contexa
| hi‘ T; The ethnomethodologist wants to know what the underlying processes of .
- interaction are and how those act1vities reveah something ‘about the
f""fundamental bases of social order." Therefore, purely'ethnomethodological
.;‘j studies are not particularly 1nformative for student% of mass communica- N

tions per 8e. . These data may be usefu} to ethnomethodologists as evidence

_ from which turn-taking or- role~switching behav1or might be found
- R * e ( o R 7 . '
[RRE TSP 48 L




might also be interested in the set of "background expectancies" wh1ch
accompany viewing and haw the individual reconstructs social’ reality

B -when these assumptions are shattered. The ethnomethodologist wants to

learn of the transituational characteristics of human interaction The

act of social media consunption for its own sake is irrelevant..

Episodes suéh as the’ one described in the previous few paragraphs

'V.'are comprised of several elements. An interpretive understanding of the

"'phenomenon required sustained and systematic observations of an inter-

| ‘_'the indivviduals and the family; and personal information gained through :

e

S

action that acconpanied television viewing, knowledge of the ‘history of '

in-depth interviewing. Furﬂ'aer> the culmination of damzwas asseibled
over a period of time. The researcher would not have been able to learn
of these indicators by conducting a doorstep interview or setting up a

simulated television viewing situation in a comnunications laboratory.

The ethnographic meth*seems to be especially wellasuited to probing the ’

effects" of televis‘l
of media made by. media c‘bnsumers in order to gratify their personal and
interpersonal needs. P o . ' L LR

Not a,ll audience behavior is so complex as the example which was

given. For instance,, one set of observed viewing "rules“ 1is. limited to -

what might be called‘,the "rhythm of viewing,“ a concept not unlike : -
"rhytﬁms of dia]ogue," ‘a way by which conversational flow can be des-
- cribed and predicted (Jaffe and Feldstein, '1970). l‘e‘levis*non s pre—
dictable comnercial breaks help establish routinized patterns of talk
in front of” the television set. we have found, for instance, that
viewers who leave ﬂie room during a program.can expect to receive a

o

briefing on what was missed when they return that will not start until

or, in uses and gratifications terms, the "uses“ O

-~ -



".fshou1d be: usefu] wh11e eva]uating observationa]‘evidence about aud1ence

~-behavior.

v - N 4
ad :

- the next commerc1a1 break begins and will 1ast no ‘more than a few -

*

'seconds into the next program segment: The rule of non-interruption 1s
L 1mp11c1t 1n the v1ew1ng experience. Other v1ew1ng~ru1es involving pro-

l gram switching, argument facilitation, conversationa1 entrance demon-iﬁ“e'

stration of ro]e competency, and dominance-SmeisS1on patterns have

- been . noted by means of ethnographic research on audience behavior _
. (tun, 1978). ¢ R E’f\.i”' | | - ‘

_ _ Cbnc]uding Note
| Hopefu11y, more soc1a1 researchers w111 emp]oy the ethnographic
method 1n order to conduct stud1es~of med1a audience behav1or, part1-

'cu1arTy as it occurs in the context of fam11y 11fe at home. One pur-

l’

"pose of this wr1t1ng was to discuss some of the basic assumptions wh1ch
-jl characterize communication rules’ theory and the normative paradigm, ~
".@the 1nterpret1ve paradigm, and ethnomethodo]ogy Conceptua] features'

'. of these %onstructs were examined 1n re'lat'lon to the1r re'levance for o

stud1es of the soc1a1 act1v1t1es of audience members In future re- :

‘"'search the distinctions made 1n this paper about these various approaches

C &

B

To summarize. ethnomethodo]ogy seems 1east well suited to the o

;study of aud1ence behavior since the 1ssues which 1ts proponents are ;

| .:f concerned with do not d1rect1y 1nform the person who is 1nterested in

mass coumunication theory Audience research can serve as a vehicle

' for the ethnomethodo1ogist to. examine more fundamenta] behavior. The
--contr1but10n made by ethnomethodo]ogists to ‘the study of aud1ence

V_behavior, from my v1ew, is that they have ca11ed upon social researchers

» -

_ to ana1yze the microscopic act1v1t1es of social 11fe By doing S0,

7:they have.ca11ed attentioigto ‘the possibi]ities of theOry building wh1ch

W



R T N
.inhere in '_'inte'ns_ive'case studies of i’undanlental human acti'vity. When
this reconmendation is.followed by the ma'ss cormmnication ‘researcher,
_ the focus turns to ‘behavioral episodes such as verbal communi cation
» " which takes place during television viewing In order to, studyk this
N ° phenomenon, and others. like it, the researcher is requisc;d to spend .
| time observing naturalgly-occurring behaviors as they unfold in their '
natural environments. . '
\l L . Communication rules, though shown to be part of the criticized T
normative conception of social explanation, has been proposed as an al- ~
.,ternative, productive perspective for. the study of audience behavior.. |
’ Rul_es theory is responsive to the practicali_ties of social., life and
. does not‘ function in the probabilistic, cause-and-effect environment :
| ‘envisioned by - proponents of scientific laws explanations Despite the
“attraction of rules as an al ternative descriptive form of human comnuni-

cation, this perspective does’ not adequately account for some -
of the more intri cate i'ssues which are embedded in social activity

Rules f.heorists are now attempting to synthesize the principles of o
their theory with the coorientation model of human behavior in order

- to generate a. model of conlnunicatioq that s more truly interactive.
,The prospect of this success ful int?gration is an exciting one.

Contributions made by the interpreti.ve view in sociology are par-

ticul arly helpful to and supportive of the ethnographer of mass CcOMe=-
,;nunication . As has been demonstrated in this paper, the social researcher |
,can only understahd the complex nature of social processes by doing every-

: thing possible in order to see the world as his or her subjects'Jsee
it.‘ _This calls ‘for a methodological approach whereby the. researcher

e attempts to uncover the details of social life and the ‘subtle te_x\tures o .
B e
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- ‘of meaning which they'hold In reporting, the researcher mus t recreate

the - context of human'activity.. Since social interaction is an inter-
pretive process, literal description imposed by deductive explanation .
- . "

is not warranted.

Some researchers will choose not to .adhere. to principles implicit

in ‘the rules or interpretive conceptions and will continue to conduct

_quantitative studies of audience behavior which rely on the forms of
explanation consistent with scientific Taws. Others, such as Andersqn

and his associates (Anderson et al., l979) have combined observational

: analyses with statistical measures of.: independent and dependent variables.

{Perhaps a convergence of methodological approaches will someday produce

significantly more insights about audience behavior than- we have today

f : The time has certainly arrived for ethnpgraphers of mass communication

“to make a: ma.ior contributioh. SR S ,; <




“Footnotes

N . . . .

' ]It is important to note here ‘that no comuh'icat'i“on theorists,

rules or othemise, would have’ Kknown enough even to ask about this

(—~

epjsode unless they had witnessed it by mea‘hs of some form of part1 c1pant

\

observationa] research, - : ' S .

2
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