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on the fundarfental Kantian versus Lockean debate over whether

' the  mind can actively contribute to experxence, most rules theorists
assume the distinct minority position of Kant which is mind as pro
forma‘rather than tabula rasa. Subscribers to a Kantian view are
often called télé616§i§t§ or humanists. To many teleologists; rige
orous scientific methodologxes that employ prediction and control
(e.g. experimentatiom) are(inconsistent w1th a telic view of be-

havior because of the presumption of causality inferred within

,scientific methods. Thus; many elect descriptive, humaniatic

methods for investigation.- The research on communication riules is
. no exception. | g o
4

Iﬁ récént years the "rules approach" to studying communication

Pearce, 1976; e&sﬁmin & Pearce, 1977; Cronen & Pearce, 1978) Yet,
relatively little in the way of empirical research has .been générated:

‘The available’ research tends to be descriptivé in nature (Philipsen,

&

1975 Frentz and Farreilil, l976- Boynton and Pearce, 1977' Boynton
and Fairhurst, 1978) and is characterized by a conspicuous absence

of predictlon along w1th experxmentai methods and parametric1 1nter—

pretatIons of social behav1or.2
‘The purpose of this paper is to: 1) aréué that curreht:

scientific methodology is con51stent with ‘a teleoiogical v1ew of

-

.human behavior, 2) suggest a predictive method that capturés the
contingency-lxke nature of comanication rules, and 3) provide

-researchers w1th a structure for d01ng rules research that uncovers é;

theoretically relevant variables . . : . .

¢




Views on the Sciéntific Method s

distinguished 1n the literature. the normative, interpretationist,

and Iinguistic prespectives (Cushman, 1977) Their individual
&Etitﬁdés toward the scientific method is best reflected in their
views on prediction. From the normative perspective, Pearce and

a necessary criterion of theoretical verification and thus relegate
the prediction of behavior to a minor role. PearCe and Cushman
(1976, pP- 7) state, "The possibility of violation accounts for the
unique character of rules research. This is;interpreted to ﬁesﬁ.
that because riles theories admit deviation as much as they do
conformity, validity coefficients stand to be lowered.3 :

From thae interpretationist péfépéétive; Harre’ (1977) objects
l toiﬁiﬁin§ a ruie into a continuous eafiasié (é*é* operationalized’

criterion also 0perationalized along some dimension. Such processesu
smack too much of parametric analyses (i e. those consisting of
describing functional relationships between variables) which asswnes
‘that the properties referred to by variables "are not intérﬁaiiy
related, that is, they can be varied separately while retaining
their identity (Harre, 1977' p; 286) . Harre’ prefers a structural
analysis whereby the rules that purportedly were internalized and

guided behavior are inferred from béﬁavxor, which is ex post facto
. - - - - o . _ __ _ s/
explanation: According to Harre, one cannot abstract a » rule; or
any aspect of a rule; from the structure that generated it because

a rile takes ow meaning by virtue of its relationship to othe? parts

of the structure. S



From the linguistic perspective, Frentz and Farrell s (1976)
view isg not unlike Harre 8 rejection of positivrstic assumptions
and parametrrc analyses. ' They argue that their ianguage—action
_paraéigm invites a éarticipant observation methodology and a new
' attitude towards réséaréh* “653ectivel§ must be subordinated to
a synthesis of sensitive expéfiéﬁéé and thoughtful reflection as
the basis for an adequate éﬁééfy of éémmﬁnication“ (Frentz and
Farrell, 1976, p. 348). Prediction ésé.ériteria for evaluating
theory is replaced by judgment which echoes Collett s (1977, p.20)
positron that ", . . it is merely sufficxent that they (rules) -

serve as a subjective yardstick in the evaluation 5&536&62; that

»

\
Cleariy, many of the objections to prediction are n?t unfounded.

~

of doing thrngsf” - ‘

First, in gaining famiiiarrty with a system one quickly learns that

rules exist on many tevels of abstraction. Selecting certain{of

those to study through prediction may prove probiematrc. Some rules

are difficult to predict because of the way they are known. From

‘Collett (1977) and Fisher (1974) we know that there is more than

one’ type of rule knowledge. Tapping anything other than consctous
ruie knowiedge poses enocrmocus méthodological-brobléms. Still other

rules, like general soc1a1 norms, tend to be such vague guides for

behav10r that it is diffrcult to assess their influence oarticularly

1f that influence combrnes thh other unidentifledanorms or non- \

normative factors éseﬁwéfté;'i§77)~ Aiso, iﬁéi@iaaais differ‘in the

degree to which they embrace even widespread sociai norms as well as

the sanctions to which they attend (Schwartz and Howard, In Press)

Secind, post-hoc descriptive research ususally allows for a more

\
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.wholistic analysis of events bj'making more contextual information

available as data. Third, the early stagas of the investigation of

fany phenomena should be directed towards trying to describ ﬁoﬁ the

i

systén operates: That is; one must be somewhat familiar wi;h a
system in order to make predictions about it. 4
The foregoing argnements epchewing prediction are persuasive.

Unfortunately, the a Erior adoption of this viewpoint and the

consequent methodological conventionaltty is unwarranted and as

view the wor1d as one big 2 x 2 design. It is methodologxcal monism
pure an& simple, just a different law. of the hammer (eappella, 1977) .

It will be detrxmental to the study of rules- because the methodolog-
ical conventionality guides theoretical choicés and observationai ‘-
strategies (Hewes, l978).: it is already doing this. For example;

even though rules researchers fuliy admit to the posibility'of rule

' V1olation, such questions as: 1) why is there variability in com-~

i’nce to rules, 2) why do people choose ok to follow rules, and

""U\‘

3) what happens when a person is subject to multiple normative
influences, tb name only a few, are not easily explaxned by a rule

followxng modei (Schlenker; 1977). ThlS is because the general

' Aristotle set forth four meanings for the term "cause:®

l) material cause (snbstance as cause), 2) efficient cause (impetus

4) final cause (1ntént16n as cause). Ever since Newtonian science,

B




. difension had to be done in order to account; for the independent-

,expiarns the sourca of this confeund' $
®( s . .

T T
the prevailing view of causalityfhes been in eff1c1ent cause terms,

which 1is cause-effect occurence over time Th1§ led. to q theory—

)

methcd confound that continues todgy. Rychlak (1977, P- 169)

ﬁ

. ”tater, in Newtonian science, the uncrxtical acceptance of

empIrical data without sophigticated study of assumptions

led to theorization of scientific method--that._ is; the

assumptions of_ the method were projected ontd the world asg

-a necessary characteristic and then "proved so" by the.

results of this very same method (Burtt, 1955, Ps 229)*"
The confounding was facrtitated by the fact that both stimuius—'

rééponéé—theory and the independent—dependent variable relationshxp

A

in experimentation can be thought bf in exclusively eff1c1ent-cause

; v

first introduced as a. mathematicai function with formal cause properties

(Rychlak5 977). Formal cause properties means that the assignment of

-a value for the independent variable automaticaiiy assumes a value’

for the dependent variable because of the function defxning the "L
reiationship between them. Note nothing about time~dimension

is presumed. o s

fhué to confuse the independent variabie with the stimulue

,and the dependent variable with the respense is to- (incorrectly)

attribute a time dimen51on to every independent—dependent variable

réiétionShi§ and e every descripticn of behavzor falling under these

-labels. Indeed; Rychiak notes that the attribution of a time

‘dependent varilble: sequence as an antecedent-consequent flow

of =events. ' L ¢
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' » L
Given this theory—method confound and the view of causality

o | /// , : :

solely in efficient cause terms, it is not&diffecuit to see why

prediction and rigorous scientific methods are almost(exciusively
associated with a positivistic view and why many rules theorists
eschew notions of causaiity." It appears that many researchers

" have confused the interpretive process of understanding data with

the structure of-explanation (Hewes, 1979) . 'Harre is ;a case in

o3

point because of his strict dichotomizing of parametric and
‘structurai interpretations of behavior aiong positi;istic and..'
hum/nistic iines respectively.(;ﬂis confounding of parametric .'4{" k
interpnetations witn'causal or mechanistic expiandtiens is most ’ E

apparent wﬁen he refers to the classical: paradigm as the "para- = '.' .

‘metric sciences" which is a methodological labei for a bod ?.6?

theorylf w : i
Accordingly, rules researchers need to také note of the L

following: ' B

1) To suggest an éctor s behavxor i= 1nfluenced by enVironmental

variables does not presume a, positivistic position. There are otnér .

+ forms Yof cansation_besides efficient causaiity. For example, it is

" possible to describe functional relationships (as in a mathematical * @i

{sense - denoting formai cause) between variables which are summary

descriptions of observed regularities (Schlenker, 1977).

7
’ 2) There i8 nothing inhefent in the data of experimentation

that signifies one and onlgﬂbne theoretical explanation must be <
used to account for the structure of the data. In fact, the
theoretical explanation that is adopted is really dependént upon J

the perspective one assumes., If the perspective is one of a third

person. loo 'ing outwarad in an 3Pserver-1ike fashion as most -

- P -
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; appropriate to explain the structure of the data. However; if the
perspectlve is in firat person terms;-expiafned from thé perceiver's

perspective as ‘most teleological aCCounts are, formal and finall

v_ JEY

5 causes are appropriate tg explain the structure of the data
3

(RychlaR, 1977y . Because the theoretical explanatxon depends on
whether behav1or is viewed from within .or w1thout, so- caiied
rational" (i e. formai and final causes) and "causal® (i.e. material

\, .
and efficient causes) expianations are not in competi*ion with one”

another (Toulmin, 1970).
v 3? s3) The. occurrence of 1nteract\5ns by supposedly independent i
parameters does not immediateiy suggest situations cannot be des-='

parametric analysS's hould be abandoned (Schlenker, 1977) .

Advances are heing made in ‘the measurement of Interaction models
v\ id /

7Y Parametrxc and structural interpretations are not mutua%;y

Ve > ﬁhle governed phenomena can and shouid be conceptualized\

: ,Z';E
in*BbégkparametrIc and structural terms because one approach offers
X, 3 =

advantages the other does not have. ‘Structural 1nterpretatxons
derive their richness from making more contextual 1nformation

avaikable as’éata, whiie parametric interpretations excel in more

e 5

precise and obaectiVe procedures. - .

5 “To summaéize, the current methodological conventionality

generated by the available rules research need not obtain. AS
Hewes (1978) recently advanced, researchers shoéld have the widest
)
;number of methods available to aid their choxce of the "best
. . ! . ]
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representational system for thexr phenomena." Both ‘scientific
and humanistic methoda have their place in rules research and one

should not abandon the other on a priori drounds:

e, N — -u T
Moderator Variables - A Parametric Alternative

Perhépe a ﬁ&iaé deterrent to seeing rules in a predictive

relationship with behavior is becaUQé of their contingency—likeior

'"it depends nature which implies some type .of interaction. Para-
| | metric methods exis€ to handle Eﬁch interactipns. For example, as
a result of d scontent with ﬁﬁe ciassic validation model which
provided a simple index of" therrelationship between a prediptor

o

and‘a criterion, newer strategies for validation of predictors which
N
« did not ignore intervening factors were éoﬁgﬁt (Zedeck, .1971). One
*such strategy, the moderator variable approach, Identifies homoge—

" neous eets of iﬁdividuals, either through psychometric manipulation,

tially valid (Saunders, 1956' Ghiselli, 1963, Marks, 1964' Zedeck,
. 1971). When a sample is spiit according to how thay align on the
moderator variable, the valxdxty coefficient for part of the sample” '
’15 much greater than for the other part:(:sl)\I . |

Employment of moderator variables may be useful for rules

C o

research becauss of their ability to take into account the contin—

,gencies Inherent in rules. ContingenCies arise from the variance ‘

- ]

whom -rules would be pr"diéti'é of behavior and tbose for whom rules

_ would not. o T R S

ﬁ . ';:L | . \ : C 10




lthe variables generates falsifiable relationshxps ccnsistent with

P

3:-‘ : : _

As ‘a result, moderator variables allow rules researchers to

test the proposition‘that rules are antecedents of behavior. For

'éi&aﬁié; Adler (1978) states that a primary difference between a

laws and a rules explanatxon is that rules are an 1a§afeaﬁt ante-
cedent for a rélatiéﬁsﬁip;_ Empirically, only two reasons could

account for an actor 8 failure to coordtnate behavior in the ex—

pected manner from a teleolog%cal perspective The fxrst:reason

’ :

;states an actor lacked knowledge of the rule, and the second

¥ :

enforcement mechanism. l'ELther of these failures to coordinate

would result in 1ndeterminacj in prediction'and Wouid requjre
additiOnal evrdence for the falsification of rules prop451t1ons
(Adler, l978, p. 434).' Posxting these two reasons as moderator -

variables and. dtvidxng the sample according to how thé? align.on

Popper 8 (1961) criteria for testing theory. Further, testing

both moderator variables as alternative hypotheses is" consistent )
with Platt's (1964) procedures for strong inference. Suport can
g Aa

be lent to Cushman and Pearce's rules theory because the proposi-

tion that rules are an, important antecedent of behavior can be = .

falstfied; Furtﬁer. their theory/is strengthened if both altér-.‘

Pl

native hypotheses have been tested.

Also to be considered is Cronen and B&Vis (1§7é.,§;12§r‘

~assertion that iawa,-syétéms. and rules cannot féaéaﬁabiy bé

pconsidered alternative explanations. ”We would argue that viableL:

theories céuld and currently(;o involve the interpenetration of

pdifferent kindszpf explanation. 7 Their rationale for this position
Eoﬁés fn p%:t from- Toulmin s (1974) view that there is no single o

- <

-
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§t‘é’p’ gégafaaag fiﬁéiffoiﬁ 15@55 and thé ;,;aaaaasa af éé’f’taiﬁ _

embeddedn 8s of assumed lawful principles, This would suggest

'that iack of rule knowledge and the Qillful violation of rules as

:moderator variables. . -

while a consistercy assumption hae yet to emerge for the
rule-behavxor relationshlp, it is instructive ‘to note that attitude.

researchers successfuily empioyed moderator variables in attempting

R

‘.haVior (Ehriich, 1969;'kibrecht; geFieur and Warner; 1972, Sampie

‘and Warland; 1973). ‘The ,contipgency approach" is aiso an _

increasingly popular perspective among organizationai researchers~y-

'(Dennis, Goldhaber;and Yates; 1978) The approach that attitude

o~ ——.

(1964) position on theory<construction. Specifically, viable .
approaéhes to theory constructlon can energe by dWelling on what
._is not expiained by a theory rather than what is already explaxned.
iThe message is. instructive. Indeterminacy in a functxonai\reiatxon—
§hip is never“So apparent asawhen one 's predxctions faii. _gaeasiﬁg"

-.on moderator variables forces one into the realm of trying to

.account for heretofore unexplained criterion variance.c‘

There is more than one moderator technique,'some of which are

‘the object of controversy (McNemar, 1969). Thus, the reader-is

ﬁfééd to consult the literature regarding moderator variables when

.)

: contempiatrng research in this vein. Zedeck s (1971) artIcle is'

f'perhaps the best starting piace. L

°. . ,1 P
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One further qualrflcatlon is in order. The moderator
.approach" is not offeread as a methodologlcal solution to the
theoretical problems currently surroundlng rul' ) The theoret:cal
utIlIty of moderator varlables is linked to the theoretlcal
structure from whlch they'are derlved* in keeplng w1th th1s,

the follow:ng structure for d01ng rules research is offered.

-

T .
: -

N : ' The Functional i?rére'qu'is’ités to Rule\Enactment .
Lo 3 _ L , - N
N —
" Agsuming thé;Vﬁlue.In finaiﬁg mcderator varlables, the next
\—em - .

questlon concerns \Hnre to look for such var;ables. Loglc suggests

locatlng the functional prerequxsxtes tc rule enactment (CE. Cappella,

§g7§§7§$; Indeed Schwartz (1977) &%covered 1nterven1ng varlables by

do:ng Just that Functional prerequisxtes are deflned as the

mlnimally necessary condltlons for a rule to become 1nstant1ated

in concregpfbehaVIOr. If a prerequ151te is not met, rule enactment

would be blocked. The relatlve presence or absence of a prereq-

dictive and rule non—pred:ct:ve groups.

The prerequlsltes W1ll change with the nature of the rule

under con51deratlon ‘and the capabxiities cf the actor to medlate

- realxty. Fcr example, as Toilmin (1974) noted all rules are not

'unlformly allke, they may vary along a’ complexity dlmension (i.s.

lawful physioioglcal regularlties to ratlonal, self—crltlcal per-

formances). The level of 1nformation proccsslng will also vary

for processing information (Schroder, Driver and Streufert; 1975) .

Finally, actors are not allke in thelr 1nformation processxng and

(S : o 13
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Given the wide variance in the compiexity of rules and the

information proce551ng capabilities of actors, Eﬁe task of

,,,,,

one. Obvxousiy, a definitive set of requirements only becomes
p0551ble -once the content of a rule or rule Sequence has been
éstablished and a sample has been located.

To date, there has really been only one comprehensive attempt
to study rules by 1ocat1ng ItS functional prerequ1sites. This is
Shalom Schwartz s (1977) work on normative 1nfluences on altruism.

variables; awareness of consequences and responsrbIIIty denial,

<

whrch were found to moderate the norm-behavror reiatxonshxp

Schwartz s model fs highly recommended for anyone d01ng research

in thxs vexn.

It is this author's view that rules researchers could benefit

from a set bf very genmeral requirements as a structure for doihg

rules research. It will become apparent thTﬁ even at a very

general level, theoretically—relevant, Intervening variables

suggest thenselves. The researcher 8 task is to locate the level

of ‘complexity of his/her own rule phenomena and reconstruct its
functional prerequisites in or?er to generate relevant moderator
véfiaﬁiéé; That task should be made easier:by the examples given

very general because the prerequ151tes are posited Without‘équal
attention to the many levels of compiexity rules may assume, with-

out knowledge of rule content, and w1thout expixclt consideration

-

LE_ Yl
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given ‘to a sampié;* cagﬁieivé‘paiéup. As stated before; all

three of these factors have decisive 1mplicatxons for the testable
reiatlcnshlps whlch are generated

Téﬁimxn 's seven levels of rule compléxlty. While an examination
of all seven levels of rules might be appropriate for philosophical
discussions regarding whether or not rules are a sub-species of
natural laws, most discussions of communication rul&s presume some
degree of rétidnélity;' However ; there are still distinctions to
be made amongst more or lass ratronal rule follow1ng behaviors.
A major distinction w1th regard to the prediction of behav1or/

centers around thé level of information processxng requlred to

« ,Instantlate rules in behavior. The more compiex the 1eve1 of
information processing involved, the more variabiilty 1ntroduced
in the number and kind of alternatlve outccmes. Thxs subjects
the rule-behavior relationship to influence by many more moderator
variables: _

Thus, it is possible to distinguish rules which can be
nstantiated in concrete 5éﬁé€i§r without recourse to "having to

think" from rules which require thought Sn&-creativity In the
former 1nstance, rules are merely activated, in the latter thej
are constructed; These are not dichotomous préceééééj for éiaﬁﬁie;
the conscious and/or critical applications of rules may be considered
intermediary processes: Because ‘the goal here is to present a set
of very functiénai‘rééﬁiréﬁénté; it appears logicil to do so for

- two examples of rule-following behavior, one that minimizes ration-
ality (hereafter, termed rule éééiv&éién) and one that maxifiizes
'raticnallty (hereafter, termed rule construction): The functional

45
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préréquisité§ Ebr éach are idealized deééfiﬁfiaﬁg which may

Rule aetivat;eurls a lot kae Eanger, Biank and Chanowitz' s

(1978) notion of scripting: An a prxorx set of rules GXlStS whlch

the actor has iﬁstéﬁtiétea in his/her behavior many times. After

a rule becomes a. péft of an aétdr's répétrbiré; subsequent respoqse

to its cueing is reactive and mlndless-- mindless in the sense that

R N

attentlon is not paid prec1se1y to thbse substantive elements that

are reievaqt for Ehe successful resolutlon of the 51tuatIon

(ﬁanger, ‘et él;; 1978; p 636). Langer, et ‘al. have found support

to suggest that there lS a sustalned attention to the recurring

<

struct i éspé"s (i e. parallngulstlc features} of a messége -
and- decreased attenxlon to the recurrxng séﬁantiésibf a message

In three experlments Invoiv1ng both orai éﬁd written cemmuni—

i '77'

l"
was semanticaiiy senSLble. This suggests that omnce _a rule is

part of an actor s repetr01re (i e. has beefi repeatedly enacted):

~

new iﬁfdrmatlbn is ignored. ‘Specifﬁpaiiy; semantic lnformation is
ignored because it is assumed to be already known. It is already
‘Known because it has been seen Eéﬁéaééaiy iﬁ thé_pést and the re-
curring syntactiééi features of the message suygest this situatien
is like the last. Thus, the rules for information processing be-
come static structures with flxed procedures which are mlnlmaily
ﬁé&ifiaﬁie (Séhrédér; et. al., 1975).

)




+Even thouyh this mindless reaction to cueing was once mindful,&gJ.{’

this does not suggest rational actzvxty has suddenly turned 1rra~» PR

‘»

tlonal. Such dichotomous thinking underestimates the rational .;"

components of this type of behavior, oBscurrcd thouqh it mayxbe.

1
\ -
Eanger, et. al prefer to categorize mindless behavior as

arational, vet systematic. - . ,

- Rule Construction does fot presime the a priori eXistence of

a rule, only more general rulé, value and sentIment structures

'

which permit the situated construction of a ruie. ””mry rule

specxfies some information about thF situation to wh?fh it appliesL/

h

Wﬁenever this information is incomplete, the actor is left to

deci&ei 1) what more general rule; vaiue, and sentiment structures

apply to this 51tuation, and 2) how these Btructures could be

]

amended to make thém nEige the specific of thquituatiop at hand;

ﬁa’ﬁnativé specification for every situation wa are, in is virtually

: ?
In the same way, more general rule, Vaiue, and sentiment structires

are reﬁéétéal§ differenti 'ted into a network of related expectatlons.

For example, Schwartz and Howard (In Press, p:.18) define personai '

norms as sxtuated representatxons of the cognitxve and Zffective

implications of valyes for behavior ." . ‘ ]
Rule constructxon calls for progctive behav1ors on the part

of actors: /Ehe rules for information proce351nq are emergent

r B
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structures @15& ééﬁﬁiéi; éiﬁiéfétéfy; éfiéiea1; ana creative

_) ‘new rules (Scﬁroder; et; at.; 19755.

1

mer&t for rules that are activated (Column 1) and for rules that

" are constructed (Column 2). Again; the necessity of the prereg-
uisites is established by demonstrating that the prcducticn of
rule conforming behavior is blocked when any of those conditions
fails «to obtain. It is in cdnsidering i:ﬁé reasons for the absence
.of a condition that moderator varzables are generated

| Each conditicn uﬁder both processes will be discussed along

‘ with the mdderator variables that~suggest testable relationships.

. i y
Table 1

'ﬁﬁiélﬁétiﬁatién P Rule Construction‘

1. Cue recognition ' 1. Capacity to engagefinicp@plex
o - information processing which
2. Sufficient rule knowledge includes: - -

~ such that _a rule is activated a. Increased. attent:on to cue
" . as part of the behavioral : - informatiom . ... - .. |

’chdiCés . b. Availabilxty offextra-

inzformation

motivation Abxiity to feedback informa

4. sufficient Ability . 2\ ien
: o that a rule can be constructed
from existing hierarchical rul

/as a result of goal directedne

.

3.;§;ar optlmal level of motivati

i

v
S

Functional Prereq¥i51tes ané > ﬁctiﬁatiei

‘1. Cue recognitiod. The subset of stimuli to which individualj“
, o , o
. and society give psychelpgical attentzon may be labeled cues (Shull

. @
s
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and Del Eegﬁe, 1964) . ’JESt as rules are embedded in higher .
order rule structures (e g.\episodes, relationship systems),cues
similarly eX1St on different levels. Their function is to reduce

the range of alternatives availaEIe,to actors such that a stand-
L

ardized cue should call into play a standardized response

_(Cappella, 1972; Adler, 1978) . S ' -

eues may come in many forms (e-: g. enVironmental, verbal,

” ’

non-verbal) The actor who has repeatedly anstantiated a given

rule in his/her behaVior bypasses a lot of unnecessary cue
information. ft is deemed unnecessary because it is perceived

as redundant (ﬁanger, et. al., 1978). Thus, familiarity with the

cue is so great that information processing ‘stops once its

recognizable features have been perceive N

[
- he/she is likely to misconstrue antecedent conditions which

would result in rule enactment being blocked, although some
other rule enactment might occur (Wilson, 1970). Failure to
enact a rule because of a misconstruai of antecedent conditions N

'.could be attributable to "roise” either inherent in the
- s R
enVironment or the actor., For éxampié, the contextual cues

might not be prominent, clear; salient, and/or standardized

-65, the actor's ability to mediate reality in terms of re-

i ceptiVity to cue information may be lowered as a resuit of, ‘

insufficient socialization, or a tendency towards*stimuius

=3 : -

{distraction or overload (Schwartz, -1977). Any onejof?the -

above variables could be ﬂ#;ponSible for blocking rule enactment:

A . . -
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2 Sufficient riule knowledge such that a rulé is activated

asepart4cfetheebehavioralucheicesr OnCe cues hav~ been apprehended,

‘bne gees beyond the 1nfcrmaticn given to the 1nference of 1dent1ty

-

CBruner, 1964)* That is, one infers an dbject or event possesses
. the - propérties characteristic of membership in a category. Rule

knqwiedge may be considered Isomorphic with an a,pgéggg category

o~

rsystem:to the extent that membership in a category impixes behaving
" R &
in some characterxstic way; For exampie; gtven the-presence ofs
- : .ol - 2 -
certain environmental cues; the presence. of certain objects; modes ,
z ) ; v

o

of dress, éiciai _expressions, été.,'iiiﬁfér that the event before

ma is a funeral, ergo, it is appropriate to grieve, to offer

,condolences, to wear black, to show respect for the deceased, etc.

The cognitive‘retrieving of one or more rules may be termed
activation: Following Schwartz (1977 §+225) activafion means a "di=
récéing of attention to éipéctationsfsufficiént to bring them’ into th

stream of information processing.‘. :ﬁaé ﬁéééégafiigg . .where the .
individdal becomes self consciously aware that he is considering
them.” When' an actor is cued, a determination is made regarding
possible zesponaes one might make iﬁ,ghat-situatian as well as
possible responses others might/maké. It is;this éognitivé séanning
of one;s,nepetroire which may - result in the calling up of one or

- . more/rules. Obviously, if a rule failed to be activated, rule

enactment would be blocked. | S e L B

Faiiure to enact a ruie because the ruie was not activated

couid be because the actor iacked knowledge of the rule, or when

to activate the rule (CrOnen, l979§, the actor failed to retrieve
. ‘\

:the rule from his/her memory strﬁcﬂuré, the rﬁlérﬁas not well
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articulated in the actor's own mind, or the rule did not specify

behavior sufficiently for the actor.

3. Near optimal level of metivatien.//ihe power of rules is.

manifested in the intensity of feeling an individual experiences_
with regard to the performance of specific behaviors. Under

conditxons of rule activation, the actor automatically experiences

'y

greater pressure to perform a particular activn even<¥hough

séVerai others may alsé be apprepriate.l The usual cost-benefit

analyses of actxon alternatives is foregone because it has already

~

taken,place atlsomepprevxous time: When the actor defines this
) . - ‘ -

“situation to be liked the last (as is the case with mindless

behavior), the motivation to respond in the safe way naturally

-

follows. Quite often the original reason for c0nform1ng ‘to a

‘; . i -
given rule (e.g. in order to maximize rewards or. avoid punishment

rule mechanism whose motxvation to enact was stronger, or an overali‘
personality disposition that rejects acting in standardized ways.

4. Sufficient Ability., bviously, unless an actor has the

capabilities to meet - the- performance requirements of a rule,
_enactment would be blocked: But the performance requirements

dail for competencies ‘that go beyond Eﬁ&é'wﬁiéﬁ ﬁailéééa Ssyiaaé,
‘(e g being physicaliy able to enact the ruiéia _This is ééé&uéa,t
Jruies,of lower order complexity are usually embedded in rules ofd

21 <
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higher order coﬂplexity (Toulmin, 1974). Tﬁus, at the very least

. an actor must know and be able to use rules of grammar, rules of

meaning on personai, interpersonal and cultural levels, as well

as rules of coordination. It follows that rule enactment would

of alternatives available for message construction and 1nterpre—
tation, a stable set of relevant s€Andardized usages, and the
basic indicators of understandxng, to name only\a few (Cappella.

1972) . ' R - .

”3"“

FunctxonalePrerequisites and; Moderator Variables forARuieACOnstructio:

L

incliudes: . : ‘
a. Increased attention to cue 1nformati0n

b: Availability of extra-communication soiirces of informatxon

N c; Ability to féédback information

a. Increased attentionetogcnseinfermatlon. TTnder conditlons

of rule activation, a lot of cue informaticn is bypassed because

it 1s presumed to be already known.v However, when a rule is under
A

and uncertainty associated with matching a specIfIc situation to

more general rule, value, and sentiment structures. From information

theory, we kncw unCE' 1inty reduction is accomplished through
information accumuiation. Therefore, more offthe available cue

information shouid be processed and combined in complex ways even;
Q

though it may still be below the level of awarene 85

N Py

b. Availability\of extra-communxcationesourceseof information.

0 "j

b fw
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patterns of interaction ahd new schemata" (Schroeder, et. al., 1975)

.A
This transiates td more available extra-communication sources of
1
<
information. Complex information proceseing caiis for complex wéys

of gOing beyond available information liRe iearning probabilistic

relationships between events belonging to various ciasses and

manipulating these cias%es through the use of formai coding systems

) N
(Bruger, 19B4) The cognitive antiCipation of fpture outcomes is

one such example. Schwartz s (1977) work on altruism provrdes

7 e

another Not only must an indrvrdual perceive a person in a state

of ﬁéed; but an awareness of possible harmful consequences must

'occur, as well as a recognition that something must be done to -

reiieve the need, a recognition of one s ability to provide relief
\ . L

as well as an apprehension of some responsibility to become involved
in the sxtuation. ‘

C. Abiiity toefeedback information. Since ruie Construction

processes are emergent and tested through exploratory behaVior, a
g

feedback mechanism is necessary so that the Bystem may check itself*

This feedback mechanism refers to actual behavioral feedback as

cognitive exploratory processes would constitute another form of

Agoing beyond the information given. A feedback mechanism may alter

:actor 's behavior and thus ailow himfher to adapt to enVironmental

demands better. Clearly, the adaptabiiity of the rule constructing

the ones cited under this condition for rule activation processes:

'the degree of cognitive compiexity, ability to role~take, as well

as various extra—communication sources of information As one's

D)

r : 1’



_ be confirmed by others; the perception that'rule énactmént wifl

,etc. ’ o Ly

Y
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attitude towards the rule, the perception that rule enactment will
13

~——

assist in meqting one's goals}/tné perception of rule congruity,

the subjectlve evaiuation of. the competence of the other interactant,;;'

b3

2. Sufficient rile knowledge such that acrnielcanlbegconstructed

from hierarchical rule strdétures.. Another extra-communrcation

/ ! »
hierarchical rule structures. Belief sysﬁéms in general are

«

characterized by vertical and horizontal structuring (Bem, 1970) .

| Values and norms are linked VertiCally and horizontally at given

levels of abstraction (Rokeébh; 1973). : - }

Schﬁarti (1977) views’ the process of norm constructio 1 as a

kY - g

surveyxng of more general norms or values which yields one or

more momentary, situated sélf—éiéfséc’tations . The situated con-
struction of ,a fﬁié“w,aﬁié be blocked if more general rule structures
were not activated. by the actor:. This éould Ee Eécausé the actor

lacked knowledge of more general rule structures, when to activate

-4

structuresy or failed to perceiveithé rélévancy 0. certain rule
structures: The more general rule structures could alsoc be too
vagaéiy défiﬁed; only partially applicable, or provide inadequate %

implications for behavior- <i

1

- L . . - - o . N ' ,,,l N Lol Lo - o
3. Near optimél léVél of motivation as avresuit of goal

v

directedness. Action theorists arqgue that what distinguishes humans

from other organisms is their capacity to act in a purp081ve manner .

, i ?
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The loglc of such action theory models as the practical syllogism

1ntention§ or the consequenCes followlng goal achxevement QCushman

and Pearce, 1977) Since actors anticipate and evaluate the cost
. £
i: and benefits of. possible conSequences following goal achievement, ,

P the action which max1mizes rewards and/or minimizes costs on the ‘t

crlterioq one deems relevant to Judge outcomes (e g. soc1al,-

s

physical, moral, etc ) usually yields the greatest pressure. For

N

example, Schwartz (1977) argues that alternative actlons which are

evaluated simultaneously yipld differentiaL degrees pf pr ure--

,because theY dlff r in their 1mp11cations fbr the person g structure

of norms’ and values. Gne would expect those rules which have been.

-

/ mechanism, ‘a lack of a sufficient reward structure, or-decreased
psychological proximity to a rule. This latter factor could mean
lowered identification with a generative mechanism, lack of
centrality in a network, decreased affect towards a rule, a- change

in affect towards a rule (as wpen defense mechanisms are activated),

competing goals or multiple means to those goals.

N

4. Sufficient ability. When discussing sufflcxent ability tor

'rulé activation; it was suggested that certaln underlying competen~'

‘cies are embedded in thé performance requirements of a rule. They

involved knowledge and ability to use: l) rules of grammar,

'2) ruies of meaning on several levelﬁ, and 3) rulas of coordination.

. RTIRTIN
motlvation to enact a rule depends on the strength of one s TR

". v N

-

F-2



‘:?*a%Vi°U§1Y: good commgnICatxon requires'conéiderabie competency .

; .actors must adjust to each other under more uncertain condrtione

bt

RS 1

,
N

This is especiaiiy true. when\the actor i§ én§a§e5 in the'sitcated

N

(1 e. the rules are leés spec;fiqd). Funther, actors are usually

\

o, more aware that they must a@juet to each other whxch 1ncreases the if4fj

Iikellhood of performance preesure. As a: result, competencelln f

thie area 1s especially.lmportant.

S5 \

Rui enactment would be blockedeor:the same,Teasons dlscussed

¢

" for suffic iéﬁt ability under rule adtlvatxon. B ’ e} a b:f;ﬁf;'

<

Theeabove provxdes a structure for doing ruies research.

‘Specxflcaliy, researchers were advised to 1ocate the compiexxty

2f thelrxrule phenomena and reconstruct the functional prereqursxtes ;
ﬁ .

to rule enactment so that testable relationshlps may prollffer.

There is evary reason to expect that the moderator varlables w111

be person—orientEd, situatlonaly and often a comblnatlonlof both.
-,if~there is anytn;ng to iearn from: the debate over eituatlonlem_
.ng traitibéychciogy; it is that situations are as much a
function ofltﬁé person as the ﬁerson s behav1or is a functlon of'

tﬁe situation (BOWers; 1973) . thie rules specify behaviors‘

,approprlate ta. ngen sxtuations,‘they may be embraced with different

tions set forth at thé beginn%ng of this paper which’ euggéétaa that .,

N ol

% ' 26 : [N
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Stud§iﬁ§ situational influences on behavior ia not inconsistent

with a teleological position. So long as the individual is treated

as an active perceiver and mediator of situational influences, ae

telic perspectxve is malntained

To conclude thiSEpaper here would be toimplicitly'support the

.. view that all an investigator need do is to flnd”some intervening

variable, and divide hia/her sample accordlng to where subjects

locate on thép dimension. This assumes that the mé&éfaééf vaf&&ﬁxé

will be universally applicable to all. ;Sﬁéﬁ nomothetic assumptions

'lay the basis for our research tradition an& aré'ﬁéftl§ fééﬁohsible

for low validity relationships. Thus ; it is still possible for a

léﬁ Yalidity coefficients because the variables may not Sé reievaﬁt
for all of his/her sample or different degrees of that phenomena
may scale dlfféréﬁtly for subjects thant for investigators. 7

Bem and Allen (1974) irged researchers to come to grips with

the "idiographic facts of life" B? making some ooncessions if one

.~

truly wants to improve predictability. These concessions can raﬁée

from letting the sample determine the relevant variables, doing
édditlbﬁal testing to insure that the investxgator 8 scaling is

éoﬁsisteﬁt with the sample 8, or at the very least, deleting that

v
best constricted after a comprehéﬁsive period of 1diographic

assessment.
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Conclusion

ihis paper set out to do three thimngs. First, current

scientific methodology was shown to be consistent with a teleo—

- e -

logical view of human behavior. Second, the moderator variable

approach was suggestod as a method that captures the c0nt1ngency—

like nature of rules; Tﬁird; a structure for doing rules research

;éé offered as a way which uncovered theoretically relevant,
iﬁééﬁéﬁiﬁg variables: s

rule phenomena after-the-fact. While this researcher does not
dismiss the utility of post-hoc, descriptive endeavors, its
explantory power is lacking. Rulas reasearch should not be
governed by a particular method - and that includes the one ™
elaborated in this paper. Diversity in method is required and it

is in that spirit that this paper is offered.



lThe use of the term "parametric® is synonomous with the practices

of current scientific methodology -
*There is a recent exception: See Vernon E. Cronen, W. Barnett
Pearce and Lonna B. Snavely, "A Theory of Rule-Structure and

Types of Episodes, and a Study of Perceived Enmeshment in Undesired
Repetitive Patterns,"” paper presented to the annual convention of

the International Communication Association in Philadelphia,
May, 1979. . .

331tﬁéﬁ§§:?§§§§§;5§sfrécéﬁtiy;éiiéﬁéaWéﬁé;gégiéﬁﬂéﬁga "field
dependent predictability." "W. Barnett Pearce, Personal Coniunicas
tioh, May 3; 1979. . : C -
These prerequisites were generated from a survey of relevant °
literature including Shull and-Del Beque (1964), Cappella (1972),

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1975), Schwartz (15977), Schwartz&

and Howard. (In Press).
. r
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