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ABSTRACT

The main aim of £his research project was to
describe the organisation of informal conversation
whilst preserving the process, relational and structural
aspects of communication. This required a change in
theoretical framework from a traditional, deterministic
view of science to a probabilistic, General systems
approach, as well as a corresponding change in the
methods of analysis.

As 'process' data;g@iinterdependent, a method of
segmenting speech into analysable units was required,

A method was devised (Conversational Exchange Analysis)
comprising four sets of rules: one for segmenting
conversational speech into units, the remainder for
classifying speech according to how information is
exchanged in conversation (Activity), together with the
content (Type) and referent (Focus) of the speech.

The informal conversations of 24 female dyads
were subsequently analysed in order to test the
hypothesis that a Markov process was a tenable model
for informal conversation. The hypothesis was
supported. This, in addition.to a subsequently
developed first-order model of conversation coded for
speech 'Type', was used as a basis for extracting a
number of conversational strategies, as well as
identifying those speech states instrumental in the
turn-taking process. The results are considered to

have an important application in social skills training



procedures concerned with the teaching of conversational
and general meshing skills,

Finally, through an analysis of conversational
constraints, speech events in conversation have been
shown to be highly organised, the larger part of the
organisation being.due to the distribution of events,
rather than thelir sequential arrangement in the speech
stream. In addition, it was suggested that the turn-
taking function of some speech events was due, in part,
to their 'structure-inducing' nature: Offers of
information and Replies were found to retain the floor
for the speaker whilst Consents, Reactions and Requests

relinquished the speaking-turn,
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INTRODUCTION

In a recent study by Thomas and Bull (1981), it
was suggested that the verbal elements of interaction

were an often neglected, though important variable in
the study of social interaction. Reviewing the
literature concerned with the structure and organisation
of conversation, it became apparent that this was indeed
the case, For example, in discussing the components

of interaction, Trower, Bryant and Argyle (1978)
described conversation primarily in terms of either
non-verbal behaviours (e.g. head nods, gaze, gesture.
and body posture) or paralanguage (e.g. changes in pitch
and intonation) (pp. 19-22), the verbal elements of
conversation being described only in global terms, such
as asking and answering questions, greeting and bidding
farewell or telling jokes (p, 174), with very little
emphasis on their sequential arrangement. Conversation-
al meshing skills were also usually described in the
form of non-verbal behaviours, questions and listener
responses (Trower et al., 1978, pp. 221-226).

Commenting on the lack of detail in the existing
models of interaction, Ellis and Whittington (1981), in
their book 'A guide to social skill training', have |
urged that research is undertaken "which refines and
elaborates existing models of social interaction" (p. 196)
and have stated that "there is a need for observation
and experimental study of the sequencing of¥such

(behavioural) units" (p. 196). Consequently, this

11



research project has been designed to investigate the

nature and organisation of the verbal elements of

conversation.

The nature of conversation
Conversation, and communication in general, is

an act of participation in a relationship (Feldstein &

Welkowitz, 1978; Penman, 1980). In its most general
sense, a communication process is comprised of a series
of behavioural exchanges between people. (This is the
working definition of communication that will be used
in this chapter, but will be developed in Chaﬁter 3.)
The study of the communication process is therefore
concerned with the continuing inter-relationship between
interacting individuals, As Penman (1980) has noted,
"if the prime concern is with the relationship between
individuals, then the characteristics of the individuals
per se are of minor importance compared with the
characteristics of their inter-relationship" (p. 2).
This change in focus, from the study of an
individual to a relationship developing in time,
requires a concomitant change in approach from, not only
the individual to the relational, but also from the
static to the dynamic. As relationships are comprised
of a continuing process of exchange, an analysis of
the inter-relationships between individuals must take

into account the time-ordering of events. This of

course, has implications for the methods used to collect

and analyse the data,

12



Two approaches to the analysis of inter-personal

behaviour
Most interpersonal communication research has been

individually oriented (Berger, 1977), focusing on the
effects that one person produces or may produce, in
another, rather than the reciprocal nature of inter-
personal communication. Typically, research of this
type has used pairs of interacting subjects, in which
the dyad has been the unit of analysis, rather than

each of the interacting individuals (Kraemer & Jacklin,
1979). This approach is exemplified by the individ-
ually oriented, or 'monadic’' studies of small group
behaviour in the late 1950's and early 1960's (reviewed
in Hare, 1976) such as social facilitation, and the
non-verbal communication studies of Argyle and his
colleagues in the late 1960's and early 1970's, such
as equilibrium theory (e.g. Argyle, 1972). In each
of these cases, the aﬁalysis of behaviour has been in
terms of the consequences of environmental manipulations,
the whole process of communication being either ignored,
or treated as an intervening variable (Danziger, 1976).
An alternative is the transactional approach,
which emphasises the reciprocal nature of the inter-
personal communication process, embodying the notion of
reciprocity in both theoretical and methodological
senses. The transactional approach is usually concerned
solely with the analysis of relational communication
(Berger, 1977), for which special methods of measuring

communication between dyads at the relationship level,: -

13



rather than the content or referential level, have

been devised (e.g. Mark, 1971; Rogers & Farace, 1975),
In the analysis of relational communication, the concern
is with patterns of control manifested in the relation-
ship, and how these patterns change with time. As
Rogers and Farace (1975) point out, such a method of
analysis captures the 'process', or time aspect of a
progressing communication.

Within the transactional approach a body of
research has grown up in which the relationship between
people is preserved, but the emphasis has moved away
from the analysis of the relationship to the analysis
of the communication process at a content level

(e.g. Hawes & Foley, 1973; Ellis & Fisher,
1975; Stech, 1975), an approach often referred to as

'process oriented studies' (Berger, 1977).

A change of assumptions

In order to study communication processes, it is
not simply a matter of changing the approach from the
study of the individual to the study of the relationship,
nor a change in emphasis from static to dynamic. As
Penman (1980) has noted, such changes, if they are to
be effective require "a fundamental epistemologic¢al
and theoretical reoriéntation" (p, 4),.

In discussing conversation as a communication
process, one 1s essentially referring to an exchange,

a reciprocal flow of information that takes place in

real time. The two important concepts here are relation

14



and process, In order to preserve these fundamental
concepts, inherent in interpersonal communication, a

change in both theoretical and methodological assumpt-

ions is required,

Taking a conventional empirical approach to the
study of interpersonal communication, one has to
explain the behaviour of one person in terms of causes
and effects, or external stimulation, such as what 1is
being done to that person, But, as has often been
noted in the literature (e.g. Ellis & Fisher, 1975;
Rogers & Farace, 1975; Penman, 1980), communication
is a reciprocal process: as one person is being acted
upon, that person is also acting. Where each person
in the relationship is simultaneously the stimulus and
the response, using mechanistic concepts not only
creates conceptual and analytic problems (Penman, 1980),
but also problems in trying to attribute causality.

As Harré and Secord (1972) point out, according to the
conventional conception of cause and effect, the mode
of connection is ignored as it is not part of empirical
science. But, if the connection between the cause

"and effect is ignored, what is left of the communication

process? (Penman, 1980). Conversely, if one is to

look at the connéction between the cause and effect,
which connection can one look at when all interactants
are seen as both cause and effect?

The limitation.of conventional empirical methods |

to account for communication has been recognised for.

some time, Von Bertalanffy (1962) has expressed .

15



explicitly the methodological shortcomings of classical
causal analysis when he described conventional empirical
methods: "“The latter (the empirical method) - was
essentially concerned with two-variable problems, linear
causal trains, one cause and one effect, or with few
variables at the most. .+« One-way causality, the
relation between 'cause' and ‘'effect' or of a pair or
a few variables covers a wide field, Nevertheless,
many problems, particularly in biology and behavioural
sciences, essentially are multivariate problems for
which new conceptual tools areineeded" (p.2).
Suggesting a change in theoretical framework,
‘Von Bertalanffy (1971) in his book, 'General System
Theory', has written, "We may state as characteristic
of modern science that this scheme of isolable units
acting in one-way causality has proved to be insuffici-
ent. Hence the appearance, in all fields of science,
of notions like wholeness, holistic, organismic,
gestalt, etc., which all signify that, in the last
resort, we must think in terms of systems of elements
in mutual interaction" (p.44). It would seem
appropriate therefore to analyse social situations
using a model of communication based on the time
ordering of events (Feldstein & Welkowitz, 1978), in
which the relationship between elements is construed
in terms of constraints, rather than cause and effect
(Penman, 1980). Indeed, Hertel (1972) maintains that-

the major failure of conventional eXperimentéi designs

"lies in their inability to employ temporal relation-

16



ships among units" (p.422), and Fisher (1978a) has
noted that while the element of time is crucial in

communication, it is still the most neglected variable

in communication studies,.

System theory - An alternative framework
According to Von Bertalanffy (1962), the classical

cause and effect approach necessitated the specification
of two-variable problems in which a small number of
variables, isolated from their environment, were
manipulated in order to discover the causal connections
between them, He argues that this approach cannot

cope with the complexities of living systems, whereas
by contrast, system theory addresses itself directly

to those complexities, thereby providing a framework
for the study of the system itself, rather than the
objects of the system,

The concept of a 'system' has been used consistently
in the natural sciences to reflect the notion that
elements are not isolated, but can be construed as
sets of related events (Hall & Fagen, 1975, p.52).
However, social scientists view a system to be an inter-
dependént set of elements which is assumed to be more
complex than the relations which constitute it; the
elements are seen as operating dynamically together
according to certain laws or rules in order to produce
some overall effect (Allport, 1955), Using this wider

definition of a system, system theory has been applied

to-interpersonal communication, spearheaded by what has

17



come to be known as the 'Palo Alto' group (e.qg,

Bateson (1967); Jackson (1965) & Watzlawick et al, .
(1968) ), and subsequently used as a guiding theoretical
framework by such authors as Ellis and Fisher (1975),
Fisher (1970), and more recently by Hawes and Foley
(1976) and Penman (1980),

To outline system theory in more detail,

Von Bertalanffy (1962) has suggested three basic tenets
which are fundamental to the theory, and are considered
essential for the study of human systems. Firstly,

it is a general science of 'wholeness' (Von Bertalanffy,
1971, p.36), the emphasis being on the study of whole
systems and not isolated and independent elements that
are in reality related components.

Secondly, in studying communication, by focusing
on the systeﬁ itself and the interrelationship between
elements, general systems theory concerns itself with
the organisation, or organised complexity of the
elements. It is concerned here with the analysis of
the complex set of relations between elements in the
system, as well as the possible complex hierarchy of
relations between systems of different levels of
organisation. With the increase in interest in the
organisation of systems, a number of methodologies
have been developed within system theory, such as the
development of cybernetics and information theory,
topology and graph theory, and decision and game theory,
all of which can be applied to the analysis of the

structure of human systems (Rapoport & Horvath, 1968),.
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Finally, system theory focuses on the dynamic
activity of human systems, in which a relatively
autonomous self-direction is seen as more important

than the behaviourist ‘'reactive' view of organisms.

System theory and conversation analysis

The analysis of conversation within a system
framework has three main focuses: relation, process
and structure. In changing the emphasis from an
individual to the relationship between the speakers,
conversation is seen not simply as a process producing
a continuous stream of conversation, but as a process
that is generated by, in this case, two people inter-
acting. The analyses in this research preserve the
relation between individuals by splitting the speech
stream into elements made by the same speaker (within-
speaker transitions) and those made by the other
speaker (between-speaker transitions), This will be
more fully discussed in Chapters 3 and 4,

Process reflects the dynamic nature of interaction,
describing the changes which the system undergoes
over time, and is one method of describing the organ-
isation of a system (Cushman, & Craig, 1976). The
time ordering of the elements is therefore essential to
the analysis of the sequential organisation of

conversation,

A second method for describing the organisation of
conversational events is by analysing the structure

of the conversational seguences. From the theoretical

I
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framework outlined so far, it has been shown that a
linear model of cause and effect is inappropriate for
the analysis of complexly-organised interrelations.
Although cause and effect are redundant, the question
of the effects or consequences of elements is nonethe-
less of interest. A system account considers the
range of possible alternatives and then seeks to
interpret the sequential arrangement of events on the
basis of constraints between elements operating in the
system., The structure of conversation will therefore
be described 1in terms of system constraints rather than
causes,

As a causal explanation of conversation is
inappropriate, so too is any attempt to uncover general
laws of behaviour (Cushman & Pearce, 1977; Penman,
1980). Instead, as Berger (1977) has argued, a more
satisfactory explanation of social behaviour can be
achieved by regarding behaviour as rule-based. As
Penman (1980) has indicated, conceptualising the
communication process as being based on constraints
rather than causes, necessitates a rule-based account
of the regularities in communication, Behaviour is
therefore seen as rule-following, a person being free
to break the rules of social interaction if they wish.

The methodological implicationsjof using a syétem
approach, and techniques for analysing conversation

in terms of relation, process and structure are

discussed in Chapter 1.

20



The type of conversation studied

The majority of conversational analyses conducted
in a system framework have used 'directed' conversation
such as that occurring at interview (e.,g. Hawes & Foley,
1973), in committee meetings (e.g. Hawes & Foley, 1976),
conflict situations (e.g. Hertel, 1968 - experimentally-
induced marital conflict; Gottman et al,, 1977b =
naturally-occurring marital conflict), group decision-
making (e.,g. Fisher, 1970; Donohue, Hawes & Mabee, 1981),
and psychotherapy sessions (e.g. Frank & Sweetland,

1962; Benjamin, 1979), Very little work has used
informal conversation and discussion within the system
framework: it is the intention of this research project,
therefore, to analyse the conversation of pairs of
individuals interacting in conditions as informal as
possible, but restricted by the ability to make
recordings of suitable gquality for subsequent trans-
cription. Rather than using naturally occurring
conversation, such as that in snack-bars, or other
social gatherings, where extraneous noise may render

the recording unintelligible, pairs of individuals were
invited to discuss a number of topics in a quiet room
equipped with recording apparatus. The discussion
topics ranged from religion to feminism and from Student
Unions to mercy-killing, the subjects being encouraged

to talk about any of the topics that were of interest

to both themselves and their partner.
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Conclusion and overview of the research project

It has been argued that very little research has

been concerned with identifying the nature of verbal
elements and their sequential arrangement in informal
conversation. This therefore forms the basis of

the present research project.

Intrinsic to social interaction are the notions
of relation, process and structure, for which
conventional cause and effect analytical methods have
been shown to be inappropriate, Consequently, a
theoretical reorientation is required in which the
relationship between individuals and the time ordering
of events 1s acknowledged and has been accomplished by
appealing to General systems theory,.

By virture of conceptualising conversation as a
process, conversation was considered to be composed of
a string of concatenous, inter-dependent events, Before
analysis of the structure of conversation could proceed,
a method of 'segmenting' the speech stream into
analysable units was required. Although a number of
methods for analysing speech already exist, it was
considered that these were inappropriate for the present
study by virtue .of being either situation-specific,
or having fundamental theoretical and methodological
flaws. An appropriate method of data collection was
therefore devised, together with a method of classify-
ing the speech units according to their conversational

content (Chapter 2). Conversational Exchange Analysis

(CEA), the method of segmentation and classification

22



developed for this research project, comprises four
sets of rules, The first is concerned with segmenting
conversation into analysable units, a unit of speech
being defined as a 'single thought or idea'. The
remaining three sets of rules are concerned with speech
classification, coding the speech units along three,
conceptually distinct, dimensions, The first, Activity,
assesses how speech is made salient in the conversation,
For example, is the information asked for or given,
agreed with or disputed? The second level of analysis,
Type, codes the content of the speech. For example,

is the speech unit expressing a belief, telling a story,
giving emotional support, or commenting on the progress
of the conversation? The final level of analysis,
Focus, scores the referent of the speech, For example,
is the speaker expressing his own, or someone else's
ideas? The Focus level of aﬁalysis is not used in
this research project, put is included in order to
provide a complete system of speech classification for
application outside this thesis,

Having demonstrated, from a theoretical viewpoint,
the inter-dependent nature of speech events, this
assumption has then been tested, and the results form
the basis of Chapter 3. Supporting the hypothesis
of inter-dependence between speech events, the analyses
in Chapter 3 also suggest that there is a small,
predictive relationship between speech events,

Typically, analyses of conversation reported in

the literature have proceeded from the raw data to
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conclusions about conversational structure, an under-
lying model of conversation being assumed, but rarely
tested. In cases where tests of the model are carried
out, the tests are usually inappropriate. The theme
of Chapter 4 was, therefore, concerned with the
development of a model of conversation, in which the
model assumptions were rigorously tested, using

statistical techniques appropriate for a System theory

approach.

A Markov process was selected as a model for
conversation and tested initially using an eight speech-
state process, and finally a 14 speech-state process,
The hypothesis that a Markov process was a tenable
model for information exchange in informal conversation
was supported, and replicated, In addition, the most
suitable model was found to be a first-order process,
the model being shown to be sufficiently flexible to
produce accurate predictions of future events, even
when the Markovity assumptions of sample homogeneity
and sequence stationarity were violated,

In testing the Markov model, in Chapter 4, some
conversations were found to be non-stationary, although
this was later found not to affect the predictive
ability of the final model of conversation, However,
the aim of Chapter 5 was to assess whether the structure

of non-stationary conversations differed, when compared

to stationary conversations, using three process

characteristics, n-step contingencies, and mean and

standard deviation inter-event distance,
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The technique used in this chapter was to generate
a number of stationary conversational sequences, using
Monte-Carlo methods, comparing the process character-
istics from these, with those derived from the non-
stationary sequences, The analyses indicated that the
non-stationarity was, in part, due to a change in
event-to-event probability of occurrence throughout
the non-stationary conversations, as well as a clustering
of Regquests and Dissents in the first half of the
conversations.

The model of conversation derived from the analyses
presented in Chapter 4 has then been used, in Chapter 6,
to indicate the role that speech content plays in
conversational turn-taking. The analyses indicated
that Requests and Reactions (listener responses) tended
to precede changes in speaker, and Replies, Consents,
and again, ﬁ%ctions*tended to follow changes in speaker,
In addition, using the theory of directed graphs and
the technique of 'condensation' to simplify the
conversational system, a number of conversational
strategies have been devised,

Up to this point, the analyses have all been
carried out for conversations coded for speech Activity.
Chapter 7 was, therefore, concerned with the analysis
of conversation coded for speech Type. Although no
statistical analyses could be performed, due to a

paucity of data, an observational approach yielded a

number of conversational routines and strategies. -
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The probabalistic models of conversation and the
soclal strategies presented in Chapters 4, 6 and 7
are considered to have important implications for social
skill training procedures based on Argyle and Kendon's
(1967) model of social interaction. For example, the
cybernetic nature of Argyle and Kendon's (1967) model
of social interaction (Trower et al,, 1978) makes
General System Theory (cybernetics and social skills
being special cases of a géheral system) the "most
obvious source of social skill training" (Ellis &
Whittington, 1981, p.25). In addition, Ellis and
whittington (1981) have urged that research is undertaken
"which refines and elaborates existing models of
interaction and which applies such refinements to the
procedures of social skill training" (p.196). The
conversational strategies based on probabalistic models
and outlined in Chapters 6 and 7, would therefore seem
ideally suited for application in social skill training
procedures concerned with turn-taking and general
conversational skills.

One limitation of Markovian methods is their
inability to detect speech events that are embedded in
larger sequences of conversation. Consequently, chain
analysis, a method still within the Markovian approach,
has been used in Chapter 8 to analyse the conversations
for embedded, and multi-element units. The main
conclusion of this analysis is that the conversations
appear to be most usefully considered, at both the

Actlvity and Type levels of analysis, in terms of two-
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event sequences, equivalent to those demonstrated by
the Markov analyses presented in Chapters 4, 6 and 7,
In addition, the analyses demonstrated a marked lack
of embedded speech events, but, by way of extension of
the Markov analyses, indicated that a number of two-
element chains were cycliq, often forming multi-element
chains, six or eight elements in length,

Whereas the preceding analyses have been concerned
with the structure of conversation in terms of which

speech events are to be found in sequential arrangement,

Chapter 9 was concerned with the organisation of
conversational events in terms of system constraints.
Analysed using Uncertainty statistics, the conversations
were found to be highly structured; <the ability to
predict the identity of the next speech event in the
conversation depending (for speech coded for both
Activity and Type) to a large extent on the distributional
structure of the speech stream - the fact that some
speech events occur more often than others, and to a
considerably smaller extent on the sequential arrangement
of events in the conversations, In addition, it is
suggested in the concluding chapter that this technique
of analysing system constraints may constitute a useful
method of describing the style of a conversation.
Finally, it has been argued in the Conclusion
(Chapter 10), that when analysed within a System
framework, using appropriate statistical techniques,
informal conversation can be seen to be adequately

modelled by a first-order Markov process, In addition,
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informal conversation has been shown to be highly
structured. These analyses have enabled two, highly
detailed, models of conversation to be produced, one
concerned with how information is exchanged, and the
other concerned with the type of information exchanged
in conversation. The two models have subsequently .
been used as a basis from which to extract a number of
turn-taking and conversational strategies that are
considered to have important implications for social
skills training procedures concerned with turn-taking,

general meshing, and conversational skills,
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CHAPTER 1

METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES AND

OUTLINE OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT

1.1 Introduction

In the Introduction, a distinction was drawn
between 'traditional' and 'system' approaches to the
study of interpersonal communication. From a system
point of view, interaction and communication were seen,
not as being comprised of isolated events, but as a set
of related elements that act dynamically together, in
order to produce some overall effect. This raises an
essential difference between traditional and system
approaches. Whereas the traditiopal view sees events
as contiguous, close in proximity but analytically
independent, a system view sees events as concatenous,
close in proximity, and analytically dependent. As
Fisher (1978a) has noted, "If interaction or communicat-
ion is truly a social system, then the behavioural
sequences (which by definitién, include more than one

person's behaviours) are interdependent and inseparable"

(p.213).

l.2. Speech segmentation

As the events in communication are concatenous,

by .definition there can be no natural units which can

be used to describe the communication process. But,

to study the process, one has to impose some form of

unit onto the conversational sequences.
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This process of dividing a concatenous stream of
events is known as unitising (Holsti, 1969) or punctu-
ation (Bateson & Jackson,'1964), any form of which must
be seen as essentially arbitrary (Penman, 1980). How-
ever, the term arbitrary is not meant to imply
randomness, but rather to indicate the varying size of
speech units produced by different methods of
segmentation (Bateson & Jackson, 1964). The
consequences of segmenting an essentially continuous
stream of behaviour are twofold. Any decision regard-
ing the segmentation is a strategic one (Wilden, 1972),
in which the size of the unit is specified in terms of
the research aim, and it is essential that the
arbitrariness of the segmenting rule is taken into
account when interpreting results based on such a
decision. Secondly, once determined, the decision must
be consistently applied for all streams of behaviour to
be analysed.

Before a stream of behaviours can be considered as
raw data for analysis, two separate processes are
necessary. Firstly, segmentation of the speech stream
into discrete units, and secondly, classification of the
behaviours in terms of the intended research. The

methods by which speech is segmented and subsequently

classified are dealt with in depth in Chapter 2.

1.3 The statistical analysis of interpersonal

communication

The second methodological issue raised by adopting a system

approach concerns the notions that communication takes
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place in real time and that concatenous events are
analytically dependent. As Fisher (1978a) has pointed
out, "the nature of the data - ongoing segquences of
interactive behaviours - is not easily susceptible to
analysis by traditional statistical techniques" (p.213).
Although the study of communication does not prohibit
the use of conventional inferential statistics, they are
frequently inappropriate (Fisher, 1978b, p.97). The
techniques appropriate for the analysis of behavioural
sequences stem from the statistics used within informat-
ion theory (Fisher, 1978a, p.213), a development that is
closely connected with system theory (Von Bertalanffy,
1971, p.40) and include, as well as information theory
(logz-based) statistics, Markov chains, stochastic
probability (Fisher, 1978p,p.97) and graph theoretic
‘methods of analysis (Von Bertalanffy, 1971, p.l9).

In discussing the major aspects of a system approach -
in the Introduction, communication was said to be
characterised by process, relation and structure.

Process and relation refer here to communication
occurring over time, between individuals, and subject to
different degrees of variation. Any method of statisti-
cal analysis used must, therefore, be capable of

preserving the process, relational and structural

aspects of communication.

1.3.1 Analysing communication as a process
. Unlike a mechanistic view of process, people are
not inanimate objects governed fully by natural laws and
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they do not behave with a one-to-one predictive
regularity (Penman, 1980, p.44). While behaviour may
be seen as constrained by both external and internal
factors, it is not fully determined by these. Thus,
the process of communication needs to be seen as
stochastic, in the sense that analysis is by assessment
of the probabilities of occurrence of a subsequent
state from an antecendent state. The important point
to note here, is that from a deterministic standpoint,
knowledge of the antecedent event allows one to predict
the identity of the subsequent state, the if-then
statement of conditionality being a linear or quasi-
dependent statement. However, a stochastic process
implies no such linear relationship between antecedent
and subsequent states. A stochastic process simply
determines the probability that a subsequent state will
follow a specified antecedent state, and states implicit-
ly that, given a reasonable history of past interaction,
one can expect one specified event to follow another

specified state on a certain percentage of occasions

(Fisher, 1978a).

1.3.2 Preserving the relationship in communication

The relationship expressed in communication is
preserved in a stochastic analysis by recognising and
specifying the individual generating the elements of
conversation, rather than conversation being considered

as the total output of an interacting group whose

members remain unidentified in the analysis. The



relationship is preserved in the stochastic analyses by
treating the dyad as a pair of interacting individuals,
rather than regarding it as a single unit of analysis
(see Kraemer & Jacklin, 1979). Process and relation
are therefore accommodated in a stochastic process
analysis by preserving the relationship between
individuals and the time-ordering of events. A full
treatment of the application of stochastic process

analysis to communication will be given in Chapters 3

and 4.

l1.3.3 Analysis of the structure of communication

through constraints and rules

The third characteristic of communication, structure,

was considered in the Introduction in terms of both
constraints and rules. Constraints are said to operate
in a system whenever variables occur in a non-random
manner, and thus, the presence of any organisation of
variables, by definition, indicates the operation of
system constraints (Ashby, 1968). The concept of
information, in Shannon and Weaver's (1949) terms, is
based on the notion of entropy, or disorder. Hence,
the theory of information can be used to measure the
degree of organisation of events in a systen. A full
treatment of the application of information theory, to

two types of organisation in communication systems, will

be given in Chapters 4 and 9.

Finally, organisation of events can also be viewed

in terms of rules (Berger, 1977: Penman, 1980). As
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Von Bertalanffy (1971) has noted, many system problems
concern structural or topological properties of systems.
Graph theory, and especially the theory of directed
graphs, is useful as it can "elaborate relational
structures by representing them in topological space"
(p.19), as it is connected mathematically with matrix
algebra, and therefore shares a common link with the
theory of stochastic probability. A complete treatment
of rule-extraction in interpersonal communication using

directed graphs will be given in Chapter 6.
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CHAPTER 2

CONVERSATIONAL EXCHANGE ANALYSIS!

2.1 Introduction
In Chapter 1, it was argued that events in
communication are concatenous, and therefore by

definition, there can be no 'matural units' that can be

used to describe the communication process. Consequent-

ly, in order to investigate interpersonal communication
one has to impose some form of unit‘onto the conversat-
ional sequences. It is therefore the aim of this
chapter to develop a systematic method of segmenting
conversational speech, as well as a content typology by
which the units may subsequently be élassified.

Before describing the system.developﬁent, two
points need to be made. Firstly, in conceptualising
the process of communication in a dyadic system, there
are at least three alternative perspeétives that can be
used; that of each of the particiéants, and that ofﬁan
independent observer of the system. Laiﬁgmégé‘COOPer
(1971) have indicated that for the unitf of an interact-

ing dyad to be realised, the process must be viewed

from the outside, taking an observer's perspective.

T The contents of this chapter appear in an abbreviat-

ed form in the forthcoming article, 'Conversational
Exchange Analysis', by Thomas, A.P., Bull,,P.E. and
Roger, D., in the Journal of Language and-Soéialq
Psychology.
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Secondly, some systems of observation require the
observer to classify behaviour in terms of its impact on

the participants (e.g. Bales, 1950), or to assess the

intention behind the communication (e.g. Penman, 1980).

However, as Dore (1979) has pointed out, an observer can
never be certain as to exactly what motivates a person's
choice of uttecrance, or what they intend by use of an
utterance. C<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>