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Rhetorical Culture: Theorizing Groups from Within

Various theories of group formation and membership explain a prospective or new member's acceptance, socialization, identification, and success within a target group, demonstrating the degree to which communication norms are used to judge a person's fitness for membership.  Meanwhile, the very strength of those processes as they function in groups cause communication behaviors to be understood in terms of ethics, epistemology, or civility.  In this example from a larger ethnographic project, the Kid made a bid for group membership but was rejected for what were clearly failures in his verbal and (mostly) non-verbal signals of readiness to join the group.  Although theorists recognize that membership depends on communication competence, the group defined the Kid’s competence in terms of “willingness to work” and “ability to think” and “paying attention,” illuminating the practical necessity for a theory of rhetoric that functions at a level of detail comparable to that of group theory. 

Rhetorical Culture: Theorizing Groups from Within

Various theories of group formation and membership explain a prospective or new member's acceptance, socialization, identification, and success within a target group, demonstrating the degree to which communication norms are used to judge a person's fitness for membership.  There is no surprise to anyone who studies groups that a prospective member would be accepted or rejected on the basis of communication competence with a given group.  Would the process appear differently, however, to those in the group?


The question seems a bit like asking how a fish might think about water: an amusing philosophical point without any particular relevance to either the molecular structure of water or piscine respiratory systems.  Suppose, though, that the chemical nature of water were a function of the fish’s attitude, a bit like a group’s context is discursively constructed as the members create a common narrative of its identity
.  Or, perhaps a particularly talented fish is able to optimize its respiratory system when it is highly motivated, a bit like a productive team adjusts its external communication practices to achieve a goal
.  The fish’s own understanding of itself might indeed change its physical structure as well as the nature of the water in which it swims.  If this is the case, does it matter what the fish calls itself? Or how it names the water? Or whether it considers gill adjustment to be decent behavior?

These questions seem relevant to the understanding of groups, especially of groups that function as decision-making communities.  One reviewer has asked how a rhetorical perspective on “folk theories” will illuminate group processes, which strikes me as saying it doesn’t matter what the fish thinks.  I hope to demonstrate that the group’s construction of its own context and processes does matter.  A group does not function according to some natural law of groups that is unrelated to its own discursively constructed identity.  Further, groups that are involved in decision-making do not randomly create narratives to explain their perception of realty.  When a group functions rhetorically, creating for itself a stable decision-making sphere of action, its assumptions, habitual behaviors and self-disciplining practices will necessarily resolve the fundamental rhetorical choices that allow its own existence as a group: Who may participate? What information will be used as the basis for decisions? How will the decision-making process proceed?

Joining a Group

As a fundamental issue of group behavior, the admission to membership has remained a relatively mundane matter of empirical observation.  Although boundary maintenance has been acknowledged as an important function of effective groups (Larson and LaFasto; Thompson; Moreland; Hallier and James), the process has been framed rather simply as a hurdle to be overcome, either by adequate preparation on the part of the newcomer or through effective socialization processes on the part of the group.   Building on empirical demonstrations that groups experience less conflict when they perceive themselves to be comprised of similar members, researchers have acknowledged that “before a newcomer can contribute fully to the achievement of group goals, he or she much often be assimilated into the group” (Moreland 1174).  

Assimilation is sometimes viewed as a problem for the newcomer to solve, requiring explicit information-seeking behaviors (Miller and Jablin; Miller), to learn the group’s normal patterns of thinking, behaving and communicating (Jablin).  Other research has emphasized the newcomer’s preparation, suggesting that accurate and adequate preparation for group membership begins with “anticipatory” socialization in family and educational environments (Jablin) and depends on competence with a communication skill set that that includes a wide repertoire of behaviors and adaptability to new contexts (Parks). Considerable research has also been done, often from an organizational perspective, to document the active assimilation efforts on the part of the group to foster the changes in thoughts, feelings, and behavior that  will allow a newcomer to function effectively (Cheney, "The Rhetoric of Identification and the Study of Organizational Communication"; Gossett). 

Certainly, the socialization process is recognized as a lengthy and complex one (Moreland and Levine),  as both newcomer and existing group members navigate and negotiate changing and permeable boundaries (Putnam and Stohl, "Bona Fide Groups: An Alternative" ; Putnam and Stohl, "Bona Fide Groups: A Reconceptualization"; Gladstein; McGrath) and power relationships (Bullis, "Communication"; Tompkins and Cheney) to create and maintain a unique group identity in a socially constructed web of shared meaning (Poole, Seibold and McPhee; Bormann; Lembke and Wilson; Eisenberg and Goodall).   Nevertheless, a fundamental question seems to remain: How is it that some individuals successfully join the group and others do not? 

The dynamics of group assimilation have been treated, by and large, as pedagogical or ethical issues.  Training in the communication skills required for success in professional organizations is a standard element of post-secondary business, medical, legal and engineering curricula, as well as a multimillion-dollar commercial enterprise serving those communities.   On the assumption that membership in a target organization is desirable, job-hunters and pre-professional majors are taught how to gain passage across its boundaries, either by learning the prescribed communication behaviors (Waldron, Lavitt and McConnaughy; Waldron and Lavitt) or by learning to adapt to new groups as an element of “communication competence” (Parks).  From a pedagogical perspective, the failure of an individual to join a group might be due to insufficient preparation, learning, or teaching, but the specific content of the lesson is not further theorized as an issue relevant to the group’s functioning. 

Alternatively, a critical perspective has conceptualized community boundary maintenance as the arbitrary assignment of discursive markers to create the out-group required to insure a community’s own unique identity and thus its survival as a group (Bullis, "Organizational").  Employment law, in particular, highlights the degree to which “arbitrary” or “discriminatory” membership criteria are constructed as ethically suspect.  Even social clubs and sports teams face censure when they unnecessarily restrict the “right” of individuals to compete “fairly” for membership.  There might be a range of ethical issues related to the ways in which a group defines or polices its boundary, or even with the methods an individual uses to breach them, but the specific grounds on which the group judges fitness are not further theorized as relevant to the ethical considerations.  

Looking beyond the pedagogical or ethical issues, one might wonder whether it matters what expectations a group has of a new member, or what basis it uses to reject a prospect.  The answer to that underlying theoretical question has not been explored, however, very far beyond the empirical observation that similarity facilitates the socialization process, both in terms of reducing barriers to entry and speeding assimilation (Moreland).  Low identification with group norms and values is correlated with communicative isolation (Kakabadse, 1986) and inappropriate organizational behavior (Bullis, 1991).  Demographic similarity has been shown to play a role, as have such antecedent factors as beliefs, attitudes, motives and communication traits (Anderson, Martin and Riddle).  

The underlying dynamic seems to be theorized as a relatively simple issue of pragmatic group functioning.  When individuals perceive themselves as similar, they like each other better, reducing sources of conflict and thus allowing more attention and energy to be expended on the group’s task. Groups are more successful when they do not experience too extensive or too rapid change (Moreland and Levine), and when sharing communication norms and methods (Brilhart and Galanes; Van Maanen and Schein; Scheerhorn and Geist).  Congruity between the new members’ characteristics and the needs of the group would seem to offer more resources for the group’s success over time (Moreland and Levine).

The Group’s Theory of Membership

This examination of one group’s rejection of a prospective member suggests that the group’s own understanding of itself as a decision-making community has a major influence on the membership decision.  That is, the rhetorical characteristics of the group, which serve to define its norms of moral relationships, sensible thinking, and decent interaction, will govern the reasons it gives (or doesn’t give) for accepting or rejecting a new member.  A group’s membership criteria are necessarily constructed to insure a group’s rhetorical sustainability, and in any sustainable decision-making community, social rules, including membership criteria, must be mutually constitutive with its epistemological and discursive rules.  The pedagogical and ethical implications of organizational boundary maintenance do not derive from the arbitrary or amoral pragmatics of group functioning, but reflect the same normative and ideological issues inherent in any interface between differing rhetorical communities (Cyphert, "Ideology, Knowledge and Text: Pulling at the Knot in Ariadne's Thread").  

In this group, the observed communication is not merely the mechanism by which members perform the orienting, socialization, training, mentoring, information sharing, relationship development and role negotiation that define group assimilation (Jablin), but a fundamental marker of the potential newcomer’s promise as someone who can participate in the decision-making processes of the rhetorical community.  The activities over one two-day period are reported here to demonstrate the way in which rhetorical norms structured the group’s assessment of an initiate’s fitness for membership.   During the course of the observations, the group was observed to police its boundaries, denying membership to the individual.  The basis for the exclusion was not based on arbitrary social markers or on the group’s idiosyncratic task needs, but on a consensus judgment that the applicant did not possess the requisite rhetorical competence that would allow his productive interaction within the group.   Group functionality was not simply the outcome of productive communication behaviors, but a consequence of granting group membership only to someone who could conform to the rhetorical conventions of the group.   

The New Kid at the Job Site

A Group of Concrete Workers

This project was begun as part of a larger study of the rhetorical practices of oral cultures (Cyphert, "A Dance of Decision Making:  An Examination of Rhetorical Processes in an Oral Workplace Community"), which was designed to differentiate culture-bound rhetorical practices from the fundamental processes that underlie rhetorical behaviors more generally.  One group of concrete workers from Shelby County, Iowa was observed over a period from June 1 through June 18, 1996.  Previously identified as members of a largely alliterate culture,
  members of the crew were video-taped, audio-taped and interviewed; a total of 18 hours of videotape and 21 hours of audiotape were collected. The tapes were subjected to scene by scene analysis to locate not merely the dialogues of the job site, but the spacing, pacing and gestures that made up its decision-making communication. 

The group comprised six men and one woman, the owners and paid crew of Smith Concrete and Construction, an Omaha business that specializes in residential flatwork: driveways, basements and patios. The crew’s daily configuration is somewhat variable in its composition, adapting to work requirements and worker availability, but functions over time as a stable work group embedded within a larger community of long- and short-term associations.  The group includes only two truly permanent members, the contractor, Jay, and his wife, Holly.  Twenty-five employees had come and gone the previous summer, and Holly’s brother, Chris, was the only crew member who returned for the current construction season (Smith).  He had left to “spend some time in jail” for a DUI charge and was expected to leave for the same reason later this summer, depending on the outcome of related charges still pending.  In the meantime “working looked better” on his record (Kleffman) and he was consistently on the job.   The crew also included four men hired within the past year: Billy, Dave, Dan and Brad.

Billy had been hired about five months previously as he waited on a job site for an appointment with a prospective employer, a roofing contractor.  Jay, seeing the long-haired laborer sitting around for some time, started a conversation, which led to the question, “can you run a wheelbarrow?”  Billy answered yes, having labored in concrete work “all his life” (Billy) and had become part of the concrete crew by the time the roofing contractor showed up.   Since that time, Billy had begun living with Holly’s sister in what appeared to be a somewhat stormy relationship, not expected to be permanent.  He was always on the job, although heavy and consistent alcohol use (generally after working hours) occasionally impacted his effectiveness.

The next man hired had been Dave, a carpenter from Jay’s home town, with whom he shared a long history of small-town family, school, church, social and community associations.  The two friends had separately moved to California to find work and ultimately settled in cities about two hours apart, allowing regular social contact.  Dave had been injured in a job site accident three years previously.  He had just started looking for work in which his permanent disabilities could be accommodated, and Jay said he could use his help.  Dave had no previous experience in concrete work, but his framing expertise was valuable in constructing the wooden forms that organize every job, and he became a regular member of the crew.  

The two most recent crew members hired were Dan and, a couple of weeks later, Brad.   Dan appeared to be in his late thirties, probably the oldest worker on the site, and worked strictly as a laborer.  He avoided weekend work, claiming his previously injured back “needs rest” (Dan).  He left the job early, came in late or was absent on several occasions; his wife suffered migraine headaches and he would be called away for medical transportation or childcare.   Brad, a man in his mid twenties, was considered the “new guy,” and Jay and Holly were still “hoping he’ll work out” (Smith).  Brad’s attendance was the least consistent, in part because as the last hired, he would be the most expendable if a day’s work did not require the full crew.  Work was plentiful during the observation, but there were nevertheless several days when Brad was absent due to legal issues or difficulties with his marital relationship.

This group formed a stable crew, subject to the vagaries of day-to-day attendance and job organization.  The boundaries of group identity could be structurally defined in terms of a paycheck from Smith Concrete & Construction, but the relationships were influenced as well by family ties, long-term association, previous interactions and ongoing social obligations.  The entire group of individuals had only been together as a crew for a couple of weeks, and Dave and Brad had only limited experience on concrete jobs.  The crew could not, then, be expected to have developed the strong culture that might predispose it to rigid boundaries and vigilant border defense.  However, when a prospective new member made a bid to join the group, sponsored by one of the owners, he was rejected by the rest of the crew.  

The teenage son of Holly’s girlfriend was hired with the intention of teaching him to be a permanent part of the crew.  The attempt was unsuccessful, and this analysis looks at the ways in which the group evaluated and ultimately rejected the potential crew member—not for his lack of skills or experience or on the basis of arbitrary markers of social class, ethnicity or language, but on the basis of his failure to conform to its rhetorical norms of autonomous responsibility, global attention and implicit communication. 

It could be that the culture-specific nature of rhetorical competence has made boundary maintenance appear theoretically uninteresting.  When research investigates boundary maintenance within a single culture, the reasons to accept or reject a prospective member might indeed appear to be trivial or arbitrary.  Stepping outside cultural boundaries can sometimes offer a clearer perspective of processes that have become so normalized as to be invisible. Significantly, an empathic rhetorical analysis (Condit) of the oral community’s decision-making discourses had found the concrete crew to be acting in accordance with the norms of an adaptive rhetorical culture: a) decision-making participation is collective and characterized by the autonomous responsibility of all cultural members to engage in the group’s ongoing activities, b) global epistemological patterns predominate such that individuals are expected to attend to knowledge that is distributed widely and available for “high-context” decision-making processes, and c) the decision-making process is largely implicit, relying on physical communication, shared contexts and ineffable methods of sharing meaning to reach collective decisions.

Autonomous Responsibility: Who Can be Trusted to Participate?

At the beginning of the observation period, “the Kid”
 had already worked a day or two, and the researcher’s first introduction to his status came during the ride to work as Dave and Billy engaged in a long conversation regarding his duties. “What’s that Kid supposed to do, stand around and watch again?” they wonder.  “Jay should show him what to do,” but their conclusion is that the Kid is simply without “a clue.”  He could not even take on basic laborer duties because “the wheelbarrow gets in his way” (Schoemann).  A mark of effective work groups is their job-related division of labor (Bruner), which also functioned within this community to produce and sustain crew solidarity.  The division of responsibility also provides the pedagogical scaffolding a novice would need, but the Kid does not present himself as a worthy initiate.

The Kid arrived on this job in time for the pour, but about two hours after Dave, Bill and Jay.  The day had begun quickly but without discussion: Jay jumping on the Bobcat,
 Dave picking out some lumber to build forms, and Billy unloading and staging the equipment that would be needed to lay rebar 
 and pour concrete (8:48-8:54, 6/4/96)
.  Once Billy was satisfied that everything was in place, he located a rake and joined Dave in leveling dirt at the foundation of the garage where Jay’s Bobcat would be unable to reach.  Each man’s responsibility at a given moment varies with the requirements of the situation, but membership on the crew requires that an individual work steadily and productively within the realm of his own expertise.  Dave asked one question of Jay (8:50) to determine a detail of the forming required, but there was no other conversation among these three men until they begin staking the floor.

Construction workers in general are expected to provide and care for their own tools and to report to a job site able to perform standard, generic jobs (Applebaum).  Jay carries the concrete tools on a flatbed truck that is fitted with lumber racks and side-mounted equipment bins and pulls the Bobcat on a trailer.  Each crew member is expected to bring his or her own boots and carpenter tools if the individual’s responsibility includes building forms.  A worker is expected to have his or her boots on when the truck arrives and to have a rake, trowel or rod located and ready to use.  The worker who uses them will wash those same tools and see that they are secured before the job is over.  Some sharing of personal tools goes on, and the sharing of job tasks is an endlessly fluid dance to meet the immediate need.  Nevertheless, the basic responsibility for a particular area stays with the person, as here, where Billy had taken on the initial responsibility of unloading all the necessary tools and materials for the job.  Later, when Dave and Billy were staking, Dave asked, “Bring any long stakes?” (9:00).  Billy’s only response was a laugh as he continued raking, but when they had finished the immediate task, Billy headed for the truck to rectify the deficiency, while Dave went back to the porch forming job that would similarly remain his responsibility throughout the day (9:02).

By the time the Kid showed up at 10:00, Holly had been working for an hour as well, running a tamper
.  Dan had joined in the leveling, which was now the crew’s primary task.  Rebar had arrived and the Kid’s first task was to help unload and lay it and then tie it off.  He waited, however, at each step, leaning on a rake, balancing like a child on the forms (which can bring them out of line and require repair), gazing up at the roof, or wandering aimlessly around, until someone pointed him toward a specific task (11:05-11:36).  The rest of the workers waited at times, of course, standing still, and even leaning on rakes occasionally.  There was purposefulness even in their standing still, though.  They were looking at a task in progress, lighting a cigarette, watching for someone to back up or carry something across the path ahead.  Most importantly, they didn’t stand still when there was something in front of them to do.

When the concrete arrived, Brad and Chris did too.  The pour was now everyone’s primary responsibility, but the workers took on regular roles. Brad, Billy and Dan brought wheelbarrow loads of concrete into the building.  Dave picked up a rake, standing ready to puddle, and began moving concrete under the rebar (11:38-11:40).  The Kid pushed a rake, too, but remained in the middle of the garage smoothing sand.   That job was over now, but he continued the motions as he waited to be told what he should do next (11-38-11:46).  The dance was speeding up as enough concrete flowed into the forms to require puddling
, but the Kid still stood on the sidelines.  Actually, he was standing smack in the middle of the pour, stabbing occasionally at the underlying sand between the others’ feet, oblivious to the shift in tasks and worse, oblivious to the men walking past (11:41), moving wheelbarrows (11:48) and the concrete chute (11:49), who thus had to wait for him to get out of their way.   

Holly took the Kid’s rake away from him on her way past to solve a problem that required that tool (11:49).  He wandered off to find another rake, then resumed his position behind the work.  Holly yelled across to him that he was holding the rake backward (11:51).  He corrected his hold and returned to his sand.  Finally, Jay found the Kid standing at the edge of the garage and sent him to begin washing equipment.  There were only the wheelbarrows and stakes to wash thus far, both of which would normally have been washed down by Billy, Brad and Jay in the course of their other duties, but this was Jay’s cue that washing equipment was now the Kid’s area of responsibility.  The Kid washed only the wheelbarrows, as he was explicitly instructed.  Not until Jay and Holly gave him other tools and verbally directed him once again did he continue with his washing duties (12:15). 

A person without a responsibility, without a realm of autonomous action, is not someone who can be trusted with membership in this group.  A mark of the construction trades is the autonomy and control of the work process by skilled craftsmen (Applebaum), and communication patterns within this crew consistently support individual autonomy.  No one tells another what to do, explicitly questions his or her expertise, or encroaches on another’s realm of responsibility.   It would be unseemly to provide explicit direction to a functioning member of a work crew, who would understand his obligation to function autonomously in an assigned area of responsibility.  This day, the Kid was never addressed or told what to do except by Jay or Holly, but his uselessness was obvious to the others.  He had taken no responsibility for productive service to the group, focusing instead on the accomplishment of discrete tasks, performed only as directed.  When given what was perceived by the others to be a responsibility, as in the washing of tools, he did only the immediate task, the washing of two wheelbarrows.   As a result, his willingness to accept the role of citizen was deemed insufficient, and he was ultimately judged unworthy of group membership and ignored by his ostensible group mates.  

Paying Attention: What Must be Known to Participate?

A candidate for citizenship in this community need not have had any construction skills, but an apprentice would not be taken on without evidence that he has the ability to learn that body of knowledge.  The most salient feature of the Kid’s tenure on the job was his total inattention to most of the features of his environment.  A characteristic of work groups that engage in joint activity is their creation of a shared space of common readiness.  Subtle and seemingly routine shifts in gaze, position and attention are the group’s method of preparing itself to meet contingencies (Suchman).  Responses are quick on the job site, and a person must be paying attention to know his or her next move.  Holly had walked onto the job site, in one typical instance a few days earlier, and began a conversation with a researcher-friend.  Jay was working on the Bobcat, about thirty feet away.  Without looking up from his sand-loading and toward nowhere in particular, Jay yelled, “Yo!”   Holly, who had made no sign of attention to Jay’s actions, stopped her conversation and walked immediately across the site to move a dump truck that was sitting where he would be working next (6/4/96).  On this day, Billy was raking with his back to the path, but managed to step aside when Chris walked past with a load of rebar (8:51, 6/6).  Continuous, diffuse attention to the environment is a consistent feature of life on the job site.  The slightest non-verbal cue or a single, “Yo!” is enough to cue everyone else to move, adjust, or respond, and there is no way to know from what direction the next cue might come.  The Kid, though, was oblivious to most of what went on around him.   

The next day turned out to be the Kid’s last.  The crew had begun, again early in the morning, to level dirt for a long side walkway around a house that led to a small side patio and a larger one at the foot of a rear deck.  The forming had been completed the day before, although Dave had several forming details to finish, and the other crew members began leveling the sand or unloading equipment and rebar as soon as they each arrived.  The Kid began his day unloading rebar, staying at the street while Chris and Brad carried and positioned it (9:12).   He retrieved some stakes from the forms and reloaded them on the truck, keeping his eyes on the ground the entire way (9:28).  The crew members finished up a few details as they waited for concrete, making their way slowly toward the boots and tools in the truck.  Dave found a few stakes to straighten (9:30-9:31).  Chris and Brad had positioned the rebar, but found adjustments to make.  Jay staged extra buckets and tools.   Dave pointed out a sag; Chris and Brad leaned over to sight it and stood ready to move the board while Dave loosened a stake.  Meanwhile, the Kid stood aside, upright and motionless as he watched the others on their knees, finally walking away with one hand in his pocket (9:33-9:34).  At the truck, he stood and stared while the others unloaded tools, fetched boots and positioned the equipment.  Jay listed the equipment needed and its placement (9:34), but the Kid took only those items he was handed to the place directed.  Brad, Jay and Chris were all busily preparing equipment, smoothing edges of dried concrete, pulling boots out of the truck, and asking Chris, who would be finishing, how many mags
 he wanted.  The Kid watched, standing nearly on top of boots and tools that needed to be carried to the job (9:39).   

Jay got a call from the owner for a change order and walked around the house to tell Dave that a change in the forms was required (9:46).  Dave called for “Ted,” who didn’t respond.  “What’s his name?”  He pointed to the Kid as he asked Jay his name.  Jay turned and shouted again for “Ted,” listing equipment and lumber he should bring with him.  Dave continued listing lumber, “a six and a four,” as well as making commentary on changes and plans, “Well, just bring me about a four.  I can cut it out of this form.  And, some stakes!  Sledge hammer!” as he turned and walked around the house (9:47).    In less than a minute, Dave returned with a shovel, shouting “Level!”  Then, looking toward the street, where no one was in sight, he said to himself, “fuckin’ should just go get it myself” (9:47) and turned to begin digging dirt away from the shed foundation.

Jay had returned to the truck to find tools for the Kid and gave him a sledge hammer and level from a side compartment.  The Kid took those two items to Dave (9:48), and when he returned for a second load, Jay says asked him why he didn’t use the wheelbarrow to carry everything at once (9:50).  His response was that, “I didn’t know you needed the wheelbarrow,” to which Jay countered, “Didn’t you hear me?”  The Kid could only respond, “Unh, unh.” (9:50).  He then picked up the wheelbarrow, which held the handsaw and a few stakes, and walked that back to the site.  He stood for a moment watching Dave move dirt, then realized he had set the sledge and level next to the pile of extra dirt, where Dave had now added several more shovels full.  The Kid picked up the tools, shook them off, and moved them to a safe spot.  Again, he watched for a few moments, then picked up the saw and followed Dave back and forth across the small path, missing Dave’s shunning cue that he should be thinking for himself.  Once he was ready to cut, Dave finally turned to acknowledge the Kid and took the saw.  The Kid stood over Dave, watching him saw, until Dave directed him to continue the dirt-moving task (9:52).  

Dave, ready to set the new form, looked all over the area before it dawned on him that the Kid had never brought the key item for building a form: a piece of lumber (9:53).  Dave sent the Kid back to the truck one more time (9:54).   When he returned with the lumber (9:55), the Kid stood waiting for Dave to acknowledge him and take it, but Dave continued his task without any sign of acknowledgment.  The Kid finally set the board near Dave and picked up the shovel to resume his previous task.  He finished leveling the high area he had been working on, stopped, stabbed the shovel into the ground, and waited silently for further instructions (9:57).  When Dave turned to see the Kid standing still, he pointed out several other high spots a few inches away from the first, and the Kid resumed his job (9:58).  A few minutes later, Dave discovered his tool belt was empty of nails and sent the Kid, who eventually returned empty-handed, unable to locate them on the truck he has been loading and unloading for a week (10:02).   Later, Dan complained aloud that “whatever his name is” didn’t know where to get anything or how to load things properly on the truck after the pour (11:56).
   

When concrete arrived, the Kid took the least expert position and ran the chute for what turned out to be only the first truck of the day.  Jay had noticed they would run short and ordered additional mud (11:12), but the crew members were done pouring and rodding before the next truck arrived.   As they sat in the shade, telling the Kid how to handle the end of the load still in the chute, Jay asked “you got anything here that’s a concrete stretcher?”
  The Kid asked, “what’s that?” He was indicating only that he hasn’t heard the question, but the crew couldn’t resist the opportunity to take full advantage of the Kid’s inattention to the tools of his new trade.   In an ironic test of the Kid’s potential for inclusion in the discursive community, Jay responded “it’s that weird looking thing in the back of the truck.”  Taking his new boss at his word, the Kid went to look for a “concrete stretcher” and the crew enjoyed a good laugh (11:26).   Perhaps because she felt some responsibility to protect, train and initiate her friend’s son into the culture of the job site, Holly softened first, calling to Dan, who was returning from the street with a washed wheelbarrow, to call the Kid back.  He did return, squatting on a slope above the workers, watching silently and calmly listening to a few more remarks that he was “still thinking about the concrete stretcher” (11:28).  

Within the next 45 minutes, the Kid set up to clean the first chute directly in the way of the second truck (11:29), stood in Dan’s way (12:02), stood in the way of the concrete coming off the chute (12:11), and simply watched as the rest of the crew took all the tasks and all the responsibility of finishing the pour.  Holly gave him a job helping her roll out plastic to protect the finished job from the rain, but he stopped moving the minute she turned away from him to respond to a question, and he lost that job to Dan (12:15).
  

Clearly, the Kid did not know enough about the coming concrete pour to completely anticipate the placement of himself or the tools.  The crew offered no training, however, and provided clear non-verbal indicators that they did not find the Kid worthy of communication.  The Kid’s situation contrasted sharply with Brad’s, a man who had been on the crew only two weeks longer.  He was equally ignorant of the technical aspects of concrete work, but his demeanor cued the rest of the men that he was able to identify and respond to --and was thus worthy of their attention and training.  

In one small example, Dave showed Brad how to form a walkway in the front of a house the next day.  Soon after, Jay asked him for the dimensions of a backdoor pad he had worked on previously.  Brad did not stop working or even look up, but crisply answered, “5 by 4.”  As Jay finished his tag question, which repeated the dimensions, Brad gave a self-confident, “Yup.”  After Jay left, Brad repeated softly, “5 by 4 by 4,” as if proud that he knew that detail of his morning’s work (12:11, 6/7/96).

Brad learned his new responsibilities by maintaining global attentiveness to the demands of his environment.  He repeatedly signaled his willingness to participate, as well as his attentiveness to the coaching he was offered.  In one typical episode, Holly and Chris had been rodding; Holly decided there were enough workers on the crew without her
 and called to Brad to take over (1:56, 6/7).  Jay called her to his side of the job, where he expressed concern that Brad could not handle the pull, which was not across the solid forms he had been allowed to negotiate thus far.  Meanwhile, Brad had taken Holly’s place, but the rest of the crew was attentive to his need for coaching.  Without comment, Dave moved Brad’s floating side board, a step that would have been part of an accomplished rodder’s dance.  Holly returned to sit near Brad.  Like Dave, she made no comment on his work, but merely stayed ready to assist.  Jay still disagreed that Brad could handle the job, even with coaching, however.  A moment later he took Chris’s spot and sent him to take Brad’s.  Brad was bumped—still without any verbal comment on his performance (2:14).  Brad had heard Jay’s direction to Chris and had already moved out of the way so that Chris could take his spot.  He stood upright for a moment, looking toward Holly, who was now working the chute, as if to see where everyone was now stationed.  Finding no other job for himself, he squatted behind Chris, observing carefully how the floating form was manipulated across the stakes.  Within moments, however, he saw that Holly could use help maneuvering the equipment, and he stepped over to assist her (2:15).  He was soon puddling again, his primary duty as a laborer (2:22), but for the rest of the pour Brad kept an eye on the chute, which had to be held at a hard angle to avoid the workers as they moved down on the approach, and he stepped back to help Holly there whenever needed.  He had found and assigned himself his own small area of responsibility.

A man’s willingness to serve the group is signaled in an intricate dance of positioning, posture and responsiveness.  Regardless of any stated willingness to learn, it is this bid for entry into the group’s rhythmic interactions that signals receptiveness to instruction and acculturation.  Within this rhetorical community, contributions to communal problem-solving depend on physical proximity and unarticulated attentiveness to the group’s goals.  Brad did not watch the main activity and wait for instructions.  He watched the entire job and moved immediately to an area where he saw a need.  As a result, the others did not perceive Brad as an “outsider,” but as an “apprentice” and he was allowed to practice his skills at every opportunity.   In contrast, the Kid’s polite observation from the sidelines of the activity was perceived as both unwillingness to engage in the group’s task and inattention to the cues that ought to have directed his task behavior.

The Unsayable Elements of Decision Making: How is Communication to be Done?

A large element of the Kid’s difficulty was his reliance on explicit verbal direction and instruction.  The resulting inaction was perceived by the others as not “willing to work” or simply “not the type” to work in an industry where “it gets hectic” and a worker has to “know what to do” (Schoemann).  Similarly, the Kid required explanations for those tasks he was asked to perform—explicit vocalization that was unfamiliar and difficult for many of these workers.  When he helped Dave build a form, for example, he never moved until Dave told him specifically to do or stop doing a task (6/5/96, 10:02-10:08).  Even directing the Kid in the simple task of placing extra dirt and a wheelbarrow required more articulated decision making from Dave than he typically employed in a whole day of concrete work: “Uhm, ‘See.   Just dump it off the side.   Down over here in the hole is better.   [He had to stop working to watch as the Kid performed this much of the task.]   Okay, just back it back up by the doorway.  Put it inside the patio, ‘cause then it’ll be out of the way” (10:09).  In an atmosphere where small decisions such as this were made and implemented within seconds and without conscious attention, the need to spend nearly a minute explaining and supervising was cumbersome and frustrating for Dave.  Further, the prediction of what would be “in the way” or “out of the way” during the pour required nothing more than attention to the position of the concrete forms in relation to the street.  The Kid was asking for the time-consuming articulation of something he “should have known” and he was further judged unfit for the work crew.

Similarly, the Kid gave physical cues that branded him as a child, especially when compared to the other initiate, Brad.  Brad’s physical bearing and appearance provided an obvious contrast with the Kid’s.  He was a bit taller, several years older, and dressed in blue jeans, an armless t-shirt and work boots.  His dress was clearly more mature than the Kid’s, who wore a baggy tee-shirt, skateboarder shorts and tennis shoes, but Brad’s movement were another significant factor to support the group’s ultimate judgment of competence.  He walked confidently upright, moving with rhythmic grace across the job site.  Quick, sure movements are universally judged as signs of learning and intelligence (Arnold; Brebner; Sheridan), and used by humans on an implicit level to judge each others’ fitness for association, mating or communal tasks (Birdwhistell; Pennisi, "Not Simply" ; Pennisi, "Imperfect Match").   The Kid’s unsure movements, frequent lack of motion and obvious physical disfluencies branded him as unable to perform within the context of a concrete crew.

Both discourse patterns and non-verbal behaviors branded the Kid as unacceptable for group membership. Overt, meta-communicative problem-solving discourses were not part of this community’s accepted practice, and the Kid’s need for explicit communication marked him as incompetent.  Mature group members are not merely more skilled and experienced, and therefore less in need of verbalized instruction or coordination.  Rather, within this community, the need for explicit instruction itself connotes a functional inability to exist as part of the group.  The social and epistemological presumptions of the group rely on the use of holistic, implicit communication.  Social conventions of face-saving depend on the ability of members to “read” each others’ goals and intentions without the use of explicit command or critique.  Holistic problem-solving methods rely on global attention to environmental cues and ad hoc decision parameters that are difficult to translate into verbal instructions.

Group membership requires sufficient rhetorical competence in the social interaction, information-processing priorities and implicit discourse norms to allow an individual to become part of the collective mind and body.   The observations that the Kid was too immature to be a comrade, inattentive to information in the job environment, and unable to share another’s perceptions without explicit discourse formed the basis for the groups’ overall judgment that he would be unable to do the job.    As an unskilled apprentice, the Kid was not expected to possess a realm of developed expertise in the concrete trade, but he was required to know the rhetorical rules by which this group allocated and shared its cognitive and functional burden.  Members of this oral community are expected to learn by doing.  The Kid was expected to indicate his readiness to take on a sphere of responsibility within the constellation of social, cognitive and discourse functions in the group.  Only when he had positioned himself in an acceptable functional role could his resources be identified and thus become available to the group in the realization of its collective goals.  The Kid did not display minimal competence with the rhetorical rules of this community, and his bid for inclusion in the group was thus denied.  He did not return to the job site again.

Rhetorical Competence as a Group Boundary Issue

A rhetorical perspective on community dynamics is not new.  Kenneth Burke introduced rhetorical “identification” as the “symbolic process underlying basic tendencies in social relations” (Burke 265) and has been taken up by organizational studies to describe the “mutually involving, two-way relationship” of a “social contract” through which “both parties….give up a bit of autonomy in order to gain the benefit of group cooperation” (Gossett 3).  Sometimes the emphasis is on the individual’s attempt to “identify with some target” (Cheney, "The Rhetoric of Identification and the Study of Organizational Communication" 145), other times on the “inducement” by which an “organization encourages members to identify with it” (Cheney, "On the Various and Changing Meanings of Organizational Membership: A Field Study of Organizational Identification" 345), but, by and large, identification with an organization is seen as a process by which members gain a sense of membership (Thompson).

The notion that a prospective member might chose to join and identify with a group tends to elide, however, the dynamic nature of rhetorical community.  A functioning and sustainable group is not a static collection of interacting individuals, but an exquisite balance of dynamic individual and social identities.  Further, a rhetorical community does not exist simply for social support or even to perform a task. Rhetorical communities are enduring decision-making groups, which sustain themselves with social, epistemological and discursive rules to guide, stabilize, and adapt the decision-making process.  New members of a rhetorical community are not merely socialized into the group’s communicative practices; those practices are the means by which the group sustains itself as a decision-making entity.  

In order for any group to remain viable, its boundary work must include processes or practices to insure that new members are able to engage in the group’s rhetorical culture.  The stability of any community’s decision-making process depends on its ability to maintain agreement in three fundamental areas.  Stable social rules create an agreement about who will be authorized to participate in the process of communal decision-making.  Epistemological norms create agreement about what information or forms of knowledge will be considered useful in the public discussion.  Discursive parameters place limits on the range of how communication shall be appropriately performed in communal decision-making.  Until there is some level of agreement on these basic rhetorical rules, a community is unable to proceed to the rhetorical tasks of solving problems and taking action as a collective (Cyphert, "Ideology, Knowledge and Text: Pulling at the Knot in Ariadne's Thread").  One might argue, in fact, that until a group of individual human beings has achieved this level of rhetorical agreement, it cannot be properly defined as a community.

My aim is thus to theorize the issue of boundary maintenance as functional assessment of competence to interact productively within the group’s unique communication culture: the initiation of community members must include steps to insure their competence in a community’s rhetorical process in order for it to survive. That those who would have a voice in a community must first learn to speak according to its rules is a well-understood principle, often constructed in terms of communication competence.  As a theoretical construct, communication competence is increasingly understood as specific to the context of situation (Pavitt and Haight; Spitzberg; Spano and Zimmerman) and relationship (Query, Parry and Flint; Brandt), and, at a fundamental level, culture bound (Singhal and Nagao; Martin, Hammer and Bradford).    Boundary maintenance is important to group stability and productivity, but not merely because homogeneity is more comfortable or because common communication norms reduce the time spent on conflict resolution.  The group must insure that new members are rhetorically competent or it will fail to survive as a decision-making community.  

Implications for Group Theory

The crew at Smith Construction and Concrete could be said to exhibit permeable and dynamic boundaries.  Individuals, including the Kid, came and went, “joining” the group as their labor was required, but maintaining various family, social and communities ties to each other even when it was not.  Just the same, the observation showed that the group’s boundaries were simultaneously rigid and carefully policed, disallowing meaningful participation to an individual who did not exhibit acceptable communication behaviors.  Even though the Kid functioned as a material member of the group, performing work and earning a paycheck as a member of the crew, his position remained fully outside its more salient rhetorical boundaries.  Significantly, inclusion was not a consequence of interrelationships along the permeable boundary.  The Kid was a family friend, a member of the group’s larger social community, and his failure represented a threat to Holly’s external friendship, but those dynamic associations did not facilitate his ability to cross the group’s boundary.  

The Kid’s and the group’s behaviors could be described in accordance with previous observations about organizational boundary maintenance.  An expert job coach might have pointed out to the Kid that his insistence on using the explicit, verbal communication methods of a “low context” culture would not be particularly successful in this group, showing him how to develop competence with the non-verbal techniques of this oral community.  Similarly, the Kid’s age might be contrasted with Brad’s maturity and the discrepancy might be noted as a typical, if arbitrary and potentially unethical, use of demographic characteristics to reject a potential group member.    Certainly the Kid’s ability to negotiate the assimilation process was hampered by his lack of effective information-gathering communication throughout his short tenure on the jobsite.

In the context of this group’s decision-making norms, however, the Kid was not being rejected simply because he failed to give expected non-verbal signals or gather information to solve his socialization problem.  The issue was that the group used these failures to conclude that he lacked the fundamental characteristics that would allow him to function as a full member of the group, even with additional maturity, experience, and training in the technical skills of concrete work.  In short, the group was implicitly acknowledging the importance of Jablin’s observation that the most fundamental understanding of how to go about working begins during childhood.  An individual cannot be expected to become rhetorically competent, even with overt attempts at training or socialization by the organization, unless the community’s most basic social, epistemological and discursive values are fully internalized and available for development.

Communication competence has traditionally been conceptualized in terms of an individual’s effectiveness and appropriateness within a community of practice. Violations of norms, rules and expectations will be censured (Rothwell) and hinder socialization.  Incompetence is judged on the basis of effectiveness; social tasks are not accomplished or self-esteem is damaged or physical health is threatened (Parks).   More recently, the social and cultural construction of communication competence have been acknowledged, with an increasing understanding that communication skill is meaningful only within a functional system of “people, tools and context” (Holman 961).  This study further suggests that such a communicative context does not arise simply as a happenstance of a group’s prior existence, but reflects the community’s fundamental rhetorical norms.  

This suggests four key implications as we apply theories of group membership.  First, attempts to “teach” a prospective member to exhibit desirable skills must take into account that normative behaviors are not arbitrary, but function as markers within a coherent rhetorical system.  The Kid, for instance, cannot learn the correct non-verbal behaviors that mark a member of the community without also adopting the implicit rules that govern the rational use of relevant knowledge and decent group interaction.  A prospective corporate employee who learns the protocol of meeting management without also internalizing the epistemological and social rules of business decision-making cannot be expected to make a successful bid for membership. Pedagogy that focuses on communication skill as the means to facilitate inclusion into a group must recognize the key skills are not socialization skills (i.e. finding a mentor, seeking information, developing accurate expectations) but the display of the rhetorical presumptions of the target community.  

Second, it is a naïve ethical position that entry requirements be made “fair” and “equitable” on the basis of demographic markers without recognizing any group’s inherent need to maintain rhetorical integrity.  Ethical and moral norms, the rules that discipline a community’s collective decisions about who should participate in its public sphere, are culture specific.  Any ethical evaluation of a group’s processes must at least acknowledge the ethical frameworks being compared.  An empathic, trans-cultural perspective would acknowledge the group’s status as a rhetorical community, suggesting that its ethical norms would serve some purpose in maintaining the group’s viability as a group.  That is, one cannot make a claim that the concrete crew ought to have been nicer to the naïve Kid without recognizing that allowing him to join the group jeopardized its decision-making functions.  Similarly, a request that a corporate group invite naïve interns or labor representatives to its meetings is asking that it risk endangering the quality of its decision-making.  Any rhetorical culture must adapt to changes in its environment, and challenges to the ethics, sanity, or decency are the mechanism of change, but theory that does not consider the groups reasons to prefer stability will not fully explain why resistance is so strong.

Third, group theories can only be considered valid if the specific elements are valid with respect to the rhetorical culture within which the group operates.  That is, groups might seek to solve the same problems across cultures, but their methods might vary considerably as a consequence of their differing rhetorical presumptions.  In the case of group membership and boundary maintenance, non-Western cultures are often bound by the implicit and emotional bonds of family, tribe, ethnic background or spiritual union (Brislin).  In stark contrast to the West’s presumption that citizenship or group membership is an externalized status that can be defined, observed, earned, and conferred, the oral community is more likely to depend on implicit methods to determine whether an individual is part of the group.  Organizational theorists have noted the degree to which group identification is less like formal citizenship or explicit commitment and more an ineffable “sense of solidarity or oneness with” the organization (Scott 5).  Perhaps closer attention to the dynamics of group boundary maintenance in a context of largely implicit membership rules will highlight the essential rhetoricity of the boundary-crossing process.  

Finally, the distance between group theory and rhetorical theory might be better understood as a difference in units of analysis, rather than a difference in research content or methodology.  A theory of groups, which observes the small group as the unit of analysis, observes how processes work without concerning itself with the members’ interpretation of those processes.  A theory in groups, explains the members interpretation from within their own discursive construction of the group.  Consider the corollary between emic and etic rhetorical theories (Cyphert, "Ideology, Knowledge and Text: Pulling at the Knot in Ariadne's Thread").  
A theory of rhetoric that explains how persuasive techniques are appropriate and effective within Western culture is a theory in rhetoric, while a theory of rhetoric attempts to describe the processes that give rise to a rhetorical culture independently of the specific rules that govern any one community.  

This panel is not about one subdiscipline “preaching,” in the words of one reviewer, “about how we should or should not do our research.”  The relationship between group theory and rhetorical theory is far more complicated than common membership in the club of communication studies.  Group theories, by and large, tell us a great deal about the mechanisms of human social organization, but less about the complexities of a single member’s mind, the realm of psychology, although some have noted the importance of motivation, attitude and character traits in group success (Brilhart and Galanes).  They tell us even less about the role of dyadic, interpersonal communication, even though such conversations are the mechanism for group processes (Nixon).  Conversely, rhetorical theories offer rich descriptions of a community’s constructed reality but seldom consider its impact on the function of groups, dyads and individuals within that rhetorical culture.  The notion that group behaviors are inherently rhetorical suggest research paths that neither discipline is likely to walk alone.
With a more nuanced attention to boundary maintenance as a function of an organization’s rhetorical integrity, we might seek a richer understanding of the process of group membership.  At the boundaries of a group, communication is not merely the set of skills by which assimilation can be made to occur.  Nor are common communication patterns merely a pragmatic way to make group tasks more convenient or pleasant.  Instead, the rules of decision-making, and thus the rules of group membership, are necessarily bound up in the social, epistemological and discursive norms that allow a group to function as a viable rhetorical community, capable of making decisions in a sustainably effective way.
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� Literacy researchers use the term “aliterate” to designate those who can or previously could read but choose not to engage in literate behaviors for social or cultural reasons � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>McKenna</Author><Year>1995</Year><RecNum>1312</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>McKenna, Michael C.</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Dennis J. Kear</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Randolph A. Ellsworth</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR><styles></styles>1995</YEAR><TITLE><styles></styles>Children&apos;s Attitudes Toward Reading:  A National Survey</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE><styles></styles>Reading Research Quarterly</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME><styles></styles>30</VOLUME><NUMBER><styles></styles>4</NUMBER><PAGES><styles></styles>934-956</PAGES><LABEL><styles></styles>on shelf</LABEL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Mikulecky</Author><Year>1978</Year><RecNum>1113</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>3</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Mikulecky, Larry</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1978</YEAR><TITLE>Aliteracy and a Changing View of Reading Goals</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Annual Meeting of the International Reading Association</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Houston, TX</PLACE_PUBLISHED><DATE>1-5 May</DATE><LABEL>ED157052&#xD;abstract in az</LABEL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Michael C. McKenna, Dennis J. Kear and Randolph A. Ellsworth, "Children's Attitudes toward Reading:  A National Survey," Reading Research Quarterly 30.4 (1995), Larry Mikulecky, "Aliteracy and a Changing View of Reading Goals," Annual Meeting of the International Reading Association (Houston, TX: 1978), vol.�.   This group comes from a rural county where orality predominates and were also working in the construction industry where literacy has little significance either as a component of job success or personal status (� ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Fingeret</Author><Year>1983</Year><RecNum>548</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Fingeret, Hannah Arlene</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1983</YEAR><TITLE>Social Network:  A New Perspective on Independence and Illiterate Adults</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Adult Education Quarterly</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>33</VOLUME><PAGES>133-145</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Hannah Arlene Fingeret, "Social Network:  A New Perspective on Independence and Illiterate Adults," Adult Education Quarterly 33 (1983).�� � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Applebaum</Author><Year>1981</Year><RecNum>1366</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Applebaum, Herbert A.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1981</YEAR><TITLE>Royal Blue:  The Culture of Construction Workers</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>George Spindler</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Louise Spindler</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Case Studies in Cultural Anthropology</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Holt, Rinehart and Winston</PUBLISHER><LABEL>HD8039.B92 U54&#xD;copy The Thousand Yard Pour, az</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>rhet culture</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Riemer</Author><Year>1979</Year><RecNum>1368</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>Jeffrey W. Riemer</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR><styles></styles>1979</YEAR><TITLE><styles></styles>Hard Hats:  The Work World of Construction Workers</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><styles></styles><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>John M. Johnson</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE><styles></styles>Sociological Observations</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED><styles></styles>Beverly Hill</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER><styles></styles>SAGE Publications</PUBLISHER><PAGES><styles></styles>198</PAGES><LABEL><styles></styles>HD8039.B92 U67</LABEL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Triandis</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>168</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Triandis,  Harry C.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Culture and Social Behavior</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>McGraw-Hill, Inc.</PUBLISHER><LABEL>in personal library</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Herbert A. Applebaum, Royal Blue:  The Culture of Construction Workers, Case Studies in Cultural Anthropology, eds. George Spindler and Louise Spindler (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1981), Jeffrey W. Riemer, Hard Hats:  The Work World of Construction Workers, Sociological Observations, ed. John M. Johnson (Beverly Hill: SAGE Publications, 1979), Harry C. Triandis, Culture and Social Behavior (New York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1994).�





� Anthropological and ethnographic documentation of the adaptive rhetorical norms of oral, rural, working-class, non-Western cultures are extensive, but key texts include � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Goody</Author><Year>1977</Year><RecNum>38</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Goody, Jack</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1977</YEAR><TITLE>The Domestication of the Savage Mind</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Cambridge University Press</PUBLISHER><LABEL>GN451.G66,  PSU  C3B</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>cognition</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>literacy</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>media ecology</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Scribner</Author><Year>1981</Year><RecNum>179</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>Scribner, Sylvia</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Michael Cole</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR><styles></styles>1981</YEAR><TITLE><styles></styles>The Psychology of Literacy</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED><styles></styles>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER><styles></styles>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER><LABEL><styles></styles>P35.5S 1981 RES</LABEL><KEYWORDS><styles></styles><KEYWORD>literacy</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>cognition</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Hall</Author><Year>1976</Year><RecNum>141</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>Hall, Edward T.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR><styles></styles>1976</YEAR><TITLE><styles></styles>Beyond Culture</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED><styles></styles>Garden City, NY</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER><styles></styles>Anchor Press/Doubleday</PUBLISHER><PAGES><styles></styles>256</PAGES><LABEL><styles></styles>HM258.H29</LABEL><KEYWORDS><styles></styles><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Triandis</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>168</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Triandis,  Harry C.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Culture and Social Behavior</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>McGraw-Hill, Inc.</PUBLISHER><LABEL>in personal library</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Brislin</Author><Year>1993</Year><RecNum>158</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>Brislin, Richard</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR><styles></styles>1993</YEAR><TITLE><styles></styles>Understanding Culture&apos;s Influence on Behavior</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED><styles></styles>Fort Worth</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER><styles></styles>Harcourt Brace College Publishers</PUBLISHER><PAGES><styles></styles>417</PAGES><LABEL><styles></styles>personal library</LABEL><KEYWORDS><styles></styles><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Bernstein</Author><Year>1973</Year><RecNum>1263</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Bernstein, Basil</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1973</YEAR><TITLE>Class, Codes and Control:  Applied Studies Towards a Sociology of  Language</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Basil Bernstein</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Primary Socialization, Language and Education</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>London</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Routledge and Kegan Paul</PUBLISHER><VOLUME>2</VOLUME><LABEL>P41.B4 v.2</LABEL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Luria</Author><Year>1976</Year><RecNum>65</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Luria, A. R.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1976</YEAR><TITLE>Cognitive Development:  Its Cultural and Social Foundations</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Michael Cole</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>164</PAGES><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHORS><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR>Martin Lopez-Morillas</SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR>Lynn Solotaroff</SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR></SUBSIDIARY_AUTHORS><LABEL>BF311.L8713</LABEL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Willis</Author><Year>1981</Year><RecNum>136</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Willis, Paul</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1981</YEAR><TITLE>Learning to Labour:  How Working Class Kids Get Working Class Jobs</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Morningside Press</PUBLISHER><EDITION>New Morningside</EDITION><LABEL>HD6276.G7W54 1981  RES</LABEL><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>working class</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Berry</Author><Year>1976</Year><RecNum>157</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><styles></styles><AUTHOR>Berry, John W.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR><styles></styles>1976</YEAR><TITLE><styles></styles>Human Ecology and Cognitive Style</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED><styles></styles>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER><styles></styles>Sage Publications, Halsted Press Division, John Wiley &amp; Sons</PUBLISHER><LABEL><styles></styles>GN 504.847</LABEL><KEYWORDS><styles></styles><KEYWORD>cognition</KEYWORD><KEYWORD>culture</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Jack Goody, The Domestication of the Savage Mind (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), Sylvia Scribner and Michael Cole, The Psychology of Literacy (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1981), Edward T. Hall, Beyond Culture (Garden City, NY: Anchor Press/Doubleday, 1976), Triandis, Culture and Social Behavior, Richard Brislin, Understanding Culture's Influence on Behavior (Fort Worth: Harcourt Brace College Publishers, 1993), Basil Bernstein, Class, Codes and Control:  Applied Studies Towards a Sociology of  Language, Primary Socialization, Language and Education, ed. Basil Bernstein, vol. 2 (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1973), A. R. Luria, Cognitive Development:  Its Cultural and Social Foundations, trans. Martin Lopez-Morillas and Lynn Solotaroff, ed. Michael Cole (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1976), Paul Willis, Learning to Labour:  How Working Class Kids Get Working Class Jobs, New Morningside ed. (New York: Morningside Press, 1981), John W. Berry, Human Ecology and Cognitive Style (New York: Sage Publications, Halsted Press Division, John Wiley & Sons, 1976).�


� The Kid’s name turned out to be Ted, but the relational comment “I don’t even know what his name is” deliberately highlighted his ineffectiveness at becoming part of the crew � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Billy</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>1614</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>4</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Billy</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Omaha, NE</PLACE_PUBLISHED><DATE>June</DATE><TYPE_OF_WORK>personal interview</TYPE_OF_WORK><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>The Kid</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Billy, (Omaha, NE: 1996)�.  The crew consistently referred to him as the Kid until he finally disappeared.


� This skid loader was not, in fact, a Bobcat, manufactured by the Melroe, Company.   It was a Mustang 940, a product of Mustang Manufacturing.  I use the term in its generic sense, in accordance with job site use, but capitalized to indicate the trademarked status of the name.


� Rebar is the long metal rod laid in the concrete, here in a grid pattern, to add stability and strength to the final structure.


� The dates and times of all electronically recorded conversations are noted parenthetically. 


� The power tamper is a machine that looks a bit like a pogo stick with an automatic sledge hammer tamping the dirt where the foot rests ought to be.  The operator walks behind it, guiding its direction and location to deliver the degree of tamping each portion of the site requires for proper dirt compaction.


� Puddling involves shoveling the wet concrete to the edges of the forms, leaving it reasonably level for the “rodders” who will follow with a flat piece of lumber pulled across the top of the concrete to give it a smooth, level surface ready for finishing.


� Magnesium floats used for finishing the concrete surface.


� It should be noted that learning the position of tools on the truck might have represented a significant cognitive task for the Kid.  The process of classification has been shown to involve cultural presuppositions and social learning at deep, implicit levels A.R. � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Luria</Author><Year>1976</Year><RecNum>65</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Luria, A. R.</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1976</YEAR><TITLE>Cognitive Development:  Its Cultural and Social Foundations</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Michael Cole</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Cambridge</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Harvard University Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>164</PAGES><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHORS><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR>Martin Lopez-Morillas</SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR>Lynn Solotaroff</SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR></SUBSIDIARY_AUTHORS><LABEL>BF311.L8713</LABEL></MDL></Cite><Cite><Author>Gleitman</Author><Year>1979</Year><RecNum>753</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Gleitman, Henry</AUTHOR><AUTHOR>Gleitman, Lila</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1979</YEAR><TITLE>Language Use and Language Judgment</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Charles J. Fillmore</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>Daniel Kempler</SECONDARY_AUTHOR><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>William Want</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Individual Differences in Language Ability and Language Behavior</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>New York</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Academic Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>103-126</PAGES><LABEL>cited by Tuman</LABEL></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�Luria, Cognitive Development:  Its Cultural and Social Foundations, Henry Gleitman and Lila Gleitman, "Language Use and Language Judgment," Individual Differences in Language Ability and Language Behavior, eds. Charles J. Fillmore, Daniel Kempler and William Want (New York: Academic Press, 1979).�  My observation was that the tools were not arranged strictly by class (i.e. all the shovels together; all the mags together) or function (i.e. all the finishing tools together, all the forming tools together).  These categories did play a part in the organization of the tools, but as the truck was loaded at the end of each job, there was also attention to space requirements, which could change with the addition or usage of tools or material, and strategic anticipation of the next day’s pour.   In order for the Kid to “properly” load the truck, then, he would be required to know the functional relationships of the various tools as well as the anticipated chronology of the next job. 


� Asking for a concrete stretcher is akin to asking for “muffler bearings” or inviting someone to go on a snipe hunt.   The question is bogus and serves as a marker to anyone within earshot that the victim is an outsider.


� Timeliness was a critical factor here and this job was not over-staffed.  Research stopped when even the camera operator was drafted to help spread plastic, collect and place stones to anchor it and move remaining tools to the truck before the threatening storm finally hit.  


� Holly’s multiple roles as company bookkeeper, chief driver and delivery person, and mother of two young children meant that she was typically on the job site only when her contribution was immediately needed and was generally present only during the actual pour.  





�One would not expect a layperson to think about group membership in terms of “boundary maintenance” [cites?] or “communication competence” [lit cites?] or [survey theories of groups”; do any of the theorists recognize/account for this? ]  


�[cite?]


�cite needed here


�good quote from article?
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