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Even young children show considerable cultural
competence in their accusations and excuses, and can
differentiate among various lypes of rules.

speaking of rules:
the analysis of culture in breach

nancy c. much
richard a. shweder

Cuhure may be thought of as a negotiable, loosely organized collection of
rules or siandards for regulating conduct (D'Andrade and Romney, 1964;

, 1970; Kay, 1966; Levi-Sirauss, 1969; Whiting and Whiting,
1960). The basic idea is that culture is “a set of control mechanisms—plans,
recipes, rules, Instructions (what computer engineers call ‘programs’)— for
the governing of behavior” and that man is “the animal mast desperately
dependent upon such extragenetic, outside-the-skin control mechanisms,
such culiural programs for ordering his behavior™ (Geertz, 1973, p. 41). As
Geeriz further remarks, “Beavers build dams, birds build nests, bees locate
food, baboons organize social groups, and mice mate on the basis of forms of
learning that rest predominantly on the instructions encoded in their genes
and evoked by appropriate patterns of external stimuli: physical keys inserted
into organic locks. But men build dams or shelters, locate food, organize their
social groups, or find sexual partners under ghe guidance of instructions ea-
coded in flow charts and blueprints, hunting lore, moral systems and aesthe.
tic judgments: conceptual structures molding formless 1alents” (p. 49-60).
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Or, as Levi-Strauss has noted, “absence of rules scens to provide the surest
criterion for distinguishing a natural from a culwural process” (p. 8).

The “control mechanism™ view of culture is not new, although one is
struck by the fact that it is shared by contemporary culture theorists who
agree aboug liule else. Over a ceatury ago, Tylor (1871, p. 1) identificd the
clements of culture as “knowledge, belief, art, morals, law [and] custom,” all
rule domains. Only slightly more recently, Freud became fascinated by man's
distinctive capacity to monitor and regulate behavior by reference to rules
and (o our species’ seemingly irrcpressible involvement in sell-criticism (sce,
for example, 1964, pp. 59-60). The “superego™ concept emerged.

Cultural control is an incessant, almost mundane feature of daily life.
Yet despite the long history of the “control mechanism™ view, we still know
relatively little about the way cultural control is routinely exercised. For
theorists of culture, the transition from grand abstraction to the observation
of ordinary process has been a difficult one. One reason is that culture is one

~of those “essentially contested concepis” (Gallie, 1968); it positively invites

costly semantic dispute. Armed with definitions and counter-definitions,
nearly every school of anthropological thought has wried to appropriate the
concept for itself. More energy has been spent in jurisdictional controversy
and definitional cataloging than in the observaiion of behavior.

There is a sccond reason for the lack of progress in the study of cul-
tural dynamics. It is not news that people live in a world populated by “dos,”
“don'ts,” “musts,” “cannots,” and “up-to-yous” of their own making. Many
know this, but many have also assumed that these commandments, exhorta-
tions, reccommendations, taboos, and restrictions are well-formulated, neatly
packaged control programs (or “scripis”™) waiting to be mastered and inter-
nalized by the young. Our own image of culiural process is somewhat differ-
ent. We believe it is mare fruitful 10 assume that cultural rules ave continually
tesied, employed, clarified, and negotiated in microscopic moments of every-
day life. These moments, which we shall vefer 1o as situations of accountabil-
ity, are easily overlooked, but it is in these often brief verbal moments that the
process of culiural control and negotiation can be directly observed,

Evaluative inquirics are ubiquitous in everyday life. Demands for an
account of why someone has done (or is doing) what he has done (or is doing)
occur so youtinely they often go vnnoticed— unless, of course, an account is
not forthcoming. In response to “Why are you laic?”, “No comment” will just
not do. Social order and social selations are casily disrupted by a simple
refusal to account for onc’s behavior. :

Situations of accountability are casily observed:

1. Madecline comes to school afier a day’s absence.

Teacher: Madcline, we misscd you yesterday. Where were you?

Madecline: See, my mother and dad didn't want me to come to school be-
cause they both slept late,

Teacher:  Oh, they had vacation yesterday?

Madecline: Yeah.
Teacher: Well, I guess that's a good excuse.

Cultural Control Message: Children are expected to be in school every
day(?).*

cultural control
i

Accountability is a domain of speech behavior. When action appears
to depart from what !ve consider ordinary, expectable, or apptovab(llei beha:-
jor, we begin to speak about it in certain ways. We bc.zcome intereste lil mak-
ing evaluative judgments about the behavior in question. Ut.ndcr these circum-
stances, two kinds of speech acts commonly occur, accusations and accounts.

ursery school children have gotten their clothes wet an.d are chang-

. is:;ni::,o ext?a pairs of trousers kept by the school They are in a dressing

area with a double doot that opens scparately above and bclqw. Gary,

Abel, and Edith stand around the open top haif of the door. Edith stands
on a chair looking through the door. Gary and Abel peek over the top.

Vickie: You silly dummies . . . you're all pecking. We're getting dressed,
you guys. We're still getting dressed.
Teacher (approaching): What's wrong? Are you changing clothes?

Vickie: Yes. .
: [Teacher closes the door]
Edith (to Gary): Keep that Jocked. Now don't open it.
Vickie: Don't ook, now, don’t look!

Cultural Control Message: One must not watch while other undress(?).

8. It is time for the kindergarten children to go out. Douglas expresses his
intention to stay in, . .

Teacher: Sorry, dear, we're all going out. No one {s staying in.
Douglas: No! My mother said! I just got a sore throat.
Teacher: Sorry, everybody is going out.
Douglas: But when you have a cough, you can’t go out. .
TFeacher; Well, if you can't go out, then you stay home because you're
sick. 1 have a cough and I'm going out.
[Douglas goes out with the class]

“oIn each case we have qualificd our statement of the underlying rule or cul-
tural control message with the sign (?). which is intended as a reminder that our identls
fication of the relevant rule is an Inference; these rules are scldom, themselves, uttered,
Furthermore, the rule is an inference for the participants as well, and we do not
assume perfect agreement in their formulations; we fee! that cultural rules are by
nature negotiable and always carry the possibility of other understandings.
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Cultural Control Message: When it is time to go outside, everyone goes(?;
children are not permitted (o stay in the class-
room by themselves(?). .

Accusations and accounts are speech acts that corrclatc with behav-
foral episodes in which some breach of soclal expectation occurs. Operation-
ally, this corrclation is tawtological. Accusations and accounts smake func-
sional sensc only when behavior departs from the ordinary, expectable, and
approvable forms associated with & given context. An accusation or account is
an indication that such has occurred or is perceived to have occurred by at
least one panticipant. With respect to our observations, the answer to the

- question “How did you know when to record an episode and classify it asasit-

uation of accountability?” is “Somebody made an accusation or an account.”
However, the question whether or not a “breach” aciually occurred can be

ambiguous. One participant may perceive 8 breach when others da nat, there:

may be misunderstandings, or someone may be falsely accused. Furthegmore,
we somectimes obscrved behavior for which a participant might justifiably
have been called 10 account (we believe we 'nn::mand some of the rules of
our culiure), but none of the participants commented on the behavior; such
instances were not recorded. )

Accusations and accounts are escatially functional concepts. They are
idensifiable not by form bug by what they do. An accusation calls attention to
behavior in such a way as 8o expose i to evaluative scrutiny. As Scott and
Lyman (1968) observe, ordinary, expectable behavior does nat receive ation-
tion. Under certain condisions, ealling attention to behavior by direct verbal
reference or by imptication constitutes criticiam or, in the terms of Scott and
Lyman, “valuative inquiry” (sce alo Austin, 1861). An accusation is dcfined
by this funciion. The term accusation is ikely, according to ordinary use, to
scem 100 strong for many such instances. We have kept it, however, because
the language contains no more suitable generic term for this class of phe-
nomena and because it vividly reminds one of the essential function of these
specch acis— ta call attention to the fact that someone has done, is doing, or is
about to do something amiss. An accusatlon invites the response of an
account. There is less of a problem, we believe, with the term account, bus it
docs need (0 be distinguished from explanation. The function of an account ls
to interpret behavior in such & way as to make it more undersiandable accord-

ing 1o the criteria for expectable, approvable behavior. Explanations also

make things more understandable, bug they do so under conditions in which
untoward aciion is not an issue,

. We shall not, in this study, try to work out the set of conditions that
specify whag constitutes an accusation or an account. In fact, although such

an endeavor might proceed along the lines suggesied by Scarlc’s (1969) analy-

sis of “promising.” we are not sanguine about ever arviving at a universal for-
n.mla. M is cvident, for example, from a perusal of the utterances that func-
tion as accusations and accounts that there is nothing about these utterances
out of_ context that marks them as accusations or accounts. The utierance
“that is not a paper cup” contains nothing to identify it as an accusation; 1
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don't have any sandals” contains nothing to identify it as an account (it hap-

ns to follow the utterance “It's too hot for tennis shoes; it's better to wear
sandals”). Either utterance could, in various contexts, be an accusation or an
account, of it could represent an entircly different speech act (request, com-
mand, proposition) having nothing to do with accountability.

How, then, was it possible for us to identify utterances as accusations
or accounts? The gencral answer, we believe, is that for us to recognize accu-
sations and accounts we had to be compeient members of the speech commu-
nity investigated and therefore te know the conventional acts of that commu-
nity, within a normal margin of evvor. A competent member of a speech com-
munity is able to identify an accusation or an account, because he or she
understands the functional relationship of a speech act to ather verbal com-
ponents of an episode as well as numerous nonverbal and presupposed com-

of the act's context. Any attempt to explicate and codify these under-
standings would probably have to be done for each episode individually; there
is no generat formula.

Rarely, from our obscrvatjons, can actual accusations and accounts be
distinguished from other kinds of speech acts on the basis of vocabulary or
overall semantics—independent of context. However, the process of identify-
ing accusations and accounts is not as tennous o subjective as it may seem. It
is what we all do when we interpret one another’s speech behavior; it s inter-
subjective, conventional, and open to consensual validation. An example may
be the best way to make the point. A teacher who noticed a child holdinga
water giass approached-the child and seid, “That is not a paper cup.” This
uttcrance initiated interaction. The child vesponded, “I'm going to put it
down.” The observer had not been aware of the classroom rule that children
are not supposed to handle glassware except when assisted by an adult; they
are supposed (o use paper cups. This sule, however, became immediately
undersiood upon witnessing the episode and was verified by a subscquent
usterance of the tcacher. The utterance “that is mot a paper cup” in the con-
text of a teacher approaching a child and inksiating inseraction, followed by
the child's self-correcting or repatative vesponse, implicd something Hke:
“That is not a paper cup, it's a glass (which is, in this context, the relewant
thing; because most things are not paper cups), and you know that you are
supposed to use paper cups and not glasses.” This expansion can be inferred
from the utterance. The child clearly waderstood it in this way, and some
such expansion is nccessary to understand the child's response. In fact, the

tive force (“that’s bad™) and ks probable direcrive intent (“put it down"). It is
held that most people (within the speech community) would derive these
meanings from this utterance in this context or, in other words, that they
would assent 10 our expansion. But the inference that an uttcrance is an accu-
sation or an account often can be validated only by veading the cntire syntag-
matic sequence—the utterances that follow or precede it, along with their
implications according to context.

Accusations and accounts, in other words, do not have a standard
vecognizable form, They are functional units which derive their function
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from their relation 1o other units in a sequence. They are, in the terminology
of Pike (1954), slots or positions in a meaningful sequence. Only the entire
scquence fully accounts for the meaning of a slot. As defined, the sitnation of
accountability has, as its minimum of slots, the enaction of or reference to
behavior recognizable as a breach to one or more participants and cither an
accusation or an account. .

An accusation, then, is to be consirued as a functional slot in an inter-
action sequence which by implication, in a given context, raises the question
of valuation of behavior as untoward. The utterance “we already had his
birthday pasty” derives its force as an accusation from the fact that it follows
the utterance “we are going to have Adam’s birthday pany today.” An impli-
cit understanding to the effect that, as a vule, “we only have one birthday
party in class per person per year™ mediates the implicis conclusion that it is
somehow amiss and in nced of explanation that we are having Adam’s birth-
day party for a second time. The utterance receives an account, “his mother
sent some treats today because she dida't scnd them last time,” which vali-
dates the utterance as an accusation by authority of a pariicipant’s vecogni-
tion that it requires an account. But the presence of an account is not neces-
sary for idcntifying an uuierance as an accusation. What is necessary is that
the utterance conventionally implies a ncgatively evaluative conclusion (hav-
ing a sccond birnthday party for Adam might not be “bad™ but it is implicd 10
be “incorrect” in some way) and that the implications or premises that medi-
ate this conclusion can be specificd — and ulilmately chat they would be shown
t0 be conventionally agrecd on by lnformanis. Conscnsual agreement Is testable.

Situations of accountabllity are behavioral episodes which carry the
potential thas someone will be called to account. These episodes involve
behavior poteatially interpretabile as violations or breaches of saclal expecta-
tion. We assume that social expectations are rule-governed and that thesefore
one or mare tule systems or cuhural control mechanisms are associated with
the interpretation and ncgotiation of situations of accountability. The nature
of such rule systems (cultural control mechanisms) and the manner of their
manifestation In situations of accountability arc open questions, oncs which
our set of observations begins to explore.

kinds of cultural control mechanisms (rules)

During sixty hours of observational time (90-180 minutes per session
scveral times a week for several weeks), 630 situations of accountability were
observed and recorded in cither a University of Chicago nursery school class
(NS) or kindergarten class (K). A basic question to be faced was “How are the
vules associated with the 630 situasions of accountability to be classified?”
What we sought wat a classification of rules based on the way rules of a given
type exercise their control and are appraised by those subject to their gover-
nance. Black’s (1862) analysis of rule clusters was very helpful in this regard.
Although we depart from Black’s classification of rule types in certain
respects, we have borrowed much from his discussion (see also Hart, 1961;
Whiting and Whiting, 1960).

25

Black divides rulcs into types according to a number of parameters
used by competent members of a culture to appraise a rule. Six paramecters
can be identificd: the historicity of the rule, the source of the rule, the poten-
ual alterability of the rule, the method of rule validation, the consequence of
rule violation, and the relevance of the wruth criteria—all as viewed by mem-
bers of a given culture. For example, in this analysis, at any given time culture
bearers wew “moral” rules (such as “mothers and sons must not copulate with
cach other”) as unalterable and ahistorical. Although in fact many moral
rules change with time and vary cross-culturally, one can identifly the moral
status of a rule by noticing, in part, that questions such as *How do 1 go about
changing the incest taboo?” (alterability) and “In what year was the incest
taboo created?” (historicity) are judged peculiar, ill-formed, or somewhat
beside the point by any competent member of our culture (or at least any
member we would be willing to call competent). .

At least five rule types, or cultural control mechanisms, govern the

* behavior of competent members of our society. The are: (1) regulations {or

laws); (2) conventions (or customs); (3) morals (or cthics); {(4) truths (or
beliefs);'and (5) instructions (techniques, rvecipes, or “know-how"). Table 1
shows how each rule type relates to the six parameters of orientation and
appraisal and identifies the modality (it’s legal, it’s the done thing, it's wrong,
#t's true, it's effective) in which each rule type is evaluated. We cannot fully
explicate Table 1 in this chapter, but a brief discussion coupled with some
examples of each rule type from our nursery school and kindergarten proto-
cols should serve to clarify the scheme.

Regulations. Prototypal regulation formulations can be found in the
internal revenue laws of the United States and various sections of the Internal
Revenue Code (for example, “If you reccive more than $400 in interest, you
must complete Pare } of Schedule B and answer the questions in Part 1117),

Regulation rules are historical —someone made them at some time, as
when the kindergarten teacher made a “new rule” that children were not to
bring toys [rom home. Regulations have their source in a specifiable authority
who alko has the authority to alter them. The power vested in the relevant
authority is the validation for such rules. The consequence of wransgression is
penalty. Regulations have no truth value, except insofar as one can ask

. - whether such and such is a rule or is not a rule within a given society or insti-

tution. It is considercd appropriate to ask of a regulation cach of the follow-
ing questions: Who made this rule and when? Who punishes breaches? What
are the penaltiies for violation? How do 1 go about getting it rescinded? But it
is somewhat peculiar to ask, how do you know it will work?

4. Everett has brought a box to school. Adelle takes it to use. Everett asks to
have it back, but Adelle won't give it to him.
Evereit: Well, it's my box and I can do whatever I want with it.

Adelle:  Not if you bring it to school it isn 1.
[Adelle keeps the box])

Cultural Control Message: If you bring toys 1o school, they become prop-
erty for common use(?).



Recipes/“Know-Houw™

hisosical historical
It's effective-useful

(or inefTective)

5. Instructions/Techniques/

experience

Beliefs
logic, reason.
analyticor
synthetic
It'strue
{or falee)

4. Truths/

Ethics

3. Movality/

Ies right
{or wrong)

" indeterminable

/

Table 1. Rule Typss

Customs

2.

It's the done thing
(orit's just mot dene)

inapplicable

1. Regulations/
inapplicable
1t’s legal |

(or Riegal)

6. truth-criteria
7. mode of evaluation

1. historicity
$. alterability

4. validatren

2. source

a7

6. Kenneth approaches a teacher.

Kenncth: 1 went downstairs and got my dinosaur.

Teacher: 1 asked you not to, Kenneth, because there’s no teacher down
there.

Kenneth: Mrs. S. went with me.

Teacher: Oh, then that’s all right.

Cultural Control Message: Children are not permitted in the basement
work area unaccompanicd by an aduli(?).

Episodes | and 8 above would also be classified as demonstrating regulation
rules. .
Conventions. Prototypal convention formulations can be found in any
book on etiquette, manners, or dress (for example, “Don’t eat rice with your
hands"). Conventions are perceived as potentialy historical, but the time and

of their origin are not specifiable (except in some cascs by mythology).
The source of conventions is supraindividual; i is “custom.” Conventions are
potentially alierable, but not by the power of a single individual or institu-
tional body, or by a specifiable process. It is not well-formed to ask, “How do
1 go about revoking the rule “shake with your sight hand?” Conventions are
validated by conscnsus. People simply agvee, for cxample, that it is all right
for gentlemen to cxpectorate Into receptacles in public places but that it is not
all right for ladies to do so. Conventions are perceived as “the done thing.”
The consequence of violation is social disapproval. Conventions bear the same
relation 1o truth value as regulations.

6. Gary(toSam): Whydoyou always dress up the same?
Sam: Uh-uh.
Gary: You always dress up in that.
Sam: No, sometimes | wear blue.

Cultural Control Mcssage: Day-to-day changes of costume are required
for public appearances(?).

7. The teacher has greeted Fred as he came i the door. Fred did not respond.
The teacher walks over to Fred. .

Teacher: Fred, Fred, Fred, you were so busy you didn’t hear me say “Hi,
Fred.”
[She takes Fred's chin in hand.)
Just say “Hi,” then I'll know we saw cach other.
[Note: The teacher’s “accusation” contains an account, “you were so

busy . . .")
Cultural Control Message: One s expected to return a greeting(?).
Episode 2 above would also be classified as exemplifying a convention rule.

Morals. Prototypal moral formulations can be found in sacred texts
(such as, “Thou shall not covet thy neighbor's wife™). Table 1 indicates that
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morals are ahistorical. Perhaps this requires a brief explanation. Morals, like
conventions, may in fact be culturally and temporally relative. However, the
catcegory is intended 10 encompass not morality as considered by philosaphers
and anthropologists but moral rules as scen by the people who hold them.
Thus, if an individual accepts as a moral principle that it is wrong to eat flesh,
he will believe that it is wiong for everyone and would have been wrong in the
past and will be wrong in the future, regardless of whether people recognize it
as wrong or not; there is no time at which it became wrong or at which it
might become right. Likewise, there is no source. As the subscriber sees it, the
rule is a priori, unalicrable, and its validity is intrinsic. It is ill-formed to ask,
“How do 1 go about changing the rule “Thou shall not covet thy neighbor’s
wife?” ‘The rule is greater than mere temporal authority or man and his pro-
cedures. It is supraindividual and scems to have authority whether it is “effec-
tive” or not. One docs not start violating the incest taboo once bisth control
techniques climinate the possibility of (mutant) offspring. The consequence
of breach is violation of intrinsic value, or moral culpability. The truth value
of moral rules is indererminable.

8. Agnes shows the teacher fresh paint on her shirt.

Agnes: Look what Clifford did.

Teacher (10 Clifford): Why did you do that?
Clifford: What?

Teaches: Paing her shin,

Clifford: 1didn’t puint her shirt.

Culiural Control Message: One must not damage the personal property of
others(?).

9. Tammy and Nina arc washing the table where brownies were mixed.
Agnes comes 1o help.

Tammy: I'm sorry, but you can't help.
{Alice comes over from her painting and intervenes.]
Alice: She can help. You don’t have to be just rude.
[ Tammy begins to cry.)
Teacher (approaching): What's the matter?
Tammy: She pinched me.
Teacher (10 Alice): Why?
Alicc: She wouldn't let Agnes help.
Teacher: That's not your business. 1 told Tammy to clcan the table. I'm
very angry that you hurt Tammy.
[Alice cries. The teacher kneels down and comforts her until she stops.]

Cultural Control Message: One must not do physical harm to others(?);
rewribution doces not justify physical harm(?).

Truths. Typical truth formulations can be found in dictionarics,
encyclopedias, almanacs, and texts on logic or on bedies of knowledge (for
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¢, “Hors d'ocuvres and canapes are appetizers served with drinks™; "In
g::l?l:lala only 2.2 percent of the ‘;:pulalion owns 70 .[")c:cem .ol' the arab.le
jand™; “Smoking increases the likelihood of lung.cancer Hia 1} r?mcd today in
Chicago; therefore, cither it rained today in Chicago or Martians landed in
e ]c.;ls“:rrntgls include both specific facts and generalizations that are I_aws in
the scientific sense. As with morals, what is accepted as a truth is consu.icrcd
ahistorical, although, in fact, what is considered true may change. Again, at
a given time, any truth is unalterable. The sources of tn!d-n are logic and
experience. Most truths are validated with reference to em!n.ncal data, some-
times in combination with logical criteria (such as definitions). Validation
may be based on first-hand experience or on the consensus of experts when
the relevant body of experience is not available to the gc.mctal pub!ic. The
consequence of breach is error, which, like moral c\.xlpablhty and {ml}ke pen-
alty and social disapproval, is a consequence intrinsic and not extrinsic to the
act. The truth value of this class of rule may be analytic or symhcu.c.

_ Some readers might object that truths should not be classified as r.ule
types; truths tell you how the world is, not how it ought to be. The objection
overlooks a simple matter of fact. Truths play a part in many evaluative
inquiries in everyday life and function rather etfgcnvely as comro.l mechan-
lsms. Searle (1969, p. 185) contrivesa delightful example: “We are in our half
of the seventh inning and 1 have a big lead off second base. The pucl!cr
whirls, fires to the shoristop covering, and 1 am tagged out. . . . The umpire
shouts, ‘Outl’ 1, however, being a positivist, hold my ground. The umpire
tclis me to return to the dugout. 1 point out to him that you (fan‘t derive an
‘ought’ from an ‘is." No set of descriptive statements describing matters of
fact, I say, will entail any evaluative statements to the effect that 1 should or
ought to leave the field. . . . I therefore return to and stay on sccond base
(until no doubt I am shonly caysied off the ficld).”

10. Gary, Everett, and Sethrare discussing monsters. Gary is holding a model
tyrannosaurus rvex, which most of the children in the classroom can
identify.

Gary: Rexmeans “king."” [Anadult told him this the day before.]

Seth:  Uh-uh. King Kong is. [There is a standing class discussion of
which creature is “king” of the dinosaurs and monsters.]

Gary: Rexmeans “king.” t00.

Everett: He's king of the dinosaurs,

Seth:  Uh-uh. King Kong.

Gary: Uh-uh. King Kong is a gorilla.

Cultural Control Message: King Kong is a gorilla; gorillas and dinosaurs
are mutually exclusive classes. Therefore, 2
gorilla cannot be king of the dinosaurs(?).

Instructions. The typical instruction can be found in any recipe book
or manual (for example, “If your electric oven has a top element, be sure it is
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wusned off before cooking a souffle”). tnstructions are highly simitar 1o tsuths
on most parameters in Table 1. What has been said of the historicity, aker-
ability, and validaiion of sruths holds for instructions. Instructions are evalu-
ated, however, in the context of goals and means. They might be thought of
as vecipes for achieving specified resulis. Their source is in experience and
sheir validation is synthetic. ‘The consequence of breach is ineffectiveness,
which is presumably intsinsic to the act, but involves consequences in the ex-
crinsic world as well. 1 is wel-formed 10 ask of an instruction, “What am |
supposed to accomplish by doing that?” It is well-formed 10 ask of an instruc-
tar, “How do you know that will work?” It is ill-formed 10 ask, “How do I go
about changing the rule ‘refrigerate alier opening'?”

11. Jeffrey and Kathy are sitting at a table. Jeffrey declares that he will break
the board in front of him with a karate chop.

Kathy: 1bet you can’t, I bet you can't.
Jelfcey: Iknowlcan't, but I'm gonna iry.
[Kathy waiches as Jeflrey trics and fails to break the board.}

Cuhural Coatrol Message: Thick boards cannot be broken by children
making karate chops(?).

12. Alex has buik a “dinosaur” from wood and nails and painted k. Againat
the tcacher's advice, he wants to take it home. -

Alex: No., this can's say. | want to take is home.

“Teacher: I might get soaked in the rain.

Alex: Flitake a bag, il sake a bag. | wanna take it home,

Teacher: You might have 10 wait.’

Alex: Nol

{Alex picks up his “dinosaur.” It faMs apars and hic leaves it at schaol to be
sepaired the next day.)

Cuhiural Contvol Message: Don't take freshly painted articles home in the
rain(?); you can avoid geuing things wet by
taking them home in a bag(?).

These rules catcgorics may or may not exhaust the kinds of rules found within
socicties. They sufficed, however, to classily all breach events vecorded in the
NS and K classrooms. The classifications were treated as mutually exclusive,
although it was sometimes disputable whether or not a given breach content
belonged in one category and not another. Nevertheless, interjudge reliability
was satisfactory, the cocfficient being .83 for 171 cases (kappa coefficient of
agreement, Cohen, 1960),

situations of accountability: the cultural competence of children

Our next concern was to detcrmine the cxtent to which our NS chil-
dren (ages three, four, and five) and K children (five and six) are culturally
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competent. To what extent are the five cultural control mechanisms (regula-
tions, conventions, morals, truths, and instructions) differentiated and at
work in the way children orient 1o their symbolic environments? The question
is an important one, in part because the traditional literature on moral devel-
opment (such as Plaget, 1965; Kohlberg, 1963) treats the various rule types
we have been discussing as though for young children they were a single
domain (with “marbles” confused with morality, so to spcak). In conwrast,
Nucci and Turiel (1977) and Tuviel (forthcoming) have suggested that
“social-conventional” rules and “moral” sules constitute distinct systems even
among preschoal children and undergo quite different courscs of development.

Questions concerning the differentiation of cultural control mechan-
isms in childhood can be answered in at least three ways:

1. By direct interwiswing. For example, children could be asked a ser-
ies of questions about a corpus of rule formulations. Nucci and Turiel (1977)
have used this technique, and thels results are encouraging. Rules associated
with classroom transgression were classified as eicher “social-conventional”™ or
“moral.” The classification was based on answers to interview questions con-
cerning such dimensions as “changeabitity,” “relativity,” and importance (for
instance, “What if there weren't a rule in the school, would it be right to do
[the observed act) then?”). Agreement between children and adults about
what was “moral” was quite high (83 percent). We have not tricd this proce-
dure in our study. : '

2. By examining the distribution of breach-type recognitions. It is

to examine ihe way breaches are distributed among rule
categories for both children and adubis. Nucci and Turicl, for example, dis-
covered that adults responded to “social-conventional” breaches far more fre-
quently than children, while childeen and adults responded with equal fre-
quency to breaches in the moral domaln. One implicatdion was that young
children were distinguishing between “social-conventional™ rules and “moral®
rules. Our results on breach recognitions are discussed below.

8. By analyzing speech bahawvior. Instead of divectly interviewing chil-
dven about their orientation to various rules, one can conduct a fine-grained
analysis of their accusations and acceunts. Do children give evidence in the way
they accuse and excuse that indicates how sensitive they are to differences in
the type of rule that has been breached? Every act of specch represents chaice.
Any utterance contrasts what i said with what might have been said. We assume
that such sclection is nonrandom aad, in part, revealing of shared under-
standings about the kind of rule whase breach is being negotiated. A prelimi-
nary analysis of the accounts of kindergarten children is presented below.
Breach Recognitions. Three hundred sixteen situations of account-
ability were recorded in NS, 312 in K. Note that the only breaches recorded
were those accompanied by an accusation or an account. This means that the
distribution will not necessarily represent the frequency of occurrence of cach
breach type, only the frequency of occurrence-with-comment. Furthermore,
the breaches represented are in the eyes of the beholders, that is, the partici-
pants; the observer exercised no judgment about whether an accusation was
“justifiable” or “accurate.”
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Table 2 shows the proportion of recorded breaches falling in cach
breach category. The stability bewween classrooms is immediately apparent,
as is the uneveaness of disuribution among the categorics. Catcgories 4 and 5

(tvuths and instruciions) represent extremely small proportions for both

groups. While lively arguments about facts and about how things should be -

done were obscrved among both NS and K children, it appears that these
mattess are generally of less interest to the participants than breaches of regu-
Jations, conventions, and cthics. It is also possible that the task structure of
ihe classrooms generates fewer breaches of truths and instructions.

The first quesiion that might be asked s who notices which kinds of
breach. In other words, do the different breach types clicit differential
responding from adults and children, at the grossest level: presence versus
absence of verbal responsc? Here we will be concerncd only with those
responses that initiate situations of accountability, namely an accusation or
" an anticipatory account given in the absence of an overt accusation, the laucr
signifying that the individual has recognized his own breach. Such responscs
will be termed breach recognitions. In NS, adulis made 33 percent of the
brcach recognitions, children 67 percent. In K, adulis made 25 percent and
children 75 pescent of the breach recognitions. 1§ breach yecognitions do not
organize differentially for adulis and children, then we would expect that in
NS 33 pescent of the breaches of each type would have been recognized by

adulis, 67 percent by children, and in K, 25 percent of the breaches of each.

type would have been secognized by adulis, 75 percent by children.

Table 3 shows the aciual proportions of breaches of each type recog-
nized by adulis and children. The table suggests that the proportions for ccr-
(ain brcach types diverge from expectancy, with consistency across class-
vooms. Adulis in both classrooms make more than the expected number of

breach recognitions where the breach concerns segulations; childyen, of

coursc, make fewer than the expected number of recognitions concerning this
breach sype. With regard to breach type 3, morals, children in both class-
sooms make more than the expecicd- pumber of recognitions, adults fewer.
Some divergence from expectancy is also indicated for breach types 4andb
(truths and instructions), but because of the small Ns for these categorics, the
indications are likely to be unreliable, and there is no consistency across class-
Tooms.

Fablc 2. Proportion of Recorded Breaches
Falling Within Each Rule Type

NS (N=316) K(N=312)
Rule Type Frequency % of Total Frequency %, of Total
1. Regulaions 87 18 65 21
2. Convesions 115 36 125 410
8. Ethics 119 1} 102 33
4. Tiuths 7 2 13 4
5. lustructions 18 6 7 2
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Table 3. Proportion of Breaches of Each Type Recogmized by Adulu Versus Ch
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Table 4 displays the same data in a differens manncr. 1t shows the pro-
portion of total breach recognitions for cach age group that concerned cach
type of breach. Here again, the differential imporiance of breach types |

(regulations) and 3 (morak) for clicking breach recognitions from adults and

from children is clearly displayed. According to Table 8, breach type 2, con-
ventions, is associated with adult and child recognition proportions very close
to expectancy. Table 4. displays similar propontions of adult and child breach
recognitions concerning this breach type.

The paucming displayed by the tables relates to the work of Nuccl
and Turiel (1977), wha found that children and adulis responded with differ-
ential frequency to social-conventional transgressions. The category “soclal-
conventional” bears a complex relation to breach types | and 2 of the set
undcr consideration. The ca of Nucci and Turicl ave content categos-

jes, whereas the five eategories derived from Black's (1962) analysis are

defined formally, according so the criteria stated, with the assumpiion that
content will vary from culiure to cubure. Nevertheless, in assigning breaches

lar culiure under obscrvation assigns content (o the five catcgorics. The con-
tent of the category “social-convestional” as defincd by Nuccl and Turiel
splits into two catcgories of the present set, regulations and conventions.

Nucci and Turiel conclude that adulis are more concerned than chit-
dren with social-convensional transgressions. The pauterns displayed ia
Tables 8 and 4 suggest that adubis are indeed mare concerned with regula-
tlons (school rules In this case), but nat with conventlons {cultural expecta-
tions). We believe that the obscrved differcatial speaks for the distincion
between these iwa damains. .

The tables suggess shat children are more apt to recognlze breaches of
movals than ave adubs. This finding is again in contrast with the pattern
identified by Nucci and Turiel, but thas is nat to say it should be interpreted
in a manner inconsiucat with their conclusion that in general aduls and chil-
dren are cqually concevacd with breaches of morals. As Nucci and Turiel
note in accounting for the different classes of responses that adukis and chil-
dren make (o moral sransgressions, children are much more ofien the victims,

Table 4. Proportions of Total Breach Recognitions of NSand K
Adulis and Children, Distributed Among the Breach Types

Propertion of Adult Breack Proportion of Child Breach
Recogaitions Falling in Type Recognitions Falling in Type

Breach Type NS% K% NSR - K%
1. Regulations 38 ] 8 15
2. Conventions 2 L1 58 40
3. Eshics 26 20 4“4 38
4. Truths | | 4 s 4
8. Insiruciions 4 ] 7 ]
6. Total 100 100 100 100
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at least in the classroom situation. Rarcly does a child hitor kick a teacher or
1ake something belonging to a teacher. Consequemly, a number of moral
transgressions occur and are scttled out of adult purview. Of more interest,
perhaps, with respect to the development of social cognition, is that, given the
same phenomena, children scem more apt to interpret behavior as a moral
breach. For cxample, children scem to react to minor physical injury or
inconvenience as if it were intentionally inflicted; they cven occasionally
assign blame to others who had no apparent part in the untoward event
except that they were there. Thus a child might interpret an cvent “he
knocked me down” when 3 teacher interprets it “you ran into each other,” or
a child might say “he painted my shirt,” a teacher “you put your arm against
your drawing.” The category “morals.” furthermore, included content involv-
ing taking materials “belonging ta” others, or materials so which others had
some leghtimate claim. Frequently a child would accuse another of taking
something designated “mine,” when, from the adult standpoint, the first
child’s claim to the object was quite tcnuous. The data suggest, we believe,
not that teachers are less concerned than children with moral breaches when
they occur but rather that children judge more things to be moral breaches
than do teachers. '

In summary, the tables show that regulations, conventions, and
morals account for between 90 and 95 percent of all breach recognitions in
cach sample scgment; adults vespond with ate frequency to
breaches of regulations; children respond with disproportionate frequency to
breaches of morals; the levels of responding to breaches of conventions are
similar across groups. The obscrved patterns are stable across NS and K class-

" rooms. The differential adukt and child responsc levels and the stability of

jons across classrooms support the distincrions among rule domains.
Domains are differentiated according to pasterns of responding.

Children display high levels of response to violations of conventions
and morals, but unlike adults, they tend to overlook breaches of regulations.
One way to interpret this finding Is that teachers are more concerned with
maintaining social order in the classroom than are children. A second inter-
pretation is that teachers lack sufficient legislative authority to induce respect
for their vules. A third interpretation is that conventional rules (“Greet people
when they say hello™) and moral rules ("Don't damage another person’s prop-
erty™) ave not as restricted in their range of application as arc regulations,
which, ia our study, tend to be rules designed for a special context, namely
school. The breach recognition data may indicate that children arc more
likely to yecognize the legitimacy of rules which they experience in a wide varl-
cty of contexis (at home as well as at school, for example). These various
interpretations arc not mutually exclusive. AR three suggest that children
draw some kind of distinction between rule types. Other cvidence, in particu-
lar the way in which children talk in situations of accountability, suggests that
five- and six-year-olds in fact distinguish rule types according to some of the
parameters in Table 1. Cultural control mechanisms scem to be differentia-
ted and functioning in the young minds of our informants.

The Excuses of the Young. In situations of accountability, children
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about certain things, such as acts, circumstances. rules, and knowledge,
::: :hcy 1alk in ccuai: ways. Some of the things talked about and v;d‘;z‘s of
walking vary by rule type. An analysis of the accounts of kindcrgarien € teln
suggests that five- and six-year-olds difcingms.h among certain of on:;'i n; e
types in much the way adulis do, and adjust their speech l.u:havior accordingly.
‘T'welve utierance caicgorics were imluctivc.ly derived from our cnu;c
corpus of accusations and excuscs. Thest categories were found to be suf Id
cient for the mutually exclusive and exhaustive (flassiﬁcauon of what t\iu'nc p
out 1o be 1,800 unierance units. Interjudge reliability for the categorization o
300 units was .82 (kappa coeflictent of agreements Cohen, 1960). We can:l\?t
discuss all of the twelve utterance categories in this chapter, nor can w‘: is-
cuss any of them in detail (a ful) exphi ation is a.vallable l'r.om the authors).
Rather we shall restrict ourselves to a brief description of six utterance cate-
gories which, upon stasistical analysis, were found to si.gniﬁcnmly character-
izc and sometimes distinguish the accounts associated with the five rule types.
Refercnces 1o civcumstances, consequences, and precepis occur mos;
typically in kindcrgarien accounts associated with breaches of rcgnlatiom‘al‘\‘
conventions. Utterances refesring to circumsiances cite the conditions 1;0 ! ;
situation o scene that is the context for an act. The circumstances mentione

are assumed to bear on the evaluation of behavior. They have a force to the

“in view of the fact that . . .* and account for breaches by pointing to
:g:fl‘hiom under which the rule in breach is somehow inapplicable. Circum-
stances may be of many kinds: states internal 10 the actor, external evfnt:. or
preceding utierances. “These conditions represent the innumerable “un j:s“
clauscs that qualify the goyernance of rule. For example, Douglas, whoi .
not wish to join the others outdoors, appeals to the circumstance of. hav ng ;
sore throat, and when this fails, so still another, the specific instructions ofh
mother (sce episode 3 above; also sce episodes 1 and B; relevant utterances are
jtalicized). Accounts of this kind scpresent an assumption that the rule in
breach may be qualified or changed in view of conditions specific to the situa-
\ion. They assume that the given vulcs ave made more or less valid depending

comext, ‘
outhe g.o:u;ucncn yefer ta the predicied outcomes of acts, with an implica-
tlon that the ontcome velerred to is either positively or negatively evaluated.
As accounts, these utterances may be used in two ways: to show that breaclt of
the rule is necessary to achicve 2 desirable outcome or to show that following
the rule would vesult in an undesirable outcome. They appeal to the spirit a3
opposcd 1o the leues of the taw and assume that the existence of rules is justi-
fied by theis social benefits: When these are not served by the rule, the rule
may justifiably and temporarity be disqualified. "

Preceps veler directly to a rule of conduct; they cl}e some generalizae
tion that is intended to guide behavior. The rule cited might be of any type.
Douglas, once again (cpisode 3 above), in his auempt (0 be e:scuu.:d from
going outdoors, cites a rule classifiable as an instruction: “If you're sick, you

o

v,
can't go out.” The teacher counters with another of the same kind: “1f you're

[that] sick. then you stay homie” (also sce episode 4.). Usc:-d as accounts, these
utterances imply that the rlile in byeach is. in a given situation, contrary to

»

3/

 another rule which is assumed to override it, perhaps by virtue of its greater
generality, , )
Circumstances and consequences negotiate rules in breach at the level
of the situation, assuming that the validity of the rule is alterable according to
changing situational conditions (as if the rule became stronger or weaker
depending on external factors). This kind of accounting makes sense where it
can be assumed that there is a specifiable authority to whom one can make
appeals (sec Table 1). Appeals scem to take the form that rules exist for pur-
poscs and that where there is a competing purpose, or where the purpose is
not served by the rule, the rule may be temporarily discarded. Precepts nego-

" date at the cultural level, drguing that more than one rule applics to the situ-

ation. This kind of accounting makes sense when there is ambiguity about the
velative “strength” or generality of competing rules. Thus perhaps it is not
surprising that the domains of regulations and conventions more than any
other make people think about citing rules.

References to acts occur most typically in kindergarten accounts asso-
clated with breaches of moral rules (sce cpisodes8 and 9 above). As accounts,

" these descriptions deny either that an act of which one has been accused

occurred or that the accused did it (*1 did not”); or they redefine the act in

. such a way that it is no longer blameworthy. Diane, accused of “stealing”

Sandra's chair, points out that since the chair was empty, she didn't steal it,

" ¢he “sat in it.” These utterances do not bring a rule into competition with

another rule; the definition of the act makes it clear that the rule does not
apply.

Notice that the accounts associated with moral breaches do not pro-
pose competing or qualifying rules, or point to circumstances under which the
rule is alterable. They rather try to show that cither the act or the situation is
being misinterpreted and that, given the correct interpretation, there is no

‘breach. The associations suggest that the force or validity of moral breaches is
not readily negotiable and that one must instead appeal to the interpretation
that no breach of the rule has occurred. Definitions and categories become
more important than competing rules. In many situations of accountability it
almost appears as though a person who breaches a moral principle must deny
the breach through redefinition, in order to avoid blame, for there is simply
“no excuse,” a strategy in keeping with the perception of moral rules as unal-
terable and intrinsically valid and worthy of respect.
References to gpistemics occur most typically inkindergarten accounts
assoclated with breaches of truths and instructions. Utterances in this cate-
gory refer to the limits and bases of knowledge, including propositions pre-
sented as “facts.” Epistemics represent the knowledge on "which action,
including a propositional act, is based (sce episode 11 above). The association
of epistemic accounts with breaches of truth represents an apparent con.
straint on discourse peculiar to the negotiation of breaches of truths, namely
that little is relevant 1o the negotiation of facts except other facts and pro-
cesses of inference. The situational context becomes irrelevant except insofar
as it contains the basis of inferring something. The ncgotiation of rules
through epistemic statements is concerned with exposing the beliefs as well as
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the bases for the belicfs according to which the participants are aciing. This
kind of accounting makes scnse when people are concerned with negotiating
yules with a view toward deciding not the applicability of the rule to a siva-
tion but the ultimate validity of the sule itsell. Similar discourse might occur
in metadiscussions about other rule types, such as whether or not the rule
“You shouldn't kit people” is a valid moral rule.

References to intentional states occur most typically in kindergarten
accounts associated with breaches of instructions (again, sce episode 11

abave). Unierances of this type refer to conative states of the actor. When

these utterances are uscd as accounts, the wants, needs, preferences, or goals
of the action are considered a relevant criterion for the applicability of the
yule. The use of these accounts presupposes that the actors’ conative states ave
a criterion for evaluating behavior. Consequently, accounts of this type ave
especially appropriate to rules that depend for their validity on specific goals.
An instruction about how to cook souffle effectively is somewhat beside the
point if one abhors French cooking, and k is with respect to instructional rules
that one’s personal goals, desircs, and preferences are relevant matters for dis-
cussion and distinctive features in accounts. ' ]

The way kindergarien children give accounts scems 1o suggest sensl-
tivity 10 distinciions among rule types. Regulations and conventions scem to
elicit a legalistic orientation rich in references to conditions, conscquences,
and rule formulations. Morals elicit ncgotiations over what it was thas was
done. Truths and instructions elickt “knowledge talk,” and in the case of
instructions this is linked 10 a concern for what it was someone was trying 10
accomplish, his goals, wants, and preferences.

summary

This chapicr has focused on “situations of accountability.” We have
argucd that culural dynamics are most fruitfully examined by analyzing in
detail the way in which, by means of accusations, cxcuscs, and jusifications,
we incessangly regulate one another's conduct, provide oricntation, and nego-
tiate behavioral possibilities. By analyzing what children say in sitwations of
accountability, we have inferred that various culiural control mechanisms .
(regulations, conventions, morals, truths, instructions) may well be differen-»
tiated and as work in regulating the conduct of five- and six-ycar-olds. The
breach recognition patierns of children lend some support for this conclusion.
We encourage further rescarch on the issue.
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