iven a Context by any Other
iame: Methodological Tools
or Taming the Unruly Beast

Grenda Dervin

Confext is “...the pattern that connpects...all communication necessifates
context.. without context there 1s no meaning.”
{Bateson 1978, 13)

“The first step in taming the apparent wikiness of context is distinguishing the
various kinds of contextual factors.”
{Dascal 1989, 243}

Context is “...a spatial and temporal background which affects all thinking and a
seleclive interest or bias which conditions the subject matter of thinking.”
{Bewey 19600, 90)

When Justice Holmes asked John Dewey why his later writings were less clear than
his early writings, Dewey replied: *...1 was digging down three inches; now I'm
trying to dig three feet.”

(Dewey, as guoted in Postman [974)

INTRODUCTION: THE UNRULY BEAST

Ciur focus is on the study of information needs, seeking, and use in different
contexts, However, this paper spends little time on this focus as such. Instead,
this paper asks the question “What is context?” on the assumption that to ask a
guestion that is so little asked may prove useful. This paper looks for possible
answers in the literatures of the social sciences generally, both phiiosophical and
sheervational, focusing particularly on literatures in the communication fields
on the assumption that the phenomena of our interest are most usefully defined
as communication phenomena.

One answer to the question — what is context - is both good news and bad,
The good news is that context is hot. Everywhere one turns in literatures of the
social sciences and humanities focusing on how humans make sense of their
worlds one sees increasing references to context. The bad news is that the very
guestion turns out to be almost embarrassing, and certainly a question leading
to a quest that demands extraordinary telerance of chaos. After an extended
effort to review treatments of context, the only possibie conclusion is that there
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is no term that is more often used, less often defined, and when cfefinéd defined

so variously as context.!

There are three aspects of this confusion that stand out. The first is that the
term context has become “almost a ritualistic invocation” (Slack 1989, p. 329).
The importance of contextis rarely an issue although there are some writers who
still decry what they see as the lack of generalizability that attention to context
introduces while others see attention to context coming too little and too late.
Mostly though, context is evoked but rarely with detailed treatments and even
more rarely philosophically or theoretically,

The second trajectory that runs through this literature is one of paradigmatic
isclation. It is a oversimpiification but useful to note that treatments of context
are plagued by the polarities that otherwise divide those of us involved in the
academic study of human beings and their societies. The divide is better seen as
a continuum. At one end are those who give allegiance to what is commonly
referred to stereotypically and erroneouslty as more positivist science. At the
other are those focused on more qualitative, humanistic science or critical/
cultural science. There are Interesting positions which are not so easily catego-
rized about which I will speak below. In the main, however, those at the extremes
of this divide appear to know little of the comings and goings of those on the
other end.

At one end of the continuum, there is a great deal of work which evokes
contextas another analytic factor among many. Context, it ks said, must be taken
into account along with other factors such as structure, culture, person, situa-
tion, behavior, and so on. From this conceptualization comes a lengthy and
bewildering array of possible contextual factors. Virtually every possible
attribute of person, culture, situation, behavior, organization, or structure has
been defined as context. Thus, for example, if the researcher focuses on the
meaning of texts, then the perspectives and behaviors of sources or receivers or

channels can become context, If the researcher is focused on relationships
between people, then factors describing the situation can become context. In this
logic, context has the potential of being virtually anything that is not defined as
the phenomenon of interest. Context is conceptualized, usually implicitly, as a
kind of container in which the phenomenon resides. The trick appears to be to
pinpoint exactly what aspects of the container impact or relate to the phenom-
enon. Mostly, at this end of the research comtinuum, the choices seem capricious,

At the other end of the continuum lies a context that is assumed to be a kind
of inextricable surround without which any possible understanding of human
behavior becomes impossible. In this view, contextis the carrier of meaning and
research must be contextualized, Further, every context is by definition differ-
ent, an intersection of a host of nameless factors. Because of this, research can
only be particularized and generalization in the traditional scientific sense is
impossible.
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The third trajectory that emerges is that those writing aF bot}} ends of Fh1s
soatinuum as well as those in the middle all admit that.there is an 1n‘exhaustible
1ix: of factors that are contextual. At one end of fhe cm'mnuum‘, thereisa mgndzi;e
15 huild conceptual systems which would provide guidance for the seiectlng. 1
she other, the issue is set aside as irrelevant because the many factors are seen
ag so intertwined that systematic unraveling is un_warranted.

The two ends of this continuum as [ have descr‘ibed thgm here are, of c&mrdsaT
stereotyped. Part of the good news abou.t context is that jn the lasF few d;.ca’ e;
- and particularly in recent years — a variety of well-developed phﬂoso‘@. ic fzg(
ireoretic positions regarding context have emergec?. Mast of these pOS;fIOBS‘-i )
sot fail neatly at either end of this stereot}fpefi CONLINUUM; ROT do }hey ;t ?asfti
into camps. All of them provide challenging illumination for our strugg es wi
context. What is interesting 1s that writers at each end of the contmm;mi
stereotype the other end precisely as I have here even though .a morle‘ i}se u
assessment of what is going on shows many strands 0f§0mm0n struggle It can(
e satd with some irony that scholars invoking come?a inone way or z%nc}iher as
important to the study of their phenomena are unw.&ilmg‘t‘c lnvgkeTc}(;)'iltf:?ct mn
their attempts to understand scholars whjo deflr_ae context cfn‘fe-rcnt}j;. | wisk is onz
of many contradictions which pervade discussions of context. T will speak mor
" til;:l:xtb:;;;arem, however, is that cqnicxi isa 1abel for a site {?f stgggglel_qlt
this struggle, the species is reaching for a new km{l of u.nderfstaa‘ Tg. a;d
everyone, of course. And, not in the same way._Butihe mtegsuy o a‘tctcn‘;‘on nd
confusion is suggestive of a shift in the episteme, a s.kuft that is oc,%urlﬁia
haltingly and dialectically. Context is the focus of at\tentmn for tAh(}'sc W()X".'i Hg
within a wide variety of perspectives. To name but a few: syn}bohc mt?rac.tl‘oi .
pragmatics, systems thecry, qualitative stad;e:‘s, Acultu.raI stud:lcs, her;nane:;tlas,
political economy, phenomenology, constructivism, mterlprt?n‘ve ar‘;.t ropo ogy
transactionism, contextual psychology, ethnograpihy, perspectivism, s{tu'auom‘sm;
and post-modernism. Given that every one of these perspectives in {fm;: 0
another version is in contentious opposition 1o at J‘eas% one of 'the other’ o ‘toese:
perspectives, this common call to context can b‘c interpreted in two w?ys. 1Ee
is good news — perhaps this is the road that will eventually free us ri)m‘ e
pofarities that drive us apart. The other is bad news - perhaps {he_;e w-zil c}m‘;rge
a plethora of contexts, adding to what alread'y seems {)ver'v\uhlelmmg con USIOH:

Whether this movement toward context is called a shift in the episteme (:;s
in Foucauit 1969) or a faultline (as in Hayles ]9?0) or the reachfor anew mo e
of wonder {as in McGuire 1986), what all the ms';tances have in common E.S a
move away from research that does not account fgr the here and the )IH:W (;.:e,
time and space) to research that does. Othe? than this common agres::mt,-n ,;:m
of the approaches [ examined have little else in common. But this one commo y
provides at feast a modest anchor across the divide.
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If, however, one focuses not on the perspectives which are struggling with
context at the ends of the polarized continuum, but rather with those strugghing
in the middle an entirely different picture emerges — a portrait of common
themes and common challenges. To build this portrait, [ have not relied on any
particular treatment of context but rather have sought out conceptual and
methodological treatments which are self-reflexive and explicitly struggling
with premises which have been left unstated by the more implicit approaches at
the ends of the polarized continuum.

Other writers have done extensive Hneage descriptions and comparisons of
approaches that call themselves contextual (e.g. Adams 1987, Hayes 1993b,
McGuire 1986, Rosnow & Georgoudi 1986). That is beyond my purpose here.
What I want to do is tease out my own sense of the primary agreements and
disagreements orienting specifically on issues which have methodological
implications. Thus, this exercise is not to be construed as a “faithful” reading
{even if such a thing were possible] of these sources but rather as my personal
attempt to identify common themes of continuity and discontinuity within and
between and to illuminate my own approaches.

This last statement gives the reader some guidance for the reading. I will not
be discussing my own approach to research on information needs, seeking, and
use in this paper. However, obviously my own work informs my journey here.
Inmy own work I have chosen to adopt a contextual perspective but at the same
time have taken a position “in between” regarding methods for stedying context,
admitting both quantitative (which some label as positivist) and qualitative
approaches to my repertoire and rejecting the idea that there is any necessary
technological determinism embedded in method. However, philosophically I
position myself closer to the qualitative end of the continuum. In 2 sense, then,
it can be said that [ am attempting to be systematic about something which some
scholars see as unsystematizable, either because (as at one end of the con-
tinuum) context is defined as chaos, enemy of order and generalization; or
because {as at the other end of the continuum) context is defined as amorphous
and fragile, fractured by the artificial imposition of method,

Several important points before 1 begin the search for themes. [ am using the
terms contextual approaches and contextualist in this paper to refer to a variety
of perspectives which under a variety of names make similar assumptions
regarding something that is frequently referred to as context. The scholars
referred to do not necessarily refer to themselves or their approaches by these
same labels. It is my interpretation that binds them and 1 have intentionally
reached out for theorists and philosophers operating in unconnected discourse
communities. Second, my extracting of themes is of course limited to the
literature of which Tam aware. Given the complexity of the issues and given that
context is referred to with myriad names, there are no doubt important sources
of which I remain unaware. Third, in most of these discussions the ferms
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situation and context are used interchangably.® For purposes of this paper, I will
operate in that definitional framework.

COMMON THEMES ‘

{“learly, for those who are addressing context theoretically and philosoph:cal!y,
there are common themes which mandate a particular approact} whether th‘ear
approaches are called interactionist, transactionist, contextualist, pragmatist,
perspectivist, or by any other label. These common Ehe‘mes are: . '
K nowledge is partial and temporary. Whatiscommon isan anti-foundationalist
nosition, a rejection of the idea that there is a bedrock reality thatcan be captu_red
in knowledge. Any knowing is assumed to be partial and. temporary, bound into
context. Some posit this assumption as pre-contextual - 1.e. one of'fvtw assump-
tions necessary in contextualized approaches. Others prefer to posit it simply as
axiomatic assumption admitted to up front as part of a mandate (?f self-
reflexivity. In either case, the criteria by which knowledge .ar}d aptxcm are
warranted are embedded in the doing, in practice, in workability, in conse-
quences, not in epistemology or axiology. Also fundamental .to this assun_lpt:on
is the conclusion that., as McGuire {1986, p. 274) states it, “To adr‘m’t’ that
knowledge is intrinsically erronecusisnotto imply t‘hat we should forgo it.” One
thing most of these thinkers have in common is the;; efforts to build a new and
radically different kind of science. This new science does far more than
acknowledge episternological fallibility or diversity on the pan.; of knqw_evrs.
Rather, it challenges that it is impossible to extricate epistemological faliibility
and diversity from ontological uncertainty and fluidity. . .

Reality is discontinuous, gap filled, changeable across time-space. This
assumption aligns with the first, Realily is seen as accggmble only (and‘alwgys
incompletely) in context, in specific situated hlsior{c1zed moments in t.nne
space, in what Altman (1986, p. 25) terms the “,..s?atiai and tempeijai conflu-
ence...” of people, settings, activities. events that is context. Drawing on the
work of Pepper (1942), many refer to contextual approaches as based on Ei_ae
same root metaphor — that of the historicized, situated event. Bu_t even within
this event, contextualism posits a gappiness which is both OHtOEO%lCBI as well as
epistemological in root. All we have is “scraps” and “frag.mems {Said 1983a,
b) which come potentially from elusive origins and there is a tendency to treat
these as if they are whole. McGee (1990) suggests that we should refer to
contextual formations {(in his terms, the convergings of texﬁs and colnt‘exts) as
“fragments” because of their inherent incompleteness and msepargbﬂxty.

The knower-and-the-known are inextricably bound. Foundational to ‘the
calls for contextual approaches is the epistemological assurnPtion that know;ag
is a product of some inextricable combination of human actmrhl,‘hﬁuman pnl:dzsw
position, and that ¢lusive thing called reality. Whatevef fallabﬂlties and. diver-
sities exist in human interpretation these are inextricability bound and situated

17



BRENDA DERVIN

in context. As Gadamer (1975, p. 239) puts it: “all understanding inevitably
involves some prejudices.” These are a pre-condition of experience. Common
to the contextual theorizings which I have reviewed is the assumption that this
pre-condition is neither good, nor bad. It is, rather, necessary.

Context is not usefully conceptualized as independent entity. As Ellis (1981,
p. 226) states: context is conceptualized most often as an artificial entity,
invariant in time, and independent of human interaction, This entity is most
often portrayed as a surround that in enclosing things (e.g. persons, structures,
events, situations) becomes in essence an attribute imposed on these things but
yet atl the same time independent of these things. This kind of separation of
context makes it too easy to reduce context to simple parts, and, to reduce the
things onto which context attributes are imposed to these parts. A living
breathing struggling person becomes merely a person in a job context. A
message with history and contradiction becomes merely factual or entertaining.
Extrapolating from these kind of inside-outside ideas about context (e.g. context
enclosing other things and context inside other things) is a related idea which
also is challenged by those who are theorizing context — the idea that somehow
context is in an opposition relationship to other things. An example is the not
infrequent idea that context is that which ruins the purity of purpose encoded in
so-called factual messages, All of these ideas - inside, outside, opposition —are
made possible only when context is conceptualized as independent.

Context requires a focus on process. While implications and implementa-
tions drawn from this assumption vary greatly, most of those who theorize
context mandate attention to process, to change over time, to emergent and fluid
patterns. In the terms of Dewey, considered by some one of the philosophic
grandfathers (along with Hegel, Marx, Pepper, and others) of contextual ap-
proaches, this is a mandate to focus on “action verbs”, on acting, doing, talking,
thinking {Dewey and Bentley 1949). This emphasis on process is usually
considered another of few pre-contextual mandates, an “irradicable” (Rosnow
1986) necessity. In this framework, reality is in a continuous and always
incomplete process of becoming. A distinction between process manifestations
and product manifestations of reality is helpful here. Product manifestations
only seem to have stability across time-space. Sometimes their time-space
fixedness is guite wide. But, ultimately, those who address contextas central see
this stability as mere illusion, as a static manifestation of that which ts ever
changing. As Weick (1979) challenged: there is no such thing as organization.
There is only organizing. As Garfinkel (1967) suggests our accounting practices
impose substance and form on otherwise indeterminate flows of activity.

Focus must be placed on the dialectical relationships between product and
process. While there is even more variability in ramifications resulting from this
assumplion, most of those calling for contextual approaches call for attention to
an inherent dialectical relationship between product and process, noun and verb,
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context and action, structure and agency. Bateson (1979, p. }3) says it best:
context 18 a “dance of interacting parts....a zigzag la(kier of fhai‘ectlc between
form and process.” Form is constituted by process and is consmut'ive of’pmcess.
Process is constituted by form and is constitutive of form. In Q:dden s theory
{1979, p. 5) of the “duality of structore” this is stated as seeing structure as
;‘,._ia(]th medium and outcome of the reproduction of pracilces:” Sf;hutz (1964,
n. 11) was getting at the same idea when he said:_“When an action is completed
its original meaning....will be modified in the fHight of what ha_s actuz,ariiy been
curried out, and i is then open to an infinite number of reflections.... .
Focus must be placed on multiple imerdependencies.. The assumpt;(‘)ns
shove intersect on another — that there are multiple potential mterdependenclef;.
Some theorists who conceptualize context draw on systems theory for this
azsumption (Rapoport 1968, von Bertalanffy 1968) Yv_h;ic o'thers draw on
various forms of dialectical theorizing such as that manifested in the works of
Sewey and Marx (Gavin 1988). In both cases, ideas of linear progressions are
sither rejected or tempered and palterns are seen as potentially exh‘xbstmg
themselves in every possible temporal or spatial direction. Fgrther, the :c_lea of
the summation of parts, so ever-present in traditional causal thinking, 1s rejected
in favor of views that assume either that things will be less or more than the parts,
o7 that this kind of part-whole thinking is alien to the very nature of contextual
theorizing. .
él‘vf’;;”é{ is & necessary source of meaning. Obviously, fundamenta'i to this
line of thinking is the idea that context is a necessary source of meaning. For
some, context is also sufficient for meaning but this rigid idea usually comes
from those who do not attend to the subtleties of putentia} diafectical relation-
ships in the analysis of context. The most subtle, and I think useful, tzeatr_xléni,
comes from Gadamer { 1976) who is interrogating a common struggle pertaining
10 context — that of the refationship between context and text —as he ‘chaiicnges
traditional hermeneutic approaches. Morris (1993, p. 140) provides some
helpful background. The text, he says, has traditionaily’ bgen revered (a legacy,
some suggest, of the judeo-christian reference to the biblical text). In essence,
the text hhbas been seen as encompassing essential truths and because of this,
Morris challenges, the “silences” that are thus invited are “...grotesque, unten-
2hie, and fundamentally anti-intellectual.” This reverence of text mgde L.‘()ﬁt{:}(f,
into con-text, something apart from text and often somlething with impure
impacts on texti. The struggle i the humanities‘to theorlze this relationship
marks the development of interpretation and criticism lncratm\'as and, ofc:aurs?,
remains a hotly contested issuc in discussions of the value of a canon. Even in
the 1990s one can still find, for example, studies which ask Whathef students
should be allowed to take context into account when they write or when they
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In Latin root, both context and text refer to connectings, weavingé, unitings.
Gadamer, in opposition to the privileging of text over context, asks if meaning
is not in the text (as accessed traditionally with semantic approaches), then
where is it. He acknowledges that meaning can be individuated, unique to the
person as interpreter. But, he reasons, if meaning were only individuated there
could be no communication . In essence, then, Gadamer shifts attention in
hermeneutics from the context of production to the context of interpretation and
mandates in line with assumptions such as those detailed above attention to the
crreular dialectic of interpretation in which he sees a mandate for anafyses of an
almost endless continuum of factors (e.g. intentions of speakers, authors,
interpreters; history, culture, psychoanalytic digs). In theorizing this way.
Gadamer denies any basic ontological status to the subject and any ontological
distinction between subject and object, a position he shares with many fabeled
as “post-modernists” (e.g. Bourdieu 1989, Derrida 1988, Foucault 1969, Lyotard
1984, Rorty 1985).

CONTESTED THEMES
If one can designate three major camps of scholars most actively theorizing
coniext, those most apparent in the Hterature are those grounded in hermeneutics
or the analysis of texts (e.g. Branham & Pearce 1985, Gadamer 1981, McGee
1990; Pearce & Crenen 1980; Ricocur 1981); those grounded in Batesonian
pragmatics and systems theory (e.g. Adams, in press; Bateson 1978, 1979; Ellis
1981; Fisher & Adams 1994); and, those grounded in contextual psychology
(e.g. Altman 1986; Gergen 1985; Hayes, Hayes & Reese [988: Hayes 1993b,
McGuire 1986; Owen 1996) with its emphasis on Pepperian {1942) contextual
world views. As noted earlier, in the literature one finds some comparisons
between these camps and these inform my discussion below. But my purpose is
broader for I bring to bear on this discussion treatments of contextual ideas that
fall outside the network of citations in these three camps: ¢.g. those from
scholars labeled as post-modernists, symbolic interactionists, and so on. Again,
my intent is to inform my own use of context so the trajectories of discontinuities
I tease out here owe allegiance only to my own Interpretative framework,
Further, my discussion attempts to dig deeper than the contests thus far
explicitly identified in comparisons. Most of the contests in treatments of
context involve subtleties at play within common themes. Thus, for example,
while all these theorists accept the idea of the necessity to study communication
processes in context and all accept that context s social, there are some marked
differences in how the social is conceptualized. What is most striking to me is
that the common themes described above are usefully seen as a kind of world
view (again McGuire’s 1988 term a kind of “wonder” seems to fit}. While this
world view mandates certain methodological moves in cominon, in fact meth-
adological differences most often are accounted for by undiscussed differences,
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whether the lack of attention to these contests is by omission or commission is
sfien not clear, Tt is also telling to note that even though these theories share a
common contextual world view, among the issues which divide them are issues
commonly associated with polarizations between those who adhere to contex-
iual views versus those who do not, This suggests that our discussions of what
divides us are often based on superficialities that serve as markers. Thus, much
i¢ made of the contests between so-called quantitative versus qualitative work
and this has become stereotyped as the absence versus presence of variab]_e
analysis and use of numbers, However, the dif‘f§rcnces m how @@exi is
zonceptualized seem at root to have far more to do with the divide. This, ml turn,
suggests that the bridge between meta-theory, theory, and methodology s (0o
infrequently addressed.

It is difficult to find an order in which to present these contested themes
because they are so very inlertwined. The reader may find it most helpful to start
oy skimming the entire set. Further, while each of these themes'has d;‘rect
implications for methodology, 1 will delay attending to these until the final
saction of this paper. N _

Width of history: now versus then, While all those theorizing comcx‘{ refer to
she historicized event as context, what is meant by history differs. For some
{Altman 1986; Hayes 1983b), the term historicized seems to refer tp an
anchoring in the here-and-now as opposed to the kir?d- of 1ra.ns—31Fuat10nal
theorizing that has traditional characterized more positivist social science. In
contrast, historicized to others (e.g. Gadamer 1981; Foucault 1969, 197%;
Ricoeur 1970} means anchored in the time-space of both the pregent an‘d a
sotentially infinife past, with the limitation, of course, that interpretations of the
past are necessarily contextualized in the present. .

Play of power: present versus absent. In the most overt way, this contest
involves é difference between those contextually-oriented theorisis who are
informed by marxist scholarship and those who are not. For the f‘arme‘r (e.g.
Bourdieu 1989, Gramsci 1988, Hall 1989, Foucault 1964, Lukes 1974, R;c\{seuf
1981) power is itself accepted as pre-contextual — as direct or 1pdzrect for‘ce
which pertains to or permeates all phenomena, In contrast, we fmd. McGuire
{1986} drawing a distinction between epismmoiogicalAways' of ?gn'owmg {those
focusing on the nature of knowledge and the langugge in wh;ch itis expres-secf');
power-inscribed ways of knowing (those focusu?g on Issues of power in
actuality or image); and perspectivist or contextualist ways of knowing (those
focusing on bridging the gap between the knower and the imoyvn). In betwegn,
we find, for example, various scholars working in the ransactional pragmatics
tradition (e.g. Adams, in press; Fisher & Adams 1994) who attend to power as
observable in on-going human interactions and not in the sense of the historical
dig that 1s mandated by critical approaches.
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Nature of the dialectic: mediation versus constitution, The subtlety involved
here is one of whether the theorist emphasizes openness or constraint. Thus,
while contextually-oriented scholars generally attend to the tensions between
nouns and verbs, product and process. proximity and distance, some refer to the
practices which form this dialectical middie as mediations while others refer to
them as constitutions. Some make much of this (e.g.Sigman 1990) charging that
the former term rests of vestiges of fixed reality ideas. Ultimately this tension
may arise more from language limitations because whether it is called mediation
or constitution, contextualists generally focus on the duality of acting on and
being acted upon. Sigman agrees in spirit (1990, p. 562) when he calls for the
development of “...vocabularies that recognize both... relative stability... and
...change.”

Relationship to non-contextual approaches: opposition versus dialectic. Al
an abstraction level up from the preceding theme is another — that of how
contextualists view the utility of the waork of non-contextualists. It is perhaps a
mark of our time that most contextualists present themselves in polemical
contrast. This can itself be interpreted as a contextualized move of the kind that
Gadamer (1976, p. 11) emphasizes when he says “No assertion is possible that
cannot be understood as an answer to a question...” For Gadamer this is the
“most clear-cut evidence of the unsaid {i.e. context] revealing itself in the said”
{p-89). While few speak of it, it is obviously possible to look across the divide

of contextualist versus non-contextualist dialecticalty. Lana (1986) makes the
point when he calls for a kind of transcendent dialectic. Even the extreme
differences between positivist science and contextualized science can them-
selves be considered as necessary dialectical forces. To consider one without the
other, in an ironic sense, is itseff a decontextuatizing move. To consider them
jointly would, Lana suggests, produce useful explanatory syntheses while
leaving the methodological elements of the dialectic intact,

Nature of the subject. transcendental versus decentered. Perhaps the tricki-
est issue, the one that draws more passion and protest, is the issue of how to
conceptualize the human being. The transcendent human with an essential
constancy across time-space is, of course, a fundamental tenet of he juden-
christian tradition. The trait-described human, boxed in by demographic, per-
sonality, and other atiributes, has been a constancy of positivist social science.
Despite the core contextual belief that context and person Iwhen assumed
theoretically as separable] constitute and are constituted by each other, some

contextual approaches appear to retain efforts to find human COnStancy across
time in space. Thus, for example, in distinguishing interactionist approaches
from contextualist approaches, Veroff (1986) sees the former as tooking at
personality as stable but complex and impacted differentially by contextual
factors. In contrast, Veroff asserts, the latter contextualist approaches assume
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¢hat what is stable about humans is not their personalities as these change with
cperience uman orientations o change. ‘
tﬂ&ﬁgggf;;ﬁci{lg:was noted earlier, is a exemplary contrast‘ to it?e‘se effi)lrts ;2
rerain a conceptualization of the human as cen‘stant across tsme-séag{:zwwesnthc
denies any basic ontological status to the subject. Colapitro 1(\/119 ) ;z;)ewe '
same kind of emphasis from his efforts 1o'c-onr;‘ect‘thlc works of.: . ‘a‘sr;'( 14111 Dewe ;
fioth, he says, replaced the free, conscious snd{vsduai O.f claslmca” | eé b(;th
;‘iféi}‘z‘thﬁ situated, divided, conscious, unconscious subjcfci. dn a_asscn;;_ gOCiai
Dewey and Marx abandoned the isola{ed_md;wduai as foun ation c; Jocial
arder for the situated, contextualized sub;elct‘ bound into a m?}trlx o_t. aman
subiectivity. From these moves, of course, it is not too far toﬁz ; ?f—k 2 oot
various scholars labeled as post-modern poaml‘ng to the ctiec_enm‘*% s.]'j; }ebe.dieq”
example is Foucault (1979) with his emphasis on soaghzed ’ f}u :' " &r;d
Another is Derrida {1988, p. 8) for whom the subjf:ct dlsap;_}t:dsrs en 1; . yd nd
what remains is text (often referred to populari_y as discourse tgrmanon an
“essential drift” in interpretations and uses of that text over ﬁxme. ”
Focus on behavior: interpretation versus observable action. To ex‘emilt{l
ihis contest, I will attend to two approaches to contextual wgrk tha;(a‘l"ed :ﬁd
taheled discourse-analytic. One of these is more ht?rf:rgeneutsca%l‘yk;k asic and
focuses on sutrounding contextual interpretation ui]li‘zmg gii possible slc}uWiEh
of edification. Gadamer’s {1975) ami—methgd methodis aprimary exan;p e\ o
his emphasis on spiraling and never«eqdmg sucsfsswe 1n£erp1jc:}i1 13:;%;;
sroaching but never reaching a “fusion gf hor;zong. In ccmt:iast 1‘5.] 9;4) Wl:lich
tional pragmatic approach (e.g. Adams., in press; F“IS?IGI“. & Adams o which
facuses only on observable behaviors in order to 1de‘m1fy patterrssioﬂt tation
ships between, for example, content of'taik and r.ellatlonalf'tempc;ra ] reua f{)c[;b:
Proponents of the latter approach someﬂmps exyhmtly state that t eydserqtand s
on interpretation or sense-making as antithethical to what they unders
-ontextualism. -
mmc‘?if;?;ehzf method: one versus many. Necessarily it foliows th;x; éhzd vcaéi;t;z
contextualists differ in allegiance to method. Some (e.g. Gadamer ;'1 o e .for
1986) call for a multiplicity of ap;_)broiaches a']{hougil Gadame'r w ;9::8;;; . fmrc
a multiplicity of surrounds is expisc:ltiy anti-method. M(':F}anc {_‘ o a(mld hore
typical of the method plurahists in his cail for psycholﬁigists to go( : ¥ nd thetr
traditional reactive methods and incorporate case studlcs, text a‘ndf?sev,h e
host of alternative analytic forms as well a variety of creative uses .0; zg;c:o A
statistical analyses. McGuire has done more o connect context‘uva. p E\,\,Gighpthi
1o specific methods than any other scholar 1 1dc.nt1txed. CDi‘]trdbljng \h_ P the
pluralists are those (e.g. transactional pragmatlsts.) who focl:xs rriu}cam; e
narrowly on developing and perfecting methods which allow them to y

observahle behaviors in on-golng interactions.
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se of method: bias versus Hlumination. This contest reflects the ends of the
polarized continnum which I used as a tool m the opening section of this paper,
Within the spirit of contextualism, as well as between contextualist and non-
contextualist approaches, is a divide. On one side are those who are anti-method.
On the other are those who see the absence of method as concomitant with the
absence of systematic scholarship. Those on the “anti-method” side call for
holistic approaches that create narratives or accounts bringing together multiple
strands of attention. They eschew anything that is analytic in the variable
analytic sense. At the other side arc those who see the dangers of reification and
the freezing of the fluid as necessary concessions in the service of their goals to
conduct research with consequence. Hayes (19932a) discussion is useful, refer-
Fing to two contextualisms — descriptive and functional. The former with its
emphasis on holistic description stays true to contextualism’s root metaphor but
remains isolated from practical goals. The latter borrows more mechanistic
methods to serve practical ends but in the process threatens its own philosophic
roots. Gadamer (1975) is, of course, most identified with the anti-method stance
because of his assertions that anything that is methodical is reductive and
necessarily suppresses those aspects of experience that do not fall within the
methodical range. At a more abstract leve] here, however, is not the issue of
method. Even Gadamer points to possible step-takings (e.g. psychoanalytic
digs, cultural analyses, etc.) but rather the impact of the constraints of reciped
methods. The contest here is with mindless method not method per se. Only the
most extreme qualitative perspectives call for the absence of analysis (e.g. an
auto-biographical account presented without analysis). The issue is not analysis
but brutal decontextvalizing analysis. Ultimately, the contest here pertains to
the reduction of methodology to reciped method.

Depth of the dig: surfuces versus dark depths. Necessarily related to the
above is a difference in how much attention various contextualists pay to the
depth of their digs. While all seemingly accept that what is involved in inquiry
is not as straightforward as positivist social science assumes, what differs is the
intensity of the mandate to pursue dark and hidden depths in a dig for which the
archeoclogical metaphor seems apt. This difference seems to relate primarily to
the extent to which different theorists emphasize power. Those who do are more
likely to assume that power does not play out on surfaces but rather in often
hidden depths requiring, for example, psychoanalytic digs or multiply intersect-
ing spirals of cultural and historical Interpretation. Attention to power alone
does not fully account for this division, however. Another aspect seems to be the
pursuit of refined and narrow methods versus the pursuit of multiple methods.
McGuire (1986), for example, does not emphasize the power dimensions of
context but does imply in his call for innovative approaches a need to attend to
deeper and deeper complexities.
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though, there are marked differences in how different contextualists talk about

change.

Some contextualists (e.g. Hayes 1993a) discuss in some detail the conditiong

under which the contextualist can preduce outcomes which allow useful inter-

ventions in planning and policy processes. Hayes speaks quite explicitly, for

example, of the need to manipulate context because one can not impact human
action directly. This is a sleight of hand move, of course, and Hayes recognizes
it when later he mentions this paradox: if context is only realized in action and
if T am part of context, what is it that is being manipulated and with what
Justification? Perhaps what we have here is in part vestiges of old mechanistic
vocabularies. The word “manipulation” in itself raises a red flag.

Adifferent kind of discourse is found with other contextualists who focus on
utopian ends. What they all have in common is a debt to philosophical perspec-
tives which imbue a seif-reflexive attention to societal transformation. Dewey
(196(), for example, emphasized philosophy as a tool for reconstruction (19603,
In describing Dewey {along with Heidegger and Wittgenstein), Rorty (1979
saw Dewey as starting out as a foundationalist but fater warning of its dangers.
Dewey’s fater work, Rorty (p. 5-6) says: s lhempeulic...edifying‘..designed
to make the reader question his motives for philosophizing”; and, designed as
well (Rorty 1982) to offer greater alternative perspectives and options for fature
actien, to challenge world views,

Inherently involved in this kind of a move is the idea of unmasking the
“potency” (Sigman 1990, p- 360) of interpretation and how interpretation serves
the order of things. This kind of methodological attention is popularly fabeled
as deconstruction although what various scholars do when they deconstruct
varies markedly {e.g. Derrida 1988, Foucault 1965). The very premises of
contextualism (e.g. that humans constitute their worlds and are constituted by
them) suggests for scholars such as Douglas (1986, p. 127) the mandate for a

different kind of moral philosophy to serve research, Gadamer (1976, p. 94)
approaches this point when he speaks of the virtues of “translation” — allowing
the foreign to become one’s own in a fusion of horizons which does not
neutralize any contributing perspective. The .. hermencutically enlightened
consciousness,” he says, “seems to me to establish a higher truth [and]._draws
itself into its own reflection.” Slack (1989) and Marvin (19%9) point in the same
direction when they emphasize that in contextualized scholarship relating to
technologies aitention shifts from decision-making and choices to how tech-
nologies may contribute to conditions of self-knowledge. Sontag (1966, p. 59)
also points in the same direction when she refers to the consequences of this

deconstructing process as an awesome responsibility for inherently it involves
“modifying consciousness and organizing new modes of sensibility.”

Of course, the line between such self-reflexive, consciousness-raising goals
and imposition of dogma or tyranny is easily crossed. In his often quoted
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focusing on both verbs or process manifestations and on noun or product
manifestations, and on dialectical bridges between. This, in turn, mandates the

kind of emphasis on practice and action which characterizes much of this work.
Itis, in essence, areach for a new kind of understanding of the human condition
-~ not an understanding of what that condition is Oor even was or might be, but
rather an understanding of its becoming, its struggling, its transforming. One
implication of this kind of change in focus is the possibility that pracess
approaches focusing on verbs will engender a new kind of knowledge about the
human condition, a knowledge including some of those elusive universals,
which pertains not to substance but to process.

Inherent paradoxes: decontextualized or contextualized context, Qne theme
permeates the discussion above but needs separate attention. Virtually every
contextualizing theory points to things which are considered pre-contextual.
These essentially axiomatic propositions are often described as a minimalist
approach to ontologizing because, of course, contextualizing perspectives
mandate against positing ontological existences across time and space. Thus, for
example, Gadamer (1976, p. 66) deontologizes the human subject but mandates
that .. _depending on the situation is not situational.” Others, as noted above,
speak of the idea of context being in itself pre-contextual and of the inherent
difficulty of ralking about context when one Is part of it. Others refer to the
contradiction of having 1o rest research on human-established goals in the
absence of a stable foundation while being party to the constituting of the very
context that is being studied,

Hayes (1993a) talks of these contradictions as apermanent ambiguity which
must be tolerated. If not, contextualism would have to be abandoned. Hayles
(1990} in speaking of the impact of chaos theories on both the sciences and the
humanities refers to the inherent paradox in assertions of this kind: “there is no
absolute knowledge” or “every thing is comtexiualized.” Everything is thus false
except this; or everything is true except this. As has been suggested above, this
tension can be looked at unbearable constraint or welcoming opportunity.

METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

In recent years the term methodology has been used as a substitute for methods
when it is more usefully referred to as the theoretical analysis of methods. In
essence, methodology is theory for research step-taking, including theory of the
methods of theorizing as well as theory of the methods of ¢hserving and
analyzing. This is an important peint to hang on to for, in fact, there is very little
useful discussion of methodology in the social science literatures and
methodologists (in this sense of the term) are typically under-appreciated,

The many ways in which the themes of context described above play out in
the move from theory to method and method to theory ~i.e. in methodology ~
is extremely hard to trace at this stage. Clearly, this work is richer in the theory
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would “...find curselves in a world that is utterly sirange to us, evén though it

would still be the world of our awn evervday life.”

But what lessons can we extract for step-takings in our own research efforts,
Each reader will hopefully draw their own conclusions from the review of
common and contested themes above. My own list follows, informed most
usefully by Carter (1982, 1989, 1991), Gadamer (1973, 1976, 1981), Branham
& Pearce (1985), Gavin (1988a.h), and McGuire (1986}, The reader will no
doubt ascertain that my position is one of comprehensiveness. I see lessons to
be learned from most of the discussions above.

This is not to imply that I do not see incommensurabilities. For example, I
mandate that power be a consideration in all my rescarch both because of my
interest in critical approaches and because of my conceptualization of move-
ment (and process) as inherently involving forces and, thus, power. Because |
make this cheice, however, does not necessarily mean that there is nothing for
me (o learn from acritical work. This goes back to the idea of whether | will see
work completed outside my perspective as in oppesition and thus irrelevant or
as in dialectic and thus as inherently relevant,

In essence, my list of implications can all be summarized in one statement:
I must learn - and, T believe we must all learn — to walk the in between:

1. To be concerned about the coherency of our conceptualizations as we
move from meta-theory to theory to methodology to method and back, but to
acknowledge that there is no foundational stable fogic that can bridge all these
gaps. To understand that there is, as Gavin {1988) suggests a “will to helieve”
{borrowing from James 1927) in hetween.

2. To find a balance over time hetween more particularized approaches to
research (such as case studies and participant observation, accounts and narra-
tives) and more systematized approaches 1o research (such as systematic
mterviewing and statistical analyses). To understand that 1 must rearch for a
variety in methods if 1 am to implement the contextual mandate to surround. To
pursue alliances across bridges with colleagues so that cooperatively we can
apply the full range of possibilities to cur study.

3. But at the same time to understand the necessary tension hetween more
holistic, narrative-based accounts and more systematic attempts to tease out
patterns. To explicitly put these differences into contest with each other. To
understand that there is a marked difference between merely incorporating
context and being contextual and to put these two wiays of moving into contest
with each other allowing one to inform the other.

4. To posit (as McGuire 1986 suggests) every contradiction, every inconsist-
ency, every diversity not as error or extraneous but as fodder for contextual
analysis. To ask and re-ask what accounts for this difference or this simnilarity
and to anchor possible answers in time-space conceptualizings, To search for
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ihat are explicitly dialogic and explicitly invite others to theosllze;‘ c;zxmmq
werlds. But, at the same time, to understand that surfaces and dept s,d et gh;
and strands, nouns and verbs require different res‘earch a_ppro‘achesra? ‘ af o
srch interview and even the invitation to multiple voices is but a(s);w‘ owcz
spiraling circle. Other, often stereotyped as more detgrln}nz..st ap;'ar(adzgi::%; o
4; political economy or statistical ana]y51.s, necessarily inform cm' oo um;u;y
avoid grasping too firmly to the popular zdca that the way 1to tame t- iy
tienst of context is to (as suggested by No%smge'r 19963 focus on comc‘x only ;
seievant to actors in that context. This move is too bound by' n'o_n-f.(;n[lexgx-m'
views of the human subject and ignores, for example, the posghﬁ;iy t;at t ;z
is something to be learned from marginalized and protest voices, or trom
Leare idden and silenced. .
?h';(?rrif; Eﬁiduwn up to my own choices, including tﬁe chmce; 1o l;scta
contextualist, by defining reflexivily as an ever-preseat, on-gorng ma}nc ate: 3 1
2t the same time, to not be frozen into inaction F)r by the fear that ew:r;l/ wores
speak is potentially a tyranny. To utilize utopian ;Qeas as methodoiiogu; ;;mv aﬁ.
. To avoid the temptation of dabbling which seems tc).beset t ‘(, . umd-
sejences and pursue a programmatic pgograml of s?*lholarshtp aimed at surroun
i ject philosophically and observationally. -
zg?ﬁ?ﬁiinmmi atien)ii to constraint and f‘raeénz‘nt fzmlude and Gpren_-i
ness, Hmitation and changability, flexibility ar.id mﬂembﬁ.;ty, prv{)xmuty ‘H‘i.tt
distance, historical formation and everyday res;stagcc and mv.emz.or}ilTjn p:h:‘
that the possibility that a new kind of transsubjective knowledge will emerge

oG

3
jetiepad

that :
{rom focusing on process, verbs and dialectics, . ‘ e
14, To use the mysterious depths and Ca}ntmd};u‘ens of context a;(mu ;Gﬁ -
logical tool. In the absence of any kénd‘o'z" esssnttapst cxu‘:mal floun a;zz;{)m:
comparisons and contrasts, discontinuities and bf‘ldg.es: s(trflgg es 'c?l‘& ' c‘onm“
piishments which provide analytic frameworks. The mﬁms.tu regr‘css\ o‘ C o ,‘11“
mandates a constant circling in and cut of frameworks which becomes i itse

methodelogical guidance,
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FIGURE { ‘
pigturing ten different ideas regarding the reia'tionships F)etwe.:en rf;al;lty,
E information, person{s), structure(s), an.d actscnsf‘pracn.ces‘, u}]:c;afures
~hronological order of their appearances in the social science hite

CONCLUSION
Context is something you swim in like a fish. You are in it. It is in you. A
contextual view mandates a new way of being as scholar and researcher. The
Jjourney, the inventions have just begun. To implement a contextualist method-

ology implies in essence what Blumenberg (1983, p. 30) terms not method as

planning but as “the establishment of a disposition: the disposition of the KEC R e iy someming o,

subject, in [her| place, to take part in a process that generates knowledge in a B Bemont w have being

transubjective manner.” i An auntuse, o charocic
o

Admittedly in this discussion I have refused to be cowed by the polarized
arguments of either the more post-modern contextualists who see nothingbut =200 | T
tyranny in systematization, or the more modern contextualists who see nothing
but chaos in a fully implemented contextualism. Rather. [ have explicitly chosen
the “in-between” as an appropriate position for a contextualist world view
which mandates dialectical attention,

What I have been unable to do is provide reciped guidance for how to tame
the unruly beast. In one sense, a contextualist approach requires that we
understand that the beast is inherently wild. In a second sense, a contextual
approaches requires that we be wilder, accepling the inherent absolute
unattainability of our quest while pursuing the journey. In a third sense, the
taming is of us, mandating a walk toward complexity, toward as Dewey
proposed, digging deeper.
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NOTES

I This paper is based on references obtained from a scarch of the 75 journals of the
communication fields indexed by Comserve. From these additional references were
extracted from bibliographies. Some 200 possible sources were identified but only
the [00 most useful are listed in references. The author is grateful to Sam Fassbinder
and Kathteen D. Clazk, both of whom assisted with literature review: and to Peter
Shields with whom continuing discussions regarding philosophic issues guiding the
social sciences have been most helpful,

2 See Dervin 1991, 1992, 1994,

3 Pettegrew (1988) is an exception - positing situation as always contained in contexs
but his container approach to context is one which ultimately I would Labet as non-
contextaal. ‘

4 The notion of "picturing” was developed by Richard F. Carter {1974). This version
used here was adapted by Dervin {1975},

REFERENCES

Adams, K. L. {in press), Context and pragmatism: A matter of pattern. in J. Owen (ed.),
Context and communication behavior, Reno, NV: Context Press.

Altmarn, ., & Rogoff, B. (1987), World views in psychelogy: Trait, interactional,
organismic, and transactional. in D. Stokols, & [. Altman, (eds.), Handbook af
environmental psychology. New York: Wiley, 7-40.

Altman, I, (1986), Contextualism and environmental psychology. in R.L. Rosnow, & M.
Georgoudi (eds.), Contextualism and understanding in behavioral science: implica-
tions for research and theory. New York: Praeger, 25-45,

Ang, 1. (1995}, Ethrnography and radical contextualism in audience studies. in 1. Hay, L.
Grossberg, & E. Wartella {eds.), The audience and its landscapes, Boulder, Co.;
Westview Press,

Barthes, R, {1985), The responsibility of forms: Critical essavs on music, arl, and
representation (tr. R. Howard; original work published 1982). New York: Hill and
Wang.

Bateson, G. (1979), Mind and nature: a necessary unity. Toronto: Bantam.

Batesen, G, (1978), The pattern which connects. Co-Evolution Quarterly, 18, 4-15.

Blumenberg, H. (1983), The legitimacy of the modern age. Cambridge: MIT Press.

Bourdien, P. (1989), The logic of practice (tr. Nice, Richard). Cambridge: Polity Press.

Branham, R. J. & Pearce, W. (1985), Between text and context: Toward a rhetoric of
contextual reconstruction. Quarterly Journal of Speech, T1(1), 19--36.

Bruner, 1. (1990}, Acts of meaning. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Buber, M. {1965}, The knowledge of man. New York: Harper Torchbooks.

Carter, R, F. (1991}, Comparative analysis, theory, and cross-cultural communication,
Communication Theory, 1{May), 151-158.

Carter, R.F. (1989), Reinventing communication, scientifically. in World COMPMURILY in
post-industrial society: Continuity and change in communications in post-industrial
society {Vol. 2), Seoul, Korea: Wooseok.

Carter, R, F. (1972). Application of signaled stopping technique to communication
research. in Clark. P. {ed.}, New models for communication research, Beverly Hilis,
CA: Sage.

Carter, R. F (1974), A journalistic cybemetic. Conference on Communication and
control in social process, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, October 31.

34

GIVEN A CONTEXT BY ANY OTHER NAME

ism 4 st-modern condition: learning from

s andler, M. 1. (1993), Contextualism and the post-mo lion: fror

o 1.as Vegas. in 5.C. Hayes, L.1. Hayes, H.W. Reese, & T.R. Sarbin, (eds.), Varieties
s;fsciennfic contextualism. Reno, Nevada: Context Press, 227-247.

Coiaptetro, V. M, (1988), From “individual® to “subject’: Marx and Dewey on the person:
in W.I. Gavin (ed.), Context over foundation: Dewey and Marx,. Dordrecht, Holland:
7. Reidel Publishing, 1i-36. . o
erradi, €. (19913, Text, confext, and individual meaning: rethinking life steries in a

.%'zcrmcneutic framework, Discourse and Soctery, 2(1), 105-118 ‘ ,
Tramico, A T, (1988}, The politics after deconstruction: Rorty, Dewey, and Marx, iz W .
7 ”Gavm ted.), Context over foundation: Dewey and Marx. Dordrecht, Holland: D.
Reidel Publishing, 177-207. - . . ,
sseel, M. (1989), Hermeneutic interpretation and pragmatic interpretation. Philosophy
and Rhetoric, 22{4), 239-259, , o ‘
Terrida, 1. {1988), Signaturc event context. in 1. Derrida, Limited Inc., Evanston,
filinois: Northwestern University Press. o . .
Servin, B, (1994), Information<->democracy: An examination of underlying a::sump-
—- zfor;s. Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 45(6, Juiy), 36.)w3.85.
Dervin, B. (1992): Erom the mind’s eye of the user: The sensc~mak1lng _c;uahtat;ve-
Aqua’mitative methadology. in .12, Glazier, R.R. Powell (eds.}, Qttal[!altve research
in informarion management. Englewood, CO: Libraries Unhmﬁe.ci., 6-84, ‘
Dervin, B. (19913, Comparative theory reconceptualized: From entities and states 1o
iervin, Bl . : v ’ e
rocesses and dynamics, Community Theoi"), 1, SE? N . '
'E}cr?/in B.(1973), Communicating ideas: A guide to picture (unpubi}shed manuscript).
?}‘*wey 1. (1960), Context snd thought. in J. Dewey, On experience, nature, and
freedom. New York: The Liberal Arts Press, 88116,
Dewey, 1. & Bentley, A-F. (1949), Knowing and the known. Bostt}!ﬂf Bca_con. ‘
teuclas, M. (1988), How institutions think, Syracuse: Syracuse University Press.
E?il}';D.(}. {1981}, The epistemelogy of form. in C. Wilder-Mott & I.H. Weakland (ed:s.)j
-. Réoor and imagination: Essays from the legacy of Gregory Bateson. New York:
(=3
Pracger, 215-230. o .
Fisher EAA & Adams, K.L. {1994), Interpersonal communication: Pragmatics of
human relationships (2nd edition), New York: Mc(}raw Hlll: e
Foucault, M. (1979), Discipline and punish: The birth of the prison {ir. Sheridan, A. ).
New York: Vintage Books (copyright, 1975} _ o
§~’£'>ﬂca:u£l, M. (1969}, The archeology of knowledge (ir. AM. Sheridan Smith; translated
version published 1972). New York: Panihcon.. . o )
Foucault MI.}( 1965), Madness and civilization: A History of insanity in the uge of reason
ftr,, Howard, R} New York: Random House. _
Freite, P. (1970), Pedagogy of the oppressed (. M. Bergman Ramos). New York: Herder

& Herder. ‘ ‘ - ‘ "
Gadamer, H. (1981), Reason in the age of science (i1 E.G. Lawrence), Cambridge, MA:

MIT Press. o ——
Gadamer, H. (1976), Philosophic hermeneutics (i. D.E. Linge). Berkeley, CA: Univer

sity of Cajifornia Press. . _ .
Gadmger, H. (1975), Truth and method (ir. G. Barden and J. Cumming). New York:

SDeabury Press. ‘ . .
Galgan G.E)}E 1988), Marx and Dewey on the unity of theory ang practice. in W.L G@m
- (cd.’). Context over foundation: Dewey and Marx. Dordrecht, Helland: Reidel

35



BRENDA DERVIN

Publishing, 209.-228.

A
Garlinkel, H. (19673, Snedies in ethnomethodology. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.; Prentice.

Hall,

Gavin, W1 (1988a), Introduction. in W.J. Gavin (ed.), Context over foundation: Dewey
and Marx. Dordrecht, Helland: D. Reidel Publishing, 1-10,

Gavin, W I (1988b), Text, context, and the existential limit: A Jamesian strain in Marx
and Dewey. in W1, Gavin, Context over foundation: Dewey and Marx. Dordrecht,
Holland: I3 Reidel Publishing, 49-57.

Geerte, £ (1983), Local knowledge: Furiher essays in interpretive anthropology. New
York: Basic Books,

Georgoudi, M., & Rosnow, R.L. (1983), The emergence of contextualism. Journal af

Communication, 35(17, 76-88,

Gergen, KB (1985}, The social coastructionist movement in modern psychology.
American Psychelogist, 40, 266275,

a3

sddens, A (1979}, Ceniral problems in social theory. Berkeley, CA. University of
California Press.

Graasci, A, {1988}, Forgaes, D, {ed.). A Gramsci reader: Selected writings, 197601935,
London: Lawrence & Wishart.

(1987}, Analternative way out of the philosophy of the subject:: Commu-

ion versus subject-centered reason, in J. Habermas, The philosophic discourse

f modernity: Twelve lectures {tn F. Lawrence; originally published 1985). Cam-

widge, MA MIT Pre

Hall, 5. (1989}, ldeclogy and communication theory. in B, Dervin, L. Grossberg, B.
O Keefe, & E. Wartella, (eds.). Rethinking communication: Paradigm fssues (Vol.
By, Mewbury Park, CA: Sage,

Hayes, L.} (1993a). Reality and truth. in 8.C. Hayes, L.J. Hayes, H.W, Reese, & TR.
Sarbin. (eds.}, Varieues of scientific contextualism. Reno, Nevada: Context Press,

il

{1993b}, Analytic goals and the varieties of scientific contextualism. in §.C.
5. Lo J. Hayes, HW, Reese. & TR, Sarbin, (eds.), Varieties of scientific
contexinalism. Reno, Nevada: Contexi Press, 11-27.

Huyes, 5.C., Hayes, L.J. & Reese, H'W. (1988}, Finding the phitosophical core: Areview
of Siephen C. Pepper’s “World Hypothesis”. Journal of the Experimental Analvsis
of Behvior, 50, 97111,

3. The theory of need in Marx. London; Allison & Bushy.
5. The will to believe. in W, James, The will to believe and other essavs
i . Mew York: Longman, Green & Co.

L (1B86), Descartes, Vico, contextualism, and social psvehology. in R.L.

w & ML Georgoudl (eds.), Contexivalism and undersionding in behavioral

soience: implications for researeh and theory. New York: Praeges, 67-85.

Lannamane, L (1991), Interpersonal research as ideological practice. Communtication
Theory, 1, 179203,

Lukes, 5. (1974}, Power: A radical view, London: Maemillan.

Lyotard LF (1984), The posimodern condition: A report on knowledge (tr. G. Bennington
and B. Massami). Mianeapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

it

sgarvin, C

GV

A CONTEXT BY ANY OTHER NAME

” e etary of
(1989}, Experis, black boxes, and artifacis: pew atlegories for the ;u&zmg gi
. i 3 Weofe B Wartells feds.y,

he electric media. in B. Dervin, L.. Grossberg, B.J. O'Keefe, E,P'\K ?(_mé‘“; ‘q“'
Fethinking communication, Yolume . Paradigm issues. Newbury Par ag
1H5-198. . i Laves
,_iﬁs;rv S M, (1993y, Metaphor and method in the parratory pi;ncl;ﬂ.c. inS.C. Hcim
}:M‘i ‘}!hvcs H.W. Reese, & T.R. Sarhin (eds.), Varieties of scientific contextuslism.
ik Hayes, movy, 5€, AR

Reno, Nevada: ext Press, 66-69.

weno, Nevada: Context Press, R —
teisarmott, R, P, Godpodinoff, K. & Aron, b (1978, Criteria for an e.EhaztzgrAgir;i;;};f
MO PR L I . e ravte O i

adequate description of concerted activities and their contexts, Semioticd, 280542

N the f 1 f contemporary culture
wieCiee, M. C. (1990), Text, context, and the fragmentation 0 u)n;u{,,;- ary cul .
e : ) ' N ; ETEN . o ITADRG

Wosiern Journal of Speech Communication, 54{Summer), 274 289 R
siefyaire, W, 1 {19861 A perspectivist tooks al contextualism ;}ud the )U‘di,-v. L{
o “}m;ioral science. in R.L. Rosnow, & M. Georgoudt (eds.), (,.rsrz!e.mza;f,am‘:mf
sehav : . L. Rosnow, & M. Leorgoudt Lees. 1, -0 e
wnderstanding in behavioral science: implicarions for rasearch and theory. N¢
York: Praeger, 271-301. ‘ o N
aire, W.I. (1983}, A contextual theery of knowledge: lts implications 1}); muova
o and i i i x itz (ed.) dvances in

on and reform in psychological rescarch. in [. Berkowitz (ed.), A; a;:uu

: y H New Y - Aeademic ags, 147

exverimental social psychology Vol 161, New Y_orkA “"‘Lad%;‘f-m PK-,\,- T
'”a:i”uiire W.1. {1973}, The yin and yang of progress i social psychology: Seven koan,
Aoty L ¥YYLE ), ‘ o e . o

Jowrnal of Personality and Social Psychology. 26, 446-456, e
ter. B. G. (1988), Rescarch interviewing: contexl and narraiive. Cambridge:
> - - N . N

Harvard University Press, ‘ ‘ o —
Winores, S (1990), Texts, readers and contexts of reading: developments in the study ¢
S S oty 10220

ia audiences. Me re and Soctety, 12, 9-2%.

media audiences. Media, Cultu Socien . e o
saorawski, . G (i‘)Sﬁ}.C(m{cxmaldiscipimc: The unmaking and rcmdku;g a;;s«;_ah‘mht_y.
T Ri ﬁosnnw & M. Georgoudi (eds.), Confextnalism and undersmanding in

in R.L. Rosnow. & M. Georg aligm and widersincing |

behavioral science: implications for research and theary. New \erk. %F;ICCLI} b
‘v‘ia:rfi;e R. (1993}, Modernity’s Prometheus, Western Journal of Compaication,

57(Spring), 139-146. , ‘ o
Mouite, C. (1985), Dimensions of radical democracy: Pluratism, ciize
airy. London: Verso. _ . et of
Jsinger, R, E. (1996}, Context and conversational processes. Annual ;:)_h,u;nc &5

Netorn Shal, s fafic seaden: iabruary 16,

Western States Communication Associalion, P&Sfldhﬂd, (;‘A, Fat ﬁ.,g.z_,(‘ A
Owen, I L. (1996). Context theory and consequated interaction. Annua _;);z‘;eza, 1{{. ']
ol FE . . . - - ’ b A - - . o . qj}u“ - "

Western States Communication Association, Pdsa{}gm, Cul%mmm‘, Fe »;;fi?_. o
Searce. WR, & Cronen, V. (1980), Conumunication, action, and meaning, 1#€ créciion
FEarce, 20 - . ¥t N

£ corial realitics. New York: Pracger. .

of sovial reqlitics. New Yo o o ‘ IR
538')[;6['{g C.(1942), World hypotheses: A study in evidence, Berkeley and Log Angeles
Pepper, 5.C, 2, :

University of California Press. ) ‘ e
"?”*tif;szrew LS. (1988), The importance of contextin applied umlmssm;.f:c_m regearch,
R - o Lot . IS Apy 310

The Southern Speech Communicaiion Journal, 53 (Summer ,:..Jsf! ;{ 5

R ~ L e fe sy 1 B jefi
Postman, N. (1974), Media ecology: (,ommummno? as u.}mn.‘?t,. ,E.;,z; "

Work (eds.), Proceedings of Annual Swmmer Conference of Spescii G

on. Chi Coeie 1973 Iuly 2 (1-10) , :

Association, Chicagoe, linois, 1973, July 12 {1100

Communicalion Associam}rf. B
Rapoport, A. (1968). Forward. in W. Stmk}?.' (el

behavioral scientist, Chicago: Aldine, vir-xxin

%

1hip, commi-

& for the

v, BModern systems:




BRENDA DERVIN

Ricoeur, P. (1981}, Hermeneutics and the human seiences. Cambridge, England: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Rorty, R. (1985}, Habermas and Lyotard on postmodernity. in R.J. Bernstein (ed.),
Habermas and moderniry. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 161-173.

Rorty, R. (1982), Consequences of pragmatism. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota Press.

Rorty, R. (1979}, Philosophy and the mirror of nature, Princeton: Princetan University
Press.

Rosnow, R. L. {1986), Summing up. in R.L.. Rosnow, M, Georgoudi (eds.) Contextualism
and understanding in behavioral seience: implications for research and theary. New
York: Praeger, 303-310.

Rosnow, R.L. (1981}, Paradigms in transition: Methodology of sociafl inguiry. New
York: Oxford University Press

Rosnow, R. L. & Georgoudi, M. (1986), The spirit of contexiualism. in R.L. Rosnow, &
M. Georgoudi, M. (ed), Comtextualism and understanding in behavioral science:
implications for research and theory. New York: Praeger, 3-24.

Said, E.W. {1983a), Opponents, audiences, constituencies, and community. in W.L'T,
Mitchelt ted.), The politics of interpretation. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,

Said, E'W. (1983b), The world, the text, and the critic. Cambridge: Harvard University
Press.

Sarbin, T. R. {1993). The narrative as the root metaphor of contextualism. in $.C. Haves,
L. Hayes, HW. Reese, & T.R. Sarbin, Theodore R. (eds.), Varieties of scientific
contextualism. Reno, Nevada: Context Press, 51-63.

Schegloff, E.A. (1987), Between micro and macro: Contexts and other connections. in
1.C. Alexander, B. Giesen, R. Munch, & N.J. Smelser, (eds.), The micro-macro link,
Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Schatz, A. {1964), Collected papers, volume H: Studies on social theory. The Hague:
Martinus Nyhoff.

Shotter, I. {1986), Speaking practically: Whorf, the formative function of communica-
tion, and knowing of the third kind. in R.L. Rosnow, & M. Georgoudi (eds.),
Contextualism and understanding in behavioral science! implications for research
and theory. New York: Praeger, 211-227.

Sigman, §. L (1990), Toward an integration of diverse communication contexts.
Communication Yearbook, 13, 554-563.

Slack, J.D. (1989}, Contextualizing technology. in B. Dervin, L. Grossherg, B.J.
O’Keefe, & E. Wartella (eds.), Rethinking communication. Volumel: Paradigm
issues. Newbury Park, CA.: Sage, 329-345,

Sontag, S. (1982), Writing itself: On Roland Barthes. in S. Sontag (ed.), 4 Barthes
reader. New York: Hill and Wang.

Somag, S. {1966} Against interpretation. New York: Farrur, Straus and Giroux.

Taylor. C. (1989), Sources of the self. Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Press

Veroff, J. (1986), Contextual factors in the nermal personality. in R.L. Rosnow, & M.
Georgoudi (eds.}, Contextualism and understanding in behavioral seience: implica-
tions for research and theory, New York: Praeger, 147-167.

von Bertalanfty, L. {1968), General systems theory: Founduations, development, oppli-
cations. New York: Braziller,

Weick, K. (1979), The psychology of organizing {2nd edition). Reading, MA: Addison-
Wesley.

Woodward, W. (1993), Toward a normative-contextuslist theory of technology. Critical
Studies in Mass Communication, 1{(2), i 58-180.

38




	isic226
	isic227
	isic228
	isic229
	isic230
	isic231
	isic232
	isic233
	isic234
	isic235
	isic236
	isic237
	isic238
	isic239

