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Introduction: 
Speaking and interacting with each other is a complex social, cultural and 

linguistic act as well. In this spirit, people speak and organize their 
communication in ways depending on the social and cultural circumstances 
they face. This is not merely governed by rules of grammar; but rather patterned 
according to rules which are part of their social knowledge in a given speech 
community. The latter is, mainly, regarded as a container of different groups of 
people, interacting among themselves socially and culturally in different 
settings and social networks. 

From this perspective, ethnography of communication, introduced by 
Hymes, seeks to find a clear explanation to these different rules, including the 
ability to communicate more appropriately and effectively under the heading of 
communicative competence. Besides, the presence of speech event and its 
analysis under the speaking model introduced by Hymes appears necessary to 
exist under the umbrella of communicative competence. 
Objectives of the Study: 

The present study aims to reveal how ethnography of communication is 
primordially concerned with language use and rules of speaking in which speakers 
as members of speech community and different social networks equate particular 
language codes and topics with particular socio-cultural setting. This is to focus on 
the ability to communicate more appropriately and effectively under the label of 
communicative competence as a cultural and linguistic act as well, in contrast to 
the simple study of language structure and rather than accepting the fact that 
language is merely governed by rules of grammar.                 
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Statement of the Problem: 
In social interaction a certain amount and quality of communicative 

competence is needed. Thus, members of speech community not only should 
share a set of grammatical rules but there should also have regular relationships 
between language use and social structure; i.e., there must be norms which may 
vary by sub group and social setting. At this level, Hymes insisted that speech 
community cannot be defined solely through the use of linguistic criteria, but it 
is related to society and culture. To this effect, the following question arises: 
What relationship can be determined between socio-cultural contexts and 
communicative competence? 

Research Questions: 
1 How can we understand the different communicative behaviours and practices 
into a broader social context? 
2 What element is most important in determining the cultural differences 
between members of different social networks within the same speech 
community?  
 
Method of the Study: 

The method used in this study is analytical because its nature seeks to 
uncover a set of concepts that are related to ethnography of communication, 
speech community, norms, communicative competence, and the relationship 
that can be determined between socio-cultural contexts and communicative 
competence. Thus, under an analytical study we will have the possibility to 
organize a set of important general characteristics that allow us, more 
specifically, to understand and consider speech as a socio-cultural practice. 

Historical Overview: 
In 1962, through his new approach “The Ethnography of speaking”, 

Hymes as a sociolinguist, launched a new discipline which focuses on the 
patterning of communicative behaviour as an essential constituent of the system 
of culture; it is concerned with the analysis of language use (usage vs. use) in its 
socio-cultural setting (Bussmann, 2006,p. 381). This is clear when he said: “My 
own purpose with the ethnography of speaking was …to show that there was 
patterned regularity where it had been to be absent, in the activity of speaking 
itself” (Hymes , cited in Saville, 2003, p. 10).  In this spirit, Hymes identified an 
ultimate importance for the cultural pattern as a key element in the 
establishment of his discipline. 
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On the other side, Saville (2003) stated: “The ethnography of 
communication has become an emergent discipline, addressing a largely new 
order of information in the structuring of communicative behaviour and its role 
in the conduct of social life” (p. 01). It means here, that a good understanding of 
communicative behaviour requires a good study of communication under a 
specific socio-cultural setting (context).     

In 1964, Hymes and his colleague John Gumperz published a special 
section of a volume of the Journal “American anthropologists”, under which the 
ethnography of communication as a new filed has come to be known. Hence, 
this latter has become an emergent discipline, addressing a largely new order of 
information in the structuring of communicative behaviour and its role in the 
conduct of social life (Saville, 2003, p.  01). 

The contribution of ethnography of communication helped interactional 
sociolinguistics to be developed with the pioneering work of Gumperz (1996), 
with the idea of “contextualization” in which certain cues such as prosody are 
used to create a social context, a frame work for interpretation. The presence of 
such cues is central for speakers to interpret and to share their communicative 
interactions, otherwise communication may be not well understood, or even 
broken down (Strazny, 2005, p.  979). 

Thus, in contrast to the popular linguistic theories of structuralism and 
transformational grammar, Hymes based his approach on the fact that the 
meaning of an utterance can be understood only on relation to the “speech 
event” or “communicative event” in which it is embedded (Hymes, cited in 
Bussmann,2006, p.  381). 

The basic opposition which was argued by Hymes, was that of 
communicative competence. He came to the fact that the linguistic competence, 
argued by Chomsky which merely refers to speakers’ knowledge of their 
language including the rules which they have mastered in order to produce and 
understand an infinite number of sentences and to recognise grammatical 
mistakes and ambiguities, is not sufficient. In contrast, his notion of 
communicative competence extends the Chomsky’s one, and focuses on the 
speaker’s situational appropriateness of their language. 

From all what precedes, we can deduce that ethnography of 
communication is the emergence of two concerns : Anthropology and 
linguistics, and behind this fact there was a need to make an interrelationship 
between them because anthropological linguists (later this became known as 
linguistic anthropologists) failed to deal with this interrelationship until the 
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1960s when Hymes realised this omission, something led him to call for an 
approach that would deal with aspects of communication which were escaping 
both anthropology and linguistics (Saville, 2003, p. 01). 

Communicative Competence as a Comprehensive Way to Understand 
Language Communication communicative competence:  

Hymes, in contrast to Chomsky, pointed out that other criteria are 
required in order for speakers to be able to communicate in an appropriate and 
effective manner in a speech community. According to Crystal (2008), this 
notion of communicative competence focuses on the native speakers’ ability to 
produce and understand sentences which are appropriate to the context in which 
they occur, and what speakers need to know in order to communicate 
effectively in a socially distinct setting (Crystal, 2008, p.  92).     

In this spirit, the notion of communicative competence as it was 
introduced by Hymes in the 1960s: (1962, 1964, 1972), emphasised that 
knowledge of grammatical rules is not sufficient for speaking a language and 
for communicating, it was considered only half of the story; in addition to the 
ability of producing grammatically acceptable utterances, speakers also need to 
know when to speak and when to stay silent, or what is appropriate to say in a 
particular situation. 

The emergence of communicative competence was the birth of this 
culture-specific speaking rules, it is the central concern of ethnography of 
communication, in that it tries to uncover, describe, and compare the speaking 
practices of specific communities (Strazny, 2005, p. 303). 

Revealingly, communication is of a central importance. In social 
interaction a certain amount and quality of communicative competence is 
needed. Its importance emerges from the fact that many individual and social 
problems in our societies arise, however, because people are not sufficiently 
competent with respect to certain aspects of communication. It is clear here, 
that a good command of communicative proficiency is needed to facilitate a 
better social life. 

A good range of this competence or proficiency is related to the 
successful communication. A good clarification of communication is related to 
the study of its behavioural basis composed of many communication skills 
because the concept of communicative competence is not easy to be defined in 
a general way. The reason behind this lies in the complexity of communication 
itself because it is primarily cognitive. However, a good definition of skills 
seems to be that proposed by Spitzberg who maintained that:  
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Skills, therefore, are generally thought to be manifestations of some 
underlying ability which is a capacity for action. This capacity is typically 
conceptualized as a function of numerous motivation (e.g., confidence, goals, 
reinforcement, potential, etc) and knowledge (e.g., content and procedural 
knowledge, familiarity, etc) components (Spitzberg cited in Rickheit & 
Strohner, 2008, p. 25). 

Evidently, Spitzberg here defines skills as the capacity of doing action, 
which is an outcome of some underlying ability mainly related to the specific 
knowledge of people who interact, and also of their feelings. In this sense, 
Saville (2003) stated that:  “The concept of communicative competence must be 
embedded in the notion of cultural competence, or the total set of knowledge 
and skills which speakers bring into situation” (Saville,2003, p. 18).  

It is clear from what precedes that culture is closely tied to 
communication, and interpreting the meaning of linguistic behaviour lies to this 
relationship. Culture as relevant to communication contains different aspects, 
most important among them according to Saville (2003) are: the values and 
attitudes held about languages and ways of speaking, the network of conceptual 
categories which results from experiences, and the way is knowledge and skills 
(including languages) are transmitted from one generation to the next and to 
new members of the group. Among these aspects, shared judgement of truth 
value is a substantial component of contextually appropriate usage and 
interpretation (Saville,2003, p.  19).                                                       

Accordingly, Findlay (1998) referred to the same context by mentioning 
the term “social cultural rules” as basic in individual’s communicative 
competence that he must learn in order to use language. He admitted also, that 
the knowledge of what is appropriate or inappropriate in a given social or 
cultural context, is to a large extent, a function of learning and acting on shared 
cultural rules for what he called “proper behaviour” (Findlay, 1998, p.  xiii). 

Effectiveness vs Appropriateness:                              
Considering that a good communicative competence is based on two 

facts: both grammatical and situational (socio-cultural context). According to 
Rickheit and Strohner (2008) this is primarily possible through two important 
criteria: appropriateness and effectiveness. Whereas effectiveness describes the 
outcome of communicative competence, appropriateness connects it with the 
situational conditions of the actual social interaction (p. 16). 



Ethnography of Communication: A Socio Cultural Perspective to Understand 
Language Communication through Communicative Competence 

27 
Recherches de l’université d’Alger1, N°10 -Tome 02 

Appropriateness: 
According to Harmer, appropriateness does not offend against the social 

customs of society in which a native speaker knows how to choose the suitable 
thing to say in a given situation (Harmer, 1990: 13). Similarly, Spitzberg and 
Cupalh (07) stated that “appropriateness reflects tact or politeness and is defined 
as the avoidance of violating social or interpersonal norms, rules, or 
expectations” (qtd.in Rickheit and Strohner, 2008, p.  26).  

In general, as Hymes proposed, a competent communication should be 
judged as appropriate according to social factors in a given situation, and these 
social factors should not be equated with norms or rules. The reason behind this 
is that in some situations it may be very appropriate to alter existing norms and 
rules or to establish new rules, which means that the criterion of 
appropriateness is flexible enough to cover a vast variety of relations between 
communicative actions and their environments (Hymes cited in Rickheit & 
Strohner, 2008, p. 25, 26). Accordingly, we can deduce that Hymes’ definition 
of appropriateness does not go side by side in its totality with that of Spetzberg 
and Cupach because it stands on the possibility that appropriateness may offend 
the existing social norms or rules in some cases. 
 
Effectiveness: 

 As a second criterion of communicative competence, effectiveness is 
centred beyond the meaning that communication is predicted to reach a certain 
goal. Thus, it is a central criterion for communicative competence. As 
Spetzberg and Cupch pointed out that: “effectiveness derives from control and 
is defined as successful goal achievement or task accomplishment” (Spitzberg 
&Cupach qtd in Richeit & Strohner,2008, p.  25). This is related to the ability to 
achieve or to infer a speaker’s (utterance) meaning, or to the achievement of the 
goal behind this intent (e.g. that this irony is meant as a critic or as a joke). A 
problem can arise with this criterion; in cases where functions and goals of 
communicative actions are not clear.  

Generally speaking, competence according to these two criteria 
(appropriateness and effectiveness) allows individuals to interpret social and 
cultural contexts (circumstances), and gives them the ability to use language to 
communicate culturally. 
 
 Types of Communication Competence: 

The notion of communicative competence, as we have discovered so far, 
is too huge: it does not imply, simply, to know if something is formally possible 
in a language, but also the knowledge of whether it is feasible, appropriate 
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within socio-cultural context in any speech community. Accordingly, 
communicative competence includes three types:  

Grammatical Competence (Formal Competence):   
This type in a great deal is based on what was argued by Chomsky: it is 

the knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, phonology, and semantics of a 
language. A distinction was drawn by Chomsky at the level of competence and 
performance. Competence is identified primarily with grammatical competence; 
it is understood as the underlying or innate principle from which the structure of 
all nature languages derives (Meyerhoff, 2006, p.  288). Performance, on the 
contrary, is what speakers do with competence.  

Pragmatic Competence:  
  This second type refers to the ability to use expressions to achieve a 

desired communicative effect (Malkmjaer,p. 530). In other terms, it is the ability 
of a well socialised speaker to know when certain speech acts are required, 
whether they are appropriate or inappropriate. It is considered as a competence 
required over and above grammatical competence in order to participate 
successfully in the speech community (Meyerhoff, 2006, p. 96-97). For 
example, politeness according to the social normative view is to speak formally 
and to behave in accordance with situation. According to this view, politeness is 
regarded as one component of pragmatic competence (Leech cited in Starzny, 
2005, p.  866). 
 
Sociolinguistic Competence (also Socio-Cultural Competence): 

 It is defined as the knowledge of the relationship between language and 
its linguistic context, knowing how to use and respond appropriately to different 
types of speech acts such as: requests, apologies, thanks and invitations. It is 
determined also by knowing which address forms should be used with different 
persons one speaks to and in different situations (contexts) and so forth. 

Sociolinguistic competence differs markedly in communities where 
language shift (change) is in progress, or for immigrants who may lose their 
ethnic language because of the wide use of styles in the language of the new 
community. Our sociolinguistic competence is detected through our speech; this 
latter is manipulated by interrelated factors. Holmes (2001) stated that “we all 
belong to overlapping social groups. We are concurrently members of social, 
and ethnic, and a regional group as well as members of a particular gender and 
age group” (p. 369).  
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  Holmes (2001) endeavoured to explain most of these differences of 
speech choice by answering the following question:  

How do changes proceed through a community? The process by which a 
particular change spreads reflects patterns of social contact. You learn the 
current slang from a friend who learns it from another friend outside your 
group. You adopt a new pronunciation, often unconsciously; in order to sound 
more like those you have heard using them. The reasons for the successful 
spread of one change compared to others are predominantly social and 
attitudinal (p. 369). 

 Coming back again to the point of who we are talking to, is primordial 
in constructing our sociolinguistic competence, and coining this point to that of 
age factor is also needed in order to use language appropriately. For instance, 
knowing how to speak with a young man is opposed to the way of speaking 
with an old man because they are often considered to be different in terms of 
social groups and cultures, and when they meet their sociolinguistic norms may 
conflict. 
Speech Community and Related concepts: 
Speech Community: 

From all what has been seen previously so far in the present study, the 
notion of ethnography of communication explores how and why language is 
used, and how its use within a special communicative behaviour varies in 
different cultures. Hence, as an answer to the first research question,  and in 
order to understand the different communicative behaviours and practices into a 
broader social context, the study of speech community as a key element is 
required at this level, and many concepts are required too to be defined, 
principally: group, language (variety), and norms. 

First, we will shed the light on the notion of “group”, Whardhaugh (2006) 
tried to define the group in spite of its complexity, he argued that it consists at 
least of two members, and with no upper limit to group membership, and there 
are variant reasons that make people group together, most important are: social, 
religious, political, cultural, familial, vocational, etc, that what justifies its 
extent, for the reason that many groups may belong to each other at the same 
time, though, they may or may not meet face to face. Beyond this, an 
individual’s feelings of identity are closely related to that person’s feelings 
about groups in which he or she is a member (p. 119). 

In this respect, members of speech community not only should share a set 
of grammatical rules but there should also have regular relationships between 
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language use and social structure; i.e., there must be norms which may vary by 
sub-group and social setting. At this level Hymes insisted that speech 
communities cannot be defined solely through the use of linguistic criteria, but 
it is related to society. For Hymes the concept of speech community is a 
difficult one to grasp in its entirety because it depends on how one defines 
group in society, he also pointed out that: “Speech community is a necessary, 
primary concept... it postulates the unit of description as social, rather than 
linguistic, entity. One starts with a social group and considers the entire 
organisation of linguistic means within it” (Hymes, 1974,p. 47). 

From what precedes, any group of people in order to constitute a speech 
community, must share what they do and know when they interact with one 
another and their behaviour is operated within a shared set of norms, local 
knowledge, beliefs, and values. 

Now, we will see other points related to speech community such as: 
idiolect, dialect, sociolect, and the relationship between them as giving birth to 
norms, without excluding code switching (shifting) as an important factor in 
relation to speech’s situation change. Then, we will devote our concern to social 
network as a major element in creating differences in people’s speech.  
Dialect, Idiolect and Sociolect: 

The actual individual language behaviour is very variable, this can be 
explained through accepting the fact that the speech of each individual is 
different in some variable degree from every other speaker, and his language is 
unique and peculiar to himself. This language according to Corder (1985) is 
called idiolect; it is considered as a dialect spoken by one individual (p. 54). 

Generally, dialect is any variety of a language characterised by systematic 
differences in pronunciation, grammar and vocabulary from other varieties of 
the same language, e.g.: differences occurring within the same English 
language, from British to American [petrol (British)/Gasoline (American)].   

These differences occur due to variability in geographic dimensions, and 
sometimes to social dimensions (differences of speech within a community are 
due to differences in density of communication, as argued by Bloomfield (1933, 
p. 46). We will recognise this fact when dealing later with social network). In 
this respect, dialect is used to indicate a subordinate variety of a language. If 
this variety is associated with a place it will be called: regional or geographical 
dialect, and if it is associated with boundaries of social nature it will be called: 
social dialect. A recent terminology calls this latter “sociolectal” for the sake of 
making a clear distinction between geographical and social dialects (Fishman 
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cited in Corder, 1985, p. 55). Both sociolectal and dialectal varieties merge into 
one another. This relationship can be illustrated diagrammatically as follows: 

Fig. 1. Social and Geographical Dimensions of Variability (Corder, 1985, p. 55) 

       norm 

 

        Social dimension ‘sociolect’ 

 

The point of interaction can be regarded as some sort of norm agreed by a 
group of people interpreted by some set of sociological characteristics shared in 
common, e.g. education, social class, geographical residence Corder (1985.p. 
55). We would add here age as another element which serves to manipulate and 
regulate the norm between groups of people within the same speech community 
and social networks (as we will see later), in that age is a regulator factor in 
differentiating the norms accepted distinctively among both: the young and old 
people. 

Additionally, the social situation (or context) impose itself to manipulate 
person’s idiolect, and leads him to change his performance when he speaks in 
both the sociological and geographical dimension in accordance to “who he is” 
in relation to “who his hearer is”. In here, the speaker pays attention to how he 
speaks, and attempts to maintain the norm according to the situation or context 
in which he finds himself. This behaviour according to Corder (1985) is called 
“dialect switching” or “code switching” or rather dialect or code shifting i.e. 
The speaker switches from one code to another in different situations, and this 
is remarkably related to sociolinguistic competence discussed earlier    (p. 56). 

Social Network:  
Another concept is strikingly related to speech community, that we firmly 

believe is useful in achieving its meaning, it is that of social network. 
According to Gumperz “Speech community, broadly conceived, can be 
regarded as collectivities of social networks” (1996, p. 362). 

Network can be dense or loose, the former is possible if members that a 
person interacts with have close and strong interaction with each other and 

 Geographical dimension 
‘dialect’ 
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knows each other, otherwise it is loose (Wardhaugh, 2006, p. 129). 
Consequently, ties between people can be stronger or weaker; within dense 
networks strong ties exist, which can explain how speech forms remain stable 
over long periods. On the contrary, weak ties may provide a crucial means by 
which change -either linguistic or cultural- infiltrates social networks due to the 
lack of norm reinforcement (Malmkjaer, 2005, p. 484). Other factors according 
to Milroy and Gordon (2003) caused disruption of close-knit, localized 
networks, these are: migration, war, industrialization and urbanization (Milroy 
& Gordon cited in Llamas et al, 2007, p.  87). 

The importance of the distinction made between the two types of 
networks: dense and loose, leads to what has been articulated by Bloomfield 
(1933) : “differences of speech within a community are due to differences in 
density of communication” (p. 46). Indeed, Bloomfield was right, and this is 
clear also from what has been argued by Meyerhoff (2006) that social networks 
have to effect on the variation that exists in the community at large: a person 
when he associates with another trough, for example, work or friendship 
networks can have a significant impact on how he talks (this is the case of 
dense social network) (p. 05).  

We have so far discovered the importance of socio-cultural contexts under 
the concept of communicative competence in which communication takes 
place. Besides as an answer to the second research question, we have 
recognised the important role of norms as a key element in determining cultural 
differences between members of different social networks, from which a speech 
community is consisted. It remains to determine another crucial component of 
ethnography of communication; it is that of speech event and its analysis under 
Hymes’ speaking model.  

Speech Event and the Speaking Model: 
Speech Act, Speech Event, and Speech Situation:  

Ethnography of communication involves observing human 
communication. According to Findlay (1998) this is possible through three 
levels introduced by Hymes, under a hierarchical frame work, which are: 
speech situation, speech event, and speech acts (p. 61). 

The speech situation: represents the larger contexts and the general setting 
and scenes for communication, in which more specific speech behaviours 
(speech events) occur. For example, holiday celebrations, school semesters, 
important rituals, dinner party and so on. In this first level the broad context of 
communication is created.   
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A communication situation may consist of one or several communicative 
(speech) events, which refer to specific activities, occur (such as jokes, job 
interviews and conversations, a lecture). In such activities as Duranti (1997) 
pointed out, speech plays a crucial role in the definition of what is going on, 
that is if we eliminate speech the activity cannot takes place (p. 289). 

Finally, speech acts are utterances made by one person; they are the 
minimal unit of analysis, and represent a highly specific action that occurs 
within broader communicative circumstances (speech events and situations). 
For example, (greeting, request, apology) (Findlay, 1998, p.  61). 

The importance of speech (communication) event within context and 
situation can be illustrated through the following example: 

1- (A) Can you tell me what time is it? (speech act1) 
           (B) Yes, I can (Speech act2). 

The problem with (B) is that he responded with the literal meaning, not 
with the speaker’s meaning. Instead, a normal sequence of this Conversation for 
example would be as follows:  
2- (A) Can you tell me what time is it? (Speech act1). 
         (B) The time is X (speech act2). 
         (A) Thank you (speech act 3). 

In the first case (1) unlike the second case (2), (A) might concluded that 
(B) is ignorant of the speech event (asking for the time). Accordingly, we 
conclude that (B) is being uncooperative though there is a possibility that (B) is 
perhaps joking, but it is far from being accepted since we don’t usually joke 
with strangers on the street.  

In here, the principle of context is conditioned by understanding the 
context of speech events in which they occur (in the previous example the 
speech event is that of asking about time). In the same way, speech events that 
consist of different speech acts take place within a larger context of speech 
situations. 

Speech Event: 
Speech event is defined by Crystal (2008) as the description of a 

communicative exchange made meaningful by culturally specific structures of 
participants, genres, codes and other elements (p. 446). This description as 
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Wardhaugh (2006) clarified, is related to all the factors that are relevant in 
understanding how that particular communicative event achieves its objectives ( 
p. 247).  

These factors are analysed through the speaking model used by Hymes 
under the mnemonic device: S P E A K I N G as an acronym. In fact, this 
acronym is an application and extension of Jakobson’s arguments concerning 
the multifunctionality of language that allows us to examine how the different 
factors play a role in the shaping of the message and its interpretation. Indeed, 
Hymes’ 1962 paper as Van Dijk (2009) pointed out was dedicated to Jakobson, 
in which he proposes an ‘emic’ approach to speech event. Hymes defined the 
ethnography of speaking as the study of “The situation and uses, the patterns 
and functions, of speaking as an activity in its own right” (Hymes qtd in Van 
Dijk,2009, p.  158). 

Accordingly, context, thus, is needed to disambiguate the meaning of 
utterances. In the following years, Hymes developed the basic ideas of 
ethnography of speaking (later called “ethnography of communication”). 
Hymes explicitly built on Jakobson’s speech event model by refining and 
expanding Jakobsnon’s six factors into a list that grew from seven to sixteen. 

The sixteen components were : (message form; message content; setting; 
scene; speaker/sender; addresser; hearer/receiver/audience; addressee; purposes 
(outcomes); purposes (goals); key; channels; forms of speech; norms of 
interaction; norms of interpretation; and genres). He regrouped these sixteen 
components within eight divisions under the acronym S.P.E.A.K.I.N.G (Setting 
and scene - Participants - Ends - Act Sequence - Key - Instrumentalities - 
Norms - Genre) (Hymes cited in Duranti, 1997, p.  288).         

The Speaking Model (Analysis of Speech Event) : 
According to Wardhaugh (2006), the factors of this model are relevant in 

understanding how a particular communicative event achieves its objectives (p. 
247). These factors are as follows:  

1- The Setting and Scene (S): they are related to speech. Setting refers to 
the time and place which are the concrete physical circumstances, or location in 
which speech takes place. For example, the setting for a business meeting is 
likely to be a conference room, and it can take place at any time. Whereas, 
scene refers to the abstract psychological setting or the cultural definition of the 
occasion.  
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2- The Participants (P): includes variant combinations of speaker-listener 
and their relationship with one another, i.e., the social role of each participant in 
the interaction, their age, sex (gender), and social background. The relationship: 
speaker–listener may be expressed in general way as speaker-audience. For 
example, a teacher may ask a student, but in this case the message is not shared 
only between these two persons in a classroom as speaker and listener; it 
extends to the totality: teacher and students as speaker and audience. 

Tow aspects of participants are needed to be taken into consideration 
regarding the context in which speech event happens: who they are and what 
roles they are taking within the speech event. For example, speaking with the 
boss in the administration involves a relationship by the role of each of them 
(the simple worker and the boss). 

3- Ends (E): refers to the purpose, goals, and expected outcome of an 
interaction. For example, an old man may tell a story about his life experience 
to teach the youth and give them lessons from life. Another example of telling a 
joke may bring the goal of entertaining, pass-time, or sarcasm, depending on 
the situation and even the age of the teller. 

4- Act Sequence (A): refers to the order of actions, message form, and 
message content. It contains the precise words used, how they are used, and the 
relationship of what is said to the actual topic at hand.  

5- Key (K): refers to the manner and the general tone of interaction or 
spirit in which a particular message is conveyed: light - hearted, serious, 
precise, mocking, and sarcastic. For example, in funerals most are serious, or in 
the mosque the discourse given by the “imam” is serious and precise. 

6- Instrumentalities (I): refers simply to the medium of communication or 
the choice of channel, e.g. oral, written, or telegraphic and the actual forms of 
speech employed, such as the language, dialect, code or register that is chosen.  

7- Norms of Interaction and Interpretation (N) : refers to the social rules 
governing the event and the participants ‘actions and reaction, i.e.: what 
communicative behaviours are regarded as appropriate by a speech community, 
and also how these may be viewed by someone who does not share them. For 
example, in many parts of our society, especially in Bedouin regions, it is 
unacceptable if a new married man meet his father during the first days of 
marriage, or even to meet his father in presence of his wife along his life.         

8- Genre (G): refers to the categories of communication, (e.g. poetry, 
prayer, lecture, proverbs, riddles, sermons) as kinds of speech acts or event 
(Wardhaugh, 2006, p.  247-249; Strazny, 2005, p.  304). 
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Among the eight factors, norms of interaction and interpretation are the 
most determinant of culture, in that people of particular cultural group may 
share different values from that of other groups. Therefore, norms constitute the 
focus of studies in ethnography of communication. However, these norms are 
determined by some elements, such as setting, participants and key. Act 
sequence may also indicate what norms of interaction and interpretation 
participants have adopted in conversations.   

Conclusion: 

Ethnography of communication is basically concerned with the study of 
language in relation to the social and cultural setting. In contrast to the simple 
study of language structure, ethnography of communication is primordially 
concerned with language use and rules of speaking in which speakers as 
members of speech community and different social networks equate particular 
language codes and topics with particular socio-cultural setting. Henceforth, the 
concept of communicative competence must be embedded in the notion of 
cultural competence, or the total set of knowledge and skills which speakers 
bring into situation.  

In addition, speech events take a central part in speakers’ interaction 
based on their communicative competence. The latter transcends over the 
speaker’s linguistic competence and, therefore, gives him the ability to 
communicate in a more successful way and offers him as well a good command 
of communicative proficiency to facilitate a better social life. 

To conclude, the present study in the attempt to answer the research 
questions revealed the following findings: first, in order to understand the 
different communicative behaviours and practices into a broader social context, 
the study of speech community as a key element is required at this level. 
Second, norms are the most important factor in determining the cultural 
differences between members of different social networks within the same 
speech community and constitute, thereby, the focus of studies in ethnography 
of communication. Finally, a lucid resolution of the research problem requires 
the admission that social cultural rules, as basic in individual’s communicative 
competence, are closely tied to communication, and interpreting the meaning of 
linguistic behaviour lies to this relationship.  
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