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Internal State Words:

Cultural and Situational Variation in Vocabiulary Usage

lntrbduction

The purpose of this papur is to describe a set of procedures for
coding words of internal report. . The ﬁotivation for the development of
this set of procedures was to apply them to a corpus of data assembled
by William S. Hall on language used in ten temporal situations by young
children (Qﬁ to 5 years of age) and those ‘with whom fhey conversed_during
the course of a two Qay'period,(sée Hall, 1978),' Tﬁé data from the
‘nchildren were a;diotaped in their homes and iﬁ their school. %he total
number.of subje;ts recorded was 40. One-half of»the subjects (hefeafter
referred to as térget children) were black and the other Half white.

The cBildren_Nere'dividedequélly in both racial groups into middie and
lower soéial classes.

As-originall? designed, the Hall study (Hall, 1978) focused on ﬁine
questions. The particuiar hypothesis guiding the work behind the dévelop—‘
ment of this set‘oF}codingvproceduresAwa; that cultural variation ‘in |

vocabulary usage has certain consequences for children's cognitive develop-

ment and for their perFormaqge in school. Thus these coding proéedures

1.

were designed to capture important differences in the kinds of cognitive

/

activities that characte ® ze the eveiryday worlds of home and school for

the children in the study. > SN

vy
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The pfécedures developéd here are concerned with a singlévdomaih of
vocabulary items which may haye'critical functions in cognitive activities--
those words representing ﬁental states and percebtual experiences. These .
words are of considerable interest in Qiew_of current theories of ''meta'' .
cognition which assume that ?onsciodsness of 6ne's.knowfedge,.of cognitive
processes, of attentional processes, of perceptions, and of feelings can
play a.eritical role as higher-level “execuror“'oflldwér-level processes.

In seétions to follow we will be describing our prdcedures for the

'investigation of variation in use for those words; Below; howéver,:we'

present a brief discussion of the rationale for studying cultural variation

in vocabulary use.

Y Cul tural Variation in Vocabulary Use

Three Consequences of Cultural Variation

Cultural variation in the function and uses of féﬁguééékﬁésATﬁpongﬁzw
.consequences for épeakers of variants, particularly with respect to edu-
cational performance. Three consequences can be proffered: sociai,

cognitive, and acquisition of school skills.

The social consequences of a variant way of using language can affect

teacher-pupil as well as peer relationships. The consequences of a teacher's

attitude towards a given dialect--including vocabulary differences--are
\.

provound. For exémple, it cah<affect his/her initial judgﬁént abéut-how'

smart a chiid is likely to be, or how he will fare as a learner, how he

« -

will be grdgped for instruction, and how his-contributions in class will

\'\ ’ . .
be treated. This, in turn can affect the child's attitude about himself

N,
\

N
A
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as a school learner, his wallngness to participate, his expectat:ons

D

about resu]ts of his part|c1pat|on, etc. There are also c0nsequences of

yar{at;On in language use wrthxﬁespect to one's standing with peers.
It is often sugges ted thef high‘éﬁatus in peer and school settings_re;
‘quires opposing rules for usiﬁg or not using a variety pfespeech, =
Also at issue in'the"present work fs-Whether dEfFerent patterns of

"language socialization in the home--in this case, vocabulary use--have

"df%cernib1e4cognitive consequences. Vocabulary differences ciearly

feflec£ differences in pyblie access to one's ideas. These differences
lead te different_opﬁortunities to talk abou£ a grvén meaning o?iaspect

of meaning, and as-a result different sbeech communities have‘different
access_to its members' and others' ideas. At a_deeper'1evel,>different
types of speech mightminVOIve different opportunities to engage in
certain_basi c_cognitive proces se s:_For example, the process of modifica-
tion in the case of adjectives or'e&;erbs or the process of subordination
in the case of conJunctnons could easuly be affected by dlfferentlally
elaborated vocabularles. There is also evidence suggesting that_unrecog-'
nized differentes in vocabulary result_in mis-estimates of hemory capacify

and ‘''general intelligence”;

-

The possible coﬁsequenees of variants from the school register for

-

the acquisition of school skills may be illustrated for reading and the

ability to deal with a kind of meta-behavioral information. In reading,
semantic mlsmatches between reader's word meaning and author s word meanlng

- may affect chlldren s expectations about the gist of the language that
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they are reading.'.MoreoveE, it as often suggested that d:fferent cul tures
mav promote dlfferent levels of meta-linguistic awa;eness, or ££é capacity
to reflect up0n language use. Learnnng to read requ:res a.certaln-set of
meta-ltngu1sttc awarenasses,’and some cul tures may provide vocabulary :tema
which are reasonably isomorphié_to these kinds of cognitiye processes and
which are therefore useful for fheir deve]opment'and use in reading.
Variation in Janguage socialization may also different?ajly faciljtate'ar
.suppart the chil&‘s growidg ability to analyze and make analytical state-
ments abaut cartain kinds ofsbehaviof which are nat-always raflectea upon
n everyday life. Such “mata” behaV|oral abilitias inalude percaptua]
awareness (like the ab:ltty to analyze 3 perceptual array tnto a set of

'gepmetrtca! or mathematical relat:onshlps), as weil as, behavioral awareness

(such as the ability to analyze the emotions of a person or those of a

. fictional character). Since such analysis is a hallmark of schooling; it =

N

i;waﬂbrime area. for analyzing home/s¢hool mismatches (Sée, e.g., Cole &

Scribner, 1973).

Examples<of Problems in Commuhication,

| The poteﬁtial communications problemslthat mighf ensue aCrass Culfufal
boundaries caa be il]ustrafed.- We have noted abaye that vocabulary differ-
ences among indiyiduals could contribute to variation in ease of public
access t6 ona's ideas. Suppose that inaividual A pbsaesses a more highly
dtfferentnated vocabu]ary within some semantlc oomann (say color terms)
than doss B. A knows more types than B. At is: possuble that B may know

and produce much the same set of correspOndnngkmean|ngs {covicepts) as does

-«

6
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A, but the lexica[;tools différ. -B“s réliance-on a smélfér'sef 6f types
(and as.QeII on lérger syntactic units such as phrases and clauses) to
'rebrésent a conéebt is ]1kely to-result }n ambiguity and vag;enesé from-
A's point of vieQ, and in a.less expficit modé of-communicafion than A's.
A and B may each also have culturally;spécﬁfic concepts and belféfs, any
" of which hay or may not have a culturally-specific lexical represenfation.
-Sd if ‘A and B should égnverse, the‘maépings of tokens to meanings in any
_interaction will differ for. the two Fndividué];,'and misundersta;dings'ére
likely to result. | o
_ | . . _ N
A and B céq hisunderstand'odé another then, becaus¢ one has a less
_ékplicit hode of coﬁmun?catioh, bepausé-one has a culturaliy-sbecifid
idgé to express, because one uses a cultura]Iy-sbeciffé.vocabulary item.
Probfgms éf mi;UnAerstanding increase djrec;ly_with.the-dis;?milarity of

i

i ‘their two .cultures. The less knowledge which A and B share about their
""W“*ﬂ~50cTa+msituation;~thewIess~theywcanmdepend-onmtheif"knowledgemofmtheww
broader context of their interaction to make sense of each other despite

lexical misinterbretations, and the more likély that one or both of them

will fear social censure for exposing a misunderstanding. The listener

may. fear that he would appear ignorant (in some circumstances) or implicitly

-

critical of the speaker's competence -(in other circumstances). Similarly,

.the spealker, if he suspects that the listener miihqderstands him, may

fear that publicly 'repairing' the misunderstanﬁing would display His

L

initial 'incompetence' {(in some social circumstances) or implicitly

criticize the listener's competence (in other social circumstances).

~J
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Consequences for Children

Problems in communication and interpretation. ‘We assume that, even

Cif adults’feel.constrained'from making public their efforts at_effectiﬁé . S
shéred understandfhgs,.most.adults hqye cognitive resources for recognizing

af least fhe exi;tence of differences in lexical interpretation; if not

for éétually determining the nature of those.@ifferences. While the“

pragmatic nuances may be missed, the particiéants can p;obaSEy at least

achieve some"prmafy Enteractionél;purpose. But for a child who is not
‘éohadept;'differepées in ]exié§1 meaning cou}d be more.sérious obstacfes

to effective.communfcatiop; There is considepableIEVidéncé (éhanti, 1975;
Glucksberg, Kraus; & Hfggins; i975) that . young chi]d,en of;eﬁ intersret
communications from their own perspective without recognizing that others
.may‘héve alternative interbretations.‘ They also'appear'to have difficulty
're;assTgnTbgfan“Pnterpretation;¥évenwiﬁ~th¢vchildts-&nterpreéationaof,one*_;wa_m_;
utterance doesn't make much sense in view of what eise the speaker appears

to have said; the child has difficulty stepping back and fatiohally and

Flexibfy making sense of the discrgpancy. - These kiﬁds of difficulties

would be exacerbafed ih a situation where partic{pants.are ;rom different

cul tural groups. A cHin may 'misinterpret} of be unabie to assi.gn any
interbreéation to a Qord, and if that‘happeng.too‘often; aboihe méyvjust' €
Eune out of,tHe_interaétjon. - jt is of.concern to us that fhfs—méy_happen .

for many children in school. ;

The home-schoo! transition. One implication of cultural variation

in vocabulary use is that a child from a minority culture may well have to

8
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master the majority's vocabulary usage. ‘Children will have to learn both

the vocabulary characteristic of their homes and that of the school. The

school environment generally requires of the child knowledge of fairly con-

ventjenal,.mfddre-classz 'ldteralf meanings for many werds. A achopl chitd
needs'to understand and use these werds in the same way rhat-the teacher
does if she/he is to learn from'participat}on in any teacher task. The .
transition from home to school for majorfty children may be far easier

than for minority children,'who have_morertollearn.

In fact, there is cunSideraEIe'suppbrt in the literature on acauisi-
tion of language that children's earlyi?anguage use is sitnatien-specifjc.
Several investigators tcfn Nelson & Brown, 1978; Shatz, 1978) report that

“thildren‘frrst learn language as limited routines with familiar others in
familiar_sftuariOns. Uith regard to vocabulary growth, a chiid's early

"lexical knowledge should then be organized"in terms of the familiar situa-

3

“semantic development supports this view that children initially represent

words according to their roles or slots in episodes and only gradually

construct a semantic system decontexted from personally experienced events.

Litowitz (1977}, in reporting on children's abilities to define words,

notes that'childnen initially know words according to the particular situ-

ations and uses they have encountered and on]y gradually construct a system

.

organized through taxonomic and moduflcatlon relatlons. Hall and Dcre

(Note 1) |nvoke this explanat|0n in explaining s|m|Iar|ty in performance

between children on an nntelllgence (vocabulary) task when mothers adminis-

» .

tered the task and supplied their own definitions for the vocabulary items,
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there were nejther-ethnic group nor social class differences amonc the

children's intelligence scores.

Vocabulary Growth and Coénitive Growth

It is not unreasonable to suppose that a child's exposure te some

~ optimal dive%éity of vocabulary tybes within a domafn would have the e'
following cognitiveleohéeQUenees. For one, such a ehi!d‘has more oppor-
tunity to learn .that concepts can be represeﬁted By words, that wofds
have the functEOn of, repreeenting'concepts. This 'Metaiinguistie” ;Qareness
of words as un1ts is QUIte mmportant for early reading develo;ﬂent. Furtheﬁ?
when she/he is 'engaged in the process of learning a new word since she/he
is tikely to know words elready which-share critical conceptual bases,
she/he may well learn it by,a process of diFFerentiating it from other

related lexical types which he already knows, gnd Lherefore she/he will

become aware of rhe commonal:tles and d:fferences among word meanlngs.

Thus she/he wi11 be more Ilkely to learn that there are rdomains of meaning
pand that these -orreSpond to interrelated sete of le.."cal items. Awareness
. of possane organlzatlons for knowledge would appear to be |mp®rtant for
the learn:ng of certaln memorlal and problem solv:ng strategies:

A child's growing knowledge of the Iexncon and its organ:zat|0n would
"""" ;alngge-fac!llta;eg_px;igeglfic e§Eefien§es_ideQ;ifying, defining, and
‘categorizing words as unifs. THere is some coniroversy:as to wHether
semantic orgahizetion of the type.wh}ch\LJtowitz (1977) and Nelson and
Brown (l978)ldescribe is_necesserily the mostxeomplex.or 'mature’ of atll

3

possible organizations but it is clear, in any case, that not all cultures

LIS
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find this kind of organization particularly:functiona]; Litow{t%'s
hsocié!}y shared”'method"of'definingnwor&s acéofd?ng to taxonomic and
modification relations may in fact be a mé;hod 'shérédi briharify by
the middle cléss; A working class child may be Teafﬁing how words and ,
their referents can be used to accomplish Specifiableltasks in.the world.

(Analyses of our mothers from Hall's study administering the Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test to their children support this claim. . Lower-class

whi te mothers, in pérticular,.generally defined word§ ia terms of the
funcgion of their referent,Asee Hall ¢ Doré,-the 1.) A ;orkiﬁg—cléss
child, thén, may n0f spontaneoué]y‘produte or recognize certain kindS'of"'
hierafchicaf relationships, because"she/he has not often been asked to do
so. It will take greater effort on his/her part than for a‘middle,ciass
child to make sense of the ''standard" definftions in terms of classes and
cétegdrigs'in school. HisVHer spontane6u5\€enden¢y to organize lexi;al_

) kﬁow]edge fn terms of reférent_funétionsumay-have ;onseéuences for the

'Vprdcésses by which shé[he acquires new words. -If nothing else, she/he wil}
be relafively unfamiliar with the procédures of hiefarchica] categoriéation

which she/he will be asked to use in school.

Words as Indicators of Cognitijve Processes:

Theoretical! Rationale for Studying Internal State. Words

3

One way to invesfigate the reiation of vocabulary growth to ‘cogni tive
gruwth is to select particular vocabulary types within one conceptual domain.
"Internal state' words-can be shown to map onto the domain of ''meta’' cogni-

tive processes. , ' ; .
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~there ts_anything new-~or aﬁgleast coherent—-being offered in the tetrm.

She argues that there is, that the term rehresents_a new perspective on-.,

B ]

N h Internal State Words
10 ~ _
- The preflx ""meta'' is- used to refer generally to such cognltlve 7

- -

phenomena as. conscnousness of one's knowledge as. well as capaC|tnes to

»
@ 2 o

analyze, - plan and evaluate one's mental actnv:tles. An analogy is often”

- LY

made to the executor in a computer program,_which-is that .component ‘re-

sponsible for allocating lower-level resources for task accomplishment;

~ s

overseeing task progress,'and'evaluating task completionc- Brown (19,7)

in a revnew of the literature concerned with metacognltIOn, acknow]edges
~

that the prollferatlon of meta'_terms as preflxes for virtually any

LAY
[N - L]

psychological term (metacognition, metabehavioral, 'metamemory, metalinguistic, -

)

' metacomprehension, metacommunication . . . ) leads one to question whether-

¢ -

human intelligence. What is new is:the assumption that the ”essence_of
inteliigent activity'" is *conscious executfve control of the routines

’
-

available to the system''. Intellectual functioning--for example, ."'deliberate -
. 3 2 Ey -
Iearnlngand prob]em so]vnng“--ls the topnc of |nterest, not human |ntells—

gence deflned prlmarnly in tetms of.its contents or its products///The

"basic character:stlcs oﬁ efflcnent thtnklng in a w1de range

&

f learning

‘sjtuations" 'nciude‘ predlctlng and plannlng outcomes, chgcking and

monltorsng task progress* testung the - reallty and |nter‘al cons:stency of

A

outcomes. Flavell (Note 2) makes the same argument;rthat the toplcs for

study are ''active mon:tornng and consequent regulétlon and orchestration

of these processes in relation to the cognltuve obJects or data on whnch

v

they bear--usually in the serv:ce of some concrete goals or ob;ectlves.

-
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Internal state words are c<oncerned with mental processes and states.

The use of any such word (e.g., think, remember, feel{'listen, etc,) is

not .necessarily associated,wité any sort of metacognitive procéss; nor Is
th? verbalization-of me tacognitions dependent upon a lexical correlate.
NeQerihe!es;, in as much as lexical representations of mental processes

and stafés are often used to express (if not t§ organize)‘metacogn?five
activities, these vocabulary types seem critfcal to exahine. There is afso
é sﬁélf set of words which éitﬁer repfesent or require ''meta' linguistic

knowledge about words--for example, ‘'call,' ''name,' and 'mean.' Locating

\

uses bf these words helps us ]ocate;oécasions whe:e a word is defined or

A

paraphrased, or, where a‘q?finifﬁbn is provided and a word is solicited.
o / . : ! ’
U E

" I T . .« . .
On such occasions words are ébJects for analysis, and defining words is

an identifiable conversational task.

Children's lives are filled-with requirements for using Tnternal state

words. For example, a quick glance through just one reading series (Scot:,

g

Foresman, revised: ''Reading Unlimited') makes it clear that the ability to
inferpret these kinds .of metacognitive and metalinguistie words is critical
for a child's successful participation in classroom interaction. Consider

these suggéstions for teacher instructions and for the teacher's role in

text discussions at the first grade reading level:

Al

Find the word that rhymes’ with - ' o
Find the word that tells How a “

_Find ‘thé word that names something

Find the wqra that means
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Can you find a word in the second column that léEEi
' almost like your word in the‘first co]umn?'
‘What do you call a (definition--soliciting a word)
What do you see in this picture that tells you that
What are ( ) doing that'makesfyou.EELQE that
Why do you suppose - o o '
How does { ") make you fggl}
How.would you feel?
Read the line that tells you how { ) fEEli'
And so on . . . . it is reasonablé to assume that if a cﬁild comes to

school having had experience with these words and>with these kinds of uses
for thesévwords,fhg will be.at an advantage for school sucéess.

- lé.conclus{on, we'would like to suggest a épéﬁific hypothesis with
regard to internal étaéé words: thatﬁthe'use of internal state words, in
conjunction with particular kinds of tasks in which these words-blay.

critical roles, can facilitate the acquisition of metacognitive processes

-
[

and help the child to become an active seeker, interpreter, and user of
information: - Certain of our® procedures are designed to provide evidence

.for this hypothesis.

Procedures

Types and Tokens: The Basic Units

fable 1 lists the vocabulary types that we are investigating. This
‘1ist.is not meant to be éxhaustive of - the words in these domains which

can be found in our corpus; but the lfisting should clarify for the reader

which words are of concern to us.
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Making Compgrisons

A coding procedure is only useful if it answers quéétidns relevant

to the investigator's concerns. One of our concerns is to make appropriate
comparisons acragé di%fereht groups and sitﬁatidns. We now turn td a
description of how our procedures work in this regard.

Proportibns are the appropriate data with which to make comparisons

-

- across speakers and situations, since not all taped.situations are of

édﬁa} length and since speakers produced different amounts of talk. In

p

the illustrative data in Table 2, we deteﬁmined the progortion of each

speaker's total tokens which were 'internal state' tokens. We see in

S e S GA e b S e m— e -

(e3

- —— e e P = ———— = —

~Table 2 that our speakers used internal state words about 1 to 3 percent

" of the time. Al though these proporticns and the differences among them

are sma[l, they”néed not be too small for examining group differeqces.

We did not pursueprOportionéfor each particu]ar inte}nai state déﬁain
(cognitive, pefcéptual, affective) since in these case examples there

were too few tokens fn'each domain to wafrént even an ilﬂpstrétiVe
analysis. Another way to examine séecific domains ié,i]iustrateg instead
in .Table 3. In this ‘table we have determined, f;r each sbea#er (eventualtly
by group) in each sftuatioq; the relative proportion of his/hgr total

o

internal state tokens in each particular internal state dcmain. Table 3

H

wWe - . 15
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indicates that, at home, both TOH's mother and TOH used'wordé from all
_.three domainé with rough}y equal frequéﬁcy. lROG's mother téﬁded to dse
primarily cognitive wérds.,. and.ROG perceptual words. While TOH and ROG
both used percéptual_words more tﬁén egther cognftfve or affective wordg,

the greater extenf to which TOH diverged from a 'preopefatiopal; concern

with external appearances and perceptual experiences appears related to

the greater Hiversity_across domains by TOH's mbther‘as compared to ROG's

mother. At.schoot; both‘boys"teachers looked quite alike in this analysis,

~with gbout equal concern for cognitivefgn&ﬁpércep;ual words; TOH's Feacﬁer

" did use a‘couple of .affective words, ROG'S;feécherlQOne; a.modest difference
at.best but onevwhjph corregbonds to'diffe}ences between, TOH's aﬁduRbG's
mofhers. The grééter usé bf pgrceptual words bj teachefs than.by mothers
make sense inview of teacher's interest in enCour;ging sustained atten-
tional involvement in some fairly focusséd task.

‘The data on diversity‘éf tokens among these three categories corresponds

to the data on d}versity af types wftﬁin as well as_éeross ali threg 1nte}nal

’

state domains {see Table 4). There was Shbstantially a gréatef diversity

of affects expressed both at home and at school for TOH than for ROG, and
greater diversity across all three domains as well. These data correspond

to differences between TOH and ROG. The two teachers differ in this type

)
1

16
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analysis with regard to tﬁe diversffy of cognitive words used: ROG'Ss
teacher used only one cognitive word ("'know') yet_used it just about as
then (from the token data iﬁzTables 2 and 3) as'aIT“Sntypes used by TOH's
teacher. We argued earlier that exposure to a number of different types
ebﬁld facil}tate the-child's constchtién of‘diffefentiated and flexible
domains of lexical knowledge. TOH'é mothef and his teacher apbear to
prqvide that kind of environment for TOH. 1in contrast, ROG's teacher
apbeared.tofbe_coﬁstrictiﬁg ROG's experience with wofds of internal state.
.While both téach§rs‘ére using fewern type§ﬂof words than.ére the mofhers
(as wculd;Be expected from the father'fbcusseé.nature 0f the directed
éctiv{tiés which wéée t;ped), ROG;s teacher providgd virtually no diversity
at al}i. Wé might also poinf out that ROG's mother shows ié this éné]ysis
a_faifly evén distribution of tyﬁe d{veréity among tﬁe three cafegories,_‘
évep'thqugh her token data (Tanes 2 and 3) showed a pfepoﬁdergnce pf
‘cognitive tqkens._ Tﬁis is be;ause_several affégtive and perceptual word;
were uséd-oﬁIy once. Data‘like:these point ésjthe importance of lookfng 
at the data‘on diversity of type together wfth data on the frequency of use.
As Ke}}h Nelson (Note 3) has argued, the character 'of the adult's interactions
with a child as the ;ccasion forva child's learning language may'be-just"
as_important as the frequency of use. A new word coﬁld'be acquired on one
occasion if it was important to the child and ;o the success of the inter-
action that she/he-use it and have some kind of understaﬁding fér it:

‘Nevertheless, it is also not unreasonable to expect that frequency of a

type's use facilitates its acquisition.
il -acq

17
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TOH's mother was more concerned with feelings, emotions, and ettitudes
than was-ROG's'mothen. Slmtlarly, ‘TOH's teacher displayed at Ieast some
‘concern wi th affeet--ROG s teacher none.l These data correspond as one’
would predief; with thevchildren's vocabu!ary. " TOH used words concerning
affects both at home and at school--ROG'neifher._ Would a ch{ld_whose»mofher
and teacher were coneehned with affects and attitudes be at any edvantege‘
when he entered school? At first one might think '‘that ;hese'affective
concepté are essentiaily irrelevant to traditionai academic tasks and to
our concern wnth me tacogni tive processesf But there are two ways'in which
' they are quite fundamental to'school performenee. The firet has to do with
the chald's-grownng concen;s'of personal attitudes towardsitesks and ac-
;eemplishments. A child who is ]earning‘about internal states'and?their
reletien te egternal states an& |nteractxons has opportunnty to learn to
recognize and eValuate”hns an metnvations for donng thtngs. .School, ‘then,
eould be experienced and 'accomplished' un a more personal? hndependent,
and sel f-defined Wa§ fo} such a' child than for a child who is Iesstknonledge-
beble'or aware of feelings and motigations. The sec?nd_has to do with
critical sChoolnskills related to reading comprehension. hhile 'Ieerning
to>read' might seem a ery, fmpersonal‘SChool fask, in factlwhat is asked
of a«child are'eomplex interpretatjbns of.charactersh thoughts, feelings,

-

and inientions} Havung learned to recognnze these in himself and those

) .x "
ciose to hlm would facilitate his learning to do so for chareeters in
stories. Such a child would more easily interpret 'beyond the information

given' and concern himself with underlying personal and interpersonal.

18
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dimensions of characters' actions. .Our data for TOH, then, suggést that

he will be at an advantage for these kinds of interpretive school tasks ™~

~

as compared to ROG. This would be the case even if it were not for the -

additional burden upon ROG, much of the timé;Qtoatransform_the story con-

tent from themes predominant.in-the majority culture to onéé’that;grg
- familiar and i.nterpretable' to him. _If anything, ROG needs _a"teacher‘w'ith-w -

particular concern to develop his skills for these kinds of affective .
and intentional interpretations, and instead he has a teacher who (in
these data) shows no concern with such tasks.

Semanticity: The . Second Step o

Once tokens are locéteq, tHey aré then coded for what we have glossed
as ‘'semanticity!?, i.e.,fthe‘félafibn of the-word's meaning to the utterance
. . . 2 i . .

meaning as a whole. These codes can be seen in Table 5. The general

motivation for these codes is the fol lowing question:- If you examine the

~ . . e e e s G - e 4 G = - . <

T e wh s an e o s e Wy W L s A ek S . e e -

~

word in the contexttof-the utterance, how critical is 1; that the child

interpret any meéning_fof the word in order to assign a reasonable inter-

’!J -

pretation to the utterance? There are what we are calling 'pragmatic uses'

for these words, in which the semantic content concerned with internal

-

states is not contributing to the topical focus of the proposition, and

so the utterance meéning may be quite interpretablé without understanding

&

'‘the internal state words. Consider such common 'pragmatic' uses for the

cognitive verbs 'know' ‘and 'think' as exam questions ("'Do you know what

-~

o
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this is?“). dubitatives (“I don t think the elevator s runn:ng“) and

indirect raquests (''Do you th:nk you could JUSt take the garbage out?'). 3

Simllariy, there arefconversationairdevices forrcognitiVé‘VéTij"suth“*—iJ

as rhetorical questions (''"You krow what?'') or tags (''. ..., you know''),

which have an interactional function in securing and maintaining a listener's

involvement and that |nteract|onal function overrudes any toplcal con-

e,

cern wnth the listener's internal states. For v0cabuiary representlng

perceptual processes and experiences, there are also 'pragmatic' uses,"
v 1 . - R - - ,

N v

L;" for exampie, attentional devices. Even though attentional devices must .

. ¢
\\\

be understood by the Ilstener as request:ng a certaln xind of attentlon,

they are not. Ilkely\to\be occasnons for the Ilstener to reflect upon
— -
perceptual processes--upon ilstenlng:\iookwng,\tggchlng, and so on. - For

"\

- ' - K g ‘ \\
vocabulary representing affective states, there are pragmatlc*\uses

., .
_ ) k\\

~

desngned to mltlgate requests, offer excuses, and so on: for exampie, BN

“I'm afraid | didn't think of it," where the speaker‘s fear is hard y at

¢ v,

issue. (There do not appear to be any pragmatlc uses for Iexlcal defs-'
nition vocabulary, and therefore these vocabulary types are'nOt included'f
in these analyses.)

In general, it is unusual for discourse in which pragmatic uses occur-

to display any grammatical orientation to the-@standard)'meanings of the o

Enternai state words used Accordingly, we would not expect pragmatlc'

oY
[

usage to do, much in the way of facilitating the child's understanding of

»

mental processes- or states. ‘ ) ' ' .
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In contrast, 'semantic uses' are codes for those utterances in which

'
* : . . o

internal state words are intended to contribute topical content. 'Reflec=

1H4jpn5} are those uses which appear to call explicitly for metaéognitive‘
abilities--for example, ""How did you know ... .'" or 'l realized that if |

could just remember, . . .. ."" When . .internal state words are used as reflec-
. . - ? .

‘tions, generally, their content (thinking, .remembering, knowing,. . .) con-
tributes to the discourse topic. 'Genuine expressions' of internal states

also contribute substantial content, yet. i:t-is usually the obje&t of the

internal state which becomes the topic (what_ong_was‘ghinkLngfabbut).

Coding a.'pragmatic' use for words of, . internal .state. in hedges, ex-

1,

amination questions, attentional devices,, and many conversational devices

is not tantamount to arguihg that these words carry no 'meaning.' Deter-

mining precisely 'what' and 'how much'vmeaning‘sucﬁ a.word conveys .reguires

a fuller account of the speakér's.purpos?s in the discourse; para]inQuistic
cues (stresé, condensation);aéboﬁﬁanQIngL}ﬁéjugfé}aﬁce are often criticaf
devi€e§'for sigﬁaling ihe;focUs.bfﬁthe”pfopgsiffon.‘ The ‘éxtent to which
aiiéxicar-item carries 'sémantic'imeah?ﬁg ié:multi-deterhiﬁéd and shpuld'

- U

ultimately be viewed more as a drmension'of"s¢maﬁtiqity' than the 'semantic'
vs. 'pragmatic' dichotomy we have introdided here.
\\f\\\‘ Nevertheless, the distinction between 'pragmatic' and 'semantic' usage

\\éh uld prove quite useful in comparing our four groups. fThg codes make

a variety of ‘analyses. Consider!as itlustrations some data from
.. N . ) . . . an . . ‘ - . ,.'}
.the two chiitdren we described earlier. ‘Table ‘6 indicates, fOF‘each’spéakqu
. . o - . M - —_—_ . ) . . . ' . ) v ‘F
the-proporti;:\BT'His/her irternal state tokens which wereicoded as havingj
A g - .

taAald

Y

d to a ‘pragmatic', function. In other words, .-
~ g - ! ) .

1
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the rable describee, for each'speaker,'rae Frequeney with wh{eh, rodghlyf
speaking, ai'litera]:.meaning for the internai $tate’worleas'essential-

to an utterance's ﬁeaning. There are cousistent differences between the
children's‘éeachers. The TOH data ehow these epeakers primarily using
these words_td express some 'literal'“meaning. The ROG speakers.were using
these words fqr 'pragmafief functions almost as often as”for.'semantic'

functions.

These differences can be §Een as well when we look at speaker turns.

Table 7 reveals the proportion of speaker's turns Whjch cbntained at Ieast
one word of internal state {or Iexncal deflnltnon) used .in any way (n.e.,

w:thout regard for 'semantic' vs. 'p;agmatna usage). The TOH data, as

compared to the ROG data, show ‘the greater frequency with which these words
were included in the turns of TOH speakers as compared to ROG.  Table 8
disp]ays the frequency with which a speaker inc1qded'in his turn an interhal_

state word used 'semantically'. TOH. adult speakers used internal state

. - . - — - . T — - WD oy WD o - - -

. Y - - A WD e S WD GE e e A e e

words semahtically ih approgimately IS—ISApercent,ofufheir turns, as compared
‘to 10 percent for ROG's mother and 6 percent for ROG's teacher. Corres-

bondingly, TOH used an internal state word semaatically in roughly seven

]
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percent of his turns, as compared to 2-3 percent for ROG. These data
suggest that epr|c1tIy expressed concern wi-th mental states and actnvnties

is far more frequent in_one child's world than in another's.. . in_these

data, TOH had more opportunlty than d|d ROG to learn the meanlngs of words
in these doma|ns. These are, then, |Iiustrat|ons of the kinds of cultural

differences we intend to examine by group. '4":

Lexical Meaning: Step Three

) D|ct|onary readlngs We are currently deveioping procedures to map
'Semantlc tokens onto correspondlng conceptual domains. One of our methods

“has been'to aSS|gn each .'semantic' token a dictionary reading. The intent

here is to determ|ne flrst if a token can be standardly defined: and,
secondly, the dnverslty of readlngs with which any type is used. We have
already discovered that standard definitions are very difflcult to assign
t, these words when they are used 'pragmatically'. '$ince 'pragmatici
usage does not%contribute*to“theupropositionaiwfocusi—thetmeaning is often
. vagoe or ambiguous. It makes sense, then, jost to code.'semantic' tokens,

and we have found that dictionary definitions can be reliably assigned to

v
'

these. : | ) - ‘
However, dictionary‘definitions bave given usonly a rough idea of the.
d|vers|ty of meanings for wh|ch a word lS used and of the reIatlons among
these meanlngs. Lexicugraphy is not realiy a concern wnth a theory of.’
x meaning nor its psychologlcal reallty For ‘example, how different is one
dictionary reading from another? Can a token mean more than ope reading

in any one utterance? Often more ‘than one reading is consistent with (the

“ - N

2

Co
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PN

rpretatlon of) the utterance's meannng " This is_prcbably

_ e
coder's int
. .- . [ 2

no Faultfof the~d|ctuonary bg:,rather a pcoperty of communication, that

meaqings;are as precise a§ they.need_be for all practical perp:_es and
that may ﬁot'be very precise at alil (cf. Garfinkel & Sacks, 1970) This

- method offers at best only."a rough lndlcatI;n of the relat'rns among
types for any given speaker. One speaker may, fqr example, use words like
'thnnk' Tknow' 'bellevel ‘am certa}n/sure',"guess' to express fafr}y
expllC|t beliefs about his knowledge. At tfmes, however, he may dse
potentlaily general words ]lke 'think' or 'know' to expreSS imﬁlfcitly'

as many underlylng concepts as our‘ffrst»speaker who does (at timeS) use
expﬁicit £ypé$. Stlll another speaker may use only general words in very

general ways and appear to lack the dlfferentnated concepts which char—

*

acterize the first two speakers.- We would. predact that a chald's poten-
tial for leérning‘these concepts, then, would vary correspondlngly w1th

.the-speakef'é explicit lmplncat or nonexistent-expression of them. .

We have descrubed our dnctlonary method, yet we are not in fact con-

vinced of ;té usefulness for the lexical domains which we have chosen for
thksfpangﬁeg]ar vecabulary etudy. Alf the method is useful, ft»may»be more
sui table fgr words with tangib]e>referents?-physical concepte, spatial,
and eQen temporal concepts which appear to have more clearly afticulated_
meanings*lhan.do wofds of ‘internal states. |t does seem tﬁaf-aw{{nguief's
or a psycholinguist's'analysis of a vocabulary domain would, in any case,
be preferable to dlctnonary entrnes as sets of possible readnngs for each

v

type. For words of nnternal_state, dictionary codings proved very : ‘

2y
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time-consuming, multiple codings were =C.4MONR, . achieving reliability in-

volved'COQSIderablé negotiiation over =ixe meanings of the dictionary

readings. ‘''Internal state'' concepts are subtle.

- . -
3 .

Mental Activities: Toward Higher Level Units
It seems more profitable, for words of internal state, to pursue
characterizations of the mental states and._activities critical to.the

ongoing discourse in which a token is found. We can either locate, .as a
. o - . ™\
first step, ‘'semantic' uses of internal state words and then attempt a‘ -

. description of the mental states and cognitive activities for whlch ‘the

= o : 3

word is used. Adults often use these words with children,_for exabple,

to gét‘them to engage iﬁ sohe‘sort of coénitivé‘acttvit; or to-interpret
tor them their éurrent mental state. Or, instead, we can first go through
the transcrlpts and locate candldatéﬁ for classes of mental activities
(whether’or not internai state words occur) and then examine what kinds of
words are used toJCOmmunicaté aﬁa carry out that task. Are wordé useﬁ--

for example, ''rememher', ''imagine', “guess”—-whicﬁ help the childrén con-

struct a concept of that particular mental activity? These two approaches

N A ]

would really be part of more ambitious projects (see Hall, 1978)"
which are concernedtwith'leVels of description higher than the lexical
item. Mental activities of course do not necessarnly reqUIre the use of

internal state words, so these ktnds of analyses wnll go far beyond this

[N

particular vocabulary study. We offer here from our data illustrative
examples of possible categories.for the use of mental state words in
conjunction, wnth some mental acti ivity. (Note: ~words underlined represent

N

semantic use of an internal state word.)
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. . - . 4 K ' . . . ,'.v - . Zl’ .
Mothers:r'lnterpreting child's internal state; occaaloned by the chlid'

spontaneous behavior or express:on, and therefore mother provides.
a lexical match to child's e&perlence.

Mo /TOH/ That s very neat . . very neat,_rlght,T—f—? You're concerned
’ about dnrtylng yourself. . ‘ -

Mo /TOH's T-- doesn t feel llke eating that.

father / S , - - -
TOH's Bro You see, now. they stlnk P >
- Mo L -~ what's the matter?’ What are you angry about? What, are you
- angry with Rachel? Are you angrz with, Rachel?
- Bro - Yes. _

w

¢ .

Mothers: Reporthg her own internal state in order to acknowledge and pralse
‘ ch 'Id (here, for a practlcal skill).

TOH 'I could open |t.- ' ' o - 2
Mo T T T “Know " yo you can, _“"“—”“:"“_~”“—m“”‘”'”"' :
CTOH w1 dld it again. . S O < .
Mo "> = oh oh | didn't see. o ‘ ‘ - o T
TOH - | opened the dpor again.’ "
Mo oh T—--v.f J know you can, but ‘there's nothlng out there now.

Mothers: Attrnbut:ng knowledge to chlld? occasnoned by a cthd's mlsdeed
* but not by any critical mental activity corresponding to the
lexical concept. The attribution of knowlédge is used to insist
that the child use that knowledge.

7
.

Mo "A napkin what T---7 . _ ) .
TOH | hate that word. |I'm not saying it.. - . Lo
Mo You know how to ask for something. : " :

_ Mo (ROG) Now you don't ‘eat like that-an you know it.
N Xx A *

Mo(ROG) 1 think that / remember who's / you keep forgetting somethlng 2
' (napkln) ;

Mothers and Teachers: Reportlng her own internal state? 0ccasioned by a
child's misdeed or non-deed. The Jreport' of own ' internal state
(or lack thereof} is used to'imply pragmatically what |nterné1m’“
state ought to exist but now doesn' t--to réquest correct on of

mi sdeed.

——‘ . <« .S ..
Mo (ROG)- | didn't hear you say thank you.
T(ROG) o dfdn!t hear you sing.

| can not hear you when you—-when she!s teiklng »l
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Mothers: Reqyestlng a cognitive activity (reflection, consnderatlon,
recall . . .”) in order to teach a social prlnciple.,

Mo(Bro) . . . You can do as you please You can wash your hands or not
but - just remember though, you do have to eat with your dirty
hands. : _

'Mo{(Bro) © . . . if you have to express yourself in that way, it sounds

" bad, and everybody s go:ng to be against you, 'you know. what
‘ ‘ I mean? ' - <

Bro Yes. - (/”"' )

Child: - Reflecting ugon and reporting‘an acquired skill (or lack thereof)

TOH:.  1-don't know how to do- dat. (here, a response to a T-request)

T I'11 tell you the Ietters, okay. :

ROG f know .how to do mine. Oh, l want a ]lttle bit.

ROG 1 didn't know how to say Plzza P|e Man. 1 try“to say it Pizza

: Pie Land. - , ’ e oo

2 «' - Q
- ,‘/
- Teachers: Requesting, that a child display his knowledge (here, relatlvely
' rote recall of lnformatnon) ‘

T » Youfknow where you live R-==~~- ? You know your address? You
) Iive in an apaftment house, -don't you? l“know“ was assigned a
'semantic' use on the basns of prior dnscourse context and
stress on. “know“)

T Look at this and tell me what goes (XXX), what goes to (XXX)?
ROG - 1 know da da boat i . .

'Teachers: Requesting that the child reflect upon and report his mental state.

T | How did you look ‘when you were asleep, R----?
ROG Sad.
T . You looked real sad, why? ’

)y

Teachers: Reporting own internal state in order to extend and elaborate ‘the

' child's own mental activity, encouraging child to build upon what

= he is thinking, feeling, and doing by offering her own interpreta-
tions in dialogue with the child. .

. TOH " Touch him. « ‘ . ) ,

N § ‘ I'm afraid. | don't know if I want to touch hlm. What's he going
" .- to do tome if | touch him? “ S
TOH He bites and tickles.

S 2y
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T : I'm scared. You. frlghten me .
| T(TOH) | i can't believe your Stanley the sneke just ate the dog
T(TOH) You mean, if | said to you, |f.you were a servant go Jump {n

the Take, you would go jump in the lake?

T ) » -

This last -example is one where a mental activityffrecailing a personal

~

exper.ience--defined the conversational purpose, yet words of internal state’
were not»used (e. 9., "remember", '“'recall", memory”) to name that activity.

-Nor were words of lnternal state used to explore personal attitudes and
; - .

feelings toward the expernencer

Mo (ROG) She's on the same floor you was on year before last. . -
ROG Ss_. . . Seventeen? .Seventeen, das the one | was on? T
 Wha what hap-=- )
Mo 4 Why don't you tell Carl about the tlme you was in the hospltal
An tell Carl . . .. tell Carl what was goin in your hand.
ROG . Needle. , _
EXP " Is that right? " -~ . | ~
ROG. "yep. an eh yep, | w' cryin. . -
EXP | can believe that. 1'd be crylng too.
ROG | was screamin’ . . :
Mo Tel'l tell.Carl they had you Iayln on this cold thlng And they
g | call that the ice mattress, right?
ROG. . Yeah dey had to do everything. I |- was gonna sit up an pop it,
) an smack em in na mouth. _ B
Mo . No you® wasn't gonna do that the d0ctors was tryinna help
' you, right? : :
ROG - no-o, it's stupid. .
Mo . 1 couldn 't say the doctors are stupnd.

It will be of interest to determine.the_occasions ianhich"ﬁothers.and
teachers introduce and use specific lexical items. Of critical interest will
be those occasions in which: a lexical item is a match (ideal for learning)

or a mismatch to some corresponding mental activity; the occasion for a

lexical item is the child's spontaneous mental activity; a lexical item is -

‘used to misrepresent a mental state or activity (the’chi]d'$ or anyone else's).

A

o ‘ o . - -
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The 'aemantic'--'pragmatic' di'stinction ‘intrbduced here is intended
. . . A

. more as metaphor. We recognize that semantfc*(strucfufal or grammatical .

3

aspects of meaning) and pragmatic (inter-sentential and contextual;aSpect§

of meaning) factors operate in the use and - lntenpretatlon of anz utterance.

3Actually, cr:terla for g pragmatlc' usage |nclude paralungunstlc

cves and the context of the utterance as wel] as its syntactle form. How-

-
i
1

ever, these examples are such that the reader can quite easily imagine

' ' S cr A
thesz utterances being used as described.
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Table 1 . ' - Y
s " e———Categories~sf 'Internal State' Vocabulary R
‘ ’
With ‘Examples of Possible Types
" Verbs - . : Nouns . Adjectives - . "
Cognitive
k now S . knowledge certain
know - how : ' - A - B ‘
think ‘ - " thought . . thoughtful
believe a " belief C believable
é understand (see) (get) . - understanding “understanding
wonder. . o ‘ ‘ ' '
imagine . imagination
guess : . guess
make sure L . ' ' sure
suppose o C ' - : o
.doubt - - doubt -~ B doubtful
remember . o memory B i
recall o , .
forget _ L : ) forgetful
realize . : - :
{pretend) .
(Yearn, pick up)
remind’ ’ ' " reminder.
dream : . dream L
- (appear) < (appearance) '
{seem) ' ' )
Perceptual i . o o
see : sight . _ _
look - : look - ' : "
- (appear) -(appearance) .
(seem) ' ‘ ' - , .
watch - ' S ) .
hear s .
listen ) : : , sound _
touch ' o I
(feel) " . - oo
taste : . . taste ‘ ‘
smell e -~ smell . . smelly

95
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. Table 1 (Continued)
Affective o c N T fM%E
frighten _ fear - afraid, scared
. C -anger . . 7 - angry - ’
like ' : . like ' ’ :
love - - S iove 1oving
hate o - . hate’ ’
bother o ' .
(feel) S feeling .
hope ! hope: . hope ful
(stand) - S . - I .
S ‘comfort _ - - comfortable
(bad) mood o
concern _ concerned
‘ : _ S ' sorry
: . e worry = ~ worried
g upset
A 'Metalinguistic' Category: Lexical Definition _
(cav1y ' ST
{name). ) ‘ name, word : : . -
(mean) o o : ' -
(stand for) = | . Ly - "o - : S
. - o S : _ |
" | : 1
i: i
1, !
g -
- ’ll - ! ‘
: .(/. - *
y ' .
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' Table 2
DistriBut.iog of Internal State and Lexical Defi'nit;"ifoﬁ_ ‘
Tokens for ROG and TOH Speakers at Home (Dinner) and at

School (Directed Activity),. With Proportion of Total

raa,
0 =

_'Interhal State Tokens Over Total .Tokens for E_ac':h.S‘peaker

- ROG S ' Vo;c:abul.ary ' 5Peak:f -
Situation - Domain B (_Il_hild- -+ . Mother Teacher -
ISirim-:r ' ~ cognitive /// "3 . 28 ‘
.. . perceptual 2] P > .
| affective R * Mg 5
(lexical) (0) : ' .(0):
Total internal state tokens/ | 24 38 _ ' )
' Total tokens To36 ~ 02 1576 02
| ’:’ . :
" Directed coéniti\le 1 8
ACtiv"i_ty | perceptual 6 - 1
affective- B : -0
(lexical) . (1) U
Total :ir?te.r'qal staté tokens/ - 8 = 62 . ' - 19 02

Total t_oken's ) koy

<
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Table 2 (Continued)
Ly a _ o \ ' : Speaker N
TOH - Vocabutary - — —— o
Situation - Domain . Child Mother: | Teacher .. .-
Dinner  cogpitive -5 28
| - perceptual 14 © 18
affective 4 - Z8 \
- (lexical) S (2) .- (0) .
Total internal state tokens/ - 23 _ 02 7h=:03 2
| o Total tokens 1222 ‘9% 379903
Di rected cognitfvg ‘ 1.7 . 10 T
Activity perceptual = . ° 5 ‘ 12 '
: affective L 2 o
(lexical) * . (0) () B
Total internal state tokens/ 10 24

X Total tokens €93 -01 ].151;: -02

9Code names for subjects.




Internal State WOEds

For Each Speaker (x'SituatTon),_thehProportfbn of

Total 'lInternal State'_Tokens in Each Particular

*Internal State' Domain (Cognitive,'PerCeptua], Affective)

ROG-

.Situation

Dinner

‘Directed
Activity

Dinner

A
Direéted
Activity

cogni tive

_berceptual

éffec;ive

i
P

cognitive

perceptual ’

affective

2

'cognitive

perceptual ’

affective

~

cognitive

percepfualﬂ

?ffective )

35,
Table 3
f ' -
Speaker
'Child Mother T;acher
13 .74
.87 13
.00~ .13
(N=24) (N=38)
o
12 L2 e
.75 .58 .
.12 .00
(N="8) - (N=19)
.22 .38
.61 .24
. ] 7 . --'38
" (N=23) (N=7k)
.20 k2 - -
.50 .50 N
.40 .08
" (N=10) K " (N=24) .

3%
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Table 4
Distribution of Internal_Siéte Types for ROG and TOH Speakers

at Home (Dinner) and at School (Ditected Activity)

’

ROG s ' "© - Speaker
Situation . Domain .ﬁhild- _ Mother.. Teacher
Dinner ‘cognitive = . 2 6
) ' perceptual 4
;‘affective B - ‘ 4
lexical - . ‘ .- 1
TOTAL .5 =715 '
| Directed . cognitive <1 T " ]
Activity perceptual L . 4
affective - - '
lexical -
i TOTAL - 5 7 T 5.
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- " Table 4 (Continued)
TOH Speaker
‘Vocabulary - -
~Situation Domain ~ Child Mother  Teacher
{ ) '
Dinner cognitive 3 .9
perceptual 5 5
affective 3 . 11 _
‘.  ~lexical - i
TOTAL 11 26 .
. Directed cognitive 5
“ACt{VItY-  perceptual . 3. b
~affective ' 2
“lexical . - ) ' s Co-
TOTAL . 5 o
\ +
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L '.,_ : .'.t L - - Internal State words =
- o ' : ' Table 5 = - - . : .A\Y

- . ‘ : - . : L . S

'Semanticity" of Usage For Internal State Words

~Cognitive L T e o LT ' et

.~ -
' 'Semantic' uses . e )
A, . efuections,assertlons,and requests for retlectlons upon one's.

knowledge, beliefs, cognitive processes, capacutles, gtc. . . .
These uses .are usually coordinated with topic deVelopment
That'is,, the-reflection upon mental states or processes is the*
focus of a proposition which contrlbutes to the topical -

. organlzatuon of one or more c0nversat|onal sequences. )

B. ‘Genu1ne expressuons of knowledge, bellefs,.cognltlve processes, e e
capacities, etc. which support some other interactive. task

and-are not used to establ:sh a toplc concerned wi th, cognltlve
states or processes. T ri

m (o4 - . N

L R
are, Tl -

) g ~+ 'Pragmatic! uses S

.2

C. _Hedges; dubitatives; etc. Especualiy 'thwnk' but also other of
e the more general verbs in this category- are used with predicate
' complements to express some attijtude toward the complement
proposition, Hut the use “for such expressnon may be better » Y
characterized as a 'pragmatic’ use rather than a genunne expres- o
sion of some internal state. - Often the.‘main’ ‘clause’ (e. g.,
"1 think') is not the focus of the utterance. It could’ even -
be deleted and the‘utterance would still make.sense; some
_essential purpose of the utterance would remain stable; topical

..o organization would remaln coherent, and so on. These may also
.be constructed as tags ('e. 9.5 7. -y | think or " . . .,
! guess“) . : P a

D: Exam questions. Many examination questions have ‘the form of a
yes-no request for information about the hearer's. knowledge--for .-
example, '"'Do you know what this.is?'" but in fact are conventionally-
used as WH- requests.m ‘ C ' o

L]

PER.
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Table 5 (Continued).

o

- E. Ccnversational devices - for examp]é: :
1. speaker-selection techniques, such as tags (. . . you know?",

'"'. .. do you know?'", "' | , | remember?", " . . . do you
believe?"). °. R ' .

2.' -acknowledgements and back-channel responsés--("'mm | know',
1"y see") . * . .

3. mannerisms -- scattered throughout a speaker's turn, functioning
"as pause-fillers or as minimal (probably unconscious) efforts to
- maintain listener's -attention (" . . . you know . . . .").

Perceptual. # - .

'Semantic' uses

A. Reflections (assertions and request for reflections) upon one's
perceptual and sensory experiences and processes. These uses are .
usually coordinated with topic development. That is, the reflection
upon mental states or processes-is the focus of a proposition which
contributes to the topical organization of one or more conversa-

‘ Eional sequences. | '

B. _Genuine.expressions of perceptual and sensory experience which suppdrt
some other interactive task and are not used to establish a topic
‘concerned with same. : o '

ISt

'Pragmatic' uses

C. Attentional devices (requesf for attehtion)--e.g., "Took!!, ”watch”,h
"listen'. . ° . : ‘ ' -

D. Conversational mannerisms--scattered throughout a speaker's' turn,
* functioning as pause-fillers or as minimal (perhaps unconsciogs)
efforts to maintain listener's attention (e.g.,," . . . see . . Y
"o L Jlook .. uM), ‘ i ' ‘

-

47
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pTéble'S {continued)"

1 . “

Affectivq

'Semantic'.uses

|

A. Reflections (assertlons and. requests for reflections) upon one's
affective states and processes. These uses are usually coordinated
. with. topic development That is, the reflection. .upon affective
states or processes is the focus of a proposition which contributes
to the topical organlzatlon of one or‘more conversational sequences

B. Genuine- expressicns of affective states and processes whlch support
some other interactive task and are not used to establish a ‘topic
concerned with same. _ .

o

'Pragmatic' uses

-

.~

. C. Conversatlonal deV|ces--Pr|mar|]y acknOWIedgements and back-channel
respcnses ("Met's hope so'' or "'l feel that way too').

-




lntefnal State Words

I

Table 6

Proportion of Internal State Tokens (For Each Speaker} Which

Were Semantic Uses, i.e., Genuine Expressions or Reflections

Al

ROG

Sttuation .

Dinner

Directed
Activity

TOH

Dinner

Directed
Activity

Note. N

| Speakef

Child  Mother - Teacher B

25 5§

(N=2k) (N=38)

50T .53

(N=8) -» (N=19)
.83 75"

(N=23) (N=74)

.91 | 67 |

(N=11). | (N=36)

i

total tokens oF internal state.
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Internal State ‘Words

42

' Proportion of All Turns (For Each Speaker)

Which Contained at_Léast One Worq of Internal State

ROG

Situation

Dinner

Directed
Activity

TOH
'Dinngr

N
.

Directed
Activity

Note. N

‘.

. Speaker

Child Mo ther . Teacher
. .09 .16

(N=273) (N=203)

.06 a1
(N=174)". (N=174)
.09 ah

(N=249) (N=310) '

.08 .21

(N=143) (N=124)

"

total speaker turns.

44
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Table 8

'Propdrtion of All Turns Which Contained a Semantic Use

(i.e., Genuine Expression or Reflection) of Some Internal State Word

RQG Speaker : e
R Situation - Child . Mother Teacher
CDinner T ETUUUUTpyTT O g T e
] - (N=273)  (N=203) |
Directed - . Loz -, .06
Activi ty - - (N=]71*) ) (N=]7L|)
TOH . i
Dinner : . .08 15 e
| ‘ (N=249)  (N=310) °
Directed . : - .06 . .18
- Activity o (N=143) - (N=124)
.‘ 5
Note. N = total speaker- turns.

45




APPENDIX = o,

/"
© . Table A
" Dinner--ROG-%Mother
SEMANTIC PRAGMATIC.
: Genuine Genuine - _ Hedges; ;Cbnversétioﬁaf Exam '
COGNITIVE Reflections Expressions Dubitatives Devices ~ Questions Others
o

forgetting - 1 Co- - T - -
know - L o= N 4 S 1
“know_(how. . __ R . ——

to, the :

way to) - ] - - - -
remember - 3 - - - -
see - 1 - 4 - -
think - 4 3 1 - -

. _ _ | '

thought - ] - - - -

S
spJoM alels .jeuaaju| "

t



. Table A (Cont'd)

! ‘ i

Dinner--R0OG--Mother

‘
-

SEMANTIC ., PRAGHATIC

. - Genuine .  Genuine Attentional .ConversationET
PERCEPTUAL Reflections EXpressiops Devices Mannerisms  Others
hear - - - ; - ]
| ook - - ] - -
looks 1ike o - S - - ;oo
ee , - 1 - - . -
iatch - 1 - a- -
SEMANTI C PRAGMATIC
- Genuine Genuine , ‘ Converﬁationa] A
\FFECTIVE ~ Reflections Expressions . Hedges Devices Others
omfortable | 2 . _— | -
ope | a
ike ]
orry . N ]
ca S0
.58 ’ .
are genuine expressions ) ' !
; -$emantic_usage ‘
EXICAL

2l LRIC

—

47
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', ~Table A (Cont'd) _
Dinner-ROG
TSEMANTIC q . PRAGMATIC.
Genuine | Genﬁine Hedges; *donVersational_ Exam .
OGNITIVE - Reflections Expressions Dubitatives Devices . Questions Others
now how to 17 S
fouht | e
| SEMANTIC B PRAGMATIC 3
‘Genuine Genuine Attentional - Conversational
ERCEPTUAL Reflections  Expressions = Devices “Devices Others
ear .’ - 3
D L ‘ . .
ears , * j I
OOk _ | K | 2 ]
ook Tike / o 1 |
e \ | 1 4 10
, _ , Jow . )
| 6 18 \,
“are :genuine expressions~ - o

" semantic usage

48
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Tablg_B i.'

, Dinner--TOH--Mother
L o
. SEMANTIC .. " PRAGMATIC
Genuine Genuine Hedges; Conversational’  Exam

QOGNITIVE. “Reflections ' Expressions- Dubitatives.  Devices  Questions Others

?orggt 4w
~ know. .3 2
know (how to) 2 | ) |
make sure | | S _ o R
mean . . 2 o ]
realize- - - -
remember ' ‘ ] _ : .
see _ _ -3 - ' o 3
think L S h
‘thought S
understand 2
r
| o
i
3J
. . .
49 e
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Table B (Cont'd)

: -

‘»Dinner--TOH¥-Mobher‘“

-

+

© . SEMANTIC PRAGMATIC
o Génuine | .GénUine | Attentibﬁél Conversational

PERCEPTUAL Reflections Expressions . Devices ~  Mannerisms' Others

‘; i — e ST
heard 4 L
listen 4 .
Took y 1 2
see - i .
watch Al

64
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i Table B (Cont'd)
“,Dinner~:TOH--Hogher |
SEMANTIC L PRAGMATIC
o Genuine Genuine . Conversational |
AFFECTIVE Reflectiqns Expressions Hedges . Devices N . ‘Others
Cafraid. 2 .
L_aﬁéeriiw o | 1 | f
angry. - o _ 6 ‘
. bad mood | \ 1 ,
bothers - o : f. o '
concerned P ] "
‘.éx;ifed' . - }_
\ feel ‘ , E. .
Nike . A | 9 v _ .
Clove v | | B | ]
pléssant ~ K» _. S - |
sorry’\ o : _ ﬂ B

upset : ) ] ] .
worry \\ L ] .'.'“ | ;" .
LEXICAL \\\ R B
| Ca%‘ | \\u R ) \

N T5% =
Genuine expressions

Semantic usage

\

< 8
Ju Iy
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Table B (Cont'd).

{ - Dinner--TOH--
- SEMANTIC - PRAGMATIC
. Genuine Génuine Hedges; Conversatioaal eExam
COGNITIVE Reflections Expressions Dubitatives Devices . Questions Others..
forgot - S
kdow | . . l |
know how to o 2
thought = o 1
SEMANTIC . ., PRAGMATIC
' Genuine Genuine - Attentional , Conversational \
PERCEPTUAL . Reflections- Expressions Devices Devices : Others
hear . R R T , t,{ﬁ«ff“}
heard - L e
look - C N { 3
e +
saw . , ] e
. ' : 5
see 2 L
t,as}te o ] / . v
watching - @ 4 ®
_ - 'o:
. |
o
wn




‘ ; Al
. |
.
o {
rTabie B (Cont'd): :
©SEMMTIC . . PRAGMATIC.
| . Genuine  Genuine Hedges; Conversational = S
AFFECTIVE Reflections Expressions Dubitatives Devices | Others - -
hate ]
like 2 .
scared N |
.83 ' | L
-
rt
‘ ®
. =
. a .
\___.. v,‘:@ 5 -
. oo wn
\n -
N ]
» r*
1)
"\ §
t =
. \ (a K
N, 1)}



o T Tablec AU

.ROG--Directed Activit?--Teacher' |

\.
A

SEMANTIC ' - PRAGMATIC

Vo

. ) \- ) ~ ’ . K . ‘
, ‘GenUInq Genukne Hedges; Conversational Exam = .
COGNITIVE Reflections Expression Dubitativeﬁ Devices Questions Others

— . LTI

know - - - . A s 5

- knows s | 'g,f. | )

2

SEMANTIC " PRAGMATIC .

- Gendine 'Gehuine Attentional * Conversat ional “
PERCEPTUAL  Reflections Expressions Devices Devices . . . Others
, _ g

o - h / L N o S
hear | Ve 4 ) . h

listen SR ]

look - R SN T L - | {
looked . 1 . | ; - SO N
looking L A ‘_ | R

see - .‘ S 1 ]

S0 S 9
! W53 . '

genuine | . W R
'semantic' usage

1]

€S
ébaon a3els  |eulajuy

'LEXICAL
palled | | ]

O




‘ o

e Table € (Cont'd)

ROG--Directed Activity

o
5

CSEMANTIC - T PRAGMAT IC
_ Genuine'v Ggthne’ Hedges; 'Convérsational , '
COGNITIVE Reflections Expressions. Dubitatives Devicesﬁ\ Questions Others
know .
" 'SEMANTIC PRAGMATIC
- , < - g , d
-~ Genuine  Genuine”  Attentional Conversational |
PERCEPTUAL Reflections Expressions Devices Devices Others
iistgn%ng 1
look - | 2
see SR 3 \']*.-‘ -
vatch 1
: SEMANTIC f _
; . . Genuine ©  Genuine |’ ° ;"
\FFECTIVE ‘Reflectiqns 'Expressiqns‘ o
‘ike* Lo l G
o o A Cw
50% &
. _ﬂ"
w



Table D

TOH=-Directed Activity--Teacher

R

" SEMANTIC

Genuine expressions

S

PRAGMATIC
' Genufne | “Genuine Hedges; | Exam ‘

COGNITIVE Reflections Expressions Dubitatives . Questions Other -

bel ieve | . o
_’knqw‘ ] ] o o ' e
- mean ] | .

think 2

SEMANTIC PRAGMATIC .
“Tem—— . (enuine Genuine  Attentional |

PERCEPTUAL Reflections Expressions.  Devices Other
listen .
~Took: 2 b -

looks 2

looking |

looks like 1

see b 2

touch 2 )

o I ' ’
AFFECTIVE

afraid ]

fri hten ] ’

T ‘

19 S | )\ , N v
2h 12 N
67% .
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/! ' " Table D (Cont'd)
| o X

TOH--Directed Activity

Genuine Genuine |
COGNITIVE Reflections Expressions
know how to ., -
- Genuine Genuine  Attentional R
PERCEPTUAL ~ Reflections Expressions  Devices
60k L
ee 3 .
ouch |
' :  Genuine . .G‘enuin'e v ‘
AFFECTIVE  .Reflections Expressions
ke | - ko .
B L - ) i RS . .
0 - S\ I Voo
_ ‘ \ ) N o
S 1Y J o AN e
T v : ‘ \\ : .
genuine N 3
—_— — a
57T g
- ‘ J '\\\\.
“
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