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o The purpoce of this aralyt*cal essay is -o lay out
some . ccnceptnal Jboundaries and distinctions about how children

de@élop and._use. me*acommunlcat*on (messages whose primary funct*on is

‘to_nmake referencé to_or transform themselves or other mesiages). Two

tvpes of Eé?a66ﬁﬁun1cation are discussed:ygmetalinguistic gesscages, in

which_there is a. te‘§orary shift in awareness from message content to

some _aspect cf the lgnguaqge used to code ‘that content: and framing,

which means transforhing cne kind of event into another kiid of event-

. by logical typing. These two. domains. of metacommunication- are .-

aralyzed by uvsing examples from the research literature:-to provide

insights about how childrer develop metacommunlcatxve skillty < The
discussion of metalinguistic sk*lls focuses on the predictanle
develorment cf these skills in preoperationai and concrete.

operational children, rnotingd that the transition from the te*dency to
Zgératioral stxge *o decentrate in the covcrete

operational ' stage is reflected in metallnguis*lc performance. The
.discussionfof metacommunicative framing skills revolves around the
communica¥ive trancformation of orne kind of eve® 'into a related
"event through levels of abstraction, ard delineates seven typts of ‘
framing, including gucting, procedural, play, humor, deceptioi,
atgument, and relationship (symmetry and alternation). (RL)
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Métacommunicative Development |

Anne Vin Kleeck and Robert Hopper

The University of Texas at Austin

As children learn language and pragmatics, they also learn

metacrmmunication. Resedrchers have iohg understood this to be .

true in somé,way, but the understanding of terms such as metalln—
guistics and metacommunication has beehvsé murky and primitivas that
ﬁssessihg its deveiopment has seemed impractical. The purpose

distinctions about metacomm*nlcatlon that mlght be useful in

Studying how chiidren develop and use it.

-

1ingui§tics ahd framith This paper descrlbes these two domains. : //

P

beginnlng 1ns1ghts into understanding how children develop each
of these sets of, skifls.

Metacommunication
* The term metacommunication is commonly understood as "communi-
cation about communicgtion,“‘éha its use frequently carries a
connotation of describing nonverbal Béﬁi%iér; "Before using the
5
term here, several quallflcatlons must be introduced, since the

terms metacommunlcatlon and metallngu1stlcs ‘have been employed many
dlfferent ways 1n the past three decades We begin Wltp a synthesized

review of some uses of the preflx ”meta*”



.(” -
The Prefix ”Meta” ER S ‘1- s‘. B ')
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mgﬁiii%ﬂé} Jnd Changed in form.\Each of these semi- synohymoﬁs terms .
o S S ‘ L
picks up some,thrhad OS the meta—tapestny; Meta- isra.goadiprocess

" ferm; it never stands sﬁiii féf‘aﬁaiisisi Meta- is the term

scholars use to Chpl[ln that: neariy every message is more than it

seéms to-be; & VIVId messuge; 11ke a successfut smail gfédp, is
, @ S
il it <

\more th&n the sum of 1its parts ‘ Part of the plus- factor is meta-

‘- - ~
@

communxcattgn

-’

Some accounts of metacommunlcatlon emphasxze the 1mportance of

EN

nonverbai message eiemenﬁs (Blrdwhlstell '1970) but mu¢h mpég

r R .
communicatlon is Vefbal (e g:5; "I asked you to say please "y, } Some

-

oo 7
L metacommunlcatlon Seems dxfftcnit to trace to any signal or . symbolic

':1nterpret1ng % :emark as a JOke even though it IS delivered deadpan\

-

.or other messages cgnstitute metacommunlcatlon To expilcafe Eﬁi

. Slnce metacommunlcatlon xs somettmes nonverbat sometlmes
i : ‘ . R

§e55a1 and sometlmes taken for- granted one;must be somewhat

absffact in deflnlng it Here is our attempt messages that serve

a prlmary functlon of makrng reference to or- transformlng themselves X\

- . e

Somewhat- cryptic defln;thn, we review Here two kInds of communléééiVe

,»*'n
- .

phenomena Eﬁaf'sﬁéﬁ'mefaeémmunlcative°propertxes;; The,first“type

, R S - ; ) 3 ;
are metalinguistic messages: 3Hese are messages in whiph tﬁére is 2
- . : . . T . . -y L’ ["; 2 zP‘ 7 .
tegporary shiftgin awareness #rom message content torsome ggpect of
. ) ,’ - . — ( . 7;3 :. N ‘b
the language used to code that content. The aspect of 1aﬁguaae ) T

- focused upon may be either its meaning, the Tinguidtic form used to

- Co s

Y

A
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6666é§ that méahing; or both: Framing is the sk111 of transforming

one klnd of event into another kind of event by logical typing.

Exwmples irnclude play. and depeption Emch of these aspects of meta-//%,

communication is ﬂESCfibéd Béiuﬁ; first in terms of conceptual r
défihitioni then in terms of examples from research in child deveiop—?\

ment.

Metalinguistic Metacommunication

v

Ii most ongoing’ discourse, language serves as a vehicle for the
trihsmissibh of thoughi. Méééigéé aéaﬁifé ﬁéta}ihguﬁstié ehéfaétef‘
bt focus of thought. Normally; both 1xstenersjand speakers are
attuned to the meaning of a %ééé&ge; Neither particularly n§tiCés
specific linguistic éiéﬁéﬁfé until something unexpected occurs. For
example, a partlcular word may be temporarily focused upon because ,/
it'was'incorrectly produced or because a punster has played w1th its -
méaning. In either case, when this occurs, there is a temporary
shift .in focus fféﬁfWﬁit is being said to Cé;taiﬁ aspects of the

; .
language used to say it. V s

,Metallnculstxc 'skills involve a two step process. Initially,

iall metallngu1stxc tasks involve focus1ng on 11ngu1st1c form--that

is, sorie 11ngu1st1c entlty is 1solated as a target of focal aware-
ness. In some cases, the linguistic-element does not have to be

dlsembedded but is simply prov1ded as when a child

Wlth a word qnd asked to segment it into syllables. Odce the

element is elther dIsembedded or'prov1ded some kind of mental

manipulation is performed on that element. It is at this second

N : :" . ” /

el
.



stage Eﬁai metalinguistic tasks aifféf;' Some féaui}é féfiection

other tasks appear to requxre a manipulatlon of both form and

txonai stagé dlrectly reflects- the tendency to centrate: Gﬁnqiaiiy,»

«

N

. . ]
requlre some. type of manlpulatxon of the llnguistic form. Still

meaning. The development of metalxngrlsgic skills‘can be fon%ﬁdere&

k demands and the iresponse

in light of these differént kinds of tas
strategi@s children bring to each task.
Children's performance on mctalinguistic skills refletts their .

ébgﬁitive reasoning abilitics at digferent points in development

(see Van Klo eck; 19804, und in préss for further discussion of this

7/ poxnt); IndIrect support for this ciaxm is available in the exist;

ing 1iterature' if one makes the assumption that children up to the

L3

.age of six or seveh are in Plaget s preoperatxonal stage of cogni—

VI

Voo v \
stage: ‘ ' ‘ -
According to Piagetian tﬁédry; a\ major characteristic of

)

rpreopenatlonal chlldren s thought is c'ntrqtlon Centratxon refers

{

sxtuatxon at a time. Metallngu1st1c performance in the preopera~

N

e
even

. W
preoperational chlldren fgﬁus on the meanlng of : messages and

B Sl s -
here are 11m1ted to con31der1ng only one. meanlng OccassIOnally;

they ﬁéy foéus exc1u31ve1y on llngulstlc form, The point is, tﬁé

o ~
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The semantic bias of the preoperational child is reflected by.
: e e N ' o s
inaccurate performance on two tasks which require form and not

‘meaning manipulations:.. On-word-réferent differertiation tasks,
the preoperational child will offer a word such.as “train' when

asked to provade a long word (Berthoud= Pqpandropoulou 1978) :

Cleariy, the word's meanlng and not its llngu1st1c form has been
the chx}d s focus on this tasR. This focus on meaning is again
evidenced when children are asked to judge the grammaticality of a

sentence: One child in a study by Gleitman and her colleagues

(Gieitmen GieItman & Shipley; 1972) stated that the sentence "I am

. eatrng d1nner“ was not acceptable . The chiid then expiéinea that
v
he didn'’ t like to eat dinner. The\suburbanlte chlldren in this

i - \
Ay

- study also negated the grammntlcal\accuracy of "The men wait for‘
x

¢

e
cNSL

Because they can focus on only oge mqaning at a time §§é>

operatlonal chlldren also fail to apprecqate 11ngu1st1c ambiguity

that often occurs in humor. 1In a similar manner, [they demonstrate

. awareness of only the physical meaning of 8néi-fﬁn'txon_adjec(1ves
. such as'"swéétﬁ;or "Hard" (Asch & Nerlove, 1960). Preoperatlondl
, S B} : R N
chitdren do focus on form in isolation when they engage in sound

ﬁiay (e.g., Weir, 1962) or when asked }o segment words. into

syiiables (Fox & routh 1975 leerman ?hankwellor F1scher &

G%rter; 1974) or sentences into words (Fox & Roﬁth i§755..
The iimitation of the preoperational child’s ‘thought; in
terms of the tendency to centrate, is overcome with the transition

-

to ‘the concrete operatlonal stage which takes place at approx1mate1y

six or seven years of age.
e
cefitrate, thatﬁisr hold in mind and re}ate\mome than one aspect of

The concrete operatlonal ch11d can: de-

- : ' v .’ "
e . e : o . - { !
E : v v . ¥

f 7

s
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They cannot yet, however, deal well thh figurativeﬁlanguage in -

. .t .
E A ‘ ; o ,
; Lo . , \ IN R
. T - ' P .

4 situation at a time. JBecduse of this ability, the concrete

operational child can simultanceysly think abouf language in ‘two

. wazﬁ It can be both a medium for conveying thought and an object  _ .

B - B \
1 . -
T P
- B

for 1nspeqtion 1n its own right:

The concrete operutionul chIld (aged approxxmateiy 6 to 11

years) cqn aeﬂ;uch focus oy ﬂﬁggform of ttnguage while simultaneousty.w

retaining its meaning: fhis altows. accurate performance on word-

referent taskg and on érammattcality~Judgments; Two meanings can
. : 8 3

=

also be held{in mind and related: The concréte.oberétionii child

begins to show ev1dence of apprecx%txng 11ngu13t1c ambiguity ‘humor
"9

(Fowles & Glanz,@1977 Hirsh-Pasek; Gleitman, & Gleitman 1978) S

and both meanings of dual function adjectives (Asch & Nerlove 1960) . .
,/:

J 4 o
which the e tended meaningais noq conventtonqi but newly creited by

being-uged in different domains (WInner' Rosential— & Gandner 1976), "
LY
Skill in comprehending metaphor\awizts the- onset of Piaget s formal

t
»

operitional stage, beginning at ap oximatetly eieven.years'of.age;

o A
take a correspondlngly 1onger time for -the ch11d to master. For
_example, in the case of cert11n types of linguistic ambiguity shch B

~as morpheme boundary ambIgUtty, both form and semaqtic content

must be manipulated for resoiutlon Coneidér the followxng riddle
.. . . N \ -
Question: Why is the man in the fish market stlngy. -
Answer: Because hls Job makes him sell fish

P ) ~
The resolution in&oivee manipulatiga of formuy moving the morpheme
boundary and combining _the two words "sell fish" to-the meaging of *
. ' ™5 . - R ;.

»
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Swgelfish:" Children do not begin to appréciate this morpheme
. ~

bonndari humor unt11 1ronnd the sixth gradc or tWolve vears of ape. P
3

In summary . the mcballngu1stlc skills of the prﬁoperational

r
g -

% .
and concrete opexatlonal child appear tq havejcertain predxctable -
- — A
. ;Y
characterlstlcs whxch can be attrxbuted to the more geheral pea-

R4

soning skifﬁs they brlng to these fasks. Most nobaply_ {ip tran_rt ;

~

Gition from,the tendency to gcentrate in the pngqperational stage

to the abflity to decentrate’ ifh. the concrete operational stage 1s

reflected in meta11ngu1st1c performance. With the emergence of
' <
&

this: 1b111ty to con51der more than one as%ect of a situatich at

P

-

a- time, concrete operatxonal ch11dren can 11kewise cons1dér relate, ° |

.

and man1pu1ate more than one aspect of the 11ngulstic coé% simul-

taneously. _ ;e

2

; Fram1ng744$ransformatYon~Through Levels @f Abs{ractlon

s
H

/ Metacommunlcatxon research probably bega when Gregory Bate-’

. i;
behavior’ that is seemlngly modeled on combat. In fact this species

of behavior appears to be mocksp]ay combat : The human observer
cannot tell Immedlately whigch acts are p;ayful and which are war—
like; but the anxmals raré%j‘appear nfused about this-distinc- ‘J’
tion. Bateson asks in thisvcontéXt,‘what is the nature of the P
message uthi;ﬁig play?" The animals must share some form of this
i) ¢ ' :

“hicss age in order for them to coordlnate playful ‘behavior and know

that they are not realiy f1gﬁt1ng. But where is the message? It

is somewhere in "meta''--along-with and yét within. the message.
The ‘message "this is play" also involves somé change, or %
~ - - N < ‘

o e , -t

e g; - & : T NN
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ing ‘part of the same S@t as those 1tems i

trahéfb}fation from onec frame, or 1ntorp¢ot1t1vv schcme té Jnother

fhé'messaée—”thiq is pl'xyl'\D qomohow’tlansiormq combnt acts 1nto

- .

:ﬁiay acts. How is thlb poxs1ble whon it appewf% that Lhe mcqsnge

i

_"this is play" is probably coinmunicated by the way that auts of

mock combat are performed” The chwfhcterlzing me%sage may be part
of the mess?ge it characterlzoq though that state of affalrs
v \

: - § . N

violates both logic and copion sense. S o
Sl o . LY )
Bateson argues that a message such as "this is play" is con=

ceptually problematlc because it %ccuples a hlgher level of con=
’ -

ceptual abstractlon than do.individual moves in the cémbat or
f

mock-combat .’ The term ”Tbvel of wbstraction” sprlngs froﬁ Rusi

Py

Vi I .
sell s theory of descr1pt1on and refers to the tenet of logic.

that a dééériptive charncterizer canngt bé,’dhééptﬁéiiiéa'és be=
t;

racterizes As an ;
e§amp1e of this principle, consider the set of _number$ 1, 2, aﬁd |
3. Each of these nUmbers belongs to thei&st butkthe Conceptual
entity that is. the set itself carnot°belong to-the set The

characterizer of the set cag}@frve gS an operator~bhangef‘f6r mem-
0—7 L4 ) . E Y ) ) .
bers of the set But it . cannot be par®# of it. Why 1is this a,logical

problem? Consider the message “this is play" which must be shared

-

. G 7
sage is a characterizer, and 1nd1v1dua1 moves 1n/fhe m
!

(say nips andrgroﬁls) are mombers of the set characterized. The

by animals in order to coordlnate the1r interactlons k\:hismes_

k~combat

characterizer (“rhls is plmy”) is of a d1fierent logicai 1e,e1

than the nlps and growls Vet its mean1ng~functlon must gmerge

within the same space-timé situation. The mgssage ”this is play"



g
g}
<

~ 1

$ must be s]gn 1ed Ih\ﬁomL way within thc sot ;01 messages it charac-

~

terizes——that is impossible  in téims of logic.

How does it happen? Bateson §béén1ﬁf’§ iiwt ”thib is play"

e

. emerges as a frame,; or set of pxemxsoa tHat characte ize the cvent.
- . - ) . . \/“-
-%To summarize,; framing is ° communicative transformntlon of one

kind of event into a relatcd cvent: Combat to play, praise to kid-
\ - ‘ R T ) ? .. . ) . .
’ ding or. 1rony ‘ . (e P . - ¢
™~ — S
Goifman (1974) 1tLempt/ to promnd a set of analyses upon
4 , . ?
Q‘ BAtCSOH S notlons of frame and transformatlon Goffman notes
numerous examples 6fxffémé-fé1é$§ht ébmm&hiéaficn in everyday”:
o2 - T

1ffiirs 1nclud1n use of dtrect quotes use of vocal intonations
to indicate kidding; and mxny others. né\ﬁééé the term key to . -
N LY N o / . . N . \

refer to a qualifying ﬂe ssage that sigaaié the presence of .a

/ frame.. Keys are messages about. the frame in which a strip (group

of mess1ges) is to be taken . Keys perform traniiﬁrmatlons of‘one
strip of events into feratéa sets-of eventshto wﬁisn‘tney bear

. 28 ; :
strnétﬁrél similarity:. For example a sentence is transformed in="

I3

to x direct quote by the use q; quotatton marks A Statement‘may o
be transformed 1nto an ironic tease by use of vocal intonation.
[ ) . -
" A bxte is SOmehow transformed trom combqt io playv. in many cases,; =
4 N 2 . v

the keys may be dlfflcuit or - even 1mposs1b1e to spot They may’

7 _not gvéh be physxcally present (Hopper in ﬁEéééj;
- The Important part of thxs excursxon 1nto meta ~as- transforma—

<

message unlts They act to characterize ent1re strlps of 1nter-
' ’ [N . . ”
actlon; Communlcators do not usuaiiy have cons/iOUS u§99rstanding
.. L . N . . - ~< 7 B < (.'s)'; X .

[

[ ~ g R o .. : -

,.&, . ::;" 7 m;i '1“1 f.::: : ";}i

>
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of this interactﬁve proﬁerry Qﬁt;children learn to do it--to
treat messages oS trTnsformed modffie ~Framdd. by meta messages,

&/ ' ) .
It is- possibie to detlneat several maJ&n’type ”f frames. X

N \ /
These include (1) quotlng, (2)’brocedura1 (3) Dlay;,(')>huméf;

(5) deception (6:) argument ! nnd (7l,re1at10nsh1p Evidence ‘\//
7 \ .

called from the literature fcgardlng the emergence of- these vari_
. . ™~ [
ous types of frames is d1scussed below '

Qgggigg Bates describes the early stﬁges of framing quoted
L.

language . Brawxng from her data on two Itallan children; €laudia -~
(C) éhé ?iancesco (F), she discusses how childreh léarﬁ té'ei—
biiéit1§ refer to the speech,act;itself . To make this point , ;

she uses sevcral examples of quotlng which show a developmental ’ S

pattern; .
Even prior to seeing cxamples of gloting in Cﬁé;dren's speech,
'a precursory form of quoting emerges in the context of aaaif ¢hild -,

» )

discourse. In this case the adult might ask‘”How does a doggie
éo?”, to whlch a Chll& mlght ro pond ”Woof—woof The earllest

sounds (often of anlmals) us1ng the verb ”to ﬁo“ (”fare” ih P

3

Itallan) in order to quote the vocal performanoe For éxampig;

Cl; 10: g They were [dotng] "cu cu” (p 136) -

Cl; 11:.  The dait's monmy goes “muh»’(p 138). -

0; 22: The dOg“gde§<\:éu bau bau This one goes o C

& ’ "beh bk’/’\(f’ . ._,'Y ::‘ |

Claudla also bec&@e so%ewhat obsessed Wlth what may or may

. - S ’, -
ﬂOt be ‘sadd, In thlS conte%t embedded. rather than dlrect quotes.
w%re ‘noted, e.g.,. u&,,i- - T

oL R L7 SN T R IS
-. ) . .. ‘ N . . ’

- :
¢

>
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€2; 0; 22:

p. 11°

AN

- Onegdoesn't say "accipicchia' (p.

. 138).

~ ¢ C(between 2:4 and 2:6)-, éaaay said that one doesn't say

- 5 B

acc1p1cch1a” and one says "Look
7 at Ehat“ (p. iééj

At around this same age, Claudia began using direct. quotes for

character 11nes from fairy tales e.g.

C2 4

10:'

Fulmine €ays ”Can 1 come and sing too" (p 139)

Francesco also began quotlng by us:ng the Ita11an verb ''to do

but qulckly ﬁgved to exp]icit vefbs of saylng " There was for séﬁe,.

-

<

time a concern with permlssable expression, but not td the extent

w1tnessed in Claudla s data Finally, Francescc aisc:réééuﬁtéa

fairy tales and used direct quoting of characters' iines 3

e
o

Q ~

Procedural Frames. Many utterances in é\conversatlon add

'ndthing_new to the topic. Instead, they are procedural serving

the sole function of maintaining a communicatlon channel between

conrversational pafticipants. Thbse utterances have;;een varicus-'

1y labelled as ﬁﬁéiié (Bruner, 1975) housekeeping management

moves {Weiner & Géaaéﬁaﬁgh4"1977) conversationga dev1ces (Dore

i§7%); and’ procedural moves. (Weels & Ferrier, 1976). Procedural

moves inciude devxces fOr initiating, maintainfng; and énding

conversations:
is some kind of
Signal messages

listening, keep

Eals

'
They also 1nc1ude mechanlsms for repair when there
communication railure Their meta«function is to

such as "Let's have a conversation," "I'm sti11

e

going," and "Let's end“our talking."

“ g

! |

bk
KA LTS
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framed For example the utterance TLet rg plan to get

o ) o o o
together for lutiCh " will likely be treated as 4 sincere request .

If it occurs in the openlng S\Fges of a conversation; Tﬁé 55;;

?
6§éh date for hav1ng lunch together. However, when conversation N

cioSIng has\géen framed thlS same meSéagé will be 1nterpreted

o~

nice chattxng w1th you; We'll have to do 1tnagain sometime;"

a -
dldn t qu1te understqnd or hear you ;" Qg "itis your or my turn to

talk now."

To date, research regdrding the developmént of procedural
moves has focused primarily on those dovices aimed at maintaining
the conversational fiow: The means which young children use to ful-
fi11 conversational obligations wercSaddressed by Corsaro (1977) .
and Donahue (1977): eﬁiia;éﬁiiéﬁéa at a very carly age that ut-
terances Such as '‘um- hmm ' ”yééﬁ;“ été; éé?ﬁé to fulflkl th61r re-
sponse obligatxon; Bﬁﬁé;ﬁ (1972) ;égéfiéa to such procedural
‘moves as back channel responses. Both Corsare (1677) and Donahue
(1977) indépendently noted that children most frequently provide
such responses following adult: questions (including any utterance
with rising intonation contour). wﬁiié adult questions often

supnrfic1111y JDDOiT to fnnctlon as rnqnests for ‘information {and

14
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"facade of 1nformatloniexchange is used for other purposes' (p.
15). Among these is magntaihing di'scourse : fhaééa, Corsarc sug=
gests that adults employ guéétion asking strategies mainly as a
device for maintaining a conversation. ¢
While quthlonS exp11c1tly requ1re a response from a con-

'versatlonal partner Keenan (1974) po;qts out that even coORiments

lead to an ant1c1pat16h; dnd thus an implicit obligation, for
response. An awareness of this less explicit conversational ob.
S . : 77 . iz ¥ . ) '
ligation emerges later than an awareness that questions reguire

responses. However; even by age 2:9; Keenan's twin boys demon=

strated remarkable prof1c1ency regardlng this particular conversa

tiohal éxpéctatloh.g Out of 76 Cthérsatibhdl tﬁfﬁé in their dia:
V“"’ - I

logue contalnlng comments; only three received no verbal acknowl—

edgment. Van Kleeck (1980b) found that while three year old

they were more likely to offer addltlon 11 1nform1tton in their "\i\§<

responses to comménts. Thus 1t appears that questxon forms are

self= selectlon as next speakdr, This is often achleved through

/i

éﬁdirectly to preceding discourse. Bates

utterdnces whlch refer only
(1976) cites as an example of such an opening ' gambit the usé of

"Yes; but.,." to introduce sclt as speaker (p. 122).

P
2
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Less investigation has focused on children's ability to open

Fnd cigse conversations. In his: study of presqhool children
Corsaro (reported in Cook—Gumperz & Gumperz, 1978) did note that
children frequently employ both verbal and nonverbal strategies

* in order to initiate or gain entrance into play. Leave-taking on
the other hand, is often .unmarked, at least Véfb&iiyf children

will simply walk aWay The extent to whxch this pattern holds up

1
for entering and leaving conversatxons remains to be determlned

The ability to make correctiods in onéoiné discourse has also

been addressed from'a developmental perspective. Gallagher (1977)

demonstrated that even in the carliést stages of language acquisition,

T O -
chlldren were able to respond to a lfstener asking "what?'" by either

repeatlng or. attemptlng to make nev151ons in the1r speech Less‘is

knOWn about how chlldren handie conversatxonai vxolations such as

;1nterruptlons; although Bates (1976) provides an example from her

data on Italian chiidreﬁ; At age 2 6 7. Ctmgﬁia became quite con-

erncd with belng 1nterrupted; In one conversatxon she 1et thts

be known byusaylng,'”Blg twlker " which is loose]y translatable

_ . - ﬂ
as "chatferbox" or "big mouth” (p. 138).
Play. Analogous to the zoo animals' ability to communicate the
. . . /

‘distinction between mock and real combat, young children often frame

play to distinguish it from nonplay. As Garvey (1976) notes "the

reality-play distinction appears to be eésaﬁtﬂa1 tériﬁtefnrétihg Ehé,

partner's gesture in-terms of its pRimary meaning-¢f its non-literal
s , . : - _X
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meﬁﬁiﬁéa, Both- partners must recognlze that the state gf pliy
Ny . i D

kN

Btéxns in é}Eer to 1nterpret and correctly respond to: the>ot1e'7§‘5,

‘O‘

behaviour" (p: 576): I T *@a--;;?lffu*

E o
L

Garvey notes from.her data on the SOClal play of 3§ to 5§

8. 7 .

year -otd age matched dyads that "often the state of play was e
‘ S . .

exp11C1t1y bounded" (p: 5160. In other wordsr the Rey (to use,

N .

Goffman's term) was a linguistic message: Often the State of
play was keyed by an ﬁtterdhce'cohtaihing the word ”preten%

‘Garvey éiveé the eiéﬁﬁie' ”Pretend .you calléd me on the telephone”ﬁ

(p: 476). In other cases, the state of play was signalled By
‘ explicit role a551gqment, ‘as in "I'11 be-thé mommy and you be the
) P -« e [

daddy, O.K. ?" (p. 576): Puring the play eplsode ‘the children tn
Garvey s study perlodxcaily tested to determ%ne whether the play

‘frame was still operatxng. As Garvey explalns testlng the main-

tenance of the play orientation "appeared to be a relevant factor

in the attltude or aiIgnment taken ﬁot only to objects, but to

et

he behaviour of the partner; whose deflnltlon of the 31tuatlon is
 critical to the éaatiauihg ifterchange" (p. 576-577).
v £ -

Gdrvey found that endlngs for the play frame wére reached by
3 - @

tacit mutual agreement 6r again by exp11c1t-utterances Such as "I'm

not playing anymoréﬁ (p. 576). The fact that the children were
" able to end an eplsode by tacit agreement indicates that. tﬁeée j
i

chlldren were qlready managing transformatzons either via more

s

mesqage it all. )
. . L4 ..
gat iramlng constitutes a very important part of play was

dramatlcally 111u§t14tcd in the study of a 5& year-old boy Jamie

(Martlew, Connelly, & McCleod, 1978). These investigators observed
e :




S ' ;\{\; _ / - . ‘ ~ \ p.16 9}

tk . . |
the iénguage accompanylng Jamle s play in three contexfs (15 piay—

o \ . e

1ng alone (2) g;aylng\w1th a peer and (3) playlng w1th h1s mother

Although not labelled “framing“ per se these authors did note . - .
\ N | . _ \

marked differences in Jamie s need to set the .scene ind elaborate _

. i . . N . g

<

the rules in these three different contexts.

When aiéne’ Jamxe s fantas? play con31sted largely of dramatic

dialééne; There were very few exp11c1t frame markers (Reys) or; 'i S
in the authors' termS' there were few ”ong01ng accounts about the

‘ \g
s1tuat1©n as a form of stage d1rect10n” (p 94) Indeed— there

théfé,waé no 6ﬁe5ﬁitﬁ whom to seéﬁ éiiéﬁaéﬁf Jamie had total

control over the frame no negotlatlon was required. 'He could

a

- change the setting, etc., wi thout hav1ng to glve explanatlons in-

Do LIt oot D e -l .
structions,; or scene setting descrIptlons : . )

In the ﬁeer pIay sxtuatxon ma1nta1n1ng the fantasy play frame

£

tance This necessltated frequent story recapltulations and scepe

§éf£iag. Not only need the scene be set, but it must be done
jointly. As such, ‘the participants had to give more ongoing'gq;
counts and explanations of events leading up to a sceme. Some=
times,; agreement ?égafaiag the fantasy frame was aai reached. ‘In

fact; pIay eplsodes were often termxnated because one partner would

‘'not accept the prev1111ng "rules;’ as the following example 111us:

trates: ' A v

~ 5 ‘ ;




o

Famie. Look that coach comes along here you. KAOW .

Friend. ' No bit-=1 kinow==biit th1s car knows this so robbers=
Jamie . No it's not. 7
Friend. No it says yes 'cos don't forget there S no coaches
) or bises travellirng,

Jamie. There is. ‘ .-

Friend. There's not. '

Jamie. I don' t care the game doesn't have to be ‘the same;

N . as anything.
. Friend. Well it can be. Do it yourself

Jamie. I'm not going to play with you then.
Friend. You'rel not to.
Jamie. All rlght then shoo. Have all your stuff

Very interestingly, Jamle s 1nteract10ns With his mother were
different from his peer play in the sense that elaborate fantasy

piay was iacking In contrast to th1s play framlng 1n peer con—

Versation— adult=child plaf d1d no@iuse the context and to§s a% a
>

oM prlngboard for fantasy” (pf 97) Rather— talk had more of a

-

. ‘

matérlals The11 propextles were dlscussed and re1ationsh1ps expiored

l_, o '
Jam1e S differentiated use of frames in vary1ng SOC1a1 con—

r

_ texts underscores h1s undorstandlng of the1r social function He

; understood that transformdtlons need to be exp11c1t1y encoded oniy
¢ . < -
ln’SOCIal 1nteractlons, Witness the lack of explicit keys—tn h1s

solitary pia§~ iurthérmdré— he reallzed “that certain transforma—
L tions werxe acceptable only with cerfaln partners wMothers Wiii not~
enter the élaborate fantasy World one tan shate with peers. B
ﬁumor Another frame mentloned by Goffman disklngulsheéfhéSJf

, 5
= %Meen k1dd1hg oﬁ humor and serlously 1ntended dlscourse An in-

- s

terestlng developmental trend 1egard1ng oge such type of frame was

7 noted by Sutton Smith (1977) Although he did not use Goffman's

! teﬁmlnology; Sutton=Smith in effecx noted tnat in learning to tell &
riddles; children four or five yeays old give evidence of leafning

&

I

2
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the”correct.keys before they are aware &f the exact nature gf the

frame content: That is, children at this age know the format for
U N SR S T
N the rxddle telllng——that Ehere is a question; an answer, and then

hat a riddle required some

1aughter* They had not yet 1earned

2N
,‘i’
ot

: £ S
expectancy v101at10n in opdér\to be con51dered a rlddle And so,

por

as many parents are well‘éware' the chlld of thlS age is delighted

v
»

T at aiklng questlons and gIVIng 1Iterai or meanlngless ianswers, and
laughing profusely. » Unknown to the chxld* the parents' 1aughter

ts éften id response,not to the chxld s rIddle but to the facf/
7

: )that the child has learned the frame Bﬁt has not yet mastereé/the
' : R L
content of rIddlcs T . \\~ ;

S Much older chlrnren usually some time‘during adoiescéncei

find it extremely amus1ng to conscidusly violate the expected rid-
dle content[ ﬁgféuéh, absurd riddles such as the elephant génfé
become popular for this age group.

3 : ,beception. Déééntién is é frame which differs from' athers

g

\F

- in that it is the speakcr,s hopé that the frame is not detected.

DeVilliers and deV11110rs (1978) suggcst that b&coming a good liar

requlres several impressive communication skills. According to
thééé énthéfé ”the tiar cannot be bOund by cprcumétinéeé or s/he
ey 5

would uncontr01]1b1y blurt ?ut the truth: é/he must .be iﬁ&;e of \

what Informatlon wouid best convince his lxstener and even the

style ta adopt to éaave§ it most effectively" (p: 164):

While the'developmdnt of deception Has nig'ﬁeéh the focus of
a great deal of study, the deVilliers do Suggést that there may
be several “immature" or ineffective forms of lykag before mastery

N

1

iys achieved: Even a two vear old will change her or his Stbry.@hen \E

B . 20
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the adult"’ s tone ofavuice 1nd1c\tes the she or he ﬁas done some—

£

The m1dstream change of stance cleariy frames »

thing punishable.
the utterance fcr the listener as an &ttempt at deceptlon; The
deVilliers also noted how older children will frame féiséﬁééas E§ .

a

R I )
bfferihg unsollclted Informatxon; as in running up to a parent and

saying, for no appare%i reason, "I didn't break the 1a§p In the

course of’ development' chxldren

enough to not key thexr decepti"h; .

I Argument. Whlie an entire Interactlon mayﬂgn fact take place

in: @n argdment framework it %s also possxble to traﬁéform a friendl?

conversatlon into an argument and eve ntualiy back iato a friendly

)
,br at least neutral'ccnversatlon' 3

i

P

~

flrSt thqu and fcurth graders in order to determine the struc~

tural riules and strategles chlldren employ ‘in argument &isééﬁfsé'
Théy isolated four stylistic ?actics used in dxspute; In Gofmen s

terms, we might refer to these as parallngulstxc keys They were
smeed accelerat1on; stress emphasxs; and intona-.

v

+

volume escalation,
P ' ]

tion exaggeration.

Y, oo

Also, wifﬁiﬁ;%ﬁé éfgﬁhéht; these authéfs

»

vbf beihg able t0‘c0ntnol; albext probabilxst;cally; the course of

For éiéﬁbié;;ihsﬁits d%aaily led either to L
1}

the énsuing argument .

N
an 1nsu1t or a\gon111

o

‘ , , #

f\\IL i's -these formal devices, ghun;,dlvorced from any partlcular
, # . ‘

e 7 - ) .
. B £ -
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message,content that o\n in part determine dlgectlom an argu—v
3 ) e \ .
ment will tgke. ( 2 X ¥*’ , ‘

3

rﬁeiationsﬁfp framing.‘ A number of wr1ters have suggested that

§

some metacommunlcatlon serves as 4 control mechanlsm for the managem ent
: 1

"

of human relationships. To the eXtént that this occurs, relational

; framlng procedures must be learned and used Ruesch and éiteson ‘
! (1951) refer to report and ‘command aspectsﬁof communication . TX
WatzlaW1ckr BeaV1n and JacRson (1967) dlstingulsh content and‘ ~J
\
’glatlonshlp commun1catlon Thesé~d1st1nctlons réfer to communlga-
tors being able to use utterances to characterlze and 1nf1uence‘ Tl

<
the coursq,of re1at1onshlps along the dimensions of power (domlnance/

submlss1on) and affect (love/hate). Ind1catlons that children

L _are developlng an ab111ty to frame ghe gelatlonal aspects of a
: o

conﬁersation would cerrespondingly & 111 along the continua of either

. .

Y, - of these dimensions. ,

G\i,,,‘,;,,,,,;;,,,; e _ o ) _ . "
Regarding the power dimension of relationship framing; ex-

p?esﬁlons of domlnance and subm1351on such as giv1ng commands and

- Ny . :
obeylng, answeflng or i fus:ng to . answer questlons and use of
|

g
. pronouns of power and solxdarlty may each exhgp1t its unique

clusger tog@fher within oné develoﬂﬁent4§ process Regarding\\
. affect. dlmenSIons of relatronshxps one is struck by children's
#ﬁ' fréduent‘ékplicit éncodiné of affect térms: O”Be ‘my best friend,"
"Give me your bcdr or you cannot come to my party," &iiii kill you"
af ”Kathy is my second—best frlend. . ) “ S\lp

" There is little 11L01uturc that cxp11c1t1y mddrosses rela-

tio#ni dnmen51ons of communicative, development and our B
S ¥

- S o {ig;
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'specuiations here are 11m1ted to the power/domlnance aspect of

reiatxonship. Par74cular1y,}we note some developmental tﬁsnds in

two patterns somewhat un1versa11y useful for 1nterpret1ng domlnance

and subm1ss1on: 'Symmetrg ﬂg\Alternatlon Symmetry 1nvolves

the eQUal sharing of conv01sat10na13¥csoufeqs 'qssymetry the un-

eqda} sharlng. The general propos1t10n most supported by the

litérature is that dom1nant messmges lead to sumeSslve me§§ages
p 7 -
from the other and that subm1ss1on leads to domlnance (assymmetny)

Alternation refers to the use of parthQlar forms to s1gna1 |
:Status- espeéialiy when thosezforms are used on some occasions
‘ahd not on others: We discuss each of these briefly in terms of

deveIOpmental 1itorature: L ’ o ‘ v. : S

S S S T LoDl AV
Symmetry of usage patterns (or assvmmetry) in a dyad often

R . . ) -
serve as strateglc framing dev1ceSz(Reys) of powerlind domihaﬁée

(Watzlawick, Beav1n- and Jackson; 1967) A number of 1nvest1ga—

2 4
“tors have noted that convérsation in children's peer dyadsfxs
characterlzed by Mymmetry (Lougee Grueneich & Hartup; 1977; Van

—

Kleeck & Cooper 1980) ante there are far more QUestlons asked
by the adult part1c1pants in adult ch11d dyadic communlcatlon ; (
these conversatlons are characterlzed hy assymetry (Van Kleeck

1980b Mqlzone & Paxkcr 1979)

In this context; 1€ is 1nte1est1ng to examine the responses
of a 5 1/2 year-old to adult and ch11d questlons (Mqrtlew et al.,;
1978) The child, Jamie, showod evidence of contcxtuaw/;ens1t1v1tyl
to status in thls regard He qnswered his mother S qué§£10ns
=stra1ghtforwardly and wlthout ddfflculty, 1nd1cat1ng that he was

w1111ng to allow this verbal control over tho gituation. He

v/' —
2



"~ " to convey éééidi medning : .The-power dImen31on of relatlonshlps

-
~

asked his mother few iﬁéétiéﬁé: By contrast, in conversation with
a'pééf, Jamie asked as many questions as ‘the other child, and did

ot always choose to answer those asked by the other Chlld -

§
’ Alternation %nvolves the use of dlfferent syntacth/forms‘f

¢ —
a "
Sy,

is ofteﬁ subtlety framed by the prosodlc phonologlc and/or syn{sctic

7
forﬁ§/; speakeﬁ chooses The Ilngulstrg encoding of sex:rblé

stereotypes provrdes a compelling“@xample The cultural Stereo— n

ty eS of the femwle as tendtng to. be -more powerless, licklng in v

Yconviction, and polite than the male cach have their counterparts
in the choice of language forms. Females aTe polite, therefore
, [of lang _

they don't swear:. Their weakness mlght be conveyed in thelr use .
S . L ‘
~of trivializing adjectives. A 1ack/6? conviction is reflected ih
-, , "

 The male stereotype, on the other hand, suggests strength, con-

fidence and conviction. - Linguistically the male can express anpe
“or meanness by using profanity. He can speak directly. Both a @
N
speaker s use of and a llsféner s 1nterpretatlon of these language
M

forms sérves to frame the power pOSltlon of the %exes in ong01ng

-

dlscourse (Lakoff 1975)

The ability of 4 to 7 yeqr ~old chlldren to alternate the

content, style and plonunclatlon of their lahQUigé when role-

\

When enacting the father's role, the propositiohal contcnt of the

children's talk centered on busimess oriented issues. The style

of speech was straightforward, unqualified, and forceful. In ’ !i

[N,

tag questionsawhich seek confirmation of thought or feeling expressed. .

\ |



S T . 23

P
B! ) I . oLy, . 7"
. i - EEERIRY .

PO ' -

'assuming the m%iher role ’the propos1tlona1 content revolved

around issues of famlly care The style Was more talkatlve pollte,

qualified and‘softer. The pronunsaatlon contalned more baby—

S T 4 e T o \ : ,
talk forms . T ; -/ : T :n.¢4h\.-- . ;,%.g,ﬂ S

. . {
- . . - . - ’
..

Whlle the foregolng dlSCUSSlOn has categorlzed the variohs

v -
L P

:types of" frames as &f they were mutually exclus1ve,'1E/is important

to note that frames may sometlmes occur slmultaneously bnef“

{}ﬂ, clear example of this occurs - 1n the context of role playlng, 'ﬁéfi

[

‘chlldren are s1mu1taneously operatlng w1th1n a fantasy frame anQ

‘ - ;’. ~ @ o S L ;7-: . f'_/\ .
' ra‘quotlng frame, slnce they are;taki g on the v01ces mannerlsms ”:fg’"
. etc. of the figure the&bare'asshmlng Bates (1976) prov1des a Lot
2 LT . e S
# more Subtle example oﬁ,simnltaneoUs,ftaming; At age 2 0 22 Claudla

s®ates,; "Lie, What ate you éi?ihg,"”bﬁm?;}lle You re Saylng a Jﬁf:

o

liE” (p.\iééé. Here Claudla is exhlbltlng relatlonshlp framl'g,

N v - : . o

since to-.call someone a llmr presupposes a certaln status pos1 iOn ‘

enabling Such an accusation. At the same ,5t1m"er Cla’u’dla is dem'o'n-;,.J

'r’ - j
) ' 4

in ong01ng dkscourse,
Conclusions = - = o
" In many respects the development of metalinguistlcs and

framing appear to have 11tt1e in common The 1pparent independence
2

of the developméntal processes involved in these two meta~ domalns.

1s perhaps to a 1arge extent an artlfact of the type of data ava11-

able for each. Mctqllngu1st10s nas bccn the more intensely re-

searched area.. Data sourccs have involved 1nsL1nces of chilgren'f
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spontaneous talk about some aspect of language as well as experlﬁ

N ,mental stud1es 1n whlch children have been expllcltly aéﬁéa to

";ﬁy; thlnk about_and often to Judge Some aspect of language.

,’3 On the other hand” framing has rarely been conceived of-asfaJ
N PN . I

metacommunlcatlveiskll] in the developmental 11terature (but see

N - /

Cook Gumperz & Gumperz ‘1978) In our attempt to appiy this no-

tlon to - the development of metaGOmmunic‘tIon we have cuiied'eyi#' -

from a theoret1ca1 perspectlve of fram'ng As sﬁch neariy aii

The one exoeptlon to thIS Isl .

Lo , i = I~ 41

gardlng\metallngulstic deveiqpmgn'3

1Pne study Whlch 1ooked at chlidreé%s Jﬁdgments of one aspect of

gi"\,wi&r'zﬁ);n.ng ThlS study sugéésié that v
_ o

gies may ‘be operatlng in the deveiopment of both types of meta-

t ! g D p

S :
communlcatlon dlscussed in th1s paper Th1s study, whlch addressed

\.

sex attr)bu'es of 11*gulst1c features 'y first; third and sixth
N
,"Q», p .

_ graders Tﬁé-first graders wer

rather\than the'form of the sentences presented although they did’

'con31stent1y attribute SWear1ng to maies The thent to which this

strategy was operatlnp &s evidenccd when even nonsense senterices g

v

i

6




neutral. It;seems, then, that the strength of th

Wégé responded to on the basis of the message meaning. ''The wik

slupped my damn flip" was attributed to women by some children -
who explalned that women- "wik'" more. than men. Even theugh the

¥

first graders aiready demonstrated a stercotype that men swear,

' they were swayed by message content when the swearing form con-

flicted with it. Thus, "Damn it, get me that perfume" was attrib-

By the th1rd grade _on items that adults ééréed"were’un:

1n mak1ng the 11ngu1stlc s€¥—role Judgm nts cheverr where

-

neSs (é.g.; adverbs and tag questions), the tﬁ&rd garders respornded
on the basis of message content or claimed the form was sexually

cultural sex-

(X

tybiﬁg iﬁfiuehced the developmental order in which children were

capable of judglng the sentenéés ~ The instiéiiity 6f/§§% newly

acqulred 11ngu1stlc form strategy was demonstrafed by the follow-

1ng response g1ven by one th1rd grwder
»

Examiner: Who - sék; "Won 't you pretty please hand me-

I the h r?"

Child: The lady.

Examiner: Why?2 L

Child: Cause of "pretty please

Examiner: How about "Won't you pretty please hand me the
IR baseball uniform?"
Child: Maybe a boy.
Examiner: Why? i
Child: Cause of "E%Eeball uniform; "
v By the sixth grade, form was eonsistently-ﬁééa in ﬁékiﬁél

sex;rbie judgments. In fact, the sixth gradérs response cioseiy

sembled those of the adults in Edelsky s study:

\('D‘

27
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dren's strategics for sociolinguistic judgments regarding
spondénce of linguistic forms to Sex-role typing in many
llels their metalinguistic judgments of linguistic form.
ases, preoperational children (making the assumption that

graders in Edelsky's st&ay were still in the preopera-

T

age or just maklng the transition to concrete operations)
iarily focused on the meantng of messages and not the

to convey that meanlng:‘ Later in development; children
to perform parallel processing of semantics and form in
s of tasks. v p %
des being able to Judge sex-related alternatlon tné. 2
at of children's use of syntactic altérnation in their

h has been dlscussed é§ Bates (197@5; ﬁates sﬁggésts-

dren become able to use Géfi6US'syhtaCtic forms for the
- - . y

same COmmUﬂlCathe funct1on by the age of 3% to 4 years. It is

only by agé seven or eight, however, that children begin to demon=:

4

strate skill in s1multTneonsly manlpulatlng both syntactic form

and méssage content,to achleve communlcatlve goals. At this p01nt

mental d1

-

persuade and decelve ﬁéréragain— we see a likely develop-

fference 1n metacommunlcatlve sklll between preoperational

and concrete Operat10031 children. The younger children normally

process S
(

émanticaiiy, but may focus on form alone in cértain cir=

cumstances By contrast, concrete operational children can manipu=

late two
examples
researcbe

tion of S

aspects of the 11ngu1stn§§code S1mu1t1neous1y The above
of alternatlon represent‘receptlve prOC8881ng : ?uture
rs may profltably test the speculatlons here w1th produc-

lich examples of alternatlon on terms of address and other

expressions of power and deference:
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