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A b s t r a c t  

I t  i s  conven t iona l  t o  t r e a t  t h e  meaning of an u t t e r -  
a n c e  i n  a d i s c o u r s e  i n  terms of two components, t h e  
pPOpositiona1 and t h e  pragmatic o r  speech act com- 
ponent ,  t h e  f i r s t  i n d i c a t i n g  the  meaning of t h e  
sen tence ,  t h e  second i n d i c a t i n g  i ts  in tended  use by 
t h e  speaker .  Some arguments and ev idence  are pre- 
s e n t e d  t o  show t h a t  t h e s e  two systems a r e  i n t e r d e -  
pendent. Roughly, i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  s o c i a l  considera-  
t i o n s ,  p r i m a r i l y  s t a t u s ,  de termine ,which a s p e c t s  of  
a  p r o p o s i t i o n  a r e  l e x i c a l i z e d  i n  t h e - u t t e r a n c e .  
Thus, a c h i l d  wi th  h i g h  s t a t u s  relative t o  h i s  i n t e r -  
l o c u t o r  may use  a  command, "Give m e  a block", whi le  
~f  h e  has  low s t a t u s  r e l a t l w  t o  h i s  i n t e r l o c u t o r  
he may use  a  r e q u e s t ,  "[lay I have 3 block?" I f  he 
is a n  e q u a l ,  a p e e r ,  (and perhaps on ly  then)  h e  w ~ l l  
use  an  e x p l i c i t  t r u e  p r o a b s i t i o n  such a s ,  "You have 
two more than mer1. Cnly & t h i s  t h i r d  c a s e  1s t h e  
p r o p o s i t i o n a l  meaning e x p l l c i t  i n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  pez 
se, and on ly  i n  t h i s  c a s e  is  a n  a f f i r m a t i v e  o r  
n e g a t i v e  response  dependent s t r l c t l y  upon t r u t h  con- 
d i t i o n s  (on a s s e n t  r a t h e r  than compliance).  

T h i s  concept of t h e  s o c i a l  a s p e c t s  of  a a n i n g  i s  
examined through an a n a l y s i s  of what is s a i d  vS 
what i s  meant in some c h i l d - c h i l d  and t eacher -ch i ld  
conversa t ions .  

Theor ies  of human c o g n i t i o n  have g r a d u a l l y  ad- 
j u s t e d  t h e i r  accoun ts  of p e r c e p t i o n  and of know- 
l edge  t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  n e i t h e r  p e r c e p t i o n  n o r  
knowledge are s imple  c o p i e s  of t h e  environmenta l  

p r i o r  exper ience ,  b u t  r w h e r  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  r e la t r ions  
i n  which t h o s e  knowledge s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  c o n s t r u c t e d .  
Theor ies  advanced under t h e  banner of  t h e  "socio- 
logy  sf knowledge" have claimed t h a t  t h e  s t r u c t u r e s  
o f  knowledge and p e r c e p t i o n  r e f l e c t  t he  o r ~ a n i z i n g  
p r o p e r t i e s  of t h e  s o c i a l  system i n  which t h e  exper-  
i e n c e s  occur  and are a s s i m i l a t e d .  

T h i s  l i n e  of argument 1s u s u a l l y  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  Durk- 
K e i m .  According t o  h i s  b iographer  Steven Lukes 
(1935) t h e  c o g n i t i v e  p r o c e s s e s  r e f l e c t  d i r e c t l y - t h e  
s o c i a l  aad p o l i t i c a l  s t r u c t u r e s  of a s o c i e t y .  "Con- 
c e p t u a l  thought ,  w a s , "  Durkheim Q a i m e d ,  " s o c i a l  
and n o t h l n g  bu t  a n  e x t e n s i o h  of s o c i e t y "  (Lukes, 
1973, pp. 23-24) and a g a i n ,  "Logical l i f e  h a s  i t s  
f j r s t  s o u r c e  i n  s o c i e t y "  (Lukes, 1973, p. 441) .  

I n  a n  admirable  colJ .ect ion of e s s a y s  and monographs, 
Ilary Douglas (1975) t a k e s  up and ex tends  t h e  Durk- 
heimian view. With Durkheim, s h e  c la i tns  t h a t :  
" . . . ideas  rest on c l a s s i f i c a t i o n .  U l t i m a t e l y  any 
form of knowledge depend on p r i n c i p l e s  of c l a s s i -  
f i c a t i o n .  But t h e s e  p r i n c i p l e s  a r i s e  o u t  of s o c l a l  
experience, .  s u s t a i n  a given s o c i a l  p a t t e r n  and 
themselves a r e  s u s t a i n e d  by i t .  I f  t h i s  g u i d e l i n e  
and b a s e  i s  g r o s s l y  d i s t u r b e d ,  knowledge i t s e l f  
is b t  r l s k "  (p. 245).  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  she a r g u e s  t h a t  
t h e  d l s c r i m i n a t l n g  p r i n c i p l e s  as t o  what is  c l e a n  
and y h a t  i s  p o l l u t e d  and what g e n e r a l l y  i s  "aga ins t  
na tu re"  i s  d e r i v e d  from s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e .  Nature  
is  c l a s s i f i e d  i n  such  a  way a s  t o  uphold t h e  s o c i a l  
order-- thus i n  a  s o c i a l  o r d e r  I n  which men are 
s t a t u s - d o d n a n t  over  women and c h i l d r e n  i t  seems 
o n l y  n a t u r a l  t h a t  women and c h i l d r e n  be  ass igned  
low-s ta tus  d u t i e s  such a s  dish-washing. 

e v e n t s  t h a t  occas ion  them, ~ r u n e r ' s  (1957) "New Taken i n  t h e i r  b o l d e s t  form, these t h e o r i e s  a rgue  
~ o o k "  i n  percept  i o n ,  which was devoted t o  showing t h a t  knowledge is s o c l a l l y  c o n s t r u c t e d ;  t h e r e  are 
t h e  r o l e  of hypotheses,  e x p e c t a n c i e s  and s e t  on c l o s e  t l e s  between t h e  s o c l a l  o r d e r  and t h e  concep- 
t h e  p rocesses  of p e r c e p t u a l  r e c o g n i t i o n  a long  t u a l  o r d e r .  But how does  t h i s  s o c i a l  o r d e r  a f f e c t ,  
w i t h  B a r t l e t t ' s  (1977) a n a l y s e s  of t h e  r o l e  of 

CQ* t o  be a f f e c t e d ,  o r  o the rwise  i n t e r a c t  wi th  
"schema" i n  remembering helped t o  r e l a t i v i z e  t h e  t h e  concep tua l  o r d e r ?  
accounts  of t h e  r e l a t i o n  between s t i m u l u s  and 
p e r c e p t i o n  o r  between r e a l i t y  and knowledge. 

Naw, however, we a r e  asked t o  make our  accoun ts  
of  huma?~ cognition even more r e l a t i v e  as n o t  on ly  
t o  i n n a t e  c a t e g o r i e s ,  and t o  e x p e c t a n c i e s  based on 

Paper prepared f o r  T h e o r e t i c a l  I s s u e s  i n  N a t u r a l  
Language Process ing  (TINLAP-2). Urbana, U n i v e r s i t y  
of Illinois, J u l y  25-27, 1978. I a m  i n d e b t e d  t o  Ed 
S u l l i v a n  and Frank Smith f o r  our  l i v e l y  d i s c u s s i o n s  
of these  i s s u e s ,  and t o  Canada Counci l  f o r  suppor t .  

Most of t h e  t h e o r l e s  which a t t e m p t  t o  r e l a t e  s o c i a l  
s t r u c t u r e s  t o  c o g n i t i v e  ones have pos tu la ted_symbols  
as t h e  media t ing l i n k .  Symbols a r e  c u l t u r a l l y  de- 
s i g n e d  and they  a y e  a c q u i r e d  by c h i l d r e b f o r  use  
i n  comnunication and f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of, 
exper ience .  But where i n  a symbol s y s & m ,  such a s  
language,  s h a l l  ( w e  looh  f o r  evidence  of t h e i r  
r e l a t i o n  t o  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e s ?  The b e s t  known 
of t h e s e  t h e o r i e s  of th'is r e l a t i o n  such  as t h o s e  



of Vygotsky (1962), Bruner (1966) o r  Whorf (1956) have 
t r i e d  t o  i s o l a t e  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s  on the  se- 
mantic, p ropos i t iona l  s i d e  of language r q t h e r  than 
the  s o c i a l ,  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  o r  pragmatic s i d e  D£ lan- 
guage. In  s o  doing they followed t h e  then-predomin- 
a n t  focus of l i n g u i s t i c  and semio t i c  theory.  

Theories of symbols have tended t o  emphasize the  
semantic, deno ta t ive  o r  r e f e r e n t i a l  s i d e  o f  meaning 
at t h e  expense of t h e  s o c i a l ,  pragmatic o t  i n t e r -  
personal  s i d e  ofbmeaning. I n  h i s  c l a s s i c a l  t r e a t -  
ment of symbol systems, Itelson Goodman (1968) focus- 
ed e$clusively on the  o b j e c t i v e  o r  informat ive  o r  
semantic a spec t s  of symbols, t h a t  is,  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
t h a t  e x i s t s  between t h e  symbol and t h e  event k t  re- 
presen t s ,  denotes,  expresses oa exempl i f ies .  

Chomsky (1972, p. 24) too ,  focuses on t h e  l o g i c a l  
o r  semantic a spec t s  of meaning--that aspect  of 
meaning which is  invar ian t  ac ross  t h e  var ious  func- 
t i o n s  t o  which a sentence mqy be p u t ,  i n  h i s  theory 
of language. Studies  of language and cogni t ion  
have s i m i l a r l y  focused on l a b e l s  and on grammatical 
r e l a t i o n s  f n  t h e i r  a t tempts  t o  f i n d  the r e l a t i o n s  
between language and thinking.  Hence Durkheim 
looked a t  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  systems, Vygotsky looked 
a t  t h e  superordinate  c a t e w r i e s ,  and " s c i e n t i f i c  
concepts" Brwer and o r e e n f i e l d  looked i n  the  
s t r u c t u r e  of a d j e c t i v e s ,  Cole and Scr ibner  looked 
i n  the s t r u c t u r e  of l o g i c a l  in fe rences  and so on 
for-evidence of s o c i a l - c u l t u r a l  d i f fe rences .  And 
indeed some i n d i c a t i o n s  of s o c i a l  d i f fe rences  have 
shown up i n  shose  s t u d i e s  al though thcy tend t o  
r e f l e c t  simply degrees of f a m i l i a r i t y  with a c e r t a i n  
approach t o  problems pr imar i ly ,  " learning t o  con- 
f i n e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  atq t h e  text" (Olson and Nicker- 
son, 1978). 

There is  however a second dimension of language 
which has been brought t o  the  f o r e  by recent  analy- 
sis of t h e  funct ions  of  language under t h e  r u b r i c  of 
speech a c t  theory.  Sentences a r e  now considered 
and analyzed both  i n  terms of t h e  p ropos i t iona l  
content  of t h e  sentence ,  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  t h e  seman- 
t i c s  o r  meanings of t h e  language, and t h e  pragma- 
t i c  function,  what one i s  a t tempt ing t o  do by 
means s f  t h a t  sentBnce--promising, convincing, 
commanding, reques t ing,  s t a t i n g  a n d 9 h e  l i k e .  
Sear le  (1969) fol lowing Austin (1962) d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  
p ropos i t iona l  a c t s  of r e f e r r i n g  and predicat ing 
from i l l o c a t i o n a r y  a c t s  qr s t a t i n g ,  quest ioning,  
commanding, promising and s o  on, The same r e f e r -  
ence and p red ica t ion  can occur i n  the  performance 
of completely d i f f e r e n t  speech acts a s  i n  Sear le ' s  
example : 

1, Sam smokes hab i tua l ly .  
2 ,  Does Sam smoke h a b i t u a l l y ?  
3. Sam, smok; hab i tua l ly !  
4. Would t h a t  Sam smoked h a b i t u a l l y .  (p. 2 2 ) .  

Halliday (1970, 1973) too,  i n  h i s  a n a l y s i s  of t h e  
funct ions  of language, d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  t h r e e  primary 
funct ions  of language--the i d e a t i o n a l  function,  t h e  
in te rpe rsona l  function and the  t e x t u a l  function-- 
which j o i n t l y  s p e c i f y  t h e  s-cture of any p a r t i -  
c u l a r  u t t e rance  o r  series of u t t e rances .  Clark 
and Clark (1977) suggest  t h a t  speakers and l i s t e n -  
ers of t h e  language use  two genera l  p r i n c i p l e s  i n  
comprehending u t t e rances ,  t h e  " r e a l i t y  pr inciple"  
and the  "cooperat ive pr inciple" .  Again n o t e  t h a t  

t h e  r e a l i t y  p r m n ~ Q ~ l e  h a s  to  do wi th  t h e  r e l a t i o n  
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between symbol and r e f e r e n t  whi le  t h e  l a t t e r  has  t o  
do wi th  t h e  r e l a t i o n  between speakers .  

Let us t r y  t o  simply t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  by means of 
a diagram. Figure 1 shows t h e  set of r e l a t i o n s  sus- 
t a ined  by any symbol. 

Logical 

Social :  speaker fi- symbol -j speaker 
3. 

meaning 

-L 
r e f e r e n t  

Figure 1. 

Note f i r s t  t h a t  a symbol simultaneously se rves  two 
s o r t s  of r e l a t i o n s  represented i n  t h e  diagram by 
two dimensions of language--one dimension, repre-  
sented  by t h e  h o r i z o n t a l  a x i s  i n  Figure 1, is t h a t  
spec i fy ing  t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  between speaker1 
w r i t e r  and l i s t ener /aud ience  ; the  symbol expresses 
a s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n  between speaker and l i s t e n e r .  
And the second dimension, represented by t h e  v e r t i -  
c a l  a x i s ,  i s  t h a t  spec i fy ing  a r e l a t i o n  between 
symbol and meaning o r  between s i g n j f i e r  and s i g n i -  
f i e d .  The f i r s t  we may c a l l  the s o c i a l  o r  i n t e r -  
personal  meaning of a eymbol and t h e  second t h e  
l o g i c a l  meaning of t h a t  symbol, l i n g u i s t i c  o r  o ther-  
wise. 

It i s  t h i s  h o r i z o n t a l  dimension, the s o c i a l  one, 
which u n t i l  r e c e n t l y  has not  been given i t s  due. Moct 
s t u d i e s  of language f o r  example have been devoted 
pr imar i ly  t o  t h e  syn tac t i c / semaqt ic  meaning of 
words and sentences  and the  v e r i d i c a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  
between sentences  and the  s i t u a t i o n s  they represen t .  
Th i s  i s  t h e  aspec t  of language which most weakly 
r e f l e c t s  t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  And y e t ,  as I 
mentioned above, t h i s  i s  t h e  dimension of meaning 
t h a t  most hypotheses of t h e  Dudcheimian s o r t -  have 
focused upon. 

It i s  t h e  h o r i z o n t a l  r e l a t i o n ,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  
between persons t h a t  promises t o  i l l u m i n r ~ t e  t h e  
r e l a t i o n s  between s o c i a l  and cogn i t ive  wtructures.  
Let us consider what some of these  s o c i a l  const ra-  
i n t  s on t h e  meaning of a symbol may be. rs t , 
even t h e  aspect  of meaning represen ted  by the  
v e r t i c a l  a x i s  has  an important s o c i a l  component. 
To be represented i n  t h e  language, syinbou must 
be s o c i a l l y  shared.  What g e t s  i n t o  the  language 
depends upon-what o t h e r s  w i l l  ag ree  to .  Indeed,, 
t h e  semart ic  a spec t  of language may be important 
p a r t l y  because i t  c o n s t i t u t e s  a r e l a t i v e l y  undis- 
puted ground f o r  t h e  reaching,of  s o c i a l  consensus, 
what i s  coming t o  be c a l l e d  " i n t e r s u b j e c t i v i t y  I' 

More recent  work on t h e  pragmatics of language, 
t h e  h o r i z o n t a l  dimension, and t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  
assumed and maintained i n  t h e  express ion of any 
sentence,  goes f a r  t o  put t h e  s o c i a l  dimension of 
language back onto  cen te r  s t a g e ,  In  t h e  s imples t  
case  the d e c l a r a t i v e s  "The door i s  closed" &a 
l o g i c a l l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  command "Open t h e  door" 
and the  reques t  "Could you open t h e  door." As 
Sear le  (1975) would say,  t h e  t h r e e  u t t e rances  
represent  t h e  same p r o p o s i t i o n a l  content  y e t  they 



perform d i f f e r e n t  speech acts: t h e  f i r s t ,  an  asser- 
t i o n ,  t h e  second, a  comnand and t h e  t h i r d ,  a  ques t -  
i o n  s e r v i n g  a s  a  r e q u e s t .  While t h i s  speech a c t  
a n a l y s i s  c o n t r i b u t e s  i m p o r t a n t l y  t o  t h e  view t h a t  
the  meaning of a  s e n t e n c e  is more than t h e  proposi -  
t i o n  i t  expresses ,  t h a t  i s ,  i t  e x p l i c a t e s  t h e  func- 
t i o n  o r  pragmatics of language,  i t  seems n o t  t o  go 
f a r  enough. 

It may be argued t h a t  i n  t h e  above t h r e e  u t t e r a n c e s  
both  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  con ten t  and t h e  pragmat ic  
f u n c t i o n  of t h e  s e n t e n c e s  3re s imi lar - - they a l l  re- 
p r e s e n t  t h e  p ropos i t ion :  no t  (door(open))  and they  
a l l  s e r v e  t h e  pragmatic f u n c t i o n  of A a t t e m p t i n g  t o  
g e t  B t o  open t h e  door.  These sen tences  which have 
d i f f e r e n t  i l l o c u t i o n a r y  f o r c e s  as p a r t  of  t h e i r  
"sentence meanings" a r e  being used i n d i r e c t l y  t o  
perform t h e  same i l l o c u t i o n a r y  a c t  ( S e a r l e ,  1975, 
p. 71) . They vary  i n  t h g i r  i n d i r e c t n e s s ,  and p o l i t e -  
n e s s .  

However, t h e  important  poir.t f o r  us  t o  n o t i c e  i s  
t h a t  t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  s p e a k e r s  assum- 
ed by t h e  t h r e e  s e n t e n c e s  is  e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t .  
The command assumes t h a t  t h e  speaker  has  s u p e r i o r  
s t a t u s  t o  t h e  l i s t ene l? ,  t h e  reques t  assumes a d i f -  
f e r e n t i a l  i n f e r i o r i t y  of t h e  speaker and t h e  d e c l a r -  
a t i v e  assumes, perhaps,  t h e  e q u a l i t y  of t h e  p a r t i c i -  
p a n t s ,  The p o i n t  I wish  t o  emphasize i s  t h a t  a n  u t -  
t e r a n c e  is s imul taneous ly  doing two th ings-- i t  i s  
s p e c i f y i n g  t h e  l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n  between symbol and 
r e f e r e n t ,  t h e  v e r t i c a l  dimension of F igure  1, and 
i t  i s  s p e c i f y i n g  a  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n  between t h e  i n t e r -  
locuto'rs. Together,  t h e y  c o n t r i b u t e  t o  t h e  meaning 
of t h e  symbol, u t t e r a n c e  o r  express ion .  However, 
S e a r l e ' s  a n a l y s i s  i s  above a l l  a theory  of language.  
It i s  less a  theory  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  t h a t  
those  l i n g u i s t i c  s t r u c t u r e s  c o n s t r u c t  and /o r  sus-  
t a i n .  My concern h e r e  1s t o  ' r e l a t e  t h e s e  two  sets 
of s t r u c t u r e s .  

One of the  most n o t a b l e  a t t e m p t s  t o  c o n s t r u c t  a 
b r ~ d g e  between s o c i o l o g i c a l  theory  and psycho- 
l o g i c a l  theory  of language and t h e  c o g n i t i v e  pro- 
c e s s e s  i s  t h a t  of B e r n s t e i n  and h i s  c o l l a b o r a t o r s  
(1971). Berns te in  i s o l a t e d  two p a t t e r n s  of speech 
which, he claimed,  mapped on t o  two s o c i a l  c l a s s e s .  
The language of worklng c l a s s  c h i l d r e n  he  c h a r a c t e r -  
i z e d  as a r e s t r i c t e d  code which l imi tedgrammat ica l  
and l e x i c a l  op t ions ,  w h i l e  t h a t  of t h e  middle  class 
c h i l d r e n  h e  c h a r a c t e r i x o d  as a h e l a b o r a t e d  code n l t h  
an  expanded set of l e x ~ r z l  and s y n t a c t i c  o p t i o n s .  
More fundamental ly howevr , he argued t h a t  t h e  r o o t  
cause  of t h e s e  l i n g u i s t i c  d i f f e r e n c e s  c o u l d  be found 
i n  t h e  p a t t e r n s  a f  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  which h e l d  with- 
i n  each of t h e  family  typea of t h e  d i f f e r i n g  s o c i a l  
c l a s s e s ,  Working c l a s s  f a m i l l a 1  s t r u c t u r e s  he  char-  
a c t e r i z e d  a s  "posi t ional"--a f i x e d  h i e r a r c h i c a l  
s t r u c t u r e  i n  which a u t h o r i t y ,  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  account 
i b i l i c y  and p r i v i l e d g e s  were ass igned on t h e  b a s i s  
of one ' s  p o s i t i o n  I n  t h e  family .  Middle c l a s s  
f a m i l i e s  he desc r ibed  a.s person-oriented.  Dut ies  
and pr iv iLedges  were ass igned  t o  v a r i o u s  r o l e s ,  b u t  
a  person w a s  no t  permanently ass igned  t o  a  f i x e d  
r o l e  bu t  r a t h e r  t h e  r o l e  w a s  c o n t r a c t e d  o r  nego t i -  
a t e d  wi th  t h e  o t h e r  members of t h e  s o c i a l  group,  
Dut ies ,  p r i v i l e d g e s  a n d  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  were as- 
s igned  by a &iscuss ion  and c o n t r a c t  r a t h e r  than 
being permanently a s  s igned t o  p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i v i -  
d u a l s .  S o c i a l  t h e o r i s t s  would recognize  t h e s e  
p a t t e r n s  as e s s e n t i a l l y  "monarchist"  v e r s u s  "soc- 

i a l  con t rac t ' '  p o l i t i c a l  s t r u c t u r e s .  I n  t h e  f i r s t  
case  t h e  p a r e n t  w i t n  t h e  h i g h e s t  s t a t u s  has  t h e  
r i g h t  t o  d e c r e e  what f a m i l y  members a r e  t o  do,  h e  
is awarded r e s p e c t  and he i s  ass igned  h i g h  s t a t u s  
d u t i e s .  Law s t a t u s  i n d i v i d u a l s  are t o  be obed ien t  
and t o  a c c e p t  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  low s t a t u s  d u t i e s .  
I n  t h e  l a t t e r  case ,  such  ass ignments  a r e  n e g o t i a t e d .  

th5se s o c i a l  d i f f e r e n c e s  t r a n s l a t e  d i r e c t l y  i n t o  
t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  p a t t e r n s  mentioned above. The former ,  
r e l y i n g  p r i m a r i l y  upon p o s i t i o n  and s t a t u s  r e q u i r e  
t h e  c l o s e  observance of s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  and a  mini- 
mum of n e g o t i a t i o n .  For t h e  middle  c l a s s ,  t h e  s o c i a l  
c o n t r a c t  r e q u i r e s  a h igh  degree  of l i n g u i s t i c  cm- 
pe tence  i n  n e g o t i a t i n g  r o l e s ,  r i g h t s ,  agreements 
and p r i v i l e d g e s .  Hence t h e  l a t t e r  can be  expected 
t o  g e n e r a t e  an e l a b o r a t e d  code. Evidence f o r  t h i s  
theory  h a s  g e n e r a l l y  outweighed eviderrce a g a i n s t  i t  
b u t  s e v e r a l  w r i t e r s  have a t t r i b u t e d  t h e  observed 
d i f f e r e n c e s  n o t  t o  l i n g u i s t i c  incompetence b u t  t o  
t h e  c o c i a l  environments i n  which t h e  d a t a  was 
c o l l e c t e d ,  Labov (1972) f o r  example found t h a t  
speaker& of  Black Engl i sh  Vernacular  were e q s e n t i -  
a l l y  a s  a d e p t  w i t h  t h e  language when they conver- 
sed  wi th  t h e i r  p e e r s  a s  were w h i t e  c h i l d r e n .  Black 
c h i l d r e n  d i d  e s p e c i a l l y  poor ly  on ly  when they  were 
in te rv iewed  by a h i g h - s t a t u s  w h i t e  t eacher /exper i -  
menter  . 
B e r n s t e i n ' s  theory  i s  p r i m a r i l y  impor tant  f o r  i t s  
a s s e r t i o n  of  a  d i r e c t  l i n k  between s o c i a l  s t r u c -  
tures and l i n g u i s t l c  s t r u c t u r e s .  However t h e  d i f -  
f e r e n c e s  should  be expec ted  less i n  t h e  l e x i c a l  and 
s y n t a c t i c  s t r u c t u r e s  t h e n  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  meanings-- 
i n  t h e  pragmat ics  of language.  Working d a s s  c h i l d -  
r e n  do know t h e  pragmat ic  o p t i o n s  a s  Mitchell- 
Kernan and Kernaa 's  (1977) i n t e r v i e w s  make abund- 
a n t l y  c l e a r .  However, working c l q s s  c h i l d r e n  (more 
g e n e r a l l y  c h i l d r e n  from f a m i l i e s  wi th  a p o s i t i o n a l ,  
h e i r a r c h i c a l  s t r u c t u r e )  may b e  expected t o  a s s i g n  
themselves a  - low s t a t u s  r e l a t i v e  t o  v a r i o u s  a u t h o r i -  
t i e ~  and a s s i g n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  on t h e  b a s i s  of 
t h o s e  s t a t u s  d i f f e r e n t i a l s  more s o  than w i l l  middle 
clasq c h i l d r e n .  Thus, i t  may b e  p r e d i c t e d  t h a t  i f  
s e n t e n c e s  which are,ambiguous r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  of  
speech acts were p r e s e n t e d  t o  working c l a s s  and 
mlddle c l a s s  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  former would t end  t o  
comply, that  is t o  treat t h e  s t a t e m e n t  a s  a n  i n d i r e c t  
reque9t--while middle class c h i l d r e n  would t end  t o  
a s s e n t ,  t h a t  i s  t o  treat t h e  s t a tement  a s  a b i l i t y  
o r  in fo rmat ion  q u e s t i o n s .  To i l l u s t r a t e  i f  a s k e d ,  
"Can you r el I me w h a t  t h i s  i s ? " ,  working c l a s s  
c M l d r e n  may comply by responding "A p e n c i l  " 
w h i l e  midd3.e c l a s s  c h i l d r e n  may tend t o  a s s e n t  
by responding " Y e s ,  I can!" 

Genera l ly  speakin$ then ,  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  optxons  a r e  
presumably much t h e  same f o r  a l l  speakers .  The 

- s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  assumed and mainta ined differ--- 
~f you have low s t a t u s  you can expect  t o  be  given 
commands--if h i g h ,  t o  g i v e  them. Many of o u r  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p r a c t i c e s  can be seen a s  keeping 
people  i n  t h e i r  a s s igned  s t a t u s  p o s i t i o n s  and 
language may b e  seen as  one such means. 

Nice i l l u s t r a t i o n s  of t h e s e  social-linguistic games 
have been p resen ted  by Gumperz (Note 2 ) ,  Ervin- 
Tr ipp  (1977) and Mitchell-Kernan and Kernan (1977) .  
Gumperz r e p o r t s  a c o n v e r s a t i o n  between a  husband 
&nd w i f t  i n  which t h e  husband a s k s  "Where's t h e  
paper?" and t h e  w i f e ,  w i t h  sme annoyance, r e p l i e s  



"1'11 ge t  it." The f i r s t  s ta tement  may be i n t e r p r e t -  
ed as e i t h e r  a reques t  f o r  l o c a t i v e  informat ion o r  
an i n d i r e c t  r eques t  t h a t  she ge t  him t h e  paper. Her 
recogn i t ion  of t h a t  d e a d  p o s s i b i l i t y ,  t h a t  he,  even 
i f  only i n  t h e  back of h i s  mind, wanted h e r  t o  g e t  
him t h e  paper,  was t h e  sou?ce of annoyance. 

M i  tchell-Kernan and Kernan' s (1977) example i s  even 
more apposi te .  I n  t h e  course of a group d i s c u s s i o n  
between an experimenter-teacher and a group of c h i i d r e n  
one c h i l d  gave an  i n d i r e c t  comnand t o  the  a d u l t  who had 
her  foo t  on a cha i r :  "I want t h a t  chair!" with which 
t h e  a d u l t  complied. Some of t h e  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  gas- 
ped and s a i d  ttO-o-o-o Claudia,  you gon' l e t  he r  t a l k  
t o  you l i k e  t h a t ? "  (p. 205). The s o c i a l  message i s  
obvious. You have t o  have s t a t u s  t o  g ive  commands 
and the c h i l d  d i d  no t  have t h i s  s t a t u s .  The ch i ld -  
r e n  were w e l l  aware of t h a t  a s p e c t  of meaning. 
Mitchell-Kernan* cites f u r t h e r  examples o f * p r e c i s e l y  
t h i s  s o c i a l  game-. Some of the  c h i l d r e n  waul$ t r y  
commands on o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  simply t o  s e e  i f  t h e  lis- 
t e n e r  would comply, If they complied, t h e  c h i l d  
i s s u i n g  t h e  command would have gained proof of h i s  
g r e a t e r  s o c i a l  s t a t u s .  When they t a b u l a t e d  t h e  
frequency of v a r i o u s  k inds  of " d i r e c t i v e s " ,  Elitchell- 
Kernan and Kernan found t h a t  addressees  who were loy- 
er i n  rank than t h e  speaker r ece ived  over f i v e  t i m e s  
as many d i r e c t i v e s  as rhbse  h i g h e r  i n  r snk  (p. 203). 
They conclude: "Direct ives  and r e a c t i o n s  t o  them 
w e r e  c o n s t a n t l y  used t b  de f ine ,  r e a f f i r m ,  chal lenge,  
manipulate,  and r e d e f i n e  s t a t u s  and rank. A t  times 
t h e  d i r e c t i v e s  involved a c t u a l l y  served t h e  o rd ina ry  
fdnc t ion  of d i rec t ives - - tha t  of r eques t ing  goods 
o r  services--while a t  t h e  same time, because of 
t h e i r  frequency of occurrence or t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  $ o m  
they took, served t o  test  t h e  a d d r e s s e e ' s  view of 
t h e  s t a t u s e s  ~ n v o l v e d "  (p. 201). Ervin-Trlpp (1977) 
too found a particular s o c l a l  d ~ s t r i b u t i o n  of v a r i -  
ous forms o f  d i r e c t i v e s  i n  h e r  s t u d i e s  of how ch i ld -  
r e n  l e a r n  t o  honor v a r i o u s  f a c t o r s  such a s  age,  dom- 
inance ,  t a s k  and f a m 5 l i a r i t y  i n  making reques t s  
(p.  186) . 
A s  these  au thors  p o l n t  ou t ,  d i r e c t i v e s  are used 
only a s  ins t rumenta l  means of c a r r y i n g  out  prag- 
mat ic  speech a c t s  s u i t a b l e  t o  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r -  
personal  and s o c i a l  cond i t ions  bu t  a l s o  t o  accom- 
p l i s h  c e r t a i n  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  functions--primari ly 
establishing and mainta in ing a s o c i a l  o rde r ,  a  
s t a t u s  quo. I n  using these  c o n s t r u c t i o n s ,  the  c h r l d  
is simultaneously l e a r n i n g  two i n t e r r e l a t e d  pic- 
t u r e s  of r ea l i ty - - the  n a t u r e  of "ob jec t ive  real- 
i t y " ,  t h a t  i s  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  o r  knowledge sy- 
stem, and h i s  p l a c e  fn the  s o c i a l  order-- that  is, 
who h a s  a r i g h t  t o  make r e q u e s t s ,  to I s s u e  com- 
mands, and t o  make t r u e  descriptBons and s o  on. 
A s  argued above, t h i s  i s  because e;ery symbolic 
express ion h a s  a v a l u e  on bo th  of t h e s e  dimen- 
s ions .  And I have suggested t h a t  t h e s e  two dimen- 
s i o n s  a r e  interdependent;  d e s c r i p t i o n s  a r e  more a p t  
t o  be assessed  e x c l u s i v e l y  i n  terms of t h e i r  t r u t h  
i n  some s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  than i n  o t h e r s .  

Less d i r e c u e v i d e n c e  o f  t h e  uses  of s t a t u s  d i f f e r -  
e n t i a l s  i n  t h e  speech p a t t e r n s  comes from s t u d i e s  
of language i n  t h e  classroom. Feldman and Wertsch 
(Note 1) repor ted  t h a t  t e a c h e r s  i n  t h e  clas$room 
r a r e l y  used what they c a l l e d  "s tance  indicatorst ' - -  
verbs such a s  =, o; should,  o r  wish o r  hope, 
th ink o r  b e l i e v e  o r  q u a l i f i e r s  such a s  maybe l n  t h e i r  
classrooms but  they f r e q u e n t l y  used them i n  t h e i r  
speech i n  t h e  lunchroom. That  is, t e a c h e r s  I n  t h e  

classroom a c t  a s  spokesmen f o r  t h e  o f f i c i a l  pub l i c  
view and keep t h e i r  f e e l i n g s ,  a s p i r a t i o n s  and h e s i -  
t a n c i e s  from d i s p l a y .  I n  t h e i r  c l a s s i c  s t u d i e s  of 
t h e  language i n  t h e  classroom Bel lack ,  Kliebard,  
Hyman and Smith (1966) found t h a t  a  predomina,nt form 
of language i n  t h e  clnasroom was of the ques t ion-  
answer routi_nes known a s  the " r e c i t a t i o n  methou." 
I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  it was the  t e a c h e r s  who asked t h e  
ques t ions  and f.t w a s  the  c h i l d r e n  who provided t h e  
h s w e r s .  It appears  t h a t  t h e  r i g h t  t o  ask  ques t ions  
was a high s t a t u s  pe r roga t ive .  Furthermore, t h e  
ques t ions  were not  slmply r e q u e s t s  f o r  information.  
The teacher  a l r e a d y  knew t h e  answer--the po in t  of 
t h e  pues$ion w a s  t o  s e e  i f  t h e  c h i l d  knew t h e  
answer. The q u e s t i o n  se rves  primarily a s  a meank 
of holding s t u d e n t s  accountable  f o r  t h e  informat ion 
acquired  from read ing  t h e  ~ e x t .  Whfle the u t t e r -  
ances  s p e c i f y  t r u e  f a c t s ,  t h a t  i s ,  r e l a t i o n s  between 
symbols and r e f e r e n t s ,  t h e  form t h a t  t h e  p ropos i t ion  
t akes  again depends upon the  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  be t -  
ween t h e  i n t e r l o c u t o r s .  

S i n c l a i r  and Coulthard (1975) a l s o  found t h a t  many 
of t h e  i n t e r r o g a t i v e  and d e c l a r a t i v e  sentenqes used 
by t eachers  i n  f a c t  served a s - i m p e r a t i v e s .  For 
example, t h e  s ta tement  "~omebody ' s  t a l k i n g , "  "I s e e  
chewiag gum" were no t  t o  be t aken  a s  t r u e  desc r ip -  
t i o n s  but  a s  i n d i r e c t  commands. They c a l l e d ,  a s  
we p r e f e r  t o  state i t ,  f o r  compliance r a t h e r  than 
a s s e n t .  

Goody (Note 3) i n  an i n t e r e s t i n g  s tudy  of t h e  forms 
of questioning among the  Gonja oE Ghaaa, found t h a t  
ques t ions  I n  t h a t  s o c i e t y  were n o t  merely m a n s  of  
secur ing  lnfoxmation but were p r i m a r i l y  r e f l e c t i o n s  
of the  s t a t &  of t h e  i n t e r l o c u t o r s .  Hence, ch2ldren 
r a r e l y  asked questions, not  because they had no need 
f o r  information, but: r a t h e r  because ,asking 
a ques t lon  of a n  a d u l t  would be t o  upset  t h e  s o c i a l  
o rde r .  Goody comments : "The secGring of i n £  o r&t ion  
becomes secondary t o  cons ide ra t io& of s t a t u s  
relations" (p. 42, 1975). 

The surgace form of a n  u t t e r a n c e  depends upon both  
t h e  propositr ional  s t r u c t u r e  ahd on t h e  pragmatic 
funct ion.  All sen tences  appear t o  do both  slmul- 
taneously--as w e  have suggesteki t h e  symbol simul- 
taneously s t a n d s  i n  a specifiable r e l a t i o n  t o  a 
meaning--1t r e p r e s e n t s  a proposktion--and In a 
s p e c i f i a b l e  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  speaker  and h i s  l i s t e n e r  
Both of t h e s e  dimensions may be i n v a r i a n t  a c r o s s  
some set  of t ransformat ions .  D i f f e r e n t  sentences  
m a g  a s s e r t  t h e  same proposition, a s  f o r  example 
a c t l v e  and p a s s i v e  sentences  o r  d e c l a r a t i v e s  and 
ques t ions .  Presumably, a s  w e l l ,  sentences  wi th  
d i f f e r e n t  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  content  may be used t o  
cons t r9c t  o r  malnta in  t h e  same s o c i a l  r e l a t l o n  
between i n t e r l o c u t o r s .  There i s  presumably more 
vnan one way t o  be obsequious and more than one 
way t o  be insubord ina te .  

Most theories-  o f  t h e  . ragmatics of  language would 
agree ,  roughly,  t o  i ., p o i n t .  However, even ~f 
they may be d i f f e r e n t i a a d ,  i t  is important  t o  
n o t i c e  t h a t  those  two dimensions, t h e  l o g l c a l  and 
t h e  s o c i a l  are n o t  independent. Th i s  po in t  may be 
expressed by t h e  ques t ion:  (What: a r e  t h e  condi- 
t i o n s  under which an u t t e r a n c e  can b e  judged slmply 
o r  e x c l u s i v e l y  f o r  i t s  t r u t h  v a l u e  o r  i t s  proposi-  
t i o n a l  meaning? And what are t h e  conditions under 
which an  u t t e r a n c e  w i l l  be judged a s  an o rder ,  o r  
a  r eques t  f o r  a c t i o n ?  Let u s  d i s t i n g u i s h  these  two 



cr i te r ia  f o r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  by means of l a b e l s :  t h e  
f i r s t ,  t h e  judgment f o r  t r u t h  o r  f a l s i t y  we may say  - - 
c a l l s  f o r  a s s e n t ;  t h e  second, t h e  response t o  a 
"statement  a s  a  c a l l  f o r  a c t i o n ,  we may say  c a l l s  f o r  
compliance. My con jec tu re  i s  t h a t  c e r t a i n  s o c i  a1 
and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  arrangements  l e a d  any p a r t i c u l a r  
u t t e r a n c e  t o  be regarded a s  a  c a l l  f o r  a s s e n t  wh i l e  
o t h e r s ,  a s  a c a l l  f o r  compliance. S y m m ~ t r i c a l l y ,  
c e r t a i n  s o c i a l  cond i t i ons  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  gener- 
a t e  a s s e r t i o n s  and i n f ~ r m a t i o n  q u e s t j ~ n s  whi le  d t h e r s  
gene ra t e  i n d i r e c t  r e q u e s t s  and impera t ives .  

We have examined t h e s e  c o n j e c t u r e s  i n  two ways. 
F i r s t  we have examined some t r a n s c r i p t s  of c h i l d r e n ' s  
d i s c o u r s e  and secondly we have designed t h r e e  small 
exder imet~ts  t o  fo l low up and c l a r i f y  some of t h e  
r e l a t i o n s  we seem t o  have i s o l a t e d  i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  
of t r a n s c r i p t s .  

Nancy Nickerson has r e c e n t l y  c o l l e c t e d  and begun t o  
ana lyze  a s e r i e s  of d i a logues  between p a i r s  of ch i ld -  
yen a s  they played wi th  toys .  We a r e  i n t e r s t e d  both 
i n  t h e  q u a l i t y  of o r a l  exp res s ion  f i n  an a t t empt  
t o  see ip what: ways o r a l  language competence i s  re- 
l a t e d  t o  l e a r n i n g  t o  read)  and i n  the use  of  s t a t e -  
ments,  q u e s t i o n s  and commands i n  coope r s t ing  wi th  
and c o n t r o l l i n g  t h e  behaviour  of p e e r s .  Although 
t h a t  p r o j e c t  i s  a t  an  e a r l y  s t a g e ,  I s h g l l  p r e s e n t  
one a n a l y s i s  of a t r a n s c r i p t  i n  terms of t h e  model 
desc r ibed  above. Th i s  d i a logue  occurred between two 
Nur-ru School c h i l d r e n  named Jamie and L i s a  who had 
some difficulty a r r l v i n g  a t  an  e q u i t a b l e  d i s t r i b u -  
t i o n  of a  l i m i t e d  r e sou rce ,  namely some dominoes. 
Let  9 s  s e e  how they  use  language t o  n e g o t i a t e  t h l s  
s o c l a l  problem. 

L: L e t ' s  make a domino house ou t  of t h e s e  
J: Okay 

F i r s t ,  by grabs .  

J: Lookit  how many I got . .  . .Yov tnnk a couple 
of mine! 

L: Now you took a couple ,  . . . 
Then ~y commands. 

L: Now you got  t o  g ive  me t h r e e  back! 
.... 

L: Now g ive  me j u s t  one more and then  
we g o t  t he  same 

And then  by r e q u e s t f u l  d e c l a r a t i v e s .  

J :  Now, you got  more than me-e 

And d e n i a l s .  

L: No-o we got  t h e  same 

By f a c t  c o l l e c t i n g  a n J  in fe renc ing .  

L: (Beglns t o  count  h e r  dominoes). One, two, 
: b e e ,  four . . . - twenty-e ight ,  twenty-nine 
(Then counts  Jamie ' s  dom~noes)  . One, two, 
t h r e e ,  f o u r  .... e igh teen ,  n ine t een  ...( s h o r t  
pause) tweaty-nlne. 
I got  n lne t een  and you got  twenty-nine .... 
You go t  more than  me. 

L- 110-0 ( shout ing)  I COUNTED. . . .You have the  
same a s  me....We g o t  t he  same- 

J :  NO-0-0 

And when n e g o t i a t i o n s  break down and aga in  by grasp- 
ing.  2% 

(There i s  a s h u f f l e  of dominoes a c r o s s  t h e  
f l o o r  .) 

And f i n a l l y  by a p p e a l  t o  a u t h o r i t y .  

L: You goc much more t h a n  me  now 
J: No we got  the  same 

(Paul ,  a  v o l u n t e e r  t e a c h e r ,  e n t e r s  t h e  room.) 

L: Does he have much more than  me? 
P :  Not too many more! 

Note f i r s t  t h a t  a lmost  a l l  of t h e s e  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  
u t t e r a n c e s  a r e  a t t e m p t s  t o  a l t e r  o r  p re se rve  t h e  
s o c i a l  arrangement of two c h i l d r e n  p l ay ing  t o g e t h e r  
and s h a r i n g  t h e  l i m i t e d  supply  of dominoes. "Jaw 
you go t  t o  g ive  me t h r e e  back," a command, h a s  t he  
same pragmatic  f u n c t i o n  as "Now, you got  more than  
me," an a s s e r t i o n  s t a n d i n g  as a n  i n d i r e c t  r e q u e s t ,  
spoken by the same person.  And bo th  speake r s  appear 
t o  be aware of t he  s o c i a l  meaning, namely; t h a t  
thk l i s t e n e r  should hand ove r  one o r  more of  t h e  
dominoes, even i f  i n  one c a s e  i t  i s  t h e  e x p l ~ c i t  
"give me1' and i n  t h e  o t h e r ,  t h e  I m p l i c i t  "you have 
more." Why then  do they  u s e  orie dev ice  r a t h e r  than  
ano the r  ? 

We may s e e  how t h e  l o g i c a l  and t h e  s o c i a l  meanings 
i n t e r a c t  i f  we s c o r e  each sen tence  f o r  bo th  i t s  
l o g i c a l  o r  " t ru th"  meaning, t h e  a s s e n t  c r i t e r i o n ,  
and f o r  i t s  s o c i a l  meanlng, t h e  camplicance 
c r i t e r i o n .  For  t he  l o g i c a l  meaning, t r u e  may be 
marked wi th  a "+" and f a l s e  w i th  a 'I-". For t h e  
i o c i a l  .meaning, t he  c a t e g o r i e s  a r e  l e s s  obvious.  
\le l e t  It+" r e p r e s e h t  t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n  of any c u r r e n t  
s o c i a l  arrangement ,  i r e . ,  t hose  not  requ , l r lng  compli- 
ance  and "-" r e p r e s e n t  t h e  real ignment  of any 
s o c l a l  relationship--statements which r e q u i r e  com- 
p l i a n c e  and c a l l  f o r  revolutionary a c t l v l t g ,  s o  t o  
speak.  Now l e t  us  exarmne some fragments of t h l s  
d l a logue  i n  t h i s  framework. 

C r l t e r l o n  

Assent I Compliance 

J :  "You got 
more than  
me .  I'  

L: "LJo, we 
got t h e  
same. " 

P: "Iiot t o o  
many 
more I t  

T r u t h  
Sentence Gloss Value 

(Give me + 
some) 

S ta tus-Preserv ing  

(I d o n ' t  - 
have t o )  

(Yes, i t ' s  + 
t r u e  she  
has  more 
bu t  s h e  
does not 
have t o  
g ive  you 
any) * 

Note t h a t  J a d e  t e l l s  the  t r u t h  with the  hope of re- 
a l i g n i n g  t h e  distribution of dominoes. L i s a ,  t echni -  
c a l l y  speak ing ,  t e l l s  a l i e .  (Reca l l  t h a t  s n e  was 
t h e  one who counted them). But he r  d e n i a l  was no t  
merely one of fa l sehood.  She knows t h a t  i f  s h e  



agreks  t o  t h e  t r u t h  6f Jamie's s t a t e m e n t ,  she w i l l  
have t o  t u r n  over  some o f  t h e  b locks .  That  she  
doesn ' t  want t o  do  so , she  den ies  t h e  s ta tement .  My 
guess i s  t h a t  t h a t  is  what a l l  l i b s  are--tampering 
w l t h  t r u t h  v a l u e  f o r  s o c i a l  o r  pe r sona l  ends. Tru th ,  
l i k e  fa lsehood is motivated.  

More than t h a t .  L i sa  i s  no t  denying t h e  t r u t h  of 
Jamie 's  s t a t ement  s imply i n  t h e  s e r v i c e  of s o c i a l  
ends. Rather ,  3 would guess,  she  does no t  know any 
means of s imul taneously  meeting both  t h e  s o c i a l  and 
l o g i c a l  c r i t e r i a .  Paul ,  t he  t e a c h e r  
does,  ilote h i s  r e p l y  when Jamie appea l s  t o  him. 
The prebupposi t ion  of h i s  sen tence  is  t h a t  L i sa  has  
more. Rather than deny i t ,  ile presupposes It and 
uses h i s  sen tence  t o  hold  t h a t  no r e d i s t r i b u t i o n  i!4 
r equ i red ,  presumably on t h e  premise t h a t  possess ion 
i s  nine- tenths  of t h e  l a w .  

\ h a t  I would l i k e  t o  sugges t  from t h i s  example i s  
t h a t  t r u t h  c ~ n d i t i o n s  are no t  sepa ra ted  from s o c i a l  
u t i l i t y .  Claims of t r u t h  w i l l  be  advanced p r i m a r i l y  
i f  t h e  ga in ing  of a s s e n t  impl ies  compliance wi th  some 
s o c i a l  goal .  S y m e t r i c a l l y ,  d e n i a l s  of t r u t h  w i l l  
be o f f e r e d  i f  t h e  s o c i a l  consequence of a s s e n t  a r e  
perceived t o  be undes i rab le .  

It is a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t h a t  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  e n t e r  i n t o  
t h e  language. Micro s o c i a l  o r d e r s ,  s m a l l  s c a l e  t r a n -  
s a c t i o n s ,  l i k e  t h e  one mentioned above, involve  t h e  
s o l u t i o n  of smal l -sca le  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  problems ~vhich  
must be solved e i t h e r  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  machiavel l ian  
g o a l s  o r  f o r  shared s r c i a l  g o a l s .  The main problem 
is how t o  secure  compliance, agreement o r  a t  l e a s t  
t o  prevent  t h e  l o s s  of t h e  s t a t u s  quo (An i n t e r e s t -  
ing  express ion) .  That may be done by s e v e r a l  means, 
d i r e c t  a c t i o n ,  commanding, p lead ing ,  o r  hard  nego t i -  
a t i o n  on a common ground. F a c t s  a r e  one such ground, 
which a s  w e  have seen ,  a r e  overlooked i f  thev  a r e  
embarassing; a u t h o r i t y  i s  a n o t h e r  such ground, which 
a s  w e  have seen ,  t r i e s  t o  g z t  involved o r  take  s i d e s .  

Disputes i n  t h e  l a r g e r  s o c i a l  o r d e r  appear  t o  be  
solved on somewhat s i m i l a r  means. As Foucault 
(1971) pointed  o u t ,  d i f f e r e n t - s o c i a l  o r d e r s  make 
use of d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i a  f o r  t r u t h  and hence d i f -  
f e r e n t  grounds f o r  t h e  l e g i t i m a t i o n  of t h e  s o c i a l  
order .  Author i ty ,  t h e  f a t h e r  i n  a p & t r i a r c h i c a l  o r  
d e r  o r  the  p r i e s t  ia',an e c c l e s i a s t i c a l  o r d e r ,  has 
the  'power t o  d e c i d e  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  d l s p u t e ~ ,  a s  judges  
do i n  our own c o u r t s .  Hopefully,  they  have adequate 
recourse  t o  t h e  t r u t h ,  but  poor judgments c a r r y  
j u s t  a s  much weight a@ go2d,ones. The d e c i s i o n s  
l i k e l y  t o  g a i n  t h e  g r e a t e s t  compliance have both.  

I t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  r e c a l l  i n  t h i s  con tex t  t h e  
wisdom of Solomon. One may wonder I£ ~ o l o m o n ' s  
judgments were considered  s o  good because he &s 
s o  wise o r  becaqse he happened as w e l l ,  t o  be k ing .  
More l i k e l y  t h e  s t o r i e s  of h i s  wisdom and j u s t i c e ,  
helped t o  l e g i f i m i z e  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t h a t  was s o c i a l -  
ly assigned t o  hlm. 

In our own s o c i e t y ,  g r e a t  weight  i s  ass igned  tO" t ru th l '  
" fac ts" ,  "sense data"  a s  o b j e c t i v e  grouods f o r  mak- 
l n g  scientific, s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  d e c i s i o n s .  A s  
long as people b e l i e v e  t h a t  t r u t h  i s  o b j e c t i v e ,  
i t  s e r v e s  as an important  means of " l eg i t imiz ing"  
a s o c l a l  o rde r  (Habermas, 1973).  Furthermore t h e  
es tabl i shment  of i n s t i t u t i o n s  Like u n i v e r s i t i e s  de- 
voted  t o  d i scover ing  t h e  " t r u t h "  independent of i t s  
s o c i a l  u t i l i t y ,  h e l p s  t o  s u s t a i n  t h e  view t h a t  t h e r e  

a r e  such f a c t s  and t h a t  those  f a c t s  can be used t o  
s u s t a i n  t h e  s o c i a l  o r d e r ,  (Hence, wk may count on 

L7 
some continued suppor t  even i f  we were (God f o r b i d )  
unsuccessful  i n  f i n d i n g  any such t r u t h s . )  

A s i n g l e  argument between two four-year-olds may b e i n -  
s u f t i c i e n t  e m p i r i c a l  grounds t o  s u s t a i n  d genera l  
s o c i a l  theory ,  herlce, w e  have a t t empted  t o  f u r t h e r  
examine some of t h e s e  e x p r e s s i o h s  and t h e i r  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n s  by exper imen ta l  means. Angela Hildyard 
r e c e n t l y  took some of t h e  s t a t e m e n t s  from o u r  t r an*  
c r i p t s  and b u i l t  them i n t o  a s e r i e s  of t e n  s t o r i e s .  
Here is  one of t h e s e  : 

One Saturday morning SusJe and Kevin 
Jones  went t o  t h e  movies. T h e i r  mum 
gave them some money t o  buy some pop- 
corn.  S u s i e  bought a Large box and 
they shared  i t  ou t .  When Kevin looked 
a t  S u s i e ' s  shjare he d i d n ' t  f e e l  too. 
happy "You've got  more than me" he 
s a i d .  

The s t o r i e s  d e s c r i b i n g  s o c i a l  predicaments of t h i s  
s o r t  were each fol lowed by a r e c a l l  test ,  e . g . ,  
What d id  they buy t o  e a t ?  What d i d  Kevin say?  

TEe most i n t e r e s t i n g  results came from Kingergarten 
and Grade 2 c h i l d r e n ' s  r e p l y  t o  t h e  second q u e s t i o n  

3,.  U n d e r g a r t e n  
( 4  y e a r s )  

Grade 2 I2 ( 7  y e a r s )  

Direct Verbat i m  Verbatim No 
and Reca l l  R e c a l l  Response 
I n d i r e c t  ( p l u s  (without  
Requests  knowledge knowledge 

0 f of 
l n d i r e c  t i n d i r e c ~  
r e q u e s t )  r e q u e s t )  

F i g u r e  2 .  The r e c a l l  of  d e c l a z a t l v e  
statemRnts a s  g iven ( v e r b a t i d  
and a s  d i r e c t  and i n d i r e c t  
r e q u e s t s  by J u n i o r  Kinder- 
g a r t e n  and Grade 2 c h i l d r e n .  

J u n i o r  k i n d e r g a r t e n  c h i l d r e n  (Aged 4 and 5 y e a r s ) ,  
when asked what Kevin liad s a i d  woula f r e q u e n t l y  
answer w i t h  a r e q u e s t  o r a  command, "Can I have 
some?" o r  "Give m e  some popcorn." ky t h e  second 



grade  (Aged 7 and a), c h i l d r o n  tended t o  r e c a l l  t h e  
s t a t e m e n t  verbatim: "You have more than me". When 
f u r t h e r  q u e r i e d  a s  t o  why he s a i d  t h a t ,  t hey  r e p l i e d ,  
"Because he  wanted more1'. These r e s u l t s  e r e  shown i n  
F igure  2 .  The i m p l i c a t i o n  of t h e s e  f l n d i n g s  is t h a t  
almost  a l l  of t h e  c h i l d r e n  i n t e r p r e t e d  t h e  s t a t e m e n t ,  
I I You have  more than me'' n o t  simply a s  a  t r u e  s t a t e -  
ment bu t  r a t h e r  as an  i n d i r e c t  r eques t  and t h a t  i n t e r -  
p r e t a t i o n  b i a s e d  the  r e c a l l  of  t h e  younger s u b j e c t s .  
Older s u b j e c t s  remembered bo th  what was in tended  
by t h e  s e n t e n c e  and t h e  meanq t h e  speaker  used ,  h e r e  
a d e c l a r a t i v e ,  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t ,  t o  ach ieve  i t .  That 
is,  t h e  sen tence  was n o t  i n t e r p r e t e d  and e v a l u a t e d  
s t r i c t l y  o r  even p r i m a r i l y  on t r u t h  c r i t e r i a  b u t  on 
' soc ia l  ones .  And t h e  younger t h e  c h i l d r e n ,  the 
s t r o n g e r  t h e  tendency t o  t r e a t  t h e  s e n t e n c e  a s  a  c a l l  
f o r  compliance and hence t o  r e p o r t  i t  a s  such. 

These f i n d i n g s  a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  w e  have ob ta ined  
e a r l i e r  i n  our  s t u d i e s  o f  r e c a l l  and i n f e r e n c e  from 
s t ~ r i e s  w l t h  c h i l d r e n  o f  d i f f e r e n t  ages  i n  which we 
showed t h a t  r e c a l l  t e n d s  t o  be  of  "what was meant" 
r a t h e r  t h a n  "what was s a i d "  and t h a t  wi th  < ~ g c  (and 
s c h o o l i n g )  c h i l d r e n  come t o  be a b l e  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a L e  
t h e  two (Hildyard and Olson, i n  pres 's) .  

I n  a  f u r t h e r  s tudy ,  i l i l dya rd  read  che s t o r i e s ,  exclud- 
i n g  t h e  l a s t  l i n e ,  t o  Kindergar ten  (age 5) and Grade 2 
(Age 1 )  c h i l d r e n ,  and a d u l t s  and asked them t o  imagine 

what t h e  v i c t i m  said-- in t h e  above s t o r y ,  f o r  example, 
"What do  ybu t h i n k  Kevin s a i d  t o  Sus ie?"  There 
were two impor tant  a d d i t i o n a l  f a c t o r s .  F l r s t ,  t h e  
c h i l d  may b e  e i t h e r  demanding a  r i g h t - - i t  may b e  t h a t  
he i s  ask ing  f o r  h i s  own sock back--or a favor--he 
may be  a s k i n g  f o r  something t h a t  a c t u a l l y  be longs  t o  
t h e  o t h e r  cL i ld .  F u r t h e r  they  could  be ask ing  Lhese 
r l g h t s  o r  f a v o r s  of low s t a t u s  l n d l v i d u a l s ,  young 
c h i l d r e n ,  o r  h igh s t a t u s  i n d i v l d u a l s ,  p a r e n t s  and 
t e a c h e r s .  There were 16 s u b j e c t s  a t  each grade  l e v e l  
and t h e r e  were t h r e e  s t o r i e s  of each type.  

Agaln, I shal1 ,ment ion  on ly  t h e  most l n t e r e s t l n g  
r e s u l t s .  F i r s t ,  f a v o r s  were much more l i k e l y  t o  
be  signalled by a  conven t lona l i zed  r e q u e s t  t h a n  were 
r i g h t s .  Over a l l  age l e v e l s  and i t e m  t y p e s ,  t h e  
f a v o r  Items were marked by r e q u e s t s  77% of t h e  t i m e  
whi l e  r i g h t s  were s o  maytced only  45% of t h e  t ime.  
How r i g h t s  were s i g n a l l e d  v a r i e d  wi th  t h e  age  of t h e  
sub j  e c t s  . The youngest sub] e c t s  use  d l r e c t  commands 
t o  t h e i r  pee r s  and conven t lona l i zed  r e q u e s t s  t o  
t h e l r  p a r e n t s  and t e a c h e r s .  Thus they may s a y ,  
"Give m e  my sock" t o  a p e e r  and "May I have  my g o l d  
s t a r "  (which had been promised) t o  t h e  t e a c h e r .  
Adult s u b j e c t s ,  while they  use  r e q u e s t s  f o r  f a v o r s ,  
r a r e l y  use  commands i n  a t t e m p t s  a t  o b t a i n i n g  t h e i r  
r l g h t s  and t end  r a t h e r  t o  u s e  d e c l a r a t l v e s  "You have 
my sock", and q u e s t i o n s ,  "Do you know where my sock 
is?" Adul ts  use  t h i s  dev ice  33% of  the  t i m e  w h l l e  
c h i l d r e n  of  both  ages use  i t  about  15% o f  t h e  time. 
Adul ts ,  i n  o b t a i n i n g  t h e i x  r i g h t s  a l s o  u s e  " l e g i t i -  
mized reques t s " ,  r e q u e s t s  accompanied by reasons  
more s o  t h a n  do t h e  c h i l d r e n .  These r e s u l t s  a r e  
p resen ted  i n  Table  1. 

Note t h a t  I n  a l l  of t h e s e  c a s e s ,  s u b j e c t s  a s p l r e d  
&*the same goal--'either through t h e i r  d i r e c t  mean- 
l n g  o r  i n ' t h e i r  l n d l r e c t  meanings they conveyed t h e  
same i l l o c u t i o n a r y  f o r c e .  Y e t  t h e  u t t e r a n c e  used 
t o  e x p r e s s  t h a t  i n t e n t i o n  took a different form de- 
pendipg upon t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  between t h e  
p a r t i c i p a n t s .  Primary among t h o s e  f a c t o r s  i s  t h e  
s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  between them--commands may be is- 

T a b l e  1 

The u s e  of v a r i a u s  forms of d i r e c t i v e s  a s  a  f u n k t i t 2  
of the  type of request-,  r i g h t s  vs,  f a v o r s ,  

and t h e  s t a t u s  r e l a t i o n s  i ~ v o l v e d  

Kinderga r t en  Grade 2 Adult 
N- 16 Nal6  N-16 

Use of  
Commands 

Favors 
R i g h t s  

T o t a l  

Use of  
Convention- 
q l i z e d  Requests  

Favors 86 86 58 
Righ t s  59 4 9 27  

D e c l a r a t i v e s  
and Quest ions  

Favors  
R i g h t s  

775 
45X 

Legi t imized 
Reques ts  

Favors  1 6  11 
R i g h t s  5 2 4 19 

T h r e a t s ,  
Negotiations, 
Appeals 

Favors  0 0 7 
R igh t s  0 3 6 

sued t o  lower s t a t u s  i n d i v l d u a l s ,  r e q u e s t s  must be 
I s sued  t o  s u p e r i o r s  even x f  you a r e  only a s k l n g  f o r  
your r ~ g h t s .  Secondly, t h e  presumed r l g h t s ,  t h e  
s t a t u s  quo, d e t e r m n e s  t h e  form i n  whlch t h a t  i l l o -  
c u t l o n a r y  f o r c e  w i l l  be  ' e x p r e s s ~ d .  Favors a r e  
l a r g e l y  expressed through r e q u e s t s ,  a l though  
a d u l t s  a l s o  f r e q u e n t l y  add r e a s o n s ,  whi le  r l g h t s  may 
be  expressed through commands, occasionally throu311 
t h r e a t s ,  o r  through t h e  p r o v i s i o n  of r easons  (De- 
c l a r a t i v e ~  and Questions). Ervin-Tripp (1977) h a s  
r e c e n t l y  c i t e d  s i m i l a r  r e s u l t s  from an  unpubl ished 
s t u d y  by Sharon James. 

I n  a  t h i r d  s t u d y ,  Beverly Wolfus gave K ~ n d e r g a r t e n  
and Grade 2 c h l l d r e n  a series of d l r e c t  c o m a n d s  
such a s  ( T e l l  m e  what t h i s  is! Put t h e  penny I n  
ahe g l a s s ! )  and ambiguous a b l l l t y  r e q u e s t s  (Can 
you t u r n  over t h e  cup? Could you t e l l  me t h e  name 
of t h i s ? ) ,  wh i l e  p o i n t i n g  t o  a cup o r  o t h e r  o b j e c t s  
and observed how c h i l d r e n  i n t e r p r e k e d  and responded 
t o  them, She was p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
whether  t h e  c h i l d r e n  op ted  f o r  t h e  d i r e c t  expressed  
meanlng o r  t h e  i n d i r e c t  pragmat ic  meaning of t h e  
ambiguous e x p r e s s i o n s .  Thus t l T e l l  me ~f  you can put  
t h e  penny i n  t h e  g l a s s "  could b e  answered by a s s e n t ,  
11 Yes I canf1--the d l r e c t  meanlng--or by complianc~e,  
by a c t u a l l y  p u t t l n g  t h e  penny i n  t h e  g lass - - the  
~ n d i r e c t ,  o r  pragmat ic  meanlng. When i s s u e d  d i r e c t  
T 

commands, bo th  a g e  groups  complled ext remely  con- 
s i s t e n t l y .  Told "Open t h e  book", everyone opened 
t h e  book. To " T e l l  m e  what t h i s  i s"  every  one 
s a i d ,  "A pen". 



The d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  responses t o  ambiguous ques- 
t i o n s  and s t a t e m e n t s  f o r  the  two age groups were 
s t r i k i n g .  Theae d i f f e r e n c e s  occurred i n  response 
t o  t h e  ques t ions  and s t a tements  which were ambiguous 
between a  propositional and a  p r a g m a t i ~  i n t e r p r a t a -  
t i o n ,  t h a t  i s  ambiguous i n  t h e i r  c a l l  f o r  a s s e n t  a s  
opposed t o  compliance. To t h e  s t a tement  "Can you 
tu rn  over t h e  cup?" o l d e r  c h i l d r e n  would s a y  "Yes" 
t h a t  rs, a s s e n t ,  younger c h i l d r e n  would s i l e n t l y  t u r n  
i t  over ,  t h a t  i s ,  comply. To "Te l l  m e  f f  you can 
put t h e  peqrty i n  t h e  g lass" ,  o l d e r  c h i l d r e n  wmld  
a s s e n t  by sayxng "Yes" o r  "I can", younger c h l l d r e n  
would comply by p u t t i n g  t h e  penny I n  t h e  cup. To 
I 1  Do you know what t h l s  is?" whi le  p o i n t i n g  a t  a  
penny o r  a , c u p ,  o l d e r  c h l l d r e n  would a s s e n t  by re-  
p l y ~ n g  "Yes1', young c h i l d r e n  would comply by reply-  
ing  "Penny" o r  "Cup". To t h e  s t a t e m e n t ,   he book 
i s  closed", young c h i l d r e n  would, m o r e  o f t e n  than 
o l d e r  c h i l d r e n ,  s i l e n t l y  open ~t , o l d e r  c h i  ldren  
would not but  r a t h e r  await  f u r t h e r  information.  
These r e s u l t s  a r e  shown i n  Table  2 .  

Table 2 

Assent v e r s u s  compllance I n  Kindergar ten  and 
Grade 2  c h i l d r e n ' s  ~ n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of sen tences  

Assent Compliance Both 

P u t  t h e  top on the  pen. 
Klndergarten 
Grade 2 

T e l l  me what t h i s  is .  
Kindergarten 
Grade 2 

T e l l  me i f  you can X.  
Kindergarten 8% 83% 8  % 
Grade 2 69% 29% 2% 

T e l l  me i f  you k n ~ w  how 
t o  X. 

Klndergarten 
Grade 2 

Do you know what this 
1s" 

Klndergar t e n  5% 88% 8 % 
Grade 2 30% 67% 3 % 

Can you t u r n  over t h e  
cup? 

Kindergarten 8% 6 4% 2 4% 
Grade 2  64% 19% 18% 

Do you know how t o  X? 
Kindergar t en  25% 11% 64% 
Grade 2 9 1% 3% 5% 

The book is  c losed .  
Kindergar ten  7 3% 20% 7 % 
Grade 2 922 8  % 

Overal l ,  t h e s e  d a t a  show t h a t  t h e  younger c h l l d r e n  
took every u t t e r a n c e  I n  terms of  ~ t s  expressed 02 
lmplied i l l o c u t i o n a r y  f o r c e  and complied w i t h  i t ,  
whi le  o l d e r  c h i l d r e n  tended t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  t h e  
d l r e c t  meanlng from ~ t s  I n d i r e c t  i l l o c u t i o n a r y  

f o r c e  and respond t o  t h e  d i r e c t  meaning. Ervin- 
Tripp (1977), observed a s i m i l a r  a f f e c t .  When t o l d  
t o  "Say why d o n ' t  you s t a n d  up" the  c h i l d  s a i d  
"Stand up!" and s tood up--that is, he  complied. 
Again t h i s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  meaning of the  s t a t e -  
ment i s ,  a t  l e a s t  a t  t h e  beginning,  not  simply i t s  
t r u t h  v a l u e ,  a l though t h a t  meaning may b e  c a l c u l a t e d  
a s  p a r t  of i t s  more pragmatic meaning. Ra ther ,  t h e  
sentences  a r e  scanned,  a s  i t  were, f o r  t h e i r  impli- 
c a t i o n s  f o r  a c t i o n ,  and t h a t  i s  what t h e  youngest 
c h i l d r e n  tend t o  opt  f o r .  F u r t h e r  we can see some 
l n d i c a t  ion of t h e  t r a m s i t i o n  from compliance co 
assen t  i n  the  Kindergar ten  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  i tem 
"Do you know how t o  x?" Here t h e s e  young s u b j e c t q  
would f i r s t  a s s e n t  and then comply 64% of  t h e  t d m e .  

Again, wlth age o r  schooling, c h i l d r e n  beg in  t o  
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  t h e  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  from the pragmatic 
meaning and t o  be  a b l e  t o  respond t o  e i t b e r  of them. 
However, i t  a p p e a r s  t h a t  t h i s  p r o p o s i t i o n a l  meaning 
P s  not  primdry b u t  r a t h e r  s p e c i a l i z e d  ou t  of a 
primary u n d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  s o c i a l  pragmatic meanfng. 

Nota t h a t  one of  t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  appears  ro give 
those  sunp le  declarative sen tences  a powerful $1- 
locu t ionary  f o r c e  f o r  t h e  youngest c h i l d r e n  1$ t h a t  
they a r e  spoken by an  a d u l t  i n  a school  c o n t e x t .  
The c h l l d  assumes t h a t  t h e  a d u l t  i s  not j u s t  s t a t i n g  
o r  a s s e r t i n g  some t h l n g  "The book IS open" but  In- 
d i r e c t l y  r e q u e s t i n g  t h a t  something be done about 
~ t .  G-lven a high s t a t u s  i n d l v i d u a l  i n  n h b r a r c h i -  
c a l l y  s t r u c t u r e d  institutional c o n t e x t ,  t h e  c h l l d  
assumes t h a t  any u t t e r a n c e  r e q u l r e s  compliance n o t  
a s s e n t .  

Let us r e t u r n ,  I n  conc lus ion ,  t o  some of t h e  gener- 
a l  i s s u e s  r a i s e d  a t  t h e  o u t s e t .  I have argued t h a t  
a l l  u t t e r a n c e s  s e r v e  both  ob j e c t l v e  ( t r u t h )  f u n c t i o n s  
and s o c i a l  (comp'liance) functions and t h a t  these  
a r e  not  independent .  Many examples from the  s t u d i e s  
showed t h a t  t h e  form which a  directive t a k e s  de- 
pends upon t h e  s t a t u s  relations between t h e  i n t e r -  
l o c u t o r s .  T h l s  ~s c l e a r l y  t h e  case  f o r  lmpera t lves  
and reques ts- - reques ts  a r e  more l i k e l y  f o r  p r l v i -  
ledges  and impera t ives  f o r  r i g h t s .  Requests a r e  
more l l k e l y  t o  h l g h e r  s t a t u s  l n d i v  dua l s  and imper- 
a t i v e s  t o  lower s t a t u s  individuals. Imperatives 
occur more f r e q u e n t l y  when c h l l d r e n  address  Lower 
s t a t u s  individuals and rationalized quesLions, de- 
clara,I;lves and r e q u e s t s  occur more f r e q u e n t l y  
I n  t h e  language of a d u l t s .  F u r t h e r  t h e  evidence 
showed t h a t  a lmost  any form of u t t e r a n c e  from a  
h lgh  s t a t u s  individual inc lud ing  a  d e c a r a t i v e  
sentence  such a s  "The book i s  open" tended t o  be 
i n t e r p r e t e d  as an ~ n d i r e c t  Imperat ive  when spoken 
t o  a lower s t a t u s  rndiGjdua1- That 16, d h e  state- 
ment c a l l e d  f o r  compliance r a t h e t  than a s s e n t ,  

Our q u e s t i o n  a t  t h l s  p o l n t  i s  whether o r  not  s t a t q s  
d i f f e r e n c e s ,  differences I n  t h e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  
between speakers  a f f e c t  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of 
s t a t ements  w i t h  t h e  p u t a t i v e  s t a t u s  of t r u e  d e s r  
c r i p t l o n s .  Genera l ly ,  a r e  c la ims  of t r u t h  ~ n d e -  
pendent of  c l a lms  of  s t a t u s ?  

A s  I have sugges ted ,  p u t a t i v e  t r u e  s t a tements  c a l l  
f o r  a s s e n t  (o r  f a l s i r  i c a t i o n )  whi le  p u t a t i v e  Imper- 
a t l v e s  c a l l  f o r  compliance ( o r  d e f i a n c e ) .  But, 
as w e  have s e e n ,  i f  a t r u e  description is given by 
a  hlgh s t a t u s  i n d l v i d u a l ,  a lower s t a t u s  indivLdua1 
may respond wi th  compllance r a t h e r  than a s s e n t .  
Can t h e  two cr-Ltex3.a be s p e c i a l i z e d ?  Can s t a t e -  



ments  e v e r  be  c o n s t r u c t e d  s u c h  t h a t  t hey  c a l l  Eor 
assent and not  complBancd? If n o t  why a r e  t h e r e  
such  t h i n g s  a s  a s s e r t i o n s ?  The f a c t  t h a t  some s t n t e -  
mepts c8n be  a s s e n t e d  t o  i n d f b a t e  t h a t  the t r u t h  
f u n c t i o n s  can be i s o l a t e d  a t  l e a s t  't~ornewhat frum 
t h e i r  more general s o c i a l  f u n c t i o n s .  Even fn c h a t  
c a s e  however ,  t h e  t r u e  s t a t e m e n t s  would bc g e n c r n t -  
ed  ( o r  den i ed )  when they  have  s o c i a l  u f l l i t y ,  much 
a s  L i s a  d e n i e d  J amie1& s t n t c m e n t  t h a t  s h e  hod morc. 

The a l t e r n a t i v e ,  however, t h a t  bhc mcanlne of  a 
s e n t e n c e  is p u r e l y  s u b j e c t  ivc ,  t h a t  i s  w h ~ i t c v e r  you 
can get R l i s t e n e r  t o  comply v l t l i ,  i s  even morc p re -  
c a r i o u s .  As Har re  (1974) p o i n t e d  o u t  t h i s  is  n 
t e r r i t o r y  s u i  tccl on l y  f o r  t h c  b raves t  milch i a v e l i a n s  
- - to  assumq t h e  s t a t u s  t o  makc demands and d e c  t a r s -  
t l o t i s  and t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  d o  s o  la~t:L somconc r c f u -  
ses t o  complv. 

A more ~ ~ r o r n i s i g g  21pproach would be  t o  n r g u c  t liat t  lie 
meanings of  u t t c r a n v e s  c a n  g a i n  t h e i r  agreement  
frqm ripcakcru on l h c  two b a s e s  w c  Il<lva d i s c u s s e d  
an? t hckt t  h e s r  two b a s e s  a r e  i n  c u n t i n u o u s  in1 cr- 
a c t i o n .  Qnl> may gc t i~grczcmerl-t, c i t h e r  a s s e n t  o r  
compl i ance ,  s imp ly  because  o f '  tlie s t a t u s  rC?lilt ions 
i n v o l v e d .  One I s  I n  a p o s j t i o n  t o  command or t o  
d e c l a r e  Chat such and sue11 is t h c  c a s e  and tlip 
o t h e r ,  c lgreeing t o  t h a t  11idlt.r s t a t u s ,  r e c e i v e s  
t h o s e  commands and d e c l a r , i t  i o n s  and a s s e n t s  or com- 
p l i e s  wit11 t liem. The b u l k  of so t  i n 1  negot i a i  i o n s  
p roceed  on t l i i s  b a s i s .  Rut 1 f tllcrt is ,I c a l l n p s e  
of the . ;ocial  oPder ,  o r  n r  o n d i t  i on  of g e n e r a l  
e q u a l i t y ,  no one pe r son  i s  i n  a p o s i t i o n  to demand ---.--- 
e i t h e r  a s s e n t  o r  c o m p l i a n r r ~ .  Then t h e  ground f o r  
t h e  a d j u d i c a t i o n  o f  d i s p u t  c s o r  morc s imp ly  f o r  
t h e  negot ic l t io r l  of  m'eclning f a l l s  on t o  t h e -  o b j c c -  
t i v e ,  d e s c r i p t i v e ,  oP l y g i c a l  d imens ion  o f  moaning. 
I t  i s ,  presumably,  e a s i e r  t o  g o i n  a s s e n t  t h a n  t o  
g a i n  compl iance ;  lrencc. t h e  impor tance  i ~ f  t r u t h  i2 
any s o c i a l  o r d e r .  And Irr   he microsoc i a f l  o;dcr, 
n c g o t i a t  i o n s  a r e  c a r r i o d  o u t  by m y  means a v e d l a b l e ,  
but a s  F r i e r c  (1972) h a s  s u g g e s t e d ,  p u i t ~ c ;  con-  
v e r s q t  i o n  is p o s s i b l e  o n l y  between equ'lls. 
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