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The papers in this volume, a multidisciplinary collaboration of anthropologists,

" linguists, and psychologists, explore the way in which cultoral knowledge is orpa-

rized and used in everyday langnage and understanding. Bmploying a variety of
methods, which rely heavily on Hnguistic data, the authors oifer analyses of do-
mains of knowledge ranging across the physical, sccial, and psychological worlds,
and reveal the crucial importance of tacit, presupposed knowledge in the conduct
of everyday life.

Many of the papers included examine American cultural knowledge; others,
by anthropologists, provide accounts from very different cultures. Collectively,
the authors argue that cubtvral knowledge is organized in “cultural models™ - story-
Eke chaing of prototypical events that unfold in simplified worlds - and they ex-
plore the nature and rofe of these models. They demonstrate that cubtural knowledge
may take either proposition-schematic or image-schematic form, each enabling

.the performance of different kinds of cognitive tasks. Metaphor gnd metonymy

are shown to have special rofes in the construction of cultural models: the former
allowing for knowledge to be mapped from known domains of the physical world
onto conceptualizations in the social and psychological domains as well as in
unknown physical-world domains; the latter providing different types of proto-
typical events out of which cultural models are constructed. The authors also reveal
that some widely applicable cultural models recur nested within other, more special-
purpose madels, thereby lending cultures their thematicity. Finally, they show that
shared models play a critical role in thinking, one ihat has gone largely unap-
preciated in recent cognitive science - that is, that of allowing humans to master,

. remember, and use the vast amount of knowledge required in everyday iife.

This innovative coflection will appeal widely 1o anthropologists, linguists,
psychologists, philosophers, students of artificial intelligence, and other readers
interested in the processes of everyday human understanding.



Cultural models in language and thought



Contents

Preface . . R . " Cpage vil

List of Contributors L e R
* Introduction .
)4 1. Culture and cognition - - 3

NAOM! QUINN & DOROTHY HOLLAND

Part I. Presupposed worlds, language, and discourse

2. ‘The definition of fie: an examination of the folk models
underiying a semantic prototype 1
EVE E. SWEETSER

3. Linguistic competence and folk theories of language:

two English hedges . &7
PAUL KAY ' : -
4. Prestige and intimacy: the culteral models behind
Americans’ talk about gender types 78
DOROTHY HOLLAND & DESRA SKINNER
5. A folk model of the mird 112

ROY IYANDRADE

Part II. Reasoning and probfem solving from presupposed worlds

)0 6. Proverbs and cultural models: an American psychology
of problem solving 151
GEOFFREY M. WHITE
7. Convergent evidence for a cultural model of American
marriage 173
NAOMI QUINN

Payt I, The role of metaphor and analogy in representing
knowledge of presupposed worlds

g & The cognitive model of anger inherent in American
/O English 195
GECQRGE LAKOFF & ZOLTAN KOVECSES



9 Two theones of hoine heat control
. WILLETT KEMPTON . ;.

10, How people construct mental mode!s

ALL&N COLLINS & DEDRE GENTNER

. Part IV. Negotiating social and psychological realities
‘ 11 Myth and expermnce in the Trobriand Islands

EDWIN HUTCHINS

12, Goals, events, and understandmg in Ifaluk cmot:on

theory
, CATHERINE LUTZ
13, Beuadorian illness stories: cultural knowledge in natural
~ discourse
LAURIE PRICE
14. Explanatory systems in oral life stories
CHARLOTTE LINDE

Part V. An appraisal

153. Models, “folk” and “cultural”; pa.radIgms rega.mad? :
ROGER M. KEESING

Index

CONTENTS

243

269
290
313
© 343
369

395



Preface .

This volume represents an interdisciplinary effort that has brought togethér::
anthropologists, linguists, and psychologists who study human cognition.
In recent years, cognitive scientists from these three fields and othets have .
converged in the study of knowledge, its organization, and its role in
language understanding and the performance of other cognitive tasks..

Here, we present a cultural view. We argue that cultural knowledge
- shared presuppositions about the world ~ plays an enormous roledn .
human understanding, a role that must be recognized and incorporated -
into any successful theory of the organization of human knowledge. As
we summarize in the introductory chapter, cultural knowledge appears
to be organized in sequences of prototypical events - schemas that we call
cultural models and that are themselves hierarchically related to other
cultural knowledge. This volume, then, is an interdisciplinary investigation
of cultural models and the part they play in human language and thought. -

Earkier versions of most of the chapters in this volume were assembied
and presented at a conference held in May 1983 at the Imstitute for -
Advanced Study in Princeton, New Jersey. However, to think of the book
_ as a conference volume would be to fail to appreciate its history, which
goes back some time before the Princeton conference. As histories should,
this one has a lesson. It tells how, uader felicitous circumstances,
institutional support can enable scientific collaboration even across disci-
plinary boundaries. -

The developmentis described in this volurne were underway in the late
1970s. One of us, Naomi Quinn, then a member of the Social Science
Research Council Committee on Cognitive Research, organized an inter-
disciplinary workshop under the auspices of that committee to draw
together some of the new ideas about culture and cognition. Held in August

1979 in Lz Jolla, California, under the rubric “The Representation of -,

Cuitural Knowledge,” that workshop numbered among its participants four
of the contributors to the present volume - Roy IFAndrade, Edwin
Hutchins, Dorothy Holland, and Nacmi Quinn. As a substantive statement
about the role of cultural knowledge in the understanding process, the
workshop could be fairly characterized as premature, Many of the talks
and much of the discussion had a tentative guality. Several of the formal
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discussants, detiberately recruited from fields of cognitive science outside -
of anthropology, made clear their skepticism about that dlsmplme s
contribution to cognitive studies. The perspactive represented in this -
volume was incipient at Lz Jolla, but undeveloped. Yet the workshop was
a necessary first step toward defining 8 common enterprise and seiting
a theoretical agenda, :

Naomi Quinn’s involvement in the actmues of the SSRC comuuuee
enabled her to identify other people outside of her own field who were’
working toward similar ideas about cultural knowledge. She became bet--
ter acquainted with the thinking of committee members Eleanor Rosch,

a psychologist, and Charles Fillmore, a linguist, whose ideas and obser-
vations were to figure importantly in the approach developed in this book.:
At La Jolla, she met for the first time psychologists Alian Collins and-
Dedre Gentner and heard a paper on folk models they were presenting -
at an overlapping conference. At another committee activity that sum-
mer in Roulder, Colorado, she met linguist George Lakoff (though not
for the first time, he reminded her) and obtained from him a copy of the
book in manuscript, Metaphors We Live By, which he and Mark Johnson
had just completed. Lakoff later invited Quinn to be an observer at his
Conference on Cognitive Science, Language, and Imagery funded by the
Alfred P. Sloan Foundation and held in Berkeley in the spring of 1981;
there, she met Charlotte Linde and other linguists with similar interests.

At neighboring universities, the two of us talked on about our com-
mon view of “folk knowledge,” which was stili ¢rystallizing out of work
in cognitive anthropology and related fields of cognitive science. We de-
cided to organize a mukiidisciplinary sympositm for the 80th Annual
Meeting of the American Anthropological Association in Washington,
D.C., in December 1981, We called it “Folk Theories in Everyday Cogni-
tion.” The resulting group of participants, and the papers they presented,
encouraged our vision.

Contributions by Lutz, Price, Sweetser, and White in this volume began
as meeting papers defivered at that symposium; Holland, Hutchins, and
Lakoff also participated, giving different papers than those they uitimately
presented at the Folk Models conference that culminated in this book.
The earlier La Jolla workshop had served as a beginning; the AAA sym-
posium has a somewhat different but equally important role asa dry un
for the conference to follow.

Among members of the American Anthropological Associatioa, it is
popular to question the inteflectual defensibility of meetings sesstons, with
the limited time constraints they place on paper and discussion length and
the peripatetic audiences they attract, These critics overiook the impor-
tant role of sessions like the one we organized as preliminaries to more
ambitious professional activities, Relatively untaxing of organizational and
fund-raising effort, the AAA symposium wag an opportunity to gauge
whether the new ideas about “cultural knowledge,” “folk theories,” and
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. perspectives and enthusiasms matched our own in substantial : way

. high-quality papers, that we decided the time was npe to see

PREFACE X

“fotk models” (which eventually became “culiural models”) were ¥iiffi-

- ciently developed to merit a Iarggr conference. It was also an occasion
to experiment with the composition of the group, so that in theend we = -

might identify and include individuals, whatever their disciplines, whose

nally, it served to orient individual efforts toward production of mn_fere
papers. It was shortly after the well-atiended AAA symposium, with its
k fanding

for a full-scale conference. TR

By then, unable to raise new operating funds, and havmg a]ready spons .
sered a series of valuable conferences and workshops, the 8SRC Com-
mittee on Cognitive Research was soomn to be disbanded. The conference
proposal we submitted to the Anthropology Program of the National
Science Foundation was adapted from one Quinn had earlier drafted as
a section of the final, unsuccessful umbrella proposal intended to fund
the continuing activities of the SSRC Committee. NSF funded our pro-
posal. Concerned that the grant might not cover all the expenses for this
large conference, we applied to the Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthro-
pological Research for supplementary support. Working in consultation
with NSF, Wenner-Gren contributed funds to fly our most distant par-
ticipant, Roger Keesing, from Australia.

Quinn was a member of the Institute for Advanced Study dunng the
academic year 1982-83, as part of a group of researchers in cognition.

Learning that the Institute sometimes hosted conferences, she explored

the possibility of holding the conference there, The advantages, in termg
of facilities, supporting staff, and location, quickly became evident. We
formally proposed to Institute Director Harry Woolf and to Clifford
Geertz, the anthropologist on the faculty of the School of Social Science,
that they host the conference, and they graciously agreed. Subsequently,
the project was granted an additional small amount by the Institute out
of BExxon Eduacational Fund monies at its disposal; these funds allowed
us to invite interested “observers” from the Institute and from surround-
ing universities to conference meals, to interact further with conference
participants.

It was clear to us by its close that a promising framework for the in-
vestigation of cultural knowledge was emerging af this conference, and
that the research that had been reported in the delivered papers was suffi-
ciently developed and interrelated to warrant publication. Scientists work-
ing independently along similar lines had been brought together to ex- .
change ideas and to articulate 2 common approach, We are hopeful that
publication of their chapters, with the integrating volume introduction
we have provided, will convince other cognitive scientists of the heretofore
largely neglected role of cultural presuppositions in human cogaition and
also demonstrate to other anthropologists the usefuiness and promise of
a cognitive approach to culture.
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We have detailed the history of the efforts that led to this publicition
to make the point that institutional support of scientific projects such as
this one has a cumulative effect not easy 1o assess in the short term. The
_book is the product of a lengthy, tentative process of régroupitig and ex-
+~ change, a process realized in several formal gatherings organized accord-
ing to several different professional formats and made possible by the
funding and facilities of an array of different institutions operating with
different institutional mandates and designs. They were all indispersable.
We hope Cultural Models in Language and Thought will tastify 1o thé
vatue of such repeated institutional support for organlzed meetlngs large
and smalf.

We are indebted to all these supporting orgamzatmns, and to all theu-
individuai staff members with whom we worked. We came to appreciate
keenly the special competencies that some of these individuals have for
makiag the scientific process work. Lonnie Sherrod, staff associate at the
Sociat Science Research Council, shepherded the Committee on Cognitive
Research during most of Quinn’s tenure on it and did so with an acute
sense of what was happening in that guarter of the social sciences and
what could be helped along. Stephen Brush, then the staff associate in
the Anthropology Program at NSF who was responsible for oversight of
our grant, shared much good advice about how to make an intellectually
satisfying conference happen. Mary Wisnovsky, assistant to the director,
and Grace Rapp, her assistant in the Office of the Director at the Institute
for Advanced Sindy, are two unforgettable people with a special talent
for making a conference happen smoothly and painfessty, even making
it fun to give one. The postconference editing task has been lightened enor-
mously by the skilled assistance of Carole Cain and Anne Larme, two
anthropology graduate studenis at the University of ‘North Carolma,
Chapel Hill. We thank them all.

D.H.
N.Q.
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Culture and cognition

'fl:

Naomi Quinn & Dovothy Holland "

. Undeniably, a great dea! of order aﬁsts in the natural wald we atinerieﬁéé.

However, much of the order we perceive in the world is there only because
we put it there, That we impose such order is even more apparent when
we consider the social world, in which institutions such as marriage, deeds
such as lying, and customs such as dating happen at all because the mem-
bers of a society presume them to be. D’Andrade (1984a:91) contrasts such
culturally constructed things with cultural categories for objects such as
stone, tree, and hand, which exist whether or not we invent labels for them.
An entity such as marriage, on the other hand, is created by “the social
agreement that someihing counts as that condition” {ibid.) and emsts Dnly
by virtue of adherence to the rules that constitute it. . s

-Such culturally constituied understandings of the SOClal worid pomt
up not only the degree to which people impose order on their world but
also the degree to which such orderings are shared by the joint participants
in this worid, all of whom behave as though marriageé, lying, and dating
exist. A very large proportion of what we know and believe we derive from
these shared models that specify what is in the world and how it works.

The cognitive view -of culfural meaning

The enigma of cultural meaning, seemingly both social and psychological
in nature, has challenged generations of anthropologists and stimulated
the development of several distinctive perspectives (see Keesing 1974 for
an early review). Each of these ideational traditions in anthropology has
had to address the same question: How are these meaning systems orga-
nized? Any convincing answer to this question should be able to account
for at least the following properties of culture. It must be able to expiain
the apparent systematicity of cultural knowledge — the observation, old
te anthropology, that each culture is characterized, and distinguished from
others, by thoroughgoing, seemingly fundamental themes. Such a theory
of culture also ought to explain how we come to master the enormous
amount of cultural knowledge that the people of any culture have about
the world and demonstrate in their daily negotiations with it (D’Andrade
g %
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1981). Moreover, the large base of cultural knowledge we control 1§ ncrt '
. static; somehow, we extend it to our comprehens:on of partlcuiar e%-
periences as we encounter them., Given the uniqueness, sometimes radical

. and sometimes small, of these myriad daily experlences, cultural mean-
ing systems must be adapted to the contingencies and comple:qnes of every-
day life. A theory of the organization of cultural knowledge must explain
the generative capacity of culiure. The approach in this volumé makes
progress and offers promise in accounting for all these properties of
culture.

The papers in the volume represent a cognitive approach to the ques—
tion of how cultural knowledge is organized. For nearly three decades,
cognitive anthropologists have been pursuing the question of what one
needs to know in order to behave as a functioning member of one’s so-
ciety (Goodenough 1957:167). This school of anthropology came to stand
for a new view of culture as shared knowledge ~ not a people's custpms
and artifacts and oral traditions, but what they must know in order to
act as they do, make the things they make, and interpret their expenencc
in the distinctive way they do.

1t is this sense of culture that is intended in the title of the present
volume: Cultural models are presupposed, taken-for-granted models of
the world that are widely shared (although not necessarily o the exclu-
sion of other, alternative models) by the members of a society and that
play an enormous role in their understanding of that world and .their
behavior in it. Certainly, anthropologists of other persuasions have ar-
rived at the idea of “folk models™ as a way of characterizing the radically
different belief systems of nonwestern peoples (e.g., Bohannan 1957; Holy .
& Stuchlik 1981a}. What is new in the present effort is ant attempt to specify
the cognitive orpanization of such ideational compiexes and to link this
organization to what is known about the way human beings think.

Cultural models, talk, and other behavior

In practice, Goodenough'’s original mandate to investigate the knowledge
people need in order to behave in culturally appropriate ways has been
translated into a aarrower concern for what one needs to know in order
to say culturally acceptable things about the world, The relation between
what people say and what they do has not gone entirely unconsidered by
cognitive anthropologists. For example, this concern surfaces in an ongoing
tradition of natural decision-making studies of whick Geoghegan (1969},
Gladwin and Gladwin (1971), Johnson (1974), and Fjelltnan (1976} are
early representatives. In this line of research, behavioral decision models
constructed with the helip of informants’ accounts of how they make deci-
sions are then used to predict their actnal choices. (See Nardi 1983 and
Mathews in press for recent critiques of this approach from a perspective
that would insist on the role of cultural knowiedge in framing, not just
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making, decisions.) For the most part, however, cogmzlve anthrop"" Ogists SR

have spécialized in talk.™
~* This definition of the research task explam;z;g e
know in order to say the things they do m"szmply ?taken '

N p 3 .
intelligence workers attempting machine franslation dlscovered that
language cannot be understood, much less translated, w1thout reference
to a great deal of knowledge about the world. The preoccupation of subse-
quent artificial intelfigence research with this problem hds captitred the
interest of cogmtzve anthropologists similarly concerned with what peo—
ple have to know in order to use language.

It has been colleagues from the more materialist trad1t1ons in"ah-
thropology, and indeed from some of the ideationalist traditions within
- the discipline as well, who have been ai pains to point out the limitation
of a research program for validating cultural models solely on the basis
of linguistic behavior. These anthropologists observe that people do not
always do what would seem to be entailed by the cultural beliefs they enun-
ciate (for cognitive anthropologists” own crlthue “of this i issue, see Lave
et al. 1977; Frake 1977; Clement 1982). Do ciltural models, they: want
to know, influence more than talk, and if so how? Hards (1968} has pm-
posed that cultural beliefs are epiphenomena altogether,” refl_ectmg the
political economic circumstances that they arise, post hoc, to rationalize,
From & wholly different perspective, Levi-Strauss (1953) had earlier
characterized native models as “home-made” ones, to be treated as
repositories of false knowledge. The influence of hié view can be gauged
by the stance adopted in the work of anthropologist Barbara Ward (1965;
1966). Citing Levi-Strauss, she felt obliged o apologize for her interest
in Hong Kong fishermen’s native models of society, about which she wrote,

A third, related strain in anthropclogical thought reflects this same
tendency to discount the role, in peopie’s behavior, of the cultural beliefs
reflected in their talk. In this formulation, models for talking are separated,
analytically, froi models for doing. Paralleling Ryle’s (1949} distinction
between “knowledge how™ and “knowledge that,” and Geertz's (1966)
distinction between “models for” and “models of,” Caws (1974) presents
an oft-cited argument for a tripartite typology of models (see also Holy
& Stuchlik 1981b:19-21). In addition to the scientist’s “explanatory model,”
Caws proposes wo types of native models: “representational” and “opera-
tional.” The former are indigenons models of their world that people can
morte or less articulate; the latter are indigenous models that guide behavior
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in given situations and that tend to be out of awareness. Represet
models ‘from this vlew, are not necessarﬂy operatmnal nor are

Iand what they do need not be cause for puzzlement. I—Ioly (1979 apph'es
this dxsunctlon in his attempt to resolve a long-standing debate,

anthropology over the reported disparities between Nuer descrlpnons cf i

their kinship system and Nuer kinship behavior on the ground. ...
. Our vision of the role and importance of cultural models is at-odds -
wlth the views of Hazris and Levi-Strauss and that articulated in s6ci
anthropology by Caws. We do not assume that coltural models ahyays
translate simply and directly into behavior. Indeed, the papers in this
coliection by Hutchins, Linde, and Price move toward a mare precise
understanding of the situations in which cultural models are mvoked to
rationalize and sometimes disguise behavior for other people and for
ourselves. Nor do we expect cultural conceptualizations of the world to
be the sole determinants of behavior. The work in this volume does sug-
gest, however, that cultural models - which we infer from what people
say - do relate to their behavior in complex, powerful ways.-We are only
beginning to specify the nature of these relations. Keesing is right, in his
paper in this volume, to urge that cognitive anthropologists like ourselves
take an active role in the emerging interdisciplinary study of “humans-in-
societies.” By linking meaning to action, cognitive anthropologisis could
substantiate Keesing’s argument that “how humans cognize their worlds
constrains and shapes how humans-in-societies reproduce them ” We think
it is a crucial first step to show, as thesé studies do, how cultural models
frame experience, supplying interpretations of that experience and in-
ferences about it, and goals for action, When interpretation and inference -
call for action, as discugsed by Lutz with regard to the goals embodied
i Ifaluk emotion words, and by White with regard to the dual concep-
tual and pragmatic functions of proverbs, then culturai understandings
also define the actor’s goals. (See also Jenkins 1981; Nardi 1983; Quinn
1981; Salzman 1981; and White 1985 for complementary views.)

THE RELATION OF TALK TC ACTION AND AWARENESS .
Seen as simultancouslty interpretative and goal-embodying, cultural
knowledge is not productively analyzed into “models of " and “models for,” for,”
into “representational” and “gperational” knowledge. Rather, in our view,
underlying culfural models of the same order - and in some cases the same
underlying cultural model - are used to perform a variety of different
itive tasks. Sometimes these cultural models serve to set goals for ac-
tion, sometimes to plan the attainment of said goals, sometimes to direct
the actualization of these goals, sometimes to make sense of the actions
and fathom the goals of others, and sometimes to produce verbalizations
that may play various parts in all these projects as well as in the subse-
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quent mterpretanon of what has happeneg. Compiexizy in the reIatlon-
ship between what people verbalize aboit what they do and the executlonf
of other, nonverbal activities is inherenit in part because speakers so fre-
quently tindertake complex tasks with many goals that may or may no't
include producing a veridical verbal descriptiont of what they
Just to pose some possibilities in which verbal accorrits’ are deci
veridical to the behavmr they purport to descnbe, people may’

tageous to themselves and to present their goals ma favorable b
to carry out their plans while hldmg their true object:ves from (mloo _
In producing verbalizations, it is not so much that speakeérs’i invoké'a dif-
ferent order of conceptualization of the activity aboiif which' they’ spéaky
it is rather that they invoke those cultural understafidings perunent 1o pers
forming the linguistic part of the overall task at hand - say, inl the task
of presenting one’s actions in a favorable light, a shated model of the good
person for whom oné wishes to be taken; or, iri the task of concealing
one’s plans, a shared model of plausible intentions with which to défract
attention from one'’s real motives. Even when people are not wholly con-
cealing or misrepresenting their behavior in what they say about it, ‘they
are characteristically called on to construct post hoc accounts of that
behavior that are comprehensible, plausible, justifiable, and socially ac-
ceptable to themselves and other audiences, and that reguire a certain
amount of smoothing, patching, and creative amendmient to these ends.

. Moreover, the multiple cognitive tasks and subtaéks’ required to’ filedt
one’s varied goals must ofteén be éxecuted simultaneously; the task demiands
of nouverbal behavior and those of concurrent verbal behavior may
diverge, creating a further complexity in the relationship between the two.
A waiter bent on getting a good tip, for instance, might be attemipting
to provide customers with swift, faultiess service, silently anticipating their
requests before these can be voiced, while at the same time keeping up
a line of niceties and flattery. Even such ordinary daily activities as are
involved in doing one’s job are muttifaceted in nature, often requiring ver-
bal expression and other action at once — sometimes in coordination, other’
times for independent purposes. Again, this is not to agree to the assimp-
tion that there exist, in the mind of the individual performing those dif-
ferent cognitive tasks simultancously, two orders of cultural model. It id
simply to acknowledge that these differing tasks draw on a variety of
cultural knowledge available for different purposes at different times. o~
deed, talk itself involves such complex skills and uaderstandings. As
Sweetser {this volume) points out, even a single utterance may have nultiple
purposes, Her paper on lies and Kay'’s on hedges.in this volume point up
this complexity especially well; talk, as they demonstrate, may use much
specialized cujtural knowledge about linguistic utterances as well as other
cultural knowledge about the nonlinguistic world being talked about.
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It is also a misleading simplification to imply, as Caws has, thatone_
set of models (those guiding behavior, in his formulatlon) ar
awareness, whereas another set {those said to gulde descnpnon .
It is no doubt true that some knowledge is more habltually, hance Bo!
readily, put into words than other knowledge; that some’ Icno_'_-v '
not other knowlédge is tidily “packaged” in memory, hence easily-
for the telling; and that some knowledge is under conscious an
tary control whereas other pieces are less available for mtrosp n
articulation. Hutching, in this volume, promdes an instance of_j:he'_ tter
case: a case in which inferences attributed by the analyst to the speaker
in order to account for her interpretation of a Trobriand myth, ‘appear
to be out of the awareness of the speaker herself, Hutchms presnmoﬁ,‘
because they are so painful as to be repressed.

At another extreme, some linguistic outputs, but by na means most,
have the “canned” quality of well.worked and well-rehearsed rationaliza-
tions or idealizations, Perhaps ethnographers are especially likely to be
proffered such accounts. Much of people’s cultural knowledge, however,
is likely to be somewhere in between these two extremes of accessibility
and inaccessibility - as D’Andrade (this volume) found for the Amgrican
college students he interviewed about the way the mind works. These in-
terviewees could not provide a comprehensive, well-organized view of the
entire cultural model of the mind but could certainly describe how it
operates when they wers asked questions about specific examples. Models
stch as this one of the mind, which people use in a variety of fasks such
as making inferences and solving problems (for a different cxample, see
Jorion 1978), will be brought into awareness and made available to in-
trospection and articulation to varying degrees depending on the precise .
demands of those tasks for such introspection or articulation. . . .

Equally, knowledge embodied in cultural formutations that Caws rmght
want to call “representational,” cannot easily be distinguished from “opera-
tional” models with regard to the function he assigns the latter, of guiding
pehavior, Well-articulated cultural models of the world may also carry
“directive force” (a term borrowed from D'Andrade - 1984a). Aa obvious
example, provided by White in this book, is that of proverbs. Proverbs
promote enactment of the dictums they contain, White argues, precisely
because their formulaic and linguistically economical construction signals
cultiiral wisdom. This claim on wisdom is enhanced by present tense verb
forms, which give them a timeless, endunng quality, and by._their
disallowance of exceptions or hedges, which grants them a seeming univer-
sal validity.

Cuttural models, then, are not to be understocd in either—or terms. That
various anthropologists have proposed to sort cultural understanding into
a kind for thinking and a kind for doing and to associate talking with
the former may reflect more about the mind-body duality in our own
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western cultural model of the person than it does about how c‘ultural-
knowledge is actua]!y orgamzed LR : :

_ TALK AS ACTION . 4 '
. Were its oaly claim to be able to accouut for what people say;: .
. enterpdse would still be an important one, The dismissive matenahst stance

_ that cuhural models mfluence little more than talk ncglects the pmolal.

ing and accornplish social ends. Of course, discourse can be crucial to the .
efforts of individuals to create inner meaning for themselves, as xllustrated
vividly by Hutchins's analysis, in this book, of a Trobriand woman's 4t
tempt to comprehend her own experience in the terms of a familiar myth,
However, these shared cultural understandings also figuce large in the crea--
tion of social meaning. In Trobriand litigation, which is the subject of
Hutchins’s (1980) recent book, spoken claims and counterclauns are con-
sequential acts. :
For the college-age women whom Holland and Skinner descnbe in th:s
volume, labeling another woman's fiancé a nerd is not just inconsegien-
tial chatter. The jHlness stories Price collected from poor Ecuadorian city-
~dwellers (this volume) reveal the efforts to which people will go in order
to establish public, legitimated accounts of their behavior (see also Early
1982}, Lutz (this volume) details a case in which the future course of kin
relations depends on the accepted interpretation of an incident, -an inter-
pretation that enterpes as the kinspeople involved talk to one another, pro-

' posing and negotiating different possible emotional definitions of the event
(see also Frake 1977; Young 1981}, Other papers in the collection sitggest
how cuitural models undergird such varied kinds of talk as negotiations
about the justification for anger, marital disagreements, proverbial and
other advice about the sclution to everyday problems, and inquiries into
suspected lies, Such talk, in turn, influences social relations among peo-
ple and the subsequent actions they take toward one another, Talk is itself
a kind of act, and speech acts can have powerful soclal consequences.

THE DIRECTIVE FORCE OF CULTURAL MODELS
How do cultural models, whether invoked to persuade another or to order
one’s own inner experience, motivate behavior? The papers in this collec-
tion reveal differential sources of motivational force: One basis is in the
authority and expertise with which cultural models may be invested,
another in the intrinsic persuasiveness these models themselves have for us,
White's analysis of proverbs, as mentioned, suggests that linguistic
forms can grant a certain amount of persuasiveness to knowledge by
packaging it as “cultaral wisdom.” Relatedly, Linde shows how explanatory
systems for hwman behavior that are devised by one group of culturally
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designated experts - academic psychologists - have come to-provide us:
with models for making our own life choices. This is so' even though neither |
ordinary people nor the “expert” psychologists themselves agree on a single
explanatory system, Cualtural undersiandings would seem to gain foxce
* from their identification with expert knowledge and eultural wisdom; i’
spite of the availability of alternative, equally expert explanatory systems .
and contradictory, equally wise-sounding admonitions. =#s .. e

Even thungh expert validation and cultural authority play a rcle in the.
persuasiveness of cultural models, explanatory adequacy in the ‘face.of:
our experience can also be compelling. This effect is perhaps best illustrated
in the present collection by Kempton’s example of an informant who
switches from a “valve” theory to a “feedback”.theory of home heating
in mid-interview, after realizing that the first of these analogies was con-
tradicted by her memory of how an observable heating device actually.
worked. Kempton shows elsewhere in his paper how acceptance of one
or another of these alternative theories has consequences for thermostat
settings. Collins and Gentner’s paper, on the other hand, cautions against
any conclusion that evidence drawn from real-world - analogies -is
automatically compelling, showing as it does that a thinker such as their
Subject PC, who relies heavily on analogies to phenomeng he has observed
or heard about, may shift among these local analogics without checking
their consistency - failing to develop a coherent view of evaporation and
often giving inaccurate answers.

This tendency of individuals to check their understandmgs agamst X~
pert opinion and test them against experience highlights the co-existence
of alternative, often conflicting cultural renditions of that world. In the
pages of this book, it appears that individuals find it relatively easy to..
entertain different theories of how the thermostat wotks and even aban-
don. one theory for another; to combine components of different analogies
in thelr attempted explanations of evaporation; to invoke conflicting pro-

verbial advice for the solution of different problems; and to adopt cne. *

or another contradictory folk theory of language dependmg on wluch one
best fits the linguistic case at hand.

The latter example, of two contradictory folk theones of 1anguage,
prompts Kay (this volume) to observe that cultural models are not to be
thought of as presenting a coherent ontology, a globally consistent whole,
in the way that the expert's theory is designed to be. Cultural models are
better thought of, in Kav's view, as resources or tools, to be used when
suitable and set aside when not. That there is no coherent cultural system
of knowledge, only an array of different culturally shared schematizations
formulated for the performance of particular cognitive tasks, acconnts
for the co-existence of the conflicting cultural models encountered in many
domains of experience. What is not accounted for, in this view, is the -
degree of apparent systematicity, best characterized as a thematicity, that
does seem to pervade cultural knowledge as a body. In the final section
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of this introduction, we argue that this thematic effect arises from the*
availability of a small number of very general-purpose cultural models:
" that are repeatedly incorporated into other cultural models developed for.
- special purposes. This account of cultural thematicity:does not rule-out
the kind of contradiction arising among varxant cultural mode!s that Kay

Some cultural understandings people have, such as the models of m
tal processes, emotional states, marital commitment, career choice,’ gender E
relations, and kinship obligations described in this book, have'a différent -

feel from our models of heating devices. The metaphor of .conceptual /. -

~ models as tools to be taken up and put down at will does not fit these:
other culiural models very well. They are compelling in a way that does .
not depend on what the experts say and often seems highly resistant to

revision in the face of apparent contradiction. Largely tacit and unexam- -}

ined, the models embed a view of “what is” and “what it means” that seeins
wholly natural ~ a matter of course. Alternative views are not .even
recognized, let alone considered. But more than naturalness, these cultural
models grant a seeming necessity t0 how we ourselves live our lives.

How do ideas gain such force? Partially, the answer lies in what we
accept as the typical and normal way of life, judging from the lives of
our fellows. When we look around us, we find confirmation for our own
lives in the beliefs and actions of other people; cultural models that have
force for us as individuals are often the historically dominant models of
the time. This is so even though such cultural understandings have cer-'
tainly undergone historical change, often radical, and certainly have con-*
temporary competitors in any given historical moment.

But the force cultural understandings can have is not simply a mattex
of people’s conformity to the dictums popular in their time, In consider-
ing the directive force of cultural meaning systems, D’ Andrade {1984a:97)
returns o the ideas of Melford Spiro (1961), who argned persuasively that
much socially required behavior comes to be inherently motivating for
individuais, most often because it directly satisfies some culturally defined
need (what Spiro called “intrinsic cultural motivation™) or sometimes also
because it realizes some strongly held culiural norm or value (“internal-
ized cultural motivation,” in Spiro’s term). As E’Andrade (ibid.:98) sum-
marizes, “through the process of socialization individuals come to find
achieving culturally prescribed goals and following cultural directives to
be motivationally satisfying, and to find not achieving culturally prescribed
goals and not following cultural dirsctives to be anxiety producing.” I¥An-
drade adapts this argument to a cognitivist view of cultural meaning. He
suggests that culturally acquired knowledge need not be purely repragen-
tational, as the term cultural knowledge connotes, but may draw on
socialized-in motivation as wefl. This directive force is “experienced by
the person as needs or obligations to do something® (ibid.).

Thus, in P’Andrade’s (ibid.:98) example, the cultural meaning of sue-



12 ¢+ NAOMI QUINN & DOROTHY HOLLAND

cess for Americans, accomplishment may be rewarding because it §s both
instrumental in the satisfaction of culturally shaped needs for. personal...
recognition and achievement and an objective that has come 1o bé valy
in its own right.’ Both sources of directive are learned as pe
- understanding of success and what it entails. This inner motiv
successful, along with external sanctions for making a hvmg and provi P
. for one’s dependents, and soclal pressure toward conformity with the im-
age and the life-style that mark success, together and-inintgraction.
overdetermine the motivational component ofthis- cultural meaning.
system. As D’Andrade (ibid.) muses, “perhaps what is surprising is that
anyone can resist the directive force of such a system.” This complex . of
meaging and motivation is an American preoccupatlcn even though, for .
most Americans, what constxtutes success - in our soczety is actually
unattainahle.

In the course of human so(:LaIlzatmn, dlrectwe force Seems to hecome
attached to those understandings, such as the meaning of success for
Americans, that are most closely bound up with the sense individuals have
of themselves and the sense they make out of their lives. Perhaps such
understandings, including culturally provided understandings about oneself
and one’s place in life, organize our knowledge of what D’Andrade
(n.d.:23) has described as “highly general conditions which people want
to bring about or avoid.” Cultural models of self and life orgagize what
are, literaily, vital understandings. These understandings - however dif-
ferently they may be delineated in different cultures - become, again in

D'Andzade’s (ibid.) words, “the most generai source of gmdance t ‘onen-
tation,” and ‘directior’ in the system.”

Socialization experiences may differ sharply in the degree to whlch they
endow a given cultural model with directive force for an individual. Thus,
“where there’s a will there’s a way,” to the degree that this common prov-
erb frames a model of the self as the agent of one’s fate, may have special
force for individuals whose socialization has led them to think of -
themselves as the sole or primary agents of their own fate. Other in-
dividuals, who learn from a quite different socialization experience that
they are relatively powerless and blameless with regard to their own fate,
may, like the interviewee quoted in Linde’s paper in this volume, find
behavioral psychology a particularly persuasive interpretation of their lives,

Consider another example. Just as Americans learn to think of -
themselves and their lives in terms of success, many American women grow
up with the teaching that marriage is the measure of a woman’s success
in kfe. If this lesson is amplified, as it was for one of Quinn’s interviewees
whose mother conveyed to her a personal sense of failure for having been
unable to hold on to a husband, then the idea of marital success becomaes .
conceptually powerful in the extreme. Thus, as D’Andrade (n.d.:23) points .
out, what he calls “lower-level schemas,” such as the model of marriage
in this example, act as goals only when “recruited” by some more general -
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“upper-level schema which is currently functioning to ‘guide,” ‘orient’ and. .
‘direct’ the flow of action,” such as the model of the successful [ife, i
example. Cultural models of all kinds gain directive. force when they %

more widely shared, by understandings of oneself and one’s life.

..Coonsideration of the potential directive force of cultural models.bnngs:_' SR

us to Keesing’s concern with the ideological force of some of th 3
and their use a3 instruments.of 1deologxcal hegemony Soclai i fe, as pu‘o._' -
(1961} saw, depends on the fit between what is somally requ:red a whax} _
is individually desired. So, too, the designs of those who would rule .
- and those who would benefit from this control over others, deperid uponi
the willingness of the populace to fill its role in these plans. Therefore,
states and other agencies promulgate ideology persuading people to do
what they otherwise might guestion or resist doing. In-spite of the resources
and power that may be broughi to such attempts at persuasion, it is not
always effective. To be successful, ideologies must appeal to and activate
preexisting cultural understandings, which are themselves compelling, Even
though ideologues may mold and adapt cultural models to their own
devices, and often show a great deal of genius for doing so, they do not
create these cultural ideas de nove, nor are they able to guarantee the power
of any given cultural model to grip us. Specifically, Lewontin et al.
(1984:64) observe that t¢ be convincing, an ideology must pose as either
legitimate or inevitable. For “if what exists is right, then one ought not.
to oppose it; if it exists inevitably, one can never oppose it successfully.”
These ideas about what is right and what is inevitable are largely given
by cultural models of the world. The point made by Lewontin et al. leads
to & further observation: Among alternative versions of what is legitimate
and what is inevitable, a given ideology is most compelling if its rightness
engages the sense one has of one’s own personal uprightness and worthi-
ness, or if its inevitability engages the view one has of one’s awn inherent
needs and capacities. These matters lie at the heart of cur understanding
of ourselves and our place in life. They also are largely cultural matters.
Perhaps the contribution cognitive anthropology is poised to make (and
Ppoised may be slightly too optiruistic a word) toward the study of “humans-
in-society” is this: insight into those conditions undey which cultural models
are endowed with directive force and hence with ideological potential.

A short history of methodological strategy

The point from which the previous section departed, cognitive anthropol-
ogy’s focus on linguistic phenomena as the behavior to be accounted for,
has proved to be a richly productive strategy, as the papers in the present
volume illustrate. In the course of the enterprise, it will be seen, the original
view of the relationship of language to culture, with which cognitive
anthropology set ou, has undergone significant modification,
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Our cultural understanding of the world is founded on’ many: tacit:
.assumptions. This. underlying cultural knowledge is, to use I-;"t :
~/(1980:12) words, *often transparent to those who use'it. Onge i¢
it becomes what one sees with, but seldom what one sees.” Th'
~ tial transparency” (ibid.), we note in the previous sectzon, cau
knowledge to go uncuestioned by its bearer. At'the same i
transparency has posed an absorbing methodological problem
analyst: kow, and from what manner of evidence, to" et
cultural models people use but do not often reflect on'orexplicitl
late. The problem has remained central to cognmve anthr
approaches to it have changed. :
Early efforts sought to describe the semantlc structure
domains. If analysts could recover or reconstruct what one needed to kl:mw i
in order to label picces and portions of the world correctly in the natlve’s ¢
own language, it was reasoned, then the resulting model would capture’
an important part of those people’s culiurally constructed rea'hty' Such
analyses produced the formal taxonomic and paradigmatic descriptions |
for which the emerging enterprise variously called “ethroscience,” “ethno-
graphic semantics,” and “the new ethnography” became known and with'
which cognitive anthropology, evolved out of these earlier efforts, has been
persistently associated long after its practitioners began exploring networks
of semantic relations, schemas for decision making, and other alternatives
~ to taxonomic and paradigmatic models (D"Andrade 11.d.:19). o
‘The semantic structures recovered in these earliest analyses did pro\nde.
insight into the organization of some domains of the'lexicon. Howgver,
the organization of lexicon was soon recognized to offer onlv limited in-
sight into the organization of cultural knowledge (D°Andrade 1976; I¥An-
drade et al. 1972; Good & Good 1982; Howe & Scherzer 1975; Laveé et
al. 1977; Randall 1976; White 1982). Notwithstanding the primacy
gtiributed to referential meaning in the western positivist/ernpiricist tradi-
tion, what one needs to know to Iabel things in the world correctly did
not prove to be the most salient part of cultural meaning. Formal seman-
tic analysis did not uncover the cultural models that individuals invoked
for the performance of such naturally occurring cognitive tasks as cat-
egorizing, reasoning, remembering, preblem solving, decision making;-and
ongoing understanding, but gave only such partial and selective glimpses
of those models as had come to be embedded in the lexical structure.
in the tradition of formal sermantic analysis, special tasks were devised
that induced subjects to rely on lexical structure for their performance;
as Randall (1976) first pointed out, however, naming and discrimination
tasks such as these are infrequently encountered in the ordinary course
of life.
Even the “psychologically real” analyses of people’s judgments of seman-
tic similarity, which followed on the heels of formal semantic analysis,
proved to be of limited insight into the organization of cultural models.

t
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Such analyses revealed that people brought something more in; the=
of cultural understanding than word knowledge or even “encyclo

. knowledge, to use Sperber’s (1975:91-94) term,: to theu Amprovi

- of these unfamiliar sorting tasks. But what this somethzng more was

had to be filled in. -

" Several papers in this volume represent the culrmnanon of this metho
logical tradition. Both the paper by White and that by HaIIand and_ Skmner :
show how additional analysis of natural discourse must be mtrndu

. make sense of the results of mult:ldlmensmnal scahng {and by lmphcat‘ n
other multivariate analyses) of semantic sum]anty judgments, Hoiland and
Skinner's paper is a particularly telling eritigue of the tradmon in cogmtwe
anthropology that has relied exclusively on the mterpretatlou of such
semantic similarity results. Their analysis argues that the items compos-
ing the lexical domain of gender labels used by college students are refated
in an interesting but oblique way to these students’ presupposed knowledge
of gender relationships. The terms label individuals who vielate cultural
expectations about the course of normal relationships between males and
females. To understand these labels, one must understand the presmmed
relationship. An interpretation based on labels of gender types alone, then,
would be missing the central assumptions of the cultucal model. Lutz
makes 4 similar point in her paper about Ifaluk emotion words: The mean-
ing of these words cannot be fully grasped from an analysis of the words
alone; one must have an understanding of the Ifaluk ethnotheory of emo-
tion that underlies them.

This is not to argue that semantic simﬂanty—based muludxmensmual
scaling analyses and other such techniques should be discarded, People
do sometimes use semantic similarity of terms to accomphsh such natural
tasks as inferring information about acquaintances (D’Andrade 1965;
1974). Moreover, both White and Holland and Skinner demonstrate the
utility of the method of analysis as a preliminary step in recovering cultural
madels, Elsewhere than this book, D’Andrade (1984b; 19385) has made
the same use of these scaling techniques; he shaws the considerable ad-
vantage of such analysis for sketching in the broad outlines of a large
domain of American culture, that of person perception, Such an approach
is highly efficient but relatively crude. It necessarily sacrifices depth for
scope; description of how particuiar parts of the model work for rapid
identification of key components and orientation of these components re}-
ative to one another. Such scope is important because, as is discussed fur-
ther in the final section of this introduction, cultural models appear to
interpenetrate one gnother, some of general purpose playing a role in many
other more special-purpose models. Thus, for example, in this volume,
assumptions about relations among thought, intention, and action, which
figure in a folk model of the mind argued by D’Andrade to be widely
shared by Americans, are shown by White to underlie our model of prob-
lem solving. Assumptions about difficulty, effort, and success, which
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D’Andrade (1984b) has shown to be part of a shared Amencan FHGK el}of

“scribed by Quin (1985, this volume). In Samoan thought, Clement (1982)
. has fctmd notions of valued 80018.1 1denut:es to underlle understandm ‘of

' domains, while different metheds provlde the higher resolutron needed

to explore a given terrain closely.

New approaches o the investigation of cultural models, then, Yeflect
a recognition that the relationship between a model and any reguﬂanties
in the terminology of semantic domains referenced by this model 1s_hkcly
to be complex and indirect at best. Consequently, there are no mecl}anica!
procedures by which the former car be derived from the latter. Now, word
meaning and, indeed, all of language are viewad as holding possible 't:I_ués
to the underlying cultural knowledge that eniers into linguistic and ather
behavior. Reconstructing the organization of this cultural knowledge, how-
ever, requires kinds of linguistic data richer in such clues than the data
provided by naming and sorting tasks, and it requires eclectic exploita-
tion of ali possible sources of such data.

The major new data sources that cogniiive anthropologists have adapted
to the task of reconstructing cultural models, represented in this volumie,
are two: systematic use of native-speaker’s intuitions, and analys:s of
patural discourse. For many nonanthropologist practitioners of cognitive
science, of course, neither method is new. The former is exemplified in
the volume papers by Lakoff and Kdvecses, by Sweetser, and by Kay,
all linguists for whom the method of developing one's analytic model out
of one’s native-speaker’s intuitions, and verifying this model against fur- .
ther intuitions, is a matter of disciplinary canon. Using his own native
speaker’s intuitions represents a methedological departure, however, for
anthropologist D'Andrade, who draws not only on his intuitions about
the langnage of mental processes, but aiso on a long tradition of introspec- °
tion about such matters by philosophers. '

What all these papers suggest is that the intuitions of native speakers .
about their langnage are heavily dependent on the intuitions of these natives
a8 culture-bearers. Sweetser, for exampie, demonstrates elegantly how our
judgment that some speech act is or is not a fie, depends on cultural
assumptions about the simplified worlds of communication and mutual
assistance in which such acts occur. Kay shows that the co-existing, alter- .
native folk theories of language that lic behind the two hedges, Joosely’
speaking and technically, depend on cultural assumptions about the nature
of truth and the authority of experts, respectively.

It is of interest that neither Sweetser, on the one hand, nor D’Andrade "
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on the other are comfortable with a cultural analysis :Validatéd-isbieli":. o

against their native-speaker’s intuitions. Sweetser goes on to showithat

the model she constructs on the basis of her own introspection and the
~‘accounts of linguistic philosophers can parsimoniously dccotnt f
perimental findings of Coleman and Kay (1981), ‘who. elicitéd sub s

* judgments ‘as to whether a lic had ‘been told in‘each "of -a-series<of

systematically varied hypothetical cases. I’Andrade demonstrates thatin- . -
terview responses to questions about mental events are-explicableinterms .~
of his model of the mind. These efforts at independent verificationof . - -

analyses derived from native speaker's intuition, against the linguistic
- responses of other speakers, can be interpreted as attemipts to satisfy alter-
native standards of evidence that co-exist in multidisciplinary enterprises -
such as the one in which this group of cognitive scientists is joined. This
strategy of building accounts from native speaker’s intuitions and then
testing them against other, independent observations can be expected to
become a methodologlcal hallmark of future mvesnganons into cultural
knowledge.

The models developed in other papers rely heavily on another method
likely to become a mainstay of the new enterprise. This is an eclectic kind
of discourse analysis fashioned, as necessary, out of horrowed parts.
An important source of inspiration for this methodological approach has
been Linde, a linguist whose earlier work on discourse types (1978; n.d.)
has influenced most of the anthropologists in the group. Many of these
papers - most explicitly, those of Hutchins, Kempton, Quinn, Collins and
Gentner, and Linde herself - show how the type of discourse Linde calls
explanation can be exploited to reveal the cultural models that underlie
speakers’ reasoning. Kempton, for example, infers the underlying folk
theories of home heating devices that informants hold from the metaphors
they use, as Quinn infers from interviewees’ metaphors the underlying
propositions they are asserting about marrjage. Collins and Gentner are
able to identify a limited number of schemas or “component models” that
recur in their subject’s explanations of evaporation. Likewise, Linde un-
covers a small number of recurrent “explanatory systems” identifiable by
characteristic themes in American interviewees” explanations of their oc-
cupational choices, such as the “split self " theme, which is part of the
Freudian explanatory system, and the “non-agency” theme, which is char-
acteristic of the behaviorist explanatory system. Price’s paper mines another
discourse type discussed by Linde, narrative, in Ecuadorian stories about
illness episodes, to reconstruct cultural understandings about familial roles
from their “traces” in these narratives: what narrators highlight, elaborate,
leave unsaid, mark with counter-examples, and comment on in affective
propositions.

Another powerful influence on several of the anthropologists in this
group. has been Hutchinsg’s (1980) book on Trobriand land litigation,
Hutchins demonstrated how explanation in natural discourse could be
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decnded to reveal cultural schermas for the prOpositiom on which the argu-
ment of the discourse was based. Schemas, in Hutchins’s usage,: state ¢ prop-
ositional relations in terms of variable ranges, so that a given schema serves' )
as a “template” from which any number of propositions ca,n,be con_stmg,i;_e_cl
(ibid.:51). Trobriand litigation over land transactions, however, is 2 spegial-
purpose discourse that uses a limited set of such schemas composed of
highly technical information about the specific rights in land that may
be transferred as a resuit of particular prestations. Could: his approach
be used to discover the schematic structure underlying ‘more géneral-
purpose explanation (Quinn 1982a)? Three papers in this volume, by Lutz,
Quinn, and Hutchins himself, would seem to answer “Yes.” - -
Luiz analyzes word definitions, natural instances of word use, and more
general propositional statements elicited from interviewees to reveal the

-“basic level schemas” that enter into the Ifaluk cultural model of emotion

and how these schemas concatenate to form statements and mferences
aboui common situations and their associated emotions. :

Quinn’s analysis identifies stable proposition-schemas and schemas of
chained propositions used in reasoning about marriage. As she shows, it
is necessary first to decipher the metaphorical speech in which proposi-
tions are cast, the referencing of earlier propositions by later ones, and
the causal constructions linking one proposition with another, in order
to reveal the common underlying schemas in this talk.

Hutchins cracks an even less obvious code, showing that mythic
schemas, as disguised representations of their repressed thoughts and fears,
enable Trobrianders to reason about their relations to deceased relatives.
Key to his interpretation is the identification of the propositional struc-

‘ ture of the myth with an analogous strecture outside the myth, in a “rele-

vant bit of life.”

Thus, although it is fair to say that much of the ongmal ethnosczen-
tific enterprise was driven by a seemingly powerful method - semantic
analysis - and constrained by the unforeseen limitations of that method,”
the same is not true of modern cognitive anthropology. Current efforts
are more intent on theory building than on the pursuit of any particular
methodology. The theoretical question is: How is cultural knowledge orga- -
nized? The methodological strategy is to reconstruct the organization of
this shared knowledge from what people say about their experience. To
this strategy, cognitive anthropclogy has adapted some of the time-honored
methodological approaches of linguistics.

An account of cultural knowledge from artificial intelligence

i
This volume presents some initial answers to the question: How is cultural
knowledge organized? In doing so, it makes a contribution, not to the
field of cognitive anthropology alone, but to the multidisciplinary enter-~.
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prise of cognitive science. Cognitive science asks: How is knowledge orga-
nized? However, the ceniral role of culture in the organization of this every-
day understanding has only recently begun to be appreciated by cognitive
" scientists. Efforts within artificial intelligence to, model understandmg by

to be modeled depends on preeaustmg kuowledge of the sort humaii emgs
_draw on so readily. . ... .

Robert Abelson (1975:276) has rei‘erred to the dlfﬁcuhy of mcorporatmg
this knowledge into computer simulations as the “size problem;%conchiding:
that “there is too much common sense knowledge of thé world in even
the humblest normal human head for present computer systems to-begin
to cope with.” Recognizing that most artificial intelligence has avoided
the problem either by dealing with very restricted domains, or by modei-
ing very generel cognitive mechanisms that work in principie bui never
operaie in actual situations, Abelson himself has attempted, with Roger
Schank (1977}, to design a more knowledgeable understander. Because
theirs is arguably the most thoughtful atterapt, from this guarter of
cognitive science, to build ¢ultural knowledge into understanding,-and
because their formulation is widely known to cognitive science audiences,
a brief discussion of their work will be useful in order to say why anthro-
pologists find it lacking and to compare it with the approach represented
in this volume.

Schank and Abelson (ibid.) begin with the notwn of seripts as basic
building blocks of our everyday understanding. Scripts, derived from daily
routine, are standardized sequences of events that fill in our understand-
ing of frequently recurring experiences. The “restaurant script,”; now
famous in cognitive science circles, guides the customer through the series
of interchanges required o get a4 meal at a restaurant - geiting seated,
ordering, paying, and even sending unacceptable food back to the kitchen
or adjusting the size of the tip to reflect the quality of service received.
All this is mundane, but undeniably cultural, knowiedge. (A strikingly
similar approach to cultural knowledge of routinized events has been of-
fered by anthropologist Charles Frake, who provides an analysis of such
a routine in another culture; see Frake 1975; 1977.)

"The cultural models to be described here bear an intriguing resemblance
to Schank and Abelson’s scripts. Their enactment is ot tied to a concrete
physical seiting, as is that of the restaurant script. They do, however, kave
two features that Abelson (1981:3) has singled out to characterize scripts:

The casual definition of a script is a “stereotyped sequence of events
familiar to the individual.,” Implicit in this definition are two powerful
sources of constraint. One is the notion of an event sequence, which im-
plies the causal chaining of enablements and results for physical events
and of initiations and reasons for mental events. . , . The other constraint
generator comes from ideas of stereotypy and familiarity. That an event
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sequence is stereotyped implies the absence of fortuitous events. Adso, for .
eveénts to be often repeated implies that there is-some set of standard in-
dividual and institutional goals which gives rise to the repetition.- -

The papers in this volume illustrate how our knowledge is organized in -
culturally standardized and hence familiar event sequences that tell; for-
example, how marriage goes (Quinn); or how anger is engendered, expe-
rienced, and expressed (Lakoff & Kbvecses); or under what circumstances
a lie has been told (Sweetser); or what to expect in a relationship betweén
two young adults of opposite gender (Holland & Skinner); or that wishes
give rise to intentions and intentions to actions (D'Andrade). These
“stories” include prototypical events, prototypical roles for actors, proto-
typical entities, and more. They invoke, in ‘effect, whole worlds in which
things work, actors perform, and events uafold in a simplified and wholly
expectable manner. These events are chained together by shared assump-
tions about causality, both physical and psycholegical, as Abelson’s cha-
acterization of scripts suggests, Abelson’s casual definition of & script has
much in common with what we here ¢all a “cultural model” {or sometimes,
a “folk model™) to capture both its dynamic role in guiding expectations
and actions and its shared possession by the bearers of a culture.

To this point, the account of shared knowledge rendered by Schank
and Abelson is not dissimilar to our own. Bevond scripts, however, the
two accounts begin to diverge. The first difference is one that would strike
any anthropologist. Schank and Abelson are not explicit about the cultural
natare of the knowledge they invoke. They write of “well-developed belief
systems about the world” (ibid.: §32); however, they tend to attribute such
belief systems to pan-human experience of how the world works (ibid.:119)
rather than questioning whether some of these belief systems might be
unique to our own culture. Without trying here to settle the big question
of cross-cultural universals in human thought (a question D’Andrade and
Sweetser address in this volume), we assert that many of Schank and
Abelson’s examples invoke knowledge peculiar to Americans. -

Cultural knowledge is key to the bigher-order structures that embody
goals in Schank and Abelson’s formulation. As their inventors were the
first to point out, all is not scripts. There is more to understanding than
knowing how get a meal at a restaurant and how to execute the numerous
other scripts and plans for carrying out all our daily objectives. As Schank
and Abelson are led to ask, how do these goals themselves arise? How .
are story understanders and other observers of the everyday world able
to assess actors’ goals and predict their future goals? Schank and Abelson’s
answer is that related goals are bundled together in “themes.” These themes
are said to generate actors’ goals as well as other people’s inferences about
these likely goals. It is possible to make such inferences about the goals
of other people, presumably, because knowledge of themes, no less than_
knowledge of seripts, is shared. -
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Anthropologists found this account at once provocauve and unsansfac-
tory. Themes generate related goals. But how are they relatéd? Schaik
and Abelson (ibid.) propose three types of theme: “role themes,” likée
WAITRESS or SHERIFF; “interpersonal theiies,”like MARRIED' or.

of these labels conjures up to the anthropologist 2 vast store of éiltuiral
. knowledge. However, merely naming themes MARRIED or SUCCESS
begs the questron of how this shared knowledge of hemg tirried or Schievs
ing success organizes the goals we associate with these respectivé thérnés,
Perhaps because Schank and Abelson supply ‘examples drawn from their
own cultural knowledge, which has a seeming naturalsiess for them, they
take for granted in their theoretical formulation the same complex
" knowledge that ordinarily goes unquestioned in their everyday lives.

Schank’s (1982) more recent reformulation of the theory of scripts is
much more sophisticated abeut how knowledge must be hierarchically
organized and continually modified in memory in order to account for
such processes as reminding and the generalization of learning. At the saine
time, however, Schank’s newer account more glaringly exposes the inade-
guacy of a theory of the organization of knowledge that gives an insuffi-
cient role to how human beings acquire most of their knowledge, especially
their most general understandings. Failing to make a place in his account
for knowledge that is culturally shared and transmitted, Schank is left with
the awkward supposition that an individual’s understanding of the worid
is accumutated through the painstaking generalization of knowledge from
one firsthand experience to another. It is difficult to imagine how people
could learn as much az they know, even by the nme they reach adulthood
from personsal experience alone. '

Many of Schank’s favorite examples, such as that of lcammg a dlf-
ferent routine for ordering, paying, and eating in fast-food restavranis
than that followed in segular restaurants, may represent the kind of detailed
knowledge of setting-specific conventions that is, in fact, normally picked
vp in personal encounter with each new setting. However, others of his
examples are less readily assimilated to this model of learning from actual
experience. Knowledge of the “societal conventions® (ibid.;98) surround-
ing the idea of CONTRACT, for instance, is said to be generalized from
successive experiences in which services are procured - meals at restaurants,
visits to doctors’ offices, home visits from plumbers, and the like. It is
implausible to suggest that people learn all they need to know about such
complex cuktural matiers as are embedded in CONTRACT or MARRIED
or SUCCESS {e.g., that MARRIED has something to do with the other
two) solely from successive experiences with actual contractual relations,
. marriages, and personal successes. Indeed, we know that individuals have
sizable expectations about such things before ever experiencing them per-
sonally. Moreover, as Schank stresses, what hapoens to different people
and how they respond to these experiences differs; if direct experience were
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the only source of knowledge, then each individual’s undegrstanding of the

. - world would diverge from that of every other individual, Inideéd; this is

e,

what Schank is led to conclude: “There I3 no reason,” he notes (ibid.:224),
“why structures that are based on experience should bear a relationship
to any other person’s structures.” But of course, even allowing for their
unique individual perceptions of the world, people somehot do'end wp
with considerable shared knowledge. To pursue one of Schank’s examples,
the homeowner who calls a plumber about a leaking pipe and the plumber
who comes to replace it can negatiate a contract between them, even though -
they have never met one another before, grew up in different parts 6f the
country, and have entirely different class and ethnic backgrounds, How
this comes to be is left unexplained in Schank’s formulation. -

The research presented here assumes that individuals are heir to a great
deal of knowledge about the world that they do not necessarily draw from
firsthand expesience. Cultural knowledge is typically acquired to the ac-
companiment of intermittent advice and occasional correction rather than
explicit, detailed instruction; but it is learned from others, in large pant
from their talk, nonetheless (D'Andrade 1981). This is perhaps most clearly
llustrated by highly abstract ideas, such as the theory of relativity, philo-
sophical arguments about the meaning of existence, or cultural conceptu-
alizations of self and group identity, which are transmitted and perpetu-
ated through language and could hardly be learned without it (Holland
1985:406-407). There is perhaps no experience, however concrete or how-
ever novel, that is not informed in some way by the culturaily rransmitted
understandings an adult individual brings to that experience.

The work in this book goes on to address the question: How does this -

received knowledge organize our understanding? Cultural models, as con~

ceived by this volume’s authors, play the conceptual role blocked out by
“themes” in Schank and Abelson’s original formulation, Cultural models
frame our understanding of how the world works, including our inferences
about what other animate beings are up to, and, importantly, our deci--
sions about what we ourselves will do. With Butz {this volume), we want
to claim that many of our most commen and paramount goals are incor-
porated intd cultural understandings and learned as part of this heritage.

An account of cultural models from prototype theory =

Qur view of cultural models has obvious connection to ideas about profo-
types, which have figured importantly in cognitive scientists’ recent discus-
sions of knowledge representation. Event sequences played out in “simpli-
fied worlds” (Sweetser’s term, this volume) appear to serve as prototypes
for understanding real-world experience, The notion that schematic strue-
tures, or schemas of some kind, systematically organize how experience
is understood, has wide acceptance in cognitive science, including cognitive

anthropology (Casson 1983). That prototypes (e.g., the most representa- -
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tive members of & category) might serve as schémas for categones of thmgs o
is an appealing implication of Rosch’s experimental research’ on categoﬁm
tion (fully reviewed in Rosch 1977; as Rosch siressed i in‘a 1978 dstessm
* of this work, however, the identification of prototype effects is not
be mistaken for a theory of mental representation’ accountmg To 1
effects).’ Anthropologists are perhaps iitore familiar with’ ‘the pro
notion from its originai application to color categones in the work:of Pail -
Kay and his associates (Berlin & Kay 1969; Kay & Mcl)amel 19?8) “The"
extension of the notion from its earliest application to color #nd such Phys
ical objects as birds and furniture, to prototypical evem se' ]

- reached anthropoiogy through linguistics,™ S

Linguists first came to see the necessity of i mcorporatmg cattural kiiowl-*
edge into their accounts of word use. Perhaps the single most-cited exainple
of a folk model, at the conference from which this volume grew, wasthe
analysis of bachelor provided by linguist Charles Fillmore {1975;:1982).
Fillmore had argued that traditional “checklist” definitions of wotds such’
as bachelor were inadequate. In the checklist view, & bachefor’is a man
who has never been married (Katz & Fodor 1963:189-150). However, as
Fillmore pointed out, this definition utterly fails to explain why we do
not consider, for example, the Pope 1o be a bachelor, or a wolf-boy grown
to maturity in the jungle. {Or, we might be tempted to add if we were
linguists, a male victim of brain damage who has been in a- coma smce
childhoed.)

This critigue of the traditional linguistic approach to word dcf' nition’
parallels anthropologists’ dissatisfaction with componential analysis of lex-
ical sets discussed in an earlier section: Both accounts appear to leave out
a crucial part of what speakers have to know in order t0 usé a word or
a system of terminology. The alternative Fillmore proposed is that the
word bachelor “frames,” in his term, a simplified world in which proto-
typical events unfold: Men marry at a certain age; marriages last for life;
and in such a world, a bachelor is a man who stays unmarried beyond
the usual age, thereby becoming eminently marriageable. {Fillmore might
have noted that the bachelor’s female counterpart, the spinster, suffers
a different fate.) Here is an exampls of a folk model presumed by a s;n,gle
word.

A similar analysis, of the word orphan, has been offered by the linguist
Ronald Langacre (1979). Quinn (1982b) has argued that a cultural model
of difficult enterprises underlies the polysemous meanings of the word
comumnitiment, as this word is used in reference to marriage. Fillmore has
elsewhere (1977) snggested that a set of related verbs from the domain
of commerce can be understood as elements in “the scene of the commer-
cial event,” which is activated by use of one of these words, such as buy
or pay. Several of the volume papers emerge directly from this linguistic
tradition, an approach Fillmore has labeled “frame semantics.” Sweetser’s
analysis of fie is perhaps the most sustained linguistic analysis of the
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simplified world required to explain use of a single word. Kay's Tecon-,

struction of the folk theorfes about langnage and speech that :
use of loosely speaking and technically extends this _tradm
_analysis of hedges. The paper by Lakoff and Kévecses can
+ extending the same linguistic approach to another. feature of
metaphor. They show that American English metaphors fur
structured in terms of an implicit cultural model of hum
and emotion, which they delineate. .

Understandably, linguists are mast concemed w:th the lmporta
plications of underlying cultural models for their theories of wor .
tion, metaphor, poiysemy, hedging, and other hngumtlc phenomena (but"
see Lakoff 1984). Anthropologists tend to orient their analyses in the op-
posite direction, treating Enguistic usages as clues to the underlying cultural
model and working toward a more satisfactory theory of culture and its
role in such nonlinguistic tasks as reasoning (Hutchins 1980; and the papers
by Hutchins, by Lutz, and by Quinn in this volume), problem solving
(Kempton this volume; White this volume), and evaluating the behavior
of others (IXAndrade 1985; Hoelland & Skinner this volume; Price this
volume). However, the different questions that draw linguists and anthro-
pologists shouid not obscure the common insight that brought together
this particular group of linguists and anthropologists in the first place:
that culturally shared knowledge is organized into prototypical event se-
quences enacted in simplified worlds, That much of such cultural knowi-
edge is presumed by language use is as significant a realization to anthro-
pologists as to linguists. For the atter, these cultural models promise the
key to linguistic usage; for the former, linguistic usage provides the best
available data for reconstruction of cultural models, '

The foring culhural knowledge can take

How is the knowledge embodied in cultural models brought to the various - -

cognitive tasks that require this knowiedge? Lakoff (1984} offers sotne
extremely helpful starting suggestions about types of cogaitive models,
observations that are as applicable to the culturally shared cognitive models
described in this volame as to the more idiosyncratic cognitive models in-
dividuals devise,

PROPOSITION-SCHEMAS AND IMAGE-SCHEMAS _

Lakoff (ibid.: 10} makes a useful distinction between what he calls propo-
sitional models and lmage-schematic models. Consonant with the work
of Hutchins (1980), which dernonstrates the utility of a notion of culturaliy
shared schemas for propositions and sets of linked propositions, we adopt

the term proposition-schema to refer to Lakoff’s “propositional modet,”

and for parallel syntax, image-schema to refer to Lakoff’s “image-
schematic model.” Image-schemas and proposition-schemas, then, are two

ks

o
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alternative forms in which knowledge may be cast. (Since a cultural model -
may be recast in one or the other type of schema, :or may. use the two -
in combination, it seems clearest to reserve the term model, in thepresent ;.

ina s:mphﬁed world and to talk about “schiemas™ as reconcepzuahzat ns.
- of given cuttural models, or components of such models,for patti ular;
cognitive purposes. The reader should beware, however, of ,Lhe differing;
and conflicting uses of model in related literature, including some papers in .
this volume; as is typical of new theorencal ‘endeavors, this one has '
gotten its terminology under control.?). Indeed, we argue,. proposmo
. schemas and 1mage-schema.s seem suited to dlfferent kmds ci‘ cogmu _e
tasks. T T
In the present volume, various papers illustrate propomtxon—schemas,
with D’Andrade’s describing perhaps the most complex set of related
proposition-schemas, those of Lutz and Quinn showing how fixed schemss
of related propositions may be nsed in reasoning, and that of White show-
ing how the proposition-schemas underlying proverbs may be invoked for
problem-solving. Proposition-schemas specify concepts and the relations,
which hold among them (Hutchins 1980:5}; Lakoff 1984:10). As Quinn
points out far reasoning about marriage, in the discourse (ype Linde calls
explanation, the causal assumptions connecting proposition to proposi-
tion are often dropped out, making these connections seem “empty.” In
fact, the reasoner, and any listener who shares the same knowledge, can.
fill in the missing information as necessary for clarification. The capability,:
afforded by proposition-schenias, of dropping out this detafled knowledge
allows speakers to present relatively lengthy arguments and arrive at their .
conclusions with reasonable economy. Much more generally, the stable,-
culturally shared proposition-schemas available for instantiating such
cansal chains not only facilitate the task of communicating familiar in.
ferences about the world but also allow these inferences to be made swiftly
and accurately in the first place. Sy
This is an implication of the ability shown by Quinn’s American mter—
viewee, Lutz’s Ifaluk informants, and the Trobriand litigants in Huiching’s
(1980) study alike to work readily through relatively complex reasoning
sequences. It is brought home in a study by D'Andrade (1982), who dem-
onstrates the dramatic improvement in American university students’ per-
formance of a reasoning task requiring & complex contrapositive infererice,
when abstract logical values are replaced with familiar concrete relation-
ships such as that between rain and wet roofs, Preswmably, that causal
relation, like the relation Americans recognize beiween marital difficulties
and impending divorce, and that the Ifaluk recognize between the emo-
tion of ker and subsequent misbehavior, is inferred from a readily available
proposition-schema. Further, Lutz suggests, the structure of propos1t10n-
schemas may enable children to learn the contenlt of cultural models in
stages, first mastering abbreviated versions of proposition-schemas ~ or
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“chunks” in Hutchins’s (1980:115-116) terminclogy ~ ifi which interven::
ing links in 4 complex chain of causahty are ormtteti and only-fater
understood,

- Image-schemas lend themselves to qinte dsfferent uses. Lakof 1981
" regards image-schemas a§ gestalts just as visual images are, Huwever,ﬂtev.‘r
are much more schematic than what wé ordinarily think of as visual im-.
agery, and they may contain ot just visual components bat afso ki
aesthetic information of all kinds, The examples he provides”
knowledge abéut baseball pitches includes a -trajectory schéma. " Our:
knowledge aBétit candles includes a long, thin objéct schema” (Lakoff
1984:10) - makeé clear that image-schemas convey knowledge of physlcal
phenomena, such as shape and motion. o
Io the present volume, Lakoff and Kidvecses provide an example » of _
anger conceptualized image-schematically in terms of hot liquid in a con-
tainer. Kempton's informants provide another: For some of these people,
the “valve” theorists, home thermostats are imagined as faucet-fike devices;
for others, the “feedback” theorists, as on-off switches. The labels Coltins
and Gentner give to the varicus “component models™ (our “image-
schemas”) on which their subjects draw to imagine how evaporation
works - the “sand-grain” model, the “random-speed” model, the “heat-
threshold” model, the “rocketship” model, the “container” model, the
“crowded room” model, and so forth - graphicaily convey the image-
schematic nature of these components that subjects combine into a runable
model of the process by which molecules might be conceived to.behave
in the water at the outset of evaporation, escape from the water info the
air, behave in the air, return to the water, chauge from lzquxd to vapor,
~and vice versa.
. ‘Pwo of these studies suggest strongly, if they do ot demonstrate oon-
clusively, that image-schemas are actually being used to perform the
cognitive task that is verbaily described for the investigator, rather than
just being used to construct the verbal account of that task (a cognitive
task in its own right, but a different one). The reporis Kempton’s infor-
mants give of their thermostat adjustment habits agree with his predic-
tions, based on which of the two image-schemas household residents are
using. Coilins and Gentner compare the content of subjects’ verbal pro-
tacols to the adequacy of their explanations for mundane observations,
such as why you can see your breath on a cold day. The answers given
by the two subjects iliustrate two divergent tendencies, which seem to
reflect the greater success of the first subject in reasoning from image-
schemas. The second subject was able to give fewer correct answers and
often fell into inconsistencies. From his protocols this appears to be
because, unlike the first subject, he had not established a stable set of |
image-schemas with which to work through the hypothesized evaporation -
process and against which to check his reasoning for inconsistencies.
Rather, he invoked a different component model for every answer and
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relied frequently instead on isolated analog:es 1o dlfferent phenomena he :
happened tc have seen or heard about.. - = : i
More extensive evidence that image- schemas mdeed enxer info theé pei-
© formance of a task comes from Gentner dnd Gentrier'(1983), “‘I‘hcy argue:
that subjects use one of two different analogies for explalmng elecfncity S
This study shows convincingly that choice of analogy has conseqiiences”
for reasoning: Subjects using each characteristically makeé differént kinds
of mistakes. The nature of thése mistakes would seem to favorihe i intet-
pretation that subjects are reasoning from image-schemas of thé physicak .
world znalogy they use. For example, subjects who'ddopt the “teeming”
crowd” model of electricity are predictably betier able to tinderstaid the-
difference between parallel and serial resistors, which they view i§ gates:
These people correctly respond that parallel resistors (viewed as two side-
by-side gates) give more current than a single resistor; serial resistors
(viewed as two consecutive gates) less. An image-schematic interpretation
would argue that such subjects gain an advantage by being able to
manipulate these “gates” mentally and visualize how electricity, like a racing
crowd, might make its way through them. Subjects who use the “flowing
fluid” model, on the other hand, typically err in their explanations of
parallel and serial resistors, viewing resistors as impediments to the passage
of a fluid. These jatier people conclude that both combinations of resistors
constituie double obstacles and thus that both resuli in less current.
Image-schemas seem well-adapted to thinking about not only physnca]
relations but logical ones as well, when that logic is amenable o reconcep-
tualization in spatial terms. Johnson-Laird and Steedman ( 1978}, for in-
stance, have argued that subjects solve difficult syllogisms by con;urlng
up Vern-diagram-like schematic relationships among groups of imaginary
entities and then consuiting these mental diagraims to read off the overlap
between groups. Image-schemas would seem to permit the scanning and -
manipulation reguired by certain kinds of complex reasoning.

THE ROLE OF METAPHOR IN SUPPLYING IMAGE-SCHEMAS

Lakoff {1984:10) goes on to argue that metaphor plays an important role
in cognitive modeling, mapping proposition-schemas and image-schemas
in given domains &nto correspondinig structures in other domains. Such
mappings have a characteristi¢ direction, as Lakoff amd Johnson
(1980:56-68) observed: Metapliors appear to introduce information from
physical-world source domains into target domains in the nonphysical
world, Why this should be sc has not been made entirely clear. Lakoff -
and Johnson (ibid.:57, 61-62) sometimes seem to be suggesting that the
concepts metaphors introduce are more readily understandable because
they are grounded in our bodily interaction with the physical environment.
However, Holland (1982:292-293; see also Butters 1931) points out that
this is demonstrably not the case for Lakoff and Johnson’s prime exam-
ple, the metaphor ARGUMENT IS WAR, Lakoff and Johnson assert that
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we understand war more readily because of its basis in our evolutionary -
history as human animals, equipped for physical ‘conflict: Hollanid -
responds that our understanding of miodern war, far from xestmg on &
conception of primal physical combat, is just as culturalty . gwcn, ai our .
" notions about arghment; and argument is the more dlrectly ap rehended
experience for most Americans. - '
We suggest, rather, that the advantage of metaphors from thc physic
world rests on the nature of physical experience itself, and the ima
m which physlcal properties and relations are apprehensxble o hu

seem to be developing. The present dlscussmn about the role of nnage---ﬂ
 schernas in understanding allows us to be more precise. Image-schemas
.are constructed out of physical properties and relations, and the advan-:
-tage of metaphors drawn from domains of the physical world is that th#sa :
source domains provide the material for image-schemas, Metaphor is im-
portant to understanding, then, becamse it enables image- schematic
thought. Thus, it does not really matter whether WAR is grounded inac- .
tual experience or genetic memory of physical combat, or known indirectly .
from depictions of such combait. What makes it a useful metaphor for
ARGUMENT is that, urlike the latter, war is largely culturally defined
for us in terms of physical space - battlegrounds, battle lines, routes
of retreat, demilitarized zones, and so forth - occupied by physical
occurrences - froop advances, cross-fire, body counts, and so forth. The
metaphor allows the largely intangible social dynamics of argument tg'be
reconceptualized in the 1mage-schemanc terins provided by the tangible :
events of war. S
The result of any such mapping, fmm physical expenence in the so ,rce,
domain to social or psychological experience in the target domain, is that
elements, properties, and relations that could not be conceptualized in
image-schematic form without the metaphor can now be so expressed in
the terms provided by the metaphor. Such a result is achiaved, for exam- -
ple, by the metaphor of anger as a hot fluid in a container, which can
be envisioned as boiling, producing steam, rising, and exerting prassure
on its container, which, as a consequence, can be imagined to explode.
Similarly, the image-schema of marriage as an entity allows it to be con-
ceptuatized as a manufactured object more or less well constructed and
hence more or less likely to fall apart; and the image-schema of a prob-
lem as z protrusion on the landscape allows it to be reduced, conceptu-
ally, from the size of a mountain to the more realistic, and hence sur-
mountable, size of a motehill. Like other image-schemas, metaphorically
derived image-schemas are gestalts that make multiple relations more im-
mediately apprehensible. These gestalis can then be scanned to arrive at
entailments among related elements and manipulated to simulate what
would be entailed under different conditions.
In their paper, Collins and Gentner decompose the process by which
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novices — struggling to explain a physical phenomenon, evaporation, about
which they have probably never before been asked - generate their ex-.
planations by analogy and the image- schemas it provides: The subjects:
manipulate image-schemas, or as these authors put it, “run mental

. .Collins and Gentner argue convincingly that subjects perform m
simulations in new domains by partitioning the system they are trying
understand (here, evaporation) intc a set of component processes, Then
models {in our terms, image-schemas) can be mapped. analogically on
each component process from some known domain. . For example, som
times subjects use a “heat-threshold™ modei of the process of. mole ',
escape from the water to the air; this model (incorrectly, as it happens);_
has molecules popping out of the water like popcorn when they reach a
certain temperature, Collins and Gentaner show, then, how analogies are
used to supply image-schemas that can be set into imaginary motion and
mentally observed in action. Interestingly, they provide an example of the
importation of image-schcmas from physical-world source domains to a
target domain that is also in the physical world but that cannot be con-.
" ceptualized image-schematically in its own terms, because its' physics is
unknown to the subject and unavailable for direct observation. (That they
choose to call these mappings “analogies” rather than “metaphors” may
simply be that mappings from one physical-world domain to another are
less typical of what we have learned to treat as metaphor than mappings
from a domain of physical experience to a domain of nonphysical experi-
ence.} Just as do intangible social and psychological experiences, this
unknown and invisible physical phenomenon reguires translatlon or,
image-schematic conceptualization.

Given this special role of well-understoed phys:cal~world domams in
providing image-schematic representatior for other domains of experience,
then these authors™ description of how people run mental models of an
unknown physical process constructed from their knowledge of other
physical processes takes on a special significance, Perhaps because sub-
jects are aware that there exists a weli-specified scientific account of evap-
oration, one they perhaps should know, they are willing to work harder
at the attempt to produce an explicit and coherent explanation of it than,
say, D'Andrade’s {this volume) interviewees, who are not atterpting to
approximate an accepted “scientific” account of mental processes. Close
analysis of the fulf, extended responses given by subjects as they think
through explanations for this relatively complex and unfamiliar physical .
phenomenon is a strategy that allows Collins and Gentner £0 describe the
reasoning process in fine detail. Their paper reveals the ability of mental
models research from psychology to specify a cognitive process, reason-
ing from image-schemas, which may prove central to linguistic and an-
thropelogical accounts of cultural medels in ali domains of experience.
Here is a crucial link between twe lines of research.




20 NAOMI QUINN & DOROTHY HOLLAND

Many of the papers in thls volume iflustrate Lakoff and J ohnson s (1980}
claim that ongoing understanding often relies on the rich mapping poten:
tial of metaphor, However, Quinn’s paper and that of Lakoff dnd Kovecses'
suggest that metaphors are extended, not willy-nilly from any doma.m 1o

“any other, but in closely structured ways (see also Holland 1982: 293»294) :
A muitiplicity of metaphors for marriape or for angeér oy for typés of men
(Holland & Skinner 1985) fall into a handful of ¢lasses.-What appears
to constrain these metaphors to these classes is the underl)ang ciittitral
model in the domain to which they are mapped: The tlassés frofm which:
speakers select metaphors they consider to be appropriate are thosé that
capture aspects of the simplified world and the prototypical evénts -
folding in this world, constituted by the cultural model. Chosen metaphors’
not only highlight particular features of the cultural model; as we discuss,
they also point to ertailments among these elements. Thus, oné lashand’s
metaphor of marriage as a “do-it-yourself project” at once suggests for
him: the durable quality of something made in this manner - “it was véry
strong because it was made as we went along” - and implies, additionally,
the craft and care and effort that must go into such a thing to make it
well, Speakers often favor just such metaphors, which allow two or more
related elements of the source domain to be mapped onto a correspond-
ing set of related elements in the cultural model (Quinn 1985) and a com-
ment on that relation 1o be made. At the same time, other metaphors that
fail to reflect, or even contradict, aspects of the cultural model in the target
domain to which they are mapped are likely to be rejected. Quinn @ibid.)
gives an anecdotal example in which marriage was likened to an'icé-¢team’
cone that could be eaten up fast or ficked slowly to make it last lohger —a
metaphor in such clear violation of our understanding of marriage as an
enduring relationship that it bothered and offended members of the wed-
ding at which it was voiced.

THE ROLE OF METONYMY IN STRUCTURING
CULTURAL MODELS N
In Lakoff’s {1984) formulation, metaphor does not exhaust the posszbie
devices for structuring our understanding: metonynmy has a central role
to play. A metaphoric model maps structures from one domain to another;
what Lakoff terms a metonymic model structures a domain in terms of
one of its clements. Something is gained by this substitution of part of
a category for the category as & whole: the former “is either easier to
understand, easier to process, easier to recognize, or more immediately
useful for the given purpose in the given context” (ibid.:12). Thus, for
- example, the social world in which some men are bachelors is structured,
not by our full knowledge of the many possible courses men’s lives may
take, but by what Lakoff calls a typical exemple of a male life course.
This life course, treated as canonical for men, provides the presupposed
world within which bachelor is an applicable term.
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Typicality is not the only metonymic relation that'mayhold bétween
a domain and some element in this domain.-:Again, the papersiin:this
volume provide examples of several types of .:metonyiﬁic:modgl freated
by Lakoff {ibid.:12-15). Just as there exists in-our.minds, againstithe
© backdrop of 2 typical male life course, a stereotype of the sort of
who would deviate from this course to.remain a bachelor (ibid::21);50
. HoHand and Skinner’s data argue that théir interviewees, coniceptualizing’
interactions between college men and women in terms of how sich arelas
tionship typically proceeds, understand individuals who violate the expec: .
tations engendered by this canonical relationship in terms of (largely)
negative social stereotypes. These social stereotypes of various:kinds of
inept and exploitative men are quite different from interviewees notions
of the (proto)typical man, Price discusses how knowledge about social
roles is embedded in selient examples, remembered illness episodes that
are used to characterize appropriate social role behavior both by exhibiting
instances of that behavior and, more dramatically, by elaborating counter-
examples, The proposition-schemas about marriage that Quine enumerates
exemplify another type of metonymy - ideals. Even though Americans
" might agree that most marriages are difficult, they would probably not
agree that most marriages are enduring. This proposition-schema, that
MARRIAGE IS ENDURING, derives pot from any notion of the
statistically dominant pattern, but from an idezl of the successful marital
enterprise. Just as a successful marriage is enduring, a happy marriage
is mutually beneficial, and a real marriage is lived jointly (Quingn 1985),
Finally - in an example that constitutes an addition to Lakof{’s list of
metonymic types - Hutching shows that a myth can be understood as a
symbolic reformulation of events in life, a culturally given yet disguised
representation that serves as a defense mechanism against realization of
painful and unacceptable sentiments,
Lakoff’s discussion gives us a better sense of why cultural models have
the prototypical nature they do: They are constructed out of various types
of metonymy. In his words, (1984:11),

Prototype effects are superficial phenomena. They arise when some sub-
category or member or submodel is used (often for some limited and im-
mediate purpose) to comprehend the category as a whole,

In cither proposition-schematic or image-schematic form, by way of
metaphor or not, cultural models draw on a variety of types of idealized -
events, actors and other physical entities in these events, and relations
among these, all of which are available o our understanding of ordinary
experience; the typical, the stereotypical, the salient in memory, the miythic,
the ideal successful, the ideal happy, and so on. Just as Fillmore has
pointed out that simplified worlds provide the context of our understand-
ing, Lakoff has drawp our atiention to the fact that these presupposed
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worlds are simplified in different ways and that the dszerent “zypES af
simplification put our understanding in different perspective. <
" Any given cultural model may be constructed out of several types of
- metonymy. We have seen, for example, that the American cultural mode}_
of marriage, depeniding on the metonym in fochs, allows” prdposmons
about the ideal successful mamage, the ideal happy marriage, dnd what
‘can be considered a “real” marriage, as well as what the typical marriage
is like, Al of these ideas are part of the cultural understariding of mar-
riage. Moreover, as is discussed in the final section, the several metonymic
types can stand in causal relation to one another, such prototypical caisat
‘tinks vielding the refatively complex chains of event sequences that char.
acterize cultural models. These complexities are constructed out of sim-
ple metonymies.

Qur discussion of the prototypical nature of cultural models applzes
equally to our models of these models, Linde (this volume) discusses the
interaction between the models of culturally designated “experts,” or scien-
tists, and the models of the “folk ” Folk models of the world Incorporate
expert knowledge, as Linde’s analysis of life stories shows. Conversely,
as suggested by Kay's (this volume) observation that each of the two folk
theories of language he identiffes has its counterpart in an academic
finguistic theory, the former penctraie the latter, As analysts, we cannot
expect our “explanatory modeis” of cultural models, to adopt Caws’s (1974)
term for them, to be of a wholly different order than the cultural
models we seek to explain. Simplification, by means of metonymy, isa
feature of both, ‘Monetheless, by constantly questioning how cultural
knowledge is organized, we aspire to a kind of analysis that can be suc-

cessively improved to capture the native model and the tasks, explanatory ~~

and otherwise, to which it is brought by the native user. Not only do we
hope to recognize and make explicit the cuftural assurptions in our own
analytic models, we alse hope to minimize the kind of distortion of other
people’s cuitural models that Keesing (this volume) cautions against, that
arises from a too-facile reading of metaphysical theories of the world out
of formulaic ways of talking.

Cultural modsiy and human cognitive requirements

Given the observation that cultural models are composed of prototypical
event sequence set in simplified worlds, we can begin to say something
more about the organization of such models and the properties that make
them readily jearned and shared. In the simplified worlds of cultural
models, complicating factors and possible variations are suppressed. In

the world of Fillmore's bachelor, males are either old enough to marry

or not; and if of marriageable age, they are either aiready married or yet
unmarzied - there are no problematic thrice-married divorcds, Sweetser
(this volume) points out, As we have seen, the papers in the present voluine
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-+ provide many additional examples of presupposed worlds defined by such
. "simplifying assumptions. In Americans’ folk mogdel. of ithe institution,
. MARRIAGE IS ENDURING; in the folk modef of communication that -
- informs our understanding of lymg, INFORMATIONIS ,HELPFUL in

 SUICIDE, - ol
Even further, these worlds are ordexed and snnphﬁed by.;miahmt_presup—' _
positions about how such propositions may. be linked one to.another. In -
the Ifaluk model of emotion (described in more elegant notation by Lutz,
this volume) because MISBEHAVIOR IN ONE PERSON-LEADS TO
FUSTIFIABLE ANGER IN ANOTHER, and because JUSTIFIABLE
ANGER CAN LEAD THE ANGRY PERSON TO REFRIMAND THE
PERSON WHO MISBEHA VED, and because A REPRIMAND CAUSES
FEAR AND ANXIETY IN ITS RECIPIENT, then it follows .that
JUSTIFIABLE ANGER IN ONE PERSON OVER ANOTHER'S MIS-
BEHAVIOR PRODUCES FEAR AND ANXIETY IN THE OTHER. In
our own culture {(Lakoff & Kovecses, this volume), because AN OFFENSE
TO A PERSON PRODUCES ANGER IN THAT PERSON, and because
RETRIBUTION CANCELS AN OFFENSE, then predictably, ANGER
DISAPPEARS WHEN RETRIBUTION IS EXACTED, The predictable
sequence of events, played out in the simplified world of the cultural model,
atlows that world to be characterized not only by proposition-schemas but
also in terms of a smaller number of more complex schemas that specify
sets of such propositions and the causal relations in which they stand to
one another. Ti is these “cansal chainings,” to use Abelson’s phrase quoted
in an earlier section, that give the events occurring in cultural models their
quality of unfolding stories. What we need to learn and remember and
contnuaicate about the world is vastly reduced by being packaged in such
units,

Further, these models articulate with one another in a modular fashion.
As D'Andrade {this volume} makes explicit, a given schema may serve as
a piece of another schema. P’Andrade vses Fillmore’s example of the com-
mercial fransaction to'make this clear. To know whether BUYING is tak-
ing place, one must invoke the other terms of the refationship to judge
whether PURCHASER, SELLER, MERCHANDISE, PRICE, OFFER,
ACCEPTANCE, and TRANSFER are involved. Each of these com- = -
ponents, in turn, is constituted by a complex schema; but one need not
know details of each event such as how the price was actually set or whether
it was fair, to know that a sale has taken place. The significance of this
fatter point, D’Andrade argues, is that this hierarchical organization of
cuitural knowledge is adapted to the reguirements of human short-term
memory. To perform any particular cognitive task, such a5 judging whether

Ty Telwovsity
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“something has been sold by one person to another, an mdmdual need
.invoke and hold in mind only 2 small set of cmeria -4 number 1ot exn
I_:'ceedmg the Hmits of short-term memory storage, . i
i The nestedness of ¢cultural models one within anocher Iends a further, ,
*far-reaching ¢conomy to cultural knowledge, This hierarchical striicitire
_in which models of wide applicability recur as elemerits of models in miany
‘domains of experience has imptlications for long-term niemory as-well. -

These general-plirpése ‘models considerably reduce. the total amoﬁn’t b"f
BARGAINING - a possible way in whxch price ¢an be set.~ présupposes
and draws on the BUYING schema within which it is nested. 'In the same
way, nested within the cultural model of anger that Lakoff and Kévecses
describe is a more widely applicable cultural model of exchange and
balance in human affairs: this more peneral model includes a scherha that
yields the proposition RETRIBUTION CANCELS AN OFFENSE! In
Quinn’s model of American marriage, the proposition-schema, MAR-
RIAGE IS MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL, makes sense in terms of the more
widely applicable schema for social relationships, VOLUNTARY RELA-
TIONSHIPS ARE MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL; ard, since marriage is
distinctive among voluntary relationships in that THE BENEFITS OF
MARRIAGE ARE FULFILLMENT OF NEEDS, the knowiedge that
MARRIAGE IS MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL can be filled in by a fur-
ther model, of need fulfiliment, general ta our understanding of the self.

Reliance on general-purpose models for filling in knowledge is perhaps
even more striking in the case described by Collins and Gentner, in which

subjects were called on to answer questions on a subject - evaporation = |
about which they were untutored in the scientific model and had available ~

1o ready-made common-sense theory. In this situation, the interviewees
fell back on their understanding of other physical phenomena and at-

tempted to apply very general principles such as that of a heat threshold

or that of molecular atiraction drawn from their models of these other

phenomena,

Clearly, .complex proposition-schemas such as those for bargalmng,
retributive justice, mutual benefit, need fulfiliment, and molecular atirac-
tion have application across multiple domains of our experience. The
capability of such general-purpose cultural models for filling in the details
of other cultura! models creates a further simplification, This was
demonstrated by Quinn’s (this volume) interviewee, who was able to reason
about the benefits, difficulty, and enduringness of marriage without hav-
ing to explain the impiicit theory of need fulfiliment she knows she shares
with her addressee. A great deal can be taken for granted.

Parenthetically, it is just these cultural models of wider applicability,

serving as modular components of many other models, that give a cuiture

its distinctiveness. As IYAndrade points out in his volume paper, .
understanding a cuiture depends on knowledge of at least these widely
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. mcorporated models Anthropologists have long attempted to capture the :

tify pervaswe cultural premxses and io reveal the st .
. iween these premises and the more circumscribed models specxfn: to emo»-‘

" tion, problem solving, the mind, gender relations, and the myriad ether'
topics of cultural knowledge. :

The account emerging from this volume, then, is one in which. lt'ur"al

understanding is organized into units smaller and simpler in construchon
and fewer in number than might have been supposed It is an account
that offers a beginning solution to Abelson’s “size problem,” the problem
of how we can learn and use as much knowledge as human beings do.
The prototypical scenarios unfolded in the simplified woﬂds of cultural
models, the nestedness of these presupposed models one within another,
and the applicability of certain of these models to multiple domains all
go far to explain how individuals car learn culture and comumunicate it
to others, so that many come to share the same understandings. -

Notes

1. This introduction has benefited immensely from the long, careful readings
and comments given an carlier draft by Roy D’Andrade, Edwin Hutchins,
Paul Kay, Richard Shweder, and Geoffrey White, as welt as from the briefer
but telling reactions of Ronald Casson, Susan Hirsch, Alice Ingerson, John
Qgbu, and Laurie Price. There are points on which each of these people would
stilf disagree with us, On other points, years of talk with Roy and Ed have
sometimes made it difficult to know where our ideas end and theirs begin.
Both of them have contributed to our thinking about numerous matters,

2. Also variant in these papérs is the plural form of schemna. The editors recom-
mended to the authors that 2l adopt a regularized plural, “schemas,” in place
of the Latin plural, “schemata,” which is grammatically correct but awkward
for many English speakers. There is precedent for both variants in the cognitive
science literature. However, one author, Paul Kay, argued that technically,
“schemas” was improper usage. We have honored his wish to use the longer
form in his paper.
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K Pfesyppbsed worlds, language, and discourse.







.. AN EXAMINATION OF THE FOLK MODELS . .-

The definition. of lie

. UNDERLYING A SEMANTIC PROTOTYPE!.

- Eve E, Sweetser ...

This paper investigates how the semantic structure of one English word -
depends on, and reflects, our models of relevant areas of experience. As.-
a linguist, my original concern was with the problems posed by the word
lie for traditional semantic theories; but these problems led inexorably to
the cultural models of informational exchange that motivaie the existence
of a semantic entity meaning fe.” I begin by posing the semantic probiem -
and go on to the cultural solution.

George Lakoff {1972), Fillmore (1977), and Coleman and Kay (1981) '
have argued agsinst traditional generative and structuralist “checklists®
of semantic features that constitute necessary and sufficient conditions
for sei-membership in the category denoted by & word, Lemcal categories

can have better or worse members, or partial members.®, Kay .and -
McDamei (1978) have shown that color categories lack necessary and suf-.
ficient conditions; red is a gradient quality whose category-boundaries
are best described by fuzzy set theory rather than by traditional set theory.
Checklist feature-definitions, which do not alfow for color’s being “sorta
red,” must be replaced by a theory capable of dealing with fuzzy set-
membership. Prototype semantics views word-meaning as determined by
a central or prototypical apphcatwn, rather than a category-boundaries,
Clear definitions can thus be given for words with fuzzy boundaries of
application. We define the best instance of a word’s use, and expect real-
world cases to fit this best example more or less, rather than perfectiy or
not at ali,

Coleman and Kay (1981) show that prototype theory is needed to ex-
plain the usage of the verb /Zie.* As is natural in prototype semantics (but
not in traditionsl set-membership semantics), Iying is 2 matter of more

“or less. Clear central cases of lies occur when all of Coleman and Kay's
proposed conditions are fulfilied; namely, (&) speaker believes statement
is false; (b) speaker intends te deceive hearer by making the statemnent;
and {c) the statement is false in fact. Conversely, a statement fulfilling
none of a-c is a clear nonlie. But when only one or two of a-¢ hold,
speakers are frequently confused and find it difficult to categorize an a¢-
tion as lie or nonlie. Further, these conditions (unlike chacklist-features)
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differ In weight, (a) being strongest and (c) weakest in mfluenc:mg speakers’: :

categorization of acts as lies,

Prototype semantics has been attentwe to the groundmg nf nguage,

,in the speaker’s world. Kay and McDaniel found physical perceptual

reasons for color-term universals; Rosch (1978) and Mervis and Rosch-
{1981) demonstrate that linguistic categories depend on pefiéral hilmian™

<category-formation abikities. Fillmore (1977) discusses some ways in which
‘the social world shapes word-meaning. Bachelor is a classic difficult case:

i

Why is it difficult to say whether the Pope, or 2 thrice-mnarried divorce, :

can be called a bachelor? The answer, Fillmore says, is that bachelor
depends on a simplified world-view in which people are marriageable at
a certain age, mostly marry at that age, and stay married to the same

spouse. In this simplified world, a bachelor is simply any unmarried male -
past mazriagezble age; outside the simplified world, the word bacheior .

just does not apply. Bachelor necessarily evokes a prototypical schema
of marriage within our cultural model of a life-history.

I argue that like bachelor, lie is inherently grounded in a samphfied or

prototypical schema of certain areas of human experience. This, I sug-
gest, is why Coleman and Kay found that lie needs a prototype defini-
tion. Basing my analysis on their experimental findings, I motivate those
findings by relating them to work on discourse pragmatics and conversa-
tional postulates. It is necessary to examine folk understandings of
knowledge, evidence, and proof; our cuitural model of language (or at

least of lying) cannot be analyzed independently of beliefs about infor--

mation. I hope to show that fie has a simpler definition than thas been
thought, in a more complex context; since the culturai-model context for

a definition of fie is independently necessary, our analysis'is snmphﬁed. is

overall

A cultural model of language

1s there a simpiified “prototypical” speech-act world, as thereis a si:hpliﬁed '

marriage history? Although such a world has not been examined in detaii,
Kay (1983) suggests that the word technically evokes a “folk theory” of
language use that assumes that experts are the arbiters of correct word-
use. Grice’s {1975) conversational maxims, and Searle’s (1969) felicity-
conditions, are constraints on the appropriateness of utierances - speakers
are assurmed to follow these rules in the defaunlt situation.

Kay's folk theories, Grice's maxims, and Searle’s felicity-conditions all
describe parts of our cultural understanding of discourse-interaction.
Grice’s “Be as informative as necessary,” for example, is 2 maxim of which

speakers are conscicus; one can criticize an interloentor for informational |

insufficiency. Bu: informational content is irrelevant to a speech activity

ot

such as joke-telling. Robin Lakoff’s (1973) work on politeness rules and -

Goffman's (1974) work on frame semantics show that conversation often

has its primary purposes at the level of social interaction; making someone

s
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happy, or negotiating the interaction-frame, may be a more:imp
goal than informativeness. The maxim of informationality is thus.
precisely to the degree that we consider ourselves to be’ oper&tm
- simplified world in which discourse is mformatzonal 50 that the ﬁef
. purpose of an utterance is not joking, pol.tteness, or. frame—bargall j
Our covert discourse~purposes are only made possible by a cultural x
that establishes our overt purpose as informational; frame—barga:mng,"’
. and most indirect speech, depf:nd on havmg “dlre

else.

I sketch some relevant aspects of our folk understanding of informa
tional language-use and then use this cultural model to explain the mean-
ing of lie as presented by Coleman and Kay. First, let-us posit two basic
principles as parts of our model of general social interaction rather than
of our specific model of speech acts, These principles, which are assumed
to operate in the default case (like Gricean maxims), are (1) Try to help,
not harm and (2) Knowledge is beneficial. Together, the two principles
vield the resuit that giving knowledpe (since it is beneficial) is part of a
general goal of helping ethers. Thus, in cases in which (2) is true, (l)
translates at least parily as (3) Try to inform others.

The rules just proposed constitute the cultural motivation for a folk
understanding of language as informational. Before going on to a folk
theory of knowledge and information, one issue needs clarification: the
status of these cultural models, or folk theories. What does it mean to
say that language is assumed to be informational in the “default” case?’
{ do not mean that purely informational discourse is statistically more com-
mon than, or acquisitionally prior to, other kinds of discourse; indeed, it
would be hard to separate discourse modes cleanly, since one utterance
may have multiple purposes. However, the informational mode is the
“direct” mode on which indirect speech is parasitic; and it may be viewed
as more basic in the sense that all discourse involves the conveyance of
information (if only about a speaker’s intentional state), whereas not all
discourse participates in all of the other purposes of langnage use. Our -
cultural model presents this “basic” discourse-mode, which is a vehicle
for other modes, as being in its pure form the unmarked mode, the rorm,

Unlike maxims and conditions, this cultuzal model does not constituie
rules of language use, but rather beliefs about what we do when we use

- language. These beliefs in turn make general social rules applicabie to the
domain of discourse: Grice’s maxim of informationality is the manifesta-
tion of a general “Help not harm®” maxim, in a simplified (folk-model)
world in which information is always heipful. Now, on to our culturai
model of information.

A folk theory of information and evidence

Any truth-conditional semantics assumes that we can “know” the proposi-
tional content of “true” statements; this begs the vexed question of what
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knowledge is. 1 intend to pass over the philosophers’ view 6f knowledge ©
and instead examine our cultural idea of what counts as knowledge, since.,

this is what underlies our understanding of lies and truths in .discourse, -

_Clearly, we do not imagine that all our beliefs can be proven logically. -

" Nonetheless, we consider our beliefs sufficiently justified, and we are not.
really worried that their truth is not known from logical proot (fewof -
“us” speakers know formal logic) or pérsonal experience. Eviluation of -
‘evidence is thus frequently an important issue: “knowledge” is not so mugch |

a relationship between a “fact” { = frue proposition) and a kuoweras -
a socially agreed-on evidential status given by a knower o a propositidi.

Rappaport (1976) demonstrates just how “social” the difference between - .

Statement and truih, between belief and knowledge, really is. He observes -
that a normative standard of truthfulness in informational exchadnge is
essential to ensure that our belief-system (and our social existence} is not
constantly undermined by distrust of new. lnpui. (Actual statistical
likelihood of a random statement’s truth is irrelevant to this norm.) He -
argues that a central function of liturgy and ritual is to transform a state-
ment or belief into accepted, universal truth - that is, into something that .
can be unconditionally believed and treated as reliable.

Rappaport is mainly concerned with social “facts,” not with such
falsifiable information as “Ed is in Ohio.” But let’s remernber that
knowledge has many socially acceptable (“valid”) sources - and that we
do not in fact tidily separate messy socially based knowledge from clean
falsifiable facis, We know promises can get broken ~ yet certain ritual
aspects of gaths and promises siill make us treat them as extratrustworthy,
maintaining our secial norm of truthfulness. Or, take a modern scholar
who “knows” Marx’s or Adam Smith’s economic teachings - this “knowl- i
edge” may seem to a cynic as faith-based as religious belief, but that does
not prevent a whole community of social scientists from acting on it as’
fact. Hard scientific knowledge and evidence often turn out to be as

paradigm-dependent as social-science argumentation. What is crucial is o~

not whether scientists always have objectively true hypotheses, but that
any society agrees on a range of socially acceptable methods of justify-
ing belief; without such agreement, intellectual cooperation would be
impossible,

What counts as evidence or authority is thus a cultural quesiion. In
reply to a coliege student’s scoffs at a medieval philosopher who appealed -
to classical authority, I once heard a professor ask how the student “knew”
what Wialter Cronkite had told him. Many natural languages formally
mark with evidential markers the difference between direct and indirect
(linguistically or logically mediated) experience, and/or between various
sensory modalities as sources of a statement’s information. Some priority .
or preference seems to be giver universally to both direct experience °
(especially visual) and culturally accepted (“universal”y truths. But failing
these best sources of universal truth or parsonal expetience, we trust some &
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input more than others; and we constantly make (nonlogical) deductions
- based on our observations of correlations in the world. We do ot bother
to distinguish these generally trustworthy deductions from’ “fact” excep .
when observed correlations hreak down and Idedu i

especially if the person said to “know” is not the Speaker A theo y__of
knowledge as a cultural status given to certain bellefs is more companhle
with this flexibility than is a theory of knowledge asa lmk between an
ob_]ectwe fact and & person’s mind.

In our cultural model of knowledge, the default case is thus for bekef
to entail justification and hence truth, Conversely, untruth will entail lack
of evidence and impossibility of belief. Let us combine these entailments
with the informational model of language. 1 start with a norm-establishing
“meta-maxim™: '

{0) People normally obey rules (this is the default case).

Qur general cooperative rale is:
(1) Rule: Try to help, not harm.

Combined with a belief such as (2), we can instantiate (1) as a G‘ncean
conversational rule of informativeness, as in (3):

(2) Knowledge is beneficial, helpful. {Corollary: Misinfo;if,riiation

is harmful.)
3} Rulde: Give knowledge (inform others); do not misinform.

Our model of knowledge and information gives us the following proof
of {(6) from (4) and (5):

(1) Beliefs have adequate justification.
{5) Adequately justified beliefs are knowledge { = are true).
(6) .". Beliels are true (are knowledge).

{6) allows us to reinterpret our heipfulness-rule (3) yet again:

(7) Rule: Say what you believe (since belief = knowledge): do
not say what you do not believe (this = misinformation).

The hearer, in this cultural model, is presumed ready to believe the
speaker; why refuse help from a speaker who Is assumed to be not only
helpful but aiso well-informed (having well-justified beliefs)? Putting
together the whole chain of entallments, we reach the startling conclu-
sion that (in the simplified world of our cultural model) the speaker’s say-
ing something entails the truth of the thing said:
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(a) S said X : e
(b) S believes X. (a) plus (7} and the’ meta~max1m)
“() . X is true. (b) plus (6)) - ‘

and ]ustlfscat}.on), naive (breakmg the entaﬂment between Jus't i
evidence and truth), or might want to deceive us (mvahdatmg 0 assump-
tion that folks are out to help, and so wish to inform cortectly), Note -
that even in these cases, the usual cultural model is in éffect: We'know
our interlocutor expects us to take what is said as an instance of 1nforma~
tion-giving. But in general we take people’s word.

The next section examines cases in which we should not take someone 'S
word; we now look at lying in the simplified discourse-setiing estabhshed
by our cultural understanding of linguistic exchange as mformationai

Prevarication in a simplified world

Coleman and Kay proposed three componenis of a prototype«defxmtzon
of lie:

1, Speaker believes statement to be false,
2. Speaker said it with intent to deceive.
3. The statement is false in fact.

Now, in the simplified world we have outlined, any one of these condi-
tions would entail the others. In particular, if we assume both a folk model
of evidence in which a speaker’s belief constitutes evidence of truth and.-
a model of discourse as informational (intending to be believed), then we
find that a factually false statement must be known to be false by the
speaker, and (if made) must be intended to induce (false) belief and thus
to deceive. The reasoning runs as follows:

Premise: X is false.

So & did not believe X, since beliefs are true.

Therefore § intended to misinform, since we know that in order
to inform one says only what one believes.

Further, assuming that even uninformative speakers do not randomly
discuss areas in which they have no beliefs (pecple act purposefully), we ¢
can go beyond “S did not believe X” to assert “S believed X to be false.”
We do not premise the meta-maxim that S is obeying the rules, since 8%
obedience to the Cooperative Principle is precisely what we are trying to
prove or disprove,.
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- Figure 2.1 gwes a taxonomy of speech settings: the box on the: :‘ight
'*encioses ‘the idealized informational-discourse world. Lie must be. defined
.within this restricted world;outside of this world, the word lacks applica-
‘tion. Only within this world ¢an the hearer properly link utterance with

informativeness, siticerity, and factual trith. The feature [+ Truth’ Value
“Relevant] o the tree indicatés that the informational-exchange view of
. :language Is in effect; when truth value is relevant, knowledge-is beneficial

"Help, don’t haer™)
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Figure 2.1. A taxonomy of speech settings
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.and informing helpful. {+ Know] indicates that our folk theory of -
Jmnowledge and evidence is in effect; when belief is justified and hence
-true, the speaker can be assumed to have knowledge about what is said.

Thus, we can define fie as a false statement, if we-assume the state-

.ment occurs in a prototypical (informational) speech setting. Tms def'ml-
“tion is elegant and would also help explain why native speakars tend 10
" .define lie as a false statement. Not only is this the first definition given

“out of the blue” by many speakers, but it is (according to Pla,get (1932)),
also common for children to pass through a stage in which He is used to '
denote any false statement. Wimmer and Perner’s {unpubhshed data) more
recent experimental work shows that children up to age nine class ° good
faith” false statemnents and lies as alike, even when they themselves are
tricked into being the “good faith” false informer, Four-year-olds under-

~ stand sabotage (physical manipuiation to obstruct a precondition of an
opponent’s goal) well; but five-year-olds are only starting to understand

manipulation of an opponent’s belief-system. The social motivations of
such manipulation entail an understanding of the speech setting as social
interaction. Children only come to differentiate lies from other falseshoods
as they learn the sociocultural background of speaking and acguire the
folk theories that are a backdrop to the more restricted adult use of e
as a false statement made in a certain world.’

A fascinating parallel to child usage is found in Gulliver’s explanation
of lying to the Houyrthams. His definition, “saying the thing which is not,”
is perfectly comprehensible to him, but proves inconiprehensible to the
Houynhnms, precisely because (as Gulliver says) they have little experience
of deception in any area; they lack the sociocultural background that makes
a falsehood a lie. Adult Bnglish speakers (like Gulliver) have a complex
set of possible discourse-worlds (cf. Figure 2.1); it is not strange that in
one setting (+ Truth Value Relevant, — Know) 2 faise statement should
be called a mistake, whereas in another setting (+ Truth Value Relevant,
+ Know) a false statement is a le. £

Thus, the simple definition of fe as a {alse statement is natural given
an understanding of our cultural model of knowledge and discourse. The
taxonomy of speech settings in Figure 2.1 also motivates the order of Cole-
man and Kay's three features. First, it is clear why factual falsity is the
least important feature. Outside of the prototypical (informational) speech
environment, falsehood is not particularly connected with lying (we shall
see that fie’s moral status also depends on this setting; for now, suffice
it that we experience a false statement differently when factors like truth~
relevance vary). In a sense, fie is closer to tell the truth than to joke, al-
though jokes are often factually false.

Coleman and Kay’s most important feature, the speaker’s belief that
the statement is false, corresponds to my +/— Know branching: Given
that a statement is false (another Coleman/Kay feature), the speaker's cor~
rect belief in its falsity merely constitutes full and correct information (the-



. THE DEFINITION OF LIZ 51

informational part of our simplified cultural model of discourse): Being
the first tree-branching above the box enclosing the simplified world ”IhlS '
feature is most important in speakers’ judgmenisas to whether
in that world (and hence whether the term #e applies).-The next:treé:
franching, +/— Truth Value Relevant, corresponds:to Coleman d
Kay's “intent to deceive”; a falseshood can only intend to deceive if. truth '
value is assumed to. be relevant (information == beneficial).=:not if we
are joking or story-telling. This branching is above thé %7 & Know branch- i

worlds - so it is a less important feature m a defmltlon that crucially
depends on that break. . : 3

Coleman and Kay's Ieast important feature is the defzmtlonal one: fac—
tual falsity. In the environment of iheir experiment, which actively
* stretched speakers’ consideration beyond the prototypical informational
setting, falsehood does not distingunish lies as a unified class.'Within the
simplified world, however, truth value criterially distinguishes between
the two possible kinds of speech act - hence falsehood becomes the defin-
ing characteristic of fie, and native speakers reasonably c¢ite it as such.

Thomason (1983) (who also tries to ground Coleman and Kay’s analysis
in the speech setfing) adds two more features to the semantic prototype
of fie: “unjustifiabiltity of belief” and “reprehensibleness of motive.” How-
ever, he himself remarks that unjustified belief in the truth of X directly
. conflicts with “speaker believes X is false,” which he retains; how could
~ both be part of the meaning of fie? Under my analysis, the general maxims,
- enjoining us to inform will also condemn misinformation, even if not
deliberate. Thus, unjustified statements will automatically be judged as like
" lies in some ways (without changing our definition of fie = false statement
in prototypical informative setting). Mere unjustified {sincere) belief does
not, however, greatly contribute to my actual classification of even a false
statement as a lie. Furthermore, if “unjustified belief™ were part of a defini-
tion of lie, then even #rue, sincere, unjustified statements would have to
be considered lies to some degree: not a promising result of an admit-
tedly seif-contradictory definition of fe, The informationality maxims give
& more general, coherent explanation of any perceived likeness between lies
and unjustified statements. We shall see that Thomason’s proposed feature
. of reprehensibility also follows from & more general understanding of infor-
mational exchange and is superfluous to a definition of fia.

Notice how rules and maxims change form as they change setting: The
general “Help don’t harm” is manifested as “Inform others” in the setting
in which information/truth is the most relevant beneficial factor. In the
domain of politeness, the same general supermaxim is manifested as R.
Lakoff’s (1973) politeness rules, This model agrees, I think, with our expe-
rienice: Both information and politeness are considered good and helpful
(in their contexts), although in fact the two may conflict wher we are un-
sure which setting takes priority.

ing and farther from the break between the simplified wotld and; other - -
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A lie, then, is a false statement made in a simplified informational-

exchange setting. All rules enjoining veracity are In effect, and the speaker
is a fully knowledgeable imparter of information to a crednlois hearer.

Lle has a simple definition within a matrix of cultural models that are

independently necessary. The prototype'seems o be in the context;Tather
than in the definition itself. Speakers have difficulty judging whether'an -
" action is a lie when they are not sure the action’s setting sufficiently matches

the prototypical setting specified by the cultural model of informational

‘exchange.® The next section fits a larger sector of English vocabulary iiito

the cultural model we have cutlined; I then go on to motivate our moral
condemnation of lying in terms of our cultural models as well, -

Less simplified worlds, less simple words

English has words for false nonlies, or palliated/justified lies. These words
mark deviations from the simplified wotld of the cultural modei; thus,
examining the deviations may elucidate the model. Common terms include
white lie, social iie, exaggeration, oversimplification, tall tale, fiction, fib,
and (honest or careless) mistake, some of which appear in Figure 2.1.
First, as stressed in the previous section, a lie is not committed if truth
is irrelevant. Thus jokes, kidding, and leg-pulfings, which exist in 2 world
where humor rather than information is the basic goal, are outside the
informationai model and cannot be considered lies. Of course, every
culture alse has a model for humor, and humorous discourse {like all
speech) uses some aspects of the informational model. When we cannot
decide which model predominates in a given situation, we ask the com;

mon (and intelligible) question, *How serious was that remark?” Serious?

ness characterizes contexts, not statements; the same remark may be serious
or not, depending on context, Since interfocutors constantly negotiate con-

text (including the predominance of informational or humorous goals),

one may ask about a statement’s seriousness, meaning the speaker’s percepe
tion of its micro-discourse context.

Tall tales, fiction, and fantasy, when not referring to literature, paliiate
fatsehoods by looking at themn as literary, rather than as prototypically
informational. The discourse in question is locked at more as a story {with
a goal of artistic entertainment) than as facts with refevant truth values.
Grandpa’s tall tales of Tifiy-foot snowfalls in his childhood are fun and
harmless. Similar claims in a history book, however, would be mistakes,
to say the least, Tall tales of huge fish I caught are fies if we are stifl on
the fishing trip and I convince you there is fish for dinner when there is
not. I personally only use fantasy and fiction to refer to literature (or to
internal, unspoken fantasizing). When fantasy refers to a false statement;
however, it seems not only to mean a more artistic story than the truth,

but also to include an element of self~deception that further palliates the
offense of deceiving others. Any departure from the prototypical infor-
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mational setting, such as weakened tiuth-value relevance (llterary, not 11:1-
formative goals) or less complete control of facts by the speaker, can mﬂke
_ the dlfference between our Judgmg a faisehood as ‘4 Tie . {w:thm the :

hearer think they are in the simplified world delmeated by’ cu!tural models
of knowledge and ewdence, bui there is an unknown dev:aizon F ot an -

.....

does hold: The speaker has normally sufficient reason to belzeve“what Was

said. Carelessness is charged if the broken entailment is between belief
and evidence - the speaker should have realized the evidence was insuffi-
cient, but failed to. Speakers are responsible for evaluating evidence, so
we blame irresponsibility where we would not blame an honest mistake.
In either case, however, we assume that the rules ought to hold: Mistake
marks a disruption of our simplified informational world’s assumptions,
rather than an agreed-on suspension (in favor of other goals), as in'the
case of joke. Lie, on the other hand, denotes a wrong moral choice, with
no disruption or suspension of the informational model.

As further indication that speech acts are subcases of actions (rather
than some separate, parallel category), note that the same word mistake
denotes both an unintentional falsehood and a wrong turn taken, or a
typo. Ideally, we should be able to justify any act, speech or otherwise;
the graver the consequences, the higher the standards for justification.
But blameless wrong choices do accur; and if we did our best with available
information and resources, unintentional harm can be forgiven. The cate-
gory mistake is 2 recognition of human frailty as an allowable out,

In exaggerations, oversimplifications, undersiatemenss, and other dis-
tortions, the informational-exchange rules are more or less consciously
bent, rather than suspended or disrupted. Such cases do not strictly follow
the dictates of our cultural model; we feel we are being less informational
(less truthful) than we might be, hence less helpful. But distortions are
not necessarily in direct opposition to truth; they may indicate a subjec-
tive personal reaction better than the strict truth could, and hence be
truthful at another level. Or, it may be more informational for an expert
to oversimplify than to fail totaily to communicate with a nonexpert. Many
such distortions are indisputably literally false. Whether we judge them
as lies depends on (1) whether the setting is prototypieally informational
and {2} if so, whether they advance or chsiruct the informational goals
of interaction.

White lies and socia! les are generally like lies, but they ccour in set-
tings in which information might harm rather than help. They are stifl
called lies: even nonreprehensible, deliberate misinformation counts as a
lie. In these cases, the entailments of speaker’s knowledge, evidence, and
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intent to be believed (seriousness) still hold; likewise the supermiaxim Help
don’t harm” holds; but the usual helpfulness of truth cannot be agsusied.
-+ For a social lie, the politeness maxims have superseded the injunction
+ to truthfulness. Truth is seen as more harmful to the social sitnation than
‘minor misinformation would be. In the case of white lies, truth mlght haml
in some other, sometimes more direct, way: Some people would ‘call it
--a white lie to tell 2 dying person whatever he or she needs to hear to die
in peace. Some speakers would also call a (Iess altrulsnc} ife, told in self-

ness, self-defense is c_}ear_ly only jsuppos_ed to__l;e_ _ail_qwqd _tp_supe:segle .
the informational mode if the consequences of the resulting deception
are small. The compounds white lie and social lie show in their two .
elements the conflicting worlds in which the actions take .place (it is
a lie as an informational utterance, but it is @iso a social .utterance).
Figure 2.1 puts them under more than one heading to show thls dual
categorization,’

There are lies which most people would think Jusuﬁed by some hlgher
good achieved but which would not be called white lies, since their infor-
mational consequences are too major (however moral) for us to diminish
their status as les. [ would think it moral to lie to the Gestapo about the
location of a Jew, but I would call that an unqualified Hie. The informa-
tiongal paradigm is fully, even saliently, in effect in this instance ~ it is only
that we feel our uncooperativeness to be justified. . .

Last and least, a f#b is 2 small or inconsequential He, and thus a. pal!lated
offense, since the seriousness of an offensé of lying is a function of its harm-
ful consequences. However, a fib is nonctheless an offense (though minor} |
in that it is considered to have at most only a selfish and unimportant reason “
for overriding the usual motivations for veracity, .

This brings us to the question of the importance of a falsehood ora
deception. As Coleman and Kay observe, we can only judge major versus |
minor deviations from the truth in terms of human consequences. They”
contrast an error in the millions column of a city’s population (a decep-
tion) with an error in the ones column {no deception, because it has no
serious consequences) It is clearly onty feit allowable to override the truth-
is-beneficial maxim when the truth-violation could have no negative con-
sequences as serious as the negative results of truthfuiness. A social fie cannot
te justified as polite thence helpful) if it gravely and harmfully misinforms.
When truth is more important than polteness, the informational mode can-
not be averridden. This merely repeats that our judgement of a lie depends
on the extent to which the relevant cultural models are in effect.

Knowledge as power: the morality of lying

The cuktural models relevant to lying also help explain the generally sc-
cepted reprehensibility of lies. Coleman and Kay, noting that a He is no -
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more or less a He because of reprehensible motives on the speaker’
{consider my CGestapo example as 2 case of a real lie with good m¢
decide that such motives are typical rather than prototypical of lying
is, lies tend in the real world to be selfishly motivaied, just as real s'ufg ins
current!y tend to bé male; but one cannot clalm that maleness is in

way part of the meaning of surgeon.

Placed in the framework of cultural models of chscourse and info
tion, the variable reprehensibility of lies follows naturally. To the exten
that information really is beneficial at a higher level, and false informa
tion harmful, a fie will harm. General social Judgemems wzll condemn-
deliberate harmiul actions. i

Thomason (1983) disagrees that lies are typically reprehenmb!y mot1~
vated; he supgests that social lies are the most common sort of lie and
are nonreprehengible. I differ with him; social lies are rarely altruistic,
though their element of seifishness may not be deeply harmful; and their
statistical predominance is unprovable, as a valid survey is surely impossible
in this domain. Coleman and Kay correctly reflect a folk understanding
that deceit usually profits ihe deceiver, to the listener’s detrimeni.
Thomason's wish to inchude reprehensibility in the prototype of lie shows
that he shares this folk belief in & deep connection between deceit and
harmfulness.

This deep judgment of falsehioods as inherently harmful goes bevond
what we can so far predict from cultural models examined; our informa-
tional-exchange model would ask us to condemu falsehood only wher,
in fact, truth is beneficial and misinformation harmful, so that the
simpiified world is in effect. I now turn to an examination of the culiural
links between information and power, in order to explain why a stigma
of immorality attaches to even well-intentioned prevarication. Let us first
examing what we do in making an “ordinary” informationsl statement,
true or false.

R. Lakoff’s {1973) Rules of Politeness, now recognized as a necessary
part of our understanding of speech acts, are:

1. Don't impose. (Formality)
2. Give options. (Hesitancy)
3. Make interlocutor feel good; be friendly. (Equaiity/Camaraderie)

Fakoff says (2} explains why a direct command is less polite than an in-
direct command with the surface form of a request or of a query about
the hearer’s willingness or ability to do the task. Indirect forms give the
hearer options besides obedience or disobedience; the hearer can negatively
answer a query about ability without having to refuse compliance directly.
Alternatively, indirectness allows compliance without implicit acceptance
of the felicity-conditions of a command and recognition of the speaker’s
authority. Hedged commands avoid assuming ungranted authority over
an addressee. Without details of the motivation, Lakoff also says that
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the same factors make it more polite to qualify assertions with 1 guess”,
© or “sorta.” This seems a puzzle at first: Why should it be more polite to
guess than to assert, or to make a hedged assertion rather than nh dged
one? Statements have so many purposes that the issué is messi '
s commands but the answer (as LakofT at least implicitly notic
a statement does something to the hearer, just like other speec s, It
pushes at the hearer’s belief-system. An informative speaker réquires a
hearer ready and willing to believe, or information cannot be imparted.
This cooperative hearer grants the speaker a good. deal of power to. push :
around certain aspects of his or her belief system,? :

English reflects the equation of knowledge with power, in thq_: s
a group of hedges that mark the evidential status of statements. ._S_on__le'
examples of evidentiality-hedges are: fe the best of my knowledge, so far
as I know; if I'm not mistaken; as far as I can tell; for all I know; as I
understand it; my best guess is; speaking conservatively; al o conservaﬁve
estimate; to put it mildly; beyond question.

The literal use of these hedges is to limit the speaker’s normal responsn-
bility for the truth of assertions. An assertion has the precondition (Searle
1965) that the speaker be able to provide evidence for its truth. Or, in
terms of our cultural models of information and evidence, in an informa-
tional setting a hearer knows that a cooperative speaker will only state
justified beliefs. However, even reliable-looking evidence can turn out to
be insufficient. Evidentiality-hedges allow the hearer access to the evi-
dence—evaluation and thus transfer sonie of the speaker’s evaluative respon-
sibility 1o the hearer. They avoid potential charges of carelessnéss or
irresponsibility by not allowing the hearer to over- or undervalue the evi-
dence supporting the hedged assertion. (Cf. Baker 1975 on some related .-
hedges that signal and excuse potential discourse viclations.)

G. Lakoff peints out (personal communication) that responsibility-
transfer goes even further. Not only can we qualify a statement’s eviden-
tial status, but we can also e¢vade personal responsibility for the original
{prequalification) statement. For example:

to the best of our current knowledge

to the extent to which this phenomenon is understood at all
so far as can be judged from work to date

according to the cirrent consensus in the field

This last set of hedges makes criticism or disagreement difficult; whereas . -
if the speaker had simply evidentially qualified his or her personal evalua-
tion, the hearer could easily disagree (though not accuse the speaker of
irresponsibility or prevarication). At the opposite end of the spectrum, _
hedges such as speaking conservatively commit a speaker to an assertion’s
high evidential status (another example is all the evidence points to the
conciusion that). Evidentiality-hedges, then, allow the speaker to modify =
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the normal degree of responsibility for a statement’s truth by (qualifying

its evidential status, Unqualified statements presumahly take nn a default

level of responsibility, varying with context. G
* However, evidentiatity-hedges have another func on besides the meta-- '

e linguistic evaluation usage just described; they also'function as, pragmatic . L
deference-markers. However sure a student may be. of one of the follows’

ing assertions, he or she might have soaa! motwatlon to mark unc rtamty,_
thh an evrdennahty—hedge o

But Professor Murray, as far as I can'tell t}ns p allels An
~example, which suggests another mterpretatmn

Professor Jones, if Fin not mistaken; haven’t Smith’s recent results'
made the Atomic Charm hypothes:s Iook dubmus‘? v

When social authority is low, the rlght to push peopies behef systems is
correspondingly low. Especially if our hearer may be unwilling to listen
and change opinions, we have io be socially careful; we have no more
authority to command belief changes than any other action agamst the
will of our interlocutor,

Evidentiality-hedges thus hedge both kmds of authorit)r thax: underhe
an assertion: informational authoerity (evidence) and social authority (we
cannot as readily command belief-systems of people higher on the social
scale). This is a natural pairing, considering our understanding of asser-
tion as manipulation of belief systems. In a prototypical informational
exchange, the hearer is a5 ignorant and credulons as the speaker is knowl-
edgeable and ready to inform. Who has the upper hand in such an ex-
change ~ the knowing and manipulative speaker, or the ignorant and
passive learner? Teaching {a relatively one-way exchange, at least in early
stages) has aspects of authority even without a surrounding institutional
power-structure. To a lesser degree, any assertion has the same inherent
power structure.

In further support of this analysis, note that a person with both kmds
of authority can lay aside efther kind with an appropriate evidentiality-
hedge. A professor who wants to get a point out of a sindeni rather than
giving the answer may thus lay aside bork aspects of guthority, in a state-
ment like:

But as I understand it, semantics is the study of meaning - so how
does it strongly depend on spelling, Mr. Smith?

Too many such hedges from the professor would sound sarcastic, since
it is insincere to deny the existence of one’s power position while leaving
its broader social presence unchanged.

As further evidence that speakers link assertion with {a) request for
belief and ¢b) assumption of an authority position, consider the follow-
ing hedges:
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{Please) believe me: . . .
© I'don’t ask anvone to believe this, bt ..
I can't expect you to believe me, but -

These hedges mark unreasonable behef«rcquests, tacitly assummg'that an:
ordinary belief-request is just a matter of course. I can’t expect you ¥o
befleve me needs to be stated, even though our normal nght to such an

Phrases like the strengrh of an assertion, or the mathomy for a state— -
ment, are not random. Both social and informational authority structure
our discourse world, and the strength of an assertion’ depends on hoth.
If either kind of authority is extremely strong, it may overcome opposi-
tien from the other: An undergraduate who is very sure of a fact may
correct a department chair, and a dean may feel freer than a student to
speculate, having more social protection from coniradiction.

Thus, our cultural model of information as power motivates eviden-
tiality’s relationships with politeness and authority. Incidentally, Grice’s
(1975 maxims are often cited as barring assertions that are obviocus or
well known to the hearer because they are useless and uninformative. How-
ever, I have not seen it overtly said that obvions statements are also often
insulting. Their radeness cannot be deduced from their uninformativeness
but follows directly from viewing them as unwarranted assumptions of
informational authority (“I know better than you”).? This view may help
explain the Coleman example (P. Kay, persona} communication) “Crete
is sort of an island,” where sort of appears to hedge neither the choice
of the word island nor the precision of the tmth—value, but the act of as-
serting is weakened to avoid rudeness. e

Conversely, Jef Verschueren (personal commumcatmn) pomts out to
me that the idea of informational authority gives added motivation (besides '
Lakoff’s rules) for seeing questions about ability or willingness as poliier
than direct commands, Question form has the inherent courtesy of giving .
the addressee a presumed informational authority. It is no huge politeness
to assume an individual is the best authority on his or her own wishes
and abilities. The contrary assumption, however, is ipso facfo particu-
larly counter to the rules of politeness, unless either camaraderie or unusual
social anthority oversides politeness, A direct command thus indicates pre-
sumed unconcern for whether the addressee Ags opinions, let alone what
they are — and in a domain in which that person is the evident authority
(i.e., his or her own internal state).

Verschueren also drew iy attention to the contrast between an indirect
but less potite “The window’s open” (in a rude tone, to hearer who sees
the window) and a direct but more polite request or command “(Please}
close the window.” Here 1 feel, the chosen mode of indirectness is more
insulting than a direct command ~ the statement implies either (1) that
the hearer is s0 unaware of the obvious thai the assumption of informa-
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tional authority is warranted OR-(2) even greater social auth
a command; the hearer is expected not enly to obey, but also to
and meet the speaker’s wishes before they are stated (the hearer.d
. seem to mind the:open window).? For me, the politeness-con
 verses (as expected) if “The window's open™ is said courteously,
son who somehow (mental absorption? a physical barrier?) just ha
noticed but might reasonably share the speaker’s concern. These exaniples.
demonstrate the complex interplay between mformationai a.nd SOCH
thority in determining rpoliteness, .

From the preceding discussion, lying emerges as serious authonty
abuse. Authority relations structure the prototypical informational:
change, the setting in which fie is defined. As we get further from the:
simplified world in which the credulous hearer depends on the speaker
for some crucial information, truth becomes less relevant and falsshood
less reprehensible. In the simplified world, however, {(barring major reversal
of social authority and morality judgments, as in the Gestapo example),
falsehood constitutes a deliberate use of authority to harm someone in
a weaker, dependent informational position. We thus naturaily gudge it
as immoral, barring excepnonal extenuating circumstances.

- As salient examples of our view of lying as authority-abuse, let me cite
the anger of patients lied to by doctors, or of children systematically lied
to by adults (e.g., about sex). Doctors in particolar derive much of their
authority from large amounts of knowledge that is not otherwise acces-
sible to patients. By refusing information or misinforming, they can ¢on-
trol important decisions for patients. To a lesser degree, any possessor
of information can influence or control less knowledgeable hearers. To
the extent that we feel people should control themselves, Iying is immoral
because it undermines the potential for self-determination.” This deep
identification of lying with power abuse may explain why for some peo-
ple all lies retain some reprehensibility, however good the motive,

Deception and lying

Lies are only a subclass of deception. Any deception, in that it induces
false beliefs in a credulons hearer, is a culpable abuse of informational
authority and naturally liable to the same moral charges leveled at a Le,
But oddly enough, speakers often feel less immoral if they manage to
deceive rather than to lie straight out. Victims conversely feel that such
a deception is a dirtier trick; they cannot complain of being lied to and
resent the deceiver’s legal loophole.

There thus seems to be a further folk belief that literal truth and rea!
truth (honest information-transmission) are prototypically connected, A
literally true statement thus retains vestigial legality (if not morality), even
if it misleads, whereas a deliberate factually false statement retains some
stigma of reprehensibility, even with strong moral justification. Folklore
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gives magical power to literal truth, and 2 common folk theory is:that
law also emphasizes literal truth rather than informativeness (I do not know.
about modern perjury laws). Some people would find lying to the.Gestipo
' _‘immoral; yet most of them would think it laudable to mislead villains,
» gaving an innocent victim. In any case, complete disyociation -hetween-

literal and “real” truth, or between the latter and morality, s regarded_ .

as highly atypical. :
- A common way to mislead is to mlply, but not overtiy state, the .false'
proposition to be communicated. The overt statement and the false prop- -
osition are often linked by Gricean conversational implicature; the utter-
ance is irrelevant or insufficient in context, unless the hearer also assumes
the unspoken falsehood. In sich cases, the speaker could without self-
contradiction go on to cancel the deceitful implicature. Taking a case from
Coleman and Kay: “Mary, have you scen Valentino lately? ” Mary: “Valen.-
tino's besn sick with mononucleosis all week.” Mary couid go on, “But
Tve visited him twice.” Part of people's disagreement about the morality
of misleading (and about whether it constitutes tving} may be genuine dis-
agreement about the degree to which a conversational implicature consti-
tutes a “statement” and hence makes the speaker responsible for having
said it. As Thomason says, some speakers are so sure the implicature was
present that they include it in a restatement; “Mary said No, Valentino
had been sick.”

The plot thickens as the implicatures become more closely bound to
the linguistic form. Such implicatures seem to me to be closer to statements
than Mary’s implicature about Vaientino. Thus, ] would predict that an
utterance such as “Some of my students cut class,” (used when not one
showed up) would impress speakers as closer to a prototypical lie than .
Mary’s statement.

An even more difficuit case is that of presupposed falsehoods, How
close to Hes are statements such as “He’s only a sophomore, but he got
into that course,” used of & student at a two-year college where sopho- .
mores are the most privileged students, and said to deceive the hearer about
the nature of the college or the course? I personally rate these exampies
high. I kope.in the future to investigate what constitutes “stating,” as well
as what constitutes lying. Our cultural model of representation is essen-
tial to our understanding of misrepresentation. 2

Cross-cultural parallels

Anthropologists interested in cultural medels, or linguists interested in
culiurally framed semantics, now ask “How universal or culture-bound
are the cultural models we have just examined?” | have used English data
(like Coleman and Kay); studies of French (Piaget) and German (Wimmer
and Perner, above) child language agree with each other and are highly
compatible with my proposed analysis of the English verb lie. These
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Hnguistic 'communitiw also share the accompanying moral Judgemerits of
tying, probably due to shared understanding of poser Structures_ and m—

- or lying. Ochs Keenari (1976) discusses the frequcncy
. of vagde or misleading answers to questionsina smal} MaIag
_ commumty Gﬂsenan (1976) states that successful lylng 84 j

evidence, or abuse of informational power. ' _ R

Ochs Keenan’s Malagasy community, while agreeing with Enghsh
speakers that information-giving is cooperative and useful, has a different
idea of when a hearer has a right to such cooperation. Europeans or Amer-
icans might think of their own contrast between “free goods” (any stranger
gets a reply to “What time is it?”) and other facts (e.g., one’s age, or mid-
dle name) that need a reason to be told. Malagasy speakers place an even
higher power-value on information than do English speakers (news is rare
in small communities} and naturally hoard precious and powerful knowl-
edge; questioners cannot expect as broad a spectrem of free goods in such
a society, and day-to-day informaticnal demands have less right to ex-
pect compliance. Malagasy speakers are not uncooperative when refus-
ing information could seriously harm {e.g., if asked “Where s the doctor? *
by an injured person). Our classic mformatmnal—exchange setting is just
not in place as often as in an English-speaking community; since Malagasy
speakers all know this, their equivocations do not manipulaté unsuspect-
ing addressees. The Malagasy community shares basic ¢ulturat models of
information and truth with English speakers, but evokes them under dif-
ferent circumstances.

We might note here that lying to enemies is often cultura.lly accepted
Many English speakers think such lies less immoral than les to trusting
friends, who are “owed” more sincerity (Coleman and Kay cite speakers
who, extending this scale, said Mary did not “owe” John the truth about
Valentino, as they were not engaged). In some cultures, lying may be for-
bidder primarily within the group; but such a culture does not }ack our
judgment of lies as harmful, Rather, their rule about who should not be
harmed is different.

Gilsenan’s Lebanese village is an even more complex case. He states
that this community thinks lying immoral, probably for the same reasons
we do, Community members caught lying lose status and Aonor, How-
ever, certain restricted kinds of undetected lies told by adult males can
be extremely status-productive.

First, verbal self-presentation is highly competitive for Lebanese men,
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so false (or unfaisifiable) boasts are profitable, though detection canses
corresponding status-loss. Conventional verbal competition gives nonin-,
formational aspects to Lebanese boasts (though not as formalized as,.e.5::°
Turkish, or urban black American, boys’ boasting or insults). .English
-‘speakers might lie competitively in other areas, and fess, conventionaily;:
but the Lebanese view of lying is not in serious conflict ‘with our owi.;

- The second way a Lebanese man can gain status by lying is to lead
another man “up the garden path” and subsequently reveal the.deception.:
He must avoid detection, or it may be difficult to prove he did not mean
to deceive permanently. A “garden path” is crucially nof real jying, since
it achieves its goal only by eventual truth-revelation. Thus, such decep-
tions do not show a different idea of iymg from ours; but why do these_
play-lies give status? :

Gilsenan explains thai discernment is a major source of presuge for
Lebanese men: A reputation for telling truth from falsehood is vatued
especially in religious eaders, but also in any adult male. He tells of a
visiting religious leader who upstaged the village religious leader (a man
with a long-built reputation for discernment, even omniscience). A village
man, resenting the intruder, perpetrated and then publicly revealed 4 suc.
cessful minor hoax on him; he left, discredited. Lebanese “garden-path”
lies are usually less important, but do cause real status - gain or loss -
unlike American Aprii-fools or feg-pulling.

Lebanese society evidently has conventionalized competitive uses of in-
formational power; men overtly gain power by forcing faise beliefs on
others or by seeing through faise claims (exposing the author as ronau-
thoritative, dishonorable, or simply unsuccessful at one-upping). Serions
use of this power by lymg would be immoral, but one can conventionally :
display power without using it - as a martial arts victor does not kill but
shows that he has overcome his opponent and could kill. A martial arts ~
victor’s status need not indicate corresponding eultural approval of ac-
tual killing or assault; nor should status given by “garden paths” be taken
as indicating general social approval of lying. .

Very different cultures emerge from this discussion as possessmg sa-
liently similaf understandings both of lying and of the general power and
morality dimensions of informational exchange. This similarity presum-
ably stems from universal aspects of human communication. Where
cultures differ appears to be in delimitation of basic “informational ex-
change” settings and in conventional use of the relevant power parameters.
Folk models of knowledge and informativeness (and the corresponding
semantic domains} may universally involve strong shared elements,

Conclusions

A lie is siraply a false statement - but cultural models of information,
discourse, and power supply a rich context that makes the use of lie much
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more comple:x than this s;mple def‘mltzon :ndlcates I}ef.untlons of moraily,

to have strong shared .clements cross-culturally
Cu!turai models underlymg lmgmstic systems

isa good example). However, collaboration amon
ogists, and other social scientists in this area Iooks in y i
My own preference for this approach stems from both its mtultwe pIaus:-
bility (ethnographers, if not grammarians, have long kinown that word-
meanings are interrelated with cultural models) and its explanatlon_ qf a
tong-term paradox facing semantic analysts ‘Word-meaning has derly
aspects that make us feel that it ought to be simply fonna!izable, yet we
all know from bitter experience how readily the complexities of meaning
eludie reductionistic formal analysis. If the analyst’s intuitive feeling that
definitions are simple is right, then perhaps much of the fuzzméss and
complexity lies in the context of meaning, rather than in the meamng Itself
A better understanding of cultbral models (aided by research such as that
represented in this volume) is important to lexical semantics: Words do
not mean in a vacuum, any more than people do.

This paper icaves many unresolved problems. I is insufficient to dis.
cuss one caltural model or folk theory of speech (here, our dcfault model
of literal discourse as informational) as if it were !argely mdependent of
all the other models relevant to verbal interaction. Our folk understand-
ing of knowledge also needs more investigation. On the linguistic front,
in which cases can we expect the fuzziness of fuzzy semantics to be ulti-
mately {ocatable in the sociophysical world {or in our perception of it),
or in the fit between the world and a cultural model; and in which cases,
if any, can we expect inherently fuzzy semantics? This last question can
be answered only as we learn more about the relationship between linguistic
and social (even metaphorical) categorization. Just now, I must be con-
tent with showing that a simpler semantics of lie fellows from an analysis
of the cultural models relevant to prevarication.

Notes

1. Only members of the Berkeley linguistic community will understand how ranch
this work owes to their ideas and support. However, my inteliectual debt to
my advisors, Charles Fillmore and George Lakoff, should be evident. Linda
Coleman and Pau! Kay, original inspirers of this project, were patient and
intelligent critics throughout. 1 bave also benefited from the insightful com-
ments of Susan Ervin-Tripp, Orin Gensler, David Gordon, John Gumperz,
Dorothy Holland, Mark Johnson, Naomi Guinn, John Searte, Neil Thomasog,
Jef Verschueren, Jeanne Van Qosten, and the participants in the Princeton
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- Conference on Folk Models. An earlier version of the paper was, préseg_lted
" and Quinna for the 80th Anmial Meetmg of the American Ant.h

“The term folk theory, which 1 nngmally used thmughﬁut. i
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in the symposium Folk Theories in Everyday Cognition, orgamzed ky Holland
Assaciation, 1981. .

ph .
nonexpert status of such a theory or medel; cwltural model, Which ¥ am_ oW
adopting, stresses the fact that our cultural framework miodels the world for
us. 1 have retained the word folk in contexts where I find it paxticulariy uset‘ul -
For & recent and complete survey of work on, lmgulstxc cat 3
G. Lakoff (in press), o
Coleman and Kay presented subjects thh a seties of shurt ﬁctional 3ceaarms,
asking the subjects to judge in each case (1) whether a lie had béen told in

© the interaction described and (2) how sure the subject felt about this judg-

ment. The actions described in the scenarios varied independently ‘with respect
to deceptiveness, factual falsicy of statements made, an.d speaker’s behef of
the content of the statements. :

. Susan Ervin-Tripp has suggested to me that young children are sunply

“behaviorists,” judging acts by result, not by intent. Before children can state
their intentions, they are bound te get rewarded and punished behavioristically.
Four- to nine-year-olds are certainly not insensitive to intentions but may re-
main behaviorists enough to class iies with other false statements.

. Paul Kay has brought ko my attention a playful usage that seems odd in the

context of either a feature or a prototype analysis of Ze: “Do you know, [
thought I told the truth the other day, but it turns out I lied to you: Pm
so sorry.” This usage seems o me parasitical on sedious usage in that the
speaker jokingly attributes to a past speech act his or her current mental
knowledge-space (in Fauconnier’s {1985) sense of menial space). Since past
acts are Rot actua]ly judged in the light af subsequently gained hlcwladge,
we find this amusing.

. Lakoff (in press) comments that secial lie a.nd similar coltocations pcse prob—

lets for the theory of complex categories. A prototypical sociat lie is not
necessarily a prototypical lie. Without proposing a new theory of complex
categories, I feel it is clear that sociof lie is not an intersection of the catepgories
fie and social act. Rather, it is viewed simultaneously (and perhaps somewhat
contradictorily) as a member of two categones that we do not usually under-
stand as interacting at all.

. Social rights and responsibitities are recaprocally arranged: If the Speaker has

the right (autherity) 1o say X, then the Hearer has a duty to believe it. If &
has a special right to hear (to know ) X, beyond the general right to informa-
tion, then § has a correspondingly more important duty to tell X to H.

. Paul ¥ay has suggested to me that the rudeness of telling someone what they

already know is best compared to the rudeness of giving an unnecessary or -
redundant gift. However, such gifts are only rude if they imply an unwar-
ranted power-assumption. [f [ give you a paperback you own a copy of, 'm
ontly rude if § thereby (unjustifiably) purported to extend your literary horizons;
bus if I pay for your bus ticket (which you are presumed capable of buving),
then I'm rude unless you asked for help with change. All valuable resources,
like information, confer power on their owners.

Forman (n.d.}, in 8 (somewhat astonishingly) still unpublished paper, “In-
forming, Reminding, and Displaying,” elucidates the informational uses of
apparently noninformative statements; he would categorize this 4s an exam-
ple of informative reminding.

i1, Bok (1979) provides a treatment of the social issues involved in lying and decep-
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tion. One case she ahalyzes is'that of a woinan who was the only likely kidney
* donor for hér daughter and overtly willing. Perceiving severe repressed fears
in her, doctors falsely told her that she was not physicaily compatible gnough
with hér danghter to b a good donor., This deception robbed her of the thance

-to confront her fears and make her .own decision about giving the kidney.

. Bok als0 notes that deception is less frightening if we ourselves have-authorized . -
the deceivers and are aware of their tactics, Unmarked traffic.control cars
voted into use by the commumty are less threatemng than if the police use
thcm wlthout citizens’ mput 2
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3
nguwtzc compea‘ence and folk theones
- eof language o
> 'I‘WO ENGLISH HEDGES’ -

it Pmd Ifay

In the ordinary sense in which we say that words like chair and table are
ABOUT furniture, hedges are words abeut lanpuage and speech. There
is nothing remarkable in this; lanpuage is part of our environment, and
we have words about most things in our environment, Fhe linguistically
interesting aspect of hedges is that, although they are about language, they
are not exactly used to talk about language as we would say that chair
and 7eble are used to tatk about furniture or, for example, gerund and
entailment are used to talk about language. When we use a word like chair
or fable or gerund or entailment, chairs, tables, gerunds, and entailments
do not become ipse facte part of what is said. With hedges it is different;
when we use & hedge like loosely speaking, the notion of “loose speech”
which this expression invokes becomes pait of the combinatorial semai-

tics of the sentence and utterance in which it oceurs. A fa:mhar Gf prob-
ably vacuous} combinatorial semantic rule is :

(SR) If adjective @ denotes class A and noun » denotes class N,
then the denotation of the expression ar is the iniersec-
tion of the classes 4 and N.

I wish to ¢laim that the notion of “loose speech” is part of the combinatorial
semantics of sentences containing the expression loosely speaking in the
same way in which the notion of class intersection is claimed by proponents
of (SR) to be part of the combinatorial semantics of an expression like
red chair. ' _

A hedged sentence, when uttered, ofien contains a comment on itself
or on jts utterance or on some part thereof. For example, when someone
says, Loosely speaking France is hexagonal, part of what they have uttered
is a certain kind of comment on the locution France is hexagonal. In this
sort of metalinguistic comment, the words that are the subject of the com-
ment occur both in their familiar role as part of the linguistic stream and
in & theoretically unfamiliar role as part of the world the utterance is ahout.
Such metalinguistic reference seems unaccounted for (and perhaps unac-
countable for) in standard theories of semantics that are based on a context-
free, recursive definition of truth for sentences, and in which linguistic
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. objects and world objects (or objects in a model) belong to disjoint redlms,
The problem, 1 believe, goes beyond that of indexicality as usually eon-
ceived, and although it would be interesting to investigate in detall the

. relation between the kinds of facts to be d:scussed here and discusszons
~of indexicality within modef theoretic semantics (e.g-; Kaplan 1977}, 1 that -

comparison will not be atternpted. The omission might be justified by ap- -

- peal to limitations of space, but such a plea would be less than candid,

* as I suspect that the phenomena I will describe constitute a prmc:pled set

of exceptions to any thecry of natural language meaning that makes a

rigorous separation between truth conditional meaning for linguistic types

{i.e., sentences), normally called semantics, and other aspects of mean-

ing, frequently called pragmatics (see, for example, Gazdar 1979:2f), The

latter claim would, to be sure, require considerable olarification before

a demonstration ¢cowld be begun. In this chapter I must content myself

with presenting a few facts and some timid empirical generalizations,

The principal conceptual tool 1 will employ for stating these empirical
generalizations will be that of folk theory. The term is borrowed from
anthropology. In describing the system of knowledge and belief of another
culture, an anthropologist speaks of that culture’s folk theory of botany,
the emaotions, language, and sc on. Anthropologists discover such folk
theories by analysis of the use of words in the native language. The guiding
idea is the familiar one that any natural lexicon implies a tacit, structured
conceptualization of the stuff that the words of that lexicon are about.
What the words we shall be concerned with here are about is language
and speech, and the folk theory we shail be looking for is the tacit and
mostly unconscious theory of language and speech we invoke when we
employ certain parts of the lexicon of English. "

The present essay is thus in the first instance lexicographical. But we
will see that in the domain of hedges, lexicography is inseparable from
combinatorial semantics becanse the schemata or folk theories that con-
stitute the semantic content of the hedges as lexical items serve as com-
binatorial structures for putting together the meaning of the sentences in
which the hedges occur. Hence, world krowledge about language — what
[ have called folk theories of ianguage may at times be part of knowledge
OF languags.

Knowledge of a language, linguistic competence, is commonly distin-
guished from knowledge of the world. Linguists do not generally consider
it a matter of interest that the language we are competent in is also in
our world and therefore a thing of which we have world knowiedge, that
is, a folk theory, Certainly linguists do not often ask whether world knowl-
edge of language bears some special relation, that other sorts of world
knowledge do not bear, to the knowledge that constitutes linguistic com- - ‘
petence. Perhaps the question is not posed because the answer is consid-
ered obvious, namely No. The facts 1o be considered below suggest,

however, that the folk theory of language presupposed by various hedges



_ knowledge OF language - i.e., as part of Imgmstlc competence..
The data to be cons1dcred in tlns chapter concern two hedges, J
speakmg and techmca!b! The c()ncept folk rhgory wﬂl figure in the

conscious theones, folk theones answer to no reqmrement for global -
consistency.

Loosely speaking

The hedge /oosely speaking may be employed in the service of a variety
of semantic and/or pragmatic functions which, from a traditional point
of view, appear disconcertingly diverse. Lef us consider some of the pos-
sible semantic-pragmatic roles of loosely speaking in the response of An-
thropologist A to Layman £ in the following dialogue. '

(1) L: Where did the first human beings live?
A: Loosely speaking the first human beings lived in Kenya.

First, believing the evolutionary process to be inherently gradual, 4
tay consider the expression the first human being to be semantically ifl-
formed and hence devoid of the capacity for nonvacucus reference. If
A had this problem, believing that the first human being could not poss:bl:,r
refer to anything, he might reply more fully

{2) A: Strictly speaking, one can't really talk about “the first human beings,”
but lposely speaking, the first human beings .

Secondly (and alternatively), 4 may think that the first humarn beings
is & normal referring expression, but not the one that picks out exactly
the entity about which he wishes to assert lived in Kenya. For example,
A may consider it important to distinguish in ¢his context the first human
beings and the first human beings known fo sclence. If this werg 4’ reason
for hedging with loosely speaking, his fuller answer might be along the lines

() A- Stricly si:eaking, we can only talk of the first human population known
to science, but loosely speaking, the first human beings . . .

A’s problem may be not with the first human beings but rather with
in Kenya, A third motivation for loosely speaking could then be that 4
considers the unhedged sentence The first human beings lived in Kenya
to have a reading which presupposes the modern ration of Kenya to have
existed at the time the first human beings were alive. Such fastidious pedan-
try might motivate a longer reply along the lines
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-_{4) vl Loosely speaking, in Kenya. smctly speaklng, in the pla.ce now"called

$ rt}_;ly, and perhaps most typlcaily, A may thmk

_ Tanzama, fossils of uncertain relation to éach other, and so’ ‘on; Laosely
speaking can be and probably often is used to apologize for this sort
of deficiency in Quality, induced by the demands of Quantity and Man-
ner. The fuller version of 4’ reply could be something like

(5} A Loosely speaking in Kenya. Strictly speaking, we are dealmg here w:th
, a complex situation involving sites mainly in Kenya, but also in Tan-
zania and Uganda, and with a set of fossils whieh may not alI represent

the same species ,

Examples {2-5) illustrate four distinct kinds of “loose speech™ that the
hedge loosely specking may reflect in (1}: (i) the use of an incoherent
description in an act of reference (2); (ii) the use of a coherent but “wrong”
description in an act of reference (3); (iii) the utterance of a sentence that
(the speaker feels) permits an unintended interpretation that contains a
false presupposition (4); and (iv) the utterance of a sentence that is defec-
tive in Gricean Quality, that is, in truth (5).

What, ther, does loosely speaking mean? George Lakoff (19’72) gwes ;
the example

(6} (a) A whale is a fish. (FALSE)
(b} Loosely speaking, a whale i3 a {ish. (TRUE}

and argues that the semantic function of loosely speaking is that of &
predicate modifier which, through selection of certain features of mean-
ing internal to the intension of a category word like fish, maps it info
another category-type intension. But we see that this cannot be correct,
since in (1) Joosely speaking does a variety of things that have nothing
to do with the modification of a category word. Furthermore, it may do
several of these things simultaneously: in uttering his part of (1), 4 might
be bothered by any combination of the factors discussed in comnection
with (2-5) [except of course those combinations containing both (2) and
{3), since these happen to be mutually exclusive}. Thus the semantic scope
of loosely speaking must be at least as broad as the entire sentence it ac-
comparies, for example, in (6)b) the sentence A whale is ¢ fish. Since
presence or absence of loosely speaking in a sentence such as (6) may af-
fect our judgment of its truth, the classical view holds that loosely speak-
ing must make a contribution to the semantics of the SENTENCE in which
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it accurs. Since the scope of loosely speaking must be at least s broad

as the whole sentence it accompanies, its scope must be that whole sentence;

"and one s tempted o conclude that the semanncs of Jooseb speakm
h

nectlon with (2}, loosely speaking sometimes functions to COmment d:rectly
on the FORM of the sentence it accorpanies, ¢ .o

Moreover, when (6){a) is changed to (6)(b) by the: addltmn ) ooseb{
. speakmg the reason that our judgment chs.nges fromi falsé to tsie is not
that = false proposition P ( = A whale is 4 fish) has béen’ changed into
some true proposition P. Rather, we abstain from Judgmg (6}{(b) false
becanse we understand (6){b) both to assert the sentence A whale is a fish
and to express a reservation regarding the adequacy of that assertion. Tf
the dimension of adequacy is taken to be that of truth (tighiness of “word-
to-world fit™) as seems to be the relevant dimension in the case of (6)Xb),
then we have no trouble aceepting a judgment of trie. In the general case,
however, the dimension of adequacy directly addressed by the hedge
loosely speaking need not be that of truth: the loose speech referred to
may involve laxness in obedience to the rules of language, as in (2) and
perhaps (3) or even looseness with respect {o stylistic ¢anons, as in (4).
Of the four examples, (2-5), only (5) directly concerns truth; and even
in this case, we do not experience (1) as expressing some proposmon 87y
which is distinct from but closely related to The fu‘st human bemgs !:vad
in Kenya, and which is exact]y true.- '

The empirical claim about loosely speeking that I have attempted to
develop may be summarized as follows:

(7) For any sentence § of the form leosely speaking P, where P is a declarative
sentence, an utterance of § constitutes two acts:
(i) an act of asserting P,
(i) an act of warning that (i) is in some way a deviant (loose} act of assetnon

Probably the most typical way for an asseruon to be deviant is in terms
of Quality, but, as we have seen, an assertion may have other kinds of
defects about which loosely speaking warns.

If (7) is even: approximately correct, expressions such as loosely speak-
ing present an interesting challenge to current formal theories of seman-
tics and pragmatics. I loasely speaking means what (7) says it means,
this is surely its literal meaning (not figurative, ironic, ef cerera). Although
{7} specifies the literal meaning of /oosely speaking, (7) does not consist
of a specification of truth conditions of either 5 or P, but rather expresses
a warning to the addressee that he should be wary in his acceptance of
the assertion of P. If (7) is correct, literal meaning and truth conditions
cannot always be the same thing, not even almost the same thing.



mg is to be captured in a theory of the generally accepied. kmd,%'

A

"that we should wish to do so.If we look at the different kinds of sem
pragmatic functions that may be accomplished by loosefy spepking

+
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It is not obvious how the meaning of an expression llke ioosez‘y speak— '
here
the truth ¢onditional meaning of a sentence is established in terms of a
possnble world semantics mdependent of pragmatic conmderatlons, ‘and

But even supposmg that Wlth sufﬁclent mgemuty we oould develop.
count of loosely speakmg wn:hm this kind of framework it is not clear

trated, though by no means exhausted, in (2-5)j, we find thai they con-
stitute, from the traditional view, a disparate collection. Another way to
view the same matter is Lo notice - as the reader may already ha\re done =
that (7)(ii} is stated far too broadly. Loosely speaking doesg’t point to
just any kind of deviance in an act of asserting. For example, acts of asser-
tion that deviate because they contain uninterpretable indexicals or because
they fail to answer a question just posed are not examples of “loose sp%ch »

*loosely speakmg ke
one of them

{b} A: When did Mary get her car tuned up? _
B: *Loosely speaking, because the engine was knocking.

& {a) Jack and John were running and fell down.

I have spoken informally of the various kinds of “loose™ speech
represented by examples (2-5), and in this informal nsage I think lies the
key to the semantic unity of the expression loosely speaking. 1 suggest
that what enables us to speak informally about “locose” speech in connec-
tion with all of these examples is what constitutes the actual semantic unity
of the expression loosely speaking. In every uiterance of a sentence like -
(1}, the Einguistic act of asserting that the first human beings lived in Kenya
is talked ABOUT (in the same familiar sense in which we say that in the
utterance of a sentence like Trout eat flies trout are talked about). That
is, when we say Loosely speaicing P we bring to bear part of our world |
knowledge of what it is to assert something, or, as I would prefer to say,
we bring to bear part of our folk theory of language and speech - the
part that concerns assertion. We have knowledge, beliefs and schematiza-
tions of langnage and speech just as we have knowledge, beliefs and sche-
matizations of everything else in our experience. When we use a hedge.
like loosely speaking in an utterance we use it to talk about some other
part of that same utterance, and so at one level we use our world knowledge
of language and speech in the sarme way we use our world knowledge about
zoology when we employ the word trout or fly. Loosely speaking inter-
prets the utterance in which it occurs as a world object according to a
particular folk theory of utterance, which is part of our larger folk theory
of language and speech.

To speak loosely is to assert something not quite true, Typically, loose
speech is speech that would be true in a world stightly different from the
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one we are describing, but in some cases we characterize our:speechias
loase if it fails to achieve precise truth because of some defect.in its conx
struction. Expert theories of language and speech nonna}ly,make :
distinction between locutions that don’t (qulte) state propo
- tions that state propositions that aren’t (qmte) true, _but

Technically

Technicaily, used as a hedge, has a meanmg that may be i

“as stipulated by those persens in whom. Sucwty has vested. the right to
g0 stipulate.” Thus when we say, Technically, ¢ whale.is a mamma we
appeal o the fact that systematic biologists have decreed that, whatever
we common folk may say, whales are mammals. One line of evidence for
this analysis of fechnically comes from pairs of synonyms - or near
synonyms - of which only one member belongs to an authoritative jargon;
in such pairs only the member from the jargon takes the hedge technically.

(9) {a) Technically, that's a rodent. {order Rodentia)
(b) *Technically, that’s a varmint,

{10) {a) Technically, that’s an insect. {order Insecia)
{b) *Technically, thats a bug, .

The (b) versions may be heard as atiempts at humor, precisely because
the words varmint and bug not only belong to no technical 1argon, but,-
on the contrary, are markedly colloguial,

Further, if we hear a sentence like

(11) Tectnically, street lights are health hazards,

our reaction is to wonder WHQ has decreed that street lights are health
hazards and BY WHAT AUTHORITY. If we learn that the Surgeon
General of the United States has done so, even if we reject his arguments
and therefore question the wisdom of the stipulation, we cannot legiti-
mately deny the claim expressed in (11). If, on the other hand, we learn
that an individual genius has proclaimed street lights to be health hazards
on grounds we consider impeccable, we will surely agree that street lights
are in fact health hazards, but we may well deplore that the claitn expressed
in (11) is not the case. '

Lakoff (1972) attributes to Eleanor Rosch a revealing example similar
to the following,

{12) Technically, & TV set is 2 piece of furniture.

pointing out that the sentence can have different truth values in different
contexts, if there exist in society two distinet bodies with the authority
to make such stipulations about TV sets and furniture. For example, mov--
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ing companies might designate TV sets as furmture, whﬂe the msutan@e
industry excludes TV sets from furniture.: .o . oo

- Given this account of the meaning of techmca!!y, we may ask-whether
techmcaﬂy displays the two properties of hedges, previously dmcussed
“ that provide probleéms for standard formal semantics. These, it ‘will be
recaﬂed, are {a) that the lexical meaning of a hedge may become oneof
the organizing schemata of the combinatorial semantics of the sentence
-in which the hedge occurs, and (b) that a hedgad sentencé may contatn
a metalinguistic comment regarding the way in whicha ‘word or. .
of the sentence is being wsed in that sentence. -

Regarding property (a), if wé sketch the logical structure of (12) in terms
of our intuitive account of technically, we get something with the rough
structure of (13), in which we find that the effect of the word réchnically
is not confined to a single element but is distributed throughout the quan-
tificational and predicational structure of the sentence,

(13) There is an x such that Society has suthorized ¥ to stipulate the .'ﬁe'éniisg
of TV sef, and Society has authorized x to stipulate the meaning offum:-
tire, and x has stipulated the former to be included in the lattet,

The preclse wording of (13) iz not intended to be taken hterally, the point
of {13) is just that most of the “logical syntax” of (12) comes from the
word fechnically. ‘The lexical meaning of technically provides the striic-
tural skeleton of the meaning of sentences, like {12), in which it occurs.
In this respect, rechnically acts like “logical” words {e.g., ali, and, nos)
are supposed to act. But we noted that fechnically is a substantive, world-
knowledge-embodying word; In fact it is precisely by virtue of the folk
theory it embodies regarding language, society, and the social division of
linguistic labor that fechnicaily achieves its organizing function in sentence
like (12). Semantics and mere {exicography find themselves confounded.
That rechnically displays property (b) - regarding metalinguistic coin-
ments in which the haguistic item(s) MENTIONED are simultancousky
USED as regular linguistic counters - is not apparent from the examples
so far given (9-12). One reason for this is that since the target words (2.2.,
TV set and furniture in (12)) appear with the generic indefinite article,
the examples conduce to a straightforward interpretation in which these
words are mentioned, but not also used. Consider, however, the follomng

(14) The movers have come for your furniture, which tmhmmlly mcludas TV seis '

Here the word furniture is both used and mentioned: furniture is used
in the ordinary way as the lexical head of a definite noun phrase, your
Jurniture, to pick out a set of world objects; furniture is simultaneously
mentioned as the topic of a metalinguistic comment, which informs us
that, by stipulation of relevant authorities, the extension of furnirure in-
cludes TV sets.
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e

Compcnson of loose!y speakmg and !echmmﬂy o

In the case of each of the two hedges considered, 1 have sought to expla.m
both i its lexical meaning and its combinatorial sexnantic function i in terms
of an ;mpllcn folk theory of language and speech. The discussion of !oosebt
. speaking hinged on the notmn of. truth rmphcltly defined '
metatheozy in Whlch there is a hagmstxc system d1s,|om2

B

. zation of language is fam:lzar as an mformal sketch of the basu: mtui—
tions that iie behind the formidable accomplishments of that tradition of
semantic theorizing descended from Frege via Tarski to the modem pro-
ponents of model theory, including in particular the various versions most
relevant to linguists arising fromi the work of Richard Montague ‘In this
framework, words may refer to or represent world objects. becausc the
formeér have intensions that may be matched by the actual properhes of
the latter.

This conscious theory of language, and particularly of reference, has
recently been opposed by the baptismal-causal theory of Kripke (1972)
and Putnam (1975). The reader may have noticed that in discussing the
meaning of fechnically, 1 had recourse to Putnany’s phrase “the division
of linguistic labor” (1975:1454f). The part of the foik theory of language
which technically invokes seems in its main lines to agree with the theory
of Kripke and Putnam, especially Putnam’s version. On this view, a word
refers, not via an intension it contains, but on account of someone hav-
ing once stipalated that henceforth this word shall designate some osten-
sively presented thing or thing-type. Putnany’s idea that we haveé uncon-

‘sclous recourse, in using a word like gold, to the notion of some expert
or official who has the right and the knowledge to diagnose real world .
gold in a presented sample is especially close to the account 1 have given
above of that aspect of the folk theory of language which underlies the
use of technically.

Thus when we use loosely speaking, we are taking a Frepean view of
language and, moreover, because of property (a), we are organizing the
semantics of our utterance in accord with Fregean notions, On the other
hand, when we use the hedge technicaily, we are taking a Putnamian view
of language and are organizing the semantics of our utterance along Fui-
narmian lines. If a natural language like English has a formal semantics
that employs logical schemata such as conjunction, negation, etc., to com-
pose the meaning of a sentence from the meaning of its parts, then we
must pumber among that same array of structure-composing schemata
such substantive folk beliefs about language as those imiplicitly underly-
ing the explicit theories of reference associated with scholars like Frege
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and Putnam. These are the combinatorial semantic schemata mvoked by
Ioose!y speaking and technically respectively. -

: Folk rheonas _
l have wntten throughout thls chapter in terms of a sm

The distinction would have beer: mcrely termmoiogma! and the same con-
clusions would kave been reached. There are two pomts here: the f' rst
is that a folk theory does not present a globaily consistent whole the way
a conscious, expert theory does. This should surprise no one, sinde it is
precisely the conscious reflection characteristic of expert theorizing that
is generally considered to produce its global coherence. The second paint
is that folk theories are not “believed” in the way conscious theories are
but are used or presupposed as the occasion of thought or communica-
tion demands. The penetration of these folk theories of language into the
semantic structure of language, via hedges, appears to present several
challenges to the generally accepted framework of much current seman-
tic theory.

Noites

1. Reprinted with perinission of the Berkeley Linguistics Society from the Pm«
ceedings af the Ninth Annual Meeting (Berkeley 1983). -

2. The present paper is based on a much longer work on hedges wluch is stilt
in progress but part of which has been made semi-public in a typescript ms.
(Kay, n.d.} of which the subtitle was “hedges revisited.” The word revisited
referred to the well known paper of George Lakoff (1972). In Xay (n.d.) 1
discuss in detail Lakoff’s approach to hedges and may own agreements with
and divergences from that approach; space does not permiit a recapitulation
of that discussion here. Aldo in that (n.d.) paper there are references to per-
sonal communication and advice from many people whose contributions can-
not be recited here, although all have helped shape my view of the subject.
1 must acknowledse, however, a very general inteflectual debt to Charles
Fillmore and George Lakoff.
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Prestige and intimacy L

THE CULTURAL MODELS BEHIND | AMERICANS’ TALK-'_='
ABOUT GENDER TYPES! :

E1

" Dovothy Holland & Debris Skimmer .

“. .. 1 can" believe we're talking about thist”

Margaret, an informant in a study of college-age women, said this in the
midst of a “talking diary” interview, Earlier, the interviewer had limited
herself to questions that a friend or new acguaintance might ask: What's
been happening since I talked to you last? How are your ciasses going?
Wha is this Alice that youw’re talking about? When did you join volleybali
club? Then, at a point in the interview, Margaret began to describe a skit
about “jocks,” “frat guys,” “Susie Scrorities,” and other campus types.
For a time, Margaret answered the interviewer's questions about the dif-
ferent types and how they could be identified and then interrupted herself:

Margaret: .. .1 can't believe we're talking about this!

Interviewer: Why" -

Margaret: T don’t know. You just don’t sit a.mund talking about it that much
with anybody. It's just kind of there. .

Interviewer: So it's not the sort of thing you'd sit around in your dorm room
and 2k about to your rgommates?

Margarer: No, you allude to it more than anything else.

Interviswer: What do you mean, allude?

Margaret: You know, little things, ke, “Oh, you ra wearing your add-a-beads
today.” Things like that,

Interviewer: And that’s all you have 1o say?

Murgaret: Yeah, it’s understood.

As might be expected, our participant-observation and interview data
from a group of college-age Americans shows such types to be a conven-
tional way of talking about other people. One hears words like jock or
hunk or freak in conversations about who John so-and-so is, what he’s
like, what he’s Likely to do, and why he treated Mary or whomever the
way he did. One aiso hears arguments about whether specific individuals
can be described accurately as a “chauvinist” or whatever category has
been proposed and sometimes, caricatures of men in’ general—as in
Margaret’s skit—couched in these terms. Names like jerk and bitch are
also popularly used as insults and others like Aoney and sweetheart ap-
pear in compliments and endearments.
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A striking aspect of this talk about. other people is that a great deal'
-of knowledge about gendemna:ked types is taken for’ granted:f!f Nomign

assume that other women know why ca.lilng a “]ock” an: 'iass 10_'.-h1 ace

“would be a risky thing to do or why referring to someone as’ hmk
relevant to a description of him as insensitive.t .
Margaret and our other informants know 1mplzc1tly what's’ numb_e _
scholars from a variety of disciplines {¢.g., Agar.1980; Labov; Fanshel-
1977; Rice 1980; Schank & Abelson 1977) have labored t6 make explicit;
namely, with members of one’s own cultural group, desériptions are'con-
structed in conventional ways according to unspoken expectaiionsand ifn-
plicit commeon knowledge, The hearer is expected to infer missing infor-
mation cued only by the information that is inciuded and by the genre
in which the information is presented, Margaret was chagrined by the in-
terviewer's ignorance of types of men and wornen, knowledge that she,
Margaret, had taken for granted in describing her skit to the inferviewer,
Not oniy was she startled by the interviewer’s questions, but she also found
them difficult to answer. It was hard work to make the mformatlon
explicit.

Our purpose in this paper is to describe the understandmgs of
male/female relations that Margaret and the other American women in
our study take for granted when they converse with one another. We refer
to this body of shared implicit knowledge about gendersmarked types and
‘about ways to talk about these types as a culfural model. Focusing on
the manner in which these cultural models of gender are grasped by indi-
viduals, we are also interested in how this knowledge of gender types is
mentally represented. Does Margaret simply know a list of definitions of
Jock and frat guy and other types of males and females, for example, or
is her understanding organized in some other way?

A partial gecount of what women know about the iypes of
males they talk about

_STUDY A
In the first set of interviews we collected - the Study A-1 interviews -
female informants were asked to Hst types of males. Male informants were
asked to list types of females. Next, they were asked to describe the dif-
ferent types and to tell when someone might use such a term. Those 42
interviews revealed what is easily corroborated by listening to everyday
conversation: Americans have an extremely rich vocabulary for talking
about males and females. There are hundreds of terms for males and bun-
dreds of terms for females. Furthermore, the vocabulary is colorful. Many
of the words are derived by metaphorical extension from the domain of
animals, the domain of foods, the domain of objects, occupations, or by



80 DOROTHY HOLLAND & DEBRA SKINNER

-metonymic construction. New names are ¢asy to make up and, as mfkey,
" libber, and feminist, indicate, easily assimilated irito’ gotmnion - cultural
knowledge (Holland & Davidson 1983; Holland & Skinner.1985). -

An obvious way to present this American cultural knowledge of gender .

types is simply to list and describe or define all of these dxfferent kinds
- of males and females. We could even present the definitions in an economic
fashion as in the ethnoscience tradition {see, for example, Tyler 1962 or
Spradiey 1572) by organizing and presenting the terms according to their
-taxonomic and paradigmatic relations. Tempting though this “dictionary °
definition” solution might seem, a decade of developments in cognitive
anthropology, linguistics, and psychology suggests that this ethnoseman-
tic approach cannot adequately describe how individuals organize their
knowledge about gender types. As D’Andrade and associates have dem-
onstrated, dictionary definitions often omit the very attributes of the topic
that people think are the most important (I¥ Andrade et al. 1972). Studies
of person and social types, in particular, show that what is Hoportant to
people about these types is not what one must ascertain about persons
to accurately classify them but rather what one must know in order to
know how to behave toward them (Burton & Romney 1975; Harding &
Clement 1980; White 1980)." For ixil-Maya speakers discussed in Har-
ding and Clement, for example, the important things about social roles
are associated wealth, local affiliations, and their relationship to the
civic-ceremonial complexes® — attributes that might not be included in
dictionary-type definitions of the roles (see also Keesinig 1979), |

Rejecting dictinary-type definitions as a'means of describing the cultural
maodel of gender, we turned first to the “cognitive-structure” approach
used in the Burton and Romney, Harding and Clement, and White studies.
In the Study A-2, interviews informants were asked to do more
systematically and more comprehensively what they do on a fimited scale
in conversation: They were asked to compare and contrast types of males
and types of females according to whatever criteria they considered im-
portant. If we could find out the bases for comparison and contrast, then
we would have an idea of the implicit propositions about gender types
that organize women’s thinking about men, and vice versa.

From the Study A-1 interviews, we selected 41 male types and 41 female
types.” We wrote each subtype on a card and asked the respondents to
sort the 41 types according to similarity and then to desceibe the similarities
they saw among the types they had put into each pile. The reasons they
gave for their sortings were recorded verbatinm.

Important characteristics of gender-types. In the Study A-2 interviews,
the respondents were allowed 1o compare and contrast the types accord-
ing to whatever criteria seemed important to them. In most studies of
gender stereotypes, the respondents are not allowed as much freedom; they
are given a list of personality traits such as rational, warm, nurturant,
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and 1ndependent and asked to say which traits are charactenstzc of males

which of females (Rosenkrantz et al. 1968; Spencs, Helmréich, &Stapp_ L

1975) If we had been willing to assume that the cultural ;

" s or,gamzed accordmg to persenahty traits, _we ‘cottld:
' -respendents to teil ‘us ‘which fraits ‘are aseomated with “whi
However, since our Study A-—l interviews showed noe exc!uswe emphasxs
on personaluy traits, and since more general. studmi (e.g., Bromiey }97?) .
show that other characterisfics of persons are considered lmportant we

wanted to give respondents freedom to emphas:ze whatever aspects, they_ " -

cons:dered important. (See Holtand & Davidson 1983 for more discus-
sion jof the difference between ‘most gender stereotype ‘research and our
‘own) As it turned out, a variety of characteristics were descnbed as the
fol]owmg examples show:® : :

1341 [jock] a male who is impressed by his own physucai prowess - Like a
matinee idol . . . a physically attractive or physicaly | impressive
athiste, People also use it {jock] to indicate a physically able and -
mentally deficient male

0931 [chauvinist pig] a puy who beliaves women are inferior

0131 [dude, aih!ete, Jock, macho, stud, hunk, Don Juan, playboy, egorist,
frarlybagger] guys that think they are real cool, woman-pleaser
types, conceited type people

0831 [turkey, nerd, jerk, prick] all derogatory; terribly insecure

2231 [wimyp, sissp, homosexual, queer, gay, hippie] they all seem queer.

) Seem like terms for homosexual except hippie doesn’t fit. They' re ail
. i strange, socially unaeeeptable They're all fags. :

0631 [man, guy, fellow, gentleman, boyfriend, fiance, lover, sweetkeart]
they connote a more positive image . . . the most positive image of
all the cards. They connote a kind of “boy back home™ a more
traditional role of a male as | think of it ideally.

K .\.

Personality iraits are mentioned frequently. Also mentioned are comments
on looks, on specific attitudes, on the kind of a date the type makes, on
sexual preference, and on many other specific mannerisms and background
characteristics. '

Our next task was to identify any themes or dimensions that underlay
the multifacted descriptions we had been given. We used a procedure that
translates the measures of similarity from the sorting into a visual display,
In the visual dispiay that was created by a technique called multidimen-
sional scaling, types that were often sorted together by the respondents
were placed close together; types that were seldom sorted together were
placed far apart.® This multidimensional scaling procedure was used to
produce Figure 4.1, which indicates how male types were sorted by fe.
males, and Figure 4.2, which indicates how female types were sorted by
male respondents. _

Multidimensional sczling is primarily an aid to visualizing the patterns
of conparison and conirast. It is also useful as a basis for estimating the
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number of conceptual dimensions of contrast that predommate f he $orts.
For both the female and the male types, the sorting data were distorted
if we allowed only two dimensions for the scaling; with three dzplenswus,
the Eevel of distoriioi measured as 3e‘ress was acceptable Thus, both figures
show three dlmenmons (The third chmens:on ofi Flgures 4 1 and 4 21 1s
md:cated by the numbers in parentheses) R

The mulndlmenmonal scalings are carried out accordmg t0 a set of

'algonthms executed by a computer. The' next steps are to examine the

multidimensional scalings and interpret the duneﬁsmns of comparison and
contrast the respondents seemed to be using when they sorted the types
To make these interpretations, we analyzed both the explanations given
by the reSpondents in the A-2 interviews and the descriptions from the
A~1 interviews. These data led us to the conclusion that females type males
according to whether they are:

1. likely to use their position or attractiveness to females for selfish
purposes,

2. ineffectual and unlikable, and/or

3. unusual in their sexual appetites

Chauvinists, playboys, and focks, for exampie, are seer as types who
use their social position as males or their attractiveness to women for selfish
purposes; guys, fellows, boys, and gays, in contrast, are seen as being
unlikely to try to capitalize on these advantages. Jerks, nerds, and turkeys
are inept and unattractive, whereas boyfriends, financees, sweethearts,
and, to a lesser extent, guys and fellows, are attractive and effective. The
sexual appetites of gdys and to a lesser extent playboys, are out of the
ordinary and an important aspect of their lives. For nerds and skinheads,
the opposite is true; sexuality is not a particularly notable aspect of their
behavior, What we are arguing from the cognitive-structure analysis is
that women focus on and organize their thinking about male types ac-
cording to these three aspects of male characteristics and behavior.

Males do not compare and contrast females on the same three bases
iust described, aithough there are some complementary aspects Males
compared female types according to their: .

1. prestige as a (sexual) possession/companion
2. tendency to be overdemanding and engulfing =~
3. sexiness

Bitches and scags, for example, are types that are overdemanding;
girlfriends and sweethearts and, to a lesser extent, women, are supportive
and helpful. Foxes and whores are sexually enticing; prudes and dykes
are sexually repelling. Foxes and dolis are high-status sexual companions,
whereas whores and easy lgys are low status. These characteristics are im-
portant to males about females.

Summing to this point: Study A has provided partial information on



PRESTIGE AND INTIMACY . 85

the cultural models of gender types for our samples. As a"cogniti\ie'éiii_' o

tity, a cultural model may be defined as learned mental representations
of some aspéct of the world = in this case, gender typés;These, mentai
representations or schemas actively guide attention to. components of the
world and provide inferences about theésé components and their:vari
states and form a framework for remembering, Teconstructing,
describing experiences. (For a related conoeptuallzat_lon of schema, see, . -
for example, Neisser 1976 or Rice 1980 } :

Study A provxded the broad outlines of the charactenst:cs that femalés - '

are guided to look for in types of males, and vice versa.:These models.
tell females what to pay attention to about new males they mieet, what
to be on guard about in males they already know, aad what questlons
to ask about newly identified types of males, IR R

Limitations. On the basis of Study A, we felt we had correctly grasped
the characteristics of male and female types that were important to ¢he
respondents. We also felt that based on what we had learned aboist these
important characteristics and what we had learned about the conventions
for naming types, we could correctly predict how the respondents would
react to types we had not included in the interviews and even how they
would be likely to react to names of newly identified types. Using a method
such as Burton’s (1972), we could have underiaken a validation of our
interpretations and predictions; however, we were concerned about cer-
tain limitations of our approach and decxded mstead to examme another
source of data.’

The type of analysis we had done — cogmtivevstructure aualysrs - dl_d
not adequately present the total amount. of information we had learned
from the interviews, Cognitive-structure analysis is predicated on the idea
of underlying “dimensions of meaning” as the organizing structure for the
set of terms - in this ¢case, gender types. The question of how these dimen-
sions are mentalily prasped by informants has received little explicit atten-
tion in the literature (see D’Andrade 1976 for an exception), but the im-
plication is that the dimensions or characteristics of importance can be
described accurately as single attributes or features of meaning,

We had difficulty in finding and, as is discernible from the iabels af-
fixed to Figures 4.1 and 4.2, did not manage to isolate in every case, a
single attribute or descriptor that seemed to capture the sense of the “char-
acteristic” the respondents were talking about as the basis for their com-
parisons of the different types of males and females. Even when we did
use two attributes or a descriptive phrase, we found it was not clear from
our descriptions how women integrated “ineffective” and “unlikable” as
co-occurring characteristics, for example, or why “exploitation of
male/female differences” should not also be coupled with “unlikable.” Fur-
thermore, we realized that our descriptions of the characteristics as sim-
ple ateributes were also limited because these attributes did not offer any
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insight into the affect our respondents displayed when they discussed the
difierent types. There was information from the interviews that lluminated
these questions, but clearly that information was not being effectively con-

K veyed by the cognitive-structure analysis that presented the “characteristics”
as though they were simple attributes. A more accurate way of descnbmg'
the “cha:actenstlcs” had to be found. STy

A SECOND LOOK AT STUDY A e
We returned to the A-1 and the A-2 interviews to fmd ﬁut how the '
respondents had communicated a sense of what jocks ar wimps or broads
are like. We reread the 460 or so descriptions of individual types in the
A-1 interviews and the 250 or so expianations for the groupings of types
in the A-2 inerviews.

In both sets of interviews, the descriptions were strikingly smular and
included a variety of information. Some descriptions were limited to single
descriptors reminiscent of the attribute-like features we had first looked
for to describe the *dimensions” from the multidimensional scaling., These
single descriptors often had to do with character, mood, or personality:

0231 [sissy} a male who is effeminate

0431 [bastard] a male who is mean

0331 [turkey, nerd, jerk, frattybagger] these are people who are just plain
stupid

103} [studl a guy who is horny

Other single-focus descriptions contrasted with these in that they depicted
not the type’s inner state, but rather his acts or bebavior:

0731 [hustler] a male who takes advantage of a person

0931 [pussyl a guy who doesn’; stand up for what he believes in or who is
a coward

0931 [pimp| 2 man who prostitutes women

Amnother larpe set of the descriptions were unlike the ones just guoted in
that they included more than one type of information. They contained
information ghout the type’s inner state and information about his behavior
and other information, such as females’ reactions to him.

0431 lboy, dude, dog, wimp, hippie, turkey, punk, nerd, jerk, prick,
skinhead) these are losers - all the names that you call really queer
dates. They're usually Immature or ugly, or think they're cool, but
aren't at all. They try to impress girls, but actually make fools of
themselves.

2231 {redneck, dog, turkey, punk, nerd, jerk, skinhead, cowboy, brainj I
think of little 98-pound weaklings - jerks. They're all ugly little jerks
that yow'd never want to be seen with, or never want to talk to. You
cannot get rid of them.

1131 {couchwarmer} a guy who is too cheap to take you out 30 he takes
you to his home all the time.
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0431 Tlover, athlete, jock, macho, stud, egotist, bastard, hunk, Doy Jua i
playboy] these are the typical jock-type, pood looking but they kiow EO
- it Can get any type of girl they want because glrls usually go for -
.- them. They're popular, .. ~. . : art
.-\_0331 {Don Juan, playboy] impiies someone___ ho llkes lo play around
' - women are. am-acted to them but they don’t set up a geri )
relatl' - , .

" Jarger biceps. ettt
© 1331 [boyfriend, flancé, lover, sweetheart] these are all suhtltles o?
- we would call the man who is shomng the romantlc slde of 2 man

" in relation t0 a woman.
0431 [sissy, homosexual, queer, pay] they’re the type you fmd in my
dancing class. They're ]l.lst all gay, pretty unmasculine, talk wlth a-

fisp. .

The respondents were clearly not limiting their thinking to a smgle
characteristic of the male types they were describing. In order to convey' :
their sense of the social types, they were providing, it might be suimised,
the outlines of a social drama, or sometimes, a scene from the drama.
In the scenes - which are sometimes described as though they were being
visualized - the male type plays & role in an encounter or a rélationship
with another person, usually a female. He is her date or perhaps her friend
or her would-be lover. His style of playing the role is different from how
an ‘ordinary male would play the role. In the descriptions, the unusual
aspects of his style are communicated by an account of his actions or a
description of his intentions, personality traits, or beliefs, He is friendly,
but deceitful; he thinks he is cool, but dctially makes a fool of hlmself
Sometimes, we also are told the female’s reactions to 'such males (e.g.,
“women are attracted to them,” or “they can get any girl they want”).”

The recognition that the respondents were constructing their descrip-
tions of gender types from social scenes or perhaps scenarios made it clear
why irying to describe the characteristics of the types as single attributes
was a difficult and perhaps impossibie task. In trying to represent the in-
formation conveyed to us by the respondents as single attributes, we had
undertaken the task of describing a gestalt of social information and ac-
tion in a few words. Although the multidimensional scaling had assisted
us in our identification of the key behaviors and characteristics of the dif-
ferent types, it did not help vs in the identification and description of the
taken-for-granted social world in which these characteristics are significant.

The realization that the respondents were thinking of the types in ferms
of social dramas rather than single attributes prompted further siudy, The
aim of Studies B and C - analyses of two other sets of data - was to un-
cover premises about the social worlds associated with the scenarios: What
makes types such as jocks or wimps so special that they are labeled as
different from ordinary males? What were the respondents assuming about
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norinal relations between males and females that made t.hese types stand
out?
Besides the implications of our reanalys:s of. Study A the ;work of

-+ linguist Fillmore also encouraged us to pursue thé examination of this

taken-for-granted world of male/female relations. We noted a mmnlanty ‘
between the kinds of scenés that Fillmore (1975:124) argies are associated
with linguistic frames and the descriptions glven us by the res'pbndents
Fillmore has presented his proposed frame semantics by eluc1datmg the

meaning of woids such as orphan and widow. He (1975 129:1982:34) has

argued that the meaning of bachelor, for example, is 1r_1_£§g:ﬂ.1]y related
1o a conceptualization of a social world in which such things as bachelors
exist. Bachelor cannot simply be defined as an unmarried male, for the
role of bachelor is not relevant to afl the social worlds in which unmar-
ried males are found. Is Pope Joha Paul IT a bachelor? Is a trice-married,
presently divorced man a bachelor? Fillmore says that the category of
bachelor is not relevant to these cases because the worlds of the Pope and
the trice-married, divorced man deviate from the conceptualizanon we
have of the social world in which bachelors exist.

A complete analysis of the type suggested by Fillmore is glven by
Sweetser (this volume) for the word fie. She shows that the meaning of
fie is not detachable from a conceptualized social world in which commu-
nication between individuals follows a culturally standardized, normative
pattern, In this simplified world, the telling of false information has cer-
tain consequences, such as hann to the recipient of the lie, and thus is
clearly a reprehensible act. Perhaps, we feasoned, the exploitation of
mate/female differences has particular poignancy to the women in our
sample because of the implications of exploitation in the simplified world
in which Don Juans, machos, hunks, and chauvinists are relevant char-
acters. Perhaps females attach importance to ineffectiveness and insensi-
tivity in mates because this characteristic poses a difficult problem for what
is taken for granted to be the normal course of male/female relationships.

STUDIES B AND ¢
Studies B and C were conducted in the same locale as Study A with the
same age population two years after the completion of Study A. Studies
B and C consisted of participant-observation research and tape-recorded
one-to two-hour interviews. The 23 informants of Study B and the 10 in-
formants of Study C were each interviewed an average of § and 5 times,
respectively. The participation—observation research was useful because
it revealed the extent to which the same kind of talk about males and
females that occurred in the interviews was also occurring in the everyday
activities of the informants.

The Study B interviews primarily consisted of “talking diary” interviews
inr which the informant was asked to describe what had been happening
to her since the interviewer had last seen her. In the course of these inter-
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views, which took place over a year-long period, the respondents freque;
talked about encounters and relationships with males, As sugg’es’ted
the excerpt from the interview with Margaret at the beginning of the: paper,
the “talking diary” interviewers tended to stay within the bounds of-g
tions the women were accustomed to. answenng and talkmg abou
* their peers.

The Study € interviews provu:led a more out-of zhe-ordmary task.for
the informants. They were asked to tell about their first and-then subs
quent memories of someone, usually someone with whom they had h:
a relatively long relationship. After they had told aboitt the. memories as
they wished, the interviewer asked in-depth guestions about their impres:
sions of and reasoning about the individual, often fequiring the informant -
to make explicit Information or beliefs about males and females that she
would have otherwise taken for granted,

In searching through these interviews for relevant passages, we Iooked
for passages in which the gender of the other was of explicit significance
to the informant’s reasoning about the other person. Any passage which
included reference to the gender-marked social types that had been iden-
tified in Study A-1 was automatically consulted. Our guiding questions
were: What do ouy informants assume about ordinary relationships be-
tween males and females? and What are the taken-for-granted worlds in
which these male and female types interact? As it turned out, this taken-
for-granted world is a world of prestige and intimacy gained and lost.

The taken-for-granted world of male/ female relaﬁonsfu‘,b&

In the taken-for-granted world of male/female retations, from the perspec-
tive of the women in our study, a male earns the admiration and affec-
tion of a female by treating her well. Intimacy is a result of this process.
The female allows herself to become emotionally closer, perhaps as a
friend, perhaps as a fover, perhaps as a fiancée, to those attractive males
who make a sufficient effort to win her affection. Besides closeness and
intimacy, the process of forming a relationship also has to do with prestige.
‘When a male is attracted fo a female and tries to earn her affection by
good treatment, her attractiveness is validated and she gains prestige in
her social group. For his part, the male gains prestige among his peers
when he receives admiration and affection from and gains intimacy with
femnales.

Normally, prestigious males are attracted to and establish close rela-
tionships with prestigious females, and vice versa. Sometimes, however,
a male can succeed in winning the affection of a female whose prestige
is higher than his own. However, the more attractive she is, the more he
must compensate for his lack of prestige by spectacular efforts to treat
her well. Correspondingly, females sometimes do form close relationships
with males who have higher prestige than they do. When the male is more
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attractive or has higher prestige than the female, she often must compen-. -
sate by giving her affection to him without his doing anything to earn’it:
Several aspects of this world can be illustrated by interpretations that
_informiants made of their experiences with males, {t should be foted that
-“although the interpretations included in the following seétions pertain -
primarily to romantic relationships, our data indicate that friendships be=
tween a male and a female are mterpreted in terms of the same taken~for~
granted. world o N :

THE INGENIOUS BEAU
Karla had an “official boyfnend Chnstopher.“ Meanwhﬂe, another,
guy, Alex, was doing things like showing up at her door with the gift of

an egg, dyed purple. For & visit to listen to records, he appeared dressed

in a costume befitting the punk-rock genre, 2 costume he had creatively

assembled from castaway ¢lothes and a dead carnation. What meaning

could this bizarre behavior have? Karla mterpreted it as an effort to win

her affaction: -

Kerla: .. . if you want to get dowri to brass tacks, the main crux of the prob-
lem fwith the refationship with Christopher] right now is this new guy. Because
T muost say he fascinates me, he fascinates me more than anyone Pve ever known
and furthermore he’s making the most interesting efforts to get me,

Alex was treating Karla well. Being well treated by a male means being
shown spemal considerations and courtesies; having one’s values desires,
and feelings taken sericusly; and being apprecnated for one's qualities and
accomplishments. Some other examples of such treatment besides the
creative efforts of Alex included things, in Karla's eyes, like wearing a
jacket on a casual date and being pampered when one is feeling sick. .

Another informant, Diana, gives additional examples in a life history
interview. She begins by talking about how attractive females want to date
attractive males and then switches to the kind of treatment she expects
from males, -

Interviewer: How about dates , . . any more to add on dates? What was impor-
tant to you?’

Digna: Well, if you werg fairly nice lookmg you wanted to date a good loakmg
guy, 1 mean, that was probably all part of our ego, we wanted to have the best
looking date or things like that . . . of course you wanted to be attractive to
them {males] you know. Like I said, vou wanted them to think that you were
pretty . .. .

Interviewer: Did you want them to think anything else?

Digna:  Of course you wanted them to think vou had a good personality, that
you weren't just beauty and na brains. But it was imaportant to me for someone
to respect my values and most of my friends were the same. OF course, there'’s,
in every cornmunity there’s a few girls that don’t have such strict moral values,
but we wanted to make sure that the guys that we went out with did respect
that or we wouldn't go out with them any more. All my friends were about the
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‘same in that respect, we wanted our dates to ra;pect us and treat us like lad
-riot fike one of the fellows. - :

Iriterviewer: Whai would constitute bemg treated- hke a lady'?

Diana: Well not only respecting our moral values, but to me, at leaé.t “maybe
it was because 1 was in the role of the female where ou were old-fashicned
and so. on, but it was importaat for them to open the door for me
-if we. went ouz to eat, to open car doors for me, just common
.2 k}t of t:mes you dunt ‘even think about.

x.mx.A I‘HE GERM .
Bad treatment is bemc 1gnored bemg unappreczated or scorned and b
treated Iike an object rather than a person. In describing her relauonshlp_
with Christopher, Karla recounted a phase of their refationship in which
she became disgruntled with how Christopher was treating her. The situa-
tion came 1o a crisis when she returned to school after a holiday and
promptly came down with a bad case of the flu. Instead of being sohcltous.
Christopher trled to avoid her:

Karla: Well | was . . . feeling so horribie that night about nine ¢'clock that 1
put on my pajamas and went to bed, and Christopher comes by at 9:30 to see
me. And be says, “What are you doing in bed?” Well [when I told l'um], he
just kind of like turned pale, And I thought that it would be nice, very nice
of him {faughs) to sort of well, you know, bring me a little chicked soup, tell
me to have a nice day, send me a ltle card. I really wanted that, but instead
he just, . . . he wasn't exactly rude, but he sort of got out of the room as. fast

. as he could cause he’s so scared he’d get it, and I'can understand that his prac-l,
tice schedule, he plays with a university group, if he got sick it would SCrew,
him up 2 Jot, but I don't like being treated like | have germs, whether I have_
them or not.

Later that week, Chnsbopher took her to a piay even though he was Stlﬂ
afraid of catching the flu from her;

He didn't say this, but ke went out with me anyway, but he was just kind of
like on edge all night long because of that and I think that's why he started
making some nasty remarks. . . . S0 that made me angry and that's why we
had our big fight. . . .

Interviewer: How did uh, why did you . . .

Karla: 1 said, “Why, how dare you treat me like a germ?” And he asked me to
explain this, 50 I did and I told him that I had not had a good time that evening
[faughs} and, T said that, well . . . it was earlier in the evening in the restaurant
that he had made the nasty comment about my family. I said, “Christopher,
how can you sit there and say something like that, and act like your family and
your family’s background is so much better than mine when this very evening,
Christopher, vyou have behaved with no class whatsogver?” .

Karla interpreted Christopher’s behavior as bad treatment, treatmerit
that suggested that she was pothing more than an object - a germ. She
thought that he had overestimated his own attractiveness or prestige rela-
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tive to hers and that he had no nght to expect her at‘fectmn 1f he mn— :

tinued to treat her in a condescendmg manner. Eventuaﬁy she Iet him
know she was angry. .

_«+. Although Karla changed her mterpretatlon afte:: another 1al w1th. '
+"Christopher, she initially took his behavior as meaning that:he con a};l,:
shie de-

ered his prestige to be higher than hers. In subsequént passageS,
scribed how she responded by challenging and bringing abotit a'change
in his definition of their relative positions. Evidence of the negotiation

about relative prestige or attractiveness and its slgmficanoe is a]so ev:dent-

in the following passage

THE UPPER HAND
“1 just don’t want bim to get the upper hand on me. . . .”

Karen is describing a guy she has just started to date. She has been tatk-
ing about the times he calls for dates and how much he likes her, She goes
on to explain that she has not been completely straightforward with him:

Karen: ., .1just don’t want him to get the upper hand on me, you k‘né'w. Like
I play ‘games with him . . .
Interviewer: Could vou give an exampic?

In response to this question, Karen discusses in a very oblique way how
northerners’ (Hal, the new guy that she is dating, is a northerner) morals
are different from those of southerners (Karen is from North Carolma)
She describes mortherners’ sexual morals as being more “open and
carefree.”

Imterviewer:  When you said that part about you didn’t want him to get the upper
hand, could you talk a little more about that?

Karen: I didn’t want him to think that I was really crazy about him and that
he could just wse me, you know, maybe if he knew I'd want to go out with him
and stuff like that. So that’s why I just sort of let him, in fact I was trying to
get it with him, you know, get the upper hand with him, but it didn’* work.
He's the same way, you know.

Interviewer: How did you try to do that and why dida’t it work?

Karan: Well, you know, 'd tell him - he’d say something about going out and
P’d say, “Wsll just . , . we probably will, but it’s a lttle early right now.” I'd
do stuff like that, and he'd ask me, he asked me if 1 had, um, well the first
night he asked me if 1 had a boyiriend back home and I didn't say anything,
and he says, *Well, I figured you did.” And, I said, “Well . . .”; 1 didn’t say
anything, you know. [ just toid him that T dated a couple of guys, you know.
i didn®t tell him if I still saw them or not, you koow.

She goes on to explain other ways in which she tries to give Hal the im-
pression or aliows him to infer that she has other boyfriends, including
such subterfuges as sometimes leaving the dorm when she thinks he is going
to call,
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Here, Karen has réad a lot into Hal’s pattern of calling and asking her
out and making overtures fo her, She has rnterpretcd his bchav -
prehmmary move in a negotiation in which she and he work. out whether
his prestige or attractiveness is hlgher than, equal to or Iowe.r than

then he will be able to exploxt her and treat hef bad!y 1f he wants _10 :
would rather that her prestige be seen as higher than his s0 she acts to',
bring about that interpretation.

‘Women judge whether their friends’ relationships make sense in terms
of the treatment they receive from males. Whether bad treatmen: is under-
standable to other women comes up a rumber of times in our data. From
the cultural model, a female may form a relationship with a very attrac-
tive male even though he treats her badly. An example of the application
of this idea comes from Diana. Diana has been having a number of run-
ins with Donny, her boyfriend, who attends a university in a nearby city,
Their calis often end in recriminations and tears on Diana’s part. Her
friends on the hall constantly point out to her that Donny is being mean,
that he’s just a “jerk.” Diana’s reply to them can be symmarized i in her
words: “If must be iove.” She implies that she finds him so attractive that
she is willing to sacrifice good treatment for the sake of being around him.
Her friends are not convinced. They think he’s not worth the trouble he
causes Diana; he does not seem all that attractive to them. ——

Problematic males

These stories describe experiences that the informants interpret according
to a set of assurmptions about normative relationships between males and
females. In the taken-for-granted world constituted by these assumptions,
arrogance in a male has special implications and getting involved with an
“asshole™ has predictable consequences. Arrogance, as elaborated below,
has implications for a male’s assessment of his owr statys relative to that
of the females around him; the ineffectiveness or insensitivity of an gsshole
is problematic because of the way he is likely to treat females. This taken-

for-granted world, in other words, provides the background against which *

several basic types of males pose a special challenge or problem for fernales.
These types were foreshadowed by the dimensions identified in the multi-
dimensional scaling. The problematic males are those who are arrogant
and use their position or attractiveness as majes for their own selfish pur.
poses in interactions with females, are insensitive and unlikable, and have
unusual sexual appetites.
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ARROGANT AND SELFISH MALES o
From our mformants mterpretanuns, males who thmk they are “God’s’_'

do not have to earn a feimale’s admiration and affection an ntimacy;
they are hkely to expect these thmgs from females samply qn ‘the basis o

to explcnt their attractlveness and prest:ge for their oWn self' sh purposes”
treating females in 2 bad or demeanmg manner, and tiot suffﬁr for theu-
behavior. Examples of how mformants see these Jocks and other types'
are prowded by the data. '

Annette and Sam. 1In one of her interviews, Karen tolci about an en—
counter she summazized as follows: - :

Karen: A friend of mine [Annette] mvued us, invited several of us {o a party
at a dorm. And, she told us that there’d be . . . , a couple of people there that
she really liked a lot, guys, thatis . . . well, they’re on the basketbal team, you
knew, big jocks and stuff like that, you know, and . . . when we got there,
um, the main one she wanted to see . . . I mean, he just, he didn’t even hardly
acknowledge her presence. He practically didn't even speak to her. . . . And,
it just sort of messed up the whole party mamly for her, a.nd becau.se of that
it messed it up for all of us.

The remainder of the interview was devoted to questmns about this
episode: P o _

Interviewer: What were your expectations when you went to the party* =

Karen: . .. lexpected to meet a couple of the players, and . . . expected, you
know, some real nice guys. And I thought that well, they'd be real glad to see
her, and you know, just reat friendly and sverything. And, but, they, they dida't,

Interviewer: What . . . how did they act when rhcy came" I guess there were two
of them that came at different times.

Karen: Yeah. One of them [Robert] was real nice to her and glad to see her and
all, you know. That wasn’t the main one she wanted to see, the one she wanted
to see {Sam] acted reaf stuck-up, you know, as if she wasn’t even there.

Interviewer: Oh, how did he do that? .

Karen: He, he ignored her. And, [ mean, he saw her several times . . . she'd be
standing practically beside him, and he wouldn't say anything . . | this other
girl came and he just talked to her practically the rest of the night.

Later, the interviewer asks Karen why she thinks Sam acted as he did:

Karen: 1 dor®t know if he was, if he, if, I don't know if maybe she just had it
in ber head that he liked her, or if he was just, if he didn"t want her around,
and he was just trving to talk to this other girl or something. Bu’c he did act,
he acted sort of too good for her, you know?
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The interviewer asked for more detal! about why Sam acted as he ‘did:

B e\rer:.fbody s Jookinig at me. And, I didnt Tike that at all abotit: him Aﬁ A
“he, he was just, it just seemed like he Was standing thers’ waiting: for
40 COME and talk to bim you kncw Instead of }um acknowledmng anybedy'

Karen talked about how upset Annette was and sald she thought p haps
if Armette could talk to some other guy, she w __uld feel b '

Interviewer; What? Why would that miake ‘her feel better?

Karen: Um, uh, she probably, I don’t know, I guess just to boost her oonﬁdence
back up, or to make her feel like she’s really somebody. Instead of what he,
I mean ke made her feel like she wasn 't even allve. e

Annette continued to be upset about the mc1dent, and Karen explamed
that Annetfe was trying to reason out why Sam acted as he did:

Interviewer; 'What were some of the ways she reasoned it out?

Karen: Um, well, she thought at first maybe because he was with that girl, he
didn’t want to talk to anybody else. Anrd, bus then, he was talking to other girls
that were walking by, and wm, then she was thinking, maybe he was mad at
_ her, buf she didn't know why, you know, she was just ﬂunkmg of dlfferent stuff
" Kke that. )

Interviewer: Did you think of any things like that too'? C B ;

Karen: Uh, not really, I, I, it’s gonna sound terrible. lthought well he Just duiu’t
want to, didn't want to see her at all, cause he just didint,' 1 don’t know, what
I thought was that, he was like I said before, he was some big jock on campus,
you know, and he just wanted the real, um, just certain girls around him, you
know.

Imterviewer: 'What , . , what kinds?

Karen: Real pretty, you know, real - {I think Annette’s pretty, too) - and he
just, you know, to make him look that much more better, you know. That's
what [ was thinking, after I, after | saw what he was doing to her.

Interviewer; 'Why would, why do vou think that he would want that, would want
these girls?

Karen: 1 guess to help his iimage, vou know, make him lock that much more
better,

In Karen’s interpretation, Annette is treated badly. Her presenceis not -
even acknoewledged by Sam. The situation is an embarrassing one because
Angette has revealed her attraction to Sam yet he has ignored her; she
has been shown to be tess attractive or of lower prestige than Sam. She’s
just an average girl.

In Karen's eves, Sam’s atiractiveness is diminished. She says, “I didn’t
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think he was attractive anymore.” Her inclination is'to demean i:um, to
la‘bel hlm as a lower status male, an unattractwe type‘ o

Karen. .+ « | wantegd to tell him, he, you know, what he did to her, ydu .kwuw,
e that ke was actmg I[ke an ass.

She does not call him an “ass * however, because she did not thmk A
would have wanted her to and because he was around a group of people
and she did not want to “make a fool” of herself elthar. Obviously, other
“peoplé, such as the woman he was talking with, did not thmk S A
an ass.

do not necessazily exploit their atiractiveness for their own ends; théy are
not necessarily demeaning to females who have less prestige than they do.
Robert was nice. He treated Annette very well and even went out of- hls
way for Annette’ friend, whom he had just met: :

Karen: Oh,1 ﬁke him {Robert] a lot, yeah, Cause he, cause he made her hl_lgh
and, he was just, so, he was real nice to all of us. And, um, well, one of my
friends wanted a beer, vou know, but there was this real long line, 5o he just
walics right up. He takes a cup and goes and breaks in front of everybody, you
k¥now, and gets it and brings it. He takes a cup and goes back to her, you know,
That really impressed me, there, cause he didnt know her, he didn’t have to
do that, You know. And um, that’s just the type of guy he was, )rou know,
just real friendly and nice to everybody.

Robert was attractive and he treated Annette, his fnend in a way that
earned her affection and admiration {and Karen’s, too). Even though he
was attractive and did not have to do things for Annette, he did, The dif-
ference between him and Sam, as Karen interpreted it, was that Robert
just wanted to have a good time whereas Sam wanted to make hnnself
look betiter.

Not only was Sam guilty of demeaning Annette, he, in Karen's mterprc-
tation, was also using females to further his own ends. He was not sin-
cerely trying to earn their affection and admiration and giving them good
treatment in return, He was simply using them to get what he wanted ~
in the case of the party, increased evidence of his own attractiveness:

Karen: ... youknow it’s just like they're [guys like Sam] they're out for them-
selves, you know, just to make, “I just want to be seen.” You know, it’s like
they’re just using the girl or something. . ..

INEFFECTIVE AND UNLIKABLE MALES

It contrast to males who are problematic because they are attractive but

profie to treat women badly, there is a second type whose labels are nsed

as insults, Karen, for example, fantasized insuiting Sam by telling him

he was acting like an “ass.” Diana's friends claimed Donny was acting like
a “jerk.” Jerks, nerds, turkeys, and asses, among others {see Figure 4.1)
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constitute this second type. of problematic mate, These males are both 'imat—

tractive and insensitive and thus unlikely 1o receive a female’s admiration
and affectmn. Lackmg sensumty to what femaies want these: Io}v-prestzge

illustrate mterpretations of experience l'n whlchnthls 'type of male plays_

Paﬂy and tke kfck Patty was asked to d%cnbe someone whom she kiew "
from her work, She. picked Erve, a calleagne, at the schocl in which'she
beaches. As a potential friend, she found Erve wantmg* -

Pan‘y' ... A1 mostly don’t care for hm: very much Part of it is the fact
that he's 2 real Okie kind of person, ina derogatory sense, and I mean it that
way, he’s a real hick. . :

Patty goes on to st many things she dls]ikes about Erve, mcludmg his
tack of a sense of humor, the strange things he says in the middle of con-
~ versations, the way he usurped the position of the coach, the tactless way

he deals with the students; his disruption of the facuity lunches by his topics
and styles of conversation, the fact that he asked her her age but did not
tell his, and so forth. Furthermore, he did not seem to realize that she
disliked him:

Pory: .. and the other thing that now tops it off Is for same reeson he’s demded
Pm his fnend and he will come and talk to me, and there’s a period of the day,
it's usually about twenty minutes of three . . , when everybody fades out apd
you can get something done, and he will come in there if he hasn’t got anything
to do and he will talk a blué streak, and I feel resentment about that, And ¥t
a passive-aggressive person so I never say anything. I just sit there and feel,
and he's not long on sensitivity, so he never picks up the vibrations . . . I dis~
agree with just about everything I seem to have noticed about him.

At a later point in the interview, Patty further elaborates the idea that
Erve is oblivious to her desires and feelings:

Paity: . .. Butin an annoying situation, I will put vp with the situation rather
than make waves. However, to someone who knows me, the zir is absolutely
thick with unharmonious vibrations.

Interviewer; And he doesn’t?

Patty; No, he does not pick up on those things at aJl. There are people who wil
receive such feelings and ipnore them and there are people who do nof receive,
and he is a nonreceiver,

In describing his fack of attention to her feelings, she reiterated a situa-
tion in which she had complained to him about his treatment of a student
and he had simply made a joke of her statement as though he did not
understand she was angry:
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Pawty: . . .. Twas really peeved. I did it quite pleasantly, but anyoné with 4 grdin

. of sensitivity would have noticed that [ was peeved. Carl {another teacher] knew
that I was peeved; Alice [the principal] knew that I was annoyed and they heard
(e say the words in the same togie of voice that this guy did. "

'Erve m short is remarkable in hig lack of sensmv:ty SR
Patty also points 8ut in the interview that Erve has a 10wer-ciass style
about him, is *acivilized,” and has very parochial tastes in many aspects
of life. Her comments, plus those of other informants and respondents
in Study A, suggest that lower-class males are théughf to be mse\nsmve
to females and therefore are not likely to treat a female well. Upper-class
males are more likely to know how to respond to a female and thus are
more likely to be able to earn the admiration and affection of females.
Other sources of insensitivity are stupidity and meanness of character.

Rache! and Edward. The main problem with the kinds of males who
get classified as “lerks” and “nerds” and so forth is that they are often
obnoxious. They are go insensitive that they cannot even tell they are un-
atiractive to the female and so they ofien act as if the relationship were
a closer one than what the female wants. Frve, for example, apparently
could not sense Patty’s negative opinion of him. He would come (o her
room and talk to her for Jong periods of time despite the fact that she
did not want to talk to him. Another example of a male persevering in
trymg to get closer to a female is gwen by Rachel in her descnption of

Rachel had been friends with Edward for many years. They had been
planning to go on a weekend camping trip with two other friends. At the
last minute, Edward casually phoned Rachel to tell her that the other
friends had decided not to go and that he and Rachel should stay at his
university instead of going to the mountains. Rachel was annoyed, She
did not want to be alone with him for such a long time. However, because
it was tao late to arrange anything else and becauvse she really wanted to
g0 somewhere, she went to see him. The entire weekend turned out 1o
be a frustrating struggle over the closeness of their relanonshlp, with
Edward indicating he wanted them to be closer and Rachel indicating she
wanted the relationship to be less close. This struggle had been gomg on
for quite a while:

Rachel: . . . several periods during our relationship he’s wanted to get closer than
I wanted to get. | don’t know, he’s a reaily great guy and I feel real close to
him, deep down, but personality-wise, we just have a lot of conflicts, and 1 donx
know, he requires a lot of patience from me, To be around himp I have to kind
of say, “Okay. Yowre going to be arcund Bdward, really put yourself down
on his level.” And he really needs me, as a friend, 1 feel like, and he tells me
that. So I'm just not as enthusiastic about pur relationship as he is. Lately, he's
Just, he’s been, every time we've been together, which is several times a month,
he'll bring up this stuff about, you know, he just can’t help the way he feels
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* and he can't stand it anymore, blah, blak, and I've told him how I feIt Ican’t
cha.nge my feehngs and I'm really tired of tailung about it

Rachef . i+ he seems very immature 1o mé naw So;n' 1m.es l feel hke he
~"have been dropped on his head when he was'a ba i
- 'sometimes, - - - Ca

That Rachel does not feel attracted _to Edwar isa roble
of his efforts to win her affection: oL

Interviewer; How does it make you feel that he wants the relauonsl-up 1o be cIoser,
whatever?

Rachel: It makes me feel real sad because [ don’t feel that way at all, and 1 know
how much it means to him and there's rezlly nothing that can be done.about
the sifuation, so it hurts me that he feels that way and it seems kind of like
a hopeless situation right now, because he really can’t get along too well xight
now without our friendship, but it’s painful for him to have the fnendshlp too.
It also repulses me too because I can’t stand the sight of us being more than
friends. P'm just not attracted to him, and [then there’s] our personality differ-
ences, it just never entered my mind at all.

Despite his efforts to treat her well, Rachel is not attracted to Er,iward
and because of his perseverance in his attempts to gét c!oaer, she becomes
irritated by his lack of acceptance of her feehngs. Although hé caras _for
her and does things for her, he is not attractive enough or sensitive enough
for her to want a closer relationship with hini, Rachel attributes his dmrc—
gard of her negative feelings to his family background and possmly hls
fundamentalist religious upbringing. She says he may have gotten the mis-
taken Idea that males can earn a female’s closeness, or at least that he

" ¢an win hers, simply by dint of will power. Not only was Edward’s attrac-
tiveness not sufficient for how close he wanted the relationship to be, but
he also had the problem of not being able to accept that he was pursuing
a lost cause, This made him even more unattractive in Rachél’s eves because
she found his overtures obnoxious and irritating.

Erve and Edward are probiematic types for two reasons: (1) they are
not very attractive or likable, and (2) they are also handicapped by a lack
of awareness or lack of character fo the point that they are, in some situa-
tions, at least, unable to tell what a female would like. For the more in-
sensitive types of unatiractive males who caanot tell what a female wants,
there is little chance of earning an attractive female’s affection, admira-
tion, and intimacy by treating her well,

Unattractive, insensitive males would not be a problem if they under-
stood their situation and acted on that undersianding, but they are often
50 “out of it” that they fail to understand their position. They act as though
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they are attractive and capable of earning a female’s admiration and af-

fection. They hang around ferales who are moré attractive than they are

and are obnoxious because the female has to “put them off.”/ - :

"« In both Study B and Study C, we found cases in whlch 8

7 as Jerk, ass, asshofe afid creep were used as insults. In Study A,
respondents often indicated that thése were insulting and deroga ory
names. It is now clear why this is the case: These names refer to types

- who are neither attractive nor adept at treating females well. They refer
to men who are on the bottom of the prestige ranking; they are the least
likely of males to earn females’ admiration and affection. Their :nsens:trv-
ity makes them treat females as poorly as jOCkS, Do Juans and egottsts
are likely to do, but they do not have the redeeming quality of these latter
types of being atiractive in some way, Their prestige is especially low be-
cause they do not even know when they are disliked. They make “fools”
of themselves by pursuing atiractive fermales who are not at all interested
in them. This factor of prestige is why Karen could not call Sam an “ass”
and not look like a fool herself. By calling Sam an “ass,” Karen would
bave been indicating that his prestige was low and that therefore it was
unlikely he could earn the admiration of a female. Clearly, Sam did not
have this problem. Not only was he known as a “big jock on campus,”
he was also at the party with a female.

MALES WHO HAVE (UNUSUAL) SEXUAL APPETITES
From the Study B interviews, we know that talking about the sexual aspects
of one’s current relationships is an indication of intimacy or closeress.
Most of our informants did not feel close enough to us to discuss sex and
sexuality in their own personal relationships. The ones who did discuss |
these topics in the interviews had moments of embarrassment, and even
the very articulate ones had difficuity in finding words to describe their
interpretations. Where sex and sexuality are talked about on a more imper-
sonal level as a topic of conversation or as a target for joking, however,
the informants were less reticent. The “horny” and “oversexed” person,
for example, was caricatured ¢ven in our presence for comic effect.
Because of the informants’ reticence and difficulty in talking about the
aspects of their relationships that had to do with sex and sexuality, we
have only a few in-depth accounts that present information relevant to
informants’ views on types of males who are problematic because they
are sexually unusual or extraordinary. Becanse of this limitation, we in-
clude only one of the few relevant stories plus list a set of assumptions
that have been pieced togeiher from the data:

1. Males have a natural desire for sexual intimacy with females, and vice
versa,

2. Besides desiring sexual intimacy for its own sake, males also want to
demonstrate their sexuality.

3. It is the female’s prerogative to decide the extent of sexual intimacy
she has with a male,



PRESTIGE AND INTIMACY : 401

4. As with affection, admiration, and other forms of intimacy; females B

are more prone to choose (o be sexually mtxmate ‘with a male if they
find him attractwe. e ; :

cerns. They may become overly focused on sex and dlsregard aéspects of
the female that are important to her own self-ldentlty Or, the attractwe
ones may take advantage of their attractiveness, accepting nr:lmacy from
a woman with no intent to treat her weli, Or, they may make vertures
that cause her to have to make decisions about intimacy before she is ready

Karla, for example, in describing a “pass” a man made at her on their
second date, recounts how she assessed what she conmdered to be 2 fast
invitation to intimacy;

Karla: 1 guess for about two weeks there, I was lookmg awund for a surrogate
for my old boyfriend. And Jafter this incident] I staried looking ®n him as some-
body who would ke more of a challenge, someone whe'd be kind of fur to play
with becanse I realized this attitude which would lead him 1o agk ine that sort
of question on the second date would also make him rather interesting to deal
with, and s0 I was not put off from dating him at all, T just realized that Pd
have 1o be rather clever about it '

As Karla interprets it, males who have a strong sex drive or a high need
te prove their sexuality are more of a challenge than males whe do not.
Relating to them is riskier because the pace is faster and more difficult
to control ihan is the case in a normal relationship. Also, there is greater
risk of being treated badly,

Summary of the cultural model of gender types

For American women, at least the ones in our samples, there is a stan-
dard, taken-for-granted way in which close male/female relationships -
both romantic and friendship ~ come about. The male demonstrates his
appreciation of the female’s personal qualities and accomplishments by
concerning himself with her needs and wants, and she, in tarn, acts on
her atiraction to him by permitting a close, intimate relationship and by
openly expressing her admiration and affection for him.

In the prototypical relationship, the two parties are equally altracnve
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and equally attracted to one another. However, if the discrepancy in rela- .
tive attractiveness is not too great, adjusiments are possibie.-A relatively
unattractive male can compensate for his lesser standing by: makmg ex-
Jtraordinary efforts to treat the woman well and make her h A"re!a-
tively unatiractive female can compensate by sca]ing de oW 'he ions -
of good treatment, When suffi cietit compensanon is not in evld ce or
when the more attractive partner seems to be the one who is co'

talked about in relation to this zaken-for-granted world of )
relationships. These types have characteristics that Iead them'
lems for women. Attractive, popular ‘males who are arrogant of se[f-
centered, for example, take advantage of their attractlveness to women
to gain affectlon and mtnnacy without intending to enact the fnendshjp
in the taken-for-granted world. They treat the womaﬁ”badly, whlch puts
her in an uncomfortable position (like that of Annette) of bemg shawn
to be less attractive than the male, The woman has revealed her affection
and admiration for the male with nothing to show in return.

In contrast to Don Juan, jock, or chauvinist types, there are the Jerks
and nerds, who are not adept at pleasing a female. Unattractive males
of this type, the “losers,” are particularly problematic because they often
pursue a female who is more atiractive than they are. Since they are not
only unattractive but also inept at earning her affection by treating her
well, they are engaged in a futile pursuit. Yet they hang around, imper-
vious to her disinterest and unaware that she is more attractwe than they.
Eventually, they become obnoxious.

Sexually different males also create anomalies in the taken—for-granted
world of male/female relationships. Both homosexual males and males
who are hieterosexual but overly focused on sexual activity render the mean-
ing and value of physical or sexual intimacy between males and females
problematic. Homosexual males do not want intimacy with females and
therefore cannot be romantic partners for females. Relationships are a
priori arrested at the level of friendship. Males who are overly sexnally
aggressive, on the other hand, force females to a decision about intimacy
before the relationship has progressed very far. They are also unlikely to
carry through with the relationship because for them there js less involve-
ment with the female as an individual, a person.

Discussion

Two guestions were posed at the beginning of the paper: What . do
Americans leave unspoken when they talk about gender types? and How
is this implicit knowledge mentally organized? The preceding section sum-
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marizes the implicit knowledge that the women in our:samples ;ak"'fo"'-
granted about male/female relationships and about types of miales irh:
are likely to cause a relationship to go awry. Heré, we ottliné thé un' :
tions of our research for the cognitive organization of knowledg bou_
gender types. The final section of the paper dlscusses the questiom f.ihi
" susceptibility of the ¢ultural model to change smd xts likely distr

in the Amencan populatxon RTINS 3

THE COGNITIVE ORGANIZMION OF CULTURA KNO
ABOUT GENDER TYPES i

" Qur studies indicate that indmdual Amemans und@rstand talk about jerks,
wimps, he-men, chicks, broads, and their behavior by thinking of these’
characters in relation to a taken-for-pranted relationship bétween males
and females. In the prototypical sequence of events described in' detail
in the previous section, a male and a ferale are attracted to one another
and develop a close relationship in which they become friends -dnd/or
romantic/sexual partners. Cognitively associated with this taken-for-
granted course of male/female relationships are scenarios of disruption
in which cne or another of the participants causes the relationship to abort
or go awry, Most gender-marked types, it turns out, are types who ¢aase
such disruptions.

This organization of knowledge according to prototypic events and
scenarios is not what we had originally anticipated. At the start of our
study, as explamed we rejected the hypothesis that knowledge :about
gender types is cognitively organized as a list of definitions of fox, do¥/,
. seag, and so forth, We turned instead o an analysis of the cognitivestruc-
ture or similarity structure of the set of types. Researchers customarily
assume that this type of analysis, which is usually carried out with the
aid of muliidimensional scaling, identifies key attributes of a domain (c.g.,
gender types) and that these key attributes organize and orient people’s
thinking about the domain. Such an analysis presumes that knowledge
about gender types is basicafly organized according to a set of attributes.

Qur studies indicated, however, that such an approach was of limited
utility for gender types. When the people iz our sample were asked which
types were similar, they did not perform this task by explicitly focusing
on important attributes of the types. Rather, they related the typesto a
set of scenarios in which the prototypical male/female relatjionship is
disrupted. We found, in other words, that respondents compared types
of males and females according to their fit to scenatios. Furthermore, in
order to explicate the scenarios, we found it necessary to consult addi-
tional data, from which we inferred the underlying taken-for-granted world
of male/female relationships. The multidimensional scaling did assist us
in identifying an important aspect of the cultural model, namely, the
groupings of problematic types of males and females. Cognitive-struc-
ture analysis did not, however, provide us with a means of or a motiva-
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tion for presenting the scenarios that seemed to be an mteg'rai part of otir
respondents’ thinking about these different gerider types."Nor did it pro-
vide us with the information about the taken-for-granted world wé. needed
-t understand the scenarios and their emotional poignancy.-Nof: .
" prepare us for the description of scenes that respondents sametuncs'swmd.
to picture as a means of capturing the nature of the type. iE
Without knowledge of the scenarios, we would have been at a- TOSS- to
explain why respondents thought some terms for gender types could be
used as insults whereas others could not. The multidimensional scalmg
approach offered no indication why calling a male a “Don Juan” or-a
“playboy” or a “jock” or some other type who is likely to take advantage‘
of a womnan is usually not considered to be insulting whereas calling some-
one a “creep,” a “turkey,” a “jerk,” or some other type of ineffectual male
is, We had to learn more about the taken-for-granted worid of male/feiiale
refationships to know that even though males who use their attractiveness
to exploit women may be avoided because they are dangerous, they are
not as low in prestige as males who are unlikable and ineffective. Males
of the latter category are nnattractive. A woman who refers to a male ag
an “asshole” is indicating that he is unattractive relative to herself. She
is indicating that she finds him “beneath her.” The same is not necessarity
the case for a woman who refers to a male as a2 “Don Juan.” She js not
necessarily insulting him. Although she may avoid him for fear that he
will take advantage of her, she is attesting to his attracuveness, and in
fact, may be admitting that he is more attractive than she is. = ...
In a similar vein, the present analysis itiuminates rather than obscu'res,
as does cognitive-structure analysis, the implications of categorizing some-
one according to 2 gender type. As Boltanski and Thevenot (1983) have
pointed out, social-classification systems are different from nonsocial
classification systems because, in applying them, one is also classifying
oneself. {n typing & male, a fernale is typing others and herself. This reflex-
ive quality of categorization by geader type is both explained by the cultural
model and apparent from the scenarios that include both the male and
the female. Relationships between males and females refiect on both par-
ties because of the assumptions in the cultvral model that attractive males
will choose to be with attractive females, and vice versa, and that attrac-
tive females can expect better ¢reatment from males than can less attrac-
tive females. To classify a male is to make claims about the male and
implicitly about oneself and about other women who have a close refa-
tionship with him. In calling Donny a “jerk,” the women on Diana’s hall
were doing more than saying something about Donny. They were saying
that they would not put up with his behavior and that they would not
be associated with him. Classifications reveal one’s standards and sen-
sitivities and therefore one’s assessment of one’s own attractiveness and
claims to prestige.
In short, we argue that the cognitive organization of gender knowledge
is insufficiently illuminated by an approach such as cognitive-structure-
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analysis, which assumes that there is a set of key dimensions orattribi
onto which sets of simitar gender types are mapped. Our dnforms
associate type names with a prototypic male/female relationship anid With:
* scenarios of interactions that they sometimes seem to visualize;mot jt
attributes, as would be expected from coguitive-structure analysis. Fur~
thermore, although people do know important attributes of the different
gender types and can say which types are similar and which. chssumlar, e
they also know more - a kot more. They have knowledge of a-taken-for="

granted world to which these types are relevant and thus they know how:: i

the various attributes are interrelated. They know not only:that: some.
- gender names are insulting but also the basis for and the emotional int¢n-
sity of the insuit, Similarly, they appreciate the reflexivity of categorizing
other people by these terms. It is possible that a neophyte (perhaps a child,
an anthropologist, or a freshman) begins to learn gender types by memoriz-
ing what a cognitive-structure analysis reveals - similar types and. their
imporiant attributes ~ but it is also likely that the neophyte would even-
tually infer the more furdamental parts of the cultural model. She would
form an idea of the normal or prototypicel course of male/female relation~
ships and come to see the named gender types as actors in this prototypical
world. She would go bevond the limited organization of knowledge re-
vealed by the cognitive-~siructure analysis,

INERTIA OF THE CULTURAL MODEL -
If our argument is valid and the cultural model does organize the exten-
sive amount of knowledge that we claim it does, then the difficulties
of radically altering the model become apparent, The world posited by
this cultural model is simply taken for granted as the world to which new
experiences are relevant. Not only are new males seen as participants in
this world, but they are glso seen as possible variations on the small number
of problematic types already identified. Gathering information on each
new male or fesnale one meets is unnecessary; one need check for only
a small number of characteristics. However, the price of this cognitive
- economy is a bit of rigidity in interpreting the world and a certain slowness
in recognizing or learning new models.

Cognitive constraints are important forces for the inertia of the cultural
model; even more important are the constraints that derive from the social
nature of the model, Verbal descriptions of individuals as gender types
arg understood by listeners in light of the cultural model. Comments such
as “Wearing your add-a-beads, eh?,” are heard against the backdrop of
the extensive implicit knowledge organized by the cultural model. Even
new names for new types are interpreted according to this model; one
guesses what the type is like - extensive explanation is unnecessary (Holland
& Skinner 1985). The shared cultural model vastly facilitates communica-
tion; experiences can be rapidly communicated to other people if described
according to the conventions of the cultural model. Again, however,
economy has a price. It is easy to communicate aboui the familiar but
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difficult to communicate about the unfamiliar. Even though it is certamly
possible and perhaps even easy for some individuals to think -1p or;
recognize new gender types, communicating a concept of a tmly TEW,-
radlcally different type of male or female to other people is a foruudable
-" task, Talk about types, new or old, is assurned to be talk that canbe | -,
terpreted zccording to the cultural model. Even if the individual manages
to think “outside” the cultural model (which may in fact happen quite: fre-
quently), he or she still will face considerable difficulty in communicating .
the aitemanve models to other peOpIe Because it prov:des the backdrop o
for intexpreting and the conventions for talking about experiences, the
cultural model is 2 social entity not easily altered by 2 single individual.-

. Along these lines, one wonders if truly radical changes can be made
in the model by the mere introduction of a new type, such as a femmwt
or, as the men in our samples labeled the type, a “libber.” Elaborating
or introducing a new type is a relatively mild attack since the bedrock of .
the model, the taken-for-granted, prototypic relationship of males and
females is, at best, challenged only indirectly and the new type is easily
distoried to fit the existing model. Because the conventions for talking
about females and males as types are s¢ much an integral part of the cul-
tural model described kere, it is likely that totally new ways of talking
about or deseribing or representing male/femate relations may be an easier
means through which to introduce new models of these relations. The
essays of feminist social scientists, for example, or more likely the self-
analysis tajk learned in therapy could provide the new discourse genre.

THE PISTRIBUTION OF THE CULTURAL MODEL ACROSS SOCIAL

SPACE AND HISTORICAL TIME :
The samples consulted in this study can tell ug httle about the distnhutlon
of alternative cultural models of gender over time and across social groups
in the United States. The samples were predominantly composed of re-
spondents who are white, southern, and middle class. Furthermore, most
of the Study B and Study C data come from women who are young and
unnarried.

Young, unmarried women attending universities such as those where
our studies were conducted are usually participants in a social system that
is closer to what Coleman (1961) and others such as Schwartz (1972) and
Eisenhart and Holland (1983) have associated with adolescence or youth
than it is to adult society. This youth society emphasizes social identities
based on gender and, to a lesser extent, social class. Much of youth cuiture
is devoted to the elaboration of gender relationships and gender types (see
Davidson 1984 and Holland & Eisenhart 1981 for further detail on the
peer groups of the women in our samples). The importance of gender-
marked social types such as those described in this paper, in cther words,
may be a function of the age of the group studied,

Similarly, the dynamics of atiractiveness and intimacy posited by the
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cultural model may bhe partlcula:ly stressed in youth a5 opposed to adult’
culture, Onée the women in our sampies have mamed and had ¢hild:

contribution io a household economy and fam:ly reiauonshlps 01
havior in the workplace may become more important o these Wo
the male’s potential for providing intimacy and proof of one's attractw ]
as a woman, Yet, we are reluctant to assumé that the i '
gerider has no currency in the thinking and tatking 6{ pa 3
society. Our interviews with an albeit limited saraple of olde_ W
gest that the cultural model continues to be Important ifi'the interpieta
tion of experiences that occur in ¢he formation of: friendship and (Extia-
matital) romantic relationships with males and in the interpretation of
certain relationships in the workplace. Males who systematically {redt fe-
" male co-workers differently from male co-workers are mterpreted ELS
cording to the cultura! model described here.

Perhaps even more intriguing than the question of the d]strlbutlon of
the cultural model across age groups is its relevance to ‘our samples’ male.
counterparts. The cultural model of gender described may be “role-centric:®
Unlike scientific models, which are supposedly constructed from a detached
perspective, the cultural model provides for the interpretation of males
from the point of view of the female in a (potential) male/female rela-
tionship. It is also the case that when the women in our samples talk ex-
tensively about particular males, they are usually talking to other womien.
For these reasons, it might be expected that males’ cultural models of
gender could differ from that of the females and that males’ models terid
to take the perspective of the male in the relationship. Unfortunately, we
lack in-depth interviews from the males and so have been restricted in our
description of the males’ perspective. The data from males in the Study
A interviews do suggest, however, that males share with females a con-
cern for attractiveness and intimacy although from a different vantage
point, Complementary to females’ concern about good treatment, for ex-
ample, males are sensitive to their valnerability to the demands of females;
they worry about becommg mvolved with a female who is too demand—

ing, too “bitchy.”

FUNDAMENTALS OF SOCIAL CATEGORIZATION.

In our study, we ignored the question of alternative models of gender that
may exist in different age, class, ethnic, and regional groups in the United
States because we were concerned with a prior question; namely; How
do individuals cognitively grasp the cultural models that inform their talk
about gender types? Our work is an answer, from the perspective of
cognitive anthropology, to the question of which aspects of the cultural
model of gender are fundamental, basic, and stable versus which aspects
are superficial and likely to be transient. In general, the process of identi-
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fying a cultural model involves determining fundamental versus surface .
elements of the complex of beliefs and knowledge (see also Clement 1987),
The distinction between fundamental and surface elements of g belief
_system, is, of course, a necessary preclrsor {o meamngful cross-(sub)cul—.
"tural comparison. PN
Because of the Iumted avallablhty of comparabie research on

soc:al

fundamentals of cultural models of social types. gecogmzing _ghe_: p_erﬁs_,
however, we would speculate that the organization of cultural knowledge
will be similar for other social types, at least in American culture, to what
we have found in the case of pender. We suspect that the implicit knowl-
edge that informs the talk of other subgroups about gender types and the
talk of all groups about other social types such as types of children, or
types of hospital patients, or general role terms as described in Burten
and Romney (1975) and in Harding and Clement (1980}, may all conform
to the pattern we have noted in the American cultural model of gender
types. We suspect that the type names refer either to roles (¢.g., boyfriend,
Jiancé, bachelor, daté) in the taken-for-granted world or, more likely, to
styles of enacting these roles {e.g., Don Juan, jerk, wimp) that disrupt
the prototypical course of the relationship to which they are relevant.”
On the other hand, we seriously doubt that the content of the prototypic
relationship and therefore the problematic social types will be the same
from one culiure to another,

Naies

1. Because this paper draws on three separate research projects, there are many
people and agencies to thank, First are the many individuals who participated.
in the studies as respondents, as informants, and as interviewers, Second, sev-
eral sources of funds made it possible to collect and analyze a large amount
of data: a grant from the National Institute of Education (NIE-G-79-0108),
a National Raesearch Service Award (1-F32-MHO08385-01), grants from the
Ugiversity Research Coundil of the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill {1-0-101-3284-VP376, 1~0-101-3284-VP497), and 2 Kenan leave from
UNC. An earlier version of this paper was presented at the Princeton Con-
ference on Folk Models; comments made by conference participants were ex-
tremely helpful. A version was also read in the departmental colloguium series
&t the University of North Carolina. Thanks go ¢ the insightful conments
of participants at that colloquium as well as to a helpful critique by Luc
Boltanski. .

2. Because the samples in Studies B and C {described below) included only two
males, the paper focuses on women’s perspectives of men.

3. Holland's pre-1982 publications are under the name of Clement.

4. The Ixil have suffered serious hardship and decimation in the recent and car-
rently on-going government reprisals in Guatemala. As a result, the cultural
and sacial systems of the Ixil have changed considerably since these data were
collected (B. N. Colby, personal communication).
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5. We selected types that were mentxonecl frequently. Otherwxse, we attempted-i
“to inchide a wide range of types. - - .

The codes indicate the following: The ﬁrst two dlgits are unique lden 1ers
for each respondent. The third digit refers to age, with cade %37 :nchcaung g
. 18 to 25 year-olds. Codes “4™ and above are older. A code of “1" in the four’lh
digit indicaies a female respondent. : :
The respondents for the A-1 interviews included 13 females aged 18 r.o

25 and 13 females who were 40 or older. Thé corresponding figures forthe
male respondents were § and 8, respectively, For the seconditterview; 4ll the

6

- respondents, 16 males and 26 females, wére all between the ages of 18.and

25, All the respondents were residing in North Carolina at the time of the -

.. interview. The implcations of the sample limitations are discussed below.

7. In the A-1 interviews, respondents described one gender typeata time. In
the A-2 interviews, the sorting interviews, they described the groupmg cftypes
they had formed.

8. From the sorting data, we calculated similarity measures among aH palrs of
items using the formula suggested by Burton {1975). These similarities measures
were then analyzed using a nonmetric multidimensionat scaking program de-
veloped by Kraskal (1964a; 1964b) as modified by Napior. o &

9. Since completing the present paper, we have testad our ability to predlct reac-
tions to types not incinded in our A-2 interviews and to types whose names
we created. Our predictions, which were based on the cultural model described
in this paper and on conventions we had noted in the names for the types,
were largely borne cut (Holland & Skinner 1985).

10. In some cases, the descnptmn is not aboat the type of person to which the
term refers, but rather is about a type of person who would use such a term
or the kind of situation in which the termn would be used:

1231 [buck, macho, stud, chauvinist, egunlst bastard, prick, kunk, Don Jmn
Playboyt what a female chauvinist pig would thmk of males stereo-
typmal attitudes.

(cm Case 6 in Fillmore 1982:34) ’

Another example of this kind of assessment was glvcn by a Iocal profes—
sional who looked over the names collected in Study A-1. He said his clients
would be disdainful of the terms we had been given for homosexuals. He sum-
marized their opinion in a retort, “Only a wimp would call a fag, a ‘gay.’”

11. All names are psexdonyms. Furthermore, a few details from the passages have

been changed to protect the anonymity of the informants.

In the campus cultures of the two universities where these studies were car-

ried out, one big source of prestige for males is participation in athletics, par-

ticularly on the University varsity squads.

Marilyn Strathern’s (personal communication 1984) observatlons of the Hagen

of New Quinea must be noted as a possible counterexample. Hagen males

‘talk about fernales as gender-marked types, but they do so in the context of

exchange and transaction, not in the context of interpreting problematic be-

havior in a cross-gender interpersonal situation.

12

13
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S
A folk model of the mind'

=

Roy D’4Andrade

A cultural model is a cognitive schema that is intersubjectively shared by
a social group. Such models typically consist of a smatl number of con-
ceptual objects and their relations to each other. For example, Rumethart
(1980), following Fillmore (1977), describes the schema ~ and cultural
model - of buying something as made up of the purchaser, the selier, the
merchandise, the price, the sale, and the money. There are several rela-
tionships among these parts; there is the interaction between the purchaser
and the sefler, which involves the communication to the buyer of the price,
perhaps bargaining, the affer to buy, the acceptance of sale, the éransfer
of ownership of the merchandise and the money, and so on. This mwodel
is needed to understand not just buying, but also such cultural activities
and institutions as lending, renting, .‘easmg, Zypping, salesmanshrp, prof t
making, stores, ads, and so on.

Cognitive schemas tend to be composed of a small number of objects -
at most seven plus or minus two -~ because of the constraints of human -
shori-term memory (Miller 1956; Wallace 1961). For example, to judge
if some event is an instance of “buying” something, the person making
the judgment must decide whether there has been a purchaser, selier, some
merchandise with a price, an offer, and an accepiance, along with the ap-
propriate fransfer. Since all these criteria must be held in mind simulta-
neously to make this judgment with any rapidity, the criteria cannot ex-
ceed the limits of short-term memory.

The number of objects & person can hold in mind at any one moment
is limited, but these objects may themselves be complex schemas {Casson
1983). In the buping schema, for example, the part labeled bargaining is
itself a complex schema that involves a potential purchaser and sefler, an
initial price, a series of converging bids and counter offers, and possibly
a final agreement. Through hierarchical organization, human beings can
comprehend a schema containing & very large and complex number of

discriminations, The amount of work involved in unpacking a complex

cultural schema can be quite surprising.
One consequence of the hierarchical structure of schemas is that certain
cultural models have a wide range of application as parts of other models.
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"The cultural model of money, for example, has a wide rarige o
tion, serving as a part of many other models. Although it s unlik
anyone knows afl the models of any culture, fo have :a reas
undesstanding of a culture, one must kaow at least those model tha
widely incorporated into other models. 3 .
A schema is intersubjectively shared when everybody inthe group knows
the schema, and everybody knows that everyone else kn{)WS the: schema
and everybody knows that evervone kaows that everyone ‘knows’ the g
schema (the third “knowmg is necessary because although vou and 1maj
both know the money is hidden in the teapot, for example, and 1 may- ..
know that you know (I saw you hide the money there), and you may know
that I know (you caught a glimpse of me when I was spying on ‘you as
you hid the money), yet because I do not know that you know that I know,
I cannot assume that your secing me look at the teapot would tell you
that I was thinking about the money. However, when everybody knows
that everybody knows that everybody knows, then anyone’s glance toward
the teapot is understood by all, including the one gwu:lg the g!ance, as
a potential reference to the money.
One result of intersubjective sharing is that mterpretanons mada about
the world on the basis of the folk model are treated as if they were ob-
vious facis of the world. The spectators at a baseball game all see that
a particutar pitch, thrown over the head of the catcher, was obviously
a hall, and so obviously a ball, that one would have to bé blind {o miss
it. Of course, those peopie who do not know the game of bageball, seeing
only the catcher trying to catch something thrown to him, cannot make
such an interpretation and de not experience any such fact. -

- A second consequence of the intersubjective nature of folk models is
that a great deal of information related to the folk model need not be
made explicit. For example, in describing a game of baseball in which at
the bottom of the ninth the score was tied, the bases were loaded, there
were two olits, and the count was two and three, the narrator has only
1o say that the pitch was so far over the head of the catcher that he couldn’t
even catch it. People who know baseball do not need to be told the pitch
was a ball, the ball gave the batter a walk, the walk forced a run home,
the run gave the game to the team at bat, and the game was over, The
niarrator, speaking to somecne who knows baseball, can reasonably assume
that what obvicusly must happen (given the rules of baseball) does not
need .to be siated.

One cultural medel with a wide range of application in American and
European culiure is the folk model of the mind. This medel can be called
a “folk” model both because it is & statement of the common-sense
understandings that people use in ordinary life and because it contrasts
with various “specialized” and “scientific” models of the mind (see Kees-
ing this volume). This model is widely incosporated in a variety of other
cultural models, such as categories of criminal acts, the classification
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system found in ordinary language character terms (IYAndrade -1983),
categoties of speech acts (D’Andrade & Wish 1985), and the cuitura] medel
of commitment involved in marriage (Quinn 1952) and S0 ON. o : 4
.. An interesting characteristic of many kinds of culturat moflels 1s_the
‘> guality of awareness of the model displayed by informants. In the tase’
of the model of the mind, for example, most informants do not have an
organized view of the entire madel. They wse the model but they canniot
produce a reasonable description of the model. In thds sense,:the model
is like a well-learned set of procedures one knows how to carry 6ut ratheér
thar a bady of fact one can recount. This difference corresponds to;the
distinction made in artificial intelligence circles between “procedural”
knowledge, such as knowing how to ride a bicycle, and “declarative”
knowledge, such as knowing the history of France (Rumethart & Norman
1981). However, the folk model of the mind does not seem to be a com-
pletely procedural system since informants can partiaily describe how the
model operates when asked questions about specific examples.

One issue raised by the attempt to make explicit the folk model of the
mind is the question of the empirical basis - the accuracy - of the model.
At one extreme, it might be argued that this folk model of the mind is
based on “obvious” facts of human experience. That is, one might argue
that people can perceive their internal states and processes just as well
as they can perceive trees and birds, and s0 the folk model is simply a
description of what is there - perhaps it could not even be described dif-
ferently. At the other extreme, one might argue that by their nature, in-
ternal states and processes are so difficalt to perceive that the folk model
has no more relation to reality than has the Azande model of witcheraft.
Cross-cultural information about folk models of the mind in other cultures - -
is potentially relevant to a resoluiion of this problem. Some comparison
of the mode! presented here for American-European (“westerz”) cultures
and Lutz’s Ifaluk material on ethnopsychology are presented-in the last
section of this paper. At this point, it is sufficient te note that this folk
maodel cannot appropriately be applied under all circumstancesy-it generally
is not thought to apply to such special conditions as “hypnosis,” or to
various mental disorders such as “psychosis” and “depression.” Indeed,
it seems that when the model does not apply to how someone is acting,
people consider the person to be in an “abnormal® state. Thus, the model
seems to act as a standard for determining “normality,”

1 have found the work of linguistic philosophers, such as Anscombe,
Vendler, and Searle, tc be very helpful in developing a description of the
western folk madel of the mind, although sometimes it is difficult to decide
if philosophers are describing how our folk model of the mind is or how
it should be (see, for example, Ryle 1948, who did not like the western
folk model of the mind at all). Also, philosophers are willing to ¢riticize
a folk model with respect to its internal consistency and its logical com-
patibility with other models in the same culture - 2 move anthropology
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has yet to make {(but see White this volume). Work done by Edwin Hutch-
ins in an unpublished paper on how people generate explanations of on-
going behavmr has aiso been very helpful, although the'model ¢

n.d.) g
The mmal model appears in the next sectlon It is followe_ by a sum—
mary of the major propositions of the model and a set ofi ints

had never had COUISes in psychology The interview matenal presented '
here has been selected on the basis of clarity end- exphutness- None of
‘the interview material from the five informants contradicted the model,
although some of the material could not be derived from just the model
given here. In addition, some material from daily life and from hterature
that iflustrates use of the model is presented.

In the last section of this paper, this folk model is contrasted bnefiy
to the scientific models of the mind found in academic psychology and
psychoanalytic theory, and then related to a nonwestern folk model of

the mind described by Catherine Lutz, with some concluding speculatwns
about cross-cultural similarities and differences. :

The model of the mind

The folk model of the mind is composed of a variety of méntal processes
and states. These processes and states, as indicated by English verbals; are:

a. perceptions;
i. simple state - see, hear, sinell, taste, feel
ii. achieved state - spot, sight, notice
iii. simple process - look, observe, watch, listen, touch
b. beifef/knowledge:
i. simple state - believe, know, remember, expect, assume, doubt
imagine, suspect, recall
ii. achieved state ~ understand, realize, infer, learn, find owt, discover,
guess, coriclude, establish, forget
iii. simple process - reason, think about
iv. accomplished process - figure out, plan
c. feelings /emotions:
i. simple state - love, like, fear, hate, blame, approve, pity, sym-
pathize, feel sad, feel happy
ii. achieved state — forgive, surprise, scare
i, simple process - enjoy, be frightened, be angered, be bored, mourn,
emote
d. desires/wishes:
i. simple state - want to, desire, like to, feel like, need
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< 1. simple state - mtmd to, aim to, mean to, plan’ to

116 ROY D’ANDRADE

ii. achieved state ~ choose, select
iii. simple process - wlsh hope for
e. intentions:

~I.

ii. achieved state - decide to
£. resolution, will, or self-control:
i. simple state - determined to, resolve to
fi. achieved state - resolve to S e gl
iii. simple process - force oneself to, make onesc!f strwe

The distinctions of state and process and the subdistinctions of uchieve-
ment and accomplishment are based on the time schema of the vérb
(Vendler 1967). When we inguire about a process, we ask, “What are you
doing?" and the answer is, “I am looking/thinking/enjoying .°, .”; that
is, one is carrying out a repetitive set of internal actions. When we'in-
quire about a state, we do not ask what the person is “, . . ing,” rather
we ask “Do you see/believe/like. . . 7" Qutside idiomatic use, we do not
say, “I am seeing/believing/liking. . . .” Both the state and process occur
in time, but a process is something marked by an iteration of some action
and thus admits continuous tenses.

In many cases, one can treat the same internal events as either a pro-
cess or state. *I have been thinking about the tie-up on the freeway”
references the process of thinking, whereas *1 believe we should avoid the
freeway” places oneself in a particular state of belief. This semantic distine-
tion indicates that the folk model has two different ways of regarding the
mind - as a coliection of “internal states” versus a set of “internal pro-
cesses.” A typical fllustration of this distinction is the “sleeping person”
example; Whether Joan is awake or asleep, we can say she knows the
multiplication table, fears nuclear war, probably intends to go shopping
this weekend, and so on. But only if she is awake can we say she is
calculating the answer to 11 times 15, worrying about nuclear war, plan-
ning to o on a irip, and so on. Thus, the mind is treated hoth as a con-
tainer that is in various states and conditions, thereby having large number
of potentialifies simultaneously, and also as a processor engaged in car-
rying out ceitain operations, therehy being limited to a small number of
concurrent actions,

Further, siates are linked to processes in that typically someone js in
a particular state because some process has or is oceurring, Thus, John
sees Bill because he is observing Bill; Sally believes Lisa is her friend because
she went through the process of assessing her relation to Lisa and f{inally
concluded she was a real friend; and Roger has been frightening his cousin,
which is why his cousin fears him.

There is another relevant time distinction in English verbs based on
the notion that certain processes and states are defined by a climax or ter-
minal point that marks the end of the state or process, When such ter-
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Table 5.1. Characteristis of internal states

~ Perception _Belief"' "F'eeling’;f'l_' A Desires

gase ¢ outs;de cause inside cause inside . cause inside  cause in

mind  C.omind C . and . umd :
A outs:de mlnd outside mmd
© takes simple takes prop. - takes 7 '_ takes prop
Objects . object - either | " object © T abje
clf usually  self usually self usially  self usually © sélf
agent agent _the'ét ’ ag_ent ’
pot  usually  usualymot  mot " “eonitrol of
controllable  controliable controllable controllable - jtself Ceontrod

CONRt ROUN  COUN MOUN  IWASS NOWR  COUNE OF MASS COUDL MOUR - CouUNEnOuR

have many  have ome at have many  perhaps have  perhaps have  perhaps have
at once a time - at once meny &t opce  many 4t once  many ab once

minal points define a state, they are called achievements. When they define
a process, they are called accomplishmenis. For both achievements and
accomplishments, we ask, “How long did it take to . . . .” Generally, we
do not ask how long a simple state or process takes - we do not say, “How

_long did it take to believe that . . . .” For the simple states and processes,
the event is treated as homogeneous across the entire period through which
it occurs. Once one begins the process, one is truly in the process‘even
if it is concluded abruptly. Thus, even if one thinks for only an instant,
one has been thinking. However, no matter how long one has been at i,
one does not realize something until that very moment when the light dawns
{Vendler 1967).

There are a number of ways in which the various processes/states dif-
fer from each other, Table 5.1 summarizes a collection of these differences.

in Table 5.1, the resolution category is almost indistinguishable from
the intentions category. In general, what appears to distinguish resolu-
tions from intentions is that resolutions are second-erder intentions - in-
tentions to keep certain other intentions despite dlfflculty and opposing
desires.

The first distinction in Table 5.1 mvolv&s the concept of cause: the idea
that certain events are thought to bring about other events. Except in
pathological cases, what one sees, hears, and/or senses is understood to
be caused by various events and objects external to the mind. What one
knows or believes is usually considered to be & creation from within, a
result of the operation of the mind itseif. What one feels emotionally is
more problematic. Sometimes emotions are treated as something caused ~
at least in the sense of being “triggered” - by external events (*E.T. is so
charming I couldnt help liking him,”) At other times, emotions are treated
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as internally generated by the person (“Thinking about the game made
Charley nervous.”) Desires, like emotions, are also seen as both inter-
nally and externally caused. Inientions and resolutwns, howev 'ar'e
treated as directly caused only from within. e

Whether caused from the outside or created inside, accordmg te the
folk model one is generally aware of what one perceivés, thinks, fééls,
desires, and intends. Of course, sometimes one can see scmething and not -
be ful(y aware of what one saw, or have some feelmg or desire about whu:h
one is confused, but these are treated rather like problems that can be '
resolved by turning one’s full attention to the gituation.

Perceptions, thoughts, feelings, and so on in verb form vary in the kmds
of objects they take. There appear to be two major kinds of ob}ects s:mpt'e
objects and propositional obiects. Simple objects are ob;ects like “cats” and
“disasters” - they arc things and events iz the world, not thoughts abo_ur
the world, Propositional objects, on the other hand, are not “things” -
they are “thoughts” or “beliefs,” such as the belief that there is likely to
be a nuclear holocaust. Perception verbs usually take simple objects - we
see John, hear about the war, notice a mistake. However, what one believes
or knows, wishes or hopes for, aims to do or resolves to do normaily in-
volves some proposition about the world. In philosophy, states such as
knowing or intending that take propositionai objects are called “intentional
states” (Kenny 1963}, Stative verbs - that is, simple states and achieved
states — of fecling and emotion can take either simple or propositional
objects; for example, “Tom fears that Sue lost her wallet” versus “William
is afraid of lightning.” In the first case, it-is a proposxtlonahzed state of
affairs (something imagined or thought) that is the object of Tom’s fright;
in the second, it is an external physical event that cavses William’s fear. .
It seems to be the case that feelings and emotions are sometimes treated
in the folk mode! like perceptions that take simple objects and sometimes
like cognitions that take propositional objects.

Emotions also differ from the other internal states in that soms emo-
tions do not need an object of any kind: T may feel anxious or sad or happy
not about anything, but just in general.

Anscombe (1963) and Searle (1975; 19803 have pomted out that there
are different “directions of fit” for various internal states. Perceptions and
thoughts should fit the world, that is, should correspond o how the world
is. But in the case of desires, intentions, and resolutions, it is the world
that someone wants to bring to fit whatever state of affairs is represented.

Perceptions, thoughts, feelings, desires, and intentions also differ in
their relation to the self. With verbs of perception, thought, desire, and
intention, the self is typically depicted as the active agent rather than the
passive experiencer, However, one can say “the thought struck me,” or
“the urge to have a cigarette overwhelmed me,” where the self is treated
as something reacting to other parts of the mind. In the case of feclings
and emotions, the typical verbal form is for the self to be a passive ex-

-
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- penencer. Thus, we sdy that things bother, fnghten, and bore us. Anoth_er

the emotion is treated as something that produces a sensatioh mpenenoed :
_ by the self. For many ernotlons one can use either a.gennve or expenen- ‘

" and so on. ‘
Even though the self can be lreated as the expenencmg object "'f eyt ’sl -

self. The folk model treats the self as an drea of focus that ‘can’ expand.’
- and contract, but the iumt of its contracnon lm outsuie the i
intending. - : :
The self is also portrayed as ahie ar unable to control various mérntal
operations. One cannot directly control what one will pérceive: ‘One can-
not turn the perception of blue to red or round to sguare under normal
circumstances. Thoughts, on the other hand, are considered to be under
control by the self: One can choose what one wishes to thick about.
However, it is acknowledged that sometimes it is difficult to stop think-
ing abont somesthing, especially if there are strong emotional promptings
of some sort. Feelings, like perceptions, are not considered to be under
one's direct control, One may be able to modify one’s feelings by think-
ing of one thing rather than another, or by engaging in various activities,
but according to the folk model, one cannot will one’s self to hate or not
to hate, to love or not to love someone, or even {o enjoy something (but
one can try). The situations seem fess clear with respect to desires; but
overall, they operate with respect to self-control like emotions: There seerns
to be no way to make oneself aot want something or to want something
one has no desire for. With respect te intentions, the idea of self-control
is redundant since intentions gre self-control. In intending to do something,
we {our self) decide what we shall do.
© An important aspect of ¢emotions is marked in the folk model by the
categorization of emotions by mass nouns rather than count nouns. In
English, a count noun is something that ¢an be numerically quantified -
one can have one house, two houses, and so on, A mass noun, on the
other hand, does not have the defined edges that make counting possible -
one can have lots of money, sand, or anger, but in ordinary talk one does
not have two monies, two sands, or two angers. In poetry, one can say
“a grief ago,” thus, treating “grief™ as something countable; but in most dis-
course, emotions are usuaily not treated as discrete, guantifiable things -
one feels sad, not the third sadness today. Further, like water and color,
emotions can blend together, so that one feels several feelings at the same
time. This is not true of propositional thoughts - one can have only one
at a time, and even though they can get mixed up, they do not blend,
Desires, like feelings, can occur simultangously, and perhaps in some way
can blend, but this seems less clearly worked out in the folk model.
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In the folk model of the mind, the different kinds of internal states.
and processes are organized into a complex causal system descrlbed in
the next sections. : i

ACTIONS AND INTENTIONS : R
Complex human actions are assumed to be voluntary unless somethmg_

indicates otherwise, A voluntary action is one in which someone did

something to accomplish some goal. Given the question, “Why did John -
raise his hand?” one can answer, “To get the teacher’s attention,” if itis" -
understood that raising one’s hand is a way of getting a teacher’s atien-,
tion. It is unusual for someone to explain an act simply by saying that"
the acf was intended: for example, the sentence “John raised his hand
because he intended to* sounds odd unless there was some reason to siip-
pose that John might have raised his hand involuntarily - perhaps because
his hands were attached to strings that could be used to pick up his hand. .
Since in the folk model actions do not oceur without intentions, and since,
following the Gricean maxims, we do not say what is obvious, normaﬂy
we do not explain an action by saying it was intended. o =
Aunscombe (1963) has poinrted out that intentions may be formed elther
prior to the act or as the act is being carried out. When one turns the wheel
of a car in an emergency 10 aveid an accident, oue intends to turn the
wheel. The actiont and intention occur together (See also Searle 1980). .

INTENTIONS AND DESIRES ; )
Why do people have one rather than another intention? The norma] 5 8

pectation based on the folk modei is that people intend to do those things

that they desire/want/need/wish to-do. The term desire highlights the af.

fective aspect of this state {“He felt no desire for a4 cigaretie™); the term

wish highlights the conceptual aspect (“He wished that he had told the

truth”}; the term need highlights the physical or emotional necessity of

obtaining satisfaction (“He needed a drink in the worst way"); and the
term want appears to light evenly each of these aspects.

A desire may be directly satisfied by some action (e.g., “Susan kigsed
John because she wanted to™) or the desire may be indirectly satisfied by
the action {(e.g., “Susan kissed John because she wanted to make Bill
jealous”). In this example, we explain why someone did something by at-
tributing some want or wish or desire or need to the actor without ex-
plicitly mentioning any intention. The intention can be assumed bacause
it naturafly follows from what is desired.

Do peopie have intentions without any kind of wish, want, need, or
desire as their cause? Not normally, but it is recognized that sometimes
one does something intentionally without understanding why - without
understanding what it could be one wants, “I told him 1 would go, but
I don't know why I did - [ certainly don" want to go.” This is a puzzling
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state of affairs since intentions are supposed to be connected to desires.’
When the actor experiences intentions without wishes, it is as if there was:.
a failure in perception. The connection should be there - why can't I see it? -

Sometimes people do things not because they want to, but because they. .
have been coerced. “Bill gave the robber his money :because the robber.. .
threatened to shoot him if he didn’t.” The conventional analysis bf this™
situation is that although Bill did not want to hand over his money, he -
did want to continue living, and his desire to coniinue hvmg was stmnger.;_-_
than his wish to keep his money. Thus, the intended act is stili based pn.
& wish, but one that is indirectly rather than directly related to the action.”

. Are desires really different than intentions? Or, are infentions just very.
specific desires? According to the folk model, desires and intentions are.
different things, since I may have a wish to visit China without having
formed any intention to visit China. One can have desires about which
one intends to do nothing. Intentions are like desires in that bothk have
as their objects desired future states of affairs, but in an intention the dem—
sion to act has been made, .

Nevertheless, it would sound strange to talk s.bout desires that do not
become intentions even when all the conditions reguired to satisf'y the desire
are present ~ if 1 really want to go te China, and the means were available,
and there were no drawbacks to going, would I not act on the wish? Ac-
cording to the folk model, I would if I really wanted to go to China, But
then it would no longer be just & wish - it would also be my aim, goal,
intention, decision, to go to China. According to the folk model, dcsn*es
naturaily become intentions under the right conditions, - - :

Desires also have an ¢emotional component, and, as dlscussed the self
is often treated as the object acted on by a wish (e.g., *The desire fora
cigarette overwhelmed me”), but the self is rarely if ever treated as'the
object of an intention. A sentence such as *The intention to have a cigarette
overwheimed me” sounds wrong.

There is considerable question in the philosophic literature about
whether desires have a unique emotional component. s there a distingt
feeling that is desiring, or is desiring simply the anticipation of some
specific feelings, or is it a particular characteristic of certain feelings? If
“John wants to see Susan,” is there a distinct feeling of wanting involved,
or is the wanting just the anticipatory enjoyment of Susan’s company,
the anticipation of not feeling lonely? The boundarles here do not seem
to be clearly marked.

Oue can answer a question about why someone wanlts something with
a means—end formulation - John wants to see Susan because he wanis
to give her a present because he wants to impress her because he wants
her to go with him to the dance because . . . . At some point in the
means-end hierarchy, we come 1o such ultimate wants as staying alive,
being happy, and/or avoiding unpleasant feelings. Are these ultimate wants
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based really on feelings of some sort, or are they self‘causmg‘? The bound- :
aries here are also not clea:ly marked - i

FEELINGS AND DESIRES g
_ Another answer to the question of why John wants to sée Susan is. “Because :

he misses her,” or “Because he enjoys her company.”: In these explana-~;
tions, a desire is causally related to some feeling or emotion (The term
Jeeling is somewhat more general than the term emotion. “Pam, forex=.
ample, is usually not called an “emoticn,” but it ¢ertainly i§'a feeling.):
In general, feelings and emotions are thought to lead to desires. If John.
gets angry, we will wonder what he will want to do about whatever:it-is
that is making him angry. If John is angry because Bill did not belp him
when he needed help, John's anger may resut in his deciding not to speak
to Bill, or in his wanting to telling Bill off; or in his intention to wait to
get even with Biil (Lakoff & Kivecses, this volume).

The emotion or feeling behind a desire need not be lmmechately ex-
perienced. John might want to see Susan because he thinks he would en-
joy meeting her. Here, the fecling is anticipated. Is the anticipation of
a feeling also a feeling (attached to a thought), or is it just a thought?
Similarly, John might want to see Susan because he thinks one ought to
visit old friends. Here, what seems to be anticipated i3 some feeling of
guilt if the act is not done. In these cases, the folk model does not seem |
to be clear as to whether the anticipation also “carries” feeling.

Feelings generally give rise to desires, but does every feeling give rise
to a desire? Can one feel sad or angry-or happy withont .it; leading
to any identifiable desire? On this point, intuitions differ, However, we
do expect that there will be a refation between the kinds of feelings a per-
son has and the kinds of desires these feclings engender: Feelings of anger,
for example, are expected to lead to desires that involve destruction or
harm, whereas feefings of love are expected to give rise to desires that in-
volve pratection and care.

The connection between feelings and desires does not seem to be as ught
as the means-ends relation between intentions and wishes, Within broad
constraints, there are many possible desires that can result more or less
-expectably from the same feeling. One reason the connection between feel-
ings and desires is Iposer than the connection between desires and inten-
tions is that the means-ends relations are located in different worlds. The
means—ends relation between desires and intentions is focated in the actor’s
understanding of the external world. If one wants to acquire a million
dollars, certain intentions are reasonable -~ one might decide to buy a lot-
tery ticket, apply for a job at Brinks, or study the stock market, for ex-
ample. The constraints here are in the understood causal structure of the
world - certain things might lead to zcquiring a million dollars; other things
wottld probably not. The assumption of the folk model appears to be that
the causal structure of the external world affects a person’s understand-
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ing of that casual structuze — however imperfectly ~and thereby'" ffecis’. -
what intentions will follow from what wants, SRR

In the relation between feelings and desires, however, the caysalstru
ture is the mind of the individual. Why did John’s anger at Bill i
, not to want to speak to Bill, rather than wanting to tell him off; 0r
ing to do any one of & number of other things? How will tellmg Bi
affect his feelings? Will he really feel better? The answer to:
~ tions lies in a causal structure that is John's mmd Someon who. doe
not know John can only make a guess based on the assumptmn that .
reacts the way other people do. John hzmself may not know :he answers-‘ o
to any of these questions, E

In general, feelings do not seem to be clearly demarcated in the folk“
model. There are specific emotions, like love, amusemernt, _irr_itatlon, and
fright, that give rise to various desires. There also are general sentiments
such as liking or enjoying something, or disliking someéthing, or.being
pleased by something, or being made uncomfortabie by something, which-
are given as explanations for desires (e.g., “He wants to go to the game
because he fikes to watch footbail.”y How are these sentiments related to
specific feelings? Some feelings are thought to be pleasant, others unpleas-
ant — the so-called “hedonistic tone” of the various emotions seems well.
agreed on, Is the unpleasaniness of fright a separate feeling that comes
with being frightened, or is it simply a characteristic of fright, along with
such. other characteristics of fright as high arousal, and anticipations of
disaster? If the unpleasantness of fright is just a characteristic of fright
and not a separate feeling, how about the enjoyment of listening to music?
Is that not a separate feeling? These questions have been much debateci
in philosophy. (For a review of these issues, see Kenny 1963.) . -

What seems to be the case with regard to the folk model is that soie-
times “pleasure,” “enjoyment,” “liking,” “displeasure,” “dislike,” “anticipa-
tion,” and so on, are treated as feelings in their own right and sometimes
they are treated as characteristics of other feelings. The equivocation of
the folk model on this issue may be due to some innate difficulty that
human beings have in perceiving the boundaries of feelings. The amor-
phous nature of feelings, indicated in the treatment of emotions as mass
nouns rather than as count nouns, seems to lead to feelings being con-
ceptualized in contradictory ways. This may be why the folk model is also
equivocal with respect to whether wishes involve a unigue kind of feel-
ing, whether anticipations are also feelings, and whether there are wishes
that are not based on feelings. (On the other hand, our experience of the
“amorphous nature” of feelings may be due to the vagueness and ambiguity
of the model we uge to understand them, not to their actual lack of struc-
ture. It would be of psychological interest to know which hypothesis is
true.)

One interesting aspect of feelings is that they are thought to cause
various involuntary visceral responses - turning pale or flushing, trem-
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bling, fainting, sweating, for example - although the degree of individuai
and situational variation in the manifestation of these responses is con-
sidered to be very great. : : L /-/ i

_+BELIEFS AND FEELINGS : St Sl L
In the folk model, acts, intentions, des:res, and feelmgs are connected in
& siruple causal chaint. There are g0 direct feedback loops: Intentions do
not lead directly to desires, nor do desires lead directly to feslings. We
would not explain Tom’s desire to go to Spain by saving it was his inten~ .
tion to visit Europe, nor would we explain Howard's hatred of Wintbledon
by saying he wished to avoid sesing tennis matches. However, if reversed,
these explanations sound sensible: We expiain Tom’s intention to go to
Spain by saying he wants to visit Europe, and we explain that Howard
wishes to avoid Wimbledon by saving he hates tennis.

Beliefs, however, are expected to influcnce feclings, and feelmgs are
expected to influence beliefs. Here, there is a two-way causal relationship.
Someone who believes he or she has lost a friend is fikely to feel sad. And
someone who is sad is likely to think aboui the time he or she lost 2 friend
and believe the world is a grimmer place.

Even though there is a two-way causal connection between beliefs and
feclings, the path from beliefs to feelings is not conceptualized exactly
the same way as the path from feelings 1o beliefs. Feelings and emotions .
are considered reactions {o the world, mediated by one's understanding
of the world. These emotional reactions are treated as innate human
tendencies, modified in each case by the-particulars of experience and
character, The causal connection whereby experience - what one believes
has happened - arouses feeling is considerad to be strong and immediate,

The effect of feelings and emotions on belief, however, is not considered
to be as strong as the effect of belief on feclings. Feelings are portrayed
as “coloring” one’s thinking, “distorting” one’s judgment, “pushing” one
to recall certain things, confusing one, for example. The image here seems
to be of a force which is a sort of perturbation of the medinm. One imag-
ines a swimmer caught in a current.

By itself, just the process of thinking is a0t consldered to have much
power to arouse the emotions. “Just thinking” about nice things or bad
things may have some emotional effect, but we expect such effects to be
small except in pathologicat cases. It is only in its role as the formuiator
of what one believes or as the interpreter of perceived events that the pro-
cess of thinking has major effects on feeling and emotion. Thinking is
considered a part of how one comes to believe that things are a certain
way, and it is to what is believed to be the case that people respond with
emotion.

In some mental states, feeling and belief blend together into a single
entity. Thus, “approval” is a state that combines both belief and feeling.
One cannot say that someone approves of something but has no feeling
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about it, or that someone approves of something but has no belief abbilt e
it. Perhaps one can think something is good in some way without feeling
anything, and perhaps one can like something without conmdefanon or’
; thought about it. But if one disapproves of something, one does so:be-
" cause of certain things one thinks and because one feels & certain wa)
Like approval and disapproval, wonder and doubt also meld together-_
feeling and belief. Related terms, like anticipation (discussed above) and
surprise, may alsc be used in the sense of a combined feeling and thought,”
' aIthough the affecuve component seems weaker here (Vendler

BELJEFS, DESIRES, AND INTENTIONS
Belief also has a two-way causal relauonshlp with the perceptxon of ex-
ternal cbjects and events. The major direction of causation runs from
perception to belief: Seeing or hearing certain things leads me 1o believe
certain things. I see the car go by, so I know (am justified in my belief)
that a car went by, and I realize that traffic is stil} moving. However, belief
is not considered just a reflex of perception. People can believe things
to be true that they never experienced, and they can even believe they “saw™
things happen that did not happen, Perception is not considered an error-
free process in the folk model, and belief is often thought to be one reason
for an erroneous perception. For example, if I believe that Jim is a bad
person, I may perceive his “bumping” into Fom as a deliberate attack
although an unbiased observer would have seen only an accident. -

- 1n the folk model, beliefs are also causally related to each other: One
belief can give rise to another, inconsistency between different beliefs may
bring about various attempts to escape from the dilemma and so on. The
general interrelatedness of beliefs is indicated in the folk model concepts
of inference, evaluation, and judgment, in which a particular proposition
is finally accepted or rejected after séarching among other propositions
for confirming or disconfirming evidence.

Thus, beliefs are treated in the folk model as having causally complex
relations to both feelings and perception. The feedback loops in which
belief affects feeling, which, in turn, affects belief, and in which percep-
tion affects belief, which then affects perception, give the portrayed
machinery of the mind a complexity and flexibility it would not have if
the causal chain were depicted as running solely in one direction.

Even though the main line of causation in the folk model ruas from
perception to beliaf to feeling to desire to intention to action, belief also
has a special direct relation to desire and intention, This relation is based
on the fact that the states of intention and desire have propositional or
intentional objects - that is, they are directed toward the world through
the medium of thought, or through framing propositions. One wishes
something or another were the case, and the formulation of something
being the case is a thought, To want there to be a better world presupposes
the mental formulation of the notion of a “better world.”
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Since what one can desire, wish for, or want depends on what one. can’
think, thought enters directly into wishes, but not is a cavsal sense, A¢si
cordmg to this account, cats can wish to catch birds because they can con-.
geive of catching birds, but it is uniikely that cats wish to have souls because:

1t is unlikely that they can formulate the notion, of havmg a so_ul

one’s thoughts -~ evil he who evil thinks. PN i

is expressed in the notion of “planning.” For example, suppose one wishes

to visit Italy and decides to visit Rome during the coming sufamer. This'

intention cannot be carried out without further specification of action,
which means planning. Such specifications involve working out what
means of travel to take, where and when to make reservations, when o
leave, where to stay and 50 on. Planning consists of thinking out a fedsi-
ble set of actions to accomplish the intention or goal. Once the plan is

made, each of the conceived actions becomas a subgoal or subintention,
which itself may require more planning before the initiating intention can

be accomplished.

The folk model treatment of desire and intention as states that take
propositionally framed objects or states of affairs means that what can
be wanted, aimed for, and planned depends on what is known, or believed,
or understood. There is a further effect here, and this is that since what

is wanted, aimed for, and planned are things thought of, one may “delib-

erate” about these wants, aims, and plans. These deliberations may, in

turn, lead to other feelings, such as guilt or doubt, or other wishes, which

nay counter the original wish, or may involve various second-order in-
tentiona] states, such as resolution or indecision. Were this feedback loop,
in which one can think about what one feels, desires, and intends, not
present in the folk mode!, there would be no mechanism of self-control
in the system, and hence we would have no basis for concepts of responsi-
bility, morality, or conscience,

Even though the normal situation is one in which a person can, thmugh )

thought, intervene between the wish a2nd the intention so that self-control
is possible, accerding to the folk model there are abnormal situations in
which either the wish is so strong or the capacity to think and understand
what one is doing is so diminished (perhaps because of drugs, fatigue,
strong feelings, etc.) that self-control cannot be expected.

Since what one desires and intends are things about which one has a
belief or thought, a thought potentialiy attached to some desire or inten-
tion can trigger that desire or intention. If a set of circumstances lead one
to realize that one has a good chance of winning a million dollars, one
may suddenly discover that one very strongly desires a million dollars.

" Intentions are, in this regard, like wishes: Any mtentmn takes a8 :t_s'
abject a state of affairs formulated in a thought. However,-there is a fur+"
ther relation between intentions and thoughts in the folk model, which’
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Here, the causal relation is of a special kind. Thoughts are not conszdered ke

to have the power of creating desires or intentions out of nothmg, only_
the potential of “triggering” off a preexisting desire or mtentmn'-‘ Searle'_
1980). The chance of winning a miltion dollars could nét set o '
de31re for noney if one really did’ not care about mon

The difference between creaung” and “tnggermg appears _0 ccnter '
on the contrast between makmg something’ that did niot emst VErsus ac-_
tivating something that is already preserit. The dlfference is not always
clearly marked in the folk medel: Sometimes emotions, for ex:
treated as things “triggered” by experience, ‘and &t other tnnes as things
“created” by experience. The difference seems to depend on how the pet-
son’s patural state is characterized: a tiny annoyanée “sets of * the anger
of people known 1o be irritable, aithough it might take an outrageous event
1o “make” a mild-tempered person angry.

In sum, in the folk model, the cognitive processes of thmkmg, under-
standing, inferring, judging, and so on have extensive feedback relations
with all the other kinds of internal states. By itself, the thinking process
is considered to have only a smali amount of power; but as the process
by which beliefs are formed, and as the process through which different
interngl states interact, thoughts play a centraf role in the operation of
the mind. According to the folk model, if the process of thinking or the
capacity to think is badly disturbed, persons cannot be held accountable
for their actions - they do not know what they are doing. This central
role of thought also has the consequence that mental illness in the folk
model is considered 1o be primarily a loss of cognitive capacity (C. Barlow,
unpublished data):

OTHER ASPECTS OF THE MIND

The description just presented does not cover all of the material included
in the western folk mode! of the mind. No analysis has been given, for
example, of kinds of ability, such as intelligence, creativity, and percep-
tiveness, or kinds of strengths, such as will power and stability. {A good
start on the analysis of these aspects of the mind is presented in Heider's
Psychology of Interpersonal Relations 1958.) What is attempted here is
the description of the most basic elements of the model, elements needed
before further analysis can be carried out. Thus, the concept of intelligence
for example, assurnes that the mind includes a process of thinking, and
that people vary in the degree 1o which they can apply this process to cer-
tain kinds of problems to arrive at solutions. However, the specific ideas
about intelligence held by Americans go considerably beyond the material
presented here. Sternberg, et al. (1981), for example, studied folk con-
cepts of intelligence and found that Americans distinguish three major
kinds of intellipence, which might be glossed “knowledge about things,”
“problem-solving ability,” and “social intelligence,”
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.S'mrxmary of major pmpom‘iom and mterview matenai

l Peroeivmg, thinking, feeling, wnshmg, and mtendmg are r.h
t,a! proo&sses.

.,(i
% o-

‘semantic features of these terms are given i Table 5. 1

2. One is usuaily conscious of what one perceives, thinks, feels wmhes,

* and intends to do. However, many internal states and procésses. are

indistinet and hard to delimit. ~—~ =~ 7 7 o .

- Q. Could it be the case that someone sees something and lsn’t awa '

what they see? .

" A, Yes. You might see a &mauon and you think it is one thmg and itis
really something else.

Can you see something and not be aware that you re seemg anythmg
at ali?

. Youd better say if again. You lost me.

Can you sce something and not be aware that you saw it at afl?
I dont know how,

:

4

. Could someone think something and not be aware they thcught ir?
Yeal,

. How could that happen?

Because your mind is so cluttered with all kinds of things. 'm not aware
of half the stuff T think or things that are embedded in there. They
sometimes come up ard bother me [ater and | have to sit there and think
about it and {ry to sort owt what's the matter, why 1 can’t do something,

. Could you think something was true, believe it, but not know that you
believed it?
. Mo, that sounds silly. Sorry.

OO FOF O

. Could you have a real fecling or emotion about somethmg and not be
aware you have that feeling?

Yes. )

Could you be angry at somebody and not know ii?

Yes. But it might come up later and you would realize it.

. Could you be sad and not know i?

. You could be any kind of feeling and not know it.

I3 that the way it usuaily works?

Mo. Usually you know how you feel, At feast a little,

. Could you wish for something, desire something, 2nd not know you
wished for it?

Yes, that is definitely true.

. Can you give me an example of how that would work?

Well, let's say ] want to play really well in a concert, but it is so deep
dowg that | don’t know | want to play really well, but in fact that gets
in my way, that wanting to play really well. I just don't let myself play
naturally,

H

POP O POPOPOF O O

H
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Q.
A

A,
__.Q

Could someone intend to do something and not be aware they iutond'
- to do it? : Lo R
I think so, .5

No, not soﬁ:eﬂung concrete hke that
How about mtlndmg to pet marned lo somecne but

. like mmndmg to do well and not kno g

QU
<AL

" wanting to do well. Not somethmg s1

How come you can have specifié feélings’and not know yau have them,
but you can’t have specific intentions and not know you ha\re them?.
1 don’t know.

3 The process of thinking is controlled by the self in much the same
‘way one controls any action.

Q.

>0 POP

Suppose somebody named John can't keep his mind on hls homework.,
What might account for such a situation? -

. He'’s got his mind on something else probably.

‘Why might he have his mind on something else?
Because the something else is more appealing or more important at the
time.

. What can he do gbout it?

‘Well, he could either go do something about the thing he’s worried about
or thinking about and do his homework, or he conld force hxmself to
get it out of his mind and then do his homework. :

How do you force something out of your mind? - ...

You have to relax because you can’t do anvthing about the othe: situn-
tion right then. You just have to relax and put your mmd to what you
are doing.

What does be bave to do to pus his mind to what he is doinig?

You have to focus it, you kave to Iook at what you're doing, you have
to be completely absorbed in what you're doing. You can’t be floating
around somewhere else. You can’t be sitting apart and watch what you
are doing, you have to do it.

4, The process of perception is not controlied by the self except in so
far as one can direct one’s attention toward or away from something.

Q.

v

A
Q
A
Q
A

If you don’t like something you see, or something that you hear, like
loud music, or you don't like what you're tasting, what can you do about
in?

. You can either igrore it or iry to change what you don’t like,

If you were tasting something and didn't Like the taste, could you just
make it not taste so bad by will power?

No, I don't think you could. I mean if it tastes bad, it just does. You
gither spit it out or you swallow it.

. How about hypnosis? Could somebody hypnotize you so you would

think “Oh, this tastes great”

. Yes, you could.
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- Q.
A.

?,o

POFOFOPOr O

£ it were e, I'd fage it IT 1 were afrald to do som__ h;l
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How does that work? SN O T
I don’t know how hypnosm works Sorry

5 The process of feelmg some ematlon about somethmg or: GSlI'l;lg
g "somethmg is not directly controlled by the: seif but can somei:mes be
manipulated indirectly by changmg one s '

. thmks about, :
QL _Suppose you werg at’rai_ of heights and w '

What could you do?"

T just g0
right through it and face it.

."T'm not sure whether you're saying you can make the fcar ‘g0 away or
* whether going through it makes the fear go away. .

You go through the fear and the fear dlssalvas, hecause vou reahze it’s
not so bad as you thought. .

Supposs you were angry at 5omeone. What could YOu do to get r:d of
the anger?

Get mad at them.

How does that work?

You either start argeing or start picking on the persomn.

How does that make the anger go away?

Because you are venting your frustration.

Then you don't feel so angry?

. Not really. It sort of half goes away. But it is still kind of there.
. How does picking on the person make the half go away?
. Because you are miad and all frustrated and it's all inside and you have

to vent it somehow. Being nasty at-the person you thmk ¥ou are mad
at helps vou let it out.

6. One does not speak of controlling one’s own‘intentious, since when
one intends to do something one is controlling oneself,

Q.
A.

FHow does the sentence “John can’t control what he intends to do” sound
to you?
A little odd. How could Tohn control intent? It doesn’t make sense,

7. Oneg can perceive many things at once, feel a number of emotions at
the same time, and perhaps dasire more than one thing at a time. Feel-

ings can blend together. But oné can oniy think one propositionat.

thought at a time or picture one image at a time,

Q.
A,
Q.
A.
Q.
A.

Q.

A,
Q.

Is it possible to feel sad and angry at the same time?

Yeah.

Is it possible to feel sad, angry, and excited at the same time?

Yes, that’s easy.

Could someone feel something which was & blend of love and fear?
Yezh, I guess sa.

Could vou think about two different things at the same time, like prime
numbers and your favorite colors?

Yeah.

You could thiok two different thoughts at the same time?
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AL Yeah 1 eould think all the prime numbers in red’
" Q. Can vou blend ideas about thlugs?
A, What do you mean? G

the object of all the ‘mental process ; R
.. F'm going to read some sentences and T wanl to know w they sound
to you ~ teit me ‘which ones sound normal and whlcb ones do not. 0.K.?
QK.

. “John is often threatened by his feelings.”

Normal.

“John is often threatened by his thoughts.”

Normal. '

“John is often threatened by his wishes.”

Yeah.

You sound a little hesitant . . . .

. Yeah, I was hesitating. Because I guess [ think of wishes as desires and
if you had said “desires,” I would have said “yes” right away

. “John is often threatencd by his intentions.”

. That doesn’t sound right. I can’t make it click. . . ., .

9, Most things that people do - outside of reflex actions llke sneezmg -
they do because of some intention or goal théy have in mind.

Q. When somebody does somethmg, do they usuaily have an intention in
mind?

A, Yes.

Q. Are there some things that pecple do that they don’t have any inten-
tion in mind when they do them?

A. Yeah, like sneezing or your heart beating; it just goes on.

Q. Like buying a car?

A. No, .

10. Why does someone have ceriain intentions rather than others? One
reason js that some intention is a subgoal considered necessary to reach
another, more general goal. Another reason is that one wants or desires
something, and that is why one intends to do something - to get what
one wanis,

Q. Suppose John intends to buy a horse, What might be some explana-
tions for that?

A, He could want a horse, to ride a horse, or might want it for his farm
for a work horse. Or he might want it for his kids.

Not every desive or wish gives rise to action, or the intention to do
something. However, if one has an opportunity to do something, and

o)
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* there is nothing preventing one from doing it like a conflicting desire
or an outside force, and one does not even form an mtentlon to try
to do it, then one does not really desire it.

AR Q John says he wants to se¢ Key Large. He had a chance to go but he

. dide’t take it, although he didn’t have any|1 reason not_to go What could -

. explain such a situation? :

A. I can understand that, 1 do it ali the time, R

e - What could explain such a situation? = - o o

.. - A, You just get obstinate. Even though you want to do somcthmg realhr

U7 badly, its like there’s this part of you that thicks, “I don’t want todo
it.”* Sort of liké a mule; it justs sits there and doesnt want to go and -
_ fights you - I guess your intentions. '

Q. OK,, in that case some part of John didn’t want to go. But if there

" wasn't a counterwish, could it be the case that hé just didn’t g0 even
though he wanted to?

A. That’s like a contradiction. Becanse that doesn't make 100 much sense.
There would have to be a reason why the person didn't do it if they
wanted :6 do it. There'd have to be some reason like that or just a sim-
ple reason like they couldn’t do it. It wouldn®t be that they just wouldn’t
do it.

12. One often does things one does not wish to do because one has to,
or because it is right, or because other people want one to, or because
one is paid. In such cases, one wish prevails over another wish — the
wish to stay alive, or be a good person for examp[e' One does some-
thing one does not wish to do because there is somethmg else one
-wishes for even more strongly. .

-, Last night, John said ke didn’t want to study, but he did Whal could
- explain such a situation?

A He probably had to. He probably had classes and things to do. I mean,
nobody likes to study. Sc he made himself - he disciplined himself and
did it. It had to be done,

Q. Q.K. 50 he doesn’t want to study because that’s work, but he wanis
to study to do something - to pass the course or something. So he has
opposing wishes?

A, Exacily.

Q. Why.did one wish win over the other?

A 1 guess because it was stronger for him.

13, Sometimes - but rarely - one does something without knowing why.
That is, one does not know what desire or wish leads to the action.
Q. John stole BiFs socks. Now he says he dossn’t know why he did it.
Could John be telling the truth?
A, That’s an old tine, They're trying to get out of it. They know why they
did it deep inside and they are trying to hide from it.
Q. You think they really know?
A. They probably have to really dig to find out.
Q. So they might not be really aware of it when they say it?
A. Thev're not really aware, Maybe they really believe they don’t know
why they did &,
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,14 1s every nonreﬂex act the resuit of some wish or. demre" Probably,
‘but not surely.

Q. Can one just do sometmng for 10 reason at all - nothing mtended or -

" wanted? oL

A, Really no reason at all? I’d say there shcu!d be some reason somewhere. '
Otherwise, it's siity. - e Sl

Q Could the reason be trivial? .. -

-A. Could be trivial, could be anything. But lhere should be a mason. ’

15. Why does someone have certain desires rather than others? Some
desires are for things that are needed in order to get somethmg else -
one desires. Some things are desired because they make one feel good,
or one Jikes them, or they are pleasarable, Séme’ thmgs are desired
because ene is in some emotional state such as anger or love, Some

_ things are desired because one thinks doing those thmgs is right.
Q. Why do people want things?

A They enjloy it, it gives them pleasure.

Q. What are some other reasons?

A, Some sort of honor they would receive. Something that makes them
good either in their own eyes or makes them feel they're better in other
people’s eyes.

Q. Could one be in love and not wish to do anyth.mg about {17 Not have
it give rise to any kind of wish?

A. Not in my movie.

Q. Could you be angry and not have it pive r:se to some wish to do
something? -

A, I guess not. ' .

Q. Could one be afraid and not wish to do anything?

A. If you're afrald, you might just want to stay still and be safe and you
wouldn't want to do anything,

Q. But then vou are irying to be safe, you want to be safe.

A, Yes, 50 that’s wanting something,

Q. Could you be sad and not want to do anything?

A. Yes. You're just all despondent. Just sitting there, | guess that is sort

of doing nothing.

16. Most feelings are either pleasant or unpleasant. (Most events give rise
to some feelings - so most events are either pleasant or unpleasant.)
2. Do people have feelings which are neutral - neither pleasant nor
unplcasant?
A. Mo.
Q. Can you always t¢il if a feelmg i5 cither pleasant or unpleasant?
A, Not at first. Sometimes it's unpleasant at first and then it changes.

17. Feelings and emotions are primarily reactions based on one’s
undersianding of events. But sometimes there is a lack of fif between
one’s understanding and what one feels - either the amount of feel-
ing is disproportional to the experienced event, or the kind of feeling
is incongruous with the nature of the event.

Q. What are some things that might make a person feel sad?

Tifwert Uﬂ?&
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. forgot it and you separated yourself from ‘it... .
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18. What one believes and knows influences how one perceives the world.
Q. Two people watch an argument between a policeman and a taxi driver.

0 oW
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‘Could you feel happy even 1f nothing happened? '

ROY DANDRADE

“-Ac Somebody dies. Or you forget really importarit things you beligve'in,

and suddenly it comes back to you, it can make _vou sad. because you

What about anger?

g F‘rustratmg kinds of things that you cantdo anythmg about hke work

or your hoss is always _p.tckmg on ycu. =
What about fright? -

- Weli, anything can make you afrald I mean, Just a. scary movie or
, something like that..

T A S

Could you. feel sad even though nothmg happened" .
Yes. . .

Could you feel angry even though nothmg happened‘?
Na. . .

Sometimes I read something and I'm happy, or I think about samethmg
that makes me happy. Does that count as something happening?
Yes.

Well, then “t0” for all of them. You can't just sit there and ha\re a

feeling.

Could someone feel sad if only a minor thing happeued like seeing
a child drop a piece of candy?
Sure.

One of the watchers says it was almost a fight. The other onlooker says
it wasn’t serions at ail. How could you explain this' dlfi'erence"
They have different ideas about what serious is.

- Suppose they both mean by serious that there was almost a real fi ght?
. Well, if it was obvious one way or the other, 1 clon’t know That's like °

disagreeing on whether something is blue or Ted.

. Well, suppose it wase’t that obvious?
. Well, maybe one of the watchers knew the taxi driver, and the other

dide't.

19. One can affect one’s feelings just by thinking about certain things
rather than other things. However, the degree of influence here is
weak.

Q.
A,

If one wanis to change one's feelings, say if one feels sad and wants
to feel mere cheerful, what can one do?

If you're sad and you want to feel cheerful, you can go out and do
something constructive or active or something you would feel cheerful
about.

Q. Could you just think about something and make yourself feel more

cheerful?

A. Yes,
. Does that always work?

o0

No, sometimes it does.

. How come it doesn’t rlways work?
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20

- times stimulate one to think ini certain directions, or block:thinking. .. .

21,

‘A, ' Because maybe your sad thmg is foo hard to get out of our mmd by ’
just thmkmg about: somethmg else,

What oné feels glso, influeiices how oné thinks. Feeimgs may some-: B

abot certain thmgs, or even completely wipé out the’ ab:]:ty to think. >
Q. If you feh very angry, or very frightmed onuld it affacz how you thmk" o

M A Yes L Iy . Farten FL i FaI
Q. Would it make your lhinkmg better or ‘worse or what? O :
A, Worse. It could affect how you think’ about 2 person. for r.he worse s0 Lo

dor't even want (o think about the good parts of them
© Q. Is everyone the same about this? B S
A, I don't know. S '
Sometimes, what one thinks and what one feels fuse together into a
single response, as in approving of somethmg, or wondermg about
something.
Q. Can someone approve of something, yet not have any feelmgs about ie?
A, No. If they approve, they approve, and that’s a feeling.
Q. Could they approve of something and not have any thoughts or oplmons
about it?
A. No, if they approve, they approve. Approve is an opinion and a thought.
What one believes is strongly influenced by what one perceives, One
believes that what one perceives to have happened actually happened -

_ unless there are speczal reasons to think one is hallucmanng, of led

23.

by ambiguity to imagine things.-

Q. John thinks that UFOs visit Del Mar, because he said he saw one land
at the racetrack. What could account for John's opinian’*

A. He has an eye problem or he has a big unagmanon or maybe he really

saw one,

. Would it surprise you to know that John wasa strong believer in UFOs
even before he saw one land at the racetrack?

. Neo. He probably looks at UFQ pictures in magazines and then thinks
hie sees one in real ife, It could happen.

. What couid happen?

. You could imagine it. You could have an image 3o strong in your mind
that you see maybe a plane or just a flash in the sky and suddenly your
mind just inserts the whole picture there. That happens to me. When
you have something strong, you can see just part of it and yoor mind
sees the whole thing right there,

Thoughts are related to each other. Sometimes, one thought Ieads to

another; sometimes one recognizes inconsistency between thoughts;

sometimes one can figure out something from other things one knows
or believes.

Q. Sometimes someone says they didn't know something at first, but then

they figured it out. What do they do when they “figure out” something?

A, That’s a hard guestion. They go over a problem in their mind, and

0 O
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somewhere there is something that will click. They go over it"i;rjftheir
mind, and there’s a bunch of little things over here that die just maybe
" unconnected. And they see the connection. I can’t explmn it.

*24 In prder to wish for something, or desire somethmg, or mtend to do‘
-.something, one must be able to conceive of that something. =

. Could a goldfish wish to discover the theory of relativity?

. T don't know. I doubt it. Because a geldfish isn’t developed to the point

where they could think thoughts like that. :

Is everything you wish for something you can thmk of?

Yes.

Could you wish for something you couldn't think of" _

. 1t depends on what you mean by “think of .” Maybe you could wish
for something you couldn’t remember very well, You can’t wish for
sométhing you can’t think about.

23. Thinking about something can trigger a wish or desire if the wrsh or
desire is already there - either one already knew that one had the
desire, or one realizes after thinking about it that one has the desire,

Q. If you just think about sating something pood, could it make you want
to eat something even if you weren’t really hungry?

A. No, not if you really weren't hungry. But you might stimulate yourself
by thinking about something if your were just a little bit hungry to reatly
want to eat a certain thing.

26. Since one is usualiy aware of what one desires and what one intends
to do, one can think about one’s desires and intentions, plan things,
change oneg’s mind, select the better rather than the worse course of
action, and in general control one’s self.

Q. How come people have the ability to control themnselves, at least some
of the time?

A. The brain sends a message Lo the body, like to your finger, and it moves.
I don’t know how.

Q. Bow about seif-control, like controlling oneself when one is onl a diet.
How does scmebody keep from having ice cream for dessert?

A. How can I keep myself from. having ice cream tomight? I tell myself - my
brain told my other brain that I didn't want it. I mean, I wanted to
be thin more than I wanted the taste of ice cream in my mouth,

Q. So it’s like you spoke to yourself?

A, Yes. My bad half was held in by my good half.

27. If one can’t think clearly for any reason, one cannct control one’s
self very well, and one is not fully responsible for what one does.
€. What could account for the fact that there are some people who don’t
seem 0 be able to conirol themselves, even when they want to?
. They have psychological problems.
. What does that mean?
. That means that there is something bothering them, I think, They are
all mixed up. They have problems.
. Could you expect someone to control themselves if they couldn’t think
clearly?

POPO PO
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A. No, not really, If you didn’t know what was happening and you diéin’t_". SRR
know what you were doing, there would be no way to get back.:

Q. Should & person like that be punished if they did sometling wr;mg?-

A. No, n’s not their fault if they dldn’t know what was happe g

Some idea about the historical depth of this folk model can be obtamed _
from earlier novels and plays. Even though writers of novels and plays
do not usually state the propositions of the folk model of the mmd ex-
plicitly, they do use the model in constructing character and plot, and they
sometimes comment on the reactions of their characters to events in very
revealing ways. For example, in Emema, a novel by Jane Austen publashed
in 1816, there is a description of Emma’s and Emma’s father s reaction
to the recent marriage of Miss Taylor, who had been Emmas governess
and companion {(196%:17).

She [Emma) had many acquaintances in the place, for her father was
universally civil, but not one of them who conld be accepted in Heu of
. Miss Taylor for even half & day. It was a melancholy change; and Emma
-coukd pot but sigh over it, and wish for impossible things, ull her father
awoke, and made it necessary to be cheerful, i

The tacitly understood propositions here seem to be that “m_e&anchoiy”
is a natural reaction of the experience of loss, and that “sighing” is 4 natural
expression of such a feeling, and further, that the experience of loss and
the resulting sadness create a “wish™ for something that will remove the
sadness, along with thoughts about this “something.” Austen (ibid.: 17)
continues:

His spirits required support. He was a nervous man, easily depressed;
fond of everybody that he was used to, and hating to part with them;
hating change of every kind. Matrimony, as the origin of change, was
always disagreeable; and he was by no means yet reconciled to his own
daughter’s {Emema’s sister] marrying, nor could he ever speak of her but
with compassion, though it had been entirely a match of affection, when
he was now obligated to part with Miss Taylor too; and from his habits
of gentle selfishness and of being never able to suppose that other people
could feel differently from himself, he was very much disposed to think
Miss Taylor had done as sad thing for herself as for them, and would
have been & great deal happier if she had spent all the rest of her life 2t
Hartfield. Entma smiled and chatted as cheerfully as she could to keep
him from such thoughts; but when tea came, it was impossible for kim
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‘not to sey exactly as he had said at Dinner: ‘Poor Miss Taylor! 1 wish she
were here apain. What a pity it is that Mr. Weston ever thought or her"

Emma’s father iz also subject to the same emotmnaj reaction to the
loss of Miss Taylor, but Austen treats him as a person who is emotmnally
- predxsposed to such reactions, so that Miss Taylor s marnag' ""ly “trig—
gers” his responsé. Because Emma knows her father is like th;s, she acts
cheerful. We “fill in® the needed connections — Emima does not wayit her -
father to be unhappy, and believes (or at least hopes) that being *chéer--
ful” will, by creating o happy environmeént for him, késp away his depres-
sion and anxiety, and so this wish of Emma’s testilts in her intentiotially”
acting in a cheerful manner. We also undérstand that Emma has the '
strength to keep to her intention despite her own sadness. .

Emma’s father, on the other hand, lacks strength of character, His feal-
ings and desires influence his thoughts inappropriately; his self-
centeredness leads him to think that other people feel the same about events
as he does - even when this is obviously not the case - and his feelings
and confused understanding lead himn to think of his daughter’s and Miss
Taylor's marriages as unfortunate events even for them. Desires and emo-
tions can, according {o the model, influence belief, but they should not.
A “strong” person does not let feelings and wishes distort reality, but a
weak person is liable to.

Overall, reading Jane Austen and other early English novelists, one is

mind in the past 200 years. But at much greater time depths the mphczt
connections that knit together actions and reactions in stories are harder
to discern, and it is difficult to tell if the difficulty lies in transiation, or
in & failure to appreciate the cultural understandings about the meaning
of events, or in a change in the model of how the mind works (seg, for
example, the discussion of Achilles in Friedrich 1977}

Ancther, more modern example of the use of the folk model of the
mind: a T-year-old child and her mother had the following conversation:

Mother: Rachel, you're making me mad!

Rachel: 1 didn’t mean to make you mad.

Mother: Well, you sure seem to be trying,.

Rachel: But I didn’t mean to. If ] didn't mean to, how could } be irving?

Here, Rachel uses the connection in the folk model between intentions
and actions. “Trying” is an action undertaken to bring about a particular
intention - what one “means to do.” Therefore, if there was no intention
on Rachel’s part to make her mother mad, by definition she could not
have been “trying” to make her mother mad. (Fhis example also illustrates
nicely the ability of people - even young people - to reason effectively
when using a well-understood cultural model. For a noawestern exam-
ple, see Hutchins 1980.) '
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The Jolk model and science

It is not possible to contrast the folk model presented here w1th i smgle'
scientific modet, since there is no one theory of the mind-held by all psy-:
- chologists. There are, however, certain general trends within acade
psychology with which the folk model can be ¢compared. Based 6nan i
amination of several popular undergraduate psychology fexts, it seerns -

that the carrent academic vocabulary is 2 blend of folk tefms plus the: ad-'-: '
dition of specialized terins. The typical text contains chapters on vzs 3
audition, taste and touch, cogniticn and memory, Iearmng, miotivation,
emotion, intelligence, personality, and mental disérders. The material on
vision, audition, taste, and touch is heavily physiological, glthough verious
kinds of Hlusions are discussed in which conscious expenence is con-
tradicted by physical facts.

One major disagreement between the folk model and the acaderma
mode] involves “motivation,™ Although the term motiverion has its roots
in the folk model, it has come to have a specialized meaning in psychol-
ogy. Motivation, unlike emotions, desires, and intentions, does not refer
primarily to a phenomenological state or process - that is, it is not some-
thing primarily defined by the conscious experience of the person. Instead,
maotivation refers to a condition of deprivation or arpusal of the “organism”
that is only variably correlated with phenomenoiogical experience. High
motivation is likely to result in a person’s thinking about the objects that
would “satisfy” or “reduce” the motivation, emotional arousal (not nec-
essarily of any specific kind), the experience of desire to do various ac-,
tions that have led in the past to satisfaction, the formation of relevarit
intemntions, and the carrying out of such actions if given the opportunity. -
Most psychologists consider mativation to be a real rather than hypothet-
ical state of the person, but not a state that the person is necessarily aware
of. The conscious mental states cansed by motivational arousal may have
some function in directing the final action the person takes, but these con-
scious mental states are typically considered to be neither necessary nor
sufficient conditions for motivationat arousal.

The psychoanalytic theorists are also greatly concerned with motiva-
tion. Psychoanalytic theorists place more emphasis on motivational con-
flicts than do academic psychologists and are more interested in how the
motivational situation influences thought and feeling through repression,
isclation, displacement, denial, sublimation, and other mechanisms of
defense. Psychoanalytic theory also differs from the folk theory in that
it emphasizes unconscious states. The folk mode} allows that it is possible
for someoctie to desire something or have some feeling of some kind but
not know it, but such conditions are considered atypical. Psychoanalytic
theory also distinguishes between two forms of thought - primary pro-
cess thought and secondary process thought ~ but the folk model makes
no such distinction.
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Even though both the academic and psychoanalytic models madlfy the
folk model, it is clear that these are modifications of an already existing
conception of the mind. The general tenor of the academic model is 1o
place emphasis on what can be described physicelly - hours of deprwa-
»“tion, the neural pathways, peripheral responses and so on - - with the hope
i -.'that the mental states and processes of the folk model w1ll eventuaily be.

reduced to a physical science vocabulary and simply igaore th 3.
.of the folk model that cannot now be physmally described. For éxatiple,;
“until recently, there was a complete avoidance in modetn: psychalogy of

the term consciousness — a process that is difficult to handle within a phys—
ical science model. In the past decade, this has begun to change Sperry
(1982:1225), for example, states:

, one of the most important indirect results of the split-brain work s a
revised concept of the nature of consciousness dnd its fundamental rela-
tion to brain processing. The key development is a switch from' prior non-
causal, paralieHst views to a new causal, or ‘interactionist’ interpretation
that ascribes to inner experience an integral causal control role in brain
function and behavior, . . . The events of inner experience, as emergent
properties of brain processes, become themselves explanatory causal con-
structs in their own right, interacting at their own level with their own
laws and dynamics. The whole world of inner experience (the world of the
hurnanities), long rejected by 20th century scientific materialism, thus be-
comes recognized and included within the domain of science.

Sperry’s position does not appear to be the majority position of research
psychologists, who continue to carry the hope that the folk model even-
tually can be completely physicalized without the use of “emergent prop-
erties.” However, with the rise of modern cognitive psychology, much
greater attention has been given to the problem of consciousness, its func-
tion, and physical bases (Mandler 1982; Naisoulas 1978).

The situation is quite different with regard to the psychoanalytic madel,
which considers consciousness, intentions, and the self as things of interest
in their own right. However, the conscious mental states and processes
are considered 19 be only a small part of the picture - and not the part
where the main action is. Despite the shifts in psychoanalytic thinking from
its early days, it has not changed in considering unconscious states and
processes to be the center of the causal system.

Thus, even though the acadernic and psychoanalytic models have their
origins in the folk model, both are deeply at variance with the folk model,
That is, the folk model treats the conscious mensal siates as having ¢en-
tral causal powers. In the folk model, one does what one does primarily
because of what one consciously feels and thinks. The causal center for
the academic model is in the various physical states of the organism - in
tissue needs, external stimuli, or neural activation. For the psychoanalytic
model, the causal center is in unconscious mental states, Given these dif-
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ferences in the location of the casual center of the operaiions of the-mind

the three models are likely to continue to diverge. - . -~ .

’I'Iw west versus Ifaluk S
The American- European folk model also contrasts wnh the folk mode

recorded by anthropologists for nonwestern peoples. Recently, Cathering, _

Lutz presented a summary of the ethnopsychological knowledge 'sy'stein_
of the people of Haluk (Lutz 1980; 1982; .1983; 1985;-see also:this:
volume) Ifaluk is a small atoll, only one-half square mile in area, lo¢ated :
in the Western Caroline Islands of Micronesia. The island was préviously.
studied by Burrows and Spiro (1963). The present population is 430 per-.
sons. Most of the islanders are moneiingual speakers of a Malaye-Polyne-

sian language. The culture of this small society is distinctive for its strong

values on nonaggression, cooperation, and sharing. : :

The folk mode] used on Haluk contrasts with the model presented here
for American-European - or “western”™ - culture in a variety of ways. How-
ever, the general framework of both models is similar. In both models,
there se¢ms to be a simdlar division of internal states into thoughts, feel-
ings, and desires, In the model used on Ifaluk, there is a distinct class
of emotion terms, for which a general correspondence to English emo-
tion terms can be found, although the particular blends of affective tone
differ from what we find in English.-For example, the term fago refers
to feclings of “compassion,” “love,” and “sadness”; and although it in-
volves caring about someone, it is also judged by native informants to
be semantically similar to words involving loneliness and loss (Lutz 1982).
A similar affective blend is found in Samoan for the cognate term elofa
{Gerber 1975). This particular blend is different from the American English
term Jove and its cognates, which do not prototypically involve sadness
and loss (but note the sadness of many love songs and stories).

Even though there appears to be an overal! similarity between the models
in the division of mental states and processes into thoughts, feelings, and
wishes, on Ifaluk the distinctions are made much less sharply. The term
nunwwan, oae of the two major terms used to describe mental states
(niferash, “cur insides™), refers to “mental events ranging from what we
consider thought te what we consider emotion” (Lutz 1985:47). The mean-
ing of nunuwan appears to be somewhat like the special meaning of English
of the word feel when used in the sense of ®to think,” as in, *I feel it is
likely we will succeed.” (As mentioned, several terms in English also biend
thought and feeling, such as gpproval and doub!.)

The other primary term used on Ifaluk to describe infernal states iz #ip-
which Lutz transiates “will/emotion/desire.” When asked the difference
between nunuwan and tip-, people say that the two are very similar. The
distinction is that fip- has connefations of desire and movement toward
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the object: An informant said “Our tip- is what we want, like to chat with’
someone or to go visit another village” (Lutz 1985:48). 1t appears that'tip- .
always takes a propositional object, uniike nunuwan. However; like nu—"
nuwan, emotion is held to be inherent in the experience of fip-. y
that intentions are also included within the semantic range of T
there appears to be 1o separate term for ittentions as part of “oirinsides.”

In general it would appear that the people of Ifaluk regard eniotional
experience ag a central feature of the mind and emphasize the. affective
elements in the experience of both thinking and wishing. Lutz Hag traced
out how the values of nonaggression, cooperation, and sharifig aresiip-.
ported by the various conceptions of emotion. For example; oHé tefm;:
metagy, glossed “fear/anxiety,” which is the feelirig that occurs when one
meust be in the midst of a large group of people, or when one encounters
a ghost or a shark, or when someone is justifiably angry with one, is con-
sidered a necessary part of socialization. A person who does not experience
metagu is like a “shameless” person in English - that is, someone who
will not have the proper constraints on his or her behavior, A child who
does not experience metagu is considered to lack a primary inhibitor of
misbehavior, and such a deficiency would indicate that parents failed to
sociatize the chiid properly ~ to display song, “justifiable anger” at the
child’s misdeeds, which is thought inevitably to elicit metagy in the per-
son to whom the anger is directed (Lutz 1983).

The people of Ifatuk considered feefings to be natural responses to par-
ticular events, typicaily interpersonal situations of various kinds, Such
eliciting events are considered a basic part of the definition of the emo-
tion (Lutz 1982). Emotions are also thought to give rise to particular be-
havior; fago, for example, is thought to give rise fo talkmg k:ndly, gmng
food, and crying. :

In poriraying emotions as natural reactions to experience and also as
causes of behavior, the folk model of the people of Ifaluk is similar to
the western model, However, the model used on Ifaluk appears to give
more consideration to the dyadic aspect of emotion, where if 4 feels emo-
tion X and expresses it, then these actions will cause B to feel emotion
Y. Thus, if A feels song, B fecls metagu, whereas if 4 feels tong (Frustra-
tion/grief), B feels fugo (Lutz 1982).

. The model used on Ifaluk also agrees with the western model in distin-
guishing between emotions and physical sensations. Lutz (1985:49) states:

Other aspects of ‘our ingides,” and ones which are distinguished from

both nunuwan and tip-, are the states of hunger (pechaiy), pain

(metagh), and sexual sensations (mwegiligil). “These latter states are con-
sidered to be universal and unlearned human proclivities. Although their
occurrence can lead {0 thoughts and feelings, they are considered an entirely
different class of events from the latter. The Ifaluk further distinguish be.
tween these three states of physical sensation and the corresponding
desires or drjve-like states that follow upon the sensations. These include
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‘wantmg food (or a particular food) (mwan), wantmg pam to end’ (gar)
and *horniness’ (pashua). S

In the western model, this distinction between the physwal stale and the

menta} state for hunger; pain, and sex is not lexwahzed nor dobs it.seem - .

hunger, pam, and sexual sensatmns are ail exparlenced m thc gut
people eat well, they say “Our insides are good,” which means they have
both good physical sensations and good emotions. Loss of appetite is
typically regarded as a symptom of either physical or emotional distress.

- In extreme grief, people say “my gut is ripping,” and others ad\nsa them
not te “hate” their own “gut” (Lutz 1985).

According to the model used on Ifaluk, unpleasant emotions that are
not expressed may cause iliness. Individuals are advised to “throw out”
their feelings in order to avoid illness, At funerals, people are advised to
“cry big” in order to avoeid illness. Expressing one’s feelings (except angry
feelings) is considered a sign of maturity and social intelligence as well
as a way of staying healthy. Further, one’s bad feelings can make other
people ill. This is espectally likely in the case of a mother and infant, It
is said, “It is like the baby knows the *thoughts/emotions’ of its mother
.and becomes nguch ‘sick and tired/bored’ of the mother” (Lutz 1985:55). -

This connection between emotionality and iflness is also found in the
western folk model: For example, it is thought people who are homesick
or sad about the loss of a loved one sometimes, “pine away,” and that
chronic anger can lead to a heart attack. The mode! ased on Ifaluk, how-
evear, appears to make the connection between emotions and illness much
mare generally and explicitly, perhaps reinforced by the attribution of both
physical and mental sensations to a location in the gut,

The model used on faluk, like the western model, gives'a central role
to “thought” in the control of behavior. The concept bush, “crazy, in-
competent,” which is considered the opposite of repiy, “social intelligence,”
is widely used to refer to behavior that is deviant and appears to be due
to a failure to perceive the nature of the situation correctly. All infanis
and children to about the age of 6 are considered bush. People we would
label -as psychotic are called bush on Ifaluk this is manifested by their
being unabie to work aridt engaging in inexplicable behaviors, such'as shout-
ing or eating without table manners. Lutz reports the case of such & per-
son whose “crazy™ behavior consisted of saying repetitively “my knife, nry
lighter, niy basket,” etc. On Ifaluk sharing is strongly stressed as proper
behavior, and the use of first person singalar pronoun is feit to be rude
in many contexts - and “crazy” in this one (Lutz 1985).

The ability to think correctly, especially on the part of children, is con-
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sidered to be influenced by instruction. Children are given lectures in which
a ruie of proper behavior is gone over quletly and repeatedly Ltz
(1985:61) states:

. children are beheved to obey when and because they lls!e and r

“the concept of independent wiil is not absent (this i ls reprmn_
concept of tip-,) the greatest stress is placed on the connections between :
language, listening, understanding, and correct behavxor ’ :

Here, the connection between thought and desir’e'found in the. westem
model is reversed. In the western model, if one desires or intends to do
what is good, then one must be able to conceive of what is good. In the
model used on Ifaluk, if one can and does conceive of what is good, one
must do what is good. However, there have been theologians in the western
tradition who also argued that if one fruly understood what was good
one would desire it.

Based on indirect evidence, there appears to be another dlfference be—
tween the model used on Ifaluk and the western model. In his interviews
with a psychotic man, Spiro found that his assistants became disgusted
with this man’s reporis of his hallucinations, saying he “talk lie, only talk
lie” (Spirc 1950). Based on these reactions, it seems likely that the notion
that someone might really see and feel what is not actually there isnot
part of their model of the mind. "

Owverall, however, the model used on Ifaluk and the western modei SEEIR
to have similar frameworks. Thoughts, feelings, and desires are distin- -
guished. Feelings are considered a natural response to experience, not under
self-control, and also to have the power to move the person toward ac-
tion, The emotions are distinguished from physical sensations. Understand-
ing is required for appropriate behavior, and lack of understanding results
in loss of control,

On the other hand, there are significant differences between the two
models. The one used on Ifaluk fuses thought and feeling with regard to
the upper-level term aumewan a2nd apparently does not distinguish desire
from intention. In this model, the gut is thought to be the site of feeling
and thinking rather than the head. The emotion terms blend affects in
somewhat different ways than the western model. The interpersonal role
of emotion is more distinctly conceptualized than in the western model,
as is the role of emotion in physical illness and the therapeutic use of cathar-
sis, An understanding of hallucinatory experience may be absent from this
model. Finally, understanding what is right is treated as a necessary and |
sufficient condition for doing what is right, rather than being treated as ~
simply a necessary condition,

Based on these two cases, it seems likely that the folk model of the
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mind will turn out to be like the folk model for colors as described by
Berlin and Kay (1969). That is, certain salient areas of the experiential
field will be univetsally recognized, although the degree to which thétotal

- sfield is differentrated and the éxact borders. and boundaries between: ardas '

~will vary cross-culturally However, at this point no simple ordenng of
“basic concepts like the ordering found for color terms has been foiind for
_-the model of the mind. In soine areas, the people of Ifaluk do not make

~ ; distinctions we do (e.g., the distinction between desire and intennon), but

:in other areas they make more distinctions that we do (¢.3.; ‘they com- -
monly distinguish between the physical sensatzons and the emotional demres

- concerning sex, hunger, and the cessauon of pam, but this dlsnmucn is
rarely made by us). - . -

Speculations about cultural differences and similarities

Logically, it might have been the case that the ifalukan matenals conld
not even be translated into the western model. Suppose they had an ex-
tremely different model of the mind, one that made none of the distine-
tions made in the western model, Since internal states and processes are
private, how could we ever learn anything about their mode]? However,
this is not what we find. The model used by the people of Ifaluk can be
transiated. How is this possible?

If it were the case thai an ethnographer ¢ould not learn the model, one
would wonder how the children on Ifaluk conid learn the model. This
raises a more general question: I these models are models of private expe-
rience, how are they ever learned, either here or on Ifaluk? Bven if every-
one’s private experience is highly similar, how can someone else 8 words
be matched to anyone else’s private experience?

What in fact is the case is that peither model is onfy a model of private
experience. Both models use similar external, public events as identifying
marks in their definitions of internal states. Thus, thinking is like speech,
and speech is public. What are thoughts? One can say that thoughts are
like things one says to oneself, or images of what one sees with one’s eyes.
Feelings are like those sensations that do have public glicitors; we know
how to tickle each other. Furthermore, as human beings, we have what
appears to be an innate communication system for emotions, signalled
by patterns of facial expression (Ekman 1971), Various autonomic re-
sponses are also available as public events for the definition of feelings.
Feelings are typically aroused by relatively specific externat events. To
understand what wishes are, we have the public expression of requests
and commands: Wanting is the feeling that gives rise to the child’s saying
“gimme, gimme.” Intentions are related to such speech acts as promises
and threats; that is, to the accomplishment of events to which one has
given a commitment. The tight connection pointed out by Vendler (1972)
between speech acts and internal states is not fortuitous; the thesis pre-
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sented bere is that speech acts are one of the major classes of pubhc events

“used as identifying marks of internal states and processes: -

o
LA

This cannat be the full answer fo how we learn about internal proéesses,
since even though types of speech acts and facial patterns may offer.a

" means of identifying internal events, they do not account for our beliefs’

- about the causal relations among these internal events, such &s our belief
~that we can think what we want to but that we canaot make ourselves
-feel what we want to, or our belief that desires influence mtentmns “but

not the reverse. One answer to this issue is to say that thiese areé universals
of experience. Once one has categories such as “feeling” and “thought,”
identified by their relationship to various public events, one cannot escape -
noticing that one cannot decide what to feel but one can decide what to
think. Such a hypothesis has a ring of plausibility but seems compietety
untestable.

Finally, one speculates about what generally might account for cultural
differences in folk models of the mind. Perhaps differences in the social
and interactional conditions of life give differential salience to some of
the identifying public marks of internal states. The emphasis on emotional
mental states in the model used on Ifaluk would seem 1o be related to
the strong salience of such emotion-linked actions as aggression and sharing
in daily life. However, such differences in salience would net explain why
there are differences in the conceptualization of causal relations between
various mental states, such as the notion that lecturing on what is good
causes the hearer to understand what is good thereby causing the hearer
to be well behaved., Nor would these differences in the salience of emo-
tion linked actions explain why the people of Ialuk believe the verbal ex-
pression of feelings, especially depressive feelings, keeps one from being
made ill by those feelings. 1t seems likely that some part of this folk model,
like most folk models, cannot be explained by variation in current social
or ecological factors. Parts of most folk models are legacies from the past,
and the information needed to discover whatever causes once operated
to create these models is often not obtainable.

Note

1. Support for research reported in this paper was provided in part by a grant
from the National Science Foundation (BNS 8003731). The author wishes to
thank Paul Kay and Laurie Price for critical commentary on an earfier draft
of this paper and Susan Lindner and Ronald Langacker for discussions con-
cerning the sermantics of mental states and processes. '

References

Austen, J.

1969, Emma. London: Collins. (First pubhshed 1816}
Anscombe, G.

1963, Intention. [thaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press.




A FOLK MODEL OF THE MIND - 147

Berlm, B. and P, Kay

.- 1969, Basic Color Terms: Thenr Umversallty and Evoluuon Berkeley'

sity of California Press. :
Burmws, E. and M. Spiro : o

1963 An Atoll Culture: Ethnography of IfaIuk in the Central Camlm oW

‘Haven, Conn.: H RA F. Press : o Y
Casson, R.. . .. po

1983. Schemata in cogmuve anthropoiegy Almual Rewew o!’ Anthropology
12:429-462., St X :

I¥YAndrade, R. G, . -~ : -

1985. Character terms and cultural models In D:rectwns in Cogmuve Anthro~ :
pology, J. Dougherty, ed. Urbana: University of Illinois Press. Pp. 321~344

D'Andrade, R. G. and M. Wish 3

1985, Speech act theory in quantitative research on interpersonal behavmr Dls-

conrse Processes 8:229-259, :
Ekmasn, P. :

1971, Universals and cultural differences in facial expressions of emctmn In
Nebraska Symposium on Motivation Series, J. K. Cole, ed. meoln Umver-
sity of Nebraska Press. Pp. 207-233.

Fillmore, C. -

1977, Topics in lexical semantics. fn Current Issues in Linguistic Theory,

R. W, Cole, ed. Bloomington: Indiana University Press Pp. 76-138,
Friedrich, P.

1977, Samty and the myth of honor: The problem of Aclulles Ethes 5(3):

281-305,
Gerber, E,

1975, The cultural patterning of emotions in Samoa. Uupubhshed Ph D dls-

sertation. University of Cahforma, San Diego
Heider, F.

1958. The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. New York: John Wzley and

Sons.
Huichins, E.

1980. Culture and Inference. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Umversity Press

n.d. An analysis of interpretations of on-geing behavior, Unpublished manu-
script, Department of Anthropology, University of California, San Diego.

Kenny, A,
1963. Action, Emotion, and Will. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Lutz, C.

1980, Emotion words and emotional development on ifzluk atoll, Unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation. Harvard University.

1982, The domain of emotion words on Ifaluk, American Ethnologist 9:113-128.

1983, Parentat goals, ethnopsychology, and the developinent of emotional mean-
ing. Ethos 11{4):246~262.

1985, Bthnopsychology compared to what? Explaining behavior 2nd conscious-
ness among the [faluk. 2 Person, Seif, and Experience: Exploring Pacific
Ethnopsycholopies, G. White and J. Kirkpatrick, eds. Berkeley: University
of California Press. Pp. 35-79,

Mandler, G.
1982. Mind and Body. New York: W, W. Norton and Company.
Miller, G.

1956. The magical number seven, phis.or minus two: Sore Hmits on our ability

to process information. Psychological Review 63:81-97,
MNatsoulas, T
1978, Consciousness. American Psychologist 33(10):206-914.




148 ' ROY D’ANDRADE

Qumn, N. : R
1982, “Commitment” in American marriage: A cultural analysis A' encan
- Ethnologist 9(4):775-798. :

Rumelhart, D. :
o« 1580 Schemata: The building blocks of cognmon In Theor
¥ Reading Comprehension; Perspéctives fromi Coghitive Peychology
Actificial Intelligence and Education, R. Spiro, B. Bruce, and W. Brewer,
. eds. Hillsdale, N.J.: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. Pp. 33~5_ .
Rumelhart, D. and D. Norman

tion, 3. Anderson, ed. Hllisdale, N J Lawrence Erihaum Asso
. 335-359, : . _
Ryle, G.
1948, The Concept of Mind. London: Hutchznson House
Searlc I
1975. A taxonomy of illocutionary acts. fn Language Mmd and Knnwledge,
Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of Science, Vol. 7, K. Gunderson, ed.
Minneapolis: University of Minneapolis Press. Pp. 344 369, :
1980, The intentionality of intention and action. Cognitive Science 4: 47~70
Spiro, M. A.
1950. A psychotic personality it the Sonth Seas. Psychiatry 13(2): 189~204
Sperry, R,
1982. Some effects of disconnecting the cerebral hemispheres. Science
217:1223-1224.
Sternberg, R., B. Conway, J. Betron, and M, Bernstein
1921, Peoples conceptions of intelligence. Journal of Personahty and Soclal
Psychology 41(1):37-55.
Wallace, A
1961. On being just complicated enough. Proceedings of the Natlonal Academy
of Sciences 47:458-464.
Vendler, Z.
1967, Linguistics in Philosophy. Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press .
1972, Res Cognitans: An Essay in Rational Psychology. Ithaca, N,Y.: Cornell
University Press.

Lingiistics, I



PART II

Reasoning and problem solvmg ﬁ'om |

presupposed worlds







6 | | IR
vaerbs and cultural models . - ,
AN AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGY OF PROBLBM SOLVING

Geoffrey M. White

overbs are generally regs.rded as repos:tor;_e;mr_fglkm,@s styhzed_
sayings that presume to represent the commonsensical in everyday life,
they are a topic of special interest for this volome's- focus on cultural
models. The dictionary defines a proverb as “a short, pithy saying in fre-
quent and widespread use, expressing a well-known truth or fact.” Atten-
tion to just what “well-known truths” are, i fact, expressed by proverbs
and how, cognitively and linguistically, they obtain their particular brand
memmwm@ummmmmm
nmodels that underlie them.

Proverbs are especially interesting because, like much of ordlnary
language, they accomplish both conceptual and pragmatic work (see Briggs
1985). On the one hand, proverbs offer succinct (“pithy”) descriptions of -
events. A familiar expression such as “It only takes one bad apple to shoil
the barrel” brmgs a number of salzent and well«known propositlons about

morahty, \Hﬂf.h evaluatmg and shap;ng COLLSES ¢ 01 actron and thus aré fre-
quently used in contexis of legal and moral argumentation (see, 70f ex-

ample, Me’ﬁﬁﬁger To59; Salamone 1976). In the pri}verb just quoted, the

good apples. Tn"other saymgs, eva!uatwe unphcatlons' may rest Just ben&alh

...............

iEe sarface, SUCH a5 “You can't Judge a book by its cover i 111 this say-,

@g; g prior evaluation (e:ther gocd or bad) Is correctec_l Qg ping e Hs-
istin

reality. -

ﬁﬁ?’l?ether explicit or implicit, the evaluative assertions expressed in prov-
erbs lend them directive force as recommendations for a desired course
of action. The saying about bad apples ruining good ones may imply that
some action should be taken to spare the threatened good apples, even
though the overt form of the saying is that of a simple description of a
state of affairs. Thls forim of “indirect d:rectwe” is typical of many proy-
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jons but that have the effect

“Sface the concepmal' and pragmatxc functions of proverbs are al.so
handled routinely by ordinary lansuags, Why do so many languagesand
_» cultures around the world have a recomaﬁmﬁé“ﬁfmnay—
FHEST* 1 ouggest Thit the answer Hes parily in their peculiar form of in-
Wom their commumcat;mgﬁ{_egweness..z&smm

ful to. ask"- ‘What is the. speakarhtmgg to. do wi fﬁ:Q_'rTgi;\
_E{]ES"’ rg.the_r th mmply “Wh he or she trying to say?’ Tcutg_go, one

might examine the situations in whiéh h proverbs are invoked to have sor ““E“" :
_soeial 'éffecf, “siich a5 Haus j miaFital quarrels (Salamone 1976) or Yoruba
“child rearing (Arewa & Dundes 1964), where focused observation might
record repeated uses of proverbs in particular contexts. However,
understanding the social uses of proverbs also requires knowing something
about the interpretive work done by both speaker and listeper.: ... .

This paper is concerned primarily with the conceptual processes that
underlie proverb meaning rather than with guestions of social usage. The
analysis is based on the assumption that certain key understandings make
up a kind of kernel of proverb meaning, even though such mezuing may
be shifted or elaborated in particular contexts of use. The fact that prov-.
erbs represent generalized knowledge, applied to the interpretation of par-
ticular events, suggests that they may tell-us something about enduring
cultural models of experience. Dyer (1983) has noted that the abstract ad-
vice encoded in familiar sayings or “adages™ plays an important role in
understanding stories. Narrative comprehension frequently proceeds by
using existing knowledge structures to process tew information and draw
inferences about the social and moral implications of what is said; in other

~ words, to get the point. A closer examination of proverbial understand-
ing as a cognitive process, then, may iluminate the orgamzatlon of global
knowiedge structures.

Enterlocutors comprehend proverb meaning through a process of in-
ference that allows them to link the saying with prior understandings and
to fill in unstated propositions. Even though this is so in much of natural
discourse, proverbial sayings tend to be partlculariy figurative, partial,
and indirect, To understand wha ]
guires going bqy__z_ld the uttme_ﬁﬂblﬁmg.undeﬂxmmptMS
to draw appropriate implications. So, for example, understanding a state-
ment like “It only takes one bad apple to spoil the barre” involves both
a iranslation of metaphorical imagery as well as a cultural theory of moral
corruption.

‘The fact that certain proverbs are frequently used suggests that they
express key understandings about everyday life. If so, proverbs may pro-
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vide a source of insight into cultural models in particular areas of co
mon experience. This paper pursues this idea by -examining a s
American English proverbs that may all be used in a similar way: to J
advice to someone in a probiematic situation, broadly conceived.
lecting sayings that can be used to counsel someone dealing with
sonal quandary, the analysis focuses on certain American understandmg
about persons, problems, and purposeful behavmr

Proverbial understandmg

Before looking more closaiy at proverbs of pmblem solvmg, itis necessaryl'_
to consider briefly the linguistic and conceptual proce5ses that enter i
proverb meaning. Certain aspects of the linguistic form of proverblal say-
ings mark them as distinctive from other types of ordmary language, lend-
ing them their particular aura of veracity. For example, by usmg verb forms
not qualified or marked by mumber or tense, proverbs acquire a timeless,
enduring guality, scemingly not subject to the vicissitudes of cucumst&mces'
or change. And, by using such quantifiers as all, every, and no, provell'_bs'
do not allow exceptions cr hedges. Thus, one finds “Fime heals a// wounds”
rather than, say, “Time heals some wounds,” whick would hardly pro-
vide a comforting bit of advice. Allowing exceptions or hedges would deny
proverbs their claim to universal validity. Some proverbs also draw on
hyperbole as a device for underscoring the obvious, commonsms:cal
guality of an assertion. Thus, we have “Rome wasn’t built ina day” rath )
than, say, “Rome wasn’t built in swthLQ_Mj a.lem v1ll '

wa.sn‘t buiit' 1o z da S
RS

2 wag”) The fact that most proverbs are constructed in this way suggests"'
an important complementarity of function between the conceptuat role
of metaphor and the pragmatic uses of proverbs. If one views metaphor
as a device for expressing abstract concepts in terms of other concepts
more closely grounded in physical experience, thea metaphorical imagery
would seem to be an excellent vehicle for proverbial sayings that seek to .
express propositions taken to be self-evident on the basis of shared ex-
perience and that can thus be used to give advice, make recommendations,
and so forth. When seen in this light, proverbs appear as a special case
of the more general process of metaphorical understanding, As described
by Lakoff and Johnson {1980:115):

. metaphor pervades our normal conceptuval system. Because so many
of the concepts that are important to us are either abstract ot not clearly
delineated in our experience {the emotions, ideas, time, efc.}, we need to
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get a grasp on them by means of other concepts that we understand in“i.
clearer terms (spatial orfentation, objects, ete.). Thisg need Ieads t
metaphorical definition in our conceptual system L

. éLakoff and Johnson speak of metaphoncal understandmg_as away.of.
" interpreting abstract and loosely structured experiences by conceptuahz—-;-
ing them in terms of other, more concrete and clearly formulated types
of experience. Although neither t:,fpe of experience is more “bamc,” the
latter is more closely grounded in the physmal realm of the bod and S
envircnment. : B
Carboneil and Minton (n.d.} and others have descnbad metaphoncal g
understanding as a process of common-sense reasoning. They suggest _that‘-
simile, analogy, and metaphor are all based on the same type of cogninve
process {analogical reasoning) used to interpret new situationis in terms
of other, previously encountered and understood situations. The essen-
tial process in this type of reasoning is one of mapping a_.spects _of a
previously known and well-delineated (“source”) domain to a newer and
less well structured (“target”) domain (ses Collins & Gentncr and Lakoff
& Kovecses, this volume).
Thls model of meta.phor may also be extended to the process of pro—

------------

P

'&nderstamdmg that some pubhshed colIectmns of proverbs orgamze tiléi

contents in terms of types of source domain, such as “animals,” “natural
environment,” “food,” “fishing,” “travel,” and the 21ke (see Brown 1970
Schuliz 1980).*

A key question in models of analogical reasonmg is ‘How are mappings
between domains constructed? or, ‘How are the relevant cross-domain
similarities identified?’ The ultimate answers to these questions will have
to draw from pragmatic and contextual information not vet dealt with

- int cognitive theories of metaphor. However, for many metaphors in fre-
quent vse, the mapping is well known and hence does not have to be

- reconstructed each time any metaphor is used. This notion of “frozen”
metaphors applies well to proverbs, which are among the most formulauc
and standardized types of metaphorical usage. The fact that people are
readily abie to paraphrase proverbs out of context, to render their mean-
ings in nonmetaphorical language without reference to particular denotata
or instances of usage, strongly indicates the “frozen” quality of prover-
bial inference and the important role of prior cultural models in their
interpretation.

Neting the prepackaged association of abstract, social meanings with
concrete metaphors gives only a partial picture of the process of reason- e
ing underlying proverb meanings. Proverbs are also used te pick out and
comzmunicate salient aspects of a social situation in terms of prior knowl- '
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edge about similar situations. As in the use of metaphor generally; unce
tain or ambiguous events ¢an thus be understood and evaluat;
of existing models of social experience. However, ‘unlike th
" metaphorical understanding, most of the acuon" #n the_prc
verbial understanding is concerned with drawing .out be
‘evaluative implications, with distilling a particular interprétation ofa’s
tion, rather than with constructing & mapping to link source domain with
target domain. Thns, understanding what is meant by the assertion “The';
squeaky wheel gets the grease”™ does not concern interpreting: the sotion:
of “squeaky whee!” in terms of vocal assertiveness so much as. makmg o
the inference that if such behavior leads to pns;twe outcomes (gem B
“grease™, it is worth pursuing. :
Proverbs function as effective commumcatwe devxces hecause they set:
up the listener to draw such practica! inferences by expressing one or mioré:
key propositions embedded in a cultural model with known entailments.
By instantiating certain efements of an existing model, other, related prop-.
ositions are invoked through inference. In this way, the proverb user is
able to formulate and communicate a point of view without verbally ar-
ticulating all of its elements. Behavioral directives need not be stated overtly
since any listener with common sense will draw the appropriate conclu-
¢ions, given the premises asserted and/or implied by the proverb, At the
same time, its metaphorical form brings those conclusions into sharper
focus by formulating them in a domain in which propositions and then' :
behavioral entaflments are more tightly and obviouasly connected. -
The interpretation of proverbs may be viewed as an interactive i:on»
struction in which the speaker {1) perceives and evaluates a social situa-
tion in terms of an abstract cultural model, (2) articulates that point of .
view in a proverb expressing one or more interlinked propositions, which
is then (3) interpreted by the lstener, who expands on those propositions
by locating them in the relevant cultural model and drawing appropriate
inferences. Just what inferences are drawn will depend on the context of
use, the abstract propositions expressed by a particular proverb, apd the
cultural model(s) in which they participate. Insofar as proverbial inference
foliows from the instantiation of pieces of a knowledge structure, prov-
erbs offer a window onto the organization of generalized models of ex-
perience. The analysm in the next section examines the way informants
interpret proverbs pertaining to human action and problem ‘soiving.-By
asking, “What does one need to know or assume in order to interpret the )
meaning of a proverb?’ one may begin to identify some of the key prop- - . F
ositions and inferences that enter into the ethnopsychology of American
problem solving.

An ethnopsychology of problem solving

My interest in proverbs began in the context of research on common sense
reasonmg about personzl (social, psychological) problems. In the course

p S
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of an earlier study of the ways different cultural groups explain and deal -
w:th adjastment problcms {White 1982), we notzccd that lnformants oc-

"I then occurred to us that thergna:g,wsggg.;annalmmbe £
saymgs-that-expresmhﬁﬁﬁ; constltuted understandmgs abo

ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ Mﬂ@
“E_pmalu@.ai:lpn&_,heywmbedy«
q The notion of “personal prob!em” hcre J.igimply that QL

everyday quandary of Baversity that is of some social ior psychologm
significance for the PErson or persons involved. Hence, cultural knowledge

Sayings} “guch as “Every c!oud has a sﬂver hmng" are widely known and
used ‘ecase they mampgﬁﬁ to a wide range of activities and situa-

it et T e T

it raar ‘ A..,—-n\“""""""'"“‘*‘“~ e

doing research on problem solvmg, 1n,pﬁtilcu1a:,on,,1ask enmmz_q@n__gs
where probléms and solutlons are well specified in the form of winning:
garmics, somng Puzzigs, ot provmg theoneﬁ?éé“fbﬂxam’ 1€, Weiwell &

“edge about persons and socnal action. Saymgs such as “The grass Is aiways

greener on the other side of the fence” represent conceptualizations of prob-

.. Jem situations with an implicit agenda about how to evaluate and respond

" to them. In probing the meanings of proverbs such as this, the following

i analysis is led into a consideration of the ethnopsychological understand-
“ings required to.interpret them.

METHODS .
Assuming that certain proverbs pmain to the way people respond to every-

pérsonal dxlemma or quandary MIMWM
-we were able to.select a set of proverbs that could be compared in ¢r

'to draw cut common or contrasung themes in cult;tr_alkm!g_dg_ghput“

persons and-probiems, '

" The approach taken here draws on both elicited data obtained from

informants as well as the investigator’s (and reader’s) intuitive knowledge
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of proverb meanings. This strategy combines several types [
nonformal data that are constrained in different ways and tha thus's
light on proverb meanings from different angles, . . . - '

“Although proverbs may seem to be s:mple, direct, and ob

U HOTE complex, i i
when cnnszdered in llght of the unspoken assumpnons and contexival
formatiom that give them their meaning. It thus becomes mteresung to
ask a number of informants to paraphrase proverbs in order g
they render their meanings in less metaphorical languag
to which they agree In doing so. We did this by selecting a 5¢ :
erbs and asking 17 informants to egplicate them. The resulting paraphfases |
carve out a range of possible interpretations for each proverb and pomt j
to similarities and differences in meaning among them.

To pursue the hypothesis that the proverbs we selected denvc thelr
meaning from a common underlying ethnopsychology, we next asked our
informants to look for similarities among the sayings and to sort them
into groups. We also asked informants to state briefly their rationale for
grouping certain proverbs as similar, thus forcing the kind of abstract |
speculalmn in whichk we ourselves were engaged in mterpretmg proverb
meanings.

Because the paraphrases and rationales given for grouping proverbs -
together are guite varied and complex, it is useful to examine the overall
pattern of similarities among the sayings in order to identify those judged
‘most similar or different. I have used multidimensional scaling as a way
of graphically representing this pattern of proverb similarities in a- ‘visual
model. We may then lgok more closely at the paraphrases and the rd-
tionales given or groupmg proverbs together in order t0 reconstruct the

i w A e e o

SOME PROVERBIAL SAYINGS
In searching for candidate sayings, we discovered that it is quite difficalt
simply to retrieve proverbs from memory at will. They resist introspec-
tive recall. However, given the right set of ¢ircumstances, the appropriate
proverb seems almost to leap to mind.* Our approach was to draw up .
a list of problem-golving proverbs bfr searching through published collec-
tions of English proverbs (Collins 1959; Ridout & Witting 1967; Steven-
son 1948; Wiison 1970; see also Simpson 1982) and to supplement that
list using ourselves and acquaintances as informants. Based on the criteria
that a proverb be widely known, frequently used, and pertain (at least.
potentially) to personal adversity, we selected the 11 sayings listed in Table
6.1. This corpus is not intended to be either exhaustive or representative
of the full range of American sayings about probiem solving, The The only
claim is that the stetements in Table 6.1 are a subset. of sayings relevant
tm Amencans construe responses to. problemauc clrcumstanm
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Table 6. 1 : E!even A meri:_:gn Engk;gh' prg',_rer{afat sayings

1. Bvery cloud has a silver lining. R
2 “(God. helps those who help thémselves, -~z 1 i
Thg grass is alwiiys greener ot the dthér side cf the fence

“Thére’s nio use ¢fying over spitt milks -
Whera there’s a will there’s & way,
‘Necessuy is the mother of lnvenuon
Rome wasn't built in a day. )

"The squeaky wheel gets the grease o

. You can’t have your “cake and eat it too.

X 'Dont make a m(mntaln out of & rnole hili.

Time heals ail wounds.

:""°‘°?°:‘"f?\:!-":'“.-‘“

-

most of them are phrased in figurative language. With the possible ex-
ceptiod of two ‘of those listed (“God helps those who help themselves”
‘and “Wheére theré’s a will there’s a way™), all are overtly metaphorical..
Common objects and events such as ciouds, green grass, spilt mitk, squeaky
whee.ls, and eafing cake are Used to characterize problem situations in terms
of more immedlate physical imagery. Although diverse, these 1mages
‘represent several more general types of metaphor: rotions of mechanics
and éonstruction (squeaky wheels, building Rome), food (cake, mﬂk) '-and-
visual imagery (green grass, silver linings). - n R

The proverbs listed were chosen because they say somethmg about rela—Q
tlons between a person and a problem or goal They presuppose a

(intentions, desires, actions and the hke) Each saying evaluates the
likelihood of achieving a goal or changing a problematic situation, smd
in so doing, carries an 1mp11ed recommendation about the appmpr:ate
response that will bring person and world back into alignment, creating
a better fit between personal outlook and worldly circumstances. As a
preview of the following analysis, note that the proverbs in Table 6.1 span
at least two distinict types of recommended response: those encouraging
an active attempt at changing the world (e.g., “The squeaky wheel gets
the grease™) and those calling for adjustment of the person (¢.g., “There’s
no use crying over spilt milk”).

PSYCHOLOGICAL INFERENCE

Int order for these proverbs to carry 1mpl;cat10ns for appropriate actmn,
they require certain background assumptions about human psychology
and action (see Kirkpatrick & White 1985). They acquire their meaning
against & backdrop of cultural understandings about the organization of
perception, feeling, and thought that mediate the interrelation of person
and world, By drawing on a cultural model of the person, informants make
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specxflc inferences about the actions that follow from proverhial as
tions about a problem/goal, or a person’s perception of it. The analys:s
of proverb interpretation developed here indicates that.certain clements
of the American cultural modél of the mind described by D’Andrade {this -

--volume) and other notions about personal action- described. by, Hezdcr_ "

(1958) and Hutchins (n.d.) underlie proverb meanings. In partlcula,r,
drade’s assertion that “the main line of causation in the cultural model”
runs from perception through thought and feeling to ictention and ac- -

tion captures much of the structure of reasoning in these. proverbs about_ o

-personal processes that mediate the fit beiween person and world.~ ~

Despite considerable variability in the specific propositions asscrtcd by '
different proverbs in Table &.1, they draw on similar understandings about
human psychalogy and action to obtain their full meaning and force. Some
of these understandings surface in the paraphrases -and judgments of
similarity, such that inferences about feelings and intentions are made
explicit as informants seek to articulate proverb meanings. These data,
discussed below, indicate that proverbial reasoning involves an inferen-
tial process that moves from (1) an assertion about some aspect of the
person or problem, to (2) an expansion of its psychological implications
based on a cultural model of the person, to (3) inferences about an ap- -
propriate response or course of action. A consideration of how informants
paraphrase proverb meanings illustrates these different facets or levels of
proverbial reasening.

Seventeen native speakers of English, all students at the University of
Hawaii, were asked to paraphrase each of the 11 proverbs in Table 6.1.
The proverbs were presented written on 37 X 5” index cards, one to a
card. Informants were asked first to ook at ali the proverbs and ask ques-
tions about any that were unfamiliar. Bxcept for three people who said
they did not know “Fhe squeaky wheel gets the grease,” all of the prov-

erbs were well known. Once having reviewed the set of 1 sayings, infor-
mants were asked to paraphrase each one by briefly writing out its mean-
ing in plain language.

The 17 distinct paraphrasings obtained in this way represent a range
of interpretations that capture several levels of inference associated with
each proverb. Depending on the particular proverb, the paraphrases span
all or some of the levels of proverbial ressoning outlined: (1) description
of the problem situation, {2} its psychological implications, and (3} a
recommended response or course of action. It appears that the paraphrases
are mostly pitched at levels {1) and (2), whereas the more abstract. .
judgments of similarity tend to be made on the basis of (3), the implied-
recommendation, as seen in the following section,

This type of variation in the level at which explications of the same
proverb may be phrased is illustrated by examining all of the paraphrases
given for a single proverb, The saying “The grass is always greener on
the other side of the fence” provides a particularly good example of varia-
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-“tion in paraphrases that reflect the structure of proverbial reasoning.
Because this saying is less explicit about the relations between the state
of the person and the problem situation than some of the other pmverbs
(for example, “Where there’s a will there’s a way™), it requires the listenter
‘o make inferences in order to draw implications for behavior (there’is
no use trying to move to the other side of the fence) from its basic prop-
osition about the perception of a problem or goal (1t only appears beu:er
on the other side of the fence).

Like the proverbs “Every cloud has a silver hmng" and “Don’t make
‘a mountain out of a mole hill,” the saying about grass bemg greener on
the other side of the fence uses the notion of visual perception as a
metaphor for thought. By asserting that a person has misperceived a prob-
fem or goal {(has not seen the sitver lining; has mistaken a mole hill for
a mountain; has the illusion of grass being greener than it really is), these
proverbs are in fact saying that a person’s judgment or thinking about
the problem/goal is flawed. In this way, the metaphor does its work of
taking a potentially complex and armbiguous process {such as faulty reason-
ing) and describing it in terms of events that are more clearfy delineated
and accessible to public demonstration {such as defermining what things
look like). As might be expected, then, the greatest rumber of paraphrases
of the proverb “The grass is always greener on the other side of the fence”
focus on the act of misjudgment or misperception, saying that things either
“seem better,” “look better,” or “appear more attractive” on the other side
of the fence. Some informants extend the metaphor of sxght into theu
paraphrase;

. Other people’s situation sometimes look betier than they actually are,

. Things ook better with other people.

. Things appear to be more attractive or better when you are not involved.

. No matter what one has, he can always see something better he doesn’ have
if he looks for it. _

5. People tend to focus on their own problems and on their neighbor's assets.

oLl b e

Other informants simply assert that things “seem better™;

6. Things which are unobtainable always seem betfer,

7. That which you cannot have always seems better.

8. Our own condition always seeins bieaker than what others have.

9. Someone else’s things will seem nicer than yours not because they are better,
just because they aren’t yours.

19. Once we make choices, the choice not taken always seems better.

11. Fanresy of what we have or have not.

The paraphrases listed here all speak directly to the person’s percep-
tion of problems or goals. in other words, they say something about the
relation between person and problem situation that approximates the prop-
osition asserted in the proverb itself. Other informants, however, chose
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to paraphrase the proverb’s meaning by going beyond the informa; on
given in the proverb to say what such a situation would imply about. the '
person’s feclings and desires. Specifically, six informants rendered the
ng that péople who continually see people :
or things elsewhere &8s better w:ll' not be satfsf‘ ed contenz, or kappy,

w1l| be envious. B B :

.:-12. One is rarely saﬁqf ed wuh what On: has e L

-13.- The common dissatisfaction otie has with one's 'own state o!’ affdirs,: o

4. Oneisnever sau'sﬁed with what ane possesses ot situation in which pne is i,_ .

15. Contentment is seldom achieved. _

16. You will always be envious of what the other persou has used ina on
where someone is never kappy _

17. 1t won't help to be envious; the other person’s biessmgs may only Iook that
way to you.

By drawing on a cultural model of the person that links certain 'kmds
of perceptions or thoughts w:th spamflc feelmgs and desires, paople are
‘readily able to characterize the emotional state of a person for whom “I;he
grass is always greener on the other side of the fence.” The dlr_ectlon _of
- inference here, from perception of situation to emotion is consistent with
the general direction of inference in American ethnopsychology {D’An-
drade, this volume) and in Ifalukian knowledge about the s:tuatlonal
antecedents of emonon (Lutz th15 volume}

PERCEPTION/THOUGHT >4 FEELING/DESIRE

However, note that feelings such as “satisfaction,” “contentment,” or
“envy” point beyond emotional responses to things a person may want,
“possess,” or “achieve.” In other words, they are also about goals and
desires. When seen as desires (which, in D’Andrade’s scheme, mediate feel-
ings and intentions), it becomes more apparent that our informants’ psy-
chological inferences play an important role in reasoning about the inten-
tions and actions expected to follow from a particular problem, perceived
in a certain way.

These inferences about the feelings or desires of someone who sees
greener grass on the other side of the fence irply, in turn, certaia kinds
of intentions and actions that follow from dissatisfaction. It is thesé fur-
ther implications for behavior, also derived from an underlying ethno-
psychology, that give these proverbs their directive force as sources of ad- -
vice about a recommended course of action. Although informants did not,
in general, refer directly to these behavioral implications when they
paraphrased the proverbs, they did frequently point to this level of prov-
erb meaning when stating reasons for similarity among them, as seen
below, These different levels of meaning, then, extend the underlying chain
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of inference further in the direction postulated by D’Andradeito lmk :
perceptlon and feeling with intention and actmn L

PERCEPTION/THOUGHT

'I‘his type of inference chain' gives 'aﬁ 'in’dic'ation'cjf onie way by Which
people draw behavioral implications from statements about-a problem
situation. When depicted in this way, the course of reasoning underlying
some of the proverbs in Table 6.1 resembles qulte <logely Hutching’s (n.d.)
description of American common-sense reasoning about behavior; In his _
analysis, ordinary interpretations of action move backward from behavmr
1o the attribution of intentions to inferences about zome haskground prob-
lem that gwes nse 1o those mtentlons

BEHAVIOR e INTENTION > PROBLEM

If we postulate that a person’s perception of some event as a problem
(PROBLEM) leads o a desire (WANT) for change and ultnnateiy 10 an
attempt (TRY) to bring about change, it is possible to séé how & proverb '
that guestions perception can have implications for action. Proverbs as-
serting that a person’s perception of a problem is flawed (such as “Every
cloud has a silver lining,” “Doa’t make a mountain out of 2 mole hill,”
and “The prass is always greener on the other side of the fence”) discourage
emotions and actions aimed at changing the situation by negatmg the
premise that it is in fact a problem at all ( PROBLEM) :

~PROBLEM =i o~ WANT - > ~TRY
PERCEPTION/THOUGHT = FEELING/DESIRE
> INTENTION/ACT ION

By asking what must be assumed in order to understand the behavioral
implications of the remaining sayings, it is possible to identify a small
number of ethnopsychological inferences that link a proverb’s overt asser-
tion with its implied recommendation for action.

Two of the remaining proverbs that are similar in meaning to those
mentioned and were judged so by our informants (“You can’t have your
cake and eat it too” and “There’s no use erying over spilt milk™) also have
the effect of discouraging attempts to change a probiem situation. In these
examples, however, the effect is achieved through a different course of
reasoning. By asserting that a situation cannot be changed, these sayings
imply that further attempts to do so are futile. They appear to draw on
the underlying belief that, for a person to try to reach a poal or change
a problematic situation, he or she must believe it is possible to do so.

Here again the proverbs rely on a basic element of American ethno-
psychology for their intended meaning., In his analysis of “naive
psychology,” Heider (1958) observed that ordinary explanations of
behavior and predictions of successful outcomes generally infer both ability
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~{CAN) and effort (TRY) in addition to desire (WANT) as ing
purposeful action. As many subsequent writers in attribution.

.noted {e.g.,; Schmidt & D’Addamio 1973), the negation. of any.o

* Telements will affect inferences about the probability ¢f succes i

negating ability (~CAN), these proverbs imply that one will iot TRY:

change a problem situation:

~CAN > ~TRY

Informants’ pa:aplzrases of these two proverbs mdicate that they zdo, o
~in fact, rely on some such notion of inability. More than one-third of the
informants (6 and 7, respectively) used the expression canro! in describ-
-ing their meanings. In the case of “spiit milk,” most informants poiiit out
that one cannot change something that is in the past; whereas “having
one’s cake and eating it too” is a matter of one choice’s excluding another.
By denymg the possibility of attaining some desu'ed end, both of these
sayings discourage active striving.

Another significant subset of proverbs ia Tabile 6 l appears to rely on
the same underiying belief that an active attempt (TRY) to do or change
something presupposes belief in ability (CAN). However, rather than
negating the possibility of changing a situation, sayings such as “God helps
those who help themselves,” “The squeaky wheel gets the grease,” “Neces-
sity is the mother of invention,” and “Where there’s a will there’s a way”
all assert that some goal is within reach, that a certain desired outcome
is possible. By affirming the actor’s ability (CAN), these sayings have the
opposite effect of those just described. They lead to a recommendation
for an active attempt (TRY} at goal attainment or problem ‘resolution:

CAN swesm=> TRY

Most paraphrases of these sayings refer to the possibility of doing or
getting something, given some antecedent condition. In addition, = signifi-
cant proportion of the paraphrases for several of the sayings include
ethnopsychological inferences about the person, For example, in the case
of “Necessity is the mother of invention,” 5 informants made reference
to either “ingenuity” or “creativity” in times of need. And, in explicating
“God helps those who help themselves,” 7 people mentioned variousky “ind-
tiative,” “self-reliance,” “responsibility,” or “independence.” And, in the
saying “Where there’s a will there's a way,” which makes overt reference
to a psychological disposition (“will”), nearly all informants mentioned
« aninternal state of desire (“desire” (N = 4), “want” (N = 4), “determina- -
tion” (V = 3), “perseverance” (N = 2), “motivation” (¥ = 2}, or “helieve
that you can” ¥ = 1),

I have orderad this discussion of informants’ paraphrases of the 11 say-
ings lsted in Table 6.1 according to the sayings’ implications for action.
However, the paraphrases themselves do not make frequent reference to
the recommendetions for action imptlicit in all of them, The relevance of
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.such implicit recommendations for proverb meanings is evident in th_e"'ilses :

to which these sayings are put in everyday interaction. A brief examina-
- tion of informants’ judgments about similarities among the provérbs, and
«their reasons for them, indicates that these cffects are reeognized andcan
" be articulated. -

IMPLICATIONS FOR ACTION : .
-After paraphrasing each proverb (written cne to a card), the 17 students
were asked to group them into piles of any size according to similarity
- in meaning. Informants were also asked to wrlte brief reasons for the
groupings they created,

The sorting data were analyzed by first computmg an overall measure
of similarity for all pairs of proverbs, taking into account the number of
informants who placed each pair together in the same pile, and the size
of the pile in each case (see Burton 1975). The resulting matrix of similarity
scores among all pairs of proverbs can be represented in visual form using
multidimensional scaling (MDS) (Kruskal et al. 1977}, MDS depicts simi-
larities among the proverbs in terms of spatial distance, such that sayings
judged more similar to one another in meaning are placed closer to one
another in the spatial mapping.’ The MDS model of judged similarities
among the 1I proverbs is depicted in Figure 6.1.

The configuration in Figure 6.1 aids in the interpretation of proverb
meanings by directing attention to groups of proverbs that informants
judged as similar. I do not assume that the horizontal and vertical axes
underlying the MDS model will necessarily reflect dimensions of meaning
common to ali of the proverbs.® However, the most notable characteris-
tic of the configuration is the overall right-left distribution of proverbs
along the horizontal axis, Six sayings.are arrayed vertically on the right
and four along the left, with “Rome wasn't buiit in a day” occupying a
more intermediate position. The diagram locates “The grass is aiways
greener . ., " “You can’t have vour cake . . . ,” “Bverycloud has . . . ,)”
“Don't make a mountain . . . ,” “There’s no use crying . . . ,” and “Time
heals . . .” in opposition to “The squeaky wheel . . . ,” “God helps . . . ,”
“Necessity is the mother of . . . ,” and “Where there'sa will , . . .” This
arrangement indicates that in the sorting task few people grouped the prov-
erbs on one side of the diagram together with those on the other and reflects
the contrasting recommendations for action embedded in these proverbs,
The proverbs on the left encourage some kind of goal-oriented action;
those on the right recommend against such striving. Or, put another way,
the proverbs on the right encourage adjustment of the person rather than
the situation. If this interpretation is correct, the hotizontal dimension
captures the divergent inferences about whether to TRY to change & prob-
lem situation.

The reasons stated by informants who sorted the proverbs along these
lines give some support to this interpretation. Consider first the kinds of
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. {8) SHUEAKY WHEEL - .2
(12} HELP THEMSELVES

(1} MDUNTAWMO l...E Hit.L

6] MUTHER OF INVENTION

(5) WHERE THERE'S A WiLL, (@) SPILT MILK

(1) TIME HEALS
{7) ROME WASN'T BUILT IN A DAY

Figure 6.1. Twa»dlmensional modzl of &mllarm&s among li Amencan proverbs
:(Szress = .(}92) S ST R . N :

rationzle given by those who grouped together the proverbs “The squq '_y
wheel . . .,” “God helps .+ “Necessity is the mother ... and
“Where there’s a will ., . . .” Seven informants {out of the total of 1?) placed
these 4 proverbs together as a set or a subset of a larger group. The reasons
given for their sitnilarity are: '

1. These give positive'suggestions.

2. Positive reaction.

3. These teil you to go out and do something.

4. These are exhorting one to help themselves, they are motivators,

3. It’s those people who initiate some solution that get it accomplished.
6. These imply the value of self-help, keeping at it, plugging away,
7. Concerned with self-determination and getting ahead.

Naotice that a number of the informants articulate the rationale for their
grouping by pointing to the proverbs’ performative value. These sayings
are said to be similar because they variously “suggest,” “tell,” or “exhort”
one to take a particular course of action. In describing their meanings
in this way, these informants are referring to the force of the inference
about TRYING, analyzed above as an implicit recommendation. Other
peopie simply describe the recommended goal-seeking behavior itself (in
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terms such as “initiate,” “self-determination,” “help themselves,” or “keep-
ing at 1t”) and/or its positive outcome (“getting ghead,” “get it-accom-
plished”). The two informants who characterized these sayings as “positive”
may be expressing the fact that their implied recommendation is an affir-
raation rather than a negation of a basic proposition in the cultural model.

The reasons given for grouping proverbs located on the right side of
‘Figure 6,1 contrast sharply with the positive rationales just listed.-Among
‘these proverbs, the most commenly grouped together were “The grass is
-always greener . . . ,” “You can’t have your cake ... S “Don’t miake a '
mountain . . . ,” and “It’s no use crying . . . .* Five people grouped the_.se
four together as a set or subset, The reasons stated were:

Megative reaction. o

. These are no-nos. “Don’t . . .* may not be said but s implied. -

. These are telling one to quit luokmg at things from z negative petspecuve
. These all imply acceptance of your situation.

. Things take care of themselves; individuals must adapt to the situation.

o b RO e

The directive force of the proverbs is again made explicit by some of the
informants who note that they take a command form by implying “Don't”
or by “telling” someone to do something. The proverbial implication not
to do something is noted by informants who describe them as “negative”
or “no-nos.” Rather than attempting to change the situation, mdmduals
must variously “accept” or “adapt” apd the like, .

A number of informants made finer discrimirations in thelr sonmgs
of the proverbs located on the right side of Figure 6.1, Inspection of the
diagram shows that the two proverbs “The grass is always greener .
and “You can’t have your cake . . .” were judged quite similar to each
other, as were “Don’t make a mountain . . .” and “It’s no use erying . .
Five people grouped just the former two proverbs together and gave the
following reasons for their judgments:

1. Sayings counsel onc that he should be Agppy where he is. _

2. These comment on the fact that people are not usnally content with what they
have. _ _

3. Both for people who want more than they have,

4. Point out a human tendency toward dissatisfaction.

5. You'd say these to people who moanr and groan taa much,

It is apparent that, at this Jower level of specificity, the reasons for plac-
ing just two similar proverbs together draw on ethnopsychological infer-
ences about the state of the person, just as did the paraphrasings discussed
earlier. Since “The grass is always greener . . ." is one of the two prov- .
erbs in this grouping, it is not surprising that informants refer to some
of the same feelings or desires mentioned previously: “dissatisfaction,”
not “content” or “happy.” These are emotions associated with desires that,
for one reason or another, cannot be fulfilled.
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~The reasons given for grouping the two' proverbs “The gl‘ass 13
" greener .". .” and “You ¢an’t-have your cake 5, .” indicate’ that
. formants perform the sorting task more on the basis of an’ mfere
. the state of the person (e.g. the person is “not content’j than
of the specific proposition expressed metaphoncally by ‘the. proyerb 1
that the goal is not realistic, in the case of the former, Qr at

- judgments of similarity among the proverbs is also evident in the
glven by the six informants who placed togetha the provexbs DG
a'mountain . . ™ agd *It’s no use erying . ;. " distinct from

* is alvways greener” and “You can’t have your cake g -

1. These would be said to oomplaxmng or depressed mdmduals A
2. Both directed toward someone who's feelmg .sorry for themselves iz cne way'
.-0r another, sy

3. These remind us not to be too concemed with Hitle problems as they Wlll pass

. Ad\r:smg getting things in perspective. .

.. These are negatwe tell you not to do sometlung Don’t make somethmg more_.
Serious than it is.

. Negative proverbs with a reprimanding attitude used to comfort’.'

Lo

In addition to noting the directive force of these proverbs with terms
like “advising,” “telling,” “reminding,” or “reprimanding,” and characteriz-

ing them as “negative,” several reasons again refer to the emotional state. -

of the person. However, these emotion attributions differ somewhat from”
those described earlier. Terms such as “depressed,” “feeling sorry,” and’
“t00 concerned” have a different tenor than do “dissatisfaction” or “discon-
tent.” The difference between these two sets of emotions follows from
a distinction between seeking goals that cannot be had, on the one hand,
and coping with present difficuities, on the other. Here again, the basis
for informants’ judgments of similarity among the proverbs rely more on
inferences about emotional responses than on the specific propositions
about perception of a problem (~PROBLEM) or ability to change a mtua~
tion or reach a goal (~CAN).

The proverbs “Time heals all wounds” and “Rome wasn’t built ina day
are also shown in Figure 6.1 to have been judged somewhat similar to
one another. Insofar as they are generally aligned on the right side of the
MDS diagram, they may be seen to advise adjustinent of the person rather
than an attempt to change the situation. The saying “Rome isn’t built in
a day” is more ambigucus in this respect since it advises patience in the
short term, but persistence over the long term. Perhaps for this reason
it is located in a more intermediate position on the horizontal dimension
in Figure 6.1, Both sayings pertain to the perception of time. They seek
to resolve a discrepancy between person and situation by adjusting the
person’s perspective on time: In the long run, things will get better; in the
long run, goals will be attained. The reasons given by four informants
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who grouped these two sayings together refer to this pe.rspectzve on iime,
as well as f0 the personal response (patience) that may he mfcrred from
a lengthening of time perspective: B R RO A

1. Both insinuate that things take time.

2. Thitgs will be better, spirit inducers.

3. These are a reminder to be parient, thmgs take tlme
4, Counsei patiencve

The reasons given for fudging certam pmverbs as sumlar are stated at’
different levels of inference, just as the paraphrases reflect dlfferent parts.
of the reasoning process used to interpret proverbs. This abllsz of mfor-_
mants to describe different aspects of the interpretive process may account
for the considerable diversity found in the paraphrasing and sorting data,
Because the task of grouping proverbs together requires a gréatér level
of generality than simple paraphrasing, informants appear to have based
their judgments more on the proverbs® implications for action than on
the specific propositions that conceptualize a problem situation. Thus,
some based their judgments of similarity on the basic opposition of an
active atternpt at change versus adjustment of the person. Others appear
to have made judgments of similarity based on inferences about the specific
emotional responses that mediate a certain kind of situation and the im-
plied recommendation for adjustment. I have argued that both kinds of
judgment are based on inferences about human psychelogy and action
drawn from an underlying cultural model of the person. It is th:ough a
process of ethnopsychological reasoning that people link descnpnons of
a problem situation with recommendations for an appropriats response.

Conchision
Proverbs appeal to reason. In particular, they appeal to common-sense

reasoning based on cultural models of experience. Each proverb examined”

here represents a point of view, a way of looking at problems and persons
that, becanse of our shared knowledge abont such things, carries certain
inevitable implications for action. By characterizing a problem situation
in a certain way, as a matier of spilt milk or squeaky whesls, proverbs
interpret that situation by identifying it as an instance of a more general
model. Instantiation of part of an existing knowledge structure (such as
the proposition that a certain event has been misperceived as a problem)

~ then creates the basis for further inferences about emotion and action.

The inferential structure of proverb meanings ~ from problem descrip-
tion through psychological inference to implication for action - reflects
the pragmatic work done by proverbs. Indeed, it seems likely that these
peculiar bits of formujaic language are widely used precisely because they
carry directive force.” As indirect directives, they are strategic linguistic
devices for evaluating and shaping the course of social experience through
appeals to common sense. The fact that proverbs are recognized as ex-
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pressmns of common sense or folk wisdom i is indtcative of thmr
use in attempting to clarify unoextamty --

- An appeal to folk wisdom is a uiseful way of ' )
* sonal conflict or ambwalence The sayings examined }
- Hfta person out of a personal quandary or, _

emotion and action. Analysis of the processes of inference underl)qng prov.
erb interpretation reveals the operation of specific cultiral undérstandings
about persons and action that have been identified previously by other
students of American ethnopsychology (1Y Andrade, this volume, Heider
1958; Hutchins n.d.; Schmidt & D’Addamic 1973). :

It is a reassuring aff' rmation of the flexibility of language and culture
that even this small corpus of proverbs represents cuntradlctory ways of
construing problem situations. The contrast between saymgs ‘such as
“Where there’s a will there’s a way” and “You can’t have your cake and
eat it too™ indicates that cultural models provide alternative (and sometimes
mutually inconsistent) ways of interpreting experience, In this instance,
these two sayings rely on the same ethnopsychology, which asserts that
purposeful action typically presupposes belief in the ability to door achzeve
something. One Saying provides a way of affirming ability and, re¢om-
mending positive action; the other can be used to negate ability and
discourage an active response. Such diverse, and even contradictory,
devices for conceptualizing experience suggest that American proverbs and
cultural models are readily adapted to a wide variety of purposes and
occasions.

The attempt here to analyze proverbs through several types of inter-
pretive data, including paraphrasing and similarity judgments, has been
aimed at teasing out specific proposiitons and inferences that contribute
to proverb meanings. This approach would be augmented by additional,
complementary types of data, such as examples of discourse obtained
through inierviewing or natural observation, Alternatively, more struc-
tured, experimental elicitation could be devised to test the accuracy of the
maodel sketched here, Both types of data would supplement, and probably
correct, the account rendered here. But then, “You can’t have your cake
and eat it t00.” Or is it, “Where there’s a will there’s a way™?

Notes

1. This paper has profited from the contributions of a group of graduate students
at the East-West Center who worked together with the author in collecting
and analyzing the data discussed here. Jonathan Gurish, Joyce Kahane, and
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- Russell Young made cspecially important contributions but should not be held

responsible for the arguments made here. I would also fike to thank Paul Kay,

..and Lynn Thomas, as well as Willett Kempton and other participants in the

B "Princeton Conference on Folk Models, especially the organizers, Dorothy

* or colloguial expressions. In contrast, Chifiese language sayings fort sevéral -

. Holland and Maomi Quinn, for helpful comments onl an earlier Version of
‘this paper. The paper was first presented in 2 symposium organized by Holland
‘and Quinn for the 80tk Annual Meeting of the Américan Anthropolomcal :

- Assoclation, entitled Folk Theories in Everyday Cognition. .-, . . -

. In American English, pruverbs appear to represent one end of a cont
‘of linguistic forms that vary in their degree of standardlzatlon anxi forma

tion, with no sharp distinction between them and other types of idioma

- distinct types, including two written forms, one of wh:ch is distmgmshable

by its four-character composition.

. An important question for future research concerns tha extcnt 1o wh:ch the'

" relation between speclﬁc types of source domain and target domain dre ax-

bitrary, or sometimes associated with particular types of conceptualization.
Thus, proverbs about human temperament frequently draw from the domain
of animals (For example, “Curiosity killed the cat,” “You can’t teach an old
dog new tricks,” and “You can lead a horse to water, but you can't make him
drink™), and those concerned with events beyond human control frequently.
us¢ enviconmental imagery (such as “It never rains but it pours” and “The
calm comes before the storm™). _
The fact that proverbs are difficult to reeall from memory without an ehiciting
context or situation raises questions about the form in which they are stored
in memory. It is clear that proverbs themselves are not stored in a distinet
or bounded domain, There is no taxonotmy of wise sayings. Rather, they are
tied to cultural knowledge about types of situation or action-seéenario. Such
knowledze may be actively penerated or assemnbled in the course of under-
standing specific events. Each proverb condenses a sef of interlinked proposi-
tions that have general relevance for social life and can be used recurrently
to intepret a range of events. This view of proverbs resembles Schank’s (1980)
reformulation of the notion of “script” as a reconstructive process that relies
on various generalized sources of information called *Memory Organization
Packets” (MOPs). These memory structures are the generalizations and abstrac-
tions from experience that are used to make predictions about future events,
just as proverbs are used to make recommendations about a course of action.
MDS will reprresent a set of similarity scores In terms of any number of dimen-
sions. In general, the investigator selects the MDS solution that most accurately
cisplays the similarities while using the least nunaber of dimensions. Analysis
of our proverb-sorting data with MDS indicates that these data may be ade-
quately represented in two dimensions (“stress” = .092),

. Bven in semantic domains where word meanings may be meaningfully scaled

in relation to a few bipolar oppositions, such as adjectivelike terms used to
degcribe personal traits (see White 1980), MDS will not provide much help
in discovering the meanings of dimenstons produced by complex inferential
processes. For example, in their chapter for this volume, Holland and Skinner
clearly show that a sceling model of terms for gender types gives fow clues
about informants’ knowledge of male/female interactions that produced that
model. In using MDS to represent refations among proverbs, therg is even
fess reason 10 expect the dimensions of a scaling madel to have spacific semantic
significance. The inferential processes that underlie proverb meanings sre
vnlikely to map directly onto a few bipolar dimensions, There would have
to be some components of meaning pertinent to all of the proverbs for the
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'MDS axes to have significance as dimensions of meaning. Asseen 'ir';"thé oFé
going discussion, most of the propositions arid mferenoes that’ coniri lite to
proverb meanings are relevant to only a subset of the sayingsin’
Bxcept for the fundamental contrast in their imphed recomménd
action (the opposition between sayings that encoitrage aciion and th
encourage adju.stment, refiected in the horizontal dimension of Figu
- theré do not appear to be any components of meanmg common to'atl saying
in the corpus. b
7. The explanation for why proverbs are used rather than bther kjnds of Drdmary
© langusage, or why they are used Gri certain occésioris wnd not dthérs, Tequires
recourse fo social and contextnal information not discussed in this papex.: “The"*
fact that proverbs are used at all may carry implicit social meaning concéin-
ing the nature of the relationship between speaker and listener. For exsmple,”
some participants in the Folk Models conference argaed that the use'of prov-
erbs such as those in Table 6.1 frequently indicates a bid for dommance in -
interaction. .
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e _
Convergent evidence for a cultuml model of )
Americtm mamagel -

Naomi Quinn

This paper analyzes two passages excerpted from a longer interview, il-
lustrating the utility of a method of discourse analysis elsewhere (Quinn
1985a; 1985h; n.d.) applied to much more extensive interview material of
the same sort. In the larger stady from which these excerpis have been
borrowed, hushands and wives in 11 marriages were interviewed, sepa-
rately, over an average of 15 or 16 hours each, on the topic of their
marriages.? Interpretation of the passages at hand draws on the more ex-
tended analysis of this entire body of material. The full analysis depends
for its convincingness on its ability te account for features of discourse
about marriage in many passages such as those examtined here. Of course,
thie entire analysis cannot be presented in this brief paper, but the examples
provided suggest its range. The two segments of discourse scrutinized here,
one of which followed the other about midway through the first hour-
long interview with a woman whom we call Nan, are reproduced below:’

2W-1: 1thiok Tom and I both were req/ naive about each other. I mean, I think
that we got married on the strength of a lot of similar tastes and a lot of love
and apprecigtion but not much real sense of who each other were. I really don't
think that we, either of us, had examined each other and said - I mean, I don’t
think I had said, “Really, who is this Tom Harper, how can I describe him,
what is he? What . . . .” You know, “Is that the kind of person I nsed to be
married t0?” 1 dow’t think I had ever consciously done that - examined my needs
and to see if Tom’d fit them. I think it was an intuitlve kind of thing and I |
iook at it now and I don't think [ necessarily could have done that. I mean,
the things that have been strengths of our marriage are the same things that
2ot us married - I think being comfortable with each other, the similar tastes,
the same kind of - ways of dealing with a lot of things. And the things that
have been difficult in the marriage 1 couldn’t have foreseen; I don't think now
but I have sometimes thought back, you know, “Gee, people really do go into -
matriage, with their eyes, closed.” I just find it ~ how amazing that many mar-
riages get to stay together, when you consider the way they do it.

3W-1: 1 think during some of Tom’s and I - during some of the most difficult
passages that we had when we have really despaired in a sense and thought,
“This - we are going to be driven apart by afl our problems,” including, you
know, cur problems with each other, and one of the things we have both thought
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iz that, “If I know Tom as welt as | know him and love hirh as mich as I love
him and still have this much trouble being married to him, what in'the'world -
chance wouid I have of finding anybody else who would be any easier to be
married to and 1 wouldn't know that person any better when 1 got - marned
- him than 1 knew Tom.” -

I+ Right, right and that would be the whole thing all over agam

FW-1: Exactly and never having learned or worked through what actually you
need to learn and work through to make the first marriage stick. And I think-
that’s one of the things that - almaost laziness in a sense or unwillingness to put
out effort for nothing, Why in the world would you want to stop and not get
the use out of all the years you've already spent together? ‘

I: A sense of investment, ha?

3W-1: Yeah, really, A sense of, well, through the good and the bad. We have
learned a lot about each other. We've learned a lot of ways of working with
each other. I it took seven more vears before you learued that much with the;
next person. Where ~ you know, where would you go?

The object of the analysis to be demonstrated on these interview'e'x’-
cerpts is reconstruction of the cultural understandings of marriage that
must be assumed to underlie discourse about marriage in order to make
such discourse comprehensible, The reader will find it useful, in follow-
ing this demonstration, to refer to these interview passages.

Adetaphors of marriage

An extremely helpful feature of the discourse, and hence a departure poini
for this analysis, is the metaphor in which talk of marriage is cast. Meta-
phors are rich clues partly because they are ubiquitous (Lakoff & Johnson
1980). It is possible to talk about marriage in the technical terms that Amer-
ican Engtlish provides - to speak of one’s spouse rather than one’s “part-
ner” or the person to whom one is “hitched”; of being married rather than
“getting tied down” or “jumping into marriage”; of getting divorced rather
than “splitting up” or “bailing out” of a marriage that is “falling apart.”
As Nan's discourse llustrates, people sometimes use the nonmstaphorical
alternatives. However, they do not sustain such nonmetaphorical language
for long probably because the technical language is neutral toward the
marital experience it describes. The range of available metaphorical lan-
guage, by contrast, allows the speaker to make a variety of points about
that experience.

The metaphors for marriage provide a first set of clues to the cultural
model of marriage underlying discourse of the sort examined here. Super-
ficially varied, these metaphors fall into a few classes. For example, Nan
casts marriage in several different metaphors that have in common the
expectation that it is to be enduring. In one metaphor, an extremely popu-
Tar one in talk about marriage, MARRIAGE IS A MANUFACTURED
PRODUCT. In Nan’s words, such entities have “strengths” and “stay to-
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- gether,” but they take work to produce —“And never. ha\%'mg_ arned
. worked through whai actualiy you need to learn and, | work through'

T8 great deal of creathty in exploiting this metapho_
--riages that “last” and “work” 43 wel!»made products j,

'much as one would say ofa manufactured produc__mad
was “good” and “strong.” They pursu¢ other entailment
- recognizing, in comments such as the following, that the man

- such a product requires, not just work, but also craftsmansﬁip, durable o

- material, good components that have been put together well and a whole
that is structurally sound and substantially constructed '

2H-3: ' just that our relationship is extremely important to each ot‘ us and
you know, we want to work hard at making it s0 and making it better,

4H-4; When the marriage was strong, it was very strong because it was made
as we went along - it was sort of a do-it-yourself project. :

IH-2: 1think that maybe ¥ have an appreciation for the fact that a happy mar-
riage is not entirely problem-free and that probably means that you really have
to start out with something that’s strong if it’s going ¢ last.

¢H-4: And I suppose what that means is that we have both looked into the other
person and found their best paris and used those parts to make the relauonslnp
zel.

9H-3: 1 guess stacking that up against what I saw i in this other mamage Iguess
that, you know, it seems like it was stuck together pretty good

#H-2: They had a basic solid foundation in their marriages that could be shaped
into something good.

2W-2; Each one {experience} is kind of like bailding on another, that our rels-
tionship just gets more sofid all the time.

Moreover, this same metaphor of marriage as some kind of manufac-
tured product can also characterize marriages that fail to endure: Such
marriages may be “weakened” or “ruined” under a variety of circmstances;
they are *broken” ones that are not “working” anymore; they are “shaky”™
or they have “strains” in them; or they may be only “the facade of a good
marriage.”

In another metaphor of enduringness that recurs in this discourse,

MARRIAGE IS AN ONGOING JOURNEY. As Nan puts it, spouses go .

“through the good and the bad” together; and they make progress, as re-
flected in her objection to “stopping” one marriage and starting over with
somebody new: “Where would you go?” As this last comment also sug-
gests, & journey has a final destination, arrival at which provides another
way of expressing the idea of marital enduringness. Another wife states
this point more optimistically:
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»4!-!’—1- That 1 have changed so much and that we have changed so much “aid
- that we have been able 1o work through so many basic strugg!es in gur -niar-
riage and be at a place now where we trust each other, weé love each other, e
« lke cach other. We appreciate each other. And feel pretty confident about b&ing
‘able to continue that way and mnnnuc working any. ether stuff that comes. fp. -

" Thls passage explous a further entailment of the {mgomg journey meta-
--phor: the directionality of such a journey. Interviewees sometimes use this -
metaphor also to suggest how marriages fail to endure: not only do they
“stop” or come to a point at which they are “unable to continue,” but
spouses also find themselves “in a place where they don’t want. to be »
or they “split and start going in a different direction.”

A third common metaphor of enduringness, MARRIAGE IS A DU~
RABLE BOND BETWEEN TWO PEOPLE, also appears in one passage
under analysis. The secureness of this bond is often reflected in metaphors
picturing married couples as “cemented tagether,” “bound together,” “tied
to each other,” or, in the words of one husband quoted earlier, in a rela-
tionship that has “gelled.” Here, Nan conveys the same notion obliquely,
by the forceful means reguired to sever such a bond: “We are poing to
be driven apart by all our problems.” Again, a marriage in danger of ending
can be characterized in the same metaphorical terms as an enduring one.

These, then, are some metaphors in which Nan and other interviewees
express their expectation that marriage is ad enduring relationship. Another
expectation about marriage reflected in metaphor is that it be beneficial,
In the two passages from Nan’s interview this expectation is reflected first
in the metaphor of one spouse’s “fit” to the other’s “neads” - “I dow't think
I had ever conscicusly done that. Examined my needs and to see if Tom’d
fit them.” In this metaphor, A SPOUSE IS A FITTING PART. Again,
this is not 2 lone example of such metaphorical usage; other interviewees
make such comments about their spouses as, “I couldn’t find a repiace-
ment. 1 couldn't find another woman to replace Beth”; “The best thing
about Bill, for me, is that he fits me so well”; and “We've kind of meshed
in a lot of ways.” _

In a second metaphor for marital benefit, Nan conceptualizes the years
she has been married as time “spent” - “Why in the world would you want
to stop and nhot get the use out of all the years you've already spent {o-
gether?” she says. Here, MARRIAGE IS AN INVESTMENT. In Ameri-
can English, time is a resource, which, like money (Lakoff & Johnson
1980:7-9), can be invested, Qther interviewees also regard the benefits of
marciage as resources that spouses derive from the marriage, as reflected
in such comments as, “And that was really something that we got out of
marriage”; “We did a lot more talking about what we did or didn’t want
in our own marriage”; “I'm sure they must have something good in their
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marriage or they wouldnt still be together™; “I think she's
- she would get those same things from marriage.” Agai
of spouses as irreplaceable or well-fitting parts and of marria
~ tainer of resources illustrate but do not exhaiist the metapho

Nan's interview excerpt provides a good illustration of how intervi
frequently exploit the entailments of a given metaphor to-make mu
points about marriage, Here, in the remark, “through the good and the
bad,” she makes the ongoing journey metaphor do double: duty, charac-
terizing marriage as something that is both enduring <~ a progression
“through” successive experiences — and beneficial -~ some of these éxperi-
enees are “good” ones. In her metaphor, marriage is also potentially costly,
entailing encounters with bad as well as good. Other interviewees also maks
the point that marriage may entail costs as weli as benefits. They talk,
for instance, of “being short-changed in this relationship,” or of the pos-
sibility of divorce “when the effort is more than the reward.” Implicit in
this last example is a folk social psychology® of voluntary relationships
that, like its counterpart in academic exchange theory, assumes that the
parties to such a relationship will not continue in it unless their benefits
outweigh their costs, to render the relationship rewarding in net terms.
Elsewhere in her interviews, Nan herself develops the unphcanons of this
assumption:

3W-12: Because I think it cosis me & lot and I don’t think he’s measurmg that
cost. And I'm scared it’s going to cost me too much and leave me wnhout bemg
able to stay in the relationship.

A further implication of this exchange model of relationships such as'
marriage is that their cortinuation depends on botk parties experiencing
net benefit. Again, Nan makes this explicit when she says, at the begin-
ning of the first passage, “Tom and I both were real naive about each
other. . . . I really don’t think that we, either of us, had examined each
other” for one's fit to the othes’s need. Such assertions about mutual needs
to be met and mutual benefit to be realized are common in this discourse;
inierviewees frequently emphasize that they are speaking for “both of us,”
or add provisos such as “and I for her,” or *and vice versa” to their de-
scriptions of the benefits they derive or anticipate from marsiage.

A third presupposition, that marriage is unknown &t the outset, is vividly
captured in Nan’s metaphor of people whe “go into marriage with their
eves closed.” This is an instance of a general-purpose metaphor in Ameri-
can usage - KNOWING IS SEEING (Lakoff & Johnson 1980:48). In it,
a lack of knowledge about marriage is cast as a failure to see, an equation
reflected also in Nan's description of how she and her husband married
without having examined each other, so that she did not know who he
was, really. If initial ignorance of marriage can be ¢aptured in these meta-
phors of sightlessness, lack of observation, and nonrecognition, it is equally
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-well reflected in another set of commeon metaphors picturing the max'mer
-of entry into marriage as precipitous and unprepared - “We hiad no idea
what we were getting into”; “We sailed right into marriage”; “He jumped
.*from one marriage into another”; or, in one particularly vivid example,
people “falling into marriage like king pinis at the bowling alley.” . Thése
modes of entry contrast with the more considered ways people talk abont
leaving marriage - “walking away,” “stOppmg and gettmg off -0F. “haw
“ing to bail out,” for example. .

A fourth expectation reflected in the twc passages thh whlch we began
is that, once experienced, marriage turns out to be difficuli. Man speaks
-directly of “the things that have been difficult in the marriage,” and she

also casts these things in 2 metaphor, commonly used to describe maritat
difficuities, of the “problems” that threaten to drive her and Tom apart.
In their metaphorical characterizations of marriage, interviewees exploit
the difficulty inherent not only in problems, but alse in all kinds of men-
-tally, psychically, and physically demanding situations: thus, marriage may
involve struggle, trial, or conflict, for example. A favorite description of
marital difficuities, probably because it is so conveniently conjoined with
the notion of enduringness in the metaphor of marriage as an ongoing
journey, speaks of the hardships endured in the course of that jouraey;
this metaphor appears in Nan’s interview excerpts as the “difficult passages
that we had,” Elsewhere, interviewees elaborate on this metaphor, speak-
ing, for instance, of the uphill stretches or the rocky road to be traveled
in a marriage. One husband uses a shlp metaphor to capture, at’ ‘once,
the necessity for a marriage to be structurally sound in order to endure
and the further understanding that it must he so huilt in order to with-

stand marital difficulties - the stormy weather through whick it will some-

times be required to saik:

3H-6: The self-righting concept that, you know, the marriage has enough sound-
ness and equilibrivim thar it will take steps to right itself in any kind of stormy
situation.

A finai expectation about marriage revealed in Nan’s remarks is that
it takes effort. This expectation follows from the understanding that mar-
riage is difficult: in our folk physics of difficult activities, with its basis
in experience of the physical world, such activities require effort to per-
form. Nan alludes to this effort directly when she speaks of the “laziness”
implicated in her “unwiilingness to put out effort for nothing.” She also
describes effort in a metaphor of “working through” what “you need to
learn and work through to make the first marriage stick.” Here, the prob-
lem metaphor used earlier is extended by allusion to the kind of effort,
“working through,” required for problem solution. Other interviewees
speak in terms of other kinds of effort: of the “searching” required to dis-
cover “where each of us were”; of the necessity, entailed by the journey
metaphor, to “fight our way back almost to the beginning”; or that entailed
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by the manufactured product metaphor to “redo the whole thin
quently, also, by extension of this latter metaphor, inierviewees;
the “hard work” they have had to put in “for a good relationshi
words of one husband quoted “we want to work hard
* better.” ‘
These metaphors for mamage thtls appear to -_be orgamze vy five
schemas for proposmans about marriage, which can be glossed as follow:

' MARRIAGE IS ENDURING D '

MARRIAGE IS MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL
. MARRIAGE IS UNKNOWN AT THE OUTSE
' MARRIAGE IS DIFFICULT .
MARRIAGE IS EFFORTFUL

In the foHowing section, we see how Nan draws on these proposition-
schemas to construct a reasoned argument about marriage. aii
The variant of the schema notion adopted here is Hutchins®s (1980: 51),
although what he calls simply a schema is here alluded to as a proposition—
schema in recognition that mental schernas may organize other than prop-
ositional material {Lakoff 1984; see Quinn & Heolland, in the Introduction
to this volume). In Hutching's terms, such a proposition-schema is a “tem-
plate™ from which any number of propositions can be constructed. The
centrality of these five schemas to Americans’ understanding of marriage
is evidenced by the recurrence of propositions cast in metaphors of the
enduringness of marriage, the mutual benefit to be derived from it; ini- .
tial lack of knowledge about it, its difficulty, and the effort it requires,
along with other propositions in which these same concepis are nonmeta-
phorically represented throughout the discourse under analysis in the pres-
ent stady, These five classes of metaphor, together with three others,
virtuaily exhaust the metaphors people adopt in their talk about marriage.
The three additional categories of metaphor occurring in this talk de-
lineate three further proposition-schemas that appear to play a role in
the American cultural model of marriage: o

MARRIAGE IS JOINT
MARRIAGE MAY SUCCEED OR FAIL
MARRIAGE IS RISKY

None of these three proposition-schemas figure in the two interview ex-
cerpts that are the focus of this analysis. Therefore, these schemas and
the evidence, in metaphorical usage, for their role in Americans’ under-
standing of marriage are sketched only briefly and partially here and
treated no further (a full discussion of the metaphors for marriage ap-
pears in Quinn 1985a).

The notion that marriage is a joint arrangement is reflected in a rich .
variety of metaphors. ‘Fhe marital relationship, for instance, is described
as a “unit” or 2 “pair,” as being “together in this” or presenting a “united
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front.” Some of these metaphors, for example, of marriage as a partner—
- ship,” or married life as “teaming up,” convey at once the. ]omtness of
" marriage and the effortfulness of this joint enterpnse Other metaphors
.- bear the dual entailments of jointness and endunngness, whenfth ] e]‘.a-
_# phorical link between spouses is, by its nature, an endurmg one, ds:
examples cited earlier in this section, of spouses “bound togethe
+“cemented together” or “tied o each other” or usmg the “best parts”.
_each “to make the relationship gel.” Another metaphor already encourx—
tered, that of a spouse as a fitting part, simultaneously carties the entail- < -
ments of benefit and jointness.
The most frequent metaphors of success, a.nd conversely of fmiure, ex-
ploit an entailment of the manufactured product metaphor They add
another layer of meaning to that metaphor to characterize the succes.sful
marriage as one that “works"” and the failed masriage, by contrast, as one
that is no [onger working. Another popular metapher, this one building
on that of marriage as an effortful activity, characterizes marital siccess
in terms of some difficult task brought to completion - a marriage, like
a problem, “worked out,” or an unsuccessful one that perhaps “doesn’t
work out.” Two of the varied metaphors of risk used to talk about mar-
riage characterize it as a matter of chance, such as gambling - “thers’s
so many odds against marriage,” for instance -~ or as being in danger of
survivai - as in the comment, “the marriage may be in trouble.” The jour-
ney metaphor, which so aptly combines the concepts of enduringness, dif-
ficulties encountered along the way, and the effort of evercoming those
obstacles to progress, can also bear the additional entailment of risk to
" survival, as the danger inherent in an arduous journey. Like that for ef-
fort, the schemas involving success (or failure) and risk derive not directly .
from our understanding of marriage but from our folk physics of dif-
ficult activities, of which marriage is one, Not only do we recognize that
such activities require effort for their execution, but we also know that
int spite of such effort, they may or may not be successfully complated: -
The difficulties may be insurmountable, so that undertaking to overcome
them carries the risk of failure. This folk physics of difficult activities,
then, like the folk social psychology of voluntary relationships, is a cultural
model within a cuitural model. We can only understand why marriage
should be cast in metaphors of effort, success or failure, and risk if we
know about difficuity.

Reasoning about marriage

The demonstration that Nan's metaphors for marriage, and those of other
interviewees, are organized by a small number of schemas for proposi- -
tions about marriage sets the stage for the next part of our analysis. This -
requires that we return to Nan’s interview excerpts for a more fine-grained
examination of her discourse, We now take advantage of another feature =
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of such discourse: the reasoning people do in the course of theirex
tions of marriage. This reasoning lends convergent support for
proposition-schemas identified on the basis of Nai's metaphors :
plies evidence for how these five schemas articulate with -One ani
“Americans’ cultural model of marriage, In this reasoning, SProp
about marital enduringness, benefit, difficulty, and so on serveé asbi
ing blocks for composite proposition-schémas. 'The more complex schema -
is created by conjoining two such proposmons in 2 causalrelati -

In order to uncover the logic of this reasoning, however, some pr
nary decoding is required. I is necessary to decode the metaphors for'mar-
riage in which such reasoning is frequently couched to revesl the com-
mon schemas undettving these metaphors. It is also necessary to recognize
regularity beneath another feature of the discourse - the varied syntax
and semantics of causality in American English. A further syntactic feature
of the discourse of particular relevance to this analytic task is the refer-
encing of propositions developed earlier in a reasoning sequence in order
to invoke these propositions again later in the same sequence. Making sense
of such reasoning requires that these allusions be traced to their original
referent so the concept reinvoked can be identified. One way speakers mark
their references to earlier assertions is to repeat the metaphor in which
the original proposition was cast. Thus, in the first of the two passages
at hand, we see that Nan uses the metaphor KNOWING IS SEEING to
talk about how married life begins. This metaphor is to tie together the
argument of the entire passage, and its separate mstantiat:ons must be
decoded and traced to their common referent. :

Nan opens her argument in this passage by establishzng that she a.nd
her husband were naive about each other, not having “much sense of who
each other were” at the time they got married, This is the first use of the
KNOWING I3 SEEING metaphor; Nan means not that they literally did
not recognize each other but that she and her husband did net have much
knowledge about ¢ach other at the outset. She plays out this use of the
metaphor to dramatic effect when she goes on to note, “I really don’t think
that we, either of us, had examined each other” and ¥, . . I don’ think
I had said, ‘Really, who is this Tom Harper, how c¢an I describe him, what
is he?”

In the next sentence, Nan makes clear exactly what sbout her husband
she did not notice at the beginning: Tom’s fit to her needs. In this com-
ment - “I don’ think that I had ever consciously done that. Examined
my needs and 1o see if Tom'd fit them” - “examining” and “seeing” are
derived, once more, from the KNOWING IS SEEING metaphor and stand
for the processes of understanding involved in evaluating and deciding
about 4 situation. The analysis provided in the last section shows that the
other metaphor introduced here, A SPOUSE I8 A FITTING PART, is
but one in a larger category of metaphors reflecting the proposition-
¢chema, MARRIAGE IS MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL. In this Jatter meta-
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phoz, the fit of one spouse to the needs of the other allows each to fulfiil
these needs and hence derive the expected benefit from the relationship.
Nan argues, more particularly, that some amount of misfit mevltab!y-
results from failure to examine goodness of fit to needs before getting
narried. As pointed out in the previous section, that Nan means this argt-
ment to hold mutually for herself and her husband is indicated by her
liberal use of reciprocals - “both,” “either of us,” “each other” - to talk
about their injtial fallure to examine the goodness of one’s fit to the other’s
needs, = :

That Nan means her assertians to be gcnerahzatlons about marnage
not something peculiar to her own marital experience, is broughf home
by her summary, ncar the end of the passage: “Gee, people really do O
into marriage, with their eyes, closed.” This comment czn only be inter-
preted once the KNQOWING IS SEEING metaphor is understood to refer
to its initial application to her own marriage: If your eyes are closed, you
cannot see and hence vou will fail to observe any misfit of the person you
are marrying to the needs you have. Thus, that many people get married
in this manner bears the inference that not only her marriage to Tom but
also many other marriages result in a misfit of one spouse to the other’s
needs.

" Misfit to needs, then, represents mutual lack of marital benefit; having
one'’s eyes closed and not examining one another and noi looking to see
whe the other person is at the time one gets married all stand for lack
of knowledge about this important aspect of marriags at its inception;
Having made these two substitutions, we tan see that the argument'so
far, made explicit in the assertion, “I don't think I had ever done that.
Examined my needs and to see if Tom’d fit thern,” takes the forin:

> ~MUTUALLY
BENETFICIAL

UNKNOWN AT THE QUTSET

A homegrown notation has been adopted to depict the reasoning embedded
in passages of natural discourse such as this one. In this notation, the
proposition-schemas that constituie terms in longer reasoning sequences
continue to be represented in capital letters but in abbreviated form (i.e.,
ENDURING, MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL, UNKNOWN AT THE OUT-
SET, DIFFICULT, and EFFORTFUL). For ease of recognition, this ab-
breviation preserves the English sense of each proposition-schema rather
than converting that schema into arbitrary symbols. The negation of a
proposition is represented by a logical symbol commonly used for nega-
tion {~)} at the front of that term. A right arrow represents a causal
link connecting a proposition derived from one of the five proposition-
schemas, or its negation, to another proposition or its negation to create
a complex schema. The direction of causality is from the left term to the
right term, with the direction of the arrow. In the remark at hand, “I dont
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think | had ever consciously done that. Examined my needs and to. s8¢ -
if Tom'd fit them,” the direction of causality is revealéd by: ithe syntax; - -
X (in order) to ¥, one of many ssrntactnc dev:ces for expressing‘causality
-in English.
. The next step in Nan’s argument rests on a further extans:on 0
- KNOWING IS SEEING ‘metaphor, in the identification of :things 1 -
couldn’t have foreseen.” Again, the metaphor marks this comment as an
altusion to the unexamined needs described earlief: 'Thus {0 interpret the
statement, “The things that have been difficult in the marriage I couldn’t
have foreseen,” we must recognize that the unforeseen things stand for

" the unexamined needs Nan and hcr husband Tom turned ovt not to fit.

a class of metaphors that stands for the benefits of tnarriage No decoding
is required of “the things that have been difficult in the marriage,” a phrase
that introduces the proposition-schema MARRIAGE IS DIFFICULT in
nonmetaphorical language. Substituting the referent of “things unfore-
seen” and decoding the misfitting part metaphor, we see that *The things
that have been difficult in the mamage 1 couidn’t have foreseen,” bears
the interpretation: S

~MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL

> DIFFICULT

In this case, the direction of causality must be arrived at by inference.
‘The sense of “foresee” requires that the difficalties in question were tem-
porally preceded by the unexamined lack of fif to neeéds. Temporal order
supports an inference of causal order; as Linde (this volume) observes,
“the natural order of English is post hoc, ergo propter hoc.” Marital
benefits that were not forthcomlng at the ontset of this marnage fed to
subsequent difficaities,

Finally, Nan concludes that it is “amazing that many marriages get to
stay together, when you consider the way they do it.” “The way they do
it” is a clear reference to the assertion in the previous sentence, that peo-
ple go into marriage with their eyes closed. As we have seen, the metaphot
in this latter statement is one of marriage unknown at the outset. But “the
way they do it” should lead to divorce; Nan uses a counterfactual con-
struction to dramatize the seeming anomaly that so many marriages in
fact do endure — as captured in the common metaphor of marriage as a
well-made preduct that “stays together.” Once the two metaphors in this
conclusion are decoded to reveal it to be a staternent about the relation-
ship between initial ignorance of masriage and its uitimate enduringness,
it remains only to reverse the counterfactual and specify the direction of
causality. The logic of the assertion, “how amazing that many marriages
get to stay together, when you consider the way they do it,” is revealed
to be:

UNKNOWN AT THE OUTSET > ~BNDURING
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Here, causality is inferred from the syntax, ¥ when X whe:e X stands
for the cansal agent, and ¥ is what is caused. S S
- What remains unexplained is the larger organization of the argument

;which allows this speaker to go on from her first assertion concerning what
. people do not know about each other when they marry to 2 conclusion
about marital enduringness. To make sense of this leap and to reconstruct
the full sequence of reasoning that could account for the final conclusion
she reaches, it is necessary to assume that Nan has in mind a further prop-
osition she does not make explicit. This additional proposition derives from -
& schema in which marital difficulty is a proximate cause for the faﬂure
of marriages to endure: R

DIFFICULT =mewe=> ~ENDURING

Inserting this proposition-schema into the chain of argument, we see,
gives an account of how the speaker mnust have reasoned to have produced
this discourse sequence. Another strong ground for granting Nan’s im-
plicit assumption of this causal schema is that propositions of this form
are articulated in other reasoning in the discourse under study. Nan her-
self makes this relation between difficulty and enduringness explicit in the
next passage, when she says, iz metaphorical langnage we have analyzed
earlier, “We are going to be driven apart by all our problems.” Further
iflustrations appear in the discourse of other interviewees; for example:

s

7H-1: 1don’t know, we just reached a Kind of crisis in the relationship. At this
point, there were a lot of tears and that was either make or break at that point.

4W-1: 1think it’s amazing that anybody stays married. ] really have - that for
people to live together day in and day out is an amazing struggle.

The metaphors in which marital enduringness and difficulty are cast,
in these two comments, are already familiar to the reader. These brief
examples sugeest that inserting an unstated assumption at this point in
the analysis of Nan's reasoning is not arbitrary; there is plentiful evidence
in the remainder of the discourse under study that speakers do make such
a connection between marital difficulty and marital enduringness.

The full sequence of reasoning that must be assumed, then, in order
1o allow the conclusion Nan reaches, is as follows:

UNEKNOWN AT THE OUTSET ——t==ootn ~ MUTUALLY BENMEFICIAL
~MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL ==———=> INFFICULT
[DIFFICULT =======s> —~ENDURING]
UNENOWN AT THE QUTSET s=—=emr=> ~ENDURING

Here, two final notational conventions are introduced. A line drawn below
any set of proposition-schemas indicates that taken together, these schemas
allow the further proposition-schema below the line. The proposition
derived from this final schema, then, is the conclusion reascmed to: in
this case, “How amazing that many marriages get to stay together when
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_ you consider the way they do it.” Square brackets arotin
tion-schema indicate that it has not been made explicit in §
but that it must be assumed in order to amve at the conclus
the speaker has reasoned. -

- 'Fhus, initial lack of knowledge about marrlage leads t
- perience marital benefit, which leads to marital difficulty, which
divorce. The schematic structure allowmg ‘this longish causal ¢h
readily available for reasoning about marriage. Moreover, chaini
ositions violating this structure would not make sénse tous. No onié would
be likely to argue, for instance, that a marriage that was mutually beneficial *
. was therefore difficult, or that one in which mutual benefit was Tiot fofth- i
coming was therefore likely to endure. Such chains of reasoning do not;in "
fact, cccur in thie discourse. The sequence of causa!ly refated proposition-
schemas displayed in the preceding paragraph seems to represent a widely -
shared understanding of how American marriage works. That other.inter--
viewees invoke the same chain of reasoning, or segments of this chain,
in reasoning tasks similar to the one Nan has set herself, and that they,
like Nan, may reason through to their conclusions without explicitly stating
one or more of the propositions required to link together their argument
suggests that not only are the separate proposition-schemas for each causal
link in this chain available for reasoning about marriage but also that the
sequence of linked proposition-schemas is itself a stable composite schema,
available in s entirety.

As observed earlier, in the second excerpt the complex causal proposmcm- g
schema linking propositions about marital enduringness and marital dif-
ficuity is explzcatiy stated, A further proposition-schema, MARRIAGE
IS EFFORTFUL, is introduced into Nan's argument in this passage. The _
excerpt illustrates the articulation of this new schema with the rest of a
cultural model of marriage. Here, Nan sels about repairing the tuntenable
conclusion she was left with in the first passage: Given the way people
enter into it, how is any marriage to endure? Nan's dilemma stems from
a central contradiction in how she and other Americans think about
marriage.

The analysis of metaphors for marriage appearing in these passages
reveals that the statement “We are going to be driven apart by all our prob-
lems” contains two such metaphors: Marital difficuity is characterized as
problems that must be “worked through,” and marital enduringness is cap-
tured in a metaphor of two people attached to each other so securely that
they must be “driven apart” to be separated. Causality is handled, in this
assertion, by the syntactic construction, ¥ by X. Thus decoded, the state-
ment reads: .

DIFFICULT st ~ ENDURING

MNan gees on to argue, however, that marital difficulties need not be
allowed to drive a couple epart. She proceeds by first disposing of one
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_possible solution: Leaving one marriage for another, she demonstrates,
-does not eliminate such dlfficult:es This is true because lack of knowledge
about the person you are marrving inevitably | leads to mariial d1fficult1es,
L4380 that one marriage is likely to be no easier than the other: “If { know
Tom as weli as I know him and love kim as rauch as 1 ic}ve him and still
have this much trouble being married to him, what in the world chance
‘would I have of finding anybody slse who wouid be any easier to be mar-
_ried to and I wouldnt know that person any better when 1 got - marri' d
hirn than I knew Tom.” The schema underlying this assertion is::

UNKNOWN AT THE OUTSET _——~—> DIFFICULT

Causa]:ty is somewhat complex in this senterice, depending as it doés o1
both the syntax of the sentence and the logical equivalence (her knowledge
of a new husband would be the same as her knowledge of Tom when'she
married him) expressed at the ead of it. Using upper-case letters to in-
dicate logicat relations and jtalics to indicate syntactic items, the causal
structure of the argument can be seen to be:

IF [if X, Y] AND [X'=X] THEN [if X, Y]

The X in this argument, that she did not know Tom when she martied
him, was assertad in the earlier passage and does not need restating here,

This conclugion, that initial ignorance of marriage leads to subsequent
marital difficulties, depends on a piece of reasoning also drawn from the
preceding excerpt, which, once again, is not explicitly restated in ' this one:.
Since initial ignorance about each other leads to lack of one’s fit to the
other’s needs, and thus to fack of mutual benefit, and since tack of benefit
causes marital difficulty, then the consequence of this initial ;gnorance
is subsequent difficulty. Represented in notation, the full sequence of
reasolnng on which Nan’s assertion relies is:

[UNKNOWN AT THE QUTSET ==—==x> ~-MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL] =
[~MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL =======> DIFFICULT}

UNKNOWN AT THE OUTSET =======> DIFFICULT

Because the notation that has been adopted is designed to represent causal-
ity as determinate, it is too crude to capture another feature of Nan’s think-
ing that emerges at this point. A folk theory of probability, onty hinted
at here, enters into her argument by way of the likelihood assumption -

. what in the world chance would I have . . .” ~ that any new hus-
band she finds will fit her neceds {(and she his) equally as imperfectly as
Tom, The strategy of remarrying is rejected ~ one might as well stay in
the first marriage. _

The argument now goes on 10 establish how an enduring marriage can -
be achieved: through effort. You must, concludes Nan, learn or work
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through “what actually you need to learn and work through to make mé |
first marriage stick.” Here, effort is cast in the metaphor of probiem sol
mg, and enduringness is captured in another famillar metaphor of mar«

EFFORTFUL s> END_\ RING

It is necessaz}' to.do X (in order) to make Y :

The last part of the passage restates this relation bet\ cen effort and
endunngness in the negative, with the purpose of clinching the argument
against remarriage as an alternative strategy. To divorce and remarry some-
one new is to throw away the accumulated effort vou have puf into the
first marriage. Moreover, an implication of the earlier assertion that one
marriage is likely to be as mismatched and hence as difficult as another
is that the effort required of any marriage is the same; no advantage is
1o be gained from starting over from the beginning. It foliows that suffi-
cient effort to make a mar¥iage encdure will never be accumulated; “If it
took. seven more years before you Iearned that much with the next per-
son, Where - you know, where would you go?” (Nan has been married
for seven years.) Learning “that much,” in this remark, refers to “We have
tearned a lot,” a reference, in turn, to “what actually you need to learn
.and work through” to make & marriage “stick,” a few sentences earlier.
This metaphor, as we saw in the previous section, invokes the effort en-
tailed by learning and problem solving. Thus, the first term in Nan's con-
clusion, “if it took seven more years before you learned that much with
the next person,” stands for the lack of accumulated effort at the outset
of a second marriage, As also shown in the last section, the second term,
“Where would you go?” adopts a journey metaphor of indeterminate
destination to suggest lack of marital enduringness. People who waste ef-
fort, we are cautioned, never get anywhere, a dictum as applicable to mar-
riage as it is to problem solving or travel. The logic of this remark is:

~BFFORTFUL smesewes ~ENDURING

The syntax of cavsality here is if X, Y.

Again, we ask how the twe propositions about marriage developed in
this passage, the first asserting an inverse relation between marital dif-
ficukty and marital enduringness and the second asserting a relation be- .
tween enduringness and effort, make sense as a whole. Why does one lead
the speaker to assert the other? Again, a term in the argument has been
feft implicit, This is a schema for the relation between effort and diffi-
culty. That difficulty cannot be overcome without effort is so well under-
stood, we speculate, that Nan takes it for granted. By inserting this proposi-
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tion~schema, we see how she must have reasoned to her final corxclus:on.i‘

The overall pattern of her argument, then, is

. [~EFFORTFUL ====> DIFFICULT] =~
E DIFFICULT === ~ ENDURING
~EFFORTFUL ~——=> ~ENDURING -

Reasoning in these passages tells a story about marriage that is ¢on-
fxrmed by the reasoning sequences in the larger bod)' of d:scourse i.mder

ordmariiy do not know “what they are getting mto” whern' they_marry,
they do have certain powerful expectations. They expect marriage to be

an enduring relationship, but at the same time they view it as 2 voluzitary.

relationship, the continuance of which is contingent on its benefit. These
two assumptions, one about marriage and one drawn from our sharéd
understanding of voluntary relationships, pose a contradiction. The con-
tradiction is realized when, as is typical, the expecied benefits of marriage
do not automatically materialize. This problem is reconceptualized in the
manner Americans think about many things: Lack of maritai benefit
becomes a difficulty to be overcome in the enterprise of making a maz-
riage endure. Succeeding at this as at any task is largely a matter of ef-
fort. Taken together, the two reasoning sequences preseuted here reflect
a widely held set of gxpectations about how the prototypical Amerrcan
martiage goes.

A notable feature of the reasornting embedded in this and other talk about
marriage is the emptiness of the causal connections posited between terms
of this cultural model of marriage, Effort is required for endunngness
Difficulties result in a marriage that does not endure. Lack ‘of mutual
benefits leads to marital difficulties. And so forth. However, the nature
of causality in cach case goes unspecified. The simple arrow used in the
notation would seem to be an accurate representation of the causality of
reasoning. {An exception was the inability of the notation to handle Nan’s
assertion about equal likelihood.) It is as if speakers invoke these causal
connections to reason with, abstracting for this purpose = kind of nen-
specific causality out of a lot of more detailed knowledge about how the
world works. We may speculate that the speaker assumes the hearer to
share this latter knowledge of why lack of benefits might lead to marital
difficulty or why effort might overcome such difficulty, for example.

This “intersubjective sharing,” in D’ Andrade’s term (this volume), would
explain how such knowiedge can be dropped out of the argument under
construction without affecting its intelligibility or persuasiveness, However,
the analyst intent on reconstructing the full cultural model of marriage
may wish to fill in its details. To do so, we must pursue stilf a third trail
of evidence in this body of discourse: scattered commentary in which the
implicit assumptions nested within sequences of reasoning about marriage
are addressed more explicitly and spelied out more fully.

-y
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Nested cultiral models

Some causal connectlons are so well understood
bear comment. Such, for examp!e, seems to be the nature of i} € ¢

energy produces effects Other causal connectmn
the cudtural model are not so taken-for-granted howev
ample, is the nature of the link between MARITAL DIFFICULTY nd
MUTUAL BENEFIT. Why should difficulties arise over the attamm
of such benefits?
The discourse at hand kas already offered a clue, An importan klnd
of benefit people expect out of mamage is need fulfillment. This éxpetta-
tion is reflected in Nan's cbservations, in the first passage, about examin-
ing her own needs and her husband’s fit to them. In our folk psychology
of human needs, certain needs, such as those for sex, love, companion-.
ship, support, understanding, can only be fulfilled by other people.
Americans expect that the person one marries should fulfill most, if not
all, of these kinds of needs. This expectation is sometimes stated explicitly,
as in the comments thcse two husbands make about their wwes

-.f

H—Z. I haven't met 2 smg}e woman since Belh at all who wou]d ever come
close to matching her in terms of, what she can do for me. What another woman
could - for how she could fulfill me. And I - and understand me, particularly,
Beth understands me very well. She knows what makes me tick, o

5E-9; Maybe it’s the combination that there is 2 — there’s an intellectual stimula-
tion with one another, there’s an emotional stimulation with one another, there’s
a child-bearing stimulation with one anocther, or wrestling with great issues of
the world, and so I think Eileen encapsulates for me an ongoing growth poten-
tial for me and all that gambit and vice versa, I believe so. And I think we have
found parts of that in many other people many times, but no one who we felt
could replace in that sense.

1t is this expectation of need fulfillment that makes sense of the final
theme in Americans’ story about marriage ~ that it is to be jointly lived.
Fulfillment of needs in marriage supposes a substantial amount of physical
proximity, emotional intimacy, and coordination of daily activities. It
becomes clear why dual metaphors of a spouse as a fitting or irreplaceable
part - both joined to one and beneficial to one - are such apposite ones
for characterizing the marital relationship.

By this folk psychology of needs and their fulfillment, people have dif-
ferent needs and are endowed with differential capabilities for fulfilling
these needs in other people. Although such capabilities are, to a certain
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extent at least, learnable, individuals’ differing natural endowments and
divergent histories msure that at the outset of a marnage each spouse s

s.re ‘apt 1;0 do, unohservanﬂy or precxprtous!y, wlthout pnor
about each other’s needs. Some interviewees say they began
norant even of the 1dea that 1t mvolves need fulf‘ llment.ﬁ'More >

a mamage, often developmg or dzscovermg new uee s that a-sp o
ca.pablhtxes carmot easily be stretched to meet. They speak of growm_g_

out of touch with each other,” “growing apart,” or “going in a différ rit
direction,” of “holding each other back,” or a wife who is "holdi
up,” of coming to “a place where we have to separate,” of bung “at a
point in growth and who we are that says, ‘Okay, we need not &nd we
probably shoukl not perpetuate this.”” Some clear statements of the model
of need fulfillment underlying such observations are _ EY

4W-3: 1 think we are cormiitted to making our marriage work. Making _t_he ef-
fort to do the best we can until - unless at some point doing the best we can
doesn’t work, simply doesn’t work. Doesn’t meet our needs, doesn’t make
anybody happy and that kind of thing.

7H-1: 1don't think -~ when a martiage gets to the point where you're really holding
down the other person, you're really restricting them, it’s hot worth sticking
together because life’s too precious to waste your time, with another person
Unless they're really fulfilling you on an emotional level, -

Thus, people expect marriage to be mutually benef:clal but as we have
seen, not autornatically so. Some “misfit” of each spotse to the needs of
the other, either at the outset of marriage, or later in its course; is to be
anticipated.

What is difficult about marriage then, by this folk psychological theory,
is fulfitlment of a spouse’s needs. The larger body of interviews from which
these passages are drawn contains many other passages in which the dif-
ficulties of need fulfiliment are elaborated. It is difficult, interviewees say,
to communicate one’s needs and to understand the needs one’s spouse is
communicating. It is difficult, sometimes impossible, to learn to fill these
needs even when they have been comprehended. It is also difficult to
sacrifice one’s own desires, as the fulfiliment of another’s needs often
necessitates, Because of these difficulties, deriving mutual benefit out of
a marital relationship so the relationship will succeed is not an easy task.

Thus, only by deciphering certain American cultural understandings
of the self can we fathom the connection in Americans’ thinking about
marriage between its benefits and its difficulties. The passages we analyze
in this paper give only a sampiing of that folk psychology; discussions
of needs and their fulfillment arise naturally in the course of talk about
marriage and are scattered throughout the entire body of discourse under
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study. This sporadic evidence must be drawn taééthe'r 'to "pemjt récoti-

Amencans modei of one plece of the world mamage, contains mthm
it assufnptions drawn from models of:other domains, some'6f which; like
the folk physncs of difficult actmues, the folk socxal psycho_logy of _volun-

-of human needs, are of wide. apphcahxmy, avaﬂable Yor recombmatzon e

with more special-purpose models to structure not only the domain- of mar-'
tiage but also multiple domains of our experience. Because our icultural
knowledge is organized in this hierarchical way (D’Andrade this’ volume),
models nested within models, we mtist follow the explanatory trall left
in discourse, which leads us from understandings about marrizge to under—
standings about need fulfillment, for example. We must then retrace our
steps to establish the implications of the nested cultural model for the
culhtural model under investigation.

Notes

1. An earlier version of this paper, under the title “What Discourse Can TFell
about Culture: Convergent Evidence for a Cultural Model of American Mar-
riage,” was delivered at the 82nd Annual Meeting of the American Anthropo-
logical Association, November, 1983, in a symposium organized by Susal Gal
entitled Making Conversation: Culture, Discourse Style, and Linguistic Struc-
ture. The revised version has benefited from the suggestions of Dorothy
Holland, The research project on which this paper is based has bepn made
possible by National Iustitute of Mental Health reseazch grant No, | ROJ
MH330370-01, National Science Foundation research gyant No. BNS-8205739,
and a stipend from the Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, New Jersey.
Peaple who made the project successful are Rebecca Taylor, a talented research
assistant who conducted a large portion of the interviews, and Laurie Moore,
who also interviewed, as well as Phyllis Taylor, Ponna Rubin and Georgia
Hunter, who transcribed the interviews with skill, I am particularly indebted
10 Georgia, whose dedication to the enormous transcription task was heroic.
I canpot adeguately thank “Nan™ and the other 2] anonymous wives and
husbands who participated in the long interview process and left me with a
lasting appreciation for their unique and creative ways of understanding their
martiages.

2. All interviewees were native-born Americans who spoke English as & first
language. All were married during the pertod of their interviews, all in their
first marriages. Beyond these commonalities, they were selected to maximize
diversity with regard 1o such obvious differences as their geographic and ethnic
origins, their occupational and educational backprounds, and the age of their
marriages. No claim is made for the statistical representativeness of the people
interviewed, nor would representativeness with respect to various sociological
characteristics of the middle-sized southern town in which all interviewees
resided even have been feasible for a sample so small. The study afmed to
investigate how people organize knowledge rather than how any particular



feature of this knowledge varies across sociological categones such as gender,
. ethnicity, religion, or class, i e e .
3. This is a fictive name, of course. The code at the begmmng 0
" interview segments contains, in order, an intetviewes identification
- a W or an H'toindicate a wife or a husband, and the number-of the interview
;. Trom which that segment was drawn {n the sequence of interviews with'that
- person. Husbands do not have the same identification numbers as their wi\(es
... Asinthe sepond segment from Nan's interview, cominents or quest:ons ml:er-
. jected by the interviewer are prefaced by an 7, and résuription ite
o viewee's part of the conversation is indicated by his or hér Ldenuf’ cation number
- and letter. This and other interview segments reproduced-in this paper hava
‘been regularized for stammers, stutters, ehsrons, shps of the tongue, and
i hesitations. .
4, To characterize a given cultural model as “folk soclal psychology”— or-(later
in this paper) “folk psychology,” “folk physics,” or “folk probability theory,
is to invite the observation that our ordinary everyday ideas about a given
phenomencm may not correspond, although they may be refated, {6 théir
counterpart in current scientific theory. Although this relat}onship between
folk and scientific maodels is not pursued in this paper, other papers in this
volume discuss how widely shared cultural understandings may be “incorrect”
from the stance of scientific explanation and evidence {Collins & Gentner,
Kempton), may draw on existing social scientific models (Linde), and, as is
likely the case with the folk social psychology of exchange in voluntary rela-
tionships discussed bere, may contribute unanaiyzed assumptions to those
social seientific theories (Kay}.
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 The cognitive model of anger inherem in. ..
American Englisht

‘ George Lakoff & Zolm’n I( iivéc&é,§

Bmotions are often considered to be feelings alone, and as sich they are .
viewed as being deveid of conceptual content. As a result, the study of
emotions is usually not taken seriously by students of semantics and con-
ceptual structure. A topic such as The Logic of Emotions would seem on
this view to be a contradiction in terms, since emoﬂcns, ‘heing devozd of
conceptual content, would give rise to no inferences at all, or at least none
of any interest. We would Hke to argue that the opposite is true, that emo-
tions have an extremely complex conceptual structure, which gives rise
te wide variety of nentrivial inferences.

The conceptualization of anger

At first glance, the conventional expressions used to talk about anger $éemh
so diverse that finding any coherent system would seem impossible. For
example, if we look up anger in, say, Roget’s University Thesaurus, we
find about three hundred entries, most of which have something or other
to do with anger, but the thesaurus does not tell us exactly what. Many
of these are idioms, and they too seem too diverse to reflect any coherent
cognitive model. Here are some example sentences using such idioms:

He lost his cool.
She was looking deggers at me,
I almost burst a blood vessel.
He was foaming at the mouth,
You're beginning to get fo me.
You make my blood boll,
He's wrestiing with his anger.
Watch out! He’s on a short fuse.
He's just letting off steam.

" Try to keep a grip on yourself.
Dor't fiy off the handie.
When I told hiim, he blew up.
He channeled his anger into something constructive.
He was red with anger,
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He was blue in the face.

He appeased his anger.

He was doing ¢ slow burn.

He suppressed his anger.

She kept bugging me.

When I told my mother .she }:ad a cow.

What do these expressions have to do wnth anger, and what do they
have to do with each other? We will be arguing that they are not random.
When we lock at inferences among these expressions, it becomes clear
that there must be a systematic structure of some kind. We know, for ex-
ample, that someone who is foaming at the mouth has lost his cool. We
know that someone who is looking daggers at you is likely to be doing
a slow burn or be on a short fuse, We know that someone whose biood
is boiling has not had his anger appeased. We know that someone who
has channeled his anger into something constructive has not had a cow
How do we know these things? Is it just that each idiom has a literal mean-
ing and the inferences are based on the literal meanings? Or is there
something more going on? What we will try to show is that there is a
coherent conceptual organization underlying all these expressions, and that
much of it is metaphorical and metonymical in nature,

METAPHOR AND METONYMY
The analysis we are proposing begins with the common cultural model
of the physiological effects of anger: o

THE PHYSIOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF ANGER ARE IN-
CREASED BODY HEAT, INCREASED INTERNAL ~
PRESSURE (BLOOD PRESSURE, MUSCULAR PRESSURE),
AGITATION, AND INTERFERENCE WITH ACCURATE
PERCEPTION.

AS ANGER [NCREASES, ITS PHYSIOLOGICAL EFFECTS
INCREASE,

THERE IS A LIMIT BEYOND WHICH THE PHYSIO-
LOGICAL EFFECTS OF ANGER IMPAIR NORMAL
FUNCTIONING.

We use this cultural model in Jarge measure to tell when someorie is angry
on the basis of their appearance ~ as well as to signal anger, or hide it.
In doing this, we make use of a general metonymic principle:

THE PHYSIOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF AN EMOTION STAND .
FOR THE EMOTION .

Given this principle, the cultural model given above yields a system of
metonymies for anger: ;
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-BODY HEAT: - Ee
. Don’t get Aot unde_r the o!far
~ Billysa hothead.
. . They were havuig ah ted argument
. When the cop gave her a tlcket, she got :
started cursmg .
. INTERNAL. PRESSURE Sl
 Dow’t pet a hernig! -0
;- When 1 found out, I almost bur,

Increased body heat and/or blood pressure is assumed to ¢ause redness
in the face and neck area, and such redness can also metonymically in-
dicate anger.

REDNESS IN FACE AND NECK AREA:
She was scarlet with rage.

He got red with anger.

He was flushed with anger.

AGITATION:

She was shaking with anger.
Y was hopping mad.

He was quivering with rage.
He's all worked up. '
She's all wrought Gp.”

INTERFERENCE WITH ACCURATE PERCEPTION
She was blind with rage, :

I was beginning to see red.

i was so mad I couldn’t see straigh!.

e e T !

Each of these expressions indicate the presencé of anger via its supposed
physiological effects, .

- Fhe cultural model of physaologrcal effects, especmlly the part that em-
phasizes HEAT, forms the basis of the most gefteral metaphor for anger:
ANGER IS HEAT. Therc are two versions of this metaphor, one where
the heat is applied to fluids, the other where it is applied to sclids. When
it is applied te fiuids, we get: ANGER IS THE HEAT OF A FLUID IN
A CONTAINER. The specific motivation for this consists of the HEAT,
INTERNAL PRESSURE, and AGITATION parts of the cultural model.
When ANGER IS HEAT is applied to sclids, we get the version ANGER
IS FIRE, which is motivated by the HEAT and REDNESS aspects of the
cultural theory of physiological effects.

As we will see shortly, the fluid version is much more highly elaborated.
The reason for this, we surmise, is that in our gverall conceptual system
we have the general metaphor:
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THE BODY IS A CONTAINER FOR THE EMOTIONS
He was filled with anger.
She couldnt contain her Joy
She was brimming with rage.. ;% o 5
-+ Ty’ 10 get your anger, out of your sysrem

_The ANGER IS HEAT metaphor when applied 1o fluids, combmes with
the metaphor THE BODY IS A CONTAINER'FORTHE EMOT:! IONS
to yxeld the central rnetaphor of the system

ANGER IS THE HEAT . F.A'FLU]D IN A CONTAINER
You make my dlood botl.””
- Simmer gown! '
I had reached the badmg pamt
Let him stew.

A historically derived instance of this metaphor is: .
She was Seething with rage. B

Although most speakers do not now use seethe to indicate physical boil-
ing, the boiling image is still there when seethe is used to indicate ange:.
Similarly, pissed off is used only to refer to anger, not to the hot liquid
under pressure in the bladder, Still, the effectiveness of the expression
seems to depend on such an image.

When there is no heat the liquid is cool and calm. In the central
metaphor, cool and calmness corresponds.to lack 'of a_ngfe_r,

‘Keep cool. - .
Stay calm.

As we will see shortly, the central metaphor is an extremely productive
one. There are two ways in which a conceptual metaphor can be produc-
tive, The first is lexical. The words and fixed expressions of a language
can code, that is, be used to express aspects of, a given conceptual
metaphor to a greater or lesser extent, The number of conventional
lirzsguistic expressions that code a given conceptual metaphor is one measure
of the productivity of the metaphor, In addition, the words and fixed ex-
pressions of a language can eleborate the conceptual metaphor. For ex-
ample, a stew is a special case in which there is a hot fluid in a container,
1t is something that continues at a given tevel of heat for a long thne. This
special case can be used to elaborate the central metaphor. “Stewing” in-
dicates the continuance of anger over a long period. Another specizl case
is “simmer,” which indicates a low boil. This can be used to indicate a
lowering of the intensity of anger. Although both of these are cooking
terms, cooking plays no metaphorical role in these cases. It just happens
1o be a case where there is a hot fluid in a container, This is typical of
lexical elaborations, %
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“Lét us refer to the HEAT OF FLUID IN A*CONTAINER 3 the sourde
‘_ domam of the centra.l metaphor and to ANGER as'the target domam

: ientaxlments are part of our conceptual system.--”[‘hey consmute-elabora~ "
tions of conceptiial Inetaphors. Thé téntval metaphot has d fich system’
of metaphoncal entailments. For example, one thing we know about hot .

fluids is that, when they start to boﬂ the fluid goes upward : Th:s gwes '

“Fise m the emaxlment

WHEN THE INTENSITY OF ANGER INCRBASES THE
FLUID RISES
His pent-up anger welled up inside him.
She could feel her gorge rising.
We got a risz out of him. =
My anger kept building up msuie me
" Prétty soon 1 was in a towering rage.

We also know that intense heat produces steam and creates pressure on
the container. This yields the metaphorical entailments:

INTENSE ANGER PRODUCES STEAM

.. She got all steamed up.

- Billy’s just biowmg off steam

1 was fuming.
INTENSE ANGER PRODUCES PRESSURE 'ON THE
CONTAINER
He was bursting with anger,
I could barely contain my rage.
I couid barely keep it in anymore.

A variant of this involves keeping the pressure back:

I suppressed my anger.

He turned his anger inward.

He managed to keep his anger bottied up inside hlm
He was blue in the face.

When the pressure on the container becomes too high, the container ex-
plodes, This yields the entailment:

WHEN ANGER BECOMES TOO INTENSE, THE PERSON
EXPLODES

When I told him, he just exploded.

She blew up at me.

We won't tolerate zny more of your cutbursts.



