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= Depart1ng from Baconlan sc1tnce wh1ch focuses on -

'explanat1on of the occurrence of events,- Chomsky's 11ngu1st1cs
“involves a different orrentat1on--name1yftheaexplanatlon ofgform to

ount for- 11ngu1st;

] g eSer1ous study
communicative behaV1or regu1res certa1nty as to. whether Baconlan

ﬂr;chomskyan methodology:best expla:
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The term ”comnm1cat1ve competence" has been cro 1ng up m 11terature
PP

related to commm1cat1on research Wlth 1ncreasmg frequency The problem
- K IR S

w1th th1s is- that the term "conmm1cat1ve competence" conmts us to a R

maJor departure from Bacoman sc1ence, the same departure wh:.ch has been

Bacoman sc1ence the sc1ence of causat1on,

taken by Chomsky's 11ngu15t1cs.



o \Jow Chomsky's 11ngu1st1cs entalls the premse that speakers and

7 hearers “know" the forms mherent in the1r language--such "knowledge" o o .
7':'1s called 11ngu1st1c competence. Use of the term "conmm1cat1ve compe-'—' 7

77 tence"--osten51b1y comed from the Jargon of Chomsky's 11ngu1st1cs--f -

1mp11es a very strong clam that we cons1der connnumcatlve behav1or1 to 7 a

. {permlt creat1v1ty and to refl ect 1nherent foms whlch commm1cators
= "know" émd base perceptual Judgments on If we do not mtend such a’ - : 7
:clalm then our use of the term is msleadmg, 1f not vacuous.;:— . S ’?}

Whethe - or‘not we—mtend such a%clalm, the*fact, 1s that at: present
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; o ,(sc1ence1) or whether we must account for the forms of commlcatlve l
X ; behav1or (sc1ence2) Th1s 1s a new kmd of quandry how to make a well-'— 7 - :
e e mot1vated ch01ce between competmg sc1ences. ’?A —;': I o } :
. : : : Fortunately the cho1ce between these competmg sc1ences does not S ) :
: ) 7:7’—depend on metaphys1ca1 speculatlon. There are emplncal d1fferences - | L
E between phenomena wh1ch can be exp1a1ned w1th1n Bacoman sc1ence, and

o phenomena wh1ch requ1re us to account for the1r form F1rst, and most

. obv10us 1t would be absurd for us to depart from Bacoman sc1ence 1f
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Whether the acqu1s1t1on of conmmcatnre behavmr reflects mnate

mechamsms is an emp1r1ca1 quest1on. Some research we undertook thls

past summer is relevant at thls p01nt because 1t focused on the acqu1s1-—

tlon of coxrm.mlcatwe behav10r and was 1ntended as an 1mt1a1 treatment )

of the quest1on of 1nnate mechamsms.r We dec1ded to mtroduce th1s work

here not because we fee1 1t 1s conc1u51ve but because 1t suggests some of

the problems th1s k1nd of research 1s 11ke1y to encounter. B

If conmmlcatwe behav1or 1s acqun'ed at a part1cu1ar perlod of
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s I 'years old do not sustam mature commmatwe behav10r. -
B o 7 Yet 1t was clear from observmg the chlldren that there were - -
T o :behav:Loral dlfferences among them, and that the d1fferences were related
N 7 S to age.. The younger chlldren cons1stently made l1ttle or no effort to ;
Y R - alter the actlons or att1tudes of others wnereas such efforts were- 7
> comnon among the older ch11dren. Two anecdotes w111 111us rate th1s' - :

w- ’Two of the yotmger boys--they w111 be called A and B--_*-,;, -
-agreed to 'play “trucks' with each-other. - -Each of them -
~ ‘had a truck and they sat-near each other on the floor.-
The game - cons1sted of each boy moving-his- truck around oo
- “the other- unless -the_ truck QIS et ez

p. danglmg on"a motionless- swmg. “AsM:
they discussed ‘the ‘violence of their motlon,
- with respect. to each other and-wit
- aroundthem. P -sudde ? :
- that his older-brother- -would-attend-t ;2
“-day ‘and that - the brother- ‘could-beat -everybody-up..- “Mand- - &
“~N-began- 'talk'mgjt ~P--about ‘his-brother, -and: sought reassur-' R S 1

the brother-beat up-it would not-be- - S §
!

‘thei "3he1ghts
“to-obje ects

errupted: this to announce:- ot TEE
-he- school - the next SN

- *ances “that whoever -

- than he had; -and-M and ‘N-then resumed-their original-con- - . SR e
- “versation: ;fAlmos immediately P annouriced that the engine - .- - = - -
' ac a-nearby parked: ‘truck was: used- to- operate e

had,seem such engmes -

- them. Then M asked whether the ‘brother could- swing h1gher IR




o . - L

at other cam1va1s. And then he announced there would
“be a carnival there the next day. Within- seconds, M- and
" N-left off swinging and the three boys went to get a- - g
"~ ‘better look at the truck R S RN

- Smce everyone has a "best def1n1t10n" of corlnun1cat1on,i there m1ght;
o ' be skept1c1sm about ca111ng P's behavmr cormumcatlve. Wh11e we thmk -
o . 1t was it w111 save. controversy 1f we. say that P exh1b1ted speech—usmg - -
: 7 ' behav10r whereas A and b d1d not. 'I'hat 1s, P dehberately used speech to: N | ,7

L , ach1eve certaln goals. What is’ nnportant here is not- that the older 7 - e

]
L :f?**—fj mterest 1n adult conversat1ons but so had 60% of the yomger ch11dren, 3
£

and contmumg thls pattern, flve of the s1x ch11dren over 3 6 had
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;} ) e ';;iexlub1ted preferences for partu:ular people, but S0 chd half of the T

B B younger ch11dren.: In short, there was enough ev1dence of - behavmr among :A R
- - ', the younger ch11dren wluch we had assomated wlth speech-usmg beha\nor ' :

7 . to ra1se doubts about the enstence of a spec1f1c age when such beha\nor :

_~

emerges. } B RS ERREIIE e
Of course, the evxdence supphed by the parents 1s not h1gh1y : o -
re11ab1e, if only because we have no guarantee that the behav1ors we . : h

quest1oned them about really do have any connectlon w1th speech—usmg —,7 )
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3 problem s1tuat1ons w1th the ch11d try1ng to exp1a1n what had happened
' Other parents tr1ed to dlstract the ch11d by oEfermg new act1v1t1es.
- still other parents ut111zed both approaches. One would expect that 1f
7 there had been parental mput respons1b1e for speech-usmg behav1or, ,
: it would ha\'e been from those parents who had tr1ed te explam s1tuat1ons
E to thelrf ch11dren, and that the ch11dren who were con51stent1y d1stracted

from problem s1tuat1ons would be relat1ve1y slow to acqun'e speech-usmg

behauor. i But g1ven our observat1ons, these dlfferences 1n mput were
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