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Psycholing%isﬁs are interested .in the underlyigg'kndwledge and abilities

¢
whlch people must have in order to use langua"e and in prder to learn to use,

e '

- language in chlldhood. I say "underlying kndwledge and abllxtles" because

.
!

language, llke all systems of humaniknowledge, cannonly be Lnferred from‘the
2 + .

.careful study of overt behav1or—-1n this case, speech and comprehens1on of -
& {

speech. Thus, the prdblem of the psychollngulst is. that of all social sc1en-

e
.

tlsts who venture beyond descrlptlon Pf behavlor, namely, postulatlng under-v'
T

lying structures whlch ma@ account for apparent brderllness in obsenvedvbehav1or.

[

To use the terms: of modern llngulstlcsg we are anteresteq in.the ¢ ompgtence

whlch enables people to. engage in the complex performance of llngulstlc inter-

k)
!

action. Phraslnq the probiem in theSe terms, howeven, places cempetence in
;a cons1derably broader cqntex@ than/ﬁhat of the’ llnguast for,in 1nteracting N
with one another, people must.know noj %nly the rules of thelr language but i
the‘rules of social 1nteract10ﬁ as. well And 1n ra1s1ng questions. of perfor-

a

mance and of acqulsltlon we op@n a;Pandora s ‘box of psychologlcal issues in-

volbed in such classical areas as learning3 attentionb ‘memory, perception,
’ o, V . ‘ : .

cognltlve development, and’the llke

-
.

“

I raise these rather mundane points dt the outset to mﬁ%e‘it clear that
- B
strlcfly llngulstlc competenCe is only One component of what I take to be the
underlyypg knowledge anﬁ/abllltleszwhlch'we 411 have as language users. In
v ~

o
this pre%envatlon I attempt to ra;se a few broadly-speculatlve questlons which

cut across the varxous.behaV1oral sc1ences concerned ‘with language."My basic

quest.is ﬁpe structure and'genesis of the'human and 'as shaped by biological
‘ ' Bt » . .

and social factdrs It is Qf “value to begin with llngulstlcs, for‘here we

'haVe one Qf the most pre01se and provogatlve descriptlohs,of a segment of

human knowledge. - ST \'-;"_ S T T R

v ' Jo N
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. In what- sense can ‘the seemlngiy dry subject of<form&l llnGUiotho be samfﬁ“x

8,
to deal with mind. and knowlege° Con31der, brlefly, some of the many thlngs

you know about the syntax of. EHQIIS% (hndlremember that these are thlngs whlgh

€ Q - - o

)
each of: you somehow camé to know as &’ very young chlld) The’ examples are

o
1

drawn from the work in. transformatlonal grammar of Noam Chomsky and .his col-
Y 8

) ' A 4
leagues. You know, for one thlng, that many sentenc;s of the 1anguage can tgs

[y

sambiguous. To take a famxllar example: .Visiting relatlvés can’ be a.nulsance.

'_Hefe'is'a single string.Of words, a single'grammatical structure, &eﬁ you .

) v €1
K¥now that in some sense which goes deeper than 1ts surface structure it has.
KA

two ,possible 1nterpretatlons: Visiting relatlves IS a nulsapce and Vlsltlng

¢

\

relatives ARE a nuisance. That is, you know that sentences have underlying
mFanings, ard ‘the cues to these meanings are not simpLyfgiYen in the surface

characteristics of the sentences.as they are heard. . . ‘e
- [y . * . ) . .

* Another obvious example of the capacity to interpret sentences is your
ability to discover the logicalvpropositions‘underlying utterang@s: in simple

terms, who is doing whatfto .whom? The active sentence LBJ backs Humphrey has
the same meanlng as its correspondlng pass1;z, Humphrey is backed by ‘LBJ . In'
each case, you are able to d1scern yho 1s.:ub3ect and who is obJect of the Verb
though. the word order is changed. And‘;;st you think that gnly posltlon in a

"surface sentence frame guides you in this 1nte;pretatlon consader the follow-

. . . , « . I
ing two passiye senten@; : s
nCenigBy, .. o
N LA A XY . ' ! « 7
They were blocked by pollce. Do A
Lo, N
4 .o ¢

They. were blocked by force v PR L C
. . . y ’ . N .
Though police is the logical subgect, or ageht, of the flrst sentence, forco
. D

does not play a similar syntactic Tole 1n the second, your knowledge of Englksh

v _L“

structure makes it clear that the second sentence omlts mentlon of the agent

“ .
. . . . .
v . 4 »
. 1 -

g



. '
s . : .

, théugh you know he is-a user of force. <Consider another pair’of apparently

similar sentences, oft-quoted in the linguistic literature:

A

John 'is easy to please.

Johg is egger to please. = -

Voo , .. ,

~;; Somehow you know that Johu is object of the flrst sentence ("Somebodjhpleases
John”) and subJect of the second ("John pleases somebody™). Agaln, the message

.} _1is & simple one: You must go beneath the surface structures of sentcnccs to dis-

cover their meanings. Transformational grammarians -have attempted to provide'

» ' ' detailed descriptions of the rules- required to' relate the surface structures of ° - *
’ . ' . - . : .~ \1
sentences to their underlying,-6r deep,: structures.

. /- Iwgy_is‘it necessary,.however, to consider such‘rules-in discussing the

e natsretof human knowledge? It {s because the use of”langu;ée is productive: o
. We are contlnually belngQZalled upon to cr%ate and understand new sentences. -
;;évThis'Tact often comes as a’ surprlse. Somehow,‘it seems intuitively that‘thegg -

;ﬁ%’/ stock of 8entences cannot be unlimited. A simple mental exercise drives this

point home Q;Imaglne opening a bobk: read a sentence, and see how far you hajye

A
i

to read to flnd that sentenee repeated again. Unless you have happened up?:\"

/cllche, or a theme which is quoted again and again, I think you would find the*'
job hopeless. Sentences are, by and large, novel events.* This raises the

»

.central psycholinguistic question: How can a new sentence'be'produced and ’\\°

N L4

~understood? Since sentences cannot be learned: by rote, the developmental psy- . Q..

T chollngulst must contern hlmself with -the chlld's formation of rules whereby he
. .
" can project a limited amount of experience with a limited amumber of-sentences, - i

By | - <! ' ..é
"v to the capacity to produce and understand ‘an uhllmlted number of sentences

-

Agaln, phrased in th1s way, the problem is hol unique to students of language
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‘ -what I have in mind

‘ fEnglish grammar.o

deVelopment but

_l SOC1alization

The use

the word "rule" 1n,t%§chontext is perhaps unfortunate. It
\

leads people to ; ink psycholinguists 5elieVe that people can ‘state exp{iCit

rules of grammag and that children learn such rules. This, of course, is not

.

Qone of us, for example,-can state all of the rules of

(If we could, linguists:would'have nothing to dof)
J

'this important notion of “rule" can be clarafied by asking about. the so;ts of

b

Perhaps

& Ll

’

behaVioral eVidence whlchwauld enable one to speak.of a person's possess10n

. AN
of airule. I believe this approach can be fruitfully applied to other reahms

of social behav;or as Well. Here I w1ll speak in terms of the development of

grammatiéal rules in childhood
. "« There are vgrious levels.of evidence for rules, from less stringent tO{__
o ak :1' ) ) .

more stringent.’

{

-

-~

v

The Simplest sort'of eVidence comes.from analysis of the‘{

spontaneous speech of the child. . One takes a corpus of speech and looks for
. . . ' . ~ ~

distributional regularities of various forms. Already at ihe primitive'level

of two-word utterances one finds this so;t of basic evidence for grammatipal
" rules, for suech utterenoes are'not random or unstructured-juxtapoeitions of

two words.' In the case of a.number oi children learning English SBraine, 1963

Miller and"ﬁrvin, lééh), as well as a number of other nativeﬂlanéuages'(élobin:‘_ .
. in pregg),"one typically Yinds two classes of words. There is a small class
of what have bee; callegg"pivot words"\by Braine or
‘Ervin, apnd a larée, open'cl&SS of.words; man& of"nhich were previouslyﬂonee.

"operators" by Miller and

’

- ‘-

word utterances: For example, a two-year old child may say things like:

A}

bandage on, blanket on fix_on, take on, and many other sentences,of this type,

§

The ‘word gn.is a sort ,of pivot" ‘here--it i always in second posftion, and a

7

"
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large collection'of w0rds can be attached to it. The Chlld may also eay thlngs —_—
. ] hd '
like: allgone shoe, allpone vitamins, ul]gone odtside, nnd allgone,pnc:flcr.
/
In this case one can 6ay that there is a pivot in first p051t10n—-allﬁone-- :

Yo
AL

};"\\ih}gh is follOWed by a large ¢lass of words in the ‘child's speech ' oo

N . o

This, then, is the earliest sort of ev1dence for rules ontogenetlcally-—

regularities of behavior.  Already at this stage qf development, it’is impor-

-

. . tant to note that the Chlld seems to be bullding 1diosyncrat1c structures.

Many of his utterances, although consistent with his system, do not dlrectly
: correspond to adult utterances and do not look like reduced imltations of f <
adult utterandes. The pivot stage is rich with charmlng examples of such ' , .

childish utterances (Braine, 1963): allvone sticky (after washing hands),

allgone out51de (said when door was shut, apparently meaning, "the outside is

all gone"), more page (meaning, "don!t‘sﬁOp reading"), Rore wet, more car AN
o (meaning, "-dr.ive around some more" ), more 1 high (meaning, 'therle's moreup
" " “there"), there high (meaning, "it's up ;there"),, other fix (meaning, "flx the -.
J;' ~other one" )%, this do (meaning, "do th%s")ﬂ It is qu;te unllkely that the child .r‘ﬁki
| has ever heard utterances quite like'these.\ Rathér, it seems that using the ". "h
J limlted tools he has, the child 15 already trying %o express himself in his ownl
| way, producing’ novel utterances withln his system‘“ He seems to haveta grammati-

cal system of hiy own, which is, /of course, based on what he has heard but o

which 1s also not a ﬁgrect reflectlon of sentences he could have imitated from L
h adult speech I will return l&terlto this important question oi thz role of ,"o"

inpuy in the child's Language development : " v ; 'l. 'é .-
) ” Before leaving the two-word stage, Bpwever, and this low-brder evidence for

rules underlying the child's ‘speech,. ‘ﬁet'me note that “the child is a1ready u31ng

language ;n 1ts mbst universal and baélcally human sense. ~Pivot constructions «, ,/"

L o T \ AN A
i 'ﬁ' ST ) ' - . , A . .. ‘/' i ‘4 i

g / - 7

L
5
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pRic L A
B . S . .
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function to express the mosf clemental speech acts: the child spends much of
. / B B .

" . his ggme nmﬁing objeéﬁs or describing actions. § ject;predicate constructions

A 5 v o

: i
can be discern€d from the start. Both quantitative and qualitative modifica-

tions appear early on. There are imperatives, questions, assertions--and there

is always gome form of negation. 1In short, the languag;,is used to describe
“the woflo and manipulate people. It already performs énique functions of
human cqmmuniceation, funct;ons‘whlch are not-—by and 1arge--ch cteristic of
:communlcatlon systems of other prlmate species. : . D ' 3

. .

’ A more strlngent test {or the ex1stence/p€ rules is to look for the exten~

- sion of regularltles oo newﬁlnstances. We nave sucn'eV1dence in tpe spontaneous
speech of the child when he;says things 11ke "1t breaked" or "two mouses." Such
Aexamples of overgenerallzat%

o

n of gremmatlcal pr1nc1ples are rampant in the

speech of children of allvliJ uages studied developmentally. Jean Berko (1958)

has created an explicit tesﬂ 0

[ e

to new cases, and her method. fecommends 1tself g}t

developmental study of

other rule systems. She pr { : /ﬁand in;;tes them to

apply their linguistic knowl dge to the use ’ﬁ%ﬁﬁé&words. For example, ;

child is presented with a A&cture of a little éreature called a "wug," and then
;

is asked to name a piobn&egkowing two such creatures. If he says "two wugs'--/

tuw wAgz/—-one Ees clear ev#dente that he knows how'to producé this particular
English plural ending, Sincé Bb has clearly never-heard the word "wug" before.

(

But there are even&more strlngent tests--or deflnltlons--of a rule. On
the next level one can gﬁk.lf the child can detect dev1atlons from regularlty,

’

;1f_he can judge if a given construction 1svright or wrong. This normative
< . . . -

sense of rules is a later development in ontogenesis, and corresponds to what
- L

. N
;‘llngUlStS refer to 8s & “sense of grammatlcallty . Actually, there are several
< .
levels of eV1denqe heﬂ%.
- 1 L0

f children's ability to extend mOrpho;oglcal rules

4
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b

The first comes, again, from spontancous speech. If a child stops and
L] .

. corrects himself, this is evidence that he is comparing his speech with'some * °

standard of cori:jtyess. He is monitoring it in regard ta his rules. Three-

Ayear-olds are f quently heard to stop and correct themoelves while specaking.
. . .

Copsider, forgexample “the follow1ng bit of spontaneous talk of one of our

. 3 q

three-year-old giris in the Ozkland ghetto:* - '

T TR '

e ReneefMed a . . . silly putty like me had . . .
like I . . ike I.did AN

2

g;early,'this child is applying a sense oflgrammaticality to her speech. But
note that she.can only be comparing what she says to her 'own rules’, and. not
to adult rules; while her sense of rules is aireadyfnormatiVe, the norms are

of'her'own form; for at another point she stops'and oorrects herself in the

’ foilcwrng fashion: |
' .Why ¢ . . Why . . . Why ducks kave not . . . Why ducks have
no hands? . ‘ ‘

A more dlfflcult test of this sense of grammaticality is to see if the ‘
. o .
child can detect ungrammatlcalness in the speech of others. At sbme point,
children usuallylbegin to correct each other (and their parents!).
| Tne most &ifficult test of grammatical judgment is the‘direct.question.(\\

' The child ean -be asked if it is, for example, “better? or "more correct” to

say "two mouses" ar "two mice." This®is ar .exbremely important type sf data

for the linguist working With'aoult informants. It is, however, an ability }

|
late to develop in chlldhood and, unfortunately, of l;i~}e use in deallng '

with' very young children. The frustratlons resultlng from sueh attempts are.

aptly captured by the "pop go weasel effect" describéd by Roger Brown and ,j

*All Cakland data cited in th1s paper were gathered by Claudia Mltchell
Department of Anthropology, Un1vers1ty of California, Eerkeley, and are
to be cited with her consent. .
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Ursula Bellugi-Klima (Brown and Bellugi, 1964): . -

Interviewer: Now Adam, listen to what I say. " Tell me which

“ 15 bettef . . . some water or a water, Q\\\; '
p LY
Adam (two years old): Pop go weasel.

4

3
v

So far, then, we have the following evidence- for rules. We can be fairL&

"+ sure that a child has some rule system if his production is regular, if he ex-

tends these regularities to new instances, and if he can detect deviations
from regularity in his own speech and the speech of others. This is generally
wHat psycholinguists mean when they speak of the child's learning, or forming,

of possession of linguistic rules. Note that I have left out the most strine-,

gent test for the existence of rules, namely: Can the individual Stgtg_the 1!,

explicit rule? As I pginted out before, using this as evidencef of- course, we
¥
would all fail the test. Since no complete and adequate grammar of English

\

hes*been written, in fact, none of us knows the rules of English acco}ding to
: ~ : - . .
this criterion. We can*fpllow them and use them implicitly, but we can state
. : \
them only rarely, imperfectly, and with uncertainty. Explicit/statement of
rules is irrelevant to our concerns here and is probably an entirely different

- sort of behavior. As Shsan Ervin-%?ipp has put it (Slobin, 1967, p. x):

4 - - * / . . L d
To qualify #s & native speaker . . . one must learn . “‘
rules . ..i{ Qh&g is to say, of course, that one must-learn

one knew the rules [my itallcs]

?

to behave Jas x {

;l ;g?mg‘the sorts of behavior I havé'just listed ‘consti-
¢

”%eﬁgVihg iﬁs though one knew the rules.

€. . “\_"Qq .{"‘* -

! p@?ﬁholiﬂgulsts in the Uqlted States have collected much

tute evidence ﬁb

‘Developmenxv
“evidence of thagg?prt, c&farly 1nd1cat1ng that at least mlddle class Engllsh-
speaking chlldren develap, discard, and refine grammatical rule systems, ulti-

mately arriving at'hdult linguistic competence (see, for ex e, Bellugi and

LY .. . 11

! -
" 1
' ~ S ) . J ,

y o - _— i .
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Brown, 1964; Smith and Miller, 1966). Furthermore, individual children Qo

through strlkingly similar stages of development (Brown, Cazden, and Bel} i,
in]press, Cazden, 1968 Klima and Bellugi, 1966). What llttle informa ion QZ"
have on chlldren acquirrnﬁiother native languages suggests a universallty.of

stages end processes of acquisition (Braine, in press; Slobin, 1966, in press),,

The thrust of theory and reeearch in this field has been to emphasize univers

eality and the existence of ionate, biological determinants of guch universality
$ . * : ’

(Lehneberg; 1967). Theory,ihowever, far outstrips data in this realm, ahd a N

b

group of us at Berkeley have embarked on cross-cultural research to fill'in

* + some of the gaps in our knowledge of how children growing up in different social -

milieux acquire different native languages. The world provides usﬁﬁith a vast .
“array of "natural experiments" in which linguistic struetore.and social ‘struce
ture are varied far beyond our ability to simolate them in any artificial
s}tuation. “

Susan Ervin-Tfipp, JohnAGumperz, and'I, together with graduate students .

" in anthropology, linguistics, and psychology, have put together "A Field Manual

"for Cross~Cultural Study of the Acqulsltlon of Communicatlve Competence (Slobin,

“1967) Some of our students have taken this field manual to research sites
around the world,* and we have just-gpent this past summer in a preliminary
look at their findings. We are far from any def1n1t1ve results at this point,

but we have already learned a good deal about the hazards and ha{\shlps of S

Brian Stross studied Tzeltal- -speaking Mayan Indians in Chlapas, Mex1co, amd ...

Carolyn Wardrip stayed at home to study lower migdle class white children 'n‘_’-$\

"Albany, Callfornia. o,
12

v

.
320

.
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I controlled research in strange lands In this presentation'I shall deal with
et o . . -
but one broad questio%_raised by these 1nvest1gations' -From whom do children-:
! L}

learn %o speak?

)

The careful work which has been-done in the United States on child lan-

v 4 3

guage - has assumed,. quite approprlately, that‘the mother is the major source

of input to the child in his acquisition of his mother tongue. Even if the

‘__: child comes equipped:=-' pre-programmed as it WEre--with an elaboratev"language

, acquisition device," that deviceq§till requires the speech input of a specific .
ianguage in order to arrive at the rules underlying that language Linguistsv
have paid relativeky!!!ttle attentlon to ths nature of the input, but the psy-
cholinguists working with Roger Brown at Harvard have .made significant dis-
coveries through the stpdy of mother-child interaction (Brown, Cazden, énd

1 i

Bellugi, in press) On the basis of Brown' striking(puccggs,,ue inggructed |

L] El

our fieldworkers to systematically record samples of mother-child interaction,

hoping thereby *to obta1n ample material for gtammatical enalysis of language )

', development and speech 1nput in a.Nariety of languages. Most of our fieldworkers, :

v

hbwever, returned to tell us, that, in most cases, mothers do net spend much of

their time speaking to children ‘and that the major input to the language acqui-

sitioh device seems to be the speech of older children. It ,seems that the
Qﬁblated American middle class home, in whichva single mother spends long
stretches of time alone with her children, mav be a relatively rare sociaL- S

situation in the woxld. This finding'requires us t,ﬂ gin to exemine our ..
. .

-

"% notions of the necessary conditionsgfor language acquisition.
LY * a - L3
AmOng our foreign samples, only the Mayans sound somewhat similar to our .

American situatfon. Brian Stross reports (personal communication)

X




i - In the Tenegapa parajes cach hougehold is pgenerally
. isolated from other households in the vicinity by both
. distance and by an often lush garden of wild plants such ~
' . as fruit trees, grasses,; etc. . . . From birth to about '
two years nld the child is almost constantly with the _
mother wrapped in swaddling cloth till about a year ‘old,
and much of the time in the sash on the mother's back
which can be swung around to the front for feeding. After
1 1/2 to 2 years the child is allowed to crawl within
close reach of the mother, inside the house usually, but
up to 3 and even L years old the mother or some other
‘female close relative will carry the child visiting, to -
morkét, or anywhere else that is more than-about 50 yeards

' . ‘ evay. In any case up to the age’of 4 or 5 children of -
: both sexes receive most of their speech input from their
. mothers

" Tne other field sites are strikingly different. Jgn Brukman saysgof
the Koya (personal communication): /

The major sources of input to Koya kids are nver-
whelmingly other children. Since mother and father are
always working, older siblings are charged with the cake
of younger sibs . . . and it is elder sisters that are

. N AR mostly responsible for childfen. . . . An elder sib can
' be as young as 3 1/2 or 4 when she begins this job. She
T takes the kid wherever she oes on her hip. . . . The

mother has effective control of the child whenever she
isn't busy, which is early in the morning, and from'the
" late afternoon onward. However, just as.there are usually
always sibs around, §0 are there surrogate mothers, and
. mothers' sisters, husbands' sisters and wives, often are
o ) functionally mothers. It would falsely simplify.the prob-
o © lem to tglk about mother-child relatlonships as a one-of-
g-kind enduring relationship where a group of people,
especially co-resident women and the 1ineage to which
they are attached, have certain "rights" in the child.
This is a problem in all extended- household types of"

socleties. .
L 4 . . .
Keith Kernan reports a similar situation in Samoa, again a gsociety with
.o ' ' y '
> . extended family households. He summarizes (peraonal communication):

So the effect of the social structure upon the lin-
guistic input to the child is that no one adult female
serve$s as the linguistic model for very .young children-as i~
is often the case in American nuclear households. In ad-
dition other children serve as important sources of

o | 14
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- llngnlgtlg input for the child from the time of its blrth
and after the child has reached hge 2 1/2 years other '
children arg moyrc important as sources for linguistic in- BN
put than are adults. 8

o
- .
o

.

Ben Blount's comments about the Luo of Kenya repeat the theme (péréﬁhal

After the age of 1, an older sibling, preferably a
girl between’ the ages of L4-11, will-be assigned as a nurse-
maid for the child, and she gradually will take over re=
sponsibility for the child's welfare, The child's mother
W1ll begin to return to her regular work in the gardens; 7

wihich she must dg\(or several hours every day, and by the
. time a child is 2 1/2, the major source .of ‘speech input
has shifted from his mother to his nursemaid. . . . The
nursemaid continues to be the majon source of" speech input
until the child is 3-3 1/2 at which time the peer group
becomes the most important source. -Peer groups of this
- type are made up of children in the age range of 3=7. . . . .
From my observations, the speech input from adults seems to .
be quite insignificant during this periocd. . . . -

SFina;ly, we have the same social situation close at hand, in £hg Negro.

ghetto of Oakland. According to Claudia Mitchell (personai'cdmmunication):

- In general, with increasing size of family children
"spend greater portions of their time in play groups with
other children who may be either siblings or the children
of neighbors. . . . Most of the conversation that I witwe- .. ¢l U
nessed between mothers and children took the form of re-
quests by children to mothers for basic needs to be taken -
care of, or for disputes to be settled. Most of the speech
of mothers to children . . . took ‘the form of imperatives
or such questions ds Where are your shoes, Are you hungry,
etc. . . . The artificiality of mother to child conversation
beyond what has been mentioned is underscored by many
mother's limitations in eliciting speech from their children
at the request of the investigator. Mothers were hard put
to engage a child in conversation beyond naming games for .
younger child;en and requests for reporting about particular L
events, such as what went on in nursery #school for older -

- - children. 1In other words they suffered from many of the

same limitations as the investigator who was unfamiliar with
the children and their attempts to engage their children in
conversation were for the most part abortive. *

/\
Wy
(W1 ]
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Though we have not yet analyzed the language‘deveiopmeni of .the children

. Studied in these diverse groupéi\iF is the @mpression of the fieldworkers that
they all aﬁbéar to acdﬁire language'at ajnofmal raté and are clearly not

: "l;nguistiCally deprived." This is certainly true of the Oakland children,
whom we have begun'to study in some detail.. Yet they are cléaily not exposed'
to what we take tq be the standard.languace learning/ﬁ?&uation of our educated”
middle class fé;i;ies. Perhaps, then, the role of sgeeck input is ﬁerély to-
provide ‘a ﬁdata base" from which the child can form his'own notions. of ﬁh;
s%ructureﬁof his language. I should like to expand this argument by examining
what we do know about the rqie of mother's speech in middlé.clasa~American ) ’

households, compared with some suggestive new findings about another English-

speaking community--the Oakland Negro community studied by Claudia Mitchell.

. R [ . >

The most exhaust}ve and carefully analyzed data of mother-child interactioh
. . ' Q L, - \

and linguistic development are those of Roger Brcwn and his co-workers at

L]

and Bellugi, 1964;.Brown Cazden, and Bellugi, in press; Brown
’ 3 h

L4

1968; Cazden, 1968; Klima and Bellugi, 1966). Three children were

and Hanlon,

followed over § number of yéars, beginning with the, earliest period of grammati-

cal development:

]

homes. Two of the families were middle class intellectual; the third, from a

eekly or bi-weekly recordings weré made in the children's

. lower income.enmironmentg was selected as a contg st case to the first two.
Whiie the situation was still oné of mother-c d interaction, the third mother

was. less verbal--though;nohless warm--than the other two. In.two proyécative
. . . . v .
recent papers (Brown, Cazden, and Bellugi, in press; Brown and Hanlon, 1968),
 Brown examines poss;ﬁlg roles played by mother's spegch'ip yhe process of lanf‘“
L — : - ‘ '
guege acquisition. .
- 1 : IR ’ ’ -h >

*] U - One possible role of the mother is to indicate to the child whén_he has

. ®y - b ) [ .
. failed to commmhicate properly. As Brown puts it: "Do ill-formed constructions®
. B ﬁ

- ’ , ..
Q " . ié o
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in child speech give way to wcll-Tormed constructions because there is &

0 . ' . ' lq
selection pressure in communication which favors the latter?". (Brown and
: 3 4 N 8 :

. . ) “ ) . ’
‘. Hanlon, 1968, pp. 50-51). "To answer this question, Brown locked at the’ o
. ' . . . L . " )

v N . CE [ .
mother's responses to "primitive and to "well-formed" constructions uttered ,

by the Chlld and asked whethe¥ the response 1nd1cated comgrehens{on or failure
to comprehend the child's meaning. Surpr1s1ngly, pr1m1t1ve and well formed
uttenpnces were understood eqnally well by the mothers Brown Gagcludes:

In general the results prov1de no support,Tor the
notion that there is a comnunlcatlon Jpressure favorlng T
mature construction. , C e )
Coding the transcriptions for commupicatiion. presSure
bne forms the impression that the primitive f?rms vere:
understood perfectly well Yy adult interlocutprs énd 1ndeed
that they did not notice anything primitive oF ill-<formed
. about the constructions (Brown and Hanlon, lQﬁB P. 55).
. s . ’ ‘ ;
/ If mothers are insensitive to the grammaticality of their 'childran's

/ ntterances, it would be difficult to maintain that child language develops as
a result{of consc1ous tuition on the part of mothers. ﬁbllow1ng thas argument

TR L

Brown looked at, cases in which a chlld's utterance was foliowed by ‘én expressioh '

Ry

of approval or d1sapproval on the part of the adult. Agaln -there is no eVi- "

;'f7 . ‘Jg 'x" :

/ dence that‘! ﬁg:!@ntal responses shape the.child'g: sense of grarmnatlcallty In

G

! Brown's cogent summary: i - 1 i‘ ) ./' ’
' What circumsténces did govern approval and dlsapproval /
directed at child utterances by parents? Gross errors of ,
word choice were sometimes corrected, as when Eve-gaid What
the guy idea. Once in d while an error of pronunciation was -
noticed and corrected. Most commonly, however, the -grounds
% 7 on which an utterance was approved or disapproved . . . were . f.
not strictly linguistic at all. When Eve expressed the . B
opinion that her mother was a girl by saying He a girl mother
answered That"s right. The child's utterance was ungrammatloal
'~ but mother did not respond to-the fact; instead she responded
© to the truth value of the proposition the child intended fo®'* -
express., In general the parents fit propositions:to the c%}ld'

b A ‘1'v : ' [ LI , Tt

o 'y
L7 ¢

"
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utterances, however "incomplete or distorted the uétcranceo, ;
. and-then apm@oved or not accordlng to the correspondence

bctyeen proposition and reality. Thus Hér curl my hair was
approved because mother was, in facts, cuxling Eve's.hair. -
. . However, Sarah's grammatically 1mpeccabie There's the animal
o farrhouse was disapproved,becauSe the building was a light-
house and Adam"s Walt Dlgneg”comes on, on Tuesday was dis-
~approved becdase Walt Disney comes ion, ongsome other day.
It seems; then, to be truth vdlue rather than syntactic .
well-formedness that chiefly governs explicit verbal rein- . .
forcement by parents. Which renders midly peradoxical the . f
fact that the usual product,of such a training schedule is T
< an adult whose speech is pighly grarmatical but not notaoly
truthful (Brown, Cazden, and Bellugi,. in press, pp. 57~ 58).

. The infrequency of adult ‘correction of the grammatical form-ef. child
al .
speech is also repofted by our fieldworkefs. Jan Brulkman states that "cer-

tainly there is no ev1dence that' childrlen are ever corrected on matters of
) grammar + o » 1 would say that most of the corrections are on matters. of

etiquette (1ike swear words) (personal communication). ‘Claudia Mitchell
. makcs similar observations for her Oakland sample:

 Most of the-corrections I observed by mothers to the
group. under five focused on speech etiguette rather than mte
grammar. For example, a child enters the room and fails - g
to greet the other adulfs present “Can't you say hello"; .- ' -
child interrupts a conversation "Wait until I am finished" ' ‘
or "Say excuse me first"; child uses taboo word; child .-
- fails to maintain a civil tone when: speaking to mother;
‘ child in excitement uses speech which is garbled -although . .
K : intelligible.” (Corrections were also made . fOr ‘truth value.) P
- (personal communications)

i
.

In similar fashion, Keith Kernan reports: "I never ‘heard anyonelcornect a

child's speech in Samoa with the exception of telling a child not to use words

considered tor be 'profane" (personal communication) "

?

T If adult respdﬁge to child speech then, does not seem to play a signi-

Y
ficant role in'grammatical development, the peer group situ ons found im'

. . ~% .
/our field studies cannot be considered deficient in regard t@:this aspect'ofv
: ‘ . - S ,

-, . i . . . ’ ey ‘
A4 TR
- v m . . A
’ : . LI s e I
« L. e ) . .
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' language acquisition. That is, the probable lack of explicit tuition by otHer

children is of as little importance as a similar hgck in the case of children
‘ 7 Ll T P i
interacting with adults. - R ' 5

» T

. . . N '.'
‘ Could it°be, however,’ that mothers provide an especially rich or useful

N3 - . . : L]
sample;of the’language for the child's formation of grammatitcal, rules? Brown
. : :

-«

has examined the‘frequency‘of.occurrence of a wide variety of grammatical fornis .
in the speech of the three mothers in his study. While there is obviously * '’.
4 . . P4

"gredt -difference in the frequency ofiocburrence of various'forMs‘in tne‘speech.
of.a given}nother, the.striking fact is that .the profile of frequeneies is re- N
markably similar for the .three mothers. That iﬁ, ﬁtnere seems to be something ‘

. L)
like a standard frequency profile for motherJtO*ehild'English" (Brown,scazden,

and Bellugi, ln.press, p. 50). Furthermore, tﬁese frequenoy profiles tend to
be matched by the children, the more frequent forms emerging earller in #he,

.child's language development. Brown reports: .", ..

- We have examined frequenc1e:‘%n many levels, from-.major , S
sentences types all the 'way down to the several allomorpns ceR
of ‘be, and the story is always the same: rank order corrcla- '
tions among the mothers and between each motler .and . her ¢hild .

. ranging from .65 to .90 (Brown, Cazden, and Bellugi, in press,
o p. L9). ,

'
" . - .
,

""" The more frequent forms also tend to he less complex in formal linguistic terms,

e

so that the interrelated variables of freQuency and complexity cennot be easily

sorted out. But, at any rate, it seems clear that the:child is making selective

»

use of the input he receives, at least to .the extentjthat he is brought to attend

’

(]
more, torsome forms than others.

/ . , .
Perhaps in this regard--in respect to the fregquwency profile of grammaticql'

fofms--mothers provide preschoolers with a different:sort of input than that ’

provided bf'older children. Are there any special grammatical charqéteristics

-
,®

/I : v ‘ / * ‘ .

,;/ R . ‘ : »1£) Lo (
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of the dataibasc providc by Brown's mothcr to-child hnglluh" Tite only place
3

LA P

There ’you W}ll remember, a maaor source qf 1nput to the p GSchooler is the

R ‘ % N d . 70 * 3
speech of sllghtly older *hlldren ~—1In Claudpa Hltchell‘s data there is' a re-'

cording of,spontaneous talk betweeh twollitt&e girls, one,fOurnand:a half years

- old and one five. Presumably thls is a llmlted example of the sort og speech .

.heard by a prQSchOOI child in Oakland. Althtugh the sample is small--328

i . utterances for the young%r Chlld and h6l for ‘the older--the data are hlghly

suggestive of a provocatgve conclu51on., The_frequency profiles seem to match

those reported by Brown for his Cambridge mothers. The frequencies are given ~
\ . ,. ' " . ) . . ’*
- in Table l- along with_thofe.for a Negro mother speaking to her two-yearrold

v

son. Compare these three. pxoflles to the follow1ng summary of Brown's profilea.

. Some of the stable 1nequa11t1es one mlght have guessed:
- active affirmative, deglarative sentences are much more com-
" mon thah negatives Or Yes No 1nter1;ngat1veu or Wh interrogatives,
and well-formed passive$ are almost non-existent. Others are- ‘
. easy to understand bdt are not likely to have occurred to anyone o
" who has not counted the 1mpersonal propouns: 1t sthis, and that
as sentence subjects almost always have their allonorph of be Z__)
as verb, whereas the personal pronouns I Jou, he, etc.. as “sub- -
jects have a maih verb much more often than an allomorph of be;
. iere questions are very much more frequent than When or How or
¥y questions; catenative semi- lauxillaries like wanna and fo: gonna
are much more frequernt than the modal auxiliaries will or can,
S and may and must are seldom heard; the progressive “inflection -ingd
: ' ‘ls much more {requent than the regular past -ed, and irregular
pasts (e.g., ran, saw, did) are more frequent than regular pasts;
and so on (Brown, Cazden, and Bellugi, in press, pp. 49-50).

&

-t

qust of these trends,are reflected in Table 1. Of conrse, the figures given

) . i;l v

{;‘ where thls questlon caﬂ D) approachcd 1r§our field data is in the Oakland sampla.

" ...

fowt

2

.." " there are only suggestive; and the list of grammatical forms is as yet gross’and .

scanty. Yet‘these comparisons do suggest that mother~to-child English'may not

v wm -
.

' be'strikingly'different from child-to-child English. ' If this suggestion finds
» o &
@urther'support, it may well be that children, unigérsal;y, are eyposed to a

7

. v . ¥
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_speciallgimplificd version of the languare of thcir-coﬁmunity, The_simplifica- ’

. - R
) ;1y couc dbout cithcr becausc the speech lnput comes fronQQ%Qpr immature

o a
1] [ -

' erS«or'becuuse adults maﬁe a special selection of grammnticul Torms ﬁnén )

“ N

:ﬁeaning'to children. - . P S | A

/ . . . *

Evidence for the lattér .suggestion comes from Kerry Drach's analysis. of

f' fufther-data from Oaklend. The Negro mother rcpresented in Table 1 was also Y
o , .

recorded in free conversation with another adult, her sister. pDrach conmpared

-
€

this woman's speech in the two situations of speech to a»joung cnild and sppech

[
-

R ﬁo an adult. Onlevery meagsuire there, were striking differences.  The speech to'
e 'the«child,conSisted of shcrt, complete, grammatical utterances, qpile that dl—' g
' rected to the adult was .long, rambling, complex, rapidn and frequently inter- v
'rupted by false starts and hesitations. Tables 2a and 2b, from Drach present X i
exanples of utterances from the two samples. The differenCes are strikingly | . i

. . . . s
. . . ~ X
apparent. ' ‘ '

The speech of the‘Cambridge mothers, the Oakland mother, and the Oalland

‘children suggests that there is a general and universal way of simplifying
(

English This Simplification can be canried out by the child mind or by the
»)

adult mind in shaping utterances” directed to the child More broadly, it seems
probdble that all children in the English-speaking.world go through universal
stages of childish English, diverging'only at some late point yhere special

dialect features emerge in their speech, Certainl&, this is the impression we
B N . . i L ﬂ,;

have from'a preliminary analysis,;of Claudia Mifchell's Oakland data. Consider,

¢ ! : N

'

for exanple, the two columna of Taple 3, whejpe utterances of Oakland and Cambridge

preschoolers are juxtaposed. In the absence of phonological and paralinguistic
cues, there is,no way to sepurate the children of the two speech comnunities,

o
adultwepéech couldﬂprobably be distinguished.

.?. , | S a1
. f _‘ , ' ' )h‘.

- 4though Table,é? 1ndicates that the transcribed utterances of Oakland and Cambridge
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‘the tools of the socigdin

cultural rcsearch at.ﬁerkeley, we hope to briné the perspectives of theﬁpsychoﬂ

.,19.

a

v This cursory °urvcy, thcn, would suggcst that everywhere children’ acquire

ad )

ba51é grummaéical coqpetcnce in tggyfirst fivc or six years of life—-regardless

< B 1

of,social milieu or lingu1st1c structure. Each child is equ1ppedﬁw1th a basic,

°
- i N

strictly linguistic competence which can be differentially shaped to carry out
a variety of soc1olinguist1c\Tnnction%. The grammar oﬁ the language provides

the child with a range of - options for the expressiop Ofmeaning, but, as Basil

- Bernstein's thodghtful and provocative work has shown, the choice omqu:these

options is de;ermined by & complex variety of social factors (Bernstein, in

-
. -

press, H&wkins, 1968 Hawkins and Turner, in- preparation, and elsewhere) A-

single example from Bernstein (1968) 1llum1nates this point. ,The‘following two
stories.weréd%déh told by British children in response to the identical picture
sequence. The children both possess basic linguistic competence in the formni

sense, but note the vast difference in the choice among méans of expression,

P
.

w

Middle class. "Three‘boys are playing football and,one boy _' v
kicks the ball and.it goes -through the window . the ball ’ ‘
brcaks the window and the boys are looking at it . and a. B

the window  so-'they run away and then t. lady 1lodks out
of her window and she tells the boys offl, (13 nouns,
6 pronouns) ' :

man coémes out and shouts at them: beca§§§ they've broken

¢

‘Working class. "They're playing fodtball and he kicks /v

it  and it goes through there = it breaks the window and - :

theglre looking at it and he comes out and shouts at '
‘ ther because they've broken it  so they run away and, -

then she looks out and she tells them-off." (2_nouns,

\ 14 profouns? . e,
. - 1

-

Dernstein hgs Jpellgd otit.:

implications of such differences. ~At ‘this poiht

ist are4HEeded As we get deeper into our cross- .’“){

-

, linguist and the sociolinguist closer together in examining such questions as

those raiged here.. - T \ /

T

;
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—~  Table 1

Frequency of Ogcurrcnce of Graw nblcal ‘FForms in the Speech
of Two Oaldand iegro Children and an Oalland Negrro Mother
Speaking to a 20-ikonth-01d Child*

. s

Irequency

T R

el
3o

Gr.(mx amtical form

Mother & fiﬁ

i ”r'; Girl (4-1/2 yrs.]  Girl (5 yrs.)
T s ./A il - — - . -
- g S% tcnce types - .
Q? ‘Xf D ] v
,@é‘ "-‘IVC, affirmative |
declaratlve 97 “ 165 79
" regative ) 31 53 4
ves/no ,intei'fbgati\ie 19 13 Lo
. wh interrogafive 12 ’ - 14 " 17
‘ passive ’ . 1 0 0
............ I T I T
Impersonal prenoun + be 15 26 28,
. - '
aner@ron. + main verb L 9 . 0
. Personal, pz"‘c'mbun':f‘kwbe Tk, é—‘;""-‘"\ﬂﬁ"’"’ "7 “ o0 19 /
',;,Pﬁrs. ,prOn. ¥ mam verb 132 - 153 8y
: A A Y Cafe R 4 e o e e ST . e - - - - - - < -
wuhna e 3 3 “ 5/
gonha ' . 7 9 9.
Ima ¥%* , 3 s Ty 0
S ’
will <« 1 ) 0 0
> can - 10 ‘ w 10 1
' may . ’ ‘ k P Sl 0
A . '
must v "0 . \ - 0 0
——.—--tjl—q ------------ - === - :--.’.-?“---al—’-'-.i—:
where : 3 0. .0
-why .y ! 0 Y. 7 0 . S 2
-, }11@‘-1 ’ , -0 3 A 0 ° L1
when NN . N . 3
I, e e e om wm o om o om o e e . e - L‘ ____________ - m e m e omom b e Wt
-ing , 13 26 . - 15
~ed | .0 ‘ R A 0
o irregular past 3 LN 52 { , m .
S P . : — '
- -% Da%a ‘gathered by Claudia Mitchell in Oalcla.nd Galifornia. ’
** Thereyvere a few cases of personal pronoun wiibh deletion of be: 3 cases

for each of the children and\7 for the mother..

b .

e Ine is a contracted form of I'm gonna,’ as in Ina. hit xou.'
O o " o \ . . /
RIC. ‘ - T D
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, 9 L « ' [Table 2a ]
‘9‘ . . - ’ -
P s
. , :Sanaple of Adult-Adult Speech: Negro Woman
. Speakmg {',o Her Sister. . .
An' then well now his father an' "I are sep&rated, 80 he sees me mainly ' PR

+An' then I try to do things w1th him ,p.nd for him,an' a;Ll to, . kindt; make up
y'khow for this.

NS LI " ._",J\
/ . L

But I ca.n't y 'know, ‘cause I can't put mo man there'to be & symbol for him

or nothing. T L. . R .

[}
‘ - 3
v : .

You can take a chil' from fba.sicaliy*-what you would call 'em~~g bad environn

No, I real.l,y--I really belicve that--that church an' t{'xe Bible an*’ a.].l, that
good. , )

It g%.ves me 4 certaim‘anount: of consolation which allows me to'z‘elé.x my ming " t
and start thfnklng intelYigently an' putting my efforts all in one y'know force
‘goin' in one direction ratﬁex) than Jus' y ' know cbntinually feeling sorry

yourse].f. ,
It tekes a little time.*" , . L .

- But they won't keep him at school because he's too sick.‘ ' -"'.

( . Iwas on a inhalation series routine. °

A v , 8 T _ B
We." wen' ai'oun'l from ward to ward. - : - ' - ‘

‘People are--y'know, that get all this mucus in their chest. / . - -

" An' it's very important to breathe properly an' to bé able tcough this mus cus
“up and out an' through your cliest, y/know as soon as possib

ne

- And we couldn' “sterilize the inSt;'}xments s cause they wer, plastic.
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Teble 2b
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Semple of Adult-Child Speech: Negro
~ Speaking to 26-Month-0ld Son

.-
- -

e C ne play & geme wit' me. ' T
anna play & game with me? ,
. . ’ /

Come look at Mama's colorin' book// _

You wanne see my coloriné “book?

I:Ololk at my cdloring book. o

Lookit, that';s an Indi;n;* huh ’ (
. ]is' that an Indian? S ' W
Can you sé.y Indie.n?‘ 3
Talk {0 me. |

Watcha been doin' today? .

What did you do today?

"Look at that. = . ' (
»* - That's a funny picture, huh? ) o
-, Oh...Wneeg.. .Lo:)’l‘k.” : ' : , ' f
) ‘Wk;at;,'sl,that‘? .

And that's a church, huh? - a - |
.’/' . ] . P
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. . _ - Table 3 7
v" . X . oL [ v
f . "+ Utterances of Oallandsand Cambridge Preschaolers* , c_?
. . .'(> " e . A'
" Gakland / ' ,,ﬁg;.s" a -~ Cgmbridg e - s
. » S
That's not no bathroom. oo It wasn't no chicken.
.+ I'm not doing nothing. . ‘ I wasn't doing nothing. -
. I don't get no whipping. - . I don't want no milk.® -
Nobody wasn't scared. ) L - .7 .But nobody wash't gonna know-it.
Why bears can't talk? _ " Why I .can't.put them on?
But Rende or nobody wouldn't peel me . Nobody won't recognize us.
no kinda orange. : ) . : | " ' , A
Wiy she won't sit up? } o Why we didn't? . o
. ' 4 _ Why it's not workinf?
‘Nobody wouldn't help me.’ o " No one didn't- took it. ‘-
I don't have no suitcage. . = It don't have no wings. - . .-
Never I don't get no whip_p;l.‘ng. ' - I never won't get it. oL, T
‘ . .1 a
. .
: L g . ‘ N
v . "
ot K "‘3
‘ B
b A} (’ ’ "
~ ;r -' .
' - re v '
@ ' J
’ ' . - ' ,.
--------- --—---—---------------------;\‘:’\;' °

# The Oakland examples, come from Claudia Mitchell's data.’ The\Cambridge*exmnplea_
" ére cited in Ursule Bellugi's dissertation (1967); presumably, the account given
~ _of the- evelopment of negation applies-in most respects to the Oakland Negro ™~~~ %~
PR ——m A - PR, i . R . ..

children as well.” 7 : .
,.. €. . ““ . . . | i ' /
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S 0. Introduction, .- Y L 2
" - Studies o£.bat’xy-ta1k style done so far have'ielied largeiy on
a description of lexical items And semantic chtégories s intonation-
- al contou.rs and pltoh patterns, to characterize adult-to-child
w‘ /apeech. Although auch descriptions are, of course, to the point, ,
' they do little to explai.n the syntactic "simplicity" which the na-
<t
L tive speaker of English feels instinctively to typify talk,
L ( Ferguson, for instance, deals mainly withs the possible v$rsala
e 9! baby-talk phonology anqun, drawing on research done in 8ix -
A }
_ languages. / As general phonological characteristica, he cites the
¥
; predo ce of the reduplication of part.s ot words and entim words;
Sy certain prevalent canonical roms ’ CVC,CVCV, and CVCCV, whose varin-
1., v *
tion is dependent, at least in pa.rt, on the canonicAI fornn of mor-
E « phemes in t.ha corresponding adult language; .“n,d the selection of
. more‘imsic, .simple kinds of. consonants, stops, and nasals, in partice
L‘ . ~y . . ‘ . . ‘ .&
, : | 31
o -‘ N °
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t
s

ulei-, and a nelatively:’ small vowel inventory. "Aa general lexical
charactcrieticc, he cites a usual volume of twenty-five to aixty
worda; and ‘the use of boq,y pa.rte, basic qualitiec, kin nanes and
piclmames, and the names of nureery ganpc the categorieo most
likely to have baby-talk worda in’ them. Under "grapmatical char-

acterietice," Ferguson liats only the abcence of inflecticml sufe

fixee, the preegnce of a baby-taJJ: nffix, the use of wo.rde in dif- -
ferent gnmmatical functione, and, cnce again, the moat likely seman-
tic categories of baby—talk, as typical. Similarly, Caeagrande 8.

_ -study’ of baby-talk in. comnche2 covers much of this aame phcnologb

'Y
3
a

i

w cations that such a syntactic epecification of baby-talk atyle is ip-

*

ical and le:n_:icg_-eemntic ground, aupporting many of Fcrguson'c sug—
chted general characteriatica. All of thia, however, .does not
touch on the queetion of whcther or not some overall, empiricelly- ~
observable type of syntactic aimplicity can be said to exiat in at b |
least one language 'e baby-talk style, In apite of certain inherent N
and other not-co-inherent problem and limitatiom both i.n the’ natnre
of the data and fn' the methods used in the research, there were indi-

v w Loy

deed possible. . -

)
.

.

Y . q
'l'he data used was - the transcripts of the adtﬂ.t-ato-child speech
in the records of Adam, Eve, and Sarah, From early, midcile, and late

e pointa in theee recorda » two hours with approximately the same nunmber

-

of utterancea Were chosen for each chlld, giving a’ total of cidxteen
hours of adult-to-child speech amlyzed. One initial-difficulty, per- -
- haps of service- to i‘uture researchers in this area, was that, “for one”

of _the children, _the very first session's t_ranacript'pae used as repre-

32
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3

: eentative of the early period; 'compared with the two later ~e'amplee,'

-

A

it appeared tc have tar too mmr cqmplea: sentences and ccmtructions,

which will be shom tc be nore probable in the later periode. Upon

. cloaer examination and a little thought, it was decided that these
. occurrencee were-mostly-due to the child's mother, and the particula_r—

cases. capable of being interpreted as oeteneib:Lv addreeaed to one A

person, ihe child, but in reality for the benefit of another, the ex= . - \
_perimenter. For example, the mother ab one time esplains to the ohild .

exact]s who a certain friend is and vrhy he has moved; Judging frcm the -
child'e previcua queetion, in nhich he hae brought up the eubject in:

'ﬂ“’ fixst place, he already lcnowe these facts, 80 the mother may. v N

[ Sy WA

Il

be explaining t.m backgrcund of certaip events in the child's life
to the experimenter, who she fears will not understand the-eense of
these utteranges otherwise.,. Parallel cases' of indirect commande to
lowerestatus adults through child,ren are plentiful, as in the case of
one moth‘er, with whose child I am working on a 1anguage-acquieition‘

project and who eeeme to regard peycholinguiet as synonymous with mid:

Th uo; (to two-year-old child) Lisa, why don't you talce
e e - Carol to the kitchen-and show her where the .
‘. * cups and saucers and the coffeepot are, 80 that ,

she can mke us all some coffee? R

-
(

In epeech intended primarily for the child, ccmstructions of thie COm= -

' plexity and eentencee of ?’.hie length are rane. For the present study,

then, a more central eample eeseion was choepn for the ear)y period; it =

would have been interesting, though, to see Just how long overexplana-

oaf

- "tions, or ipdirect commnds will continue béfore the, epealcer assumes . -

that 'his addreesee bas encugh familiarity with the eubject or that his

. ! 7
. . . . ,
.
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. " T
addreesee 18 close enough to him that he need no lcngkr take precaue
" tions of .elaborated syntax, eitﬁer as an assurance of comprehension _. |
| " ‘or of deference, " l_ ’ ', ’ R - E
. 'l‘wo analysee were ugsed to gauge the relativew simplicity ocr com=
' plexity of the data, one & .measure of the derivational complexity of
the eentencee_, the other, a epecj.fica_tion of the strict e‘ubcategoriaa-" .
tional frame in wh:lch tha_verb or verbs in. the sentence appear, The
model for the derivati hﬂ’hmnplex:l.ty analysis was that used by Bromm
and Hanlon in "Derivational Complexitig and Order of Acquisition in
,Child Speech," .expa.nded to include the wide range of canplex_ senteances
B ' ~ which was not pe'eeent in the speech of the ehildren’ of Brown and Han=
15{1 studied, but which di:d appear in adult speech to those childrens.
The Brown and Ha&l.on ecale is ordered according to the mcreasing '
mmber of transformations ’ with a mrther degree on their ecale indi-
‘cating a more complex derivation for the qentence. Their eﬁle omits
paeeive and complex eentence‘e for the simple ‘reason that Adam, Eve, a.ud
| Sarah, did not use them: it is easy, however, to extend their method
to rating,paesive sentences; however, beca.uee of the many poaeible
kinds of embeddinge » conjoinings, and deletions 'in<olved in the differ~ .
ent complex eentencee used by the adulte s & third parallel usage of
" this scheme 13 not possible, e.nd the entire category of«complex een- SR
‘ tencee will 'have to be thougxt of as somehow more complex and involv- .. )
R i.ng a separate kind of reorganization than the simple sentences as a \
L Y wholes: The baaic types, ther, Zrg as folloma? | |
g 1, Simple, active, affirmative, declarative (SAAD)

- "J'ohn beats Mary." N

31




2. Si'mplo, active, affirmative, intexrogntiva Q) =
; ,. "Does John beat Mn-y?n o ' T :
ig‘ - 3. Simpq.o, active, negative, interrogativo (N) N
. ) "John doesn't beat Mary " . o

b Simplo, active, affirmative, declarativoif “truncated (Tr)

~ "John does.” . < - s '
G“ : , | Se Simple, _activo: negative, interrogativé (NQ._) : o _ “
“ | "Doesn't John beat Mary?" : | EEER

6, Simple, active, affimatifa interrogative, truncated

(rr) | -
R -"D;ea John?" (Also used as affirmative tag.) | - -
| ) ’ 7. Simple; activa, negative, daclnrative, truncated (TrN) | »‘.
l\\ | .' \ - "John doesn!t ¢ ‘ ;' 0 i

8. Simple, active,\negatzlve, interrogative, truncated ;.
25 (TrNQ) S " . a -
;3 o, ‘ ' "Doean't John?® (Also used as. negative- tag.)’ :

A similar rotation in these alots may be‘imagined for _passive’ sen-

_tences—~that is, a Simple,,,paSsive, affirmative, declarative (SPAD)

R .
> .’;‘_ P ‘/':ﬁ';_

-aentence, as represented by "Mary is beaten by John " and so forgh, -

For the cohmplex sentences, abbreviated CAAD, CAND, etc., a more gen-

':.»} 8 .eral notion of derilvationa,l complexity must be uged, as was mentioned. . 7
‘ Lo Bx:own and Hanlon's cumulativg derivational cqmplexity sc&‘l.e mst be
S thought, of as’ starting cut with the'same basic entity in the case of

all complex sentences, being consi,dered more complex only as it bew

] . .

4‘ comes a negative, an interrogative, or one of the other types of sen-

. ) ? . . e
droe ' tences noted on the preceding page; were the complex sentences them-

! o ) ¢ & . . . ) . Y )

v . - 9 '

3° \




selves taken from the rioint of view ot; .t.heir co;astituent eentences o
rather’ than as starting pointa, of course, the picture would be a
rather dif'ferent--and mich more complicated-—-one. Luckily for

the validity of the study, homever, the complex sentence group as -
a whole turned out to be characteristic of the later periods of .

adult-to-child spsech, and hence the aimple-eversﬁﬁ-eomplex dichotomy .

" 43 ‘a suitable one here. For a moye exhauative study of exactly how

baby-talk style loses its syntactic simplicity, a precise statement
of the types of embodding and ccmjoining, and the various numbers of
transformations mvo;ved, would no doubt be valuable, The cumlative
deijiiational complexity sc'ale of the basic typee/ef eeni.;encea » then,
which may bp extended in a 1ike way for paasiv;s and, 1mmm 80,

for complex sentences; is as foilows:h _ i
* . . SaaDCQ(MQ, Trq, TrNQ ks predictions
SMDS NCNQ, TrN, TrMQ L predictions
SAADX'Tr TrQ, TrN, TriQ Li-predicticns
SAAD { NQ (' TriQ 2 predictians
| -SAADC TR TrR - 2 predictions
. SaaD{TrNTriQ ' 22 predictions
- SAADTriQ | 1 predictions

Here, the notation A (B means that A is derivatiodally less complex

than B; the separation by commas means that the sentence types 8o

' noted are not meant to be ordered relative to one another in this write

ing; the listing givee each independent p\rediction' only once——since
Q<M 1s given in the first line, it is not repeated in the fourth;

36 ’
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"~ the sentence, types are not completely ordered :{n terms of derivae
' tional cdmplexity, ag there is not an order for the pairs Q and N,
Qand'rr, NandTr;Qand TrN, Nand'er, TrandHQ; NQandTrQ,

% MNQ.and Tr¥, TrQ and Tri. This scheme of partial ondering is eas:l]J

r th_oug!it of by the folldwing overall repre_sentation. _ :
‘ | e W S o B

‘ sum N TrQ TriQ L S —
‘ o roTen. o ST
‘Bron and Hanlon also bring out a caution in regard to the class of

simple sentences similar to t'l-:t necessary for the complex group: | -

namely, that SAAD sentences are not uniform in the number of rules

, - required for their deriva‘tions, 80 tfiat -one may have a single auxile
1ary, another two or thx‘ee, still a.nother may need complex selection
rules and transfomations to accomplish® number agraement. Although

the Simple sentences are not ordered with respoct to one another, the
e Q, N, Tr, and other versions of any SAAD will all be more -complelx than ; )
i N t.he original SAAD itself, .Brown and Hanlon emphasize the.difficulty :
) of obtaining exact or even close counterparts in a naturalistic stufw, \
a problem which they believe somewhat justifies t.he classi.t‘ication |

of a.ll simple sentences in a single group (and, in this study, the

D TRy
DA RV
SN
K 1

e
ot

classification of all complex sentences 1n a simila.r group).

"R"_ )
”

Since the fmd:mgs of this study, unlike that of Bromn and Han-
‘ lon, may have important implications for the charge of "degene::it:eingt"
W that is often'u.sed to charactertze adult-to-child speech, the gueation
I3 , | "_to_ just what part of t;he adults? speech was considered sexitenc;a proper,

"’/ ' ' and fhgrefbre c.cm‘nted as 'a complete utterance and analyzed according td




- the previoua ecale -and: a cord g to strict eubcategox‘iyétienal

frame, and ihat part was/congidered fragmental. In thé proceea or '

c9s from the eexitence r/trggmnts, these

" some way. The res of thie claasitication eeem to ‘show that, for

- the majority of e'n' nce fragmcnte addreseed the child. thene are 'f
.eithe:_regular 8 for sentences ellipeia t work in the utterance, |

which have re ’ditan‘awmhthecmm maeteraaavitalp%;t%
' of his comple lmcwledge of the langua < ’enyway; or the senbence , '/

. fragment may be understood as t&e "log 6&1 completion of anothex* per-/

grammatical by adult-grdmar standards, ave,. then, defihiftely in the

minqrity, as shcwn by the table on the next paga. For the' purposes of

this etudy, eentence ragmente of the first type were not.' analyzed

although
according to: deriva YAonal cemplefity, as “these often omitted only a

;eu'b:)ect and therefdre included moat of the same derivational :Lnform- :
SR “’Es.on as the \mab reviated form, it was felt that a complete consideration -
| of the rules of enipsia involved and the additional transformations

that were ne BSSary -for thoee. rulee best belcnged, in a separate etudy.

s

usent.ence frp/gmenta ef the first type were, however, classified for

e
Lo
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& ‘ Table  I. Completa sentences versus Sentence .
- r , tragmonts. > .

.’ [
- e Y S

nces . % S-fragments.

: Ay ch [*) adults tc» dim
. : % Comple
» | 1o Early r@s: Hour 11 ‘MO: 53

g EX: 2%
S Total: 430 °

v

gt

Hour 23
S *, .} . utterances . '
= . 2, Middle recqrdb:ﬁour;l:_ 18%

. Total: 522 < |Hour 21
I | __utterances '

3. late records: [Hour 1: M0: 63%)69% |31% {12 U
I » , EX: 680 ~ | : c2%
PR Total LBT - |Hour 2: MO: 6h%}7ox 308 7128 = 15%
B | ’utt.erances 1 o EXs Y )

%R8R | QK%

o u,. KR

B. Speech of adulfs to Eve, 1,568 utterances. . T

bR | 1. Early records:| Hour 1s uo,: h%}SIZ. L9 {208 . 2%:
| Total: 566 - X ~
:tte;azszces Hour 23 gg: h7% L8% } 52% . 2%: : 2222
N 2
2. Middle records}Hour 1: MO: 57% 59% | kg’ {15% 168
| Totals 382 EX: 28) o
utterances Hour 2: MO: .52%} 62% |38% (162  11%
” EXs -
e Late records: |Hour 1: MO: 7 T2% |28% Jf12% 13%
: - Total: 620 EX: 2% L2 1%
e . utterances Hour 2: MO: 68%} 73% ~27‘ 1“ 9% \
T . EX: 5% - .

o 1 ATEN U,
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bt
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. C. Speech'of adulfs to Sarah, 1,k17 utterances.

R - 1. Early records:|Hour 1: o' 52% sLg | k6% {20%"
o " Total: EX: 3 2
Lo N R T:,,Z,,.,ﬂlc'gs, Hour 2: MO: 50%} 55% | Lsg 22§
' e _EX: 5%)

Middle recoxs fHour 1: Md: 55% 57% hji {17%
Total: 498 ~ EX: 2%7 1 . 8¢
utterances Hour 2: MO: 5’4%‘} 57% | 3% {16%

- B EX: 3%) | .

FEET

’ 3 'La.te .fecorda: Hour 1l: MO: Sﬁé .62% 38# ]52;-
. 1: 576 . EX: i :
Total: 576 |gour 2: Hos SOR 59% | 138 S20¢
SR EX: 9%) K 4

3% | 2288
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'l',he etriot eubcabegorizational frame in whioh the verb appeai'ed,

the fragmento of this type eometimee conveying duoh the same infore

mt.im a‘bout the verb as anabbrev:lated fom, of course; when app]:l- -
“ ,. o\ cable to the eecong type of fragmants, which was not as often the caee, :
. - the s eame rationale holde. | L _ | _

.  The aysten of strict subcategorisatit of ‘verbs 1s basToally that

~of  Chomsky's Asmgye or a Theory of Syntax,s modified by Kavan 1n

A "Some Notes on Strict Subcategorization." As vr.lder fa.miliarity uhh
“ 1 pethods of strict eubcategorizatioml notation ‘than with ‘Brom and
Banlon's cumulative derivational oomple:d.ty scale :I.e aasumed, exanples

I

AN of the frames will ot 'be given, | Y
- A definite limitation to this study 1s that no natural adult-to—
S adult s epeech 1s avaﬂable for a comparison with the adult-t.o-child re-

G *  cords. TH} syntactical complexity of the later tratiscripts relative to

e SN )

tpe earlidr cnes 1s some indiecation that baby-talk style is purobably

o

at work :Ln the earliexé records, . whioh show‘ an unnaturally la.rgo mmber

X

of simple septences. (theAwax in uhioh these simple sentenoea oa.n be con~

s _ sidered to maxk ‘baby-talk style will by discussed later). Besides this, o
a thousand-wond sample Irom the Soek:ln aud John tranlaripto used for '

' d "The Study of Spontaneow -a‘alk" was. oubjeoted to the same ana]uses of =

"'"',_“'-.f; S resulte of this apm next page’ and it s hoped .hat f.hey -

" will help somewrat to Temady the deficlency.
h A final point to be made is that the tranaoripts analyzed bere from
Tl the records of the adults working with Adam, Eve, and’ Sara.h, are repre= '
~ sentative of only ome:- snb—etyle of ba.by-ta:[k style. All the eamp}gzsq‘;-,come

|.?;

Ty
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Table II, Syntactic ana]ysaa of Soakm and John -
' -tramcripta.

: ‘I’ab,-].b II.L Complste sentences vorsua Sentence fragmenta.

,'“ 'v.?.y i M
g

\___ ¢ complete Sz~ .:ramts :
- gxpe II

m‘.. .‘ -

X _01;4‘; 3@
Bn .0k
Wl

g N ' ~.'6o qu
B O 2 ,,'rsQ

DY
. ~

(In 'rabla II.A., “the three er“ of aex;tence-fra gmenta agam refer .
: ,_‘ i to the description ‘on page U3 whers: the first type is definéd is - .
A etition of the childfs: utteran there, for the adult. interacmon
e Soskin and Joln, -the function that. thess repetitions serye for .
PR ﬁm.ficat’ion, exp:maion _Op: reassurance is apparently. uhm;cbs .
P baf=ing channel duncultios such as g forelen-acoent or».h
M protu.anu, /f'he theusand-word sample was- qn Lyom’ that fHariod when .
. . %z and: Joch* tdlking with. d'do,(ana ‘An mctalmmparallel aitn-,-
S s1on to that of the'Mother amd; g;xpermnter tryidg to elioit dPeech . ..
| - from’ thmhﬂd could, not, - of poutab; be obtainedy hopefully, ho;gler, . :,
donweraition between’ adults ‘in an. informal spcial*“settin P
@oiitire)l than the very abbreviated utitérancesslised bet en
Wio are oh familiar terms with ore gnother,” s ‘she by e ¢
] ‘and Jock use when they are o:;e.).,,?{L PR "' .&,,_-. ﬂ: i "5~'L
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.+ -Table .. Strict subcategarizational analysis.

R R . . B ;
P~ ::E: . N “ :?f
" - <
: - . Eoas

i b | f‘l‘his -analysis of the frames
o B ‘in ‘which verbs a.ppeared is not
% Jz{.. SR ‘meant to répresent the overall

length of the sentence, of

_ S O _ T ' course, .but simply to. record
(Rt 10¢ . . the obligatory frame in which oo
2%

> - the verb used must fit. From
4 merely looking at the percen=

tages given here, there does
not seem to be that much differw=

‘ ence between these figures and . e
1% . those of the early stages of S
S : ] - adult=to-child speech., In this & - .
‘. A . R : A adult=to-adult speech, howaver,
oL 7. NP - o] 30% [ . the frequency of added option-
o ' ' e ! o ;A“‘-;.-ullconatiwents-—another
2 T~ —~ | ™ PP, ‘Man; relative clause, :
T 8., - *. NP Man . | 1% - 80 forth——was-77%; this figuro
. -, n : 4s not unlike the frequenéy for :

' . " the late. stages of adulb-’oo-chnd '

9w Pl ) speech, but presents a definite '
Lo — i A contrast to the early atagea, aa
B A tt w:lll :be shovm,) e

5 | . 5




\. " Y . ' ’ ' '. . s'
fmm a, s,ingle eituation, i.n which the main function of the adults'

speecn to the child is to produce action, verbal response, -or proof - #

WL, fo

of comprehension in the child. Other sub-styles are possiblez one o : —‘1.‘

would be speech to the f'hild that is part of an expressive-excogita-v

- . tive routine on the part of the adult, where there is no intent to .
evoke a particular response or any r_g__Sponse atv_all from the child,,

An example of this would be the mother who uses the presence of her ’ .

' | 'child as an excuse to verbalize her-"thoughts while going about her ¢

| o daily routine, Another type would be that yariety.offspeechdused

when the child is the audience, where the speaker is talking to some-

_one else primari].y. If samples of all three of these sub-etyles of

' baby-talk were. analyzed, perhaps there might be evtdence of a stylis-

.. tic breakdomn, and the aduléts speech in the secdnd and third types |
mentioned might héve fewer of those characteristics*that will be

‘ . seen to be representative of the first type, according to the present

% 1. Syntaotic analyses. ' . _ - '_ - "s

1 1. B rivational complexity, | - B
- The analysis of the relative derivational complexity of the earliest to |
the latest speech samples taken for the adults working with Adam, Eve, |
and Sarabh, suggest that the child'e ling'uistic sophistication may be a
cue for the adu.lt to. use a sentence marked by a "baby-ta]k" degree of o
, T +  complexity or to ‘use a eentence whoee complexity is more characteristic °°\
. of adult-to-adult speech, The follovring tablee show that, early in the o
records of all three chi-ldrdn, the predominant sentencee‘types were the

et 4 [ . .

e
.
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Table II.I. Derivational complexﬂ.ty 31181}’3.98 for Adam, Eve, and. Sarah.

‘. Table III.A. Derivational complexity analysis for Adem. = - | . -

?

(I=two .Hours: from early period averaged together, II-tvm
hours from middle period, III=two hours from late period. )

Simple Ss ' 1 Passive Ss Complex Sa *

o B
p—4
]

]| ga_,_{_a;_.._;}é ! f |8 SH

e I II. I I I

.. 1. SAAD  L7% 391_11;2 | 1, SPAD .5% . 1y CAAD z% ez 1<

* 2,Q ' 25¢ 227‘ '420%.' 2, ' Q 5% 2.__f’fg :u 6$
300 188 1% 158 [ N 3N 2888 2

Lo Tr of Of <«
S TN . OF 0% 0
6. TQ 0% OF.0
7. TgQ .j.o%'b%-'m
| 6. Wi oz 288

L4

1 somm ook o

- h/p/ % 1% 1% b Tr o
W 6.1ra 4% 18 W5L.| 6t
< 7.7 oF O 08 | 7.°Te
5. N0 .82 18 8 M
9. TTNQ 0% . o o% CR 'rrNQ OOk

‘R K & | R R
Rlg g g ] ]RR K

10, TeNQ 1% 1% 1% [ 10.7@NQ " " OF : 1q_. Q. 0% OF 0
= Totals: 9l 76 80.5% TS B 2l% 1s
E ravle IIL.B. Derivational complexity analysia for Eve. I | S

. | : smpla S8 . . Tassive E; o .,j-. Complex Ss -
b | 1.SAAD ha% H 1.SPAD 0%
S 2, Q 31% 25% 2, 4 ' O
30 13% 108 g | 3, N 5%
is. Tr 1% 8 cof | bt - OF
Csmew OB 08 % | smew O
s mq ¢ 2% 1% 5% | 6.q OB
S rom . O O OF | T.mg 08 06 OF | 7 T of op O
ol g S 18 56 | aow SEOE B | B M o o o
ol '9.Trm of8 06vOf | g mmq OF OF O | 9.THQ OX ot o
10. cgia % 1% 0% |10;7ena 0% OF 0% | 10, TgNQ. 0% 0% o1
FRICT - 01 totatsr ‘o6 semsn | 44 % o8 usk | # 158 51

of s ‘rrN oz oz'
o | m g ok

& R R & { | &~
!

T
" by "rr & of ‘o
s
0’
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Table TII.C. Derivational complexity @alysis for Sarah.

: S.f.mp;l.e. ‘Ss

B 11

III

I

1T

Passive SN

o "Complex Ss

I I Ty

- 1. SAAD
2.Q
. 3. N
b

6. TQ
9. TrNQ
10, TENQ

L 15%
2%

~Je e O

52% L9
228 328
7%
1%
% 0%
. 0%

1%

of

o - 0%
¥

1_%1

| 6.ma

1. SPAD 0%
2.Q
3N
k.
Se

g

r
TrN
TrQ

8. NQ 0%

10. TeNQ OF

& & & & | R

" 5%

m 1
% | 1. camp 5 -
2, Q ot .
N T
byt

-
Te . H
R R
N w
R R K
t o

-

{ & ] 8
f

5, TEN
3 RE
7. 160
"VB.N_Q |
.9, TTNQ OF -

i,

g‘ .

P

R RRKK LS

+110, TeNQ 0%

Totals:
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S.U.D, SNAD, amd SAAQ, with very few occurrencee of passive or COMe

ﬁ‘é“‘ . plek types.' In the later records of Adam and Eve, however, there s - .
a marked" rlse in the complex sentence~types, the percentage climbing

towa.rd a figure more typical for the adult=to=-adult speech; .at this

later period, both Adam _ d Eve thenselves were becoming -able to. make
. derivationally- .
L . . more involved sentenc --thoug:, it nmet. be pointed otrt, not the eame
it C ol
e _ complicated varieties that the adulte began using with them. In the .

Sardn
later records of -Bve, on the contrary, the riee in complex eentences :

is elight compared, to t.he other two; Sarah, by the final period, had 3

a : '.'7_._:, ; % achieved a measure of linguistic aophiatidation equal to thef. of

Al

’ Adam and Eve. If, therefore, the adult speaker does gradually tndneaee | f

t,he derivatiqnal ¢omp1exity of the sentences in hie speech,\as thie
e ’ ’ etudy shows he'’ glpee, and if the impetus for this -change 18 to gauge the
v | 'linguistic abilitiea of the child with whom he is talking, as‘ this atudy

~

"« also demonstrates, then the adult apqeker'a, coniéeption, of what?coneti-

uem
LTS
e

tutes "eimplicity" or, "complexity" aeem to be at variance vrith whet ‘
 the child's grammar, as defined by hi.a abilities, show to be eimplici’oy |

Jand complexityw The gpur for the adult'a use of eentencee charecter-

Tistic of aduit-to-adult conversation, in which {in teris of derivation-

N 'a.l complearity) the higt;_.occurrence ot complex sentences ia the most strike

ing difference from t.he early adult-to-child epeech, ia not the  produce

1 o P
- ‘ 'tion cof thoae same comp'lex sentences by the child, but ratl{er other devel-_ :

opments in the child'e linguietic capabilitiea.: For Adam and Eve, t.he
/ o0
'Bronn and Hanlon paper reporta that, at the period when these later .

speech samplea were taken, the two ‘children had acquired the follcming S '-'_'."
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abilities: .Adam had progressed from an absence of N,.Q,Tr, TrN, TrQ,

o NQ, and TrNQ eentence-types, to a middle per:lod with examplee of N, Q, o

and TrN but noné of the other above-mentioned, to'a final stage with

“‘ repmsentativea for all or ‘them; Eve had progressed from an 1nitial

,. - Lperiod with, of the above seven typee, only Q and Tr examplee, to e
niddls period nth these plus N, Tr¥; and Trq, to a ﬂnal period uith

S
); PR RO

all seven repreeented. Sarah,.'in contrast,,, rhu.d none of the seven, typee

 at the outget, and by the .middle stage had acquired anly the N; by the
final peribd, ehe had acquired the N, Q, Tr, and TrN, but not the TIQ,
NQ, and TrNQ types.: The adults' response to the emergence of thie . :

‘
e,
4%,
we
2
N

1ncreaeing linguietic eophieti.cation in the children, when there 1e a.n
increaee, then, 1s not'a reaponse in kind———more of the typea of con-
etruct:lone which the children had newly become capable of producing,

"ds one might expect if baby-talk syntax were in fact an accurate repro-

duct:lon of the cbild'a own eyntax-;-q-but rather a response which begine - e "
\ ;" .": .". ’{-!'_,"
. to treat the child as a lingu:latic or etylietic equal, using ‘more ayn-, z

tactically complex sentences which hzrve been shown to be typicel of

- adult-to-adult speech. U

£ : . le2. Strict. eubcategorization.

The etrict eubcategorizational analyele wee ueed at firet in the .
.vhope of devieing a way to specify the moat 1ike1y verb framedgin baby~- . .

T s

... . talk syntax, which'it was thought would be somehow aimpler——that ds,
o . — i~ and ° L : )
& high occurrence of __ NP, ____ NP [PPy __,_.’*‘. This tu.rhed out tg S

be true, a8 the following tablea will ehaw; however, the percentagee :
ifor the occurrence of theee framea are not treatly dii‘ferent from thoee n
of the adult-to-adult speech recorded by Soskin and. Johne—tho simi‘ll.ar-‘ |

»

-
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Table IV.-

R

Strict., subcatagorizational analyais.

T

T

Adam
II

1T

.‘I

Eve

I IIX

Sarsh

NP

¢

NP PR

NP ;NP

| 8%
3%
14

- 5%

NP Man

9%

P6%

5% .

6%
5%
5%

24g
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3%

g

119
10%
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208

1%
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5%
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'ity between the adult-to-adult speech and ‘the last. etage of baby-talk - y
18 espec ally striking, since this last stage hae more of . the complex o
\ eentence:\‘Mch also characterize adult-to-adul‘b epeech. 'I‘he three
h@e mentioned above eeem eimply to be those moet\frequent in con-

versation for -adult e-peech, regardleee of the qge of the addmessee; the

only di.fference is in the number of. -aptioml cpnetittente which the
epea.ker chooses nrter he has eatiefied the obligatory requirements of

the frame. At firet glance, this might seen /to be merely a reetraint

pn thexgroes length of the sentence in adult-to—child speech: it has

"been pointed out hanever, that not Just aw ehort sentence will be fv--!'.
'_likely to occur in the first etagee of: baby-te]k. Even in the earlieet '
eamplee, there were examplee of simple eentencee ueing coﬁcatenation, -

‘for inetance, that were nmch longer than the more-frequent complex sen-

‘tences!’ ol' the last stagé.« As well as thi’e condition' on the type of een- 47

” tence which will be prei‘erred, eimple or complex, there ¥111 also be a

'reetriction on' the amount. of "extra" semantic information (in the form ’ &
“ of modifying prepoeitional phrases, extra manner, dverbiale, and so on)
\,l :

'_"that the epeaker of baby-talk will use. 'I‘hie is {Bmewhat reminia’cent
' éf the telegraphic utterancee that children begin i‘their language with,

and of tbe mom general and (to the adult) a.mbigum:s eemantic range of W
the ch:l.ld'e lexicén, which often reeulte in sehtences, which seem, by : v’ |
© "the ‘standards of the adult gramar and adult,-&-adult convereational e T
| atyle, to be boiled down to the- bare eeeentiale. Such 48 in fact the
N case as, for ae the verb phrase is concemed: beeides avoiding the
;edditional embeddinga and conjoininga of complex eentence strueture,
" the frequency of added cotmtituente not obligatory to ‘the frame of.
the verb phraae was only 194 for the early dtage for Adam, 22% for the |

49 o
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eame stage for Eve, and 18% for Sarah; 33%° fOl‘ the next 8'0889 for Adam, o

29% for Eve, and 30% tor Sarah; 59% for the last gtage for Adam, LT% for
Eve, end,j?% for Sarah (lower than the other two, by the my); as come

. pared with a 77% frequency for the a.dult-to—edult :Lnteraction recorded
by Soekin ‘and_ John, There is, then, apparent],v a process ‘through which .
- the a.dult cbangea his atyle of speech to the child which .can be pe.rtiel- v

ly characterized by the j.ncreaeing amount of hextra" semantic mforme.ticn-‘

in the form ,pf certain key category eymbola (PP, llan,, AdJ) he uses to the

- child; the frequency of this "ex,tra" mfomation will increase gradually

- untill 1t begine to approximate the - adult—to-adult usage. "The eomewhat

delayed tzequenciee for Barah suggeet that th:l.e characteriafic subcate-
gorizationa.l eimplicity may, as was the derivational e.tmplicity, be cued -

v

by the relative eophiatication of t.he childls clm grammar e
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_ impact on psychological Eheotlzation-on anguage behavior, American psycho-~

4 gda e and otherilinguistic input in the child' s language learning process._

. speak,

’ )

Prior to the advent of transformational linguistics and its subsequent~
ascribed’ primary 1mportance to the role of pagental lan-

In particular, learning theorists attempted to explain the acquisit n pro;'
cess .n ‘terms of various S-R paradigms #n which adult speech serves as’a«
model for the child to imitate. Oonly
ing, based mostly on imitation of pa

h
&& al speech, could the. child leatn fo -

Many psycholinguists are currently turning to transformational 1inguistic_5
theory for further insight into the problem of language acquisition. A by«
product of this shift in theoretical models has been emphasis on language as
a spécies specific behavioral pattern for which the human nervous system 1is
re-programmed to learn (Lenneberg, 1967). Such researchers fiow feel that
sggﬁ{ZSpects of linguistic structure, the so-called langusge,universals are
ifinftely represented in the structure and functiOning of the .human nervous 1
system and the articulatory apparatus. ' For, instance it;has been hypothesized

that. all noxrmal children are born with. a*ne&rally reppeéented universal base :

component grammar common to all natural. languages. Themneﬁjborn infant has
only ty' discover. those transformationsk~tules necessary to map the output of
"his base component into the surface structure of the’ language which he is

," learning,

This theoretical position hasé resulted in a view’radically different from
that of ‘the learning theorists reggrding the role of parental input in the child's
language acquisition. Indeed, somé (cf. Lenneberg, 1967) have suggested ‘that
only a mirimum of language input from the environment is necessary for“the child's
normal linguistic development. Although McNeill (1966) agrees that ‘parental, ‘Lan-
guage "serves the function of helping a child to choose amohg'ﬁ narrow set of
possibilities defined by the linguistic universals", he seems ‘to limit the spe--.
cific role of parental~Jhnguﬁgs to the child in order to highlight the importance
of what he called LAD, the language acquisitipn dévice, physiologicalfy'
at birth. It: is thus no surprise that McNeill continued "...the speec ~Qﬁ,# .
adults from which a child discovers thé locally appropriate manisfestdtioh .

"+ the linguistic umiversals is a completely random, haphazard sample, in" %o way

. to the new—born human nérvous system. . :

3 _of the literature on this topic revealed ‘few- studies concerning linguistic f"”*

adults.' Only such a comparison can answér adequately:the question-of whether

contrived to 1nstruct a child'on grammar." If it i§ true that parental speech
- %o young children is a "completely random, haphazard sample" of adult speech . .
" in general, then” a great deal of language specific structure must be attributed

Iai
i

The question being*raised heére 1is whether or not parental linguistic input

to the child really is such a random sampling of adult speech ip general. I M
becatie interested in this problem.along with' two colleagues at the University

\ of Michigan, Walter Hull and Barbara Coffman. It seemed to us ghat adult speech

put to-the child other than-some anthropholOgical studies sconcentrating On .. gwuf
baby-talk lexicon (cfx. Ferguson, 1964)" and some studies on prosody in parental
speech (Ohnesorg, 1959, 1966). But-we found.po-8ystematic genéral linguistic
comparisons of adult speech to. children with the same adults' speech to other .

._r

: faugh a gradual process of ¢ dition-’ ot
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> or not there*is ‘a specific style of,speech used,wheé’speaking,tb yﬁuug&chfi—
s ., dren learning to talk. Thus, e proposed a program of research in which*® areq;
e, tal speech toschildren would be studﬂed«longitudiﬁﬁﬂly a8 ,.the child acquires *
s . . language. This Speech would at eyery stage beﬂtomparéd'with speech fromatHe
. ' same parents with other adults in Jorder ta, see i, there are systomaﬁic dif=
@‘gferences that change as the child ,becomes® porg more competent lingujsticald:
CIn” addition, we felt that such a Yesearch program must study.fahiljes of dif-
& ferent socio-economic and cultural‘backgrouﬁd”ln order to establishiany 3bser%a
¢ differences in structure are & genéral%oﬁ gnl¥h&ﬁ'idiosyncratic phenomenon. .

é

L B TR »
. Many language parameters are pf‘dnterest here. The .ones whi;h shall e’ -
- discussed in this paper are utterance length? rate of. speech, ‘lexical varﬁg L

bility, and syntactic st%ucture.- his,listndoes 1ot exhaust. aly ‘podsibly.
.relev@ drameters. In particuLar“‘prosody (intonation and st;@ss) s.hould T
; be stu ‘sd " However, mo attempt was made in this pilot study to, do S50,
The work that I am reporting here isﬁﬁés just said, a, pilot study in wh;dh
the speech of one mother to her 26 month old.nhiﬁd was compared to the speech o,
N this same woman to two other women. I have beunhyorking on tgese speech sample
with Ben Kobashigawa, also'at the University® fiMichigan. The aspects of input
structure which he has been .studying, namely, re'etitions in the mgther s speec
to the child, will be reported ih a s€parate paper. : _{ﬁ
. 0 ' ]
. " The reader should: keep in mind that the ne%%%ts presgnted in this paper
are only pilot results, Although the difference® observed between the two !
speech samples are cumpelling, the -analysis of one voman 'S speech from. onek_~"
type-of cultural and socio-economic background’ i: not sufficient to allow
general statements about differenced hetween parentgl speech to chlldren and
normal adult-adult speech. In addit on,, throughout the, following discussion
it is assumed that the sample of adult adult speech being@hna ed is repre—
sentative of this woman's ,normal adult® adult speech, " The qUeﬁﬁion 6f what is't
riormal adult-adult speech is not ‘simple to-answer. Tha _woman ynder’ study ﬁere;
for instance might speak in. the mannef’observed in the adult xdult sample
. only when speaking to the two gther women recorded. - She may speak in a
onmpletely different style when at %ork, or when sngaking with her'close ‘rela-
tives, etc. . Both of these problehs limit severely the possibility to draw

‘¢ g

‘

v conclu51onz from the data presented. - _ . e
N . * -
. : P . ) M -t . r
’ ) Materials and Prelim:&hry Method E . 4
C _ - The two samples of taped speech analyzed in this study dere colleited R

. by Glaudia Mitchell (Berkeley). Both contain substantial samples of speech
from a black woman residing in Oakland, California. In the adult child (A- c)
sample this woman is speaking with her 26 month old» son. In- the first part

. of the recording session, the mother attempted to'%elicit a-.set of septences
from the child. This part of the tape was not used; only free ;onversational
data were analyzed In the adult-adult (A-4). sample the same woman wads recordd
in an informal conversation with Claudda Mitchell and another woman.gbout jobs,
religion, household concerns, finances, etc. No attempt was made to analyze t
speech of the child in the A C sample or of the other two worden in the A-A samp

. _ : : ?

PR . ' “




Uy .
; Ty Lhe tapes, 1t ‘was necessary to divide the,;mther 'S J.-ﬂt’ Qf;fﬁ
:;:.‘; spéech into separate utterances to enable: linguistic énalysis. { {is was a, .o o
REET straightfbrward task for the A-C sample since most of.the speech‘strings there"‘ G A0
S were short, preceded and followed by ststantial pauges, indeed, usually pré- o
.7 ceded and followed by short utterances: from the.- -child: ‘tn theﬁﬁ-A sample, - - . . 7.7

' howevex, ‘the task of segmentation was c0nsiderab1y mere difficule,. Terminal ‘*f}"ﬁgfﬁ
» Ihtonatioen. contours,’ for instance, were not always ¥: reiiabl )guide to, utter~ gf/.g L
, anee segmeptation sinceofrequently ‘two or more: fully’ developéﬁ Strings were ."a_” .

concatenated one after the other using -the, ‘forms’ "and": " ad, copnectors;, - ,ﬁ';f'
all under one intonation contour, In addition,‘false stargs were highly .freé-. .0 . -,
quent in the A-A sample (but almost non=ex iStant {n the As samplea), which VR T

B made segme?tation even more difficult., Finaliy, there wégi of ten 1ong pauses. -
o within-str ngs\at places?which did not geem.to nark Ssentence, houndaries'ag all, o s
' Therefore, it was decided to ‘use three’linguistic martkers to;discriminate e, A
dtterance boundaries{ final intonatlon cpntour, the connectors and"'or or R s
Mhen used to 'Utatenate syntactically sufficient strfhgs (;ﬁe researchér's’ Z{v"ﬁ .
'1inguistic in« [ @pn was, of courSe,‘the criterionrfor synfactic sufficiency),
g-and the bohndagies around false starts. ' Using thfs triplef criterion we were ;.
9(:'able to achieve:fairly high" agreement in segmenting both speech samples intoe. : ,
¢: separate utt¥ramces. e e : ; - - N '
ks “ s ot v - '_ T s ° & e
S " In this manner three main classgs of utteraqces wefe differentiated ¥ S
: (19 fully developed, syntactically. sufﬁicient sefltences; (2) brief segments. Com
“not analyzable syntactically suchﬁasﬁﬂ”lﬂ; Yone o' clock" ,’etc.; and (3) false, .-
» 3. ,starts. For .the most part only thé ': y -deve}oped sgntences will be dis-, AT
© r. . cussefl’ here. Samples of such sentenees frébm the two ‘tapes are prgsented in _
-lf_".o‘ Tables" I(a) and, I(b) Once the~ trans ibed texts were segmented intos such .=ﬁ§ A
.. . utterances it was. possible to compareNthe two samples of speech ‘on- the sey- T
Cy j{f eral parameters mientioned above. . 'The methods of analysis and results for - "
S @ ' each parameter‘will be presented separately. Statistical”analySes are pre— - ;Z v
sented where completed. N . S ¢ . & ;,: ) , v
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ST ‘ -Utterance Length -.f: R B e s
v X 3 . " : 4 N S
Method: A;uirpheme count was made on the’ first lbl syntactically sufficientd PR
senterices in eath sample. 1In’general, the cdunt, wad made in reference to g
. standard American English wsage, so that forms such. as "wanna'" &nd "gonnaaﬂwere' < %
counted as consisting of two (want+to)-and three (go+ihg#to) morphemes each, P
respectively. ‘Such marginally lfhguistic items as "huh" and "uk-huh'" Wege . @
~ counted as one morpheme each Pausefilling "uh and withiQ,utterancetxepe- .
titions of items were ndt counted °Zero morphs such as past ‘sense marke;’oﬁ _ 5“
the verb "to hit" were~counted N 4

~ ” . » . . [
g . B L i £ ) #
Results: The results from the morpheme count are preseand in Figure 1land LA
Table II. As is immediately apparent in Figute:1; ‘the's ape of tHe” frequency .
distribution of 1ength in terms of morphemes per’ §Entence is radically differ- % =«
ent for the two- samples, First 0f”all, the A-A sample is clearly mord¢variable o
| "in.length of "utterance ,thdn’ thé AU sample., The hon—overlapping 98% confidence vy
e " intervals for the variances sypport this observation statisticallﬁ& Fhis dif- =
A ference in variance 1ndicates that heavy restrictions 0n ‘lepgth’ age imposed- oo
§ in the mother" s speeqh when speaking to her’ child That this d1fferépce in
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* # betweeh the means was tested statistically and found to be significant’ (£=2.07;
df=68; p<. 05) Thus it is concluded’ that «the mother spoke on the average faster

.

’

; a highly significant t-value (t=9.614; df=22
*,safe" to ¢onclude ‘that the two samples differ

z - : b P
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variﬂhce tanqpt be" due simply to a bottoming effect because of the smaller’
ngan 1ength found in thevAicwsample (see below) is fairly clear from Figure 1, -~

~ﬁ‘y Not?only do the two samples differ. in terms of variability in 1ength but
they also.différ in terms . :ﬁ'average length. - As seen in Table II, the %entences
in the A—Aésample were on “Fhe average :2,5 times as. long &s’ the sentences in the

: A=C, sample.; waeVer, testing this difference proved someWhat'prleematic .statis~
tically. On ‘the one hand, since non—homogeuéity of varianceé for the two samples
has aIready been demonstrated it seems cleay that .the parametric t-test.cannot

: _be used"‘ Ho%gyer, related non-paxametric tests are also inappropriate because %
. of the: eﬁ%temely large number of #tied scores found in the data. (Length of sean Si;
tence. in’ terms,of the number of morphemes is a .discrete, not a COntinuous varia—"“

bld. 0q@ solution would have been to perform a Logarithmic transforidtion on
all- the scores ip the two samples in order to eguate the .sample variances - and
then toapply - the t—test to the transformed’ s¢cotes’. Hqwever, such an operation
sdemed unnecessary since tbe difference obsprve was so striking. " THus, although
, the’ assumption of homogeneity of variance wasﬁQiolated, a t-test was performed.

«P<.001). Thus, 1t seems fairly

" This procedure was further 'legitimized by thejlarge sample gize. The test yilelded,
gg

from one another in terms of
both the mean length and in the variability ‘df length ~The A—Avsample had on

. the average longer sentences than the A-C sample and was mofe variable i} length

ofxsentence than the A-C sample, : o

Rate of Speech
' W (43 B .
Method 35 fully developed,utterances were randomly. selected from each" sampke.
The temporal: 1ength of these “tterancedas measured totthe naarest 1]10 of a
second using a' stop-watch. Eath measurement was repeated’ three times fro# the
- tape-recordipg; the mean value of ‘the three measurements was used to calculate

. the ratio of“the number of syllables in the utterance to the amount of time taken

s

‘to; articulate the same utterance. In this manner the rate of speech in terms
of 'the numbér;of sy'llables per second was established for the two samples of
35 sentences'each
v v :
Results The results from this measure-are summarizeéd in Table III, Although *
'the variability in rate was somewhat ‘higher ip the A-A sample, than in the A-C
'sample, the difference is not slgniﬁdcant. The mean. scores indicaté that rate
of speech was greater in the A-A sample than in the A-C sample. The difference

v

to the other two women than to her child.
: 'd
This dlfference in mean rate oT speefp would have been more accentuated

“df intra-utterance pause had.been control ed for. As was mentioned above, there
“was a high incidence of long pauses within senﬁ&ﬁ es in the A-A sample but very
dew in the A-C sample. Since the method ‘used . to measdre‘length of sentence
in terms of seconds did not separate out 4 R ﬂntra—utterance.pause, the actual’
mean rate of speech will be a little hi sfor the A-A sample shown in Table III.

Thys, the errowgintroduced by the metho to meéasuré rate of speech favored
- * . s - Ay
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the null hypothesis of nofdiffbfénce. As a consequence we ' can be ‘even more . v ;5
. \cem$aiﬁ that the significant’ difference obserVed is a real differenoe in rate’

Oy 'r ( ‘?o,.

D Lexical Variability' e et S
. “ 4- . , - R 5

W " Method: Type-token ratios were calculated for the first 1000’ words of running ¥

’ . text in each sample. In this analysis words .in sentence fragments were also
, countéd Certain problems were encountered iA deciding what- was and was not a

;- word. A few conventions developed to deal wffh the most frequent ambiguities

< "y u.. are the. following:

- (1) Products of morphophonemic alteration sucﬁ as Ygotta", ”wanna " "kinda";

L and "sorta" were counted as two words, (types) each. (got+tq& want+to,
e kind+of, and sort+of).

. .(2) Canonical unmarked forms:as "do" and "be" were considered as single"

fle - types tokens of which could be "did" and’ "does" for "do", and "are",
: "were", "-'s", and "-'re" for "be" \ ) )

(3).."-n e was counted as a. token of "not"

€4) The extremely frequent "y'know" in the A—A sample was counted as’ a
single type in itself. ' :

°

Results: The type-token ratios calculated for, the A-A and A-C samples were,
: .282 and .207, respectively (Table IV). In that the type-toker.ratio itself
.. o 1s a measure of variability, i.e., variability in.the choice of lexical items,
' we see as we did in the morpheme count discussed above that the ‘A=A sample ig
B more .variable than the A-C sample, The mother used a greater varie@y of lexical
». , 1tems when speaking with thégother adults than she did when speaking to her own
-s.child. (This difference has not been tested statistically. The tests necedgsary
. . are at present outside my statistical competence.) ’

L

”
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~ﬂ Syntactic Structure .
' Two different questions can be asked about the syntactic structure of the
speech samples under analysis here. One asks whether the two samplres differ in
terms of syntactic complexity, a parameter which might, for instance, be mea-
. sured in terms of the average number transformations found in the der1vational
. history of a string. The other asks whether the two samples differ in terms
of how frequently specific syntactic structures are used in t two samples.
In the following sections we shall consider both these questiols separately,

Syntactic Complexity
‘ Syntact1c complexity is a c0mplex problem when dea11ng with actual speech:
samples. One dangdr is to confuse actual linguistic complexity with psycholo-
* gical complexity. The relationship between syntactic complexity in its pure -
linguistic sense and the psychological complexity of a sentence is not clear
at this time (cf. Brovh, et al., 1968 Throughout the following section it
' *should be remembered that we are Speaﬁing of linguistic complexity; no claims
are begng*made about psychological complexity. -
o

v, r:8
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Even in its pure linguistic sense €he notlon of syntactic complexity is
not precisely definable, since there is no clearly operationalized method of
measuring how complex a given sentence is. One method which has been used to.

D

. some extent, and the one guiding the present analysis, is'to count all the

transformational rules needed- to dccount for a given surface structure. How-

“ever, when approaching a real sample of speech, it becomes immediately apparent

that such a cowht is not a straightforward enterprise. 'First, one rmust have
available a c0mpleté transformational grammdr for the language from which the
Speech sample was taken, such as the particular American Negro dialect of
Englrsh used by the mother being studied here.. Unfortunately. there is no

.. such’ ¢0mplete grammar available, for any language. Second, such a transformational
* count'would ssshl be possible in & more; limited sense using an incomplete ‘model -

if in actual speech people used idealized sentences like those studied by . the _
linguist¢~“1hdeédg most of the sentence$; n“’ eﬁA—C sample were sucﬁ idealized ;} .
sentences: (gee‘Tablé I[b]), but those ingthh: JA“sample tended frequn;ly to Tl ey
be much less thad’ ideal in structure.. de instance, ‘there are many sentences R,
in which the second half seems derived froim' d'base structure completely differeno

from the base structure of the first part- (see, for instance, item 67 in’'Table

1(a]).. 1Indeed, the syntactic analysis of the A-A sample was extremely diffi-

Cult. For this reason, all the results. presented below are only highly tenta-
tive. : .

In splte of ‘these difficulties developing some measure of syntactic com—
plexity still seemed worthwhile, Since I could not count every transformational
rule in the derivational marker of each sentence,’ I decided to construct a
list of major syntagtic structures, most.of which are handled transformationally
apd thus produce non-kernel sentences in the sense of Chomsky (1957). Since’' ,
the list included mpst of the major types of transformations used in -English,
the number of them used in a given sentence was taken as a measure of syntactic
complexity., Thus, fhe list became a sort of. yard-stick of syntactic complexity,

though possibly a somewhat inaccurate yard*stick S

[P 6

Method: A list -of-s ntactic structures ("transformations ) was drawn up, the
fAethod y ’

use of any one of which, with the exception of most adverbial structures, would

result in non kernel sentences These transformations consisted of the fol- U
lowing:
A, Elaborations &f the verbal structure,.
- 1., Imperatives. - "
, - 2. Passives. - BN . %

3. Negatives. v ' t " .

‘No attempt was made to analyse the auxiliary structure of the VP.’ Ogly
these gross transformations of thé verbal structure were. counted,

2

nterrogatives. C e ', ) -
. Yes-No questiops..marked by rising terminal intogation only.
. Yes-No questions with auxiliary or copular i 'sion. ';&',
. Questions marked with such tags as "huh?", etq? - o
4. Truncated' tag questions ("That's nice, isn't 1t2").

uikzh‘**

C. StrUCtures resultlng, according to tpansformatlona theory, fofm combining .
two different sentences, ‘ S :

1. Adjectives’ in pre-noun environment.
2. Possessives in pre-noun ‘environment.

S : 59



/. a measure, tentative as it is,.of the syntactic complexity of that sentence. *:

. . N R
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. -3 Nominal conjunction ("He and she went", "I saw him and her");
v 4. Verbal conjunction® ("We ate and slept")
5. Subordinate clauses.
Chdmsky (1965) subeategobfzes what - I have

into the following constructions. . .%;
P 1. Nested constructions. R T h
®: - " 7 A. Self-embedding. -

B. Not self-embedding.
1I. Branching .constructions. ‘ : L .
A. Right-branching. e o ‘ : -
- B. Left-branching.. ﬁff} ' '
C. Multiple branching,w

ﬂ:h' of-hn .suoh constructions” is simply counted as a suhprdiﬂate clause,.
"m.. >

b.. DeJ,etions

'ﬂj;,,:ﬁ&née subordinization, but I ﬂave not done so at thi ctime * An . instanceo it

o .V»P ,.',’.

l"fruncations. ("I do" for "I do love you.'") - JﬂJJ
2. Deletion of auxiliary '"do". %
. 3. Deletion of ‘copula, . v o~ .
= 4. Deletion of pronoun. ' °

Items 2, 3, and 4 here might be considered as phenomena specific to
this particular dialect of English, though they do ocaur with considerable
frequency in other dialeets.. . .

E. Adverbial expressions. P . -
In transformational: theory, adverbial expressions of time,,place ‘and
manner are not usudlly dealt witH transformationally. However, I have
counted them, too, . since they were character&stlcally quite frequent
in, the A-A sample while relatively rare in the A—C sample.' ‘

Each- df‘thérilrst 107 fully developed- seatences in each sample was ana- ) )
lyzeqbepsratequiounting how many of the " transformahions llsted above are . !
:5needed to dgrive the given surface stfuctlre. This:. ‘number ‘was then used as .' .’

1 am not totally confident that even this limited measure is accurate, since
many marginal phenomena were observed in the A-A sample. However, I feel
strongly ‘that refinement of the measure, which I plan to do in the.near future,
would yield bagically, the same results. ’
Results: The results on syntactic complexity are summarized in Figure 2 aad
Table V.. Figure 2 shows"’ ‘that the frequency distributlons for syntactic com-
plexity are radically different ,for the two samples. Once again, as was the .
case@ the measure of length of sentence, syntactic complexity was more .°° = =
vari e.in the A-A sample tham in the A-C sample. This difference is qulte‘“
marked, as 1ndicated by the non-overlapping 99% confidence. intervals (see
Table V). Furthermore, the two samples differed in average complexity. There
were nearly twice as many transformas utilized in the 'sentences in the A-A
sample than in the A-C sample. Using the same argument presegtéd above for
testing the difference in mean number of morphemes per sentence using the t-
test, a t- testowas~applied to these data, too. The result 'was, once again,
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a’ highly significant t—valu? (t~5 049 . df= 212, p<. 001) Thus it can be con- .
*tluded- ghat" the motHer under study" produced -6n the average;, syntactically
. more” complex ‘Sentences ‘when _speaking wifh the two’ adults than when Speaking BN
oo ‘to her'child. 1In addition,*her speech was more variabld in comglexity when*Tpf"‘H,f‘
"= spedking to the radults. than when speaking to her child , , i '
. E ", . s ’ . ' T . SRS : s
"Frequency of Specific Syntactic Structures.. / . . T e
Now we can: ‘turn to the second question concerning syntactic structure;
namely, how often are specific syntactic structures used in the two samples?

Method. With only one exception, the same list of "transformations" was.usedf
in 'this analysis as in the measure of syntactic; complexity. The exception
.yas adverbial expressions. Théy were not counted here. The analysis was based
‘raﬁon the first 111 fully deve10ped sentences in each sample. It should be Tremem-
lfbexed that the structures counted are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Al-"
W ”*3ﬁ=thQUgh it is pot passible for one sgaggnce to be.recorded both as a-yes-no

question and as a whhquestion, it is\not at all unlikely that, for instance,

-a wh-question is negatike. «Such-%.sénmenge, then, as AR ‘

" "Why didn*t .you cdme?“‘ o -~f;ﬁ' "“Tf
would be recorded as a wh—questioﬁ‘and.&s a negative. " '

¥
e ~

Results: The results from this\frequency count are shown in Table VI. Although : ;
no statistical analysis has been applied to these data, it is clear that many’ i:, B
of the syntactic structures counted were used with different frequencies in T
the twd samples. For instance, there were 34 imperatives found.in the 111 A-C-
‘sentences, while only two were found in the 111 A-A sentendés. Negatives wete
»"quite frequent in the A-A sample, but relatively rare infthe A-C sample. One
particularly striking difference was the overall number. of’questions. In’ the
o . A-A sample there was only one clear-cut question, while there was a total of
‘ 57 questions in the A—Ctsample i.e., approximately half of thg sentences ressed
to the child were‘questions. The most radical difference seems to lie in éﬁd
. . number of'subordinate clauses. In the A-A sample there were 90 such construc-
"+ tions, while thers were only 9 in the A-C sample. The other differences are -..
" not sp great in magnitude, but .several of them are probably significant dif— to
ferences. s

It should be noted that most of the auxiliary-''do", copular, and pronomial’

deletions occurred in inverted yes-no questions. -;t“night-at first seem strange
. to state that questions such as . < I

. "Wanna sing me a song?"
andy : - -
' "You here?"
are 1nverted yes-no questiohs with pronomial and’ auxiliary "do" deletion in
the former and topular deletion in the latter. quever, there is sufficient
linguistic evidence  supporting this analysis. For instance, the first sentence

2 would probably be followed by S

’ ya "You wanna sing me ‘a song?"
,or ’ - ) “
' % "Do-you wanna sing me a song?" M Vs

and the second question by

61
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. There were many such expanded repetitions fOnﬁd in the A-C speech sample, and

Cin the‘A—C sati

;1{the A-A sample re lects only tﬂe absence of such questions there.

K
b - ... O
f h

"Are. you here?“

in most cases the repetition showed | sthat thg{oiiginal truncated sentence was -

©an invented: _yes-no’ question with the. auxiliary ‘or copula and frequently also

the pronomi&l subject deleted, Thus, the phesence of so many such deletions -
fle is highly co;related witw the.numbe; of yes-no questions
'with inversion” nnu ed in the*same Sample “The absenCe of. such deletions in

: . o
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Thé results from thiis pilot study are certainly suggestive Bffa marked

‘contrast between adult speech.to childrén who are learning~§o speak and adult' Y

-

speech to other adults. Indeed,.on none of the measures take
_speech samples the same. The.sentences’ in the A-A' sampleL Qn the’ average~"'”
‘much longer than those in the A-C sample, they were spoke» by quickly,-showed
[ggreager lexicdl vardiabildity,. and greater syntactic complexiay..,Inladdition,
,;y@ useJof specific syntactic structures differed radically "in‘the two - samples.
"~ﬁ§;eogs uctions which ‘the mother’ fréqirently used when spedking ‘with the -adults
AL Yaised -when speaking with.the ¢hild, agpd. vice versa. Finally, there L
ol g%reé&eﬁ“ﬁﬁriability in’ both léngth of utterance’ and in Syygactic complexity~
" £ound 41 -the AnA sample than in the A-C sample. o e

'\_. .

Were .the two.

Although these differences are striking, they cannot be taken asy broo
that adults speak differently to- children who are learning to speak than v
do to other adults. The study must -be expanded Yo include more famil&es.f
similar differences are observed 1ih a larger sampling of adults, then'it: Will‘
be possible to COnclude that the input stficture to the child learning*to~speak

.-"l

IF s

is.a spec1al£zed s&yle of lamguage It is our intention to. expand this* Study V)

i ‘the near: future in order to'test this. The present results, though are
encouraging and provide strbng stimulus for a" larger study. : K

- N

.’ The study which we plan té 'de will also include as an important variable ’
Ehe level of linguistic development of the child in question. Assuming that.»
similar differences as those just reported are’ found in other adults with
ehlldren at approxlmately the same stage of linguistic ‘development, it would
be interesting te study.adult speech to ‘children.at different stages 05511n§
uistic development to see whether this adult-child speech style chan;
the child develpps. We-are hoplng to include families with childres 3%0 haVe
- not yet started to form sentences and families with children who are quite édi 1
'advanced llngu1Stida11y, say, ‘five years old or more. . o

Finally, it would be 1nteresting to establish whether such systematic
differences are-a éhlture specific phenomenon, depending, for instance, on
the degree of -formal education of the parents, socio-economic background even—
tually even language community. It would indeed be of considerable psycho—

linguistic intergst to discover, 'for instance, that all adults, irrespective
of socio-economic or cultural background, make such adJustmentsain their speech
-when speaking with children. Such a finding would motivate a hard second look
at the role of adult language in the child's language acquisition process._ 1t
would suggest for instance, that the aduylt input to the child serves a's*iore
than a "passive' model out of which the child in some mysterlous manner derives
the "locdalAtransformational rules'" needed to map his. base structure into the.

\ surfacé}structure of the language being learned. It might even be thi§ﬁ§d“1ts

a
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Fgﬂquite systematically adjust the1r speech in such a way as to highligﬁt the =7
‘vﬁimportant syntactic, lexical, and possibly prosodic features which the child

at a-given stage of acquisition needs to learn.. The adult s speech to the
¢hild might Be.a %ort of "programmed text" for language learning, possibiy

7“ becoming ever more complex as the child develops 'his linguistic skills. How~ .~
-eVer, all this is for the present sheer ‘speculation. Hard data are needed. -

'"It\does seem necessary, ko TeheVaanJ ;hé’%hrticular measyres used in’ order’
t6‘decidefwherher or not: they are reliable.. In particular, since measureg Euch «
as the morpheme eoung and the syntactic counts rely heaviﬁy,on the resbarther s
lingqistic intuition, 'we should provide some test of reliabflity. This can be

done simply by having more than one judge analyze the data. In addition, we

hope to strengthen the measure of syntagtic complexity and more finely differen-

-_'tiate ‘the various syn tactic stryctures in the frequency count. It could be

argued that a strictly behavioral measure of- complexity should be used. For

instance, one might have naive English speaking subjects rate spntences on

degree of complexity. <Such a technique would have the ,advantage of not relying
on a specific linguistic fotion of complexity which, as already-said, has no

. clearly defined relationship to -psychological complexity of a sentence. How~ -

ever, since the measure used in this pilot study, rough as it was, was able

continued use of. this & measure seems appropriate as long as we are asking such
a general question aSKWhether or not the two samples of speech differ in terms
of syntactic complexity in. general At a future date we might want to ask the
intrinsically more interestina question namely, what significdnce does this
difference in sentential complexity have in the child's process of language ac-
quisition? At that time some type of psychological measure.of complexity would
be necessary. But first we musg establish that syntactic simplification is
characteristic of adult speéyh:to children in general. .
In closing it should also We mentioned that we plan to compare the adult-
child and adult-adult speech samples on whether or not they differ jntonationally.
More specifically we will take reasures of average fundamental frequency and
range in fundamental frequency. "In the pilot work presented in this paper- no

_systematic study was made of intonational differences between the A-A and A-C

samples. However,.it was our impression that the two samples differed very
much in intonation. The mother's voice in the, A~C sample seemed in general
to be considerably -higher and more variable in pitch than in the A-A sample.
Actual instrumental measures of pitch would thus prov1de some interesting

_ information. . v f
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. \\\ . ' | Téhle I(a): Samp e of Adult-Adnlt Speech™

. 3
~

- . o
An' then well now his father an' I are’ separaggd so he Sees me malnly.A

’

"An' then I try to do things with him gnd for him an' all to, kinda make
up y'know for this, | . » e

» N oy

v !
° .

, “t I can't, y know, 'cause I can't gut no man‘thereﬁéwﬁbe a symhol for ]
“ him or nothing., ! : o it , El
Ce : ” e 3 A v

S 20, He wouldn't have nothin' to do with Georgian

N

o
FE
,,-:.‘;.‘-‘ K

‘iZl; An' then that child Has so many problems that are jus';ﬁQS or hers alone,
Y know. : .

.
. . T
> . » ! °

g 51. No, I really--I really believe that—-that church an' the Bible an' all,
o that ] good . .

a

~’.'_“" " . .'l . ‘:‘.- . B - ’
c .52, It gives me, a 'Certain amount of consolation which %ﬁws me to relax my
' mind and start thinking intelligently an' putting efforts all in one
s . ¥'know force goin' in one direction rather than jus' y'know contfnually ~
feeling sorry for yourself. ) LN
. . =
53. It takes a;Iittle time. ’ -

: ! * ;
54, "Cause tha's bad. " N <f/F\\

55. 'N' you can't name the sort of virus goin' y'know.

65. I was on a inhalatﬁen series routine.

t : . ) 2>
66. We wen' aroun' from ward to ward.

67. People are--y'know, that get all this mucus in their chest.

68. An' it's very important to breathe properly an' to be able to cough this
) mucus up and out an' through your chest, y'know as soon as possible,

69. And we couldn't sterilize the instruments, cause they were plastic..

' *ﬂ ’ . ‘ “

—
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‘10,

11.

12,

13,

14,

15.
16.
17.

18,

- 19,

2Q.

21,

22.

-

. Is that an Indian?

N 1

-,

N
‘s

édﬁeaﬁia;L%kgame wit! ﬁé?*“

<
-

‘Come_play a game with me.

Ao _
Wanna play a gdme with me;\\

v

You. wanna plaifa game with me savoir faire?

Comewi%ok at_Mamma'sjcoldfin‘“%ook.

h o -

‘Yoi wanna ‘seéehy coloring book?

Look at my coloring book.-

Logkit, that's an Indian, huh?.

Can yeu say Indian? :
Talk to me.

'Watchg bequAQin"today?
what did you do foday?'

Look at ghat.

That's a.funny picture, huh?
Oh...wheee....éookf

What's that? ®

: ar

What's that?

And. that's a church, huh?
lYeah, Marcus goes' to %%urch.

Marcus goes to church?

See.

?

67

L

¥

. Table-I(b): Sample of ‘Adilt-Child Speech
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1 Aduim~Adu1c

\

2. Adult*Ch%}d ©ou1 . 3.62" -13-09«3' (9 62‘04‘19 46)
. *First 111 fully developed *synﬁattically sufficient sentences.
g ‘e /.. i ‘ , .
"F t oy v : d
o i ) ' // . e .
» . " Sy
Table IIi: Rate of Speech in terms of "
' ‘ " Number of - Syllables/Second
- > o
! . o . . " ',:.&r . - ‘2
. N* oM s s 99% conf. int. s
N S T :
1. Adult-Adult 35 5.22 ¢ 1.21 1.47 s( 89‘0"1$3 28)
" 2, Adult-Child 35 4.66 1.000  1.01 ‘. 62¢84t2 27y _
° . - q"., .
*35 randomly selected, fully.developed se J. g
. : -0 ‘.)tgk éga
) .:” T s . K
. Lo *f T v B o - ’
) ;{. - 2
Table TV: Lexical Variabi ity ‘Terms . HI L
. of Type—Token Ratio 7 S .o . ° .
‘ . - ' - .. . “o. ‘,
. N N . ’%ype-Token Ratio N <y
" 1. Adult-Adult’ 1000 St 282 S A R
2. Adult-Child -1’000 2K L O
| ' - oA - .. . "q‘gzﬁ ot ‘Q’}si" .
4 . *First 1000 words ‘'of running text. Sentenc?e . . . 55) °
- fragments and one word utteranges are included. Wt ‘ ”,(;ipf
. f i O'TJ T&' , \é\‘
. . s @ ! . ’ -k
“I - .

B :
: 3
.
- . !
A ~ ’
. .
* v
’:: R
. .' . fe
- . . A
oA

Table 11: Length iof Uttevance in Terms of
o Number of MQrphemes/Sentenge.

':'.N* | ,;':-;'_-: M . S ‘ 52 )

99% conf. int.

s
L
v

111 8/58  '73.69 "

L 20¢)

(54 16‘«“109 56) -

. ) : I ‘ ’. ‘o
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"Table V: Syntactic Cbmpiexity in Terms of Num—‘

'if i ber of "Transformations'/Sentence- e -
T - NK M 8 &2 99% conf, int; §°
Cin" 0 1. Adile-Adult 107 3.08 2.66 6.92 : (5 06£6¢10 38)

‘A‘ '/. "; o ‘ ',."“ a L. ) ."‘1" g

.. .'?. Adult=Child 107 . 169 . 1.05 1. 11/ . 81%6™¢1,66)

*First 107 fully developed, syntactically suffié%;nt sentencea.

»

S . . . . -
’ y W
Table VI; Frequency of Occurrence of ' -
N . * “ Specific Syntactic Structures*
- -
<« .
' éyhtactic'Structures ' ‘Frequency
- A-A A-C
’ A, Verbal Structures - i‘ : s ~
1. Imperatives : ' 2 . . 34
2. Negatives . 38 o 7
3. Passives T 2 . 0
B. Interrogatives - o - -
1, Yes-No: [JIntonation only 0 - . 3
2. Yes—No:(Invefsion 0 30,
3. Tags ("huh?", etc.) - 0" 11
. ‘ 4 Trxuncated Tags . 1 3
:=>‘,, ‘s, Wh—questions o 0 10
fﬂ;- C.” General ° | . ) ' :
1. Adjective /_N . v B . _ . 22
, . 2, Possessives/__N .o 21 o 15
"™~ ¢j+ 3. Nominal Conjunction ﬂ’ . 20 ' 1
‘ """ 4, Verbal Cenjunction ’ . 5 p 0
' 5. Subordinate Clauses L 90 . . -9
- ) ! : .
' D.QDeletions . " : .
- 1. Truncations v 2 - s .2
' 2, Deletion of ''do" - ‘ L 0 . 12
* 3. Deletion of Copula : 0 g 5
4, l§etion of pronoun 0 2
*Based first lll'fully developed utterances from each sample.
A T . , T e
mrl . - . . - y ( [N ¢ 41
- ‘, , bc) ‘J‘.\"&‘ : }‘ 4 .
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,f - This study deals descrfbtively with some of the linguistig properties
_Qf a mothér's use of repetition in talking to her 26 month old son and also
with soma, perhﬂps interesting,_perhapJ incidental phenomena associated with
heruuse,of repetition. ) ‘
LI _. Nearly aiquarter of the mother's speech in.this sample 1s-repetition.

_Most of the instances of repetftion involve various alterations of their

orig&pal‘r The alterations which occur "include changes in word order; addi-

tion, deletion, or substitutfon of words; changes in intonation; morphopho-
nemic alt%fations,‘and morphological changes. Many, nearly half, of these’
ch&hges altet the surface stt&dture retations of the original utterances.
'?Qﬁ Repétitions tend to retain the original sentence, or syntactic, type.

In 19:0f the 88 cases, however, there are switches in sentence type:- ‘with,

. \ s ‘
for instance, imperatiVes re-e&pressed as questions, or questions as declar-
atives, etc. = - &

’ D o

Pﬁ' Where the notion of repetitiqp is broadened to include entire Bequences
- of utterances each of whichsxdeals with a sjingle topic or theme, some patterns
describable in linguistic terms’ appear, which may indicate the processes
underLying the production gf those sequences of utterances. These are pre-

sented in the last section of the paper ,

Materials T ' . .. . ' : Lo

The tapes used in this study were ob;ained frqm ClauMa Mitchell ' Theywﬁ
are recordings of a black mother in Oakland talking to her 26 month old

. gon, Markx\\zhedgpétions of the tape in which the mather is testing her

son from material given to her by Claudia Mitchell were discarded and only
the free 8peech used The tapes were transcribed in English orthggrappy

~ and only the yery " common morphOphonemiq alternants, suehas going' versus ¥
going, were marked 1in anyﬁbay Intonation of the syntactically differentd-
ating sprt was . transgribed with conventional punctuation marks. Any other
speciql transcriptional devices are used only in the examples in this gapar'
and are_explained where used. ‘ »

Criteria for Repetition: ot . K v

Describing: what oc urs in repetition is in a sense an, explication oﬁ
vhat 1s meant by the word repetition. The criteria for what is oL iggnot

repetition were'cercaihly not made explicihMA;priori, but some restrictions

. M
oy ,

"

f CLN



. i : page two

o
3 or criteria did appear in the process of making judgements ofi individual
,/ cases and these will now be discussed. Those which seem intuitiveiy clearly
Jjustified will be presented first and then some others which may seem more
arbitrary. * o I : '
An instance’of repetition must eccur reasonably soon after the origi al
utterance--and "'soon" means that tnere are no prolonged pauses with inter-"y

vening activity. Only certain kinds of utterances may intervene between

the original ud&erance and its repetition and these are,of the attention

e BGERING . BOXE- Such - as—Huh?y-Markd;-Tatk-to mer;eter  THei® dfe” Fiio Eages ™ T

where this restriction had to be relaxed. They both entailed the alteration

o f"

of two repeated ﬁtterances.
‘Tell me what your name, is. ' _ B
Say '"Mark Thompson". B "i R
ohj. Ow!
Hey. Don't do that. ~ '
R: Tell me what your name is. . .
R: Say‘ﬂyark Thompson". . v -7
. - The repetition must be semantically and pragmatically close to the orige,

inal utterance. Hence, for example, in:g . :

. . Look it. That's an Indian, huh?
. . Is that an Indian?
. Can you say "Indian ,

.the last is not coun¥ed ‘as a repetition of the immediately prior utterance.
The two utterances require different respbnses whereas the f1irst and second
utterance may be viewed as requiring the same response. o

B ‘ . © It would be hard to make fully explicit criteria.of semantic similarity,
bt since I was primarily interested in the structural ﬁroperties of repe-

. tition, the pllowing casgs werq treated- as repetitions. . > .
- Oh wasn't that a boy? [T NPT -
A bat‘ boy Iike Matk? - L » o
and: ' .
v E . % Are you a good boy?

Sometime ‘you' a good boy?
There is semantic change but alfo too much overlap both semantically and -
syntactically to ignore. =~ o : ' N .

The utterances which are counted as repetitions are treated as repeti-




' page three

tions.of the most immediately prior utterance which qualifies on semantic

s

. and pragmatic grounds. Hence, In a sequence of repetitions, each utterance

is treated as a repetition of the one just before it and the differences

?a'

- determined on that basis. The exception to this practice is due to inter~-
veningrinstances of,elicitation. In general, elicitation is never treated
aega,repetition of ptior non~elicitation utterances. So,.for example, in:

. , An' you lgotta Popeye ring today, didn't you? .

A You gotta Popeye ring? : _ Ve

“Tan you “say "“Popeye™r T T

"Popeye." _ e ‘f

"You gotta Popeye ring from the doctor, huhz - -
the last utterance 1s regarded as a repetition of the second. Elicitation

forms are treated as’ a class by themdelves and may have their own repetition--

as occurs In the above example.

, Finally, nonrsyntactic utterances of the sort Huh?, yes, Mark, Oh--Whee--
look,. and others which are not part of a sentence are disregarded in this =

study. There can be and is repetition even among these forms, but.individ-

ual cases are often very ambiguous. {

- Repetition ’ e
The first thing to find out 1s how ei%eﬁ%ive repetition is 1in the‘speech
of this mother. A éimplefbreakdown of the transcript into’utterancesiwhich.
are repetitions, the originals of repetitions, non-repeated utterances, elic-
itation forms and non—syntactic types shows that utterances involved in
repetition (original + repetition) constitute a large portiou of the mother's

speech.. Repetitions constitute .34 of all utterances, .47 of the syntactic

- Table 1 \’9‘ '

= i | , Frequency of repet&tion 3 ;&?QEAQ, Ny
. ; : o Ay L .
_e_m“{;_g" S . - Original Utterante‘lf3-f~ J__..fiSE;ffwm”:,u"f;.u_uﬁumm“wn.mfiml_
. ‘ - " Repetition L o i 79 |
Jl_‘ ; e - Non—repe45¢ Utterance: 102, ™
vt ' Elicltation: [ : 517 e
NOn‘-Gyntactic:‘ > | ra0s o '
T C O roralfel L . ] e s ™
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utterances and .57 of the non-elicitation, syntactic utterances which are

page four

the kind we are, here, primarily interested 1in.
«\; Exsct repetitions were taken as an ideal form of repetition and differ-
-ences from the ideal tabulated to determine hoy strict or free repetitioncﬁd_
is and in what directions. Differedces which were considered noteworthy °
were first, changes in word order which obviously entails changes in the
surface stﬁucture'of the original. The second'category of difference 1s
word ' substitution which is subcategorized into that which represents an

a.lte.nati.on._nf Yhe surface. structure_and. chat which does not; for ins tance, .

tb change come look to wanna look alters the relation of the verb look with

o its preceding Verb~-from conjunctive to dependent; on the other hand, to

substitute Mommz,for me in Sing me a song, entails no structural chamnge in
the surface structure. The third category is intonational change which
again may be structural or non-structural; that is, the change to a question
intonation contour from an original declarative 1s a structural change while
contranstive stress or a raising of .the pitch level with no significant
change in the intonation contour -is not. The fourth category is word deleZ
tion with markings for ~the humber of‘words deleted. The fifth category is

- word addition 4n which there are three subdategories. filling in deleted

morphs as in do-deletion in the original or imperatiVes, a.central, struc-
tural change where a clauseé in- thevoriginal 1s altered in its internal sur—‘_
face structure felations ag in, for instance,'tha»expansion of - the noun

. bhrase; lastly,~there are peripheral structural changes 1in which words or
phrases are cOnjoined to the original as ingfhe case of appended vocatives:‘

senténtial adverbs, or degenerate imperatives such as lookit or comeog.'

The .sixth change is a morphological chaﬂke sudh as past to present in ‘the

verb phrase. ’ 'Thé seventh and lastkis morphophonemic alteration such as be-

tweer wit'and with. - Table 2 presents theselchanges for npon-elicitation

utterances ‘with the number of the utterance in the transcript indiéated. . .

o Since any-given instance of repetition may have mére than one change from

-its original, the same ut&ersnce is sometimes found in more than one column.
The fact ghat in Y/N Questions intonatioq’and subject-—auxiliary verb 1inver-
sion,occur together is ignoted in this tabulation. Table 3 presents “the .
same tabulation for elicitation forms..“In both of these tables{there is

one category of change which hds been ignored; this is where the relative '
pltch level of the entiue utterance has been raised or lowered relative tp

wh
the original CIf this is’ the only change in the repetition form then it™

(s

a .
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was counted as exact repetition with the pitch change indicated; i?'other
changes also occur, ‘then the change in pitch level was counged under non-~
structural intonation change. The reason for doing this was to not obscure
the fact that in some cases:.all syntactic relations within the repetition‘{
were the same as in the original and thefefore,_syntactically, these repre-"
sent cases of almost exact repetition. "
It 18 evident from inspection of these two tables that there.1is rela~ -
tively Iittle exact repetition. Table 4 and 5. \hb this qore clearly. The'
former presents in numerical form the frequend& 6£:the changes under the’ *—~~Tw"w
_various categories and the 1atter table shows the number of utterances which
are exact as against altered repetitions.
The factvthat repetitions are usually not exact indicates that these”

utterances are not reproductions from memory but. are regenerations. This
is not surprising of course but what about exact repetitions? are,they ac-
cidental? I saw no regularities,and didn't pursue the question. .
: One interesting‘fact about repetition is that they aren't necessariliﬁf
tied to an urgent need to communicate, get information or get the child tow
do something Repetition sometimes occurs where it seems unreasonable to
expect the child to understand what was said in the first place. In favt,
the second éxample presented here it ‘is quite clear that the mother must be ?,
aware that the child can't understand her: g
. | (child)... -

Shoe shine at the shoe shop (mother expands the ,

child's utterance) . ﬁh o

Indians don't kqbw‘gothim about no shoe shop.. ”
. R: No, Indians don't know nothin' about,no shoe/ghﬁﬁf
N " . ;

You really .short of breath all the time like that?
" . " !
Mmhmn .

. You got emphysema.or”sonethin‘?
R: You have? . _ -
Related to this 1is the fact the repetitions do nct tend to be simpfer
than the originals, at least the fact that- deletions and elaborations don't
differ in frequency indicates this (Table 4). "

Predictability of change in repetition:

The question’of whether the changes which occur in repetition are pre-

SRR T :



7. . dictable or not can be examined at several lingd&stic levels.;‘bnly'one wag
i : undertaken here. Table 6 is a matrix of original utterances and their repe—
titions with syntactic types of utterances usedlégithé categories in the =
rows and columns.~ Again elicitation and non-elicitation forms are treated
separately. Table 7 summarizes the data under " the categories of Statement,

Qpegtion‘and Imperative, It is clear in- all thgse tab es that syntactic type

" ‘tends to remain constant. : . C.
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" Some examples of repetigidn:

Exact Pepetition:

4

Syntactic Alteration:

B Word Order
¥ :
. " “ '.\’
: ¥ ..
%:,“'-. Word Subgtitation ..~
L) . d o
."Z:.
PR Intonational ‘Change -
[} ’ «

Morphophonemic Alternation:

Reductions

,
. o
o .

APPENDIX

ta . v

You love ypu% Mommy ? »

You love your Mommy? A
‘-__”_b""Sing me a.,sdng.

Sing me a song. . N

Imper. Come ‘play a game with me.
Question Wanna play a game with me.

Q-Tag

Look it. That's an Indiad,'ﬁﬁh?l A
Y/N Q -

! 1s. that an Indian? =

N 1]

What Q
Tmp..

What's your name?
Tell me what- your name is. =

. Do you ever get ready to go to bed? . °
You do? P L%

% . An’,‘;‘
What's your name? -
Tell me what your name is.

S
Sing ﬁéga~song.
Sing Momma a song.

Sing me a song.

® 15
1“ . ©
You like to bathe yéJrself?

You like to take baths?. S
. You like to take a bath? . i

What's that¥

Come play a'gamg wit’ me.
Come play a game with me.

Can you gay 'rooster'?

' * ."Rooster"? .

That's ‘a2 funny books huh?
funny book?

™~

An' you gotta Popeye ring toda§, didn”t you

"you gotta Popeye ring?

~
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st : Oﬁ’ v '
. . : lobkit that's a funny lookin
/ ) MU

, _ st N thing there, huh?
. ’ . .That's funny lookin » huh?/

L0
Elaborations . ' That was nics:- ' e
B . N . That was- very very nice. ' .
~ o
. - * |, wanna play a game with me?
e ’ . You wanna play a game with me, savoir faire'
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. page three '
. Co ’ %
“ 1 A Permutation pattern
|‘~ ‘ t\u L ) ” . y -
- "Oh, wasn't that afboy? = : - RS
- - afpboy?] (elicit.) A
a (elicit.) -
a ba Fike Mark g
Mark[a bad boy? ¥
Ard you|a bad boy? ] .
g - you “bad ‘boy? I .
youlre a ‘sweet boy and loves you.
v Ye « do. T .. .
. Yes do .z
do lovel you \
N - You|love your Mommy?
v Youllove your Mommy?
. i . uh? '
. Yeh.
' Sing me a song.
& g
& : . y
-, )
8 .
. o ‘
. end sequence WY
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Sequence Marking
" Begin

&

‘

I.

~n

End
¢

IBegin

End

'Begin

(end)
(Begin)

Fad
(Begin)

-

Etd

End

Begin

End  *

(ﬁegin)

¥

H

Huh?

ke e : i;
1 SOt

~T
e

’ B} page four
. ' v
. ,~
Come on. Let's say your ABC's, okay? oo
Say "A IIB, .. * 'lzll
Oh, that's a gmbd'guyl _ ‘
Yeah kg‘." - - :
s w .
Now you wanrg count? _
You know howf't' count? ° ’
I bet you_don t. L
Say "'One" "T\vo" ooy "Ter": o !
Yeah ' ’ <
Now tel? me what your name is.
D' you have.a. name? )
Tell me what your name is.
Say '""Mark". . ."Thompson''. _
You can say it better than that Say "Mark"
 Say "Mark"..."Thompson" . 2.
@ :
How old are you, Mark? -
Two? "y _ :
Two. That's a good guy, hubh? T
Yeah. &
That's a radio
A radin?
Radio
Yeah. )

: %,
What's that? E&
The man gonna eat? %,
Yeah, he gonna eat his pinner ?
Yeah. . ' 5

¢ =
And so that's a coffée pot, huh?
_yeah, coffee pot. (imitation.).
goffeeld (elicit.)
yeah, coffee pot. ' )
yeah. : . .

. e

You like coffee? . " £ v
You do? E . ¥
How you like your noffee’.
Min?
How you like jour coffee? . .
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8 \1\‘
h,- 1 sdeituaet boy.

bo*t )

;\'{h"bo@ﬂw .

Sl ' U]\L\le

bo. i )

-

coutnanaye

"Popeye".

hey have on'Daktari.

r

éﬁhv thatlo o oirl ab the—-

) o no, - he's not in thegboat.

t

The g¢irl is in the.water, huh?

maln streas

Tou knovrq..‘z,uiy that »ld chimpanzee on baktari?
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