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Developmental Prégmatics: Linéuistic and Extralinguistic
_ Bases of early Conve?sations

The study of 1anggage acquisition has dealt extensively with"
factors influencing the emergence of grammar or linguistic competence
(de Villlers & de Villiers, 1978). This work has made it clear that
dinguistic pefformance and the pragmatics of appropriate 15hguage use
are vital to and hay underlie the 1ahguage .acqu;sition procesé (cf,
Bates;& MacWhinney, 1979; Dore, 1977; 1979): The present research is
a pragmatic study of an emerging aspect of communicative cbmpetence:
The inferential use gf linguistic and exEralinguistic information in
'structuring children’s conversations.

Because coherent conversations necessitate careful mwmonitoring of
topic foci, it 1is particularly important that the child identify
“given’ or known information (Chafe?1970; MacWhinney & Bates, 1978) in
order to add relevant, ‘new’ Iipformation pertinent to a particular
topic. Given : information can be picked up from both linguistic and
extralinguistic sources tha;'may be either implicit (tacit) or explicit
(direct). iWhile it is likeiy that young children use. both linguistic
and extralénguistic information to aid them in mapping meaning onto
language (Bates, 1976; Greenfield & Smith, 1976), their separate and
combined contributions to children’s conversational responses have not
been dete?mined adequately f(Dore, 1977). |

Much;of the available data gathered in naturalistic settings -
-suggést ﬁhat young children use both sources of information in mapping
meaning_bnto language. However thgir unique contributions to
conversaiional coﬁpetence is equivocal because in naturo both are
concurréntly present and cues actually constraining conversations are

\

unélear:(cf., Bates, 1976; Dore, 1977; Bloom, Rocissano, & Hood,

o



1976). In the presént study the influenée' of 1in%p?stic and
extralinguistic information on young children's_conversatiogal comments
was éxamihed;
‘ Experimgntgl data (Bacharach & Luszéz, 1979) showed that children
of three .yeé;s were not as adept as children of five years in using
implied iinguisﬁic information to structure. their comments about
aétions in” pictures, However Bacharach and Luszcz- may have
underestimated foung children’s  communicative compgteﬁce. ~ Young’
children freéuently omit verbé from their spontaneousA uttérances
(Bloom, 1970) and more often comment on people and things  aroung them
(Bates, 1976; Neléon, 1§73}. Therefore, 1limiting conversational
topies to actions.and objects may have precluded their ‘demonstrating :
tbpic detection. - Young children may show more evidence :of topic
detection if actionltopics are made noré explicit and/or if\an attempt
is made to 4increase comments on other i=zss frequently utte;ed nominal
topics. ' . >

Nominal relations are probabiy more easi;y represented explicitly
in pictures th;n agtions to the? extent that nouns can be directly
depicted whereas action relations must be inferred from artistic cues
and spatial arrangements of items. The Bacharach and Luszcz ;;udy
focussed on ‘assessing conversatibnal. comments based on ‘use ‘Of”’
linguistically implied information alone, and the drawings'’'minimized
postural cues to action. - This may have disadvantaged the younger
children who seek topic definition extralinguistically. ’ The
explicitness of actors in draQings, particularly static ones, may
effectively override young children’s use of linguistic information in

structuring conversations about other topics. It has been shown that

young children can detect actions implied by postural cues used in



drawings (?riedman & Stévensoﬁ, 1975; Tay10r & Bacharach, in press),
thus ,young.'children may wmore readily exploit extralinguistic
information fo detect  action topics if actions are more directly
représented pictorially.

-~ Young children may 1ikewisevdemonstrate more topic detection if
some other nominal topic' as well as an action oné were specified.
Objects can be as directly-bortrayed in pictﬁres as actors, therefore
if fopic detection is supported by direct extralinguistie iﬁfofmat;oﬁ.
and if children tend to comment more onAnomiﬁals anyway, detection of
object topics may be more readily Aemonstrated‘thén action ones for
youﬁg children. To more fully assess young children’s communicative
competence, it would ée necesséry_ to devise conditions that.might
decrease produétion of actor utterances and increase productién of
other types. This was attemptéd in the present study by/ieghasizing :
actioﬁ topic§ pictorially through postural cues ahd . by introducing a-
second nominal toéié; object,lthat is pictorially as explicigfas égent.

Implicit linguistic topics were specified by prefacihg each of a
series bf picéures with structurcd ~omments that topicalized either the
écpor, action, or pbject ﬁorffﬁye&. Extralinguistic information was
manipulated by having two renditions of each picture: One emphasiziné,
the other de—emphasizing; action states. In neutral éonfrol groups ;no
topic was 1implied.  Because young: children may not _spontanéously
mention portrayed actions or objects of actions, . additional
thrée—year—old; received an explicit controllcoﬁdition in which actor
was egplicitly givenland ;he rélationship of the actor to the rest of
the p&cture was explicitly interrogated.

it was hypothesized that younger children would be more 1likely

than older children to predicate their conversational comments on



" extralinguistic information, while clder children would depend wmainly

on linguistically implied comments to guidé\ their conversational

reﬁlies. Linguistically explicit topic definition was expected to

augment younger children’s contingent cornversational replies.

Method

Subjects - . : . P

Ninety preschoolers in Halifax, Nova ‘Scotia participated . in the

study. They were assigned to tfeatment conditians randomly. Across

groups approximately equal ‘numbers of boys (44) and girls(46)
participated. Children were either between the ages of 2-6 to 3-6

(mean CA = 3-1) or 4-6 to 5-6 (mean CA = 4-11). _All children . had

-

parental consent to participate and were also personally given the

perogative‘to decide whether or not to. join in the étudy.

Stimuli and Materals

B Eight simple» b;ack on white line-dfawings (20.3 X 25 4cm),
portf%ying éEEEE;:ctiaﬁﬁobject relationships (Brawn, 1973) were used.
The pictures were: a'child and fiower; a fireman and ladder; a horse
and wagon, and a cat and ball of yarn. Two renditions‘ of' each were
tprepared: One empﬁasized the acti;h relating\gn actor and object vig
 postura1 cues and one was more ar§isticall§ neutral with respect to an

r

action (See Fig; “1).

Design

The experimental design consisted of an orthogonal combination of

three“BQtWEegsmgroups factors: Age (3, 5); Picture (active, static);
and Topic (neutral control, implied actor, implied " action, implied
object). Linguistic topics were imﬁlied~ﬂby " prefacing picture

presentation with comments topicalizing actér, action, or object.

Neutral control groups were run in which no topic was idblied and, for



threg—year-olds, an expliéit control ’grBup .topicalizing the actor’s
action on  the object was included. ‘The 1latter control was run to
demonstratelfﬁat 'the -yodnger’ children - could identify actions and
uobjecfs in each picgure a;d could respond to exﬁlicitly defined topics.
.Comments,for the child/flower piéture aré given in Table 1. |
Procedure* . |

Childfen were seen individually in a relatively qﬁiet area in
their preschool centre. Aléemale research assistant engaged each-child
iﬁ a free-flowiﬁg conversation. Once rapport had been established and
the child was freely chatting, conversation was directed toward the
experiméntal task and 'pictdré;. Each“ghiid was shown eikher the fou;
active or static renditions - of each: picture in a random order.

' App?opriate comments always preceded piéture exposure. The entire
session wés ;udio-recorded'and later transcribed.

Two judges independently scored the first iatact staéemen; made by
the child following piéture presen£ation for actar, action, or object
elements. Scoring discrepancies betweeg raters were rare. Less:fhan
1% of responsés were unintelligigle and fhese were classified’ as
“other’ and eliminated frqm analyses. Protocolg were scored not fof 4

7particulaf éctor, agtion, or object,‘ but for- any reasongble

insﬁaqtiétion; e.gs, a‘ child might ha;é called the child a boy or

gir%, he or shej; the flower grass or plahtsﬂor them; picking touching

or gétting,rand be scored as havipg given an appropriate resyponse.
Results |

The proportions of each child’s wutterances containing actor,
aétion, and object responses, pronouns, and .definite or indéfinipg

articles were examined. . Treatment of results will focus on each in

turn.



- Productions of actors, actions, and objects

Separate Age by Picture by Implied Topic analyses of variance were
done on;the proportions of utterances " containing actor, action, and
objecé élements: ' Table 2 provides .a spﬁmary classificatibn of the
types gf utterancés ckildren proéuced. - Figure 2 graphically summarizes
these pfoduc}ions as a function of age and topic. Actors were the most
ffequenf compoqeht‘contained in the utterapcéé of the three~ (.87) and
five-year-olds (.91). The analysis showed significant effects of Topic
[Eﬂ3,62) = 4.66, p < '.005]‘ a;d the interaction of Age, Picture and
Topic [F(3,64) = 3.38, 2_<‘.02]. Separate Picture by Topic analyses at
each égé showgd.;ctor respo;ses given by younger children did not vary
signifiééntly with Picture or topic. - However, the Picture by Topic
interactian [F(3,32) = 2.65, p < .06] approached significénce, the
trend being for object topics accompanying active pictures to result in
significantly fewer’hactor responses (.65) than any other condition
(range .75 to .99). A significant Topic effect [F(3,32) = 6.33, p <
.02], was obtained for five-year-olds. Tukey(h) multiple comparisons
showed that implied object Topiés (.67) resulted in significantly fewer
a;tor.respénses than ‘control (.97), imblied action (.99), or implied
actor (.99), for'older children (q@ = .27 to .29, p < .01).

The.proportion of both action and object responées increased with
age (sge Table 2) and for the older children was systemaﬁically related
to _implied topic. The analysis for action responses produced
sigaif'fc‘an?éff;&{;wof Age [F(1,64) = 66.25, p < .001], Topic [F(3,64) .
=6.38, p < .001] and théir interac;ion, [F(3,64) = 6.84, B_f/;?g;].
Older children gave significantly_mo;e actioA.responses than younger in

all conditions. Separate one-way anaiyses on Topic at each age showed

action responses for three-year-olds were unrelated to topic [F(1,32) =

il



3.13, p < .08]. For the older children, Topic was highly significant
[F(3,36) = 11.74, p < .001]. Tukey (b) multiple comparisons showed

significantly ‘fewer action responses in the actor biasing (.15)

relative to each of the other groups (3_= .41 to .46, p < 01).
Object responseé reflected a pattern-somewhat similar to that seen
in action responses. Significant efiects of Age, Age by Picture

[F's(1,64) = 55,46 and 6.64, p < .01], Topic and .Age by Topic

‘[Efs(3,64) = 11.61 and 3.45, p < .02] were observed. Analyses on Topic

at each age showed object responses were low and . .statistically

unrelated to topic condition for three-year-olds [Eﬂ3,36) = 1.46, p <

.23]. Topic was significant for older children (F(3,36) = 12.24, p <
. § . - .
«01]. Tukey(b) multiple comparisons ‘showed older children produced

more object responses following implied object (q = .41, p < .01) or

action'(qg = .40, < .01) or when no topic (q = .28, < .05) was .
1 - B . 9 R .

implied and fewer when actor was implied. Object respoases appear to

\

be the only ‘ones affected by picture type for young children. .

Three-year-olds produce significantly more objéct comments given active

bl o

than static pictures [E(1, 38) = 8.13, p <1.01].

As has béen mentioned previéusly, fof the younger children an
explicit conﬁrol group was fun ‘to assess replieg ~ when the
conversational topic'was expiici;ly given rather than implied. This
group’s data were compared to that for the neutral conﬁrol and the
corresponding implied: topic groups infseparate 2 (Picture) by 3 (Topic:
neutral, explicit, implied) factoriai analyses of variance, (i.e., if
action responses were being analyzed, then implied action was the

corresponding implicit group; means are shown as stars on Figure 2.)

"Actor responses indicated a significant main effect of- Topic (F(2,24) =

7.82, p < .003] and Topic by Picture [F (2,24) = 3.43, p < .05].



Une-way Topic ANOVA’s for active pictures yielded a’ significaut main

effecg‘fiz2; "12) = 9.37, p < .01]. Tukey(b) multiﬁle comparisons

showed a significant (_q_‘= «54, p < .05) dgcrement in actor comments to

active pictures by Lhe explicit group (.302 relative to implied actor
| .

(.84) or control (.99). Topic was nonsignificant for static pictures

for [F(2,12) = .53]. For action responses Topic produced a significant

effect [F(2,24)- 28.50, “B < .OOfJ. Tukey(b)’s showed significantly

'_Amore (2?( .01, q = .41%}action responges (.90) in the explicit control

A\

than in the neutral (.075) or implied\action (.125) groups. Aﬁalysis
. \\

of object responses showed a main effect Sf Topic [F(2, 24) = 14.34, p
\ \

< .01] and afTopic by Picture inteqaction\[£ﬂ2,24) = 4.40, p < .02] .

Analysis for active pictures showed no differences as a fqnction of
N k
Topic [F(2,12) = 1.30]. For static picturee, obje t ‘responses differed

N

significantly as a function of Topic [£ﬂ2,125 = 32.62, p < .01].

Tukey(b) showed significantly more object response \\for the ~ explicit
. \~,
control group (.94) ‘than for implied object (.10) or neutral control
. \ .
N\

(-25) (q =.37 to.40, p < .01). - \

Pronominalization and Articie Use
According to McWhinney and Bates (1978; Bates & MacWhinney, 1979)
ellipsis,.pronominalization; and definite article use increéée with

increased givenness. Analysis of pronominalization and article use

were done to see how these sentential devices are related to implied
R N

il

topics. Analyses of ellipses were not done as this informatien is

(

.+ functionally the inversé of the analyses done on proportion of actors,

i

actions, or objects in children’s productions. Age by Picture by

Implied Topic by Grammatical Cli;f (subject,object) = analyses of

variance were done . on proportions/of subjects and objects represented

'in-prqnoun form; A furﬁher 'factor, Article Type (definiﬁe,



iﬁdefinite),'was included in analyses of the propottion of . subjects and
objects uttered that were modified by a definite or indefinite article

(all 2:5 < .01).

\ Analyses of pronouns showed significant effects of Age [F(1,64)

-

15.05], Age by Topic I§j3,64)ffé}4.10], Grammatical Class [F(1,64)
12.15], Age by Grammatical Class [F(l, 64)=7.14], Topic by Class

[F(3,64) = 4.95], and Age by Topic by Class [F€3,64) = 6.07]. Picture
had no bearing on pronoun use. ’ .

I

i ¢
-Topic by Class analyses at each Age showed no significant effects

oy -
for younger children. Topic [F(3,36) = 3.25], Class [F(1,36)=10.33]

and their interaction’ [F(3,36) = 5.93] were | significant for . older

children. Oné-way analyses on éubjects vests object for each Topic

condition showed no sigﬁificant effects for control or actor, - but
. . ‘ o PN
\ ; N

"subjects were significantly more often pronominélized than objects for

action (mean = .47; F(1,18) ='7;7l) and object Eopics (mean = .49;
' / | _
F(1,18) = 10.62]. ‘ ‘
Iy

‘A further Picture by Topic by Class analysis of variance was done
on the three-year-olds’ data including the éxplicit contrcl group.

This analysis prbduced significant effects of TOPHE”TEﬁasAO) = 11.21],

" Class [F(1,40) = 12.51], and their interaction [F(4,40) = 7.86].

‘ - \ .
Previous analyses had shown no difference  for the first four topic
éonditions,_so ‘a one-way ANOVA was done 6n proportions of .subjects vs
objects prpnominélized by, the explicit group. This produced a.

significant effect [F(1,9) = 1.88, p < .0l]. When explicitly asked

\
e

time, compared to 8% object pronominalization. Pronominalization

i
\

what the actor is doing,.cﬁildren 'pronominalized actors 60%Z of the

occurred at a rate ef 3% across the other groups.
\\

Article-use analyses produced numerous significant main\‘effects:

| .
| i

1 1_ _ :"f | ‘ | .“\



Age and Article Type (3.90 and 83.86, respectively) [all F’s (1,64);
F’s in parénthesés], and higher order interactions:  Age_i[§fs(l,64),
Efs.ﬁ .05] with Picture.(5.04); ﬁith'Gra&ﬁgticgl Class (4{51); with
Article and Grammatical Class (5.16); with .Pictqre, Artiéle, and
Grammatical Class‘ (10.57); and Age [F's(3,64), p’s < ;ddjwﬁitﬁ'Topic
and'class (2.89); with Topiz, Afticle, and Ciass (3.L3);’ the Toéic by
Articlé by Class interaction was"also si;nificant (3.57). The two

»

four-way interactions were. further analyzéd separately for each age.
! ‘ N
7y

Across pictures, iopic by Article by Class analyses of. variance
! e
showed, for younger féhfldren, effects [gll F’s(1,36); p < .01] of
Artiéle (29.8), Class z?}ZS) and \their interaction (6.33). Sipple
effgcts'on_‘the latter\interaction §hqwed no significént diffefghce in
défini;e articles modif&ing subjects kf068) 'and obiects (.06?),_ but
significantly [F(1,39) = 7.04] more indefinite articles fof;subjects
(.52) than object (.32). Older .children showed a mainf effect of
Article [F(1,36) = 70.6], and Topic [Efs(3,36); p’s < .02] intgractéd
: - i
‘with Article Type (3.64), Grammatical Class (5.40) and with Article
Type and Grammatifal Class (5.84). Eu;thér Article by Class éimplg
effects for each T;pic condition showed only main .effectév of Article
[E's(1,9); p’s < .0l] for control (30.93) and Action groups (7.28),
main effects of Article (5&153) and Class (5.36) for actor; Article by
\ \
Class interactions were seeh\\for actor (7.30) and{ object'\67.13).
Sub ject versué object one-way \analyses for implied ;ctor and object
éhowed no significant differences in definite article "use.
Significantly more - indefinite articles wére used with subjects (.87)
than objects (.43) for implied.actor‘ [g_(l,ls)\= 6.73, p < .02] and
significaﬁtly,fewer/ for subjecﬁs E.lSi_than objects (.575.fo; imélied

object [F(1,18) = 19,64, p < .01].

. ’r
. . . a






children, effects -of Picture (4.62); Articlen(3l.20), Class (8.19),
~Article by Class (7}725‘aﬁd Picture by Article by Class (7.32) were
observed. Separate Article by .Class analyses of variance fqr Active
pictures.showed a maiﬁ efﬁeqt of Article [F(1,19) = 9.63], (definite =
«12; ‘indefinite = .43). For étatic bictures; Article (37.56), Class
(10.19), and their iﬁteraction (12.61) were significant [F’s(1,19);
p’s < .01]. One—way subject versus object analysés showed
significantly more indefinite articles [F(1,19) = 11.94] modifying
subjects (.58) than objects (.19) but no difference for definite
agticlés ‘subject = ,01; objects - .03).

Younger children’s 'data were analyzed including the explicit
control group. Thq patteén resembled thag above, but producéd an
additional Implied Toéic by_Grammagical Class intefaction [§ﬁ4240) ;
'5.58,.2_ < .OOlj. Pfevious analyses had shown implied and néutral
control did not affect article use; a one-way suﬁaécts versus object
analysis far _thé~expiicit‘topic érqup showed siénificéntly [F(1, 19) =

18.43, p < .01], more articles used with objects (.29) than subjects.



(.01).. This is cong}uént with the high incidence of squect
pronominalization in this group;f\\\;\\_
Discussion .
These data reflect a clear deVelopméntél‘Adiffe;ence occﬁrring
‘befween‘three and five yearsAof age in the ability tc detect and use
. conversational topics. The five—year—oids consistently infer the
communicative  intent of implicit 1inguistic topics, while the
three-year-olds .show little evidence of this  skill. Yet
three~year-~olds are hardly communicatively incompetent. The pattern of
responding seen when a topic is explicitly ‘given’ to young children
shows that they can indeed be made to con?érse about actions and
objects as‘ oppose& to acfors in pictures. It appears that between
three and five years of age children . acquire a’ sensitivity - to
linguistic infé;ence that 1s reflected - in their conversational
re joinders; @ necessary precursor to this is a sensitivity to.explicit
_topic definition, a skill mastered by three.

These conclusions are based on éeveral ;spects of the data:
‘First, nearly 74% of tﬁe utterances gi;en by the younger Lhildrgn
contain only the aétor. The proélivity of ybung tﬁildren to comment on
gctorsadespite implicit 11hgdistic and extralinguistic .Biasing’ toward
Aqther’conversational topics can be overridden when ‘given’ information
is made explicié through>a direct question, When thié\was done ~ actors
were ellipée& or Pronominaliféd and;aétiqn—dbject‘r§lationships were
verbalized. This indicates that iinguistically givenf:informatibn had
been identified. Pronominalization is a - particularly robust

demonstratiPn of topic detection; it occurred in 68% of the utterances

-

of the explicit control‘group\and in less than 3% of all other groups.
Y N - . o . -

Lingﬁistic guidance of_young children's topic selection seems to depend




on explicit communicative intentions.

The older children are much advanced in their demonstrated
communicative competence. They show a flexibility in topic production
that is EomplementedAby syntactically-abpropriate sentential devices,
i.e., frequent pronominalization of!;'given' or old actors (49% of
acté;s utte;ed " were pronominalized). Evidence ofl. appropriate
linguistic inference 1is most. clearly 'seen in older children’s data when
the pattern of decfements in the proportions of act-v, action, and
object productious iz rﬁaminea. Actog productions decline following
implieh ob ject; action and object productions decline markedly

following implied actor; Failure of action ©productions to drop

following implied object 1is attributable to the propensity of older

-children to produce full sentences (see Table 2). Since verbs are not

amenable to pronominalization they are maintained. A very dramatic

.indication of topic detectigﬁ#ﬂé the older children’s data 1is the

ellipsis of both action and object by them in the implied actor group.
| There is some evidence that the picture_ manipulation ‘behéved iq
the aﬂticipated manner. lIt was expected that'éctive pictures would
facilitate'topic infereﬁce of the younger children since i; "has . been

observed that = children acquiring language depend on extralinguistic

cues to - map meaﬁing onto 1énguage (Bates, 1976; deVilliers &
devilliers, 1978; Nelson, 1973). Data offering support for this

"notion are. found in  the increase  in object productions of

three-Year-olds shown‘ active pictures. As suggested by Bates (1976),
children mdy begin the process of mappihg. 1inguistically impliéd
information by using iﬂformation implieq e#tralinguisticaliy, e;g.;'
perceptually available information, heré pfesent in drawings. This

possibility becomes more compelling when one considers that extfedely

10



high probability (actor) and low probability (action) utterances would
effectively mask any picture effecté that might be operating; The one
instance where there is a decline in actor productions (implied object
/active pictures) concufs with the pattern seen in objec: produc;ions.
Thaﬁ is, pictures where actions are implied artistically do seem to
fgcilitate detection of a linguistic topic. Active pictures also
elicited 50% more articles than static and this too-may illustrate the
regulation of early 1linguistic productions by extralinguistic
information. The failure to find -~ stronger effects of the
extralinguistic manipulation may be related to the method used to
"depict the static-active distinction. Until tkis possibility has been
further examined the above conciusions must be tentative.
The méin iﬁplication of the article use ‘data 1is that although
older children cbrgegtly‘inferred implieq topics, neither they nor the
'younger children viéhed thel items represented in the pictures
themselvgs as ‘0ld’. MacWhinnFy“and Bates (1978) suggest that defii .
\articleé.will be : used wheA thg'sbeaker présuppdseé the 1istener can’
;make.a mat;h between a noun and al particélar referent in working'
memdry. The match cpuld_derive from remembering the rgferent_had been
\mentionéd in convepéétion or from percgiv;ng'the_referent‘ dir;étiy in
the envi:dhmept. Thé “prefaciﬁg . comments that formed the.baéis”of_
coﬁVersafional reference impliéd_ciésSes.of-refef@nts, not a specific
one. If. articie choice i§ based on conversatioﬁal context,  the items
contained in a picture would be ‘new’ and indefinite article seiedtion
would>be appropriaté; Altefna;i?eiy, all items were visually,éhared bf
Hspeaker and. listener, thus one might have expected higheF incidenqe of
deﬁinite article use on two >grouhds: . Karmiloff=-Smith’s (1977)

"% contention that  early definite articles are exophorically deictic and
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Piaget’s (1955) notion that young egocentric children tend to use
specific referencing devices on the assumption that the listener shares

their knowledge. The present data offer little support for either of

these pbsitions.

Tﬁe propensity of indefinite articles suggests at least that
children between three -and five when first viewing a pictured object
éssume it is new and will modify'it with an indefinite article. This
would Sef'eXpected on the basis of MacWhinney and Bates’ (1978) report

that indefinite article use decreased in descriptions of a series of

pictures in which recurring items increased 1in givenness. It is

possible that the use of indefinite articles stemmed from retention and

correct use of information provided in the prefacing comments. This

conclusion is not fully warranted by the preéent data and further

¢

studies will. have to disenﬁangle the relative contributions of

-

1iqguistic and extralinguistic infofmétion‘in'determining article use
(cf., Mératsos, 1974). | |

| Thé failure of;thé young chilgren"tp use implicit,,liAgdistic’
infdrmatién  to étruétdré‘ their ’Converéatiohal"responées ,is' also
'difficult to. interpret ungquivoca}ly becaﬁsé it is 'essentialli a
négative resulp; This findihé may hayé been due’to sevéral'factors
iﬁcluding the childrén:s failuré to;abpfeciage that the experimenter's’
éqmments were 'iﬁtended ras a- preface _go picture presentagion, the
possibilit§ that chiléfén.picked_ﬁp :ﬁe implicit infb}ﬁatidn but chose °
not to use it; or that -they piékéd up the informétionland did not know
ﬁow to use it. Whétevgr"thg locus offthe c;dﬁugication failure, and

there may be several loci, extensive resea;éb will be needed"to/}solate

N

the effectsi The ;fesults, ‘however, cleérly show that the. older

children have developed the necessary _communicative competence to

~
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not ar attention problem as lthey responded appropriately when
implicitly given a topic of conversation and also were as likely as the
older children to spontaneously interject corresponding comments duriﬁg
the expérimenter's préfacing conversation (about 80% of the
three—year—-olds and 83% of the five-year-olds did so). This
illgstrates that ghey did 'perceive the situation as a conversation
requiring turn-taking, an eafly-attained communicative competency
(Keenan & Klein, 1925).

In summary, alt;EUgh children as young as . three can detect and

/
comment on actors, actions, and objects portrayed in pictures, they

tend usually to 'cogﬁgnt on actors alone.  This tendency- can be
overridden 1inguistiCa£iy by explicitly stating thg conveféational

topig ahq extgalinéuistigélly by providing explicit jbergep;ual cues.
By fiQe' yearg of. age childreh:readily detect an igplied to?ic.‘ This

communicative competence is reflected -pragmatically in _their topic

choice and .syntactically by employing appropriate sentential devices.
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Impliéd-Topic - . Comments

m

Actor Do you know that there are a lot of different
kinds of people?
» A man is a pef;on.
A lady is a person.
A;baby is a person.
Here’s a picture} tell me about it.
_Acgion Do you know-children cén.db“a lot of thingg?
' Children can éra% piéturést‘
Childrén é;n_flyék;tes. '

VChildreﬁ tan’tﬁréw bd;}é.y

i
s

¢ :: . . ?  ﬁere's a pictqféj teIl me‘gSOut it. - -
, o ,QSjecg . " Do you kﬁow“eﬁiléreﬁ”c;h p%ck ; 1ot-qf thingé?
o A ' Childfen:c;h"piég‘up ﬁgyé. -
’ i 'bhild£€n c;n piég up b{ils._ )
u.Childfeﬁ’EQH’pfcg up books
- Hefe’g/é;picgére,%tell me about ith
Contrgl Groups
.Neutnal. "Here’s a picture, tell me about-it.’
L “Explic;t . hhét's the'cﬁlid doing in this picture?
/ : ) . - N ~
LL
f‘ii 0




3

Table 2 \ :

fropo:tiqps of Euh Type of Utterance for -
Three and Five-year-old Children as a

Function of Linguistic Topic

L}
r's
Utterance Type
Ar An Ob Ar+An
- .80 : © .03 .08
73
.68 ' : .13
o8 7 "y .o
.73 .23
1 e
. N
.05 .03 .05 .03
.73 N .05 .05
. .33 ' .05
.15 .08" .05
‘actor', ‘'Action’, 'Object‘-
[N " ““" ’
'; ’ . ‘ ¢
\)‘ - . . - o . . B ‘
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' . Figure 1. Example of Active (top) and Static (bottom) Pictures.

~

k<

- 23

1y




Actor Utterances ‘ Action Utterances Object Utterances

O—=-0 NEUTRAL _
#—=—% IMPLIED ACTOR
4———4 IMPLIED ACTION
0———0 IMPLIED OBJECT
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P , ‘ -+ AGF IN YEARS

W
wd
€ —y




) - i
\ . _ Figure Captions

Fig. 1 Action and a Static Portrayal of a Boy Picking a Flower.

Fig. 2 Type of Response Given by Children as a Function of the Type

v

of Commnent used to Preface Picture Presentation and the

Children's Age. ' "
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