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The fact that language is a means of communication enjoys a rather curious position in contemporary theories of language acquisition. On the one hand, most students of the field would agree that children typically use language for communicative purposes, that linguistic input to children consists of speech addressed to them to accomplish social purposes in the course of interaction, and even that such social-linguistic interaction is prerequisite to normal language acquisition. However, for the majority of developmental psycholinguistics, these facts are completely irrelevant to their theories about the process of language acquisition. Although these researchers might well agree with our view that language acquisition is made possible only by virtue of the social interaction surrounding linguistic input, nonetheless, they would maintain that the child is acquiring a language system independent of communication. The irrelevancy of the communicative nature of language to most theories of language acquisition is a consequence of the generally held beliefs concerning the nature of the relationship between language and its uses.


The often repeated argument goes as follows: Language is a set of rules for assigning meaning to words, and for combining words and other elementary units (morphemes) into meaningful (and well-formed) sentences. Since, in principle, every sentence can be used for any communicative purpose whatsoever, meaning and use are completely independent.1 Meaning is assigned by linguistic rules, but appropriate use is determined by social convention and limited only by user ingenuity. Language use, therefore, is an extralinguistic phenomenon. And, because what children have to acquire is the use-independent linguistic system, facts about language use, whether in the input or the output, are in principle not pertinent to the question of how language itself is acquired (cf. Bloom, 1983).

 -------------------------


1In the adult linguistic systems a particular function (e.g., request information) can be performed with a variety of grammatical forms (imperative: Tell me your name; interrogative: What is your name?; declarative: I don't believe I know your name). Conversely, a particular form (e.g., the interrogative) can be used to perform a myriad of functions (Request information: How old are you? Request action: Can you hand me that book? Greet: How are you? Inform: Did you know that the Celtics won the Eastern Playoffs? Warn: What do you think will happen to you if you don't get to bed immediately? Threaten: Do you want me to call the police? Insult: What kind of an idiot are you? etc.).


It could be questioned whether this picture of language as a closed system of rules and readings in which meaning is exclusively prepositional in nature is the correct view of the adult language system (cf. Alston, 1963; Austin, 1962; Vendler, 1972, Wittgenstein, 1953). However, we avoid in this paper the highly vexed topic of the relationship between adult syntactic and pragmatic systems. We do wish to argue, though, that neither the linguistic interactions that children participate in, nor the language forms they are exposed to and process, are characterized by this extreme, adult-level independence of form and function.


It has been reported repeatedly that the language addressed to young children constitutes a limited subset of the full adult system. Vocabulary (Broen, 1972; Drach, 1969; Phillips, 1970; Remick, 1976), grammatical constructions (Broen, 1972; Sachs, Brown, & Salerno, 1976; Snow, 1972), case relations (Retherford, Schwartz, & Chapman, 1981; Snow, 1977), and illocutionary act types (Ninio, 1983) have a restricted range in input. In addition, there appears to be a basic set of vocabulary items, sentence types, case relations, and illocutionary acts which is commonly used by people addressing young children (Broen, 1972; Thomas, 1979; Snow, 1977; Ninio, 1983).


The most important characteristic of input language, however, from the point of view of the present discussion, is that it exhibits a higher than usual degree of form-function correspondence. Shatz (1977) found that, for various speech acts such as requests for actions and requests for information, a single prototypical sentence-frame accounted for the majority of maternal utterances with the relevant intent, and that the sentence frames were different for different speech acts. Similar observations have been made by Ninio and Bruner (1978) and Broen (1972).


In general, then, the language addressed to young children does not seem to have the characteristics of a use-independent system of morphemes and of rules for their combination. Rather, it seems to be a limited set of discrete subsystems, each of which is a means for the linguistic realization of some communicative function. Moreover, the existence of form-function correspondence in this system implies that the formal (lexical, morphological, syntactic) features of utterances in input language explicitly mark the communicative function of the utterances. This, in turn, implies that the communicative intent underlying the utterances is recoverable from the surface of the utterances.


If this is a correct description of input language, it raises the serious possibility that the production system constructed by young children on the basis of this type of input relates communicative intent directly to a formal linguistic expression. That is, it could be argued that during the early stages of language acquisition, children's linguistic productions can be adequately explained, and a number of aspects of these productions, their relations to input language and their ontological status for the child better explained, by positing a functional system as the generative source of the utterances, rather than an autonomous syntactic system (see also Ninio, 1983; and Snow, 1979). The exact nature of the functional production model we propose is explicated later, after we present the evidence that has driven us to positing communicative intent as the basic category generating children's early utterances.


The communicative intents for which children seek forms of expression might emerge in primitive form from their own needs and cognitions (e.g., requests for food, notice of novel objects) or might emerge from long-established interpersonal routines (e.g., maternal requests for labels, maternal markers of completion). Whatever the source of the child's communicative intent, she or he must find in the input language, or in the history of interaction with the adult, some way of expressing it effectively. Our production model would predict (and much evidence confirms) that only one means of expression is typically found and mapped onto the communicative intent, at least during the early stages of language acquisition. Thus, although a complete explanation for the relationship of pragmatic to syntactic systems (which we do not aspire to offer) will have to account for the acquisition of the knowledge required to produce and comprehend multiple bidirectional mappings, the task we have set ourselves is some what simpler: to present a production model that explains children's early utterances, taking into account the kind of language they hear and comprehend, the interactions they engage in, and the social-cognitive competence they can be demonstrated independently of language to possess.


Hypothesizing a production system like this presumes that children make use of knowledge about the purpose, goal, and structure of social interaction, in order to recognize others' communicative intents and to map their own intents onto others' forms of expression. Such a presumption is not, however, unparsimonious; children can be demonstrated to possess this sort of knowledge before the onset of language (see for example, Eckerman & Stein, 1982).


The hypothesized, pragmatic-based production system is very close in spirit to Schlesinger's (cf. 1971, 1977, 1982) semantically based production model. As in Schlesinger's model, grammatical rules in early child language are seen as directly tied to the contents the child intends to express, i.e., as realization rules for communicative intents. The difference between the two models is one of emphasis on the semantic versus pragmatic component of the communicative intent. In Schlesinger's model, the generative substratum of speech is defined primarily in terms of semantic categories such as agent, action, location, etc. Such categories are purported to be applicable wherever the prepositional content of the intended utterance can be seen as expressing the relevant semantic relations. Formally, Schlesinger accords a prominent position to the pragmatic intent of the utterance as well. Since different speech acts (e.g., statements, questions, or requests), although their prepositional content might be seen as expressing the same semantic relations, typically have different surface structures, Schlesinger maintains that the realization rules of the same semantic relations will be different for different speech acts. He posits a specific element in the semantic deep structure which marks the illocutionary force of the intended utterance and which has a superior status over semantic elements as it is responsible for triggering an appropriate set of realization rules, different for each kind of speech act, regardless of the identity of the semantic relation expressed. In Schlesinger's (1982) words, "the child must therefore learn which sets of rules go with the making of statements, which with the asking of questions, and so on" (p. 253, italics in the original). In fact, although Schlesinger offers this theoretical solution for the problem of meaning-function-form relationship, he does not elaborate on it further.


Although Schlesinger's model can accommodate the need for different rules to express different pragmatic forces, it does so by assuming that semantic categories and semantic relations are identical across pragmatic categories. In our pragmatic-based model, the semantic categories themselves are considered to be function-specific rather than identical across different speech acts. Clearly, the choice between a pragmatic-based and a semantic-based model is an empirical one. Which can better explain the regularities in children's productions? If children treat semantic categories like actor identically across a variety of pragmatic forces, then a semantic-based account is indeed more parsimonious. If, on the other hand, children treat categories that in adult semantic analyses are equivalent differently in different speech acts, then the pragmatic model better accounts for regularities. We believe the data presented below on children's one word speech support the pragmatic model, at least for this stage of development.


In addition, there are purely theoretical reasons for preferring a pragmatic- based account. In the first place, much of what is said cannot be described at all by the semantic categories developed for the description of the prepositional content of assertions, such as the content of agreements, rejections, greetings, attention directives, markings and acknowledgements of all sorts. In the second place, a given prepositional content and associated set of semantic relations are quite dissimilar in different speech acts. For instance, the relation of agent to action in assertions is in fact the relation of listener to desired action in requests. Not only the grammar of expressing these relations is different but the semantics, too: The "agent" of a requested action is exclusively the addressee of the utterance and not any possible actor. This has important consequences for the grammar of requests, e.g., that the "agent" term can usually be elided, whereas in an assertion the "agent" term is nondeletable.


Although in theory Schlesinger's pragmatic amendment of his semantic production model generates adequate predictions of child language to account for function-related regularities, in reality semantically oriented authors, including Schlesinger himself, neglect in their writings this aspect of speech production and derive their explanations of children's productions from the semantic intent only. The present chapter attempts to remedy this neglect of the pragmatic sources of early speech. The hypothesized, pragmatics-based production system obviates the need to attribute to the child knowledge of abstract semantic categories before she or he acquires rules for expression of pragmatic categories. We see this as a major advantage, because it predicts that the child will discover a set of regularities which is quite clear in the input—the mapping of form to pragmatic force—earlier than a set of regularities as unpredictably mapped as the expression of semantic or syntactic relationships. Furthermore, the discovery of semantic and syntactic mappings within pragmatic categories is much easier, since they are quite predictably expressed within, even if not across, pragmatic category boundaries. Lastly, if it can be demonstrated that children in the early stages of language operate with a pragmatics-based production system, then a serious shortcoming of present descriptions of child language would be remedied: that they tend to ignore the communicative functions of speech, even though it is uncontested that communicative intent is decoded by children, and that it is an inseparable part of the meanings they express in their own utterances.

EVIDENCE IN SUPPORT OF A PRAGMATIC "DEEP STRUCTURE"
In this section we briefly review published analyses of one-word and early combinatorial speech, most of which have advocated semantic (or, occasionally, syntactic) analyses of child utterances, to demonstrate that a functional analysis better accounts for the data.

One Word Speech
Children's early one-word utterances are acquired for specific, unitary functions, and can only with difficulty be seen as expressing semantic relations or parts thereof. Even the advocates of semantic case-type analyses of one-word speech admit that the earliest one-word utterances are purely functional, and use a classification system for later utterances which is a hodge-podge of semantic and functional categories. Consider Greenfield and Smith's (1976) proposal, for instance: The first categories they identify as emerging in one-word speech are Performative (e.g., brm-brm while pushing a car); Performative object (dada while looking at daddy), and Volition (nana while crawling to forbidden book- case). (See Greenfield & Smith, 1976, for definitions of their categories per formative object and volition.) All of these are clearly functional, to the extent that they go beyond the simple association. More important, however, in the categories Greenfield and Smith label as if they capture semantic relations, all the examples given point to the existence of more basic functional categories such as request, direct attention, or state intent to act, whereas the semantic categories they identify are both abstruse and impossible to map onto any categories in an adult grammar. For example, most of the utterances classified by Greenfield and Smith (1976) as "objects associated with another object or location" were clearly demands to be given the object mentioned, for instance, Nicky's reaching toward the kitchen counter, whining and saying "apple" or Matthew's holding up an empty glass, whining and saying "milk" (pp. 143-146).   Although the context, the children's behavior and the lexicalization rule were identical with those of utterances Greenfield and Smith categorized as  "volitional object," this identity was ignored as a result of the insistence on semantic rather than functional categorization. Examination of other examples offered by Greenfield and Smith suggests that the class of utterances they label  "agents" could as easily be categorized as "direct attention to non-present object/event," and that their class "indicative object" emerges from a very small set of highly-constrained naming routines.


Indeed, Greenfield and Smith in their notations concerning the categories they established and in the examples they give reveal the confusion between a functional and a semantic basis in their thinking, e.g., "The Action or State word up is part of a more complicated structure involving both demand and description of action" (p. 114); "Micky uses down when he wants someone else to pick him up or put him down. Here, down describes the Action or State of a Dative . . . " (p. 114). Among utterances classified as "object associated with another object or location" we find the following: "Matthew says [f]ishy, then goes to get his fish-book, which he brings to his mother. One striking feature of this example is the use of a word to signal an intention requiring sustained action for its realization" (p. 145). Many more examples are given in their Table 23 (pp. 116-117) of requests or statements of intent to act which Greenfield and Smith classify as instances of Action or State of Agent, i.e., semantically, but which they discuss in the text in terms of their function.


Nelson (1973) gives lists of the first 50 different words acquired by 8 children. Inspection of the contents of the lists makes very clear how embedded in use the acquisition of these words probably was. Many are pure performatives like bye-bye, whoosh, thank you, and crash or the names of important people, used typically as request or as greeting forms. Many are request or rejection forms. Most striking, however, are the common nouns included in the lists, many of which are typically words taught in the context of book-reading or of oft-repeated games such as body-part routines, while another larger group consists of names of objects typically requested by children (e.g., bottle, juice, pacifier, blanket, cookie). A similar conclusion might be reached by inspecting Benedict's (1979) list of the first 'action words' comprehended and produced by 8 children. Unfortunately, neither Nelson nor Benedict present the data on use that would confirm our predictions.

EARLY COMBINATORIAL SPEECH
Subsequent to the one-word stage, the evidence for children's ability to express semantic relations, using general semantic categories like agent, action, patient, location, etc. might be presumed to be much stronger. However, recent work from a number of researchers has challenged the notion that the semantic categories necessary for describing early combinatorial speech are either general or universal (see Bowerman, 1973, 1975; Braine, 1976; Ingram, 1979; Maratsos & Chalkley, 1980). Huttenlocher, Smiley, and Charney (1983) analyze limitations on children's uses of verbs as related to semantic action categories (own vs. observed actions, characteristic actions vs. change verbs), but their findings could also be explained by appealing to the different pragmatic functions associated with the use of the various verb types. Braine offered data to suggest that children who appear to be using general patterns may instead be relying on rather narrow semantic categories (e.g., "ingesting action + ingested" rather than "action + patient") and that certain categories such as patient need not be postulated at all, for instance in cases where only one form [it] is used to express patient. Careful inspection of the utterances from the "pronominal" children identified by Bloom, Lightbown, and Hood (1975) suggests that certain of the semantic categories coded for these children have a similarly limited membership, e.g., agents and possessors (p. 19). Goldfield (1982) analyzed data from Heather, a girl who would have been classified as pronominal by Bloom et al., and found that Heather's possessor category consists of my, her agent category of I, and her patient category of it.  Under these circumstances, it obviously is operating at too high a level of abstraction either to label the child as pronominal or to give the child credit for semantic categories.


Evidence against the existence of general semantic categories in the base structure of children's early utterances comes, not just from limited membership in any category, but also from limited application of some rules. For example, Bowerman's subject Eva used more, no more, again, and all gone as one word utterances, but when she started producing utterances of the form more + X, she did not also produce combinations with the other words, e.g., no more + X or again + X (Bowerman, 1976). It seems that the semantic similarity between 'more' and 'again', 'no more', and 'all gone' apparent to adults was not a factor in Eva's system.


We would argue that Eva's failure to generalize the more + X pattern to produce again + X, no more + X, and all gone + X reflects the fact that each of these expressions was used by her in functionally different ways; their function was, at the stage of her acquisition being studied, the basic fact that governed the constructions into which such forms could enter. Though the absence of again + X, no more + X, and all gone + X is surprising to those who assume that semantic similarity governs the application of newly acquired rules, we would predict no generalization from patterns involving 'more' to patterns involving 'again', since these expressions are learned as the realizations of different interactive functions.


The existence of a functional basis for distinguishing children's categories is implicitly acknowledged in much of the work that purports to be about semantic categories (just as was the case for one-word speech; see discussion of Greenfield & Smith above). Bloom (1970), for example, in one of the most consistently nonfunctional analyses so far offered of children's early speech, distinguished nonetheless among three types of negatives (nonexistence, rejection, denial) on purely functional grounds. Similarly, Braine's (1976) limited scope formulae include some of a basically semantic and others of a basically functional character, e.g., his identification of a class of "requesting expressions" in the subject David's corpus. Braine (1976) specifically rejects the position we advocate:


While some of the children's positional patterns are specific to one of these purposes . . . many patterns can be used for more than one purpose, just like single-word utterances. Thus, more x may either request or comment on recurrence; similarly, locatives and action-action forms can sometimes request as well as describe. Thus, the data indicate that a particular aspect of meaning, namely, the purpose for which a child uses an utterance, may or may not be part of the semantic representation of a pattern, (pp. 61-62).

Despite this disclaimer, Braine's own analysis identifies certain categories on the basis of the children's purpose in speaking.


Braine's data offer some clear examples of similar semantic relations being expressed by different surface patterns according to the utterance's function. Kendall during Stage II had two different patterns for locative combinations with "there" as an element. She used "there + X" primarily for drawing attention to an object, and "X + there" for true locative statements (see Braine, 1976, pp. 18-19). Jonathan made the same differentiation (p. 38; see p. 87 for Braine's discussion of this finding).

Outline of a Pragmatic Theory of Child Language
A pragmatic theory of speech production posits that the starting point for communicative speech is that a speaker has an intention to carry out some social- communicative act by verbal means. The act which speaker intends to perform is an overtly communicative act; that is, speaker intends to be interpreted by hearer as performing that act, and moreover, speaker intends hearer to recognize the overtly communicative nature of his act (cf. Grice, 1957; Searle, 1969, 1975; Strawson, 1964).


The speaker's communicative intent forms the communicative "deep structure" of the utterance he utters in order to carry out his intention. The communicative intent is a cognitive plan which contains all that a speaker overtly intends to communicate. Successful communication consists of hearer's correct identification of the meanings speaker intended to communicate; that is, of hearer's reconstruction of the communicative intent underlying the produced utterance.


The next step in the speech production process is the selection of a subset of the communicative intent for verbal encoding. It is the rule rather than the exception in natural discourse for utterances to be less than fully explicit. For instance, most utterances are not marked for illocutionary force (Searle, 1975; Streeck, 1980). Succinctness is a social norm as well as a conversational maxim (Grice, 1975). Because full encoding of the communicative intent is seldom necessary for successful communication to take place, speakers are motivated to be laconic. In full-blown adult communication, the selective-encoding process is governed by anticipatory decoding (Rommetveit, 1974); that is, speakers intent to enable the hearer to reconstruct the full message from what is uttered.2 in other words, the selection of a subset of the communicative deep structure for eventual verbal encoding is governed, in adults, by a set of selection rules which specify those elements of the communicative intent which it is minimally necessary to encode in order to assume full comprehension of the whole message. The resultant cognitive plan is the to-be-encoded communicative intent. This is then realized in a surface form according to a grammar, which contains a set of realization rules determining the lexical, morphological, and syntactic encoding of the communicative intent.


It is proposed here that young children's speech production is also governed by a set of selection rules which selectively reduce the communicative "deep structure" of their utterances. The reason for the reduction in the children’s production probably includes a limitation on the complexity of the utterances they are able to realize in a surface form. Nevertheless, their selection of elements to encode is also rule-governed and shaped at least partly by anticipatory decoding. Here we are at odds with Greenfield and Smith's (1976) suggestions that children select for encoding that element which is maximally informative for themselves rather than for the listener (pp. 184-198). Greenfield and Smith’s own data strongly support an interpretation on the lines proposed here and not at all their own noncommunicative selection hypothesis. For example, in order to explain why children encode the object in demands but encode the negative force in rejections, they need to say that in a demand situation there is a greater uncertainty of the object for the child than there is in a rejection situation, which is absurd, whereas the difference in uncertainty is obviously true for the listener.  It might be true that young children have not perfectly mastered the task of anticipatory decoding, but there is no basis for assuming that they choose what to say with a complete disregard for their listeners.


The strong version of this theory would claim that in the case of young children the rules of grammar are nothing but realization rules directly tying elements of the communicative intent to surface forms. By this version, the to-be-encoded communicative intent is the generative substratum of the surface form the child chooses. A communication-independent grammar is then thought to emerge as a later development, by a process of reorganization of the whole linguistic system and the gradual achievement of an abstract and autonomous grammatical component. Similar ideas have been advocated by Bowerman (cf. 1978) and Berman (in press).

------------


2Herrmann (1982) discusses a superficially similar model of speech production in which selective restriction of the utterance's propositional base is thought of as taking place. However, in Herrmann's model the starting point of the production of utterances is not what is intended to be communicated but rather "all that the speaker has perceived, recollected, imagined, inferred, presumed, planned, etc. in connection with the process of speaking" (p. 25). It is easy to reject the claim that the speaker intends the addressee to reconstruct all these; and Herrmann's examples of such reconstructions are singularly unconvincing (see for instance pp. 41-43).

---------------


Applying this model of speech production to children's one-word utterances allows one to credit children with a richly specified social-cognitive communicative intent, and at the same time not to postulate a linguistic deep structure which is more complex than the surface structure. To wit, the actual surface string expresses the complete linguistic deep structure, without necessitating a reduction transformation that would delete elements of it (cf. Bloom, 1970; Bowerman, 1973) or without a special "lexical-insertion process" by which a word is inserted into an inappropriately high node in the rule system (cf. Braine, 1974). Rather, the linguistic deep structure is already the output of a prior selective process which determines which elements of the total communicative intent are to be verbally encoded.


An analysis of children's early utterances in terms of their intended communicative intent should reveal the nature of the encoding and realization rules which constitute their linguistic system. In the following, data from four 18-month-old Hebrew-speaking children (Sivan, Roni, Adi, and Rafi) are used to illustrate this method of analysis. These children were videotaped at their homes with their mother or father in a 30-minute free interaction period. Within a week of the videotaping session, detailed explanations of the interaction were obtained from the parents while they were watching the tapes. Subsequently, the children's utterances were coded for their communicative intent. A more detailed description of the explanation-eliciting procedure and of the coding system is to be found in Ninio and Wheeler, 1983).


A conservative approach to coding the function expressed by children's utterances would rely on adult word semantics as the basis. Thus, for example, 'mummy' in a request would be identified as encoding 'addressee'. We have chosen a somewhat more controversial approach based on our assumption that forms are acquired and initially used in a functionally specific way. Thus, we assume that 'mummy' in a request encodes the requestive force as well as the addressee. Such an analysis would be strongly supported by the occurrence of overgeneralization errors, for example, 'mummy' used as a request to daddy. The data so far analyzed for the children discussed here do not provide such instances, but we predict their occurrence and, in fact, such overgeneralizations have been noted in other corpora, such as that of Snow's son Nathaniel, who used 'more' as a request for newly requested as well as recurrently requested objects (see Snow, 1988).


In deciding which element or elements of the intended communicative act were encoded by a particular utterance, distributional evidence about the child's use of the relevant expression was taken into account. For example, various expressions were considered to encode the illocutionary force of a request if they were consistently and exclusively used in directive contexts. This procedure is illustrated in the first communicative act presented here: the act of requesting the cessation of an ongoing joint activity. Two of the four children produced utterances with such a communicative intent. These are given below, with an English translation and some contextual comments.

Sivan:    day.   ("enough.")
Said to request ending of ballplaying.



day.   ("enough.")
Said to request ending of cleaning up.



ima.   ("mummy.")
Said to request ending of mother's swinging her in the air.

Rafi:
day.   ("enough.")
Said to request ending of game of rolling a tin back and forth.


The selection rule for requests to end an ongoing activity is either to encode the force of the request to end something or to encode the force of a request addressed to Mother (for Sivan). Although a purely formal analysis of the children's utterances would suggest that they are encoding solely the concept of continuation or the addressee, a distributional analysis of the utterances supports our contention that the requestive force is being encoded as well. Day ("enough") was used exclusively in requestive contexts by both children. The same is true for ima as used by Sivan: All 52 'mummy's produced by her were requests of one kind or another. Similar findings on the use of 'mother' as a request form were made by Greenfield and Smith (1976, pp. 91-94), among others.


The realization rules were:


a.  for requests to end an activity: the word day ("enough")


b.  for requests to Mummy to do something: the word ima ("mummy")


"Enough" does not encode the identity of the activity which speaker wants to end, nor of the person addressed with the request. "Mummy" does not encode the activity to be ended either, nor does it encode what is specifically requested, i.e., that something will be ended. However, it does encode the identity of the person addressed as well as the requestive force of the act. Figure 1.1 illustrates the proposed three-tier organization of this speech act in the children studied.

	PRIVATE 
Communicative PRIVATE 

Intent
	Selection Rule
	To-be-encoded Communicative Intent
	Realization

Rule
	Surface

Form

	
SPEAKER REQUESTS


ADDRESSEE


(==mother/father)
	
	A.  SIVAN

REQUEST TO ADDRESSEE
	
	
A.  SIVAN


"MUMMY"

	TO END

ONGOING ACTIVITY-

(=ballplay/

cleaning up/

rolling tins)
	
	B. SIVAN & RAFI


REQUEST


TO END
	
	B. SIVAN & RAFI


"ENOUGH"


FIG. 1.1.  Production rules for a communicative act.


Similar selective encoding rules were found in the case of requests to continue a recursive activity at the completion of a cycle of the activity.


Sivan:  ima  ("mummy")
Said to request being fed another olive by mother.



ima  ("mummy")
Said to request more telephone-play from mother.


Roni:
od  ("more")
Said to request to be played more music by mother.


Adi:    od  ("more")
Said to request another piece of a form-board to place it.


Rafi:
ani  ("me")
Said to request another bout of being bounced on father's knee.



ani  ("me")
Said to request another bout of being swung by father.



ani nadned  ("me swing")
Said to request another bout of being swung by father.



od  ("more")
Said to request another bout of being swung by father.


The selection rules and realization rules for requesting a continuation of a recursive activity for each of the children are presented in Table 1.1.


All four children produced some spontaneously emitted (i.e., nonelicited) statements discussing a concrete object, a picture, or a person which was at that moment at the focus of joint attention with their parent. All of Sivan's and Adi's utterances are given below, along with a representative sample of Roni's and Rafi's.

Sivan: ze ("this")
Said while pointing at a picture of a house previously discussed by her mother.

Roni:  shaon  ("watch")
Said while looking at, pointing at, or showing the object, etc., discussed.


telefon   ("telephone")

"


kadur  ("ball")

"


dolly  ("dolly")

"


doda  ("woman")

"


tapuax  ("apple")

"


eyn  ("no one")
Said on there being no one on the phone.

Adi:
buba  ("doll")
Said during picture-book reading.


meruba ("square")
Said in discussion of a piece of form-board prior to placing it.

Rafi:
sefer  ("book")
Said when father showed book.


shaon  ("watch")
Said when father showed watch.


sukariya  ("candy")
Said when father showed candy.


kapit  ("teaspoon")
Said during picture-book reading.


tzipor  ("bird")
Said during picture-book reading.


kadur  ("ball")
Said during picture-book reading.


oto  ("car")
Said during picture-book reading.


sus  ("horse")
Said during picture-book reading.


TABLE 1.1PRIVATE 


Rules for Requesting Continuation of a Recursive Activity

	PRIVATE 
Selection Rules
	Realization Rules

	Sivan
-
	encode the force of an unspecified request and its addressee
	for request addressed to mother


ima (mummy)

	Roni
-

Adi
	encode the force of a request to continue some activity
	for a request to continue


od (more)

	Rafi
-
	encode the force of a request to continue some activity
	for a request to continue


od (more) or ani (me)

	
-
	encode the activity

to be continued
	for activity to be continued:

realize name of activity

(e.g., nadned, swing)

	
-
	encode both elements

above and their

relationship


	word order: request element +

            activity element



The selection rule for statements discussing a joint focus of attention is, for all four children, to encode verbally the object, etc., at joint focus of attention.

The realization rule for objects etc. at joint focus of attention is:


for Sivan, a pronoun (ze —"this")


for Roni, Adi and Rafi: a noun naming the object or person.

That is, the same element in the "deep structure" is realized differently by Sivan and by the other children.


In the case of this communicative act, no meaning-element other than the focus of attention is ever encoded, e.g., neither the force of the act, nor the speaker, nor the addressee.


Interestingly, the selection and realization rules were exactly the same in the case of a very different speech act: answers to a where-question by which speaker requests hearer to direct her attention to the focus named. In all the quoted cases, the children actually pointed out the requested object, accompanying the gesture with the reported utterance.


Sivan:
ze  ("this")
Answering the question, "Efo ha-sabon?" ("Where is the soap?")



ayin  ("eye")
Answering the question, "Efo ayin shel ha-dubi?" ("Where is the eye of the teddy?")


Roni:
eynayim  ("eyes")
Answering the question. "Efo ha-eynayim shel Roni?" ("Where are the eyes of Roni?")


Adi:
ze  ("this")
Answering the question, "Efo lavan?" ("Where's the white one?")



ze   ("this")
Answering the question, "Efo ha-af?" ("Where's the nose?")



yarok  ("green")
Answering the question, "Efo yarok?" ("Where's the green one?")


As in discussions of a joint focus of attention, these young children encode in answers to where-questions the object which is under consideration. (By contrast, adults and older children invariably encode in the same circumstances the location of the object, as in "Here," or both the location and the object, as in "Here's his nose.") The realization-rules are the same as for discussions of a joint focus of attention: realize a pronoun or a noun naming the object.


As the last example, we shall take affirmative answers to yes-no questions used to request clarification of the child's previous utterance; to suggest a new activity; to offer help; or to suggest continuation of a recursive activity. The affirmative answers to these four different kinds of speech acts are grouped together because the children's encoding and realization rules were identical.

The element encoded was the affirmative force of the act; its realization consist- ed, in most cases, of the repetition of the key word (i.e., a stressed content word on final or prefinal position) in the question.3  To make the process easier to follow, the questions are presented to the left of the children's answers.


Roni:
Rotza lalala?
Lalala.
("Want lalala (music)?" "Lalala.")



Od?
Od.
("More?" "More.")



Eyn?
Eyn.
("No one?" "No one.")



Dolly rotza pita?
Pita.
("Dolly wants pita?" "Pita.")



Bakbuk?
Bakbuk.
("Bottle?" "Bottle.")



Rotza tapuax?
Tapuax.
("Want an apple?" "Apple.")



Rotza ledaber im 
Miri.
("Want to talk with Miri on the phone?"

 

  Miri ba-telefon?

  "Miri.")



Eyn Miri?
Miri.
("No Miri?" "Miri.")



Rotza she-ani
Pita.
("Want me to bring you a piece of pita?"



  avi lax xatixat 

   "Pita.")



  pita?


Rotza she-ani 
Oto.
("Want me to look for it for you?" "It.")



  exapes lax oto?

Rafi:
Rotze nadned?
Nadned.
("Want 'swing'?" "Swing.")



Od?
Od.
("More?" "More.")


Sivan:
Ah, at rotza
Ken.
("Ah, you want olives?" "Yes.")



 zeitim?


Day?
Day.
("Enough?" "Enough.")



Rotza bexazara
Ima.
("Want the paperbag back?" "Mummy.")



  et ha-sakit?


Rotza lehistakel
Ze.
("Want to look at it?" "This")



  bo?
-----------

3It has been pointed out to us that the children's responses in these examples may be just echoing the last word of the adult utterance, and not performing the speech act of answering affirmatively. However, the attribution of communicative intent here has been based on the existence of other behavioral cues, for example, Roni assuming the posture she used for listening to music after answering lalala'. Furthermore, the repetition of the last word of the adult utterance is highly specific to certain intents and not at all general in these corpora.


Furthermore, it is minimally controversial to claim that the affirmative force of the act is being encoded by these utterances, since repetition is one of the legitimate means by which adult speakers confirm others' interpretation of their unclear utterances. Strictly speaking, affirmation is carried out by the act of repetition itself, and it is irrelevant for uptake which component or components of the utterance are repeated.

----------------


Roni and Rafi realize the affirmative force of their utterances by repeating the key word in the yes-no question. The effect of this strategy is the production of utterances which replicate spontaneous requests of the same children. For example, Rafi spontaneously demands the setting up of a game of "swinging" by uttering "swing" (nadned), and he uses the same form to affirm that he indeed wishes to play this game when his father suggests it. Roni, in response to her mother's multiword object offers, picks out for repetition the word referring to the proffered object in her mother's utterance. She is quite adept at identifying this word even if it is a pronoun, as in the case of oto, which is "it" in the accusative, a form she would probably not produce spontaneously at this age.


Sivan uses three different selection and realization strategies. The first consists of encoding and realizing the affirmative force of her utterance by the conventional "yes" (ken). The second is a repetition of the adult question, which incidentally is also a repetition of Sivan's previous spontaneous request to end an activity ("enough" = day). The third is an encoding of the fact that she wants the proffered objects, realized in two different generalized request forms, "mummy" (ima) and "this" (acc.). We might say that in general these children agree by requesting anew that which they are offered; and that they confirm by staling anew that which they are asked to confirm. Thus, affirmative answers are governed at this age by a superordinate encoding rule: affirm by generating a new utterance without ellipsis which expresses anew that which has already been uttered. The specific encoding rules depend on what is affirmed: if it is a description, as in eyn ("none") the encoding rules are the same as for a statement, if it is the child's wanting some object or activity, the encoding rules are  the same as for the relevant request.


As we have demonstrated, the communicative analysis of children's early  utterances reveal a lawfulness which is not evident unless the pragmatic nature of  the deep structure of these utterances is recognized. For instance, Roni's affirmative answers which follow the same encoding and realization rules would, on a  semantic analysis, be classified all differently, e.g., as "object of volition,"  "modifier of whole event," "dative object," "nonpresent person associated  with another object," and so forth. A pragmatic analysis puts all these utterances  in the same category, that of an affirmative answer, and thus makes possible the  discovery of their shared laws of production.

 Conclusion
 We have attempted to demonstrate that a communicative, speech-act based analysis of children's early utterances is preferable to an analysis in which syntactic  or semantic categories are taken as primary. Our demonstration was based on the  following evidence:


1.  That children's earliest words express specific communicative functions.


2.  That semantic classification of children's later one word and multiword language productions fail to account for a significant proportion of the utterances, which even semantically inclined researchers have therefore ended up assigning to functional categories by default.


3. That a semantically based theory cannot account for basic facts about language development such as the failure of newly acquired rules to generalize across a semantic category, whereas a functionally based theory would predict these facts.


4. That a pragmatically based theory requires only that the child understand initially the parameters of his own and others' individual communicative acts, a claim which squares well with a large body of evidence concerning children's precocious social understanding.


5. That a pragmatically based analysis of children's productions reveals a lawfulness which a semantic-based theory obscures, both in the nature of children's productions and in the relationship between child and adult forms (this latter point has not been dwelt upon in this paper, but see Ninio, 1985).


We have presented an outline of a pragmatic theory of language production; the essentials of this theory, which differentiate it from a semantically based theory, are that the deepest level of representation specifies the communicative intent primarily and semantic content secondarily. Thus, within this theory a  given semantic class can easily be realized differently for different speech acts,  as is most often the case in child language and not infrequently the case in adult language. It is incumbent on this model, as on any serious attempt to provide a  theory of language acquisition, to answer questions about how the model ac  counts for changes in the child's knowledge with development, and how the  model can be fleshed out to account for the adult's language system. Such a  presentation is beyond the scope of this paper, but is nonetheless a task that  cannot be shirked.


A theory such as the one presented here requires a usable speech-act theory as  a place to start in describing pragmatic deep structure (see Ninio, 1986). Speech  act theories have suffered from linguists' preoccupation with descriptive, prepositional language as the standard for language production. Although assertions need to be accounted for by any linguistic theory, taking them as the model for language use ignores a good proportion of adult language behavior, and more  seriously, greatly distorts our understanding of language development. Neither in  the input language nor in children's productions are assertions typical; they are, on the contrary, relatively infrequent (cf. Folger & Chapman, 1978), more characteristic of the later than of the earliest stages, and largely limited to particular situations, such as naming games and book reading, with young children. It is not surprising, then, that a theory which starts from assertions, and which derives its descriptive categories from the semantics of assertions only, fails to account satisfactorily for children's linguistic knowledge. Language needs to be understood in terms of the way it is used, and a satisfactory theory of language acquisition will account for children's learning the linguistic system by explaining how they learn to use the system.
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