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THE DEVELOPMENT OF NON-NOMINAL EXPRESSIONS IN 12-24 MONTH 

OLD CHILDREN 

Alison Gopnik - D.Phil Thesis Oxford University 

Wolfson College, Trinity Term 1980 

ABSTRACT 

The meaning of expressions other than names in the language 
of 9 12-24-month olds was studied. The children were audio­
taped or videotaped regularly from about 15 months to about 
24 months. The meaning of each early word was discovered. 
by looking at the contexts in which the children used that 
word. Changes in the meaning of each word were recorded. 
11 That 11

, "there", "no", "more", "oh dear", "gone", "down", 
"up", "in", "out", "on" and "off" were studied particularly 
closely. 

"That" and/or "there" encodes the fact that the child 
perceives an object, that he successfully completes a plan, 
or that an object changes its location. "No" encodes the 
fact that the child does not successfully implement a plan, 
"more" that he intends to repeat a plan, and "oh dear" 
that his plan fails. "Gone" encodes the fact that the 
child does .not perceive an object, "down" and "up" encode 
downward and upward movement, "in" and "out" encode movement 
in to or out of a container, and "on" and "off" encode 
attachment and detachment. Children initially used these 
expressions in egocentric, action-oriented ways and later 
used them in more objective ways. 

The cognitive literature provides the basis for an account 
of the development of the concepts encoded by these expres­
sions, particularly, the concepts of abstract aspects of 
plans, of disappearance, balance, containment and attach­
ment. These concepts appear to be developed at around 18 
months, that is,at about the same time that the words that 
encode them first appear. This suggests that early non­
nominal expressions encode new, problematic, concepts, 
rather than well-established concepts. It is argued that 
the development of early non-nominal expressions could 
facilitate the development of the abstract concepts they 
encode. This argument may also be applied to early names. 



LONG ABSTRACT 

This thesis is primarily concerned with the develop­

ment of expressions other than names in the 12-24 month 

period. Nine children were visited in their homes and their 

speech and behaviour were recorded. Three children were 

au~iotaped for one hour every fortnight from the time they 

began to talk until they reached the two-word stage. Three 

children were video-taped for 1/2 hour every month from the 

age of 15 months to the age of 21 months, three children 

were video-taped every month from the age of 18 months to the 

age of 24 months. 

The meaning of each expression was discovered by 

looking at the contexts in which it was used. It was assumed 

that if there was some common factor in these contexts, the 

expression encoded that common factor. Some of the most 

important non-nominal expressions, "that", "there", "no", 

"more", "oh dear", "gone" and "down", "up", "in", "out", "on" 

and "off" were examined particularly closely. A hypothesis 

about the meaning of each of these expressions was formulated, 

changes in the use of each expression were noted, and other 

reports of the use of each expression were examined. 

Children used"that" and/or "there" to indicate objects 

and to mark success and location. They used "that/ there" 

when they pointed to objects or showed them to others, when 

they picked up, touched or examined objects, and occasionally 

when they acted on objects in other ways. They applied "that/ 

there" to any object that interested them. They used "that/ 



there" when they successfully completed a plan, that is, 

when they acte d to bring about an event and that event 

ensued. They used "that/there" when they tried to change 

the location of an object, when they pointed to the intended 

destination of an object they were about to move, whe n they 

indicated the locition of a stationary object and when 

they answered "where" questions. 

Chi ldren tended to use "that/there" in indicative 

contexts before they used it in locative contexts. They also 

tended to .use "that/there" when they intended to move an 

object before they used it to indicate the location of a 

stationary object. If children used "that/there" to mark 

success they tended to do so after they used it indicatively 

but before they used it locatively. The relationship between 

the development of the meaning and form of "that/there" was 

complex, but some children ended up using "that" to indicate 

objects and using "there" to mark success or location. 

Children used "no" in six types of contexts. They 

us·ed "no" when they refused to comply with a proposal 

suggested by someone else, when they protested at the actions 

of another, when they failed to complete a plan, and when 

they started to act· in one way . but then changed their minds. 

They also used 11 no 11 as a conversational device, a stock and 

often inappropriate way of responding to adult utterances, 

and they used "no" to negate propositions. They only used 

"no" to negate propositions after they used it in the other 

contexts. They also tended to use 11 no 11 in refusal and 

protest contexts before they used it in failure and change 

of mind contexts. It is argued that there is a common 



factor in the first four contexts. In all of them a plan 

is not successfully implemented. That is, an event does not 

take place either because the child decides not to act to 

bring about that event,or because other people or objects 

interfere. 

Children used "more" in four types of contexts. They 

used "more" when they acted on an object and then intended 

to repeat that action on a similar object, when they acted 

on an object and then intended to repeat that action on the 

same object, when they requested that someone else repeat 

an action, and when they commented on the similarity of two 

objects. They only used 11rnore 11 to comment on the similarity 

of objects after they used in the other contexts. It is 

argued that there is a common factor in the first three con­

texts. In all of them the child intends to repeat a plan, 

that is,he intends to repeat an action that is intended to 

bring about a particular event. 

Children used a number of expressions ?uch as "oh 

de~r" and "oh no" in three different contexts involving 

failure. They used the expressions when they were unable 

to bring about an event, when they brought about an event 

but something went wrong immediately afterwards, and when an 

undesirable event took place. Some children also used 

expressions such as "right" when they succeeded in bringing 

about an event. It is argued that expressions such as "oh 

dear" encode the failure of a short-term or long-term plan. 

Children used "gone" in four types of contexts . They 

used "gone" when they searched for objects, when objects 

disappeared, when they emptied containers or commented on 



empty containers, and when objects were suddenly and unexpec­

tedly transformed. They tended to use "gone" to refer to 

object transformations in the early sessions, and then to 

stop using it in this way later on. They also tended to 

use "gone" first when they brought about the disappearance 

of an object, and only later when objects simply disappeared. 

It is argued that the first two types of contexts have a 

common factor, the child believes that an object exists but 

that he cannot perceive it. The last two contexts may also 

be interpreted in this way if, as their non-linguistic 

behaviour suggests, these children have a concept of the 

object that is not like the adult concept. 

Children used direction expressions in four general 

types of contexts. They used these expressions when they 

intended to change the location of an object, when other 

people changed the location of an object, when an object 

simply changed its location, and when they pointed out the 

location of a stationary object. Each expression referred 

to · a different type of movement or location. "Down" and "up" 

were used when objects moved towards or away from the ground, 

or when they were above or below other objects. "In" and 

"out" were used when objects moved in to or out of containers, 

o~ were inside or outside of containers. "On" and "o ff" 

were used when objects became or ceased to be contiguous or 

attached to other objects, or were contiguous or attached 

to other objects. 110n 11 and "off" were frequently applied 

to articles of clothing. Children tended to use all these 

expressions first when they intended to change the location 

of objects, then when other people moved objects or objects 



simply moved, and finally when they pointed out the location 

of stationary objects. 

These six types of non-nominal expressions were similar 

in many ways . The expressions did not encode properties of 

objects or, for the most part, relationships between objects . 

They also did not encode actions or types of action , nor 

were they social or expressive devices. The expressions 

were frequently used in contexts that involved plans . In 

these contexts the child intended to perform an action on an 

object in order to bring about a particular event . The 

expressions had an egocentric quality. Children were concerned 

with their own plans rather than the plans of others, or 

with the relationships between themselves and objects , rather 

than those between other people and objects . Finally the 

expressio.ns encoded highly abstract concepts , · these concepts 

could not be defined in simple perceptual or behavioural 

terms. 

Specifically, "no", "more", failure expressions and 

success express.ions, including "there", encoded abstract 

aspects of plans. They encoded the fact that the child's 

plan succeeded or failed, that he intended to repeat a 

plan or that his plan was not successfully impleme~ted . 

The indicative and locative "that/there", "gone" and the 

direction expressions were more concerned with abstract 

aspects of objects. They encoded abstract relationships 

between the child and objects, specifically that the child 

did or did not percieve an object , or encoded abstract 

spatial characteristics of objects. However, these expres-



sions were particularly likely to be used when the child 

acted on objects, when , for example, he planned to make an 

object disappear or to change the location of an obj~ct. 

The meanings of these non-nominal expressions also 

changed in similar ways. Expressions like "no" and "more" 

which originally encoded abstract aspects of plans came to 

encode abstract aspects of objects . Expressions like 

locative ''there" and the direction expressions which origi­

nally encoded changes in the location of objects came to 

encode the location of stationary objects. Expressions like 

"gone" and the direction expressions,which were originally 

used when children intended to bring about events, were 

eventually used when these events simply took place. 

A number of other non-nominal expressions were recorded 

though these expressions appeared later than the first six 

types of non-nominals, and were used less frequently and 

less commonly. The children also used names, but while they 

used more different names than non-nominal expressions, 

names were used less frequently , less commonly and less 

consistently. 

An account of the development of the concepts encoded 

by the first six types of non-nominal expressions was 

developed . This account was based on the accounts of 

cognitive development in infancy of writers like Piaget, 

Bower and Bruner . 

Infants begin with a repertoire of actions that are 

innately coordinated with events. Later, they learn that 

~pecific actions lead to specific events , and that an event 

may be reproduced by reproducing the action that preceded 



it. Then, they learn how to hierarchically order action­

event sequences and how to generate new action-event 

sequences, and they learn that only certain action-event 

sequences are possible. These three developments allow 

them to develop plans when they are about 12 months old . 

They can produce a new action that is designed to bring 

about a new event. Finally, at about 18 months, they con­

struct a model of their own behaviour and the behaviour of 

objects which allows them to use insight to solve problems. 

This also allows them to generalise about their plans and 

to develop the concepts encoded by "no", "more" and success 

and failure expressions. 

Infants also gradually develop a more sophisticated 

understanding of objects. They develop more and more predic­

tions about whether an object that has disappeared will 

reappear, and where it will reappear. Eventually, at about 

18 months, they generalise across these predictions and 

construct a general model of objects, observers and space. 

This model allows them to develop the idea that any object 

may exist without being perceived. This idea is related to 

the concept encoded by "gone". 

Sometime after they are a year old children begin to 

investigate the way objects fall and the way they support 

each other. Eventually, they come to understand that objects 

have a natural tendency to move towards the floor unless they 

are supported by other objects . This discovery is related 

to the development of the concepts encoded by "down" and 

"up". 

Until they are around 18 months ol<l children have a 



set of perceptually based object-identity rules . An object 

is defined as a bounded volume of space with certain features 

whose contours move together . According to these rules 

containment and attachment should be viewed as the replace­

ment of two objects by a single object, rather than as a 

change in the spatial relationship of two objects. Children 

only override these rules , and so come to understand the 

concepts of containment and attachment encoded by "in", 

"out", "on" and "off", at about 18 months. Also, children 

only develop general concepts of movement which include the 

perceived movements of objects, hypothetical movements of 

objects and their own movements, at about 18 months . Such 

general concepts are encoded by the direction expressions and 

locative "there". 

It seems that the concepts encoded by non-nominal 

expressions are only developed at about the same time that 

these expressions first appear , a t around 18 months. These 

expressions seem to encode problematic concepts , concepts 

th~ child is in the middle of developing, rather than simple 

and well-established concepts. How can this pattern of 

development be explained? 

The child could be particularly likely to pay attention 

to problematic contexts and to th~ language produced in such 

contexts rather than to contexts that are easy to understand, 

or are totally incomprehensible. The fact that adults use 

the same expression in a variety of contexts, for example , 

the fact that they use "there " whenever a plan succeeds , 

could he l p the child to generalise about those contexts , 

particularl y if the dynamics of hii cognitive system were 



pushing him to make such generalisations. In turn, the fact 

that an expression encoded a significant new generalisation 

and allowed the child to make cognitive progress could lead 

the child to store that expression and to use it in his 

speech. At the same time,the child will not be able to 

hypothesise that an expression encodes a concept that is way 

beyond his cognitive competence . As the child grows older 

concepts that were once problematic will become familiar and 

concepts that were once incomprehensible will become problem­

atic , and he will acquire new expressions and change his use 

of old expressions accordingly. 

This model can be applied to names as well as to non­

nominal expressions. According to the prevailing feature 

theories of names, names encode rather simple concepts. 

However, an alternative view of names, based on the Kripke­

Putham account of names in the adult language, can explain 

many puzzling aspects of early naming. According to this 

account, names refer to objects that are conceived of as 

independent sources of experience, rather than to particular 

types of experiences . The cognitive literature suggests 

that this realist concept of the object is developed some 

time in the second year. Thus, early names may also encode 

problematic concepts . 

This model of the interaction of linguistic and cognitive 

development may also help to explain why children begin to 

use language .at about 18 months. This model emphasises the 

close relationship between the child's language and his 

theories of the world, and also emphasises the fact that both 

his language and his theories are constantly changing. 



► 

Such a model may have implications for theori.es of 

the meaning of the adult language. 

• .' 
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Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION. 

In this chapter I will present a kind of reconstruction 

oC the progress of this thesis. I hope this will give the 

reader an outline of what is to come and also a sense ~f the 

motivation behind what is to ~ome; a sense of what I was~ and 

was not, trying to do. 

The original motivation for this study was rather abstract 

and philosophical. Most philosophers, psyc·hologists and 

parunts believe that children's first words are names; bu~ it 

seems clear that naming only plays a small part in the semantic 

system of the adult language. _I wondered when and how children 

began to go beyond these apparently simple names to develop 

more complex ~nd abstract semantic structures. 

When I began to look at some of the reports of early 

language, particularly Bloom's important book "One Word at a 

Time" (Bloom 1973), I discovered that the assumption that the 

first words are names was mistaken. Allison Bloom at least 

used another set of words which Bloom called function words 

and which included "no 11 , "gone 11
, "uh-oh 11

, 11 up 11 and "there 11
• 

When I looked at other accounts of early language, the same 

words cropped up · again and again. However, in the literature 

on early child language, which I have reviewed in Chapter 2, 

there was no general account of the meaning of these express-

ions. In fact, it was not even clear whether these express-

ions ~ere meaningful at all; but it seemed possible that the 

child already encoded complex and abstract concepts when he 

first began to speak. 

My original philosophical question was replaced by a set 

of specific empirical questions. Did children use expressions 
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other than names in the ir early language? What express ions 

did they use? What, if anything , did these expressions mean ? 

I set out to answer these que stions in what is by now the 

time-honoured psychological f a shion. I dragged a boxf ul of 

toys and recording equipment to the hollles of nine 12 - 24 

months old children. This kind of naturalistic observation 

can be very frustrating , but it is a lso very fruitful and the 

frustration and the fruitfulness come from the same s o urce. 

The children's behaviour could not be controlled or structured 

or even predicted and this inevitably introduced an element 

of uncertainty. However, it was precisely the most uncontrolled 

and unpredictable behaviour that was also most interesting and 

important. The most illuminating kinds of behaviour were ones 

I would never have dreamed of eliciting in an experimental 

situation. 

In order to discover the meaning of non-nominal express­

ions, I looked at the contexts in which these expressions were 

uttered. Following Bloom (1973) and Halliday (1975) I assumed 

tlia t' if there was some common factor in all the contexts in 

which an expression was uttered, the expression encoded that 

common factor. In Chapter JI have described exactly how I 

I 

observed, recorded and analysed the children s langua ge. 

I discovered that many of' the children's early words were 

not names. Moreover, the same non-nominal expressions occurred 

again and again and these expressions were used in remnrkably 

similar ways. Six expressions or types of expressions were 

particularly common and appeared particularly early. These 

were 11 that/there", 11 no", "more", a g roup of f a ilure and success 

expressions, including "oh dear", "right II and " ~one", and a 
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g roup of direction expressions, 11 <Jown 11
, 

11 up 11
, "in", 11 out 11 

"on" and "off". I decided to look st these expressions 

particularly closely. 

Chapters 4 - 9 present the results of this investiga­

tion. In each chapter I hav~ begun by trying to give a 

detailed picture of the kinds of contexts in which the 

children used a particular type of expression. Usually 

I have divided u~ these contexts into a number of different 

catego ries and given a detailed description of each category 

with examples from the corpus. 

Sometimes utter a nces of an expression were ambiguous . 

It was difficult to tell to ~hich aspect of the context the 

utter a nce referred. These ambiguities pos~d special problems 

when I wanted to determine the meaning of "that/ there" an~ 

"no''• In these chapters I have included a special section 

on dealing witb ambiguity. 

Children changed the ~ay they used non-nominal express­

ions in the 12 - 24 month veriod. Usually they initia lly 

usect an expression in certain liwited types of contexts and 

later they also used it in other contexts. ~ometimes children 

would initially ~se an expression in one ty pe of context and 

then stop using it in that context later on. The forms of 

expressionb also changed. 

these developments. 

In each chapter I have charted 

During most of the 12 - 24 ruonth period, children only 

used one word at a time. However, by the end of that period 

some children also used non-nominal expressions in multi-word 

strings. In each chapter I have briefly described how each 

ty pe of expression was combined with other expressions and 

how these multi-word strings were used. 
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Finally, in each chapter I have couapared the results of 

this study with other reports of early l anguage . I have 

particularly relied on the case studies of Bloom (197J), 

Ha lliday (1975 ) and Carter (1974). 

In short, in the first part of each of chapters 4 - 9 

I have tried to present a detailed picture of the use and 

development of a particular type of non-nominal expression. 

In the second part of each of these chapters I have 

tried to use this information to construct a hypothesis about 

the weaning of each type of expression. I have tried to 

determine what concept each expression encoded. Sorueti~es 

I was forced to conclude that an expression had wore than one 

rueanin~. I have also tried to construct hypotheses about the 

changes in the meaning of each expression. 

Fina lly, in each chapter I have c ompared the meaning of 

a particular type of expression and the meaning s of other 

11on-nominal expressions. It turned out that all six types 

of non-nominal expressions encoded similar type s of concepts. 

However, the meanings of "no", "more", "there" (in one meaning) 

and •success' and 'failure• expressions we re particularly 

closely related, as were the meanings of "that", ••gone" "there" 

(in another meaning) and direct~on expressions. 

This detailed investigation of the most important non­

nominal e xpressions led to some rather surpris ing and intrigu~n~ 

results. These expressions were meaningful, they ~ere not 

just social or conversational or ex press ive devices. How ever, 

the y did n ot encode properties of objects, relationships 

between objects, actions, tyves of action, or social relation­

~hips. None ~f the obvious hyp otheses about t he meaning of 
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early words fitted these expressions. 

"No", 11 01ore 11 •failure' expressions (primarily "oh dear 11 ) 

and 'success' expressions and 11 there 11 (in one of its meanings) 

encoded abstract as pects of the child's plans, particularly 

relatiouships between plans and planners and plans and reality. 

A plan involved an action that was performed on an object in 

order to achieve a goal. 11No 11 encoded the t'act that a plan 

was not successfully implemented either because the child 

simply decided not to act, or because of the interference of 

other veople or objects. 11More" encoded the fact that the 

child intended to repeat a plan. "Oh dear 11 and similar 

expressions encoded the fact that the child's plan fai1ed. 

'Success' expressions and 11 there 11 encoded the fact that the 

child's plan succeeded. 

11 That", "gone", "there" (in another weaning) and the 

'direction• expressions "down", 11 up", 11 in 11 , 11 out 11 , "on" and 

"off" primarily encoded abstract aspects of objects, partic­

ularly relationships between objects and obse~vers and spatial 

characteristics of objects. "That" encoded the fact that the 

child perceived or attended to an object. "Gone" encoded the 

fact that he did ~ot perceive an object. "There" encoded the 

fact that an object changed its location. The 'direction' 

expressions encoded cl1anges in the spatial relationships of 

objects. "Down" and "up" encoded the fact that an object moved 

towards or away from the ground. 11 In" and II out" encoded the 

fact that an object moved into or out of a container. "On" 

and "off" encoded the fact that ap object became or ceased to 

be contiguous or attached to another object. 

Although these expres s ions encoded abstract asvects of 



- 6 -
0 C 

objects, they were used in contexts that involved plans. 

Children were particularly likely to use "gone" when they 

mad e an object disappear, "there" when they moved an object 

and 'i:lirection' expressions \ihen they acted to change ·the 

spatial relationships of objects. 

I also discovered that the meanings of expressions 

changed ·in ~imilar ways. ~here were three important types 

of change. Expressions that initially encoded abstract 

aspects of plans came to encode abstract aspects of. objects . 

"No" was eventually used to negate propositions. "More" was 

eventually used to note the similarity of objects. Express­

ions that initially encoded changes in the spatial -relation­

ships of objects eventually encoded static spatial relation-

ships. "There" eventually encoded the fact that an object 

was in a locat ion. 11 In 11 eventually e11coded the fact that an 

object was inside a container. Finally, expressions that 

were initially used when children brought about an event were 

eventually used when the event simply happened. l!,'ventually 

children used "gone" whenever an object disappeared, whether 

or not tliey ruade it disappear, and they used 'direction' 

expressions wht3never the spatial relationships between objects 

changed, whether or not they brought about that change. 

While I examined these six main types of non-nominal 

expres~ions in some detail, I also looked at other non-nominal 

~x_pressions. Many of these expressions turned out to be lik~ 

the six main typ~s of non-nominals. In Chapter 10 I have 

discussed the other ~arly non-nominal expressions . 

I also wan ted to compare some of the characteristics of 

non-nominals and names. I concluded that non-nominal express-

ions were at least ~s important as names in early period. I 
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have discussed the relationship ~etween names and non-nominal 

expressions in Chapter 11. 

The answers to my first e mvirical set of ques tions raised 

a new set of questions. How could these results be eiplained? 

Why did children choose these types of expres:oions 'l Why did 

they use them to encode these type of conce~ts? Vhy did the 

meanings of these expressions change'! It seemed that I would 

be most likely to find an answer to these questions if I looked 

at the cognitive dev~lopwent of 12 - 24 month olds , in particu-

lar at the development of the concepts 

encoded. 

non-nominal expressions 

I am not implying that cognitive deve lo pment is the only 

or most importan t factor in linguistic development. Obviously 

social factors, formal considerations and purely linguistic 

factors all play a role. However, non-nominal expressions did 

not seem to play an important role in the cl.ild' s socia l world, 

nor did they seem to be particularly ~ignificant from the point 

of view of the syntax or s e mantics of the adult language, but 

the •concepts encoded by these expressions did seem to play an 

imv ortant role in the child's understanding of actions and 

objects. Accordingly I decided to see what developmental 

pf::iychologists had to say about the concepts encoded by non­

nominal expressions. 

Unfortunately, I discovered that there is no clear, gener­

ally accepted account of the development of the se concepts, or 

any other concepts, in infancy. S ince Piaget's account (Piaaet 

195J, 1954, 1962) is most detailed a nd compreheasive, it is not 

surprising that psycholing uists like Bloom (197J), Brown (1973), 

~iobin (197~ and Bates (1976, 1977) have automatically turned 
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to Piaget when thuy wanted to know about cognitive develop­

ment. 

However, in the past fifteen years there has been an 

expl.osion of research into coguitive devel<,pment in infancy 

and this research challenged many of Piaget's assumptions and 

inte rpretations. Piag et's observations are usually not wrong, 

in fact they have been confirmed to a remarkable extent; hut 

they are incomplete, Further observations and experiments 

sugcest that the Piagetian account of cognitive developme nt 

in infancy cannot simply be accepted without question. How­

ever, there is as yet no alternative account that is as 

comprehensive or detailed, 

In Chapters 12, lJ and 14 I have tried to construct an 

account of the development of the concepts that are encoded 

by non-nominal expressions. Inevitably this account is largely 

bas~d on Piaget's observations and theories, but I have also 

tried to integrate them -with the observations, experiments 

and theories of writers like Bower, Rruner and Papousek. I 

have also had to rely on a certain a mount of logical recon-

struction wl1~n no direct evidence was available. For example, 

I have araued that certain concepts logically depend on other 

concepts and therefore could not be developed before those 

concepts. 

In fact, tbe concepts encoded by non-nominal express ions 

turned out to involve some of the most important aroas of 

cognitive development in infancy, the develovment of intelli­

gent g oal-dir~cted action and the development of a model of 

oujects, observers and s~ace. Inevitably my a ccount of 

cognitive develol,men t has concentrated on tliese two areas 
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an~ l1a s i ~ nored other important areas of development, s uch 

as the develo~ruent of the social world and the development 

of per c e 1, ti on • 

In addition, I have not attewpted to prtisent a critical 

review of the literature on cognitive development . In parti­

cular, I h a ve not been concerned with the methodolo~ical 

controversies tliat are provoked uy experiments with infants. 

Giveri the aims of this thesis and g iven the scarcity of 

evidence, it seemed more sensible to cast about for every 

~crap 0£ evidence that could shed ligh t on the deve lopment 

of the concepts encoded by non-nominal expressions, rathe r 

than to restrict myself to met hodolog ically pristine studies. 

In short. the account of cog nitive developme nt I have 

vresented in Chapters 12, l J and 14 is not intended to be 

definitive or final. Instead, I simply wanted to p r esent a 

hy!Jothesis about the devt:lopment of the concepts encoded by 

non-nowina l expressions tha t was consistent and pla usib lE:i 

and was also consistent ~it h the available evidence. In 

Chapter 12 I have considered tlle development of plans a nd 

the concepts concerning plans tha t are enc oded by 11 00 11 , 

11more 11 and 1 succe~s• and 'fa i lure' expressions. In Chapter 

lJ I have considered the develo vment of the concept of the 

object, particularly the concept o f the disappearance of an 

object. 

"gone". 

This conce~t is related to the concept s encoded by 

In Chapter 14 I ha ve considered the d e velopment of 

spatial concepts, particularly the concep ts o f falling, supvort, 

containment, contig uity and attachment that are rela ted to 

the concepts encoded by 'direction' expressions and the more 

geueral spatial concepts tha t are encoded '\Jy "there". 



The cognitive literature sugge ti ted that the concepts 

encoded by 11011-nominal expressions were important to 12 - 24 

month olds; but the literature also sugg ested, rather 

surprisingly, that these concepts were not developed until 

a relatively late stage. In fact, it seemed that many of 

these concepts could not a11vear until about 18 months. Yet 

the children I studied used words to encode tl1ese concepts 

between about 15 and 21 months. 

In particular, the cognitive literature sug5 ested tha t 

children could only mak~ certain types of generi1lizations 

after abou t 18 months. Only then would they be able to see 

that a plan had succeeded, both when the y put a jigsaw puzzle 

in the correct space and when the y hit a tower of blocks and 

it fell down. Only then would they be able to see that an 

object existed, but was not in a position wh~re they could 

see it when they turned away from an object, when a ~lock 

moved inside a cup, when an object was invisibly displaced 

and when they deduced that an object must be in a location. 

Only_ . then could they see that the same spatial relationship 

was involved when a toy animal moved inside a fence and when 

a block moved inside a closed posting box. Yet between about 

15 and 21 months children would use the same expression in 

all these different types of situations which suggests that 

they had made some generali~ation about these contexts. In 

the second part of Chapters 12, 13 and 14 I have argued in 

detail that children beg in to use non-nominal expressions to 

encode certain concepts at about the same time that they are 

developing those concepts. 

The children could have c h osen to use other expressions , 

or they could h a ve 1;1sed non-nominal expressions to t::ncode 



- 11 -

s~rupler concepts, concepts that were dev~loped at G months 

or 9 months. In fact, they consistently used non-nominal 

expressions to encode new concepts, concepts they had just 

developed or were on the verge of developing, rather than 

well establish~d concepts. 

How can we explain this surprising result? I have 

tried to outline one possible explanation in some detail in 

Chapter 12. According to this account, the child's cognitive 

problems largely determine which expressions he uses and his 

hypotheses about the meanings of those expressions. His 

developiug cog·n it i ve system pushes him to pay attention to 

problematic situations and to develop new concepts. It also 

pushes him to pay attention to expressions that occur in 

prol>l~ma tic s i tua t io11s and to hy1Jotlles ize that t h ese express­

ions encode new concepts, 

This explanation largely depends on the idea that languag e 

acquisition can facilitate cognitive development. I have 

sugg~sted that the child uses linguistic clues to hel p him 

to develop the new concepts that appear after 18 months. 

Wheu he has a cog nitive 1>roblern, he actively searches for 

appropriate ling uistic clues and he is particularly likely 

to store expressions that help him to s olve cognitive prob­

lems and to use those expressions in his productive speech. 

This Vygotskyan view contrasts with the more common Piage tian 

view that th~ child develops concepts first and later maps 

these concepts onto lang uage. 

ln Chapter 12 I have also tried to show specifically 

how this account could explain the relationship between the 

devt3lopment of vlans and the development of 11 no 11
, 

11111ore 11 and 



'success' and 'f'ailu1·e I expressions. In Chapter lJ J have 

tried t O show liow it could explain the r e l ;:i t i ons hip be tween 

th~ development of' the obje ct concept anu the develorJment of 

" gone ". In Cha pt er 14 I have tried to show liow it could 

expla in the rela tionship between the development of s l-'a t ial 

concepts and the development of 11 there 11 and 'direction ' 

expressions. 

Finally, in Chapters 12, l'.3 and 14 I have tried to sho,.,. 

how this account could explain the changes in the meaning of 

the various non-nominal expressions. I have argued that 

these cha ng es reflect the fact tbat the child is faced with 

new cognitive problems as he makes co gnitive and ling uistic 

prog ress. 

I have argued then that there is a consistent relation­

ship between the develo pme nt of non-nomina l expressions and 

the deve lopment of the concepts those expressions encode. 

Non-nominal expressions. seem t o encode concepts the child 

is in the middle of develoving ; but names and~ to a certain 

extent, "that" do not seem to fit tllis pattern. The standard 

account of the meaning of names claims that names encode 

features or properties of object s , such as l'~dness or round-

ness. Similarly, 11 that" seems to encode the fact tha t the 

child vays atttntion to an interesting percevtual phenomena. 

Tbese concepts, particularly the first set of c oncepts, shouL 

be deve loped at a very tarly age. In fact, Clark (1974) h a s 

suggeste d that name~ encode innate concepts. 

J[owever, the meaning of names and of "that" may not be 

so simple. In particular, Putnam (1975) and Kripke (1971) 

have recently suggested that the meaning of na mes in the a dU111 
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l a n g uage i s consid ~r a l>ly more complex and abst r ac t than 

feature theories suggest. In Chapter 15 I have outlined 

Putnam's and ~ripke's arg uments and I have tried to sho~ 

how th e y c a n be avl->lied to early l anguage . I have ar~ued 

that the Putnam/Kripke theory makes better predictions aLou t 

early lang uage than t he fe a ture theory. The Putnam/Kripke 

theory also s uge·e s ts that the meaning of "tha t" may be as 

abs tract as the meaning of names. I have arisued tha t the 

cognitive literature sugges ts tha t t he concepts encoded by 

names and by "that", according to Putnam and Kripke, a re not 

developed until between 15 and 21 months . "Tha t" and names, 

like non-nominal expressions, encode concepts the chi l d i s 

in the course of develo p ing . In the fin a l part of Chapter 1 5 

I have applied my Vygotskyan account of linguistic and cogni­

tive developme nt to the development of names and " that". 

In Chapter 16 I have summarized the central ideas of the 

thesis and I have ir1dulg ed in some s pe culation about other 

applications of these ideas. In particular, I have briefly 

dis6ussed why languag e emerges at about 18 months and I have 

briefly considered what child language can tell us about the 

meaning of tile adult lang uage. 

This thesis is organized rather like a wedding cake 

with successive tiers of argument, each successive tier is 

slightly further removed from a solid empirical foundation . 

I have beg un by describ ing in detail the way children use 

non-nominal expressions in the 12 - 2~ ruontl1 per iod . Then 

I have used this inforina tion to develop hy1)otlieses about t he 

meaning of early non-nominal e xpres s ions. I have suggested 

that these ~xpressions encode certain concepts. Then I have 
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used the cognitive literature to develop hypotheses about 

the development of those concevts. I have argued that in 

th~ 12 - 24 month period non-nominal expressions encode 

concepts the child is in the middle of developing. I have 

offered a rather Vygotskyan explanation for this relation­

ship between linguistic and cognitive develo pment. Then I 

have tried to apply my account of the development of early 

non-nominal expressions to eaPly names. ~inally, I l1ave 

tried to apply som~ of these ideas to tbe problem of the 

emergence of language and to the probl em of meaning in the 

adult language. 

In short, in Chapters 4 - 11 I have presented what I 

hope is a reasonably accurate account of the meaning and 

development of non-nominal expressions in the lang uag e of 

12 - 24 month olds. In Chapters 12 - 16 I have presented 

a theoretical account of the underlying interaction between 

linguistic and cognitive development in this period. I 

have argued that this account can explain the meaning and 

development of non-nominal expressions and can also explain 

the meaning and development of names. 

This theoretical account is not the only possible 

explanation of early language . Still , I think it is an 

expl anation that is int~resting enough in its own right 

to be worth spelling out in some detail . In order to con­

firm this account, it would be necessary to investigate 

linguistic and cognitive develo1J111ent in the 12 - 24 month 

period much more thoroughly. I hope that this thesis at 

least suggests that it would be worth dragging more toys 

and recording equipment about in order to observe the 

amazing feats of orie and a half year olds. 
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l{ lJESTION::i AND AN!:>\fl!;H.S All UUT Till!. Ul!:VELUl 'MC:N'i' 01" LANGUAGE , 
A lU~VlEW OJ:" 'l'HE LI'l'lmAT U.H.E , 

There are three kind s of questions we can ask about a 

child's lang uage. What is its structure ? How is it used? 

]low a nd why does it change? Each of these que s tions has 

three possible answers which we may broadly call f ormal, 

cog nitive and social, In the past fifteen yea rs there has 

been much debate about which of these a nswers is correct. 

None o.f these answers are sufficient to answer a ll these 

questions for all the diff erent areas of lang uage, Never­

theless, when we consider specific linguistic problems, some 

answers may be more appropriate than others, In the follow­

ing cl1apter I will try to explain in more detail what these 

questions entail and wha t answers ha ve been proposed. More­

over, I will a rgue that some accounts have confused different 

questions. 

period. 

I will concentrate on accounts of the one-word 

(1) What is the structure of l a ng uage? 

We might think of an account of the structure of a 

lang uage as a comvlete account of the purely linguistic 

behaviour of a native speaker of the langua ge, This purely 

linguistic behaviour would consist of the string s of sounds 

the speaker produces and his judgments about which string s 

of sounds are wc,rds a nd sentences o:f his language . This 

ling uistic behaviour i s g·enerative, that is we can always 

produce new ling uistic strin~s or judg e whether ue-w string s 

belong to our lang uage. The description of the b ~h a viour 

must c a pture t b i£ generative ~uality . 

Perhaps the best way of providing a n accurate account 

of ~urely linguist~c behaviour is to think in terms of a 
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set o.f t!lements and a set of rules t11at G"OVer11 the a rrange-

ment and coml>ination of those '=!l1::u1onts. Ultimately, this 

set of elements :;;hould predict whether any ~iven stri,11; of 

sounds is a 111orpheu1e or sentence of the lani~ua~e. These 

elements and rules would constitute a theory of' the l)hono­

logy and syntax of the language. The most important recent 

theories of' this kind have been inspired by Cllomsky I s trans­

formational syntactic theory (Chomsky 1965). 

Much linguistic structure seems to be intrinsically 

determined, it has no relation to anything outside langu a ge 

i tsel1' . 1'' or example, the fact that in En~lish we consistently 

vary the form of the plural affix de 1-lending on the form of 

the stem does not seem to be related to any facts about our 

1.Jel ie1's or our social re~a tiouships. Similarly I the fact 

that certain ~erbs can only be com~ined with certain prepo­

sitions often a ppears to have little to do with the concepts 

those verbs and prepositions encode. 

However, much linguistic structure is related to the 

native speaker's concepts or beliefs. Certa in lexical items 

and certain syntactic categories and structures are consis­

tently related to certain concepts. For exam~le, the 

syntactic categ ory "noun" which we would need simply in 

order to explain the possible sequences of morphemes in 

Knglish is related in a general way to the concept of an 

object or entity, while the syntactic cateGory "verb" is 

related in a general way to the concept of action or 

relationship • . Many of the regularities captured by our 

phonolo6 ical and syntactic theories will turn out to be 

consistently related to rec ularities in our understanding 

of the world. This .is hardly surprising slnce the principal 
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f unction of l a nauage i s ••recisely to encod .., e conceDts. 

Specifyinc the relationship between linguis tic structur es 

and the concepts, beliefs, or propositions those struc tures 

encode is the job of a semantic theory . 

There are two ways of a 1,proaching this task. One 

tecl1nique is to take certain semantic notions as primitives 

( such as truth or synonymy or para1,hrase) and then expla in 

lincuistic reeularit ies in terms of thes e notions without 

actua lly specifying the nature of the speaker's beliefs . 

Vor example, we can predict that if "John is tall" is true 

and "John is thin" is true, then 11John is tall and thin" 

will be true, or we can preJict that if "Tbe elephants were 

dancing in the kitchen" means X, then 11 In the kitchen the 

e l eph a nts were dancing" a lso means X. We can do this even 

if we cannot explain what makes "John is tall" true, or what 

exactly the meaning of "The elephants were dancinG' in the 

kitchen" is. Davidson's truth-conditional semantics 

(Davidson 1967) is a n example of this sort of approach. 

Other , more ambitious se~antic theories try to s pecify 

the nature of the beliefs, concepts and propositions that 

at'e related to lint;uistic structures . A common strate~y is 

to derive complex linguistic structures from simpler or more 

primitive structures that are supposed to correspond to the 

structure of cog uition. Some semantic feature theories , such 

as Clark ' s theory (Clark H . H. 1973) theories of g...:ncrative 

sema ntics a nd most recently Miller and Johnson - Laird's proce­

dural semantics (Miller and Johnson-Laird 1976) have tried 

to relate particular lina uistic structures to pa rticular 

perc~ptual or couceptual structures . These theories would 
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t r y t o re l a t e the sent enc " 'i' l l e 1e e ephants wer e <lancin ~ in 

tile kitchen" to the s pe ak , er s unde rstand i n ~ of' animals, 

movement and location, 

Some aspects of lin~ui s tic structure a re n o t related 

to our beliefs about the world, instead they are r e l a ted 

to the social relationships between lang uaRe users. Again 

this is not surprising since an imvortant function of 

lan~ua ~e is to reg ula te social interaction. An express ion 

like "thank you" or a syntactic structure like the impera ­

tive a re r elated to the fact that the speaker a nd inter ­

locutor h a ve been involved in an exchange , or tha t t he 

speaker assumes power over the interlocutor, Austin (1962) 

demonstrated the significance of this aspect of linguistic 

structure. Ev e n a sentence t hat apparently encodes a 

proposition like ~I promise to go to the store" may actually 

establish a social oblig ation. 

Searle (1969) has argued tha t a ll sentences Loth encode 

a set of beliefs about the world, they have a propositional 

con~e nt or locutionary force and establish a set o f relation­

ships lletween the speaker and others, tl1ey have a n illocu-

tionary force. A particular syntactic structure, such as 

that of a question, an imperative, or even a simvle declara­

tive, will always be related to a particula r s ocial relation-

ship. 

Under the Chomskyan influe nce, the earliest of the 

rece nt s tudies of child language concentra ted on its intrin­

sically ling uistic structure, particularly its syntax. The 

g reat discovery of that period was that the child's lane ua g e 

had its own syntax, which was not like the syntax of the 
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a dult languaae. For example, Drown and Hel luu i (1964) 

described the different formal propertie s of negation at 

various sta,~es o:f the child's language and Rerko ( 1958) 

described the child's mor pho log ica l rules. The language 

of the one-word period was large ly i g nored l>ecause its 

structure i s so simple; but while this structure is simple, 

it is still a structure . Only a small sub- set of the 

possible strin~s of sounds are produced in the one-word 

stag e and these strings can be divided into classes which 

correspond t o words. When we say that the child produces 

a word, we really mean that he produces an utterance t hat 

Lelong s to a class of ~honologically similar utterances. 

If we want to predict which strings of sounds are acce pt­

able in a child's one - word lang uage , we need a lexicon which 

lists al l the expressions the cltild uses. An acceptable 

string is simply a strinc that is an utterance of one of 

words on that list. This list of words is an account of 

the 1 ing·uis tic s true ture of til e child I s l anguage in the 

one~word stage . 

It rapidly became clear that in child langua ge , as in 

adult lang uage, linguistic structure is related to belief. 

Just as the child's syntax is different from the adult's, 

his semantics, the way in which his lin~uistic and cognitive 

structures are related, is a lso different. Bloom (1970) 

argued that \lie could understanu the child's semantics by 

looking at the conte xts in which he used a particular ~true-

ture. If a particular kintl of structure always at,peared in 

a particular kind of context, ~e could assume that the 

structure encoded some feature of the context . 

ltas called ttlis method "rich inter pr etation", 

Bro\\'n (1973) 
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A g ood example of the u i f.fo1·eu o e butwv t1 1J y 11 ttJott tifHJ 

semantic ap1Jroacl1es to ct1ilct laug uu~u is tho antt.1)'•1& uJ.' t.wtJ • 

wo.rd strin(js. The struc tural fnot is tlJtlt wu1'tl!t ui,.,v fa, t u 

first or second 1,osition. Drainu ( 196J ) t.a.➔ 1.o(J tu "..<i11li111 

this fact IJy proposing two syntact ic&lly cJutul'ui 1 ra · "1 clna•4iHf 

of words anu a c ombinatoria l rule. Hy look 1ue ut co h t -"iM , 

Uloom (1970) discovere d that tile p ot:i1t 1ou ot· -wo rt!• t:: J'l C'ttJd 

the relationship betwee n tho concevts they <, u codtHI. 1ror 

example, certain nouns would a ppe nr in th~ f11•st [>Oa,ition 

if their r~fert!nt possessed the nouu that U()l)uu.rud 1n t t,fl 

second position, so 11 uaby doll" would ue producod wtu, n ttJII 

baby had the doll, but "doll dress" would IJe ~,r<HJucou wh~n 

the dress belonge d to th~ doll. The structural t'act tlJtit 

"baby" preceded "doll" was related to the conce1,,tual rel1stiun­

ship betw~en the object encoded by 11 1.Jaby" and t h0 oujoct 

encoded uy 11 doll". 

In the one-word sta~e, each exvression is used i n 

contexts of a particular kind. Using Oloom's mt:thod of 

ricJ1 inter1,>retation, we cun de t:S cribe the sema ntics of the 

one-word staee. That is, we can relate the structure ot' 

the cl,ild' s lanuuage in the one-word staee, which we have 

seen consists of a list of the axprussions the child uses, 

to the child's concepts. by looking at the contE:xts in 

wt1ich expression occura, we can dittcover \o/ha t conce-"ts that 

expression encodes. 

I n 11 0ne \Jord at a Time" Rloom (197J) arg ued that at 

least one child's early words could ue divided into two 

~ r o up d • ~ u b s tan t 1 v e word s , w h i cl 1 ,~er c es en t i a 11 y n awe s , 

referred to ol>jects or properties of olJj ec ts. •Function' 
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words, which included "there" "uli-oli" 11 " , , up , 11 more 11 , "away", 

" gone" and "Stop", 'Were 1uore mysterious. lJloon, provided 

d ,escriptions of tile way one cllild used these · expressions and 

speculated that they mi~ht enc;:ode asL,ects of the child's 

org anization of the world. 

Most or the attention since then ha s l>een focused on 

the substantive word_s, rather than the function words, 

Clark (197J, 1971,), Nelson (1974) and Bowe rman (1978) llave 

all tried to explain how children apply names to ol>jects in 

the one-word stage. Clark has argued that names refer to 

percevtual attributes of objects, s uch as size, shape Rnd 

colour, A particular name will Le applied to all ol>j e cts 

that share a particular attriuute. Nelson, on the other 

hand, has argued that names refer to 'functiona l fe a tures• 

o f objects. These functioual feat ure s include dyna mic 

attributes of objects, like the l>o unciness of a ball, and 

a lso includes the roles the objects play i n the child's 

action schemes. Dowe rm.an has supported Clark's c laim that 

the. ·names are applied to perceptually determined classes of 

objects, but following Hosch (1975), has aris·ued that these 

classes include objects tllat have different properties in 

common with a prototype object. On the other hand, Piaget 

( 1 9G2) a nd more recently Bates et a l ( 1979) seem to support 

Nelson's view tl1at names are applied to objects that ar~ 

acted on in the same way. In fact, it is likely tbat names 

are applied to objects in a ll these ways. 

Uates et al (1979) sucgest tha t early words which are 

not names, such as some of Bloom's function words, also 

encode particular action schemes. Bow erman (1978) sugg ests 
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tllat some of these words encode subjective, internal states 

o f' the child. Farwell (1977) argues that one class of such 

words• locatives, t! ncode the goals of the chilli, 8 actions . 

After semantics became respectable, pragmatic analyses 

of' child languag e also began to ap1Jear. If some of the 

child's lin~uistic structures were related to his beliefs, 

others mi~ht be related to his interactions with other 

speakers. Dore(1975b), Dates (1976) and Bruner (1975) have 

explored this possiLility. 

Some writers have cla i med that the child's first words 

establish social relationships between the child and his 

interlocutors. The first words are more like "please" or "I 

promise" than like "red" or II ball". Greenfield and Smith 

(1976) claim that the very first words are 'pure performa­

tives'. A similar claim has been made by Bruner (1975, 1 976) . 

Some earlier writers, such as Lewis (1951) and De Laguna (1927), 

also t'elt that the first words 'Were esentially social devices. 

On the other hand, Dore (1975a), Nelson (1975a) and 

Halliday (1975) sugg est t hat only some aspects of early 

language are syst e matically related to the relationships 

between the child and others. Dore claims t11a t the illocu­

tionary force of a o ne word utterance is carried uy iutona­

tion, while its locutionary force, its propositional content, 

is carried by the phonological form of the utterance. Nelson 

describes a class of early expressions she calls •social or 

expressive' which includes expressions like "thank you" and 

"no". These expressions are su1,>vosed to be particularly 

frequent in the speech of children with an •expressive• style. 

llalliuay•s araument is com11lex 1 uut essentially he claims that 
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s ome 'prag matic• expressior1"' ei;tal,lisli · l 
v :soci.a ri:,l,1tionsl1ips. 

wliile oth ..: r 'ma tbet ic' e xpri:,ssions a re rela ted to the child• s 

internal states or his attempts to under stand the worlcl. 

In summary, while some of the child' s linguistic· 

structures are purely linguistic , others are ri:lated to llis 

beliefs, or to his relationship with other people. Tn the 

one-word period it seems clear that one set of expressions, 

names, refer in some way to objects, but the si3nificance of 

other expressions is less clear, All the accounts of this 

period a..:-ree tllat such expressions exist and there i s some 

agreement about the particular non-nomina l expressions that 

appear in Eug lish. 11That 11 , 11 tl1ere 11 , "no", "more", " g one", 

and "up" and "down" are often mentioned. It has been 

su~g ested that tllese expressions encode the child's organizing 

activity, his particular action scliemes, his internal states, 

or the ~oals of his actions . It has also been su~a ested tha t 

these expressions establish social relationshi1.1s between tlie 

child and others. 

So far we have been concerned ,~itll the question of 

describing linguistic structures; but we may also ask how 

these structures are used. Any linguistic structure may b e 

used to achieve a variety of ends , 

Perhaps the most important uses of l anguage involve the 

sveaker a nd a liste ner . The speaker may use ~n utter a nce of 

a particular type in conjunction ~ith non-lini uistic u ehaviour, 

like g esture, and in conjuuction with a background of slwrell 

knowle<.J g e, ~o convey information to a listener , lie may a lso 

u~e utterances to request information, to command, to ~lacate , 
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console, or congratulate a li t 
s ener, or to affect the listener 

in otlier ways. In addition to these . interpersoual functions 

of lang ua g e, there are also intrapersonal i'unctions. We 111ay 

use lan,r ua bn•e to help cla · 1· 
u ri Y our thoughts, to construc.t tiypo-

theses, or to make predictions, without necessarily intending 

to ai"fect another speaker. We might call these co15nitive 

fun ct ions of lang uac;e. Another set of functions are not social, 

but are also not related to knowled ge. We may simply exploit 

the :formal properties of lang uage for their own sake, in poetry 

or song, for example. 

There have been a number of attempts to construct taxo­

nomies or ling uistic functions IJy Hymes (1974) , Halliday (197 )) 

and Jakobson ( 1960 ), for example. These writers have tried to 

specify a limited number o f such functions and tried to classify 

tllem, In adrtition, writers like Grice (1957, 1968) l1ave tried 

to specify rules that govern our use of languag e. They have 

tried to show that rules gov ern the way we combine utterances , 

gesture, intonation and our knowledge of the context, the 

list~ner's a s sumptions and past utterances, in order to produce 

a certain effect. Grice has tried to specify ' felicity ' and 

1 re leva nee' con<.I it ions that include rul e s 1 ike ' l,,rovide uew 

in r or ma t 1 on ' or ' u e c 1 ear 1 
• 

The attempt to describe our uses of lan~uag e ant.I the r ules 

tll fl t regulate our use of lang ua g e slloulu uot be confused with 

the attempt to describe tlle structure of l anguag e whicl1 I 

discussed in the previous section. A particular lint~uistic 

structure way be used to acl1ieve ma ny different enus and very· 

different ling uistic structures may serve the same function. 

}<""or example, the sentell<.:l:l "'fhe cat is on the mat" may 11.Je used 

t o convey th t:, inf or.ma tion that the cat is on the ma t, but it may 
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ulso bt:: a ue111and tliat the liste11 er t k 1 ' a e t I e ca t of' f t I I e 1UG1 t , 

an excuse t~or not lJiCkiu~ UlJ the inat. 
A request for an 

eJq,la uation ot' tlie cat's presence on the mat, an 01.Jservatlo11 

in an c thological account of cat behaviour, or a rliyu;e for 

"The g nat is on the bat". Un the other hand, any one of 

these functions, say the demand tl1at the listener take tl1e 

cat o.ft~ the mat, may be fulfilled l>y a variety of' ling uistic 

st rue t ure s as "The cat is 011 the mat 11 , "Take the cat off' the 

mat", "Illoody c a t" anu "Are you nware that tl1e cnt is on the 

1118 t ? II 

Tlle function of a sentence, in a particular context, 

cannot be identified either with its meaning, or with it~ 

illocutionary force . In the example above , the propositional 

content of the various sentences used to demand that the cat 

be taken off the mat is different. Each sentence encodes a 

d ifferent set of beliefs about the world. In addition, the 

illocutionary forces of these sentences are different . Each 

of these sentences is systematically related to u different 

kin~ of speaker/hearer relationship. Searle (1969) disting-

uishes between tbe illocutionary i'orce of an utterance, which 

is related to its structure, and its perlocutionary force, 

which is the actual effect it produc es on a listener. Structur­

ally speaking, "Are you aware that tlle cat is on tbe mat ? 11 

is a request for information, even though it may function as 

a command in a particular context. 

Of course we exploit our knowled~e of the meaning or 

illocutionary force of a sentence when we use it to achieve 

a c e rtain end. 'We are not likely to say "Look at the fire 

ene;ine" in order to get someone to take til e cat ot' f the mat . 
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koreover. the way we exp1o·t t 
J. hat knowledg e auct combine it 

with other kinds of kno 1 d we ge, may be rule-gover11ed . ~e 

are unlikely to use an uttera11 ce of "1'he cat is on the mat" 

to conv~y the information that the cat is on the n1at if the 

cat and the mat are in full view of the listener. 

llo-wever, the relationship between the il1ocutionary 

force or meanin~ of a sentence and the function of an utter­

ance of that sentence may be very indirect, particularly 

when there is a great deal of para-linguistic and context­

ual infprmation available. I~deed, it might be argued that 

in certain dialects, such as Oxbridge se, the effect an 

utterance of a sentence is intended to produce rarely has 

anything to do with its meaning or illocutionary force. 

There have been some attempts to provide functional 

accounts of early lant~uage and to explain how chil<lren acquire 

functional rules. Halliday (1975) , Bruner (1975, 1976, 1978) 

and Carter (1974) have provided functional ana lyses of early 

speech. 

There have also been a number of 'holophrast ic' analyses 

of the one-word period, such as those of Schles ing er ( 1974) , 

Ingram (1971), Hodgon (1976), Antinucci and Parisi ( 1973 , 1975) 

and Greenfield and Smith (1976) which have confused the 

functional and structural questions. These accounts have set 

out to describe the meaning of the child's sing le expressions. 

In fact, they have described the messa g<.: that an l,tterance, along 

with ges tures and knowled ~e of conte~t, mi ght Le i ntend~d to 

convey. They have described part of the function of early 

utterances. However, for tl1is messaee to be a meanin~ , it 

must be related to tbe structure of the chilli's l a n liuag e. 

The confusion of struc turt: and fuuction in these accounts 

':'"-

.. 
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l eads to grave anethodolo~ical problems whlch will be discu1::,sed 

in the next cha p ter. 

In tlie one-word stage the child's linguistic structure 

amounts to the fact that he uses different expressions. 

These ace ounts ass i gn dii'fereut meanin~s to utterances of' 

the same expression and the same meaning to utterances of 

<l iff"eren t express ions, depending on their account of the 

chil.d's con1111unlcative intention. Gre~nfield and Smith are u e 

for example, that a n utteranc e of 11ball 11 h a s an underlyinG 

Action- Ob j ect structure, i.1' it occurs when the chil<i throws 

a bal.l, and an underlying Object-State structure it if occurs 

wben the ball fa lls. They then argul:l tliat the child has 

develope d the semantic ca te[;or it,s of act ion, object and 

state and the relationships uetween them. 

However, this arg ument does not follow. In uruer to 

estal.Jlish tliat the child has a sen,antic cateGory, as Uloom 

(1973) and Brown (1973) have 1Jointed out , it is not suffic­

ient to show that the child has a certain concept, or tha t 

he· tries to convey this concept to others, or eve n tha t l l e 

uses lan~ uage to try to conv 1.:y this concept . We must a l s o 

show that this concept is actually encocted by the lau~ u a ~ e , 

we 1uus t show that it is cons is t e nt ly related to the s true tu1·e 

of the l ani;uage the child produc es . 

We have seen that in the adult lane uag e the t'unction of 

an utterance of' a sentence , the messaGe it conveys, or th e 

e.Crect it prod u ces, may be ciui te different from its 111eanine; 

or illocutionary rorce , that i s the ~oliers or socinl facts 

that are rela ted to the structure of th e st:ntence . Th •J:·e i s 

no a vriori r~ason why the chi l ei' s l Ang uai~e should l>e ui.fft: r u nt . 
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J n the Greeufi 
e1u anu . 

111e1,u1 a rou · Srnith IHI Ol> . ex1\ni l J1::ct 1' e th,. , .0 

l 
• as i ' .. ru 

on y {Jrottuc ... ct . fl<lic"'t "ua1111 i '" 1.n .... 1::ct LJ 
111 

clit 
contexts Y tlie f 

I i 1 
. i Hct ti 

c1 d mi •·ht nyo1v 1 n,t it i s 
u use on ne ::.uc h 

t 
Utteranc.. 1'll object a11<1 tl1u 

co11 extual i " of , ~ Ufo1•nia t. 'ba 1111 . 
c l.on t wi.th •· e . 

0 
u sture s a nd 

was thrown convey th , or dro e fact ti 
PlJed' to iat the ball 

or to p redict demand tbat he 
tha t tl· be t',i vc 11 

11:: ba 11 a L>all, 
\V OU ld apµear. 

It is , of course 
' em1,irica11y 

!JOS s ible tl 1a t funct ion anti structure . ,1 ru iso111or pt1. . 
l.C l.11 ti 

tho1 ·h tl le c ltil ·', ~ Jg iey are u ., lHng uac.e, 
not in th e adult' -

utterances of a s l ant ua l-{e . Al l the 
particular expres s ion mi ,,·ht 

same way . "l:lall" 

ball , or it mig ht 

mig ht always b e u sed 

a l ways be a pre lude 

0 be used in the 

to demand a pa rticular 

to throwin1. t he IJAl l . 

I n fact , Greenfield aud Smi tl1 ' . s evi.dence 

th i~ hypothesis . The chilllrcn · i.n tl,e ir study used t11e same 

expression to fulfi l diffc1·ent functions. 

11.:• l liday (1975) s t u t;g es s tl1at structure ;,nd function 

« e cl;i ims that may be identified in the earlie st l an,•• u"' ge . 11 

at abo u t nine months his son Nicel used differeot vocalisa ­

tions to ac!Jieve difi'erent ends anu that each type of 

voca l isation was associated with a particular function. 

Lat~r there was a stai;e in wllic ll functional d i st iuc tions 

were carrie d by intonation anti finally, at about 18 months, 

v ocal isations became multi - functiona l , as they are in adult 

languat;e . 

1
. s not clear how this sequence is 

Unfortunate l y , it 

We n
ormAllY think of as the emer~ ence of 

rt: l ated to wtiat 

lnng ua.;e . 

e Nigel I s lan~ uage d e vel o1,me11t was 
rl'his is becau s 

• ,tlY bci.;clr\ to use two - word s tt· incs 

118 ap par c 1 
ratlwr unu sua l . 



at the same time that he b eean to use t xpr t: s s ions of t he 

at.Jul t l an~ua~e • Both these develo pment s occurred at the 

same t irne that h .i. s vocalisations llecame multi-functional. 

Halliday sut:·gests that tlle :.hift to a multi-functional 

system is correlated both with the emeree nce of synt a x 

and with the emerg ence of expressions of the adult lane uage. 

how tlvcr • for rnost children e xp ressions of the adult lan~u :.r:e 

a ppear considerably before syntax . It i s not clear from 

Ha lliday' s data whether these children would develop multi­

.fu11ctional expressions a t the start of the one- word stat5e , 

when adult exp1·essions a vrrnar ancl when we conventionnlly 

assume that lun~ uage e merges I or at the start of tile two­

word stnee whe n syntax appears . 

Rruner ( 1976) arg ues that structure and fuuction may 

be iuentified for the first words in the conventiona l sense, 

tha t is tht:1 first words of the adult language. In particular, 

he arc;ues tha t a communicative system is developed pre­

linc-uistically in which each vocalisation has a p a rticular 

function . In the early stae,es of lane·uage, these pre-lin 1; uis-

tic vocalisations are r eplaced by expressions of tl!e a dult 

lan~ uage . 

It sel:!111s clear from the work of of Bruner (1976), 

Halliday (1975) • Bates (1976) and Sugarman (1978 ) tlla t ther e 

is a pre-linguistic communicative system in wh i ch voca lisa­

tions serve particular functions . I t also seems clear that 

b-y the time the child produce s two-word string s, his express­

ions are uiulti-func ~ional. How~ver, it is not clear when 

this multi-functionality emerges. Bruner and Halliday s uggest 

that it only emerges after the one- word 1,eriod has started. 
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If th is is true' it lends supt,ort to the cla1· 111 t l,a t e ar l y 

ianc u age dtlvelops out o r tt 1 . ie pre- inuuistic conoounicative 

system. On the other ttautl , if the very first words a re 

used to achieve a var ie ty of enc.ls , · in contract to pre -

lin~·uistic vocalisations, it seems more likely t ha t the re 

is a separate ling uistic syst e m wh ich supplants the earlier 

system . 

(J) How does lant;·uage change ? 

~o far we ~ave Leen concerned wit h the characterization 

of the child's l angu age at various stages of development, 

This task is not essentially different from the task of 

psycholing uists who study the adult languag-e. However, t he 

real q ue stion for deve lo pmen tal psycliolinguists is how t h e 

chi l u proceeds from one stage to another , Aga i n , there have 

been three g enera l apvroaches to tllis prol>lem stressins tile 

strictly formal, cog nitive a nd social aspects of l anguage 

dev e lo pme nt, 

(a) The Formal Approach : 

The essential probl em for any account of l a ng uage 

lea rning , o r any account of l earning in general, is tha t t he 

chi l d 's theory is a pparently underdetermined ~y his data. 

The child produces an infin itely powerful grammar, but his 

lina uistic inv ut consists of a finite set of utterances, 

inc luding those tlla t are truncated, interr u pted, or produc ed 

out of context. 

The first attemv t to dea l with this prol> l e m su p1l0sed 

that much o f the child's line uistic s tructure -was innate, it 

did not have to b e inferred from the data , In particular , 
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Chomsky (l965, 1968) argued that the child's linguistic 

hypotheses were strin~e11tly restricted. The cliild was 

forced by the se innate con5traints to devi:lo p a erauunar 

that was like the grammar of the adult language. Fodor 

(1975) has recently rephrased this argument by saying that 

the lang uag~ o f thought, the lansuage in which ling uistic 

hypotheses are framed and the spoken language must have 

similar syntactic structures. 

This geueral view was associated with several specific 

claims o bout the development of lang uage. Na t ivists like 

Lenneberg (1967) supported Chomsky by claiming that changes 

in the child's lan~uage, and particularly the emergence of 

la11t.:uag e, were the result of the maturation of innate 

structures. Tl1e Cbomskyan view also stressed the acquisi­

tion of syntax. The child's job was to discover the rules 

that determine whether a sentence is well-formed. His data 

was considered to be restricted to a set of strings without 

semantic or pragmatic information. Finally, the order of 

acquisition of structures was thou~ht to reflect their 

derivational complexity. Structures that were 'simple' or · · 

•primitive•, f rom the point of view of transformational 

syntax, should be acquired before syntactically complex 

s~ntences. For e ,xawple, Brown and Hanlon (1970) ari;ucd 

that the development of tag questions reflected the g radua l 

acqui s ition of transformational rules. 

Given the emphasis on syntax, thes e early accounts ilad 

little to say about the one -word period . However, two pr e dic­

tions were at least i mplied. One was that the emer.~ence of 

language was the result of a lang uace-specific 1Uaturational 
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change and was not the result of developmeot in other areas. 

The other was that the expressions of the one-word period 

should be syntactically simple. They should come from a 

1 imi ted number o1' syntactic categories, probably the· ca te­

gories of the base. 

(b)(i) Cognitive Approaches l - The Semantic Apvroach: 

The recognition that much linguistic structure was 

related to cognitive structures led to a revision of this 

early model. MacNau1ara ( 1972) suggested that the child l1ad 

another source of information about lin15uistic structure, 

in addition to the strings of sounds he heard. Linguistic 

structure is related via semantics to the structure of our 

knowledge about the world. Since the child has already 

developed these cognitive structures before he learns lang­

uag e, he should be able to use them to h e lp him to develop 

a theory of l ~nguage. We could partly solve the problem of the 

underdetermination of the theory by arg uing that ling uistic 

structure is derived from cognitive structure, rather than 

arguing that it is innate. 

In particular, since lan~uage, particularly language 

addres~ed to children, is produced in ap propriate contexts, 

the chilct might map the 111ysterious linguistic invuts onto 

his r&presentations of the contexts in which they appear. 

Because of the relationship betw e en ling uistic and coenitive 

_structures, such a mapping will provide clues to the form o.f tie 

grammar. 

This hypothesis led to a f lurry of interest in semautic 

structu1·es of the adult lc1.ngua1~e which are sig nificant 

linguistically and are also related to cog nition. l:i'illmore I s 
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(Fillmol'O 1968) cnso- i.ro 111111 .. 1• cnto i 

.., .. • 1:0 1• oe, for oxamvl e , u, ,Jor-

110 ~yntactic structure s nn~ aro rulatuA 
u to i111 porta 11t coc ni-

tivu ca te~or ies. Tho primitivus of t:,;·e nu1·o tive sema11t i c s 

amJ thtt se111a1 1tic feutures 01' h ut2. and l•'ouot• ( 196J } to rid 

fli e r~iscll (1967) ,~oro a lso attructivo. If early 1 a11i;u a r,c 

was structur e d in te1·111s of thol:le categories, it c ould s e rve 

ns a u int e rmediary lietween p1·e - li11liuistic co,~nit ive s tructures 

a11d the ~yutacti c and s oruautic structures o f the adult lang-

ua~t>. 

!:ieveral of the rece11t n11alyses of the one-word sta~e 

ha ve tried to show tha t early l an1:ua1; e is structured i n this 

way . Greenfield and ::>mith ( 1967) ha ve p r oposeu a ct&se - Las(.)d 

a na ly s is of o ne -wo1·d uttera11ces arid J\ntinucci amt Parisi 

(1973 , 1975) have proposed an a11c1lysi s based on tl,c primi t i ves 

of t1;enera t ive semautics. U11fo1·tu11a t oly , the se accounts 

confused line uistic structure s and the uses of tlios e struc­

tures. They ma y l!a v1:: shown that thi: child ' s co~ni tion can 

be descril>ed in termi. of semantic c a tegories, t htiy may e ven 

bave shown tha t his corurnunicative intentions are structured 

in this way , but they have not shown that the se cate r,o rie s 

are encoded by his lang uage. 

On the othe r hand, Clark ' s (B. Clark 1973, 197~) featur e ­

bas~d a nalysis could explain some l ing uistic facts . Clark 

arRues that the ove~and under-uxtcnsions of early names and 

chang es in th e apl'licatiou of na,ues con ue eX{Jlaiueli in t e rms 

of the acquisit ion of a set o f semantic features . The child 

beu-ins by assig ning a word oue o r two such f t:a tures and 

there fore over-extends it . As he g r ows o lder, lie acquires 

t h e full set of f e bture s and gradually re s tricts his applica-



tion of the word. Tl· i 11s model s also intended to account 

fo r changes in the application of later words. Clark 

explains JJonaldson and Dalfour's (1968) finding that "less" 

is initially interpreted as "more" in terms ot' missing 

semantic features. Clark arg ues that semantic features of 

early lancuag e correspond both to the semantic features of 

tlle adult language and to signiJ.'icant pe rcevtual categories. 

This sort of model retains the hypothesis that order of 

ac q uisition reflects derivationa l complexity. Here, however, 

tl1~ complexity is semanti c, rather than syntactic. Structures 

t hat are simple or primitive in terms aftl1e alult semantic system 

will appear be~ore those that are complex. The child's 

ling uistic development will proceed in three ways. lie will 

acquire more se111antic categ ories , whether these are cases, 

priwitives, or features, he will orr,anize and relate these 

categ ories and lie will gradually de velop more abstract syntac-

tic categories. 

( ii ) Cogni tive ALJPI'Oac hes 2 - Constraints: 

While the semantic approach emphasizes the parallels 

betwee11 the child's · cognitive structure and the adult's 

ling uistic structures, another app roach emphasizes the 

differences. According to some writers, lin~uistic struc­

tures emerge when t hey do because of cliang es in the child I s 

coenitive structures. 

cognitive development. 

It has been argued 

Linguistic dev~lopment reflects 

that certain formal features of 

lang uage can only appear after similar formal structures 

have been developed in other areas of cog nition. Greenfield 

ct al (1972) have argued that the develo pment of the auility 
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to oreanize sente n ce s is co1·rolo tecJ witl1 tll e <lovclopuurnt 

ot' the auili ty to org·anize motor uehaviour. ::, incla i r ( 1971) 

proposes similar correlations betwee n the deve lopment of 

syntactic structux·es,. like e111lledding, and cog nitive· <iovel­

opment. 

In t erms of the one - word stag e, the most common ar[$u­

ment, following Piag et (1962), has ueen that the emt:irg ence 

of' lang uage depends on the emerg·ence of a general sy111 bolic 

capacity which i s a l s o reflected in imitation and play. 

However , Sugarman (1978) has arg ued tha t the eme r e ence oi' 

lang uage depends on certain develoµments in skilleJ nction 

and tool use, while Moore and Meltzoff (1978) have a r g ued 

tha t it is made possible by tile develoµme n t of object­

identity rules. 

Anothe:r approach emphasizes the relationship between 

the development of linguistic structures au<l the developme11t 

of the concepts they encode. Slobin (1973) has ar(jued that 

the child must deve lop the concept encoded b y a stl·ucture 

u·e:fore he can develop the structure. If t his is true, we 

would expe ct the child I s l a n g u age at a particular stac.c to 

encode concepts h e has developed r ecently. Ano thtr v e rsion 

o.r tliis hypo thesis is the J) L~g-etian concept of cteca l ac;e. 

Piaget (1962 , 1955) argues that the deve l opment o f l anauage 

r~capitulates the development o f the concept e ncoded by 

lanGuag e. The child will encode concepts tha t were developed 

e arly before he encodes l a ter concepts, e v en if uoth sets 

of concepts have l..leen acqui:i:ed l>y the t i me he begins to 

speak. 

These two views would lead to different v r ed i ctions 

a bout the one-word stae e. In Slobin's vi ew , th e f irst wo rds 
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mig ht oracouo any o:f the concepts developed in the p1· e ­

ling uistic p er iod, develop111e 11 ts durin!,;' the one-word sta~e 

would r efl e ct tliu co~nitive changes that take p lace in tha t 

pt:1riod . T h e deca l ar~e view woultl predict tlia t the first 

,~ords would e ncode the first concepts tha t are developed 

aud that line ub:1tic chang es ,~oultl reflec t cog nitive c l1unges 

tl1a t have occurred pre-lini;u is t ically. 

11100111 (197J) bas ar~ ue d, along Slouin 1 s lines, tliat 

function . ,vo r<.Js ap1,Jear be fort~ subs t a ntive wo r ds because 

subs tantive words clepentl on the developme nt of oLject 

vcrmane n c ti . Nolson•s (Ne lson 1974) ari;ument tha t the 

chilrl I s name s encode functio11n l concepts L e ro r e they e 11code 

pt:?I'ceptual concepts a lso stie111s t o r t!flect her beliefs i:il,out 

tile child's co,~nitive tl e v e lo1>1ne nt. The vl e w of Hate s et al 

(1979) :;cems c]ose r to a .fo1·m of' decular;e . They ar,-~ue that 

the clli ld initially encodes specific a ction sche111cs and 

later e ncod e s past action schemes, or futu1·c on e s, a l thou ~ l1 

lloth tnese conce pts have been dev t~ loµed pre-linguist i c a lly. 

Notice that the pred ictions of accounts that stres s 

the role of COGnitive developmen t are r a ther different from . 

th~ predi c tions of sema ntic accounts. Co ncepts tha t ar e 

sig ni f icHnt for a 12 month old, or tha t are d evl:l loped early, 

nlig lJt not .-,lay au imr.,ortant r ole in the St!mantic systt:m of 

the adult l a n g u age . S imilnrly, cog nitive dev e lo pment mig ht 

no t reflect se111antic co1111,>ll=lxity. J.<' or exr1mp l t.: 1 the di :'\t inc-

tion betwee n 111ale and female pco1,le 1,l a ys an rn11.;ortan t role 

in the st:nurntic~ of .E:n t lish, whil e tho uistinction bet'n'een 

stranaers and fr1ndliar peovl e does not. However, tht:: l a t t ex· 

concept might b e more sir,nificant coe nitivcly fol' H 12 month 
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olu and i s certainly like ly to c.J e vclop e arlier , S i m.l laL·ly, 

fl'OUI rt semantic po int o f' view, spec ify in~ an ou j ect a nd au 

action on that object is more co1111Jlox tlu,n si1111>l y s pecifying 

ono or tile o the r. Howeve r, f rom a co~niiivc 1JO i11t 01' v il,,w, 

th ti coucept of a simple object mig l1t devtilop out of the 

concept o :f actions-on-objects. 

(l ii) Cognitive Approaches J - Stratce i es : 

A third wa y of re lat inG cog ni t lon t o l ,wguag-e tltiv e lop­

me11 t i s to argue t hat children apply v arious stratt:g ies to 

the problo m o f' l a n g uae;e . The nativist vosition de1,ends on 

a r e s tr jc t ed v iew of the child's ability to learn . vu tlie 

Cbomskyan view, tile child's only st r a te6 y is to const r u c t 

mod e l g ramma rs and test the m a gainst the linguistic inv ut. 

Howe v e r, the re is evidence tha t the child can solve all 

sorts of complex prol>lems uy u:,;ing a varit:ty o f more sophis­

ticat ed strategies . 

!::i louin (1978 , 1979) and J\.armiloff-Smith (1979) hrtve 

are ued that the child uses general yroblem- ::; o l ving s trat­

e g ies wh e n h e tries to construct a theory of lan g uage . 

These include LJay in~; specia l attention to stressed words 

a net to tile ends of words ( S lob i n 1978, 1979). Another 

stra teay is to p ay attention to re~ular structures fir st 

antl then deal wi t ll the excel, t ions a ud i rr e g ularitie s . 

r'rom a semantic point of view, S lobin sug~ests th a t c hild ­

r en will h a v e less d u~r icul ty dealing with areas o.t' the 

l a u Gua6 e in wh i ch the relationship between syntax and 

semantics is cle arcut and consequently will acq uire these 

n.reas be f ore othe r areas and .Karmiloff-Smi tl1 sugg ests tha t 

in the ir vroductive l c1 n f~u:1~e childl' fJ n will initially try 

to watc h form and .mean ing . 
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111 te1·111s 01· the one -won.I stac.1::, th i s kin<I 01· mode l 

mi i:,h t prcd ic t tlia t tile first words Houltl t.Je stressed in 

til e auul t la116 uat:e and thc1 t t h ey woulu L,1:, uua mbiguo u s . 

Wort.ls that pla y a variety of syntac tic role s , uns~ressed 

or ambi1~uous word s , or worcls tlio t a re s u b j e ct to much 

p l1011 olo~icnl variatio ns would be like l y to ap1~ear l ,,ter. 

Ag ain, the pre dictions of this wode l hOul d be d iI'fercnt 

from tile predictions o f other npvronches. l\ particular 

s I r ucture mic h t be syntacticnlly, semantica lly, o r co t•.ni ­

t i v e ly pr i mitive , but it mit,l1t l> e e11cocled in a confu :;; ing 

way . ::i lol.Jin succests, for e xample , that a sema11tic cc1tti -

go ry tha t is marked by inflections, c l enr l y and r e~ular ly, 

will L> e acqui,·ed before a cntc15ory that is ir1•egularly 

indic a ted, or is i nd icated by posit i on , e ven if b o th 

categories are e q u a ll y primitive syntacticn l ly , semantic­

a lly a nd co~nitivc ly. 

Thus the :ce are at l east three ways tlia t cog ni t i ou can 

c ont ribu te to lanc;uaee d eveloliment. r'irst , the s imilnr ities 

l.Jetwe en the child ' s concevt u a l system anu the semantic 

::;ys t e 111 of the adult l a n ~ u age 1nc1y be used to decod e lan~ua~ e . 

Second , tho d e velopmen t of ling uistic structure may d eµenct 

on the prior deve lopme nt of simi l ar cognitive structur es , 

or on the develoµm e nt o f the concepts th f:: l inr;u is tic ::;true-

tur c encodes. Fina lly , the cllild mny apply strategies to 

the problem of l anguage , st.rateg ies he umy a l so ap ply to 

other 1•roul ems. 

]. The Soc i ~ l Approach : 

A rather different ap1Jroach stresses the ro l e of the 

interaction beh,een ch i l d r e n and t heir caretaker s in tilt! 
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.luv,..lo prnunt o f' tl10 child's l o n Glln L~o. Thu 01'iLlifl11l r. 11oms k y 11n 

l'o s Jtion lle1, 0 11.Jed on the ir1t1n tl1ot thtJ c l1 ild 's lin:\ui s tic 

input \•fl S like 11or11m1 auult s peoch, llowovu 1· , 11111ch of tlh• 

c ldl c-1' s inpu t co111<:s from p1. .. oplu \vho httve n ::11Hl cinl rt:lution­

::;lt ip ,.itll ttit.• chilu . S peocl, adl11• t:1::1sou to cttildn,n 111l i!lit not 

be like nor111t1l adult speocl1. I n nddit io11, ortult s 111 i,:·ht 

structure the situations in whicl1 th ey talk to c hilllrt.111 in 

r1 \oo' i:1.Y that would 1nnke 111.nn ua~e l eal'nlrti uusier . Lon(; ltA£!t.l 

1111~:ht not just b~ acquired, or t!Ven uovt::lo pod or luar11o d, 

it mig ht actua lly be tnu1\ht , 

lh,cent ly there have ue ti n a nu111uor of invostl t;t\ tio11 ::1 of 

adult speech to c liiltlr e n ( Snow ond t,' 1He11son 1977) . S uell 

spee ch uoes seem to be t1if1'ercnt from 11or111al nuul t s1-1<rncll . 

1\111011({ ut her tl1ing 1:1, it is high~ r pitc h e d , se11te11cus u re 

shol'ter 1:1 nd are 111or1:1 like ly to be qu1:1stions. 'l'llere hHVe 

also l..ieen s11 a u es tions that such s po~ ch is LJyntnctically 

:;impler, I.Jut this i :; not certnin (Nowport, Gl eitm.in and 

G l e i t urn n l 9 7 7 ) • I t see1n.s that tlte::se fot:it ures of spuccli 

Rd<lressed to children mig ht facilitate lttn~·uage ltH11•nint.'.,', 

but their exact effect i s not clelir , 

In addition to th <:! fact thAt speech nu<Jr~ssed to 

cl1iluren ha.::; disti1H.: tive fo1•111al prop<::i·tius , it is olso 

produced i n specia l situationi:, . J•'o r ex11111ple , it is 11101·e 

like ly to rt?fo1· to tile child's im111t.ldiute co11lext, r a the r 

tha n to events tl1,J t are Jistunt ln tlmu :rnd s pac e . Those 

.fefltures miGh t a lso facilitate lnnd·uai;·e kar11inc; a.net 111 ig·tt1. 

affect the seuwnt i cs of the chilcl ' s l a n;{ua.~ti. 

J.n terms of th t:i one-word stnffe , ~ttcntion h,,s IJoen 

focu~eo on thti prt!-lini;uil::itic corn111u11i cative i ntel'nction 

l,etwee n children ahlt a<iults . Dates (1976 , 1~ ;5 ) , HruntH' 
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(1976 ) and llnllicluy (1975) (a111o n{~ o thers ) littve s u;;gi::sted 

t l I a t c h i 1 d r ti n a n ct a ct u l t ::; t., u i 1 u on t I H ~ s ti i n t 1:1 • a c t i o 11 ::; i n 

order to pi·olluce laneu;i:_.:e , nrunt::r llas ofl'e1·ed tl1e most 

de t ~i l e d account or h ow thi s trai1sitio11 t;-.kes p l a ce , 

Bruner points out that adults a 11 d c li i ldl'en participa te 

in a numLH~r o f g ames a u LI 1·outines tllat require join t Htt e n ­

tion a nll joint action, such as µee k - a - 1.oo , g ive and tHke 

a II d 1 • e tH1 i n 1_', pi c t u l' e l, o o k s , II e are u e s t I , a t c Ii i 1 d 1· e n r e l.'." u la t e 

thes e interac tions Ly using pre - lin1.,uistic voc n l isati o n s , 

,~ It i 1 e a d ll l t s us e w O l' d s • As tl1e child develops , h e l.ie (~ins 

to su~stitute words for prti - linc uistic sienals. JJr uner 

tl·aces tli e ap pe c.1 r an ce of sevel'c.11 early wo1·ds in the s e cori -

texts. 11 Hereyare" appears in g ive an<.I t ake games, t'or 

insta11ce , whil e "that" appear s in book- reading . 

The socia l app roach would At;nin make clift'eren t t,redic -

tions a uo u t tile first words, If we stress t he p ropl! rties 

of artul t speech, we mi~ht expect the fir st 1~ords t o p l ay 

a prominent ro l e in such speech, If we s t ress the role 

of the kinds of social intera ction d escribed b y llruner , we 

wo u l u expect til e fil'st words to appear i n the course of 

s u c h interac tio ns, Ling u istic development 111ig h t reflect 

the develol-)111ent of more so phistic a t ed a 11d e ffi cient forrns 

of communicative int e r a ction , In addition, \~ords mig bt 

l.{ l'UJua l ly be exteuded to arpl y to non- s o cia l situations, 

This S tudy. 

Tile follo,dng stud y is coucerned wit h t he <levc lo pment 

o f exµres~ions otlier tlian names in the one -word period . 

l)iary studies , such as t11ose of l\l ooUJ (1973 ) , Ca rter (1979) 

and llalliday (1975) me ntion such expressions and describe 

their use. These deta iled description~ wil l be d iscussed 
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bclo'W. lio,"ever, thtirc is 110 ,"_cne1•;i l acco11nt of tlie 111eanin1..: 

of these expressions and tl1e chau::es in meanine tl1nt take 

place in the one - wonl 1,eriod. 'file principal 1-1im or this 

stwty is to provide such an account. It will 011ly incid e nt-

ally lJe concerned with the function of tl1ese expressions, 

al thoucll I ,vill try to show that tllese exp1·es s ions art: multi-

1·urict iorial. I wi.11 a l so tcy to sllow thHt some ot' thuse 

cxvrcssions, such as "tt1at 11 , "tliere", 11 ~0111) 11
1 

11 no 11
1 

11 111or e 11 

a 11rt "u p" an«! 11 down 11 do not .fit any of the models of lani.;uua e 

development I h a ve descril>ed in this chapter and I \o/ill 

propose an alternative model. 



Cha pter J. METHODOLOGY. 

The aim of this study was to discover general patterns 

in the meaning and development of non-nominal expressions 

in the one-year period. In order to do this, it was · 

necessary to study a fairly large number of children from 

varied backgrounds, to record their spontaneous speech in 

a fairly detailed way and to observe them frow the time they 

began to talk until the onset of the two-word stage. 

The best accounts of the one-word period by Bloom (1973), 

Halliday (1975) and Carter (1974) are all studies of single 

children. As result, it is difficult to tell how generally 

applicable their findings are and to what extent they reflect 

the idiosyncrasies of the particular children. Moreover, the 

children were all middle class, only children and two of 

them were children of professional linguists. By looking at 

a large number of children from more varied backgrounds, it 

is possible to distinguish between idiosyncratic patterns and 

patterns that are shared by a number of chil9ren learning the 

same language. Also, by comparing the results of such a 
I 

study with the case-studies of Bloom, Halliday and Carter, we 

can discover which aspects of their results reflect more 

general trends. I studieu nine children of different sexes, 

with different numbers of siblings, from different social 

backgrounds. 

A number of studies of the one-word period have relied 

on maternal diaries. However, diaries are not adequate if we 

want to understand the meaning of early expressions, particu-

larly non-nominal expressions. Diaries tend to stress the 

emergence of new exprestiions, rather than changes in the use 



- 4J - ... 

of old expressions, changes that may be quite subtle. As 

we shall see, the fact that children use more different 

names than non-nominal expressions means that name s play 

an unduly prominent part in diary accounts {see Chapter 11). 

A second problem is that mothers generally believe that 

names are •proper' first words. In this study mothers were 

asked at the start of each visit what new words the child 

was using. They almost never spontaneously reported non­

nominal expressions, although they confirmed that the children 

had been using these expressions. 

Another, more serious p~oblem is that diaries embody 

instant hypotheses about the weaning of expressions. A 

~ypical diary entry will be "He applie s 'dog' to animals" 

or 11 He says • gone 1 .when things disappear" . These observa­

tions are actually abstractions from a number of different 

par~icular uses of the expressions. Even a very sensitive 

and careful observer may not initially notice all the impor­

tant features of the contexts in which the child uses an 

e~pression . In this study where I was entirely concerned 

with the child's language, my initial hypotheses about the 

meaning of a particular word were almost always wrong. The 

record of the particular uses of an expression revealed that 

the child used the expression in ways that the hypothesis did 

not predict. Ideally, one should have a record of every use 

of every expression, but this is not practically feasible 

for a large number of children. The data for this study 

consisted of 71 hours of audio and video tape, recording 

more than 10,000 utterances. 

Finally, in order to understand the development of non­

nominal expressions, it was necessary to have longtitudinal 
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records of the whole of the one-word period, including the 

very first words. This means visiting some children before 

they begin to talk. The early visits were particularly 

important because non-nominal expressions are especially 

prominent in very early language. Later, there may be a 

naming explosion that obscures the continued use of non-

nominals. Five of the children in this study were not talk-

ing when they were first visited , five children had reached 

an M.L.U. of 1.4 or more by the last visit (see Table 1). 

It is worth noting here that in practice it was not 

difficult to distinguish between pre-linguistic comminica­

tion and the first words. While there are probably some 

continuities between these two kinds of behaviour, the 

discontinuities are just as striking. At about the same 

time children stop using idiosyncratic expressions and start 

to use expressions of the adult language, they stop relying 

on gesture and intonation and start to use constant and often 

comple x phonological forms and they stop using forms in 

limited and restrained contexts and instead apply them to a 

wide range of new contexts. These changes lead mothers, 

fathers, big brothers, friends and observers to agree that 

the baby has finally begun to talk. 

Keeping these general requirements in mind, three groups 

of children were studied. 

Group I 

I observed two boys, Jonathan and Henry, and one girl, 

Rachel. They were first visited at ages 11,J,3, 12,2,2, 

and 12,2,5 respectively. At this point none of the children 

u sed any expressions. The visits ended as each child reached 



the two-word stage (M.L.U. oC 1,5. 1.6. 1,5). They were 

then aged 27,0,0, 26,J,l and 2J,l,2 r e s pectively. 

The children all came from the Oxford area. One Cather 

was a student, one a journalist and one a civil servant, one 

mother worked part-time as a ·pre-natal counsellor . Jonathan 

had two older sisters, Henry and Rachel each had an older 

brother. 

I visited the children in their homes once a month until 

they began to use expressions and then once a fortnight. No 

att empt was made to control the children's activities during 

the visits. They did whatever they normally did at that hour. 

They had meals, got dressed and played. 

While there was no planned intervention, I did interact 

with the children. I played with them, talked to them 

and occasionally did a d hoc •experiments ' by setting up 

situations that might elicit speech. I came to be treated 

more as a friendly visitor than a psychologist and often took 

care of the children when mothers were busy or went out. 

I did mOdi.fy my behaviour in one respect . I consciously 

tried to avoid using the non-nominal expressions under invest­

i g ation, or at least to avoid stressing them in my remarks to 

the child, before the child used them spontaneously. 

Mothers were usually present during visits, but in most 

sessions there was some time when the mother we nt out, or 

into another room, and the child was left with me. Older 

children were almost always present during the visits and 

they occupied much of the mother's time and attention. In 

gen eral, I was impressed by how busy mothers are in a normal 

situation and how little of their time and attention was 
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e xclusively devoted to the twelve-months old child, though 

the children were certainly not neglected and participated 

in the general social scene . 

One hour of the visit, -which usually lasted abqut l ½ to 

2 hours, was audio-taped on a Sony cassette recorder. I 

•ta lked in' notes on the context in -which expressions were 

used . These spoken notes formed a sort of running commentary 

on the events taking place during the visit. 

Groups I I and III. 

Two groups or three children were studied. I first 

observed the first group consisting of two boys. John and 

Christian, an~ one girl, Harriet, when they were 15 months 

old. One of these children, Harrie t, used some expressions 

at this point (M.L.U. of 1 ). I first observed the children 

in the second group, t-wo girls, Hannah and Anna, and one boy, 

Paul, when they were 18 months old. All three children were 

using some expressions at this point (M.L.U. ' s of 1 , 1.02 and 

1 respectively) . Both groups we re observed for six months. 

Tbeir M.L.U's in the last sess ion were 1.06, 1.2 , 1.01 and 

1. 6, 1.1~ and 1. 02 ( tiee Table 1). All these children also 

came Crom the Oxford area, but their social backg rounds were 

mor e varied. Their fathers included a fireman and a tool­

maker, as well as two University lecturers, a businessman 

and a pr i mary school teacher. John and Christian were only 

children during the study. Anna had one older brother , Paul 

had one older sister, Harriet had two older sisters and 

Hannah had th ree older brothers . 

I visited the children in the ir homes approximately 

once a month . In this study, I ma de some at t e mpt to control 

the children's aativities during the visit s. 



I encouraged the children to play wi th two toys, a 

'postbox' with a lid containing blocks of' various shapes 

which could be pushed throug h appropriate holes in the lid 

and a bo.x of nestt:d beakers. I also encourag ed them to 

'read' picture books. The childreu enjoyed these ~ames and 

participated zestfully. They also engaged in other activit­

ies, played with other toys, had meals, etc. 

There were s evl:l ral reasons for introducing these activ-

ities. First, simil ar activities had elicited speech , both 

nominal and non-nominal, in the first study. Second, these 

activities provided the children with contexts in which a 

wide variety of expressions might be appropriate . The 

picture books and the pictures on the box of beakers provided 

the children with a wide variety of nameable things, in 

addition to many familiar objects surrounding them, The 

postbox and the set of beakers provided opportunities for a 

variety of actions and events , pouring out the blocks, open­

ing and closing lids, putting the correct block into the 

correct hole, piling the beakers, fitting the beakers into 

one another and so forth. These actions could be performed 

by adults, as well as by the child himself, and, in addition 

fortuitous or accidental events developed as the toys were 

used, towers of blocks fell down, lids came off, blocks wer e 

hidden under beakers. 

Finally, the postbox and the beakers provided the child­

ren with new situations in which old expressions might be 

apyropriate, particularly non-nomina l expressions. The child­

ren had never seen the toys before I introduced them. The re ­

fore expressions used in the context of these toys were 

unlikely to be particular responses build up in particular 
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situLltions . If a child used an expres~ion in playing with 

these toys, some de~ree of generalization ha d to be taki.ng 

place. 

Aside .from these interventions my interaction with the , . 

children was similar to that in the first study. Unfortun-

ately, however, I did not develop tlie same friendly relation­

ship with the families. 

In the second study, unlike the first, mothers were 

always present during the visits and other children were 

rarely present. In general, mothers in the second study 

were wore nervous, more self-conscious and more pedagogical 

than those in the first study. They tended to prompt and 

influence the cl1ildren much more frequently. This was vartly 

due to the exigences of the video-tape equipment (sec below), 

partly due to the rela tive unfamiliarity of the observer, 

since the visits were less :frequent and shorter, and partly 

due to the fact that the two only children were included in 

this study. 

Interestin~ly, almost all of this prompting and the much 

smaller amount of prompting in the first study, concerned 

nominal expressions, Mothers, at least these mothers, seem 

to believe, like psychologists, that the child's first words 

should be about things. Mothers would put a great deal of 

time and energy into getting the child to say "Teddy" or 

"Mommy" and ignore the non-nominal expressions that he was 

spontaneously producing all the time. I often heard "Sa y 

'Daddy' for the lady, dear", but rarely heard "Say 'no' or 

'there' for the lady". 

One half-hour of each visit, which generally lasted about 

an hour, was video- taped, using a Sony 11or table camera, power 



pack and video-recorder and a separate microp hone. 

Some of tl1e di I' f e renccs between the a udio-tape and video­

tape r e cords should be pointed out. Vide o-tape provides a 

considerably more complete account of the contexts i~ which 

expressions are used. Re peated viewings are poss ible and 

much that is · necessarily lost on audio-tape may be recovered. 

On the other hand, the quality of the accounts of the context 

obtained from audio- and video-tape did not seem to be very 

dift'erent. A comn~1 sense account of the context spoke n into 

the recorder at the time, e.g. "Jonathan picks up the beaker 

and puts it under his cha ir" was generally similar to a common 

sense account of the same events viewed on video. On repea ted 

vie~ing, I might see tl1e context of an utterance that would 

have been unintelligible at first, but it was almost never 

necessary to revise my first account of the context as a result 

of repeated viewings, at least at this rough common sense level. 

Video-tape h a d seve ral disadvantages which should be 

pointed out. The ranee of video-cameras is not particularly 

widp, children of this a g e are particularly mobile. Thus 

children must be artificially restrained, if only by c l osing 

the door of the room. Mothers are less happy about leaving 

cl1ildren alone when unfamiliar, expensive and dangerous­

looking equipment is around. 

Most important, video-cameras intrude. A cassette recorder 

quickly becomes part of the furniture, but it is a lmost imposs­

ible for mothers to ignore a camera pointed at them and bahles seen 

uncannily aware that they are on camera. There is a general 

feeling that expensive tape is being wasted if the children 

do not do something. As a result, mothers lea n more heavily 

on stereotyped routines and game s than they do wh e n behaviour 
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is a udio-taped, or than they do when no recording takes µ lace . 

Children are more likely t o ham it up, or go totally silent, 

when the video-tape is running. 

Thus video-tapes of children in the home do not capture 

entirely normal behaviour. This should always be kept in 

mind when considering the results of this study. Fortun­

ately, however, three factors minimized the imvortance of 

this bias in this particular study. 

First, the video-ta~e bias seems to affect nominal 

expressions more than non-nominal expressions that are the 

subject of this study. As ~reviously mentioned, maternal 

pedagogy is largely directed towards names. Non-nominal 

expressions are less likely to be involved in the mother's 

attempt to get the child to talk ror the cameras. 

Second, while video-taping might influence the frequency 

of certain expressions, or influence general features of the 

childrs speech, it could not influence his abilities. If a 

child uses an expression in a range of contexts, he must have 

a particular internalized rule. The camera might encourage 

or dlscourage him to display this rule, but it could not 

bestow it or take it away. 

Finally, the first study, using audio-tape recordings, 

provides a less complete account of a more normal situation . 

This allows compa~isons to be made. A phenomena which occurs 

in both studies is unlikely to be an artifact of video-taping. 

Individual Differences. 

This study was designed to discover the common as pects of 

all children's language, rather than to detect individual 

differences. In general, the similarities between the express ­

ions the children used and Lhe way they used them were much 
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more impressive than the differences. However, there were 

two areas where there was some variation between children. 

There were fairly large differences in the age at which 

children began to talk and the length of the one-wor~ puriod 

(see Table 1). For example, Jonathan began to talk at 12 

months, but only reached an M.L.U. of 1.5 at 27 months, while 

Rachel only began to talk at 17 months, but had reached an 

M.L.U. of 1.5 by 2J months. However, all the children went 

through a period where they only used one word at a time. 

These differences were not related to the content of the 

child 's language, or to sex, class, or sibling position. 

The re were also differences in the number of names 

different children used. For instance, Rachel used a 

particularly large number of names particularly £requently. 

There apveared to be a contimuum between more a~ less nominal 

children, they did not split up into two groups. Also, all 

children in each group used about the same number of non-

nominal expressions, though some children used more names 

thap others. This pattern will be discussed more fully in 

Chapter 11. These differences were not related to sex, class, 

or sibling position. 

Transcription. 

I transcribed the tapes as a series of utterances by the 

child with notes on the relevant context of each utt e rance. 

The audio-tapes were simply transcribed by transcribing 

each utterance and transcribing the description of the context 

of each utterance that was spoken into the tape-recorder. I 

used a somewhat different procedure for the video-tapes. I 

listened to the audio portion of the tape first and transcribed 

each utterance. I then reviewed the tapes with the picture on 
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and described the contexts accompanying each utterance. 

Thi~ ensured tt1at the transcription of the utterance was 

made on phonological grounds as much as possil>le and was 

111l1d111ul ly luf'luo11 u ud uy my d1111c1·i1,1t.lo11 of Ll&11 ,:uuLuxL. 

I Lt ' Ull"lJ l'llH,d t.1111 L1111u,. 111 1111r11111I 11, llt•, 111111 u1 · &J111~1 · 111 •h'j 

with conventional techni~uas for showin6 devlatlons Crom 

normal pronunciation,dere and dat for instance. 

},' or these purposes a narrow transcription, into i.p.a. 

for instance, would have be ~n inappropriate. Such a trans-

scription would not have ena bled me to determine whe n two 

utterances should be counted as the same expression. A 

phone,nic transcription woul d a l so be inappropriate. Such 

a transcription assumes that the speaker has acquired the 

phone mic system of a lan~uage, an assum~tion that could not 

be justified with these speakers. 

Fortunately, the children's utterances were generally 

quite clearly differentiated . Utterances of ''Oh dear 11 

sounded much more like one another than like utterances of 

11 dere 11 or " g one". Occasionally I asked mothers for their 

judgment if an utterance was unclear. 

Generally speaking, I did not record intonation. In 

a few exceptional cases intonation patterns seemed to func­

tion almost phonemically, that is a difference in intonation 

see med to correspond to a difference in meanin~. For instance, 

Jonathan used 11 dere 11 or ''de" to accompany po inting and ''de de" 

with heavy stress on the second syllable to accompany giving. 

This difference in meaning , plus the fact that the ''de" was 

always redu ~licated in giving c ontexts, s ~emed to justify the 

assump tion that two different expressions we re being used. 
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and described the contexts accompanying each utterance. 

This ensured that the transcription of the utterance was 

made on phonological grounds as much as possible and was 

111l11l11111lly l11l'luo11uud L,y111y ll11 1H l l'i1,1tlo11 uf lli11 c: 011luxl. 

L1 · 111111 u 1• I IJud L1111 lnp1111 I 11 11111 ·11111 I 11. 11,,, I I 11li 111 · 11,,,l",1 ·111 , l1y 

with conventional t~chni4uos ror showing d e viations from 

normal pronunciation,~ and dat for instance. 

},' or these purposes a narrow transcription, into i.p.a. 

for instance, would have been inappropriate. Such a trans-

scription would not have enabled me to determine wh e n two 

utterances should be counted as the same expression. A 

phonemic transcription would also be inappropriate. Such 

a transcription assumes that the speaker has acquired the 

p hone mic system or a lan~uage, an assum~ tion that could not 

be justified with these speakers. 

Fortunately, the children's utterances were generally 

quite clearly differentiated. Utterances of "Oh dear" 

sounded much more like one another than like utterances of 

"d~re" or "~one". Occasionally I asked mothers for their 

judgment if an utterance was unclear. 

Generally speaking, I did not record intonation . In 

a few exceptional cases intonation patterns seemed to func­

tion almost phonemically , that is a difference in intonation 

see med to correspond to a difference in meanin~. For instance, 

Jonathan used "dere" or "de" to accompany po inting a nd " de de" 

with heavy stress on the second syllable to accompany giving . 

This di.ft'erence in meaning, plus the fact that the "de" was 

always redu 1,> licated in giving contexts , S.Jemed to justi:fy the 

assumvtion that two different expressions were being used. 
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In this case and a few similar ones, I did note intonation. 

On the other hand, if a child used "dere" with a fall­

ing intonation whe n he simply pointed at an object, "dere" 

with a whine when he wanted the object and ''dere" with a 

shout when the object was exciting, I construed all these 

utterances as utterances of the same expression and did not 

reco r d intonation. 

There were several reasons for this decision. First, 

given the evidence from adult language , it seems reasonable 

to treat the pragmatic and emotive information carri e d by 

intonation as a separate system di s tinct from the phonolog -

ical system that conveys semantic information. These systems 

seem to function in different ways, although they ma y, of 

course, interact. One obvious difference is tha t the para-

linguistic system conveys information analogically, while the 

phonological and syntactic systems operate with discrete 

units. 

A more important difference from the voint of view of 

child language is that the para-linguistic system, at least 

in part, lacks the semantic arbitrariness of the phonological 

system . A whine, a shout, or a cry , seem likely to be fixed 

responses to particular internal sta tes; it seems unlikely 

that an utterance of "gone '' is a n innate fixed response to 

disappearing objects. The cognitive prerequisite of such 

responses are very diffe r e nt indeed. 

Of course it mig ht be the case that these syste ms were 

not differentiated in child language. Children might experi-

ment with using phonological forms like "dog" or " g one" to 

differentiate affectiv e or pragmatic contexts, or with using 

intonation to com~e nt on events around them. 



In :fact, En~l ish speaking children at 1east, generally 

use intonation to mark e:ffect and phonological :forms to 

cooonent on the world (Dore 1975a}, except in the r a re cases 

mentioned above where stress is treated phonemically. 

The development of the para-linguistic system is inter-

esting in its own right. The point is simply that it seems 

:fair to regard this system as a separate phenomenon :from the 

developing phonological and semantic systems under considera­

tion here and to exclude para-linguistic :features :from the 

analysis. This is particularly true given the enormous 

practical difficulty o:f accurately transcribing such :features. 

The uttera nces tra n scribed in this way ~ere accompanied 

by a brie f account o:f the eve nts that took place at the time, 

the objects that were involved, th e child's own actions, the 

ac tions o:f others and, i.f appropriate, preceding r e marks of 

oth~ r people around him. Sometimes an expression referred to 

an event that had taken place sometime in the past and this 

was also noted. Some examples follow :-

Down - Jonathan throws a brick on the .floor. 

Hot - Henry is sitting close to the :fire and starts to move 

away. 

Cone - I push a block through one of the holes. 

Yes - Answer to "Are we g oing away on Friday 7" :from mother. 

John-John ba lloon - Jonathan has been to a party at which he 

played with balloons the day before. 

The accounts of context tried to stay close to the d a ta, 

but common sense interpretations o:f the child's motives and 

emotions were included, e.g. :-

Oh dear - Henry unsuc cessfully tri e s to tranBfer pegs from 

one jar . to a nother . 
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No Henry rejects his mother's suggestion ti at he go to sleep. 

No - Anna starts to vut the block in one hole, changes her mind, 

and puts in another one. 

Utterances that were simply repetitions of other ~peaker's 

utterances were excluded froru the final analysis. 

In the first study, I sometimes failed to note or record 

the context of an utterance; in the second study sorue utter-

ances were produced when the child was out of range of the 

camera. In both studies some utterances seeme d to have no 

relationship to the context, they were simvly produced out of 

the blue. These utterances were also not included in the final 

J\rwly~ I~. 

Once the transcriptions ~ere obtained, the analysis of the 

chi1d's lan~uage proceeded in the foll .owing way. I listed all 

the utterances of a particular expression and the accompanying 

notes on context in chronological order. As previously describ~d, 

utterances were divided up on the basis of their phonology, an 

ex p ression was really a class of phonologically similar utter-

ances. I assumed that utterances that sounded more like each 

other than like other utterances were utterances of the sarue 

expressions and I transcribed them as such. These lists of 

utterances varied in length, some expressions were only uttered 

once, some were uttered hundreds of times. 

Next, I examine d the contextual notes accom~anying the 

utterances 01 each expression. If there was some element common 

to all the contexts accompanying an expression which did not 

occur consistently in contexts in which other expressions ~ere 

used, I assumed that that common element was encoded by the 

expression. 

II 
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The proviso that the element must not occur cons i s t ent ly 

in other contexts eliminated .factors that were trivial ly common 

to a ll contexts of a particular expression, s imply because they 

were common to all contexts of a ny expression. Fo1· exam1-1le, 

all the utterances of "ball" might take place in a particular 

room simply because they were recorded in that room. It would 

have been ina ppropriate to claim that the child was encoding 

the fact that h e was in tha t room while he said "ball". 

Sometimes two sets of utterances belonging to different 

expressions turoed out to occur in indistinguishable contexts, 

the common element in both sets of contexts were the same. 

These utterances were treated as synonyms in the final ana lysis. 

Sometimes I could not find a single, common element in the 

contexts accompanying the utterances of a single expression. 

These expressions seemed to be used in two separate ways. In 

these circumstances, I was forced to conclude that the express-

ion had two meanings. Of course, my failure to find a common 

contex tual element might be the result of my own dullness, 

rather than the result of the child's ambiguity. 

The analysis was complicated by developmental factors. 

As the children got older, the contexts in which they used 

expressions changed. Often one form was used in several differ-

ent contexts in the early s ess ions, but seve ral differe nt forms 

would e merge l a ter on, or vice versa, several different forms 

would be re placed by a single one. Since the uttera nces were 

listed chronologically, it was vossible to chart these changes , 

Of course, it was not a lways easy to tell what was due to 

genuine chang e and what was ~ue to sampling variat ion. 

If an e xpression occurred in a multi-word string , as 

occasionally happe?ed in the latter ses sions, it was accom-
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panied by a note of the string in the fina l analysis. 

It may be helpful to consider the a1,J.Jlicat ion of this 

procedure to a particular example . Take the following sets 

of utterances and contexts :-

1. Down - The child scrambles off a chair onto the floor. 

2. Do\o,n - The chil d knocks over a pile of bricks in a 

build-and-bash game. 

J. Oh dear - The child knocks over a pile of bricks in a 

build-and-bash game. 

4. Oh dear 

5 . Oh no 

6. Oh no 

The child tries to fit a p i e ce in a jigsaw 

puzzle , but it will not go in. 

- The child tries to vut up the top of a doll's 

carriage, but it comes down again. 

- The child tries to fit a block into the wrong 

hole of the mailbox. 

Utterances 1 and 2, 3 and 4, and 5 and 6 are g rouped 

toge ther on phonologica1 grounds. We now examine the contexts. 

At first the contexts of 1 and 2 seem very different, there 

are no common objects involved and the child is performing 

very different actions, but they do have an element in common . 

In each case a downward movement takes place and this movemen t 

is caused by the child. At least, on the basis of this data, 

we can hyvothesize that the expression "down" encodes the 

concept of 'downward movement caused by the child'. This 

hypothesis could be altered by additional data . For instance, 

if we had an utterance like 

Down An ornament falls of th e mantiepiece , 

we could no l onger conclude that the fact that the movement 

was brought about by the child was encoded, s ince this element 

would not be common to all contexts . We would hypothesize that 
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11 ctown" encoded a concept of downward movement. 

8. 

If we had an utterance like : 

Down The c~ild points to a block hidden under the 

radiator, 

we might be f orced to conclude that a kind of location, rather 

than a kind of movement, was encoded. 

9. 

10. 

Suppose , however, we had the following utterance s :-

Down 

Down 

The child picks up a feathery toy known as "Downy", 

The child throws the feathery toy at his brother, 

These two utterances see m to have a common element, the pres­

ence of the feathery toy, but they do not seem to have an 

c lement in common with the contexts of 1, 2, 7 and 8. Under 

these circumstances, we are forced to conclude that the expres ­

sion has two meanings, one involving the toy and one involving 

movement or location. 

Now let us consider the contexts of utterances J, 4, 5 anct· 

6. J and 4 seem to have a common ele ment, the child fails to 

~omplete a plan; in the f i rst case he fails to complete the 

tower of blocks, in . the second he f a ils to fit the jigsalll piece 

in.' Note, by the way, that \,bile the contexts of utterances 3 

and 2 are identical, they are a ssigned different meanings 

because of their relationship to other phonologically similar 

utterances. If we consider 5 and 6, we see again a single, 

common element; the child fails to complete a plan , thoug h in 

tllis case the plans involve keeping the carriage hood u p , and 

fitting the block through the hol e . In other words, both 

expressions 11 0h dear" and 11 0h no" seem to encode the same 

aspect of the situation, failure. We will therefore assume 

that they have the same meaning. Again, this hypothesis may 

be altered by n e w evidence. 

The assumption underly i ng this procedure is as follows. 
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'Whoo a child uses au expression a t thi s stage , he has a repre­

stintation of tlie conte xt, tl,e exact nature or which is unclear, 

a nd a rule. The rule says "Apµly an utterance of µ honolog ical 

form P to a situa tion the r epreseuta tion or which includes 

e lement X". The conseque nce or this rule is that the child 

will 011ly say Pin a situation which lie represents as including 

X. We can get an idea of what Pis by listenine to the child's 

spee ch and assuming that his vhonolog y i s vag uely similar to 

ours. "We can get an idea of what Xis by examining the situa-

tions in which Pis used and as s uming that l1is representational 

system is vaguely similar to ours. In tllis way different 

pa tterns of lint;uistic beha viour may be used to jus ti:fy di:ff'er en 

rules. 

More complex rules are possible. For example , we might 

propose a rule like "Apply either an utterance of type P or 

type Q to a situation, the representation of which includes 

element X". We could justly ascribe s uch a rule to the child 

if two different expressions were used in the sawe sorts of 

situations, as in the case of "Oh dear" and "Oh no" d e scribed 

above. 

Anothe r possibility might be a rule like "Apply an utter­

ance of type P to a situation r e presented as containing element 

X or ele ment Y". Such a rule would be appropriately ascribed 

if the child used an expression in two sorts ot' situation which 

had no element in common. 

Notice tha t only these patterns of behaviour could justify 

complicating the ascribed rules in these ways. If we could 

discern some difference bet~ee n the situations in wbich P was 

p roduced and those in wbich Q wa s produced, we would use two 

simple rules which would capture the distinction. "Apply 
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utterance of' type Pin a situation repre sented as including X" 

and "Apply ut terance of' type Qin a situation represented as Y". 

Similarly• if -we could discern some common e l ement in the 

situations X and Yin the second case, say z. we would only 

need one simple rule "Apply utterance of type Pin a situa tion 

r epresented as including zn. 

Ve can ref'er to P or Q as the expression and X, Y or Z 

as the m~aning of that expression. 

This point has been laboured partly to make the logica l 

bas is of the analysis as clear as ~ossibl e and partly to point 

up the difference between this method of analysis and the 

niethod c111ployed by the 'holophrase theorists, such as Green-

field and Smith, 

(see Chapter 2). 

Rodgon, Schlesinger, Antinucci and Parisi 

These writers assume that the child's sing le 

word utterance encodes a complex representational structure, 

that the same structure may be encoded by an utterance of a 

different phonological type and that an utterance of the same 

vhonological type may encode a different comp lex representa­

tional st~ucture. 

These theor i es a lso assume that the child has a complex 

representation of the situation and a set of rules. However , 

here each rul e connects a single utterance with a complex 

re presentation. Instea d of one rule which accounts for all 

the utteranc~s of a particular phonological type, each utter-

ance is the result of a separate rule. Instea d of one rule 

specifying one element common to a number of contexts, each 

rul e specifies a complex representation of a single context. 

Every utterance may have a different meaning and every meaning 

may be as complex as the situation in which the utt l-! rance 

occu1·s. 
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There are a t lea st two reasons for preferring the method 

of a n a lysis outlined here to this llolophrastic me thod. First, 

it provides a reliable way of determining, at least in p a rt, 

what the child's r e presentationa l system is like, Se~om.l, it 

tells us which aspects of that representational system are 

lin~uistically encoded . 

It is notoriously difficult to tell how a child, or an 

adult for tha t ma tter, represents a situa tion. As adult 

observers, we can descri~e any situation in an infinite variety 

of ways, we can use a wealth of detail, or we can point out 

only a single element. We can de s cribe a simple event, like 

a child throwing a ball, as a mechanical interaction of phys­

ical forces, as an intentional act, or even as a moral trans-

gression. We can specify, oc fail to specify , the agent 

involved, the nature of the event, the time, the place, the 

previous circumstances, the result, the motivation, a nd so on 

ad infinitum. Any one of these descriptions might be an 

accurate account of a particular observer's representation of 

the ~ituation . However, the child might have an entirely 

different representation. He might just be employing a simpl e 

motor scheme, when anything come s to hand, throw it, or he 

might have a full dress adult-style representation, with all 

the knowledge about intentions, causality and space that such 

a representation implies. How on earth can we found out ? 

We certainly cannot say that the child must have a certain 

kind of repre s e ntation because adults do, or because such a 

system is reflected in the structure of adult language . To 

do so is to beg the developmental question. A system like 

Fillirnore's cas e grammar (Fillimore 1968) may capture funda-

mental aspect s of the adult re presentationa l system. However, 
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if' we want to know how that system develops, we canuot just 

asl::lume that it was there at the start. It i::; ~lways possible 

that any system is innately specified, but this hypoth e sis 

needs to be empirically investigated, not pre-supposed. 

We also cannot argue that the child has a certain system 

simply because its behaviour c a n be described in terms of that 

system. The child may be an a~ent or an experiencer, without 

having a representation of agency, just as he may fall at J2 

ft. per second squared without having a representation of the 

law of gravity. The behaviour of any system, like any situa-

tion, can be described in an infinite number of ways; we need 

special evidence if we are to claim that the system describes 

itself in one of those ways. 

Let us imagine the sort of special evidence that would 

convince us that a child really did represent a situation, 

including a situation involving his own actions , in a certain 

way. If we could train a child to press one buz~er in response 

to a ci..rcle and another buz:£e.r in response to a square, and he 

generalized the response to new instances of circl ~ s and squares. 

we could reasonably claim that the child's rep resentational 

system included a distinction between circles and s4uares. 

Similarly, if we could train a child to produce some ar~itrary 

response, say a hand gesture, every time it stood up, and a 

di£t'erent gesture every time it sat down, and these responses 

were appropriately generalized, we could claim that the child 

represented standing up and sitting down as different actions. 

We could not make these claims if the child had simply learned 

to respond to a particular square or a particular circle, or if 

the child just performed the actions of sitting and standing. 

Fortunately , this training process is unnecessary with 

1 - 2 year olds. Tt1ey spontaneously ~roduce a variety of 



to different situations. For ins tance, 

the y say "ctog" whe n one kind of ouje ct is present anrl "cat 11 

when a nother kind o:f object is preseut. They say 11 fall 11 when 

the y per:f0rm one kind of action and "throw" when they perform 

another and they generalize these responses to new situations. 

If we treat those linguistic responses as if they were the 

result of training experiments described above, we can discover 

at least some minimal facts about the child's representational 

system. Just as the child's generalization of the circle 

response indicates that he has a general concept of 'circularity' 

so his generalization of "dog" to new instances indicates that 

he has a general concept of'uogginess'. By examining the range 

of situations to which the child responds with a particular 

expres::;ion, we can discover what kinds oi' concepts he llas. 

Thu fuct tllut tho ch.Llcl t10111utl1110::1 u::.1et1 11 l>all 11 wl1u11 ho 

thro~s a ball and sometimes uses it when a ball falls off the 

table, does not allow us to draw similar conclusions a bout the 

child's repr~sentation of a~ent/object distinctions. We may 

conclude · from this behaviour that he has a general concept of 

1 l>all-inclusive' events, but we cannot conclude that he makes 

a distinction between 'ball-inclusive' events which involve an 

agent and those whi c h do not. 

An account of the semantics of the child's laniluage 

should spell out a relationship between the child's linguis-

tic behaviour and his representational system. If such an 

account is to be accepted, its characterization of the child's 

representational system must ·be accurate. By u~ing the method-

ology d e scribed here, we can ensure that our account is a ccurat• 

TJ1e linguistic facts themselves guarantee the existence of the 

representational structures we posit. No similarly convincing 
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evidence is provided in a holophrastic account. 

More crucially, this method not only provides evidence 

that the representational entities it posits really exist, it 

provides evidence that they are ling uistica lly encod~d . 

if we knew l1ow the child represents a situution, we still 

Even 

would not know what aspects of that representation are encoded 

by the expres s ion he produces. The child's conceptual system 

may be extremely rich and only a tiny part of it may be related 

to his actuallinguistic behaviour; but it is this part that 

should be specified when we ask what the child means. Simil-

arly, when we try to determine the meaning of an adult sentence, 

we do not specify everything goin~ on in the mind of the 

speaker when he produces it. We are only interested in the 

conceptual structures that can be related to the structure of' 

the adult's speech. 

The structure of adult speech is extremely complex. In 

order to explain syntactic facts, it is nec e ssary to postulate 

underlying structures that may be more complex than the appar-

ent structure of' the sentence. For instance, we may ar g ue that 

there is an underlying second person subject in imperatives 

like 11\Jashf11 beca use of the acceptability of s trines like 11Vash 
• 

yourself]" and the unacceptability of strings like 11V a sh myself'!" 

or 11Vash hims e l.f#11 . . Unless we have these additional ling uistic 

facts, such a n arg ument does not hold. We could not just say 

tl1a t it se e med log ically necessary for "wash" to h a ve a subj e ct, 

~r that you could not imagine wash ing without a washer, or that 

you would never say "wash" unless some one wa s there to do it. 

Because of' the complexities of' s yntax, the relationship between 

an utterance and its meaning in the adult lang u age is v e ry 

indirect. Nevertheless, we can use ling uistic racts to choose 
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bet-wuen alternative formulations of this relationship. 

In child language, however, the structure of speech is 

much ::;impler. 

simple indeed. 

In the case of l - 2 year olds, it is extremely 

Single expressions do not have an internal 

syntactic structure. There are no syntactic rules at this 

sta~e, no · •acceptable' or 'unacceptable• strings per se. It 

does not even make sense to talk about words and sentences at 

this stage. The child's syntax simply consists of a list of 

equally acceptable expressions. 

In these circuu~tances, our hypotheses conce r ning semantic 

structures must be equally modest. Ve have to think of the 

semantic structure of the child's language as a set of rules 

which relate each expression on the child's list to a single 

conceptual element {with the exceptions described above). 

The method of analysis I have described Ji1::re l-Jrovides a way 

of discovering those rules and of de terrnin.in~ when more complex 

rules are needed. 

We have to take this vow of semantic poverty if our 

thuory is to have any empirical force. Ve could hypothesize 

that the conceptual structures und1::rlying language and the 

&emantic rules that relate them to langua6e are more complex 

than the language itself. However, the evidence for the 

existence of these rules comes from the language. Linguistic 

b ehavlour provides the evidence for semantic theories. If a 

simple theory and a complex theory account for the evidence 

equally well, we should choose the simpler one, not just for 

aesthetic reasons, but because we have no way of deciding 

between alternative complex theories. Wi th the simple proce-

dure outlined here, we can decide whether an expression means 

'child-caused downward motion' or 'downward position' by looking 
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at the child's spe ech. With a holophr astic me thod, we cannot 

tell whethe r an utterance of 11ball 11 means "I am throwing the 

ball", "There is a ball", or simply "Throwing has happened" . 

At least we cannot decide on the basis of the child's linguis-

tic b e haviour. 

Using the method of analysis described above, I formulated 

a tentative hypothesis abou t th e meaning of each expres s ion. 

Na mes and Non-nomina ls. 

After the a nalysis was completed, I d ivided the e xpressions 

into two groups, names and non-nominal expressions. I defined 

names as expressions that occurred in contexts whose common 

feature was a particular object or a particula r type of obje ct. 

Most names were nouns in the adult language, but some adjec tive s 

s uch as "hot••, "wet" and "dirty" were also included. These 

expressions were used like names. Also, some onomatopaeic 

expressions were applied to objects - "brrm-brrm" was applied 

to cars, "tick-tock" was applied to clocks. I a lso classified 

these expressions as names (see Chapter 11, Table 10). 

I classified al l other expressions as non-nominals. As 

one mig l1t imag ine, this g roup included a wide varie ty of expres-

sions (see Chapter 10). However, some non-nominal e xpre ssion~ 

were used by almost all the children, were used particularly 

frequently and appeared particularly early (see Chap t er 10). 

Th e se expressions were " that", 11 the re 11
, "no", "more", "oh dear ", 

"gone " and "down", "up", "in", "out", 11 off 11 and 11 on 11
• These 

expressions turned out to be s imilar to each other in many ways. 

' 

I examined the meaning and development of these expressions in 

some detail. 
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Developmental Trends. 

In this study I was particular ly concerned with changes 

in the meaning of non-nominal expressions during the one-word 

period. I used three kinds of evidence to discover develop-

mental trends. One technique was to look at the order in which 

different meanings of an expression emerged . Another was to 

see whether meanings emerged in the first or second half of the 

recording period. A third was to look at differences between 

the three g roups of children. 

Frequently c~ildren would use an expression in one context 
~ 

first an~ only l ~ie r use the expression in anothe r context. 

For exam~ le, all · the children used "no" to negate propo s itions 

after they used "no" to refuse proposals. When all the children 

behave in this way, it is reasonable to claim that there is a 

t endency for the 'refusal' mea ning of "no" to appea r before the 

'negation' meaning. 

Given the nature of this study, any very elaborate statis -

tics would be inappropriate and unnecessary. However, a simple 

2 
X t~st can help to confirm hypotheses about the order of 

appearance of various types of expressions, or v arious uses of 

expressions. I have assumed that if the re is no developmental 

relationship between two uses of expressions, say A and B, then 

A is as like ly to be recorded before Bas Bis to be recorded 

before A, the orders A-Band B-A are equally likely to occur. 

If sig nificantly more children show one order than a nother, we 

can conclude that the re is some developmental trend. 'W'e can 

use a chi-square test to determine wheth e r the distribution of 

the two orders A-Band B-A differs from a random distribution. 

f'or example, 8 children u sed "no" to mark asp~cts of' 

vlans b efore they used it to negate propositions, no children 
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used "no" to n egate propositions before they used it to ma rk 

as1Jects of plans. In this case x2 = 8 which is significant at 

the .Ol level. We can reasonably conclude that there is a 

developmental trend. However, J children used "no" in refusal 

contexts before th~y used "no" in protest contexts; and three 

children used "no" in µrote ::; t contexts be fore they used it in 

refusal contexts. 2 
X = 0 which is not significant . Refusal 

and protest contexts did not seem to occur in a particular 

order. 

There were two proble ms with this procedure . Sometimes 

both types of expression or both uses of an expression appeared 

for the first time in the same session. I have elimi nated 

these examples from the data. A more serious vroblem arises 

when children use an expres s ion in one way, but not in another. 

Usually, I h a ve assumed, judg iug from the adult lang u age , that; 

childre n would eventually deve lop the other use. For example , 

some childre n used "no" to mark plans, but did not use it to 

negate propositions. S ince adults and older childre n use " no" 

to nega te propositions, I have assumed tllat tl1e se children 

would also eventually u se "no" in tllis way. 

lhat they i;howed a .1,>lan-prol'osition order, 

I have assumed 

However, this a s sum pt ion did not a lways sel:!m to lJe jus t i -

fied . Fo1· example, some children used 11 no II as a conversational 

device, a way of responding to a ll questions whether 11 no 11 was 

the ap~ropriate response or not. Adults and older children do 

not use "no" in this way. In this case, I assume d that the 

childre n who did not use 11 no 11 as a conversational devic e in the 

r e corded period would not do so later on. 

Other kinds of evidence I will discuss l ater in this cha p-

ter al s o c~uld support this hypothesis. If the childre n who 
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did use an expression in a particular way stoi-,ped using it in 

that way in their later sessions, tha t would support the hypo­

thesis that othe r children would not develop that use later. 

Similarly , if the older children in Group III did not use the 

expression in that way, we would tend to conclude that this 

use appeared early and then died out l ater on. 

If we just look at the order of appearance of expressions, 

we muy miss some developments. A child mi g ht use an expression 

in one way the first time it appears, use it in that way for 

the next five sessions and then use it in another way in the 

last session, or he might use the expression in one way in 

the first session and another way in the second session . 

While the order of emergence of the two meanings would be ths 

same, we would feel happier about proposing a developmental 

trend in the first case than in the second. Also, children 

sometimes u sed an expression in one context in the early 

sessions and then stopped using it in that way in the later 

sessions. This is an im1,1ortant developmental trend, but it 

cannot be captured if we only look at the order of emergence 

of the different meanings of an expression. 'We also have to 

see whether particular uses of an expression occurred in early 

or lat e sessions. 

In order to do this, the period from the first appearance 

of an expression to its last appearance was split in half. 

If that period was X sessions long, I recorded the number of 

utterances in a particular kind of context in the first X/2 

ses::,ions (or X/2 + l sessions if X was an odd numl>er). I 

compared this nurul>er with the number of utterances or that 

sort which took place in the remaining sessions. For example , 

s u ppose a child first used "no" in his third recorded session 

and continued to us·e "no" uutil his lJth recorded session . 
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we might sec how oi'ten he useLI 11 110 11 to refuse proposals in 

se s sions J - 8 and how o.ften 111., used "no" to refuse proposals 

in sessions 9 - lJ. We could also see how often be used 11 00 11 

to negate pro~ositions in these two periods. If he only used 

11 no 11 to refuse proposals in sessions J - 8 and only used 11 no 11 

to ne~ate propositions in sessions 9 - lJ, the hyvothesis 

that 1 r e.fusal 1 meanings appear before 'negation' woanings would 

uc stre,nthened. We would also be able to hypothesize that 

•refusal' meanincs appear early , but become less important 

later on. 

l<'inally, we can compare different groups of children. 

The children in Group I were visited from 12 - 24 months, 

those in Group II were visited from 15 - 21 months anu those 

in Group III were visited from 18 - 211 months. Five of the 

six children in Groups I and II were not talkinB at the start 

of this study, while all the children in Group III were talk­

ing at the start of the study. Similarly, five of the six 

children in Groups I and Ill reached an M.L.U. of over 1.4 at 

the end of the study , while none of the children in Group II 

did. If all the children in Groups I and II used 11 no 11 to 

refuse proposals and 110110 of the children in Group III did, 

that would support the hypothesis that 'refusal' meaninc;s 

appeared ear1y and died out later on. On the other hand, if 

all of the children in Groups I and III used 11 no 11 to negate 

propositions and none of the children in Group II did, that 

would support the hy pothesis that 'negation' mcaninus of' "no 11 

appeared late in tho one-word period. 

The individual dift'erences in linguistic development 

complicated this picture. Paul in Group III appeared to be 

less advanced linguistically than Anna and Hannah. At 24 
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months Paul used hardly a ny two-word strings, while Anna and 

Han11ah had M • L • U' s of 1. 6 ant.I •l. 4 ( see Table l). Pa ul used 

fewer expressions le s s frequently than Anna or Hannah (sec 

Cha pt e r 11, Tabl i-: s 5 and 6). On the other hand, in Group II 

Ha rriet appeared to be more a dvanced than John or Cl1ristia n. 

She was already u s ing some expressions at 15 months and she 

used more e xpressions more frequently tha11 the other two 

children (see Chapter 11, Table s 5 and 6). Sometimes Groups 

I and II, and Paul, would use an e xpression in a n • early' wa y, 

or Groups I and III, and Ha rriet, would use an expression in 

a 'late' way. 

Linguistic and Cognitive Development. 

The second half of this the sis is largely concerned with 

the relationship between the developme nt of non-nominal e xpres­

sions and the development of the conce1Jts those expressions 

encode. A consideration of this relationship led me to the 

hypothesis that expressions encode concepts tha t the child is 

in the middl e of' developing, concepts that are at the edge of 

the child's cognitive compete nce. In order to prove tha t this 

llypo thesis is true, I would have to have kno,.,.n the exact stag e 

o.f each cllild's cog nitive deve lopment when he acquired each 

non-nominal express ion. 

not a vailable. 

Unfortunately, this informa tion was 

Other studie s that have trie d to corre late ling uistic and 

cog nitive development in this period , such as the studies of 

Ba tes (1976, 1979), Corrigan (1976), Ingram (1978) and Sugarman 

(1978) are not helpful here because they are concerned ~1th 

g eneral liuguistic developmt!nt, the emergence of the first 

words or the first two-word strings, rather than with the 

emerge nce of particular expressions. A child might be ling-

uistically advanced, he might use a large number of two-word 
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~trings, f'or ex· pl '· ~ a111 e , uut he ml~ht only use exprt:s:;ions that 

encode simple concepts. 

However, since some cognitive developments are related 

to age, if we know the child's age we can at least g~ess his 

level of cognitive development. In this study I recorded the 

age in months of each child when his first utterance of each 

expression was recorded. 

It is impo1·tant to realize that these age s represent the 

maximum vossible estimate of the age at which each expression 

was acquired. Host expressions were probably acquired at an 

earlier age. This is particularly true for the children in 

Group III. These children were all talking at the start of 

the study and were all 18 months old. If a child's first 

recorded utterance of an expression occurred in his first 

recorded session, he had almost certainly been using the 

expression for some time before he was first visited, that 

is before he was 18 months old. 

This was also true of the children in Groups I and II. 

Harriet was using a number of expressions at 15 months when 

she was 1irst visitctl. She was probably using some of those 

expressions before 15 months. Also , since recording sessions 

took place at monthly or fortnightly intervals and only lasted 

for ½ to .1 hour, it is highly unlikely that the first recorded 

use of each expression was actually the first use of that 

expression, even when the chilJren were not talking at the 

start of the study. 

Moreov~r , we know that in other areas of language compre­

hension prec~des production. From a logical point of view, 

acquisition, that is the formulation of a hypothesis about 

the meaning of an ~xpre::,sion, should precede compreht:nsion 
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and production. 

All this means that children acquired expressions at an 

earlier age than the age at which the expressions are first 

recorded and therefore at an earlier point in their cognitive 

development. Ho~ever , the age at which the expression was 

first recorded at least gives us an upper limit for the 

acquisition of the expression. 

By using the methods outlined in this chapter, I tried 

to understand the meaning and development of non-nominal 

expressions in the one-word period and the relationship 

between lin~uistic and cognitive development in 12 - 24 

month olds. 
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TABU.. 1. 

AGl.'.:S ANlJ M.L . U' S OF CHILDREN AT F I RST AND LAST SESSIONS . 

Session Age in .M.L.U . 
No. Months 

Grou~ I Jonathan l 12 l 
27 27 1.5 

Henry l 19 l 
lJ 26 1.6 

Rache l l 17 l 
lJ 2J 1.5 

GrouE I I John l 17 l 
7 21 1.06 

Christian l 16 1 
5 21 1.2 

Harriet 1 1 5 1 
6 21 1.01 

Groul:! III Paul 1 18 1 
6 24 1.02 

Hannah 1 18 1 
6 24 1.6 

Anna 1 18 1. 02 
6 24 1. 4 

. . . . 

V4 ·:·t 11!'~.1 
··_\ 

1.' :_\J1' ...,/. 1•!•~~ · • · •. _; .• 



- 7 5 _ 

THE DEV CHAPTER 4 
ELOPMENT 

OF "THAT" AND "THERE" 

I . 1 w1. 1 begin 
the detailed e . 

expressions by 1 xam1.nation of OOking non-nomina l 
at the mo 

earliest expression st frequently used and 
, which was also 

expressions. The one of the most complex 
expression 

either "that" occurred as a 
or "there" 

single form, 

undifferentiated for m,and or an 
later tended t o split into two p· formS, "that" and "there". 
i.rst, I will look at the contexts in which 

"that/there". children produced 
Then, I . 1 

11 

w1. 1 consider the changes in the use 

of that/there" d . ur1.ng the one-word per1.·oa. . Finally, I will 

consider the meaning, or rather meanings, of "that/ there" 

and the siqnificance of the h c anges in meaning of "that/ 

there". 

All nine children used "that/there". 1802 utte rance s 

Tat/there" occurred in the of "that/there" were recorded. " h 

earliest recorded sessions of all nine children. 

The phonological form of the expression varied widely, 

particularly in the early stages. Some children simply used 

an initial "d" followed by any vowel. Others used "wat", 

"bat" or "watsat". Seven of the children initially made no 

distinction between "that" forms, such as "dat", "bat" and 

"watsat" and 11 there 11 forms, such as "dere", "dee" and "tha". 

There was no discernible difference between the contexts in 

which these typesof utterances were produced, and there wa s 

no clear-cut phonological distinction between these types 

of utterances. oespite these variations it was almost 

always possible to distinguish utterances of "that/ there" 



from utterances of other expressions on phonological 

grounds . 

Children used . 11 that/there 11 in three kinds of contexts. 

They said "that/there" when they indicated an obje4t, when 

they successf ully completed a plan, and when they changed 

the location of an object , or indicated the location of an 

obj ect. One child also used 11 there 11 to accompany giving and 

taking. 99% of the utterances of "that/there" appeared in 

one of these four contexts. 96% of the utterances appeared 

in indicative, success or locative contexts. 

Contexts 1 : Indicative 

Al l nine children used "that/there " a total of 1291 

times when they attended to an object. Often, the children 

said "that/there" when they actually po inted to the object , 

but sometimes they used the expression when they simply 

turned and stared intently at the object , or when they held 

up the object, or showed it to someone else. In all these 

contexts it seemed clear that the object had captured the 

child 's attention. Sometimes, it was less obvious that the 

child was paying attention to the object, but this still 

seemed to be the best interpretation of the context. For 

example, children said "that/there" when they picked up an 

object from the floor, touched an object or reached for it. 

Finally, children occasionally used "that/there" when they 

simply acted on an object. 

A child might say "that/there" when he took down a 

toy from a shelf , or put a block on a pile of blocks, or 

fit a jigsaw puzzle piece in place. 

In the first sort of context, when the child points to 
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an object I looks at . 
cle it, or holds · 

ar that thee it up, 
ssence 

it is particularly 

is that he is intrigued by the of the situation 
object. He doesn't act on the object, 

instead he se ems to want to know more about it. In the 

second sort f 0 conte t x, when the 
touches it or child picks up an object , 

reaches for 

b

. it, the child does act on the 

o Ject, but the main effect of these acti·ons h is to make 

t e object available for further exploration. 

In the third a nd leaSt frequent sort of context, the 

child is concerned with acting on the object in a part-

icular way. o Ject seems to be a His attention to the b" 

consequence of his action. 

This is rather different from the second type of 

c i s action seemed to be a consequence context where the h "ld' 

of his interest in the object. Nevertheless,there are 

three reasons for supposing that the child was also indi-

eating an object in these contexts. First, children only 

used "that/there" when they acted on an object. •ruey didn't 

st1.y "that/there" when they simply acted, when , for example , 

they jumped up and down or climbed on to a chair . s e cond , 

the objects the children acted on in these contexts were 

similar to the objects they pointed to or reached for. 

· Finally, there was no other common feature in these contexts, 

children applied •that/there" to a wide variety of actions 

on objects. 
r have called the first set of contexts "indicative", 

the second set •semi-indicative" and the third set • action" 

(see Table 2). 

I have distinguished between these three 

Par
tly in order to distinguish between 

types of contexts 
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clear and less clear cases of indication, and partly to 

help resolve ambiguitities later on (see below}. However, 

there does seem to be an underlying common feature of all 

three types of context , that is,the fact that the child 

attends to an object . 

Children used "that/there" when they attended to an 

almost incredibly wide variety of objects. In one session 

Henry says "watsat" attending to a Christmas tree, a cement 

mixer, a small drop of milk that has spilled on the table , 

a ring and a piece of candy . Similarly, Christian says "dere" 

attending to his father, a slip of paper , the noise of a 

distant bird and the baby in the next garden. Children 

often said "that/there" attending to the sound of invisible 

objects, such as the bird or a car approaching the house. 

Unusual or new objects were particularly likely to 

e licit "that/there". The recording equipment regularly 

inspired a chorus of "that/there" as did the observer's ring , 

watch, and necklace. Also familiar objects that behaved 

in sudden or unexpected ways elicited the expression. 

Children said "that/there" when the television was turned 

on or off, when a dog began to bark, when a light was 

switched on. Henry said "dat" repeatedly holding up his 

finger which had a piece of candy stuck to it. But children 

also used t he expressions to indicate old favorites like 

Daddy, or a t eddy bear , or the baby next door. Finally, 

children used "that/ there" when they attended to objects 

that were not particul arly fascinating in themselves, but 

played an important role i n a particular plan . For instance, 

Jonathan said "dat" pointing to the last mi ssing piece of a 
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jigsaw PUZzle 

often applied 
Which heh 

ad fina11 Y found . the The children 

objects they 
expression . 

l s , including "watsat", to 
a ready had a 

combined the name for, and they frequently 
expressions . 

, incl d " 
In sho u ing "watsat" with names. 

rt , the objects ' 
no common p that elicited "that/there" had 

erceptual or 
Was functional features. 

applied to ob· "That/there" 
Jects t hat . 

his interested the child and engaged 
attention for . 

a variety of reasons. 

The children a l so did 
not use "that/ there" in a part­

icular t 
ype of social situation. 

When the child shows an 
object to someone 

else it is clear that he wants to engage 
their attention. 

But when he simply p;cks 
.L up the object , 

touches it or looks at it, and even when he points to it , 

it is not clear that he is concerned with other people ' s 

react ion to the object. 

One-year-olds are rarely left alone so it is impossible 

to guarantee that the child' s expression is not intended to 

d irect another person ' s attention to an object . However , 

children often used "that/there " when they were apparently 

engrossed in a solitary game , and when the other people in 

the r oom were not paying special attention to them. This 

happened particularly often with Group I children, who 

we r e audiotaped. When parents or others ignored the child ' s 

utterances, as they frequently did, the children did not 

seem particularly upset, nor did they try to draw their 

parent's attention to the object in other ways . While it 

was clear that children said " that/there " when they attended 

h a s no reason to believe that they also 
to objects t e r e w 

said "that/there " consistentl y when they wanted other people 

to a ttend to objects. 
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Contexts 2 : Success 

6 of the 9 children used "that/there" 231 times 

when they successfully completed a plan . For exampl~, 

children said "there" when they managed to place a block 

on a tower of blocks without knocking the tower over, or 

when they managed to fit a jigsaw puzzle piece into the 

appropriate space. In these contexts the child tried to 

bring about a certain state of affairs by acting on objects 

in a certain way . If his action had the proper effect on 

the objects, and the objects behaved in the proper way, the 

state of affairs came about and the child said "that/there". 

Another expression, "oh dear~ marked failure {see chap . 7) 

and "oh dear" often alternated with "there" , marking un­

successful and successful attempts to complete a plan. 

Children said "that/there" when they successfully 

completed set tasks like the tower or the jigsaw puzzle, 

but they also used the expression when they completed 

invented tasks. In one sequence, Harriet tries to fit as 

many round blocks as she can on to a flat square slab. 

When she gets a new block on without pushing off a block 

that ' s already on the slab she says "there", when the new 

block displaces one of the old blocks she says "oh dear". 

Rachel plays with a toy car on an inclined block . She lets 

go of the car at the top of the ramp , and says "there" if 

it gets to the bottom without falling off the ramp. In one 

extraordinary sequence Jonathan is playing with a jigsaw 

puzzle. He is extremely good at solving puzzles , and has 

completed this one several times , saying "there" as he gets 

each piece in . In fact he seems to get rather bored with it . 
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Then he takes each piece and deliberately places it on 

top of the wrong space, saying "there " each time he does 

so. This strikes him as being hysterically funny. It is 

impossible not to imagine that he is making a joke about 

t he notion of success. 

These examples demonstrate another important point 

about success contexts. The actual goal of the child ' s 

actions seemed to be relatively unimportant. That is, the 

children were not expressing the fact that they were pleased 

or satisfied with a particular state of affairs. This state 

of affairs was significant because it was related to the 

child ' s intentions and actions. Children did not say 

"that/there " when someone else brought about a satisfying 

state of affairs , or when such a state came about by acci­

dent. They did not say "that/there" when someone else 

fitted the piece in the puzzle. Once the child achieved a 

goal he lost interest in it. Children would smash the 

tower down as soon as they finished it, or empty the 

jigsaw puzzle as soon as they got all the pieces in. Also, 

the same event could count as a success or a failure 

depending on the child's action. If a tower of blocks fell 

when the child was trying to put another block on top of it, 

the child would say "oh dear" . If it fell when he delib­

erately pushed it over, he would say "there" . Finally, 

children would deliberately complicate a task to make it 

more difficult if the goal was accomplished too easily". All 

these facts indicate that the children were not marking the 

fact that some state of affairs was intrinsically desirable 

or satisfying . Instead,they marked the fact that they 
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managed to bring about the state of affairs by acting in 

a certain way. 

Contexts 3 : Location 

Seven children used II that/there" 19 7 times in four 

different types of contexts involving the movement and 

location of objects. In the first type of context children 

brought about a change in the location of objects. Children 

said "that/there " when t hey put a peg in a hole, took a 

block out of a box , placed a block on top of another block , 

or took a block off the table and placed it on the floor. 

In these contexts, when the children placed objects inside 

or outside the enclosure , or above or below another object, 

"that/there" was sometimes accompanied by "in", "out", "up" 

or "down". This fact supported a locative interpretation 

of these contexts (see chap. 9). Children also used 

"that/there" when they simply placed a block at the end of 

a line of blocks or put a toy chair in a particular spot in 

a toy caravan . Children often said "that/there" before the 

action actually took place, or when they tried to change an 

object's location but weren't able to. 

In the second type of locative context children 

pointed t o the destination of an object. A child would say 

"that/there" pointing to the hole in which he was about to 

place a peg, to the spot on the floor on which he was about 

to put a toy lion, or to the top of the block on which he 

was about to put another block. The child acted to change 

the location of the object in these contexts, as he did in 

the first type of context. Here, however, the expressions 

did not accompany the child's actions . Instead,children 
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said "that/there" when they indicated the intended new 

location of the object. 

Children also used " that/there" in contexts that 

involved location but did not involve action. They said 

"that/there" when they pointed out the location of an 

object. Henry says "monster up dere" pointing to a monster 

on a high shelf. Rachel says "Simon out dere" pointing 

through the window at Simon who is outside in the garden. 

Hannah says "dere" and "monkey dere" pointing to a picture 

of an embryo inside its mother's womb and "dere" pointing 

to a picture of a teddy bear hiding under a table. The 

fact that children often combine "that/there" with "in", 

"out", "up'' and "down" in these contexts suggests that 

they are indicating the location of the object. Also, in 

all these contexts the most significant fact about the 

objects is their spatial relationship to other objects . 

However. in these contexts the object's location is not the 

r esult of the child's action, or, for that matter, of any 

other action. 

Finally, children occasionally said "that/there" in 

reply to "where" questions. For example, Christian says 

"dere" and points to his nose in answer to the question 

"Where's your nose?" If the children understand "where " 

questions the way that adults do then they are also 

indicating a location in these contexts. However, children 

may interpret "Where's your nose?" as if it meant "Show me 

your nose". In that case they would actually be indicating 

an object rather than a location in these contexts . 

All four of these types of contexts have a common 
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feature, they are apparently concerned with the location 

of objects. It seems fair to say that there is a common 

underlying locative meaning of "that/there" in these 

contexts, just as we said that there was a common under­

lying indicative meaning of "that/there" in the three 

different kinds of indicative contexts. However, just as 

in the indicative case, it is useful to make finer 

distinctions between different kinds of contexts. First, 

this enables us to distinguish clear cases of locative 

uses of ''that/there" from less clearly locative cases, 

like answers to "where" questions. Second, it helps us 

to resolve ambiguity. Finally, children use "that/ the re" 

in different locative contexts in a clear developmental 

order. In particular children never used "that/ there" to 

simply indicate locations before they used "that/there" 

in contexts that involved actions (see below). 

I have described eight different types of contexts 

in which children use "that/there". These are indicative, 

semi-indicative and action contexts, success contexts, 

locative action, destination, indicative locative, and 

answer to where contexts. The first three types of contexts 

appear to have a common feature, in all of them the child 

attends to an object. Similarly, the last four contexts 

·appear to have a common feature , in all of them the child 

marks the location of an object. However, there does not 

appear to be a common feature in the indicative contexts, 

the success contexts and the locative contexts. I was 

forced to conclude that "that/ there" can have three 

different meanings, an indicative meaning, a success 
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meaning and a locative meaning. 

Ambiguities 

Some utterances of "that/there" are ambiguous. 

These utterances were produced in contexts that involved 

success and location, indication and success, indication 

and location, or indication, success and location. For 

example, when the child successfully fits a piece into a 

jigsaw puzzle he attends to the piece, he successfully 

completes a plan, and he changes the location of an 

object. Similarly, when a child points to a teddy bear 

under a table he is indicating an object, and the location 

of an object. If a child says "that/there" in these 

contexts we have to decide which aspect of the s ituation 

he is trying to convey. If " that/there" always occured in 

contexts with a single common feature we would not have 

this problem, but "that/there" occurs in contexts with 

three different common features. If a child says 

"that/there'' in a context that includes more than one of 

these common features, we have to decide which feature the 

utterance encodes. To put it another way, since 

"that/there" has three different meanings an utterance of 

"that/there" may be ambiguous. 

A certain amount of ambiguity is unavoidable . However, 

sometimes we can at least guess which meaning of "that/there" 

is encoded by a child ' s utterance by looking at his other 

utterances of 11 that/there". 

The first problem is to decide whether an utterance of 

"that/there" marks the fact that an action was successful , 

or that it changed the location of an object. There are 
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some clear cases of locative actions that are not 

successful. For example, when the child tries to push a 

block through the wrong hole in the puzzle post-box he 

is clearly trying to change the objec~s location, but he 

is not successful. Similarly , when the child says "there" 

before he performs an action, he can't be marking the 

fact that the action was successful . There are also clear 

cases of successful actions that are not particularly 

locative. When the child says "dere" after she manages to 

get her doll's carriage hood to stay uP, after several 

unsuccessful attempts , she has been successful, but she 

has not tried to change an object' s location. Finally, there 

are the ambiguous cases. As we have seen when the child 

places a jigsaw puzzle piece in the appropriate space, he 

is successful, and he changes the location of an object. 

I have assumed that if there are clear cases of one 

kind in a particular session, and ambiguous cases, the 

ambiguous cases should be interpreted in the same way as 

the c l ear cases. If there were clear cases of both kinds , 

or there were no clear cases, ambiguous cases were 

classified as ambiguous . 

For example, suppose in a particular session a child 

said "that/there" 12 times i n contexts that involved 

l ocation but not success, 6 times in contexts that involved 

success a nd l ocation, and never said " that/there" in contexts 

that involved success but not location. The six ambiguous 

contexts would be classified as locative actions. On the of~er · 

hand if a child said 11 that/there 11 6 times in clearl y 

locative contexts , 6 t imes in contexts that clearly invo l ved 
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success and 6 times in ambiguous contexts , the six 

ambiguous contexts would be classified as ambiguous 

contexts. 

The second type of ambiguity was more difficult to 

resolve. An utterance may encode the fact that an a c tion 

was successful or locative or it may encode the fact that 

the child attended to the object he acted on . There are 

clear cases of actions on objects that are not successful 

or locative . However,all successful or locative actions 

are also actions on objects. Therefore all successful or 

locative actions are ambiguous. Furthermore, we can't use 

the technique we described in the preceding section to 

resolve this type of ambiguity. 

In a number of sessions a child would use "that/ there" 

frequently in indicative and semi-indicative contexts, when 

he pointed to objects, for example, occasionally when he 

performed actions on objects that were not successful or 

locative, and occasionally when he performed success.ful or 

locative actions. Should we conclude that in such a session 

the child is using "that/there" indicatively, and it is 

justacoincidence that some indicative contexts also involve 

success or location, or should we conclude that he is using 

"that/there" in several different ways? 

Clearly, our decision will depend on the specific 

facts of the case. For example, in Paul's session 3 he 

says "dat" 34 times when he indicates objects, twice when 

he acts on objects and his actions don't involve success 

or location, and twice when he performs a successful action. 

We would tend to conclude that Paul's "dat" encoded his 
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attention to objects , and, c oincide nta lly, some of the s e 

objects were involved in successful actions. On the 

othe r hand in Harriet's session 6 she says "de" 12 

times when she indicates objects , 23 times when she per­

forms successful actions,and she never says "de" when 

she performs unsuccessful actions. In this case we 

would tend to conclude that Harriet ' s "de" encoded her 

attention to objects and also encoded success. 

It is particularly important to resolve these 

ambiguities since we are conc·erned with the development of 

"that/there" . If we specify all the locative and success 

contexts separately , including contexts that are really 

i ndicative, there wil l appear to be spurious changes in the 

meaning of 11 that/there 11
• On the other hand if we classify 

all locative and successful actions as indicative actions, 

we will miss genuine changes in meaning. We might conclude , 

wrongly, that Paul had deve l oped a success meaning of 

11 that/there 11 in session 3 , or that Harriet hadn ' t developed 

a success meaning of 11 that/there 11 in session 6. 

I adopted the fo l lowing rule in order to solve this 

problem . If , in a sess i on,a chil d used "that/there" more 

often in indicative contexts than in locative or success 

contexts, then the successful or l ocative actions were 

c l assified as indicati ve actions on objects . If the chil d 

used " that/there" less oft en in indicative contexts than in 

s uccess or locative contexts , or if he used the expression 

an equal number of times in both types of contexts , 

successful o r locative contexts were classified seperately. 

Thus in Paul' s session 3 the two successful actions were 
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classified as indicative actions, while in Harriet's session 

6 the 24 successful actions were classified as successful 

actio~ 

Locative indicative contexts and "destination" contexts 

cause similar problems. When a child points to a destination, 

or points to an object that is in a striking location, how 

can we be sure that he is not simply pointing to the object, 

rather than the location of~~ object? Again if a child 

said "that" 20 times pointing at interesting objects, and 

also said "that" once pointing to the box in which he was 

about to place a block, we would tend to conclude that he was 

indicating the box, and it was simply a coincidence that the 

box was the destination of the block. On the other hand if 

the child said "de'' 12 times when he indicated interesting 

objects, 12 times when he performed locative actions, and 

12 times when he indicated destinations . or objects that 

were in a striking location, we would tend to conclude that 

he used "de" indicatively and locatively. 

A similar rule was applied to these ambiguous contexts. 

If, in a session, a child used "that/ there" more often in 

indicative contexts than in locative contexts, "destination" 

contexts and locative indicative contexts were classified 

as indicative contexts. If he used "that/ there" less often 

in indicative contexts than in locative contexts, or if he useJ 

"that/there" equally often in both types of contexts, ambiguous 

contexts were classified as destination contexts or locative 

indicative contexts. 

Finally, we should notice that another kind of ambiguity · 

is possible in indicative contexts. When a child uses "that/ 
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there" very often in locative contexts, and occasionally 

uses ''that/there" pointing to objects, we might interpret 

these indicative contexts as locative contexts. For example, 

when a child says "dere" pointing to a particular picture of 

an animal in a page full of pictures of animals he might be 

indicating the position of the animal on the page, rather 

than the animal itself. I did not attempt to resolve this 

rather marginal source of ambiguity . However, it should 

be kept in mind, particularly when we consider some of the 

late sessions when children used the form "there" 

frequently in locative contexts, and only occasionally in 

indicative ones. 

To sum up , three rules were used to resolve ambiguities. 

Rule I If, in a session, a child uses "that/there" in a 

context that may be classified either as a successful action , 

or as a locative action: 

1) If he uses "that/there" in unambiguous success contexts, 

but not in unambiguous locative contexts, classify it as a 

successful action. 

2) If he uses "that/there" in unambiguous locative contexts, 

but not in unambiguous success contexts, classify it as a 

locative action. 

3) If he uses "that/there" in unambiguous success contexts 

and unambiguous locative contexts, c l assify it as an ambiguous 

context. 

4) If he never uses "that/there" in unambiguous contexts, 

classify it an an ambiguous context . 

Rule II If , in a session , a child uses "that/there" in a 

context that could be classified as an indicative action or 
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as a locative or successful action: 

1) If he uses "that/there " more often in clearly indicative 

contexts than in success or locative contexts, classify it 

as an indicative action . 

2) If he uses "that/there" more often in s uccess or locative 

contexts than in clearly indicative contexts, classify it as 

a successful or locative action. 

3) If he uses "that/there " equally often in indicative 

contexts and in s uccess or l ocative contexts, classify it as 

a successful or locative action . 

Hull! III If, in a s ession, u child us es "thi.!t/the re " in a 

context that could be classified as an indicative, or as a 

destination or an indicative locative context : 

1) If he uses "that/there " more often in indicative contexts 

than in locative ones, classify it as an indicative. 

2) If he uses ''that/there'' more often in locative contexts 

than in indicative ones, classify it as a destination or an 

indicative locative context . 

3) If he uses "that/there " equally often in indicative and 

locative contexts, classify it as a destination or an 

indicative locative context . 

Rule I was applied first, then Rule II and then Rule III. 

115 ambiguous contexts were classified as either locative or 

successful actions under Rule I. 60 successful and locative 

contexts were classified as indicative actions under Rule II. 

5 locative indicatives and destinations were classified as 

indicatives under Rule III. There were also some ambiguous 

contexts that were not covered by these rules. These contexts 

were classified as ambiguous contexts. 



- 92 -

Developmental Trends 

The clearest developmental trends involved the indica­

tive and locative meanings of "that/there". The development 

of s uccess meanings o f "that/there" was more complicated . 

Children consistently used "that/there" in indicative 

contexts before they used it in locative contexts. Two o f 

the youngest children, John and Harriet, used "that/ther e " 

indicatively but did not use it locatively. The other 

seven children all used "that/ there" in indicative contexts 

first, and later used it in locative contexts (see Tables 3 ,4) 

All the children in groups I and III, the older groups , 

used "that/there" indicatively and l ocatively. Only one of 

the children in group II, the younger group, used "that/ there" 

in locative contexts , and he only used it as an answer to 

"where?" questions. We have seen that this is a marginal 

locative use. We can see the gap between the emergence o f 

the indicative meaning and the emergence of the locative 

meaning particularly clearly if we look at group I, who were 

s tudied from 12- 24 months (see Table 2, Table 3) . 

The second developmental trend involved the use of 

"that/there" in different types o f locative contexts. 

Children consistently used "that/there" when the y changed 

the location of an object, that is, in locative action 

contexts and destination contexts, before they used " that/ 

there" to indicate the location of objects (see Tables 3a and 

4) • 

Seven children used "that/there" in locative contexts . 

One child, Christian , only used "that/ there" in answer t o 

"where? " questions. Two children, Paul and Anna, u sed "that/ 
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there" when they brought about a change in the object's 

location, but did not use it to indicate an object's 

location. Three children, Jonathan, Henry and Hannah, 

first used "that/there" when they brought about a change 

in the object's location, and later used "that/there" when 

they indicated an object's location . One c hild, Rachel , 

used the expression in both ways for the first time in the 

same session. None of the children used "that/there" in 

locative indicative contexts before they used it in 

destination or locative action contexts, and none of 

them used "that/there " in locative indicative contexts 

without using it in destination contexts or locative action 

contexts {see Table 2, Table 3~). 

The relationship between the use of "that/there" in 

success contexts and the indicative and locative uses of 

"that/there" was more complex. Three children used "that/there" 

in indicative contexts but not in success contexts. Four 

children used "that/there " first in indicative contexts and 

only later in success contexts. One child used ''that/there" 

for the first time in both contexts in the same session. 

Howeve r, the remaining child,Rachel, reversed this order. 

She used " that/there " for several sessions in success contexts 

before she used it in indicative contexts. While there was a 

strong tenedency for children to use "that/there" in 

indicative contexts before t hey used it in success contexts, 

Rachel indicates that this was not an absolute rule (see Tables 

3 and 4) . 

The relationship between success meanings and locative 

meanings of "that/the r e " was a l so not entirely clear. One 
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child used "that/there" in success contexts but not in 

locative contexts . Four children used "that/there" first 

in success contexts and only later in locative contexts . 

One child used "that/there" in both ways for the first 

time in the same session . However, two of the older children, 

Anna and Henry, used "that/there" in locative contexts but 

never used it in success contexts. This suggests that while 

there was a tendency for children to use "that/there" to 

mark success before they used it to mark location , children 

could choose not to use "that/there" in success contexts 

at all (see Tables 3 and 4). 

Two of the children in the youngest group, group II, 

used "that/there" to mark success , while only one of these 

children used "that/there" marginal l y to mark location. 

Nearly half of the utterances of "that/there" in success 

contexts (114 out of 232) occurred in the first half of the 
IJ~;lt 0111'( 4% o~ tJ..~ lrx.afi ut. 1,d t~ron<.e;, d; d, 

recording period/\ This also indicates that success uses 

tended to appear earli er than l ocative uses (see Table 2, 

Table 3). 

To sum up, children clearly use "that/there" in indic­

ative contexts before they use it in locative contexts . 

They also clearly use "that/there" in locat ive contexts 

that involve action, before they use it in locative contexts 

that simply involve the location of objects . If they use 

"that/there" in success contexts, they tend to do so after 

they use the expression in indicative contexts, but before 

they use it in locative contexts. 

The relationship between the development of the meanings 

of "that/there" and the development o f the two forms "that" 
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and "there" was extremely complex (see Table 6). We can 

divide the ·children into three groups. Two of the youngest 

childre~ Harriet and John, used "that and "there" in. free 

variation. throughout. There was no discernible difference 

in the contexts in which each expression appeared, and there 

was no clear cut phonological distinction between "that" and 

"there" forms . 

Jonathan, Christian, Paul, Hannah and Anna also began 

by using "that/there" in free variation, but later they 

developed two s eparate forms, "that" and "th~re", which were 

used in different types of contexts. Henry and Rachel each 

began by using a clearly differentiated "that" or "there" form, 

"watsat" for Henry and "dere" for Rachel, and then added 

another clearly distinct form later on. 

In the first group, John always used his undifferentiated 

fonn in indicative contexts. Harriet initially used her 

undifferentiated form in indicative contexts, but later she 

also used it in success contexts. 

Hannah, Jonathan, Christian and Paul used "that/there" 

in a number of different contexts, before they split "that/ 

there" into two separate forms. Jonathan, Christian and 

Hannah initially used the undifferentiated "that/there" in 

indicative contexts and later used it in success contexts. 

Paul initially used "that/there" in indicative and success 

contexts. Jonathan and Hannah eventually used the und~fferen­

tiated "that/there" in locative contexts as well. On the 

other hand, Anna only used the undifferentiated "that/there" 

in indicative contexts. 

After they distinguished between "that" and "there" 
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all the children in the second group only used " that " 

in indicative contexts. However,all the children used 

"there" in indicative contexts and in success or loc.ative 

contexts. Paul and Jonathan used " there" in all three 

contexts. However, Anna , Jonathan , Hannah and Paul, used 

"there" indicatively infrequently in the later sessions. 

Some of these infrequent indicative uses may actually be 

locative uses ( see p. 90 above) . Hannah and Christian also 

stop using "there" in success contexts in their last 

sessions. 

The third group of children , Henry and Rachel,behaved 

rather differently. Henry uses "watsat" in indicative 

contexts and then introduces a new form "dere" . He only 

uses "dere" in locative contexts. Rachel uses "dere" first 

in success contexts, then in indicative contexts and finally 

in locative contexts. In session 12 she introduces a new 

form "dat" which she only uses in indicative contexts. 

As we can see there is no clear or consistent relation­

ship between the development of meanings and the development 

of forms. However, there does seem to be an initial state 

and a final state . All the children begin by producing a 

single form , which ma_y be an undifferentiated "that/there", 

which has a single meaning. At least some of the children 

end up with two forms , "that" which has a single indicative 

meaning , and "there" which primarily has a locative meaning. 

However, for all the children there is an intermediate state 

between these two states when a single form may have several 

meanings , or two different forms may share some meanings. 
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"That/there" in Multi- Word Strings 

Children frequently combined "that" and "there " with 

other expressions . In fact, "that " and "there" were among 

the first expressions to appear in two- word strings , 

Frequently children combined "that/there", usually "that", 

with names or " that/there", usually "there", with direction 

expressions, such as "in", "out" , "up", "down", "off" and 

"on" . All the children who produced two- word strings 

produced "that+name" strings . Usually, "that " occurred before 

the name, and "there" occurred after the direction expression , 

but there was some variation. Children used "that+name" 

strings in indicative contexts, and "direction+there" strings 

in locative contexts. "That " and "there" also appeared 

frequently in " that+there" strings and in "verb+there" strings, 

such as "sit there " . 

Other Reports of "That/there" 

A number of writers have noted the early occurrence of 

ad-initial form that is used indicativel y. (Lewis , 1951; 

Leopold, 1949; Werner and Kaplan, 1963 ; Ninio and Bruner , 1978; 

Carter , 1978; Bloom , 1973) . Bloom (1973) reports that ' Allison 

used "there" to point out objects or people that were 

noticed or found (with or without gesture), and also as an 

answer to "where " questions · . However, the video-tape 

transcriptions of Allison ' s speech include examples of "there " 

being used in success and locative contexts. Allison says 

" there" when she successfully climbs up on a chair after 

several attempts and when she manages to make a doll sit on 

the chair after it has fallen over several times . She also 

says "there" when she points to the spot on which she is 

about to place a horse . We might interpret these contexts 

t 
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and other similar contexts as indicative contexts , but a 

success or locative interpretation seems more appropriate , 

particularly given the data f or other children . It is 

striking, though perhaps not surprising, that even a sensi­

tive and careful observer like Bloom , using video- tapes 

and observing her own chi ld, apparently fai l ed t o notice 

some of the ways that the child was using expressions. 

Carter (1974, 1978) a l so reports that David used an 

undifferentiated d-initial form indicatively . Later he 

developed two forms, "that", which continued to be used 

indicatively, and "there", which initially marked success 

a nd later marked location. In addition,Farwell (1977) has 

noted that children use "there" to indicate success and 

location. Farwell stresses the fact t hat the children use 

"there" locatively when they try to change the position of 

an object. This is con sistent with the data presented here. 

Ervin-Tripp (1977) and Bowerman (1978) also report the u se 

of "there " in success contexts . 

The Meaning of "That " and "There" 

We have seen that "that/there " ha s three meanings , an 

indicative meaning, a success meaning and a locative meaning. 

Now I will investigate the nature of these meanings in more 

detail. What sort of concepts d o "that" and "there " encode? 

First, these expressions don ' t encode properties of 

objects or relationships between objects. Whe n the child 

uses " that/there " indicatively, the objects he picks o u t have 

n o conunon properties. Nor are the relationships between the 

objects important. A child may say "that/there " when h e 

attends to any object. Instead, the child mar k s hi s own 



- 99 -

relationship to the object. 

Similarly, when the child uses "that/there" in success 

contexts he does not pick out any common properties of 

objects or any relationship between objects . A successful 

plan may involve any objects and those ob jects may be 

related to each other in any way . Again the child marks 

the relationship between himself, his actions and objects. 

Even when the child uses "thnt/there" in locative 

action or destination contexts he is not solely concerned 

with the relationships between objects. Instead he marks a 

change, or intended change, in that relationship . Moreover , 

the change in the spatial relationships between objects that 

is marked by "that/there " is usually a consequence of the 

child's actions . 

We can only say that "that/there" encodes relationships 

between objects when the child uses "that/there" in locative 

indicative contexts . In these contexts, the child indicates 

the spatial relationship between objects, or rather indicates 

that the objects have a spatial relationship, whether or not 

he acts on these objects. However , children only began to 

use "there" in these contexts at the end of the one-word 

period. 

While "that/there" doe·sn ' t encode properties of objects 

or relationships between objects, it also doesn't encode 

particular actions or types of action. Just as chi l dren use 

"that/there'' in contexts that involve a wide variety of 

objects , they also use "that/there" in contexts that involve 

a wide variety of actions. In indicative contexts , the chi l d 

may point to an object, pick it up , or touch it , or he may 

t 

9 
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not act on it at all. In success contexts the child may 

knock objects over, pile them on other objects, slide them 

down ramps, or place them in a hole. 

The same action may be marked as a success or a failure 

depending on the effect it has on objects . In locative 

contexts the child may change the object ' s l ocation by 

dropping it , pushing it , placing it on a surface, or removing 

a supporting object, or he may not act on the object at all . 

When he does act, he seems to be more concerned with the 

consequence of his action than with the action itself. 

Finally, these expressions don't encode social relation­

ships or emotional states. The expressions served a wide 

variety of social functions. They could b e used to capture 

atte ntion, request action, demand objects , make jokes, or 

divert attention. Frequently,utterances of the expressions 

did not seem to serve a social function at all. Children 

said "that/there" when they were preoccupied with their own 

private play. In these contexts, "that/there " seemed to 

have what Ha lliday calls a mathetic function. The children 

seemed to use the expressions to sort out their experien ces . 

Similarly, children used these expressions when they were in 

a wide variety of emotional states. They would say "that/ 

there" when they were pleased , startled, annoyed or 

frustrated. Usually , however, the children were calm and 

contented. 

The three meanings of "that/there " have some positive 

common features. "That/there " encodes concepts with a certain 

egocentric quality. Children did not say "that/there " when 

someone else paid attention to an object, when someone else 
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succeeded or when someone e l se changed the location of an 

object. Except when they indicated the location of objects, 

children marked relationships between themselves, the-ir 

own actions and objects. 

While the expressions don't encode specific actions 

or types of actions, actions do play an important role in 

the contexts in which children use "that/there". Children 

tend to act on an object when they pay attention to it, 

they act in order to achieve success, they tend to act to 

change the location of objects. In all these contexts, 

particularly in success and locative contexts, the children 

don't simply act, they act on objects in order to achieve 

goals. We might say that they implement a plan. I will 

discuss this concept of a plan more fully in the next c h apter. 

Finally, "that/there" encodes concepts with a certain 

abstract quality. "That/there " doesn't refer to a set of 

perceptual configurations or a set of behaviors, we can't 

define indication, or success, or even changing an object's 

location in perceptual or behavioral terms . First, these 

concepts involve quite complex relationships between events 

and actions. But,more profoundly, "that/there" seems to encode 

aspects of the child's interpretation of events , rather 

than intrinsic features of the events or actions themselves. 

The children decide to pay attention to an object, they 

decide what counts as success , they decide to change an 

object ' s location. Their utterances mark these decisions , 

rather than marking the occurrence of events, or the perform-

ance of actions. Also, 

of objects or actions. 

"tha t /there" doesn't pick out subsets 

Any object may be indicated, any 
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plan may succeed , any object may be moved, al l objects 

are in a location. Instead, the children seem to be 

concerned with what it is to be an object or a plan. · We 

might say that ''that/there" encodes meta- features of objects 

and plans. I will discuss this concept of a meta- feature 

more fully in later chapters . 

Thus the three meanings of "that/there" have several 

features in common. "That/there II doesn ' t encode properties 

of objects, relationships between objects , specific actions 

or types of action, or social relationships or emotional 

states. Tfie concepts encoded by "that/there" are egocentric , 

they tend to involve plans , and they are abstract . However , 

there are also significant differences between the three 

meanings of "that/there" , 

When children use "that/there" in indicative contexts 

they are particularly concerned with objects, and their 

relationship to objects . Actions and plans play a more 

peripheral role. At the same time, "that/there" doesn't 

encode the concepts of properties of objects or relationships 

between objects. Instead, "that/there" seems to encode an 

aspect of the general concept of the object . I will discuss 

the conceptual underpinnings of the indicative meaning of 

"tha t/there 11 in chap . 15. We will see that other expressions, 

such as "gone" , "in" and "on", also encode concepts that 

involve aspects of the general concept of the object and that 

"gone" also encodes a relationship between the child and 

objects. 

The locative meaning of "that/there " also concerns an 

abstract aspect of objects. However, when children use "that/ 

Lt 

I 

d 
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there" in this way they seem less concerned with their 

own relationship to objects and more concerned with the 

spatial characteristics of objects , in particular with 
I 

changes in the location of objects. I will discuss the 

conceptual basis of the locative meaning of "there" in 

chap . 14. We will see that direction expressions also 

encode changes in the spatial relationships of objects . 

Moreover, the child's actions play a more important 

role in locative contexts than they do in indicative 

contexts. The children consistently mark changes they act 

to bring about. They use "there" when they have a plan of 

a particular type, a plan to change the location of an 

object . We will see that "gone" and direction expressions 

also tend to be used when the child plans to act on objects 

in a particular way. 

When children use "that/there" in success contexts, 

they encode a rather different concept. In success contexts 

actions and particularly plans are crucial and objects play 

a more peripheral role. At the same time "that/there" doesn't 

mark a type of action or even a particular type of plan . 

Instead,it marks the fact that any plan succeeds . Just as 

the indicative meaning of "that/there" involves the general 

concept of an object rather than particular types of objects , 

so the succe_ss meaning of "that/there" involves the general 

concept of a plan rather than particular types of plans. I 

will discuss the conceptual underpinnings of the success 

meaning of " that/there " in chap. 12. We will see that other 

expressions such as "no", "more " and "oh dear " also mark 

abstract aspects of plans. 
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Changes in the Meaning of "That/the re " 

We discovered two particularly important trends . 

First , childr en tend to use "that/there" indicatively before 

they use it locatively. That is , children use the expression 

to point out objects first, and only later use it to point 

out the location of objects . We will see that this develop­

ment is related to certain cognitive devel opments in 12- 24 

month- olds (chap. 1 5) . 

Also, children use "that/there" in locative contexts 

that invo l ve their own actions and plans before they use 

" that/there" to indicate the spatial relationship between 

objects. There i s a devel opment from egocentric , action­

oriented meanings of "there" to a more objective meaning . 

We ~ill see a similar pattern in the development of other 

expressions , such as "no", "more ", and especially "gone " and 

direction expr essions. We will also see that this development 

is related to cognitive developments in the 12- 24 month period. 
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Seas. 
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De l l 

2 
De 3 

3 
De 3 

4 
De l 

5 
De 42 

6 
De 4 

7 
De JO 

8 
De 12 

9 
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10 
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Indicative 

Semi­
Indic. 

3 

3 

3 

I 

I 

3 

Action 

5 

15 

5 

3 

4 

4 
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TABLE 2 

Uses of There and That in Different Contexts 

Group I 

Jonathan 

Locative 
Loe. 

Success Action Destination Loe. Indic. Ambig. 
Ans. to 

Where 

_.....,,. ____ . ..,,,,.... ~·--- -
- "' --·--· .. ··-----.... - •&- ----~- ·-

Other 

3 

2 



Jonathan (continued) 

Indicative Locative 
Sess. Semi- Loe. Ans. to No. Indic. Indic. Action Success Action Destination Loe. Indic. Ambig. Where Other 

1 l 
De 15 

12 
De 23 l 49 

13 
De 14 

14 
De 2 16 

15 
De 4 6 5 

16 
De 3 2 9 

17 
De 6 6 

18 
De 3 

19 
De 5 I I 6 

20 
3 7 De 

21 
8 2 

De 3 

22 3 3 
De 3 
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Jonathan (continued) 
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De 5 7 

24 
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Dat 15 4 6 
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Dere 7 
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Dere I 4 16 3 3 

Dat: 2 2 4 (vitb "out") 
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Dere 
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7 
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Dere 
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Dere 
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13 
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2 

2 

2 
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2 

Semi­
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Loe. 
Act:ion 

. 

6 

Rachel 

Locative 

Success Act:ion Destination Loe . 

2 

17 

I 

17 

6 

3 

4 

2 2 

4 

Indic. Ambig. 

2 

9 

8 

3 

Ans. to 
Where 

4 

Other 



Seas.No. Indic. 

Wazat 3 

2 
Wazat 4 

3 
Wazat 

5 
Wazat 

6 
Wazat: I 7 

7 
Wazat 2 

8 
Wazat 5 

9 
Wazat 19 

10 
Wazat 25 
Dere 

I I 
Zat 18 

) 2 
Zat 10 

13 
Zat: 12 
Dere 

14 
Da t n 

Indicative 

Semi-indic. 

2 

9 

2 

2 

7 

6 

Action 

2 

8 

2 . 

Henry 

Loe.Action 

3 

I 

12 

3 

Locative 

Destination Loc.Indic. 

4 

2 

6 

Other 



Sess.No. 

l 
Dat/Dere 

2 
Dat/Dere 

3 
Dat/Dere 

4 
Dat/Dere 

5 
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Dere 

Session No. 

I 
Dat/De 

2 
Dat/De 

3 
Oat/De 

4 
Dat/De 
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30 

25 

34 

1 

8 
3 

Indicative 

Semi-indic. Action 

6 

5 

4 

3 

Indicative 

Indic. Semi-indic . 

41 16 

28 

7 8 

8 5 

Group II 

Christian 

Success 

4 

John 

Actions 

3 

2 

-· ··--- ·--- -----~- -·-

Ans;to "Where?" Other 

2 

6 

.. 



Session No. Indic. 

I 

Oat/De 3 

2 
Oat/De 7 

3 
Oat/De 26 

4 
Dat/De 9 

5 
Dat/De 6 

Dat/De 10 

Sess.No . Indic. 

I 
Oat/Dee 6 

2 
Dat/Dee 9 

3 
Oat/Dee 28 

4 
Oat 34 

Dere 

Indicative 

Semi-indic. 

6 

I I 

5 

2 

Semi-indic. Action 

7 

5 13 

19 4 

Harriet 

Action 

4 

6 

2 

3 

Group III 

Paul 

Success 

2 

Success Give & Tak~ Other 

11 2 

15 

5 

23 2 

Loe.Action Destination Ambi& 

6 



Paul (c ontinued) 
Sess .No. Indic. Semi-indic. Action Success Loe.Action Destination 5 Ambig 

Dat 6 
Dere 

6 3 
6 
Dat 22 I 8 
Dere I 3 11 3 

Hannah 

Indicative Locative 

Sess. Semi- Loe. Ans. to 
No . Indic. Indic. Action Success Action Destination Loc.Indic. Where Ambig . Other 

Dat/Dere 16 3 3 

2 
Dat/Oere 4 4 5 3 3 

3 
Oat/Oere 12 5 4 

4 
Oat I 6 
Oere I 5 6 

5 
Oat 15 8 

Dere 1 JO 4 2 

6 
Dat 24 5 12 

7 7 
Dere 7 



Anna 

Indicative Locative 

Sess.No. Indic. Semi-indic. Action Loe.A Action Destination 

I 
Whatsat/Dere 15 3 

2 
Whatsat 4 3 2 

Dere I 

3 
Whatsat 21 
Dere 17 2 

4 6 Whatsat 26 5 
7 5 3 13 3 

Dere 

5 
Whatsat 10 6 I 

2 5 
Dere 

6 1 I 

Whatsat 12 5 2 

Dere 1 

·- ------------ ~~ 
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TABLE 3 

Order of Appearance of Indicative, Success, 
and Locative Uses of That/There 

Jonathan 

Indicative 

Success 

Locative 

John 

Indicative 

Paul 

Indicative/Success 

Locative 

GROUP I 

Rachel 

Success 

Indicative 

Locative 

GROUP II 

Christian 

Indicative 

Success 

Locative 

GROUP III 

Hannah 

Indicative 

Success/Locative 

Henry 

Indicative 

Locative 

Harriet 

Indicative 

Success 

Anna 

Indicative 

Locative 



TABLE 3a 

Order of Appearance of Differept Locative Uses of That/There 

Jonathan 

Destination 

Action 

Indicative 

Ans. to Where 

John 

Paul 

Ac.tion 

Destination 

GROUP I 

Rachel 

Ans, t o Where 

Destination/Indicative 

Action 

GROUP II 

Christian 

Ans. to Where 

GROUP III 

Hannah 

Destination 

Action/Ans. to Wh~re 

Indicative 

Henry 

Action 

Indicative 

Harriet 

Anna 

Action 

Destination 



TABLE 4 

Number of Children Using Various Orders of Use, of That/There 

Indicative <.. Locative 

9 

Change <::.. Static Location 

5 

Indicative < Success 

7 

Locative < Success 

2 

Locative<. Indicative 

0 x2 
= 9 sig~ oJoi i~ve. l 

Static Location <::" Change 

0 x2 
= 5 sig at .05 level 

Success .( Indicative 

x2 
= 4.5 sig at ,05 level 

Success < Locative 

4 x2 
= 2 not sig, 



TABLE 5 

Relationship of Form and Function of That/There 

Jonathan 

That/There 

'Indicative · 

Success'.'. 

Locative 

~ 
That 

Indicative 

There 

Indicative/success/Locative 

Henry 

W'azat 

Indicative 

John--
That/There 

Indicative 

Dere 

Indicative 

Locative 

GROUP II 

Christian 

That/There 

Indicative 

There 

Success 

Indicative 

Locative 

Rachel 

Dat 

Indicative 

Harriet 

That/There 

Indicative 

Success Success 

~ 
That There 

Indicative Indicative/Locative 

Paul 

That/There 

Indicative/Success 

A 
That There 

Indicative Success 

Location 

Indicative 

GROUP III 

Hannah 

That/There 

Indicative 

Success/Locative 

~ 
That There 

Indicative Indicative 

Locative 

Anna 

That/There 

Indicative 

~ 
That There 

Indicative Indicative 

Locative 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF "NO" 

494 utterances of "no" were recorded. Eight of the 

nine children studied used "no" in a variety of contexts. "No" 

appeared relatively early, though later than "tha t / there". 

One of the least linguistically developed children (see Chap. 

3, p. 70 ) , Christian, never used "no", the other, John, only 

used "no" twice. 

More than 98% of the utterances occurred in one of 

six kinds of contexts. Most of the children used "no" in most 

of these contexts. Children said "no" when they refused to 

perform an action proposed by someone else, when they protested 

at the action of another, when they failed to complete a p l an, 

and when they decided not to perform an action. "No" was 

also used as a conversational device, and eventually was used 

to negate propositions . I will now describe these context s 

in more detail. 

Contexts 1 : Refusal 

Eight children used "no" 144 times when someone suggested 

or proposed that they do something, and they refused to 

comply. For example, Henry's mother says "Shall we put your 

shoes on" and takes Henry's feet, Henry says "no" and resists. 

I say to Anna "Come over here", she clings to her mother and 
. 

says "no". The suggestion could come from anyone and could 

concern any action. 

Most of the time, the other person made the suggestion 

verbally, as well as acting appropriately, but sometimes no 

explicit verbal proposal was made. Henry says "no" when he 
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resists being carried into the bathroom to wash his hands, 

and says "no" when I try to restrain him from hitting the 

tape recorder. Jonathan says "no" as he rejects a preferred 

biscuit. Furthermore, when a explicit statement was made 

it's linguistic form seemed to be irrelevant. Proposals 

might take the form of requests; "Shall we finish the drawing"; 

commands: 11 Stop it, Henry 11
; questions: "Do you remember 'Baa 

Baa Black Sheep'? 1111 D0 you want to show Alison your new toy?"; 

or statements: "You mustn't touch that", "Yes, you can get 

it in .there". Utterances th~t were formally similar, but did 

not involve proposals for action, like "Do you like jelly?" 

or "Did you want to shake hands with Snoopy?" did not generally 

elicit "no". The children seemed to read through the form 

of the other person's utterance, using contextual clues to 

discover that an action was proposed, although linguistic 

clues were probably used as well. 

For these reasons it is inappropriate to regard this 

"no" as a response to a particular kind of utterance. Instead, 

it seems to be a response to a particular kind of situation, 

a situation in which other people were likely to speak. 

Children used "no" in this way playfully, as a tease. 

While "no" was sometimes accompanied by genuine anger and 

resistance, often the child was just being coy. "Come and 

give Mommy a kiss" or "Show Alison how well you can sing" 

were as likely to elicit "no" as "Stop it" or "Wash your hands". 

Contexts 2 : Protest 

Seven children used "no" 198 times to protest at 

someone else's actions. Rachel says "no" as her brother 

pours his juice into the pan she has been playing with. 
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Harriet says "no" as she pushes the cat off a chair. Anna 

says "no" when her mother takes the doll out of the bath, 

Anna then puts it back in. Usually, there was some conflict 

between the child's actions or desires, and the actions 

he protested against. "No" is often used in this way when 

children fight with a sibling or parent, Harriet says "no" 

as she stn~ggles with her sister for the possession of a 

teddy bear. Henry says "no" when his brother turns off the 

television which Henry wants to watch. 

Contexts 3 : Failure 

"No" was also used when no other person was involved. 

Seven children used "no" 98 times when they were unable to 

complete a plan, because of some feature of the world. Hannah 

says "no" as she tries unsuccessfully to fit a block in a 

hole of the puzzle mailbox. Anna says "no" as she tries 

unsuccessfully to climb out of her chair. These contexts 

may be seen as the converse of those contexts in which "there" 

was used to mark success. A fairly complex plan was attempted. 

Its successful completion depended on the behavior of 

objects as well as the child's behavior. When the objects 

didn't co-operate the plan f a iled, and the child said "no". 

A separate expression, "oh dear", was also used in these 

contexts (see Chap. 7). 

Contexts 4 : Change of Mind 

' Six children used 11 no" · 34 times when they changed 

their mind about a course of action. Jonathan, playing a 

dice game, shakes the dice, starts to throw them, says "no", 

hesitates and decides to shake them some more. Anna starts 

to get into her chair, says "no", stops and goes to the other 
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side of the room to draw a picture. Sometimes, the child ' s 

decision was precipitated by the failure of a plan, Anna 

puts a block in the wrong hole of the mailbox, says ".no" 

and tries it in a different hole. But usually the decision 

seemed more arbitrary. The child started to do one thing, 

and then simply decided to so something else instead. 

Contexts 5 : Conversational Device 

Four children used 11 no 11 13 times as a kind of 

conversational device , a way of replying to questions or 

statements, even when the reply was inappropriate. 

Children used "no" the way adults use "uh-huh" or 

"yeah". They showed that they had registered the fact that 

someone else had spoken, but didn't commit themselves to a 

specific reply. In these contexts, the child showed no 

indication of acting on his "no". Anna says "no" when her 

mother says "Shall we look at a book?" but she goes and gets 

the book and look$ at it. Henry says ''no'' when his mother 

says "Do you want a chocolate rabbit" although he grabs the 

chocolate at the same time. Similarly, "no" is sometimes 

used inappropriately as a response to statements. Hannah 

says "no" when her brother says "Saul rhymes with Paul" 

although it is highly unlikely that she understands the 

sentence . The common f a ctor in these contexts was simply 

that someone produced an utterance. Although they may have 
. 

been sensitive to prosodic or syntactic features of the 

utterances, for example,questions were particularly likely 

to elicit ''no", the children didn I t seem to care what the 

utterance meant. 
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Contexts 6 : Propositional Negation 
Five children used "no" 69 times to genuinely perform 

something like propositional negation. Either they appro­

priately answered information seeking questions, appropriately 

denied the truth of a statement made by someone else , or 

combined "no" with other expressions in a particular way. 

Hannah's mother asks "Who took the hamster out of the cage? " 

Hannah says "Hannah", mother asks "Was it Saul?" , Hannah says 

"no". Jonathan's mother asks "What was in the swimming pool? 

Was it milk? 11
, Jonathan says "no", "Was it lemonade? " 

Jonathan says "no", "Was it water?", Jonathan says "yes". 

Jonathan says "no" when his mother says, falsely, 

"You 've got my T-shirt on" and "You're growly bear". Similarly , 

Hannah says "no" repeatedly and indignantly when her mother 

points to a picture of a baby breastfeeding and says "You 

used to eat 1 ike that", and she says "no" again when her 

mother says "You did, you know". 

Jonathan combines "no " with other expressions in a way 

that implies propositional negation . Thus,he follows his 

mother's statement that he is growly bear and growly bear is 

him by several utterances of "no bear". He points to a doll 

with a hat on and says "hat off no". In a discussion of 

swimming he produces one of his longest strings, "No John- John 

clothes on no". These utterances reinforce the belief that 

when he uses "no" by itself, he is genuinely denying the 

truth of statements made by others. 

Ambiguities 

There was some scope for ambiguity in this classifi­

cation scheme. In particular, some utterances of "no" might 

be interpreted either as refusals or as protests, some might 
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be interpreted as refusals or conversational devices, and 

some might be interpreted as denials of propositions or as 

conversational devices. 

When Harriet says "no" as she struggles with her 

sister for the toy bear, the context might be interpreted in 

one of two ways. She may be r efusing to comply with her 

sister's proposal that she relinquish the bear, or she may 

be protesting at her sister's action in taking the bear. 

Because of the element of conflict in most protest contexts 

almost all of them may be inte rpreted as refusals, although 

this interpretation seems more natural in some contexts than 

in others. 

In fact, a little logical juggling can transform any 

protest into a refusal or any refusal into a protest. "I 

want to keep you from doing that" can a.lways be interpreted 

as "I refuse to comply with your proposal that I don't keep 

you from doing that". Similarly, "I will not do what you 

p ropose" can be interpreted as "I want to keep you from 

making me do what you propose". 

There is no simple empirical say to decide which inter­

pretation of the context the child is using. Nevertheless, 

it seems intuitively more plausible to opt for a refusal 

interpretation when the child's Mother says "Put on your 

shoes" and the child runs away, and a protest interpretation, 

when the c hild says "no" as her brother pours juice into her 

doll's pan. We might put it this way. In both refusal and 

protest contexts there is a conflict between the child 's 

plans and someone else's plans . In refusal, the child's 

plans seem to be more central. In protest, the other person's 
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plans seem more central. 

These admittedly vague and intuitive principles were 

used to distinguish refusal and protest contexts. Alternatively, 

we might classify these contexts together, and admit that 

they all might be interpreted either as protests or as 

refusals. 

Another difficulty arises when "no" is used as a 

conversational device, a stock way of responding to utterances. 

If a child says "no" in response to an utterance that 

expresses a proposal, and still complies with the proposal, 

and says "no" in response to utterances that don't express 

proposals, we may conclude that he is using "no" as a 

conversational device. At least he isn't using "no" to mark 

refusals. If he says "no" resisting a proposal that is not 

expressed in an utterance we may conclude that he is using 

"no" to mark refusals. But when a child says "no" in response 

to an utterance which expresses some proposal , and he also 

refuses to comply with that proposal , how do we know that "no" 

marks that refusal, and is not just a stock response to the 

utterance? 

This difficulty only arises if the child uses "no" 

both to refuse proposals and as a conversational device . If 

"no" is never used .inappropriately, if it is never obviously 

just a stock response, we can give the child the benefit of 

the doubt, and assume that when he does reply to an utterance 

his reply is meaningful. In fact, only three of the eight 

children who use "no" use it in both these ways in the same 

session. 

In all but one of these sessions, the children used 
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frequently when they f 

proposal, 
re used to comply with a 

than they did when they complied with a proposal 
or responded t 0 

other utterances (see Table 6). If ~no" 
was simply a c 

onversational device, it seems odd that more 
than half of th 

e utterances that elicited this device just 
happened to expre 

ss proposals that were actively resisted. 

Even on the most pes!=.imistic view of the relationships between 

children and their fam1·11·es, it seems unlikely that more 

than half of the utterances directed to the child express 

proposals which he resists. Yet we would have to make some 

such assumption if we claimed that the children simply used 

"no" as a conversational device in these sessions. 

In addition, the affective accompaniments to "no" in 

conversational contexts and in refusal contexts were very 

different. When "no" was used as a conversational device, 

it was unlikely to be repeated, and there was no indignation, 

anger, or any other affect in the child's voice. "No" seemed 

to be casually tossed off, as similar stock responses are 

casually tossed off by adults. When "no" was used in 

refusal contexts it was usually repeated persistently, and 

was accompanied by anger if the child was serious, or 

malicious giggles if the child was teasing. 

For these reasons, "no" was always classified as a 

refusal if it occurred in a refusal context. It was only 

classified as a conversational device, if a refusal interpr-

etation could not be made. 

A similar problem arises when we consider contexts in 

which a child purportedly denies a proposition. If he only 

uses ''no" appropriately in response to information seeking 
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questions or false statements, we may again give him the 

benefit of the doubt, and conclude that he is genuinely using 

"no" to deny propositions. But if he uses "no" in this way, 

and also uses "no" as a conversational device, how do we 

know that it isn't just a coincidence that some of his stock 

responses are also appropriate replies? How do we know 

that he is responding to the proposition implied by the 

utterance, and not just to the fact that an utterance was 

produced? 

There are some reasons why this problem is more difficult 

to solve than the similar problem concerning refusal contexts. 

First, except for Jonathan's multi-word strings, propositional 

contexts, unlike refusal contexts, always involved an 

utterance by someone else. There were no cases where a 

conversational interpretation couldn't be made. Second, the 

evidence of affect was less strong. While there were some 

cases where contextual or affect ive clues strengthened a 

propositional interpretation, this was not always true . 

Fortunately, there were very few sessions in which 

children apparently used "no" to deny propositions and also 

used it as a conversational device. Six utterances are 

ambiguous. They have been classified as "other " utterances. 

Developmental Trends 

The clearest developmental trend is the l ate appearance 

of propositional negation uses of "no". The two children 

in group II, the youngest group, who use "no" never use it 

to negate propositions. Neither does Paul, the least developed 

of the Group III children. The children who did use "no" 

in this way used it in all the other ways first. In addition , 
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all but two -of the utterances of 11 no 11 used to negate 

propositions occurred in the last half of the period during 

which "no" was recorded (see Table 6, Table 7, Table _8). 

There was also some evidence which suggested that 

children used "no" in social contexts, that is,in refusal 

or protest contexts, before they used "no" in non-social 

contexts, that is in failure or change of mind contexts. 

However, seven of the eight children used 11 no" in both 

these ways before they used "no" to negate propositions, the 

other child only used "no" to refuse proposals (see Tables 7, 8). 

Finally, there was some evidence which suggested that 

children used "no" in failure contexts before they used "no" 

in change of mind contexts (see Tables 7 and 8). However, 

refusal and protest contexts did not appear in any special 

order. 

"No" in Multi-word Strings 

"No" was frequently combined with other expressions. 

It occurs with names and with non-nominals like "there", "off", 

"on", "more", "mine" and "rub out", and it occurs in a 

number of three or four word strings. Generally, "no" was 

the first word i n such strings, but there are some exceptions. 

There are two kinds of constructions. In the first, 

"no" is simply conjoined with some other expression. Anna 

says "no off dress" when her mother tries to put a dress on 

her doll and Anna wants to take it off. Jonathan says "no 

there II when I put a puzzle piece in one spot and he moves it 

to another. Hannah says "no mommy" when I go to help her 

and she wants her mother's help instead. In these cases the 

two-word string seems to be equivalent to an utterance of "no" 
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followed by an utterance of "off dress" , "there", or 

"mommy " . In ad lt E 1 u ng ish we might gloss these strings as 

"No, take the dress off" , "No, it goes there" and "No , I 

want mommy " . 

. Sometimes, however, the multi-word string seems to 

mean more than a sequence of "no" and some other utterance 

would mean . Anna says "no of_f" when she doesn ' t want her 

mother to take the doll's dress off. Henry says "no stairs " 

when he refuses to go up a flight of stairs. Anna says "no 

bed" when she takes the blanket off a doll . In these strings, 

the other expression refers to the course of action which 

the child refuses to take, protests against , fails to complete, 

or decides not to do. In the first kind of construction , it 

refers to some oth~r aspect of the situation. We might gloss 

these strings of the second kind as "Don 't take the dress off", 

"I won't go up the stairs" , or "I don't want the doll to be 

put in bed". Constructions of both kinds occur in some of 

the contexts in which "no~ is used by itself, refusal , protest, 

failure and change of mind contexts . 

One child , Jonathan , also uses multi-word strings to 

negate propositions. He uses both kinds of constructions . 

Sometimes the other expression refers to some fact which 

Jonathan asserts in opposition to a proposition put forward by 

someone e l se. He says "no bear" pointing to the bear when 

his mother says that the bear is Jonathan, and "no tennis " when 

I point to a picture of a tennis court and ask "Are they 

playing football?" Usually,however, Jonathan combines 11 no " 

with an expression that refers to the proposition h e denies. 

He says "And John-John, and Buffer, a nd Ason no, and Emlyn no" 

e 
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and then "Ason no 
roundabout" in a discussion of the rounda-

bout at the fai:r 
'Which Jonathan and Buffer, but not Alison 

or Emlyn, had ridden on. Similarly , he says "hat off no" 
pointing toad 11 0 with it ' s hat on , and "John-John clothes 
on no" in ad iscussion of swimming . It may be significant 

that Jonathan only uses a post-posed "no" in constructions 

of the second kind. Although the sample is very small, this 

might indicate that he is using a syntactic device to mark 

the difference between h t ese two constructions. 

All the children used the secona kind of construction 

either after they used the f1.·rst k" d · 1.n of construction, or , 

in one case, at the same time as the first construction. 

Other Reports of "No" 

A nwnber of writers have noticed the early appearance 

of "no". Bloom (1973) reports that during the one-word 

period Allison used "no" to express "rejection" and "protest". 

Carter (1974) also reports the use of "no " to reject 

proposals . These uses seem to be similar to the use of "no " 

in refusal and protest contexts I have described here. Allison 

also used "no" in contexts involving disappearance . Allison's 

"no II seems to have been rather like "gone" (see Chap. 8 below) . 

Piaget (1962) describes the early use of "non" in 

failure contexts. Some of the contexts Carter calls "dislike" 

contexts also involve failure. For example,David makes a 

nasal sound when he ~ttempts unsuccessfully to climb into 

his mother's l ap. 

Bloom (1970), Schlesinger (1974), Brown (1973) and 

McNeil! (1968), report that _at the start of the two-word stage 

children use "no" to rej ect proposals and also to deny propo-

e 
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sitions. This report is 
consistent with the developmental 

pattern reported here. 

T-he Meaning of "No" 
We may now con ·a 81 er the problem of the meaning of "no". 

Can we find a 
common element . in the contexts in which "no " 

is used? Some such 1 
e ement seems to link refusal, protest, 

failure and change of mi·nd contexts. However, these contexts 
are quite different f 

rom conversational and propositio~al 
negation contexts. 

Refusal, protest, failure and change or mind contexts 
are similar to h eac other in many ways. Unfortunately,this 

similarity isn't easily expressed in terms of a single 

common element. Instead, all these contexts have some 

elements in common with some of the other contexts, and other 

elements in common with others. There is more of a Wittgen­

steinian family resemblance between the contexts than a 

straightforward shared feature. Nevertheless, these similari­

ties can be spelled out in more detail. 

In all these contexts some plan of action is involved, 

either a plan to be completed by the child , or ,in protest 

contexts, a plan to be compl eted by someone else. This plan 

variously will not , can not, or should not be carried out. 

Refusal and protest contexts are similar in that they both 

involve a conflict between the child's plans and someone 

else's plans. Failure and change of mind contexts are 

similar in that they don't involve anyone but the child, they 

involve the child's relationship with the world rather than 

his relationship with other people. Refusal and change of 

S l.milar in that in both the child decides mind contexts are 
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not to carry out a plan, though he is capable of doing so. 

On the other hand, in protest and failure contexts the child 

cannot carry out a plan, though he would like to do so, 

because of the interference of other people or the world. 

Furthermore , in protest contexts,unlike the other three 

contexts, the child also comments on the fact that he wants 

to prevent someone else from completing a plan. 

There is a common factor in refusal , failure and 

change of mind contexts. In all these contexts the child 

does not complete a plan. But in protest contexts the 

plan involved is not the child ' s , but someone elses, and the 

plan may well be completed. There is also a different common 

factor in refusal, protest, and change of mind contexts. 

Here the child tries to ensure that some plan is not completed , 

either his own plan or someone elses . However, in failure 

cases , the child does try to complete a plan but that plan 

is thwarted. 

We can also find a common factor in all four contexts 

if we re.interpret protest contexts as refusals. As we have already 

seen these contexts are ambiguous, and such a reinterpretation 

is a least logically possible. If we made this reinterpretation, 

all these contexts would in~olve the fact that the child did 

not complete a plan. The benefits of this economical inter­

pretation of the meaning of 11 no" are offset by the fact that 

it involves somewhat unnatural interpretations of protest 

contexts. 

There seem to be four a ltern ative hypotheses that 

characterize the meaning of "no". 

1) We can accept the notion of a family resemblance between 

,.t 
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these four contexts , and abandon the search for a more 

specif i c common factor . 

2) We can say that "no" encodes either the fact that .the 

child does not complete a plan, or the fact that he wants 

to ensure that someone else does not complete a plan. 

3) We can say that "no" encodes either the fact that the 

child does not complete a plan, or the fact t hat he cannot 

complete a plan. 

4) We can reinterpret protest contexts as r efusa ls, and 

simply say that "nd'encodes the fact that the child does not 

complete a plan . 

There is no empirical way of deciding between these 

alternative hypotheses. Each of them accounts for the data, 

each has some benefits and some disadvantages in terms of 

more abstract theoretical values like rigor , simplicity 

and naturalness. Fortunately, the concepts involved in all 

these a l ternatives are generally similar, and share a number 

of features with the concepts encoded by "that/there". 

Conversational "No " 

The use of "no" in conversational contexts i s , however, 

v,ery different from these uses of "no". In conversational 

contexts, the child is not concerned with plans at all, or 

with any other feature of the world , or with any relationship 

between himself and the world. He is only concerned with 

the fact that someone ·else has produced an utterance, and 

expects a response. "No"in these contexts is simply a 

conversat ional device. 

This use of "no" may illustrate some important points 

concerning the pragmatic aspect of early language. In 

e 
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particular,consideration of this use may help to explain 

why I have resisted pragmatic interpretations of other 

expressions, and of "no" as used in other contexts . 

When we talk about the pragmatic aspect of language 

we may mean one of two things. We may mean that certain 

linguistic structures can only be explained in terms of their 

social or conversational function . Thus, "please" and 

"thank you" in adult English only seem to occur in order 

to establish a certain social relationship between speaker 

and hearer . They don ' t en~ode any facts about the world. 

This is partly indicated by the fact that they have no truth 

value , and don't affect the truth of strings in which they 

occur. On the other hand, sometimes when we discuss the 

pragmatic aspect of a linguistic structure we mean that, in 

addition to encoding facts about the world, the structure 

may serve a social function. For instance,"the dinner was 

delicious" may serve the same social function as "thank you". 

However, it also encodes certain aspects of the world as 

indicated by the fact that it has a truth value . 

In child language, we might discove r expressions like 

"please II and "thank you" that only occur in order to s.erve 

a certain social or conversationa l function. In that case 

we might legitimatley say that the expressions were purely 

social devices. On the other hand ,we should not confuse 

these expressions with a second class of expressions , 

expressions that genuinely encode features of the world . 

This second type of. expression may simultaneously be used 

to serve social ends. It may occur in a dialogue, it may 

be used to placate, annoy or generally influence other 

\c 
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people. However, in this case we can separate the semantic 

conte nt of the expre ssion, the way it encodes concepts 

relating to the world, and it's social function. This is 

not possible with expressions of the first sort, which have 

no meaning apart from their social function. 

This distinction between purely social expressions, 

a nd expressions which have a semantic content but may be 

used socially, can be given empirical force using the 

methodology of this study. 

If we examine the contexts in which an expression is 

used, and discover that the only common factor in these 

contexts is a certain conversational structure or social 

relationship, we may conclude that the expression is purely 

pragmatic. If we discover that the expression occurs in a 

wide variety of social and conversational contexts, and in 

contexts in which no social relationships or conversations 

are involved, but some other common factor is present, we 

may conclude that the expression "has a meaning", that is, 

it. encodes some concept relating to the world, and also may 

be used socially. 

In the case of "no" the pattern of evidence is somewhat 

more complex. Some children, in some sessions, seem to use 

"no'' as a conversational device. In other sessions the same 

children use "no" as if it had a semantic content, and 

sometimes "no" was used as a conversational device and a 

meaningful expression in the same session . That is,in some 

sessions some contexts share a common conversational 

feature, the production of an utterance by someone else, and 

other contexts share a feature that relates to the world, 

e 
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the non-completion of a plan, for instance. 

I have previously discussed this pattern of evidence, 

a nd I concluded that in this case the expression "h~d more 

than one meaning". We have ·already dealt with a similar 

problem whe n we sorted out the different meanings of "that/ 

there". A similar solution may be advanced here, but with 

the conversational "no" this "meaning" is not really a 

meaning at all but a pragmatic function. We may say that 

"no" has at least two meanings, one involving the non­

completion of plans and one involving propositional negation, 

and it is also used as a conversational device. 

We might say that "no" is ambiguous in the language 

of some children in the same way that an expression like 

"Pleased to meet you" is ambiguous in adult English. This 

expression might be used purely as a pragmat ic device, similar 

to "hello", or it might be used to express the proposition 

that the speaker was pleased to meet someone. In the former 

case we would feel that it was inappropriate to ask 

whether the sentence was true, in the latter case we would 

not. 

Fewer children used "no" in conversational contexts 

than used it in any other context, and this was one of the 

least frequent uses of "no" in the speech of these c hildren . 

While it is interesting that children of this age are 

sensitive to conversational demands, and use linguistic 

devices to deal with them, this use of language, at least 

this use of "no", seems relatively marginal. 

Propositional "No" 

The propositional use of "no~ while it is related to 

e 
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"No " and "That/'rhere " 

The concepts encoded by "no" in r efusal, protes t , 

fa ilure a nd c hange of mind contexts are s imilar in many ways 

t o those encoded by "tha t/there ". Like "that/there", "no" in 

these contexts does not e ncode particular features of object s , 

or relationships be tween objects . On the other hand , it does 

not encode particular actions or plans , any action may be 

involved in t hese contexts, and usually no action is actually 

compl eted. 

Does ''no" encode social relationships? Note that this is 

a diffe rent iss ue from that of "no" ' s pragmatic function . An 

expression may have a semantic content which involves social 

relationships. In adult English "husband" and "parliament" are 

not purely pragma tic expressions like "please " or "thank you", 

but they refer to social relationships and institutions . 

The evidence concerning "no " is r ather confused . 

Clearly, "no" can be used to e ncode struc tures that are not 

social. Whe n "no" is used in failure or change of mind 

contexts , it is not used to encode relationships that involve 

other people . Furthe rmore , these contexts seem ana l ogous to 

r efusal and protest contexts, which do involve other people , 

in many ways. If these analogies could be expressed in terms 

of a common feature, the common feature could not be 

exc41Lsively social. If , for example, we interpre t protest 

contexts as refusa LS , and say that "no " encodes the fact that 

the child does not complete a plan, this concept is clearly 

no t particula rly social. 

Unfortunately, we have s een that no simple common 

feature can be found. Also, chi ldren seemed to encode socia l 

e 
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relationships before they encoded non-social relationships. 

We may simply have to say that "no" is used both to encode 

social relationships, and to encode non-social ones, and 

in addition that these social and non- social relationships 

are similar in many ways. 

Like the concepts encoded by "that/there", the concepts 

encoded by "no" have an egocentric quality. In rAfusal, 

failure and chanqe of mind contexts the actions involved 

are to be performed by the child. Even in protest contexts, 

where other people's actions are considered, they are 

considered only in so far as they conflict with the child's 

desires . The children didn't use "no" when other people 

failed to complete plans, changed their minds or were in 

conflict with each other. 

The claim that the structures encoded by "no" are ego­

centric does not imply that the child is unaware of social 

relationships. Clearly , the child distinguishes people 

from objects, and is aware that other people may want him 

to do something and that his desires may conflict with those 

of others . The claim is simply that the structures encoded 

by "no" seem to be particularly centered on the child's plans 

and interests . At least on the basis of this bit of linguistic 

beha vior, the child does not seem to regard himself as 

entirely analogous to other people, nor as a participant with 

others in a fully reciprocal set of social relationships. 

"No" was also similar to "that/there" in that it. tended 

to be used in contexts that involved actions. Refusal , protest, 

failure and chan9e of mind contexts all involve action. More 

specifically , "no" , l ike the success-marking and locative 

e 
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" there ", tended to be used in contexts that involved actions 

that were performed on obj ects to achieve a particular goal, 

contexts that involved plans. It may be helpful to consider 

the concept of a plan more closely. 

In my discussion of the use of "that/there" in success­

ma rking and locative contexts, and the use of "no" in refusal, 

protest , failure and change of mind contexts , I have used 

terms like "action" , "plan", "intention" and "desire" rather 

loosely. I f we compare these contexts , we may be able to 

see a closer similarity , and to give a more accurate account 

of the concepts "no " and " that/there" encode. 

In all these contexts two states of affairs are involved. 

One is the present state , the other is a non- existent , 

possibl e , future state . The present state may be transformed 

into the future state . This transformation involves the 

intervention of an actor , usually the child. This transform­

ation a l so involves objects and other people . They must 

also behave in a certain way if the transformation is to 

ta'ke place . The situation might be represented diagramatically 

as: 

Present state+ child ' s action+ behavior of objects or 

people ➔ Future State 

The notions of action , intention, and desire don 't 

q uite capture this complex structure . The child might act 

without conceiving of his action in terms of this sort of 

framework. For example , he might act out of habit , repeat a 

previous action , imitate an action , or respond to a particular 

stimulus with a set respon se . Conversel y, the child might 

perceive a situation in this way and not actually perform an 

e 
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action . He might dec:ide 
not to · . intervene in the appropriate 

way, either because the 
futu:ce s·'- t ~a e was undesirable, or 

because some other ·1 pan was more appealing , or because 
the appropriate • 

i ntervention was not to act at all. 
Similarly, this structure • 

cant be characterised in terms of 
intentions to act. The ch·ld . 1 might intend to repeat a 
previous action, or imitate an act1·on 

, without perceiving 

his action in these terms, as the means to an end. And he 

might perceive that the situation could be characterised in 

means-ends terms without intending to act . 

We also can ' t describe these contexts by saying that 

the child desires a change in the state of affairs . The 

child might want to bring about a future state of affairs , 

but have no idea how to set about it. Conversely, he might 

perceive the possibility of changing a state of affairs by 

intervening in some way , and he might even intervene appropr­

iately, without desiring the future state of affairs. He 

might, for example , experiment to see whether an action 

p~oduced the expected result. 

Perhaps the best term for the complex, means-ends 

structures I have described is "plan" . Plans are possible 

courses of action, with a calculation of consequences . A 

1 be l.·mplemented or may not be implemented. That is 
pan may 

the child , may or may not intervene the actor, in this case 

appropriately. 
A plan may succeed or fail, the objects or 

other people involved may or may not act in 

be havl.·or plus the child ' s action 
and their 

the expected way, 

may or may not 

yield the appropriate result. 
This result, that is the 

~ affairs may or may not be desirable. 
future state 0 ~ ' 
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There are two particularly important features of 

plans. First,the child sees the act ion as a means to an 

end, he sees it as a way of achieving a goal. Second., the 

child appre~iates the relationship between his actions, 

the behavior of objects and his goal. He recognises that 

the action will bring about the goal because of its inte r­

action with objects. In order to achieve his goal he has 

to act ,and objects a l so have to behave appropr i ate ly. 

A number of writers have suggested that plans, that 

i £,intelligent, goal-directed courses of action, are funda­

mental cognitive structures. Piaget's stage 5 sensory- motor 

schemata (Piaget 1953) are similar to plans. Bruner, (1971, 

1973), and Mille r, Galanter and Pribram (1960) have a lso 

described similar structures. Their work will be discussed 

in Chap . 12 when I will also describe the development of 

plans. 

The concept of a plan helps to explain the early uses 

of "no" and "there". When children use "there " in success 

contexts they mark the fact that a plan is successfully 

implemented. Children say "there" in situations where they 

act , objects behave appropriately , and they achieve a goal . 

When children use 11 there" in loca tive action contexts 

or in destination contexts they pick out plans with a 

particular type of goal. In these contexts the child tries 

to change the location of an object. Again, in these contexts 

an action by itself, or an event by itself does not elicit 

the expression. "There" was used when the child acted , and 

his action led to a pa rticular type of event . 

When children use "no 11 in refusal, protest, failure, 

at 
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and chanqe of mind contexts they mark the fact that a 

plan is not successfully implemented. The future state 

that is the goal of the plan does not come about. This may 

be because the child simply doesn't act, in refusal and 

~hanoe of mind contexts, because objects don't behave approp­

riately, in failure contexts, or because plans conflict with 

the plans of others, in protest contexts. The fact that the 

child uses "no" in all these contexts suggests that he 

recognises that actions and objects are both necessary 

components of plans. We will see that the concept of a 

plan also helps to explain chi ldren's use of 11 more 11
, "oh dear", 

"gone" and direction expressions. 

Like "that/there", "no" encoded an abstract concept. 

The concepts encoded by "no" couldn't be defined in specific 

perceptual or behavioral terms. More specifically,''no'' was 

like "there" in success contexts. It encoded an important 

abstract aspect of plans. 

"No" does not pick out a particular type of plan . The 

child may refuse to complete any plan, any plan may conflict 

with the plans of others , any plan may fail, the child may 

decide not to complete any plan. Just as any plan may succeed 

so any plan may be formulated without being successfully 

inplemented. Moreover, the distinction between formulation 

and implementation, like the distinction between success and 

failure, plays an important part in the concept of a plan. 

"No 11 encodes the fact that a plan is formulated but 

is not successfully implemented. We may envision a possible 

future state of affairs, and calculate a course of action 

that would transform the present state of affairs into that 
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future state of affairs without actually acting. Even 

if we do act , our action may not be successful . Plans 

are useful largely because we can formulate them without 

actually carrying them out. We can run through possible 

plans in our heads without actually implementing them. 

This al l ows us to choose the most effective plan, and to 

reject courses of action that l ead to undesirable consequences. 

Children say "no" in contexts t hat accentuate thi s general , 

fundamenta l aspect of plans , that is, in contexts where a 

plan is formulated but, for some reason or another, does not 

come to fruition. I will discuss the conceptual basis of "no" 

more fully in Chap. 12. 

Changes in the Meaning of "No " 

Children only used "no" in propositional negation 

contexts after they used "no" in n~fu.s~l , protest, fai lure 

and chanqe of mind contexts. In propositional negation 

contexts children are not concerned with p l ans or with 

their relationship to p l ans . Instead, they are concerned 

with relationships between obj ects , or with relationships 

between linguistic expressions and objects. Also, the 

propositional negation meaning of "no" is not egocentric . 

Children used "no" to comment on propositions that were 

advanced by others , as well as propositions they advanced 

themselves. 

Thus, the children moved from early egocentr i c action­

oriented uses of "no" to a later more objective use of 11 no 11
• 

We saw a similar t r end in the development of the locative 

"that/there". Children initially used "there" to encode the 

goal of their actions , and l ater used "there" to e ncode spatial 
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7 
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9 
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Sess.No. 
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1 
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TABLE 6 
Uses of "No" in Different Contexts 
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I 
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Failure 
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3 

::===:.__.._.. .. f' - ~.?: ,w :ttittt:S.t ._ 61 --

Conversational 
Device 

Conversational 
Device 

. 

Propositional 
Negation 

7 

Propositional 
Negation 

2 

I I 
7 
12 
10 

tilt ,151.lli_, :•m■ 11 m,, 05• •r · a 

Other 

l 

Other 



TABLE 6 (continued) 

Henry 

Sess.No. Refusal Protest Failure Change of Conversational Propositional Other 

mind Device Negation 

4 6 
I 

13 4 
14 2 2 

15 2 

17 7 1 
I 

18 3 17 8 

19 2 8 4 

20 1 2 

I 21 4 1 
I 2 

2 
22 
23 9 

2 I 

24 14 
I 4 I 

' GROUP II 

Harriet 

Sess.No. Refusal Protest Failure Change of Conversational Propositional Other 

mind Device Negation 

2 3 2 

3 2 2 

5 3 ) 

6 6 2 1 1 

John 

Sess.No. Refusal Protest Failure Change of Conversational Propositional Other 

mind Device Negation 

4 2 
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TABLE b (continued) 

GROUP III 

Paul 
Sess.No. Refusal Protest Failure Change of Conversational Propositional Other 

Mind Device Negation 
1 1 l 
2 7 1 3 
3 6 3 
5 1 4 

Anna 

Sess.No. Refusal Protest Failure Change of Conversational Propositional Other 
Mind Device Negation 

1 5 3 ) 1 2 2 

2 2 2 5 1 2 l 

3 2 7 8 1 2 

4 1 3 2 4 4 

5 6 1 2 I 

6 5 4 5 6 I I 

Hannah 

Failure Change of Conversational Propositional Other 
Sess.No. Refusal Protest 

Mind Device Negation 

) 2 2 

2 8 2 
5 

3 1 4 
2 

4 3 2 
I 
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5 2 

6 I 3 
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Order of Appearanne 
'"' af "Na" 

TABLE 7 

Jonathan 

Refusal/Failure 

Protest 

Change of Mind 

Propositional 
Negation 

John 

Refusal 

Paul 

Refusal/Protest 

Fail,ure 

Change of Mind 

GROUP I 

~Che_!_ 

Protest 

Refusal 

Failure 

Propositional 
Negation 

GROUP II 

GROUP III 

Hannah 

Protest 

Conversational 

Refusal/Failure 

Change of Mind 

Propositional 
Negation 

in Different Contexts 

Henry 
~ 

Refusal/Conversational 
Protest 

Failure 

Propositional Negation 

Harriet 

Protest/Failure 

Refusal 

Conversational 

Anna 

Refusal/Protest/Failure/ 
Change of Mind/ 
Conversational 

Propositional Negation 
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TABLE 8 

Numbers of Children with each order of use of "No" 

Social Plans (e.g. Refusal, Protext).C::::: Propositional Propositional<. Social Plans 

8 0 x2 = 8 sig at .05 level 

Non-Social Plans (e.g. Failure, Change of Mind)<:, Propositional Propositional4-Non Social Plans 

7 

Non-Social Plans < Social Plans 

0 

Failure < Change of Mind 

6 

Refusal < Protest 

3 

i ' , . · " I Tl • ' ... 

... -.... • . ... - ... ... _______ ..,,,.,..... __ ~ .. .,-.... -·--- - ---.. -

0 x2 
= 7 sig at .05 level 

Social Plans < Non Social Plans 

5 x2 = 5 sig at .05 level 

Change of Mind < Failure 

0 . x2 = 6 sig at .02 level 

Protest < Refusal 

3 x2 • 0 not sig 

- " ~ 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF "MORE" 

194 utterances of "more" were recorded. Seven of the 

nine children in this study used "more" in contexts involving 

repetition or recurrence. Four children also used "again" . . , 
"More was not used by the two least linguistically developed 

children (see Chap . 3), John and Christian. 

More than 98% of the utterances of "more " occurred in 

one of four sorts of contexts. Children used "more" when they 

performed an action on an object and then repeated, or wa nted 

to repeat , that action on a similar object. It was used when 

the children performed an action on an object , and then repeated 

or wanted to repeat the action on the same object. It was used 

when the children wanted someone else to repeat an action . 

Finally, children used "more" when they noticed that two objects 

were similar, or noticed an increase in the quantity of an 

object. 

Context 1 : Repeated Actions on Similar Objects 

7 children used "more" 124 times when they had performed 

an action on an object , and they announced their intention to 

perform a s i mi l ar action on a similar object . Anna puts a piece 

in a jigsaw puzzle, and then says "more" as she goes to put 

another piece in the puzzle. She pours water i nto a beaker, and 

then says "more " as she goes to pour more water into it, and 

she pushes a block into the pu~zle mai lbox, and then says 

"more" as she picks up another block, which she pushes in . 

Similarly, Hannah finishes "reading" a picture book, and then 

says "more" as s he gets another book to read. Paul puts a block 
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in a straight line of blocks, and then says "more" as he 

goes to get another block, which he puts in the line. 

Som~times children said "more" when they wanted .to 

repeat an action on a similar object, but no object was 

available. Henry says "more" after he has finished eating 

a piece of candy and he wants to eat another piece, but there 

is no candy left. However, "more " was used to express thwarted 

demands much less frequently than it was used to announce 

intentions which were successfully fulfilled. 

Contexts 2 : Repeated Actions on the same Object 

Six children used "more" 40 times when they acted on 

an object, and then repeated the action on the object . Henry 

opens the flap of the tape recorder, and t hen says "more" as 

he opens it again . Hannah says "more" as she goes to shake a 

box she has shaken once already. Anna builds a tower of 

dominoes, it falls,and she says "more" and builds it again . 

The children occassionally used "more" when they wanted 

to repeat an action on an object but were unable to do so 

because the object was unavailable. Rachel says "more" when 

her mother takes the broom away from her and she wants to 

continue sweeping . "More" was used less frequently in these 

contexts than in contexts in which the actions were actually repeated. 

Contexts 3 : Repetition of Actions by Others 

Three children used "more " 7 times when they wanted 

someone e lse to repeat an action . Henry says "more" asking 

his mother to mark his face with a make-up pencil, as she has 

done once before. Anna says "more" asking her mother to 

empty and fil l a bottle of water again. Hannah says "more" 

when she wants her mother to sing with her again. 
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Con texts 4 . 
· Object Similarity 

fivo Children 
used "more " 22 

times to con~ent on the simil rit.y of t ·wo objects 
or on the increase 1n quantity of an o bject . Ha i rr et says " more " as she takes a bl ock out of 

a box which is sim11~r to those 
she has been playing with, and 

shows it to her mother. 
Ann.i says "more " pointing to her 

mother who e nters t he room 
carrying a pile of newspapers , 

t here is already a pile of 
newspapers next t o Anna . Hannah 

l ooks at a picture of 
an embryo in the womb , looks at the ne xt 

picture in whic h the b em rye has grown , and says "mo re". 

Rachel t akes u green pencil out of 
a box, puts it beside another 

green pencil a lready on t he table, and says "more". 

"More " is occas i ona lly used in this way when children 

want an object similar t o another one , or want an increase in 

the quantity of an object, without wanting to r epeat an action. 

Anna says "more" when she wants to immerse her doll in a bucket 

of wa t e r, but there is not enough water to cover it. After 

she says "mor e " Anna gets m<;:>re water and pours it in . In this 

context, Anna did not seem to want to r e-immerse her doll , or 

repeat the act i on o f pouring in water, she simply wanted more 

water. 

Uses of "Again" 

While "more " was used in all these contexts, "again" was 

by four Children nine t imes in cont ex t s of the second only used 

kind, where the child acted on an object and t hen repeated the 

action on the object. 

Developmental Trends 

1 tal trend was the late By far the clearest deve opmen 

appearance of "more 11 in contexts involving object similarity. 
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'l'WO children used " more" to 
mark repetition but did not use it t o mark 

similarity 

similarity 
· Four h. c l.ldren used "mor e" t o mark ob ject 

after they used it 
to announce the repetition of an 

action on an object , or a si . l 
mi. ar object . One child used "more" 

in both ways for the first time . 1.n the same session . Furthermore , 
a ll the utterances of " more " used to mark object similarity 
occurred in the last or next to last session in which "more" 
was used (see Tables 9 ,10 and 11 ). 

~here was s ome less 
convincing evidence that "mor e " was 

used to refe r to the 
repetition of acti ons by ot her s after it 

was used to refe r to th h e c ild's own repetitions of actions. 

The two least linguistically developed of the children who 

used "more" 

an action . 

did no t use it to demand that other people repeat 

Two of the three childr en who did use "mor e " in 

this way did so only after th d ey use it to refer to their own 

actions . One child first used "more " in both ways in the same 

session. None of the children used "more" to refer t o the 

actions of others before they used it to refer to their own 

actions (see Tables 9, 10 and 11). 

Finally,the development of "again" was rather odd. Anna 

and Henry both used ''again" for the first time in their last 

session. Jonathan used "again" once in the 27th of 29 sessions. 

Hannah, however, used "again " but not "more" in the first two 

sessions, "again" then disappeared and was replaced by "more" 

until the last session, when it reappeared with "more". 

"More" and "Again" in Multi-word Strings 

"More" occurred in 40 multi-word strings. It was combined 

with nominals, a nd with "want" , "up" a nd "do it". "No more" occurred 

three times,but it seemed to be a separate expre ssion rather 
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than a combination 
of "no" 

ana "more". 
''Again" was combined once with "water " 

ana once 
occurred before no . m1.na1s 

With II 

read st0ry". "More" always 
and alwa 

"More+Nominal" . ys occurred after non7nominals. 
strings occurred h 

repeated on a simil wen an action was 
ar object 

marked, but not in th 
, or When ObJ'ect . similarity was 

e second 
recurrence of an ob· Ject. 

context, where there was no 

similar objects that 
The nominal generally referred to the 

were acted on in 
the objects whose s im ' l . 

similar ways , or to 
l. ar1.ty was noted . In a few cases the 

nominal referred to th 
e person who was addressed. "Non- nominal+ 

More" strings occurred in the t· 
1.rst and second contexts,but 

were not used tom k ar object similar1.·ty . Anna said "again 
water" when she wanted to l Pay with a basin of water again , 

Jonathan said "read story again" when he started to read a 

book, after he had finished a previous book. 

Other Reports of "More 11 

A number of writers have noted the early occurrence of 

"more". Bloom (1973) reports that Allison used "more" to 

"request the recurrence of events" . The contexts Bloom 

describes appear to be similar to the contexts descr i bed here. 

The child performs an action on an object and then r epeats or tries 

repeat the action on the same object or on a similar object . 

Allison says "more " when whe wants to read another book , she 

plays ring-a-ros y again, and she slides down her slide again. 

Bloom notes that Allison also used "more" to note object 

similarity, but only did so after she used "more " to request 

the recurre nce of events . This i s consistent with the trends 

reported here. 

Carter (1974 11975) reports that David used "more" 
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to request the recurrence of an object . However, all the 

examples she describes are requests for additional food or 

drink. These contexts involve the r e petiti on of an action, 

eating or drinking, as well as the r ecurrence o f an object. 

Halliday (1975) reports that Nigel also used "more" to 

request additional food or drink. It is not clear whether David 

and Nigel also used "more" in other contexts. It is worth 

noting that while several of the children in t his study used 

"more " when they wanted more food and drink, none of them used 

"more" exclusively in these contexts. 

The Meaning of "More" 

Clearly, the common factor in all the contexts in which 

"more" occurs is similarity. However , two very different kinds 

of similarity are involved. One is the similarity between 

an action and a repetition of that action, the other is the 

similarity between two objects. When the child repeats an 

action on a similar object both these factors are present, 

the child repeats an action and two similar objects are present . 

When the child repeats an action on the same object, or asks 

someone else to do so the common factor is simply the repetition 

of an action , there are no similar objects involved. Whe n 

the child notes object similarity, similar objects are present, 

but no action is repeated. 

There are several hypotheses that might explain this 

general pattern of evidence. We might argue that the general 

abstract concept of similarity is encoded by "more", regardless 

of whether actions or objects are similar. 

There are t wo objections to this hypothesis. First, two 

of the seven children never use "more" in the last context, 
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and therefore we have no evidence that object similarity, 

tout court, is marked by these children. Second , the 

children who do use "more" in this context do so only in 

th,eir last or nexl· .:o· last session. We have no evidence that 

these children use "more" to mark simple object similarity 

before that. 

While this general hypothesis may explain the use of 

"more " at the very end of the one-word period, it cannot 

explain the use of "more" in the earlier speech of the child. 

There seems to be a shift in the meaning of "more" for these 

children. In their later speech "more" may encode a general 

concept of similarity, but for most of the period studied here 

"more" seems to encode something else. 

We might hypothesise that in the early period "mor e " 

simply encodes the concept of the repetition of an action, and 

is later expanded to encode the concept of object similarity. 

After all , repeated actions are invo lved in a ll of the first 

three contexts, while similar objects are only involved in the 

first context. 

However, there are also objections to this hypothesis. 

First , why is ·it that in the vast majority of cases when an 

action is repeated . the action is performed on an object 

similar to one that had previously been acted upon? Is it 

simply a coincidence that so many situations which involve 

repeated actions also involve similar objects? Second , if 

"more" simply encodes the repetition of an action, why isn 't 

it used when an action is repeated on a different object? 

Why doesn 't it occur, for example, when the child successively 

bangs a table top, a chair and the floor with a spoon, or puts 

at 

e 
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a doll in a box after he has put a block in the box? 

Finally, from a developmental point of view, the fact 

that so many of the early contexts in which "more" occur.s 

involve similar actions and similar objects, seems relevant 

to the eventual use of "more" to comment on object similarity 

regardless of actions. This fact would not be captured by 

the hypothesis that in the early period "more" simply encodes 

the r epetition of actions . 

We might abandon the simple notion that "more" encodes 

the repetition of an action, and claim instead,that in the 

early period, "more" encodes the r epetition of a plan , as we 

have defined the term in the previous chapter . Plans involve 

r elationships between actions and objects. An action is 

performed, and . this action plus the behavior of objects leads 

to predictable consequences. 

There are two ways in which plans could be similar. 

Eithe r two similar actions could be performed on the same 

object , or two similar actions could be performed on two 

similar objects. In both these cases we would expect the objects 

to behave in similar ways , both times that the actions were 

performed, and we would expect similar consequences to result. 

Two plans would not be similar if similar actions were 

performed on dissimilar objects , or if two similar objects were 

acted on in different ways, or were not acted on at all. In 

both these cases we would not expect the objects to behave in 

similar ways both times the actions were performed, and we 

would not expect similar consequences to result. 

This hypothesis has several advantages. It allows u s 

to explain the fact that so many of the contexts in which "more " 

at 

e 



... t .iu ... 

''urs i nvo lvo ~imil 
• l'.' Obj 

uo t h k i nds Of Sintil U o 
o.r1 ty 

plan::. . on tribut 
td.m.tla r " •u n , 

to t ho il llll llol"il y 

"mo r u " h t h ll 

d i t f e r e nt obj~ct s . 
I n thas cont xt,: , t ho 

~ · Hontl 1110 :f b s imila r but th~ Plans 
ora not· Pi na Uy, t hin hyvoth , i!J 

a bridge be tw~en the early 
and l ntar usus oc "mer ", 'l'h 

t r ans ition from the con 
cept of similnr plnns , which i nvoJ.v o 

t he concept of similar ObJ' t 
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per ~ , seems less problema tic than tho t r nn~1tion from t h 
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objects. 

So we see that the hypothes i s tha t "mor e " encodos t h 

repetition of plans can deal with the objections to t ho 

simpler hypothesis that "more " encodes the r epetition of 

actions. There are other advantages to thi s hypothes i s . I t 

provides a more perspicuous view of many of the context s in 

which "more" is used. The ac tions involved i n these contexts 

are ·typically purposeful, they are the kinds of actions i nvolve d 

in plans. For example, "more" was frequently used whe n t he 

child set himself a task, successfully comple t ed it, and went 

to repeat the operation on an • ~ · ew obJ'ect Harriet s avs "1nor e ' 

after she has gotten one block through the hole in t he puzzle 

mailbox, as she goes to push a similar block through t he hole . 

Anna fills one beaker with water, says "more " and the n f ills 

a similar beaker ~1th water, and repeats this operation with 

several more beakers. 

Seems particularly insightful when The hypothesis 

the r epetition of a complex series of actions, contexts involve 
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rathe r than a single 
action F 

• Or 
after she has finished example , Anna says "mor e " 

stacking 
pile has fallen dow a Pile of dominoes' and the 

n, as she . 
into a pile . Hannah says again stacks all the dominoes 

"more" after 
complex process of" 

reading" . a picture 
another book which 

she Will also read 

she has finished the 

book , as she picks up 

through . In these contexts the children seem to 
repeat a set of actions which 

have a particular cons 
equence, int s ead of simply repeating a 

particular action. The concept f 
0 a plan, rather than an 

action, seems particularl . 
Y applicable here. 

The "plan " hypothesis 
also helps to deal with the 

contexts in which the child wants 
to repeat an action on an 

object , but he is thwarted by the 
absence of an appropriate 

object. Plans can fail or be f rustrated in a way that 
actions cannot . In these contexts the child is perfectly 

free to repeat his previous action, but this action will not 

lead to the des i red consequence, since the appropriate object 

behavior is not forthcoming . What the child seems to want 

is not just a repetition of his previous action , but a 

repetition of the whole action- object behavior- consequence 

sequence that constitutes a successfully completed plan. 

we may say, then, that "more" encodes two kinds 

of concepts. In the early stage it encodes the simi larity 

between a past and a future plan. This similarity is 

k . d f ntexts Similar plans are present in two 1n so co • 

involved when an action is performed on an ob j ect , and 

ht obJ·ect , and when an action is is performed again on ta 

an ObJ·ect, and is performed again on a similar 
performed on 

object. I n the later stage , t his meaning is extended 



- 14 2 -

st.> that "moro" l so 
encodos ti 

\ e s imil .:iri tv . re no t invo lv•d in ~ of objects that 
Plans . 

orro t, 

"More" ana oth 
If . er Non-Nominals 

tlns hypothes i s a b 
out the meaning of "more" i s 

the concepts e ncoded 
w,ys t o the concents e 

t"' ncode d 

by "m u ore a re similar in many 

by other non-nominal express ions . 
"More" does no t 

e ncode pat ' r i cular f eatures of ob jects , or 
~Jrticular r e lationships b 

etween obJ' ects . In the early s tage, 
•• o e " d m r oes no t r efer to o bjects 

at all, but to plans , that is, 
t o complex relationships between 

actions and objec ts. Even 
wh1.:n "more " is used to 

comment on the similarity of two objects 
in the l ater s t age , no 

particula r common feature of the objects 

is marked . Instead , "mor e " marks the f act that the objects 

s h r e some feature , a nd that , i n this respec t, they a re simi lar 

to other objects that share some other feature. we might say 

tha t 11 more II marks the rel t · h · f a ions ip o similarity , but if so, 

this relationship is an extreme ly abstract one. 

On the other hand, "mor e " does not e ncode particular 

actio ns or plans, or particular features of actions or plans. 

The plans involve d in the contexts marke d by "more" range from 

beaker-filling to domino-stacking to book- reading t o puzzle-

solving . 

Finally, "more 11 does not seem to serve a particular social , 

f t . While 11 more" ma y be conve rsational or expressive unc ion. 

used to demand that the child be allowed to r epeat an action , 

or to dema nd that someone else r e peat a n action, it may also 

be used to state the child's intention to repeat a plan . In 

no apparent social or conversational 
this case , the utterance has 

a particular emotional state . 
function , nor does it express 
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"More " · 1.s also similar tooth er non-nominal 
in more positive wa ys. 

the early stage 

The expressions 
concepts 

are ty . encoded by "more" in 
Pl.cally egocentric 

always comments on th · The child almost 
e repetition 

the seven cases th of his own plans. Even in 
ere the child 

l 
uses "more" to demand that 

someone e se repeat an action , that action is related to 
the child ' s intentions and desires. Children don ' t use 
"more" to comment on the fact that someone else repeated an 

action , or to comment on the similarity of someone else's 

action and their own . Instead I they used "mor e " when they 

wanted someone else to act in aw h ay tat would bring about 

a particular desirable result. 

We might even argue that the actions of others were 

seen as components of that plan. Just as the child manipulates 

objects in order to achieve certain results, so he tries to 

manipulate other people to get certain results. The child 

might recognise that people and objects behave in different 

ways, and that you use different techniques if you want 

ob jects to do things, and you want people to do things , but 

he still might not see other people as creatures with plans 

that are analogous to his own plans . Instead, he might see 

them as creatures that could be gotten to do certain things , 

and consequently could feature in plans. 

"more" in these contexts would not refer 

to the fact that someone else repeated a plan, but to the 

d to 
repeat a plan that involved 

f ac t that the child wante 

In this case, 

someone else's actions . 
accept this interpretation of these 

Whether or not we that 168 of 175 occurrences of "more" 

contex ts, the fact remains 
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comment on the repetition of the child's plans, and that the 

actions of others are only marked if they are r e lated to the 

child ' s interests. 

"More" and "No" and "There" 

The concepts encoded by "more" in the early stage 

involve relationships between the child, his actions and 

objects. These relationships are similar to those encoded by 

"no ti and ti there" in success contexts. In particular , they 

involve the interaction of an action on an object and the 

behavior of that object , which brings about a certain 

consequence . I have called these relationships "plans" . "There" 

and ti no" mark the success or the non-implementation of plans. 

ti More" marks the fact that two pl ans are similar . 

In addition, "more" like "no" and " there" encodes a kind 

of meta-feature of plans. It encodes the fact that two plans , 

any two plans, are similar. In order to use "more" as he 

does, the child must recognise two levels of similarity. He 

must first recognise that two plans have some particular 

feature in common , say,they both are instances of book-reading . 

He must then recognise that because of this these plans are 

similar to two other plans that have a different common feature, 

say,they both are instances of beaker-filling. This second 

recognition, the recognition that two instances of book-reading 

are similar to two instances of beaker-filling, seems to 

require a higher conceptual level than t he recognition that 

one instance of beaker-filling is like another instance of 

beaker-filling. The concept of similarity encoded by "more" 

is highly abstr act . We have previously noted the similar 

abstractness of the concepts encoded by other non- nominals . 

e 
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Changes in the Meaning of "More" 

The devel opment of "more " 1.·s al · ·1 h so s1.m1. ar tote 

development of other non-nominal expressions. The concepts 

encoded by "more", like those encoded by "no" and "the r e ", 

become less egocentric and action- oriented and more objecti ve 

as the child develops. "More" initially comme nts on the 

repe tition of t he child ' s pl a n s . Later , almos t a t the end of 

the one-word period, the child extends his use of "more " to 

mark the similarity of objects regardless of the role those 

objects play in his own plans . 

We saw similar trends in the development of the l ocative 

"there" and especially in the development of "no". "No " 

initially marks the fact that the child•~ plans are not imple­

mented. Later, the child also uses "no " to mark the fact that 

objects are not related in a particular way, regardless of 

the role these objects play in the child's plans . In both 

these cases , there is some continuity between the concepts 

encoded in the early and later periods . Both early and late 

concepts involve similarity or negation . However , these 

concepts are initially applied to the child ' s actions and 

plans, and are only applied to objects which are unrelated to 

those actions and plans a t a later stage. 

The development of "more " and "again" is similar, in a 

different way, to the development of "that" and "there". It 

is interesting to note that "again", which is always used to 

mark t h e repetition of an action on an object, that is, is 

always used in contexts that don ' t involve two similar objects, 

appears as an alternative to "more" just after "more " is first 

used to mark the similarity of objects . This suggests that 

e 

'1.d 
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th e child is beginning to mark linguistically the distinction 

b e tween object similarity and the repetition of actions. Of 

c ourse , in the adult language , "more" will be applied to objects 

and " a gain" will be applied to actions. 

In a similar way, " that " and "there" seemed to mark 

linguistically the distinction between indication,and location 

and success towards the end of the recorded period. However, 

in the case of "more" and "again", as in that of "that" and 

"the re", the mapping of linguistic and conceptual distinctions 

seems to be a long, drawn-out and messy business. Even in the 

last sessions, "more" continues to be used to mark both the 

similarity of objects , and the repetition of actions on objects. 



I I 

TABLE 9 

Uses of More in Different Contexts 

I 
' 

Contexts l 
I 

I= Repeated actions on similar objects 
2 = Repeated actions on the same object 
3 s Requests for repeated actions by others 
4 = Object Similarity 
5 = Other 

GROUP I 

Jonathan 

) e s ~· No. 1 2 3 4 5 
22 2 , 
23 4 2 i 
25 10 I • i 

' 
27 7 I i 

, , 
28 2 

I 29 3 
i 
' 

Rachel i 

I 
SeSS · ~o. 

' I 2 3 4 5 i 1 I 5 I 

6 1 ; 
i 

7 
. / 

8 I 
10 I 1 1 

. I 
13 J 

! 

' Henry i 

I 
s~s. tJo. 3 4 5 I 

I 2 I 

' 5 I j 

13 { 

15 5 
17 1 ! . 
18 I 
19 7 3 2 

20 16 
21 2 
22 4 8 1 

24 12 4 l 6 
; 

f 
i 

' 
GROUP II t 

t 
i 

Harriet t 

Se.s~. A} •• I 2 3 4 5 

3 2 
4 2 

I I 
6 2 

i I 

I 



GR.QlJP III 

Paul Se, .L IJo. I 2 
3 4 5 

5 2 
I 6 I 

Hannah 
) eS~ · No. 

I 

2 3 4 5 1 I I 
5 

3 2 
4 

6 

I 

Anna 

i s e,:i.), /Jo, I 2 3 4 5 I 4 3 
I 

I 2 

8 3 
4 4 

2 2 
5 16 

7 
6 I 2 



TABLE 10 

Order of Appearance of More in Different Contexts 

GROUP I 

Rachel Jonathan 

Repetitions on Same Object 

Repetition on Similar Object 

Repetition on Same/Repetition on Similar 

Object Similarity 

John 

Paul 

Repetition on Same/Repetition on Similar 

Anna 

Repetition on Same/Repetition on Similar/Request 

Object Similarity 

GROUP II 

GROUP III 

Henry 

Repetition on Same/Repetition on Similar 
Request for Action 

Object Similarity 

Harriet 

Repetition on Similar 

Object Similarity 

Hannah 

Repetition on Similar/Request/Object 
Similarity 

Repetition on Same 
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TABLE 11 

Numbers of Chiidren Using Different Orders of Uses of "More" 

Repetition.: Similarity 

6 

Self Actions< Other Actions 

5 

Similarity <Repetition 

0 
x

2 
• 6 sig at .02 level 

Other Actions< Self Actions 

0 x
2 

a 5 sig at .05 level 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF FAILURE AND SUCCESS EXPRESSIONS 

we ha ve already s 
een that "no" and " there" a r e sometimes 

used when the child ' s 1 Pans f a il or s ucceed. In addition, 
eight children used th 0 er expressions 335 times when their 

plans failed and four ch1.. ld ren used other expressions 37 

times when they succeeded. The form of these expressions 

varied conside rably from child to child and sometimes one 

chi ld used several different , though usually related , forms . 

These forms included "Oh", "oh dear", "oh dash" , " come off", 

"can ' t 11
, "woops" 11 11 , wrong and "ow" for failure and "good" , 

"right", 11 do · t 11 d II ne 1 an hooray" for success . Five chi ldren 

only used failure expressions when their plans failed. Three 

children , who primarily used the expression "oh", did so 

when plans failed and in other contexts , particularly when 

they noticed objects . The children who used success express­

ions. only did so when plans succeeded. I will now describe 

the contexts in which these expressions occurred in more 

detail. 

Failure Contexts : 1 Interrupted Tasks 

Failure expressions were u sed by all eight children 246 

times when they were in the course of completing a task and 

something went wrong. In one session , Harriet says 
11

Oh" and 

"Oh Dear" when she is unab l e to fit a large top on a small 

box, when s h e tries to put a block on a slab that is already 

fu ll of blocks , when she starts to nes t a set of beakers and 

can 't f i nd a beaker small enough to fit into another beaker 
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and when she qoes to place a doll on the c anopy of a toy bed 

and the canopy falls down. Similarly, in one session Jona than 

says "oh Dear" when a nut he is trying to take off his _work­

bench sticks , when a pair of dice fall out of the box he is 

shaking them in and when he tries unsuccessfully to fit a toy 

boat on top of a toy camper. Children often used failure 

expressions when they were unable to fit a block in a hole in 

the puzzle mailbox,or when they placed a beaker on a tower of 

beakers and the tower fell down . 

Failure Contexts 2 Completed Tasks that Go Wrong 

Three children used these expressions 35 times when they 

actually completed a task but something went wrong immediately 

afterwards. Jonathan says " oh Dear" when he pushes a flap in 

the tape recorder down and it then pops up again. Rachel says 

"come off" when a piece she has placed in a jigsaw puzzle pops 

out again,and when she raises the hood of a pram and it then 

falls back down . 

Failure Contexts 3 : Violations of Standing Orders 

Finally , seven children used the expressions 54 times 

when something simply went wrong. These children seemed to 

have certain standing orders , general notions of the fitness 

of things, and they used failure expressions when these orders 

were violated. Harriet and Henry say "Oh Dear " when they drop 

objects that they are holding. Henry says "Oh Dear" when a 

toy falls off a she l f . Harriet says "Oh Dear" when a mailbox 

falls on its side. Jonathan says "Oh Dear" ho lding up a 

broken tol~ and in one interesting case says "Oh Dear " and then 

"fall down" pointing to a picture of a waterfall. Generally 

the children tried to correct the situation if there was any 

at 

e 
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way of doing so. 

These contexts did not just involve unexpected or startling 

events . The mailbox Harriet played with was rather unst~ady 

a nd fell frequently. It was on its side as often as it was 

upright. Similarly, Jonathan was well aware that the toy was 

broken. It had been broken for some time. He was also very 

familiar with the picture of the waterfall. These contexts 

had a certain normative feel. Failure expressions marked 

events that were wrong and not just unexpected. 

There were several interesting characteristics of all 

these contexts . The expressions were often repeated as the 

child continued , unsuccessfully, t o attempt to complete a 

task or to correct the undesirable situation. They were often 

followed by success expressions when success was finally 
I 

achieved . The tasks were frequently quite comnlex and 

require d a whole sequence of actions for their completion. 

The tasks were a lmost invariably set up by the children them­

selves, of ten in opposition to adults·. Finally, failure 

seemed to be marked in playful contexts . Children didn't use 

these e xpressions, for example, when t hey failed to obtain 

something they wanted. In those contexts they used more 

effective devices like yelling. Utterances of "oh dear" were 

often accompanied by smiles and laughter . 

Other Contexts 

The three children who primarily used " oh " as their 

failure expression also used failure expressions in contexts 

that did not involve failure. In particular, they said "oh" 

and in one case "oh dear" 35 times when they noticed or attended 

to ob·ects. Harriet says "oh" when she looks at pictures in a 
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book and when she hears a noise at the door. Anna says "oh" 

when the c at enters the room and when a puppet pops out of a 

cone . In addition, these children used " oh" 22 times in a 

number of contexts that seemed to have no common features . 

For example , Anna says "Oh " when she brings a mailbox from 

the side of the r oom, whe n she takes an a nima l out of he r 

pocket and when she picks up a beaker of water. These may be 

cases of notice (see Chapter 4), it may be that the observer 

simply didn ' t note the r e levant contexts or II oh II may be 

used randomly . One child , Hannah, only used "oh" whe n she 

noticed objects and in other contexts. She used "can't" to 

indicate failure . 

Success Contexts 

Four children used e xpressions 37 times to indicate the 

s uccess of a plan . Rachel says "done it " when she gets a 

difficult piece into a jigsaw puzzle and when she retrieves a 

picture which has fallen under her chair. Paul says "good" 

and II right" after he gets a block into the puzzle mailbox and 

af t er he places one beaker over another . 

These contexts were indis tinguishable from the contexts 

, i n which children used "there " to mark success. Two children, 

Anna and John, used "did it II to mark success but did not use 

"there" to mark success . Six children used "there" to mark 

success . Thus, eight of the n ine c hildren in this study used 

some linguistic form to mark the successful completion o f a p l an . 

Devel opmental Trends 

Failure expression s did not seem to occur in the v a rious 

con t exts i n any special order. However, some contexts of the 

third kind, where the child ' s standing orders were violated , 
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seeme d less child- centered t han others. For example , when 

Jona than said " oh d ear" pointing to the wate rfal l or when his 

sister threw a bear on the floor he seemed less concerned with 
I 

himse lf than he did whe n he commented on his broken toy or 

when he s a id "oh dear" when he dropped a n object,though in 

both cases the important factor is that his ideas of the 

fitness of things are violate d. The expressions seemed to be 

used in these less s e lf- centered ways at a rather late stage. 

These two e xamples from Jonathan's corpus occur in the 27th 

of 29 sessions. However, there was no simple way of deciding 

how s el f-centred a particular context was,and thus there was 

no way of proving that this developmental trend existed. 

Uses of "oh" in contexts that didn't involve failure 

seemed to become less frequent in the later sessions , partic-

ular ly in proportion to the number of utterances produced in 

failure contexts (see Table 12) . 

Success and Failure Expr essions in Multi-Word Strings 

There were relatively few combinations of failure and success 

expr essions with other expressions. Failure expressions were 

combined with "down" and "fal l · down" when a plan failed because 

objects moved downwards and with "stop" when it failed because 

objects stopped. Rachel specified the recalcitrant object in 

the strings "Lucy's come off" and "Piece come off" . Anna s ays 

"Oh dirty" whe n she picks up a dirty cup. The other expression 

sometimes duplicated the meaninq of failure or success 

expressions in strings like "Dere done it" or "Oh wasat". 

Nomina ls generally preceded the e xpressions and non-nominals 

generally followed them . 

at 

e 
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Other Reports of Failure Expressions 

Failure expressions have not been wide ly r eported in the 

literature, perhaps because their forms are so va riable. 

However, Bloom (1973) reports that Allison used "uh-oh" as a 

notice e xpression "particularly for une xpected or startling 

events " . The examples in the corpus suggest tha t "uh-oh" 

also marks failure. Allison says "uh-oh" when she is looking 

at a picture and it falls, when she is trying to set a toy 

animal upright and it repeatedly fall s over, when she tries 

to lie a doll down in a truck but the doll falls off , when 

she spills juice out of her cup as she tries to drink a nd when 

she tries unsuccessfully to get a stick out of a j ar. 

Bowerman (1978) notes that her daughter, Eva , used "heavy" 

in contexts involving failure. Eva says "heavy", for example , 

when she tries unsuccessfully to unhook the gas pump line from 

a toy petrol station. Halliday (1975) briefly notes a form 

like "uh-oh'', "a slow high rise followed by a glottalised 

fall" which he glosses as "let 's be sad, it's broken, come off". 

The Meaning of Failure and Success Expressions 

When we come to consider the meaning of failure expressions 

it seems reasonable to seperate the contexts that involve 

failure and other contexts. First , four children only used the 

expressions to mark failure so we can't propose that the 

expressions had a wider meaning for them. Second, the failure 

contexts don't seem to have any features in common with other 

contexts. Also, the other contexts did not share a common 

feature. Although there does seem to be a tendency to use 

"oh" to indicate notice it is also used in what appears to be 

a random way. Finally, it seems significant that it was the 

,._. 

I 
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c hildren who primarily used the form "oh", who used failure 

e xpre ssions in contexts that did not involve failure. They 

were not used in this way when the form was "can't" or 

"come off" or "oh dear". This is particularly true since 

one chilrl used the form "oh" to indicate notice and in other 

contexts, but did not use it to indicate fai l ure. 

All these facts suggest that the use of "oh" in contexts 

that don't involve failure is the result of an understandable 

confusion about the meaning of "oh", rather than the r e sult 

of a conceptual confusion. These children behave as if "oh" 

had more than one meaning, although the most important of 

these meanings involves failure. In what follows I will try 

to explicate the concept of failure encoded by these e xpress­

ions . 

The common factor in the contexts that involve failure 

seems to be a mismatch between the actual state of affairs 

and a state of affairs the child wants, or tries, or intends 

to see instantiated. One way of saying this is to say that 

the child ' s plans fail . However, the concept of a plan I 

have employed so far must be extended in order to explain the 

use of these expressions in all contexts that involve failure . 

We can imagine two kinds of plans. One is a short-term 

plan. The chi ld perceives that a certain course of action 

will transform the present state of affairs into an envisioned 

state of affairs. If the child follows or tries to follow 

this course of action, we may see that he has implemented 

the plan . If the intended consequences ensue, we may say that 

the plan has been successfully implemented. If the child acts 

appropriately but the intended consequences don't ensue , we 

:1.t 

e 
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may say that the plan has failed. I have already argued that 

"no" marks the fact that such a plan is not successfully 

implemented, and "there" marks the fact that it is successfully 

implemented. 

We can also imagine another kind of plan, what we might 

call a long-term plan. In this case the child has a concept 

of a desirable state of affairs. As long as the reality matches 

this concept the child does nothing. However, if the reality 

does not match this concept, the child will act to instantiate 

the concept. He will implement a short-term plan to correct 

the situation . Long-term plans operate continuously over a 

long period while short-term p lans operate at a particular 

moment. 

For example, we might contrast the short-term plan 

"climb on to the chair" with the long-term plan "keep upright". 

In one case the child contrasts an envisioned state, in which 

he is on the chair, with the present state, in which he is not 

on the chair , and if he decides to instantiate the envisioned 

state he acts in a way that will transform the present state 

into the envisioned state, he climbs on to the chair. In the 

other case the child normal ly perceives that the envisioned 

state matches the present state . If he wants t o maintain the 

envisioned state he normally does nothing. However, if the 

envisioned state and the reality become discordant, the child 

will act to bring the r eality back in line with his ideal . In 

this case the child will usua lly be upright, his long-term plan 

will go through, and he will do nothing. However, if he trips, 

the long-term plan will fail, and he will act to become upright 

again. Other examples of long-term plans might be "keep hold 

a:I 

e 



- 1 5 5 -

of objects", "keep cups clean" or "keep toys unbroken". 

It is di fficult to see how the implementation or success 

of long-term plans would be marked, or even whethe r these 

concepts apply to such plans at all. A long-term plan is 

always being implemented and it is usua lly succeeding. There 

is no moment when it would be appr opriate to comment on these 

facts. However, there are definite moments when a long-term 

plan fails, and these moments might be marked linguistically. 

When the child uses a failure expression in the first 

sort of context , when he is interrupted in the course of 

completing a task, for instance, he seems to mark the f ai lure 

of a short-term plan. When he uses a failure expression in 

the third sort of context, when he comments on the fact that 

something has gone wrong, he seems to mark the failure of a 

long-te rm plan. Uses in the second sort of context, when he 

completes a task and something goes wrong immediately afterwards, 

might fall into either category . 

We might argue either that failure expressions encode two 

concepts, one the failure of a long-term plan, and the other 

the failure of a short-term plan, or that they e ncode a general 

concept of failure, which includes these two concepts. It is 

difficult to tell which of these alternatives to choose. Long­

term plans and short- term plans are similar in many ways but 

they are also different in many ways. However, it may be 

significant that only one child used the expressions in one way 

without using them in the other . Also, there were no develop­

mental differences between uses of the expressions in the two 

contexts. Children did not use the expressions in one way 

first and then in the other way. These facts suggest that the 
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e fact that a plan . either long- term o r short- t 
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~ that failur"" 
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ce. First, the fact that these 

expressions are often , 
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disappointment or frustration . 
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at are marked by these e..~pressions 
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is nothing about 
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the fact that a mailbox is lying 

or the fact that a block doesn't fit into a hole. 

naturally produce a certain emotional state. These 

affairs are only unsatisfact0l)1 in the cont~t of a 

plan. Finally, children seemed to actively s~ek oot 

i n which failure was likely. For e~uaple, once Paul b~ 

mastered a simple puzale, fl' nr011ptly abandoned 

a more difficult one with, an accompanying resu ' 
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though she knows that the smaller top fits. the sa:iller 
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tighten an imaginary nut with a tOf vx~neh. In this --as 

Jonithan intentionally fails so th th 

· ~ven th unh n thing is ~~t~~ll~ of corre 'ting the situation,~ 7 
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that children are not using failure expressions to oxpr ss 

a f eeling of disappointment or frustration. Ins to d, thoy 

seem to be experimenting with the concept of a pl m. rl'h y 

seemed to be intrigued by the fact that ev n the bast-laid 

plans may fail and marked this fact llnguisti ally. 

The meaning of succss expressions is mor onsily sp i­

fied. They are synonymous with the success-m rking "thor" 

(see chap . 4). They mark the fact that a plan is succ ssfully 

implemented , that the child's actions and th beh vier of 

objects have been co-ordinated to produce the intandod r sul t . 

The expressions are not applied to long- term plans bec ~uso 

there is no particular moment of success to point ou t. 

Failure and Success Expressions and Other Non-Nominal Expressions 

Failure and success expressions have ma ny fcatur sin 

common with other non-nominal expressions. They apply to a 

very wide range of actions and objects. A child mays y "oh 

dear" when he drops a teddy bear, searches for a puz2lo piece, 

or trips on the stairs. The same event may be marked by 

failure or success expressions depending on t he larger context . 

These expressions do not occur in a particular socinl , 

emotional or conversational context. If anything , they are 

most likely to be produced when the child is engaged i n 
/ 

solitary play. 

Like the other non-nominal expressions , these expression~ 

generally encode egocentric concepts, particularly in the 

early stages. The child encodes the failure or success of his 

own plans rather than the plans of others . 

Like "there'' "no" and "more" success and failure I . I 

expressions seem to encode features of the child's plans. That 
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is, the concepts they encode involve an envisioned state of 

affairs which the child may act to instantiate. Failure 

expressions encode the failure of plans, that is, that the 

child envisions a state of affairs and tries to instantiate 

it, and it is not instantiated. Success expressions encode 

the fact that plans succeed , that is , that the child envisions 

a state of affairs and tries to instantiate it, and it is 

instantiated . Unlike the other non- nominal expressions, failure 

expressions are applied to long-term and short-term plans. 

Like "there" , "no" and "more", failure and success 

expressions encode abstract aspects of plans. That is, instead 

of p i cking out a sub-class of plans, these expressions are 

applicable to all plans. Success and failure expressions mark 

the fact that any plan succeeds or fails. 

Like "no", failure expressions encode concepts that must 

be expressed in negative terms . The expressions mark the fact 

that a state of affairs which the child wants instantiated is 

not instantiated . The use of these expressions implies an 

ability to seperate the envi sioned state of affairs and the 

actual state of affairs. I will discuss the conceptual basis 

of success and f ailure expressions more fully in chap. 12 . 



TABLE 12 (continued) 

Rarriet (Op, Oh Dear) 
)-ess. !Vo. I 2 3 4 5 2 2 

3 l 
9 4 4 2 4 5 2 I 2 6 43 8 I 1 

GROUP III 

Paul (Oh) 

Se~s. No. 2 3 4 5 
3 1 
4 3 1 5 
s 3 
6 26 4 

Hannah (Can't) 

s~.JUo. 1 2 3 4 5 
5 s 
6 21 

Anna (Oh) 

Sc,ss. /Vo, 1 2 3 4 s 
1 2 2 7 1 

2 .2 3 
3 1 1 2 3 

4 1 4 4. 
6 3 4 5 ) 

1 1 6 ) 1 
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CHAPTER 8 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF "GONE" 

All nine children in this study used "gone" or variants 

of "gone'' in a variety of contexts. 378 utterances of "gone" 

were recorded. Six of the nine children used "gone" in their 

earliest recorded sessions. 95 % of the utterances of "gone" 

occurred in one of four contexts. Children said "gone" when 

they sea rche d for a missing object, when an object disappea red, 

when containers were emptied (or empty containers were present), 

and when objects were suddenly transformed. 

Contexts 1 : Search 

Nine children used "gone" 113 times when they searched 

for an object. Children searched for a wide variety of objec ts 

including dolls, mothers, jigsaw puzzle pieces and the slit in 

the puzzle postbox. Usually, the child had not actually seen 

the missing object disappear, at least not immediately before 

he used the expression. As a result the child's sea rch was 

usually not immedia tely successful, he would try a numbe r of 

possible locations, and often he would not succeed in finding 

the object at all. 

In one particularly interesting type of context the 

children searched for hypothetical objects, objects they had 

never actually seen, but whose existence they deduced. Harriet 

nests a set of beakers, but there is still a space left in the 

smallest beaker. She says "gone" as she searches for another 

smaller beaker to place in this space, although there is no 

such beaker. Similarly,Jonathan places a group of small dolls 

on the seats of a toy truck. Several seats are left vacant 
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and he says "gone" as he searches for more dolls to fill them, 

a lthough there are no more dolls. In these and other similar 

contexts, the child seems to decide that a particular object 

exists , and then to try to dis~over the l ocation of that 

object. 

Contexts 2 : Disappearance 

All nine children used "gone" 153 times when objects 

disappeared. Any object could disappear and this disappear­

ance could take a variety of forms. Children said "gone" 

when they turned away from an object so that they could no longer 

see it. Christian points to the video-camera, says "that", 

turns his back to it and says "gone". John says "gone" as he 

turns his back to a shawl I hold out in front of him. In fact, 

he uses this as a general technique for dealing with disturbing 

objects. Children also said "gone" when they moved an object 

out of their immediate vicinity, so that they could no longe r 

see it. Harriet says "gone 11 when she throws a block behind her, 

John says 11 gone" when he places a car behind his back , and 

when he gives .a watch to the observer. In these contexts the 

object is not hidden in any absolute way, it is just not visible 

to the child. 

Children also said "gone " when objects were placed behind 

other objects, Henry says "gone" when I hold a mask in front of 

my face. They said 11gone 11 when objects were placed under other 

objects , or were placed inside containers. Henry says 11 gone 11 

when he places a ring under a cushion , Christia n says "gone" 

when he puts a doll inside a shoe, several children s ay 11gone 11 

as they push blocks into the puzzle postbox. Children also 

used "gone'1 when objects disappeared in other wa ys, Jonathan 
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says "gone• when a 11 
. ght bulb is switched off, 

picture on the tel evlsion udd s enly d isappears. 

and when the 

Finally , 
children said •gon" 

e When objects •disappeared• aurally as 
well as visually. Harriet 

says •gone• when the noise o f an 
airplane dies away. 

Henry says •gone• when the noise of a 
train stops. In 11 a these contexts the child perceived an 

object, an event t ook place, and the ch1.. ld no longer perceived 
the object. 

Children sa ·d" 1 gone• moSt frequently when they them-

selves caused the obJ·ecfs disappearance. This is clearly the 

case when the child moves away from the object or moves the 

object away from him but it was also true in other disappear-

ance contexts. Most of the time the child placed the object 

behind another object , or under or inside another object. 

However, children occasionally said •gone• when someone else 

made an object disappear, when,for example , I put a mask over my 

face, or when a disappearance simply happened. Hannah said 

"gone" when a block dropped underneath a table. 

Contexts 3 : Emptiness 

Eight children said "gone" 75 times in a number of 

contexts involving containers and their contents . Children 

said 11gone 11 as they emptied containers. Henry says "gone" as 

he pours all the pegs out of a tin. Harriet says •gone" as 

she takes a doll out of a crib. Several children say "gone" 

as they empty a ll the blocks out of the puzzle postbox. The 

expression was used three times when other people emptied 

containers. Children frequently said "gone" as they peered 

into a container they had just emptied. They ~lso said "gone" 

when they looked into a container that had been emptied by 
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someone else, or that was simply empty. In the latter case 

the c hildren often expected t hat the cont ainer should have 

someth i ng i n it . Henry says "gone" sadly as he opens an 

empty paper b ag that usually contains biscuits. 

Contexts 4 : Object Transformations 

Five children said "gone" 15 times when objects were 

s uddenly transformed. Rachel says "gone " when a lego 

cons t ruction s uddenly falls apart, and when her brother tears 

up a drawing she has made . Henry says "gone" when his mother 

folds up the ironing board. In these contexts, unlike the 

disappearance conte~ts, the transformation of the object was 

neve r caused by the child. 

Developmental Trends 

The search, disappearance and emptiness uses of "gone" 

did not appear in any particular order ( see tables 13 and 14) . 

However, children tended to use "gone" to mark object trans­

formations in the early period , and then stopped using "gone" 

in these contexts later on. Also, children tended to use "gone " 

when they made objects disappear before they used "gone" t o 

mark disappearances they did not caus e . 

All the utterances of "gone" in object transformation 

contexts occurred in the first half of the period in which 

"gone " was used. In fact 6 of the 15 utterances of this sort 

occurred in the first session in which "gone " was recorded, 

and 7 utterances occurred in the second session. None of the 

children in Group III, the o ldest group, used "gone" to mark 

object transformations (see Table 13). 

Children always used "gone" to comment on disappear a nces 

they caused themselves before they used "gone " to comment on 

rl i ~n others , or accidental disappea r a nces. 
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28 of the 33 utterances of "gone" that marked disappearances 
that were not caused by the child occurred in the last half 
of the period in which "gone" was recorded. The remaining 5 

utterances occurred in the last session of the first half of 

this period. In group I , the youngest group , only Harriet, 

the most advanced of the children, used "gone" in these 

contexts (see Tables 14, 16, 17). 

"Gone" in Mul ti- ~iord Strings 

All nine children used "gone" in multi- word strings . 

The most common form was Name+Gone or less frequent l y Gone+ 

Name where the named object had disappeared or was searched for. 

Before they reached the two word stage some children alternated 

"gone " with the name of the missing object. Another common 

string was Where ' s+Gone or sometimes Where ' s+Name+Gone. 

However , "where ' s " did not occur independently and did not seem 

to add to the mean i ng of "gone". "Gone" was combined with a 

verb once in the string "Simon made it all gone". 

Other Reports .of "Gone" 

The early appearance of "gone " and other expressions 

encodi ng disappearance has often been noted. Bl oom (Jn73) 

reports that Allison used "gone'~ and "away" and "no" to comment 
I • 

on the disappearance or non- existence of an object or person 

just a f ter its immediate presence in the context". Bloom's 

corpus suggests t hat All i son also used "gone " as she searched 

for objects t hat she had not seen in the immediate past. There 

is even one case where Allison searches for a hypothetical 

object . Ha l liday (1975) reports that Nigel used "gone" and 

also "no mo r e " to mean 11 no longer there " , and used "where I s 11 

when he sear c hed for objects. Carter (1979) reports that David 

e 
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used ab- initial expression when he threw objects away from 

him. However, her description of his use of this expression 

suggests that it was not like the "gone" described hera. 

The Meaning of "Gone" 

Is there a common factor in al l the contexts in which 

children use '!gone "? Does "gone" encode a particular concept? 

Search and disappearance contexts, the most common 

contexts, do seem to have a common feature. In these contexts 

the child comments on the fact that he does not perceive an 

object. The child may have turned away from the object, 

placed it in another object, or under another object, or the 

object may have disappeared in some other way . The child may 

not know how the object disappeared, in search contexts for 

instance , or he may be mistaken , there may be no object for him 

to perceive , when, for example, he searches for hypothetical 

objects. The common factor in these contexts is not a 

particular type of event , instead it is a particular relation­

ship between the child and the object . 

I n the vast majority of these contexts it was clear that the 

c hild believed in the continued existence of the object he did 

not perceive . At least, he clearly believed that the object 

would reappear at some location (see Chapter 13). This is 

particul arly c l ear in search contexts. The child ' s search would 

have no point if he did not believe that the object would 

reappear somewhere. However, this also seemed to be true in 

disappearance contexts . The children behaved as if they expected 

the object to reappear. Typical l y, the child would make the 

object d isappear, say "gone", and then make the object reappear, 

by turning back to it, uncovering it , taking it out of a 

e 
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container , etc. These hiding and finding games could continue 

indefinitely. 

When the child says "gone" in t=>mptinP.ss contexts ,is he 

also commenting on the fact that he does not perceive an 

object? This interpretation seems plausible when the child 

looks into an empty container which he expects to conta in an 

object . We might even argue t hat when the child looks into a 

container he has just emptied he comments on the fact that the 

objects to one side of the container are not visible . On this 

interpretation these contexts woul d be a na logous to the 

contexts in which the child turns a way from the object. The 

child sees the object , looks into the empty container a nd no 

longer sees the object. However, when the child is in the 

middle of emptying a container the objects in the container 

a re clearly visible. 

Another explanation of these contexts is more interesting 

but also more speculative . An adult assumes that when a ll the 

objects are t a ken out of a container, objects will no longer be 

visible inside the container. The child might not make this 

assumption. He might believe that objects should still be 

visible inside the container even after the container has been 

empt i ed. If this were true , the child could use "gone " to 

comment o n the fact that these objects we re not visible inside 

the conta iner in emptiness contexts. 

Although these claims about the 1child 1 s bel i efs may seem 

bizarre they are supported by the general pattern of behavior 

in emptiness contexts . In a typical emptiness context , the 

child would take all the objects out of a container one by one , 

saying "gone" , turn back and look in the empty cont ainer a nd say 
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"gope" wi t h a mixt re of t ~ iumph, interest and surprise. 

Their behavior wa~ remin1~cent of the behavior of c hildren who 

discover that fl1F ping a switch makes a light disappear . They 

learn to predict : hat their action will consistently have a 

cer t a in ~ £feet , but they find this fact surprising and 

incerest~ng. Similarly, these children could predict that the 

objects would not be visible in the container after they 

emptied the container, but they seemed to be surprised by the 

connection between these two e vents. 

There is some non-linguistic evidence which supports this 

view. Bower (1974) h as suggested that children don"t fully 

understa nd the relationship between containe rs and the things 

they contain until they are a bout 18 months old. He argues 

that some of the difficulties children experience in object 

permanence tests are due to this fact (see Chapter 14) . In 

the course of this argume nt Bower reports a n interesting 

observation. "One behavior whic h can be observed in infants of 

this age (15 - 18 months) and which seems particularly bizarre 

occurs after the infant has found the object several times 

under the same c up. If the object is then placed to o ne side 

of the cup in full view , the infa nt will still pick up the cup, 

examine it and shake it as if expecting objects to pop out . 

The cup is seen as a cornucopia rather than as a container, 

something that objects can emerge from without first having to 

go into". (Bower 1974, p 213). 

This kind of behavior is similar to the child ' s behavior 

in emptiness contexts . Bower's observation suggests that 15 

month olds might i ndeed expect to see objects in a cont 1ner 

even fter the container had been emptied. Even an la.month 
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o ld who ha d discovered a n empirical connection betwee n the 

a ct of e mptyi ng a container , a nd t he fact tha t objects were 

not v isible in the containe r, might fi nd this connecti on 

s urprising . 

If t his were true the c hild would see emptiness contexts 

a s a nalogous to di sappearance contexts. For the child the 

seque nce : see object i n container, empty container , do not see 

o b ject in contain e r, might be equivalent t o the sequence see 

light, t urn switch,do not see light, or see ring,place cushion 

on ring , do not see ring . In emptiness contexts, a s in search , 

and disappearance contexts, the ch i ld would comment on the fact 

that h e did not perceive a n object. Alternatively , we ma y 

simply need to propose two meanings of "gone". We may need to 

say that "gone " encodes the f act tha t the child does not perceive 

an object, a n d also encodes some concept related t o the problem 

of containers . 

Finally, we ma y consider whether the child comment s on 

the fac t that he doe~ not perceive a n object in object trans­

formation conte xts . From the adult point of view the object 

does not disa ppear in these contexts. Instead i t c h a n ges in a 

particular wa y . However , it is at least possible t hat childre n 

understa nd these contexts rather differently. Bowe r (1974) 

sugge sts that up to 18 months children define objects in terms 

of certain p e rceptual rules. For the c hild the object is a 

bounded volwne of space whose contours move together (s ee 

Chapte r 14). In object transformation contexts these rules are 

viol ated . After the object is transformed it no l onger has the 

same boundaries, and in some cases its component parts don't 

t- ;:m~frirm;:i tio . rP ~I nnPn . 
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unexpected and are not caused by the child . 

We don ' t know how 18-month.olds react t o such peculiar 

transformations. However , it is at least theoretically. 

plausible that they interpret them as if the original object 

was replaced by a nother ob ject or objects . From the c hild ' s 

point of view the original object, the whole lego construc­

tion, the drawing, the open ironing board has disappeared a nd 

has been r eplaced by scattered bits of lego, fragments of 

paper, or the closed ironing board. In that case the se cont exts 

would be a nalogous to disappearance contexts. In any case, 

chi l dre n very rare ly used "gone" in these contexts and only did 

so for a short time. 

We may conclude, then, that "gone", u sually means tha t 

the child does not perceive a n object, at least when it is 

uttered in search and disa ppearance contexts. "Gone" may a lso 

have this meaning when it is uttered in emptiness and obj ect 

transformation contexts, but only if childre n understand these 

contexts in a different way tha n adults do. There is some 

non-linguistic evidence which suggests that 12-24 month olds 

could trea t the emptying of a container, o r the violent trans­

formation of an object, as disappearances. 

"Gone" and other Non- Nominal Expressions. 

How are the concepts "gone" encodes related to the 

concepts. other non-nominal exp(essions encode? The r e are some 

ge neral similarities between "gone" and all the other non-

nominal expressions. "Gone" doesn't encode f eatures of 

objects or relationships between objects. Any object may be 

searched for , may disappear, may be removed from a containe r 

or may be transformed. Nor does it encode actions or types 
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of act ion. The actions involved in searching for an object , 

making an object disappear, and emptying a container ar e all 

very different . In some disappearance contexts and in pbject 

trans formation contexts the children didn't perform a ny 

action at all . Finally, the concepts encoded by "gone" 

ha ve no obvious social or emotional s ignificance. 

The concepts encoded by "gone" , like the concepts 

encoded by other non-nominal expressions , have an egocentric 

qua lity. The child comments on the fact that he does not 

perceive an object. In some disappearance contexts, when, for 

example , the child turns away from the object or moves the 

object away from him, the object has only disappeared from the 

child ' s point of view. Other people can still see t he object 

perfectly well . 

While "gone " is similar to all the other non-nominal 

expressions in these ways, in other respects it is less like 

"no" , "more" a nd success and failure expressions a nd more like 

"that" a nd t he locative "there". We have seen tha t "no", 

"more " and success and failure expressions encode abstract 

aspects of pla ns . That is, these expressions encode relation­

ships between the child, his actions a nd the conse que nces of 

those actions. "Gone" does n o t encode a n aspect of plans. 

Instead,it encodes an equa lly abstract relationship between 

the child and objects. 

In this respe ct, "gone " is more like " t hat" a nd the 

l ocative "there " . These expressions also we r e concerned with 

objects rather than plans . We have seen that these express-

ions did not pick out sub-sets of objects, but instead e ncoded 

important features of all objects. :All objects can b e 

perceived and all objects can move or are in a location. , 

e 
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Similarly, "gone" picks out an important aspect of all objects , 

the fact that they may not be perceived . Also "gone", like 

"that ", encodes a relationship between the child and objects . 

Whil e "gone" does not encode an aspect of plans , plans 

play an important role in many of the contexts in which "gone" 

is used . We have seen that children are particularly likely 

to s a y " gone " when a disappearance is a consequence of their 

actions , that i s , when it is the goal of a pla n. Simila rly, 

children were particularly likely to say "there" when the 

movement of the object was the goal of a plan, and they often 

said "that " when the ob ject they noticed played an important 

role in their plans. 

The non- nominal expressions we have discussed so far may 

be divided into two groups. "Tha t", locative "there" a nd 

"gone " e ncode abstract aspects of objects. "No", "more" a nd 

s uccess and failure exp ressions encode abstract a spects o f 

plans . We wi 11 see that direction expressions , like "that" , 

loca tive "there " and "gone " are mor e concerned with objects 

than with plans. 

"Gone" and "No" · 

Altho ugh "gone" is concerned with objects , and "no " is 

conce rned with plans, there are some similarit i es between the 

two expressions. Both "gone" and "no" e ncode concepts which 

must be characterised in negative terms. "Gone" marks the 

f act that a n object is not perceived,and "no " marks the fact 

that a pla n is not successfully implemented . In order to use 

these express i ons the c hild must be abl e to distinguish 

between conceiving of an object or a plan, and actually 

perceiving the object or carrying out the plan. Just as the 
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distin ction between formulating a plan and carrying out a 

plan is significant cognitively, so is the distinction 

between conceiving of an object existing in a location, - and 

actually perceiving the object in the location. I will 

discuss this distinction, and the conceptual development of 

the concepts encoded by "gone" more fully in Chapter 13. 

There is an interesting parallel between the relation-

ship of "that" and "gone " and of "there" and "no". "That" 

marks the fact that an object is perceived, while "gone" 

marks the fact that it is not perceived. "There" marks the 

fact that a plan is s uccessfully implemented, while "no" 

marks the fact that it is not successfully implemented. Two 

elements , objects and plans, a r e involved and their relation­

ships to perception and action respectively are marked. 

Changes in the Meaning of "Cone ". 

The deve lopment of "gone" is similar to the development of 

the locative "there " . In both cases children initially used 

the term when they brought a bout a disappearance or a movement 

and only later used the term when they did not bring about the 

disappearance or movement. More generally,this trend reflects 

the general tendency for children to initially u se non-nominal 

expressions in an egocentric , action- oriented way, and later 

to move to more objective uses. 
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CHAPTER 9 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF DIRECTION EXPRESSIONS 

All nine children used expressions in contexts involving 

the movement and locat ion of objec ts. In particular , "down" , 

"up ", "in" , "out ", "off " a nd "o n " were commonly and frequently 

used in these con texts . I will call these six expressions 

"direction expressions " . 598 utterances of these expressions 

were recorded. The e xpressions were al l used in similar wa ys. 

95 % of them occurred when children caused the movement of an 

object , or tried to cause a n object to move, when they moved 

themselves , when other people caused objects to move, when objects 

moved accidentally, and when the children indicated the position 

of station ary objects . Each expression was applied to move-

ments in a particular direction, or to particular kinds of 

posit ions . I will first give a general account of the contexts 

in which all these expressions were used , and will then examine 

each expression separately. 

Contexts l : Self - Initiated Movement 

Direction expression s were u sed by al l nine children 398 

times wh e n they moved or tried to move a n object , or when they 

brought about , or tried to bring about the movement of a n 

object . Christia n says "down " as he knocks the dolls balanced 

on top of a house o n to the floor , a nd when he drops a n airplane 

on the floor . Anna says "off 11
• as she tries to undo a set of 

nest ing Russia n dolls, and when s h e tries to pull a peg out of 

a hole . Paul says " inthide" as he puts beakers into a box, 

and as he pushes blocks into the puzzle mailbox . Jonathan says. 
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''lll-'" ,l S he presses down on the keys of a cash register, which 

-Ju 6 e s numbered t ab s to pop up . The expressions were often 

u:;cd bofore a n action was a ctual ly performed , and were some­

t :uncs used whe n t he child att empted to move an ob j ect, but 

wJs unsuccessful. 

Children a lso used t hese expressions when the object they 

mov~d was t he ir own body , or when the ir 6wn bodies we r e 

i.nvolv1:d in moveme nts . John says "down" and "up " as he 

scrambles down f r om chair s , or c limbs up into them . Jonathan says 

"in" as he c l imbs in to a toy car. Henry says "out " as he 

:;trugg l e s to get past my a rm which is blocking the doorway . 

sev0ra l c hildren use "on" and "off " as they put on or take off 

clothes . Aga i n t he e xpress ions sometimes occurred before the 

child moved , or when the ch i ld tried unsuccessfully to move. 

Contexts 2 · Other- Ini tiated Movement 

7 children used these e xpress i ons 65 times in contexts 

involving movements initiated by other people. The expressions 

were sometimes used whe n other people simply moved an object. 

Jonathan says "down" when I put a doll down on the t abl e , Anna 

says 11 down 11 whe n he r mother put s a ball of dough on the t a ble. 

But they we r e a l so u sed when children asked someone else to 

move a n object. Hanna h says "faces out" when s he wa nts he r 

mothl!r to t a ke the "ha ppy f aces " biscuits out of a drawer . 

Rache l says "on" whe n she wan ts her mother to put on her shoes . 

Co n texts 3 : Accidental Movement 

7 children used the s e expressions 59 times when a n object 

moved but t ha t move ment was not t he result of a n action. Anna 

s.:iys 11 off 11 whe n a bloc k f a lls off a tower of bric ks . Harriet 

Suys 11down 11 when wa t e r drips o n to the floor f r om a watering 
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pot s he is carrying. Occasionally, these expressions were used 

when c hildren looked at pictures of moving objects . Jonathan 

s ays "fa ll d o wn" pointing to a picture of a waterfall . Harriet 

s a ys "down II pointing to a pictu.re of goats falling off a bridge . 

Contexts 4 : Object Position 

Finally , 6 children used these expressions 48 time s to 

refer to the position of stationary objects . Henry says 

"monster up dere II pointing to a toy on a high shelf. Paul says 

"in" looking at a block inside a box . Rachel says "pictures on 

walls " pointing to a picture hanging on the wall. Jonathan 

says "hat on" pointing to a picture of a man with a hat on. 

While all the expressions were used in these sorts of 

contexts , each particular expression referred to a movement 

in a different direction, o r to a different kind of position. 

Down 

All nine children said "down" 182 times. Children said 

"down" most freque ntly (89 times) when objects moved unde r 

the influence of gravity. They tended to say "down" whe n 

objects fell or when they dropped or threw objects , when 

vertical objects fell over, or when objects slid down an 

incline. Jonathan says 11 down" when he removes a block from a 

tower , in order to make the tower fall. Ra chel says "down" 

when the observer blows on a lego piece which makes it fall 

over. Christian says "down " as he drops a toy airplane on to 

the floor. It is interesting that "fall" was also a common 

expression in the one-word period (see Cha pter 10). 

Children also used 11 down 11 frequently (56 times) when they 

themselves moved or tried to move downwards, in particular when 

they tried to get down fr om a chair or a l a p, or when they sat 
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down on the floor. 

In addition, children said "down" when they carefully 

moved an object towards the ground. Rachel says "down" as 

she places toy animals in a line on the floor. Children also 

said "down" when objects moved downwards in other ways. 

Christian says "down" as he closes the roof of a dollhouse. 

Jonathan says "down" as he pushes open the seat of a folding 

chair . Anna says "down" when she picks up a doll in order 

to make the doll's eyes c lose. In all these contexts an 

object moves towards the ground though we might not think of 

these as typical cases of downward movement. 

Rachel uses "down" to r efer to upward as well as downward 

movement. It may be significant that Rachel never used "up". 

Henry uses "down" once to indicate the position of his mother 

who is at the bottom of a flight of stairs. Jonathan says 

"down" pointing to his socks which have slid down. 

Up 

Six children said "up" 97 times. "Up" and "down" were 

used in similar contexts but the direction of the movement was 

reversed. Mos t frequently (54 times) children said "up " when 

an object was placed on top of another object. Often children 

had some difficulty getting the object to balance on the 

supporting object. Jonathan says "up" when he places a block 

on a tower of blocks, and when he hangs a toy lion on the top 

bar of a cage. Harriet says "~p" when she carefully places a 

doll on top of the canopy of a toy bed. Another expression , 

"top", was frequently used in similar contexts in the one-word 

perioc (see Chapter 10). 
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Children also said "up" h h went ey placed a fallen object 

upright· Harriet says "up" when she straightens a mailbox 

t hat has fallen on its side . Th •d" ey sai up" when they them-

selves climbed up on to a chair or a lap or a table, or when 

they stood up. They said "up" when they simply moved an 

object away from the ground. Harriet says "up" as she picks 

up a bunch of keys from the floor. Finall~ children said "up" 

when they made an object move away from the ground in some 

other way. Jonathan says "up" as he presses down on a cash 

register key that makes a tag pop up. 

Children used "up" four times to refer to the position 

of an object. Henry says "up" pointing to a picture hanging 

on the wal 1 above him, and "monster up dere", pointing to a 

toy monster on a high shelf. Harriet says "up" pointing to a 

picture of three goats balanced on a bridge. Jonathan says 

"ba l loon up dere" discussing a party at which he played with 

balloons . 

In 

Seven children said "in" 93 times. Children said "in" 

most frequently when objects moved into containers . Sometimes 

the containers were open and the object was visible. Children 

said "in" when a peg was placed in a hole, and when a bean fell 

into the gutter of a bib. Sometimes the containers were closed 

and the object was not visible. Children said "in" when they 

pushed blocks into the puzzle post-box. Children occasionally 

said "in" when they moved into containers or enclosures. 

Jonathan says "in" as he climbs into a toy car. Two children, 

Rachel and Henry, consistently used "in" when they tried to 

take objects out of containers as well as when they tried to 
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put them in containers. Henry says "in" when he sees the 

observer's handbag and tries to open it and remove the 

contents. 

Four children said "in" 2Q times when they commented 

on the fact that an object was inside a container. The 

container could be open or closed. Jonathan says "indere" 

pointing to a picture of a car surrounded by water, Henry 

says ''indere" pointing to a closed basket which holds his 

brother's violin. Paul says "in" pointing to a closed box 

which has beakers in it . In one interesting context Henry 

says " i ndere " when he picks up an empty paper bag which usually 

contains biscuits,and then says "gone" when he opens it. 

Out 

Five children said "out " 60 times. Most frequently, 

children said "out" when objects moved out of containers . 

Again these containers could be either open or closed . Jonathan 

says "o ut" as he takes a toy out of a closed toy box ,and as he 

goes to take some dolls out of an open toy schoolhouse. Rachel 

says "out " when letters fall out of an open toy dumptruck , and 

when she tries to open a closed drawer in order to get a box 

out. Henry says "out" when he himself tries to move out of an 

enc losing object. He says "out ", for example, when he tries to 

break out of his mother's encircling arms. 

Rachel says "out" once to indicate the fac t that an object 

is outside of a containing object. She says "Simon out dere" 

pointing through the window at Simon who is in the garden. 

On 

Six children said 11 on" 84 times. Children said ."on " most 

frequently whe n pieces of c lothing were placed on bodie s. 
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Rachel says "on" a nd "tights on" when she pulls her tights 

on. He nry say s "on" whe n he tries to put on a watch and a 

necklace • Childre n said "on" occasionally when they put, clothes 

on other people. 

Children also said "on" when objects other than clothes 

became attached to other objects. J ona t han says "on" as he 

couples two cars of a toy train . Final ly, children said "on" 

whe n two ob j ects b ecame contiguous but were not actually 

attached . Jonathan says "o n" whe n he places o ne jigsaw puzzle 

piece on top of another. Christian says "on" as he climbs on 

to his bike. Rachel and He nry occasionally used "on" when 

objects became detached from each other as well as when they 

became att ached . Henry says "want it on" as he asks the 

observer to t a ke a watch off his wrist. 

Four children said "on" 14 times when they commented on 

the fac t tha t a piece of clothing was worn, that t wo objects 

were a t tached or that two objects were contiguous. Rachel 

says " Paddingto n Bear a boots on" pointing to a picture of 

Paddington Bear wearing boots , "pic tures on walls" pointing 

to the pic ture that hangs on the wall , and "coat on chair " 

pointing to the coat lying on a chair . 

Off 

Six c hildren said "off " 82 t imes . Children used "off " 

in the same sorts of contexts in which the y used "on" but the 

direction of the movement was reversed. Chi ldren said 11 o ff 11 

whe n pieces of clothing were removed. Rachel says "cloth es 

off" removing a doll's dress . They said "of f
11 

when one 

object was detached from another . Henry says "o ff" as he pulls 

two cars of a train apar t . Anna says "of f" when she screws o ff 

1e 

m d 
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the top of a Russian doll and when she tries t o take the lid 

off a closed box. Children also said "off" when two contiguous 

objects were separated. Jona than says "off" when the obse rver 

take s a block off a tower of blocks. Harriet says "off ." twice 

when s h e makes objects become attached or contiguous . 

Jonathan uses "off" once to indicate the position of an 

object. He says "hat off no" pointing to a picture of a man 

will1 .i h.1L un. 

D~velopmental Tre nds 

Ther~ are two ways to examine the development of the various 

functions of direction expressions I have outlined. First, we 

can treat all direction expressions as a sing l e class a nd see 

when the child first uses any direction expression in a particular 

kind of context. When we use this analysis we assume that if a 

child uses one direction expression in a particular kind of context, 

he. should be able to use o ther direction e xpressions in similar ways. 

Alternatively, we can look at the development of each 

direction expression separately. We can chart the first appearance 

of "down " or "out" in various contexts. Here, we assume that 

each direction expression could develop in a different way. A 

child might use "down" in a certain kind of context without being 

able to use "out" in that kind of context. 

These two analyses might give us very different results . 

Suppose 

context 

"down" and "in" occur in the k sf 
-t(er- a .u.1.s i11 t/..e. s,x1J.. sess 1 011 ,°f\ 
A and~context B. "Out " appears for 

five sessions in 

the first time in 

the ninth session in co;:;sext B and t hen appears in the tenth 

session in contexts A and B. If we apply the first analysis to 

this data , we would conclude that direction expressions occur in 

context A before they appear in context B. Since "out" only 

appeared once context B was well-established, it is not surprising 

me 

le 

md 
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that it is first used in this context. On the other hand, if 

we apply the second kind of analysis, we would have to say 

that "down" and "in" first appeared in context A and then in 

context B, while "out" first appeared in context Band then 

occurred in context A. We could not make any generalisation 

about the order in which these functions appeared. 

There does not seem to be any principled way to decide 

between these two analyses. The first analysis has the practical 

advantage that the number of utterances involved is much 

greater. When only two or three utterances of a particular 

expression have been recorded it is difficult to draw firm 

conclusions about it's development. If we look at all the 

utterances of direction expressions by a particular child, our 

sample is that much greater and our conclusions are more 

reliable. Furthermore, direction expressions do seem to occur 

in very similar contexts and to behave in similar ways. It does 

not seem impla usible to treat them as a class. 

I have analysed the data in both these ways. In this case 

the results of both analyses are generally similar. 

The clearest developmental trend is the early appearance 

of direction expressions in contexts in which the child himself 

initiates the movement of an object. If we use the first 

analysis and look at the occurrence of all direction expressions 

in these contexts, we see that the expressions never occurred 

in other-initiated,accidental or position-indicating contexts 

before they occurred in self-initiated contexts {see Tables 19 & 20). 

Seven children first used direction expressions exclusively 

in self-initiated contexts. One child first used these expressions 

in self-initiated and accidental contexts, and one child first 
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used the expressions in self-initiated and other-initiated contexts 

These last two children both had been speaking for some time 

before recording began. It is possible that these children also 

initia lly used direction expressions exclusively in self-initiated 

contexts, but that by the time recording began they had come to 

use the expressions in other contexts as well . All the children 

used direction expressions exclusively in self-initiated contexts 

while only some of the children used them in each of the other 

contexts ( see Table 19) . 

This picture is substantially similar to that obtained by 

the second analysis , in which the development of each ex~ression 

is examined. This is particularly true of "down", "in" and "on". 

However , there are two cases, Jonathan's "o ff " and Rachel ' s "o ut" , 

where an expression occurs in other-initiated contexts before it 

occurs in self-initiated contexts, and two cases , Harrie t ' s " up" 

and Rachel ' s " out", where an expression is used in position­

indicating contexts before it is use d in self- initiated contexts 

(see Tables 20 & 21). 

If we examine these counter- examples more closely, we 

discover that at l e ast some of them are not very convincing. 

Rachel only uses " out" four times . It occurs first in the next 

to last session in a position- indicating context and in an other­

initiated context and then occurs in the last session in a self­

initiated context and an accidental one . Thus, "out" occurs very 

infrequent l y , and it occurs in a self- initiate d context 

immediately after it occurs in the other contexts. Jonathan use s 

"off" in an other- initiated context o nce in session 20. His 

next use of "off " , in session 22 , is in a sel f - initiated context 

a nd he uses "off " in this way nine times before he again uses 

it in an other- initiated context . The most convincing, 

1.at 

me 

md 



► 

- 181 -

counter -example is Harriet's initial use of •up• , twice 

referring to a picture of goats on a bridge . Still , all her 

other utterances of •up• occur in self-initiated contexts, and 

such uses occur in the next session. In all , six utterances 

a re involved in these counter- examples (see Table 18) . 

In any case, while these counter-examples should be kept 

in mind , there does seem to be a strong tendency for individual 

direction expressions, par ticularly •down•, •1n• and •on• , to 

appear first in self- initiated contexts just as direction 

expressions in general first appear in these contexts. 

The next developmental trend was the late appearance of 

direction expressions used in position- indicating contexts . 

Children seemed to use the expressions in these contexts only 

after they had used them in other contexts . 

First, let ' s consider direction expressions as a class. 

Direction expressions were never used to indicate position 

before they were used in the other contexts. In the corpora of 

two children uses i n position-indicating contexts were the last 

to appear . In two corpora uses in position-indicating contexts 

and uses in accidental contexts first appeared in the same 

session and were the last uses to appear . In one corpus uses 

in position-indicating, accidental and other-initiated contexts 

all first appeared in the same session , but they appeared after 

uses in self- i nitiated contexts. The other two children did 

not use direction expressions in position-indicating contexts 

(see Table 19 , 21 ) . 

In addition, all but four of the utterances of direction 

expressions whic h were used to indicate position occurred in 

the second ha l f of t he period in which direction expressions 
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were recorded. (Henry 
uses •in• f 

our ti.mes in the last of the first half of th session 
e recording periOd.) ·--

children who used th uiree of the seven 
ese exp . ress1ons to . d . 

so only in their last . J.n J.cate position did 

session (see Table 18). 
The same trend A~.~ --un:::rges if we look at t· he 

individual direction e . development of 
.xpress1ons. Th · 1s is particularly true 

of •down• and •off• d 
an, to a lesser extent , of •in•. 

However, there were some 
exceptions. In two cases , 

Jonathan ' s "on• and Hannah's• • 
out• uses in self-initiated, 

other-initiated and 
position-indicating contexts first appeared 

in the same session, and 
uses in accidental contexts did not 

appear . In one case self · · · 
• -1n1t1ated and position-indicating 

contexts appeared in the 
same session, and other uses did not 

appear (see ?-68). There were two cases, Rachel's •out• and 

Harriet 's "up•·, in wh1.· ch an expression was used to indicate 

position before it was used in another context. These two 

cases have been discussed above (see Table 20,21). 

Only 12 of the 49 utterances of expressions in position­

indicating contexts occured in the first half of the period in 

which the particular expression was recorded. These utterances 

occurred in 4 of the 15 cases in which direction expressions 

were used to indicate position. In 8 of the 15 cases , the 

direction expression was first used to indicate position in 

the last session (see Table 18). 

Thus it seems that children tend to use particular direction 

expressions, particularly "down" , "in" and "off", to indicate 

the position of objects at a relatively late stage of their 

development, and that they tend to use expressions in this way 

afte r they have used them in other kinds of contexts , just as 
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t heY use direction 

p0s1tion at a late 

contexts . 

expressions in g~=ral 
---= to 1.Ddicate 

s tage • a fter .... _Y .,__ 
Lin:: nave Used tbea in other 

The position of 
accidental and ot.her-initiat:.ed uses 

of di r ection expressions w 
as core diff1.cult to det:ennne . Io 

these contexts an event occurred 
bnt the child did not. cause 

t he event . teicher of these use 
s ocurred before the other , 

and it seems fair t o treat them . 
as a si.nqle category. 

If we look at direction expressions in general t.hese 

uses clearly came after self- initiated uses , but before 

position- indicating uses (see Table 19 , 21) . 

The pattern for individual direct ion expressions is 

more complicated . •Event• uses clearly came aft.er self­

initiated uses especially for •down•. •up•, • in• and •on•. 

There were two counter- examples , Rachels •out• and Jonathans 

•off•, I have discussed these examples above (see Table 20,21). 

• 0own • and •off• clearl y tended to be used to mark events 

befor e t hey were used to indicate positions. However , there 

were no clear trends for the other expressions . This vas 

because s ome c hildren were r ecorded as using these express­

ions in self- initiated and position- indicating contexts , but 

not i n e vent contexts. It was not clear whether these 

children would eventually use these expressions in event 

contexts. It was also possible , given the fact that few 

utterances of each of t hese expr essions were recorded, and 

given the gap between recording sessions , that children did 

use these expressions to mark events but that these uses were 

not reco rded. 

l.
· t 1.· s worth noting that event uses of these However , 
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express~ons Were never f - . 
l..rst: recorded ai~er: c.be cluld csed 

c.he expressioAS to .Lndic . 
ate PC>S1..t:u :io . i !.e posu:.1.00 c..ses 

r.,E:-re fi rst: r ecorded afc.er c.he c ~-i~ 1..-...a 
ui. u II-.& bequn to llSe the 

ev1.aence o f 
Giv:en this evideace . c.he 

• d • own and •off•• ~-...a - 1..e 
a .uu LU evu!eece o f d.i.rect i oo 

expressions in general , i ts- ~ai -
~ L &.£ to concl ·e ~at.. 

ch i l dren generally tended to used 
irecr..i..on express1..ons to 

~ r k events before they used t s..- to -~-L •u::a _._.. pos i tions. 

On the basis of this evidence we aay propose t:he 

following devel opmental hypothesis . Direction expressions 

are f 1..rst used t o C:Olailent on aoveme.nt.s initiated by the child 

himse l f , they are then used to COll.aent: on IIOOVaeeD~ initiated 

by other people or acci dent.al aoveaents a.no. finall)' . Lbe}· ace 

used to comment on the position of stationary objects . We 

may need to add the proviso that a child aay not use c.be 

expressions in other- initiated or accidental contexts but. if 

he does , he wil l do so before he uses the. t o indicate 

position and after he uses them in self- initiated cont~t.s . 

If we look at direction expressions as a class . no 

utterance violates this o rder. If we look at i.ruiividual 

direction expressions , five utterances violate t his order. 

These counter-examples have been discussed above . 

Also, two uses sometimes appear simultaneously when the 

hypothesis would predict that they appear in a particular 

order. These cas es may be explained by the gap between record-

· · or they may require a weaker version of t he .ing sessions, 

developmental hypothesis . 

So far we have looked at the order of appearance of 

. . rious types of contexts . Th10 direction expressions in va 
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d i ffe rent direction expr . 
ess1.ons also appeared 1.· n 

a partic ular de ve l opmental order. 

Firs t, •up• neve r appeared 
before •ctown• and •out• ne ve r 

appeared before •in• (see Table 
23,24). Five children first 

said •down" and later said 

"up" for the first time in the 
same session, and the remaining 

three children said hdown" but 
never said •up•. Similarly, 

three children first said •in• 
and later said •out•, two 

one child said "down" a nd 

children said "in" and "out" for the f1.· rst 
time in t he s ame 

session, two children said "1.·n• b t 
u never said •out", and the 

remaining two children never said •in• or "out". 

However , Non• and "'off" d · a 1. not occur in any pa rticular 
order. Three children first said "on" and later said 0 off" , 

two children first said "off• and later said •on", one child 

on l y said "on", one child only said "off", and one child said 

neither aon• nor •off" (see Table 23,24) . 

This developmental pattern may be related to the fact 

tha t some children used some expressions to indicate movement 

in two opposite directions. Rachel used "down" to refer to 

upwa rd and downward movement, Rachel and Henry used "in" to 

refer to outward and inward movement, Rachel and Henry used 

•on• to refer to detachment as well as attachment, and Harriet 

used "offe to refer to attachment as well as detachment. 

The fact that children never used "up• or "out" to refer 

to movement in two directions, but did use "down" and "in" in 

this way suggests that "down" and •in" have some special status. 

Similar suggestions have been made about other expressions that 

occur in pairs. For example, Donaldson and Balfour (1968) and 

Clark (1970) have suggested that children use "more
0 

to mean 
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both "less" and "more" d 
, an that they use " more " before they 

use "le ss" . However 
, we should note th at only one of the 

nine childre n who used "d 11 

own confused "up" and "down" , and 
only two of the seven ch1.'la · 

ren who used "i n" confused "in" 
d "out". The d 1 an eve opmental pattern 

was more widespread. 
It may also be signifi cant that most 

of the counter 
examples to the overall developmental order 

proposed in the 
previous section involved "up" and "out". "Down" and "in " 
displayed this developmental order most clearly , and "on" and 

"off" displayed the order fairly c l early . This may not be 

suprising if "up" and "o t" 1 u are ater variants of "down " and 

"i n" (see Table 20) . 

In addition to the order within pairs of antonyms , the 

differeat pairs of antonyms developed in a particular order 

(see Table 23 , 24) . Eight of the nine children said "down" 

befor e they said "in ", "out", "on" or "off". One child said 

"off" in her first session and "down " in her second session . 

However, she had been speaking for some time before recording 

began. There didn't appear to be any tendency for " in" to 

occur before ''on/off" or vice versa . In f act three children 

used " i n" and "on" for the first time in the same session 

(see Table 23) . I will discuss this pattern in Chapter 14. 

Direction Expr essions .in Multi- Word Strings 

Children combined direction expressions with names and 

· 1· ncludi· ng " the re 11
, " fall ", with other expressions "come 11

, 

"get ", "no ", "sit " and "jump ". Children used both Name + 

Direction string s and , less f r equently , Direction+ Name 

s trings . The two orders appeared to encode di f ferent r e l at-

ionsh ips . 
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Children chose a HCIIIE + 
• D<Y.m• s tr1.n,g if t.he llaaed 

obJect aoved downward or h.ad 
alOve.d down111ard in the past. . 

ttenrv says •wa t e r do-..rn dere• 
When wate r dri ps on the floor 

and • taOaBy down dere • 
P0i nt.in9 to h . h 

bot.t.oa of the stai r s . 
1s aot er who is a t t he 

st r ing if t he naae,d object moved upward or was supported 

Siailar ly, t hey chose a Naae + • Up• 

by another object away from the g round. 
Jonac.han says 

•top up• as he put s t he top on top of the cookie jar , Henry 

says •monster up dere• pointing to t he monster on t he high 

shelf . However, chi ldren chose an • 0p• + Naae string if the 

named ob ject supported another object . Henry says • up chair • 

and •monkey up chair• when he places a toy monkey on t.op of 

a chair. Childre n d id not use • 0own• + Name str ings . 

Similarly children chose a Name+ • rn•. or a Name+ •out• 

string when the named object moved inside or outside a container , 

or was inside or outside a container . J onathan says 

"pat i e nt in• putting a dol l in a toy ambulance , Henry says 

Nmilk in it• pointing to a mug full of milk . Hannah says 

•hammy out• asking her mothe r to take t.he hamster out of the 

h l •s· o t dere• pointing to Simon who is cage, Rae e says imon u 

However, C hildren chose an •rn• + Name or out in the garden . 

·out" + Name string if the named object was the container. 

Henry says "in hand" when he puts a ring in his closed fis t, 

and •out shoe• when he tries to push past a row of shoes that 

a r e blocking a doorway. 

Chl.. ldren chose a Name+ •on• or Name+ •off• Finally, 

a piece of clothing , a moving string if the named object was 

He nry says "shoes on• object, or a potentia lly mobile object . 

Jonathan says "John John on bike~ pulling on his shoes, 
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climbing on to his bike Rah 
, c el sa • 

ys Pictures on walls• 
p01nting to the · 

picture attached 
to the va 11 . They chose 

a Name+ •off• string if 
the namec1 b . 

o Ject was a piece o f 
clothing . Jonathan 

says • scarf off• tak " 
1.n9 a scarf off 

and • hat off no• pointing to 
a man with a hat on . However , 

they chose an •on•+ Name 
string if the named object was 

part of t he body, a stationary b " 
o Ject , or a fixed object. 

Henry says •on finger• placing 
a ring on his finger , 

Christian says •on bike• climbing on 
to his bike, Rachel 

says Npictures on walls• pointing to the 
pic t u res attac hed 

to the wall. Children did not use •ott• + N ame strings. 

The next most frequent str1.· ng omb " c 1.ned direction 

expressions and "there". Ch1.· 1a ed ren us Direction+ •There• 

strings in all contexts in which they used single direction 

expressions. The addition of •there• did not seem to add 

anything to the meaning of the direction expression. 

Other Reports of Direction Expressions 

A number of writers have noted the early appearance of 

"down", "up", .. in", "out" and "on" and "off" (Brown 1973, 

Bloom 1973, Nelson 1973 and Bowerman 1978). Bloom (1973) 

reports that at twenty months Allison used "down", •up", •on" 

and "out". At about the same age Halliday's son, Nigel, used 

"down", "up", "on" and "off" (Halliday 1975). Farwell (1977) 

describes a twenty month-old child, Joshua, who used "down", 

"up", "on", "off" and "in". All three of these children used 

''up" before they used "down 11
, the opposite of the pattern 

reported here. However, all three of them used "up• before 

they used "in" , " It ff" "out", "on or o . 

Bloom, Halliday and Farwell all report that children used 
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di rectiOfl ~pression• to ref 
er t o tl'M: h: cvn MOV~ott> • 

e looa also r~ports that Allison occasior,all7 uf.ed •u~~ 

to cOIIDi:nt on the position of objects, bUt ,;t,e pot,n.~ 

out that t hese uses ~ere very infr'=(Juent. Parvell has 

E:9&Phasised the way children USE dirt::etion ~pr~••t..ons 

c.o t:ncoo<: ttK: goals of their act ions . 

descr ibes arc si•ilar to the self-init iated conU:xt~ 1 

have described here. BlOOlll' s corpus SU(Jgests that Allison 

also used d i rect ion expressions ini t ially rmen she .ade 

obJect s aove in a particular d irect ion. In her first 

session , Allison says • up• repeatedly when she tr ies to 

stand t oy anima ls upr i9ht. Se1reral sessions later she 

also uses direction expressions to indicate the position 

o f objects , and occasionally uses thea to indicate aove-

eents s he has not caused. Allison also used the various 

direction expressions in contexts that involved the saae 

types o f spatial relationships I have described here . 

The Meaning of Di r ection ExpreS$ions 

I v ill a rgue thac direction e xpressions in general initially 

encode changes in t he spatial relationship of obj 

later e ncode these spatial r elationships theaselve 

expression encodes a concept that involves a different 

o f s patial r elationship . In addition , there appear to he 

some aore general differ ences bet een the concept.s encoded 

by •down• and • up•, and those encoded by • in•, •out•, •on• 

and •otf•. 

•oawn• encodes the l east re l ational o f 

ships. Children use •down• to refer to the down~ 

IIOVesent of obj ects t,ovards Lhe ground or flCK>r , ra 
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than to their 1 r e a tionships to 
"down " h 0ther objects . w e n an ob]. 

ect that was 
Children said 

furthe r f rom th e gr o und became to the ground. 
Childre n o nly 

used "down" twice to r efer to the p ositio n of 
Objects. 

seen the object in 
a higher 

position , a nd comment ed o n the f ac t 
that it was now 1 c Oser to th e ground. Th e general concept of move­

In both these cases the children had 

ment towards the ground 
is r e lated to 

the child' s understandi ng o f 
the ef f ects of gravity. 

I will disc uss this fact f urther in 
Chapter 14. 

"Up" encoded 
movement in t he opposite d irection. An 

ob j ect t hat was nearer to th 
· e ground became further from the 

ground . Howe ve r, s ince objects don ' t fall up, 
children a lso 

used "up " in many contexts invo lving 1 . re ationships of balance 
or support . If we want an obJ·ect t o move towards the ground 

a nd stay that way, all we have to do is let go of it. If we 

wan t an object t o move a way f r om the ground and to s tay that 

way, we h ave to u se a nother object to support it . As a result 

in the late sessions "up" was used to comment o n the fact that 

one · ob j ect supported another o b ject , e ven if the c hild had 

never seen the object in a lower position . 

"Down" a nd " up" did not simply e ncode downwa rd and 

upward trajectories . The ac tual movement s that elicited 

"down" and "up" varied wide ly, a nd sometimes these movemen ts 

were quite complex. The sequence of movements tha t o ccurs 

when the child r e moves the bottom brick from a tower a nd the 

t owe r falls , is quite different from the sequence that occurs 

when the child rolls an object on t o the edge of a table until 

it falls off , or when he places an object at the top of an 

incline and it rolls to the bottom, o r when he himself 
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c l i mbs down from a cha · 
tr. Moreover, as we have seen 

children said •down• a d ' n •up• h 
wen they caused a move­

Denc , when someone else 
caused a 

movement, or when a 
movement simply happened . 

The common factor in all 
Lhese contexts is that the 

relationship between the 
obj ec t and t he ground changes no matte r 

comes about. 
how that change 

The concepts encoded b • . • 
Y in and •out• do involve 

relacionships between two b . 0 Jects , particularly between 
an object and a container. The containers varied widely, 

in fact, •container" may be too narrow a word. A container 

could be a fence, a cage, a hole, a closed box, a drawer or 

a room. Similarly, the kinds of movements that led to an 

object becoming inside o r outside of a cont aine r varied 

widely . An object could be placed inside a fence, inserted 

in a hole , or it could move through a slit into a closed 

box. An object could be smashed through a barrier, shaken 

out of a box or fished though a n opening, or the child could 

open a box and remove the object . The movement could be the 

result of the child's act ions or of the actions of another, 

or it could s imply happen. 

There were two mutually exclusive states, eithe r the 

object was inside the container or it was outs ide the 

container. "In,. and "o ut" encoded the f act tha t an objec t 

was in one of these states and was then in the other state, 

In this r espect "in" no matter how this change came about. 

and .. out" were not entirely like "down " and "up ... The r e were 

no 
d "up" stat es . An object could 

mutually exclusive "down" an 

in the same position 
k db "down" or "up" 

but could be mar ·e y 
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U,0£ place_ 

Lde • t.n• and• 
out• , •on• and • o.f f • eocod:ed changes 

u, the re.lations b.ips between obJ--s. 
--..L Two sli9htly different 

Eel c~J.Onships were .iovolved. 

C-uncext.s i.n which ObJ-ec.,.s .,__, ___ ~ 

,._ ~ physically attached 
and cont.exes in which pieces of clot.h -

l..Oq were placed on 

bod i es botJi involve tlle sar.e sort of spatial relation.ship. 

!o both these types of contexts t\illO objects becoae attached 

ro one another - In addition., it seeas li~ely that the aost 

COPIOD .1.nstances of physical attachaent in the child ' s 

enviroaent involve pieces of clothing. There aren • t that 

oany objects other than clothes that become physically 

attached to other objects . This would explain the fact: that 

chi l dren said •on• and •off• aost frequently in contexts 

tha t involved clothing , even though the W\derlying meaning 

o f •o n• and •off• involves the more general concept of 

physical attachment . 

we might want to argue that •on• and •off• encode 

1· nvolve the more genera.l spatial relatio nship concepts that 

of contiguity. dr d OCcasionally use •on• After all, chil en ° 
and •otf• when objects become contiguous or cease to be 

but are not attached or detached , and objects contiguous , 

Cease to be cont iguous when they also becoroe contiguous o r 

are attached or detached . However , it seems highly unlikely 



\ h,, l h It\ • t. 

in vol v , . , t , "l\11, , 1' • ~ •1 t ' l v t l\ , r" " ~1 I .:.i.. ., , , . .,d 

f J\ i.~u \\H obj' t•' h ._\l, 1.r' n t phy \' lly 

'-\LL,, · h d lh ._\l\ th l.' r µhyHt ..1l J y 1.t \ 1.1c h l l>j ct. • Wl 

th 'l" · xpl th\ on fur th r ·t 

,.Jh1.' n ubj L ., b ph;:tsj lly :l t h d h ._ll) wh n h y 

\.' • "\HI ' • n 1:;JUOU · • ~'or h r son, l would .,\ rgu L h \J t. 

II t\ II ,1 n i 0 1'\C p " that involv hm nt, nd 

,d ~O ncod ~ 'On"' pts th t inv lv con i. u 'i · I wil l lis-

"uss t h is pL·obl m mor ully in h~tt r 14 . 

·rh, n turo of ontigui ty "nd t.~ hm nt r la ion~' hip~ 

v..iri d . ju•·t \.lS ont inm nt r 1, tionships v lri cl. /\n bj ·t 

.. t1ld h1.: on top of 

tw obj \cts oul h v 

ontiguot1s obj ct or b sid it, r th ' 

mor compl..:x r l"' tionship . \ih ' n , 

for ux~mpl~ , a child is riding n his bik th 

r luti nship b tw en his b y and th bik is r"th r compl ;:\ x , 

v :-. n thou 3h h \ two obj t~ aru "l -r ly on ti\juous . /\n 

obju t o uld be phys 1 lly t t~\. hcd to \. n thur obj , t if it 

fittud in i t , if it w~s ti~d to it , if it was s r w- i n o 

it or if t h obju ts w r 011n t'-!d by ,, thir obj~' • Pt" 

of l othing o u ld b tt h d to bodi s by m ns of sn ps . 

buttons , bu kltlS or ti s , or th :\y O\l ld sin\ply fit nto a 

limb . As J r "SUlt th kinds of mOV"'l\\'Ot that l d t th 

Jtt hm nt , d t ~ hn, nt . ontigui ty or sup r'1tion of 

obj 'ts ~ls v~ried . 

th~t 1uvol v ld tw~ mutt\ally , • ~lusiv St'1t "' , 

obj t is cont:i u us with n throb ' t t " it is 1\ot , 
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an ob j ect is physically attached to another object or it 

is no t. "On" and "off" encoded the transition from one 

sta t e to a nother, or, later , encoded the fact that objects 

were in one state or another , rather than encoding a type 

of movement . 

I have suggested then that in the early period direction 

expressions encode changes in the spatial relationships an 

object enters into . "Down" and "up" encode changes in the 

relationship of an object to the ground. "In" and "out" 

encode changes in the relationship of an object to a 

container . "On" a nd "off" encode changes in the relation-

ship of a n object to a contiguous or at tached ob j ect . The 

events that bring about these changes are unimportant. What 

is important is that the object is in one relationship and 

then is in another. 

Towards the end of the one-word period even the fact 

that the relationship changes becomes unimportant. The child 

simply comments on the relationship the object is in now, 

without considering the relationships it has entered into in 

the past or the r e lationships it will e nter into in the future. 

Direction Expressions and Other Non-Nominal Expression 

Direct ion expressions are similar to other non-nominal 

express ions, particularly, "that" , "gone" and locative "there" , 

in many general respects . However, in some res pects direction 

expressions a re unique . 

Like other non-nominal expressions direction expressions 

did not encode features of objects or types of actions. Nor 

did they encode socially or emotionally significant concepts . 

Like "no" , "more " and "there" , these expressions only encoded 
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re l ationships between objects at the e nd of the one-word 

period -

L · ke "that" , "gone" , d i an locative "there", direction 

expressions do not encode abstract aspects of plans. Instead , 

the concepts encoded by these expressions involve abstract 

a spects of objects. Just as all objects may be perceived or 

may not be perceived and all objects may move, so all objects 

may fall or may be supported by other objects, all objects may 

be inside containers, and all objects may be contiguous to 

other objects or may be attached to other objects. Moreover, 

we will see in Chapter 14 that the particular spatial concepts 

encoded by direction expressions , the concepts associated 

with an understanding of gravity and, especially , the concepts 

of containment, contiguity and attachment, are particularly 

significant for the 12-24 month- old. 

While direction expressions don't actually encode plans 

or aspects of plans, plans do play an important role in the 

contexts in which children use direction expressions . Just as 

children were particularly likely to use "gone" when they 

brought about a disappearance, and were particularly likely 

to use "there" when they changed an object's location, so 

they were pa rticularly likely to use direction expressions 

when they changed the spatial relationships of objects. The 

fact that children used the expressions before they actually 

acted on the objects, and that they u sed the expressions when 

they uns uccessfully tried to c hange the spatial relationships 

of objects also suggests that these changes were the goals of 

plans. 

However, direction expressions were not like "gone " and 
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"that " in that they encoded changes in relationships 

between objects rather than encoding relationships 

between the child and the objects. Direction expressions 

were also not entirely like locative "there". "There" 

initially encoded changes in the location of an object 

that were the goals of plans. Later, "there" also encoded 

static spatial relationships. However, "there" never en­

coded c hanges in the relationships between objects that were 

not goals of plans. While some children initially used some 

direction expressions when they planned to c hange the spatial 

r e l a tionships of objects, all the children rapidly extended 

their use of these expressions to include changes they did 

not bring about. 

Direction expressions were correspondingly l ess egocentric 

than "that'' a nd "gone ", which encoded relatioships between the 

chi ld and objects, "no", "more" and success and failure 

expr ess ions, which encoded aspects of the child' s plans , and 

even loca tive "there", which encoded c hanges in the loca tion 

of an object brought about by the child. Nevertheless, there 

a re two respects in which the concepts encoded by direct 

expressions are egocentric . First, in the earliest period at 

least some children only used direction expressions when they 

tried to change the relationships o f objects. They only began 

t o comment on changes that other people caused at the same 

time that the y began to comment on accidental changes. 

Second , while children frequently commented on their own 

movements they did not use direction expressions to describe 

the movements of other people. 
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Changes in the M-

~an tnq of uir~t:i on I!~cessu:m.s 

The devcloPioent o f direction expressions vas s ""'L,,c <o 
t ht developwent of ot~- -

•aer non-nc..1na1 e;cprc:Ss ions . 
arid "there•, directt 

on expressions were initially used whal 

t he c hildren tried to change the rel ationships ohjects 

Like • CJCDE• 

c:fi tf:red into. Like •go n~•, the eY.pressions caae t.o be- used 

when changes simply took place, whether o r .not these cbanqes 

,,1ert: the result o f the child's actions . Like • u ~ere• . • oo• 

e1nd "more", these expressions eventually encoded s ta~i c 

relationships. However , direction expressions were the ooly 

expressions to go through all three of these stages . 

. ,:- .. 



~s. Mo. 
J 
2 
3 
5 
8 

13 
15 
16 
17 
19 
20 
21 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

ks. A!, 
16 . 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
24 
26 
27 
29 

SwJJ,. 
23 
26 
27 
28 
29 

Direction £x ~ 
Pression.. 1.n D"f 

l. ferent Co nt.e::ns 

Cioup I 

Jonathan 

Down 
Self Initiated 

Other lnit" 
I 

1.ated 

1 
7 
I 
2 
2 

2 
2 4 

I 
I 
2 
1 

I 

24 4 

Up 

Self Initiated Other Initiated 

Self 
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I 
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I 
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14 

2 

On 
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Accidental Position Other 
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I 
2 
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I 
2 
1 
4 
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Accidental Position Other 

6 
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2 
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Benn' ( continued 

In 
sess.No. Self lnituted Other lni. ti.ated Accidental Position Other 

19 l 
20 2 
2 1 l 
22 16 l 4 
23 3 
24 I l 

5 

21 

' 13 

Out 

Sess.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Otber 

19 l 
20 5 
21 3 
22 l 

10 

On 

Sess.Mo. Self Inidated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

19 3 

20 14 2 

22 8 5 

24 5 2 

Off 

Sess.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

23 3 

24 7 

Raebel 

Down 

Sess.Mo. Self Initiated Oth~r Initiated Accidental Position Ot-ber 

3 5 

4 4 
I 

6 4 

8 I 2 

g I 

10 I 2 
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l 
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t 
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In 

Sess .No. Se lf Initiated Other Initiated Acciduntal Position Other 
8 4 

12 
13 2 

5 2 

Out 

Sess.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

12 2 
13 

On 

Sess.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

6 7 
7 

12 4 5 

8 4 5 

Off 

Ses5;.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 
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12 

2 

GROUP II 

John 

Down 

Sess.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

I 3 
3 2 
4 10 

15 

Up 

Seas. No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

l 



JohD ( continued) 

sess. !to. Self Initiated 
In 

Other Initiated 
3 2 Accidental Position Other 

sess.No . Self Initiated 
On 

Other Initiated 
3 Accident.al Posit.ion Other 
4 

Off 
sess .No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental 

4 19 
Position Other 

3 

Christian 

Dovn 

Sess . No . Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 
2 
3 4 

l 

4 2 

5 9 2 

On 

Sess . No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

5 

Harriet 

Down 

Sess.Ho. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

I 8 
3 2 
4 
5 1 
6 J 

Up 

Sess.No . Sel f Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

2 
4 2 
s 2 
6 6 

Off 

Initiated Acc idental Position Other 

Sess .No . Self Initiated Other 

3 2 

6 
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lbni 
5e-as . llo. Self Iai.tiated ~ 1ni. tUt.e,d kcideucal Position Odller 

3 I 
5 

I 

6 I 
I 

In (Inside) 

Sass.So. Self Init.iated Othe,r lni tia ted Acciden.tal Posicioo. ()cber 

I 

5 12 
6 8 3 8 

Ouc 

Sess.No . Self Initiac.ed Other l.nitiated kcident.al Posit.ion Other 

5 3 

Hannah 

~'U 

sess.lio. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Posidou Other 

I I 

5 

Op 

Sess.lio. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accident.al Position Other 

f, l 

In 

Sess . lio . Self Initiated Ot.ber Initiated Accidental Posit.ion Other 

l 

6 4 

Out. 

Sess . No . Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

6 l 
4 

l l 

Anna 

Dow 

Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

Sess . Mo. Self 

2 2 

4 l 
l l 

5 2 ' 
6 8 
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Up 

Sess. No • Self Initiated Other Initiated Accideuul Position Other 
5 

In 
Sess.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Ocher 

2 2 

On 
ses s.No. Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Positi.ou Other 

2 l 

Off 

Sess.Ho . Self Initiated Other Initiated Accidental Position Other 

I 7 I 
3 2 
6 2 I 



Jc.iuathan - Self Initiated 

t> Accidental 

lb Other Initiated 

_3 Position 

John -
Self Initiated 

4 Other Initiated 
Accidenul Position 

Paul 

3 Self Initiated 
Other Initiated 

6 Position 

Ci.OUp I 

Henr..z. 

19 Self Initiated 
20 Other Initiated 

2 1 Accidental Position 

GROUP ll 

Christian 

2 Self Initiated 

5 Accidental 

GllOUP Ill 

Anna 

Self Initiated 
Accidentql 

4 Other Initiated 

. ·'I::' • . 

l.achel 

3 Self InitiUM 

9 Accideuul 

12 Other Initiated 
Position 

Harriet 

l Self Initiated 

4 Accident.al Position 

Hannah 

I Self l.uitiated 

6 OtheT Initiate.cl 
Position. 
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Order of Appearance Qf Each Di"ct. i....... • • 

1.oo --. . .,re.ss1.on 1.n Conte.zts 

Jonathan 
-Self Lnitiated 

5 Accidental 

16 Other Initiated 

29 Position 

John - self Initiated 

Paul -
3 Self Initiated 

Other Initiated 

Jonathan 

16 Self Initiated 
Other Initiated 

27 Acc idental 

29 Position 

John 

Self Initiated 

Paul 

Jonathan 

24 Self Initiated 

27 Position 

Do\ft:\ -
Henry 

19 Self Initiated 

l 3 Accidental Position 

Christian 

3 Self Initiated 

5 Accidental 

Hannah 

l Self Initiated 

Henry 

h eh.el 

l Self Initiated 

9 Accidental 

12 Other Initiated 

Harriet 

l Self Initiated 

4 Accident-ti 

~ 
2 Self Initiated 

Other luitiated 

6 Accident 

23 Self Initiated Position 

Christian 

Hannah 

6 Self Initiated 

tn 

Henr1. 
Self Initiated 19 • . 

l Posiuon 
21 Accidenta 

li.arriet 

4 Positi on 

5 Self Initiated 

Anna -
5 Self Initia ted 

Rachel 

8 Self Initiated 

12 Other Initiated 



TABLE 20 (continued) -
John -
3 Self Initiated 

Paul -
Self Initiated 

6 Position 

Jonathan 

26 Self Initiated 

Paul 

5 Self Initiated 

Jonathan 

23 Self Initiated 
Other Initiated 
·Position 

John -

~ 
6 

Self Initiated 

Out -~ 
l9 Self Initiated 

Hannah 

~ 
2 Self Initiated 

Raebel -
12 Other Initiated 

Position. 

13 Self Initiated 
Accidental 

6 Self Initiated 
· Other Initiated Position 

On 

Henr1_ 

19 Self Initiated 

20 Other Initiated 

24 Position 

Rachel 

6 Self Initiated 

12 Other Initiated 
Position 

Christian 
3 Self Initiated 5 Self Initiated 

Paul -
4 Position 

' ·, .... 
.. ~.,':-·~~~~~-::1_.,:;. ,-··... . ~-~ f", . . -· •. 

-~·,1:'-4~ ~\.f. ·'~•:1~ .,...,, ,t.•~ • .. 

Anna -
2 Self Initiated 
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~ 

Jonath~ -
20 Other Initiated 

22 self Initiated 

24 Accidental 

27 Position 

John -4 Self Initiated 
Other Initiated 

:' i: · . .'--~-

Off -llenrz. 
23 Self Initiated 

Accidental 

Rachel 

10 Self Initiated 

12 Other Initiated 

Harriet 

3 Self Initiated 

Anna 

l Self Initiated 
Accidental 

i. 
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6 

Self < Event 

6 

Self <. Position 

4 
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Self £Event 

1 

Event - Self 

0 

Position ...:. Self 

0 

Position - Event 

0 

Event Self 

0 

Pos itiou ..:.Self 

• ti.' on ..._ Event Pos1. 

2 

Event L Self 

0 

X2 • 6 sig at .02 l vQ\ 

I \ 

X2 • 6 sig at .Ol l vel 

X2. 1.8 not sig 

12. ,02 not sig 

12 • 7 sig at .0\ l •v~l 



TABLE 21 (continued) 

[n 

(cont) 

Out 

On 

Off 

Sef l , Position 

7 

Event'- Position 

1 

Self<:. Event 

3 

Self"- Position 

3 

Event'- Position 

0 

Self<. Event 

s 

Self <. Position 

s 

Event<. Position 

Self<.. Event 

3 

Self < Position 

6 

Event , Position 

4 

Po1ition<. Self 

0 

Position .c Event 

2 

Event < Self 

Position ~ Self 

1 

Position "- Event 

0 

Event <:. Self 

0 

Position <.. Self 

0 

Position C:::... Event 

Event <.. Self 

Position <.. Self 

x2 • 7 1i1 at .01 level 

x2 • .02 not aig 

x2 • 2 not 1ig 

2 X • 2 not aig 

2 X • 0 not s1g 

x2 • 5 sig at .05 level 

x2 • 5 sig at .05 level 

x2 • 0 not sig 

2 X • 2 not sig 

o x2 • 6 sig at .02 level 

Position ~ Event 

o x2 • 4 .sig at .05 level 

i 

l 
I 



JonathaE., -
1 oown 

16 Up 

20 Off 

23 On 

24 In 

26 Out 

John - Down Up 

3 In On 

4 Off 

Paul -
3 Down 

4 In 

5 Out 

. ,, :4!Wc.',.. .. 

TABLE 22 

Order of Appearance of Direction Expressions 

GROUP I 

Henry 

19 Down In Out On 

23 Up Off 

GROUP II 

Christian 

2 Down 

5 On 

GROUP III 

Hannah 

1 Down 

6 Up In Out 

Rachel 

3 Down 

6 On 

8 In 

10 Off 

12 Out 

Harriet 

l Down 

3 Off 

4 Up 

~ 
1 Off 

2 In On Down 

5 Up 

.·.,.-

I 

\ 

( 

l . 

\ 



~23 

lluaer• of 0tildrea Usi. -
ag Differeat ,__._15 of a=_ -!.iq,reaaions VIL..::£ u~etCJCW 

povo~Up 
Up <: now.i 

8 
0 r = 8 sig a t .01 ~ 

In ~ Ouc Out < Ia 
5 0 r = 5 sig u. .05 le-.el 

OP L.. Off Off <. On 
5 3 i!- = 2 DOC sig 

l)oVD/Up c_ In/Out In/Out <.. Down/Up 

7 0 r = 7 sig at: .01 level 

In/Out <- On/Off On/Off <.In/Out 

2 4 r = 2 not sig 

Down/Up ~ On/Off On/Off L... Down/Up 

x2 = 4.5 sig ac .05 l~l 7 I 
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CHAPTER 10 

THE DEVELOPMENT vF OTHER NON-NOMINAL EXPRESSIONS 

So far I have examined the development of six kinds of 

non-nominal expressions encoding concepts of notice, location 

rejection,repetition, success and failure, disappearance and 

direction. These expressions were used in similar ways . 

Moreover, they were among the earliest non-nominal expressions, 

they were among the most frequently used expressions , and they 

were among the commonest expressions (see Tables 24,25 and 26}. 

It seems fair to say that these six kinds of non-nominals play 

a particularly important role in early language. However, 114 

other non-nominal expressions were used, though these expressions 

were generally used later, less frequently a nd by fewer 

chi l dren. In the remainder of this section I will briefly 

describe the functions of these expressions. 

The expressions may be divided into nine groups: expressions 

related to the non-nominals I have already discussed, expressions 

encoding additional abstract features of actions or plans, 

expressions encoding actions , expressions encoding states of 

objects, numbers, social expressions, formal expressions and a 

variety of idiosyncratic expressions (see Table 27). 

Group l : Expressions Related to the First Six Kinds 

of Non-Nominals 

13 expressions are best described in terms of their 

relations hip to the expressions I have already described . 

"Here" , "this", "these" and " look " were variants of indicative 

expressions . "Here " was usually used in combination with names. 

"This" was used to point out one object among a number of similar 
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objects and was also used as a simple indicative expression. 

'"l'hese " was used once in the string "these fit". "Look" was 

especially likely to be used when the child showed an object 

to someone else, though it was also used non - socially . 

"Whe re's ", "see" and "empty" were related to disappearance 

expressions . " Where ' s" was specifically used when children 

searched for an object . It was often , though not always , used 

in combination with other expressions. "See " was use d when 

children tried to make a hidden object visible. 

used staring into an empty box. 

" Empty" was 

"Anothe r " and "sames " were related to repetition 

expressions. Jonathan used '' another" to refer to the presence 

of two similar objects . It was always used in combination with 

a name or "one ". ·Similarly , Rac hel used "sames " to refer to 

the presence of two similar objects . 

"Open " , "close", " shut" and "top" were used like direction 

expressions . However , they referred to movements that changed 

a closed object into an open one or vice- versa , or that led to 

one object being placed on top of another object. 

All these expressions appeared at a rather late stage, 

a fter the first six kinds of non-nominals were well - established. 

Group 2 Expressions Encoding Possession 

Eight children used "me " , "my " or "mine " and these 

expressions were among the most frequently used non-nominal 

expressions . 

early . 

However , the expressions did not appear particularly 

These expressions were usually used when the child claimed 

an object . Often the object belonged to the chi ld. Children 

said "mine" pointing to parts of their bodies , their toys o r 
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che ir c lothe s. But sometime s the obj ect clearly be longed to 

some one e lse or didn 't belong to anyone at a ll. Rachel says 

"my book" picking up a book that belongs to her brother . Henry 

s a ys "my painting " picking u p his brother ' s paint brush and 

"my wa tch" when he puts on my watch. Several children say "mine" 

whe n they play with the toys I brought. Children also said "mine " 

when the y wanted to eat things . 

In many of these cases the children were r epeatedly informed 

by adults that the objects did not belong to them. Siblings 

tried to discourage children from making inappropriate claims 

in more practical ways. In some cases, the children had had no 

contact with the objects in the past that might lead them to 

believe that they belonged to them. 

Sometimes , children used "mine " or "my" to refer to actions 

r a ther than objects . Henry says "my do it" when I go to close 

the tape -recorde r lid and he pushes me away and closes it himself. 

Rachel says "mine sit dere " when her brother tries to push her 

off a chair. 

These facts suggest that the concept encoded by "me", "my" 

and "mine " is not entirely like the adult concept of possession. 

That is , possession is not seen as a fairly stable relationship 

between a person a nd a n object. Instead, these children seem to 

use possess ion expressions to indicate their intention or ability 

to act o n an object or simply to act. It is interesting that 

chi ldren did not use any other possessive pronouns . 

Group 3 : Expressions Encoding Abstr act Features of 

Actions or Plans 

14 express ions referred to abstr act features of all actions 

or classified actions in ter~s of t heir aims or consequences. 

e 

me 
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"Ready", " finish" and "end" marked the initiation or 

comple tion of an aci ton. Children said "ready" when they were 

about to perform an action. A chil d would say "endv or "finish" 

as he closed a book, after he got down from the table after a 

meal, or when he completed a picture. 

"Do it" was used to refer to any kind of action. It was 

almost always used in combination with other expressions. Henry 

says "do it more " when he tries to shut the tape-recorder lid 

again. Hannah says "Mommy do it" when she wants her mother to 

read a book . 

Other expressions specified the aim of an action in a 

fairly general way. "Make " was used when an action resulted in 

the construction of an object . "Go", " that way", "which way " and 

"fit" were used whe n the child tried to fit an object into a 

space. "Get it " was used when the child tried to retrieve an 

object. "Lost" and " f i.nd" were used when the child searched for 

a missing object . "Back" and "away " were used when they returned 

a displaced object to its original position . 

Al l of these expressions were applied to a wide variety of 

actions . For example, "make " was applied to the construction 

of a lego building, a pipe-cleaner doll and a picture. "Fi t " · was 

used when the child placed a piece in a jigsaw puzzle and placed 

a doll in a carriage. The expressions r eferred to the intended 

consequence of an action rathe r than to the action itse lf. 

express i ons seemed to encode types of plans . 

These 

These first three groups of non-nominal expressions are 

similar to the six types of non-nominal expressions I have 

already discussed. The first group of expressions are specifically 

re l ated to these six kinds of expressions. Possession expressions 

at 

e 

me 
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and "go " r1e specify an 

child and his world. 
egocentric relationship 

This relationship may involve 
a ny object. "Mine" encodes the 

fact that a child intends to, or 
is able to act on an object, as "th t" 

a encodes the fact that he 
notices an object and 

perce ive an object. 

"gone" 
encodes the fact that he does not 

"Ready " "fin· h" 11 d " 
' 1.s ' en a nd "do it" could refer to any 

ac tion. In this respect they are 
similar to "no" and "more" . 

Expressions like "make " and "fit" 
are especially similar to 

direction expressions but they are al .. 
1 so s 1.m1. ar to "gone " and 

locative "there". 
Children used all these expressions when they 

acted to change the relationships of objects . 

However , children used other types f · o expressions . These 

expressions did not refer to objects but they were not like the 

six kinds of expressions I have previously discussed. 

Group 4 : Expressions Encoding Actions 

' 34 express ions referred to people ' s acti ons. "Drink", "eat", 

"push", "jump", "kick" and "sit" were among the most common of 

these ·expr essions. 80% of the utterances of these expressions 

r eferred t o the child's own actions. It was rather surprising 

that these expressions encoding simple concrete actions were not 

particularly prominent in the child 's earliest speech . In fact , 

seven o f the nine children used these expre ssions after they 

use d expressions that referred to more abstract features of 

actions or plans (the other two children used expressions of 

both kinds in their first session> (see Table 24) . 

Group 5 : Expressions Encoding States of Objects. 

14 expressions r eferred to transient s t ates of obj ects or 

changes in states of objects . The most common of these expressions 
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was "fall". A number of diff 
erent expressions , such as "bang ", 

"boom" and "bump" wer e 
used When objects banged 1·nto each other. These express ions were 
not frequent ly us d e and they tend~d to 

appear at a r a ther l a te st age . 

Group 6 : Numbers 

Several children used b 
num ers from "two" to "e ight" . 

However , these expressions wer e not used 
to indicate how many 

ob j ects were present. 

objects were repea t ed. 
Instead , they were used when actions on 

For example, numbe rs were used when 
c hildre n lined up beakers in 

a row , put blocks into a Gnx, ur 

pu t one arm and then another into the sleeves of a shirt. 

Jonathan makes a row of blocks and says "two" each time he adds 

a new block to the row . 
John says "five" , "six" and "eight" 

as he stacks blocks into a tower . Children seemed to have an 

idea of the s orts of act ivities that are accompanied by 

counting although they didn't understand the value of specific 

numbers. 

Group 7 : Social Expre ssions 

12 expressions did not seem to e ncode concepts but instead 

established socia l relationships (see Chap . 2 , Chap . 5). That i s , 

the common feature of the contexts in which these e xpressions 

occurred was a social or conversational fact . "Hello" and 

"byE:!- bye " were used to greet or take leave of other people. 

11 Hereyare 11
, " thereyare " and " thank you " accompanied e xchanges 

of objects . "Please" accompanied requests . "Night- night" was 

used whe ~ the child or other people went to sleep. "Yes", " e h " 

and "why" were used as all - purpose replies to statements , 

questions or demands . " Shh" and "shut up" were used to si l ence 

other speakers. 
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\>Jhilo the se e xpressions wer e us ually used in soc i f\ l or 

4 onvur sational contexts , some of t hem we r e also used i n non­

tiO ~iol ways . "He llo" and "bye -by e " we r e sometimes used as 

i ndi tive o r disappear ance expressi ons . Children said "hello" 

whun t h 'Y noticed an interest ing objec t and " bye- bye" when an 

objc t di s pp a r ed . Similarly, "yes" was sometimes used to 

indi...:-.1t~ tho fuct tha t t he child was pursuing t he correct course 

or uc-ti n o r that ho i n tended t o purs ue a course of act i on , 

d~spit~ the objoc tions of o the r people or the r ecal c itrance of 

obJ OC' t S . 

In a way "y~s " was used as the oppos ite of "no". However , 

whilu "no" was us ua l l y used in non-conversational ways and wa s 

only occas i ona lly used as a question-a nswering device , "yes" was 

u$uully a stock reply to othe r people ' s utte r ances and was only 

occas ion lly used in o ther contexts. 

Soci~l expres sions, part i cularly "hel l o'', ~bye-bye ", "yes " 

und "hurey.:ire " were among the earliest expressions to appear 

.ind we re u sed by l<1rge numbers of c hildren, a lthough they were 

l~ss couunonly used than e xpressions of the first s ix t ypes. 

However, they we r e not used particularly f r eque ntly, especially 

rn the l a t or per iod. '!'hey were rnrely comli i ned with other 

express ions. 

Group 8 : Formal Express i ons 

Another group of expressions , inc lud i ng "one ", "now", "a" 

und " i t" w s r athe r puzz ling . 'l'hese e::-tpress i ons wer a lways 

used in c ombination with o ther expressions. ''On " was combined 

with "th t ", "this" and "another " . "Now" nnd "it" we re combined 

with non-nominals . ''A" was combined wi th nom-s . Howev r , these 

expressions didn't se m to a lter or add to the m nning of the 
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other e xpressions in the string . Children used "a"-tname strings 

or non-nominal +"it " strings in exactly the same contexts in 

which they used the names or non- nominals by themselves . If we 

examine the contexts in which these e xpressions are used , we can 

find no common factor that could not be account ed for by the 

presence of the other .expressions in the string. 

In adult English, the meaning of these expressions l ar gely 

depe nds on the way they interact and contras t with other 

expressions . "One " and "now" are involved in a whole system of 

nwnber a nd tense . Similarly, "a " and "it" play an important 

r o le in a complex anaphori c system . Even for adults it is 

difficul t to specify the meaning of these expressions in 

isolation from these systems. 

Howe ver, the children in this study had not acquired 

sys t e ms of number , tense or anaphora. They did not contrast 

"now ", "a " or " it " with " then " , "the" or "he 11
• Although they 

had acquired some other numbe rs they usually used "one " in 

contexts that were tota lly unlike the counting games that 

accompanied " two" or "five " (see above). Because of this , and 

because the expressions never occurred in isolation, it was 

extremely difficult to tell what the meaning of these expressions 

was or even whether these expressions were meaningful at all . 

We might be able to explain the early appearance of these 

expressions by a rguing t hat the y don ' t have a meaning. I ns t e ad, 

these e xpression s serve a purely formal function . They transform 

a single-word string into a two-wor d string without increasing 

the semantic conten t of t he string. Bloom (1973) has described 

how Allison u sed a mysterious nonsense word 11 wida 11 at a simi l ar 

stage in her lingu istic d e velopment. Bl oom concluded tha t "wida" 
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had no meaning but simply changed one-word strings into two­

word strings . She hypothesised that such expressions might ease 

the transition from the one-word stage to the two-word s_tage . 

Dore el al (1976) have described similar devices. I would suggest 

that "one", "now ", "a " and "it " serve a similar function. 

It is interesting to note that some other expressions 

like ''here " and "do it" were ex6lusively used in multi-word 

strings . "Here " was semantically identical to "that " but only 

occurred in two-word strings . This fact also suggests that 

forma l considerations affect the child ' s language even at this 

early stage. 

Group 9 : Other Expressions 

16 other expressions were used infrequently , late and 

in r a ther idiosyncratic ways . 12 of these expressions were 

used by single children and many of them were only used a few 

times . Some, like "come " and "undone " were used in different 

ways a t different times . 

Since I originally defined the class of non- nominals to 

include all expressions that did not refer to objects or 

object properties it is not surprising that this c l ass turns 

out t o be rathe r heterogenous . Some expressions are social 

devices, s0me seem to play a purely formal role, some refer to 

specific actions. 

However a large number o f non-nominal expressions , 

including "that", "there ", "no", "more "," oh dear", "gone " and 

direction expressions , and expressions like "mine" and "make", 

seem to be used in similar ways. They encode concepts that 

involve important, abstract aspects of plans and objects . Most 

of these concepts also involve relationships between the child , 
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his actions and objects. Expressions encoding these concepts 

appeared early, were frequently used and were used by most 

of the children studied. 



TABLE 24 

Fi~st Non-Nominal Expressions 

Note: The f irs t ten expressions are recorded, if the tenth expression 

occurred in the middle of a session the other expressions appearing in 

that session are recorded: 

Johathan 

S~ss.No. Expressions 

Down 

3 There 

Hello 

5 Hereyare 

9 This 

11 Ah 

16 Up 

17 Oh Dear 

18 No 

Yes 

Dress 

John 

Seas.No. Expressions 

That 

Gone 

Bye Bye 

Up 

Down 

Eight 

2 Push 

Woops 

Two 

Three 

GROUP I 

Sess .No. Expressions 

No 

7 

8 

9 

12 

13 

14 

Gone 

Hereyare 

Wasat 

Thank you 

Oh No 

More 

Tickle 

See 

Hello 

Yes 

Night-Night 

Wheres 

Kick 

GROUP II 

Christian 

Seas.No. Expressions 

That 

Gotit 

2 Down 

Drink 

3 Gone 

4 Kick 

Yeah 

Birm 

Read 

Rachel 

Sess.No. Expressions 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

There 

Down 

Bye 

No 

Fall 

Mine 

More 

On 

Thank you 

Hereyare 

Look 

Harriet 

Seas.No. Expressions 

That 

Gone 

Hello 

Push 

Down 

2 No 

Drink 

Bye Bye 

3 Look 

Off 



TABLE 24 (continued) 

(Group II continued) 

Paul -
Sess.No. Expressions 

That 

2 

3 

There 

Gone 

No 

Yes 

Hereyare 

Look 

Oh 

Down 

Yee 

GROUP Ill 

Hannah 

Sess.No. Expressions 

That/There 

Gone 

No 

Me 

On 

Yucch 

Yes 

Down 

Heave 

liello 

Again 

Brum 

Hereyare 

Cuddle 

Stuck 

More 

Ob Dear 

Anna 

Sess.No. Expressions 

Whatsat 

There 

Gone 

No 

More 

Off 

Broke 

Two 

Hello 

Door 

Oh 

Yes 

A 



Rachel 

Dere 
My 
No 
Gone 
Down 
Come Off 
On 
Hereyare 
Made it 
More 

John -
That 

Gone 
Bye Bye 
Off 
Down 
Oh Dear 
Three 
Four 
Up 
Push 
Woops 
Empty 

Paul 

That 
Yes 
Eh 
Ob 
Look 
No 
There 
Gone 
Inside 
Shh 

TABLE 25 

Ten Most Fre~uently Used Non-Nominal 

Expressions (in order of frequency) 

Henry 

Wazat 
Gone 
No 
More 
Tosee 
Mine 
Dere 
Wheres 
On 
In 

Christian 

That 
Gone 
Where 
Down 
Got it 
Drink 
There 
Fall 
Bang 
Find 

Hannah 

That 
There 
One 
No 
Yes 
Fit 
This 
Do it 
Gone 
Me 

Jonathan 

Dere 
No 
Oh Dear 
Up 
Hereyare 
Down 
Dat 
Yes 
Out 
Hello 

Harriet 

That 

Oh Dear 
Top 
Push 

~Jle 
own 

No 
Up 
Stuck 

Anna 

That 
Yes 

lere 
Oh 
More 
Two 
My 
Hello 



TABLE 26 

Nuaber of Children Usi ng Each Non-Noai.nal E • xpress1.on 

Expressions d Down use by nine children: 

Gone 
Th.at 

Expressions used by eight children·. 
There 
No 
In 

Expressions used by seven children: 
Up 
Yes 
On 
Rye Bye 
More 
Oh Dear (Oh No-Oh) 
Me (My) (Mine) 

Expressions used by. six children: 
Hereyare 
Off 
Fall 

Expressions used by five children: 
Hello 
Out 
eo· 
Again 
Look 

Expressions used by four children: 
Two 
Do It (Do) 
Get it 
Wheres 
Drink 

Expressions used by three children: 

Open 
Find Night-Night 
Read 
Jump 
Come 
Now . ,, -- ·..... . 



TABLE 26 (cont' 1.nued) 

See 
Kick 
Push 
Back 
Sit 
Eat Done it (Did it) 
Top 

Expr essions Ah used by two children: 

Here 
Crying 
Wee 
Draw 
Press 
Painting 
Cuddle 
Want Why 
Please 
Finish 
Make (Made) 
Wrong 
Fit 
Burn 
Five 
Bang 
Ready 
One 
This 
Eh. 

Poo 

Expressions 
Dress 

used by one child: 

Bum 
Stop 
Hold 
Close 
Undone 
Swimming 
Knock 
Pull 
Put away 
End 
Build 
Another 
Rub out 
Up side down 
Ringing 
Tickle 
Stick 
Shut 
Bite 
Bump 
Ride 
Show 
Thank you 

Cough 
Drop it 
Kiss 
Sleep 
Over 
Tidied 
Outside 
Upsy Daisy 
Shut Up 
Lost it 
Away 
Ironing 
Sames 
Yee 
Shh 
Right 
Boom 
Yeh 
Quick 

Eight 
Three 
Four 
Six 

Heave 
Roll 
Round 
Beep 
Woops 
Empty 
Yucch 
Good 
Can't 
Which Way 
Room 
Called 
These 
Stroking 
Stuck 
Thereyar, 
Broke 
Poor 
Wa 
Ow 
Ho1'ray 
Yere 
That Way 
Good girl 

Sing 
Come off 
A 



TABLE 27 

0ther Non-Nominal Expressions 

GROUP I 

Expressions Related to First 
Six Non-nominal Types 

Look 
Wheres 
Open 
Top 
Here 
This 
Close 
Another 
Shut 
These 
Empty 
See _ 
Sames 

GROUP III 

GROUP II 

Possession 

Me 
Mine 
My 

GROUP IV 
Expressions Encoding Abstract 
Features of Actions 

Expressions Encoding Action 

Go Drink 
Doit Read 
Get it Jump 
Find• Kick 
Finish Push 
Make Sit 
Fit Eat 
Ready Crying 
End Draw 
Lost it Press 
Away Painting 
Which Way Cuddle 
That Way 
Back 

Dress 
Swimming 
Knock 
Put Away 
Build 

GROUP V GROUP VI 

Expressions encoding Object States Numbers 

Burn 
Stop 
Stick 
Bump 
Bam 
Boom 
Roll 
Round 
Called 
Stuck 
Broke, Ringing, Bang, Fall 

Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
Six 
Eight 

Tickle 
Bite 
Ride 
Show~ 
Cough 
Kiss 
Sleep 
Tidied 
Ironing 
Heave 
Stroking 
Sing 
Rub Out 
Drop 
Poo 
Hold 
Pull 
Wee 



TABLE 27 (continued) 

GROUP VII GROUP VIII 
Social Expressions Fotmal Expressions 
Yes One 
Bye Bye Now 
Hel l o A 
Hereyare It 
Please 
Thank you 
Eh 
Why 
Shh 
Shut Up 
Nigh- Night 
Thereyare 

GROUP IX Otk.r t.-.p~s-; OC\S 

,Jwant Quick Wa Btrm 
Up Side Down Beep Yere 
Over Yucch Ah 
Outside Room Come 
Upsy daisy - Poor Undone 

i• \,. 
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CHAPTER 11 

NON- NOMINAL EXPRESSIONS AND NAMES 

I defined names as those expressions that refer to objects 

or properties of objects. These expressions were used throughout 

the one-word period. However, there were a number of differences 

between ~ames and non- nominal ~xpressions . Children used more 

names than non- nominal expressions but names were used less 

frequently , later, less consistently and by fewer childre n. 

333 different names were recorded, while only 138 different 

non-nominal expressions were recorded. All the children used 

more names than non-nominal expressions (see Table 28). However, 

only 4252 utterances of names were recorded , while 6504 uttera nces 

of non- nominal expressions were recorded. All but one of the 

children used non-nominal expressions more frequently than names 

(see Table 29) . There was a large group of relatively 

infrequently used names and a smaller group of more frequently 

used non- nominals . 

Five children did not use any expressions when they were 

first visited. Non- nominal expressions appeared before names in 

the recordings of three of these children, the three who were 

reco~ded at fortnightly rather than monthly intervals. The 

other six children first used both kinds of expressions in the 

same recording. 

However , non- nominal expressions were particularly prominent 

in the early speech of all the children. If we look at lists of 

the first ten or so expressions each child produced, non- nominal 

expressions predominate (see Table 30). 78 of the 122 expressions 

in these lists are non~nominal. This is despite the fact that 

.. 
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more names were used over all. 

Furthermore, non-nominal expressions were particularly 

frequent in the early period. Children used names more . 

frequently as they grew older. In the corpora of eight 

children , including the five children whose first language was 

recorded , the percentage of nominal utterances increased in the 

second half of the period in which utterances were recorded (see 

Table 31, Fig . l) . 

Several children would suddenly use names very frequently 

for a session or two and would then use them less freqeuntly 

(see Fig.l) . Often these nominal peaks were associated with 

the introduction of many new names. It was as if the child 

suddenly became interested in naming. It is interesting that 

these naming explosions occurred after the child had several 

well-established non-nominal expressions. 

Names were more likely to appear in only one session than 

non-nominals . In groups II and III, on average, 72% of the names 

occurred i n only one session while only 54% of the non-nominals 

did f see Table 32) . (The copora of group I could not be analysed 

in this way ). If we just look at non- nominals of the first six 

types , the figures are even stronger. Only 15 of the 59 such 

expressions (or 25i) occurred in only one session , and 13 of 

these were direction expressions . It seemed that once a non­

nominal expression appeared it was more likely to continue to 

be used than a name . Names were more likely to appear briefly 

and then apparently drop out of the child ' s language , at least 

temporarily . 

Non-nominal expressions w~re more likely to be used by 

several children . 11. 5% of al l the non-nominal expressions were 
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used by more than 5 of the children, while only 4.5% of the 

na mes were used by more than 5 children (see Table 26 and Table 

3 4) • Again, the figures are even more striking if we just 

consider non-nominals encoding notice, disappearance, etc., that 

is, non-nominals of the first six kinds. All these expressions 

except "out" were used by more than five children. 

Finally, there was more individual variation in the 

number of nc1mes children used than in the number of non-nominal 

expressions they used. All the children in each group used 

about the same number of non-nominal expressions, but some 

children in each group used many more names than others. Some 

children used about the same number of names and non-nominals. 

while other children used more than twice as many names as 

non-nominals. However, there was no sharp distinction between 

nominal children and less nominal children. Instead, there was 

a kind of continuum between less nominal, more nominal and 

moderately nominal children (see Table 28 & 35, Fig.2). 

This pattern is similar in some ways to the pattern of 

individual variation reported by Nelson (1975 a). Nelson claims 

that children in the one-word period can be divided into two 

groups, a referential group, who use large numbers of names 

and are concerned with tpe referential and descriptive functions 

of language , and an expressive group, who use large nwnbers of 

social and expressive expressions and are concerned with the 

manipulative, affective, social functions of language. 

The data from these children support Nelson's claim that 

some children use more names than other children. However, there 

are three respects in which the pattern of individual variation 

I have described is not like the pattern described by Nelson. 



L. .J.. .1. -

First, there w 
as no trade 

off between names express ions. The h ana non-nominal 
c ildren Who 

fewer non-nominal used more 
names did not use 

expressions. 
Instead 1 about the same ' a 1 the childr_ en used number f 

o non-nominal 
addition, some expressions, and , in 

Children used 
more names than others . the children could Second, 

was a continuwn of more 
not be di .d 

vi ea into two groups. Instead, there 

non-nominal expres . 
and less nom1.·na1 children. Third , 

s1.ons were not 
usually social or expressive. On the contrary, they 

were as descripti 
ve and, in a sense, as 

referential as names . They simpl d . 
Y escr1.bed aspects of the world 

other than objects and b 
0 j ect properties. Some non- nominal 

expressions, such as "by -b 11 e ye and "yes" , were social or 
expressive , but there was no 

1 re ationship between the use of 
such expressions and the use of 

names . Some children used 
large numbers of names and used 

many social expressions , and . 
some children used few d 

names an used many social expressions 
(see Table 35). 

Of course, 1·t 1·s d'ff ' 1 1cult to gauge the importance of any 

particular class of expressions in the one-word period . But we 

might plausibly look at how many expressions are in the class , 

how frequently the expressions are used, how early they appear, 

how consistently they are used throughout the period and how 

likely they are to be used by several children. If we consider 

all but the first of .these measures, non-nominal expressions 

play a more important role in the child's early language than 

names. At least, we must accept that there are two equally 

important classes of early expressions , a small class of non­

nominal expressions that are frequently, commonly and consistently 

used and a larger class of less frequently, commonly and 
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consistently used names. The most important of these non­

nomina l expressions seem to encode notice, location, rejection, 

repetition, success and failure, disappearance and direction. 

The different properties of names and n on- nominal 

expressions may help to explain the relative neglect of non­

nominals in the literature . As we have seen, there is one respect 

in which names are particularly prominent; there are more 

different names than there are non-nominals . In a classical 

diary study of early language this is exactly the aspect of 

lang uage most likely ' to be recorded . Diaries typically record 

the appearance of a new word. The recurrence of an old word or 

the frequency with which a word is used are not typically 

recorded. Nor are comparisons made between differe nt children. 

If we simply l ist the new words a child produces , names may seem 

disproportionate ly significant. 

If the findings reported here are correct and are typical 

of children in general , a number of common assumptions about 

early language will need revision. Children's first words 

aren 't necessarily names. Instead , naming is only one of many 

functions of early language, it is neither the earliest not the 

most important function. Instead of being the fons et origo of 

meaning, naming is only one language game among many . 

In this respect the development of expressions such as 

"that " is particula rly interesting . These are among the earliest 

expression s to emerge and are among the most frequently used 

expressions . These expressions seem to reflect a gene ral 

principle that interesting or significant objects may be marked 

linguistically, although specific objects or classes of objects 

are not marked . We might a rgue that indicative expressions 
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es t ablish the ostensive function of language, they establish 

the fact that there is a naming game to be played. Later , 

this function is elaborated in the development o f actual names, 

particularly in the naming explosions . I will discuss this 

relationship in more detail in Chap . 15. 

Ostensive definition can't be the only or the most 

important route by which meaning is established. While ostensive 

definition might establish the meaning of names , it could not 

be used to establish t~e meaning of non-nominals. You can't 

point to a no or a more . 

The notion that expressions intitally refer to concrete 

objects a nd are then used in progressively more abstract ways 

is not applicable to the development of non- nominal expressions. 

Chil<lren use non-nominal expressions in highly abstract ways in 

their earliest speech. That is, they can apply these expressions 

appropriately to a wide variety of situations that do not 

involve similar objects or actions. 

Also , intrinsically relational concepts are not encoded 

a fter concepts of objects or properties. The concepts encoded 

by the most important non-nominal expressions all involve relation­

ships, often quite complex ~elationships, between the child , 

objects and actions. 

These claims about the origin and development of meaning 

and many other similar claims depend on the belief that the chilg's 

first words are names . At best, it is claimed that early non­

nominals are social, pragmatic or expressive, and are therefore 

not partic ularly relevant to the development of meaning. At least 

as far as these nine children are concerned this belief is 

simply false . Many of the most important of these children's 
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early words encoded facts about the world, but did not name 
objects. 

;,.· ......... 



TABLE 28 

Number of Names and Non-Nominal Expressions Used 

Names - Non-Nominal Percent of Names 
Jonathan 120 53 71 
Henry 74 49 60 
Rachel 110 53 68 
John 32 22 60 
Christian 37 19 67 
Harriet 43 22 66 
Paul 36 35 51 
Hannah 86 52 63 
Anna 55 45 55 

593 350 



!ABLE 29 

Number of Nominal and Non-Nolilinal Utterances 

Nominal Utterances Non-NOllli.nal Utterances 
Jonathan 

780 1556 
Henry 

861 1241 
Rachel 

99 l 501 
John 159 283 
Christian 220 276 
Harriet 399 551 
Paul 180 614 

Hannah 290 663 
t 
I 372 819 l 

Anna 

4252 6504 



~LE 30 

First Words 
* The firS

t 
ten Words used were recorded. If the tenth wo

rd occurred in the middle of .a session the other words in that session were recorded . 

Jonathan 

I Down 
3 There 

Hello 
s Hereyare 
9 This 
11 Ah h 

Duck 
16 Up 

Bird 
17 Oh Dear 

Mama 
Dada 
Trousers 

John 

That 
Gone 
Bye Bye 
Up 
Down 
Eight 
Lorry 
Daddy · 
Baby 
Potato 
Flower 

Paul -

2 

3 

That 
There 
Gone 
No 
Yes 
Car 
MolllllY 
Hereyare 
Look 
Rupert 
Oh 
Down 
Yeh 

GROUP I 

!!_enrx 

I No 
7 Gone 

Hereyare 
Wasat 

8 Thak kew 
9 Oh No 

More 
Mommy 

12 Tickle 
Hot 

GROUP II 

Christian 

That 
Got it 
Keys 
Bird 
Daddy 
Baby 

2 Down 
Drink 
Garden 
Car 
Mother 
Clock 
Glasses 

GROUP III 

Hannah 

That/Th~re 
Gone 
No 
Me 
On 
Yucch 
Yes 
Down 
Heave 
Hello 
Again 
Brrm 
Hereyare 

Rachel 

There 
Push Chair 
Mommy 
Simon 

2 Down 
Bye 

4 No 
Fall 
Mine 
Car 

Harriet 

That/There 
Gone 
No 
Push 
Down 
Quack 

2 No 
Drink 
Bye Bye 
Bear 
Car 
Brmr Brmr 
Book 
Toohoo 

~ 
Whatsat 
Dere 
Gone 
No 
More 
Off 
Broke 
Two 
Hello 
Poor 

Cuddle Oh 
Yes Guy 
Book Cup 

Chair 
Ball 
Baby 
Monuny 
Teddy 
Looloo 
Bubble 
Cat 
A 



TABLE 31 

Percentage of Nominal Utterances in 1st and 2nd halves of the recording period 

1st half 
2nd half 

Total Utterances Nominal Utterances Percent Total Utterances Nominal Utterances Percent 

Jonathon 364 13 3. 6 1972 767 38.9 

Henry 278 98 35. 3 1824 763 4 I. 8 

Rachel 140 60 42.9 1352 931 68.9 

263 89 33.8 179 70 39.J 

John 
68 32. 7 288 152 52.8 

Christian 208 

95 34. 7 676 304 45.0 

Harriet 274 
6;0 644 171 26.6 

Paul 
150 

9 

24. I 721 234 32.5 

Hannah 232 
56 

35 . 7 763 219 28.7 

428 
153 

Anna 



John 

Christian 

Harriet 

Paul 

Hannah 

Anna 
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TABLE 32 

Percentage of Names and Non-Nominal Expressions Used in Only One Session 

Nominal 
Non-Nominal 

Number Total Percent .: Number Total 

24 32 75 12 22 

27 37 72 12 19 

24 43 56 9 22 

30 36 83 18 35 

72 
86 84 28 52 

34 
55 62 26 45 

Percent 

55 

63 

41 

51 

54 

58 

I 

) 
t 
J 

l 
~ 
~ 

\ 

·--=?1 
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TABLE 34 'I f I 

l!i 
··! 

Number of Children Using Each Name 

4 Children 
Mommy Box Letter Socks 

8 Children Green Garden Clothes 
Daddy Train Weeble Ears 
Book House Mouse Milk 
Baby Head Lion Coffee 
Car Chair Feet Egg 
Boy Hand Gun Bag 

Red Kangaroo Lego 
6 Child;i;:en Button Dinner Chin 

Clock 3 Children Lid Face 
Eyes Bird Big Picture 
Noise Door White Camper 
Ball Lorry Brrm Brm Boat 
Spoon Hat Hone Watch 
Teddy Window Toohoo James 
Cat Key Airplane Hann~er 
Dog Bike Mouth + 223 expressions 
Water Donkey Tea use d by only I 

l Children Kermit Block child 
Duck Toy Knee 
Nose Blue Cake Total 333 
Man Bed Dress 
Shoes Nana Soap 
Doll Fish 
Yellow Bubble 
Hoise Wet 
Water Apple Pram 

4 Children Boots Finger 
Hot Alison Lady 
Dirty 2 Children Monkey 

· Coat Trousers Table 
Bear Elephant Painting 
Piggy Tractor Giraffe 
Cow Phone Round 
Cup Light Balloon 
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CHAPT£R 12 

WOIU}s AND 
PLANs 

that 
od 

a nUmber of . 
enc e aspects of 1 unpo t P ans. r ant early 

In this 
summarize the evid chapter I will briefly 

expressions 

ence for t his . 
1what this cl · claim and · 1 a1m sugge wi 1 then consider 

sts about th 
linguistic and . e r elationship between 

cognitive d evelopment. 
development of 

1 
1 will consider the 

pans, I Wil l claim th 
concepts encoded b at at least 

y non-nominal 
some of the 

I wi ll then 
expressions appear after 18 months. 

a rgue that th e acquisition of non-nominal 
expressions could f acilitate the d evelopment of th e concepts 
those expressions encode. Finally , 1 will consider the 

implications of this argwnent for the later developreent of 

language. 

Plans and No_ • n nominal Expressions 

When we have a 1 pan, we recognise that the present s t ate 

of affai rs may be transformed into a non-existent, possible, 

fu tu·r e state of affairs, by means of an action, if objects 

behave in the expected way . If we call the non-existent, 

possible, future state of affairs a goal, we might say that~ 

plan involves an action that is performed in order t o achieve 

a goal (see cha p .5). I needed to invoke the concept of a plan 

in order to explain a number of features of early linguistic 

behavior. The meaning of many expressions could only be defined 

in the se terms. Direction expressions like "down", "up", and 

l .k "nake" "get" and "find", 
"the re", and other e xpressions 1 e 

1 
• 

. tent "gone", seemed to encode features of 
and to a certain ex , 

. brought about by actions, r ather than 
the states of affairs 
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faa tu res of the actions themselves. However , in the early 

period, the expressions were only used when these states of 

a ff a irs were the goals of actions. So •there• was used when 

children tried to shift the location of objects , and •gone• 

was used when they tried to make objects disappear. 

Other expressions encoded more abstract aspects of plans. 

"The re " and "Oh dear" marked the fact that an action did or 

did not bring about a goal. "No" marked the fact that the child 

refused to act to bring about a goal s uggested by someone else, 

that his goals were incompatible with the consequences of some­

one else's actions , that his action failed to bring about a goal, 

o r that he simply decided not to act to bring about a goal. 

"More" marked the fact that an action, with a particular goal, 

was repeated. 

The common f a ctor in the contexts in which these expressions 

were used was neither an action nor a state of affairs. Instead , 

I ha d to specify an action, and a state of affairs tha t was the 

goal of tha t action , a state of affairs that action was intended 

to bring about , in order to explain the way these express ions 

were used . In other words I had to specify a plan. 

I also had to claim that these expressions encoded aspects 

of plans in order to explain some more general features of the 

contexts in which they were used. I had to explain why 

expressions l ike "more" , "down" , "there" and "gone" were used 

both before and after actions were performed or states of 

affairs ensued. These two contexts involve different actions 

and states of affairs , but involve the same plan, since we have 

a plan before we actually implement it. Similarly,! had to 

expla in why some expressions were used when actions failed to 
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achieve a goal 
, as we11 

as When 
the events in th they succeeded. ese two Again, while 
t he . contexts are 

same . Finally, I h different, the pl an is 
ad to ex 1 . 

when the chi· ld P ain why exp requested ressions were used 
that some 

that would lead one else perform an action 
to a certain 

result, as l 
t ried to achieve th we 1 as when they 

at result d irect1y . 
This suggests that 

the expressions d ' 
b t on t encode actions, u are concerned with 

goals that might b 
e achieved by influencing 

the actions of others. 

The Development of Plans 
I have argued that 

we need to postulate plans in order to 
explain the child ' s early language. 

But we might also infer 
the existence of plans fro th . 

m e child ' s non- linguistic behavior. 
When a c hild solves a jig-saw 1 puzz e , for instance, turning 

pieces that don ' t f it, trying new · pieces in different spaces, 

and searching for missing pieces, e f 1 h h w ee tat e is acting in 

order t o bring about a particular state of affairs , we feel 

tha t he has a plan. We mi ght trace the pre-linguistic develop­

ment o f plans by examining the child ' s behavior . 

Unfortunate l y , research into the development of intelligent 

action in infancy is still in it's own infancy . Piaget's 

pioneer ing work in Tbe Origins of Intelligence (Piaget , 1953), 

has been supplemented and a l tered by the work of writers like 

Bower (1974, 1978), Bruner ( 1971 , 1973) and Papousek (1967,1969) . 

Still , there i s no established consensus about the deve lopment 

of plans. 

In the following section I will outline an account of t he 

developme nt of inte lligent action tha t is 

least plausible and 
simplifie d , but is at 

necessarily 

is consistent with 
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che empirical findings. I wil l distinguish four types of action, 

action based on innate co - ordinations , action based on learned 

contingencies , action based on plans , and action based 9n 

ins ight . I will argue that these types of action emerge in a 

particular developmental order. 

Innate Actions 

At birth , infants can co-ordinate their actions and their 

environment . These co-ordinations are innately determined , 

certain experiences will elicit appropriate actions even if the 

infant has never had those experiences or performed those 

actions before. Reflexes are the most obvious innate co- ordin­

at ions . Infants turn their heads when they are touched on the 

cheek , they suck whe n they are touched on the mouth. 

Recent research suggests that these innate co-ordinations 

go beyond simple reflexes. One of the most s triking examples 

of such a co-ordination is early reaching. Infants will reach 

appropriately for an object long before they can successfully 

grasp it (Bruner & Koslowski, 1972) . Bower , Broughton and 

Moor~ (1970) have even reported that infants less than two weeks 

old will reach for objects. Another striking innate co-ordination 

is early imitation. Ten day-old infants will appropriate ly 

imitate a range of facial gestures (Me ltzoff & Moore 1977). 

Other social be haviors such as smiling a lso seem to be innately 

related to certa in kinds of experiences . 

Early reaching and imitation are more sophisticated and 

flexible than simple reflexes. Infants adjust the extension 

of their arms to the distance of the object, and even make 

"hand shaping " movements appropriate to the size of the object . 

They can accurately reproduce a wide range of gestures. Never-



- 219 -

theless, like reflexes these co-ordinations of action and 

perception appear to be innately determined rather than learned . 

Learned Actions 

Sometime after birth , the infant notices that particular 

actions are followed by particular events. The infant can then 

reproduce an action in order to reproduce the event that 

followed that action . Conditioning experiments provide examples 

of this kind of action. Infants can learn to suck at a pa rticular 

rate (Lipsitt & Kaye, 1964), or to turn their heads (Papousek , 

1967), or to vocalise (Rheingold et al, 1959) if these actions 

are followed by reinforcement. 

However, this kind of operant conditioning is only a 

special case of a more general process. Infants don't seem to 

care particularly what the event is that follows their action . 

They will act in order to reproduce almost any event. For 

example, six to ten week old infants can learn to produce a 

sequence of head movements in order to activate a display of 

flashing lights. However, after they learn the appropriate 

response they typically pay almost no attention to the lights 

except for a brief glance to confirm that their action has had 

the appropriate effect (Papousek, 1969) . More generally, 

infants will learn to produce events that are not obviously 

reinforcing . They will learn to suck in order to see a picture , 

(Sigueland & De Lucia 1969), they will learn to pull a string 

in order to move a mobile (Piaget, Monnier , 1977). 

Clearly, these co-ordinations of action and perception are 

more powerful than the innate co-ordinations. They allow the 

child to learn new connections between action and experience 

and even to create new combinations of actions . We might even 
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want to argue that the child's actions are intelligent and 

goal-directed at this stage. After all, the infant does seem 

to act in order to bring about a certain result. 

However , there are several respects in which the child's 

ac tions at this stage are severely limited. First, the infant 

can apparently only reproduce actions that he has already 

produced spontaneously , like sucking and head-turning . At best 

he can combine these actions so that he can, for example, 

produce a sequence of head-turns in different directions. But 

he can't create new actions that are appropriate to a 

particular goal . If an action is ineffective all the infant can 

do is to reproduce it less and less enthusiastically until he 

eventually gives up. As we sha l l see , older infants and adults 

can investigate alternative forms of action. 

Another limitation of early learned action is that the 

infant doesn ' t understand the connection between his action 

and the event that follows it . He behaves in the same way when 

the link between the action and the event is arbitrary, and 

when· there is some logical connection between the action and the 

event . 

As a result of this lack of understanding, the young infant 

inappropriately generalises successful responses . Piaget (1953) 

describes how infants develop what he calls ''magical procedures". 

An action which gave rise to a particular event is used to 

reproduce other events that are quite unrelated to that action. 

For example, at seven months Jacqueline learns how to pull 

a string on her carriage which makes the hood of the carriage 

move. When Piaget then swings a watch in front of her , or moves 

a book, she pulls on the string , looking at the watch or the 
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book, as if that action would also make those objects move. 

Similarly, at a slightly later stage, infants learn how to pull 

on a support to get an object. If the object is placed on one 

side of the support , the infants will still pull the support. 

We will see how the infant develops similar magical procedures 

in search tasks in chap.13. Older infants don ' t make these 

kinds of errors. 

Planned Actions 

We don ' t know how these limited forms of action are eventu­

ally transformed into highly-structured,goal-directed,intelligent 

action . However, there appear ~o be three important changes 

that take place between about three months and twelve months, 

and that allow the infant to overcome the limitations of his 

early actions. 

First, the child_ learns how to hierarchically order the 

various action-event sequences he has discovered. When the 

child can't perform an action that will lead to an event directly, 

he can perform another action that will bring about another 

event that will allow him to perform the action that will achieve 

his original goal . For example, at a certain point infants 

discover that grasping an object and pulling it moves it 

towards them. They also discover that striking an object 

displaces it sideways . According to Piaget (1953) , sometime 

after the infant has learned these two sequences he learns how 

to co-ordinate them . After about seven months he can move an 

obstacle out of the way in order to grasp an object. 

Bruner (1971,1973) has argued that this development reflects 

an increase in the infant's information-processing capacity. 

As he becomes familiar with a sequence , as it becomes "modularised", 
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l.·t can become a · cons1.tuent sub- routine of a longer sequence. 

Miller, Galanter and Pribram (1960) have also emphasised the 

fact that in order to plan effectively we must be abl e to 

execute sub- routines, and even sub-sub-routines, and still keep 

our ultimate goal in mind. 

The second important advance concerns the child ' s ability 

to generate new a ctions on new objects. This ability can be seen 

most cle arly in what Bruner (1973) has called "mastery play" . 

Bruner , Piaget (1953), Bower (1974) and even Dr. Spock (1966) 

ha ve a ll described the way seven-month-olds systematically apply 

all the actions in their repertoire to a new object . This is 

one of the most typica l and striking features of the infant's 

behavior at this stage. 

By exploring new objects in this way the infant great l y 

i ncreases his chance of discovering new connections between 

actions and events . At least some of the actions he performs 

on each new object are likely to lead to interesting new 

consequences. The infant doesn ' t simply have to rely on the 

world or developmental psychologists to provide him with 

interesting contingencies . As Bower (1979) puts it, the infant 

begins to experiment rather than merely being experimented on . 

Piaget (1953) has distinguished two types of ear l y mastery 

play. According to Piaget, infants tend to apply familiar 

actions to new objects between about eight months and twelve 

months . After twelve months they begin to vary the actions 

they perform on new objects. If you give a nine- month-ol d a 

new toy he will hit it , drop it , suck it , and so on . A 

t hirteen- month- old wil l hit it hard and then hit it gently , or 

drop it close t o the ground and then drop it from a height. The 
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older infant can create new actions as well as acting on new 

objects (see chap.15). 

Monnier (1977) has also described changes in the ~ay 

infants experiment . In her study the infants could pull on 

cuffs attached to strings which activated a mobile. The apparatus 

could be arranged so that different kinds of movements of 

diffe rent limbs were effective. Nine-month-olds initially 

produce d a burst of activity of all their limbs until they 

discovered the effective one. Later, this was refined into 

separate movements of each limb until the controlling limb 

was discovered . Older babies systematically altered both the 

limbs they used and the movements they made. They would first 

try an upward movement of their arm and then try a downward 

movement. Moreover , they continued to systematically experiment 

even after they found an effective movement. If they success-

fully tried an upward arm movement they would then try a down-

ward movement or a leg movement. 

It seems that by about twelve months the infant can, and will , 

systemati cally generate an unlimited number of new action-event 

sequences. Unlike the two-month- old , he is no longer limited 

to reproducing the action- event sequences that happen to take 

place around him. 

At the same time that the infant is learning how to 

generate new actions he is also learning more and more about 

the nature of objects. This is an extremely complex process . 

We will explore some aspects of the infant's changing understanding 

of the world in later chapters . For the moment , the important 

point is that the infant ' s changing theories of the world 

modify his actions . 
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In particular, the infant begins to accept only action­

event sequences that fit his theory of the world. After nine 

months the infant will only pull on a support to get an_ object 

if ·he actual ly sees that the object is on the support (Piaget, 

1953 , Bower, 1979). Similarly, as we shall see in chap . 13, 

after about a year the infant will only raise a cup to find an 

object if he has seen the object disappear under the cup. In 

general, "magica l procedures" are employed less and less. 

This change can actually make certain tasks more difficult 

for older infants than for younger ones. Bower (1979) reports 

that infants below the age of nine months can easily learn how 

to kick in order to break a light beam in order to make a picture 

pop up . Obviously , from the child's point of view, the connection 

between the action of kicking and the event that follows it is 

quite arbitrary . Infants older than nine months find it much 

more difficult to learn this connection , some infants can't 

learn the connection at all. 

Similarly, young infants can easily learn a new contingency. 

Infants can learn to turn their heads in response to a buzzer 

and do nothing in response to a bell . When the experimenter 

reverses these contingencies so that the infants have to do 

noth i ng in response to a buzzer and turn the ir heads in response 

to a bell , very young infants can learn the new r esponse (Lipsitt 

1969). Similarly, in the Monnier experiment described above , 

the nine- month- oia infants could first learn that their right 

arm activated the mobile , and then, when the exper imente r 

changed the contingency , they could learn that their l eft foot 

and no t their right arm contro1led the mobile. Older infants 

found such tasks much more difficult . Once the infants had 



- 225 -

thoroughly experimented with the apparatus , and had discovered 

the connection between a particular action and a particulclr event, 

the y refused to accept a new contingency. The y simply gave up 

when the action was no longer effective. These infants seemed to 

a ssume that they had discovered some real connection between the 

move me nt of their limb and the movement of the mobile, and tha t 

this e xpla ined the efficacy of their action. Once they had deve­

loped this theory they would not even try an action- event 

sequence that seemed to violate it. 

These three developments, the development of the ability 

to heirarchica lly order action- event sequences, to genera t e new 

action-event sequences , and to limit acceptable action-event 

sequences to those that conform to a theory of the world, 

work toge ther to allow the infant to solve problems intelligently . 

The young inf~nt who wants to produce an event can only do so 

if some action has produced that event in the past. 'I'he older 

infant can experiment to see which actions might produce the 

event. By itself , however, this experimental ability would 

not get him very far. If he had to try out all the possible action­

event sequences before he found the correct one , he would not be 

likely to solve the problem. However, his theory of the world 

restricts the number of possible solutions . He will only try 

actions tha t are connected in some way to the event he wants 

to produce. 

For example, suppose we present an infant with a rotary 

lever which has a toy placed on one end, as Koslowski and 

Bruner (1972) did . In order to get the toy the infant has to 

s wivel the l ever so that the far end moves towa rds him . In 

this task he has t o discover an appropriate action-event 
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Piaget (195)) d 
escribes Similar forms of 

problem-solving at 
At l,o, Lucienne c 

annot use a stick to draw a 
dista nt object towards her. 

She is restricted to familiar 
actions like reaching for the 

object or pulling the support 
it rests on. In the next few months, . h int e course of play, 

Lucienne discovers that the st1.· ck can d i splace objects. At 

1,4,0 she sees a distant obJ·ect. sh t k e a es a stick and begins 

t o experiment with it to see its effect on the object. She 

moves the stick so that it touches the object, she pushes 

the object from side to side, she wiggles the stick, and 

eventual ly she uses it to draw the object t owards her. 

In both these cases the infant solves the problem by 

generating new actions which give rise to new events, among the m the 

event they want to bring about. However, they only try actio n s 

that are related to the des ired event . Lucienne, for example , 

only begins to experiment when the stick is actually t ouching 

they manage to keep the ultimate goal 
the object . Moreover, 
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insightful behavi o r in men and apes . 

Infants seem to develop this ability sometime after they 

learn to solve problems by means of experimentation. In the 

Koslowski and Bruner experiment infants over eightee n months 

could solve the problem immediat ely , as an adul t would, without 

a period of experimentation. Similarly , Piaget (195 3) r~ports 

that La ure nt, like Lucienne , learned how to us e a stick to fetch 

an object. However , Laurent, who was sixteen months old , 

immdeia t e ly used the s tick appr opriately as soon as he saw the 

s tic k and the object t ogether . 

We d on't understand how the child moves from solving 

d error to solving tbem by insight. The most 
problems by trial an 

child reflects on his own 
plausible explanation is t hat the 

1 behavior and in some experimenta 
way constructs a model of the 
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First , the child learns how to beir a rchiacally order action­

event sequences. Second, he learns how t o generate nev dCtion­

event sequences , he learns how to experiaent. Finally , he 

lear ns t o only accept action- event s equences if they f i t his 

t heory o f t he wor l d. These three devleopments allow the infant 

to produce real l y i ntelligent qoal-directed action. After he 

he is about a year old , t he infant who is faced with a new 

situa tion can c onstruct a new action designed t o brin~ about a 

new event. about eighteen mont hs, tbe infant begins Finally , at 

On hl· s own problem- solving behavior and he learns t o ref lect 

of actions and ob jects t hat allows hia how t o construct a model 

action- event sequences . to consider hypothetical 
. his head instead 

al l ows him to do experiments in 

hands. 

This model 

of wi t h his 
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The Development of Plans and the Development of 

Non-nominal Expressions. 

How is this pattern of cognitive development related to 

the development of early language, particularly the development 

of non-nominal expressions? The plans I described in chap.5 

appear to be most like the structures that appear at about 

twelve months. They do not just involve the repetition of 

familiar action- event sequences. Instead, the children 's actions 

were usually new and were clearly constructed with an eye to 

a particular goal. Also, the children seemed to recognise 

the connection between their actions and the events that 

followed them. 

Children typically used these expressions when they were 

involved in solving new and difficult tasks. They said "there", 

"no", "more" and "oh dear" in the course of solving jig-saw 

puzzles , pushing blocks into the puzzle mailbox, nesting 

beakers or constructing towers of beakers. Typically, children 

experimented with a variety of actions in order to achieve a 

goal, and they tried new actions if an action was ineffective. 

These activities appear to r~quire a relatively high level of 

intelligent action. They are like the activities children 

engage in after twelve months. 

In order to use non-nominal expressions to encode aspects 

of plans children must have developed plans. I have suggested 

that plans in the full sense , that is, plans in which a new 

action is genuinely adapted to a goal , do not begin to emerge 

until about a year. 

Are plans all that is needed in order to use these 

expressions or do non-nominal meanings presuppose even more 
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together the actions that have led to a 
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t 
be able to compare the present state of affairs with 

past states of affairs and note whether or not they match. 

Similarly, he must be able to compare present actions and 

past actions and decide whether or not to perform a part icular 

action. These abilities allow the child to produce actions 

that are designed to lead to a particular consequencP.. 

Dy themselves, however, these abilities are not sufficient 

to develop concepts of success, failure, refusa l and r epetition . 

In order to plan effectively the child needs to compare the 

that fo llows an action to the state of affiars state of affairs 

he wanted to bring about. But in order to develop concepts of 

a r e these comparlsons and success and failure he needs to comp 

matches and mismdtches. to sort them into Similarly, in order 
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In short , while the 
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generalise about actions 
and events, compare them and make 

decisions about them in order to 
act intelligently, he doesn 't 

have to ~eneralise about his own generalisations, comparisons 

and decisions. Yet expressions like "no", "more", "there" and 

"oh dear" seem to encode J. ust these sorts of generalisations . 

These e xpressions seem to require an ability to step back and 

consider the workings of one's own planning system. 

The distinction between the concept of a particular type 

of plan, the sort of concept encoded by "make" or direction 

expression s , and the more abstract concepts encoded by "no " 

and "more " ffid Y be clarified by consider ing an analogous 

distinction in the realm of objects . 
we need to distinguish 
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In order to develop the abstract 
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'there" and II oh dear II the 

child must at least be able to formulate pl ans , and he must 

also have developed higher-level concepts . 

It seems p l ausible to suppose that abstract concepts pertain­

ing to plans are developed sometime after the child develops 

plans , that is , some time after a year . The development of these 

concepts seems to depend on some of t he same underlying changes 

tha t allow the child to develop insight at about 18 months. 

In both cases , the child has to be able to reflect on his 

1 · and to operate on a model of that behavior . panning behavior 

allows the child to construct hypothetical 
In one case , this 

and t e make predictions . In the other case , 
courses of act i on 
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"more", "gone", "d " 
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involve plans. These plans are apparently developed sometime 

between the ages of twelve and eighteen months. However , some 

of the earliest and most important of these expressions , namely 

"there ", "oh dear", "no" and "more" encode abstract aspects of 

plans rather than properties of plans . These concepts seem to 

require not only the ability to formulate plans, but also the 

ability to act on representations of plans. I have argued 

characteristic of a higher stage of that such conc~pts are 

cognitive development. Some 0 ·f the concepts encoded by non-

seem to be developed in Piaget's stage 6 , nominal expressions 

(Piaget 1953), t hat is, between the age 5 of eighteen and twenty-

four months. 
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later these distinctions ar e encoded linguistically. However , 

the e v idence of non-nominal expressions suggest that concepts 

and their e ncodings might develop a t t he same time . This 

s ugges ts a mode l more l i ke those suggest ed by Vygotsky (1962), 

Brune r (1 966 ) a nd Bower (1979) in which language development 

actually facil itates conceptual development. In the following 

t o describe how this sort of development section I will try 

might take place. If we picture linguistic devel opment in 

. features of non-nominal numbe r of other puzzling this way, a 

expressions a lso become clearer. 

Imagine the 
e i ghteen- month-o ld child. He world of the 

has t blished developed and es a 

his time exploiting this new 

tha t r equire pla n s , by tasks 

nd he 'll spend much of p l ans , a 

achievement . He 'll be fascinated 

a nd he ' 11 even construct s uch tasks 
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circumstances Under these 

i t seems like ly that adults 
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would comment on aspects of plans when they address the child . 

In f ac t the re is evidence that adults frequently provide 

running commentaries on the child ' s acti ons ('l'revarthen , 197 8, 

Newson, 1978, Bruner , 1976). These "play-by-plays" are rather 

puzzling. They don ' t have an obvious communicative inte nt s ince 

the adult is, in a sense, telling the child what he already 

knows, and unlike other forms of caretaker speech they don't 

require a response from the child. However , as we s hall see, 

adult commentaries could help the child to make generalisations 

a bout his activities. Between twelve and twenty- four months 

these activities are likely to involve the formulation and 

impl ementation of plans. 

Commentaries could be an important source of non-nominal 

expressions. Consider for example the following commentary 

reported by Trevarthen (1978). "Put it in there. Take it out . 

There it is . Shake, shake, shake. Put it on there. That's it! 

In again . Out, put it in. No? That's it. Out again". At 

the same time adults will also .use non-nominal expressions in 

other contexts. 

Now suppose that the child is ready to develop higher level 

concepts of s uccess , failure, rejection a nd repetition , and 

suppose that in some sense the dynamics of his cognit ive system 

are pushing him to develop such concepts. The child ' s 

attention would be drawn to contexts that involve these 

concepts. These contexts would be divided up by linguistic 

markers . Successful plans would be marked by "there", r epeated 

plans would be marked by "more " and so on. This labelling 

could help the child to make the appropriate conceptua l 

distinctions and generalisations. At the same time, the fact 
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on c a rds with a squar e and C only appeared on cards with a circle , 

and triangles, squares and circles were the only blue shapes . 

A, B, and C appeared on the back of cards of different colours, 

and other letters appeared on the back of blue cards. 

Wha t sort of behavior might we expect in this situation? 

we would expect that the prese nce of the symbols which 

classified the cards would help the subject t o discover the 

correct generalisations. At the same time, in order to understand 

the mea ning of A, B , and C, he would a lso need to make this 

gener alisation . Thus the construction of the conceptual categories 

encoded by the symbols, and the decoding of the symbols would 

take place simultaneously and would facilitate each other. The 

genera lisation about triangles , circles and squares would 

simultaneously be a solution to the conceptual probl em , and 

be a hypothesis about the meaning of the letters . 

also exp
ect that the subject would initially 
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Of course, once th . . e or1g1nal problem w as solved he might 

become inte rested in th e code as a problem in it's own right , and 

wo uld decode these aspects of it as well . Al so , he could use the 

code to solve other problems, a nd extend h i s understanding of 

it appropriately. 

The eighteen-month-old's acquis1·t1·on of non-nominal 

e xpress ions could be analogous to the adult's acquisition of the 

letter code. 
However, the task would be set by the requirements 

of the deve loping cognitive system, r ather than by a set of 

instructions . Cognitive constraints would affe ct the child ' s 

language l earning in two ways . First, they would draw the 

child's attention to some contexts rather than others, and 

consequently to some linguistic ffiarkers r ather than others . It 

seems r easonable to suppose that the child ' s attention is likely 

to be focused on situations he is trying to understand . Familiar 

and well-established situations , like the child's performance 

of a simple act i on, Or hl
·s perception of a certain col our, would 
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c o ntexts ra ther than others. The child couldn ' t make 

generalisations that were beyond his cognitive competence. 

For example , if he couldn ' t understand the concept of propos­

itional negation , he obviously couldn ' t hypothesise that "no " 

encoded that concept. But, more significantly, the child would 

also be biased against making e~sy generalisations. 

This idea isn ' t as easy to capture as the idea that the 

child wouldn ' t pay attention to unproblematic situations . But 

it seems plausible to suppose that the child is motivated to 

develop n e w concepts, rather than to simply operate with the 

concepts he already has. There seems to be a sort of epistemo­

logical d r ive that leads us to explore cognitive frontiers. 

This drive might lead the child to use linguistic clues to 

const ruct new generalisation, instead of just mapping linguistic 

markers on to well- established concepts . At least, when he 

constructed a new gereralisation on the basis of the occurr ence 

of a linguistic expression, he would be particularly likely 

to store information about that expression , and to use the 

expression productively . In this way the developing cognitive 

sys tem could act like the instruction to develop a three-fold 

classification in the adult task . Even if we noticed that other 

class ifications or generalisations were possible , we would only 

stor e three-fold classifications in the adult task, or new 

classifications in the child's task. 

If children acquire expressions like "there", "no ", "more" 

and "oh dear" in this wa y we can explain why these expressions 

appear at the same time as the concepts they encode. Also, we 

can explain why these abstract expressions appear at such an 

early stage , even before expressions that e ncode simpler concepts 
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the two · word stage. 'rhey are among the most important of the 

"pivot class '' of expressions. Five of Brown ' s eleven categories 

of sema ntic relations in the two word-stage are formed by combining 

these expressions wi th names . However, by the time they appear 

in two- word strings the meaning of these expressions has 

changed. 

Brown describes some of these expressions as "operations of 

reference" marking abstract concepts of existence, non- existence 

a nd recurrence that are applicable to objects as well as to 

plans . Direction expressions mark locative relationships between 

objects . We have seen these developments taking place in the 

corpora presented here . Direction expressions eventually mark 

static locative r e lationships , "no '' is eventually used to 

negate propositions, and ''more" comes to mark the similarity 

of objects . 

It is interesting that these expressions marking operations 

of reference and locative re l ations originally mark aspects of 

plans. This suggests a parallel cognitive development in which 

these· concepts are the outcome of the development of intelligent 

action . The changes in the meaning of these expressions might 

reflect the same interaction between cognitive and linguistic 

development that led to the acquisition of these expressions in 

the first place. 

The fact that, in adult language , these expressions are 

used in contexts involving plans and in contexts involving 

objects cou ld help the child to make the appropriate generalisations . 

On the other hand , the fact that the child has already developed 

concepts of negation , success, repetition and location, in 

r elation to his own plans , and used these expressions to encode 
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t he m, would make it easier for him to unde r s tand uttera nces 

o f these expressions that were applied to obje cts. At a n 

earlie r stage these utterances would just have bee n incom­

prehensible. 

Another example of this sort of development might be the 

a cquisition of agent - action- object structures . These relation­

s hips play an important role in early syntax. Three more of 

Brown ' s eleven relations encoded by two-word strings involve 

relations of this kind . Children don't explicitly mark these 

relationships in the one- word period . However, it is 

interesting that these relationships are implicit in plans. A 

p lan involves an agent who carries out an action in order to 

e ffect an object in some way. Perhaps after the child develops 

representations of plans he c a n begin to analyse the inte rnal 
~ 

struc ture of plans. He would focus on linguistic phenomena 

that were relevant to this analysis (in this case the phenomena 

would be syntactic rather than lexical) and the fact that this 

interna l structure is linguistically marked would facilitate 

his analysis. 

It would be interesting to see if later linguistic 

developments are also motivated by cognitive problems , and if 

the acquisition of new linguistic structures helps to solve 

these problems . Certainly, the adult acquisition of new lexical 

items or new meanings for lexical items , often seems to work 

in this way. Learning a new word or learning that a word may 

be used in new contexts often seems to involve a restructuring 

of our conceptual system as well as our linguistic system. For 

example, learning the vocabulary of a science and understanding 

the concepts of the science seem to go hand in hand. Moreover, 
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this fact often seems to motivate our acquisition of new 

lexical items . We pay attention to the vocabulary of a 

science precisely because we think that acquiring this 

vocabulary will facilitate our understanding of the science . 

Ca rey (1978) has suggested that three and four-year-olds 

restructure their conceptual system when they acquire a new 

l e xical item. In her experime nts, children were introduced to 

a new colour term "chromium" which meant olive. Children who 

had previously classified olive objects as "green" refused to 

do so a fter they were exposed to the new term, even when they 

couldn ' t remember what the new term was. These children would 

use some other term for this colour, or would simply say that 

they did not know what the name of that colour was. 

This interaction between linguistic and cognitive 

development could also affect the acquisition of syntactic 

structures . The early acquisition of agent-action-object 

structures is one example. Just as the fact that two contexts 

are marked by the same expression may help us to make a 

generalisation about these contexts , so the fact that two 

contexts are marked by the same syntactic structure, or that 

two expressions play the same syntactic role , may help us to 

make conceptual generalisations . At the same time the attempt 

to gain a greater understanding of these contexts or expressions 

might motivate us to pay attention to these syntactic structures, 

and might influence our hypotheses about their semantic 

significance. 
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TABLE 36 

Age of Children in Months When ·11no", "more", failure and success expressions were first Recorded 

GROUP I 
GROUP II 

GROUP III 

Jonathan Henry Rachel John Christian Harriet Paul Hannah Anna 

No 22 13 19 20 16 18 18 18 

More 22 20 20 
I 7 23 2J 18 

Failure 
20 19 18 

Expressions* 21 21 22 19 I 7 

Success 20 19 16 )8 19 19 

Expressions* 19 l 7 

* 
Failure Expressions include "Come Off", "Oh Dear", "Oh No" (see Chapter 7) 

* 

Success Express ions inc 1 ude "The re" used to mark success , "Done it" , "Did it" ( see Chapter 7) 

__ __i 
---·--~-



CHAPTER 13 

"GONE" AND THE CONCEP'I' OF DISAPPEARANCE 

We discovered that we could understand the development 

of words that encode aspects of plans by examining the develop­

ment of plans themselves. Similarly , we may learn more about 

the development of "gone " if we examine the development of the 

concept of the disappearance of objects that "gone" seems to 

encode . Fortunately , this area of cognitive development has 

been studied in some detail . Unfortunately, both the experim­

ental results and the interpretations of those results are 

often confusing and contradictory . In the first part of this 

chapter I will try to present an outline of the development of 

the concept of disappearance that is logical and that accounts 

for as much of the data as possible. I will argue that from 

birth until around 18 months the infant builds up a set of 

predictions about disappearances ,and reappearances . After 18 

months this set of predictions is replaced by a general theory 

of objects. I will argue that the concept encoded by " gone" 

is not developed until the child is around 18 months old . 

Finally , I will suggest that the acquisition of "gone " could 

facilitate the development of the 18-month-old theory of objects. 

The Dev e lopment of the Concept of Disappearance 

There are essentially three kinds of experiments that help 

us understand how the child deals with the disappearance of a n 

object. In Piaget ' s original experiments (Piaget, 1954) and 

in most experime nts since then , the experimenter hides the 

object in various ways . ~1en he observes whe ther the infant 

searches for the object that has d isappeared, where he searches 
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for i t and whether he e ventually finds it . More recently, 

a number of exper ime nters , notably Bower, Broughton and t-1oore 

( 19 71), h a ve observed the infant' s eye movements when a_n object 

disappears. ~inally, Bower (1971), Cratch (1976), Charl esworth 

( 19 66) a nd Saal (1975) h ave c r eated un us ual or unexpected 

sequences of disappearance and r eappearance a nd have studied 

the infant ' s r eactions to these events. 

Th ere have b een a number of methodological critic isms of 

these studies, particularly of the first type of study where 

the infant has t o search for an object . It has been a r gued 

that these studies actual ly reveal the infant ' s lack of motor 

s kills or his memory limitations, r a ther than revealing 

conceptual difficulties. I will not consider these methodolo­

gical c ritic isms here . First, I believe these c riticisms can 

be a n s wered (see Bower 1974). Bu t , rnore irnportan t , they are not 

r eally relevant to the purpose of t his chapter . It is clear 

that "gone" encodes a con cept that involves the disappearance 

of objects . If search tasks have nothing to do wi th this 

con cept t h e question of how the concept does develop is stil l 

open . The hypothesis I wi ll present here i s at l east as good 

an altern a tive as any other . If , as is more prob able , search 

t asks do reflect c h a nges in the child ' s understanding of dis­

a ppea r a nce , then the hypothesis s i mp ly becomes stronger . 

An other set of debat es is more relevant to t he problem of 

constructing a hypothesis a bout the concept of disappearance . 

Eve n writers who agree t hat search tasks genuinely measure 

cognitive de velopment d i sagree about the proper way to describe 

that development . The classical Pi agetian view is that the 

infant develops a notion of object permanence. He initially 



...... 

- 246 -

believes that the object ceases to exist when it d isappears . 

In fact, h e c a nno t e v e n represent a n object that i s out of 

sight . Moore (1975) h as a rg ued t ha t the infant develo~s 

object-ide ntity rules . Initially, he be lieves that a n object 

tha t reappears in not the same object as the object tha t 

d i sappeared . Bower (1979) has argued that the infant develops 

a more sophisticated con cept of space . Initially, the infant 

doesn ' t believe that one object can be inside or under another. 

I suspect t hat these d ifficulti es are at least partly 

terminiological . Not surprisingly , the adult language pre­

supposes the con cepts that the infant devleops. Terms like 

"objec t", " e xisten ce", "permanence", "d i sappearance", "identity " , 

"loca tion" and even "a" and " t he " carry with t hem all the 

adult' s ontological b aggage . This makes it extremely difficult 

to describe the inf ant ' s concepts . When we say that a n adult 

be l ieves that an object continues to exist or ceases to exist 

we interpret that claim in terms of the adult theory of objects . 

The developmental evidence suggests that the infant doesn't 

have · this theoretica l background. I t 's not t hat he mistakenly 

believes that the object ceases to e xist , but that he hasn ' t 

de vlcoped the concepts of object a nd existence . 

Clearly there is some sense in which a n infant be l ieves 

that a n object exists , or , at least, represents an object , 

whe ne ver h e predicts that an object that has disappeared will 

reappear . However , a n infant who believes that a n object 

changes its identity whe n it disappears and reappears, or who 

belie ves tha t a n obj ect can e xist at two locati ons at o n ce , o r 

who believes that a n object can ex i st without being at a location 

doesn ' t have the same concept of the object tha n an adult does . 



- 247 -

We might describe this difference in terms of object permanence, 

in terms of object identity , or in terms of space. 

I have chosen to describe this difference in terms of 

predictions about the disappearance and reappearance of config­

uration . By " configuration '' I mean what an adult might call 

the appearance of a n object , that is , a three-dimensiona l, 

palpable , bounded , relatively stable percept. By "disappearance" 

I mean that such a percept is present and then absent . It may be 

absent because it has been replaced by another conf iguration . 

By "reappearance " I mean that the configuration is present , and 

then absent , a nd then present again . I have chosen this 

terminology because it seems to be most neutral, it makes 

few ontological assumptions. 

S uppose , then , that we look at the development of "object 

permanence " i n terms of a set of predictions about perceptual 

configurations. The infant predicts that if an event of a 

certain sort occurs , a nd a configuration disappears , then if 

an e v en t of another sort occurs, the configuration will reappear. 

We ·will see that as the infant grows older he accumulates more 

and more of these p redictions . Eventually , at about eighteen 

montl1s, he will make a generalisation about these predictions, 

and he will assume t hat any perceptual configuration that dis­

appears will reappear except under extraordinary cirumstances . 

The Object from Birth to Nine Months 

Even very y oung infants make some predictions about the 

disappearances a n d reappearances of configurations . Piaget 

(1954) claims that by three months the infant can deal with 

disappearances that are the result of his own move ments. For 

example , he can turn b ack to see an object he had turned away 
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from. This suggests that he has a rule like "if you make 

a move me nt and a configuration disappears, the n if you reverse 

the movement the configuration .will reappear". 

Similarly , young infants can apparently deal with 

disappearances that affect their entire visual field. Piaget 

(1954) reports that a five-month - old will push away a cloth 

that is held in front of him in order to see an object. Bower 

and Wishart (1972) report that five-month - olds will reach for 

a n object after the room has been plunged into darkness . The 

five-month-old may have a rule like " If a configuration 

disappears and everything else disappears too, the the config­

uration will reappear when everything else does ". 

Bower (1974, 1979) has claimed that infants younger than 

nine months can also deal with disappearances that are the 

result of one object moving behinq another object. Bower claims 

that under certain curcumstances , particularly if the hidden 

object is a good distance behind the screen, six- month-olds 

will remove a screen to obtain an object that is hidden 

behind it. Moreover , even very young infants are surprised 

when a screen comes down in front of an object , and the object 

does not reappear when the screen moves back up (BowP.r , 1971, 

Charlesworth, 1966) . Similarly, if a moving object disappears 

behind a screen six-month- olds will look towards the far edge 

of the s creen as if they expect the object to emerge there (Bower , 

Broughton & Moore , 1979). 

Despite the fact that the six- month- old can make 

predictions about all these kinds of disappearances he does not 

make similar predictions when an object moves under a nother 

object or inside another object . If a six- month - old sees an 
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object hidden under a cloth he doesn ' t even attempt to 

raise the cloth or to search for the object elsewhere. If he 

is in the middle of reaching for the object he drops h~s hand 

as soon as the object disappears and loses interest completely . 

In every respect , he behaves as if the object has disappeared 

for good and there is no chance of it's reappearance (Piaget , 

1954 , Bower , 1974 ) . Similarly, if an object is placed under a 

cup, and is then surreptitiously removed or replaced by 

another object, infants under nine months show no surprise or 

interest when the cup is removed (Gratch , 1976 , Saal , 1975). 

Clearly , the infant does not apply his predictions about 

"be hind" disaj?pearances to "inside" disappearances . There are 

a nurr~er of possible explanations for this discrepancy . Bower 

(1979) has argued that it reflects the young infant ' s incomplete 

understanding of spatial relationships. According to Bower , the 

six- month-old has developed a rule that says "two objects 

cannot be in the same place at the same time". Because the 

six-month-old unde rstands distance he can assign the missing 

object a location whe n it moves behind the screen. However, 

because h e does not yet understand the "inside" relationship he 

c a nnot assign the missing object a location when it is placed 

inside a nother object . 

This discrepancy might also stem from the fact that 

objects move independently when one object is behind another , 

but move toge ther when one object is inside another. In 

"be hind'' cases the infant could construct a rule that says " a 

configuration that disappears behind a nother configuration will 

reappear if it wa s moving when it disappeared or if the other 

configuration moves ''. This rule could not be a pplied to "inside" 
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disappearances. 

The Object From Nine to Eighteen Months 

After h e is nine months old the infant will remove a cloth 

or a c up in order to get an object. He appears to deve lop a rule 

that says " I f a configuration disappears the configuration will 

r eappea r whe re it disappeared". Howeve r, while this rule 

allows the infant to deal with the specific case in which an 

object moves unde r a cup , the infant still doesn't completely 

unders t a nd the disappearance of ob jects . 

Pirst, the infant can ' t apply this rule to more complicated 

types of disappearance. For e xa mple, if the ob ject is placed 

under one cup and that cup is placed next to another cup and 

the two CU?S a re tra nsposed, he cannot find the object. 

Similarly, if the object is placed in a cup and the cup is placed 

unde r a screen a nd the object is left under the screen , the 

infa nt cannot find the object (Piaget 1954, Bower 1974). He can 

only solve these particula r problems at about eighteen months. 

Moore and Me ltzoff (1978) have proposed a series of seven 

sub- stages b e tween nine months and eighteen months. At each of 

these stages the infant can successfully retrieve an object if 

it disappears in certain ways but c a n ' t r etrieve it if it 

disappears in other ways . The infant can only retrieve the 

object in all the situations in which a n adult would be able to 

retrieve it afte r he is eightee n months old . This sugge sts tha t 

he is gradually building up more predictions about the conditions 

under wh i ch a perceptual configuration that had disappeared 

will r eappea r. 

The fact that the infant doesn ' t make certain predi ctions 

indica ted that his understanding of the object is still incomplete . 
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This is also indicated by the fact that he does make bizzare 

predictions. For example , nine-month- o lds seem to predict 

that a configuration that d isappears wil l reappear at a place 

where it appeared before. This incorrect prediction leads to 

the A not B error. If the infant finds an object several times 

under cup A and the object is then hidden under cup B, the 

infant will search for the object under cup A. In fact, he 

will continue to search under cup A even if cup Bis removed so 

that he can see that the object is there. Infants stop making 

this particular error at about a year , but they continue to make 

similar errors in more complicated tasks . However, like other 

rnaqical rules (see chap . 12) this rule becomes less acceptable 

as the infant g rows older (Piaget 1954, Bower 1974). 

Other experiments indicate that infants gradually develop 

more powerful predictions between nine and eighteen months. 

Older infants are more surprised by violations of their predictions 

than you~ger ones . We saw that six-month-olds were not at all 

surprised when an object was placed under a cup and was no 

long~r there when the cup was removed . Nine-month-olds were 

moderately surprised and interested . Twelve- month-olds were 

even more surprised. However, even twelve- month-olds did not 

search for the missing object (Gratch 1976 , Saal 1975). 

There seem to be three advances , then, between nine and 

eighteen months. 'I'he infant makes more and more predictions 

that disappearances will lead to reappearances. He restricts 

the kinds of predictions he will accept , he becomes less willing 

to employ magical rules. Finally , his predictions become 

stronger and he is more surprised by violations. 

However , throughout this period the infant still seems to 
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t1a v e a hetcrogenous set of different predictions , rather t ha n 

a genera l concept of disappearance. He can ' t apply his rules 

to n e w types of disappearance . For example , the one-yea ! -old 

can' t f ind the object in the transposed cups task. Also, h e 

can e ntertain contradictory rules . For e xa mple , the nine- month­

o ld seems to believe both that the object wi ll reappear wher e 

i t diti a ppear ed , a n d th a t it wil l reappear whe re it appeared 

before . 

The Ob j ect after Eighteen Month s 

The e ighteen-month- old seems to ha ve a very diffe r ent 

unde rsta nding of objects. First , he can deduce the loca tion 

o f objec ts that a re invisibly displaced. When the object is 

hidde n under a cup placed beside an e mpt y cup , and the cups a re 

transposed , the eighteen-month-old will be ab,le to retrieve the 

obj ect. Similarly, if the object is hidden in a cup and the c up 

is placed under a cloth , and the cup is brought out empty, the 

infa nt d e duces that the object is under the cloth. Alternately, 

if the object is placed in a box , next to a cup , inside ano ther 

box , · cov e r e d by a cloth , the infa nt will be able to complete 

the seque n ce of actions necessary to retrieve the object (Pia get 

19 5 4 , Bower 19 7 4) • 

Moreover, the e ighteen- mont h-old will be able to make an 

intelligent g uess about the location of the ob j ect e ven if he 

c a n ' t actually deduce it with cert a inty, and he will be willing 

to try several hypotheses if his original guess is wrong. 

Al t ho ug h h e does not make much of it , Piaget (1954) r eports that 

when a deductive task is too complex the infant will try 

several possible locations e ven if t hese locations a r e not 

predi c t ed by his specific rules. Similarly , Gratch (1976) and 
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Saa l (1975) r eport that when the eighteen-month- o ld is tricked , 

whe n he discovers that the object in the box has been removed or 

replaced, he i n intensely suprised, much more so than the 

twelve -month- old, he searches for the original object on the 

floor , under a washcloth, on the table and in other parts of the 

room , and he gives the e xperimenter quizzical looks. 

How can we explain these advances? Piage t and Bower both 

sugges t , in different ways , that a general model replaces the 

infa nt ' s specific rules. From birth up until eighteen months the 

i nfant has been building up more and more specific predictions. 

Eve ntually , he will be able t o deal with almost all the 

disappearances he comes across . He will be able to use one of 

his rules to predict that the object will reappear in a particular 

place . Howe ver , a lthough all these predictions have the same 

form they are the r esult of seperate , unre l a ted rules. At 

around eighteen months the infant might think "Do all these 

disappearances and reappearances involve the same underlying 

process?" 

. The infant ' s developing concept of space allows him to 

answer this question. At the same time tha t he is developing 

more predictions about disappearances and reappearances he is 

also d e ve loping a more sophisticated model of the way objects 

move in space . In particular , at about e ighteen months , he 

begins to recognise the a nalog i es between his own movements and 

the moveme nts of objects (see chap. 14) . In addition , he 

de velops a concept of movement that is independent of his 

perception of movement; he can hypothesise types of movement 

that he h as never seen. Finally , he can predict the effect 
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that his own movements 0r object movements wi ll have on his 

perception of objects (see chap.14) . 

He develops a model in which objects , including his own 

body , move from location to location, whether or nor he 

perceives that movement. With this model he can understand that 

the disappearances and reappearances of configurations are due to 

his changing spatial relationship to objects. He can say 

"Yes, all t hese disappearances and reappearances are the same . 

In each case the relationship between my body and other objects 

had changed " . 

This general model, in which objects move from location to 

locatioo, and observers move from location to location , and the 

disappearances and reappearances of objec t s are due to the 

interaction between these two phenomena , subsumes all the 

specific rules the infant has developed previously . A configu­

r ation dissappears when you turn away from it becausE your 

movement creates a new spatial relationship between you and the 

object. A configuration dissappears when you are covered by a 

cloth or when the light goes off , because you can no longer 

perce ive the object. The configuration dissappears when it moves 

behind a screen or under a cup, because the screen or cup is 

between you and the object. 

This conceptual leap also allows the infant to deal with 

dissappearances that were incomprehensible before . As Bower 

puts it "Deduction becomes possible after all the information 

gathered d u rin g the course of developme nt is organised into a 

coherent whole , with general principles which can be co-ordinated 

and applied in specific situ~tions " (Bower , 1974 , p.23O). The 

eighteen- month-old ' s deductions , like the deduction that the 
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object that is not i n the cup was left behind under the rug, 

requi r e this kind of generalisation across the specific rules 

that have been developed. These deductions require a g~neral 

model of objects, space and observers, built out of the 

i n formation that allowed specific predictions . 

Even more significantly , if the infant is faced with a 

d i sappearance that he cannot solve either by his specific rules 

or Ly deduction, he still seems t o believe that the configuration 

will appear somewhere , even if he is not sure exactly where . 

Thus, when he is faced with a complex displacement or with a 

trick disappearance his reaction is to try to guess the 

location of the object . Before , the infant ' s attitude seemed to be 

"A configuration that disappears is gone for good unless proven 

otherwise, that is , unless one of my specific rules applies". 

Now , his attitude seems to be "Assume that a configuration 

that disappears will reappear unless proven otherwise". 

Finally , the eighteen-month-old ' s advance allows him to 

progress in other areas. As we have seen it allows him to 

hypothesise that an object is in a location, even if he has 

never perceived it in tha t location . But it also allows him 

to hypothesise t he existence of objects he has never seen at 

a l l. If a n object which has been perceived in the past may 

exist without be i ng perceived, then an ~bject might exist 

withou t being perceived at all. This ability to hypothesise 

the existence of objects that have not been perceived is 

r eflected in the eighteen-month- old ' s p l ay (Piaget 1962 ) . 

we might compare the infant ' s construction of a theory of 

objects to t h e cons t ruction of a scientific theory. The young 

infa n t seems to be l ike Tycho Brahe or a celestial navigator. 
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He collects a series of interesting observations about the 

disappearances a nd reappearances of certain configurations. 

These observations a llow him to make predictions about the 

future a ppea rances of these configurations, just as the 

celestial navigator makes predictions about the app~arances of 

the stars a nd planets. These predictions, however, are largely 

limite d to the infant's or the navigator's past experiences. 

If a phenomenon has occurred often enough in the past, they 

can predict that it will occur again. However, these empirical 

rules will not allow deductions or new predictions . 

Once we have a model or theory two advances are possible . 

First , all the empirical observations of the previous stage 

become special cases of more general laws. They can be deduced 

from the theory. Secondly, the theory a llows new predictions 

in a wide range of situations. Galileo ' s theory of planetary 

moveme nt makes sense of the navigator's empirical rules, and 

also allows Uti to ma ke new predictions. The infant's theory 

of object move n~nt , involving the relationship between a 

movirig observer and a moving object located in the same space, 

al lows him to make sense of all his specific perceptual 

predictions , a nd also allows him to make new predictions. 

However, both the sc ientist and the infant need to base their 

theory on a corpus of empirical· observations. 

The eighteen- month- old's understanding of appearance and 

disappearance is still limited in one respect. Infants seem 

to assume that they are unique observers. They don't recognise 

that an object may be invisible to them, but visible to others 

or vice versa (Piaget & Inhelder, 1956). The development of 

this concept does not occur until much later. 
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The Linguistic Evidence 

We ma y now return to the linguistic evidence and consider 

how the concepts encoded by "gone " are rela t ed to the d~velop­

me nt of the object concept. 

"Gone" was applied to all the different types of dis ­

appearance which should l ead to reappeara nces according to the 

child ' s spec ific rules. Thus, children said " gone " whe n they 

moved away from objects, when they moved objects behind them or 

when ob j ects moved out of the in~ediate field of vision. They 

also said "gone " when objects moved behind screens . In a ll 

these cases even a six-month-old would predict the reappearance 

o f the object. 

"Gone " was also applied to more sophisticated forms of 

disappearance involving the covering of objects. Children said 

"gone" when they covered an object with a cloth , or when they 

placed an object inside a container , or under a cushion or c up, 

or whe n they simply saw these transformations take place. Again , 

if the infant even has the nine-month-old rules he should 

e xpect the object to reappear in these cases. 

But these children also u sed "gone" in ways that suggest 

that they h ad developed the eight een-month-old rule. Children 

used "gone " as they conducted general searches for objects that 

had disappeared. Often, these objects ~ere invisibly displaced 

(if they had been visibly dis placed the searches would not have 

been necessary). For example , Jonathan says "gone" searching 

for a puzzle piece I h a ve surreptitiously removed and placed 

under me. Henry says "gone 11 searching for a biscuit his 

mothe r has taken away from his and has surreptitiously hidden . 

r ~ 
·milar cases, the children tried several alternate 
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locatio ns, they were apparently not limited to the twelve­

month- old rules . Thus, Jonathan eventually searches under my 

skirt , af t er he has tried several other locations , and retrieves 

the piece, although is has not appeared there before , and 

although he didn't see it disappear there (see chap . 8) . 

An even more striking set of contexts concerned searches 

for objects whose existence was deduced by the child. For 

example , Harriet plays with a set of nesting beakers. When 

she h as nested some of the beakers there is still a space left 

in the inside beaker . She begins to search for a beake r that 

fits in this space saying "gone ". She rejects several beakers 

that are too l arge after she tries them in the hole. In fact, 

there is no smaller beaker . Similarly, Rachel gets a jig - saw 

puzzle almost finished , there is one space left. She begins 

to search for the missing piece, saying "gone ". Jonathan puts 

a set of dolls in a truck , one by one. When he finishes there 

i s room left in the truck , he searches for another doll saying 

"gon e ", finds one , and then,seeing that there is still space 

left, searches for an~ther doll , but he is unsuccessful, there 

are no more dolls ( see chap.8) . In these contexts the 

c hildren seem to h a ve deduced the existence of an object (there 

must be a beaker to fit the hole , a piece to fit the space , or 

a doll to fi ll up the truck) and then to assume that this 

obj ect is in some location. This is despite the fact that they 

have never seen t h e object in the location a nd in two of 

these cases h a v e n ever seen the object at all. 

These kinds of behavior , conductin g general searches for 

invisibly displaced objects and for objects whose existence is 

deduced, require an e i ghteen-month- old con ception of the world. 
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They presuppose a theory of the world in which objects exist 

at locationo a nd may not be perceived there. 

Thus, the child uses the same word , "gone ", to encode all 

the different disappearances that , according to his specific 

rules, will lead to reappearances. This suggests that he 

perceives some underlying similarity in all these contexts . 

But I have argued that before eighteen months the child does 

not pe rceive the underlying similarity between all his rules, 

first because he doesn't apply the rules to new situations and 

also because he is willing to entertain contradictory rules. 

In fact , I have argued that in order to develop the 

eighteen-month-old concept of disappearance the infant must 

first recognise the similarity between all the different types 

of disappearances and r eappearances covered by his specific 

rules . The concept that disappearances that are due to the 

child ' s own movements, "behind " disappearances and different 

types of "inside " disappearances , are all somehow the same, 

that there i s a "gone " category that includes all these 

different events, is a concept that does not appear to be 

developed until about eighteen months. 

More profoundly, the infant also uses the same word, "gone", 

to encode disappea rances that a r e not covered by specific 

rules . He says " gone " and sear ches for objects even when he 

h~s not seen the objects disappear. This suggests that he 

p e rceives some unde rlying similarity between these types of 

disappear a nce a nd the types of disappearance that are covere d 

by his specific rules. But I h ave argued tha t this general 

conce pt , which includes both types of disappearance, is not 

developed until after 18 months . Before 18 months children 
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trent these two types of disappear a nce differently. They 

only search for objects if their specific rules predict tha t 

the object will r eappear. Afte r 18 months the y searc h for 

objects tha t h a v e disappear e d in ways tha t a r e not cov e r ed by 

specific rule s. 

I ha ve argued tha t the eighteen-month bel i e ves that a lmost 

a ll disa ppear a nces are the result o f similar underlying e v e nts , 

eve nt s that involve the movement of obj ects a nd obse rve rs . 

Moreov e r, h e believes tha t al l these disappearances will 

e v e ntuul ly be followed by rea ppear a nces . Th is includes al l 

the disappearances that we r e cov e r ed by his specific rules 

previo usly, and also inc ludes some di sappearances tha t were 

not d ealt with by specific rules. The fact that the infant 

be h a v es in the same wa y in a ll these contexts , that h e also 

behaves in the same way in new contexts, and tha t he does n o t 

make A not B e rrors, all indica t e. tha t he has deve l oped this 

general concept . 

At the same time the f a ct that the infant uses the same 

word; " gone ", in a ll these contexts also suggests that h e has 

de v e l oped this gen e ral concept, and that he e ncod es tha t concept 

linguis tically. Thus, "gone " e ncodes a concept that is 

c haracteristic of the eightee n - month-old stage of cogn itive 

developme nt. 

•rhe De v e lopme nt of the Concept of Disappeara nce and 

the Emergence of Gone . 

Unfo rtuna t ely, we don 't know whe the r the children in this 

study had acquired the e ighteen-month-old conce pt o f the 

ob j ect whe n they began to u se "go ne ". Our only clue i s their 

chronological age . 
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Ho wever , it is interesting that "gone" was first recorded 

b l.:!tw1.:en 15 and 23 months (see Tablej1 ). We should a l so 

r e membe r that the c hildren probably acquired "go ne " befor e 

"gone " was firs t r ecorded (see chap.3). This suggests that the 

children were acquiring " gone" at about the same time that 

they acquired the concept "gone" encodes . 

'!'his is the same p a ttern we saw with "no " , "more"," there " 

and '' oh dear " . These expressions first appeared at around 

eighteen nionths and they encoded concepts involving abstract 

aspects of plans tha t also appear at around eighteen months . I 

speculated that the acquisition of these non-nominal expression s 

could actual ly facilitate the development of the concepts they 

encode . Similarly , "gone" might help the child to develop the 

eighteen-month-old concept of the object. I 
The sixteen-month-old or seventeen-month- o ld is likely to 

be interested in disappearances and reappearances, they are a 

fascinating and important problem . His attention will be 

focused on situations that involve d i sappearances . Adults will 

be espec i a lly likely to use the wo rd "gone " in these contexts , 

al though they will also use "gone" in other contexts. 

Suppose the infant notices t hat adults use the same word , 

"gone ", when objects disappear behind things, when they 

disappear inside things in various ways, and when he turns away 

from ob j ec t s . He also notices that they use "gone " when objects 

disappear in ways that are not covered by his specific rules . 

For the 16-month-old these a r e a l l disparate events. However , 

the fact that adults apply th~ same word to t hese events could 

lead the infa nt to consider possible similarities between them. 

This would be par ticularly likely if the child was already 
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on the verge of making a generalisation about these events, if 

in some sense his cognitive system was pushing him towards 

such a generalisation (see chap.12). The linguistic fa9ts 

could facilitate the development of the general concept of 

disappearance in the same way that the fact that successful 

plans are marked by "there" could facilitate the development of 

a general concept of success. In turn , the fact that "gone" 

encodes a new and significant concept could make the child 

particularly likely to store "gone" and to use it in his 

productive speech . 

However , the child ' s hypotheses about the meaning of 

"gone" would also be constrained by his cognitive limitations. 

He could not use "gone" to encode a concept that was way beyond 

his co9gitive competence. For example , in this study , children 

only used "gone " to refer to the fact that an object had 

disappeared from their view. They used "gone" when objects 

were clearly visible to other people , and they did not use 

"gone" when objects cou l d not be seen by other people but were 

visible to them. This limitation parallels the cognitive 

limitations of this period. 

'l'he child might use "gone " productively as a kind of mnemonic 

device . Whe n he is faced with a mysterious disappearance he 

might u se "gone" to remind himself that this is a "gone" event. 

As in other, simpler , "gone" events the object will eventually 

be found . 

Piaget (1954) makes an interesting observation along these 

lines. He describes the very first cases where Jacqueline 

successfu lly deduced the location of a n object . At this point 

the ob j ect concept is far from we ll-established . Jacqueline 
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ma ke s several uns uccessful attempts to find the invisibly 

displaced object, a nd she r everts back to he r her earl ier rules. 

During these attempts , as soon as she sees the obj ect d~sappear 

s h e says " Ou il e s t? Ou il est?" She eventually finds the 

object. It is just possible that Jacqueline ' s utterance of 

"Ou il est? " in this obviously problematic situation actual ly 

helped her to find the solution . 

•rhe fact tha t children used "gone " most often in the early 

period when they themselves caused objects ·to disappear a nd 

r eappear is also suggestive. The re is a great deal of evidence 

which suggests that children experiment with difficult problems 

a nd that this helps them to find appropriate solutions (see 

chap . 12). If disappearance is a problem for sixteen or seventeen-

month- olds they would be likely to create disappearances a nd re­

a ppear a nces. At the same time that the y used this technique 

to solve the problem they could a l so use their newly discovered 

word . 

The infant ' s behavior would be analogous to the behavior 

of an adult who is f aced with a difficult problem. The adult 

is likely to experiment with various components of the problem 

a nd a lso to use appropriate l a nguage. He fiddles , and he talks 

to himself . Both the experimentation a nd the l anguage seem 

to h e l p him to find a solution. Vygot sky (1962 , 1978) has 

described similar kinds of behavior in older children . 

La ter Linguistic and Cognitive Developments 

As the child grows old er and the concept of disappea r a nce 

becomes less problematic we would expect the experimental , 

problem- solving uses of "gone " to become less frequent . Instead , 

the child will simply use "gone" when he wants to comment on 
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the fact 
th

a t a disappeara nce has taken place. The fact that 

"go n e• initia lly encodes a new, exciting, problematic, conc ept 

could e xplain why, initially, ch ildren use •gone" so frequently 

in experimental conte xts. The f act that this concept becomes 

we ll-es tablishe d a s the infant grows older could e xpla in why 

these e xperimental uses of •gone• become less frequent. 

'◄• .,. 
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Jonathan 

24 

TABLE 37 

Age in Months of Children When "Gone" was First Recorded 

Henry Rachel Sohn Christian Harriet Paul 

20 22 17 18 15 18 

Hannah Anna 

18 18 
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CHAP'rER 14 

DIRECTION EXPRESSIONS AND SPA'rIJ\L CONCEPTS 

we may now cons i der the development of the concepts encoded by 

direc tion ex()ressions , "down " , "up", "in", "out", "on" and "off" , 

and locative " t here ". These e xpressions encoded types of movement 

and spatia l r elationships. "Down " and "up" were used when objects 

moved upwa r ds or downwards , part icular ly when objects were above or 

be l o w other objects. "In" and "out" were used when objects moved 

into or o u t of con tainers . "On" a nd "off " were used when objects 

became or ceased to be, or were contiguous , when they became , o r 

we re, attached t o o r detached from other objects and when articles 

of clothing were put o n or taken off , or we r e on or off . "There " 

was applied to all types of object movement and spatial relation­

ships. How does the infant's understanding of these types of move­

ment and spatial relationships develop? 

We know less about thi s aspect of cognitive development that 

about the development of the object t heory. However , there are 

some relevant exper i ments and observations , particular ly those 

r epor ted by Piaget (1954) and Bower (1974 , 1979) . These concepts 

are also logically related to the infant 's t heory of objects and to 

the development of plans . Our knowledge of these areas of devel op­

ment can at least g ive us some clues ab out the development of 

spa tial c o ncepts. The e vidence suggests that t he concept s encoded 

by " up" and "down" d eve lop at about s ixteen months , whi le those 

encoded by II in II and "out II and " on II and "off" only develop at about 

eigh t een months. These expressions also encoded the infant ' s 

own movements , and hypothetical movements , as well as encoding 

the movement of objects. The e vidence s uggests that t he infant 
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only comes to unde rstand t he analogies between these three types 

of movement a t about e ighteen months . I will argue that the 

development of direction expressions could facilitate the 

development of spatial concepts. 

Downward and Upward Move men t 

At first glance , the concepts encoded by "up " and "down " 

appear to be r e l at ive ly simple . However, mos t of the utterances 

of "u p " a nd " down " occurred in conte xts involving a special sort 

of movement . 85 % of the utterances r eferring t o object movement 

r e ferred to movements that involved the effects of gravity. 

" Down " occurred when ob j ects fell or we r e dropped, when an ob j ect 

fell off a n o the r object or when a vertica l object tipped over on 

i ts side . "Up" was used when one object was balanced on top of 

a nother object or when a v ertical object was placed upright (see 

chap . 9). 

There are forma l r eason s why these kinds of movement should 

be more difficult to unde r stand tha n other types of movement . 

The principal problem is that the role of gravity makes it 

difficult to accurately predict the behavior of o bj ects. When 

we mo v e a n object t o the le f t of a nother object we can predict 

that it will remain at the left of that object , whe n we mov e 

an object further a wa y than a nother object we can also predict 

tha t it will stay at that position . When gravity interve nes we 

can 't ma k e these predictions. We may perform exac tly the same 

ac tion on an obj ec t , say , placing it o n top of another object , 

and the object may either r emain on top of the obj ect or move 

below it. 

In the "build and bas h II game , which was a favorite of the 

children in this s tudy and elicited many "ups " and "downs", 
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the sc1me act ion, placing a block on a tower , is rc(.>cutcd. 'l'hu 

fun comes from the diffe r ent and often unpredictable cono(!quonct.:s 

of tha t action. Similarly , in the "bash" part of the game 

childre n try pus he~ of various strengths. Depending on the 

s ize and s t ability of the t ower, these pushes may o r may not 

r esult in t he fall of the tower . 

In order to unders tand equilibrium and balance the infant 

needs to take into account both hi s own actions and the indepen­

dent properties of objects. He needs to calcula te the conse­

quences of the interaction between his own actions and objects . 

This kind of calculation is associated with the development 

of pl ans which occurs between twelve and e ighteen months. 

Piaget (1953, 1954) r ecords several interes ting obser­

vations r e levant to the development of concepts of balance. He 

claims that during the twe lve to eighteen month period infants 

explore the se r e lationships . The earliest observations , at 

abou t twelve months, concern the infant's study of falling 

objects . At O, 11 , 19 and 0, 11, Jacque line and Laurent begin to 

systema tically drop objects and study their trajectory . 

Some of the observations of Jacqueline suggest tha t at 

twelve months her understanding of movements involving gravity 

is incomplete . For example, at 1, 0, 26 , she feels obliged to 

push objects downwards as she lets go of them in order to get 

them to move downwa rd . On the other hand she places an object 

against the back of a sofa as if she believes it will s imply 

stay there . At 1, o, 3 , she pushes an object so that it rolls 

down a slight incline. Then she places the object on the floor 

and wa tches it expectantly , as if she expected it to roll by 

itself . 
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I ha ve observed similar behavior produced by a fourteen­

month - o ld , Alexei, playing with a sliding board and a pencil. 

tie places the pencil on top of the board, but it slides down. 

He picks it up and tries to place it on the board again , but 

this time he pushes forcefully on it and holds it on the board 

for several seconds. As soon as he lets go it s lides down 

again. lie does this repea tedly, pressing harder each time as 

if the pencil would stay if he only tried hard enough. Finally, 

he picks up the pencil and carefully and forcefully places it 

on the floor a nd then looks at it, as if making sure that it 

really will stay on the floor. •rhen he picks it up and tries 

again to make it stay on the sliding board. 

These observation s suggest that Jacquelin e and Alexei at 

a year have developed a model of object movements that relies on 

the kind of predictions outlined above . The one-year-old seems 

to believe that there are two kinds of movement , either he 

brings about the movement of stationary objects , in which case 

the objects move as he moves and remain where he puts them , or 

else dbjects simply move independently. In order for an 

object to move downward he has to move it downward. If he 

places an object against another object it should stay there . 

On the other hand if an object does move independently of his 

action , as when it rolls down a n incline, it should also be able 

t o move independently on a flat surface . These principles 

work q u ite well when they are applied to horizont al o r r adial 

moveme nt , the sor t of movement that takes place when children 

move objects on the floor or on a flat table. But they don ' t 

app l y to vertical movemen ts involving the influence of gravity . 

When objects fal l or are balanced on each other , they don ' t 



move independently, but the ir movement does not follow the 

child' s movements. 

Between twelve and eighteen months the infant' s experi ­

ments with fa lling objects and supporting objects a l low hiin to 

correct his earlie r concept of movement. At 1, 3, 21, Jacque line 

begins to let objects fall without pushing them downward~. At 

1 , 4, 8, Lucienne systematically makes objects fall by pushing 

them to the edge of a supporting block . These behaviors sugges t 

that the infants have come to understand something about the 

way objects fall. They understand that a variety of ac tions and 

events all c an make an object move towards the floor. 

At about the same time, children experiment with other 

events tha t involve the role of gravity. In particular, they 

learn how to ba lance objects on top of each other. At 1, 3, 4, 

Lucienne tries to place a bowl on top of a wooden pail, but 

the bowl is unsteady . Similarly at 1, 4, 25, she tries to place 

a cube on top of another cube balanced on her father 's leg. By 

l, 6, 27, however, she can stack up to six blocks and she chooses 

the correct blocks and puts them in the correct position . At 

1 , 1 , 24, Laurent places pieces of wooden furniture on top of 

e ach other. By 1 , 4, 6 , he can stack three blocks. At l, 6 , 

he tries to ma ke a block fall by s haking the suppor t it rests 

on . 

Finally , Laurent investigates the way objects can be 

made to stand upright or to topp le over. At 1, 1, 24 , and a t 

1 , 4, o , he tries to stand a long block upright and then pushes 

it to make it fall over . 

These observations suggest that infants begin to take an 

interest in problems that involve gravity, s uc h as the wa y 
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objects f a ll , the way they can be balanced on top of each other , 

~nd the way the y stand upright , a t abou t twelve months . The 

observations of Jacqueline and Alexei suggest that a t twelve 

months the infant can't fully unders t and these movements . I t 

is not until after a period of experime ntation that infants can 

make accura t e pr edictions about the behavior of objects under 

these circumstances , at about fifteen o r sixteen months . Eve n 

then , the infants continue to explore these re lationships . 

Containment 

Bower (1974 , 1979) has suggested that it is particularly 

difficult for infants to understand that one object i s inside 

another object. They only really deve l op the concept of 

contai nme nt at about eighteen months. The c oncept is difficult 

because , according to the infant's perceptual rules, a n object 

inside another object is def ined as a single object , r athe r 

than as two separate objects . 

Bower (1974) argues that there are three criteria which 

an infant a bove the age of five months uses to define an object. 

One is the criterion of boundedness. In order to be an object, 

perceptual configuration must define a bounded volume of space. 

Anothe r is 11 common fate ", the contours of the configuration 

must move toge ther. Finally , the infant uses informatio n a bou t 

the f eatures of the objects, he defines an object in terms of 

it~ s ha pe , s ize, colour , texture, etc. These rules a llow the 

child to tell when a configuration is an object and to differ­

en tia t e different objects . 

For example , the display in Fig . 3a contains two object s 

according to the boundedness a nd f eature criteria . There are 

two _ arate o ed volumes of space, each having different 
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features . Jf the dark object moves, the infant's conviction 

that these are two separate objects is strengthened. The 

contours of the dark object moved together , and they moved 

independently from the contours of the light object. Accord ing 

to the common fate rule, these are still separate objects. 

However, suppose the dark object continues to move until it 

covers the light object (Fig.3b). Now the boundedness rule 

and the feature rule tell the infant that the display contains 

only one object , the dark object . Now suppose the dark object, 

with the light object inside it , moves (Fig . 3c). The contours 

of the s ingle object defined by the boundaries in Fig.Jc move 

together. The common fate rule should reinforce the infant's 

conviction that the display contains a single object rather 

than t wo separate objects . An infant who uses these rules to 

define objects should perceive this sequence of events as one 

in which two separate objects a r e replaced by a single object. 

There is evidence which suggests that,up to eighteen 

months, infa nts do perceive the movement of one object into 

another object in this way . We saw that , initially, infants 

won 't search for a n object that has been placed inside another 

object. Later, the y develop a rule that allows them to find 

an objec t whe n it is placed in a nother object , but their errors 

s uggest that they still don ' t understand the 11 inside 11 r elation. 

'!'heir rule simply says "The object will reappear where it 

disappeared 11
• 

For example , the o n e - year-old doesn 't seem to understand 

that an ob j e,:t shares the movements of another object that 

contains it . If the container moves with the object inside it, 

so that t he object is no longer where it disappeared, h e 
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c,1nnot f ind the object 

cups tJs k difficul t ( sec 

This i s whnt Ihakes the trans posed 

chap . 13) . Al so , the fact that the 
inf~nt dCcepts th~ ma9ica1 r 1 u e that l eads to the A not B 

erro r suggests tha t he does not under stand· h t e "inside " relation . 
'!'I...:- infant can d eal with other type s of movement, even 

i f t hey involve the disappea r anee of an ob j ect , if those 

moveme nts don' t vi 1 o ate his object identity rules . Thus , six-

mon th- olds can search fo b" r O Jects that disappear behind u 

screen . Whe n an object moves behind a scr een the two objec t s 

don't occupy the s ame bounded volume of space , nor do they move 

togethe r . 'l'hi s allows th · e infa nt to define this event as one 

Jee s , and to retrieve the missing involving two separa t e ob · t 

objec t . 

Other evidence comes from expe r iment s in which objects 

were placed und e r transpar e nt c ups . In thi s case the object 

inside the container is visible . Despite this, the infan t with 

the object i dentity rules I have described above should 

perce ive a n object unde r a transparent cup as a single object 

with some feat ures of the object and some features of the cup . 

At the very leas t, he should ha ve conflic ting hypotheses about 

whe the r this c onfig ura tion contains one or t wo objec t s. If the 

tra nsparent cup a nd the object under it move toge ther , the 

hypothesis tha t the displa y c onta ins a single object should 

be strenghthe ne d (see Fig.5 ) . 

The e vide nce from e xpe rime nts with transparent c ups is 

mixed , but generally it s uppo rts this picture. Bower anrl 

Wisha rt (1S72) presente d 16 infants with a toy hidde n u nder a 

No ne of the infa n ts could 
tr.:inspa r e n c er an opaque occlude r. 

r etrie ve the toy from the opaque occluder . Half of the infants 
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could retrieve t he toy from the transparent occluder . Howe ve r , 

eve n these infants took up to three minutes to plck up the 

transparent cup , a lthough they would norma lly pick up a c up 

tha t did no t hide an object in l~ss than one minute . This 

evidence sugges t s that some i nfants did treat t he object 

under the cup as if it were a single object, and that even the 

i n fan t s who ma naged to r etrieve the toy initial ly found the 

display puzzling. 

Bower (1975) has found that older infants ma ke the same 

kinds of errors in the A not B t ask and the transposed c ups 

task , when transpar ent cups a re used and whe n opaque cups are. 

I n these more complex situations the infants behave as if the 

tran sparent cups with ob j ects inside them ar e s ingle objects . 

The difficu l ty of the transposed cups task is particularly 

interesting , since i n that situation the common fate ru le 

r einforces the hypothesis that a single object is involved. 

'l'here i s a l so observational evidence which suggests that 

the containment relation i s difficul t for infants less than 

e i ghteen months o ld. Bower (1 974 ) reports tha t if infants 

between twelve a nd eigh tee n months old find an object several 

t imes und e r the sarne c up and the object i s the n placed to one 

side of the cup i n full vie w, they wil l continue t o sear ch in 

the empty c up . As Bower puts is '"fhe cup is seen as a cornucopia 

rc.1ther tha n as a container - something that objects can emerge 

from withou t h av ing to go into" (Bower , 197 4 p . 213 ) . We have 

seen that the r emn a nts of this be lief are r eflected in the 

ch i ld ' s use of "gone " in simila r contexts (see chap.8) . 

Another set of observations which are re l evant to the 

de ve l opme nt of the concept of containment concern the child ' s 
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dbility to place one object inside another. Piaget (1953 , 1954) 

de~crib~s how infants first begin to place objects inside each 

other at about fifteen months. For e xample , from 1, 2, 2_8 , to 

l , 3 , 6 , Lucienne systematically puts grass an.d pebbles into 

hollow objects like buckets and bowls. Initially, however, the 

infant's understanding of these relationships is limited. Thus, 

Jacqueline, for example , at 1, 3 , 28, tries to place a larger 

beaker inside a smaller one , and Lucienne aged 1, 4, 11, can ' t 

remove a beaker from inside another beaker. Eventually , as 

the infants continue to experiment with these relationships 

their understanding of the problem increases and their skill 

at these tasks develops. 

These kinds of behavior described by Piaget are less 

difficult , from the point of view of object identity rules, 

than the behaviors involved in retrieving objects from closed 

containers . When the child places pebbles in an upright pail, 

for example , the pail doesn't define a single bounded volume of 

space in the way that an up-side down pail does. Moreover, 

the pebbles are visible and eas i ly access ible. However, Bower 

(1974) argues that understanding how to place one object inside 

another is a prerequisite for understanding that an object be 

inside a closed container. The infant learns that the same 

relationsh ip is involved when he places an object in an open 

container, a nd when he sees an object disappear into a closed 

containe r. The i nfa nt begins to put objects in containers a t 

fifteen months , and during the next few months gradual ly learns 

the nature of the relationship between a container and its 

contents, in the same way that infants begin to drop objects 

and place objects on top of each other at twelve months and 
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gradually discover the principles that govern equilibrium a nd 

bctldnc~. At around e ighteen month3 the infant generalises 

from these events to the e vents involve d in the object 

permant?nce task . 

Contiguity and Attachment 

"On" and "off" referred to three kinds of movement. They 

were used when objects became attached to or detached from each 

other, when they became or ceased to be contiguous , a nd whe n 

clothing was put on or removed . While we know sometl1ing about 

the infant ' s unde rsta nding of contiguity, there is no direct 

evidence about his unde rstand ing of the other two types of 

n~vement. Howe ver , if Bower ' s account of the infant ' s object 

identity rules is correct , ~hese c0ncepts should be at least 

as difficult as the concept of containment. 

According to these perceptual rules Fig.4a should contain 

t wo separate objects . If the d a rk object moves the common 

fate rule should confirm the hypothes is that the array contains 

two separate objects. However , if the object continues to move 

so that we have Fig . 4b , the boundedness rule should say that 

the array contains only one object . 

There is evidence which suggests that up ~o ten or 

eleven months, the infant does interpret this configuration as 

a single object . Bower (19 79 ) , Piaget (1954) a nd Monnier (1977) 

report that infants younger than ten months will not attempt 

to retrieve an object that is placed on top of a nother object 

i n this way . Instead , the infant will ignore the ob ject if 

the support is too l arge to grasp , or will try to grasp both 

the object and the support . In either case he behaves as if 

t he object and the supoort were a single object. 
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Note tha t whe n nn object r e sts on a s uppo rt the "commo n 

fa t t:! " rule is not invo lved. The objects don't gene rally move 

t ogethe r. If the support is mo ve d the obj e ct is likely to fall 

off , rathe r tha n to mo ve with the support. When objects are 

physically attached, howe ve r, the contours of the n e w o bjec t 

move together as in Fig.4c. This fact should strengthen the 

hypothesis that this a rray contains a single n ew object . It 

should a lso ma ke it more difficult for the infant to perceive 

the new configuration a s two separate objects. 

'l'he conta inme nt e xperiments suggest tha t the a dditio n of 

common f ate info rma tion to a display doe s ma ke it more difficult 

for the infa nt to understand tha t the display contains two 

sepa r a t e objects . For example, wa saw that an important 

diffe r e nce be tween the easy "behind" disappearances and the 

difficult "ins ide" disa ppea r a nces is that whe n a n object moves 

behind a screen the two objects move independe ntly, while 

when a n object moves under a c up _the two objects move toge ther 

(see chap.13). 

·There is another formal reason why physical attachment 

might be more difficult to unde r s tand than support . The 

mechanisms that atta ch objects such as hooks , p egs a nd e v e n 

magnets , are likely to be myste rious t o a n infan t. While whe n 

one objec t is contig uous to a nother the infant can pre dict 

tha t certain actions will lead to the sepa r a tio n of the objects , 

this ~rediction is not possible whe n objects a r e physically 

attached . Some times, pulling on one lego brick will r e move it 

from the other brick, but somet i mes it won 't. 

The simpler concept of contiguity would appear to be a 

prerequisite for the conce pt of physical att ac hment. S.ince the 
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infJnt doesn' t underst and that two objects can be se Jarate 

but contiguous until t e n or eleven months, he must no t be a ble 

t o und e rst a nd that two objects can be physically attached a nd 

contiguous , a nd . b e separate objects,unti l sometime a fte r that 

period. We know that infants only unuerstand the containment 

relation s hip at about eighteen months . From the point of 

vie w of object ide ntity rules , this concept is as complex as 

the concept o f attachment. It is at least a pla usib le 

hypothes i s that the concept of containment a nd that of 

a ttac hme nt develop a t about the same time , that is , a t a bout 

eighteen months. Of course , this hypothesis wo u ld need to be 

t es t ed empirical ly. 

T he rela tio n ship be tween clothing a nd bodies is a peculia r 

amalgam of containment a nd att achme nt rela tionships. A glove , 

f o r example, is physically attached to a hand a nd a lso a t least 

partially e nclo ses the hand. If the infa nt has Bower ' s ob j ect 

ide ntity rules the putting on a nd taking off of clothes s hould 

be a t lea st as puzzling as c ontainme nt or attachme nt . 

·cons ider what happens when a child puts on a g love . 

Initia lly as in Fig.6a there are two clearly separate object s . 

Each h as separate bounda ries , one is f i r m,pink and moves 

independently, the o the r i s black, woolly , fl oppy a nd stationary . 

After the glov e is put on as in Fig . 6b , there is only o ne 

bounded volume of space a nd hence o ne object . The contours of 

this configuration move t ogether , t hey have a common fate (Fig. 6c ) . 

The ne w object h as some of the features of the g love , it is 

blac k a nd woolly, but it beha v es as if it were an e x tension of 

the hand . Moreover , the tra n sformation of these two objec ts 

into what looks like o n e object is associated with such mysterious 
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d~ vices as but t ons , zips and snaps . 

If the infant of sixteen or sevent een mo11ths can ' t undor­

s t a nd the spa t ial relationship between a conta i ner and its 

contents i t is unlikely tha t he can unde r stand the muc h more 

comple x relationship between an article of c l othing and a 

part of the body, a relationship that has been known to 

puzzle adults. 

Contai nme nt , Attachment and the Concept of The Object 

Most movements of objects don ' t violate the Bowe r object 

identi t y rules . When a n object moves towards or away from 

another obj ect, in fron t of it or be hind it, or above or below 

it, e ve n a very young infant can interpret that event as a cha nge 

in the object's location rather than as a change in i ts identi ty. 

Move me nts that result in the e nclosure of one object by 

another o r tha t resu l t in one object becoming physica l ly attached 

t o another object a r e exceptional in tha t they may be i nter­

ore t ed as object r ep l acements r athe r than as object movement s . 

The deve lopment of the abil ity to understand t hat these 

events involve movement , rather than replacement , i s bound up 

wi th the developme nt of the genera l model of objects and 

obse rve rs discussed i n the previous chapter. The cardinal tene t 

of that model was " if an object mysteriously disappears , assume 

tha t e ither the object, the observer or an i ntervening object 

ha s moved ''. The deve lopment of t his model might be re l ated to 

the development of the concepts of containment and a t t achment 

in two ways . 

Give n the infa nt ' s obj ect ide nti t y rules , containme nt a nd 

attachme nt will be prime examples of my s t er ious disappearance . 

If the infa ~ inte rprets the s e events as r ep l acements , he i s 
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ldft with the problem of wh~t happened to the original obJects . 

once he discovers that the s e events involve movement the re 

wi ll b~ few ex~mplcs of myste rious disappearance left . The 

other exaniples of disappearance , such as disappearances behind 

screens or disappearances due to head movements, have already 

been r e solved i n terms of movement . The fact that the movement 

hypothesis accounts for these disappear ances may lead the child 

to appl y the hypothesis to all disappearances . 

On the other hand ,the development of the general model 

of objects might lead the infant to hypothesise ne w kinds o f 

movement and new spatial relationships in order to account for 

apparently mysterious disappearances. He might think "If al l 

disappearances are the result of movement, then attachment 

a nd con t.:iinment events , v1hich are apparently mysterious 

disappearances, must also involve movement" . Most probably, 

both these developments go hand in hand a nd reinforce each 

or.her. 

The development of an understanding of containment and 

attacliment also seems to be bound up with the shift towards a 

conceptually based understanding of the wo r ld . The boundedness 

rule , the common fate rule and the feature rule govern adults ' 

pe rcepti o n of objects as well as infants ' (see Michotte, 1962). 

However , adu!ts can use other kinds of knowledge to override 

perceptual information. They can distinguish between the fact 

that a n array looks like one object and the fact that it 

actually is two separate objects. In order to understand cont ­

ainment a nd attachment the infant must similarly override his 

perceptual rules . We h a ve already soen how a shift from a 

perce~tual to a conceptual framework was reflected in the 



- 280 -

deve l opme nt of the concepts e ncoded by "no" and "gone" . '1'he 

infants ' use of these e xpressions implies an ability to c onceive 

of objects o r plans that are not perceived, and thut could not 

be predicted by perceptual rules. There are some suggestions 

in the literature that this general shift t akes pla ce at about 

eighteen months (see chap . 12). 

Thus , the concepts of containment and attachment are 

logica lly connected in a diffuse way with cognitive developments 

that take place during the second year, at about eighteen 

months . This provides indir ect support for the hypothesis that 

these concepts develop at about that time. 

Self-Movement and Hypothetical Movement 

So far I have been concerned with the specific types of 

spat i al relationships encoded by direction expressions ; balance, 

containment a nd at tachment. I hav :? argued that these types of 

move me nt a re more difficult to understand than other common 

types of movement. Specifically, I have suggested that problems 

of balance are difficult because of the unpredictable role of 

gravity. Piaget ! s observations suggest that infants come to 

unde rsta nd the behavior of objects in these contexts at about 

sixteen n1onths. Containment and attachment are difficult to 

understand becau se they violate object identity rules. There 

i s good e vidence that infants only understand containment at 

about ei~h t een months . It is at least plausible that infants 

come to unde rstand physical attachment at about the same time. 

T here are also some aspects of all spatial concepts which 

should be particularly difficult fo r the infant to understand. 

In particular , Piaget (1954) and Bower (1979) ~rgue that it is 

difficult for the young infant to understand that his own 
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111o v ~me nts are a n a logous to the moveme nts of objec ts. Piaget 

a nd Bowe r also suggest that it is difficult for the child to 

hypothrc sise possible courses of moveme nt which have no connection 

with the move ments he actually perceives. 

The se two cognitive developments a re l ogically related to 

the e i g hteen-month-old model of objects and s p ace . An importa nt 

aspec t of that model is the fact that observers and objects are 

seen t o b e part of the same spatial fr a mework. Thus a 

disappe arance can equally be the effect of an observer ' s movement, 

an obj e ct ' s move ment or a combination of the two . At the same 

time the model implies the possibility that an object can n~ve 

without tha t movement being perceived by the observer . The 

observer has to imagine the course of the object. 

There is some empirical evidence which suggests that the 

chi l d be gins to unde rstand the analogie s between his own move­

ments and objects move ments at the same time that he d e velops 

the object model , at about eighteen months. Piaget (1954) notes 

that from about 1, 4, to 1, 6 , 15 Jacqueline appare ntly fails 

to realise that her own body has the same spatial prope rties 

as othe r objects. Thus, for e xample, she tries to gra b a 

h a ndkerchief that she is standing on or to open a box with one 

hand tha t she hold s c losed with the othe r hand. At this stage, 

Jacquel ine could r e move a n intervening object in order to pick 

up the handkerchief or open the box. But she doesn 't seem to 

realise that he r own body is a similar object , and that moving 

a hand or foot would have the same effec t as moving an intervening 

object. According to Piaget, Jacque line stops making these 

errors at 1, 7. 

Anothe r examp l e of this generalisation is the development 
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o f t he detour . Piaget (1954) claims that at about eighteen 

months the infant can calculate the correct path to reach a 

location even if the path is indirect and he has never taken 

it before. For e xample , at 1, 6 , 8, Jacqueline r o lls a baJl 

under a sofa ; she then turns her back t o the sofa and navigates 

past a table until she gets behind the sofa a nd recov~rs the 

ball. In order to behave in this way, the infant must see that 

he r own body , the o bject she is trying to reach , a nd the 

obstac l es in her way, are a ll part of the same spatial framework . 

There is also experimental evidence which supports this 

view. Bower (1979) reports an e xperime nt in which infants we re 

prese nted with two cups on a table and an object was hidden 

under o ne of the cups . By the t i me they are a year old , infants 

consistent ly remove the cor~ect cup. However , i f the infant 

is moved to the other side of the table, so that his view of 

the cups is reversed , the infant will choose the wrong cup . 

He can ' t take i~to ~ccount his own movements and their effects 

on his perception of objects. The infant can only retrieve 

the cup correctly at about eighteen months. 

The other development is the ability to hypothesise 

possible movements. Piaget describes this as the ability to 

understand invisible displacements , but this is not an accura t e 

charac t erisation . Even very young infants can extrapolate the 

future trajectory of a moving object (see Mundy-Castle a nd 

Anglin , 1969). Howe ver, young infants don 1 t seem to be able t o 

hypothesise or predict a totally new tra j ectory . Once the 

infant develops this ability h e should be able to deduce t he 

locations of missing objects since h e can imagine the possibl e 

routes those objects might have t aken. We hav e seen that infants 
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cdn only do this at about eighteen months. The developme nt 

of th~ detour a lso r ef l ects the ability to imag ine a lternative 

possible routes betwee n objects . 

The Linguistic Ev idence 

The i nfants in this study used direction e xpressio ns in wa y s 

wh i ch reflected the cognitive developments I have describe d i n the 

f irst par t of this cha pter. The direction express ions we r e 

applied to simpler and mo re complex types of movement in a way 

that s uggests that infa nts understood that the two types of move­

me nt were analogous . The e x p r ess i ons were also used t o r efer to 

static spat i a l relationships. All the e xpressions re fe rred to the 

infant ' s o wn 1novements and to hypothetical movements as well as to 

the v is i ble mo veme nts of ob jects . 

"Down" and "Up " 

" Down" a nd "up " were used whe n children s imply moved a n 

object upward or downwa rd, when t hey placed a n object down o n t he 

floor or picked i t up. But they were also used in a v a riety of 

situations invo lving equilibrium and balance. "Down" was u sed 

whe n o bj ec t s fell or when vertical objects fell on their sides. 

" Up " was u sed whe n o bjects we re balanced on supports or 

we r e placed upright. In general "down" a nd "up " were applie d 

to a wide v a riety of different action s with the same inte nded 

conseque nce , to move objects downward or upward . The 

childre n u s e d "down" when they r e l eased objects , when t h e y 

p ushed them to the edge of othe r objects , whe n they pus he d 

objects over a nd whe n they remove d a support , as we ll as whe n 

the y simply move d an object (see chap . 9). This implies tha t 

the infa nts und e rstood tha t these ac tions wo uld have the s M1e 

e ffect as s imple move me nt of t he object. I have argued that 
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the i nf a n t i::; o nly come to make these preJictions at abuut 

sixtt:e n 1no n ths . 

" In " a nd "Out" 

" ln " c1nd "o ut" f d r e e rre to the move me nt of ob j ec t s in t o 

o pen conta iners . The y we r e used whe n c hildren placed blocks 

in a pail or placed one beaker into another . These conte xts 

a re s imilar to those Piaget des·cribcs during the f ifteen to 

eightee n mo nth p e riod. But the infants also used " in" a nd " o ut " 

whe n they placed objec ts ins ide closed con t aine rs. " In" was 

used whe n children pushed blocks into a c los ed post ing box , 

whe n a doll was pushed into a t oy a mbula nce with closing doors, 

when a ring wa s placed in a closed fist (see cha p . 9). In all 

t hese cases a n e vent took place whic h transformed a two - object 

display into a single- object display . according to the infa nt's 

objec t ide nti t y rules. 

Even more significantly, " in" and "ou t " we re also u sed to 

r e f e r to c l osed containers which contained objects , a nd we r e 

used whe.-1 childre n tried to retrieve objects fron, c l osed 

containers . Pa ul says " in " pointing to a closed box wh ich has 

beake rs in i t. He nry s a ys "ind ere " pointing to a closed basket 

which contain s hi s brothe r ' s violin . Rachel says "out" whe n 

she tries to open a closed drawer in order to t ake a box out of 

it. These contexts are similar to the "object permanence " te s ts 

( see chap. 13) . These uses of "in" and " out" i mply that the 

infa n t had genera lised from the con t exts in whic h he pla c e d 

objects in open containers ,which do not viola t e the obj e ct 

identi ty rules , to those in which objects moved into closed 

con t a iners or in which objects were i n closed containers , whic h 

do. The fact that he uses the same expressions in all these 
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contexts suggests tha t he recognises that all these contexts 

involve the same spatial relationships. I have argued that 

this recognition only takes place at about eighteen months . 

"On" and "Off" 

Similarly, "on" and "off" were used when objects became 

or ceased to be contiguous , when a coat was placed on a chair 

or when a block was balanced on a chair. By eleven months the 

infant should interpret these events as the movement of two 

separate objects . But the expressions were most frequently used 

when objects became physically attached or detached, or when 

clothes were put on or removed. This suggests that the infant 

had come to understand that these events involved the same 

type of movement of two separate. objects . Similarly, the use 

of "on" to refer to static objects that are physically attached 

to each other implies that the infant understands that these 

obj e cts have the same spatial relationship as contiguous 

objects. In order to recognise that physically attached objects 

are sepa rate but contiguous, the infant must override his 

object identity rules . I have suggested that infants become 

able to do this at about eighteen months . 

"There" 

"There" encoded all the difficult types of movement encoded 

by "down", "up", "in" , "out" , "on" and "off", but it also 

encoded simpler types of movement . Children also said " there " 

when they simply moved an objE!ct form one place to another. 

In addition , "there " referred to the child ' s own movements. 

Henry says " u p dere" trying to climb up a chair. Anna says 

" in dere " putting her finger in to a bottle. Also, "there" 

frequently referred to hypothetical movements . In "destination" 
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contexts, for e}:(ample, children said "there" as they pointed 

t o the location an object was about to move to, before the 

object actually moved. 

•rhus, "there" in the early period referred to all kinds 

of moveme nts, whether these movements did or did n o t involve 

gravity, whether they did or did not violate object identity 

rules, whether they were the child's own moveme nts or object 

movements , and whether the child actually perceived the 

movements or they were hypothetical move ments. This general 

concept of movement is characteristic of the eighteen-month- old 

model of objects and space. Similarly , "there " encoded all 

sorts of static spatial relationships whether or not these 

relationships violated object identity rules. 

Self-Movement 

~ 11 the direction expressions referred to the infa nt's 

own movements as well as to object movements. Children used 

"up" and "down " whe n they climbed up on , or down from, chairs. 

They used "in" and " out" when the y crawled into a wendy house 

or tried to break out of the arms of someone holding therr, . The y 

used "on" and "off" as they climbed o n to or off bikes or c ars , 

and when they put clothing on or took it off. Again the use 

of the same expression in these contexts and in contexts in 

which objects moved . implies that the infan t perceive d the 

analogies between the two kinds of moveme nt. 

One incident is particularly s triking, a nd strongly 

suggests tha t the infant perceives the a nalogy b e twee n h e r own 

moveme nts and object movements but finds this ana logy surprising 

a nd interesting. Rac hel places a set of toys that a r e o n a 

table down i n a line on the floor. Each time she places a toy 
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in the line she says "down" . Finally, she has placed all 

the toys on the floor and she pauses and looks at them. Then 

she says "down" , sits down herself at the end of the line of 

toys and laughs. 

Hypothetical Movement 

All the expressions were also used when the infants 

hypothesised a movement that they did not actually perceive . 

The expressions were frequently used to predict future 

movements. Children said "up" just before they placed a block 

on a tower, or said "down" as they prepared to knock over a 

tower or when they saw that one obj ect was precariously 

balanced on another . Children also used these expressions when 

they tried, unsuccessfully, to bring about a movement. Henry 

says "out " as he tries to take the tape out of the tape 

recorder. We might also interpret some of the children ' s 

references to static objects , as references to hypothetica l 

past movements. When Henry says "monster up dere" pointing to 

the monster on the high shelf he may have deduced that the 

object had to have moved upwards in order to be in its present 

position. 

So far , I have argued that the concepts of balance and 

equilibrium , pa·rti cularly the ability to predict the movement 

of objects u nder the i nfluence of gravity, develop at about 

sixteen months and are related t o the development of plans. I 

have also argued that the concepts of attachment and containment , 

a nd particularly the ability to recognise that two separate 

objects may be attached or one may contain the other , and still 

be separate object s , develop at about eighteen months and are 

related to the development of the concept of the object. 
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In addition , I have claimed that the ability to 

recognise that ones own movements are analogous to object 

moveme nts and the ability to hypothesise movements develop at 

about eighteen months , and are related to the development of 

the object concept. Finally, I have argued that these 

conceptual advances are reflected in the children's use of 

direction expressions. This account of conceptual development 

leads us to consider when the linguistic expressions encoding 

these concepts emerge. 

The Development of Spatial Concepts and the Emergence of 

Direction Expressions 

Table 38 indicates the age at which each of these 

expressions was first used. The figures are suggestive in 

two respects. First "in" and "on" were first used at the same 

time. Second, "in" and "on" never appeared before "down ". 

Three of the six children in Groups I and II used "in" or "on" 

two months after they first used "down ", and one child, who 

did not use "in" or "on", first used "off " two months after she 

first · used 11 down 11 (see chap.9 ) . This pattern reflects the 

pattern of conceptual development I have proposed in the first 

part of this chapter. According to this model, the concepts 

encoded by "on 11 and by "in" should develop at about the same 

time, and those encoded by "down " should be developed earlier , 

in fact, I hypothesised that they should develop around two 

months earlier. On the other hand , there was no specia l 

developmental sequence for uses of the expressions referring to 

self-movement or to hypothetical movement, although there we re 

a great number of uses of 11 d own " to refer to self-moveme nt in 

the early sessions. 
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The actual ages a t which the expressions appeared are also 

interesting. On average , the express ions appeared a few month s 

after the concepts they encode are devel oped , accord ing t o the 

cognitive mode 1 I have presented here . However , we should 

reme mbe r that the age at which an expression was first recorded 

is probably later than the age at which it was first used (pee 

chap. 3). This is particularly true of the children in Group III 

who were eighteen months old when they were first recorded. 

'fhis pattern suggests the same relationship between 

cognitive a nd linguistic development that is reflected in the 

infant ' s use of "no" , "more", "there", "oh dear" and "gone ". 

At the very least , early non-nominal expressions e ncode concepts 

that the child has just developed. ~he chi l d ' s l a nguage captures 

generalisations that he has just made, or even that he is in the 

course of making. 

Just as significantly , the child doesn ' t use expr ess ions to 

encode simple and well- established concepts . The cognitive 

literature suggests that certain types of movement, such as 

r adial movement or movement in depth , and certain spatial 

relationships like the relationship of an object to a flat 

support are understood by twelve months . And yet the infa nt 

doesn't use locat ive expressions such as 11 near" , " far" , "front" , 

"behind ", "between" or "under " which might appropriately encode 

s uch concepts. Furthermore , t he infant could easily use "up", 

"down", "in", "out", "on " and "off " to encode simpler concepts. 

He could , for example, restrict his use o f 11 down" to situations 

in which he moves objects downward or restrict his use of "in" 

to contexts in which objects were placed in open containers. 

We know that infants do under- extend expressions in this way 
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in general. But, in fact, infants use these expressions to 

capture similarities between events which they have just 

become capable of appreciating. 

The child ' s use of "on" provides a particularly striking 

example of this phenomenon. The standard meaning of "on" in 

the adult language involves the relationship between an object 

and flat supporting surface. In fact, comprehension experiments 

always assume that this is the meaning of "on ". There is no 

reason to suppose that caretaker language is unlike &dult 

language in this respect. Certainly, there are plenty of 

situations involving objects and flat supports in the child's 

e nvironment. We have seen that the relationship between an 

object and a flat support is understood at ten or eleven months. 

If the eighteen-month-old used "on" when he placed objects on 

flat supports he would match the adult usage, and he would 

encode a well-established concept. In fact, children never 

used "on" in this way, even in contiguity contexts. 

Instead they latched on to a relatively marginal use of 

"on" in the adult language, its use to encode physical 

attachment. This concept is more difficult than the concept 

of an object resting on a flat support , and may not be developed 

until 18 months . 

One interesting explanation of this relationship betwee n 

linguistic and cognitive development is that the linguistic 

generalisation actually precedes the conceptual generalisation 

and facilitates its development. The infant notices that the 

same expression is appl i ed to different situations and this 

leads him to consider the possible similarities between these 

situations. we have already seen how this model c a n be applied 
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to "no", "there", "oh dear", "more " and "gone". We might a l so 

consider how it can be applied to direction- expressions . 

The twelve-month-old infant will be concerned with the 

unpredictable movements of objects under the effect of gravity. 

He begins to explore these events. He drops objects and places 

them on top of each other. The adults around him comme nt on 

his activity , and say "up" and "down " . He may notice that 

"down" occurs when he moves an object downward, and when he 

releases an object, leans on an unsteady object , moves a 

support, or places a heavy block on an insufficient support . 

The linguistic ~lue may help him to understand that all these 

preliminary actions lead to the same consequence. 

Similarly, the somewhat older infant will be concerned 

with events in which one object moves inside another. These 

events appear to involve the mysterious replacement of two 

objects by a single object. He begins to put objects inside 

each other, and to retrieve objects from containers. He 

notices then that "in" occurs when he places objects in open 

containers, when he places them in closed containers, when 

they move into closed containers, when he i s presented with a 

closed container that turns out to have an object inside it, and 

when he retrieves objects from containers. This might lead 

him to consider the similarities between these events , and to 

conclude that the same spatial relationship is involved in all 

of them. He might think "I know that when I put a pebble into 

a pail I've moved a n object in a certain way and adults say 

' in'. But they a lso say 'in' when the block disappears into the 

closed mailbox. Perhaps the second event is just like the 

first 11
• 
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Similarly, the fifteen-month-old should find movements 

that l ead to physical attachment, such as putting on clothes, 

intriguing and mysterious. He notices that care takers say 

"on" in these contexts. They also say "on" when two sepa rate 

objects become contiguous. This fact might lead the child to 

consider the possibility that physical attachment, like 

contiguity, involves a change in the spatial relationship 

between two objects, rather than a transformation of those 

objects. 

Finally, the fact that adults use the same expression , 

"there", in contexts that involve all sorts of movements, 

including movements that do and do not violate object identity 

rules, object movements, movements of the child ' s own body a nd 

hypothetical movements, could h~lp the child to consider the 

similarities between all these types of movement . In turn 

this could help the child to develop a general concept of 

movement that goes beyond his perception of moving objects. 

The fact that adults use the same direction expressions 

when the child moves and when objects move might also draw 

the child's attention to the similarities between the se two 

sorts of movement. Similarly, the fact that adults use the 

expressions before movements take place , when they take place, 

when the child tries to bring them about , and when movements 

have taken place in the past , may help the child to gene ralise 

across these cases. 

In general, the fact that the eighteen-month-old child 

was ready to make these gene ralisations, and that his cognitive 

system was pushing him towards these generalisations might 

make him particularly sensitive to relevant linguistic clues 
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(see chap. 12) The fact that these expressions encode new 

and significant concepts would lead the child to pay particular 

attention to them and to stor e them. At the same time his 

hypotheses about the meaning of these express i ons would be 

affected by his cognitive limitations. The child might avoid 

easy hypotheses, but he could not hypothesise that an 

expression encoded a concept that was way beyond his cognitive 

competence (see chap . 12) . 

In his productive speech the child could use the 

express ions to remind himself pf the nature of the events he is 

dealing with and to make predictions, as well as to communicate 

about those events . He could say "in" when confronted by a 

closed container as a way of reminding himself that this event 

involves the relationship between two separate object s , as 

other "in" events do. Similarly , he could use "down" to 

pr edict that bashing the tower would make it fall down. 

There are some indications that children use these 

expressions in this way. One is that the expressions were most 

frequently used in difficult rather than easy contexts. For 

exampl e , "on " was usually used to indicate physical attachment, 

a lthough it occasionally referred to contiguity . Mnemonic 

a nd predictive uses of the expressions would be most appropriate 

in these difficult contexts. 

Another indication is that, in the early period, children 

were particularly likely to use the expressions when they 

themselves brought about a movement. The expressions referred 

to movements when they were the goal of a plan. The work of 

Piaget, Bruner and others suggests tha t infants come to 

unde rstand events largely by manipulating and controlling them 
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in a structured way. In other words, when they want to 

understand an event they try to bring that event about 

themselves (see chap.12). We've seen how thirteen-month~ 

olds investigate problems of balance by dropping objects 

themselves, and how fifteen-month-olds investigate the inside 

relation by placing objects inside other objects. Mnemonic 

and predictive uses of expressions would be appropriate in these 

experimental contexts. We saw that children use "gone" in 

similar contexts (see chap.13). 

It is also striking that these expressions were 

frequently used before · the movement actually took place. For 

example, a child would say "down II just before he knocked over 

a tower, or say "in" just before he pushed a block into the 

posting box. This pattern of behavior also suggests that 

these expressions serve a predictive function. 

Later Linguistic and Cognitive IJevelopments 

The changes in the meaning of direction expressions may 

suggest parallel cognitive developments . There were two 

changes in the use of direction expressions. First, children 

initially used direction expressions when they caused movements , 

and later used the expressions when other people caused move­

ments or objects accidentally moved. Second, they initially 

used direction expressions when objects moved , and only later 

used them to refer to static spatial relationships (see chap . 9). 

The first development is similar to the development of 

"gone''. A similar explanation seems appropriate. I have 

suggested that in the early contexts the ch~ldren are experi­

menting with different types of movement. Both these experiments 

and the language that accompanies them, seem to help the child 
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to develop concepts of gravity , containment and attachment, and, 

in general , help him to develop the concept of movement. 

As the child grows older and these concepts become less 

problematic the need to experiment becomes less pressing. 

Now the children will be more likely to use direction expressions 

to comment of particularly interesting cases of movement (se,e 

chap.13) . 

The other development is rather different. Bower (1979) 

has suggested that children learn how to deal with difficult 

spatial relationships by observing the movements of objects . 

The infant who simply sees an object inside another object or 

attached to another object , has no information that will over­

ride his perceptual object-identity rules. The infant who 

sees an object become attached to or detached from another 

object at least knows that two perceptually distinct objects 

were present at some point . He can consider whether there 

weren't two separate objects there all the time. Bower argues 

that the infant first learns how to overcome his object 

identity rules in situations that involve moving objects and 

then extends that knowledge to situations that involve static 

objects. 

A similar argument might apply to the static relationship 

of support that was marked by "up". In order to understand 

this relationship, we need to understand something about the 

effects of gravity, particularly the asymetry of downward and 

upward movement (see chap . 9). It is possible that the child 

comes to understand how one object can support another by 

observi ng objects move on to su~ports and fall off of them . 

The child's linguistic development parallels these 
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cognitive developments. The child says "in" first when he 

sees an object move inside another object, and then extends 

the term to situations where an object is in another obj~ct. 

He initially says "up " · when an object moves on top of another 

object , and then says " up" when he sees an object that is 

supported by another object. 

It is possible that the adult language could facilitate 

the generalisation from movements to static relationships in 

the same way that it facilitates the generalisation from 

simple types of movement, movements that don't violate object­

identity rules and don ' t involve the effects of gravity, to 

more complex types of movement . Once the child understands 

the analogies between simple and complex types of movement, 

he can begin to consider the relationship between movements 

and static spatial relationships. Now he can take advantage 

of the fact that adults use direction expressions to refer to 

static spatial relationships as well as to refer to simple and 

complex movements. Before he understands movement this 

generalisation will be beyond his cognitive competence and 

he will simply ignore adult references to static spatial rela­

tionships . This aspect of the development of direction expressions 

is analogous to the later devel opment of "no" and "more " { see 

chap . 12) . 

I n s ummar y , t he model of the development of direction 

expressions I have outlined here is similar to the model out­

lined in the previou s two chapters. The child ' s behavior 

suggests that he makes certain conceptual advances . He 

recognises similarities between events that he previously 

treated differently. For example , he recognises that the 
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movement of an object into a closed container is the same sort 

of event as the movement of an object into an open container , 

and that the same behavior is appropriate in both these . 

situations . He a l so uses linguistic markers in both situations, 

he says " in" in both these contexts . Chi ldren use linguistic 

markers in this way at the same time or shortly after they 

first act in a way which suggests that they have acquired the 

appropriate generalisa tions. Moreover, they don't use these 

linguistic markers or other linguistic markers, to encode 

concepts thay have acquired much earlier. 

I have s uggested that this pattern of development reflects 

the fact that the child uses linguistic clues , provided by 

adult usage, in order to solve cognitive problems. In 

particular, the fact that the same expression appears in 

various contexts helps the child to perceive the similarities 

between these contexts . He can then use these expressions as 

mnemonic or predictive devices. As his cognitive system 

changes and new cognitive problems arise he becomes able to 

take advantage of new linguistic clues , and his own language 

changes. 



TABLE 38 

Age in Months at Which Each Direction Expression and Locative "there" was First Recorded 
~ 

-:. ' -
GROUP I GROUP II GROUP III 

Jonat han Henry Rachel John Christian Harriet Paul Hannah Anna 

Down 12 23 18 16 18 15 20 18 19 

I n 24 23 21 18 20 2 I 24 19 

On 24 23 20 18 20 18 19 

Up 2 1 25 16 18 24 2 I 

Out 26 23 22 24 18 

Off 23 27 22 19 17 22 20 

Loe. There 2 I 24 22 2 I 19 19 

Mean Age 

Down 17 . 7 

In 2 I. 3 

On 20 . 2 

Up 20.9 

Out: 22.6 

Off 2 1. 4 

Loe . There 2 1 

- !!'T..!11'!!'!:: -- t~ ·-•-, 
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f~ TABLE 39 

~-
Age of Children When "that" and Names were First Recorded 

GROUP I GROUP II GROUP III 

Jonathan Henry Rachel John Christian Harriet Paul Hannah Anna 

That 12 19 20 17 16 15 18 18 18 

Names 17 21 18 17 16 15 18 18 18 

-- -··-
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CHAPTER 15 

"THAT" AND NAMES, AND THE CONCEPTS OF OBJECTS 

AND NATURAL KINDS 

So far, I have investigated the development of the 

concepts encoded by "no", "there", "more", "oh dear " , "gone" 

and direction expressions. I haven't considered the concepts 

encoded by " that" and the early names associated with "that". 

In this chapter I will argue for an account of early names 

and indicatives based on Putnam's (Putnam 1975) and Kripke ' s 

(Kripke 1971) theory of the meaning of names in the adult 

language. This account helps to explain many problematic 

features of early names, particularly the under extensions 

and over extensions of names, the relationship of names and 

indicatives, and the function of names . Finally, I will 

discuss the development of the concepts encoded by names and 

indicatives according to the Putnam-Kripke theory. 

Theories of meaning in child language are almost bound 

to be based on theories of the adult language. This is 

certainly true about theories of naming . One group of 

accounts notably those of Clark (1973 , 1974), Nelson (1974) 

and Bowerman (1978), are extensions of "description" or 

11 feature II theories of naming originally formulated by 

Frege (1960) and Russell (1905), and psychologised by Katz 

(1972) and Rosch (1973, 1975) . Some of the more recent 

accounts, notably Bruner ' s (Bruner 1975, 1976 , 1978; Nini o 

and Bruner, 1978) account,are more closely related to the 

work of ordinary language philosophers such as Strawson 

(1950) and Done l lan (1966). 



- 299 -

Feature 
Some Theories of 

semanti Naming 
b c thee. 
ecause the ries argue that y are ass . names mean 

Th · ociated ese intensio With intensions or ns cons· descriftions. 
"ti ist of a 1 · ger" f ist f f or example . o _ eatures. The name 
h . h is associated w ic include " . with a list of features 

animate" II 

carnivorous" and "striped" . This 
intension s . pecifies 

"tiger" r ef 
an extens· ion, it tells you which objects 

ers to. Any object 
in the intens . which satisfies the description 

i on , that · 
features in the 1 · is, any object which has a ll the 

ist, is a tiger. 

This list 
I or descript· ion, or intension 1·s a conceptual 

or psychological entity related to 

I 

our experience of objects. 

n the more posit' .. i v i St ic accounts, which have recently been 

echoed by the psychological theories of E Clark (1974) and 

Miller and Johnson-Laird (1976), the H Clark (1973) and 

features listed in the intension are ultimately perceptual 

features. The description specifies a set of perceptual 

configuration. It provides a way of recognising a tiger 

when you see one. 

It has been assume d, reasonably enough, that names also 

function in this way in the child 's language . They are 

associated with a list of features. The nature of this 

list determines the extension of the name, it determines 

which objects the name is applied to. We know that t he 

extension of names in child lang u age is often much narrower 

or wider than their extension in the adult l anguage. The 

child may only call the family pet "dog" or he may call all 

animals 

"dog". Therefore the intension of the child 's names 

must also be different. 
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Following a suggestion of Roger Brown (1958), Eve 

Clark (1973, 1974) has argued that the child's intension 

is incomplete. The child associates the name with one or 

two feature.s, rather than the complete adult list o f 

features• His intension for "cow" may simply be "animate , 

four-legged" rather than "animate, four-legged, milk-producing, 

slow , large, etc." As a result he over-extends the name. 

As he grows older he gradually adds new features to this 

list, restricting his use of the name as he does so, until 

eventually he has the full adult list. 

Clark also argues that these features reflect perceptual 

properties of objects, such as size, shape, colour and 

texture. She assumes that the child's understanding of the 

world is organised in terms of these perceptual categories. 

The child produces a name whenever he sees a particular 

size, shape or colour. As a result he applies the name to 

objects which share a perceptual feature or a set of 

perceptual features. But, in a sense, he doesn ' t refer to 

the object at all, but rather to the perceptual features of 

the object. For Clark, the child's intension for "tiger" 

might be "orange, striped, four-legged". 

Katherine Nelson (1974) accepts Clark's general model, 

she accepts the idea that the child's list of features is 

incomplete. But she argues that the child I s in tensions 

consist of functional features rather than perceptual ones. 

Exactly what Nelson means by "functional features II isn't 

clear, but she seems to mean both dynamic properties of 

objects, the way objects move or behave, and the role objects 

play in the child's action schemes. This claim is based 
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on a vaguely Piagetian view of the child's experience, 

a vie w that argues that this experience is organised in 

functional rather than perceptual terms. Nelson predicts 

that the child will apply names to objects that behave in 

the same way or that are acted on in the same way. For 

Nelson the intension associated with "tiger" would be 

something like "fast-moving, carnivorous, to be avoided". 

Melissa Bowerman·• s (Bowerman 1978) account of early 

names is closer to Searle's (Searle 1958) and Rosch's (Rosch 

and Mervis 1975) account of names in the adult language. 

Bowerman sees the intension associated with a name as a 

cluster of weighted features rather than a conjoined set of 

features. Names are applied to objects that display some 

sub-set of the features in this cluster. Bowerman argues 

that these features are usually perceptual but they may also 

be functional. The child might apply the word "tiger" to a 

lion because it ' s dangerous and to a zebra because it's 

striped. For Bowerman the intension of "tiger" would be 

something like "definitely animate, probably dangerous, 

possibly striped". 

Searle and Rosch have argued that the intension of an 

adult name is this sort of cluster. Rosch calls it a proto­

type. Namea are applied to objects that have features in 

common with the prototype. For Searle and Rosch the proto­

type is not a specific object but an abstraction from many 

objects. The adult learns that no particular description 

explains all the application of a name so he develops a 

complex cluster of descriptions. For Bowerman, however, the 

prototype is a specific object. The child initially is likely 
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to apply the wora Only 
this object int 

0 a set 
features, and applies 
those features. 

to this object. Then he analyses 
of p erceptual and functional 

the name to objects with sub-sets of 

Bowerman ' s 
account makes b etter predictions than 

Clark ' s or Nel son 's. Children do tend to initially apply 
names to specific 

objects, and then apply them to other 
objects that have various p . roperties in common with that object. 
The child applies "moon" first to the moon , and then to 
a crescent shaped bit of 

paper and to a lamp. But Bowerman's 
account is le t as satisfactory from 1 a ogical and develop-
mental point of view . 

Clark's theory provides a plausible developmental 

sequence; the child begins w;th 
~ a simple concept and 

gradually adds to · t l. • Similarly , Nelson ' s account echoes 

0ther theories of cognitive development. The child begins 

with a functionally based view of the world and gradua lly 

develops a perceptually based view . Also, Nelson and Clark 

both provide a simple and logical account of the way 

children actually use names. The child simply has to 

recognise experiences of a particular functional or 

perceptual type when they come along. In effect , he goes 

around saying "aha round" or "aha dangerous". 

As Bowerman herself recognises, her model is much more 

complicated. The child has to analyse the prototype object 

into a set of perceptual and functional attributes, weight 

Other obJ'ects, compare this list of features 
them, analyse 

list' 
and decide if the two lists have a 

with the original 

O
f features in common to justify the 

sufficient number 
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application of the name to the second object . This process 

is just as complicated as the adult process o f naming . The 

prototype model makes sense when we apply it to adult language. 

In order to deal with the variations in the application of 

names in the adult language we h a ve to construct this 

complicated system . But the child doesn't match the adult 

applications of names, and he hasn't had time to construct 

this system. Why should he initially use names in such a 

complex way when he could just apply them to objects with 

common features, as Clark and Nelson suggest, and match adult 

usage just as well? 

There are some other limitations to the feature theory 

of early naming. We have seen that there is a close 

relationship between names and indicatives such as " that". 

They appear in the same contexts , "that" often precedes names, 

"that "+name is one of the commonest and earliest two-word 

strings , most children only use names after they use "that" 

and , according to Carter (1978) there is a phonological 

lirik between "that" and early names. Feature theories 

can • t explain this relationship. "That" doesn I t pick out 

features or sets of features or clusters of features. 

Also this model can 't expl ain why children use names 

in the first place, it can't explain the motivation or 

function of early naming. Why should an eighteen- month-old 

find t he recognition of features such a fascinating activity? 

Why should he spend his time pointing out redness or round­

ness or dangerousness, or picking out sub-sets of a cluster 

of features? 
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Pragmatic Theories of Naming 

An entirely different approach to naming has been 

developed by ordinary language philosophers such as Austin 

(1962), Strawson (1950), Donellan (1966) and Harrison (1972) . 

These philosophers see the problem of reference as a pragmatic 

problem. Referring to an object involves drawing the 

attention of another person to the object. We choose a name, 

a demonstrative or a description because we want to accomplish 

something with that linguistic expression, rather than 

because of some abstract relationship between words, concepts 

and objects. Donellan argues, for example, that a description 

can successfully refer to an object even if it isn't true of 

that object. Referring isn't something words do, it's some­

thing people do with words. 

This line of argument has been applied to child language 

by writers such as Lyons (1973) and Carter(1978), but, 

most comprehensively, by Ninio and Bruner (1978). On this 

view names and indicatives are devices children use to 

draw the attention of others, particularly their caretakers, 

to objects. Ninio and Bruner describe a number of pre­

linguistic devices that caretakers and infants use to focus 

attention on objects. They argue that these devices are 

replaced by the linguistic expression "that", which serves 

the same function. Later, names take over this referential 

function. 

This pragmatic approach has some advantages. It 

explains the close relationship between names and indicatives. 

Names are more elaborate devices that serve the same 

function as "that 11
• The approach also presents a plausible 
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hypothesis about the function of early names. Children 

produce names because they want to draw the attention o f 

the ir caretakers to objects. 

This approach also has some limitations. It can't 

explain the phenomena of under and over-extension in any 

obvious way. More seriously, it can't explain some of the 

ways children use names and indicatives. 

If names and indicatives are attention-directing 

devices we would expect them to occur in a particular type 

of social co~text. We would expect them to be used when 

an interlocutor didn't have his attention focussed on an 

object, and the speaker tried to make him focus his attention 

on the object by producing the expression. We would predict 

that the speaker would not use the expression when the 

interlocutor's attention was already focused on the object, 

and we would expect the speaker to be disappointed or upset 

if the expression failed to draw the interlocutor's attention 

to the object. A typical referential situation would be 

when, in a crowded cocktail party, one guest draws the 

attention of another guest to a third guest by saying "There's 

John" or "The girl in the red dress is Mrs. Smith". 

In fact, children often produce names and indicatives 

in very different contexts. First, the expressions are 

often used in apparently non-social and non-communicative 

ways. No one is paying any attention to the child, and the 

child doesn't seem to be very concerned about the reaction 

of others to his utterance. Second, even when the child 

does use names communicatively, the interlocutor's attention 

is usually already focused on the object that the child refers 
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to. Child language is usual ly so close ly related to the 

imrnedia te conte xt tha t the focus of attention is emminently 

clear e ve n before the child says anything. Whe n a rno~he r 

a nd c hild are looking at a picture of a cow, a nd the mother 

p o ints to the picture and says "Tha t's a cow", it must be 

clear to the child that her attention is focused on the 

cow. When the child replies "that cow, that , cow, cow" it 

is bizarre to suppose that he is trying to get his mother to 

pay attention to the cow. So what is he going on about? 

The feature account and the pragmatic account are in 

many ways complementary rather than contradictory. They try 

to explain different things. Names do seem to refer, to be 

associated with concepts and objects, regardless of how they 

are used on particular occasion.>, But we do frequently use 

names and other expressions to draw the attention of others 

to objects. It is important to investigate both the meaning 

of names and the way names are used, but even in early 

language meaning and use can't be identified. 

The Putnam-Kripke Theory of Naming 

Another approach to n a ming has recently been proposed by 

Hilary Putnam (1970, 1975a, 1975b) and Saul Kripke (1977). 

This approach is different from both the feature approach and 

the pragmatic approach. Putnam and Kripke are concerned with 

the meaning of names rather than with the referential 

function of language. But they do not accept the idea tha t 

this meaning consists of the association between a name and 

an intension. 

Putnam and Kripke's arguments are convincing but they 

are complex. They are also controversial and have been the 



- 307 -

subject of muc h philosophical d e ba t e . I t is imposs ible to 

do them full justic e in the spa ce available here . I have 

atte mpted to indica te and outline the na ture o f the ir 

argument r a ther than to defend it in d e t a il. At l eas t it 

should be clear that the Putnam-Kripke theory is a plausible 

alte rnative to the feature theory . Kripke is primarily 

conce rned with proper names and ontologica l problems, wh i l e 

Putna m is more concerned with c ommon n ames and the the ory 

of meaning. Therefore, I will concentrate on Putnam's account 

in the following section. 

Putnam argues that, in a sense, names are directly 

associated with objects and natural kinds rather than being 

associated with descriptions of these objects and na tural 

kinds. The core of this argument is that concepts or 

descriptions are defeasible, they change as our theories of 

the world change. The meanings of names don't usually 

change along with changes in theories. Inste ad names r e fer 

rigidly to the objects and naiural kinds our theories are 

ab·out. 

The Critique of Description Theories 

Putnam begins by showing where the description theory 

fails. The tenets of this theory, we will remember, are 

first that the meaning of names comes from their association 

with a description, and second, that this description specifies 

the extension of the name. If two names are associated with 

the same description they mean the same thing. If the y are 

associated with different descriptions they don't mean the 

same thing. The name refers to objects that satisfy the 
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tenets fail. 

Imagine a far-away planet called "Twin earth". Earth 

and Twin Earth are exactly alike except for one detail. On 

Twin Earth the colourless, drinkable stuff, that flows in 

the taps, fills the lakes and comes down periodically from 

the clouds is made not of tt2o, but of another chemical with 

the formula XYZ. The Twin Earthians call this stuff "water". 

Does the Twin Earth term "water" or T .E. "water", mean the 

same thing as the Earth term "water"? Normally we would 

say that it doesn't. T.E. "water" means XYZ and "water" means 

H20. Certainly we would say that the extension of T.E. "water" 

and "water" are different. 

Now suppose we turn back the clock 200 years to a time 

when neither Earthians nor Twin Earthians knew the molecular 

structure of substances like tt2o and XYZ. Both the Earthians 

and the Twin Earthians would associate the term "water" with 

the same description, something like a colourless, drinkable, 

liquid. Clearly it would be odd to say that these terms 

referred to the same thing 200 years ago, but refer to 

different things now. It seems that 200 years ago T.E. "water" 

and Earth "water" were associated with identical descriptions 

but referred to different things. 

This means either that it is possible for two terms to 

mean the same thing but refer to different things, in other 

words intensions don't specify extensions, or else that two 

names can be associated with the same description but mean 

different things. 

There are other cases where two names can be associated 

with the same description without referring to the same 
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thing, or, in a sense , meaning the same thing . Putnam 

gives the example of a city-dweller like himself who doesn't 

know the difference between birch trees and elm trees. He 

associates exactly the same description with the words "birch" 

and "elm". Despite this he knows that "birch" a nd "elm" 

refer to different things and that they mean different 

things. 

It is also possible for two names to be associated 

with radically different descriptions and yet to be under­

stood to mean the same thing and to be treated as if they 

mean the same thing. For example, the medieval alchemist 

and the modern chemist would associate the word "gold" 

with almost entirely different descriptions. For the 

alchemist the description of gold would be something like 

"yellow, shiny, heavy, metal". For the chemist it would 

be "substance with a particular number of protons and 

electrons". According to the descripti9n theory the 

alchemist's word "gold" and the chemist's word "gold" should 

have different meanings. "Gold" should be like "suspenders" 

which has a different meaning for British and American 

speakers. 

Intutitively, this seems untrue, and this intuitive 

feeling becomes clearer if we compare the behaviour of an 

Englishman and an American discussing suspenders and an 

alchemist and a chemist discussing gold. After a period of 

laughable misunderstanding of the type loved by British 

comedians, either the Englishman or the American would say 

11 Oh, I see, you mean something to hold up stockinC}i and I 

mean something to hold up trousers" and the discussion would 
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end. It seems highly unlikely however, that the alchemist 

or the chemist would say "Oh, I see, you mean a heavy, 

gold, metal and I mean an element with X electrons". It 

is much more likely that the chemist would try to demonstrate 

to the alchemist that gold didn't necessarily have the 

features he ascribed to it. They would behave as if "gold" 

meant the same thing for both of them, but they disagreed 

about the appropriate description of gold. 

So-called "semantic anomalies" provide another example 

where the feature theory fails. Even according to a 

cluster theory ''animate" would be a central feature of the 

intension associated with "cat". Therefore, according to 

such a theory, a sentence like "all cats are artifacts remotely 

controlled from Mars" should be semantically anomalous, deviant, 

unintelligible or contradictory. It should be equivalent 

to saying "some a11imate things are inanimate". In fact, 

we don't necessarily interpret that sentence as unintelligible, 

contradictory or even linguistically deviant. We may also 

as·s ume that it reflects a peculiar theory of the world, and 

consequently a peculiar description of cats. We would be 

as likely to send the speaker of such a sentence to a 

psychiatrist as to an English teacher. 

The Alternative: Stereotypes and Indexicals 

So far I have argued that the indentification of 

meanings and descriptions is unfounded. What is the 

alternative? How can names refer to objects except by 

means of descriptions? Putnam argues that some words manage 

to refer without being associated with descriptions. These 

are "indexical" expressions such as "now", "I" and particularly 
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demonstratives such as "that". "That" isn't associated 

with any list of features, but nevertheless, it refers to 

objects. It does so because it is associated with an. 

ostensive act which picks out an object without making 

any claims about the features of that object. 

Putnam argues that names have an implicit indexical 

element. A common name is shorthand for "That stuff and 

that stuff, and whatever else is like that stuff" rather 

than being shorthand for a list of features. Putnam 

claims that the meaning of most names is established 

ostensively, rather than by means of a description. Ultimately, 

the meaning of water is established by saying "That's water", 

rather than by saying "Water is a colourless, drinkable, 

liquid". We interpret this ostensive definition as if it 

picked out an object or a natural kind, rather than picking 

out a feature of the object or natural kind. 

Even if the meaning of a name isn't established 

ostensively for a particular speaker, it is established 

ostensively by someone in the linguistic community at some 

point in it's history. Putnam calls this "the division of 

linguistic labour". Even if no one has actually said "'i'hat' s 

water" to me, I assume that someone in my community, at 

some point, could say "That's water". 

'Iheindexical element in names explains the examples 

where the description theory fails. The Twin Earthians and 

the Earthians point to different things when they say 

"That's water". The city-dweller assumes that someone in 

the community would pick out different objects as he said 

"That's a birch" and "That's an elm". The alchemist and 
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t h e chemist could pick o ut a l a rge numbe r of objects o f 

wh ich the y would both s a y "That' s gold", while the Englishman 

a nd the American would pick out different objects whe n they 

said "Those a r e suspenders ". Similarly, we can understand 

the paranoid's semantic anomaly because we can both point 

to the same object a nd say "That 's a cat". 

Pu t n am argues that the description theory a rises because 

we use our descriptions of objects to indicate objects a nd, 

especially, to dete rmine just what objects belong t o a 

natural kind, that is, t o determine just what objects are 

like the obj_ect we o riginally applied the name to . A 

description can behave ostensively. We can pick out an object 

by specifying a few identifying features of the object as 

well as by actually pointing to it. We can say, in effect, 

"You see that colourless, drinkable liquid? That's water". 

Moreo v e r, we have to use our descriptions of a n object to tell 

whether it belongs to a natural kind. If we're presented with 

a new substance , say the liquid on Twin Earth, and we want 

to · know whether to call it "water" we try t o see if i t 's 

the same sort of stuff as the ostensively defined water on 

Earth. In order to do this we check its features. 

Our decision about which features are important changes 

depending on our theory of water. An alchemist might look at 

the object's colour or smell first, while a chemist might 

look at the way it conducts electricity. We can't judge 

beforehand which features of the object will turn out to 

define the natural kind. But in spite of this we can use 

"water" meaningfully. Even though we use descriptions to 

indicate which objects a name refers to, or to decide whether 
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an object is a member of the natural kind the name refers 

to, those descriptions don't constitute the meaning of 

the name. 

Putnam argues that names are associated with what 

he calls "stereotypes ". A stereotype is a rough and 

ready description which allows us to identify most of the 

members of the natural kind to which a name refers. However, 

stereotypes are likely to be incomplete and even untrue. 

They neither specify the extension of a name nor constitute 

the meaning of a name. 

For example, stereotypical tigers are orange, striped, 

largish animals that live in the jungle. But an animal could 

be a tiger, it could belong to the same natural kind as 

stereotypical tigers, and be white, or small , or live in 

the desert, or all three. For Putnam the meaning of a 

common name consists of a stereotype and an indexical element . 

Names and ~ealism 

Putnam's account of the meaning of names is associated 

with an account of the realism that underlies our normal 

understanding of the world. Names and ostensive acts 

function as they do because of their relationship to this 

underlying ontology. 

Normally, we distinguish between the real world of 

objects and natural kinds and our experience , knowledge, 

descriptions or theories of that world. We recognise that our 

experienceSor our descriptions can change , such change is 

the foundation of science. We assume that we can't predict 

the nature of future experiences and descriptions , we can 

always expect to be surprised. Also we recognise that 
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other people have different experiences , descriptions and 

theories. Despite this, we asswne that there is in fact 

only one real ~orld of objects that is the source of _our 

experiences _ and that our descriptions are about . This 

world doesn't change when our experiences or descriptions 

change. 

We have devices that we use to determine when two 

descriptions, particularly two successive descriptions, are 

about the same object or natural kind. These devices aren 1 t 

algorithms. They don't give us certain answers, they are 

themselves subject to change and revision, and they are 

usually post-hoc. They allow us to recognise whether a 

description is a description of object x, but they don 1 t 

allow us to generate all the possible descriptions o f object 

X. Ostension is one such cross-theoretical device. 

We can compare the general relationship between 

experience and objects to the relationship between evidence 

and theoretical entities in a science, say, the relationship 

between electrons and tracks in cloud chambers;- we infer 

the existence of electrons from such tracks and from other 

sorts of evidence. However, we don't identify electrons 

with the evidence that allowed us to infer electrons, we don't 

aay that electrons.!£§. the tracks in the cloud chamber. 

this is largely because we assume that electrons could give 

rise to new, unpredictable kinds of evidence. 

We may debate the philosophical merits of this form 

of realism, but it is the form of realism we all practise 

in everyday life, it is naive realism. We may not elaborate 

it in this abstract and general form, but it underlies our 
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commonplace notions of truth , existence and possibility. 

Whenever we say "I thought Joe had blue eyes but they're 

brown" or "Is it true that Giscard was bribed?" or "Jane 

may have gone to London", we distinguish between our 

desc riptions of the world and the world itself. 

We treat names as markers for real objects and natural 

kinds rather than as short versions of lists of experiences 

or descriptions. If a name is associated with a description 

of an object, and we formulate an alternative description 

which according to our cross-theory devices is a description 

of the same object, the name may be associated with the 

new description. We interpret names, indicatives such as 

"that", and ostensive acts as if they refer to objects 

which are independent and unpredictable sources of experienc es, 

rather than referring to clusters of experiences. 

The Putnam-Kripke Theory Q~J. Child Language 

Can we apply the Putnam-Kripke analysis to child 

language? If Putnam and Kripke are right, the child will h a ve 

to· develop this form of naming at some point. Let's assume 

that the child's first names have the same significance as 

adult names and see if we can explain the child's early 

linguistic behavior . 

On this view the meaning of early names is established 

by ostensive definition, which seems likely enough . More 

significantly, the child interprets ostensive acts as 

ways of picking out objects which he conceives as independent 

sources of experience, rather than as ways of picking out 

a feature of the object or an experience of a particular type . 

the child sees a caretaker point at an object and say "ball". 
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He initially assumes that that expression is a prope r name for 

that object, it marks that particular object, rather than 

marking a feature of that object. Then he notices that the 

caretaker points to another object and says "ball". Now he 

assumes that the object must mark a natural kind, rather 

t?an a particular object. That is, it must mark a set of 

objects that are like the original object. When the child 

then points to a round object and says "ball" he means 

"This object belongs to the same natural kind as that other 

object I call "ball", rather than meaning "aha, round again". 

Of course the child doesn't know which objects belong 

to the natural kind, or which features of the object are 

important in determining whether it belongs to the natural 

kind. Not surprisingly some of his guesses don't match the 

standard adult description of the natural kind, a description 

that is itself subject to change . He may hypothesise that some 

objects belong to the natural kind which don't fit the adult 

stereotype. 

The child's hypotheses will be limited as his over­

extensions are corrected, and as he hears more examples of 

the name. The net result of this process of over-extension 

and correction will be a list of features that provide some 

indication of how to recognise members of the natural kind . 

This list will correspond to what Putnam calls a stereotype. 

The formulation of the stereotype won't keep the child from 

applying the name to unstereotypical members of the natural 

kind later on. The replacement of the child 's original 

description with the stereotyped adult description is simply 

one of many changes in the description of the natural kind 
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that will take place throughout the child's life. 

What predictions would this account make about the 

child ' s linguistic behavior? How would they differ from 

the predictions of a feature account? Let's c onsider an 

adult analogy. We ' re assuming that the child is like an 

explorer visiting a country where he doesn't know the 

language, and where his knowledge of the local flora and 

fauna is limited. Suppose a native pointed to a female 

lion and said "lion". How would the explorer's interpretation 

of that expression affect his subsequent behavior? 

The explorer might assume that " lion" picked out 

some perceptual feature of the object . He might assume that 

it meant "sandy, four-legged" and would then apply the name 

to all sand-coloured, four-legged things he came across, 

such as camels and antelopes . This is Clark's hypothesis 

about the child ' s interpretation of names. He might assume 

that "lion" referred to a functional feature of the object, 

to the course of action associated with the presence of such 

a ·phenomena. He might assume that it meant "to be avoided 

at all costs". In that case, he would apply the name to 

other objects that are to be avoided such as wolves, tigers 

and rushing rapids. This is closer to Nelson ' s hypothesis. 

He might assume that II l ion II refe rred to this object, that 

it was a proper name, the equivalent of "Elsa". In that 

case he would apply the name to this particular lioness 

only . 

Finally, he might asswne, correctly , that "lion" 

meant "the natural kind to which this object belongs" , 

particularly if he sees the native appl y the word to other 
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animals. In other words, he \iOuld assume that it meant 

''other objects that are like this object" . In that case 

he might apply the word "lion" to tigers which are shaped 

like lionesses but have different colouring; to male lions 

which have the same colouring and size as lionesses but 

differently shaped heads} to lion cubs which have the same 

shape and colouring as lionesses but a different size, and 

to cougars, which have the same colour, shape and size as 

lionesses, but behave differently. 

He would behave in this way for two reasons; first 

because he wasn't sure which features of the object would 

turn out to be important in defining the natural kind, but 

also because natural kinds often don ' t have a single feature 

in common, but instead have many different features in 

common with each other. This is because their similarity 

lies in some underlying properties which may give rise to 

a number of different kinds of features. Lion-cubs and male 

lions do belong to the same natural kind as lionesses, and 

ar~ referred to by the term "lion" , but male lions, female 

lions and lion cubs have different features in common . 

The explorer's over-extensions of the term would be 

corrected by the natives, who would say "That's not a lion, 

it's a tiger", until the explorer acquired the native 

atereotype of the lion. These corrections would not only 

add to his knowledge of the native language, but would also 

give him information about the animals in the foreign 

country . They would tell him something important about the 

relationship between lions, lion cubs, female lions, tigers 

and cougars. Later, with increasing knowledge he might 
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discover that this stereotype was misleading. He might 

discove r an arctic lion that was white r ather than sandy, 

and he would have to revise his own description of lions 

and the native description accordingly. 

The Punnam-Kripke hypothesis would argue tha t 

children formulate the last two hypotheses about the meaning 

of names rather tha n the first two. That is they hypothesise , 

initially, that the name marks the particular object, and 

later, that it marks the natural kind to which the particular 

object belongs. Keeping our explorer in mind, we should 

predict that the child would initially apply the name to 

the object or to a small set of objects to which a caretaker 

applied the name, and later would apply the name to a variety 

of objects that had different features in common with the 

prototype object. Like the explorer, the child would do 

this partly because he wasn't sure which features are 

important for defining the natural kind, and partly because 

he was aware that members of a natural kind have different 

features in common. 

These 'predictions fit Bowerman's description of the 

child's linguistic behavior. We need to propose a complex 

and unmotivated process to explain this pattern of behavior 

on a feature theory. The behavior is quite logical if the 

child is trying to discover which other objects belong to 

the same natural kind as the object to which the name was 

originally applied, as the Putnam-Kripke thesis would suggest. 

This thesis provides a cognitive explanation for the 

linguistic pattern described by Bowerman. 

Another advantage of the Putnam-Kripke hypothesis 
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is that it allows us to explain the relationship between 

names and "that". "That" is a purely indexical expression, 

particularly as it is used by children, who don't contrast 

it with "this" or "those". It functions simply to pick out 

objects without specifying the properties of those objects 

in any way. We might say that "that" establishes the 

ostensive funtion of language. This simple ostensive 

function is taken ayer by the early names. Carter (1978) 

suggests that the earliest names, which she calls pseudo-names, 

are used in exactly the same way as "that" . Later, names 

are used consistently to pick out particular objects. 

Shortly, however, the function of names is extended, so 

that they pick out natural kinds, rather than particular 

objects. "That" continues to have its original function so 

that "that" and names can be combined to mean "this object 

belongs to this natural kind". 

Putnam argues, on analytic grounds, that names have 

an indexical element. They are short for "that and that and 

that, and whatever else is like them". I am arguing that 

this indexical element is made quite explicit in development. 

Names are derived from "that" ontogenetically as well as 

logically. 

This argument is similar to Bruner's argument that 

"that" establishes an ostensive function which is taken over 

by names. However, Bruner sees this function in social 

terms, ostensive acts, "that", and names, focus the attention 

of others on an object. I am arguing that ostension is 

also a cognitive function. Saying "that", pointing or 

naming, can pick out an object for the child himself as well 
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as for his interlocutors. It is important that these 

expressions pick out an object, an independent source of 

experience, rather than particular experiences or typ~s 

of experience. It is possible,of course, that this cognitive 

function is derived from a social function which is established 

prelinguistically. 

Finally, if we apply the Putnarn-Kripke thesis to 

child language, we can explain the functional significance 

of early naming. On this view, naming serves an important 

cognitive function. In the course of learning names, 

the child will also learn how objects are divided into 

natural kinds, and which features are significant for 

different types of objects. The explorer who assumes that 

"lion" means sandy-coloured doesn't learn anything non­

linguistic when he discovers that he is or is not correct. 

But the explorer who asswnes that 11 lion" marks a natural 

kind, and who then learns the accepted extension of the 

term, learns some important facts about lions and other 

animals. Not only does he learn that male and female lions 

and lion cubs are more closely related to each other than 

female lions are to tigers and cougars, he learns that, as 

.far as animals are concerned , natural kinds are more 

usually determined by the sexual and genetic relations 

between objects, rather than by their colour and shape. 

Through the medium of language, and particularly through 

names, the child can come to understand the way adults 

divide the world into natural kinds. 

It is not surprising then that children find names 

so important and fascinating. The child who spends half 
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an hour naming every object in the room isn't just 

making an inventory of the perceptual features of the room. 

Instead , he is formulating a hypothesis about the nature 

of the objects in the roam, a hypothesis which is subject 

to adult correction. 

In summary, I am suggesting that children understand 

names in the same way that adults do, according to the Kripke­

Putnam account. Either they asswne that the name means "this 

object", or they assume that the name means "this object and 

other members of the natural kind this object belongs to". They 

think of these objects and natural kinds as independent entities, 

only indirectly related to experiences. The differences in the 

child's application of a name and the adult's stem from the child's 

ignorance of the adult description of objects and natural kinds. 

By learning the "correct" application of names, he learns the 

standard adult theory. Later, he may again modify his theory of 

objects and natural kinds, and change his linguistic behavior 

accordingly. This account explains the under-extensions and 

ovet-extensions of names, the relationship of "that" and names, 

and the function of names. Also, if Putnam and Kripke's analysis 

of the adult language is correct, this account allows for a 

continuous course of development which relates early names and 

later names. 

The Cognitive Basis of Early Naming 
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that these d 
escript· 

Lons are about. Putnam and Kripke argue that names ar 

than descriptio ns. 
e associated With objects, rather 
We c 

an use interrogation and intr9spection 
to confirm that adult 

speakers do have this ontology, 
at least when they're 

not engaged in philosophical 
reflection. Obviousl 

Y, we can 't use these methods when we 
are dealing 'th 

wi eighteen-month-olds. 
It may be ob;ected 

~ that I am assuming that tiny 
babies have developed an 

abstract philosophical distinction 
between th' 

ings as they are and things as they appear to 
be. 

that 
There are several answers to this objection. One is 

these Philosophical distinctions underly much of our 

o
rd

inary thinking about the world, the sort of thinking 

even very young children engage in. After all, children 

not much older than eighteen months can comment on the 

truth or falsehood of a proposition. Second, we've seen 

that the eighteen-month-old's linguistic behavior supports 

tnis hypothesis. But also, the infant's non-linguistic 

behavior may suggest whether he has developed these 

distinctions. I will argue that the infant's behavior at 

least indirectly suggests that by eighteen months he makes 

some distinction between objects and natural kinds and 

groups of perceptual or functional features. 

we can discover how behavior might reflect ontological 

beliefs by comparing two hypothetical scientists. The 

doesn 't believe that there is a real world first scientist 

that are the source of experience, and that his of objects 

describe that world. task is to Instead, he is simply 
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concerned With collecting as many different experiences 

as he possibly can, and noting the regularities in those 

experiences . He goes around noting the types of experiences 

that surround him, rather like the infant does according 

to Clark and Nelson, writing down "there's a red bit, there ' s 

a round bit, there's a fast-moving bit". If he notices 

that a particular cluster of experiences say "orange plus 

striped plus fast-moving" often occur together, he might 

give the cluster a name, and call it "tiger". 

How would such a sceintist react to an object that 

displayed a novel or unexpected feature, say, an albino tiger 

or a super-conducting piece of gold? The first point is 

that he wouldn't search for or expect such novelties. They 

would simply be more experiences. Second, he would not apply 

the same name to objects that displayed this new feature and 

past objects. By definition for such a scientist an albino 

tiger wouldn't be a tiger. Nor would he change his behavior 

towards other objects he had a lready noted and catalogued . 

He would have no reason to suppose that other objects would 

also display new features or that this object would display 

other new features. 

We may contrast this behavior with that of another 

scientist who believes that experiences are manifestations 

of objects or natural kinds. Such a scientist would expect 

objects to behave in unexpected and novel ways since he 

assumes that his experiences ·of objects and the objects 

themselves can't be identified. He would assume that the 

new feature of the object reflected an undiscovered under­

lying property of the object, an underlying property which 
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could produce other new experiences. He would also assume 

that other members of the natural kind to which the object 

belonged would share this property, and would behave in a 

similar way. Such a scientist then would continue to call 

the object by its old name, at least provisionally; would 

investigate the object to see if it behaved in other un­

expected ways, and would investigate ·other objects similar 

to the original object in order to see whether they also 

displayed the new feature. 

I am not claiming that this behavior necessarily 

presupposes a realist ontology. It is possible that with a 

sufficiently elabo_rate system we could reconcile this 

behavior with the kind .of conceptual structure we have 

attributed to the first scientist, just as Bowerman reconciles 

the child's linguistic behavior with a description theory 

of meaning. But I am suggesting that these behaviors are 

naturally associated with the realist view. The simplest 

explanation for this pattern of behavior is that the 

scientist thinks of objects as sources of experience rather 

than as bundles of experiences. 

Some of the observations reported by Piaget (1953) 

and others suggest that at a certain point the child's 

behavior is more like that of the first scientist, who 

simply collecta and notes experiences, but that at around 

twelve months the infant begins to behave like the second 

scientist, who believes that objects and experiences are 

independent (see chap.12). 

Nine-month-olds are largely concerned with exploring 

objects in an undirected way. These infants typically apply 
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a wide variety of "tests" to every object that comes their 

way. They examine objects visually, shake them, rub them, 

bang them against other objects, and especially, as all 

mothers know, taste them. If an object behaves unexpectedly, 

they may try to reproduce that behavior by reproducing the 

circumstances that preceded it, but they don't try to produce 

other new behaviors or to produce that behavior in other 

objects. 

After twelve months infants begin to produce what 

Piaget calls "experiments in order to see". Consider the 

following observations, for example. 

At 1:1:24 Laurent shakes (a table), knocks it then 
yields to a definitely experimental reaction in order 
to study the sound. He strikes it several times in 
succession, sometimes gently, sometimes hard and between 
times hits the surface of another table. There is no 
doubt whatever that he is comparing the sounds. Then 
he strikes the back of the chair and again the wide 
circular tier. Consequently, this is more than 
exploration since there is a comparison of several 
objects to each other and a serialisation of the 
effects produced. (Piaget, 1953; p.270). 

At 0:11:20 Jacqueline slides a series of objects along 
her slanting coverlet. This is an experiment and not 
merely repetition, because she varies the objects and 
the positions. At 1:0:_2 she rolls a pencil on a table 
by dropping it just above the surface or by pushing it. 
The next day she does the same with a ball. (Piaget, 
1953; p.271). 

At 1:2:8 Jacqueline holds in her hands an object which 
is new to her : a round flat box which she turns all 
over, shakes, - rubs against the bassinet etc .. • •.• she 
presses onthe edge. The box then tilts up and falls 
again. Jacqueline is very much interested in this 
fortuitous result, and immediately applies herself to 
studying it ..... Jacqueline immediately rests the 
box on the ground and pushes it as far as possible. 
Afterwards, Jacqueline puts her finger on the box and 
presses it, but she places her finger on the centre of 
the box and simply displaces it and makes it slide 
instead of tilting it up •••••• Then, changing the point 
of contact she finally places her finger on the edge of 
the box, which tilts it up. She repeats this many times, 
va~ying the conditions but keeping track of her 
discovery. A moment later I offer by cigarette case to 
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Jacque line. She throws it as f ar as poss i ble and 
presses it at different points with her index finger 
to tilt it up. (Piaget, 1953; p.273). 

I may add that as I was writing this chapter, I _ 

observed an infant, Alexei, aged 1:0:2 knock a blue cup 

against a shelf repea tedly, then knock it against a purple 

cup, then knock it against the shelf again repeatedly. Finally, 

he took the purple cup and knocked it against the shelf 

several times, and then knocked it against the blue cup. 

Like Laurent, he seemed to be fascinated by the difference 

in the sound of the cup against the shelf and the sound of 

the cup against the other cup. 

In each of these cases the child begins by discovering 

a new property of an object, the way it makes a noise, the 

way it rolls, the way it tilts up. Rather than simply repro­

ducing the effect, the children try to discover other 

unforseen properties of the object by varying the circumstances 

that produced the first new feature. Laurent knocks the tier 

gently and hard; Jacqueline drops the object and pushes it, 

and presses on the edge and the middle of the box; Alexei 

knocks the cup against the shelf and against the other cup. 

Then they see what other objects that are generally similar 

to the original objects do in these circumstances . Laurent 

knocks on the table as well as the chair1 Jacqueline rolls 

the pencil as well as the ball, and pushes on the cigarette 

case as well as the box; Alexei knocks the purple cup against 

the shelf as well as the blue cup. 

This sort of experimental behavior suggests that the 

child has begun to see objects as sources of experience 

rather than as groups of experiences. The most important 
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characteristic of such behavior is the search for novelty. 

These children, in a sense, expect the unexpected. The y 

intentionally set out to create new experiences by varying 

their actions on objects, and varying the objects they act 

on. Their behavior suggests that they aren't sure what the 

nature of these new experiences will be, they are often 

surprised and intrigued by the consequences of their acitons. 

The expectation that objects and natural kinds will give 

rise to new, unpredictable experiences, is at least one 

element of a realist ontology. Certainly, it is difficult 

to think of a simple way of reconciling such an expectation 

with a view that identified objects and natural kinds with 

particular features of experience. It is interesting that 

children were most likely to apply "that" to novel objects 

or to objects that behaved unexpectedly (see chap. 4). 

Greenfield (1978) and Nelson (1974) claim that children are also 

particularly likely to apply names to new or surprising 

objects. 

We can explain the shift from exploratory to experimental 

behavior if we consider the infant's initial ignorance of 

objects. Most infants only begin to crawl at around seven or 

eight months. Until they become mobile their opportunities 

to explore objects are rather limited. It's not surprising 

that once they can actually obtain objects themselves, 

instead of depending on adults to give them objects, they 

become tremendously· interested in exploring and testing 

objects, or t_hat they do this in a fairly undirected way. 

The seven-month-old infant who had just learnt how 

to crawl is in the same position as a scientist who is faced 
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with a random collection of absolutely new objocto, suy , 

a shovelful of specimens collected from o distant planet . 

Such a scientist might well behave like the first scientist 

we have previously described. He would begin by submitting 

the objects to all the tests he could think of and noting 

the results and regularities before he would even try t o 

sort the objects into natural kinds, let alone investigate 

the properties of those objects or natura l kinds in a 

systematic way. When everything is novel there isn't much 

point in a controlled search for novelty. Such a scientist 

is of course better off that the infant, since he at least 

has a background of experience with familiar objects. 

I am suggesting that the nine-month-old is primarily 

interested in extending his range of experience by thoroughly 

exploring as many objects as possible. Once he has acquired 

this corpus of experience he can begin to sort these 

experiences into clusters; he may note that certain types of 

experiences tend to occur together. We might think of these 

clusters as proto-objects or proto-natural kinds. If the 

child coulo talk, his language at this point might fit the 

description theory. 

At some point, probably at around a year, the child 

begins to construct the theoretical entities of objects 

and natural kinds to explain the pattern of his experiences. 

He thinks of these objects as the source of the experiences 

he has already had, and as a source of new experiences in 

the future. He alao hypothesizes that membe~• of a natur4l 

kind will be likely to give rise to similar new experiences. 

This conceptual shift underlies the shift from exploratory 
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to experimental behavior. 

This conceptual shift is also related to the develop­

ment of plans which we discussed in an earlier chapter. (see 

chap.12). Children who develop plans seem to recognise 

that the objects that serve as intermediaries are independent 

and may behave in unexpected ways. In fact, they explicitly 

marked such unexpected behavior by "oh dear". However, 

their reaction to such unexpected behavior was not to 

abandon the plan, but rather to modify their own actions to 

take account of the object's unexpected behavior. Their 

reaction is not "Oh, this must be a different object" but 

rather "Oh, my ideas about this object must have been r.iistaken". 

This shift is also related to the development of 

concepts of disappearance, containment and attachment. We 

sa~ that in the course of development the child comes to 

associate a single object with more and more complex patterns 

of experience. Initially, the object is simply a particular 

type of experience, a bounded volume of space with certain 

features. As the child grows older he can associate the 

object with a particular sequence of experiences, the 

presence of a bounded volume of space followed by a dis­

appearance of a particular type. Eventually, after eighteen 

months, the infant can disassociate the object from any 

experience. He can imagine or deduce or guess that an 

object exists at a location without any clear experiential 

evidence to support that guess. The shift from a perceptual 

to a conceptual definition of the object underlies the 

child's understanding of disappearance, containment and 

attachment. 
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The idea that an object can e xist without being 

e xpe rienced seems more advanced tha n the iden that an 

objec t can produce new experiences , though these two 

concepts are related. I have suggested t hat the first 

development, which underlies the development of "object 

permanence", takes place several months after the second 

development. 

However, both developments a re related to the realist 

ontology I have described above , the ontology which underlies 

"naive realism" and, according to Putnam and Kripke, under­

lies adult naming. I am suggesting that this realist view of 

the world, or at l east two important aspects of it, are 

constructed by the infant during his second year, starting 

at about twelve months and continuing until sometime after 

eighteen months. I f this is true, then the twelve to twenty­

four-month-olds in this study had just developed or were 

just developing the necessary cognitive equipment to use 

indicatives and names in the way that adults use them. They 

wouid be just able to pick out objects and natural kinds 

rather than experiences. 

Cognitive Development and the Emergence of "That" and Names 

If the view of early naming I have suggested here is 

oorr•ot, then we n••d to regon1ider th• r1lat10n1hip between 

••rlf name■ and go9nitiv1 dev1lopmeht, A000rdin; to both 

the feature theory and the pragmatic theory the cognitive 

prerequisites of naming are rather simple. According to 

Nelson and Clark, all the child has to do is to recognise a 

perceptual or functional feature when he comes across it. 

Although Clark and Nelson might not relish the analogy, in 
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their view the child's behavior is not more complex in 

princ iple that the behavior of a pigeon who l e arns to peck 

one key every time he sees a round stimulus and another key 

every time he sees a square one, though for Nelson the 

pigeon would have to respond differently to fast-moving and 

slow-moving stimuli or to edible and inedible ones. While 

Bowerman ' s model is more complex , it is not qualitatively 

different. While Bruner ' s 'view of naming is more sophisticated, 

in his view the child is still extending an ability he has 

mastered pre-linguistically. 

If the Putnam-Kripke thesis is true of child language, 

the cognitive prerequisites of naming must be considerably 

more advanced. If children use indicatives and names in the 

way adults do, they must encode concepts of objects and 

natural kinds. They must mark theoretical entities that are 

only indirectly related to particular patterns of experience. 

In developing these theoretical entities, the chi ld must be 

able to distinguish between objects and natural kinds , and 

his experience of objects and natural kinds. 

However, we have seen that the child ' s l inguistic 

behavior suggests that he does use names in the way that 

adults do, and that his non-linguistic behavior, such as 

his "experiments in order to see", his planned behavior, 

and his reactions to disappearance, containment and attachment, 

suggest that at least some aspects of the realist view of the 

world are developed between twelve and twenty-four months. 

Perhaps the most significant developments from the point of 

view of the Kripke-Putnarn hypothesis take place during the 

twelve to eighteen month period. 
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The average age at which "that" first appeared in 

Groups I and II was 16.3 months. The average age a t which 

names appeared was 17.3 months. All three of the eighteen­

month-olds in Group III used names and "that" in their 

first recorded session (see Table~). This suggests that 

the infants use "that" and names to encode concepts that 

are relatively new, and are possibly still being developed. 

This would be similar t o the re lationship between other, 

non-nominal, ~xpressions and the concepts they encode. 

This relationship between linguistic and cognitive 

deve lopment again raises the possibility that linguistic 

clues facilitate the development of concepts of objects and 

natural kinds. The characteristics of caretaker speech might 

help the child to solve cognitive problems. 

We have already seen one way in which names could 

facilitate cognitive development. By looking at the way names 

are applied the child can make hypotheses about the way different 

objects are divided into natura l kinds . The fact that "lion " is 

applied to certain animals and not others tells the ch ild some­

thing about lions and their relationship to other animals, as well 

as telling him something about the language. The acquisition of 

specific names such as "lion" is related to the acquisition of the 

standard adult theory of the natural kinds these names encode. 

In addition, the general characteristics of names 

might reinforce the development of the general concept of 

"natural kinds •t. The fact that, in general, names are applied 

to objects which have different features in common with each 

other may help to reinforce the idea that the classification 

p't depend on the presence or absence of a 
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particular feature , but reflects more fundamenta l 

simila rities and differe nce s be tween obj ec ts. Attendi ng 

to names might not only facilitate the development of -the 

concepts of spec ific natural kinds, but in doing so, facili­

tate the development of the general concept of a natural 

kind. 

The use of names to refer to absent objects might 

also help to develop the concept of the object. If the 

child hears the name applied in circumstances where no 

particular type of experience is present , and learns to 

use the name in such circumstance s himself, this may 

reinforce the dissociation between objects and experiences. 

It is interesting that in two of the common two-word strings, 

"no"+ name and "gone"+ name,names are used in this way. 

The relationship between uses of "that" and cognitive 

development is much less clear. It is clear that "that" 

establishes the ostensive function of language, a function 

elaborated by names . To begin with "that" seems to be a 

kind of pure ostensive act. The common factor in the 

contexts in which it occurs is simply that the speaker picks 

out an object . 

It is also clear that in the adult language ostensive 

acts are important cross-theoretical devices. They enable us 

to confirm that two descriptions are about the same object. 

In other words, adults interpret ostensi ve acts as if they 

mark objects rather than features of objects . This inter­

pretation is so deeply rooted that I suspect if our 

explorer entered a foreign country and saw someone point 

and vocalise he would immediately interpret that vocalisation 
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as if it referred to an object or natural kind. In 

principle , of course, that act could mean any number of 

things, it could mark a feature of the object, or the god 

controlling the object, or a stage of phase of the object, 

as Quine (1960) has shown. It could also have nothing to 

do with the objects at all, it could mean "I have indigestion" 

as Wittgenstein (1953) has shown. 

It is striking that other early meanings, such as the 

meanings of "no", "gone", "more", etc., are not established 

ostensi vely . Ostension is not some sort of universal 

meaning establisher, but rather is related to a very specific 

sub-set of meanings, meanings associated with names. 

The question is whether this relationship between 

showing attention and vocalising, and picking out an object 

or natural kind, is arbitrary. Is there a convention which 

interprets ostensive acts as references to objects , or is 

there some mysterious intrinsic connection between ostensive 

gestures and the vocalisations accompanying them and the 

concept of the object? The apparent universality of the 

ostensive act suggests that the latter hypothesis might be 

true. But, frankly, it is extremely difficult to see why 

there would be such a connection. 

If there is,however, some intrinsic connection 

between oatenaive acta and object■, if, for example, 01tena1on 

is intrinsically a cross-theoretical device, then the mastery 

of the ostensive act might play some role in the development 

of the concept of the object. But these are very murky 

waters. 
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Summary 

In this chapter I have presented a new view of the 

meaning of names and indicatives in child language. rhis 

view is based on the Putnam-Kripke analysis of adult naming, 

and is in contrast to the feature theories of Clark, Nelson 

and Bowerman, and the pragmatic theory of Bruner. I have 

argued that indicatives and names ma rk objects and natural 

kinds, rather than experiences or descriptions of those 

objects and natural kinds. This hypothesis presupposes a 

realist ontology. By applying this hypothe sis to child 

language we can explain the under-extensions and over­

extensions of names, the relationship of "that" and names, 

and the function of early names. Moreover, the infant's 

non-linguistic behavior suggests that he develops the realist 

concept of objects and natural kinds between twelve and 

twenty-four months. This suggests that early names and 

indicatives encode new concepts. It is also possible that 

the development of names and indicatives facilitates the 

development of the concepts of objects and natural kinds. 
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CHAPTER 16 

CONCLUSION 

In this chapter I will summarise the most significant 

results of this study. I will consider how these results 

fit various theories of language and cognition , and I will 

consider the broader implications of these results. I will 

begin by outlining a general picture of language in the 

twelve to twenty-four month old period. Then I will outline 

a general picture of cognition in the twelve to twenty-four 

month period, I will consider the relationship between 

linguistic and cognitive development in this period. Then I 

will briefly speculate about why language emerges between 

twelve and twenty-four months. Finally, I will consider what 

early language suggests about later linguistic and cognitive 

development and about the semantics of the adult language. 

Language from Twelve to Twenty-Four Months 

Between twelve and twenty-four months children used a 

wide variety of different expressions. Some of these express­

ions, like "bye-bye II and "yes", seemed to be social or 

conversational devices. Towards the end of this period some 

expressions, like "a" and "now", seemed to serve a purely 

formal function. However, most o f the children's early words 

were related to their understanding of the world. 

As Bloom suggested these expressions can be divided into 

two groups. Children did use names, that is expressions that 

referred to objects, but another group of expressions was 

equally important. These expressions were frequently used, 

they appeared at the very beginning of the one-word period, 
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and they were used by most children. The most important 

of these non-nominal expressions were "that", "there", "no", 

"more", "oh dear", "gone" and "down", "up", "in", "out", 

"on" and "off". These expressions turned out to be similar 

in many ways. 

First, non-nominal expressions did not encode propertie s 

of objects or relationships between objects, at least not in 

the early period. Nor did they encode particular actions or 

types of actions or social relationships or emotional states. 

The concepts they did encode had an egocentric quality . 

These children did not seem to treat other people as creatures 

fully analogous to themselves. When they applied an e xpression 

to their own plans they did not apply it to the plans of others. 

When they applied an expression to their own relationships to 

objects they did not apply it to relationships between other 

people and objects. For example , children said "there" when they 

successfully completed a plan but not when other people succe ss­

fully completed a plan. They said "gone" when they could not see 

an 0bject but not when other people could not see an object. 

Children tended to use non-nominal expressions in contexts 

that involved plans. They tended to use the expressions in 

contexts that involved an action that was performed on an object 

in order to achieve a particular goal. Some expressions en­

coded abstract aspects of plans, others encoded events that 

featured in plans . 

Finally, all these expressions encoded highly abstract 

concepts. Children would use a non-nominal expression in 

contexts that involved a wide variety of different experiences 

· lik " " " " d "oh dea" and actions. Some expressions, e no, gone an r , 
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encoded the fact that the child did not have an experience 

or did not perform an action. 

Despite these general similarities the expressio~s 

each encoded a different concept . Roughly the expressions 

could be divided into two groups. 

"No", "more'', success expressions like "there• and 

failure expressions like "oh dear", encoded abstract aspects 

of plans. These expressions did not encode particul ar types 

of plans, or encode plans with particular types of goals. 

They could be applied to any action or any object t o achieve 

any goal. Instead these expressions encoded relationships 

between plans and planners, or plans and reality. 

"No" encoded the fact that a plan was not successfully 

implemented, either because the child decided not to implement 

it or because other people or objects interfered. "More" 

encoded the fact that the child intended to repeat a plan. 

"There" encoded the fact that a plan was successful. "Oh dear" 

encoded the fact that a plan failed . 

"That", "gone", locative "there II and the direction express-

ions "down", "up", "in", "out", "on" and "off" encoded abstract 

aspects of objects. "That" and "gone II encoded relationships 

between objects and observers, while locative "there" and 

direction expressions encoded spatial characteristics of objects. 

In particular, "that II encoded the fact that the child 

perceived or attended to an object. "Gone" encoded the fact 

that he did not perceive an object. "There" encoded the fact 

that an object changed its location. Direction expressions 

encoded changes in the spatial relationships between objects. 

"Down" and "up" encoded the fact that an object moved towards 

= 
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or away from the ground. "In" and "out" encoded the fact 

that an obje ct moved inside or outside a contai ner. "On" 

and "off II encoded the fact that an object became or ceased 

to be contiguous or attached to another object. 

While these expressions encoded aspects of objects, 

children were particularly likely to use them when they 

formulated plans. This was particularly true of locative 

"there" and direction expressions, which encoded changes in 

the spatial relationships of objects. Children were partic­

ularly likely to use these expressions when they bought about 

these changes,especially in the early period. Children were 

also particularly likely to use "gone" when they made an 

object disappear, and they often used "that" when an object 

played an important role in a plan, or when they acted to 

make an object available for closer inspection. 

The meaning of most non-nominal expressions changed 

during the twelve to twenty-four month period. Generally 

speaking, children initially used the expressions in an 

egocentric, action-oriented way and moved to more objective 

uses . There were three specific important types of change. 

Expressions that originally encoded abstract aspects 

of plans came to encode abstract aspects of objects as well. 

Children initially used "no" when a plan was not successfully 

implemented. Later, they also used 11 no" to negate propositions. 

They initially used "more" when they intended to repeat a 

plan. Later, they also used "more" to comment on the 

similarity between two objects. 

Second, expressions that originally encoded changes in 

the spatial relationships of objects came to encode static 
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spatial relationships. Children initially used locative 

"there" when an object changed its location. Later, they 

used "there" to comment on the fact that an object was in 

a location. Children initially used "in" when objects 

moved inside containers. Later, they used "in" to comment 

on the fact that an object was inside a container. The 

other direction expressions changed in similar ways. 

Finally, expressions which were initially used when 

children brought about an event were eventually used when 

the event simply took place. Children initially used "gone" 

when they made an object disappear, but eventually used it 

whenever an object disappeared. They initially used "in" 

when they made an object move inside a container, but they 

eventually used it whenever an object moved inside a container. 

The other direction expressions changed in similar ways. 

This study was not primarily concerned with the 

functions of early language . . However, the contextual 

information that was used to determine the meaning of non­

nominal expressions can also give us some clues about their 

function. 

These expressions seem to be multi-functional, they 

were used to achieve a wide variety of ends. A child would 

use "gone", for instance, to get help in finding a missing 

object, to communicate the fact that he had made an objact 

disappear, or as part of a hiding and finding game. Even 

"social" expressions like "bye-bye" and "yes" were used to 

achieve a variety of social ends, and were occasionally used 

in non-social ways. 

Also some of the functions of non-nominal expressions 
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seemed to be "mathetic", or intrapersonal, rather than 

"pragmatic", or interpersonal. I have suggested that 

children are particularly likely to use non-nominal 

expressions when they experiment with difficult concepts. 

In these contexts the child seems to be talking to himself 

rather than to others and this speech seems to help him to 

improve his understanding of the world. I have suggested 

that, in many contexts, early words serve a mnemonic or 

predictive or regulative function rather than a communicative 

one. 

How do these results fit the various theories of 

language development I have outlined in Chapter 2? How can 

we best explain the use and development of non-nominal 

expressions? 

Non-nominal expressions have no consistent syntactic 

role. They come from a variety of syntactic categories, 

some, like 11 there", have a bewildering varity of syntactic 

functions, and others, like "oh dear", play no role in the 

adult syntax at all. It seems strange that the child would 

begin by using these expressions if he was innately set to 

acquire the adult syntax, as Chomsky suggests . 

More significantly, the meanings of these expressions 

are only indirectly related to the semantics of the adult 

lanquaqe. Failure, success, repetition and disappearance, 

are not usually considered to be :important semantic categories. 

Even "no", "that" and direction expressions which are 

apparently related to semantic structures involving negation, 

deixis and location, have a different meaning in the one-word 

period. Initially, "no" does not negate propositions, but 
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rather marks the fact that a plan is not implemented. 

This concept does not play an important part in adult 

semantics . "That" does not enter into anaphoric relation­

ships with other expressions, and it also is not used to 

clarify the ~peakers reference, though these ~re important 

semantic functions of "that" in the adult language. 

Locative expressions which, in the adult language, · are 

primarily concerned with the static locations pf objects 

are initially used to indicate movement caused by the child's 

actions. 

Clearly, the child's semantics will eventually become 

more like the adult's, we can see this development take place 

even within the one-word period. B,ut, initially, his semantic 

structures, at least those encoded by non-nominal expressions, 

are quite different. 

Certainly, we can't explain the meaning of early non­

nominal expressions in terms of semantic primitives, semantic 

features or case categories, at least not in terms of any of 

the. ·primitives, features or categories that have been proposed 

so far. Similarly, we can't explain changes in the meanings 

of these exprespions in terms of the acquisition of primitives, 

features or categories. 

It is not clear to what extent tpe development of non­

nominal expressions is related to the child's linguistic 

problem-solving strategies. Certainly, some features of these 

expressions, such as the fact that ~hey often occur in isolation 

and are often stressed, might make them easier to learn for a 

child who uses strategies. On the other hand, othe~ expressions 

that appear in isolation and are stressed, like concrete verbs, 
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adult applications in speech addressed to children. It 

seems unlikely that caretakers only apply "down" to 

movements caused by children, or only apply "more" to 

the repetition of plans. Also, there were some over­

extensions of these expressions. It seems unlikely that 

a caretak~r would use "come off" to indicate failure in 

general or would apply "down" to the closing of a doll's 

eyes . 

The development of these expressions also suggests 

that the child ~ses_ non-nominal expressions to encode 

concepts that are important to him, rather tha~ matching 

the adult meanings. It seems unlikely, for example, that 

caretakers would independently shift from applying: . "down" 

to movement to applying "down" to location during the one­

word period. 

Even though caretaker speech is more restricted than 

normal adult speech it still allows the child to make a wide 

variety of interpretations of the meaning of non-nominal 

expressions. The child's productive speech suggests that he 

restricts his attention to certain utterances of these 

expressions and to certain hypotheses about their meaning. 

The chil<l' s speech may also suggest what kinds of 

caretaker-child interaction affect the development of non­

nominal expressions. Some of the games . and social routines 

described by Bruner (Bruner 1976, Ratner & Bruner 1978), such 

as peek-a-boo or bookreading may provide a source for non­

nominal expressions. However, productively, the child immed­

iately extends his use __.1of these expressions to other routines 

and to non-social situations. This is particularly true of 
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"that",· "no 11
, "more 11

, etc. Other non-nominals such as 

"hello" and "hereyare" fit Bruner's model more closely. 

Moreover, if these games were the primary source of 

information about non-nominals, we could not explain 

either the egocentricity of the early uses of these 

expressions, or the development away f~om this egocentr­

icity. 

I have suggested that the caretaker's commeptaries 

on the child's actions are more likely to be a source of 

non-nominal expressions (see Chapter 12). Even so, the 

adult speech still allows the child to make a variety of 

hypotheses about the meaning of these expressions. 

I have argued that the child chooses to learn certain 

expressions, and chooses certain hypotheses about the 

meaning of those expressions primarily because of his cog~itive 

concerns. In particular, I have argued that early non-nominal 

expres~ions encode concepts that play a significant role in 

the cognitive development of twelve to twenty-four month olds. 

This general position is similar to the "cogni..t:i.ve constraints" 

approach I outlined in Chapter 2. Bloom (1973), Sinclair (1973), 

Nelson (1974), Slobin (1973) and Bates at al (1979), have all 

emphasised the fact that children use early words to encode 

important concepts they have alrea~y developed, and that these 

concepts may not be like the concepts encoded by adult language. 

There is, however, an important difference between the 

views of these writers and the view I have outlined here. I 

have argued that children are particularly likelf to use non­

nominal expressions to encode new, difficult, problemati~ 

concepts, concepts that are at the frontiers of their 
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cogmitive competence, rather than familiar or well­

established concepts. I have · argued that the child's 

early words are likely to encode concepts he is in the 

midst of developing, rather than concepts he has already 

developed. 

In particular, I have argued that the concepts 

encoded by non-nominal expressions, the concepts of abstract 

aspects of plans, the concepts of relationships between 

objects and observers and also certain spatial concepts, are 

only developed at around eighteen months. I have also argued 

in Chapter 15 that although the concepts encoded by names may 

seem simple, they are actually highly abstract and are also 

developed between twelve and twenty-four months. 

Most of the child's early words appear at about the 

same time as the concepts they encode. Children could choose 

to learn other expressions, or they could hpothesise that 

these expressions encode simpler concepts, but they do not. 

Similarly, I have argued that changes in the use of 

these expressions reflect cognitive changes. As the child, 

develops, concepts that were once new and problematic become 

familiar and well-established. He turns his attention to 

new problems. He applies the concepts he has already devel~p­

ed to these problems. As a result he changes and extends his 

familiar concepts. Similarly, the child applies expressions 

that encode familiar concepts to situations that involve new 

problems. He changes and extends his use of these expressions. 

For example, once the child has mastered the concept of 

repetition he can turn his attention to the concept of object 
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similarity. He may apply the concept of repetition to 

situations that involve object similarity and develop a more 

general concept. At the same time he begins to use the term 

"more" which encodes the concept of repetition, in c o ntexts that 

involve similar objects. I have also argued that the child 

needs to understand certain types of movement before he can 

understand certain types of static spatial relationships. The 

linguistic development of "there" and direction expressions 

reflects this cognitive development. 

Cognitive development may affect linguistic develop­

ment in a rather different way. I have argued that when the 

child's expressions encode new and problematic concepts he 

is l i kely to use the expressions when he experiments with 

those concepts, when he manipulates situations that involve 

those concepts in a controlled way. This explains why, in 

the early period, children are particularly likely to use 

expressions that encode events when they bring about those 

events. As the child grows older, anQ the concepts his 

expressions encode become familiar, he become$ less likely to 

use them simply to comment on events . 

For example, the child uses "gone" to encode the 

concept of disappearance. Since this concept is problematic, 

he experiments with it by making objects disappe ar and 

reappear, and he uses "gone" when he carries out these 

experiments. Later, when he fully understands the concept 

of disappearance, these uses of "gone" become less frequent, 

and he simply uses "gone" to comment on interesting dis­

appearances. 

, 
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Cognition from Twelve to Twenty-Four Months 

In this thesis I have also presented a picture of 

cognitive development in the twelve to twenty-four month 

period. This account was based on the observations, experiments 

and theories of developmental psychologists, particularly 

Piaget, Bower and Bruner. I have suggested that there are 

important changes in the child's understanding of action and 

his understanding of objects during this period. The most 

significant changes take place at about eighteen months . 

First, the child's ability to act on the woJd changes 

considerably during infancy. Initially, he can only perform 

actions from a limited repetoire, and he will only do so in 

response to innately determined events, or in order to reproduce 

an action-event sequence that has taken place in the past. 

By about twelve months he can experiment with a wide variety 

of actions in order to achieve a particular goal. This allows 

him to produce intelligent planned behavior. After about 

eighteen months he constructs a model of h i s actions and their 

interactions with objects. This model allows him to construct 

hypothetical action-event sequences and so to solve problems 

using insight. It also allows him to make generalisations 

about his plans. 

During infancy, the child's understanding of objects is 

alao chan9in9. Initially, an "object" for the child iR simply 

a perceptual configuration of a certain sort. Then he begins 

to make predictions about the disappearances and reappearances 

of these configurations. We might say that he identifies an 

object with a sequence of perceptual configurations . After 

about eighteen months he constructs a model of objects, spa c e 

' 
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and observers. This model allows him to deduce that an 

object has moved to a location even if he has not seen the 

object move to the location. It also allows him to develop 

the general concept of not perceiving an object, it allows 

him to develop general concepts of movement and location, 

and it allows him to understand certain types of movements, 

such as movements that result in containment or attchme nt . 

These two areas of development interact. The child's 

increasing understanding of objects allows him to decide 

which actions are likely to lead to a particular goal. His 

actions, particularly his experiments, allow him to improve 

his understanding of objects. 

In both areas, the child's concepts are originally 

closely tied to actions he has actually performed, or to 

his actual perceptions . As he grows older his concepts become 

tied to complex sequences of action and perception. Finally, 

after eighteen months his concepts become independent of 

action and perception. He can act with insight because he 

can consider possible actions that he has never performed 

and never will perform. He can deduce the location of 

invisibly displaced objects or of hypothetical objects 

because he can consider possible objects and possible 

movements of objects that l:'e has never actually seen. 

The fact that the child's concepts are no longer tied 

to actual actions or perceptions also allows him to develop 

higher order concepts. These concepts may be applied to 

any action or any perception. I have argued that these concepts 

include the concepts of the non-implementation, repetition, 

success and failure of plans, the concept of not perceiving 

',.. 



- 351 -

an object, the concept of movement, certain spatial 

concepts, particularly the concepts of containment and 

attchrnent, and the realist concept of objects and natqral 

kinds. 

Most developmental psychologists seem to agree that 

something important happens to the child's cognition at 

about eighteen months. They are not always clear about 

exactly what happens, Piaget's account is probably the most 

detailed and widely accepted account of this transition. 

He argues that at about eighteen months the child develops 

a symbolic or representational capacity for the first time. 

This allows him to move from the sensory-motor stage to the 

pre-operational stage. While there are some similarities 

between this classical Piagetian view and the view I have 

presented here there are also some important differences. 

First, it does not seem to be true that the child has 

no symbolic Qr . representational capacity before eighteen months. 

Recent research on e·arly infancy, particularly the work of 

Bower (1974,1979) and Meltzoff (1977,1979) , suggests that the 

child has an innate representational. system, at least in the 

sense that his early concepts already intergrate information 

from different sensory modalities and already intergrate 

percept~on and action. Simil~rly, in order for the infant to 

be able to develop concepts that are tied to sequences of 

past actions and perceptions, for example, in order f or him 

to be able to predict that a perceptual configuration will 

reappear in a particular location, he must have at least some 

representational capacity. 

Another difference between the picture I have presented 
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here and the classical Piagetian view concerns the role 

of action. For Piaget, the sensory and the motor are 

indissolubly linked before eighteen months. In partic_ular, 

the infant's •concept of the object is tied to his actions 

on the object. I have suggested, largely on the basis of 

Bower's work, that while perception and action interact, 

they are not inevitably linked. The infant can make cognitive 

progress simply by seeing objects behave even if he doesn't 

act on those objects. Of course, his actions can greatly 

extend his experience of objects. 

We might sum up these differences between the classical 

Piagetian view and the view I have presented here by saying 

that in my view the infant has perceptual schemas and action 

schemas before eighteen months rather than sensory-motor 

schemas. Perception and action are representational in a 

way that sensation and motor behavior are not. However, 

both perception and action are rooted in the child's actual 

experience in a way that later concepts are not. 

Another difference between the picture I have presented 

here and the classical Piagetian view is that I have 

emphasised the qualitative changes in the child's understanding 

of the world that take place at about eighteen months. In 

the Piagetian tradition the pre-operational period is very 

muoh an example of d~calage. The achievements of the 

sensory-motor period are redone at a representational level. 

For example, insight becomes possible because the child 

internalises his experimental behavior. While I would agree 

that such developments take place, I have suggested that 

the eighteen-month-old immediately develops new types of 



- 353 -

concepts, like the concepts of success, disappearance and 

containment. These concepts are not just internalised 

versions of the cognitive structures of the earlier p~riod. 

For Piaget, the transition from the sensory-motor 

period to the pre-operational period is like a translation 

from one language to another, or perhaps like a transcription 

from spoken language to written language. I have suggested 

that this transition is more like the shift from an 

observa.tion language to a theoretical language that has 

been described by philosophers of science. The theoretical 

language is in some sense derived form the observation 

language. However, the theoretical language is also 

qualitatively different from the observation language· • 

The Interaction between Linguistic and Cognitive Development 

These accounts of language and cognition in the twelve 

to twenty-fouv month period raised the possibility that 

language and cognition interact. Not only does cognitive 

development affect linguistic development but linguistic 

development in turn affects cognitive development. 

From the linguistic point of view, I have suggesteq 

that the child pays particular attention to problematic 

contexts, contexts he is on the verge of understanding, rather 

than to contexts that he understands very well or to contexts 

he does not understand at all. He also pays particular 

attention to the language that adults produce in these 

contexts. Furthermore, he is particularly likely to 

hypothesise that expressions encode new concepts, concepts 

he is on the verge of developing, rather than well-established 

concepts or concepts that are way beyond his cognitive 

• 
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competence. Finally, he is particularly likely to store 

expressions that encode new concepts, and to use these 

expressions in his productive speech. As he grows older, 

concepts that were once new and problematic become familiar, 

and concepts that were once totally incomprehensible become 

problematic; they become concepts he is on the verge of 

developing. He now turns his attention to contexts that 

involve those concepts and to new expressions that encode 

those concepts, and he extends his old expressions so that 

they also encode these concepts. In this way the child's 

developing cognitive system determines the expressions he 

chooses to learn, the hypotheses he makes about the meaning 

of those expressions, and the changes in the meaning of 

expressions. 

At the same time, I have suggested that the fact that 

adult expressions encode new concepts could he~p the child 

to develop such concepts. Moreover, the linguistic facts 

could affect the shape of the child's new concepts. Just as 

the fact that a child pays attention to a context leads him 

to pay attention to the language adults produce in that 

context, the fact that adults produce language in a context 

could lead the child to pay attention to that context, and 

to consider whether it raises interesting cognitive problems. 

The fact that adults use different expressions in contexts 

that, from the child's point of view,are the same, could 

lead the child to consider the possible differences between 

these contexts, and could lead him to make finer conceptual 

distinctions. Finally, the fact that adults use the same 

expression in contexts that, from the child's point of view, 
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are very different, could lead the child to consider 

possible similarities between these contexts and could lead 

him to make new generalisations. 

This final type of interaction, where the child uses 

linguistic clues to construct new generalisations, seems 

to be most important in the twelve to twenty-four-month-old 

period. I have suggested that children use linguistic clues 

to construct the higher-order generalisations that are 

encoded by early non-nominal expressions . For example, I 

have suggested that the fact that adults apply the word 

"there" to a variety of successful plans may lead the child 

to develop a general concept of success . 

We might think of the child as someone exploring a 

new country who is suddenly given a map in the middle of 

his journey. He will not pay much attention to the parts 

of the map that chart the country he has already explored. 

He also will not pay much attention to the parts of the 

map that chart the unexplored country that is far away 

from his present location. Instead, he will focus on the 

parts of the map that chart the unexplored country that is 

directly in front of him. 

The map will guide and direct and, in part, determine 

the course of his journey . Certainly, it will make the 

process of exploration much easier. As he travels on to 

new parts of the country, new parts of the map will become 

important. In this way, his j o urney will also affect his 

progress in understanding the map. His journey, that is his 

cognitive development, will determine what parts of the 

map he decodes first and how he decodes the rest of the map . 
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At the same time, his decoding of the map, that is his 

linguistic development, will also affect the direction of 

his journey. 

This account of the interaction of language and 

cognition is much more like Vygotsky's (Vygotsky, 1962,1978) 

account, or Bruner's (Bruner, 1966) account than like 

Piaget's account. For Piaget, language more or less follows 

after cognition. The child can only learn the portion of 

the map that charts the country he has already explored. For 

Vygotsky and Bruner cognition, at least in part, follows 

after language. The child uses linguistic clues to make 

cognitive progress. 

There is however an important empirical difference 

between the account I have present,ed here and Vygotsky' s 

account. For Vygotsky, the child only begins to apply 

language to his cognitive problems after he has made consider­

able linguistic progress, in fact after he is three years 

old . He learns a considerable part of the map before he uses 

it to guide his journey. I have argued that the child 

immediately uses language to make cognitive advances as 

soon as he learns his first words. 

The Emergence of Language and the Eighteen-month-old 

Cognitive Shift 

The interaction between linguistic development and 

cognitive development I have described in the previous 

section could take place at any point in the child's develop­

ment. We have seen that important cognitive changes take 

place between birth and eighteen months. In principle, the 

child could use language to help him make these cognitive 
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advances. W~y does he only start to use language in this 

way at about eighteen months? 

It is possible that there are independent facto~s that 

make children sensitive to linguistic clues at this point. 

Some innate language capacity may mature at this point as 

Lenneberg (1967) suggests. Alternatively, the child may 

need to reach a certain stage of social development before 

he can make use of adult linguistic clues. However, some of 

the characteristics of the eighteen-month-old cognitive 

shift suggest a more interesting possibility. It is 

possible that there is something about the eighteen-month-old 

concepts that makes the use of linguistic clues particularly 

appropriate. 

I have argued that before eighteen months, the child's 

concepts are firmly tied to his perceptions and actions and 

his memories of past perceptions and actions. After 

eighteen months he develops concepts that are independent 

of his perceptions and actions. What kinds of cognitive 

structures must the child have at each of these stages? Or, 

to put it another way, what is the language of the child's 

thought? 

I would suggest that before eighteen months, the 

language of thought simply is the language of the child• s 

perceptual and motor systems. Before eighteen months the 

units of thought actually are perceptions or instructions 

for action or memories of past perceptions or instructions. 

The child doesn't just think that an object is a perceptual 

configuration, he thinks a perceptual configuration where we 

would think about an object. Later, the child doesn't just 
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think an object is a sequence of perceptual configurations, 

he actually thinks a sequence of perceptual configurations. 

Similarly, in the early stages the child's thought is . 

structured in terms of instructions for action, and later is 

structured in terms of sequences of instructions for action 

and perceptual configurations. 

I should emphasise again that this innate language of 

perception and action is not at all simple or primitive. 

On the contrary, it is highly structured and, to a certain 

extent, is abstract and representational. Certainly, it is 

not just a language of retinal images and muscle twitches. 

Nevertheless, it is still a language of experience and 

cannot go beyond experience, even if the child's experience 

is far f ,rom being James' s "blooming, buzzing, confusion". 

(James, 1890) • 

After eighteen months, the child's concepts become 

detached from experience. The child can consider hypothetical 

objects, movements and actions, objects and movements he has 

never perceived and perhaps will Rever perceive, actions he 

has never performed and perhaps will never perform. We 

can't define the realist concept of the object, that is, 

the concept of the object as an independent source of 

unpredictable perceptions, in perceptual terms. Similarly, 

we can't define the sort of plan that is the result of 

insight, the plan that predicts that an action that has never 

been performed will lead to an event that has never been 

perceived, in terms of instructions for action or in 

perceptual terms. I have also argued that higher-order 

generalisations about planning and perception, concepts of 
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success, failure, repetition, non-implementation, non­

perception or space, can't be defined in perceptual terms or 

in terms of instructions for action . We might say that 

these concepts can't be formulated in the language of 

the perceptual and motor systems. 

It is possible that at this point the child develops 

a new mental language, a conceptual rather than perceptual 

or motor language. He then systematically translates this 

language into the adult spoken language. This is Piaget's 

position. 

But a more radical position is also possible. The 

child could actually use the expressions of the adult 

language, at least in part, as the language of thought. He 

could think words where he had previously thought perceptions 

or instructions for action. When he develops a new concept 

he could automatically store it in linguistic form rather 

than creating a new symbol in "mentalese" which is later 

associated with a linguistic structure. 

If this admittedly specul ative account is true, we 

would be able to explain both the simultaneous emergence of 

the eighteen-month-old cognitive shift and language, and 

the fact that so many early words encode new concepts . Before 

eighteen months the language of experience, the language of 

the perceptual and motor systems, is powerful enough to 

allow the child to make considerable cognitive progress. At 

around eighteen months •he reaches a dead end as far as this 

s,ystem is concerned. If he is to make further progress, he 

needs a language that is not phrased in perceptual or mot or 

terms, he needs a language like language. 
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The child's sense of the inadequacy of his perceptu~l 

and motor language could motivate him to be on the look out 

for a new sort of language, at 1east it could motivate. him 

to take advantage of such a language. We might even imagine 

that if no such system was available he would create one 

himself. In fact, the work of Fedman and Goldin-Meadow 

(1978) on the emergence of sign-language in deaf children 

suggests that this may occasionally happen. But for most 

children a language that is independent of perception and 

action is available. It is the language spoken by the 

adults around them. 

Furthermore, if the child's acquisition of language 

is motivated by his sense of the inadequacy of his cognitive 

structures we would expect that the child would immediately 

use language to formulate new concepts that couldn't be 

formulated in terms of perception or action. 

In other words, I am arguing that the same processes 

that are involved in the acquisition of particular early 

expressions are also involved in the acquisition of language 

in general at about eighteen months. The dynamics of the 

child's developing cognitive system make him sensitive to 

linguistic clues which allow him to make further cognitive 

progress. 

We might return to the previous metaphor of the map and 

the journey. As I originally phrased this metaphor, the map 

descended out of the blue in the middle of the journey. We 

might say instead that the child was provided with a map at 

the start of his journey, but that this map became inade quate 

at a certain point. In order to go any further, the child 

.. 
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would need a new map. This could make the child search 

for maps, and be particularly likely to take advantage of 

any maps that looked promising. Once an obliging growp-up 

provided him with a new map, he would immediately use it 

to travel further. 

Another analogy might also be appropriate. In 

mathematics the invention of a particular type of notational 

system, the Arabic numerals, had great effects on the 

development of mathematical thought. Once this notational 

system was available important conceptual advances became 

possible. The motivation for the invention and adoption 

of this system was itself mathematical. The notational 

systems that were already available were perceived to be 

inadequate. 

I am suggesting that, for the child, the adoption of 

the notational system of the adult spoken language might have 

the same cognitive effects as the adoption of the Arabic 

numerals. Moreover, the child's motive for adopting this 

sys·tem would be like the mathematician's motive for adopting 

the Arabic numerals . Once the child had reached a certain 

level of cognitive sophistication, he would begin to 

perceive the inadequacies of his available perceptual and 

motor systems, just as once the medieval mathematician 

reached a certain level of sophistiaction, he began to 

perceive the inadequacy of Roman numerals . Moreover, we 

would expect that as soon as the mathematician or the child 

acquired the new system, they would use it to solve the 

problems that could not be solved using the old system. 

This mathematical metaphor l e ads us to consider 

.. 
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another interesting aspect of early language acquisition. 

It is significant that the child is in the position of a 

western mathematician who discovers the work of Arab . 

mathematicians rather than in the position of the Arab 

mathematicians who invented Arabic numerals in the first 

place. The child adopts a system that has already been 

elaborated rather than having to invent the system from 

scratch . Moreover, the child can take advantage of the 

conceptual advances that have already been made using the 

system. By acquiring language, the child acquires a 

powerful conceptual tool, but he also gains access to all 

the theories that have already been constructed using that 

tool. 

The child's acquisition of these theories will be 

gradual, and will be affected by his cognitive concerns and 

limitations. Learning theories is always a matter of 

reconstructing them. At the same time, the fact that these 

theories are expressed in language helps to make this 

process easier than the original process of constructing 

the theories. 

In order to understand relativity or GOdel's proof, 

we need to make the same kinds of radical qualitative changes 

in our conceptual systems that Einstein and Godel made. 

However, the fact that these theories have already been 

formulated makes thase radical cognitive changes less 

difficult. 

Different accounts of child language acquisition tend 

to stress different views of the evolutionary function of 

language. Chomsky's extreme nativism is associated with 
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has n 0 special evolutionary epiphenomena n. 
function, it is an 

The va . 
that have stress d e the role 

. rious recent accounts 

development of 1 anguage 
of social · interaction in the 

tend t o stress the role of language in mediating social 
relationships and . 

and communication. in allowing co-operation 
But a , s Bruner (1972) 

is also important b has noted, language 
ecause it 1 a lows education 

the cognitive achie • It allows 
vements of paSt generations to be passed 

on to a new generati 
on. 1 am suggeSt ing that language serves 

this educative function at a very early stage. 

Early Language and the Adult Language 

The study of the twelve to twenty-four month old period 

can illuminate some asp t ec s of later language. One obvious 

implication of this study is that the processes that explain 

linguistic development in this period may also explain 

later linguistic and cognitive delelopment. Later changes 

in the structure of the child's language may both reflect 

and influence the child's cognitive development. In this 

respect, it is interesting that Bower (1979) has recently 

argued that many of the cognitive changes in the concrete 

operational stage reflect the influence of language. Of 

course , as he grows older, the child is also likely to 

treat the linguistic system, particularly the syntactic 

Probl
em in its own right, a problem that may 

system, as a 

be separated from conceptual problems. 

The study of early language also highlights certain 

aspects of language and particularly certain aspects of 

t to theories of meaning in the 
meaning that are relevan 

adult language. one importan 
t moral of this study is that 
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connect · 
semantics ion bet ystem and h· ween the ls p Child 's 
I have even articula suggested r theories b in this a au t the world. 

extent, the child ' chapter that, s semantic to a certain 
system may be i system and hi dentified. s conceptual 

But an even more i 

h
. ld' mportant moral 

c i s language and is that both the 
his theo . ries of 

changing. I h ave suggested 
the world are constantly 

that the eighteen-month-old's 
world is q 1 -ua itatively different 
is even li from the adult's world d 

qua tatively d"f , an i ferent from th 
world, and that these e twenty-four-month-old• s 

diffe rences are reflected in the 

child's language. Linguistic development is not simply a 

matter of arranging . an innately determined set of semantic 

categories, nor is it a matt er of associating conceptual 

structures with linguistic st~uctures , nor is it a matter 

of acquiring a set of social conventions. Instead, I have 

suggested that the mechanisms that underly linguistic 

development in the twelve to twenty-four month period are 

as complex as the mechanisms that underly the kinds of 

qualitative cognitive changes described by Piaget, Bower 

and Bruner, or the mechanisms that underly changes in 

scientific theories, In fact, I have suggested that all 

three types of change reflect the sarne underlying mechanisms. 

The fact that early language reflects cognitive 

structures, and, more significantly, reflects constantly 

t 
s raises some interesting 

changing cognitive struc ure, 

questions about adult language and cognition . 

Stop 
at some fixed point? Do we develop 

cognitive change structures that may be related 

invariant stable cognitive 

Does 
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to linguistic structure in 
that we do not. a fixed way? I would argue 

The clearest 
example of c . 

change in adult lif ognitive 
e is d" science. 

variabilty and 

A number f 
ing Piaget himself , have 

0 writers, inclu-
noted th 

the changes in Scientific 
e similarities between 

theor· ies and the 
child's understand· 1.ng of 

changes in the 
the world. 

the curious pheno In both cases we have 
mena of qualitatively d"ff 1. erent theories 

theories I b · n oth cases 
formal cons·d , empirical 

l. erations, like 

emerging from earl· 1.er 

input and 

play some role in the 
simplicity and economy, 

development of new 

Wed 
, theories, though 

on t know exactly what that role . 
cases we is. Also in both 

can compare theories ad k . n ma e Judgements about 

them in spite of th e fact that th ey are qualitatively 

different. 

More profoundly, when we look at both the child's 

and the scientist's theories of the world, we realise that 

very few, if any, of our cognitive structures are indefeasible. 

Notoriously, whenever we think that certain concepts reflect 

inevitable, inescapable aspects of our understanding of the 

world (like the concepts of Euclidean geometry or Kant's 

a priori categories) some scientist or mathematician 

develops a system that uses different concepts and often 

these "unthinkabl e" concepts turn out to be very useful. 

Similarly, whenever we think certain concepts (again like 

the concepts of Euclidean geometry or Kant ' s categories) 

are so central they must be innately determined, we discover 

are 
the result of a long developmental 

that these concepts 

a
nd children think in surprising 

Both scientists process. 
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change th 
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facts ar e way e reflected . they th. 1.n their 1.nk, and these 
I would ar language. 

gue that . f 
l. we 

concepts at eith can't find 
er end 

indefeasible 
Of 

in infancy or i n science, 
the cognitive spectrum, either 

concepts in norm 1 a adult 
we are unlikely to find such 

thought. Common 
of the world are just as 

sense theories 
variable and . 

change as the JUS
t as subject to 

child's or the scientist ' s theories of the 
world. In adult life ho , wever, thi 5 variabliity may be 
more likely to be refl ected in h' l.S t orical , cultural or 

individual variations between common sense theories than 

in changes in the theo~ies of a particular individual. 

Again there are some s1.'milar1·t1.·es b t h · · e ween t e 

variations in the common sense of different individuals 

or different cultures or different historical periods, 

and the variations in the child's theories of the world, 

or the variations in scientific theories . In all these 

cases there may be profound qualitative differences between 

theories, and yet one theory may be derived frQm another, 

and they may be compared and judged. 

It seems clear that the variations in scientific 
Indeed, 

theories are reflected in the language of science. 

scientists frequently invent new lexical items and even 

invent new unnatural, m
athematical languages to encode new 

types of concepts . h ' changing cognitive 
child ' s language also reflects is 

In this thesis I have argued that the 

dinary language , the 
suggest that or 

structures. I would sense , is also likely to 

Coun
terpart of common 

linguistic 

r •eflect variation and change. 
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If this picture is correct, that is, if there are 

no invariant, indefeasible, cognitive structures, but 

instead are changing, variable theories of the world, and 

if these variations and changes are reflected in language, 

then we will have to find semantic theories that can cope 

with such changes. I have no idea what these theories 

would be like. However, I would suggest that the current 

attempts to develop extensional semantic theories of natural 

language, such as theories that depend on semantic primitives, 

feature theories and theories of natural logic, are doomed 

to fail. 

We have seen that we cannot use the same semantic units 

to characterise language at eighteen months, language at 

twenty-four months and adult language. I would suggest that 

we also cannot use the same semantic units to characterise 

the language of Newtonian physics and the language of 

relativity theory. Furthermore, I have arg4ed that we will 

be unable to use the same semantic units to capture the 

language of different individuals, different cultures or 

different historical periods. At best, such accounts will 

simply capture some of the characteristics of the most 

widely held yiews of people of a certain age in a certain 

place at a certain time. 

The arguments I have advanced here are similar in 

many ways to the arguments of philosophers like Putnam 

(1975 a,b), Davidson (1979) in his most recent work, and 

Quine (1951, 1960). These philosophers have emphasised 

both the intimate connection between language and knowledge, 

and more significantly, the changing defeasible quality of 
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l<no··•ledge itself. For the h "l h ht " Pi osop ers , these insig s 

have come from the contemplation of the profound 

linguistic and cognitive changes that are associated with 

the development of science. The final and most important 

moral of this study is that we can obtain equally important 

insights by contemplating the even more profound 

linguistic and cognitive changes that are associated with 

the development of our baby sons and daughters . 

,: 

. ; \,~{{ ~. 



BIBLIOG•» •=PHY 

Antinucci, F. and 
AcquisitionPar1s1, D. (19 
and D. Slob·- a Model and73): Early Language 
Studies in ~~i (eds.) Some Data. Inc. Ferguson 
Rinehart and wid Lan ua e D 

nston. evelo ment. New York: Holt, 

Antinucci, F. and P 
i Ch . arisi D ( 

n ild Language' r' 1975): Early s 
Foundations of L. n E. Lenneberg emantic Development 
Academic P an9ua9e Develop and Lenneberg (eds.) 

ress. _ment. New York: 

Austin , J.L. (1962): How 
Oxford: Clarendon ;~e~~-Things with Words. 

Bates , E. (1976): Lan ua e and 
Pragmatics. New York Context: The Ac uisition of 

and London: Academic Press. 

Bates, E. (1976): 
Language. 
Directions 
Baltimore: 

i~aiima~icshand Sociolinguistics in Child 
• ore ead and A. Morehead (eds) 

in _Normal and Deficient Language. • 
University Park Press. 

Bates, E., Benigni, L., Bretherton, L., Camaioni, L. and 
Volt7rra, V. (1977) : From Gesture to the First Word, on 
Cognitive and Social Prerequisites . In M. Lewis and 
L. Rosenblum (eds.) 
Origins of Behavior, Communication and Language. 
New York: Wiley. 

Bates, E., Benigni, L., Bretherton, L., Camaioni, L. and 
Volterra, V, (1979): First Words in Language and Action: 
a Qualitative Look. Unpublished manuscript. 

Bates, E,, Camaioni, L. and Volterra, V. (1975): The 
Acquisition of Performatives prior to Speech. 
Merrill-Palmer Quaterly 21, 205-226. 

Berka, J. (1958): The Child's Learning of English Morphology. 
Word 14, 150-77 . 

Bierwisch M. (l967): some semantic Universals of German 
Adjectivals. Foundations of Language 3, 1-36, 



L. (1970): Language Development: Form and Function iQ 
a1oorn, ~erging Grammars. Cambridge, Hass.: M.I.T. Press. 

L (1973): One Word at a Time: The use of Single-W0rd 
sioorn, . b f utterances e ore Syntax. The Hague: Mouton. · 

T.G.R. (1971): The Object in the World of the Infant. sower, 
scientific American 225(4), 30-38. 

sower, T.G.R. (1974): Development in Infancy. San Fransico: 
w.H. Freeman. 

sower, T.G.R. (1975): Infant Perception 
and Object Concept Development. 
L. Cohen (eds.) 
Infant Perception from Sensation 
New York: Academic Press. 

of the Third Dimension 
In P. Salapatek and 

to Cognition Vol. 2. 

Bower, T.G.R. (1977): The Perceptual World of the Child. 
London: Fontana/Open Books. 

Bower, T.G . R. (1979): Human Development. San Fransico: 
W.H. Freeman. 

Bower, T .G.R. , Broughton, J .M. and Moore, M.K. (1970): 
Demonstration of Intention in the Reaching Behavior of 
Neonate Humans. Nature 228 (5272), 679-681. 

Bower , T .G .R . , Broughton , J.M. and Moore , M.K. (1971): 
Development of the Object Concept as Mani fested by Changes 
in the Tracking Behavior of Infants between Seven and 
Twenty Weeks of Age. Journal of Experimental Child 
Psychology 11 (2), 182-192. 

Bower, T.G.R. and Wishart, J . G. (1972): The Effects of Motor 
Skill on Object Permanence. Cognition 1, No . 2 . 

Bowerman, M. (1978): The Acquisition of Word Meanings: an 
Investigation of Some Current Conflicts. In N IJ t • na erson 
and C. Snow (eds.) 
Development of Communication: Social and Pragmatic 
Factors in Language Acouisition. London: Wiley . 



araine , M.D. S . <196 3 ) : The Ontogeny of English Phrase 
Structures: The First Phase. 14 Language 39, 1- . 

arown, R. <1958): How Shall a Thing be Called? 
Psychological Review 65, 14-21. 

srown, R. (1973): A First Language : The Early Stages. 
Cambridge, Mass. : Harvard University Press . 

srown , R. and Bellugi, U. (1964) : Three Processes in the 
Acquisition of Syntax . Harvard Educational Review 
34 , 133-151. 

Brown, R. , Fraser, C. and Bellugi , u. (1964): Explorations in 
Grammar Evaluation . In u. Bellugi and R. Brown (eds . ) 
The Acquisition of Language. Monographs of the S . R. C.D. 
29-92. 

Brown , R. and Hanlon , C. (1970) : Derivational ~omplexity and 
Order of Acquisi tion in Child Speech. In J.R. Hayes (ed.) 
Cognition and the Development of Language . 
New York: Wiley. 

Bruner, J . S. (1966): On Cognitive Growth I a nd II . In J. Bruner , 
R. Oliver, P . Greenfield (eds . ) 
Studies in Cognitive Growth . New York: Wiley. 

Bruner , J.S. (1971): The Growth and Structure of Skill. 
In K. Connolly (ed.) 
Motor Skills in Infancy. London & New York: Academic Press. 

Bruner, J . S . (1972): The Uses of Immaturity. In G. Coelho and 
E. Rubebstein (eds.) 
Social Change and Human Behavior. 
Bethseda: National Institute of Mental Health . 

Bruner , J.S. {1973): The Organisation of Early Skilled Action . 
Child Development 44, 1-11. 

Bruner, J . S . {1975 ): The Ontogenesis of Speech Acts. 
Journal of Child Language 2, 1-20. 

Bruner, J . S. {1976) : From Communication to Language: a 
Psychological Perspective . Cognition 3, 255-287 . 



Brune r, J.S. (1978): Learning How to do Things with Words. 
In J. Bruner and A. Garton (eds.) -
Human Development: Wolfson Lectures 1976-77. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Bruner, J.S. and Koslowski, B. (1972): Visually Preadapted 
Constituents of Manipulatory Action. Perception 1, 3-15 . 

Bruner, J. , -Roy, C. and Ratner, N. ( 19 79) : The Beginings of 
Request. In K.E. Nelson (ed.) 
Children's Language Vol. 3. New York: Gardner Press. 

Carey, S. (1978): The Child as Word Learner. In M. Halle, 
J. Bresnan, and G. Miller (eds.) 
Linguistic Theory and Psychological Reality. 
Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press. 

Carnap, R. (1956): Meaning and Necessity. Chicago. 

Carter, A. (1974): The Development of Communication in the 
Sensori-motor Period: A Case Study. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation. University of California 
at Berkeley. 

Carter, A. (1975a): The Transformation of Sensorimotor 
Morphemes into Words : A Case Study of the Development 
of "More" and "Mine" . 
Journal of Child Language. I I, 2, 233-250. 

Carter, A. (1975b): The Transformation of Sensorimotor 
Morphemes into Words: A Case Study of the Develeopment 
of "Here" and "There". 
Papers and Reports of Child Language Development 11, 31-48. 

Carter, A. (1978): From Sensorimotor Vocalizations to Words: 
A Case Study of the Evolution of Attention-Directing 
Communication in the Second Year. In A. Lock (ed.) 
Action Gesture and S mbol: The Erner ence of Lan ua e. 
Lon ona Academic Press. 

Carter, A. (1979): The Disappearance Schema. In E. Keenan (ed.) 
Studies in Developmental Pragmatics. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 



► 

Charlesworth, W.R. (1966): Per•sistence of Orienting and 
Attending Behavior in Infants as a Function of 
Stimulus-Locus Uncertainty. Child Development 37. 

Chomsky, N. (1965): Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. 
Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press. 

Chomsky, N. (1969): Language and Mind. 
New York: Harcourt, Brace and World. 

Clark, E. (1973): What's in a Word? On the Child's Acquisition 
of Semantics in His First Language. In T.E. Moore (ed.) 
Cognitive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York and London: Academic P~ess. 

Clark., E.· (1973): Some Aspects of the Conceptual Basis for 
First Language Acquisition. In R. Scheifelbusch and 
L. Lloyd (eds.) 
Language Perspectives: Acquisition, Retardation, and 
Intervention. Baltimore: University Park Press. 

Clark, H.H. (1970): The Primitive Nature of Children's 
Relational Conc_epts. In J. R. Hayes (ed.) 
Cognition and the Development of Language. 
New Yo~k: Wiley. 

Clark, H.H. (1973): Space, Time, Semantics and the Child. 
In T.E. Moore (ed.) 
Cognitive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 

Corrigan, R. (1976): The Relationship between Object Pe rmanence 
and Language Development: How Much and How Strong? 
Paper presented to the Child Language Research Forum, 
Stanford University, March. 

Davidson, D. (1967): Truth and Meaning. Synthese 17, 304-323. 

Davidson, o. (1978): Metaphor, Metonymy and Malapropism. 
Lectures given at University of London, May. 

De Laguna, G. (1927): Speech: Its Function and Development. 
New Haven: Yale University Press. 



Charlesworth , W.R. ( 19 66) : Per•sistence of Orienting and 
Attending Behavior in Infants as a Function of 
Stimulus-Locus Uncertainty. Child Development 37. 

Chomsky, N. (1965): Aspects of the Theory of Syntax. 
Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press. 

Chomsky, N. (1969): Language and Mind. 
New York: Harcourt, Brace and World. 

Clark , E. (1973): What's in a Word? On the Child's Acquisition 
of Semantics in His First Language. In T.E. Moore (ed.) 
Cognitive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 

Clark., E. (1973): Some Aspects of the Conceptual Basis for 
First Language Acquisition. In R. Scheifelbusch and 
L. Lloyd (eds.) 
Language Perspectives: Acquisition, Retardation, and 
Intervention. Baltimore: University Park Press. 

Clark , H.H. (1970): The Primitive Nature of Children 's 
Relational Conc_epts. In J. R. Hayes (ed.) 
Cognition and the Development of Language. 
New Yo!'k: Wiley. 

Clark, H.H. (1973): Space, Time, Semantics and the Child. 
In T.E. Moore (ed.) 
Cognitive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 

Corrigan , R. (1976): The Relationship between Object Permanence 
and Language Development: How Much and How Strong? 
Paper presented to the Child Language Research Forum, 
Stanford University, March. 

Davidson, o. (1967): Truth and Meaning. Synthese 17, 304-323. 

Davidson, o. (1978): Metaphor, Metonymy and Malapropism. 
Lectures given at University of London, May. 

De Laguna, G. (1927): Speech: Its Function and Development. 
New Haven: Yale University Press. 



oonaldson, M. and Balfour, G. (1968): Less is More: A Study 
of Language Comprehension in Children. 
British Journal of Psychology 59, 461-472. 

oonellan, K. (1966): Reference and Description. 
Philosophical Review 75, 281-304. 

oore, J. (1975a): Holophrases, Speech Acts, and Language 
Universals. Journal of Child Language 2, 21-40. 

oore, J. (1975b}: The Development of Speech Acts. 
The Hague: Mouton. 

Dore, J., Franklin, M.B., Miller, R.T. and Ramer, A.L.H. (1976): 
Transitional Phenomena in Early Language Acquisition. 
Journal of Child Language 3, 13-27. 

Ervin-Tripp, S. (1977): From Conversation to Syntax. 
Keynote address at the Child Language Research Forum, 
Stanford University, March. 

Farwell, C.B. (1977): The Primacy of Goal in the Child's 
Description of Motion and Location. 
Papers and Reports on Child Language Development 13,126-133. 

Feldman, H., Goldin-Meadow, S. and Gleitman, L. (1978): 
Beyond Herodotus: The Creation of Language by 
Linguistically Deprived Deaf Children. In A. Lock (ed.) 
Action, Gesture and Symbol: The Emergence of Language. 
London: Academic Press. 

Fillmore, C .J. ( 1968): The Cas_e for Case. In E. Bach and 
R. Harms (eds.) 
Universals in Linguistic Theory. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

Fodor, J.A. (1975): The Language of Thought. 
New York: Thomas Y. Crowell. 

Frege, G. (1960): Sense and Reference. In Philosophical Writings 
of Gottlob Frege trans. by P.T. Geach and M. Black. 
Oxford: Blackwell. 



Gratch, G. {1975). R 
ob· · ecent s Ject Concept D tudies Based . 
P. Salapatek ( evelopment I on Piaget's View of 
Infant Pe eds.) · n L. Cohen and 

rce tion• F 
New York: Academ·· rom Sensation 

ic Press. to Co ni tion (Vol. 2 • 

Gratch, G. (1976)· On L 
and Students Th evels of Awareness of Objects in Infant 

22 (3), 157-176. 

. ereof Merrill-Palmer Q • uarter!y 

Greenfield , P. {1978)· St 
d A . . ructural Par ll l an ction in Devel a es between Language 

Action · Gesture an~P~en~ . In A. Lock {ed.) 
London and New York· Am 01 : The Erner ence of Lan ua e. 

· cadem1c Press. 

Greenfield, P. and Zukow, P. (1978): Wh Do 
They Say When They Say It I Y Children Say What 
ch· 1d , • n K. E. Nelson (ed.) 

i ren s Language (Vol. l). New York: Gardner Press . 

Greenfield, P., Nelson, K. and Saltzman, E. (1972): The 
Dev7lopment of Rule-Bound Strategies for Manipulating 
Seriated Cups: A Parallel between Action and Grammar . 
Cognitive Psychology 3, 291-310 . 

Greenfield , P. and Smith, J . (1976): Communication and the 
Beginnings of Language: The Development of Semantic 
Structure in One- Word Speech and Beyond. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 

G · H P {1957) · Meani·ng Philosophical Review 66, 377-378. rice, • • • • _ 

Grice, H.P. (1968): utterer's Meaning, Sentence Meaning and 
word Meaning. Foundations of Language 4, 1- 18. 

t . in the Functions of Language. Halliday, M. (1973): ~E~X£P!l~o~ra~i~o~n~sL.:!!:!!..~:.:-~~===--=-=-=~"'--..... 
London: Edwin Arnold, 

Halliday, M, (1975): Learn nge London: Edwin Arnold. 
Development of Langua_. 

i g How to Mean: Explorations in the 

. and Structure: An Essay in the 
Harrison, B. (1972): Meaning New York: Harper and Row. 

Philosophy of Langua~. 

Hymes , 
·n Sociolinguistics: An 

D.H. (1974): FoundationsP~iladelphia: University 
Ethnographic Approach. 
of Pennsylvania Press. 



► 

1 graJJl, D. (1971): Transitivity in Child Language. 
n Language 47, 888-910. 

Ingram, o. (19 75): Language Development during the Sensor1motor 
Period. Paper presented at the International Cllild 
Language Symposium, London. 

1119,a.m, o. ( 1978): Senaorimotor Intelligence and Language 
Development. In A. Lock (ed.) 
Action Gesture and S l : The Emer e. 
LOn on and New York: Academic Preas. 

J &Jtobaon, R. (1960), Linguiatica and Poetica. In J.A. Sebeok (ed.) 
Style in Language. Cambridge, Maas.: M. 1.T. Press. 

Jaae•, M. (1890), Principle■ of Psychology. New York: Henry Holt. 

Katz, J.J. (1972): Semantic Theory. New York: Harper and Row. 

Katz, J.J. and Fodor, J.A. (1963): The Structure of a Semantic 
Theory. Language 39, 170-210. 

Karmiloff-Smith, A. (1979): A Functional Approach to Child 
Language : A Study of Determiners and Reference. 
Cambridge, Cambridge Univeraity Press. 

KOh l er, w. (1925), The Mentality of ,Apes . New York : Harcourt, Brace. 

Koalowak.1, B. and Bruner, J.S. (1972): Learning to Use a Lever. 
Child Development 43, 790-799. 

Kr i pke, S. (1971): Naaing and Neceaa,ity. In G. Harman and 
o. Davidson (eda . ) 
Seaantica and Natural Language . Oodrecht, Holland: Reidel. 

Lenneberg, £.H. (1967), The Biological Foundations of Language. 
Nev Yorke Wiley. 

Leopold, M. (1949) s S 
Ev&Mton and 

Levia, N.M. (1951) : 
Language. New 

ecb Oevelo nt of a Bilin ual Child I-IV. 
ica90: No we•tern University Pre••· 

• of 

' 



Lipsitt, L.P. (1969): Learning Capacities of the Human Infant. 
In R.J. Robinson (ed.) 
Brain and •Early Behavior. London: Academic Press. 

Lipsitt, L.P. and Kaye, H. (1964): Conditioned Sucking •in the 
Human Newborn. Psychom. Science 1, 29-30. 

Lyons, J. (1973): Deixis as the Source of Reference. 
Work in Progress 6, 92-115. Dept. of Linguistics, 
Edinburgh University. 

Macnamara, J. (1972): The Cognitive Basis of Language Learning 
in Infants. Psychological Review 79, 1-14. 

McNeill, D. and McNeill, N. (1968): What Does a Child Mean When 
He Says "No"? In E.M. Zale (ed.) 
Language and Language Behavior. New York: Appleton 
Century Crofts. 

Meltzoff, A.N. and Borton, R. (in press): Intermodal Matching 
By Human Neonates. Nature. 

Meltzoff, A.N. and Moore, M.K. (1977): Imitation of Facial and 
Manual Gestures. Science 198, 75-80. 

Michotte, A. (1962): Causalite, Performence,et Realites Phenomenales 
Louvain: Publications Universitaires Belgium. 

Miller, G., Galanter, E.· and Pribram, K.H. (1960): Plans and the 
Structure of Behavior. New York: Holt • 

• 
Miller, G. and Johnson-Laird, P.N. (1976): Language and Perception. 

Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 

Moore, M.K. (1975), Object Permanence and Object Identity: A Stage 
Developmental Model. Paper presented at the meeting of the 
Society for Research in Child Development, Denver, Colorado. 

Moore, M.K. and Meltzoff, A. (1978): Imitation, Object Permanence, 
and Language Development in Infancy: Towards a Neo­
Piagetian Perspective on Communicative and Cognitive 
Development. In F. Minifie and L. Lloyd (eds.) 
Communicative and Cognitive Abilities Early Behavior 
Assessment. Baltimore: .University Park Press. 



Monnier, C. (1977) •: La Genese de l! Experimentation: exploration 
d'Objects Nouveaux par Les Bebes. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Free University of Brussels. 
Cited in T. Bower Human Development. 

Mundy-Castle, A.C. and Anglin, J. (1969): The Development of 
Looking in Infancy. Paper read at the meeting of the 
Society for Research in Child Development. Santa Monica, 
California. 

Nelson, K. (1973): Structure and Strategy in Learning to Talk. 
Monographs of the Society for Research in Child Develop­
ment 149, 38, (1-2). 

Nelson , K. (1974): Concept, Word and Sentence: Interrelations 
in Acquisition and Development. Psychological Review 
81, 267-285. 

Nelson, K. (1975a): Individual Differences in Early Semantic 
and Syntactic Development. 
Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences 263, 132-139. 

Nelson, K. (1975b): Th~ Nominal Shift in Semantic-Syntactic 
Development. Cognitive Psychology 7, 461-479. 

Newport, E., Gleitman, G. and Gleitman, L.R. (1977): Mother, 
I'd Rather Do It Myself: Some Effects and Non-Effects 
of Maternal Speech Style. 
Inc. Snow and C.A. Ferguson (eds.) 
Talking to Children: Language Input and Acquisition. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Newson , J. (1978): Dialogue and Development. In A. Lock (ed.) 
Action, Gesture and Symbol: The Emergence of Language. 
London and New York: Academic Press. 

Ninio, A. and Bruner, J.S. (1978): The Achievment and Antecedents 
of Labelling. Journal of Child Language (1), 1-15. 

Papousek, H. (1967): Experimental Studies of Appetitional Behavior 
in Human Newborns and Infants. In H. Stevenson, E. Hess 
and H. Rheingold (eds.) 
Early Behavior: Comparative and Developmental Approaches. 
New Yark: Wiley. 



b 

papousek, H. (196~): Individual Variability in Learned 
Responses in Hwnan Infants. In R. Robinson (ed.) 
Brain and Early Behavior. London: Academic Press. 

piaget, J. (1953): The Origins of Intelligence in the Child. 
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 

Piaget, J. (1954): The Child's Construction of Reality. 
New York: Basic Books. 

Piaget, J. (1955): The Language and Thought of the Child. 
Cleveland, Ohio: The World Publishing Company. 

Piaget, J. (1962): Play, Dreams and Imitation in Childhood. 
London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 

Piaget, J. and Inhelder, B. (1956): The Child's Conception 
of Space. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul. 

Putnam, H. (1970): Is Semantics Possible? Metaphilosophy 
1: 187-201. 

Putnam, H. (1975a): The Meaning of "Meaning". In K. Gunderson (ed.) 
Language, Mind and Knowledge. Minneapolis: University of 
Minnesota Press. 

Putnam, H. (1975b): Mind, Language and Reality. 
London: Cambridge University Press. 

Quine, w.v.o. (1951): Two Dogmas of Empiricism. 
Philosophical Review 60, 20-43. 

Quine, w.v.o. (1960): Word and Object. Cambridge, Mass.: 
M.I.T. Press. 

Ratner, N. and Bruner, J.S. (1978): Games, Social Exchange and 
the Acquisition of Language . Journal of Child Language. 
5 ( 3) , 341-401. 

Rheingold, H., Gewirtz, J.L. and Ross, H.W. (1959): Social 
Conditioning of Vocalisations in the Infant. 
Journal of Comparative and Physiological Psychology 
52, 68-73. 



Rodgon, M.M. (1976): Single Word Usage, Cognitive Development, 
and the Begi•nnings of Combinatorial Speech. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre ss. 

Rosch, E.H. (1973): On the Internal Structure of Perceptual 
and Semantic Categories. In T.E. Moore (ed.) 
Cognitive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York and London: Academic Press . 

Rosch, E.H. and Mervis, C.B. (1975): Family Resemblances: 
Studies in the Internal Structure of Categories. 
Cognitive Psychology 7, 573-605. 

Russell, B. (1905): On Denoting. Mind 14, 479-493. 

Saal, D. (1975): A Study of the Development of the Object Concept 
in Infancy By Varying the Degree of Discrepanc y between 
the Disappearing and Reappearing Object. Unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, University of Houston. Cited in 
Gratch 1976. 

Schlesinger, I. (1974): Relational Concepts Underlying Language. 
In R. Schiefelbusch and L . Lloyd (eds.) 
Language Perspec tives: Acquisition, Retardation and 
Intervention. Baltimore: University Park Press. 

Searle, J. (1958) : Proper Names. Mind 67, 166-173. 

Searle, J. (1969): Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philoso phy of 
Language. London: Cambridge University Press. 

Sinclair, H. (1971): Sensorimotor Action Patterns as a Condition 
for the Acquisition of Syntax. In E. Ingram and R. Huxley 
(eds.) 
Language Acquisition: Models and Me thods. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 

Sinclair, H. (1973); Language Acquisition and Cognitive Development. 
In T.E. Moore (ed.) 
Cognitive Development and the Acquisition of Language. 
New York and London: Academic Press. 

Sique land, E.R. and De Lucia, C.A . (1969): Visual Reinforcement 
of Non-Nutritive Sucking in Human Infants. 
Science 165, 1144-1146. 



► 

slobin, D.I. (1973): Cognitive Prerequisites for the Development 
of Grammar. In C.A. Ferguson and D.I. Slobin (eds.) 
Studies in Child Language Development. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston. 

slobin, D. (1978): Universal and Particular in the Acquisition 
of Language. Paper presented at the workshop conference 
Language Acquisition: The State of the Art, University 
of Pennsylvanis, May. 

slobin, D. (1979): The Role of Language in Language Acquisition. 
Paper presented at the meeting of the Eastern 
Psychological Association, Philadelphia, April . 

Snow, C. and Ferguson, C.A. (eds.) (1977): Talkrng to Children: 
Language Input and Acquisition. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Spock, B. (1966): Baby and Child Care. London: New English Library. 

Strawson, P. (1950): On Referring. Mind 59, 320-344. 

Sugarman, S. (1978): Some Organisational Aspects of Pre-Verbal 
Communication. In I. Markova (ed.) 
The Social Context of Language. London: Wiley. 

Trevarthen, C. and Hubley , P. (1978): Secondary Intersubjectivity: 
Confidence, Confiding and Acts of Meaning in the First Year. 
In A. Lock (ed .) 
Action, Gesture and Symbol: The Emergence of Language. 
London: Academic Press. · 

Vygotsky, L.S. (1962): Thought and Language. 
Cambridge, Mass.: M.I.T. Press. 

Vygotsky, L.S. (1978}: Mind in Society: The Development of 
Higher Psychological Process~· 
Cambridge, Mass. and London: Harvard University Press. 

Werner, H. and Kaplan, B. (1963): Symbol Formation : An Organismic 
Developmental Approach to Language and the Expression of 
Thought . New York: Wiley. 

Wittgenstein, L. (1953): Philosophical Investigations. 
Oxford: Blackwell. 


	Gopnik Front Matter 2
	Gopnik ch 1
	Gopnik ch 2
	Gopnik ch 3
	Gopnik ch 4
	Gopnik ch 5
	Gopnik Ch 6
	Gopnik ch 7
	Gopnik ch 8
	Gopnik ch 9
	Gopnik Ch 10
	Gopnik ch 11
	Gopnik ch 12
	Gopnik ch 13
	Gopnik ch 14
	Gopnik ch 15
	Gopnik Conclusion
	Gopnik Bibliography



