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/  CHAPTER I

) : INTRODUCTION. '
~
- The ﬁurpose of this study is to éxamine the five-year-
old child's ablllty to adfﬁst his, speech accordmng to listener.
This ability to make approprlate modlfications in one' s ‘
: speech ¥n order to accomodate ‘such variables as addressee,
situatigh and‘@opic is paft'of one's “"communicative cdmpetence"'y

(Hymes, 1972b)s the knowledge and ability required to usﬁ,

" the linguis?iefcode appropriately.

Chomsky has Ytated that by age five the child has ac-
quired the grammar of his'nati;e language (Chomsk&f 1965).
There ie.howev€r evidence that the five-year-old's grammar
differs'to‘sbﬁefextepj from the adult grammar and that
"active® acquisitio§ of eylntaij continues until ‘at least age
nine, perhaps beyénd (C. Chomsky, 1969). Even though the
child may not have quuired the complete grammar by age
five._hérétill has the ability to produce "a fairly wide
range of syntacticaily varied responses” (Shatz and Gelman.
1973:12). Given thiS}Wide range, "it is reasonable -to assume ‘
that the child chooses his utterances in v1ew of the variables
cited above, listener variable being one of them. .{
Ervin-féi?p (19§9) suggest; that_sgme'adjégtments. '

-
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- 1
particularly in the form of intonation;iﬁhgriétion, appear

much earlier than five, in fact, they are evident from the
beginning of language development.. It is pot in the least
difficult to conceive that the rules for langﬁage use are -«
acqﬁired simultéqeously?uith the rules oflgrammér.

Several studies (Berko-Gleason, 1973, Shatz and Gelman,

. 197@, Sachs and Devin, 1976) have examined modifications made

by children in view of the status-of the addressee and have
all given evidence to show that children definitely adjust
ﬁheir speéch to a younger listener. 3hatz and Gelman \

examine three meaiures of such adjuétments; length of

"utterance, syntactic'complexiti, (see page 72) and the use

of attention-getting devices, They conclude their study

.- by stating that four;fearéolds speech to two-year-olds is

vdown—shifted", but that very little difference was foun

‘between speéch addressed to a peer and speech addressed t
! - L3

an adult, A large bért of the research in fact, deals with
adj;stmentifmade.doﬁnﬁards, that is, to a youngér listener.
I propose to -examine more closely the differences between
the peer-directed and adult-directed speech of five-year—.

olds.

[}



- be discussed in Chapter III.
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Data1mgn collected for this study at the QOttawa
Montessori School. I observed and taped eleven five—year—

olds spontaneously interactihg amongst themselves and with

. their teacher in'a classroom setting on three occasions.

The data were transcribed and analyzed for differences in

“peer- directed and adult directed speech, The results will

—

. .
~ This study, then, is sociolinguistic. T am not

interested in the linguistic competence of five-year-<old

- children in itself but how the social organisation of

in partlcular the classroom setting, interacts with this

competence. At this point it is fitting to introduce the
sociolinguist's-treaﬁment of language variation, in

particular as it relates to social factors.

The social aspect of language has been the concern of -

- many linguists (Ervin—Tripp, Fishman, Hymes, Labov)}, who

view it as an integral part of the study of language.
Truly language 1s a sogcial phenomenon. Our linguistic
behaviour is not haphazard'or irregular. It is, besides

being governed by rules of-syntax; governed by the social

- rules of the community in which we find ourselves, As

U

Fishman (1972) states, one part of. the sociology of
language concerns itself with the-question:

e e e e e g e
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"who speaks'(of writes) what language’
_ (or what language variety), to whom, .
when and to what end®"
o : (1972:3)
v - ~
As sociolinguists attempt to deal with this question, it
becomes evident that the answer takes the Form of rules
and this in itself is proof of some underlying regularity

to the variation found in language use. :}

Labo% (197Q5, in a study of %anguage structure
within the social context of the linguistic‘community,
states that beneath the apparent hetérgeneity of language
is some very evident patterning. Such patternings are
revealed in the data he presents on New York speech and
take the form of variable rules. A variable rule, in
contrast with an invariant rule,“involveslsomé type of
consfraint. éohstrainﬁs, in turn, are dependent on sﬁme

non-linguistic aspect of the social context - role

IOPCIIRE e

relationshipé or éetting. Thus, often the presence,

modification or absence of a rule can be explained.by

b LT B et

social or stylistic factors. Labov's work results in a

PRGNSR St

wstylistic and social stratification® of'the speech
i . >
community (Labov, 1970:66)},
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' Perhaps wﬁat is tk #6t interesting for the present.
study is that Labov's findings support the thesis that

thereqare no single-style speakers., Clearly as he]nints

out, 'such phencmena as style—shifting and "multi—layered

communication systems" (Labov, 1970:42), are to be

{
iz
i
o
v
“
N

. expetted in that they serve a.purpose in the speech
community; In the same. way that.situational factors
determine language use, the choice of a style helps to o
define role-relationships, setﬁing, context and to
demonstrate one's ability.to adhere to the social constraints

and norms of his community.'

Other types of rules have beén proposed to deal with
" changes in speech styles, Ervin-Tripp (1974), id hef
disbussion of sociolinguistic rules, proposes nco-occurrence"
ruies: . ' ‘ | . A
nwhenever there 1is predictability between

two linguistic forms, we can speak of
co-occurrence rules.” )
(1974:288)

’)These apply horizontally and vertically to explain both
the relations between items ot the same level of structure
and the relations that hold between elements “of each ot the
levels of grammar - phonology, synﬁax and the lexicon

- in a particular speech style. Thus co-—occurrence rules

<



often cut across .the 'components of grammar. Selections
that are made by these rules must apply globally to a |
text, otherwise a "mixing"'bf styles results.

4 : }

[ 4

These, then, are some -of -the types of rules or’

-

constraints one can expect in réspénse to Fishman's

question. It must also betemphasiaed that the choice’ of

a particular style or the decision to style-shift involves
a judgement of appropriateness. This ability to Jjudge is
part of one's commnicative competence.' Often a three-way

distinction, formal, dolloquial, intimate,-or even a

- two-way distinction - careful and casual (Lgbov, 1970)

suffices when discussing appropriate speech.étyles. In
this way; the situation is categorized aqcording/hépits
degree of formalityi But one may want to take several
factors, besides fofﬁaiity, into consideration, to allow ,
for finer distinctions. Thus a more elaboraté%siiFem_is

.proposed whereby three major factors can be distinguished:

situation, subject matter and participants. With these

. three, many contexts may be defined and the varieties of

speech which are appropriéte to them, That is to say a '
change in any one of the factors could result in a

corresponding change in language variety.
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Studies which investigate this phenomenon of
changing one's 1anguage to fit the social cont??t, or &L\
varlation in language usetnme under several different

headings, the broadpst perhaps’ being "lagguage variety" .
o , 1966, Fishman, 1972, and Chiu, 1973), "social
,ij:::§¥“ (Ervin-Tripp, 1971) or "functional variet&"

(Hymes, 1972a), this last one being particular in

American_;;gguispics to peigr to t?e two-way distinection

"careful - casmal", "Style" and'éég}ster"‘also fa;lf

within this domain of sociolinéuistic’study, Ehe'former

being in current use iq America, the latter in England. ‘\\

Inevitably there are problems with terminology, as |

authors set uﬁ néﬁ,definitions to cofrespond with the

e;}sting terminology. (Seé Gregory, 1967 paées 194~5 and

Ellis and Ure, 1969 for a discussion of terminoclogical

equivalents), 1In general, the term "register" has

become equated with a language Ghriety particular to
.a specific situation (Hymes, 1972a:63) or vgriatiop

accordingpto use (as opposed to "dialect™ whigh is variation .
" according to user), Register ig equated witﬁ systematic

variation in relation to a social context (Lyons, 1977:584).

This brief discussion of language varieties and
sociolinguistic rules has hopefully shown that the

'phenoﬁenon I propose to analyze in this study could fall

S
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ﬁndeffseve'al different headings, Although the di%cussion'
may be som what simplisﬁic,-as I_havé a?oidéa detail, it

is evident that it is-by no meaﬁs‘easy to decide upon a

framework to adopt-for the present study.

In_discussing'hodificat;oﬁs of speeéh in view of the
listener; one considgrs a register-analysis framework,
“Baby talk“, adult language modified to.'accomodate babies .
and youné chiféren, is somgtiméé$regarded as a register,
(Strevens, 1965), In a first cdhsideration, register as
defined by Davies (1969) - "how the 1anguage we speak
changes in order to fit éhe situatlon we are in" -
appears to be sultable “Tor this study: Call it "register
in child language" - situation one, child with peers and "
situation two, child with teacher. Yet problems dd arise,
Hegistef anélysis is a contrastive study of texts.and valid
comparisons of linguistic elements can only be made when
factors, such as subject matter, situation and. )
participant relationships arg‘éonbrplled. It seems tha£
véry little would be gained in comparing a sermon read at
a church service and gossip heard at a morning coffee break,
Thé resulting texts would not serve the same function, nor
would they deal with the same subject matter, As well
the ro}es of the participanﬁf in‘éach text,woﬁld not

7

J



9. .

%

coincide. This is not to say that the language would not
e differenf in each situatiofd, however there would be no - -
functional'basis of compgziééi. hAn_examE}e might hélp to .
clarify matters here. Consider the. following three
utteraﬁcesz

i). formal "Visitors should make their way at once
.to the upper‘floor by way of the stair-

Case- /

. i o
ii) consultative "Would you mind going up the stairs, -
please 7" ’

1i1) intim\te "Up you go chaps ! " N
‘ % / (Chiu, 1973154),

With thesé three utterances, we can carry out register analy-
sis, we-can correlate linguisti;hfeatures witﬁ situétional
features,- since there is a common denominator that tles to-
gether the three utterances - all three 1ntend to produce

the same effect in the hearers: getting him up the. stairs.

We can thus examine how this content Sr jdea is linguistically
realized in each of the.three situations or in each of the
three styles correspondi;é to three different situations.

Often the most striking differences will be in lexical choices,
put syntactic dlfferences appear as well,'as can be seen by

our examples. Thus we can understand why a comparison of sermdns .

and gossip is more difficult to carry outs the textis do”nat

4

seek to achié@é the same ends. -
Often register is used in more general terms to refer
to a language variety particular to a situation or to a group

of people with a common social. characteristic. Thus we gpeak

-

2 .
gl e d BT e S
Al Gl T e AR




\ 10, *

-

of the “"register of advertisement", tfe “register;of a news-
paper ;%porterh. the "register of a policéman” and thg-“regis-
ter of a sport". Tﬂe basis of comparison here is éome kind
.of norm or "“standard" variety. Iq.%hese cases word frequencies of
weveryday" English might be c0nsu1;Ed. in order to see if cer-
tain lexical items are used more often in certain regigters
than in "everyday" Englisﬁ. Rather than speak of "register"
for these varieties of language, it is perhaps more fitting
Fﬁo speak of general tendencies of these varieties or "markers”
// which may set apart these varieties from others. In some
- cases perhaps the most strlklng differences will be in
vocabulary, a partlcular Jargon associated w1th a 51tuat10n
or a prof9331on;’ We can thus see some type of continuum
1n.the use of the term reglster, the strlctest being the
examples given, where the speaker S 1nten$10ns are held’
constant. and the widest equated with “jargon". I believe
however that the most revealing cases in this study will be
those in which speaker's intention is a common denominator
in fhe.utterances comﬁareda how do children request an
object from their teacher and how does this dlffer 11ngulst1cally
from the same type of request they will make of their peers 7
\ ) -
In this observational gtudy, given that chlldren doc not
always use their speech to the same ends w1th peer and with

teacher, or even simpler, that they do. not always dlscuss the

\
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same topics with:thé teacher as they do amongst themsel&és._we
often get a “sermon-gossip” situation. In these cases, it

will be appropriate to speak of outright digferenceé between
peer-to-peer and chilthoiteacher speech, that do not allow

for coméérisons of linguistic forms, but are interesting in )
themselves. I do not wish to call these differences "register™,
adhering to a strict definition of the term. These will be
termed, rather, characteristics of?peer-té-peefland child-
to-teacher “speech styles" (Sachs and Devin, 1976). “Register"“
will only be used when we compare utterances which intend to

L4
'

produce the same effects in the hearer.’

In order to facilitate the register analysis, the speech
act was chosen for the basic unit of study. - This was done
given that the term “speech act" (S;érle. 1965).makes reference
to the function of the utterance produced: was the utterance
intended as a requesy, a warning, a greeting, a report or
an offer 7?7 We see th hat funetion is not used in its
gtrictest scientific sense as the necessary and sufficient
contribution of an element to a system, nor is it seen as a
relation of interdependenceJbetweén:glemeﬁts. When we refer
to the function of a speech act, in th;‘Searlian framework,
we are speékiqg of their_effecfé or conéequences on the hearer

or sometimes of their utility. The speaker. intends to produce

Py S
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an effect on fhé heazgez" Qy gett'ing him t; recognize his inten-
tions. If he is successful, the @earér will understand his
speech act as, for exaﬁple.\a promise, that is the effect or
function thg spéaker h%f,in mihd.'

..Aé pointed out by the example on page é. a speech act
may have several different linguistic realizations. In this
study, I would like t? suggest that these realizations afet
cﬁosenin terms of their appropri;teness; some can be used
only in- particular situations and when particular role-relation-
ships gxisf. This is where register éomes ins a comparison

of limguistic realizations of speech Ac%s, that is how their

use vék}es gystematically as to tﬂe social context. The 'data

iﬁ this atudy will be examined for two types of speech acts}
directives and offers. w do children get their peers to . .

L 3
perform certain acts and in what ways do these requests
. ) r

' diffé%ﬁi} guistically from those they make of their teachers ?
Similarly what differences do. we find in offers directed
to peer and offers di;ec%ed to the teacher 7. Otﬁér areas of
study will.be the use of informal tags and of certain vocabu-
lary items -~ how do their uses differ in the two situations.
| )
The acquisition of "communicative- competence® has. become

an important area of research as we approach an undefstanding

of the importance of social context in language acquisition. - .
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not learn in a vacuum, language cannot be divorced from social
context. . AB Hymes (1972b:271) 80 blatantly puts it, a child
who'poeeessed only lihguistic¢ competence and who might produce
any sentence whatever at any time would be likely to ‘be
institutionalized. A etudy?of modxficatlons made .in the
speech of young children w1ll h0pefully shed some light -on

the child's rules of language use.

Truly as ShipLé& .and Shipley (1969} point out, the child does

i
!
t
i
|
%
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE | '

In this chapter, I will present a review.of the
literapure on the sygtematic use“gf language varieties
by children., Studies of this nature cbme under the titles
"modifications in speech as a function of some variable",
style-shifting, code switching énd register, This
diversity of terminology was pointed out in the
introduction, I will»begin by a shqr&\gggeral discussion
of various aspects of the child's sociolinguistiec
competehce and evidence for it (section 2.1), tH;n focus »
upon registral comﬁétence'and t%g ability to style-shift
as an aspect of sociolinguistic competence (sections 2,2
ts 2.4}, The remaining sections will deal with: registral
competence and psychological development (section 2,5),
a short examination of the inﬁut and its importance
(section 2,6), and a final section (2.7) in which other

matters of concern will be discussed. A re-statement of

the problem will conclude the chapter,

w

e b ———— . .
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2,1 Sociolinguistlc Competence. |

. If it 1s the case, as several authors have stated
{Cook~Gumperz, 1975;-Hollos, 1977,.M1tchell—Kernan and
Kernan, 1975), that the rules of grammar are acquired

-

simultaneously with the rules for socially appropriate
language use, then eoc1ollngulstic compemnce should be
evident from very early ages, This appears to be the case
as Er%in—Tripp (1969)has” pofnted out., -Although a
éonside;able,amount-of evidence comee from style-shifting,
: there‘is also evidence from studies in other. areas of
sociolinguistic skills, whereby the uses of language are-
more restricted.\ InAthese areas the choices available

are few and the language thaﬁ corresponds to a context or
situation is distinct and specific to it. An illustration
of this is provided by languages in which thefL is botha
familiar aﬁd a formal second person pronoun; the speaker
must make a choice within a closed set of altergeti§e3§\
the choice depending'oﬁ a social factor of role
relationships. Studies of the child's acquisition of
second person pronoun were done by Shipley and Shipley,
(1969) oe the Quaker child's use of "thee" and by |
Hollos (1977) in a study investigating the selection of
pronouns by Hungarian children. The comprehension and use

of the second person pronouns demand a knowledge of the

social relationships that exist between speaker and hearer,

o -
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In Quaker speech both the status and solidarity norm are
significant factors as to thﬁ"sh01ce of nthee" or mthou" .
in Hungarian, familiarity and politeness determine the
selection of a second person pronoun,. Shipley and Shipley
{1969) state that in ;nst cases children exhibit "relative"
acquisition of wthee-thou", In contrast to tgbsolute"
nhereby the child classifies people as to "thee" and nthou"

and addresses them accordingly, in relative acquisition, the

addressee is perceived as a member of a dyadic social

‘relationship: parent-chfld husband—wife. Thus when

children are involved in a relationship they will use the
appropriate form of the pronoun, This same_acqni51tion

pattern appeared in the Hungarian.gtudy.' fne authors of these
studies were interested in the effect of the social environment
on the comprehension and production ofi the pronouns and;in
both studies it was found to be significant. Shinley and
Shipley (1969) found that the child is more apt to use :
wthee" in femilies where the parents' use of "thee" is ®
broader. fn Hollos' (1977) study, the town children

performed better all round as they were exposed to a wider
range of social relationships in contrast to the village
children who 1ived in a more isolated community. These

studies she@,ﬁgme 1ight on the acquisition of a sociolinguistic

skill - the use of an address system, in which the comprehension

of role relationships underlies the child's ability to employ

.
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. is to be revealed by a type of "error analysis". By

1

17.
the'prope; form of th§ second person pronoun,
/

Another "communicative; skill écquired by children
which is of ; completely different naﬁure, vet hinges on the
social and cultural values of the speech community, was done
by Mitchell—kernan and Kernan (1975}. They ekah;ned the
child's ability to insult in the American and Samoan ’
cultures., This ability to verbally insult, wﬁich appears as
early as age four, is dependent on.the knowledge of a
shared cultural value. For example, in Samoa,‘one'insults
a person by remarking on his uncleanliness. One must know
that cleanliness is highly valued in the‘cultufe. In
addition there are stylistic correlates, such as a hostile
and -aggressive delivery; In their; description of the

acquisition of the skill, the authors point out that much

examining the mistakes the child makes in insulting, we éan
decide whether or not he has learned the parameters
necessary to define the cultural value in hand, - They alsé
point out that in the initial stages of acquisitien,. the
delivery features will inform the child that the utteraqce
was meant as an insult., For production, the same
development pattern is seen in "joke—telling", another
vecommunicative" ability. The‘cn}ld may first exhibit a

joke-telling style and laugh at himself at the end of a joke,

g TR



before he comes to realize that a joke has a specific content
which above all charaq@erigégfit as ahjoke.,'CIearly. then
prosodic and paralinguistic features ;lay an important role

in learniqg the-rules for lahguage usé, as is the case in
register as well, where it has been pointed out that the
first distinctions made are prosodic (Weeks, 1971). * Other
types‘of sociolinguistic skills which depend on social and

cul tural knowledge'are verbal duelling in‘Turkish (Dundes,.r
Leach and 0zk3k, 19%2) and “sounding” in Black English
(Mitchell-Kernan and KernaM, 1975:307). Although these
sociolinguistic skik}s may be viewed as'vef& specim lized

and particular to a social activity, they serve to demonstrate
that the child, on his way to being a c;ﬁpétent speaker of |
\his native language does hot.acquire linguistic and social
knowledge separately, nor in a mutuwally exclusive way
especiall& in the cases of the acqﬁisition of an address
system, insulting, “soundingf or verbal duelling.l As well,
the acquisition of verbal routines as examined by
Berko-Gleason and Weintraub (1977) can also be regarded as

the acquisition of a sociolinguistic skill. Such a skill
dépendé on a knowledge of the time at which such utterances
are préduced (e.g. "Cood-morning"” from dawn to noon). "
Clearly the manner of acquisition is different. The adult
tells the child when to say "bye-bye", prods him to say

"thank-you" and informs him of what he must say to greet
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'strangers, This speech code or specialized input from

‘adults about the social world and about the social rules

for language.use is t ed the "language of socialization®
(Berko-Gleason, 1973 )% Routines .then are learned early in

a rich social setting through this adult prompting. It is

even suggested that they are acquired before any

'referential use of language (Berko-Gleason and Weintraub,

1977:135). _‘ -

Bates (197L, 1975,, 1977) and Bates and Silvern (1977)
in several studies have investigated the young child's
sen51t1V1ty to politeness in linguistic behaviour, both in
prodﬁction and comprehension. This ability to produce and
comprehend  "polite" forms is directly dependent on and
related to social growth., As in routines,thére is the adult
factor, that is the child is often pressured to be polite
and this 1s accomplished by the use of the language of
socialization (e.g. "Say please, Johnny," "what do you say,
Jenny°"). » In addition and more important, the gPpropriate
use of polite forms reflects an understanding of the social
organization of the context and the status,of the listeners,
Bates-and Silvern's findings g;ve further evidence for the
importance of social factors in the child's communicative

development, i »

A
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Sociolinguistic competence then; can be observed in
many areas of child language, in epecific verbal ekills
: ,such';s insulting or the use of:verbal routines, the proper
\\ use di an address syetem and in the child's understanding
_ and- production of polite }inguistic forms. The social
_aspect of language and its role in language acqu131t10n .
cannot be underestimated as the rgsearch conducted so far
‘suggests, ﬁow@ver,we are far-from a complete understandidg
of the interaction of social and linguistic competence.
»
2.2 The Acility to style-shift and registral competence ~
_ . | . |
The ability to distinguish registers and_speech;etyles e
can be regarded as part df one's soclolinguistic competence;
Whereas, the skills we have just discus§ed are truly |
"specialized” in that they demand a Spegific social context
and in some cases have a particular vocabuiary (in routines,
the alternatives are highly restricted), register allows for_ _

a greater margin of freedom. This is dug to a high level

of tolerance for stylistic variation in/our society (Ervin-

Tripp, 1966:91). Consequently, there is much overlapping

of features within registers and oft ntimes only a small set
of elements are proper tg a particular register, Nevertheless
the possibility for a wider scope of alternatives is ngt so
wide as to exclude systematic variation determinedlby setting,

role relationships and other social factors.
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In this discussion of the communlcatlve skill required =
to accomodate the varlables of the social context, the
fo}low1ng aspects will be dealt with: evidence for -
‘rggistaféndstyle—shifting in child language, the nature
of these reégéters or spfech-sgyles, the child's repertoire
,:f)registers and styles and the development of a
epertoire, .These will be discussed with reference to the

literature,

' - 4
2.3 Evidence for register and speech Styles in the speech
of children e, =

Several articleéxgive evidence for register and speecﬁ
styles in child language (BérkoéGleason, 1973, Cazden, 1972,
‘DeStefano, 1972 Erv1n—Tr1pp, 1969, Hymes, 1972b, Sachs and.
Dev1n, 1976, Shatz and Gelman, 1973 and Weeks, 1971). fThe

earliest distinction that children make 1is' professed to

e e d B B =t T -

be between silence and non-silence (Berko-Gleason, 1973).
It is claimed that very small children will frequently
Jabber away to their parents and siblings, but in the
presence of strangers they do not utter a sound. 1In some
ways this might be an extreme position, but given the
present state of: research, we cannot deny the possibility

that suc?féfgzgtlnctlon is the very beginning of variation

Ldend i SnA st g e A M R A T e
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according to the listener, Other studies suggest age two
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as the time when more inter?sting contrasts appear. The
yqungest subject in Weeks' (lé 1) study on register was

age one year, nine months., Ibﬁzg)perhaps important to

call attention to the particular definition of register '
used in her study:

na speech variety selected by speaker to

convey additional information or emotion

beyond that conveyed by his words."
(1971:1119)

N S

This definition does not correspond with the

T ; . "4
definition previously discussed and thus one might be

8

ﬁesitant to consider such registers here. What is perhaps
more germane to this study is that an attempt is made to
correlate the eftra information or emotion with C>HﬂJ
appropriateness to spcial context, But this yas.somewhat
unsuccessful since each of the three subjects used'each ’
register or cluster of registers in an idiOSyncratic‘way.'

As well, it was not clear up to what point personality
differences could explain the use of Weeks' ten registers{‘
For example, the children were'observed to use whisper

(a "register") in a toéal of four situations:_-privat?
speech, in lieu ofzsilence, for ‘secrets and vhen the child

was timid. _We may ask which uses are due to social factors,
and which may be explained by personality differences. We

see that "whisper" then might be best termed, not a "register"

but as aﬂphonetic characteristic of the language used by a
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particuiq; child in a particular situation. Nontheless
it has been sugges%ed that such variations in intensity’
(use of whisper, softiness or loudhess) and in enunciation

. \'_‘/
(clarification, fuzzy speech) are the very beginnings of ~

sbciolinguistic rules or as'the_earliest features enteping
into sociolinguistic rules (Ervin-Tripp, 1969)>\\l__j/};’I .
In the same way that adults have béen seen to modify
their §peech to young children, children of two use a
'typehof baby talk which has morphological and lexical * -
features (Ervin-Triﬁp. }9?#, Berko-Gleason, 1973).
Lawsﬁn's study (cited in Ervin-Tripp, 1977) alsoc gives .
suppor%.for linguistic means uséﬁbto differentiaté social
status and age of the addressee. A two-year-o0ld made
distinctions between children of her own age and three and
four-yéar-olds for request forms. uiq addition she made dis-
tinctions in the language she addressed to her father as
'0pposed to that which she addressed to her mofggpff“Ta/mother
the form was "Mommy, I want milk.", but witg her father
"she beat around the bush". This may be a case of "stereo-
typing (i.e. the "father" figure favouring a certain timid
behaviour}, bﬁt gtill may be sociolinguistics a linguistic
behaviour that the child observee and induces from the mother's

speech as approﬁriage to addregs to the father. The mother,

when telling the child to address the father ensures
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nindirectness" - "ask Daddy if he would 1ike.to come for
supper” or "tell Daddy that supper is ready" not Jtell
‘Daddy to come here for supper". The child induces that
i she t06 must go about matters indirectly when addressing
her father% Needless to say it is difficult to pinpoint
where the psychological phenomenon sféps and the sotial
takes over in cases such as this,

”

In Shatz and Geiman's (1é73) study of speech

adjustments, the subjects had a mean age of 4iL. Sixteen
children were tested and personality differences had lirxﬁé

opportunity to surface, Without a question, four-year-—olds

2l .

couldwe a simpler variety of language to a younger listener,

This ability to differentiate linguistically according to

social factors appears early,

What however is the nature and extent of these registers

in children? A brief examination o registers in adult language

will help to set our expectations. First as Cazden (19725
points out there is probably great individual variation in
- the adult's abilit} to use registers, much in contrast with
grammatical competence which has more or less a uniform

»~

1 ’ '
I am indebted to Professor Neufeld for this interpretion.
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acquisition rate. As well, the member of a speech
community is probably restricted to the range of registers
displayed in that commurity. Secondly as Labov (1970)
states, it is uncommon for adults to control a wide ;
;repertoire of 'stylistic variants, unless we aré speaking
of a "speech specialist", Those who succeed in being able

to employ several varieties cannot usually continue to

down-shift to their original vernacular. Clearly it is

the case that a small percentage of linguistically

competent adults have the aﬁility to control a range of
registers that goes from the most formal to the most casual.
And if it is the case that we do acquire a new speech style
or registerf it is most likely to be 'a notch higher on the
scale anafnot lower, Given this variation in adult.registral
competénce, it is not éurprisiné\that several authors have

remarked on the non-uniformity of the acquisition rate of

this particular sociolinguistic skill in children.

2.4 The child's repertoire and its development

A limited repertoire can in part be explained by the
child's limited range of experiencés and his contact with
only a certain type of soci%i setpihgs, a restricted set of
domains that allow for only certain combinations of the

i

1 -

<+
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factors inVOlved; "In most cases the participants are known
to and are in close contact w;gh the very young child, while
the setting is the home, Ervén-Tripp (1971) proposes that
the first two features to be/distinguished are major
setting and addressee. As several studies have suggested,
the young child is perhaps/ in control of thfee registers:
“baby—talgh to a younger Fhild, a peer-group éolloquial .
style and something sligﬂtly\different to parents.
Needless to say the most’éignificant innovation comes when
the child is sent off to school and becomes aware of a
language variety associated with it (Ervin—Tripﬁ, 1964).
The classroqQm g:;text triggers a shift in register, among
.other changes in linguistic behaviour. Many interesting
studies have been undertaken which investigate the results
of the addition of a new cohtext to the child's experiences.’
(Cazden, 1972, DeStéfg;é, 1972, Gumpérz and Herasimchuk, 1978,
Hahn, 1948, Houston, 1970 and Labov, 1964). The first set

we might deal with are those which examine the use of two
major ﬁfgisters wié%in the Black English vernacular: one for
the home and neighbourhood, and the other more appropriate to
the school sétting. The reason we examine Black English

here is becéuse it is an example of how speech changes with

the school setting. Houston (1970) sets:up two registers

of child Black English in Florida, "school" aﬁd "non-school"



the latter sometimes referred to as “careful" speech.
DeStefano (1972) states that registral competence appears
quite early in Black children who as £hey beéin school are

" pressured to speak Standard English. Yet since the children
are incapable of switching to a more socially accepted
dialect, they instead extend the upper limit of their
vernacular to include a register more appropriate to school.
This use of a school register within a Black vernacular may
be vigwed as a transi£ional stage before acquiring Standard

v

English.

)Although Labov's (1964) study deals not with register
but wiéh dialects, he brings to attention some matters of
interest for this discussion. While DeStefano concluded
that acquisition of a school-appropriate register begins
‘before adolescence, Labov asks why there are those who even
after attending schools for ten or twelve years cannot speak
Standard English, the dialect of instruction. He cites three
reasons which would impede the acquisition of Standard English:
isolation, which would be éimilar to a limited range of
experiences‘which we noted in the child's acquisition of
registers, structural interferences, (in cases where the
vernacular differs from Standard) and a conflict of value’

systems which involves the affective domain., Labov sets up

-
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six levels of English, th irst three acquired by every -
speaker; the sixth is the full range of styles ?hich as
previously mentioned is attained by a relatively small
percentage of speakers. Only as a result of wider contact
will the repertoire grow or at least will the awareness of

a larger repertoire appear, one of the mosh% significant
factors -being the first year of high school when the
adolescent is exposed toa group much larger than that of his
neighbourhood., Thus the extent and nature of contact plays
an important role in the acquisition of new reg%sters and of

new dialecté.

E. Hahn (1948) analyzed~both the content and form of
the speech of first grade children in the classroom, In the
spontaneous speech of children ages six to seven years, ten
months, it was found that the length of the child's utterance
and the completeness-of his sentences were dependent on<both
the situation (e.g. "show.and tell" vs,. 6ther types of
ifteraction) and on the topic.' In school the child is encouraged
to present 1nformat10n, to enrich his vocabulary in order to |
talk about absent objects and to emplgy a variety of structures
in order to make fine distinctions. In a. study of classroom
interaction of first and second graders, Gumperz and Hermaschuk
(1975) found that in cases whereby a more advanced pupil was

assisting a weaker pupil with a reading lesson,’ the child

. \
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acting as teacher used language appropriate to a "lesson"
situation. The authors found thatlfhe child—-as-teacher and
the teacher do not use the same linguistic devices to
indicaté they are performing a particular task. One of the
'more important differences they point out is that peer—-to-
peer speech is more direct in such a context while the
teacher often uses indirect speech acts. They cite a reason
for this difference: the child-as-teacher must define his
role whereas the teacher's role is quite clear to his‘
pupils. Other reasons suggested are the ghared cultural
background which exists between the children and what
Gumperz and -Herasimchuk call "a shared code with the child- -
learner;. In.addition, the child—as-teécher's strategy is
characterized by both‘a chénge in style and a change in’ .
delivery "ih an escalating series" until he elicits the right |
response.or in other words until the child who is his pupil
understands that some tybe of teacher pupil relationship has
been esﬁablished. In the peer—to—peef'aétﬁatiOn the_intonation
ig wmusical" and “rhythmic".'?This contrasted to the
teacher-child "moﬁotonousﬁ exchange. QGumpersz and Herasimchuk
underline the importance of the prosod;c or paralinguistic
features of the child-as—teacher interaction. Often these
features alone provide the clue to uﬁderstanding just what '

task the utterance is meant to accomplish:
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", ,.Prosodic aspects of speech become part

of an optional set of communicative strategies

that can be used alternatively with syntactic,
~ lexical or phonological variables, The teacher

on the other hand tends to rely on lexical and

rhetorical devices,."

‘ (1975:93)

Although the child~-as-=teacher's language did not mirror
that used by the teacher herself in giviné a lesson, the
child still uged a particular variety suited to
.subordinate-superior role relationship and learniné—teacher
exchange, This would.sugéest that the child can modify his‘

\speéfh in.order to accomodate these two factors.

- ~4
- -

We have up to this-point seen that the child has a
limited. range of registers and that as the.child matures
his range increaseg to include language appropriate to the

new situations topics and role which he enéounters, school

being.an important new context., Ervin—Tripp suggests an -

-

explahation to account for the development of a register:

&
. ‘ 1]

"Tt may be possible to hypothesize that in
acquiring registers a child.learns through
progressive differentiation of hig speech .
community's social situations the linguistic
features which accompany them and in a rule
governed way modifies his speech to fit those
situations," .

(in DeStefano,1972:37)

e A e e e
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.The end result - a register - is not acqulred without pa551ng
through several transitional stages which one might want to
call "inter-register™ O ften the child's registers lack
consistency and internal coherence (i.e. not all the
cooccurence rules have been acquired). Sachs d Devin,
(1976) conelude that four and five—year—olds used certain
elements or features‘of a baby-talk style, but not all.
Often the utterances addressed to a baby doll were a mixture
Iof simple and complexX, the complex ones said with prosody
appropriate to a baby-talk style., If the chlld did not

know how to simplify his syntax, at least he knew to modlfy
his phonology and intonation. Berko—GleaéBn ‘(1973).talks of
a slightly inappropriate baby-talk style, somewhere in
batween no baby-talk and fuli‘babyatalk style, used by
children. Bates and Silvern (1977) tound that scores for
‘the production of polite forms were higher than for
comprehension., ,LIn production we see.evidence for a concept
of politeness that was only partly simblar to the adult
model: the child when asked to supply "polite" responses
works in a more idfosyncratic way, in that he will resort to
multiplying his "pretty pieases“, whispering his requests or
using affectionate gestures - elements not common in adult

| speech, Thus it is evident that children have their own

notions about appropriateness which they manifest in wajs

RS I VS e
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un-identical to adult models. Ervin-Tripp's (1977)

research questions take into account this inconsistent and
incomplete nature of the child's registers:

"Do children employ the full range of realizations we
find in adults?

"What evidence is there of systematic shifts in the
realizations of the directives depending on the social -

context?"
0 (1977:171)
With age the child learns to expand his repertoire, to apply

agll the co-occurence rules thus giving his discourse

" internal coherence. .

2.5 Registral competence and psychological development

Registral competence may be viewed as a sociolinguistic

'knowledge, the way in which I have thus far presented it, in-

which’ case the child's repertoire of registers is in direct
relation to the aﬁount of c?ntact he has hed with different
social contexts and his need to produce liﬁguistically
appropriate speech in these eoeial contexts. However some
psychological considerations, such as the need to conform,
the ability to role-take as it is related to egocentrism
and the child's rapid cognitive development are often cited
wheq discussing the child's ability to take into account
his listener,
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As Shatz‘and Gelman (1973) point out, several
psychological investigations present findings which are at
odds with the sociolinguist's fosition on the child's
capacity to adjust his speech to a listener., Fronm the
psychological viewpoint, it has been shown that young
children communicate poorly (P;aget, 1967, Krauss and
Glucksberg, 1969, Flavell, 1968). Piaget (1967) describes
the child as egocentric, first because the child speaks »
about himself and secondly and more important because the
child cannot consider the perspective of others. He
found tﬁat in his two subjects of six and a half years,
close to half their spontaneous speech could be called
egocentric, -Speech with peers was seen to consist mostly
of "private" or "collective Tf?ologuing". Piaget also
found that his su%jects perform;d poorly on communicative
tasks due in fact to both the "deficient" exposition of
the child trying to communicate and to the poor understanding
of the listener, a child as well, Krauss and Glﬁ%ksberg
(1969) found that children of 52 to 63 months (433 to 5:3
years) were unable to communicate z that is they_performed
poorly in a task whéreby the speaker was to denote some
referent (a novel graphic form) so that the listener could
recognize the form being described. The youngest subjects,

when giv@iﬂan opportunity to improve their performance had

e anagpiiasad
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- equally poor results the second time., In a subsequent
experiment the communicative adequacy of the speaker's ) -
description was measured separately from the listener!s
(a child) capacity to'ﬁnderstand it, Again it was found
that the subjects performed poorly and that their ability
to communicate develops gradually over the ages of four‘to
nine, the youngest failing to gommunicate. Flaﬁell.et al.
(1968) study supported these findings., ' \\\

—

(
Criticisms of these studies have uncovered a problém
with the level of difficulty of the task., Shatz and ”
Gelman (1973) point out that such tasks apﬁear to demand
a .certain level of cognitive development that the children
had not attained and that "overtaxing the children's
adequacy in these processeé may have hampered or magked
their ability to take account of and adjust to their
listeners." (1973:2). Similar criticisms have been stated
L with regard to the 1itera;ure that deais with the child's
linguistic performance as related to his social class
(Cazden, 1970, Hazel, 197k, Van der Gust et al., 1973).
It has been claimed that children of a lower social class
have "less language" or use restricted codes as opposed to
the élaborated codes used by the middle class. Cazden,
(1470), Hazel, (1974) and Vander Gust et al. (1973) state
that in arder for more valig\fohclusions;lthe situation or

[}
A
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.context must be controlled as to minimize or remove the

task or conteXxt chosen for study.
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differences found; that is one must desigq'the~task or
select the contextéqso the child,'no matter what hisﬁsocial .
class, can deyggstrafé his verbal abilities to his fullest
extent. Cazden (1970) peints out in the case of Black
chlldren. conversation is more llkely to be' longer when

the child is the 1n1t1ator as opposed to being required to

pgrform in laboratordy tests. Van der Gust et al.(1973)

state that language in the lower class has different

© purposes than language in the middle class, a reascn to ac-

" count for some of the dlfferences d. Hazel's results

(19?4)-show that the same child had i+ficant differences

1n the uses of nouns and pronouns in different types of

.speech - monologue, 3001a1 monologuex -ialoéﬁb. Clearly %
it is the case that often communiega "‘e ability and verbal
Skllls are 1nacce351ble for observation becmuse of the . r

. &

 Often the form and content of the child's speech was

-neglected An examinxﬁjon of both form and content would

show that-the child has some communicative skills in hlS
:Ei}ety to modify his speech appropriately to the listener.
e is further eyidence whloh points to a-much more
developed skill of communlcation;petween young children than
previous investigation claimod (Gar;ey and Hogan, 1973,

Mueller; 1972, Muellér ﬁ , 1977, Selman,1971). Selman




-t

36,

in- examining children of ages four and six-states that

the ability to role take shows definite beginnings.by age

- four and suggests the possibiRity of an ontogenetic

development of role—switchigg§ In the first-stagé the child

may have a notion of others but cannot make a distinction

between himself and others as to thoughts and pérceptions.
The final stage is attained wheén the child is fully awaré of
the other's perspective.
;. . .
There is also evidence that the four-year-old is éapable
of aajusting his responses in view of listener feedback .

(Shatz and Gelman, 1973) and that understandiﬁg is reached

in a séries of short exchanges, This would reinforce the

-

thesis tﬁaf young children are able to communicate
effectively. The studies of Mueller (1972) and Mueller et al.

(1977) provide even stronger support for this ability in

children, 1In the first stu Y’ the spontaneous interaction of

young' children from three and a half to five years was
examined and contrary to Piaget's findings, 62% of the
utterances were successful in obtaining a definite response
ffom the listener. Another 23% wereborderline cases and

only 12% were unclear or incomplete, Moreover, 94% of ‘the

‘\ utterances spoken manifested intent to soclalize by at least

&

one -of three means: visual .attention, a topic appropriate

for listener or the use of attention-getting devices.
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Mieller sets up a iist of ten fad*brs used to anticipate the
success of the responge - the two'mos%’powerful predictors
were 1istener attention and the content. The discrepancy
between Mueller's (1972) findings and fhe findings of others
was explained by the nature of the study. Whereas Mueller
investigated natural and spontaneous interaction, others
depended on tasks, problems with which have been discussed.
1t may be concluded that children of this age group can
communicate effectively and that perhaps the emergence of
verbal éocialization begins eériier than three and a half.
Garvey and. Hogan (1973) found similar resultg. They present
evidence for the gxistence of verbal skills in 3 % year
‘0lds in their ability to sustain conversational interaction. _,{
' | 4
Muelle.r et al. (1977) foil_owed up the 1972 study. Since
it was found that even the youngest subjects were capable of
maintaining verbal exchanges amongst themselves and that the
research to dafe had only dealt with children 3 % and older, _
two-year-old boys were oﬁserved for eleven monéhs. Once again,
of the five factors established to predict successful hﬁferan:\s.
listener attention was the strongesti predictor. It was '
found that with age, content becomes more pertinent to t2;>> .
1
o \

1istener. The study revealed that gpontaneous peer verb

interaction develops rapidly ar und age three and can be .

*
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'a@tribute&.to both sp&aker and listener; the former ﬁakes
his utterances more relevant and looks at the listener as
 he speaks, the latter tends to watch the speaker more often.
This social interaction is déscribed as "participation in °
a mutual gystem of engagéﬁeht"' which is initially v
non-verbal., As the child leafns to communicate with wordé
he must acquire ; replx-eiicitaquh skill in order to ensure
his utter;%cés will be successf%l. Mueller et al. (1977)
pinpoint three as Fhe age when.;ﬁch developmenﬁ begins, In
" view of this recent literature then, it appears that the child
by age five, has attaiﬂed a psychol&gical level which allows
him to perceive of differences between possible listeners
iy order that verbal interaction may be made appropriate to

’

listener, and thus maintained. '

L .

¥

2.6 The Input ' C "

In this section the speech which is directed to

children will be examined; that is the-input. The input

is of concern for several reasons: first, Aan inspection
n L d

of ﬁhe primary ‘data will Assist us in unflerstanding the

type € language upon whilch the child builds his grammar.

We ask what variety of codes do parents, sibllngs, peers and\&‘
others in contact with the child, direct to the child

learning language? Which of these or which eleﬁents of .

1°
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these does the child incorporate into his own speech? As
well the input guides us as to what features to .expect in--
" the child's registers and how the child's registers départ

+

from the adult's, For example, the manner in which the
adult simplifies his speécﬁ Lo arrive a£ some form of

baby talk can be compared to the ways in which a child has
been shown to accomodate a younger listener. Finally cases

of imitation may be disclosedﬁ

McNeill (19705 in an extreme posifiog stated that Ehe
child's LAD built the grammar on the basis. of all the
language to which he or sﬁe was exposed - ofﬁentimes far
Vfrom'ideal, said ‘to be full of hesitations, false starts'aﬁd
errors., This is.not the ca§e.' Thé input is not random;
the adult modifies his speech in both content and form in
-__accordance with the child's age. Landes (1975) suggests
! _ that the adult,when addressing the child, makes use of input
filters, ,both syntactic and stylistic which change in both
their shape and their frequenéy as the child's intake
gradually increases. However there is no reason to assume
that the adult modifiesland-adjusts hié speech apﬁropriately ~
only when conversing with a child., He will do so with any
speaker with whom he sees fit., Hence he appeals to a

subset of his competence arriving at a variety suitable

to the status of his listener, It h®s been shown that

D
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£he adul® continually modifiesxhis speech as a function of
the child's age (Fraser and Roberts, 1975). The speech of
' thirty-two.mothers of middle class to children of ages @
1 1/2, 2 1/2, 4 and 6 was examined. The findings revealed
that, for the most part,-as the ¢hild grew older, the
mother's utterances were longer and syntactically more .
complex. As well the older thé child, the greater the
diversity of vocaﬁulary in the mother's speech. The most
significant differences observed in the speech directed to
1 1/2 year -old and that directed to 2 1/2 yedr olds -~
heﬂce the age somewhere.around two as the purning point.
As well it has been Shown that the input 1is lacking in the
hesitations, errors and false starts that McNeill claimed.,

(Ervin-Tripp, 1971).

The studies which have been undertaken in the area of
the adults' speech to young children and babies reveal
several elements as ' characteristic of it. The two that have
been mentloned so far are shorter utterances and the lack of
syntactic complexity. Ferguson (1966) establishes three
sets of features which characterize éaby talk..
1) intonational and paralingulstic phenémena,‘in particular

a higher pitch and’an exaggerated intonation.
EQ\h,\éification of morphemes, words and constructions.

The may be phonological, exemplified by a simplification

of consonant clusters, replacement or/r/ by /vw/,
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replacement. of velars by apicals, interchange among
siblants, affricates and stops - or morphological -
as the addition of the diminutives or reduplication

3} the third set is a series of lexical items peculiar to

k\\\\\ baby talk.

Other types of dliferences between baby talk and
§peech addressed to adult listeners are noted in the
Eercentage of each of the three senterice types. The input
to ch%&dren often exhibits a.greater percentage ot
interrogatives, a lower percentage of imperatives and an
even lower percentage of declaratives. As well, it is
noted that concrete nouns are more abundant than absﬁract

nouns in the speech addressed to young children.

Several studies which examine the child's ability to
tailor his speech to a younger listener tested for the
existence of these same types of modifications (Berko-

1973). In many ca the chlld adjusted his speech in the

Gleason, 1973, Sach s and Devin, 1976, Shatz and Gelman,

same way the adult does - usingf high pitch and exaggerated
intonation and simpler and shorter utterances. 1In one
particular instance, it was seen that the child unlike the s

adult did not use more questions with the younger listener

(Sachs and DevéT:’ 1976). But the investigators found that

-
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although percentages were not comparable, the appropriateness
of content was: the young child is asked the same types of

" questions by both older children and by the adult.

As weli as making modifications in form, adults choose
the appropriate content for the child as he acquires his
native language. I£ is obviogs that one deces not carry on
an abstract conversation with a three-year-old and
researchers have found that language'addressed to a ysunger
listener often has very Specific content. TFrequently it is
corrective feedback or prodding and re;etition abounds
(Landes, 1975). As well it is full of redundant, clues as
the adult comments on the cﬁild's activities and the
objects around him. 'In Shatz's (1974) study it was found
that close to 90% of the directives addressed to two year-
olds S} their mothers were heavily redundant. Erv%n—Tripp
notes that adults strategically ask a question at those
times Qhen the child would offer a reply in any case,

Adults are continually eliciting speech redundant with the
]

ongoings of thqxfituation.

1Here, I am speaking of redundancy with the surroundings -
context redundancy, not linguistic.

S e
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The use of the language of sociali%ation is a further
way that the content of the adults' speech to a younger
listener is set off from other varieties. ;t may be
regarded as a special typ?;of speéch code designed to
relate not only the rules for social behaviour, but also
- the rules for ‘the social use df language, in particular

| .
verbal routines which depend on -a knowledge of temporal

appropriateness.

Given this fairly researched field of the adult's
speech variety downshifted to young children and the
findings presented, it is pogsible to explaIﬂ\ie\EE;¢ the
researcher's preoccupation with the child's ability to
wdownshift"®., Investigators selected the feafures to be
tested on the basis of what was linguistically
characteristic‘of the adult's baby talk, The MULland
syntactié complexity tests revealed the child's tendency
to shorten and simplify his utterances; like the adult.
Weeics (1971) and Berko-Gleason (1973) found that high
pitch was usﬁﬁ by the chi;d addressing a younger listener.
Shatz and Gelman (1973) cohclude in view of the
modifications made by their sﬁbjects that "even four-year-
olds help to provide a restricted and redundant linguistic
environment for the early language learneri" (1973:33). '

As they point out the four-year-olds speech to two-year-olds

1 Mean utterance length

i
g




is by no means a redyction to the ' two-year-old production
- : ' ,
jevel. 1In this way, it is not imitation by the four-year-old
F 4 :
of a two-year-old, but a concept of speech linguistically

apﬁropriate for a young child.

The analysis of child speech directed to a youngef
listener was not done without some guidance: the findings
which resulted from an examination of the special variety
that adults use with a younger 1istener, directed and
facilifateq the analysis of the ‘manner in which a ¢hild
downéhifts On the other‘hand, our fragmentary analyses

of registers which lie between casual and consultative
styles in Joos' scale and whlch are appropriate to informal
éveryday verbal exchanges makes it difficult to isolate

the linéuistic features which we might expectrto. in part,
differentiate peer-to- peer and child-to-adult speech

in five-year-olds. Clearly as Shatz and Gelman (1973)
discovered, tests of MUL and syntactic complexity performed
on the whole speech sample teli us 1ittle about the differences.
‘We must look elsewhere.

‘ E.a

An examination. of the input may reveal other interesting
facts as in yhe studiea which examine the child's acquisition
of an address system (Hollos, 1977, Shipley and Shipley,

1969). The child's uge of an address system does not reflect \\
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the input precisely. ‘One can only‘cdnq}ude that the input _jf'
influences it;_‘Qf the sixteen families that SHipley and

Shipley investigated?only.in séven of them did the children

-adopt the parents? use of "thee", 1In some families the

children never used “thee", even though the parents did.

The children who did not acquire "thee", came from homes

in which the adults displayed a limited\use of the.pronouns,

only in specific rolé—relationships._'Hollos"findings were
similar. Children of an isolated village were exposed to

fewer types of role-relationships and thus di@ poorer on,

tests which investigated their use and comprehension of the

full Hungarian address system.

The input; then cannot be ignored. By examining it
we may'establish whether the child models his speech on
varieties he hears from adults, siblings, peers and others
and if he does so, to what extent., As well the input serves
- to set our expectations as to which tendencies or even rules
we may enéounter in the child's systematic use of language
varietiesr and at the same time clue us in on possible

/

imitation.



2.7 Some final consideratiOns;

Problems in the Literature ¢

In the last secticn it was 1nd1cated that some’ of the
differences between peer*tO—peer ‘and child-to=adult speech
were not uncovered because only certain features were being
measured, those which characterize the adul?s' downshifted
speech. There are however some other probleﬁs with the
experiments in the literature. Another possible reason
for failure to unhcover .differences between adult-directed
and peer-directed speechjligs with the adulc listeners
selected to participate. In Shatz and Gelman's ctudy, the
 experimentors assured that the childrch;were both familiar
and comfortable with the participants serving as the
adult listeners in the tapings. As well the.study took
place in very familiar surroundings - either ths subject's
home or sometimes in the experimentor's home, ;ct only if
the child was comfortable there. Possibly such a degree of
famlllarlty with the adults cancelled out certain social
variables that would have allowed for a ghift to a
register less similac to ad of peer-to-peer speech.
Ervin-Tripp (1977:186) suggests familiarity as one of the
first factors to which the child responds in request forms.
In addition the adults were to "play® with the children as

toys were provided ensuring a congtant and identical topic

for each session. The tapings of the subject with a younger
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child weredone while either the experimentofﬁqr the child's
‘mother was present. Having two possible addressees in the
S{oom, might have triggered shifts thdt otherwise would not

have occurred. ¢ ' .

Shatz and Gelman were also interested in the relation-
ship between egocentrism and the ability to communicate
on simple tasks — telling the listener about a toy. It was
found that subjecté did poorl& on the egécentriSm_tests,
yet as the sociolinguist asserted, coﬁid modify his speech
to listeners. The authors decided to omit all occurrences
of what Piaget had classifiedssummarily. as egocentric
speech: utﬁerancés which were self-directed or directed
to a toy, those which were said with é sing-song intonation
and all occurrences of "word-play". This lack of concern
with especially the last category is pethps\nnfortunate
in view of Berko~Gleason's, (1973) observétioﬁg}j&sgg notes
that children amongst themselves constant;y break into chants
and rhymes and gther types of word play. As well, peer—to-
peer speech is characterized by the amount of'expressive
wérds ("*yukk" and "blech") and sound effects., Also she
noted a significant amount of copying. These features are
typiéal of the language produced'whén children are interacting
amongst themselves. Although they ﬁay not enter into a

]

register analysis, ﬁhese characteristics often help to set
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apart a peer groug colloquial variet& from something slightly
more formal to adults. |
-ﬁit was suggested earlier.thét differences between speech'
varieties were obscured when only mean utterance length
and syntactic complexity ﬁére used as measures, In a later
study, Sachs and Devin (1973) state:

"This analysis éeems to show the value of

golng beyond the standard syntactic a

categories when addressing the approprlateness

of speech for various situations,"

(1973:95)

When it was found that children did not ask more Auestiohs
to the "baby" liggghér, than to his peer, contrary to the
expectations of the experimentors, it was necessary to
examine more closely the content appropriateness of the
questions. This revealed that,like the adult's‘speech to
very young children, children when speaking to babies use
questions whose function it is to inquire—abouf the
internal state o? the:listener (e.g. "Want some.milk?").
The child's questlons to his mother, on the other hand,
tended tq seek information about the external world
(e.ge "What's. that Mommy?"), Thus, even though the percentage
of questions in the child's speech to a younger listener

did not correspond with the percentage in adult speedh of -

the same variety, the appropriateness, in terms of the

o

-
type of questions asked, did coincide. This is not unexpected
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' in;consideratiqn of the nature of the child's registers and

speech codes; not fully developed, sometimes inconsistent.

" However thﬁ:child is aware that his }anguage content must

change in some way to accomodate social-factors, Buch as the

age of the listener,

Why a speédh act analysis?
The more recent literature which investigated the child's

sociolinguistié abilities focus in on one type of speech

act and the way in which the child realizes it linguistically,

rather‘than treatingrzhe whole speech sample of .the ch}ld.
This appears to be a valid approach as the results obtained
are insightful. * The three studies to ﬁ; discussed afe
Bates and Silvern (1977), Garvéy (1975)% and Ervin—Tfipp
(1977). |

(o]
Real
-

In the’firsp sfudy the authors restrict themselves'ﬁo

polite request forms; does the child understand and produce N

polite forms when required to do sg? In this experiment the

children were anxious to ask as "nicely as p0331ble" for a

plece of candy from a handpuppet of an elderly wOman | =

“Mrs, Jones" manipulated by the experimentors, In choosing

such a character, the investigators. made certain that the

 puppet would be viewed as the typer{ﬁii?tener‘who would elicit

"polite" forms; -~ age unfamiliarity and formality - (i.e.

Mrs.. Jones", not Grandma or Auntie) - being the important

\"\/



. variables, TIn the second part of the experiment, in which

production was tested, two identical frog puppets were used;
each askedﬁfor a piece of candy éﬁd the ‘child was to grant it
to the one who asked the "nicest", In this case, the choice
of the pﬁppet was perhaps:not as important as the utterance
was produced for-the child, not the child brodﬁcing in view
of the listene}. However as Ervin-Tripp points out#$ Batifihj
technique tests the child's awareness of polite requést
forms, but do%s,hot tap the child's sensitivity to other '
factors, such as task, setting and aﬁdience,.all-of which

are involved in determining apﬁropriateness. In the
comprehension test the children had no choice, the forms were
deemed appropriate. ‘Poli;eness was exﬁected in fhe case of
produétion, since the ¢hildren were told beforehand to ask as
“nicely as possible", Thus, we may'ask, did the children

know that informal requests are appropriate in some

d!:lisit.ur:u:ions‘? Ervin-Tripp states that politeness is probably

directly taught, but that appropriateness must be observed
(197711871t may be suggested that specific polite vocabulary
items such as "please", "thank-you", "may I" etc. are taught,
but that the chiid must still observe for himself when and

with whom these and other polite torms which are not

. explicitly taught are appropriate.

*

As in the earlier studies on adjustments made by childfgn

the adult's speech was used as a means of measurihg-politeness:

.
L
L
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Eight.paired_

indicative mood, presénce and absence of "please", harsh vs.

parisons off polite forms, (conditlonal Vs,

soft intonation, formal vs. informal adress, "may I“ Vs,
cé:)I“ and direct vs. implied requests) which were
classified as to politeness: by adults formed the ba81s

of the utterances used in the comprehension tesér Thus as

the authors point out the comprehension scores of the

subjects reflects the degree to which the child's

- perception of politeness agrees with adult's judgementé.

This migﬁt explain why comprehension scores correlated with

social develogment. . | ’ .

Ervin-Tripp (1977) selected directives as the object . ///’
of study in her research dealing with bhild‘discoﬁrse.
This.was done given that our knowledé{vof adult directives ! _ '
provides a framework for.the-discussion of the child's
ability to use them appropriately. Other important reasons .
are’their high frequeﬁcy in the speech of young children
and that "they display considerable sensitivity to social
features" (Ervin-Tripp, 1977:{165) this last reason being thg
most pertinent for the purposes of tﬁig paper. Garvey (1975)
also considered the social factors in her study which dealt

with the child's ability to request.
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wy& are directives sensitive to social features ? In_-
order to answer this question comprehensively, it is necessgfy
to expand slightly on the tHeory of speech acts, in particular
Searle's definition of directives and his treatmentiof indirect
speéch,actg. Hence a digression will be in .order at this

time.

Directives are deScy}bed as "attempts by E?g;éﬁeaker
to get the hearer to do something" (Sear%g. 19721355).
Among the verbs li§ted as possible items.used to realize the
intent of the directive are "order", “comqﬁnd", “requést",

"ask", "question", "beg“, "plead", "pray", and “entreat".

The directive may be made with any one of these verbs,

e.g. "I order you to shut the door" or with the imperative,
e.g. "Shut thé.door". These two examples are classified as
direct speech acts, given that there is some kind of 'formal’
indication of the intention or il ocutionary force of the
utterénce. be it the performative verb "I order® or the
imperative form. In thége direct cases the speaker "means

exactly and literally what he says" (Searle, 1975:159).

Thg{iwire times when the speaker utters a gentence and

means not or{ly what he says, but as:well means something more.

' An example will help clarify matters. Considers

"Can you reach the salt 7"

Given that thissentence was uttered at the dinner table, we
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{ .
2 -) understand that the speaker m ant it not only as a ques

on,
but primarily ag a request to\pass the salt.- In other words.'
the speaker madé a request by way of‘asking a questiorn. Such

speech acts whereby one illocutionary act is performed in-

directly.by way of performing another are called indirect

e

speech-acts..

. In order to_understand how a speaker can make an indirect

» [

request or any other t&pe qf indirect speech act, one must
" consider the felicity ooﬁditions of the particular speech
.act in question. Felicity conditiqns are necesgsary for the
guccesgful perfurménbe of a speech act. -Thdbe for directives

are as followss

Preparatory condition H is able to perform A -

Sincerity condition _ ‘ \\H\ S wants H to do A ’

Propositional Content - S predicates a future act A of H
condition '

Essential condition Counts as an attempt by S to

get H to do A . s
(where H stands for hearer,-s for speaker and A for act)
(Searle, 1975:71) S———
One way to make an indirect request would be to fOllOﬂ.
the generalizatioﬁ get up by Searles |
»S can make an indirect request (or any other directive)

by elther asking whether or stating that a preparatory .
condition concerning H's ability to do A obtains."

(Searle, 1975172)

From this generélization j?gget the following examples of indirect .
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directivess .

~ ®Can you:reach the salt 7"
»Gan you pass the salt 7"
“Could you bea little more quiet 7"
»You could be a little more quiet ™

(Searle, 1975165)

felicity conditions may serve as

]

In fact, each one of the

a basis for paking indirect directives.

How does the hearer understand ind¥kect speech acts,

when the speaker deoes, in fact, intend additional informatibn
to be conveyed 7 Searle proposes that three types of apparatus
are involved:s -~

1) mutual backround information (i.e. for “Can you
\ Dpass the salt ?" hearer and speeker both know
that at dinnertime people pass the salt and pepper

back and forth.)

~ii) a theory of speech acts ( a condition for a directive
involves H's ability to perform A )

principles of conversatidh (spgzker and hearer
page (55)

iii) general
te in conversation, see

. co-opera

Seafle. in "Indirect Speech Acts", for the most part con-
cerned himself with "sentences 'conventionally used in the
ce of indirect directives". By means of generaliza-

- performan
igen, there is some kind of "systematic"

tions such as the one g

relation between e indiérect directive and the eonditions

required for its guccessful ﬁérformance.

However there are other types of indirect speéch acts

.us for the purpose of this study. Ervin-

.which interest
hints

Tripp (1977) refers fo a class of directives called

ke

P e
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which in most cases require inference on the part of the
hearer. These do not seem to be based on any of the feiicity

con%ij;pﬁgt Consider Searle's example (1975):

Student X+ Let's go to the movies tonight’
Student Y1 I have to study for an' exam

Once again by Mutual backround information, a theory of speech
acts and certainlconversational principles, Student X ‘
qnderstands Sfudent I's statement as a refusal t; his pro-
posal. Student X infers the primary iilocutionary force

of Y's statements a refusal. Searle himself realizes that

a cés& such as this is diffépent from cases where ‘conventional’
utterances are used to perform indirect speech acts. Sentences

conventionally used "all have a generality of form"™ (Searle, 1975)

lacking in the example "I have to study for an exam."

Hints might correspond to what Grice has called “con-
versational implicatures™ (Grice, 1975). Grice sézg}up the
"Co-operative Principle” and four maxims which follow frﬁm itﬂo\
Basically theése state that in conversation we co-operate

and do not say'things which are not relevant, which we
believe fq_be false or for which we lack evidence. We

should also be "perspicuous” and we should restrain ourselves\
to stating only that information which is required. Ho;ever
these maxims are oftentmdkeﬁ, in fact, the speaker
deliberately brs ' them. The hearer, upon recognizing

the violation of a maxim can react in one of qgg_way5|
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1) he can decide that the speaker is a liar oé.that
what hé gaid is -irrelevant, or usualiy
ii) he realizes the co-operative ﬂéinéiple is still
being observed, but the speaker is "flouting" a
maxim with the purpose of coﬁmuniqating extra
information.
From here the addressee begins to deduce and arriveé at
understanding the "implicature", more correctly the “con-’
vgrsational implicatures”, the speaker has intended,
These "implicatures® are "assumptions over and above the
meaning of a senténée used® (Kempson, 1975:1143). J

—

"To give an example from Grice's work, consider the

followings
Speaker A, at a social tea: T"Mrs. Smith is an old bag."

Silence from all hearers involved in the conversation.

Finally Speaker B stepﬁ in:s "“The weather has been guite
' delightful this summer,
hasn't it ?" :

Speaker B has ;iolated the‘mﬁx m“Be relevant’. however the Cf
others implicate that his rema k- is - ingended as an attempf
to change the topic. Speaker BN :
is out of order and even that A “has commited ; sbcial gaffe.”

(Grice, 1975153)

B T A
b
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What concerns us here is the reason behind or the
‘ ;
speaker's motives for using an indirect rather than a direct

speech act. " Searle (1975) suggestss

»In the field of indirect illicutionary acts,
the area #f directives is the most useful
to study because ordinary conversational
requirements of politeness normally make it
awkward to issue flat imperative septences
or explicite performatives and we. therefore
seek to find indirect means to our illocu-
tionary ends. In directives, politeness 1is
the chief motivation for indirectness.®

(1975164)

Herein lies the answer to the question of sensitivity to

.social features.

-

Let us reconsider the three utterances -discussed in Chﬁpter
I, page 9. They aré\?ealizations of a speech act with
the illocutionary forée of a directive and the propositional
content - "that the hearers go upstairs”.

Frozen: "Visitors should make their way at once to the '
upper floor by way of the staircasg.“

Consultative:s "Would you mind going upstairs right away
pleage 1"

Intimates "Up you go chaps "

As well as varying in degrees of formality, these utterancés

may also vary in .the same direction in degrees of poiiteness.
Let us replace the example used for Intimate with,

“Get on upstairs ! " - ?efinitely less polite that either the
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frozen or the(co

e eiemples. It is however a p0551ble
realization of that same prop031tion appropriate to that type of
context where the participants are on very familiar terms or
are in a subordinate-~ supenior relation to‘each other, to name
but two possibiliéges; Thus\the status of the partic1pants
enters into consideration and probably to a large extent
influence the degrees of formality and politeness in the
choice of a realization, .As well the status of the ¢
participants is one of the factors which enters into the
choice of a reg@ster: not onlj with the torm of the

directive be socially appropriate, but the completé verbal
e#change will be congruous with the status of the

participant, among other contextual factors.

From the above, it appears thet poliﬁeness and

. formality factors play a role in the choice of a register
suitable for everyday English. We as speakers of English
are well aware that an utterance like “Get on upstairs" is
only appropriate when the correct collocation of factors
obtain as is the same case with our decision to say
"Visitors should make their way at once to the upper floor
by way of'the staircase"., These two examples pose no
problem, in that they definitely do not belong to the same
register, Other differences are not S0 prominent,

Attention has been drawn tothis problem in several discussions

A



of register (Chiu, 1973, Ellis and Ure, 1969, ErﬁinfTripp,
1966). Ellis and Ure state: - . |
"English speakers talking about the same
field of study make, it appears, relatively
little difference in their language whether

they are taking part in a friendly discussion
or giving a lecture,"
’ : (1969:255)

Among other ) gs; the role relationship between
participants c¢hange in the two situations cited above. But
as the %uthor point out, very little change:in language
can be observed. This relates back to Ervin-Tripp's '
remark on our culture's high level of tolerance*for
stylistic variétion. It would seem that often a pronounced
change or set of changes in the major social factors must
‘take place before we will markedly shift registers. Ellis’
and'Ure, (1969) discuss the problem of fixing transit‘fgﬁ~
points between registers. Frequently there will be no
élear—cut-point of transition and we mest speak instead of
a continuum or a cline. These observations on stylistic
. tolerance suggest that registral distinctions between
adult—directed and the peer-directed speech of five year

oids may not be as discernable as one would like to think.,

We will return to this problem shortly. -

Before hypothesizing on pdssible.registral differences

in child'speech, let us return to the speech act analysis

R P TP LI v, |
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and the question of how it may be useful.in register studies,
It must be establishéd that each realization of a speech act
~does not define a unique register. Rather, perhaps all three
of the utterances based on hearer sincerity ?onditions ("Would
you be willing to.do X7, "Could you do X?", "Will you do
X?") do not differ in register and in addition are.appropriate
when several sets of cdntexgual factors obtaim, T do_ﬁgt
wish to place each linguistic realization of a speech aat
into one slot and say it is charactistic of a particular
register. 1Instead, it is more accurate to say that certain
realizations of speech acts including their prosodic features
belong to some registers and not tor;thers.'

Both Garvey's and Erv{n-Tripp'§ studies present evidence ,
to show that children do exhibit systematic variation in the
realization of directives depgnding on the social context.

A seriles of studies involving nursery school children, .
cited in Ervin— Tripp (1977) revealed that children use

more imperatives whep verbally interacting amongst themselves,
than they do with adults. Garvey's findings (1975) are
supportive. First, out of all the data recorded with 36
dyads of children ages 336 - 5:7, 565 requests were ‘
classified as direct, versus 75 indiréct, this indicating a

strong tendency for peer-to-peer speech to consist mostly

-

-]
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of direct forms. Secondly, out of the eight - polite request

forms that were isolated in the spontaneous speech of the

Eubgects, six occurred in role-playing situations and "were

delivered in an exaggeratedly adult manner'(Garvey, 197Lk:58),
Hence it may be suggested that the children did not find it
appropriate to use a more formal style amongst themselves,
but only in role-play where they pretended they were

adults performing in adult situations, If! as the data
suggest, children systematically vary their use of
indirect vs, direct directives, and given Searle's
observations on politeness; then one can hypothesize that
the five yea; old child has concepts of at least two broad
registers for use in everyoay speech: one casual and the
other slightly more formal, not excluding some overlapping
of forms, The former is used wivn, among other addressees,
peers and the later with those participants characterized

by some klnd of status factor - age, rank or unfamiliarity,

[N

s B

Thus in this light, Ervin-Tripp's table (see Appendix
One ) on directive types and their corresponding social
features could be more generally divided into two reglsters-
casual vs., consultative to use Joos' terms. Need statements
and imperatives with the former and embedded imperaoives,

permission directives and question directives’belonging to
%
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a more formal level. The dﬁfference between "Gimme a
: _match" and "would you happeﬁ to have a match?" is not
onlf a diffefenqe of tormality, bu£ helps to mark register

distinctions,

Although‘the evidence may be-"ffagmentéry and
anecdota;",.ErGin-Tnipp sﬁggests stages of éevelopment s
for a repertoire‘oy directive forms. During the third
year the child makes use oif' a number of: forms, for _ i

different social contexts. It is not until the age four

e

that children begin to use hints and it is suggested that

‘e

hints are more likely to be produced in confexts where the
éddressee is an adult,; This would be in keepigg with the

discussioﬁ so tar given that hints are not direct:forms.‘

It is at this same age that the child employs more

sophisticated verbal strategies.

. Thg analysis of directives in the speech of children
rev;; ﬁthat particular configurations of social factors
determine the selection of a directive form. It has been
suggested thét the tactors which children initially discern '\
are familiarity and status of the participants. (Ervin- K
Tribp, 1977). As well, 'it should be mentioned that the.
nature of the directive itself, that is the difficulty ) -
encountered in performihg the task and- the\question of whether

the addressee is expected to carry'out the 4 ‘Qe, determine



the appropriate form, For 'éxample, if the child feels he
is tredding on dangerous ground in requesting a toy frem his
peer, he may resort to a form which is lesd direct and avoid

~

the imperative. Once a aﬂh; nothirng-appears to be clear-cut
_ gzt ing

contribute to the discovery o ifferences between the.

or absolute, Nonetheless the finding from these studies

) .
adult-directed and the peer-directed speech of children.
In cases where functioﬁ is constbnt, we may suggest register
dlfferences. Other differences help to define a 1aqg3age -
‘variety used among peers as compared to that used with

&

adults., i

The Pxﬁsent Study . ‘ , . f
As stated in the 1ntroduct10n, the‘purpose of the present ‘
study is to examine the differences between adult—dlrected |
l@pd peer-dirgcted speech of five~year-olds. The speech act
was chosen for the object of studyg This was done in’ view of
the breviou& findings resulting from a speech act‘analYSis as
discussed above, As well it was shown that.the speech act
can 'be useful in register analysis, since the decision to use
one realization over another rests on the social ceﬁtext.'
Whereas some- researchers do not always distingulsh the |

various types of adult addressee whom the ch&ld encounters,

the current study will focus in on the teacher as the adult ~
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addressee, This hopefully will eliminate some of the problems

pointed out in section 2,6 with the adult listeners. Although

the.teacher may be familiar to the pupils, it is often the case

that she or he still commands the childféﬁfgﬂgzspect and

'eipects a certain degree of politeness and forﬁality.- This
was_ﬁhe case in the situation I observed., Children, on the
othef hand, could interact freely-and spontaneously amongst

themselves in this particular classroom.

It may be indeed the case the very little differenwe
cah be found in the two speech varieties, given the problemé
discussed above, pertaining to stylistic tolerance. There
tends to be much overlapping, Nevertheless, it appears that
those differences‘thgt h?ve been suggssted ~ more direcf
forms with peers, indirect forms with adulﬁs, - point to
the general direction wh;ch'will be.ﬁhken and serve as'&

starting point for this study.

There is then, a coqsiderable amount of evidence for
the systematic use of spedkh varieties in children. AS
has been shown, they display their'sociolinguistic competence
in mény ways, the gbility to adjust their speech to a variety
of listeners, being one aspect of this competence. One does

not anticipate finding the same kinds and amount of

modifications, as in the fully competent adult, but the chilq&\‘

does modify his speech according to his own developing

. -
concepts of social differences, -

._.
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CHAPTER TITIX -0

0D, RESULTS AND DESCUSSION

In order to examine more closely the differences between
the peer-directed and the adult—-directed speécﬁ of f've—year
'olds, the'fresent study was undertaken. The sﬁbjects ﬁere
eleven chi;gren, elght boys and three girls ranging fro
ages L4:8 to 6:3, the mean being 5:6., The children were
recorded and_observed during their normal activities in the
classroom, which included Artwo;k, a music. lesson, story-
telling and clean-up time, all in the presence of the teacher.
Data were collected during three afternoon sessions with:a
total of 186 minutes. The data were then transcribed and
analyzed statistically to reveal significant differences.

3.1 The organization of the classroom

v

1 e

A bfief section éh the organizafion of the classroom -
observed will be helpful. The children are all in aptendance
at the Ottawa Montessori School and their teacher is
Mrs. Kate Wells, the adult add}essee used for this study.
"in the morning session‘gak{e are two groups of children, tHQ
eleven who participéted in the research and tﬂelve others

slightly younger in age. Given the observational nature
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of this study, it was virtually impossible to’collect any -
data in a classroom of twenty-three children. There were far

too many exchanges taiing place at once and-the noise 1evé1

was toohigh to allow successgful taping. Hence I restricted

myself to recordin he afternoon session which allowed for

a smaller group of children of a more homogenous "age group

and only two possible.addresseesa a clagsmate of the same

age and the teacher.

It may be useful to clarify to some degree Mrs. Wells
relationship with the children, given that we are interestéd
in her status as a possible addressee. Mrs. Wells, even
though quite familiar to the children, commands their
respect. She is in complete‘céntrol of her class and
virtually never has to raise her voice. “There seems to
be a pupil-teacher rélatidnship between Mrs. Wells and the
children, although it is perhaps not a marked as in schools
where the organization is more traditional. This relg;ion-
shiplhelps to keep the distance required for a certain amount *
of respect énd formality on behalf of the ch;ldrén. These
observations are confifmed by bthersf'her colleagues and
parents of her pupils. It may be useful to note that Mrs.
Wells is of British origin, eYident in both her mannerisms

and her speech.
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3.2 Results and Discussion of the, Data

67.

From the 186 minutes of taping, all occurrences of
directives, offers and interrogative forms uttered by the.
eleven children-were isolated from the data. These were
subseduently divided into two groups: those which the
children directed fo Mrs. Wells and those addressed to fellow
classmates. Since different features were tested for in
each group of utterances, they will be discussed in the section
dealing with that group.” Directives will be dealt with first,
in sections 3.2.1 +to0 3.2.6. Section 3.2.7 will treat 6ffers

and questions will be discussed in.section 3.2.8.

In order to determine statistically significant
differences, a Chi Square test, with Yates correc tion for
low frequeﬁcies was performed.

3.2.1 Directives

For the purpose of this stu;y. directives will be

defined as those speech acts performed whereby the speaker

wishes the hearer to perform X, some kind of act. No attempt :

e wWill ?e made to distinguish amongst the various types of

~

A
& Y

IUAN
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directives, in particular betweeq requests and commands.1
For an utterance to have the illocutionary force of a

directive certain conditions must obtain. These were

stated in section 2.7, page 53.

In addition to illocutionary'force, the utterﬁnce
consists of a proposition indicating thé act which the hearer
is to perform. For “Open the door;. the illocutionary |
‘force is a directive and the proposition - “hearer will
open the door".

: u.

As noted in Chapter Two, non-imperative utterances
may convey the illocutionary -force of a directive as well.
While imperatives are said to be direct directive forms,
those which hinge on the conditions stated on page
are indirect. - If for example, the speaker questions the
preparatory condition, the hearer's ability to perform

X, the resulting indirect form will be "Could'you perform‘

1

Lyons (1977) has suggested that the difference between -
requests and commands is as follows:t ™The crucial difference
between a' command and a request seems to be rather that
request leaves to the addressee the option of refusal to
comply with the demand, whereas the command does not."

(19771749)



X 7", understood not gs’; question, but as a reqﬁest. The
. speéker may use a hint which does nét refer in any way
to the act he wants performed. An example would be
"Boy, am I thirsty !", understood as a request for a
drink, as the hearer conversationally implicates ‘the

intent of the speaker.

In\this study three types of directives will be
distinguisheds i) direct (*Open the door" or "You open the
door™), ii) indirect ("Could you open the door please ?*)
and iii), a sub-group of indirect, hints (IMy but it's hot

-

in here !'"). The last two will sometimes be referred to

‘as non-direct. .Given that non-direct speech acts are
often used when thedgpeaker wishes to be more polite, or
slightiy more formal, it is hypothesized tht more non-
direct directives will be addressed to Mrs. Wells.
Children will use direct forms for the most part amongst.

themselves.

rd

First all directives will be analyzed for differences
' -~

in those directed to peer and in those directed to the

teacher. Then the set of directives will be grouped into three

T
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according to their content or io the Pask they intend the
hearer to perform. This ié done given that the nature of
the task will often ﬁffect the form of the directive
(Ervin-Tripp, 1977:184). Moreover as established in the
introduction,- register analysis is a more appropriate
concept when function is controlled. The‘three types of
directives which will be focused upon are those which are
used to - i) elicit goods 1ii) elicit services and

iii) modify the behaviour of others, to employ

_Ervin-Tripp's distinctions (1977).
\
,i?.

Eighty-six occurrences of directives uttered by the
children were isolated. Of these, sixty-seven were S
dlrected towards peer and twenty-nine were addressed to
Mrs. Wells. Several variables were tested, the first belng
directness. Five out of the twenty-nine directives to
Mrg. Wells were in the direct fqrm, while 49 of the 67

peer-to-peer were of direct -form. This distinction proved

significant, X (1) = 23.47, p<.01.’

A.
i~

Out of the five that were directed to Mrs. Wells,
four consisted of "Look at....." in the imperative form
(e.g. "Kate, 1dok°at my picture-!") and it may be suggested

that such direct utterances do not strike the ,addressee as

i
’
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impolite or out of line when uttered by children in the
classroom, The other imperapive form, which was intended’
to "tell Mrs. Wells where to be" was the following:

{ _
"Hey...ouh Justin's....Justin's uh
o come and see something,"

The child ‘'wanted the teacher to see that Justin was
engaged ;h something he should not have been doing. He
begins with an indirect attempt, a statement telling what
Justin is actually QOing - a situation that must be *
corrected- and one can only suggest, that not being ablé
to flnd the words and feeling that he is taking too 1ong
perhaps, he décides to get to the p01nt and uses the

flat imperative,

Within the non-direct forms, "hints" accounted for
16 of the 29 directives to Mrs. Wells, while only 5 were °

used with peer, 'This as well was a significant difference,

‘ 2 .
X (1) =27.16, p < 201.

,
L -
A third variable‘%%sted was the use of the addressee's

name, ei re-posed or post-posed to the utterance,

(e.g. "Gimme 1t, Justiﬂ" "Mrs, ‘Wells could you help me with
ﬁhis?") Her;\it was again significant that the children
affixed the teacher's name more frequently than they affixed

‘ 2
a child's name to a directive, X {1) = 6.98, p< .01.
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The use of the name may be a rgsulf of the child's attempt
to‘make h?s speech more appropriqte to the teacher., We
would normallf expect the use of the name to be more
polite. However another possible explanation coﬁld be as
follows: the children were more attentive to their peers'
speech as for the most part they were dirécﬁly involved
with them, within each other's visual attention. Often
Mrs. Wells attention had to be obtained as she was occupied
elsewhere, This could explain the children's tendency to
use her name more often. Unfortunately cases of |
attent%on—getting when the addressee was not attentive
versus the cases when the addressee was attentive cannot be
distinguished on/the tape. Subsequent studies might
consider this problem.

Shatz and Gelman (1973) measured syntactic complexity *

of the whole speech sample, they recorded and found no
significant differences in the speech the four—year—old
used when addressing i) peer and ii) adult. In the present
study EEﬁLsyntacti; complexity of-individua} speech acts
was medsured and this proved to be significant. In-ordéF
to perfo the anélysis for this study, complex utterances
were distinguished from simple ones. An-utterance was

considered complex if it contained more than one S mode,‘

. .
e e Bk R Setmitete
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either embedded or conjJoined., Repetitions did not count.

Complex utterances

Embedded ‘ . Conjoined
"_ing" complementizer "and" conjunction
"wh* complementizer no conjunction (e.g. "Go away,

it 's not yours")
"to"  complementizer
"Let® [NP VP]
Eighteen of the 29 utterances to Mrs. Wells were complex
compared with 22 of the 67 directed to fellow classmates.
This difference proved to be significant, 32 (1) = 5.96 p < .05,
Thus, when all directiveg were considered complexity
distinguished peer-to peer from chlld—to—teacher utterances,
in contrast to Shatz ana Gelman's, (1973) observations,
%everal possible explanations may be given to account for
the.discrepancy. Firét, as previously stated Shatz and
Gelman looked_at the whole §peech sample, not . just partitular
speech acts. Secondly,'tﬁé adqlt listener was- of different
status and thirdly the ch}Idfen were of a slightly younger
age group. Shatz and Gelman considered more types of
constructions as complex. Eight measures were used:
co-ordinate constructions, subordinate canunctions,
pronominal adjectives, relative clauses, predlcatacomplements
("that"), predicate complements ("wh"), "to" constructions

and "accessories". 1In the present study, six were considered,
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all of these with the exception of pronominal adjectives

. 1
and the accessories,.

From this short analysis of the class of directives
as a whole uttered by childreﬁ in the classroom setting,
sgme.generai tendenéies emerge. Children appear to be
more direct when they address their peers-aS'tﬁey are
more likely to use thelimperative form amongst themselves.,
As well, they are apt to use more hints when they address
their teacher, This may be interpreted as an attempt to
adjust their speech appropriately to a listener who
favours forms that are "moderated" in the way the children
see fit, made more suitable to an addressee of teacher
status. These results would be in keeping with both
Ervin-Tripp's (1977) and Garvey's {(1975) observations.
The use of tpe addressee's name tells us little considering
the possible explanations for its use., We may suggest thap
some utterance types of the speech variety that children
address to a “teachg;?listgner are syntactically more

complex than those addressed to a classmate.

1 "Accegssories" are defined as "words or phrases that are
set off by a pause at the beginning or end of an utterance
and that supplement the main part of the utterance rather
than form an integral part of it."™ (Shatz and Gelman, 1973:117).
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3.2.2 A Closer Look at Direc‘tives

The directives have been divided into three sub-

groupss i) those which intend to elicit goods

ii) tkumse which elicit services and

iii) those which intend to regulate behaviour.
A decislon to subdividé in order that function may be
kept constant creates some problems. First, one limits
himself to a small number of examples. Whereas in
examining all directives ﬁogether. the sample is consider-
ably largé. subgroups tend to consist of a dozen or so
utterances. Secondly, it is evident that we do not request
the same types of acts from all addresfees. -Ervin-Tripp

" {1977) atatesi

“The reason it is necessary to control
task is that the kind of task tends - to
vary with addressee. Since adults have
control over goods, such as julce and
paints, requests for the goods are often
directed to them when there is no issue
of competition for the goods. Adults are
also the targets of request for . f
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permission or to have access to locations ~ -

' and privileges and the form for access to
goods and privileges may be the same.
Adults are .also a recourse for help in
aversive conditions and for protection when
other children interfere."

' (1977:184)

IThus we see that often comparison 9f forms cannot be méde,
since children do not requést the same type of acts from
adults as they do from peers., As pointed out in -the
introducfion, they do not always falk about the same things
with the adult "as they do amongst themselves, In séite‘of'
these problems my data were subg:rouped into the three types
of directives, as some interesting differences were noted.

<

3.2.3 Elfciting Goods

_In this class of directives, the speaker wishes the

.
“e
Q‘.—

heafer to perform an act which involves the transfer of -
goods. Once again, it may be noted that the children Wave
access to most of thé objects they require. Rarely must

they obtain good%gffom Mrs.® Wells. In ény case,'seven
requests for goods from the teacher were isolated and

.compared with the seven found directed to peer. As in.

the analysis of the total number of directives, it was

significant that 6 of.the 7 forms directed to peer were / '

-
]
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of the direct £?rm and- none of those directed ‘to Mrs Wells ' ¢
weres x4 (1) = ? 29, p < 01 Moreover, [ of the ? impera-

-'tlves contained the verb “glve" in eithen the form

L9 “

/ gtv/ or/ gtmly./, (e.g. "Lel-f. gimme" ) "Give" was never *
.used with the teacher. prs afgo proved to fall well

beyond the level of chance, X _ (1) 7.29, p <.01. Although
-these differences were signrficant, they must be viewed with
caution, since we are aealihg with such slsmall number of . e
occnrrenoes. The d%fferences in thé usé of the addressee's ¢

name were not significant at the .05 level. |

- v

With this type of speech' act, it seems‘ressonable to
speak of register differ ces; -Forns,used to elic;t goods
from those addnessees who are of equal ststqs are nuch more
direct and the speaker does not hesitate to use.the. verb

"give" in the imperative form, certainly characteristic of

a more intimate style. These features help to deflne the
reglster used by children amongst themselves To the teacher
who represents a fanlllar listener. yet ‘of higher- rank, the
"j.nfl_ie'ateg that children: exhibit systemst&c\-:ariattion ac--
‘cording'to the status of the listener{snd that they control
two ;;oad reéisters (notfexcluding a third - downshifted ’

speech mnst‘belmodified and less direct, , These dste-tqnd'to

register) distiné¥ in their realizations for directlve form%\- ,
used to elicit goods. E : .;‘_f Y SR
& ! ' o \

“ * ¥ ’F‘
x . S

. ‘ . * i U
. ‘b v ‘:



.3.2.h." Eliciting-services

. S £

k]

In this type of directive, the speaker e&pects the

* hearer to perform some service., Once again, in view of

' .
the different role-relationships that exist between the two

possihle classes of interlocutoﬁa it is not surprising that

there are considerably more- utterances which elicit services

directed to Mrs. Wells than to a fellow classmate, As in the

last section, directness is a significant feature,
2 ' .
X (1) = 4.9, p < .05. All of the 17 utterances directed

to Mrs. Wells were non-direct as compared to only half

those the child directed to ﬁisdpeer.' Other features tested
Tdid not reveal any gignifipant'differences.- A large majority

. of those non~direct forms addressed to Mrs. Wells were_ﬁ}nts

and it appears that the child was dlsplaylng his ability to

~use verbal strategies, that is conceallng his purposes. In

»

one case, two children approached Mrs. Wells with a large

kit in their'hands. They addressed her:

‘ 3

Child 1 "I don't know how to put this away."

N

Child 2 "Ya, we don't know how to put this away."
0bv1ously, the 1llocutionary force ‘intended was that of a .
request to'elther put the obgect away for them, or to help

them put the object away, ‘realized through the use of a

L
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L 4
¥

statement referring to their inability to perform the task.
It is interesting to note the change to the first person

plural in Child 2's response,

Other cases equally indirect include:
"Dominic was copying whatever I say\."

intended as a.fequest for the teacher to intervene and teil
Dominic not to "copy". ‘

. *Kate, look whatlhappenéd!" | ’ -
' By way of an imperative form intended to control >§¢e 5
attention, the'child conveys a request for service, Gﬁich is
the primary illocutionary force of the utterance, Sbmet‘ing
. was ‘ ; one of thé toys was broken and Mrs. Wells se#?icgs
were needed to remedy the situation., The primary'illocution;;§\
force seemed. to be "Kate, fix ipin, o //
A third -example: ' he . //J

uKate‘1§ have to go to the toilet and T dovbﬁ’/J

want no)one to take it," ¥
~ This was the openlng sentence oﬂfén exchange in wbxch the

' child's purpose was to get Mrs, Wells to watch o%er.his work,
. . *
The child went about it.in an indirect manner.

- : A e

. o Y . o ] N
é%e last case I wish to discuss is:quité intereétiﬁg '
and supports the hypothesls that children have the ‘ability
r

. . N .
to.switchrregisters.- Iq this case, the children: were involved
\. T . ..
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in cleaning.up their afternoon "work"., Mrs, Wells proceeds
in the following way. She notiffes the children that it is
clean-up time and thea'sits on her stool,.closes her eyes
and cOdnts backwards from thirty, giving them until zero

to finish. -Before she begins she remids the children that -

. they must go about their "tidying™ as quietly as possible.

Often she will tell them that they are making too much
noise and that she can hear people running, and walking
heavily. Thus the children are aware that she is listening
to them, in fact quite attentive to them. The example I am

considering was uttered at this time, a child to her fellow

classmate, - : \\\ -

"“*Thomas, could you help me put this away?"
Such an utterance is formal by natiwve - speakers standards
given the use of 1) the 1nterrogat1ve Form (an indirect
speech—act) and 2) the conditional form of the *verb, While
we have seen that chlldren tend to use the direct forms

-

amongst themselves, this appears to be a case of register-
sw1tch1ng caused by some other factor - be it the child's
awareness of Mrs, Wells attentiveness or the-nature of ‘the

activity; during clean-up time the.children co-operate in

. a ﬁanger they feel will meet with the teacher's approval.

L=

Since utterances directed to the present'investigator

' hxl =
were not analyzed, we can draw no definite conclusions.

' o

"They will be considered here only briefly, Thewe were four

~

-
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‘utterances which had the function of eliciting se
directed to me. It would appear frdm these fgw'instanceé
th;t the‘children regarded me -as someone who could perform
tasks which"theftbould not do themselves -~ an adult.

Exactly what status I. held for tﬁem is not certain., I was
not intfoduced‘to the children, but sat off-inra cornér as
inconspicuous as possible, observing them, never interacting
amongst them, These directives for services.then, were not
elici%ed buf spontaneous. Those addressed to.me were as
follows:

child 1 "Could you take this elastic off?"

Child 2 "Um madam, um madam, will you help me
' write "hare”?" : o

3
‘ wWill you help me write tcelebration'?"
ﬁpon request:ing that he repéat - _ 4

.

wyWill you help me write 'celebration',
please?" . N

Since only two children sddressed me, we cannot draw any

djefinite conclusions. The use of 'madam' as an address title,

might have been'directly taught as a polite, form, rather than
. observed as appropriaté.‘ is relates back to Eqvin—Tripp'é'

"obsejyations, (1977) on Bates’ politeness experiments. Can

These children are very.accustomed to having visitors and
observers in the school, so much so that they are, for the
~ most part, oblivious to strangers in the‘Flassroom.

)

i el siemlada
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we truly say the child has some type of sociolinguistic rule
which allows for the‘appropriate‘choice of a poiite or formal
address form, or has he been wpressured" by his_ﬁarents to use

such a form to any female stranger of a,ﬂeerjfin age"? Such

a question is difficult to answer, In spitefof the fagt that

nothing definite tan be confirmed by these utterances, perhaps
a familiarity factor comes into play in these. cases. " While with
Mrs. Wells,-tﬁe childrén use "hints" and need statements
(e.gs "I need some s%aples.");ﬁita an unknown addressee

+
-

- X ..
interrogative forms are required.

+

*

Ervin-Tripp (1977) Suggests that embegded imperatives’
such as "Coulﬁ you give me a match", which for the purpose
of this study have been labelled "1nd1rect" correlate with

the social feature of unfamillarlty or different rank, - she

'feand that "hlnts" were used with’ addressees familiar to the

épeaker. Certainly-these features enter lnto the choice of -

i
appropriate directive form, yet it is likely that several
other factors or constellation of factors enter into play.
F
.o N )
; )
“ v/ .
. ] ’ v '
~.
.‘ -
;
A y ’ ' . ..
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 “or refuse to carry it out' - and whether the ‘task is a normally

“ assumed duty of the addressee will. iﬁfluence the choice of a’

. is no change in’ topic or setting.

: : 83.

3(2ﬁ§¢, Comparison of form&Pused ta elicit services and those
used to elicit goods directed to the teacher.

In section 3.2.1, it was stated that the difference in
the use offcomplex utterances was significant. Directives to N
the teacher tended .to be of a morg;comblex nature. However,

upon examining the sub-group of eliciting pervices, it was

found that the directives a@dressed -to the teacher did noﬁ

vary significantly which tciji\aﬁﬁféssed to peer on this feature.
Hence a comparigon ot the tcacher—directed dircctives used- to
elicit goods with those which .intended to‘elicit_sg}vices was °
made. Statistié&l tests indicated that the differeénce in the
complexity of the two typcs-was significant.‘

2 (1) = 5.54, p < .05. Those utternaces whose function it
was to elicit services tended to be ‘more complex. These

results indicate fhat somé‘;hjustments ocecur acccrdinglto the
type of task requestﬁd and that perhaps a few speech styles ‘are
used with the same ad&fessee for dlfferent punposes It has
beeq suggested that factors such as compliance - dqcsrthe

eaker cxpect that the hearer will comply with “his request
e .

form (ErV1nATr1pp.1977) Registrallyf;ﬁmpetent speakers

probably cscillate bgtween-registers in 1nteraction with the

-'same_qddress.in some cases. This may happpen even when there

+

L
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3.2.6° Regulatgng Behaviour _ _\*\g
t
This dlscusstion will involve exclu31vely those dlrectives
the children addressed to their peers. e reasons for thi%
were explained in section 3.2.3, where it was stated that
the children observed raerely attempted to control ﬂrs. Wells
acﬁions‘ Those ;xamples directed to her have been discussed.

Hence this may be one area where outright differences betwéén

" the function'of the speech children use amongst themselves

and the function of the speech directed to the teacher are "

revealed. It was significant that of the twentyinine directives
addressed to Mrs. Wells, 24 conveyed either a réquest’for
a service or for an object as sompared with only eleven

such requests to fellow classm?i:é; x? (1) = 35.64, pg .01,

Within the directives used to regulate behaviour,
there are two tupes - thoge’ whereby the speaker wants the
hearer to stop violating one of the rules of the claserOm.
and all others that do not refer to any speciflc rule. ITo
facilitate the discussion these will be referred to as types
A and B respectively.

'The.fules'of the classroom are made clear by the ‘teacher
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_and every child is well acquainted with them. Some children
(if not all at times) feel it is.theif duty to‘inform others
that they are transgressing these rules. As wilkl be presently .
seen, oif'ten this information is communicated by the sequenée
"not allowed to". From‘the evidence provided by the data,

\ this item is hot passed to the child by the.teachér, it
appear;,to be an item acquired elsewhere, either tﬂrough peers
or older siblings. In order to confirm this, Mrs. Wells'
speech was examined when she broughﬁ up the subject of rules.
"Allowed . to" did not occur in her speech. Often she wént
about such matters indirectly, much in the manner '“’/
Gumperz and Herasimchuk (1975) described, so that the child

himself could induce the rules. Sinclair and-Coulthard (1975)
found as well that teachérs incessantly employed non-direct ‘
directives. An éxample of Mrs. Wells sﬁeech appears belows -

.

i) "Excuse me please, everybody's in the classroom.
Alison wants to go to the toilet but the sign

isn't t d around. Somebody went to the toilet,
«T thil\kg-'?m :

N

ii) "Now if we want to change our instruments in the
middle, can we?"

iii) "Now the people to do the washing to&ay Ar€esess™

« ]

- . iv) Dominic your hand was up."
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v) "Excuse me please, can I see your eyes. It's
time to tidy up. Could you put the hundred
board away. I hear people shouting."

* »,

Input appears to be. very different from»th%r%qpe of language
children use amongst themselves when they want the rules to

be obeyed, Samplés from the children's speech are:

"You're not allowed doing that, that's for Kate to do."
"Get off the red line."

"Not allowed 3 people.” (at art table)

"Don't fool around with the stool."

Once again their speéech is very direct.

The item "allowed to" is very interesting. I would like

"to suggest that it belpngs to the variety of language children .

use when interacting amongst themselves and appears.when they
ask their classmates to stop violating the rules of the
classroom, "Allowed to" along with "giﬁme" and a few other
items "yucky", "way¥ and "tellin" might help to set apart a
registef’of colloquial peer speech;_.Tﬁe last two Ttems, "way"
and "tellin; are used in the following manner:-

"I'm tellin' on you" . »
“"Mine's 'way better, right?"

AithoughitheSe‘items were only noted in passing, further research

may reveal that these vocabulary items vary systematically

with others that are only used with the teacher, i.e. "a lot"

for "'way", f?mful" for "yucky". They seem to suggest a more

~




. 8T,
) , |
casual or intimate style characteristic of that us%H by
children amongst themselvess+ May it be understood?that no
attempt is being maae here to definitely state tha@ they-are
not present in other registers. I mention them aéhvocabulary

items which may be examined in subsequent research,

-

The behaviour regulating directives which do not make
mention of the rules, type B, were the most numerous types of

directives isolated. These included utterances such as:

"Bug off." _(probably restricted to peers)

wSeth come here," ~/
"No, you can't give any Savannah."

"Now let me do my fish, all right.”

‘wHey Max, look at me,"

When type B was*: comp;ied-to type A, some significant
differences were found, First the fact that 10 of the
fourteen type A behaviour regulating directives as conipared
with 5 éf the 29 ﬁype B were in the negative form, was
.8ignificant, Xz (1) =\11.38, ﬁ)F .01, Secondly, it'ﬁas _
significant Fhat allzoccurrences of "allowed" occurre@ in the
type A utterances, X (1) =‘12.223 p < .0l. Thus digﬁgtives
used by the speaker to get the hearer stop breakiné the

rules tend to be in the negative and the speaker would be

more likely %o use "allow® in this type than in type B.
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From the above it can be seen that this class of speech
acts, which serves to direct the conduct of others, contributes
to the ovérg%l "direct"™ nature of the speech variety used by
children to each other, for the most part by the abundance of
impérative verbs. : k-

: | I

3.2.,7 Commissives .

In the research done by Ervin-Tripp (1977) and
Garvey (1975), the directive and the request (a type of '
Airective) were used as thé object of study in order to examine .
the child's communicative abiiity. Reasons were given for the

choice, thevposéibility of correlating different social

’factors with linguistic means as one of the most pertinent for

the present study. As well, Searle (1975) pointed out that

the indirectness of directives could be explained by the
speakér's desire to be more polite in his attempts to make

requests of and issue commands to others,

Commissives are those typés of speech acts whereby the
speakef commits himself to some future course of action -
promises and offers being two types of comﬁissivesle.g. “I'
promise td’pay.yoﬁ bagk." and "Let me take you héme." This
class of gpeech acts, like directives, may be of direct or

indirect fform., "I offer to do X." or "I'1l do X." will be

For
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considered direct. Forms which hinge on any\ three of the .

" conditions for offers will be classified as./indirect as well

as hints.

is able to perform A

Preparatory Condition S
' H wants S to perform“A.
Sincerity Condition S intends to do A i -
" Propositional Content Condition S predicates a futuré act
‘ A of S B

(Séarle. 1975171)

¥

Here, ag was the case with directives, children exhibited "
N - - ‘ -
a varlety of forms of Both, the direct and indirect type-.

To peer: "Want-me to count 'em 2"
. "I'11" help you guys."
"I%'1l be hard for you." (uhderstood as an offer
to help)

- -

Ta teacher: "I'll get you some scissors.”
+ "You know what Kate, I can do that."
"Jatkie (the school secretary) has a
-pair of pliers." (understood.as an offer to
< go and get them)

Statistical tests were conducted to uncover any significant
differences between the forms of offers directed to the ‘ :
teacher and those directed‘tO'ﬁeers. Vafiables were directnesé.
occurrences of the pronouyn “I"_ﬁnd within indirecf“forms,

" the condition upon which the ﬁfterance was formed w;é‘ex;mined
(speﬁker's ability, hearer's desire for speaker to do'A.
speaker's willingness to do A). None of the Yariableg proved
to bg Qignificant. Given that the sample was fairly small -

*
4 n

W

‘
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only 23 occurrences-of offers isolated.- iittle can'be
concluded. However T would like to suggest that 1f further
research did Andicate that children generally make offers to,
peers in the same way they do to teachers, thls 51m11ar1ty
might be explained by the nature of the speech act and the
[}\cole relatlonshlps that exist between the partlcipants for Lt
The eleven children tended to issue directives fresﬁy;an most
cases. They also modlfy their dlrectlves to the addressee,
direct forms for the .most part restricted to peers. With.
.directives, the chlldren were 1nc11ned to view themselves as
~ of equal status w1th e-llstener. With offers, perhaps this -
changes; the child vgz;sﬁh}s peer somewhat as he views his
teacher, so that the differences in status of the addressees
are no 1onger 51gn1f1cant. Wlth both. - classes of llsteners,
he treads carefully, wanting to 1ntervene and commit his =
services, hut cauigously, 80 that his offer will not be refused

* This might help t& account for the similarity of forms. T o T

- ’ ~ i

' The commissives isolated in this study tell us 1ittle .
about the dlfferenuabetween the peer'dlrected and the teacher- a

directed speech of the five-year—old No cases of a more

formal reg;ster when addressing Mrs. Wells were observed

A more formal type 15 as. follows- , | . _
";f I can be of assistance, T would’ be most glad to help." w-'

.o o . o - l_(Searle,4975.§1)

- - * . - . .- R (. ~ N . i
.. N - . : P
. * . T
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If- the children controlled such a form,, ittwould perhaps be:
f too formal for a classroom sftuation and unappropriate to S

address, to a hearer as familiar as Mrs, Wells, Offers then .

.might be one.area where the same register is used to bath_

classes of listener at least by children of age five,

3.2.8 Quest ns: a sentence type.

to the pdacher shows an inclination for peer-to-peer speech

of a more informal style} This last section, which

v
4=

Interrogatiﬁes are not a type of speech;act, but instead
a type .of sent;nce form, However giaen phat'an examinatioa.
‘of khé use of informal tagsjwas thelobjeétive, it appeared
that the most practical way to proceed was to establish the
interrogative form as the basis of comparison. 'Any utterance
that haE’a question-like intonation and axpected some kind of
' response by the hearer, was considered a question.. In all,
71 que§%ions were isolated, 53 directed to’ peer and 18
direcped to Mrs. We%ls‘, Within these, all occurrences of

inforhal tags "0k?", "right?", "all right!", apd "eh?' weré

AJ
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. counted, Chi square tests indicated the higher frequency. o,
') . - . -

of informal ﬁags amongst children was significant,

2 . . ,
X (1) = 4L.18, p < .05. In fact only once was an informal
tag used with Mrs. Wells,

Cox

Informal tags are used by children agongst themselves
to get donfirmaﬁion from the addréésee- ‘L\

"We have to colour ours, rlghtq“

"You hate mine, right?v

‘"That's a silly thing, eh?®

"And if we don't have enough eggs, right Seth®?",
we're gonna make some more right?"

‘ \

As well ¢hildren tack tags onto directives addressed

to children., Since this type of speech aéﬁ was addressed. to

both Mrs. Wells and to a classmate, a comparisdh may be made:
v '

no tags were post-fixed to directives addressed to Mrs. Wells.

Those addressed to peer were as follows:

"Put them in piles and we'll take them, ok?"
_ "Just, just give me that much, ok?"
‘"Now let me do my fish all right?"
! "You pass them to -me, ok Savannah?"

B

Garvey (1975)¢offers an explanation for these informal
tags, which she calls "adjuncts to the request". They are
used to query the hearer's willingness to perform the act

requeqhed. Perhaps in the protocdls cited above, a
possibilitg/g;E;;n-compliance is felt by the speaker. It is

interesting 4o nate that these tags are never tacked onto
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f-those'difectifES'Whereby the speaker wants the hearer to stop

yiolating tﬁe rules of the classroom, It may be suggesqéd
: : K iy 1 '

that the-speaker'expects compliénpe iH"thoselcasés.

The use of informal tags\-Aﬂgh?", wokon, "righté“ -

tend to be characteristic of -a more casual speech style.

They probably do not appear in formal English and hence their

use by children "amongst themselves would help to set apart
their speéch styles from the variety used with the teacher.

<
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

s

-

c.l. _The purpose of this study was to examine the
differences-betweeﬁgthe_peer-direcced and the teacher-directed
speech of the five~year-pld child. Even before the child ‘'has
completed the acquisition of syntax, there is ev1dence that
the flve—year-old is soc1olinguist1cally competent to a
_certain degree. This competence afiows him to use languege
in accordance with the social rules of his surrqundings,
that is, to produce language which is approprlatelto the
social context and to the factors whlch define it. One of
the major factors 1s the social role or status of the
participants. The most obvious linguistic correlate of‘
status can be seen in the use of an address term. As well
additional choices - phonological, grammatical and lexical -
~  are determiﬁed by the status of the participants (Lyons,
1977:577). One may'aek then, to what extent does the child
display systemetic variation in his use of language as
determined’by the status of the listener.
Both from a linguistic and from a psychological
stecdpoint, the child of five is capable of such systematic

variation. First, he can produce a number of syntactically
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"and adults, the last consisting for the most part of parents

-9.5.

varied forms, and thus has the potential to alteyr his

utterances 11nguistically. Secondly, recenﬁ research has

shown that the child is able to take into account his

llstener th maintain verbal 1nteraction from a very’early
age (Mueller et al., 1977), at a much more sophisticated
level than Piaget had suggested. Hence the child is not

)

Just negocentric®, but also "socilal", capable of considering

others, in partlcular the person to whom he directs his

speech.

Before begiﬂsing school, the chi;d comes in contact
with three elasses of ilisteners: “younger children, peers
and those familiar to the child's family. Children of tour
snd five have been shown.to tailor their speech to a younger
1istener much in the same manner the adult does. Somewhere
along the way, the child develops an intuition about what
his yeunger listener can handle both as far as content and
form are concerned, ;Rd accordingly credtes an-appropriate

variety. \

k]

r -

As for d;fferences in the ether two classes of listeners,
the earlier literature reveals little. For the most.par£
researchers found that peer—to-peer speech was very similar
to the variety directed towards the adults (Shatz ané éelman,

1973, Sachs and Devin, 1975). Some differences were noted,



but oﬁly-in.the frequency‘ofsexpressi;e'words ("fgch" and
"blech"), chants, rhymes and word: play in peer-to-peer .

. speech, These were absent, it seemed, "in the’ varlety .
children used with adults. The more recent research on the
child's.ébility to perform speech acts (dlrectlves and i
.requests) points to additional differences which‘sugges%
that chlldren use a more intimate style when 1nteract1ng
amongst themselves. This is evident by the number of dlrect
forms addressed to peer (Erv1n—Tr1pp, 1977, Garvey, 1976)
Children use the imperative forms freely w1th each other,

but tend to use ihdirect forms with adults. . ' . /

When children begin school, teven as early as age four),
they become familiar with a new social conteitl— the classroom
setting, the adult with teacher status and peers as fellow '
classmates. Not only-do they learn social rules that govern
tseir conduct, but they also seem to be aware of a speech
variety eppropriate to ﬁhe new context, in Earticular
suitable to address to their teacﬁer or to use with their peers—
when the teacher is listening. The present study focuses upon
this new social context, and its liﬁguistic manifestatifpns
in order to identify differences between the speeph directed
to peers and that-directed to the teacher SEE a paﬁticular class

of adult addressee).
r ]
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he2 Results ' L

The following factors were found to be é%atistically'
significant: - ' .

In the total sample of Qirecpives, more direcy forms
_ were used with peer than with teacher. .As well®children

used more hints with the teacher. When directives as a

..whole were gxamined,-those addressed ﬁo Mrs. Wells were -
found to bé’syntacticélly moéé complex. An aﬁalysis of
various sub-groups .of gireptives révealed that this greater
comp%exity is r@lated to those directi%es used to elicit
services, The use of "give"‘inithe imperative forms
amongst peers proved'to be.sigpificant as well, Fiﬁaiiy,
children used informal tags significantly more often with

peers, normally absent in their speech with their teacher.

The following factors were not found to be statistically
significant:,
‘ In the class of sﬁeechﬂacts, offers,.none of the factors
varied significantly (direcﬁness; occurrences of "IY, conditioﬂ
on which the indirect 'speech acts are Based). Nor did the
use of the addressee's name, as an atfention—getting device,
prové to be significant in each of “the sub-groups of directives,
nor in the offers. However, in the group of directives as a

whole, this factor was significanf; the ghildren pre~fixed or

L pemee—
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post-fixed the addressee's name to an utterance, Nonetheless
it was pointed out that such an adjustment might not be made
to accomodate social status factors, but as.a means of" getting

-

the listener's visual attention, -~
L] “
Some of the differences uncovered by the_analysis may
be called registral. These are as follows: the child's
tendency to ﬁs? the imperative form in both requests for
goods and requests for ser&ices made of his peér, and the
occurrence of thé verb "give", either as "gimmie" or
"give me" only in peer—to—peer requests, nevef in those
addressed to Kate, The global impression which can be
attributed to both registral differehces and diffe;ences
between ﬁhe speech varieties which the children employ is
that the speech‘style children use amongst themselves is of
an informal style, whereas épeeph adhressgd to the teaﬁher is
slightly more polite, Along with the magistral differences
mMentioned, this impression can be éxpf ned by differences
in the use of informal Eags equusivefiiwith peers, and“ﬁhe

| child's tendency to use direet forms freely'with his fellow

classmate,
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» lpa 3 -Concluding Remarks : -\

—_ -

- " " .

Althougﬁ this study is clearly. a pilot study, the

results obtained justif& further research in this area “*

with more subjects and more diversified speech samples,

In addition.to the factors that proved signiﬂicant_there
are several questions that‘merit attention. First, to

Qhat extent can we attribute to register the vocabulary _
items noted, ("way", "allowed", "yﬁckyﬁ-and " gimme™ )?

We may ask 'if these items are used by children amongst
themselves in order to indicéte that they "belong" to

some kind of.group, to set them apart'from-others’or-do
they refrain from;using them with Mrs. Wells because they
have received negative feedback before fér those itemé or
for others? This question.is b¥ no means easy to answer,
Another suggestioq‘for further research concerns the
ihqestigatioh of other types of'sbeech acts whose various
manifestations may have social correlates. Again one may
find that children exhibit systematic variation in the
realizations of other types of speech“acts.l Finally one
might consider;sériogslf the concept of register, not oﬂly
as it relates %o child speech, but other speeéh.samples ds 7,
well. Register is a slippery concept, by no means ¢lear—cut.

This is particularly evident when we are treating registers

[ "
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suitable for everyday conversational exchanges in the .English

language. There Séems to be a great deal of oveflapping and -
some of the distinctions are difficult to pinpoint. Hence
. the speech directed to peer and that difécted to a teacher
by the fiGEfyear—bld'child does not apﬁkar strikingly
différent if th? whole speech sample is considered. Only
when we restrict our gttention to particular speech'acts |
which have-social correid%es'and which vary in their degree
of politeness and formality can we uncover distlnctlons.
Perhaps not all types of speech acts display a range of
realizations which can be correlated with soc1a1 factors.,
Furthermore as suggested in, Chapter Three, p0381b1y we
oscillate between reglsters depending not ‘only on the type of
épeech act, but also ;n the setting and other contextual
factors. Subseqﬁent research might consider these aspects

as well.
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Appendiibl
- . .
Table 1 \\ C
Summary of Directive Type ,
' - ' o /.
. . ' a
Neutralized Discourse Constraints Social
Directive type form- Comply - Noncomply Obvious features
Need statements yes none excuse yes subordinates
S : .
Imperatives no none excuse yes - subordinates
. or familiar
equals
Imoedded no agree "+ excuse yes unfamiliar or
‘ ' . diff.rank;task
outside role or
territory;
. expect comp-
: .liance
Permission ves agree excuse « = €S superiors(?xr
directives /s or unfamilia¥
Question _yes answeér+ answer nob noncompliance
directives inference : possible
. _ c ‘
Hint yes reply + reply no  noncompliance
inference ) possible or
familiarity
. or routine
. roles
a . .

Normal expected verbal respénse which would always be appropriate in

these social conditions to an adult, accompanied by gompliance or

_ ‘noncompliance,
b‘ .

4 [

Obvious directives '‘are those which are routinely understood as

directives when conditions permit. -

C

Some questions and hints have become routine directives thoﬁgh they

retain the neutralized form.

(Ervin-Ttripp,1977:170)

»
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