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Linguistic development is currently defined
learning or construcling, the knowledy
a native speaker of the particular language destined 1o be her/ his
‘mother longue’. This Jdefinition amounts o laking Iungungu as an
Wbicct that can be parceled out or whose praperlics can be appre-
iu:micd through an ordered scries of reorganizational pProcesses.

There are many reasons 1o think that language does not fit this
picture, Even if it is the case that ils so-called “components’'— semantics,
synlax, I)ll(MH)".l}.’,y-'l'lL‘ll.'l'()H(‘lIL‘LIUS as they are, must be laken in
isulation in order Lo be stbmitted 1o description, such a methodologi-
cal procedure can only be applied to entities whose status as linguistic
units is dependent on properties of the othe
for example, as the study of speech sound
nition of units of different kinds. Their st
semanlic properties which are far
synlaclic relations which hese
themselves within larger ling

as the process ol cither
¢ required for a child to become

I components. l’hunul‘ogy,
5 is dependent on the recop-
alus is, in turn, dependent on
from being independent of the
units may possibly assume among,
uistic units,

I;'Icmcnlm'_y as they are, the above observalions see
in the fact that no student of languay
the idea that the mastery of speech sounds precedes the acquisition of
the lexicon; nor that the lexicon is a prevequisite for learning the syntae-
e restrictions operating on strings of constituents. ;

Most attempls at describing child speech in orde
developmental slages or slales
Impossibility of (ur
Rescarch on child |
speech has alw

m o find suppor
e acquisition has ever enlertained

r o identify cither
of knuwlml,;c' have had (o face the
ning linguistic theories into descriptive tools. #
anguage acquisition empirically based on child
ays been unable Lo relate phonological development to
cither semantic or synlactic development, Concerning the acquisition
of scmantics and syntax, both theoretical and empirical obstacles have
led to proposals on semantics as both preceding and determining the
acquisition of syntax." Nonetheless, the least one can say aboul syntax
is that restrictions on the formation of larger units, such as these
governing order and agreement, are alien 1o semantic calegories and
conslraints.
The relevance of such problems becomes more evident by consider-
ing the difficulties of assigning linguistic status to children’s carly
ullerances. Given an ullerance such as “doggy’, produced by a child
while pointing to the picture of a dog, in a book, which crileria can one
use Lo assign Lo that ‘word” the status of a noun, from cither a seman-
lic or a syntactic point of view? On the basis of the child’s ullerance-act,
which includes pointing, one may assipn o ‘dogpey” a relerential value
grounded on the relation belween a linguistic entity and an entily
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rnal to language itsell. 'I'h_en: is, huwcrlur,‘
s 1o pround such a referential value on l]_m relation bc:jwm:)l:\ :I?c
n.“lm:“h- .“-}.,1'1 and other linguistic entilies; in olhcr. words, i
g LfI: l-y--c which allows us lo say that the child, by ut‘c:; 11;
’:P;lL“";'U{-:::(%::'l.u. empirical evidence for her/his knowledge tha
dogpy’, | : £
‘Lk'w;y" 2 “'u‘u-" i"“!l ll‘:,::b‘:;::l:d to interpret the child’s ullerance as
it ‘Ini d-:xl-liu the dog’, “Vhe dog is there’, or ‘Let me shgw
. .nl a crucial parl of ullerance mlcrprulnlm:;
termination of the externally grounde
nternally grounded

belonging o a domain exte

“That is a dog’,
you the dog’ shows th '
consists of restricting the inde nin: . :
semantic value of ‘doggy’ by assigning lo it an 1 ,
glig Syl‘ltﬂctilc i llcmmi)ﬂrir(?::ie:u«; equivalent to the child’s
Tu consider one of those in erprel: 5 v, o555
utlerance amounts to agreeing with wh'nt Cilom'sky (f u“; p.mccsti "
although for other reasons: that the '|dcnlaz,aht:1n-10 B niccssﬂy_!
anguage acquisition as inslantancous 1s a mt:_lho ologica
L”L})’n ltc ulh]vr hand, it is impossible to doscrll:litﬁ?:l{ulll::-cll?\"lfﬁ :::f\l:'
doppy’ as instantiations of quasi-nouns or ! 5- 3P L A ;
‘\:'n;h::i:};{ islimpus:;iblc to deny their being both linguistic §nd subject
i ;II\‘t'llL"Et’;,. even il linpuistics, laken I}cru s cumprisingl lcha::l[t::nsl
theoretical proposals which make of it a ficld of reslcalrc_::;q . kn“:vya
attempled to provide answers lo questions _nlm‘u‘t.w m“:hc.n s sssrist
language, one cannot fail to recognize ils insulficiency
Lhi‘jleI:;;ll.lt:bi:sl‘I:z::Lz::;; theorelically crl_lcial fm: undcrsla}ndh?:i;vt!;c
process ol language acquisition, bul “.lﬁt,) impressive fns nlltll:;ll;:ﬂte(,o)rf
apprehensible phenomenon in lllu: c]n.ld s Ilra;e:ctory rom
infans to that of speaker of her/his mother an‘bunb:_-l. M
Quustions aboul change seem then lo cenler 011' e i
and theoretical means which are IncL-chI lo move rom pher
sscriplive and explanatory levels: ‘ ;
dl-?\':l:]tldcqunlu fmk'mulnlinn of lIu{su qu-usli'ons would' lr:aqlu:rlci 't;:u;;g
into account some of the empirical findings ,l:lﬂ)}.l{,\ o d}(,:urmcy‘
research on child speech. First, the fact lhnl_bulh incot I‘_L‘(.Tt an i
expressions (apparently constructed .u.‘c.uulmg lo ul_'rmfu:l “‘1:;}1-. l:cht;d
cal or syntaclic processes) can be found in the s;_)cuc_l 0 : u.‘ o
in the same recording session. Second, the fact lh:(\jt. 1 u;) I::c;[mm ok
emerpence of expressions and structures are not p?:i-e ‘;(:11 hicrd e
degree of complexity in the language o bul ?‘Cqum n.“um (;f ol
that, in spite of the holcrugcnmus..'md unp‘rt_nl :cm f{r:-sgﬂ{ e
speech from a linguistic point of view, the child is ade :
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preted by the linguistic community—represented at least by parents
and carclakers—as a speaker of Uheir |

anpuage. In other words, frag-
mcnted ulterances, errors,

everything which could apparently point o
the child’s lack of linguistic knowledge, leads neither 1o leaching the
language to the child nor to overt misunderstanding,.

This third point could be taken as an argument in favor ol pragmatic
approaches. It is true that such a line of rescarch has the merit of
shuwm}; that the adult i$ not a mere inpul-provider, that her/his
interpretation of the child in many ways affects the child’s speech. On
the other hand, it is also true that, since most of these approaches are
exclusively directed to the use and function of language in adult—hild
inleraction, knowledge of language as presupposed by the notion of
use has been leflt unquestioned.

Al this point, specific queslions can be raised regarding change in
language acquisition. Given thal carly speech shows a cerlain relation
of the child 1o language which cannot be discarded, and piven thal
such a relation cannol be described in terms of linpuistic knuwlcdi'u,
the questions to be asked are: What changes? Is change inherently
related to the notion of development?

Support for pursiing, this line of reasoning is found in Saussure’s
discussions about linguistic change in the conlext of his J:E@Fin
reaching theoretical coherence as a comparalive grammarian, From
those discussions, it becomes clear thal what is lefi from his work as a
fonnder of scientific linguisticn i nothing, but extremely reductive
interpretations. Reduclionism, in Saussure’s case, scems (o be the
result of removing his famous dichotomics langue vs parole, sinclhronie
vs dinchronie from (heir conceplualizing sources.

Milner (1989), while discussing the remarkable character of the
combination between necessity and contingency in the phonetic laws
formulated by the neogrammarians, points lo Saussure’s efforls in
finding a way out of such a paradox:

Within the framework of the peneral queslions Saussure addressed (o
comparative pramar, itis towards this particular point that he directed his
preatest effort, His answer is well known: it is formulaled in torms of sign

and of the arbitrariness of sipn. Thanks 1o these notions, he is able to solve
what one could call U

character of the phonic lorms in contrast with the constancy of their relations

ceases Lo be a contradiction and, morcover, only the cunlinﬂcncy of phonic 55 e
i HGLINCY Ol ok L

lorms can explain the constaney of their I'l'l.l[il‘l;i‘-'le[‘l.‘-'T(P. 0)

The speaker’s relation 1o change and, following from it, the particular
nature ol The relationship of languape with time have also been lor
Saussure the source of paradoxes the solution of which was, according
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to him, a condition for rcaching a minimal degree of descriptive
V«‘k\:::‘{\-“u” should be paid 1o the fact that what could bL calh:-«..i ll'ui
paradox of change is formulated by Saussure [r(‘un lh(-: point offv:;.w (:-
the “sujet parlant” and/or of the speech communily. His pom't: hep{a t
ture lies in the cvidence of language change in co:lllrast with U ebjc‘
that cven major changes, such as the ones w-hlch_ b.ro}lght d:l t:c.
Romance languages from Latin, do not disrupt linguistic interchang)

i » linguistic communily. 54
“J/l\hﬁuqihﬁlliﬁuhitg&ﬁlﬁ‘ifﬂﬂ_ﬂfﬂ@ﬂkdgqmn_h@f%
is unaware_of the change that can come from variation. Furt ::irmorc,
the speaker’s understanding of a linguistic entity, 1tfathw0r orn:ir::
expression, does not involve a:jny kmduof i:lwlarﬁl::gs of the sema

5 res which it may have undergone Lthrough - .

Lh?\l.lba: :;mmplc, lctymc reler to IEC work of one of Saussure’s foilm\!-
crs, namely o Benvenisle's (1966) reconstruction o'f_ the ljomonymlc
relations between the French verbs voler, meaning ‘lo fly’, anfi valﬂ:,
meaning ‘“to steal’, both derived from the Lalin verb v_ullarc, hlo fly’.
According to him, the derivalion of the scgond fo.n.n, that is, of the tran-
sitive voler, from the first one, that is, the intransitive vcr'b wl-cr, c:_m be
traced back Lo transitive constructions of oeler found in Iu._qlnrlcal!y
documenled texts on falconry where one finds s.uch expressions as le
Jalcon wole la perdrix, meaning ‘the falcon flies and catches the
partridpe’ ' , .

It should be emphasized that the fact that stands as the starting-point
of such a change is cflectively determined by particular culturafl an_d
historical factors. However, those factors do not play any function in
the French native speaker’s understanding of the two verbs wveler
nowadays. Voler meaning ‘lo fly’ rcm_ains a member of the set
compuosed by voleler, s'envoler, volée, volatile, volaille, whereas the other
valer is restricled Lo its relation with voleur. ; |

Similar changes were discussed by Saussure concerning the relation
between phonetics and morphology. For example:

In Old High German the plural of gast *guest’ was ﬁrst_.gr.t_sl_l,_ that q'hnfrl
‘hand’, hanti, ele,, ete. Later the final -i produced an umlaul, i.e. it resulled in
the changing of the a of the preceding syllable to e: qusl%g_ﬂ. hlualftl.
Then the final -i lost its limbre:_yesti—geste ele. The result is that today
German has Gast-Giiste, Hand-Hindi, and a whole group of wmds marked
by the same difference between the singular and the plural. ... ;

%

Qur illustration suggests several pertinent remarks: =

1. In no way do diachronic facts aim lo signal a value by means of another
sign: thal gasti became geste (Gisle) has nothing to do with the plural of
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substantives; in Lagit—trigl the same umlaut oceurs in verbal inllection, and
so forth. f‘\vs[ﬁlidlluluc [act is an independent event; the particular synchronic
consequences WWMI it are wholly unrelated 1o 1. (Saussure
1916/19G0, pp. B3-54)

As in the case for voler, facts of different nature are lypically involve

: o
in- morphophonological chan

. pe: a phonetic change’ resulling (rom
relations among sounds in particular words and the change in
morphophonological value this change comes (o assume in the
language. Yet, the speaker’s awareness of the phonetic event that is at
the origin of the systemic change is irrelevant to her/his activity as a
speaker.,

The recognition of these two types of facts, as well as of their conse-
quences, that is, the inner duality which puts at risk comparalive
grammar, explains the position assumed by Saussure (1916/1960) in
the following pacagraph:

The first thing that strikes us when we study the facts of language is that
their succession in time does not exist insofar as the speaker is concerned. He
is confronted wilh a state. That is why the linguist winwishes to understand
a state must discard all knowledge of everything which produced it and
ignore diachrony. (p. 81)

This statement, often used Lo point lo Saussure’s anti-historicism, can
only be understood in the light of his attempts al solving what | have
called the paradox of change,

In fact, it should be understood as an argument in favor of isolating
the diachronic from the synchronic point of view, which were super-
imposed in the comparativist’s work, pulting al risk ils descriptive
accuracy. Halso stands, in my opinion, as a theorizing step in the direc-
tion of Saussure’s other dichotomy, that is, lungue vs Jurole,

To be more precise: for him Lo take the point of view of the speaker
amounts Lo assuming the synchronie point of view as the one which
caplures the speaker’s relation to her/his Jeuu;u.‘u'ﬁ'. Al the same Lime,
the synchronic point of view pointg 1o e nec to define e systomic:
functioning which can explain the bbliteration ol the historical events
originating the changes which brougRtUabout the particular state ol
language experiencéd by the subject-speakers

Such systemic Tuoetioning i, aceording (o Saussure, oblained by
removing lrom fe langage the properties which belong 1o fa parole, thal
is, lo the sphere of individual actions. The product of that conceplual
operation is ln Lugue, defined as an autonomous system ‘that has its

own arrangement’="gui ne comil gite son ondre propre” (Saussure,
1916/ 1900, p. 22).
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Such operation may be scen as conlf'adiclory, given t:mtf ‘:tm::
precisely the act of assuming the sPeakcr s synchronic }qum 0 e
which leads to the principled exclusion from the object o l;jn'g:%mn 5
the action of the speaker. However, it ceases to be a contra TI}C, 1osecond
in the light of Saussure’s efforts to understand changlc. Ie i
point to be made about the quotation above may further clarily
issuc. :

‘lgnore diachrony’, the methodological procu-:dure I:Jrcslcntl:‘r;a::\si:l
above quotation, adopted by Saussure and, later on,. y s lrluch e
linguistics, amounts to taking la langue as the mecha'tmsm wi :;: ; ra :
forms an accidental, thal is, contingent, fuit de parole into a fait de langue.
Once assimilaled by lu langue, namely once the change has taken plla.cécl;
the fail de parole is obliterated, logcthcr.wnh t|.1e ex'lemal factcnll;s wl*u - ,
have given rise to it Those faclors, cither hlstlorlcal and Ctll1 ur.-nb,'.:ct
psycho-physiological, as is the case lnr_ phm?chc 'fncts,_ are the su } ;
matters of sciences other than linguistics, historical linguistics being
but one. 4 -

It is, in fact, such an interpretation of linp?ruistic change tha’t explains
why Saussure insists that neither the subject-speaker nor ‘les masses -
parlantes’ (‘the community of speakers’, cf. Saussure, 1916/1960, p. 77)
can interfere in la langue, s : A

In spile of this, whal Saussure calls ‘social fm.'ccs arc assigned a
cohesive role which he qualifies as essential and |n_temnl to languagci
itself. Indeed, la langue is also defined by him as ‘soc:rfh' :frm.? son cssr_n::c
(‘purcly social’, Sausure, 1916/1960, p. 18). This.is in apparent
contrast with his arguing for the autonomy of the linguistic system
and, mainly, with the theory of value he has proposed to demonstrate
In lairgne’s autonomons functioning, s s i

It is my view that the coexistence of these cpnﬂnclln!:.-,.duﬁmhons in
Saussure’s work is to be understood within his reasoning on change.
By saying that fu parole, as the individual act of apf:nklm;, is the 3;:115
where change starls as an accidental, that i?, cont:‘ngcnl, evenl, is
faced with both the impossibility of predicting which of those cvml§
will set change in motion and with lhti need o explain how it moves

-om the individual to the collective sphere. ‘

! u(')nu of his lentalive answers Lo this is to say that ‘in the luslo-ry of any
immavation there are always two distinet moments: 1. when it sprang
up in individual usage; and 2. when it became a fact ?f{gﬁgr;:
outwardly identical  but mlup)ic:! by _!lu' communily s

916/1960, p. 98, emphasis mine). - : ;
Ugf/cuun;n.!, that scclnncl moment is theoretically required l.n account
for what | would call identification processes qua condilions for a
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linguistic difference instantiated in a individual speaking event Lo be
adopled by the speaking community. Nonetheless, the obliteration of
both that singular event and the social identification processes which
set change in motion do not scem to be explainable without conceiving
la langue as an autonomous syslem of relations.

This rather long exposition of Saussure’s work from the point of
view ol his questions aboul clange are motivated by my own ques-
tions about change in child speech. | shall come back (o them now in
order o advance some lentative solutions. As a starting-point | will
return o Saussure, namely to ane of the few paragraphs where child
language acquisition is referred to:

Speech [le langage'| always implics both an estabilished system and an evol-
ulion; at every mwmnent it is an existing institation and a product of the past.
To distinguish between the system and s history, betwern what it is and
whal it was, sevis very simple al hiest glanee; actually the two things are so

Cusely welated that we can seareely hevp them apart. Wil iin soniprdify the

quiestiont by stidying U Tinguestic plenonenon in Hs carlisl slages—.if we Iegan,
for examiple, Iy stwdving the specch |'le lngase” | of childeen? No, Jor e dvaling
witly spevcly |'le bangae’], it is comypdetely misleading o wssunn it the probilem of
carly churactepistics |'le problime des orrgines” | differs Jrom the prolsfem _cil:rrma«
tenl charucleristics | des couditions permsnentes’). We yn:’l;?[ tmiside the vicios
circle. (Soussure, 1916/ 196), p. 9, emphasis mine)

Itis plausible o say that the feonditions permnentes” which are al

issue even al that promt of time which may appear original are: the

) subject-speaker’s activity as the source of change; the processes

through which she or he is identifiod and dentifies her- or hinself with

| the other, otherness being obliterated in favor of simalitude; and,

| finally, la_langue as the system of internal relations which obliterate
\ both the similitude and the differences external Lo ilsell.

Given thase permanent conditions, 11 s indecd impossible 1o
conceive of lnguage as an object of knowledge 1 be acquired by the
childd as an ¢pistenic subject, whose perceptual and cupnilive proper-
lies prevede and determine  here/his approach 1o lnguage. I is
language, that is, le lingage, ncluding the other as a subject-speaker,
which precedes and determines the child’s trajectory from the state of
infeates 1oy that of subject-speaker. The child can s be seen as caplured
by Ie langage, through the other’s parole by which s/ is identificd as a
subjectapeaker, both as an equal Cidentical’), qua member of the
bogenstic ansed cultoral community, and as o unequal, qua an other’
l’cﬁﬂuﬁl:ht&ﬂipﬂ'%}-m-ﬁﬁmf parole is also an
mstantiation of la longue as a toning system, the child’s path
Mkhwhmm&bawmﬁwﬂnm&um-

: @Q\

2

[ e

of linguistic knowledge or the wbpchvept;igrm o b
through the identification processes aclive e other’ s parole.
?:'u!;n the very first moment of my work on language acquisition,
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have been challenged by child (cf.,

1981, 1982, 1997). That lﬂ. e slarpien
ances; by both the prediclable and unpre e errc
later; by a subsequent moment when the stable and

reformulations/corrections and with crealive w#

Challenge arose as well from the fact that, right ﬁuﬁ“ start
scemed to be a structural relation between ﬂutﬁlﬂ:‘lw ' C
ullerances, in spite of the supposed asymmetry | ir s
‘developmental’ slages. < g G

To face thuse challenges mmmlhd:g Mli:f&' 7
speech to linguistic analysis and the of ous
status o adult=child interaction in the process of lan
The proposal | have been outlining in recent years s
de Lemaos, 1992, 1997) is therefore a Mﬂﬁﬁww

ncous character of the child’s speech is concomitant bo 'i!“
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Co wash?
M.: Yus, she j;ll\_r._!:s;huu; her hair.

\ I think this magazine does not have any doy
2 dogpy 1
M.: Ithas only pirls, cars, lelephones.

R Hello?
M.:

Hello, who is speaking is i
s speaking, is il Mariana?] (Mariana I;2.15)

'h“l(::_:{l]”;-l syfu;l ll!f-{_‘l‘illl'iC?' is a la.'au.;mcnl ol the mother’s discourse in
: cading silualions, in Ninio and Bruner's lerminoloy (1975

‘fhvro are i1m‘(U1c'|‘ babies nor dogs in the magazine, the utter 1);’1}:1' bei )"
m fact a re-instanbiation of previous book-reading vvcnl.ﬁ Un( illlij

Lher h Illlr lh(‘ tl >Ili"h lerance wash ‘1] ows | M | rpretatio
L8] il o it " H S L " S d v
leran L4 & RE i s . h’i'll I'IL mile |l ctalion

of tho P e e
> the nn;l!un s preceding ullerance amounts (o relating sarl ol il (a
ragme L ki o ; i l '
e ‘l;', n‘( n[.}} ’ Laking a bath’—o previously experienced texts to which
ath “wash’ and ‘taking o bath” may be sai %
a bath’ may be s ’ ini
l 2 y be said 1o I long, similar
tween “telephone’ and

:m.aiym:- can be provided for the relation be
{_ "hello’,

If the above analysis points to the dominant nature of jd Lilicati
Bl dng disg e : ¢ ature ol idenlification
e 3 such a position, il also shows [a lngue’s functioning

* 3 . oy ¥ a1 : i i

clations between constituents of the mother’s precedi .
and constituents of the 7 Sglieon .o ipivrissions
i s 8 : Is of the mother's texts previously experienced by the
G ml;l w said lu_lnl: internal Lo lexts, in the sense that they are not

Ll crmally grounded in situations, as is the case for the child’s first

L r-IH(‘t. .‘-nruh relations, which are internal 1o lexts, can be seen as
responsible for the obliteration of the situations w
- - T T T e :
exlernally grounded. P o
e llx sl;mj(.\lwt/.m;-, aspects of that stractural position are recopniza-

. . g o il i I - 4
i.hL. woth i the child’s identification with the mother’s Jurrole

urrpnr.ﬂml by her, and in the non-coincidence between the mother's
'm(l.mmr_.-a '.'unl the child’s meanings. In other words, ‘samencss’ and
“II,"'?"‘.M are allernative faces of an cmergent subjectivity

inis L LN A b R . . . ;

4 I I‘-U‘t[l (1) is taken here as representalive of the position in which lu
AAmugne s 5 i ' i

tigue s the dominant pole. 18 the literature on reorpanizational

wovesses (o 5 : ; : : k l
I ";.‘-l (vl Bowerinan, 1982; Peters, 1983, amony others), il corre-
s < N i : 1 i

p'ulm.-. lo o phase of errors within recurrent cycles ol correct use
wilhoul knowledye/error/correct use with knowledpe. ™

e

(i) In th-(-’mnhllu ol 1 session, Adam would open his eyes wide and
If, mlvn 1; me with special dialogues. In one case, Adam just claimed
i l.iﬂ..! w.l}‘dl, but he never in fact had one, and what’s more
couldn’t el tiime. '
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1wl a walch.

Mu: I thought you said you h. :
l Ty s : led dignity) ‘What do you think | am,

Adumiz 1 do have one(with offenc
ano boy with no walch?

- wWhat kind of a boy? ;
ml!um: (Enunciating, vcryyclcnrly) Am)_lmy_y_l_lgml_\ﬂﬂl (Bellugi,

1982, p. 55) ;

Rather than errors, ‘no boy” and ‘no walch’ show how maniﬁ'!_il
structures may disclose the latent structures they are related to. It is
plausible to say that, in this particular case, the latent structures are
“nobody’, ‘nothing’ and at least some members of the class of negalive
constructions in English, : :

In many ways those errors show li languc's functioning as the domi-
ast 1o the position discussed above,
ich, although grounded on
as the other’s utlerances,

nant pole of this position. In contr
relations hold between phrases and texts wh
previous dialogues, present themselves no

X but as linguistic structures. .

Muorcover, crrors qua indices of non-coincidence between  the
hild’s and the adult’s speech point Lo the different status the other’s

Lhildg 5 ang U
parole assumces m such a position. On the other hand, the child’s
imperviotsness o (he interlocutor’s  request  of clarification/

correction, often mentioned in the literature and observable in the

dialogue above, stands as another argument in favor of such an

interpretation. ;
Concerning, the subjectivizing process, let us focus on the fact that,

rather than as a declaration of having a watch (which, in fact, he does

not have), Adam’s ullerance may be interpreted as a claim for being a

oy, thal is, for being, neither a child nor a girl, for example.
pisode (i) is presented here as representative of the puosition

" = whose dominant pole is the subject-speaker as a face of the subjec-

tivizing process: In the Jiterature on the so-called “‘metalinpuistic

abilities’, this position corresponds o the phase in which the child is

able 10 both recognize and correct errors, as well as to submit her/h

hmy.,l-r ullerances o reformulations. :

(ii1) (A Iriend of the child™s mother (1)) is drawing squares on the floor
for a game of hopscotch. A square is still missing.) ,

You almost did not do your hopseoteh.
What, Verra? i - i 2
There is a long time that you did not do your hopscotch.

What, Verro? Edidn’t understand. : S e
A square is missing in your hopscoleh. (Verdnica 4.0.18)

\__ nesious o aote gllowia Ml s pess ¥R
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From the poi [ vie ; S “tioni

s . pont of view of la langue's functioning, the
repiacement of expressions sheds light on the process unde
recopnition. Iis worth noticing, that the re

successive
rlying error
1 : olic placed expressions share al
least part of ll'll,‘ll‘_t.h:lllal'lllc content. Therelore, error recognition
m_\'uivcs the recognition both of the way in which those expressions
differ, from a semantic point of view, and of the synlactic and lvxlu.l‘l
conslrainls operaling on them alt the synlagmalic level.

On the other hand, the child’s interpretation of the adult’s utlerance
as a request for clarification/correction poimnls lo an important aspect of
identification processes: namely the child’s vecopnition of the way her
ullerance affects her interlocutor and, consequently, the child’s recog-
nition of her interloculor’s ‘otherness”

Although This recopnition is a crucial aspect of the subjeclivizing
process charicleristic of the position in discussion, it cannol be Laken as
conslitutive ol a subject in full possession ol her/himsell. To the
conlrary, error recopnilion also points o the non-coincidence between
what the child has said and what the child h.l.‘:—l;:‘.ml_.\_rl an error in her
own ullerance. Therelore, o state that the R EnE -|:nl;-- nffim:—
position represented by (iii) is that of the subject-speaker amounts o
conceiving the subject-speaker as divided into lwo non-coincident
subjective instances: the one who speaks and the one who listens to her
or his own speech qua speech of an “other,” or, in olher words, (o a
psychoanalyltic concepl of subjectivily.

As a [inal comment, I would say that, even if itis true that the above
three positions seem Lo be ordered in chronological time, change from
one to another does not imply development. Indeed, 1o qualify change
as structural is incompatible with views on the child as an independ-:
ent enlity going through an ordered series of states of knowledge.

Morcover, none of the structural relations discussed above is absent
from the adult’s parole, which is far from being homogencous across

different Lypes of discourses and situalions. To say that these structural
relations are submilled o obliteration does nol mean that they have
been C.IIIL"C"l'l.L Obliteration should be taken here in the sense of
echipses. That is, the mwoon remains visible even within the shadow of
the earth.

MNotes

Part of this paper was prosented as a plenary lecture in the 6th International
Pragimatios Conference held in Beims, France, July 1998, 1 would like o thank
the Conselho Nacional J - Pesquisas (National Rescarch Foundation of Brazil)
for the mancial support tor the research on which this paper is based. Special
thanks go 1o Leland MoCleary for both the revision of my English and his
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relevant comments on the conlents of the paper; (o Flaminia h)do\'la and
Maria Francisca Licr-de Vitlo for their helpful comments; and to Maria Lyra,
who urged me to think on the temporal dimension in language acquisition.

1. Relations between semanlics and syntax in language acquisilion were
exlensively discussed in the early 1970s. CIL, among many others,
Bowerman (1973), Brown (1973), and Schlesinger (1971, 1981).

2. The idealization of language acquisilion as instanlancous stands as a
methodological necessily since, in my view, states of knowlcdgt_: located
belween the initial (5O) and the slable slate ($5) cannot be predicted by
Hl‘ill‘l‘.li‘lVl' !.',I'i'll]llll-ll‘.
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