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relationship between gpeaking and thinking was in the area of private speech.

One of Vygotsky's most interesting contriburions to the study of the

Be described it as Speech in vhich "the child talks only about himself, takes
no interest in his interlocutor, does not try to counﬁnicate, expects no
answers, and often does not even care whether anyone listens to him." (1962:15)
Due to his early de}@gﬁ%{’jﬁﬁ not have the chance to develop all the implicatiors
of his ideas for developmental and cognitive psychology. The fcw studies he
conducted on private speech supported his basic notions that it arises out of
social speech and that it has a cognitive function. These data have since been
- sﬁpple-ented by studies in the West (e.g. Kohlberg, Yaeger, and Hjerthola 1968)
that further corroborate his hypotheses about these two aspects of private
speech.
Vygotsky claimed, however, that private speech has additional properties
as well. These properties are primarily concerned with its content aud structure
and allowed Vygotsky to outline a theory in which private speech is the precursor
of inner speech. He pointed out in several places that the structure and
content of inner speech shovld differ in fundamental ways from that of external
socially-oriented speech. Inner speech could not fulfill the cognitive planning
and direciing rcles in the way Vygotsky outlined it it were simply a subvocal
version of full-fledged external speech. Therefore, he developed several ideas
about the properties of inner speech and predicted that they would begin to
appear in the child's private speech. He hypothesized that inner speech possesses
three semantic characteristics: agglutination, the preponderance of sense over
meaning, and the inflyx of scnse. While thes. three characteristics are

certainly of interest in a complete analysis of hi:. ideas, we shall focus our




attention here on Vygotsky's notions about what he called the main syntactic
characteristic of private'and inner speech - its predicative structure. The
rest of this paper will be concerned with analyzing what Vygotsky had in
zind whea he said that private speech is predicative and what some of the
factors are that contribute to this structural characteristic.
Although Vygotsky was interested in making predictions about the content
and structure of inner speech, his work in this area was limited to hypotheses
apd insightful analogies. The only actual evidence he used in his work came from

private speech. Since inner speech is by definition not accessible for analysis,

this is the only kind of directly observable evidence we_can'have for such

studies.z

In connection with his claim that the predicative syntax of inner speech
begins to manifest itself in private speech, Vygotsky said that as private speech

develops:
it shows a terdency toward an altogether specific form of abbreviation:

namely ormitting the subject of a sentence and all words connected with it
while preserving the predicate. This tendency toward predicarion appears
in all our experiments with such regularity that we must assume it to be
the basic syntactic form of inner speech. (1962:139)
When trying to understand Vygotsky's ideas about the syntax of private
and irner speech, it quickly becomes evident that he was concerned more with
a functional than a structural linguistic analysis of predicativitv. While it
is true that the best translation of the term he used in Russian (predikatiwmost')
is “predicativity,” he was actually concerned with rotions that have subsequently
been developed in functional linguistics such as given and new information, topic
and comment, or theme and rheme rather than with the syntactic or grammatical

subject and predicate. In this regard it i{s important to note that Vygotsky

said nothing about nouns and verhs when speaking of predicativity.
K H I3 p
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Besides the fact that Vygotsky consistently analyzed predicativity in
private and inner speech by using notions similar to those used in functional
linguistics, there is additional evidence that he had a functional definition
in mind. Specifically, he recognized the differeace between grammatical subject
and predicate on the one hand, and what he called psychological subject and
predicate on the other. One should not be surprised that he included the
psychological subject and predicate in his analysis since Russian and Soviet
linguists hzave traditionally beenvery concerned with psychological and soucial
factors.

In order to understand how Vygotsky's notions of psychological subject and
predicate play a role in private speech we need to distinguish them clearly
from their grammatical counterparts. The notions of grammatical subject and
predicate have usually been interpretted strictly in terms of surface syntax.
For example, factors such as gender, number, and case agreement between a noun
phrase and a verb are generally accepted as means for identifying the grammatical
subject. Althougl Chafe (1976) has recently suggested that the notion of subject
of « sentence might also play an important cognitive role, we shall identify
grammatic~l subject and predicat- here strictly on syntactic grounds since this
is what Vygotsky seemed to have in mind.

On this basis, we can say that in the case of English, the subject: a) is
a noun phrase that occurs before the verb phrase in declarative clauses and
immediately after the auxiliary or operator in interrogative clauses, and
b) has number and person agreement, where applicable, with the verb phrase.

As Quirk, Creenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik (1972) point out, it is much more

aifficult to define the grammatical predicate of a sentence because it is a

sy
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more complex and heterogeneous unit. For our purposés it will suffice to point
out that the predicate traditionally consists of units such as the verb (includ-
ing auxiliaries), complement, object, and adverbial.

Although several problems with these definitions afise if one pushes them
far enough, for purposes of contrast with psychological subject and predicate,
they work tolerally well. On the basis of these definitions we can say that
“John" serves as the grammatical subject in (1) and (3), whereas "He" does in
(2).

(1) John cepairc ! the rocking chairs.

(2) He repaired the rocking chairs.

(3) John éid it.

Note that our definition cf grammatical subject and predicate should not be
confused with semantic notions like agent since in sentence (4), "John" still
is the agent as in (1) and (3), but "rocking chairs™ is the grammatical subject.
(4) The rocking chairs vere repaired by John.
Whatever their weaknesses mazy be, our description of grammatical subject and
predicate will suffice since their only purpose is to identify a distinction
Vygotsky wis not using when he referred to predicativity in private and inner
speech. One fact to keep in mind when trying to distinguish psychological from
subject and
grammaticalipredicate is that with the latter, communicative context plays no
role in determining the organization uf the sentence. The same words serve as
grammatical subject and predicate regardless of how the sentence is used. We
shall see that communicative context factors can determine which words in an
utterance will be the psychological subjcct and predicate.

he
What did Vygotsky have in mind whenAused the notions of psycholoepicnl
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subject and predicate? When dealing with the psycholdgical subject, he said it
is what‘the phrase "is about" and what is "in the listener's consciousness first."
His examples indicate that when he talked about what is in the listener's
consciousness first, he was referring to information that was in the listener's
consciousness before hearing a particular utterance'which adds to that informa-
tion. With regard to the psychological predicate, he said it is ''what is new,"
"what is said about the (psychological) subject." (1956:324) It turns out

that this distinction between psychological subject and predicate is very similar
to the type of distin&tions first introduced into modern linguistic analysis

by Prague School linguists such as Firbas (1966). Subsequently, many of these
ideas have been analyzed more closely and redefined. This has resulted in a
proliferation of terms and distinctions. One of these distinctions that is now
widely accepted is that between given and new informaiton (Halliday 1967, Chafe
1974,1976). Chafe defines it as follows:

Given (or old) information is that knowledge which the speaker assumes to

be in the consciousness of the addressee at the time of the utterance. So-

called new information is what the speaker assumes he is introducing into

the adlressee's consciousness by what he says. (1976:30)

Note that like Vygotsky, Chafe uses the notion of conséiousness in his .
definition of this distinction. In fact, Chafe says that "The key to this
distinction is the notion of consciousness." (1976:30) Both in Vygotsky's and
Chafe's analyses the state of a listener's consciousness can only be determined

striking
on the basis of facts about a particular communicative context. These Asimilarities

lead us to conclude that Vygotsky's distinction between psychological subject

and predicate is essentially the same distinction that Chafe has made between

given and new information.



In addition to the distinction between given and new, Chafe outlines
Severai other ways of analyzing the "packaging"” of a sentence. Some of
these correlate highly with the given-new distinction, but he has shown that
These should not be confused with it since they can occur independently. -He
points out that in particular, contra;tiveness,has often been confused with
new information but is a separate phenomenon. This is evident from the fact
that a contrastive item can carry given, rather than new, information.

Chafe points out that the portion of an utterance which conveys given
information is characterized by lower pitch, weaker stress, and a tendency for
nouns to be pronominalized. These properties, in addition to an analysis of the
communicative situation, ?an often be used to identify which part of a sentence
is being used in each of the two capacities. The way in which the sentence fits
into fhe communicative context determines which part of a sentence will be
associated with the given and new information. Thi: means that the parts of
a sentence assigned to these th categories may not always be the same. One
and the same sentence wiéh a single assignment of grammatical subject and
predicate can be broken down into different segments of given and new

"information when it is used to make different utterances.

For example, if we return to our original sentence (1), we see that either
the grammatical subject or th% grammatical predicate can convey the given or the
new information.

(1) John repaired the rocking chairs.

If two people are talking about John, we can assume that the notion of John is

in the consciousness of both people. Therefore, it is the given information
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in the second communicative setting, but not in the first.

in this case. If A uses (1) in an utterance to B, then repairing the rocking

wvould probably be the . : '
chairs A new information about John for B.3 1In this case, the grammatical and
psychological organizations coincide. In such a communicative context,
"John" would normally receive lower pitch and weaker stress. It is also
likely that it would be pronominalized as in (2).

On the other hand, if A and B are discussing rocking chairs that have been
probably

repaired and if A uttered (1) to B, then "John" wouldAcarry the new information.
It is the information infroduced into B's consciousness. In this situation
it would be reasonable for A to assume that the notion of repéiriﬂg rocking
chairsnis already present in B's consciousness. The grammatical subject-contains
fhe new information (i.e. Vygotsk}'s psychological predicate), and the
grammatical predicate contains the given information (i.e., Vygotsky's psych-
ological subject). Although Chafe points out that pitch and stress for given
and new information is more difficult to analyze in the case of verbs than for
nouns, one would expect that the segment 'repaired the rocking chairs" in (1)
would receive less emphasis on both these counts than in the first comnunicative
context we outlined. Coversely, that part of the sentence which conveys new
information - "John" - would receive higher pitch and greater stress. Although
Chafe did not deal with substitution for verbs as he did with pronominalization
in the case of nouns, we can safely conclude that because of the given-new
organization of the information, (3) would be an acceptable sentence to use
4

So far we have dealt with the notions of given and new information and
grammatical subjects ~nd predicates as they are analyzed in communicative

interchanges involving at least two people. For instance, Chafe's analysis of
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what is new involves what one person (the speaker) is introducing into the
consciousness of another person (the listener). When Vygotsky speaks about
.private speech becpming‘abbreviatedAby dropping psychological subjects (i.e.,
given information), we are faced with a different situ;tion. We are now trying
to apply a distinction developed on the baﬁis of two-person communicative
interaction to a problem in which only one person is involved. It is no

longer the case that one party (the speaker) can introduce new information into
the consciousness of another (the listener). While it is true that in Vygotsky's
;heoretiﬁal framework the planning and directing function private speech

fulfills is formerly carried out with the help of a second person (usually an
adult), this function later is taken over by the child. To use Vygotsky's
words, this planning and directing function has moved from the interpsychological
tc the intrapsychological plane. At the point where the child is using private
speech to carry out planning, are we to assume that thefe must be a speaker and

a listener with two separate consciousnesses?

Kohlberg et al. (1968) suggest that at one point in the developmental
hierarchy of private speech (Level III, type 4 - "Questions answered by the
self"), we could expect to find some form of“intérperSOnaf discourse. Their
hypothesis was based on Mead's (1934) notions about how the self emerges out of
social interaction. However, they found very few instances of this type of
private speech in their data. Even if utterances of this type were more fre-
quent, we are still left with the problem that at some point, the development
of private and inner speech will 5upposedly reach a stage where interpersonal

discourse no longer should be the prevalent form. This means that we are once
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.again in a position of analyzing the predicativity of private and inner speech

where there is only one person's consciousness involved. Unlike the case that
Chafe outlines where a speaker "paékages" utterances on the basis of what he
assumes to be given in the listenér's consciousness, we are faced with the
case in private speech where some other factors must determine what is in the
"speaker's" consciousness and what is to be introduced into it as new informatiom.
- How are we to analyze the predicative nature of private speech if we no
longer can rely on what is in the consciousness of two separate individuals -
a speaker and a listener? What I propose is that in trying to understand the
given-new structure in children's private speech, we should basé our analysis on
ghe child’s action rather than on social interaction with another person. When
trying to understand how this will work, it is important to keep in mind"
that - " we have already determined that the given-new organiza-
tion of an utterance in social speegh is governed by contextual factors. It
is not inherent in the sentence structure used. We are claimiﬁg_that the given-
new organization of private speech is also contextually determined. However,
the factors used to assign whaé'is given and what is new information are
g\K different than in the case of social speech.
iii With this change in mind, the first thing we need to do is to develop a

“new version of Chafe's definitions of given and new information which will be

appliéable to-private speech. This definition might read as follows:

‘\In the case of private speech, given information is that knowledge that
is in the speaker's consciousness at the time of the utterance. So-called

*‘ ' new information is what is being introduced into the speaker s consciousness.

We might label this the "agnostic" definition since we have modified Chafe's

11
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10.

-definition mainly by removi&g any mention of what contextual factors will be
resppnsiblé‘for introducing'£ew information into cﬁnsciousness. By examining
certain aspects of the structure and function of private speech, we shall
‘hopefully be able to ;eintroduce the contextual factors that govern its
given-new organization.

. Before going on to analyze these factors, we should take a moment toO
examine the surface form of private speech. Chafe claims that in social
speech the part of the utterance which conveys given information receives lower
pitch, weakened stress, and may be pronominalized, whereas thét part of the
_utterance which conveys new information is treated in the opposite manner.
This tendency toward greater emphasis on those parts of the utterance conveying
new information and less emphasis on those p;rts of the utterance conveying
given information may be carried to its logical extreme in private speech. In
this case the only thing to be vocalized is new information, and the parts of
an utterance which would have conveyed given information are dropped entirely.
In Vygotsky's terms, the external form of private speech is reduced to the point
wherg the psychological subject (i.e., given information) is omitted and only
the psychological predicate (i.e., new information) is preserved.

The term "action" as it is used here comes from A.N. Leont'ev's theory of
activity (1959,1972,1975). Basically, an action is a segment of behavior
directed toward a particular goal. The behavior may be internal or external;
the segment may form one uninterrupted sequence, oOr otber actions may be
embedded in it; and the individual may or may not be conscious of the goal. The

notions of an action and its connected goal are found at one of the three levels

12




|

of adetrarticn Leont'ev usen in his theory., It is {ntermediate in a hierarchy
batveen the noticn of an sctivity and its metive and ‘% notion of an
eperation and fts associated conditions. The theory of & tivity with its
concept of an action plave an extremely important rele ia Soviet psychology.
Almost 11 of its aspects were originally developed by Vygotsky, although 1t
has b .., refined and extended by his stucdents such as A.N. Leont'ev and A.R.
Luria. When Vygotsky dealt with thinking and bow it is guided by private

wnd inner speech, he was primarily concerned with thinking tuat can Ye
interpretted un the bPasis of actirns. That ts, when ke talked of the planning
and divecting role of private 1 fnner speech, he was interested Iin how

these sign systems are used to plan and direct actions which are defined in
terms of the goals tovard which they are directed,

Before the child reaches the polint where he has ful'y developed this
planaing, Ne goes through a series of stages in wvhich his behavior {s heavily
tafluenced by environmental input rather than the self-initisted planning and
directing necessary for carrving out well formulated actions. Durimg th . se
sarly stages, what starts cut ss an action directed toward a goal may be
faterrupted by any one of a number of outside inf luencers. Observations of the
ehild's speech at this point indicate that private speech has not yet takeu om
fts divective functi-—. Rather, the child seems to be simply describing or
asming what he {35 42 ing. HMe i« mot using private speech to plam his sction
before carrri=g it omt. Vygcetshy describes this early form 27 private speech
a0 beling o part cf the ~wild's behavior rather than a separate placning and
directing system. This transitior from the point vhere private speech accom-

pemies and descrides bdehavior to the point where {t is wsed in plamning

!\i



1s also noted by Kohlberg et al. (1968). In their Jevelopmental hierarchy,

the category of private speech called “"Describirg own activity” is a part of
Level 11, vhereas "Self-guiling comments™ are found as a part of a develop-

mentally higher stage (Level III).

As we shall mee, private speech does not have to reach its moust mature
level to be abbreviated in the way Vygotsiy proposed. Even when it is still
at the level of describing one's own behavior and has not yet taken on a
truly directive funiitlon, it may consist of abbreviated utteran~es. Furthevr-
more, even at this carly stage the principles of abbreviation are simiiar to
the given-new distinction outlined above in connection with social speech.

There are 'wo things 'o keep in mind when analyzing this early form of
private speech. First, it does not seem to be intended to be social. The
child can ofter. be playing hv himself and not be addressing his descriptive
remarks to anvone else. Indeed, he may be so theroughly engaged im acting
and speaking that he will not notice social speech addressed to hl-.s This
means that wes woild not want to analyze the given-new organization in the
ehild's private speech on the basis of a <pesker’s input to a listener as
hafe in able to d0 in the case of social sneech. If we canmot look to
social communication factors as a basis for analvzing the glven-new crgan-
fzation of private speech, where are we U look?! The secomd fact about
early forms of private speech glves us a clue hern. This second fact is that
in its early stages private speech is {rmextricahly linked with thc"rlld's
sction., Saying that (t describes ane's cwn Behavior {8 someowhat wmisleadiag
since it tndicates -that there is tehavior «n the one hand and am optio=al

description of ft on the other. Rather, {* is the cace that speech and
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13.

behavior scem to he buund togethor as tws a:pects of a single phenomo aen
at the early stages of private speech.

We are now left with two facts about early forms of private specch that
can lead us to a new hasis for analyzin: its given-new organi:ation. On the
one hand, since there is no interlocuteor involved, we hardly want to say that
the given-new organization of private speech is based on the factors Chafe
has outlined. On the other hand, the eariy forms of private speech are
fnextricably bound up with the child's action. Therefore, it is logical to
examine how the child's action could influence the given-new organization of
private speech. It isx this close relationship between action and private
speech that should be at the heavt of sur explanation.

The private speech data to be used in this analvsis come from two two-year-
olds who were putting a pucrzle l%ywthof.ﬂ The puzcle contained animal figures
and vas to be constracted {n arcrrdanie with a model that the experimenter
gave the child. Fach of the tw  hildrea worked on this task alone. Some

relevant se,ments of privite «peecy that were recorded and transcribed were the

following:

Child A: (5) 0!
(6) And a horses, horsie. And a foot, and & foot, and a foot. ..
(7) Four cats. (Uninterpretable) And a dog, he goes here.

Child B: (8) Hesm® On wh-oh, we gnt duck. Snske. Snake. Brrreak.
D) Puppy.
(10) Ta gro do. This saake, snake. Hey brak. Oh. Snaake.
(11) Ooh. Waa. Owass. Fee-Fee. Ja open. Simmin. He go out.
Hey monkey.
At first it may strixe the reader that what we have heve fs a dpepolee of

wainterpretable and acidental utterar: es. Bo doudt the factor of intercst to

ws here was only one of several that inflnenced the speech in these carces.
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For example, these priviate ancech utteranees contain several fostances of
what Kohlberg et al. (1968) called word play (e.g., (8) Snake. Snaxe.
Brrreak.; (10) Ta goo do.; (11) Ooh. Vaa. Owass. Ece-Ece).

However, for our purpuses, it is important to note that many of the
utterances are concerned with parts of the puzzle (e.g., (6) And a horse,
horsie. And a foct, and a foot, and a foot...; (7) Four cats...And a
dog, he gues here.; (8) Oh wh-oh, me got duck. Snake. Snake.; (9) Puppy.).

In (7) we Jbe that the child not only mentioned the piece of the puzzle, he
also mentioned where it goes. The utterances of other children in this study
also contained both the name of the plece and the - lace in the puzzle frame
into which it will fit. As we shall presently see, the important pc’r s

that the child may drop the name of the position in the puzzle frame into which
a plece was to go, but he dues not drop the name of the plece.

In analyzing the surface (orm of private speech, one can expect to
find certain parts of the utterance dropped as outlined above, hut it is more
difficult o make predicatioas about other forms of attenuation as Chate did
in the case of pocial speech. This is so because children's private speech
utterances are often concerred with objects (n the speech situation. In
such cases, it is possihle to uze vhat Jakobson (1957) valls "shifters.” These
are often in the form of preoncuns which are not used to refer to information
that is given in the listener’s coneciousress as in social speech. Rather, they
are used to Tefer to some objest which is in the actual physical context of
the private speech situation. For exam le, we could expect to see utterances
such as the following in private spreech:"This one goes in this place, and now

this ocne.”

The private speech of these tw-vear-olds undoubtedly reflects an early

16



stage in the developrent of private specih. That is, {t is eore con erned with
describing and naming certain aspect. ot the action and environment than
with planning and directing action.

We are now in a posfition to begin to see thit with regard to the analyosis
of these samples of private speech: a) {t has a glveu-new Information organiza-
tion based on what {3 already present and what is Introduced into the child's
co. sciousness, and b) this organizarfon is based or the child's action.

‘ln the ca-e 0! completing a purzie, we can see that the action, as well
as the private speech, has 1 sort of given-new organization. Putting
together a puzzle involves carrying out the same basic action on several dit-
ferent ohjects ~ the pieces. In the case of each plece the child must select
it and then put it in its position in the puzzle frame. Of course the process
can be much ore difficult with, <say, a (onplex jig-aw puzrzle, but {n the case
of the materials used here, it was possible to select a piece first and then
look for fts proper placement. Threre was no need to identify what piece would
be needed to complete the next step in a complex plan before wmaking a selection.
The process of compDleting puzzles was a familiar one for the two-year-olds in
this analysis. For ghis particular purzle, there vas no need for the experimenter
to do saything bevond presenting the materials and saying that the child could
make the puzzle. Ko explanation of the type nf action necessary for carrying
out the task was necessary. In such a case, we can assume that wvhen presented
wvith the materials. the type of action required is in the consciousness of the
child and should bte associated with the given information in the private speech
wtterance. The unfamiliar aspect ot the task is concerned with the particular

materials used. This fc the new Informstion introduced into the child's
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consciousnes- and 15 tredted as such in the private «peech utterances. In this
case we are not dealing with one individual (the speaker) introducing new informa-
tion into the cunsclousness of another (the listener). Rather, we are deal&vg&k
with how the structure of a task carried out by one per-on involves given
tnformat ion and how {t causes new information to be fntroduced into the child’s
consclousnexs. lsually, the onlv part of the situation vocalized in private
speech is that part concerned with new fnformatic:.. The given information often
i{s attenuated to the point of being dropped entirely from the child's utterance.

It is important ta note that while it is true that what s vocallzed as new
{nformati'n i« connected with external objects, it {s not these objects in and
of themselve. that deternine what is new information. Rather, we can only
fdentify new information ca the basis of how objects fit into A goal-directsd
action. In principle, it <hould be possible ta use simfilar objects in a different
action in =+ b a way that the orgsniration ot given and new information would
be changed (pertap- rever-wed) and the child's private -peech utterances would
reclect thi-. This wonl! he done by changing the goal and hence the action.

For example, let u- a.sume thit one pusrtle piece conld fit into some, but
not all, of several Jdiffer.nt pusrle frames. Tf the hild's goal was to
fdentifv thoce frames< intu which the piece fits, we would expect him to try to
carry ocut the a tion with the variou~ *rane~. In thi- caze, fnformatton about
the piece to be used wouli he in the 1A Canscic imness before beginning
to carry our the acticn, an! infermition abnut the puzsle frames into which it
would or would not fit woinld be intreduced inta consciousness as the child
attended to the varion. pessibilitie.. Acrordively, we would expect the child's

private speech to reflect this. The riven informacion would mow be concerned
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with the piece fnvolved, and the new information would be concerned with the
puzzle frames. We woiL'd not expect the content expressed in private speech to
be about the piece here as was the case with the utterances we examined above.
Rather, we would expect little or no mention of the piece involved and the
verbalization to be about where the piece fits. For example, if we had puzzle
frames of different colors, we might expect to hear private speech utterances
like: "“The green one." or "Now the red one." as opposed to the utterances about
the pieces as in the first task. In both tasks we are not claiming that the
part of an utterance concerned with given information will alvays be neatly
deleted and the part concerned with new information will remain. Rather, the
claim {5 that if any part is deleted, it will be that segment concerned with
given infof-ation. In some cases {t may remain, and {n some cases, there may
be no verbalization at all. We are a long way froam being in a position where
we can predict all aspects of a private speech utterance on the basis of an
action.

What our analysis of this alternative task situation indicates is that it
we say that the given-new organization of private speech is determined by the
child's action, we really are talking about the action involved and not the
objects used in it. There is nothing about the objects when corsidered apart
from the goal-directed action in which they are embedded that can tell us
which aspect of a situation will be concerned with given information and which
sspect will be concerned with nev informaiton. This notion of an action has
-ut played a very important role in American psychology. but it turns out to
be an integral part of many analyses we may eventually want to make.

We can now amoend our definition of given and new information in private
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speech to read as follows:

In the case of private speech, given information is that knowledge that

is in the speaker”s consciousness at the time of the utterance. So-called

new information i3 what is being introduced into the speaker's conscious-

ness as a result of the action he is carrying out.

In should not be assumed that we are heve claiming that the child
consciously realizes what is given and new. It may be poséible for an observer
to determine the given-new organization of information on the basis of the
structure of the task involved and the child's verbalization, but this guarantees
nothing about the child's awareness. This is also true of the given-new
distribution of information in social speech.

‘The niture of the action being carried out in the young child's play will
often be determined by the type of ébjects he is using, and these objects are
ofter. games or tasks which have been developed by adults over a pericd of
many years. This fact raises the question (not be be discussed here) of how
cultural games have evolved and how they guide the child's action.

It is obvious that a great deai of research remains to be done in the
area of private speech. Usually, studies in the past have been concerned with
vhether or not private speech occurs in ~hildren at certain developmental levels
and under certain conditions. Little has been done in the way of examining its
form and content. If, as Vygotskyv proposed, it is a sign system involved in
plana’ng and guiding actions, it would be very useful to know more about the
factors that allow it to fulfill this function. In particular, ve need to know
sore about the rules for its abbreviation. Although the ideas develcped here
about this abbreviatiorn may eventually need to be revised, ;here i3 every reason

to suspect that private speech has a given-new organization and that this

organization can provide clues about the ways in which it can fulfill its
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2

function.

One of the most important problems for investigators of private speech has
to do with how it develops. It should not be viewed as a single, undifferentiated
phenomenon that appears and remains in one form. Rather, from a structural
point of view it undoubtedly passes through a developmental hierarchy. By
understanding the stages in this development, we shall be in a better position
to understand not only the speech involved but also the nature of the cognitive
processes it accompanies and then guides. Furthermore, we should not overlook
the possibility that certain aspects in the development of private speech influence
other areas of language development. It would be very strange indeed 1f private
speech vere a separate function that had nc influeace on the development of
social speech.

These issues and many more will arise as we continu; our investigations
4n these areas. It is hoped that the present analysis will help clarify some

of the theoretical foundations upon which future studies can be based.
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NOTES

The term "private speech" will be used here rather than "egocentric speech"
(Vygotsky's term). By using the term "private speech” rather than "egocentric
speech"” we hope to avoid confusing it with speech that is intended to be

used in communication but is egocentric. Also, for the purposes of this
paper, 'private speech’” will not be used forinner speech. The term is only
concerned with vocalized speech.

While inner speech is not directly observable, Vygotsky's notions on this
topic have had a strong influence in the USSR on psycholinguistics (e.g.,
A.A. Leont'ev 1909) and neurolinguistics (e.g., Akhutina 1974, Luria 1975).
It is included as a theoretical construct in many models of speech
production and comprehension.

As Chafe has pointed out, the term "new'" is often misleading since it implies
that the listener has never had access to the information. Actually, it is
concerned with information that is being introduced into the speaker's
consciousness. In some cases the listener may have had access to the
information before. The point is that it is being reintroduced into his
consciousness in a particular speech context, and that is why we are calling
it "new." Due to the widespread acceptance of this term, we will use it
here, but Chafe suzgests a better description is '"newly activated."

It should be noted that it ic not necessarily the case that the entire
grammatical subject or the entire grammatical predicate serves as either the
given or new information. It is often the case that parts of the grammatical
subject or predicate will serve as new information, etc. Space does not permit
going into all of the many possibilities here.

Of course as Vygotsky pointed out, the incidence of all forms of private
speech will be much greater when the child is in a context where social
communication is possible. This is because private speech develops out of
social speech and is not yet completely separated from it. The two function
are confused by the child at this point.

The author is grateful to Karen Fuson whose data are used in this paper. +

23



