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the linguistic processor. Howeve r, producing an ut terance originates with the 
mental representation at (C) which provides information to the linguistic 
processor for sernant ic represent ation . 

Piaget and lnhelder (1 97 1) argued that the need for constructing the 
mental image or schema makes prod 11ct ion difficult. IL would certainly rnakc 
production in the absence of an cvc11 t (13) more difficult than production 
given an external event to talk about . But it also appears that creating the 
mental representation as input to lingu istic encoding may be cognitively k ss 
complex than deriving a mental as a resul t of linguistic (.le-:oJ ­
ing. In this regard, one c:in compurc children's uttera111:es that occur in 
discourse, in response lo what else says, with utterances that 
originate spontaneously. In current research in progress (Bloom. Higgins. :iml 
!food, forthcoming), da ta from fou r children consist of records of discourse 
between child and others (investiga tors and mothers) from the age of approxi­
mately 19 months to 3 years. The children produced far fewer utt erances in 
response to what someone else said than they proclucctl spontaneously. 
Communicative effectiveness was greater for utterances tha t were not re· 
sponses to adult utterances, that is uttcrnnces that originated with what the 
child was thinking about, or did, or saw. Further, communicative effec tive­
ness increased developmentally for utterances that were contingen t on pre· 
ceding utte rances from an adul t. The argument is, essentially, that what an 
individual knows about an event will determine his ability to both speak and 
understand messages that code that event and, further, eithe r the event in 
actual context or the mentally represen ted event will always be a richer 
source of information about messages than a linguistic signal :ilone. 

Several experimental studies have demonstrated that wh;,it a child kmlwS 
about an event will inOuence how he interprets a message about the event. 
Given the same linguistic message, the child will have greater or l •sscr 
difficulty interpreting it depending upon what he already kirows about the 
state of affairs encoded in the message. 111 u se ries of experiments. Hutt en· 
!ocher (I 968a, b; 1971) has demonstrated that messages sud1 as "The red 
truck pushes the green truck" will be responded to wi1 h varying del;iy 
depending on whether one or the other or neither of the objects is alrc:idy 
placed in a three-space track or ladder. Thus, the child's ability Lo determine 
the relationship between two nouns in a sentence is determined in part by 
how the correspond ing objects appear to him in the situa tion in which the 
sentence occurs. 

Earlier it was said that the major achievement in language development is 
the ability to use a linguistic code indepenJently of the situational contexts 
in which utterunces occur. In attempting to explain the development away 
from dependence on context , it is necessary to recognize the continual 
development of increasingly more complex systems of mental representation 
of both linguistic and nonl inguistic information. Also, it is clear th:it even in 
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adults, context wntinues to be important. Recent research by Johnson, 
Bransford, and Solomon (in pr~ss) and llr:insford and Johnson (1972) has 
demonstrated how the availability of C•mt ext and prior knowledge can 
influence comprehension and recall uf linguistic mess:1ges by adults. 

llransford and Joh11son pointed out that un<le1sla11ding a sentence is "a 
joint function of input information and prior lrnuwledge." They presentoo 
five groups of subjects wi th a prose passage read to them under the following 
conditions: I) no cont ext (simply hearing the passage): 2) context before 
(seeing an appropriate pictured context before hearing the pass:igc ) ; 3) rnn· 
text :1ftcr (seeing the ph:ture after heari11g the pa~sagc) ; 4) parti<tl context 
(seeing a pictured context with the rciev~mt items rearranged); and 5) no 
context, but two presentations of the passage. Subjects then rated the passage 
on a 7-poinl scale of co111prehension difficulty and then were asked to recall 
(in writing) the passage as accurately as possible, or at ll'ast write down as 
many ideas as they could. Subjects who received the pictured context brfo1e 
hearing t'tc passage recalled twice as much or more than subjects in any of the 
other conditions. Their mc:in comprehension rating was 6. I (where 7 was the 
highest rating), while other ratings ranged from 2.3 to 3.7. According to 
Bransford and Johnson's resul ts, adults understand more from hearing a prose 
passage when provided with an overt context. Moreover, their subjects re· 
ported that they attempted to mentally crea te situational context when they 
only heard the prose passage. 

It appears that the mental representation of linguistic features of meaning 
continues to be influenced through adulthood by the interact ion of informa· 

• tional, contextual, and pragmatic constraints. The above schematic diagrams 
are obviously very gross in their representation of the enormously compkx 
interactions that take pbce with speaking and understanding. The compo· 
nents themselves need to be des..:ribed and explained, and such explanation 
should result in considerable refinement of the network of their internction. 
However, they do make it possible to sec some of the sources of vari;ibility in 
speaking and understandi11g performance that have been observed . l11e per· 
formance of a particubr child will differ lo the extent io which learning and 
maturation have innucnccd development in any of the component systems: 
the mechanism for linguistic processing, cognitive memory, and capacities for 
mental representation of experience. 

In summary, the only conclusion that seems appropriate to what has been 
presented here is that there is not enough inform:ition at the present time to 
explain the relationship between speaking and understanding in language 
development. At best, the research that has been elone is contradictory and 
inconclusive. However, it is important to emphasize that the relationship is 
probably never a static one but, rather, shifts and varie. according to the 
experience of the individual child and his developing linguistic and cognitive 
capacities. 
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