Laurel Watkins and Ginny Gathercole

Editors

Cover design by Jeanette Gunn

Funded by Student Activity Fees
University of Kansas
Lawrence, Kansas
1977

ROODDZ 2224k

1777



The editors are pleased to present this second collection
of papers from the Linguistics Department at the University of
Kansas. In preparing this issue, we have been aided in many ways
by members of the faculty and by our department secretary, Ruth
Hillers. We wish to express our appreciation for their kind
assistance. We are also grateful to Jeanette Gunn for her work

on the cover page.




CONTENTS

Agent, Instrument and Intention 1
Ronald P. Schaefer

Speech Style Shifting in Young Children’s Speech 37
Linda Paul

A Study of the Comings and Goings of the Speakers of Four
Languages? Spanish, Japanese, English, and Turkish 61
Ginny Gathercole

Some Cammon Elements of Muskogean Verb Morphology 95
Karen M. Booker

A Closer Look at Sundanese Phonology 134
Geoffrey Gathercole

A Study of Speaker Sex Identification 144
Ronald P. Schaefer

A Linguistic Identification for Kansas Volga German 165
Gerald L. Denning

Second Language Acrolect Replacement in Limon Creole 193
Anita Herzfeld

- & -




37

Speech Style Snifting in Young Children's Speech

Linda Paul

Austract

The pnenomenon of style shifting or code switching was studied by
pairing two bS-year-olds in conversation with an adult, a peer, a peer
with Tanguage problems, a younger child, and a doll. Fifteen minute play
sessions were tape-recorded. Mo adult (except in the adult-child condi-
tion) was present during the session. Analysis of the transcripts was
according to rate and frequency measures, gramnatical complexity, atten-
tional utterances, clarification devices, and conversational categories,
The cata, in agreement with previous research (Gleason, 1972; Shatz and
Gelmaii, 1973; Sachs and Devin, 13976), indicated that young children do
adjust tneir speech to tne listener. The hypothesis that speech to adults
and peers would pe similar was substantiated, for the most part. Speech
to younger children and language delayed peers contained a higher number
- of imperatives, repetitions, and attentional utterances. Contrary to the
notion chat children simply pick up on a general adult "baby talk style,"
Loth cnildren in this study used a particular manding technique (“say---")
whicih had oeen previously used in their preschool classroom by their
teachers as a means of faciliteting speech in the language delayed chil-

dren. The children did not talk to the doll in the doll-child condition.

T
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A child's acquisition of language can be studied from a variety of
perspectives. Recently; however, research interest seems to be converg-
ing on the study of the child's social, functional use of language. This
area may be labeled pragmatics (kees, in preparation). A central issue
from this perspective is the role language plays in cormunication. A
young child nust Tearn not only to use the proper syntax and learn to
express meaningful utterances, but he/she must also use language as a
sacial interaction tecol.

An essential component of verbal interaction or conversation is
the interaction of the speaker with the listener. Adults adjust their
speech depending on the listener and the social context of the interaction.
The speech between an adult and a judge, for example, is quite different
from the speech between an adult and his/her brother. The phenomenon of
speech style or code snifting is not only a sociological occurrence, but
is also somewhat deperndent on the age and linguistic competence of the
listener. There is general agreement among investiggﬁors (Broen, 1972;
Siow, 19723 Pnillips, 1973; Longhurst and Stepanich, 1975) that mothers
simplify speech directed to children. Young children hear speech which
is less complex in terms of words per minute, contains fewer disfluencies,
fewer questions requiring complex answers, more pauses, more redundancies,
and less complex grammatical structures. Similarly, Gleason (1973) sug-
gests that there is a particular style of speech known as "baby talk,"
which is characterized by a particular kind of intonation, high pitch,
use of diminutives, and use of terms of endearment. Adults, when talking
to ciiildren, may also tend to use speech as a means of controlling behav-

ior, and as a way to traasmit social rules.




Paul 39

Une is hardly surprised that adults don't typically talk to young
cnildren as they do to their peers. The young child's speech is simpler
tnan an older listener's speech; tne young child may not have the social
skills of an adult. however, recent investigations of children convers-
ing with their peers (Shatz and Gelman, 1973; Keenan, 1974; Keenan and
Klein, 1975; Garvey, 1975; Sachs and vevin, 1976) suggest that children
have a considerable degree of conversational fluency. Keenan (1974) and
Keenan and Klein (1975) studied early morning, spontaneous conversations
between twin boys, aged 2-Y9. While the boys often lacked the skill to
maintain referential discourse, they quite frequently engaged in what
might be labeled conversational sound play. There was low tolerance for
self-directed monologues. A verbalization by one child was typically
comiented on by the other cnild. A response might consist of a repetition,
a prosodic shift, a modification of the sound or constituent item or an
extension or expansion of the preceding utterance. Garvey (1975) found

that 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds frequently made requests to their peer lis-

-teners and then expected some acknowledgement of their request. Young

children produced direct, indirect, and inferred requests. She concluded
that her evidence on requests and responses suggests that a young child
is aware of the interpersonal aspect of conversation.

If one accepts the idea that young children's speech is not ego-
centric, and if one acknowledges the fact that young children can carry
on conversations, it is not unreasonable to then look at some of the social
contexts that influence cihild language. A logical extension of the

mother/child and child/child dyad data is to look at the kind of speech
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young children aduress to even younger children. Gleason (1973), in an
anecdotal fashion, reports that an 8-year-old used "baby talk" to a 2-
year-old but not to a 4-year-old, and that b5- and 6-year-olds used an
inaccurate kind of "baby talk" when talking to young children. Shatz

and Gelman (1973) and Sachs and Devin (1976) also report more formal in-
dicators of differences in the speech of 4- and 5-year-olds to adults, to
peers, and to Z-year-olds. For example, the speech to 2-year-olds contained
a nhigh percentage of attentional utterances, a high number of short utter-
ances and a low number of coordinate constructions, subordinate conjunctions
and predicate complements. Speech to the 2-year-olds also contained a

high number of imperatives, more repetitions and simpler verb tenses.

The children in the Sachs and Devin (1976) study also demonstrated a "baby
talk" style when talking to dolls; i.e., they shifted their speech style
even without feedback from the listener. Speech to peers was similar to
speech to adults.

The current investigation was undertaken in hopes of further doc-

—-umenting speech style shifting in young children. Shétz and Gelman (1973)
presented group data while Sachs and Devin (1976) reported data on each
individual child. The present study will present individual data in regard
to potential individual differences in the language of individual speakers
(adults and children), and individual variations utilized by a speaker in
shifting his/her speech style. In addition, speech directed to language
delayed peers will also be examined. Based on the previous findings of
Gleason (1973), Shatz and Gelman (1973), and Sachs and Devin (1976), the

following hypotheses can be made:
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1. The young child's speech to an adult and to a peer will be very
similar.

2. The young child's speech to a younger child, a language delayed
peer and a doll will be simpler and more redundant than speech to an adult

or to a peer.

3. Speech to a younger child, to a Tanguage delayed peer and a doll

will be similar.

Method
Subjects

Kirsten, Aged 5.2, and Mike, aged 4.10, were the target children
who were paired with various aged listeners. These children attended a
special preschool program for children with Tanguage problems; however,
Kirsten and Mike served as the normal language models in the program.
The adult listeners were two teachers from the preschool. The language
delayed listeners were Barclay, aged 5.3, and Matthew, aged 3.2 These

children were receiving language training. Bérc]ay'S‘menta1 age on the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary-test was age 4.0, and Matthew's mental age was
2.6. The young listeners were Angie, aged 2.1, and Julie, aged 1.11.(Julie
is Mike's younger sister).
Setting

In each listener condition, the target child and the listener were
told to play together for 15 minutes. The dyad was given a particular
toy--crayons, tiles, beads, nuts and bolts, or a doll house and furniture.
Except in the case of Mike and his young Tistener, no one except the sub-

ject was present during the session. Each session was tape-recorded.
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Procedure

Listener Conditicns. The target children were paired with each of

the following Tisteners for a 1L minute session: (1) preschocl teacher,
(2) peer, (3) language delayed peer, (4) 2-year-old child, and (5) doll.

In the doll condition, the child was instructed to pretend that the doll
was a little child. In each condition the child was told to play with

the other person. Each time, the child was also told that the tape-recorder
was on and when the experimenter returned they could listen to some of

the tape.

Vata Analysis. The tapes were transcribed word for word by the

experimenter, so that a verbatim script of each session was available,
Transcription was done in regular orthographic spelling unless a phonetic
description of the utterance seeimed necessary. Both target child and
listener verpalizations were transcribed. Verbalizations were segmented
on the basis of pauses and intonation shifts.

Following transcription, utterances were categorized along the

___f6110wing indices:

late or Frequency measures - nunber of utterances, distribution of

utterance lengths, mean length of utterance (IMLU), type token ratio (TTR).

Syntactic LComplexity measures - verb tense, mean preverb length,

(LS

accessories, "to" constructions, predicate complements (that, "wh"), pre-
nominal adjectives, relative clauses, subordinate constructions, coor-
dinate conjunctions. Appendix A lists definitions of each category.

Attentional Utterances - occurrence of the words now, ok, wait,

uh-huh, no (at the beginning or end of an utterance), hey, see, look, watch,

and proper nanes.
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Clarification measures - imperatives, questions, repetitions.

Conversational measures - contingent utterances, monologues, nonsense-

sound play. A description of the criteria used for scoring each kind of
utterance is in Appendix A.

For each kind of utterance, within each category, the number of
occurrences in each listener condition was converted into percentages
of occurrence. In addition, the reciprocal rate of occurrence for each
kind of utterance was calculated by dividing the total number of utter-
ances by the number of utterances in that particular category (Shatz and
Gelman, 1973). This measure was used to show the average number of utter-
ances occurring before an instance of a given category occurred.
Reliability

Due to time constraints, no reliability measures were calculated.
Ideally, reliability on transcription accuracy and on the accuracy of

categorizing utterances would be calculated.

Results T

Rate or Frequency rieasures

In general, these measures were not very good indicators of adjust-
ments in children's speech style. Tables 1 and 2 suggest that the most
discriminating measure was the total number of utterances in each speech
sample. For both Kirsten and Mike, the number of utterances directed to

the do1l was really very low. Mike also did not direct very many utter-

ances to the 2-year-old. However, unlike in the other listener conditions,

his mother and the experimenter were in the roomn while he talked to the

younger child.

43




Kirsten - Rate and Frequency Categcriesl

Paul

Utterances s

# Utterances 7 words M.L.U. Tl R
. o A7
Ta Adult 106 1.3 5.9 .66
To Peer 144 i?g 5.0 .59
To Lang. 194 iﬁg 4.9 .56
Delayed ’
. . .74
To 2-year-old 14§ 1.3 5.0 .49
To Dol 21 533 - -
Table 1
Mike - Rate and Frequency Categories1
Utterances >
) Utterances 2 words Makalls T.T.R
To Adult 126 isg 5.8 .51
To Peer 119 % 3.4 .62
01.)
To Lang. 114 iﬂﬁ 6.2 73
Delayed ’
.76
To 2-year-old 70 1.3 1 | .51
To Dol 6 éf’o -~ —

Table 2

44
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Kirsten's MLU was highest when talking to the adult, but it still

did not vary very much across listeners.

ing to his peer while his highest MLU was in talking to the language

delayed child.

child while Kirsten's TTR showed only a slight variation across listeners.

Mike's Towest MLU was in talk-

Similarly, his TTR was highest to the language delayed

When one takes into consideration the small number of doll-directed

utterances, the distribution of utterance length shown in Figures 1 and

¢ (pp.54-5) does not drastically change across listeners.

Mike seemed to

have more 3- and 4-word utterances to his peer and to the 2-year-old and

fewer 5- and 6-word utterances to the adult and to his peer.

distribution of utterance lengths shows overlap across all listener

conditions.

Syntactic Complexity measures

Tables 3 and 4 summarize the findings for the complexity categories.

Kirsten's

Kirsten - Complexity Categoriesl~
1| 2 3| 4] 5 6];? 8] 9 |10 | 11
.59| .45 .34 .33| .21{ .06 .07| .12 .03 | .13
To: Adult 1.521 1771 2.4| 3.8] 3.0] 4.8]16.4/13.7] 8.2} 41 | 7.5
.62 .38] .31 .19 .08] .02] .06| .07 [.008 ([ .02
To. peer 1.88| 1 6] 2.6| 3.3| 5.1)12.7] 57 |16.5/14.3[114 | 57
To Language 1.29 841 16| .12 .27] .10] .02| .02 .04] .,03] .I0
Delayed ) 1.2] 6.3] 8.1] 3.9]10.1/60.5/60.5{24.2 40.3| 10.1
.781 .22] .02| .16| .16|.009]|.009| .03 .03 | .04
To 2-year-old 1.54| 1'3) 3¢l 13 5| 6.2 6.2]111 |111 | 37 W9.7] 27.8
1. Mean preverb length  *5  Accessories *8, Predicate complements (uh)
2. \Verbs - present tense *6. "To" constructions *9, Relative clauses
3. Verbs - other tenses *7. Predicate comple *10. Subordinate constructions
4, Prenominal adjectives (that) *11. Coordinate conjunctions

*Based on utterances three words and up.

Table 3
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Mike - Complexity Categor‘iesl

1 |23 11a |5 6] 7| 8]s]w] 11

——1 .60] .38 .05 .41] .01] .04 03] 11| 03] .08

To Adult 2050 1612621 |2.5| 6.4]25.3| 38 | 9.5| 38 |12.7

661 .33 .17 [.41] .03] .04] .03 13| .01 .05

To Peer 1.371 151 3.0 | 6.0 | 3.5/39.5(26.3/39.5| 7.9] 79 |19.8

To Language 1.7g| -75] .26} .03 | .34] .10 __| .05] .08 .05] .04

Delayed 78113 4.0(38 [2.9] 9.9 19.5(13.2(19.8/26.3
, 77 2e (10 (.51 .04 02| 08| .11l 0%

To 2-year-old| 1.941 1 /| 375 |10 [2.0l27.5] 70 |27.5] 9.2|27.5| —

1. Mean preverb length *5. Accessories *&. Predicate complements (uh)
2. Verbs - present tense *6. "To" constructions *3. Relative clauses

3. Verbs - other tenses *7. Predicate complements *10. Subordinate constructions
4. Prenominal adjectives (that) *11. Coordinate conjunctions

*based on utterances three words and up.

Table 4

For Kirsten, mean preverd length was lowest when talking to the language
delayed child,while for Mike it was Towest when talking to his peer. Verb
tenses were similar across listeners for Mike, but Kirsten tended to use

more present tense verps when talking to the language delayed child and

__the 2-year-old. 7
Kirsten used few prenominal adjectives when talking to the language

delayed child and the 2-year-old. Mike used few prenominal adjectives when

talking to the adult and the Tanguage delayed child. Kirsten used more

adjectives overall. Differences in adjective use might reflect the dif-

ferences in play activities,
The occurrence of accessories was fairly low when Kirsten was talk-

ing to her peer and to the 2-year-old. Mike, on the other hand, had a

high rate of using accessories in all listener conditions.
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Mike's use of "to" constructions was generally Tower than Kirsten's.
She nhad the highest occurrence of this category when she was talking to
the adult.

Neither child used very many predicate complements, subordinate
constructions or coordinate conjunctions. Based on the reciprocal rate
of occurrence, subordinate constructions were most infrequent when talking
to peers as were coordinate conjunctions in the peer condition for Kirsten.

Mike tended to use more relative clauses than did Kirsten. Her
highest use of relative clauses was to adults while Mike's use of relative
clauses was not greatly different across listener conditions.

Attention categories

The data presented in Tables 5 and © indicates that the highest
number of attentional utterances were directed to the Z-year-olds. In
particular, Mike and Kirsten tended to use proper names when talking to

the younger child,

Kirsten - Attention Categoriesl"

Now, wai lookl Proper

Overall | "UA huh No Hey See, po nages
.26 .04 .02 .04 .06 .11
To Adult 3.8 26.5 53 26.5 17.7 8.9
17 .007 .03 .006 .10 .03
To' Peer 5.8 144 36 144 10.3 26.8
To Language o | .01 .02 .01 .11 .06
Delayed 4.7 97 62.4 97 8.8 16.2
.34 .02 .01 .007 .03 .28
To 2-year-old | 37 49.7 74.5 149 37.3 3.5

Table 5




Mike - Attention Categories1
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Clarification measures

Now, wait See, 1ooK Proper

Overall ok, uh huh o Hey watch names
.15 .13 .03 -.03 .05 .02

To Adult 6.6 7.4 31.6 31.5 2.1 63
To Peer .26 .08 .03 .03 .08 .05
3.8 13.2 29.9 39.7 13.2 13.2

To Language .28 .06 .04 .04 .04 .09
Delayed 3.6 16.3 29.5 22.8 7.6 11.4
.63 .04 .01 .07 .13 37

To 2-year-old | ;g 23.3 70 14 7.8 23

Table 6

Tables 7 and 8 indicate somewhat differing distrubtions of these

kinds of utterances for Mike and Kirsten.

Mike used a high number of

imperatives when talking to the language delayed child and when talking

to the 2-year-old while Kirsten had a high rate of using imperatives only

when talking to the language delayed child.

= Kirsten - Clarification and Conversation Categories1
fmperatives|Questions| Repetitions| Contingent Monologue|Nonsense
.04 12 .19 .38 .08
19 Rl 27.3 8.2 5.3 2.7 11.8 —
.06 i T .10 .22 .07
To Peer 16.3 6.0 9.6 4.6 14.4 —
To Language J2F .14 30 .05 .14 .02
Delayed 37 7.1 5.4 19.4 F2 64.7
To 2-year- .10 .32 .36 13 .08 5 ¥
old 10.1 3.1 2.8 7.8 12.4 8.3

*Based on utterances 3 words and up.

Table 7
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Mike - Clarification and Conversation Categoriesl

jmperatives Questions Repetitions| Contingent |Monologue |Nonsense
.07 12 .03 .47
o Adule 15.2 8.4 | 31.5 2.1 s ==
.09 .24 L3 .25 .05
o Peer 11.3 4.2 7.9 3.8 19.9 —
To Language .19 .09 .07 .07 .04 o
Delayed Bl 11.3 14.25 14.3 22.8
To 2-year- .38 13 «31 .04 .04 -
old 2.7 79 3.2 23.3 23.2

*Based on utterances 3 words and up.

Table 8

Mike tended to direct a high number of questions to his peer while
Kirsten directed the highest number of questions to the 2-year-old. Break-
ing down questions into "Wh" questions, yes-no questions, tag questions,
and miscellaneous questions did not indicate any clear differences across
iigfeners.

Repetitions occurred frequently when Mike and Kirsten were talking
to the Z-year-old. Kirsten also frequently repeated utterances to the

language celayed child,

Conversational measures

As is shown in Tables 7 and &, both children had low rates of contin-
gent utterances when talking to the language delayed child and to the 2-
year-old. The highest number of contingent utterances was directed to

the adult listener.

49
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Mike did not use many monologue type utterances nor did he use
any nonsense utterances. Kirsten used monologues, particularly when
talking to the lanqguage delayed child. She used nonsense utterances

when talking to the 2-year-old.

Discussion

The data from the present study indicates, in agreement with previous
research (Gleason, 1973; Shatz and Gelman, 1973; Sachs and Devin, 1976),
that young children do adjust their speech to the 1istener. The hypoth-
esis that speech to adults and peers would be similar was substantiated
for the most part. Speech to 2-year-olds and language delayed children
;ontained a nigher number of imperatives, repetitions, and attentional
type utterances. The children did not role-play talking to the doll as
if it were a baby.

Reviewing each child's data reveals some individual differences in

style shifting. Part of this variation reflects the child's particular

_speech style. Mike tends to use accessories like "Took" and "well".

Kirsten tends to use adjectives. Kirsten and Mike also have slightly
different styles of talking to adults and peers. While Kirsten's speech
to the adult and to the peer was very similar, Mike simplified his speech
when talking to his peer., His Towest MLU, Towest mean preverb length,
and highest number of questions were directed to his peer.

Individual variations in style shifting could also reflect variations
in the speech of the listener. Kirsten's language delayed peer, Matthew,

was very quiet, not uttering a word for the first 10 minutes of the session.
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Angie, her Z-year-old listener, was very responsive and talkative. Mike's
language delayed peer, Barclay, was talkative and responsive while his
2-year-old, Julie, was uncooperative; she practically ignored him, It is
not surprising that Kirsten used a high number of imperatives, repetitions,
and monologues when talking to the language delayed child but not to the

2-year-old child. And, Mike's speech to the responsive language delayed

- child was more complex than his speech to the uncooperative 2-year-old.

Perhaps these variations in speech would have been eliminated if the
listenershad been held constant in each condition.

However, in many respects, Kirsten was much more effective in her
communications to the language delayed child and to the 2-year-old child.
The topic of her speech was really geared to her listener. With the
language delayed child, she worked hard at showing him the toys, encourag-
ing him to play and trying to get him to talk. Her speech to the 2-year-
old contained many word play type dialogues and maintained the attention

of the child, Mike's speech to the language delayed child consisted mainly

-of dnstructions for nonverbal behavior. In his interaction with the 2-

year-old, Mike was more involved with the materials than he was with the
other child. He seemed to talk for the benefit of the adults present,
and his mother prompted him to talk to the 2-year-old.

In previous research (Shatz and Gelman, 1973), it was noted that
the children commented on the linguistic inadequacies of the Z2-year-old
listeners. However, in the present study, the children tended to comment
on the linguistic inadequacies of the language delayed children (as is
noted in Appendix B). It was as if they expected 2-year-olds not to talk

very well, but they noted deficiencies in their peers.
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Both Mike and kirsten tried a very specific approach to getting the
2-year-old and the language delayed child respectively, to talk. They
manded for verbalizations, using the phrase, "say _ ". And as is noted
in Appendix B, they sometimes even praised the child for responding, and
then gave the child the named referent. This procedure had previously
been used by their preschool teachers in the classroom. The children's
use of the procedure would suggest that adult talk to younger and less
competent children really serves as a model for children to follow when
talking to younger children. This copying of the adult models might
suggest that cnildren potentially have an important input into other chil-
dren's language development. For example, Kirsten and Mike could be
recruited as peer language trainers for cnildren in their preschool class.

The present study merely touches on the pragmatic aspects of chil-
dren's conversational skills. Tape-recording conversations, transcribing
both target child and listener verbalizations and in the future collect-

ing contextual notes would allow for an analysis of the more functional,

“so6cial characteristics of the conversations. Measures such as imperatives,

contingent utterances, sound play and monologues represent some pragmatic
type categories. A more extensive analysis of these kinds of categories
might reveal some more speech style differences in the language of young
children. Consideration of the listener feedback and input also needs to
be included in conversational analysis. Differences in speech to different
listeners would seem to depend on the responsiveness of the listener, the
linguistic abilities of the listener, and the communication constraints

of the situation. Speech between children when there is no adult present
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is different than speech between children when an adult is there acting
as a proctor. The present investigation, though representing a restricted
sample in terms of size, documents speech style shifting in children as
young as 4-years-old. Individual variations in speech style are indicated,
but in general young children do simplify speech to younger and/or less

competent children, and they speak similarly to peers and adults.

Footnote
1. The top figure in each block represents the percentage of occurrence
wiiile the bottom figure in each box is the reciprocal rate of

occurrence,
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Appendix A: Analysis Categories (Adapted from Shatz and Gelman, 1973; and
Sachs and Devin, 1976)

Utterance - grouping of an individual word or group of words as separated

by intenation shifts, a pause, or the start of an utterance by another

speaker.

Mean length of utterance (MLU) - average length of utterances in a 100

word sample.

Type token ratio (TTR) - ratio of the number of different words (types)

to the total nunber of words (tokens) in a 100 word sample.
VerL tense - present tense or another tense.

Mean preverb length - average number of words before the main verb in all

clauses.

Prenominal adjectives - adjective preceding a noun; number, quantifiers and

descriptive adjectives.
Accessories - words or phrases set off by a pause at the end or beginning

of an utterance (e.g., right, yes, no, look).

- M™o" constructions - "to" fcllowed by a verb, except those following a

"wh" complementizer.

Predicate complements - sentential complements introduced by "that" after

the main verb.

Predicate complements - sentential complements introduced by interoggatives

after the verb or indirect object noun phrase of a main sentence.

Relative clauses - sentence embedded in a noun phrase.

Subordinate constructions - uses of when, where, while, and if to join a

clause to a sentence

T
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-—Loordinate conjunctions - cojoining of utterances by the particles and,

but, so, and because,

Attentional utterances - use of the words hey, see, watch, no, now, ok,
uh huh, and proper names,

Imperatives - mand for verbal or ronverbal response.

Question - utterance with rising intonation at the end and/or including
"Wh" words, yes-no questions and tag questions.

Repecitions - exact or modified repetition of the preceding utterance.

Contingent utterances - utterance following a listener utterance and

maintaining the semantic flow.

A Monologues = 3 to 7 utterances in a sequence without a response by the

listener,

Nonsense-word play - made up words and/or the use of words with no apparent

semantic intent.

- & -
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Appendix b: Excepts from transcripts

Cormelits on the speech of the listener:

Mike to the Tanguage delayed child
"You don't talk like me, do you?"

—— Kirsten to thie language delayed child (repeated several times)
"How come you won't talk?"
“liow come you don't talk very ruch?"

Attempts to get the Tistener to talk:

——— Mike to the 2-year-old:
"Hey, Julie, say the man is in Julie Julie say the man is in the box"
"Julie Julie say hey Julie say the man is in the chimney/ she just
doesn't she just doesn't wanta talk"

—— Kirsten to the language delayed child:
"can you say sewing machine?/ say sewing machine/how come you won't
say sewing machine?"
"say green chair say the whole sentence/(Matthew "whole")/green chair/
(latthew "green chair”)/good you get the green chair ok”

Unawareness of the tape-recorder: =

—— ilike to peer:
"um could we sneak a 1ittle bit of cereal though/ we'll sneak some"

——— NKNirsten to peer:
"don't get any niore of that cereal cuase someone might sneak in
nere and they'll see you/don't sneak any more ok/ that's enough
sneaking things Mike"
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