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A study was-conducted to determine: (1) whether
languaqe-lmpalred children ,have deficient paraghrase capabilities;
(2) vwhether these deficxenc;es are both gualltatlve and gquantitative;
and (3) whether these abnormal skills are deterimental tc ncrasal
linguistic .growth. Porty-eight children from grades 1,3 5, and 7,
vith language impairments for which €here vas nc.identifiable cause,
were diven a paraphrase production and a paraphrase recognition task.
Their performance was compared to that cf a matched: group of chlIdren
with normally developing languaqe./The language~-impaired children”
produced and recognized fever ccrrect paraphrases, "and they relied on
SR - strategy of lexical substltuth for’ paraphrase production for a_ (

lonqer time. In-addition, they produc€d more repetiticns and ‘
antonysic responses than the nonhally develcping children, and some
used a Ypreservation of guant;;g" .strategy. An error analy51s ’ s v
indicated that the paraphrase gtrategiés of language-zﬁpalred .
children were qualitatively, as well as |quantitatively different from
those of nbrnallyudeveloping éhzldren. 'These strategies tend to
hinder norsal linguistic developgent. . Further studies. .Shoutd involve
‘ a natural communicatiqn setyﬁng, as well. as pragnatlcs and body
language. {Author/AM), /. i .
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damag Scme chlldren suffer from fanguage lmpairmenf for which +h°re

ot ! =

s

R

L

|

is no idenflflable cause? The se ch1|dren have normal hearlng. normal

o

vocal tracts, ard normal |n+e|l|ocnce (as neasured by standardized non-

verbal tests): morecover, fhey <o not have zny clinical manifestations

H

of bra?n damagé nor do fhey;exhibi# any psychiafric'disfurbances. Stud-
fes of ‘the phonoloolcal, synfacflc, and senanflc capabilities of’ these
chlldren show that fhelr Ianquag° differs quanfifafnvely and qualifa-
flvclv from fhaf of children who are oeveloplng language normally

o

&
nyuk (lvo;)l971) found that the IIHQUIJffC sfrafegles of fhese Ian-

\/

|

guage lmpalred children are detrimental fo normal lanU|s+|c develoomenf

Uhefher their ne+al|nQUIs+|c stratcgies are also quailfaflvely and
‘ 4

' defrimentally differenf has not been deferﬁined Indeed, researchers

.

@
>

of fhe mCTalanU|sTIc capabilities of normdllv develqpxng chlldrent o

P}

Some researchers of child language consuder mefatlﬂguusfic capa-.

ibillfy to ccge,lafe in fhe course of a chlld' Ianguage development, .

4~

,probably occurrlng aroand adolescence (Papandropoulogggnd Stnclanr, \ s

1974). However, other researchers\have Shown fhaf even very young

chil dren hove metalinguistic capability, and suogesf that some mefa-

Hs guisf capaoulnTy is necessary for normal Ianguage developmenf

~(GleHman,.Gle;fman, and Ship! tey, 1972). S
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One meorfan+>me+allnguisflc skill is the abllify to recognize

and produce paraphrases, fhaf is, +o maintain seman+|c cons #ancy in

* .
spife of syntactic, rearrangemen+ or lexlca subsflfuflgn.. There: are

@

two major Iingulsfic functions of par@phrase: First, it is a means
‘ot communlca+|ng effec+|vely For”’ example wher a ||s+ener does nof

unaeqsfand parf of a conversaflon, The speaker will often paraphfésej

o~ ..”-a-r -

*he message. . : .

) ., ‘ .
S: | want you to be punctual.
4
JLe | Hum? )
TS| mean you have to te on time. | I

Second paraphraSe alse,plays ‘an Imporfanf role |n Ianquage develop-

menf For exam,!e'~s+udles of {enguage input fo young chaldren (e. g.

¢
. +

. Snow, 1972)fshow fhaf parapHrase (“semantic rep°+|+|on ) Is a com- 3

¢

® - <
mon aspect of thes Input reglsfer. Snow‘post&afes that Paraphrase en-

. ~ .

~ ables "l’he child to appreciate the arbi‘i‘rary relationship .between sound -

and mean:ng by demonsfraflng ‘“that a partjicular semantic unit may be

expressed by more than one sef of phonologlcal unlfs A logical cor--"~

»

ollary of Snow 'S posfula?ion is: If a chlld ‘can recoqnlze and pro~
duce paraphrases, he is able fo masfe pronouns and‘a dreater varelfy

of synfacfre-fransfopma+|ons.and’+o increase his yocabulary.
. « . !

'

Because .paraphrase is a ‘useful tool for'communlqafion and for

nlanguage devefepmenf, a child whose ﬁéﬁ%phrase skills are deficient

-~

would be nandieapped in his efforts to develop Fang age-and'COQMUni-

. © Ty
cation skills. This study, therefore, asks.: "

.

> N R ’ '

1. "Do language lmpélred-chilgren ﬁ@ve deficlient paraphrase

14

Y P , . . ‘ ‘
N eapabll[fles? . . - .
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1f language :mpalred;fhildren do have deficient paraphrase

skills, are these déficiencies hoth qualsfaflvely and quan+T—

fa%tvely different? ." ‘ .
)
3. If Ianguage |mpaIred chrldren do use’ qyalifa/%vely dnffarenf

e

paraphrase skLlls, would fhese non-normal skitls be detrimental

+o nermar i guisflc growfh? , ‘ /~ :

- .l . : - - : ¢ [
/ , . . S

tn ordep to apiswer . these qugstions, 48 language impaired and 48

nérmatly ‘developing children from grades 1.3, 5, 'and 7 were asked *o
/ - - . .

) : A N ’ .'r R

‘prdduce and to recognize paraphrases. The language Impaired children

N

jwere pub]xc school childreh with normay hearlng and normal |n+el|1—

2 «
\

<

gence as measured on sfandardlzed non- verbal fesfs They had no .

4

vocal fract abnormalifies, no clinicel manifesfailons of brain damage,

and were not receiving psychigtric qare. tn short, there seemad to
. [ + . 4 .' LN
be no known cause fof their language Iﬁhafrmen#. The normally develop-

13

Ing children ﬁere'mafcheg_for giade ievei; sex, and non~verbal intel=

. . . 3
{ 1gence with thé languagé impaired children.
. * R . * [ '3
. \“- . . ‘ - , ° .ﬂ 5 . . . .
ProdGcfion Task First the idvesfﬂéafor dettirmined that each

e

child unders‘rood the ,;gi‘\cjeof of paraphrgse. Thén she as‘ked the child

"»(

to produce, paraphrases for 18 senfenres (See Table l) This fash
wasdeehducfed orally and ;ach child was ld?eﬁVuewed |nd|vldually.
All of the sentences in fhls sfinulus set were simple senrences ‘with a--
lexicon which would nof be T;é dlfflculf for a fIrsT grader. Each of |

tHe three syn+ac+1c fypes'was presehfed in fwo va.larlons 1-2 Ad—

) verb Inlflak 4~ 6 Advérb FInaI 1-9 Acflva, 10-12 Pass¢ve, 13 15

LN ! R I

Preposlflonally Marked Indlrecf ObJecf 16-18 Preposlfidholly Unmarked*

!gdirecf ObJecf. By presenfing each syﬁ+ac+4c varlaf:on ?hree flmes,

'
¢
By
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ST.IMULUS SENTENCES FOR PRODUCTION TASK ff
’ ’ i,
- ' o - - ‘ ;‘l:;' '
—— e e - - it
- —— - : - y
s * v - ' -
o INTRANSITIVE o %
A _;;'/i
. e 1. Yes.erday the large elpphar*f got hurt, v
. 2. This afternooh” the dArty car got was'hed v
. 3. Lest nmhf the tiny puppy was crymg !
4 . 4." The small baby stood up this morning .
. 5. The fat.lady was dancing last night. | « .
! 6. The thin girl fall down last week. L &
» L ‘- . .1\
1] x { )
: TRANSITIVE '
7. The dancer ‘kicked the small football. .
8. The fireman cooked the thin carrots. . i~
X 9. The mailman pushed +he dirty cart. i
h 10, The fat pumpkin was carved by the farmer. o
11, The large applg was eaten by the rabbi®, . N
\ :12. The tiny tree Wwas bu*woed by the elephanf ‘/1
\ , N D ) . ;r -+
LT INDIRECI OBJECT ' | v e
" . ' ™
S 13. Joam baPed som° large cookies for Bill, : ’
14, Bill gave some small cars to Joan. Vi
15. Bill maie .a tiny bowl.for Joan. f
16. Joan took-Bill a thin valentine. ! :
17. Bill sold Joan a fa¥ goldfish..
. 13.  Joam'showed Gill thé dirty dlshes.
¢ . “Q ‘~, . -
;. ‘ ‘
] , ~ » - o
’ ' . - .
~ ) & - - - ¢
’l . " . e
) ’ *. . . . . . \l.
. . % ‘ R : ' 4
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"'n B3
. In random order.

. senfence).

‘ aside, while sayung "That's |n+eres+|ng" or 'That!

[y

s
sented only once,

1,
The” 18 sen+ nces of This sfimulus set ‘wers presenfed/

The child's regponses were assigned to one of four cafegories:. :

\ : :
a. _Iexical paraphra;EN{e g\ Bill gave.some small cars to
- / “_-

- .  «Joan),

; smél}/ll?fle cars from Bill), or

d. ' non-paraphrase (Joan qave~%i
- N "‘

Reconnﬁfion fask: In fhe RecognTti n Task, which 5‘%%&5 fol~ -

‘ .

a set of three possible peraphraées (See\ T ble 2). Each set. of pd&posed
paraphrases was composed of a Iexical pe phrase, a syntactic para-

e - L4 N ‘/
phrase, and a pseudo-paraphrase Each of i

_plasflc bowl. The child would shake the boﬁl and draw a strip of paper,f
which he would unfold and read (lf a child was \not able to read the sen-
o

tence, the investigator would read it with ho% r simply read it flfst

\
.and the child would repeaf I, usually while looking at the prlnfed !

*

The invesfigaTOr Then-refolded the se Tence and placed iy

Bi

oné .of my favor-

® M \ .
ites," etfc.- Th|s was done +o snferfere with the.ch ld'sgmé@ory of the
T N . ! .. 7’:22; E ’ E .

* ¥
- -~

’ .
- )

)$ . FA

o v

6 .
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!fﬁ‘iﬁ?‘n‘u Wi " n.p»:“c FONE

« The large elephant got hurt yester,
Yesferday %he Iarqe elephanf ‘qo

Y.

»
ot wgghed.
car got washed.
d this afternoon. (S)
(PP)

This afternoon the dirty car
This affternoon the filt
The dirty car got wasj
This affernoon fhe irty car crashed.

Lasf night the T'nv PUPPY. was crying.
Last night the little puppy was crying.
The f:ny uppy was crying last night.
“Last njght the tiny puppy was tired.

(L)
(S),
(PF)
. © ,
maII baby stood up this nornlng
he little baby stood up this: mornﬁng A
This morning the small baby stood .up. ' (S)
The small baby threw up fg}s morning.
The fat 1 dy was daﬁcﬂb;\lasf night.
The pluhp lady .was dancing last night.
Last night the ‘fat lady.was. dancing. -
The faf lady was singing Ias+ night.

The

T (L)
(S)
(PP)

(é)
(s)
(PPY

The fhun girl fell down Iastﬁweeg.
The skinny girl fell down last week.
, Last woek the thin glr[ fell down
The thin 0|r| wag p}aytnq last week.
Y
Jbe dgncer klcked the $I| ‘football.
“The dancer kicked the\ higtle football. (L)'
~ The small football wa ed by the "dancer.
-, The dancer klcked fhesgmall i (PP)

The ftrcman cooked the *hln carro.s ¢ .
.the fireman cooked the skinny darrots. (L)
The thin carréts were cooked by the f1rémafl.
The fireman ate:the thin carrofs.. (PP)

- ‘. . Sy e

_ 2-Hereafter (L) : 3
' 3~Hereafter (S) e - ’
4~Hereafter (PP) .. -

~ . . . 3

(Synfacflc)3 -
lost. (Pseudo ~paraphr se)4

(L)

e

- (PP)-
A

o b
‘ a ‘ > 6. . i s )
: : ot N . R -t
* ]
. i T/\”Lc 2 - N\ !
. ) - ° (&,‘ N -~
A ¢ STIMULUS SET FOR RECOGNITION TASK . .
.) . . . . : . . A " /‘/ é
PO S ‘ A _ e
“ . . . TNTBANSﬂTrVﬁ . ‘//;/>Yi . !
Yeeferdayé%hé large elephant got hurt. \ \
®  m-Yesterday the big elephant got hurt. £ exical)? .

PR /;Tff/

‘ o
. -

-

(S).
- i

M
3

(5)




‘ - § * TABLE 2+ CONT'D"
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9, The mailman pushed the -dirty cart.
PO . The mailiman pushed the filthy cart. (L)
) ..The dirty cart was pushed by the maitman: .(S)
The'mallman drove the dirty car. (PP)
. : y
10. The fat pumpkin was carved by fhe farmer
. T The round pumpkin was carved by “the farner. (L)
s . The ?armer carved the- fat pumpkin. (8)

o *

‘5” b 4 - The fat pumpkin was planted by the tarmer. ,(PE\

v 11" The large apple was eaten b§ the rabbift. .
‘ ;o The b.ig apple was eaten by the rabbjt. RE)
‘The rabbit ate the large apple. - (S '

L N The large apple was found by the rabbif. (PP)

12, The tiny free was bumped by the eIephanf

c

"The little tree was,bumped by “the eIephanT' '(L)’

< The elephant bumped the tiny tree. (S)

\\ ) The tiny tree was kicked by the elephant.. (PP)
N . - ° % .
. 3. Joan baked some ‘large cookies for Bill.
N /C) . - Joan baked spme big cookies for Bitl. (L)
» Joan baked 3ill some large cookies. (S) .
© Y ¥ ° Joan bought some targe cookies for Bill. (PP}
14. Bill geve some small cars to Joan. ~
Bi'll gave some little cars to Joan. (L)
. X Bill gave Joan some small cars, +S)
. TN Bill shoued som: small cars to Joan. (PP)
5.+ Bill made a tiny bow! for Joan.

Bill made a litftle bowl for Joan. (L), oy
Bill made Joan a tiny bowl. (9)
. B&IJ bought a tiny bowi for Joan. (PP)
16. Joan took Bill a thin valentjne,
. Joan. took Bill a skinny valentine.. .L} . .
Joan took a thin valentine to 3ill., (S) |
Bill ‘Took Joan +a thin valentine. (PP)
17. Bill sold Joan a fat goldfish.
Bill sold Joan a chubby goloflsh L
Bill¥ sold a fat qgoldfish to Joen. (S)

a8 Bi-ll gave loan a fat qoldflsh '%3&)
‘ £8 -
13. Joan shoved 8iLlI the dirty dishes. B -
|- Joan shoved 3ill the filthy' d ishes. (452
Joan .showed the dirty dishes to Bitl , (5)

Joan fook~arll the dirty dishes., (PP)’

~ -

i

#

So ek cW e e
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sentence. The sentence was then re-presgnted orally, as were {the sets.
- . . g‘ ' - ' .'
of proposed paraphraseF. ‘ .. - ‘ .
. ‘ s‘ . . . ,..".
.Resulfs and Disoussion: The data were analyzed with a 2 K 4

. -

ANQOVA W4+h repeafed measures, and showed that normal\vs imbaired de--

~

- L)
N -

(g - ve!opmenf was a«sngnaflcanf fac+or both In aefuaj prorncuency hnd in |
.S .

attespted strategy: , ; S

.
., D . .

1. At eacK’grade Ievel'language_impaired chiddren produced'signifi-

Lo : 'canfly fewer correc+ paraphrases than did nermally developing )

ch|ldren (EC1. 88) = 42 5, p < OOI), and bofh groups sho.ed

little ¥herease ‘%h proficiency between fitth and seventh[grades. <

o )<//(”Langua§e Ippajréd fifth and seventh, graders broduced ess~n+ia||y
R R
. - +he same number of correct paraphras es as normal ly deve! ping e

3 - ‘o

third oraders did, and Ianouaqe |mpa|red fhird graders aodyced

-

o - S
g%? v slightly fewer than normally develop|ng first graders. . s
., . [S : o,

2. Until fifth grade, 1anquage impaired Childreh were more llkely'fo

§ attempt to produce paraphrases by Iextcal subs+1+u+ﬂon alone ,

4

J - however, normal ly developlng ‘children hay abandoned f*ls .

El

i . sfra*egy by third grade (§ﬁ1.268) = 3.2§;jg <.05). [ . '
-\\: . i\ T §r hanguage impaired children ﬁere signif&canflf less proficient ) o
| . iai\recoqnlzing paraghrases at each ande level fhan ormally + . .

' oevelopanq chlidren (F(1'88) 14. 06 Q_( .001) werge. As yas",

”’"‘J - . fhe case‘wifh paraphraserproducfion, Ianguaqe impa red fifth

,
-

> and sevenfh graders had comprehension scorgs that fwere essen- ] L]
. faally fne same as those of normally developing third graders,‘
. %, s .
and language impired third graders dcored sligiefly below . - e

‘- - . normally deVeldﬁing tirst graders.

o — S N gD 8/12/77. :
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think of nothing Slse to do.

' ’would add confrasflve stress.to one of fhe words in he. repeafed sen~.

-~

\,far -more- aften fhan normsl ly deye!opnng children did.

An error eﬁé]ysis'indicafed that the payaphrase sfrafegies of .
‘anguagé !mpaired children vere. qualifafive]J different as well. First,

- - -

- language Impalred children simply repeaf d +he target sen+e/ce as a

paraphrase - sfrafeqy more offeh than normally kvelop|ng children dId -

- ~

(Excluded from conssderafion were |ns+a ces | ‘which\fhe chlld repeated
|

The sTlmu!us senfeﬂce*tn orden»fo help himsel Sometimes

remepber * It.)

‘a child knew that meré repe+|+|0n was not a correcflcesponse but aould . -
Not ‘only did-some children indicate elthér

~

. - /
verbally, or non*verbally that this was the case, buT some children .

was eaten El the rabbif) This squesfs
Y [ d °
+that they Knew sorme change |h form was in order,.buf couldn?f think of

fence (e. g The Iarqe gppl

how to dccomplish this lexical ly océsyhfacficeljy, and thus resorfed

i)

‘ - ~ \ ~
to.a phonological strategy of stress placement. Other times a child

¢

seemed fo'cohsider both repetition, and lgxical substitution to be

v
- ‘
. oo 4 . v .

valid- paraphraseksffafegles -Perhaps for these children ”paraphrase”

~

was 3 more tnc|u5|ve concept, a _concept Vthh meanf "same ‘in meanlng _—

onTy,.wnfhouf any con§|derafion,of form. Thbf ls, they did nof dis- "~

y 7 Sa B
tinguish between edhivalehce and. equality. \ ’ -.
Second language Impalred chj%dren produced antonymic 'responses

1
’

\
_The antonymy ..
y ]

ﬁtjed from syntactic rearrangemenf (Bill took Yoanh a thir valentine §?~
. | g R A
Joam. took'Bill a thin valentine) or from lexical subsf!fufion KThe‘

——

The fat alrl fell ‘down IasT gk) fAs
E .

. was, the case ijh‘kepefifion, some children feal|zed that their \ubsfn-
Q’h

“thin girl fell deﬁh last veek =

\ . “ e - -
tutions and reartangements dld not result in producing sentences
. t L4 .

ich
y

\ A\ 4
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These Three quallfaffve differences ‘In strategy would have & detri-

4

0.

-

4/’ were Seman+1cally equivalent to Tre stimulus sentence. It is Ilkely
S
that word finding d|ff|culf|es caused some of these anTonym|c substi-~ |
1] \ ~

TuT|ons {a number of the Ianguage |mpaured children had been d|agnosed

o
<

as ‘having word f|ndlng

. =,

Thus, the children knew that

”~

;ff{culfles).
repetition Qes:not-an'adequaYe paraphrese.sfrategy and therefore at- .

tempted a strategy of IexiEal subs}ffufiod; howeQer, The}'could not

N Think’of a synonym to yse in the substitution. " Thechildren were ‘
‘ ' - ® o~ s

moge Iikely To realize that a lexical strategy had been,unsuccessjul

‘. '

' Than Thev were to rea||zesThaT a syntactic sfraTegy had been unsuceess= .
v &.

ful. That IS, They were more | tkely to deTecT The error of The fat

-
<

) . qirl fel! down last week Than-of Joan took Bill gﬂfhln valenT|neﬂ A

child's inabLlity ta detect anTonymio rearrengemenf often seemed’to
. . . . . ,,. . \'i

result from "lexical identity" strategy: |If thetseqjenqes have fhe

same words,'fhen they mdsf have the same meaning.

This was borne out »
* . - .
P hd ®

In Both the Produeflon and Recognlflon Tasks. )
.t‘
Th:rd, a few |ns+ances of a sfrafegy of ' preservaTton o‘ guant]ty

)

.%
were observed in The/recogn|Tioq Task. The children who.used this strat-

. .

egy rejected The dir*cgoarf was pushed by the mailman as a paraphrase

for The-maJIman gushed the dirty cart ;ecaqse the ffrsj sentence was

-
-~

longer +han the second \ M

. menfal rather fhan a beneflolal effecf AR nornal Ilngulsflc deveﬂopment
. . A TN '

First, if a ch|ld simply repea+s a sentence rather than affempflnq To

| exchanqe~leXtcal'lTems or. ¢0«rearrange the elcments in the sentence,

g

.+ he rot only szses an opportunity to pracflce fhese sTrafegles, but
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he also m|sses an opporfunify to reinforce-his awaréﬁess of The arbl—
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frary rela?uonsnwp befween meaning and its exprc suon. \Secdnd; the \,
- AN ‘
v lexical. preservafron" sfrafeqy is closely re1afed fo snmple repefl

PR

tion In that fﬁ-q frafegy bloc%s fhi ‘opportunity fo build vocabular

Through lexical subsfufuTlon and #o develop syntactic fleyubllrfy .
. ’

fhrough synfacfuc rearrangemenf kn addquon fhls sfrafegy can re-

sult in anfonymy rafher than. paraph.ase fhereby Iessenlno the effec-

_. -~

flveness of confexf as a°facu||+a+or of Ianguage develormenf Anfenymy
would alter fhe nefwork of presupposlfuonrand expecfaflon |nheren+ in

the dlscéurse ) Flnaily, a sfrafegy of “preservaf%on of quanf:fy' is

e *

» A
*an |nap0roprta+e sfraTegy which lS defrumenfal fo normal language de- n

- -

velopmenf because it focuseg on: non-llnquué1|c facfors rather: Tban

¢ - '

lunguusficﬂfecfor?, .St ‘ o vt ‘i RS
Thué,-lénquaqe impaired‘children do éxhibit paraphrase sfrefegleé

.
» I - . o Ny

Y

which are qualitatively as well as quanflfafuvely dlfferenf from fhose :

pf normally developang chlldren, and these devuanf paraphrase sfrafe—.
¢ /

gles do tend fo hinder rafher than promofe norma | Ilngursfic develop~

I " - e \/.. . N ’ :
menf.\ -, ‘ - . ' )
. 13 N ~

". B ’ C . : L8 ey ‘"'
»Fufure ’éfudi/es of. paraphrase should be, nafura)lsﬂ*‘)e m3in
v @ =N ’ IS -

. p
||ml+a+|on o; fhls sfudy is +ha+ it os nof naturalis flc)‘ ’A more

b » . -

meanlngful assessmenf of. péraphrase skli}s could be obfalned In +

. s . -

. nafural cémiunication J1TUd+|ons “If is ||ke|y Thaf we nﬂghf tind

o*her paraphrase sfrafegnes in addsflon TqQ fhe fuv;kob§erved In fhls

»
<« ~

sfudy ({ e, repeflfson, repeTsfuon wufn phonologlca} sfress Iexlcal
\ - -
subsrlfbflon, swaacflg Pearrohcemenf ‘and a- Iexncal synfécflc combln-

-

aflon) for example, we nlahf also observe qcsfurlng *fh naf‘ralfsfic °
v, N

sfudy wquld enabie us fo observe the praghaflcs of pa(aphrase, we s
could defermine not, only how children paraphraSe but +he conq‘I1ons

under, wh’ich fhEy would be Hkoly +o,paraphrase. "M e T \' .
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