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. i questlon of both theoretical and practlcal oo

1mportance for the study of phonologlcal development is whether there
is a-difference in the status of productions rendered spontaneously
. by the child and those repeated by the child after,either an adult’:
modeb or his own’ productlon. The relevant theoret1ca1 questions are:
(1) Are all the child's productlons mediated by his current
thonological system? (2) What is the role.of the adult model -in o
- phopological aqqulsltion° The spontaneous and rTepeated utterances of
four children were examined, and it'was found that there were-
-dlfferences hétween the spoptaneous’ and echoic forms produced. The’
~ ~ child*s productions immediately following those of the adult did not
¢ necessarily approach the model more clostly than did spontaneous -
prodnctlons. In certain cases a "trade-off" ‘occurred, i.e., a sound.
segment in an echoic form moré closely approached the model while |,
- anotliet sound 'segment fell short of the €arget. This suggests that
. .echoic and. other Tepeated .forms -are” not "phonologlcally progre551ve,"
Z | as had been proposed. - (Author/CFu) A
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‘. . * + A question of both theoretical and practical importance for the ™

LI - study of phonologlcal development is whether there is g d;Iference

in the status of productichs rengered spoptaneously by the child and

- —=— —/— ~— - —thesé€ repeated-by the child eithler after an adult mddel or his own

production, The relevant theoretlcal questions are (1) are all the ’

child's productions medlated by his current phonological system9 and °

(2) what is the role of tHe adult model in phonolegical acqulsltlonV_ oy

N : - ‘The answers to these‘questions aré’of practlcal 1mportance to the

\ slnvestlgator studylng phonologlcal development, who must.decide

whether it is more appropriate to include 411 of the child's identi-
-fiable and 1ntelllg1ble productions in phonelogical analysis, or " .

- just some part.

. ! There are confllctlng statements in the llterature on the status

of the child's. productlons in response o, an adult model. Some
investigators suggest that the child is capable of phonet;cally . ®

. “a

that such preductidhs are independent of the ‘child's phonologlcab -«

. system Spontaneous productions, those with ne 1mmed1ately preceedlng
model, alre, according to this view, less accurate phonologlcally -
bécause they. are mediated by the child's primitive phonology For -
example, Waterson (1970) reports that her child, would often imitate
a word with great phonetic accuracy at’a given age, - ‘but that when

. -~ this same wqrd was used subsequently it conformed f£o the child's . <
less sophisticated system. ‘Moskowitz (1970) suggests that all data .
‘on child's sound system based on utterances obtained as imitations
. (produetions immediately after the adult model) are probably unreliable ; -
- and even misleading. )
Another view is that spontaneous and imitated prg@actions have . "
the, same status and that it is perfectly acceptable to consider both
as evidence in phonological studies. For example, Templin (1957)
utilized both types of productions in her anal¥ysis of children's speech ,-
8ound articulations. She Jjustified this procedure on th:lbas1s of

»

articulation skills, regardless of the types of producti

. used.
7 . " * ‘e
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'Fftzgerald-(1966) reports the same percentage of errors for ' 1mmed1ate
imitations™, (no 1nterven1ng words ‘between adult model” and child's
repetition), and "delayed® imitations' ', af€er ‘interventions ranging
from 3/br1ef utterance to greater than ten utterances. )

. The present study considers the spontaneous and repeated ~ ™
productlons of severa& normally developing children.' *®The questlons
of primary concern /whet r- the child's prodtiction of a word ) .
“immediately followmnéfan adllt model significantly differs from his
spontaneous productlon(s) of that word, and, if such dlfferences do* -~ .

3

- exist,, what general prlnc;ples explain them. ) .

°
’

"1. Method. * C - _
- Four children’ part1c1 ated in thisstudy (two males and two . ¥
females). They ranged in age from 1;11 to 2;4. They had normal -- R U £ 2
intelligence and.normal hearing, and by all 1nd1catlons were pro- T
gressing normally in® their language development ! ' -
. Bach child took part in two testing session In the sessions
pictures and varlous objects familiar to tHe chlldren were used to
e11c1t srng&e—word responses+——The child wasgpresented with-a, p1cture___m -
book, showing common objects and. asked to, name these obJects The . .
experimenter presented each stlﬁhlus item in turn and asked "what's . 1
thi's?" Usually the child gave a ‘response, If the child did ot give
an 1mmed1ate response, a second attempt was made to elicit the word ° . T
in exactly the same .manner. Following-the ‘child's production of ‘the ) ‘
"word, or an unsuccessful attempt to e11c1t a’word an imitated response

+ eremetns . WAS ellclted by the, experimenter, who said "that's a -’ ., Say

El

—‘\\ S hspontaheous or "imitated" (ef. Moscow1tz,.Waterson, and; others).

-

" Preductlons of words were collected from each chlih

ranged from 27 to 35. This includes words that the cHild.introduced
himself during the course of the-ségsion. * o -~ ] -
+ The testing sessions were conducted in a small roomwith only o~

,the ,child and the experlmenter present. The sessions were recorded

-’ on a Revox AT7 using a Sony ECM-16. electret condenser mlcrophone that
was hidden in ,a vest worn by the child. Each item produce@,by the
child was transcribed in narrow phonetic transcription by two tralned
tradscribers. -

g ' For the purposes of our 1nvest1gatlon it was necessary t classify
the utterahces produced by. the children. Investigators of cht i
phonology deo nqt generally meke more than two-way distinctions between
types of utterances Items are typlcally classified eithér as

. N

@

What is.meant by each of these terms is often left amblguous Onhly
Fi¥zgerald has made a dlstlnctlon in types of 1m1tation—*1mmed1ate
vs. delayed. . -
. WeAfound the two-way elas51f1catlon lnadequate ’ The addition of

a thlrd categbry (delayed imitatign) was.only a small 1mprovement i
Even wtth‘%hls three way distinction we were unable to classify more, ) .
than half of the utterances in our corpus. Thus we expanded ‘the P )
tclassification system to include five categorles. Thesg categor1€s
are defined as below - // , ,;' .

.. . <t e h / v ' Lo, S
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spdntaneous (S) - "The child's utterance where no adult

_voflel of the item is prgsent in the previous five
, "minutes.’ - :

echoic (B) - The child!'s p//duction of a word dirébtly

, after an adult model. ’ N

self- repeated (SR) - THe chilg's repetltlon “of his own
production of a Aord when either no adult intervention
occurs or the #dult requests a repetition without
1nclud1ng the model “in the regquest (e -9 say that -
again"). . ,

delayed—repetlt' n (DR) - he chlld‘s productlon when gthere
is no immediately probceeding model by the adult or
child, but the word has been produced within a five

1nute périod. . - g
presex (P) - Thé chlld‘s productlon 1mmed1ately

s to elicit another item).

ﬁ}~-~_{m—w—f7 ﬁ—wvh—(‘
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There are sew¢ral alternative hypotheses that can be mad about
the relatlonshlp etween spontaneous and echoic productlons

1) In all cgses there is no difference in form between the
echoic and spont ntous productions of "an item. .

2) In some/cases the relationship described in (1 ) holds but
in other cases, there are dlfferences,between ‘the spontaneous and
echoic productidns of an item.

3) In allf cases there are dlfferences in the spontaneous vS.
achoic product'ons of an item. e -

~ Cases (2)/ and (3) imply that the adult model has some infldence
on 'the child's subsequent productlons. We examined our deta ferfall
instances of pontaneous and echoic palrs We calculated the nuymber
of items in whiseh the echoic form was the'same as the.spontaneof
form and alsg the number of items’in which the t%o differed. The
following types of changes were cons1dered -as dlﬁferences
- - N . ) '

e
)

one segment substltuted for another, vor a feature
change: -zebra (S) C[dibal (e) [dibal (frication
added) . ' . '

a segment is,inserted: i

vest (S) Cvetl (E) Cvestd
a.ségment is deleted:

spoon (S) Cspunl (E)- cpunj :
! ¢ o .

.
’

Y
.

N e .
The results .appear-in Table i._ Although the” finding is based on °
only a Smafl'number of items (especially for subject number 4), it
was, found that some of the 1tems -showed, no dlfferences. Th1s )
supports hypothes1s (2) above and suggests that the’ adult model may
have an’ eﬁfect on the chlld's subsequent ethoic productlon.
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Table I - N
13 ‘ \ '
' Number of Number of Spont. / Number. of Spont./
Subject Spont 3/Echoic{ Echoic Pairs . Echoic Pairs Showing
et Pairs Showing ‘Change ° No Change ) .Y
':‘;:‘:"J . . * 0 . N . '
K 28 25, (90%) 3 (10%) "
2 25 ’ 15~(60%) 10 (ho%)
3 “ o 19 (79%) /5 (219)
4 ! 11 6 (55%) 5 (hsm) :
. \ ., . .

N

The next question i

whether the changesaln ech01c productlon -

are in the direction of the target sound (as defined by the adult'

production).

examined to determine if the target sound was achieved in the

echoic form;

-
—
X
. ~ )
>

The results of this analysis appear in Table 2.

L]

All instancés of spontaneous/echoic sequences were

Table 2 .
i > ’
. Total Number of ,|[ Number of Number of , .
Subject, | Segments Under- Segments that Segments That Do Indeter-
‘| going Change Hit.Target Not Hit Target . minate
1 .29 137 T 9
32 S 19 —_— 12 4 5 2 '
3 28 17 - S 2
RN 9 5 3 1 ‘s
N ' ‘
An example of a segment reaching the adult target in the child's“echoig
form-is ", C, .
[ SLmilk (8) TmoUhd. gl carits
, (E) Cm1Vkh3 modeL tml ‘

4

<

i11 absent ‘in the echgicsform, but the‘
In other instances ghe target. sound was

Ln this example the [1] #
vowel has reached the tdrget.

reached in the spontane us production “but was altered §n the ech01c .
productlon, e.g. \ - . ) .
. .
‘81 -fish (S f1s73
— EE; Efef] Adult médel Cf1f1 *
Here the “wqwel becomes less. like that in the adult médel Some cases

yere more complex and could not be cl§551f1ed into onenof these two r\ ' ¢

categorles. S instances were labelled "indeterminate", e.g.
S1  yellow (Sh_[llol : ‘ , ; N
. (E) RES Adult model [jelol e
N
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The first vowel is more ra1sed but’ 1t is also more centra~_and_thu§_(_ﬁ___,-——_«
misses the-target." R S .

Thus we' find that the ech01c forms often do differ from thd ‘
spontaneous forms and that in many instances the change is in the
d1rectlon 6f improvement of the chid's inadequate spontaneous
rendltions of a word. - Theré. are, however, no able exceptions to '
this pattern. Some echoic ‘forms show no change, from the spontaneous
forms, while others dhow an apparent deferioration.. Some. ech01c
“forms show merovement in one part and deterioration in sqme other
part (see fish example above). Lot o .

-~

.
2.2. The "tradé off" phenomenon
‘One 1nterest1ng phenomenon we observed im our data is best termed
* "trade off". In'"trade off" one sound segment (or feature) in an
®echioic form more closely matehes the app:§griate sound in the model
¢ while another segment (or feature) in ﬁhe same utterance diverges
from the' model. For example: S

thumb (S) Cfan3
(E) Cfopl
.This examdle of "trade-off" involves a coneonant and a vowel. The
consonant -reaches its target while the vowel is lowered. Other
examples of_ "trade-off" may involve two or more consonants.

I3

“brush (S) [basl -
(E) [WASIJ Adult model EbrAfJ

<

Adult modei. [6Am]

~

LI 4

Tradeﬁon may also involve more complicated changess ™’
- ® 4
airplane (S) E @ P hen3 - : h
. Adult model ['er p len] T~
! . .

' L (E) C'a phwenJ ‘
\ L - -
3. ‘Dlscuss1on
. Thus far we have observed {hat there are some dlfferences between
spontanedus and repeated utterances It is now necessary to explore
the “priinciples governing thése alfferentes We investigated the ’
pdssibility that the changes between spontarneous® and repeated utter-
ances were cbdnnected to the position of the segment in the wprd (e.gh -
. whether it is the initial sounds or final sounds that are altered
when the adult model is presented). The evidence did not support
. this hypothes1s There was no consistent pattern tied to the pos1tlon
of thg segmént in the word. Position in the utterance .played no - .
systematic role in the trade-off cases as well. ’
. Anothqr possibilify is that‘the varlablllty is, governed by
" the chilgd's phonological system. n ordgr to explore, this issue, we
-- analyzed the consonant system of eaéh of the four children, based
‘ﬁ on the’ utterancés Jproduced by, each child during three sess1ons These
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éessions took place within one month of our testing session. They
were part of an 1ndependent phonologlcal study and were Similar to
those destribed above, excepﬁ that nd attempt was made to elicit
echaic, responses. We formulated substitution rules for each English
consonant sound forrTlve pos1tlons in* the word: initial; flnal, pre-
consonantal postconsonantal and intervocalic. DKacd consonant was
thed classified according to three degrees of stability: A
1) stable sound - target sound present 75% of the time.
2) stable substitute - non—target sound sSubstituted consistently
+ in~y5% of the cases.- ‘
TE T 3) variable - two or more Non-target substitutes none of which
»reach’ the 75% level. »
~The data indicate that changes taking place between spontaneous
and repeated utterances are governed by the atdbility of the :
~part1cular segments. Those sounds which are stable in the child's
system do not change in echoic. and other repeated forms This is to
. be expected. . This is mot necessarily obvious, since, if one suspects
that echoic forms exhibit &dvances over the child's current system,
one would expect these sounds to achleve the target sound in the-
,ech01c forms, whith they d? not always do. Those sounds which are

-

terméd viriable do sometimds chaqge in the echoic forms, but the
target sound appears only rarely.

.« This an ysis may help to explain why the notion of phonolo-
glcallf prograysive” e oi¢ forms arose., A comparlson'"T“spontanedus
and echoic forms which 1ghores the varlablllty in sounds in the
child's productlons would show that in some parts Qf the echoic forms
the target sound is achieved, This holds betWeen S§>a d (E) for
the initial sound in the following example:

v edice. (5)° Cagisd”
; EEi) Ed%ﬁs] Adult model Ed}uzj
- (E5) Cdjus] © Adult model C[d3us]

{

tn thls cgse the 1n1t1al segment in the (El) form is different from
the segment in the (S) form' and matches the target ‘sound in the
.adult model. With.respect to variation in the child's system,ggp
however, we find that word-initial [d31 is Yariable for this child.
The variant which occurs in El, that is.[d33, is one of a number-of
possibilities which is produced by the'child in’ th}s posltlon Other
variants are [d33J and £4j3. The appearance of Ed33 in the echoic
_form is not necessarily related to the fact that the utterance was
produced after an ddult model. An examination gk the’ other ech01c
form (E2) supports this clalm )
) This analysis applies to ‘the trade—off cases as weIl Trade—off
occurs beétween sounds which are variable. When one sound in the .
trade~off’ reached the target it is- s1mply a manlfestatlon of
variability in the child's system and not necessarily -an instance of
overall 1mprovement or of 'a production not medxated by the child's

* gystem. When anothér-sound 1n the system seems-to exhrblt regression,
this’ too, is a‘danlfestatlon of varlablllty As an example cons1der
R 2 t s - PR R .
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brush (8) Adult model EbrAIJ ‘ .

toala.v . .
‘ " (E)

Cbwas ]

For this child /b/ is staple in ini%iai.position, postconsontal /r/

is variable and final /s/ is var1able.° Initial [bJ is not affected .,

-in the trade-off. The [w] is a viriant whlchoaiternates with ¢

(zero) in initial r-clusters. The flnal (sl is a variant:of /f/
Conclu51ons.

A ). _‘_0 o .o
é < In summayy, we ékamlned the spontaneous and repeated utterances
‘of four chlldreﬁ and found that ‘there are differences between the
spontaneous and echoic forms prdduced. Interestingly the child's
'productlons immediately follow1ng thosé of the adult do not
necessarily approach “the model more closely than do spontaneous
productions. In certain-cases a "trade off" occurs, i.e. a sound
'segment in an echoic form more closely approaches the model while
another sound segment falls -short bt the target This suggests that
echoic (and wther repeated forms) are not "phonolggically progressive",
as had been proposed '"“:% - T
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An earlier version of this paper wag read by Clara
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