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- ABSTRACT
A question or' both theoretical and ptactical , °-

importance for the study of phonological development is whether there
is a-difference in the status of pi'oductions rendered spontaneously

. by the, child and, those repeated by the child after, either an adult'.
jmode or his own-production. The relevant theoretical questions are:

(1) Ate all the child's productions Mediated by his current
-phonological system? (2) What is the role. of the adult model-in
phonological acquisition? The spontaneous and repeated utterances of
fair children were examined, and it'was found that there were
(ifferences between the spontaneous and echoic forms prodiced. The
child's prodUctions imiediately following those of the Adult did not
necessarily approach the model more clos6ly than did spontaneous
prodtctions. In,certain cases a "trade -off" occurred, i.e., a sound,
egmtnt in an echoic form more Closely approached the model while

- anothet sound 'segment fell short of the target.. This suggests that
,echoic and, other repeated.forisare"not "phonologically progressive,"

,,. as had been pioposed. (AUthor/CFN), . 4
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. A question of ,both theoretical and practical importance for the '°
study of phonological development is whether there is-a 4fference
in the status of.productidhs rendered spontaneously by the child and

-thosd repeated-by the child either after an adUlt model or his own
productiont The relevant"theoretical questions are (1) are all the
child's productions mediated by his current phonological system?,and'
(2) what is the role of:trie adult model in phonological acquisition?'
The answer's to these'clUestions arrof practical importance to the

9 investigator studying phonological development, who mUtVecide
whether it is more appropriate to include Ali of the child's ideqi-
-fiable and intelligible productions in phonological analysis, or
just some part.

There aro conflicti ng statements in the literature on the stratus
of the child's. productions in response4toan adult model. Some
investigators suggest that the child is capable of phonetically
accurate reproductions of utterances under,thesecircumstances, but
that such produati.Ols are independent of the-child's phonological'
system. Spontaneous productions, those with np immediately preceeding
model, ahe, according to this view, less accurate phonologically
because the? re mediated .by the child's primitive phonology For
example, Waterson (1970) reports that her child.WouleOften imitate
a word with great phonetic accuracy at'a given age, -but that when
this same wqrd was Used subsequently it conformed to the child's
less sophisticated system. -Mokowitz (1970) suggests that all data
on child's sound system based on utterances obtained as imitations
(productions immediately after the adult model) are probably unreliable
and even misleading.

Another view is that spontaneous and imitated prolauctions haile
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 analysis of children's speech
found articulations. She justified this procedure on th basis of
findings, from a:previous study in which she found similar results in
articulation skills; regardless of the types of producti used.
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-Fitzgerald (1966) reports the same percentage of errors for 4immediate

imitations% (rio intervening words'between adult model' and child's

repetition), and "delayed°imitations": after'interventionssranging
from ybrief utterance to greater than ten utterances.

.

The present study considers the spontaneous and repeated
productions of several normally developing children:40The questions
of primary concern a*/whetrr-the child's production of '41 a word

'immediately followilee an ad lt model significantly differs from his
spontaneous production4s) of that "word, and, -if such differences do.

exist,, what general prin4ples'explain them.

1. .Method.
FoUr children partici ated in this study (two males and two

females), They'ranged in age from 1;11 to 2;4. They had normal --

intelligence apd.normal hearing, and4y all indications were pro-

,

gressing normally in.:their language development.
Each child -Cook part in two testing session . In the sessions.

'` pictures-and, various objects familiar to the children were used to' ,

elicit single-I./Ord responses,--The child wasppresented -wIth-a,pict4e______

book, showing Common objects and asked t'oname thede objects. The

experimenter presented each stiif4lus item in turn and asked "what's .

thrs'"Usuallythechildgav,e,a'response.If the child did not give
A

an immediate responie; a second'attempt was'made to elicit the word

in exactly'the same,manner. Following-the.child's-production of'the
word, or an unsuccessful attempt to elicit anword, an imitated response

was elicited by the,experimenter, who said "that's a ., Say

".- Productions of Words were collected from each chill

ranged from 27 to 35. This inclUdes words that'the cAild.introduced

. himself during the course of the-s4sion.
The testing sessions were oopducted in a small room\with only

the. child and the experimenter, present. The sessions weA recorded

on a Revox A77 using a Sony ECM-laelectret condenser microphone, that

was hidden in a vest worn by the child. Each item produceby the
child was transcribed iii narrow phonetic transcription by two trained

transcribers..
For the purposes of our investig ation it was necessary:. classify

. the utterances
not

by. the children. Investigators of:ch
phonology do not generally IpAlce more than two-way distinctions between

types of utterances.- Items aPe typically classified eithdr as

44tspontaheous or "imitated" (cf. Moscowitz, -Waaerson, and:others).

What ii:meant by each of these terms is often left ambiguOus. Ohly

Fftzgerald has Made a distinction in types of imitat'ion-l-imMediate
.,

VS delayed.
,Weifound the two-way elassification inadeqUate. 'The Addition of

.a third category (delayed imitation) was. only a small improvement.

Even with !this three way distinction we were unable to :classify more

than half of the utterances in our corpus: Thus we expanded the

'classification system to include five categories. These 'categories

are defined as - ,

/
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spontaneous (S) -'1The child's utterance where no adult
voeel of the item is prvent in the previous five
minutes.

echoic (E) - The child',s produ ction of a word dirdbtly
after an adult mod 1.

self-repeated (SR) - T e child's repetitioh of his own
production of a ord when either no adult intervention
occurs or the dult requesti a repetition without
including the model 'in the request (e.g, "say that
again").

delayedrepetit .n (DR) - he child18 production when ithere
is no imm-iiately p oceedin.g model by the adult or
child, b theyor has been produced within a five
inute p riod.

,

prese eratio (P) - The child's productiOn immediately
follow ng twcoor more (SR)s (whether or not the'adult
atfem s to elicit another item).

2. ,Results.
2.1. Spontaneous v rsus echoic forms. 0

There are seq. ral alternative hypotheses that can be made about
the relatioethlip etween spontaneous and echoic prohuCtions:

1) In all c: ses there is no difference in form between the
echoic and spont neous productions of-an item.

2) some cases the relationship described in (1) holdsbut
in other cases, ere are differences between the spontarieous and
echoic productions tf an item.

3) In al cases thei'e'are differencesin the spontaneous vs.;
achoic prohct ons of an item.

Cases (2) and (3) imply that the adult model has some i nflde ce
on'the child'- subsequent produCtions. We examined our Aorta for all
instances of pontaneous and echoic pairs. Wecalculated the n ber
of items in'w ioh the echoic form was thelsame as the,,spontaneo
form and als. the number of items'in which the tigo differed. The
fallowing t es of changes-were considered-.as differences:,

(a) one segment substituted for enother,yor-a feature
/ :change: °zebra (S) Edipa3 (e) C6iba3 (fridation

added) .

,CO a segmentds,inserted:
'

.

.

. vest ,(S) Evet3 (E.) CvestJ "h: %

Nisr° (c) a teginent is deleted:
spoon (S) Espun3 (E)-Cpun3

t
'fl.. 0,

1. . .

The results,appear-in Table 1. Although the°finding is based on
only a Sma l' number of,items (eSpeciallY for sub Sect number 4): it
was., found,, hat some of the items -showed,no differences. This s

supports, hypothesis (2) above and °suggests that the'adult7model may.'
have an effect .on the child's subsequent! ethoiC production.

ti
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Table I

0

\ I

811

:Spbject
--:, /

Number of
Sponlx/Echoic
Pairs

Number of Spont./
Echoic Pairs
Showing,Chanie

Numbe of Spont./
Echoic Pairs Showing
No Change

!.1

3

2

14

28
.

. 25

24 .

11 .
.

25. (90%)

15'(60%)'

19 (79%)

(55%)

.\

3 (10%) .

4'10 (0%)
's (21%)

5 (45%)

The next question whether the changesain echoic production

are in the direction of he target sound (as defined by the adult /
production). All instancs of spontaneous/echoic sequences were
examined to, determine it the target sound was aCI14.eved in the

echoic for The results of this analysis appear in Table 2.

/
Table 2

.

Subject eegments
Total Number of

Under-
Number of
Segments that

-Number of , .

Segments That Do Indeter-

going Change Hit,Targe't Not Hit Target , minate

1 29 l3' 7 9
12 19 ...- 12

i
5 2

3 28 17 9- 2

4, 9 5 3 1

An1 example'of a segment reaching the adult target in the childts'echoic

form -is '

Sl "milk (S) Cmoukh].
(E) Emiukh]

Adult model

)In this example the El] ill absent in the ech9icform, but the

vowel has reached the t . In other instances the target...sow-d was
reached in the spontaneous production but was altered in the echoic

produCtion, e.g.
-.

Sl fish (S) cfis]
(E) Efeb

4

Adult model CfIS]

Here the wel becOmes less, like that in the adult model. Some cases

were more co lex and could not be clfssified into one:of these two

categories. S instances were labelled nindeterminate, e.g.

S1 yellow (S [Delo]

(E) Alb]
Adult model EjElo]

0
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The first vowel is more raised; but'it is also more centlandthus
misses thetarget.' -

Thus wefind that the echoit forms.often do differ from thg
spontaneous forms and that in many instances the change is in the
directiOn of improvement'of the child's inadequate spontaneous
renditions of a word. Thera are, however, notable exceptibris.to 1,

this pattern. Some echoic Toms show no change, from the spontaneous
forms, while others Show an apparent deterioration.. Some.echoic
TICTMS show improvement in one part and deterioration in1some other

'
.part (see fish example above). 9 .

.

2.2. The "trade off" phen omenon.

One interesting phenomenon we observed in our data l8 best termed
"trad,e off".. In "'trade off" One soundsepent (or feature) in an

"'echoic form more closely matehes the apprdpriate sound in the modei
4 while another segmer (or feature) in the same utterance diVerges

from the model: For example:.

thumb (S) CfAgJ

(E) Cfam3
e

This examle of "trade-off"'invOlves a consonant and a vowel.' The
consonant reaches its target while the vowel is lowered. Other
examples of."trade-off" may involve two or more consonants.

Adult model. COAm3

, .

brush (S) CbAsJ-

(EJ CwAsi] Adult model CbrA17

Trade-pff may also involve more complicated changes:

airplane (S) ['a phlen)

. (E)' C'A phwen7
Adult' model f:er phlen]

,

3. ,Discussion
, Thus far we have observed that there are some differences between

spontanedus .and%repeated utterances. Itis-now necessary to explore
the'priinoiples goverhing t:hese l'ifferentes. We investigated the
pdssibility that the changes Joetween sl)ontaneous%and repeated utter-
ances were cbnnected to the position of the segment, in the word
whether it is the initial sounds or final sounds that are altered
when the Sapltmoslel is presented). The evidence did not support
this Ilypbthesis. There was no consistent pattern tied to the position.
of thR segment in the word. Position in the utterance played no - .

lystematic role in the trade-off casesas well.
AnOthvpossibility is that-tlyi is, governed by

the child's phonological system: /n order to explore2fhis issue, we
. analyzed, the consonant system of'eaCh of the' four childreri, based
oh the' utterances produced by, each child during three sessions. These%
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Sessions took place within one month of our testing session. They
were part of an independent phonological study and were similar to
those desbrlbed above, except that ,n(3 attempt was made to elicit
echoic,responses. We formulated'substitution rules for each English
consonant sound fOr:Tfire positions inthe word: ini'tial, final, pxe-
consonantal, postconsonantal and:intervocalic. Eao consonant was
the4 classified accordijiag to three degrees of stability: A

1) stable sound -target sound present 75% of the time. .

2) stable su'bst'itute - non-target sound Substituted consistently
in-15% of the cases.- , -4 ' 3) variable - two or more ton-target substitutes none of which

-reach 'the 75% level. ,

-Xhe data indicate that changes taking plade between spontaneous
and repeated utterances Axe governed by the atibilityof the .

particular 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 i8 not necessarily obvious, since; if one suspects
that echoic forms exhibit advances over the child's current systela,
One would expect these sounds to achie4e the target sound in the'
.echoic forms, whibh they d 'not always do. Those sounds which are °.

, .

termed variable do sometim s charge in the echoic forms, but the
target 'sound appears only arely.

This analysis may helP-to explain why the notion of "phonolo7
tgicall) progr, sive".elkoic forms arose., A comparfraiOT---spontaneOus

' and echoic forms wtd,ch ignores the variability in sounds in the
child's productions would show that in some parts of t e echoic forms
the target sound is achieved, This holds be'tweei (Sa d E) for
the initial sound in the following example:

(S). Cd4Us]

(E1) Cd3us]

(E2) Ektus]

Adult model Cd3uS3
Adult model Lc:13A]

In this case the initial segment in the (E1) formtis different from
the segment in the (S) foriri and matches the target sound in the

adult model. With.respect to variation in the child's system,10
however, we find that word-initial C5137 is variable for this child.
The variant which occurs in El; that is.Cd33, is one of_a_numlier-ol--.
possibilities which is produced by the'child-in-this Position. Other

variant:a are E-di3 and -Cdj3. The appearance of Cd33 in the echoic
.form is not necessarily related to the fact that the utterance was
produced after an adult model. An examination on 96

, .

the other echoic

form (E2) supports this claim. . , .

Thit analysis applieS to 'the trade-off cases as well. Trade-Off
occurs between ,sounds which are variable. When one sound in the
trade-off'reached the target, it is simply a manifestation of '

variability in the child's 'system and not necessarily .an instance of
overall improvemea'or of'a production not mediated .by the child's '

system. 4en.another-sound in the system peems-ta eglAbit'r'egression,
this' too is alftnifestatioff of variability. As an example consider

: --- .

y
, ."'
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brush (S) Cb,40.%
(E) C-6*As]

. :

For this child /b/ is italole in iniAiai.position, postconsontal,/r/

is variable and final /s/ is-variable.' Initial Cb3 is not affected,.
. .in the trade -off. The CwJ is a Ariant whichkaiternat*s with e6

(zero) in initial r-clusters. The final CsJ is a variant,of
,

,

, 4. Conclusions.

Adult model CbrA13

87

/

In summaxy, we examined the spontaneous and repeated utterances
of four childreX and found. that there are, differences between the
spontaneolis and echoic forms prlduced. Interestingly the child's
productions immediately following those of the adult do not
necessarily approach-the model more closely than do spontaneous
production's. In certain cases a'lltisade-off" occurs, i.e. a soulA,
-segment in an echoic form more closely approaches the model while
another sound segment falls-short li)f the target. This suggests that
echoic (and tether repeated forms) are not "phonol gically progressive"
as had been proposed.

Footnbte

This paper was presentedat the IVth -International Congres
of Applied Linguistics,oStuttgart, Germany, AUgust-1975, The
material for-this study was collected at Stanford University while
both autbors were associated with the Child Phonology'Project (NSF
Grant #30962). We would like to thank Jeannie Luckau for assistance
in the data sampling and her many useful- suggestions -and other

assistance.- An earlier version of this paper was,read by Clara
'Bush, Eve Clark, and Charles-Ferguson. We war's, td thank them for
their insightful -Criticism and suggestions. The final redponsibiliy__
for-the content is, of course, our own.
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