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 The paper--half of vhich consists of appended charts,

data, and the like--reports on two studies investigating the .
listening preferences of normal and Down's syndrome infants for -
recordings of adult speech to a normsal. 18 month old im contrast to -

veli)12, .15, and 18 months of age. The normal 18 month old was the
on1W s to show a statistically significant preference -for eithef - -

| aduit speech to another adult. In the first study, Ss in both groups.

speech sample, and he preferred the speech addressed. to the 18 month

old. Implications are discussed concerning the relationsghip betveen
selective listening and environmental language input. In the second

' -.study, groups of 12 month 0l1d children were to he studied

longitudinally for 6 months, along with a group of Down's syndrome |
children matched with the normal infants for language level.. The
stady vas noy completed due to the difficulty in fi'nding -appropriate
Ss. This difficulty is discussed, and a method for avoiding i¥ in
future research is recommehded. (Author/DLS) ﬁ
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. D
- children and, adults, It hes been argued that this modiflcation of

the child s Qroblem of. acquirlng the language of his commuddty. The

Abstract'

» \ - s .

,x%A numher of researchers héve fcund that speech addressed to 1anguage :

learning,children differs eon31derably from speech addressed to older
o

.
S ¢ ~ 8]

.speech addressed to langnage learning children in some way mlnimizes

dstudies repcgted here measnred the listening preferences of normal and
N ; . :

. i \( - ‘e ‘
Down.s\sxggtome chlldren for recordlngs of adult speech to a normal 18 .

\

mcnth@nld in contrast to adult speech te another adult. L

. In the first study, children in both groups were 12 15, ‘and 18

months af age. The/normal 18 month old was . the only child to show 'a

.
B

statistlcally significant prefefence for either speech sample, and
he preferred the speech to an an 18 month old. Implications are

discyssed concernlng thd relatlonshlp between selective listening and

environmental langnage input.‘l '?w. o é' Yy
. . Q » -

In the second study, groups of 12 month old children were to b%

- -

'studied 1ongitud1nally for six monch along -with a group of Down s

syndrcme children matched wlth Ehe normal infants for language level.

The study was not comple:ed due to'the diffxculty in flnding approprlate

subjects. This difficulty is duscussed andﬁﬁ method for avoxding

.
[y -

i
this difficulty in future research is rqcoﬂménded
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. . Normal and Down s Syndreme Chxldren S -

Listening Preferences for Maternal Speech _

. £ - -
,

" James McCaul and iageq Turgure

« -+ . University of Minmesota . - ‘ B

’ . . -

a ’ .

. & respectable nquer of étudies have shown that seeeeh e?ﬁressed e

-eo:nd;ﬁal language learni@é childrenediffers from speech addressed tek‘
. adedts axid’ older chuax:en (Brown’& Belluzi, 1964; Sjlebin; 1969; Snow,
19?23, Broen, 1973 Nelson, 1973 Phillips, 1973; Berko, 1973‘ i c . .
Baldwin & Baldwin, 1973' Holzman, 1974; Moerk 1974 *1975; Ling & | 3 {
Ling, 1974;_Fraser & Rq%gbés, 1975; Glazmer &.godﬁ, 1975,-Lord, 19753 |
’ionggurst &-Stepagich;/1§75; Seitz & Stewért; 1975;.Newpogt,31976):‘

._‘ . . . .. . . - N . N'

Reviewing many of these studies, Vorster (1974) concluded‘;hgt;among.*

N

. _ the most reliable differences are shorter length of.utteranee, slower .*

. -

"rate-of speech, fewer tenses, less vocabulary divefsity, and lower - o
D " frequency of complex sentences. It ha also been shoun that these

modifications of speech change as the child's linguistle capabillties

-~

prqgressively develop (Broen, 1972 Snow, - 1972&,/@h111¢ps, 1973,

Baldwin & Baldwin, 1973 Nelsog, 1973 Fraser & Roberts, 1975 Mgerk, - S ..
1976 1975, Glazner & Dodd 19?5 Lord 1975 Longhurst & St ‘panich,

1975, Seitz & Stewart 1975) . Furthermore, this phenomenon does not

- - - .

appgar to be restricted to the occidental cultures as it has been ) ',

-

fouid in a. number of other . cultures (Ferguson,(zgﬁé Kelmar, 1964;

% .

.‘Bloun:, 1971, 197?‘ O‘if 1973) The modiﬁicatlon oY speech addressed

\ to language learning child)

e R
- s 7 L ot et gt ghon o o e 6 ok e e

C e - womn v mene e g - . st -
\ (= B TR [, . . .. e X

' henomenon, arid it has been widely assumed that this modlfiqation in~' . i




. , .
] -

'. . ‘ ’ .. - * . "~ R . 2 .
.+ some way minimizes the child's problems of acquiring the’language of «

P

- N - ‘. ..

his-particular community.
Understandably, several investigators have questionfd whether _ )
P mentally retarded cﬁildren are'exposed to equivalent modifications in.

- -

maternal speech. “Kogan,. Winberger, angd Bobbitt (1969) Marshall

_Hegrenes, .and Goldstein (1973), and Bulum, Rynders, and Turnure (1974)

F 4 ¢ Ny .‘

compared maternal speech to normal and to retarded children matched for

chronological age (CA).';The résults‘of these three studies indicated-~
’ \" . ' : . . - ‘, .-\

that maternal speech to retarded Children-is generally less comple%,

*

N

* s

raising the possibility that these children !re exposed to a- restricted

-

language-environment. This possibility has beenm used by a number of .

- . authors to justify intervention 1n the language environments of mentally g N

:; retarded children (e g. Dolley, 1974; Seitz, 1975 Mahﬁney, 1975 Mahoney &

Seely, 1976; Mitchell 1976) ' SR
w . A
However, interpreting differences in matetnal speech to CA matched
normal and retarded children as evidence of the restricted 1enguage fl

» » “&
o environments of retarded children may‘he questionable. Matehing retarded

2

and normal children from CA yields groups rhat are at, different levels

)

of language development. When*interpretlng differences in maternal speech N .

&
*

to normal children at different levels of language developmeht, one T e

-

-" usually considers tht since ﬁbthers apparently adjust their sPeech'to
’ [ ]

their child listehers, maternal speech 3cores ’éross mothers whose
children/differ in language ability are not compareble (Newport Gléitman, &

Gleitman, 1975) It is sensible to conclude then that ‘maternal speech

t

scores across mothers of CA matehed normal end retarded children are
h

e

c likewise‘not comparable. ; ~e - _ 4
_pot compa A : .
T ' ‘ T ? N
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o

-1anguage -environment. The’apprdpriﬁkeness‘bf:a particularlangu

Rondal (1978) controlled for level of language develepmpnt by

"

matching groups af Down syndrome and formal children on three successive,

levels of mean length of utterance (MLV) Maternal speech was analyzed .

using 20 measures related ta its output-numerial lexical, syntactlcal,

semantie—structured, semantic-pragmatic, and languagevteaching aspects.
’ . t< '

'None of the comparisons yielded signifieant'differences_within any ofg

the ' three language.levelsf althgugh_cleag,and'sﬁgnificant differences
. . B [ 3 - .

-

'were obtained across ﬁLﬁ“leVels.' : < .

P

It wauld appear then that the relatlonship between maternal speech\

¢ ~

and child's speech in the course of language acqulsltlon is the same for
t W

.Down syndrome children and n?rmal children. However, MLU i5 a measute
Ql .

" for eifferenees in receptive ‘ability, which may in fact be,a_more “ >” '

_importang‘factor in determiping the appropriateness‘of a partieularf

envlronmént.cannqt be detérmined solely by describing the langu e
- ) ’ . .
envitonment avallable ta the child, Ope must, also consider the child's

ab lity te'gather and precess information from that particular/environ~

-

‘ment (Synder & MeLean, 1977) It is the degree of match between the

- child s gathering and péeeessing abllitles and the information avallable

. .’ . . h
than forms the basis for juding the appropriateness of a particular
v o . . _ .
language environment for a particular child. . -

[
-
-

* In this regard it is interesting to note that in Réndal s study,
N -« .
when Down syndrome and normal chlldren were matehed for HLU, there were

differences in mental age (MA) 1ncreasingiy favoring the Down syndrome

N

-

- children at each higher level of MLU, suggesting that the general

Id . FS

f. ( ’ ‘ . - A}

1] . .
) _ 3 .
. 1y

: of expressed speech, and matching for MLU does not nxsessarlly cont oL,

-
\

-
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+ about the relationship between speaker and listener in the interaction

t

¥

: listener would indeed by dlfferent for the twe groups, for even though : -

! between chlldren and thierﬁ%anguage environments.

strategy, select;Je Iistening, which has been posited as an rmportant

'some klnds of input and selectlvely listening for others.

- PO . B ‘\
s * ¢ ’ .. A . :
. ‘ B ’ ‘ - - e
~ LT | 4 :
« ‘ | | ' . ‘ vt T
cognitive level of the Down syndrome chlldren was hxgher than that ‘af , |
the normal children desplte their equlvalence on a measure of expressivef - ‘
. . N Y
“).’,v.‘:i
language. It is p0551ble then that the information gathering.and f?}?ﬁ? .
processlng abilltxes of the Down.syndrome children ‘in Rondal's study fﬁg
- B - { .
- were more highly developed than their.MLU matghed eonnterparts. Y .
“this were true, the relatxonship between maternal speech and child 3 _;
. —— A . -' . '. .‘ .) .

-

the geternal speech to the two.groups of children was found to be the

_____ f

well affect its avallabillty for use in solving the problems of

-

Before judgements are made,about the appropriateness
g - ]
of ch11dren~s language environments we heed to knéw a great deal more
_ . N

language aeqnisition.

R Y

SpecxfieallY: it may

. ~
) [

be helpful to know how well the observed chdnges in speech addressed to ~ . Sy

the chlld eorrelate with the. Chlld ] abilxties to gagper and - process

@ .

=~
3
-
»

f;: One approach to this problem is to examine one informatgon gathering
- . _ .

that speechr

-

. e

language acqu131tlon strategy (Synder & WcLean, 1977). Newport, Gleltman, -

.

and Gleitman (1977) have also suggested that the child has the means for

restricting and nrganlzxng incomlng llnguistle data by filtering out

-

L]

We may begxn

]

to'establish some basis_for judxng the appropriateness of particular o
\f . i -

2
L

Ianguage environments by investigating the seleetive listening preferences

of egildren for certain aspeets of their language environments. - L
~ -~
t : 4

-



A comparison of these preferences with aspects of the child 8 particular

L D \
language environment may'sxovidd an estimaee of the appr0priateness of |

. \
that envirpnment. Furthermore, any demonstration of selective listening

_preﬁere ces which correspond ito characteristics of modified maternal

- speech lends supp?rt to the idea that ‘modified maternal speech 1ndeed

Y

- reliable measure of the child's response to a variety of language 1npnts,_

influences geqfiopment in the language learning child by at least .
showigg that the child is receptivelyrtuned to such. modifications.

Although this 1dea is generally assumeB there is little empirical

evidence to support it so far. o A" : e

The first s;ep in this approach should be to establish some

- o 9 .

l

especially a measure of selective liStening preferencés. Some evidenee

- . -

is already available concerning the responses of normal. children.to

) aspects of the speech‘addressed to them. .C. Turnnre (1971) found a

~strong but nons;gnificant trend for nine month old 1nfants°to show greater

/

motor‘qnieting when listening. to their mother's naturar voice thanswhen o

listenxng to two distorted VerSLons “of her voice. Sprlng (197&) recorded

»
- ) « K

fone mother's speech to her infant and her speech‘to an adult. Most but

e
[al]

N

-'not all, of the 12 month old infants studied showed a listening preferenee

‘infants which alLoWed them to choose between.two di fferent taped selections.

for the taped speech ‘to infants ‘over a 20 minute sessiona Frledlander

(1968). placed an apparatus called PLAYTEST in the homes of seve al

~

b

The frequency apd duration of their responses 'were recorded. One’12 month

”

old infant preferred to listen to a stranger speaking in a voice with

. 3

bright intonation when this voige was paired with his own mother Speaking

ig a flat monotone. A,Id‘mpnth old infant showed no prefe>eﬁée for ¢

. -
. . .
.- - - L. y . . —
-
) M .
-
N

)

4 .
s
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ow . B - - \\. e |
either of these selections for several days;'anirgﬁen;suddently showed -

b, "
an enormous preference for his mother's monotone voice.  Another infart
$ -

<

demonstrated a clear preference for his mother s volce with bright -

& &
.o intonation and familiar vocabulary when itfwas paired with a stranger s.
. -

fvoice speaking with flat intonatlon~and unfgakliar vocabulary. He also‘

clearly pre d his mother s voice ylth flat 1ntonation and unfamilia;
N .

vacaﬁulary when: paired with the stranger speaking with bright intonation

and familiar vocabulary. When offered the choice between his mother s r
voice on both these modes, he- fitst showed a clear preference for his |

) “
mother s voice in the bright intonation and familiar*vocabulary mode

and then shifted significantly ﬂ@*a preference for the other mode.

<8

Infants in Friedlander 8 studies have also shown crossover when listening

- t
. to ],owa;l hig’n redundancy megsages, initially preferring high

-

-~

redpndancy and later shifting to low redundancy " Thesé crossovers from
§ ) R
familiar to unfami ar inputs may prove to be Important idlces of the e

K LI

young child's exploration of.his language environment.

* “~

Al

This preliminary ev1dence indi;?tes-that very young children do

serectively respond to aspects of the speech addressed to tﬁ%m, that the ~

L s

% patterns of their responses may change over the course of pormal p

-

. development, and that these selective responses can be measured. How- -
ever, there is a gap in this evidence' concerning the effects.of thd

. _ : _ *
specific changés in child directed- speech noted earlier. Other than

Spring’(197&), the'only study to use thése changes as.an independent
. variable was Snow (1972b) Observefs noted-the attention'of two and

threc year olds to pictures vhile listening to a story ead first in

o adult speech and then in modified speech. ‘The speech uas modified



‘ -

# ¢ . . . 7 -
according to Snow's (19723) earlier findings. She found that the children

.were more attentive duping the modified recording of the stary

- ¢

The purpose of the studies reported here was to examine the selectlve

I}
x PR

listening_preferenees pfinprmal and Down syndrome children forttwo

A

‘different samples of adult. femele-speech: 1).adults conversational

-

Speech and 2) modif;ed speeeh to a normal 18 month old.~ In Study 1, the

L - F ‘\

null hypotheses were. 1) there woulq'pe 'no sxgnificant individual

listening preferences-~2) there would be no 51gnificant difference between

- .
the listening preferences of the two groups. In Study 2, the'null

»

-

hypotheses were: 1) there would be no significant indiriduei.or withird

- group liscening prefefences; 2)'indfviduab and*within group listeing

-
. \’ ?

preferences would not change significantly over time; 3) there would be

no significant ¢1f£erences betweeu the listening preferencee,pf

-

_ gronps, 4) ‘there would be no significant dlfferences between the number

and fprm of the SBserved changes in the*listening pgeferences of the

*
L) £ A

roups over time o R \ .
gR ‘ . ,..__‘\.'"'\f - |
] . . ) )
STUDY l : ) . . ' . -
. . - . . . . .- L -
- o . - Method , . e -
" Subjects ' . . e . ) ) .

The subjects of the first study were three infants éithiDown

-
-

syndrome and three‘non-delayed ingants{ A1l of the' Down syndrome o

infants were repoxted to be Trisomy 21°s. 'The infants all lived in the

( ~ + . -——

Minneapolis-St. Paul area. The families of the Down syndrome infants

all particinated”in‘the-same early intervention program. A1l subjects :

were males since Kagan (19?1) found sex differences in the discrimination

of high meaning/%ersus low meaning passages as measured by extent of -

{ J A . s '
N -
. . ) -
L . . y > ‘
P PR - . .

. ~ \

N N )‘ . ’
. . . .o .
. - !
. . .



vocalization following the passage. Friedlander (1970) also‘reported

‘sex differences in the rate at which stab e responsefpatterns and

selective crossover: effects emerged when tudyxng selectlve llstenlng
!

. preferences, In order to partic1pate in~the study,nthe infants could_

Y *

not have any debilitating heart condition,wobylouS’ nsory lmpairment‘

' or moreigenerally any .medical cendition (other ‘than Déwn syndrome) ;
o which .night serionsly lin;t their developﬁént.- .
/ Each Down syndtome_infant_@hs matched wlth_e-single non-gelayed
.'infant for CA. The ageg of the' three paiis :?-infants-Were 12, 15,.and’

< 18 months. All 1nfants were wi thl.l} 2 weeks of their.age matched peers. _

(‘\_.\

- *+ Im additionm, the mothers of all 1nfants “ie matched on the follow1ng

criteria: ethnic group (Caucasian), familial monolingnallsm, familial

b R

-

e txuctnre (h.oth‘and *and wife living at ho'uie) ,:mothe-t free of any

.
.

majgiisensory hanﬂicag, maternal 1ntelligence not obviously outside the

norma

range, and socio-economic status (the 1nfants selected for the
ﬁ‘; / - '_ study were drawn from middle class famxlies). Cpe further selection
N5 ctiteri;n was the.infant's ability to selectively_respond using the
- eguipment provided; . | ‘ o ‘ S ‘ | -
:Aggaratus L ’ : | ‘ ..
"\ . - ‘'The test apparatus for both Studies conszsted‘of‘components of a -

"PLAYTEST systém. PLAXTEST is a portable instrument system for conductlng

studies of young children's listening pmeferenees for'controlled audio

%

feedback in natural env1ronmehts (Friedlandet, 1966, 1967). the

S

components of the syStem used, ip these studies were two laré&’knob
' manipularda that were attached to a playpen a 20282 PLAXTEST control

unit, and'two Wollensak 25&0 AV remote control’ cassette recorders,
. . - - N .

-

&

W.Equ‘ o R . '1”1 " jg" . _

[Ra




The knob manipulards wete transparent plsstic cylinders, 2.5 inches‘in~_,_“

'diameter and 5 inches long. These cylinders projected into the playpen’

at a helght of 16 inches. above the pad and 26 inc s apart. The infant
: . - \ [N \
'. could handle the cylinders when in a seated kneellng; or standlng

~

position, but he could not reach both - cylinders at the same time. Each

.

cylinder was attached to an\omnldxrectional switch in a small enclosed

box mounted on the’ ‘on£51de of the’ playpen. When the infant handled

either of the cylinders with a force Jreater tha two ounces in any

direction, one of the playback recorders was actrv ted and the twape

began. The onset of the tape was instant gous with the onset of" a

7 résponse, -and the duratlon of the tape was simultaneous with the duratron
. .- ‘\. N "
- of the response. The dynanﬁc voice properties of the recordings played

°- . through the high odtput speakers in the Wollensak recorders could be

» -

characterlzed as "good to- excellent." Recordlngs were made using a
.

S ’\!’-: WOIlensak 25&0 AV recorder and a low 1mpedance dynamic wide rnage
. X t . l L

micrOphone placed in a stationary position.

- _' i

_The 20282_PLAYTEST control unit automaticslly‘rigistered the v
fxeaquency and duration“of responses on both manipularda, and the .
accumulated numerlcal summaries of these data.' Wirh a periodic time,

- - b

C signal the’nnrt also recorded the length of each play session.: The
. ~ - \ ’

‘Pcontrol'unit included two Cramer running time meters -for accumulating \

response duratlons, two Sodeco impulse counters for accumulatlng response

-~

- frequencies, and a third Sodeco impulse counter for recording the

" frequency of the periodig tlme'signal. - ’ N




- as to minimiae interference with normairtraffic patterns w1th1n each

-~ : . . y . \.‘
‘. « . 3 ‘ i o
. o~ . ) A ! .10
. .- ' N ‘-‘. ."-) N . P— * 4
v - P30cedure _ : E T . . - .
. . . N e g
Ce The components of the PLAXTEST equipmentfwere placed in the homes_

_'of eech infant for five days.. The equiﬁhent was located in such a wsy.

©

2

4

home.v Mothers*were instructed to turn the equipment on by moving a-

- .

.
[N

- - x. .

single switeh when the infant was placed in the playpen, and to turn

- - t “, < .

it off when the infsnt was removed.kkEach of these plaigperiods during
. S e \ .

-

whiCh the infant remained in the playpen was. termed ‘a session.‘ Followxng

-

each Session mothers were asked to record the numerical.summaries

. . -
A ".‘r - LI T -

appearing on the control unit. Simple data summary sheets were provxded

-

~ -

‘e

sin notebook form for this purpose. In orderfto minimize‘envirqnmental

auditory distractions, famllles were ssked to turn off aT.V., radio, or

reoord player during. each session._ ' '~“fQ' .

X . . ..

o ' The number of sess1ons and the duration of each session was :

&
) dhtermined primarily by the . convenience end schedule of each mother,

.. i

L - slthough some general guidelines were given. Mothers 'were asked not" to

~ slternated positions was approximately equal.

t

letran individual session eltend for moxe” than 20 minutes, ‘Pd they were

told that three sessions per day would be sufficient.~ This’ flexibility

‘o

wss allowed in order to ascertain the number. of sessions and session.

duretisn that could feesibly be asked of mothers and mfants in stud‘
Howeser, this flexibility msde it impossible to follow a rigid schedule

for counterbalancing the posxtion of the two manipulauda. I order to

\

minimize the effects of any potential position preference, the two

msnipulanda and their eorresponding tape- recordings were alternated

4 .

“betweern sessions so that the number of sessions with the manipnlaﬂda in

. | e . _ - S _ \




. S -
Py - te
.o v .

© In crder tq’verify each'infant's‘ebility to demonstrate a-preference--
' N i \

using the equlpment provided twoiinitial sesslons were admin1stered '
~ Ve w

during which the- choice Was between téped silence, or no audxtor?‘feed—

t back, and a taped selection of bright, rhythmlc, instrumental music.
The positions of the manxpulanda were alternated between sessiqﬂ?
. E . .. - !
o ) : Once the infant demonstrated the abrllty to show a preference, the
“a st

"’f P experimental sessions began. Durlng these sessions,.the chorces. T

£

available .to the infant were taped adult female speech ‘to” an 18 month

old and taped adnlt female speech to another adult. Transcripts of

-
.

these tapes are presented in- Appendix 1.~

o ‘ , Broen (1972) investigated thé language envrronment of young chlldren, ~

-

and during one phase of her stndy she recorded mothers speakxng to their

cﬁildren in a free play situatron, and the same motheté speaking to an

T . l
. a .a

PR adnlt. Tape recordlngs and transcripts of these conversations were ST
'.'obtained for the present study.. One mother's speech samples to her 183

f month old chlld and ‘to an adult were selected as models for the taped

» 4

. .~‘- speech choices in study 1 and study~2. The actual tapes could not be
used’since it prn@ed?impossiple to successfully delete the voiees of the
- ) child and the other adult.--It was thought nécessary to delete the e
voiceseof the second parties $a as to avoid confusion in the subjects
(especially thetplder infants), and to "purify" the stimulus materials. -
?he_problem of deletion sas'resolved by!having an essistant listen
~.to the tapes and study the trenscripts. Particnlar attentign was gipen
= . to the' cadence. and intonatron of the speech >After a nuhbelgf practice
‘sessions the assistant was flnally able to imitate the speech of the

'mothet on the-tapes, and a recording was made of her readings. The

assistant was a stranger to all the infant subjects. %

Q - : . 14
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- . Both taped messages, speech to an 18 month old and speech to an\

. adult, were 1dentica1 in'length. They were 3 minutes’SO seconds long
R and were recorded repeatedly on one side of a 90O minute cassette ' ’
. . 'S ‘ - h

This was done so that the taped speech would always be avallable to the

infants durlng th;&sessions, and so that the mothers would not have .

S - a " vk
. £0 rewind the tapes | '
’ a0
: Although the taped speech samples wvere identical 1n length they e
F . e

dlffered on a number of important dimensions. Measures of. some of these £

L N - - v

' differences are presented 1n,Table 13

‘ OV TABLE 1 ‘
: - : \ : - f‘,.‘ \"f _ —— —
.f, : Measurev 3y | ' SRR _§peech to: 18_month old : Adult
_____ . Tgtsl wetns N - o ' p . 'ésd L 851
i Rate of speech-kpotds per minnte) : B | _:w; 117 'f‘ _ 222'
ﬁisflnenc}es perIIOO words | ) ‘ 2 ~i:6
'Vocebulerp diversity (type—tgsen ratio)- .530 - .625
. _'~Z of sentence.boundaries that.ﬁere - . 100 ;‘ "‘ 31.8 _
- ‘followed by a Rause - L ) . ) :'
' v | :. Results .

Since Friedlander (1966) has shown response duration to be a more

. sensitive indicater of selective listening preferences than response

t
%

frequency, response duration was chesen as the measure to be used.in the

initial sessions to determine 1f the infants could demonstrate a

seleetive a-l-il-li-'listening preference. Sélectivity was é&;fned

as the ratio of the-time spent listening to taped music over the

. -

E lo
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total time spent listening to both music and 511ence. Tﬁe leﬁgth'of

~- . .
-

each of the two sessiens provxded to infants ragged from 10 to 13

-~
4
.

ﬁdnutes.. The selectivity measured in each of the two sessxons Was .

averaged into one selectxvityvratio for each infent. Table 2 presents

- .

each 1n£ant s selectivity score expressed in a percentage.

-

a . TABLE 2 .
| Pereentage of téﬁéi liStening_time Spent(iiséeniﬁg to'mhsic - ;
.~' ‘ o ) . ’i L ] _ . . _
. : _‘ G_ Age | Normal - Down Syndrbﬁg . "‘ - . ;ff'”
'.s. | L ,12 ) o1 ) .90 e, r l. ~\ - .
I ey 93 e N
R O S T SR Y N o

’
« . [N .

_“Inwaddltian_to ﬁelect1v1ty;,1t is also important to note how o o

actively engaged the infants were 1n their listenlng._ One way to

o 3
- L] . N ’
Tg L
. . - A
s ,
. LR .
, .
.

measure this is to compare the time spent listening to bcth tapes

. ~F .
with the total session time. In other words, of the time he could of
'sp*nt listening, how much of that tlme did the. infant actually spend .
listeningv ~This data is presented in Table 3. |
TABLE 3 )
Percentage of session time spend listening '
N : ~ ~ . . g
Age . No;mal Down_Syndrome
12 .42 Y ¥ -
15 45 . .60 :
) - ‘ . ’ . /.
18 - .90 <34 : I

*



.‘ One ﬁunther refinement of thls analyé: df fxo;e acti\;ely er‘xggged. ol ’
. the infants were in listening: is to examine how long the infants
‘ listened each \time the); turned a tape on.. Table 4 shows tt?e ave‘rage . \
T dutati‘on of rasp ns‘essto music~and to - 51lence for each infant. t i
‘Y | . ) TABL%; . o . - | -
‘ \ ege daration ‘pex;’fes?ense- in ée,cqn:is . . S '
) i Age o Nomal,’" r~ .~ Down Syndrome . %
R . - : ‘nus’ié' “Si}fence. ‘ ,:-‘Biu’mc Si}en‘ce; | :
ool s T 2. e T2 13 o
| S A T 1.5 9 .. 3.8 3.2 . :
) <L - coL e T S S .
. N . 925 2.2 v 4.3 <. 1.4 - .
. ‘ S e .');-_.-'., ) . |
T T In thatmi)h’aée of stwdy 1 durlng which the lnfants were able to ) .
. ) y Qeelect: Betwee'ti 't;.he two taped spéech sémples, thé number of sesgions for. “ '- \ "
" ',_/f each infam: ranged f'i:om 9 to 1'4. ‘The average number ‘of sessions for- an .
L .. - infant was 12: ‘ Efach of tt}ese sessions varied in length. }fednian | ) -
seasion length in minutes fof ea;h infan; is presented in 'I.‘able 5. ' o
T TABLE -5 | kb ,
o ] ’ " Median "session\ i‘eﬁgth in pinites ' ) ¥
- . Age | . Norpal I?own Syndrome
B « ~ &12 18 - ;17 :
‘ :w fd : ,;5 _ 22 y6 .
| Sy a8 6 9.5 :
' @ - " : .o
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-Since the number of,sessionSrand session length varled ;otal

<

:
' session‘tlme also varied. Table 6 shows the time during which each .
‘infant had the Opportunity to select the available audltory stlmuli. o
- i o7 mmes .
A ) - :. v Total session time in_mxnutes ﬂ, _. | |
_ » o o - B o ,
' I RV — « . ¥ S,
. o i ) . ; -Age:" (§or?a1 | -qunTSyndsome'.. B o . i
. ' : . | .' S .’ . ’.501 . ‘ 232 v L. A
Loy s o1 - 48 T ’ | o
o T S 307 - ' :

- : .
';. gt .
. ; ™ -

) e . - . < .
. - " . » .
. . - .. .
, . \ . _ )

. ’ [ .

SR Selectiv1ty has been defined as the percentage of total listenlng e

! "

Ny T time spent lfstedlng to one particulax stlmulus cho;ce. Table s presents

—each 1nfant s selectlvity for speeﬁk'te an 18 month oldl:t . s h

Select1v1ty fon speech to am 18 monrh old

. . . N -~ . - e -
N e . . SR
L : B H . . . t. . -
. . . 4 . - - . ) TAB - . P .
. . * .
e . » - 4 ..
. < -
> «
N

 J «
. ’ . . .. . i 11
- 4
. * . . T S . -t . .( . . ) hd ‘ ¢
S L e Ase - - Normal . Down Syndrome -
L | . ¢ v e - o - ‘ .
" . .t ' ’
) 12 57 o 4
15 . N Y E
_18 C .71 .57
_— _ . - .

“‘Also of interest was how actively engaged the infants were, in listening

tOne general measure dlscussed previously is the pegsentage of session ‘ y
N time spent lisﬁeniﬁg. ;
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TABLE 8 _ - ;'[
- : o . .9 )
; - Percentage of total session time spent lisgening
- - J » ) ) - - . . ; * -
¢ 'é : ) g s - N 3 N ~
o b st . :
e Age Normal - . .Down Syndrome o
. ) . - . 5. X SN [‘ -
b ot e . .12 . .08‘ . . ‘03 ' o
- .‘... . ) . ‘ .-.150 . R .36 . ) a ‘.29 . . s . . N
- e N . - ' . .
- . § . x 6
‘( '18 * i .59 - . 010 ) Ce '
) . ’ . .3- ) . . - ;
. . o - .

Table 9 presents another measure of listenxng aetivity, that is how

¢ ;
. long the infants listened each time they turned a tape on.
. S . " TABLE 9~ SR
Average duration per responses in seconds ' 'J“'

. . B -:'.. . L V - - . ‘ . . ~ - ’. . Al . °"l. . ‘r hd . - .- - .

. . T . N B - - o T . ‘ ' .
[T ) < . 4 . ) . e -
| R Age ., . “'Nowmal . " ‘ Doun Dyndrome % ..

Y

=

chy to.child Speech fo'adulE

Speech to chlld Speech to adult

~.. . -t . . . ' [ 3 ‘ -a ) ’ B )
. ceiz 2.8 o 21 A
- N . . * .‘.. : * ’ ) ) ' .* ’ ’

I L I 3.5 - 2.9 % 5.9 - 3.9 .

L8 N 3.1 4.2 3.2
i A M N R . -
* . _ . “~~ : i - : " .

. The uilcoxon Signed Rank Test a dlstrxbutioeffree test for paired
replicate analyses, was used to determxne the significance of individual )
preferences. Iable 10 presents the T statistic values and probability "

oo values obtalned using a two tai}ed Wilcoxen Signe&*rank test fer each
ﬁ' ege : 1ndividualsin£ant. - . L RS hb o . 3 ':
| . | -
. - 19 P * e
. } 't".:\\ -..
e - o
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e AR . TABLE 0 -
. s»-( | - : Vaiues'of T+,statistic and pkobability _ s
’ g . " with number of sessions‘in pardntheses .
_ o Age - — | Nornal' - y - Down Syndrome
. Y N . ' . o . + ‘ . . - . + . . . ) .
R - . T . Probability T Probability
. . ( . . ,- ) ._ ‘7q“f
- - 12 65(13) - p=,190 -0 50(13) . L -86 .
S 15, 399 pm076 T 239 pml5T0
< 18 101(14) p<.001 .53(14). p=.999

A
-, .

The 18 month old normal infant was the only infant'ro show a significant

§§ ' preference for speech to an 18 month old although the 15 month~oid
T . normal infant approached signlficance at the .05 level.-ﬂ

» -

- Appendix 2 contains grsphical representati s of e ch infent g o
b performance as cumulative response duratron ovf time. Individual date .
. . . )
summary sheets are included i;} Appendix 3. e . IR :
el e . . o - ) . . r\';“‘

* " - Discussion L . .

‘o . ?: Although the infants-ueried in how actively'they.listened in the °

L)
.

LY
initial sessions, all the .infants were able to demonstrate clear

2

“ji. - ;f;preferences for the taped nusic.J~Eowever, when the. contrast was be;ween
\\ the~tWO speéch sanples, only one showed a staeistically significant
preference, although the preference shown by the 15 month old normal
o infent approached significance. Clearly, the first experimental null
Jéf" h{pothesis ‘can be rejected since significant individual preferences
 were found. Furthermore, the fact that only the 18 month old normal

L}

infant significantly preferred speech to an 18 month old lends Support .

&



o S . L /— ) . e - . 18
f‘ ; to the hypotﬁesis that young children have the means_of filteriag and"

.selecting certain audltory input from their language env1ronments. The -

ra

. ? ' 'finding that only the 18 month old showed a signiflcant preference*
also . indicates that this selectlvity may be developmental.’ That is,_
children at different dedelopmental levels may prefer to select dlfferent-
aspects of their language environments. If this isvtrue, as-this,study
tentatlvely indicates, then investigators may have the means, and "$,‘
perhaps the method, to judge the approprlateness of partlcular languaée
?// ed#{renmeﬁts for particular chiddren. It is interestxng to note- that 'f'
v Cl this method is closely related to the method used by those that happen .
to be‘sensitlye-and competent caregivers, hat 1s,_adopt1ng and

. aecomodatiag patterns ef‘interaction and stimulatiea‘te the~ehiid—akf;%\\
" on the basis of;the caregi;er‘sipredileetfens, but‘ratAer Qn' the aeéﬁsane
a :and abilities expressed and demonstrated by the child. N

r. ¢ e

Whlle this first study yielded gratlfylngly clear results*that

’ ¥
. appear to suppert the hypothe51s that language learnlng .children have

a .
e hd

t&e abillty to selectively listen for approprlately modlfied speech,. -

- -
»

P
the study should be regarded cautiously for several reasons. Fxrst,

\“ <

‘. . the small number of subjects lxmits generalizatlon ofv the flnlegS.

~ TN L3

Seeond it could be argued that the variability in sesexon length \ - ;

number of Ses51ods and total session time may have confounded any
performance'eomparisons.between subjects. This argument~presumes that

o~ thcse infants with }onger exposure time would have had a greaeer S
opportunity to sample the inpats, process the infermation, and -

consequently demenstrate significant preferenee Following thisgliae

of reasoniﬁg, one would presume an experimemtal bias opereting.aéainst

L -

o~ o,
Y L4
’
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':activity Of these two infants, orme showed the—only statistically &

:'significance at the .05 level. Furthermore,'ehe 1nfants who had

™

. 8
N o . Y / :
SR S 19
A y : .
those infants with shorter exposure times, and likewise favoring those
. .- I 2
*ﬁdth longér exposure times. In Splte his reasonably presumed

¢ B [ 3

biss, the two infants whp had, the second "and third shortest exposure .

, time ranked first and second in productlvity, or general listening _.u:

- s
significant preference, and the othe;bwas the only infant to approach

{ ‘
- . ra
greater exposure time were Stlll not able to show a signlficant preference.

" Instead of weakening the va;mdlty of the results, this argument would

¢

appear to strengthen the results 51nce the results were contrary "to

[} &

expectations derived from the arguﬂent. The finding that the results N

were contrery L0 this presumed experimental bias would appear to lend .

L3

'f”?ther sﬁpport to the idea that selective listening is indeed an

.-

Iinfermation gatherxng strategy available to children,_and that this

strategy ceg#gé'used to preferentially select modified adult speech in

Y - -

contrast to adult conversetienal speech. O . PR

v

‘One might hypotheslze from the results of Stndy 1 that the

L =i

informatibn a child prefers to. select is correlated with certain aspects

; of that child s deveIOpment.' Specifically, the 1nfants wvho showed the

greatest listening productiﬁity and preferences were those who appea;ed

-

£
_to be, most closeiy matched to the speech sample ‘they preferred. The

Simmmmias e - ‘. e e e e ———— -

Vnormal 18 month old infant 51gnificantly preferred speech to an. 18 montk"

"

.old. The subjeg? nearest in developmental 1eve1 to the lS mgnth old, the

) normal 15 nonth old was the. only infant to’ show a preference for speech

~ -

to an 18 month olg that apprOached.significence.- An _extension of the .

'present reseerch~could émpirically test this hypothesis; and while.the —_

Al . .

22



'.possible confirmation of this hypothesis would leave unanswered the\‘ .

t o~
o~

- . . ) .
’ o | s 20°
~ . f * ’ - R .

. - - . 0"" . .

- . b

<

question of which particular characteristics of npﬂified speech correlate

*

with certain aspects of development it would at least contribute to one:

LA

solution of Hunt's (1961) "problem of the match " .4 . ‘ o

Finally, while the g‘hn dyndrome infants were able to show a =~ = .

significant listening preference for music versus srlence using the

P

eqnipment prov1ded they did not show a significant preference for ‘

H

either speech sampjle. A.cautious interpretation of this findingfwouid .

. be simply that 12 15, and 18 month old Down syndrome infants listen

-
o o

-

to adult speech to as normai,ls month old-and adult conversational speech

‘v
without referente. Another interpretation, based on the assumption 'f.. ~

- ra ’ -

that sele tive listening preference:g;one 1nd1cator of the appropriate*,

e~ ¢ -~

rness orya particular environmental language input, would be that speaking

to a 12 15, or 18 month old Dowh syndrome 1nfant as' ane might speak to .
e

)

' X
. communication wigh that infant, tﬁengit follows that speaking to an.

.communication oith their owni;hildren. -In fact, the finding that a

a normal 18 ‘month old’ is no more’ appropriate than speaking to the same

1

. Pown syndrome;infant as one might speak to another adulr. If one can .- g

fnrther ‘assume thﬁt speaking to an 18 month old Down syndrome infant

- as if he” was an adult 'is not the most>appropriate form of verbal e .

< T e ' '

18 month 0ld Down syndrome infant as if he was an 18 month old normal

infant may also not be the most appropriate form of verbal communication. ¢

: It is not su;prising then that K&gan, et al. (1969) Marshall:tet al.

,(1973), and-Buium, et al. (1974) found differences in maternal speech to

CA matched groups of normal and Down syndrome children 1f the°mothers—:

in these studies were attempting an appropriate form of verbal .



A

. normal 18 month old significantly preferred lissening to speech to a

. o | normal 18 month old; while his CA matched Down- syndrome peer did not,
| Jghy indicate tne appro;riateness of some of the differences in materna}
. speech to CA matched normal and'ﬁown syndrome'children.
& _ . -
The focus of, this research has been on the child's contribution

-~
\ - -

in the adult-child interaction to the definition of 'the child’

~ effective langnage‘envlronment. One aspect of this contribution, at

-

leas; for normal children, appears to be an ability to use a specific o

‘ information gathering strategy, that is, selective listening. While
B R
' &
:  the wdult produces a,language environment for the child %he child nay

-

L - . specify what parts of that environment are effective b?*selectiQﬂA

;’listening. : The ‘results of Study l indicate that some normal children

* L]

: do listen seleetively to speech and thus nay conéribute to the definition
-

of theit lang&age environment. HOWever, the results of Study 1 did

*

“ ) not establish that Dmr*syndrowchi%dran have_this_sama ahilu}'_

# '_} Neither can it be said &hat Down syndrome 1nfants do not have this

”7 ... ability 31nce it can be argued that the‘speech samples used in Study 1

-~ -~

. ~ were not appropriate for the Down syndrome infants. The tweo groups of

L

‘infants were at different ‘levels of language development. Study 2 was“

designed to further investigate Down syndrome children s selective
listening abilities by measuring normal and Down syndrom children' s
-listening responses to 1dentical inputs while controlling for differences

oin~language development. . _ " - . T e
o ' ’ ’ .~»'- , ' ‘

stupy 2 o )

.«*?

- b
IR The first study estahlished a reliable method of measuring selectiveq

listening preferences in normal and Down syndrome infants, as well as

-
-

:
LI . H [N
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3 : : t *

one normal infant's significant preference for adult speech to a mormal

o “ Y
18 month old. The second study was to be a longitud‘nal,investigation of

N ' A N N N
normal and Down syndrome children s selectlve.listening references for ~

-

e longitudihal;

. © “the same two: speech samprS used in Stndy 1. It was t

rather than ‘eross sectxonal, in order to investigate changes in 1ndiv1duals

~
2

T infant's iistening preferences over time." It also differed from Study 1 '

= . )

-

in that it was to 1nc1ude groups of normal and Down\syndrome infants-

nﬁtch%d for express1ve langnage ability. Unfortunately, the second

4 \'

study was not completed.._Nevertheless, a complete Hescriptlon of the

- - @
.

method that was to be.used in Study 2 along with a descriptxon of the 3

Q

.difficulties which prevented its completlon, will be presented

' Method .
. 4

k - . : -
~ male infan¥{Ql 12 month old Down syndrome ‘Ie*infsnts,.and four Down

" syndrome ns children who vere functionlng at the 15 month level as

measured on the expressive scale of the Sequenced Inventory of COmmunicatlon )

o

Development (s. I C D ) (Unlversxty of Washxngton) *All other selectlon

criteria were the same as in Study 1.

.

Apparatus . S S

The equipment was the same as used in Study 1.

Procedure

N

The Speech sampie were the same as in Study 1.1 Mothers were to

R

be given the same instructlons aé in Study 1 except for more rigid guide-

lines on session length and number of sessions in an attempt to more

acequatelf'control exposure time. The guidelines Were%derivhd from the
@I \) .. . . "\ . “‘ : ' . . c- .‘ '.- \ -
CERIC .. | . 25 _

LIPS . * ° ) . .. -
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K results of Study 1., Moéhers would be asked to limit sessionstte not
. o less than five minutes and not more than lO minutes. Tney wcre tobe = - e T

- - " S\

- .

asked also to provide three sessions on each of the five days.

- ‘~ . ~ 3

* -
- | The Study would have begun when the normal 1nfants ‘'were 12 months -

~ -

.old and ended when they were 18 months oldr The equipment was to be

- R 'Y

Lt placed in each 1nfant s home.for five days on,four seperate occassicns
- . "\' - - . RY . . N
_ over the six menth span. of the study. For the nermal infants and. their' _
. - e v o e

- CA matched Down syndrome peers. the four occassions would have occurred

e -

\

. when-they were 12, 14, 16, and 18 months old. The occassions occurrlng- .
. .at two month intetvals for the 1anguage matched Down syndrome children-;

as well Prlor to each eccsssion,‘the SICD was ‘to. be readminlstered to nhe

.

.éach normaw asd language matched Down syndrome 1nfant. This would be N
dene in order to. have some measure'of the closeness of'match between

the two groups on each occassmn. The receptive scale of the ﬁgCD was .

& \'

also to be admin1stered prior to each occassxon so that -any differences

in selective listening preferences bebween the two groups*&lwld be related _”Tf .

'S

‘\ v R
to possible differences 1n receptlve ab111ties. .

The experlmental null hypotheses were 1) for 1nd1viduals and
within groups, thé%gﬁare no sxgniflcant llstenxng preferences, and -
listening preferences do nog change signiflcantly over time and 2) £or .

= between groups, there are no signlficant dlffe:ences between the llstenlng !

..prefercnces of groups, and there are no 51gnificant dxfferences between

"+ the number and form of the cbserved changes\in the listening preferences

'
. . ®»

» - d-

. of groups over times . . . . . : - )

4%




' .similarlties and dlfferences of these preferences with normal children s . -

/——.\:}-: ‘ . - s ‘ . . l - . . | | . - 24 - K

S ) ‘kesults hnd;ﬂiscussionu
4 . - )'
It was hoped that the results of Study 2 would have replrcated
d extended the findings of Study 1. Spec1fically, Study 2 offered the

'possibilities of l) inveStigating changes i indiv1dual and group

: listening preferences over time, 2) establishing Down syndrome children Si{

f_selectiye listengng preferences for modifled speech 3) comparing the -

’~fpreferences by controlling for dﬁfferenees in language development, and

-

~4) comparing changes in these preferences over time between groups

N

-

Unfortqgately*these possibilities were not. realized because of the

; singular difficulty -of obtalning appropriate subjects. There were two

a -

wajor reasons for this difficulty The first: was that it seems to be

incre351ngly difficult to find Down syndrome infant subjects.- This

roblem.has been encountered by another.xesearcher attempting to conduct

v H

a similar study in a different state’(Mahoney, personal communication)

L ) -

Ihe second reason involved the constraints imposed by’ the design of the '

stﬁdy. while it was already difficult to find Down syndrome infant
-’

subjects, it proved imposs1b1e to find four 12‘?onth old male Down

syndrome infants and foun DPown syndrome male cbildren who were all

Y Ll

functioning at the 15 month level in expressive langauge. ft these

" subjects were to partieipate in the Study as they were fouhd/ it nay have

-~
been possible to complete this study over a‘gersod of several.years._

Iustead because of the time constraints imposed by the grant period, it

wessimperative t%at the groups be constituted at the same time in order

to complete the data collection phase of the Study within thecperiod of

time allowed. This proved - inpossible. In order to effectiuely complete

I
S
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tﬁe‘study as designed, a grant period of at least two and a helf years

would be required

-

It is truly unfortunate that this study was not completed because’,

@

based on the results of Study l, it has the, potentxal of“cuntrtbuting

,substantially to our: knowledge of not only the process of successful ‘
O'

-

As Synder and McDean (1977) have. grgued, the recognitlon that the child s

. language acquisition, ‘but that oi>celayed language acquisitlon as well.

scquisition strategies (e g selectiv listening) are in part responsxble
for the successful acqulsitlon of language has direct implications for

the understanding -of delayed language acquisxtion. Specifically,

‘.delayed language acquisitlon could be analyzed in terms of the child'

particular strategy deficiencies. Thus, language research and interventiOn -

-~

could focgs less on_the products of language development'end-more_on_the_

proceséeS”éritical to such development.

2
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Appendix 1 _ ' I
e ,, ot ' :

; . Tao Speech to an Adult

I ve been talking \Q\my friends about it since last week ‘and we all

B tﬁidk fhat the first ones learn faster because you. spend more time with

1Y

tbe;n'fﬁlﬁTﬁﬁEﬁQﬁﬂp@s*getWtﬂxey—wam. SN S

-

weli the first ones because they—can-just, like, we all séy Sée what‘she

wants and be takes care of her[ and he understands her/ you know so I

.don t think she " to communicate as much as he did/ - . :

Y

1

- yah" I worked with\him a lot more than I do with her/ probably because

. we're redoing our. house now and we're busier/ and we're in more
: . R o ~

activities I.think/ beca&ée we did specd a lot more time with him .

and I know I'm sometimes. I feel sorta bad about it / but I spose I

don' t know the next year he § going ta nursery school so then I know

1'11 do the same with her/ TI'll _you know try to teach hexr things in

the kitchen/ because ]’taught him everything in the kitchen/ he can:
‘fry and egg by'himself now -and -/ he. you know fixes his own breakfast

and evetything which / hecould do when he was two !

yeah he could scramble 1 was around you know I'm around / but he knows
“ -

~how to do things and he can stir things '/ course I spose you tend to:

baby the second one more / at least Boyd does f_you know fathers spoil

girls /. .« o . ' B .

well we're just painting closets and_wc'rc gonna put.two new ceilings'in

this wegk and /. - B = ot
well we' re the down the living rccm we've ripped out and We e

plastering that / we re putting up beams on that / and the dining room

A



we're

,the to

R

putting up beams too ét;\;;;;\htw modling around 'you\khéw on

b/' E | . -‘\-‘ R U

-

. s a—— ¢ tmern

-_stuff

 yah !

g : .
but two of the bedrooms are fust being replaceé:iith that wall board

you know-/ .

you hang it- / and then we're just painting and papering and

well we strrgped all the wall paper off everything we re strlpping )

_wood.work now / we've got a big buffet / it's about as big as that wall

we re

there'

ay /
)y

no the

Y

I

stripping paint off / five- coats of palnt / 1t" s really work / and

»

s a antique door on the front that we've already stripped /
£

well sort of like over at Carol's house they have buffets there /

y. don* t that there at Mrs. Smith's old house she had / yah a.big

.- you knot one with glass doors in it / only everything was borken / so

S we [/

~ yeah all the glass and a lot of these 11ttle pane .things we had to replace J

»
. N a

r-t
”

everything these people lived just like pigs / this house was so bad /

moldy
the .cu
even b

_ greasy

yeah i

welll the cupboards 1 spent two weeks on the cupbﬁards along scrapi

[N

foodnout and everything / it was really bad / and then 1 stadined -
éﬁoards they d never anything been done “the kitehen_had pever ’
een painted / it.was just plastered walls / but it was all

and just icky you know /

~

t really worked on all the other walls well 1like evén'the closets

we've had to paint / we're painting them all like three times / but you.

‘have t

ldage /

o wash - then so it! 8 really a ptoject / just nine Yooms. and we've

well the bathroom's half dope./ and the kitchen's just about

K3
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done except we're stripping paint around the, windows in the kitchern /

then there's the breakfast room we haven't'even started on / that’s got

'3

seven windows and a door in.’/ but 'we're not gonna strip that we re

just gonna paint it and’ paper it [ but it 8 sorta fun / we' re hav1ng a

S

good time / but 1t' S real hard with the kids and we don 't spend as

.much time you kpow as we-should_/ 24

*

-

£ : . #

PRE

“Yah cause there s really a lot well. then they keep getting into things /

-

she got into a can of paint the day after / in fact I think it was the
3

day we were here / latex paint and just dumped it all over / and therefs

still glubs of it in her head / T couldn t get it &ll / Boyd you 've got

to get to her faster I said I toek ‘her- right away and dumped her in

: the tub / and you can you know that s SupPOSe -to come out of clotﬂes and

-‘ ’
b k)

it really does%\t /

-

- whole tray of paint in the bathroom / we had a new toilet put in ‘and he

tipped it / we got all that up / e

" . yeah that was no that was tﬁe higﬁ gloss / after a while our flends

yeah she was just a mess and then her deor was really good ?n;her bedroom -

) it was a nice door / it had been réblaéed and she smeared white paint

all over / so we'll have to take that remove that now too [“we've just

had a few little things ‘1ike that my brotﬁer—in—law tipped tipped a

L

*

either say you get hysterical because it's so bad or you just get

depressed / and it is sorta funny really because we've‘got these garbage

-,
¢

N L3 R
cans sitting around with our plaster in it and then I'm trying to train

this dog cause we got a dog for Christmas /



R .
R i:. | * Speech to an lelﬁbngh 01d
- are you gonna go to sleep? 1 ' . "_
" hm, éne-yo@rtireég
‘_,A____,_i:;:;;_f_-_._f“__i_"_fq,_ﬂwﬁm_«_,_______;Q_“__A
f - nice doily . |
did.yod_fi&ish &ohr &oﬁghnﬁt?
~uh? »%J T :
3 . .did you finish y5ﬁr'd9ﬁghnut?l |
nﬁ? J _ |
didn't you finish your doughnut?
: ~WeTE you:pléying’ﬁith o toys? .
you talk funnf - )
A ?ou_don‘t-make éense at all t
P wanﬁa.sée~whéé‘s in the purse? : .
A - .
listen .
. you waﬁna-iook in fhe:é and see what's.in there?
ahy looket - ) |
: what's in the;e? .
. what is this?
wanna put her back?
' ;. close ihg.pursea | 74~. | Y
} . ok | |
| rock, let's ;éck the dblly, rock
) you wpnnadgét ddwn?_
" you wanna put her én the chair?
we_afén'tjgoing any place . .’ﬁ




we're not gonna go anyplace right now .

let's sit down with.the dolly

ok?

3

.._..__“._....___.._._-. ————

AR

~*youfré such a messy thing

T T let's fix her legs . - : ';

i B k
~ see her eyes are closed? -

should we put the a-

's

e = A

let's. lay “the dolly down
oh" ‘ N
" let's ff%‘ihe.dolly's legs

wanna’ take hef:botttés off?
. here -
you just don't-wanna set ,. do you?

put the. dolly on ‘the. E:hair

put the dolly on, the chair

_*oh this is falling off though

'.nigé _
} s
she's going to sleep
say qi~ni dolly | '_~
tell her gocﬁ night
sit her up so her eyeé are open
let her sit up | | |

ok |

where's the dol}y's toes?

‘hm, whére‘s the dollg‘s toes?
 where arefhe: toes?

are her toes in here?

- e e o ——



"can you find her toes? . .

'is that a little car? S

whoops

\i . ‘

'ﬁm?_~ o - , . N "ji

ﬁhat’? -

herg s a big truck

whoops, came apart

it's a Tonka truck - B

see thaﬁ little thing s gotta fit in there 1ike that
ok - - . N -

. _ |
yeah, comes apart, doesn't it? S

youpanfixit? R - |

’ whoops, the truck fell over . . S ' »

-

. here

you push the truck

try and get it out

“
- - A4

'you can put this car on top of here too and give it a ride

iyou push;theftruck

b

is the dolly ni ni? /

come on
. N - .
we're gonna stay here for just a minute and then we're ‘gonna go

come on, push the truck

1 *
put the car inside here

can you do that? ', -
now the car' s going for ‘a ride, looket
" can you,get the car out .

is the'car stuck?

38 -



. .
. . .

see this part right_here? ‘ )
this péftfs)gotta ée in that ﬁéle | .* 
sée that holé?. | -

gotta g&}‘igﬁ}"i}{‘iik_; thate

' now.its fixed- R o . R .:‘41-
S yeals like that K .
- . . .

- o but you have to do it yourself don't yQu

- thefe ybu have it -
thank you e N - e
-7 .want me to fix it? s
[ > t
. - ) o ®
‘ oy ~
7 ) ‘ .Q
- * P
&
. .
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Consent Form

: . . S . ~
You dre-invited to participate in a_ study of normal and
_Down's syndrome children's listenin praferences for different

~styles of speech. We hope to learn wRat those preferences are,

. at different ages, and whether they cdrrespond to the ways in
which parents typitally change their wspeech.when talking to :
_young children. We ultimately hope to learn how to better assist
children with Down's syndrome in. learning language. |

You were selected as a possible participant in this stdﬁy because
your child is at the age we are interested-in studying..

If you decide te participate, we will ask that you allow us to
place the PLAYTEST equipment ip your: home for five days.
Two plastic bottles will be attached to a playpesn, and these
bottle Switches -will be connected to a machine which records :
how your child plays with the bottles. Each bottle is connected
to a taps recorder which will’ play pre-recorded speech wlenaver
the bottles are moved. VYou will be asked to turn the machine on
when you place ydur child in the playpen, and off after 20 minutes
- or when, for whatever reason, you must rsmove your child .from the .
" playpen. - The number of times you will be asked t6 do this each .day
will depend on your daily schedule. You should know that this
equfpment has been safely used in a number of studies, and it _
has beef designed so that children will enjoy playing with® it. .

Any information that is obtainsj ;n‘connectiqgiwith this study,
and that can be identified with Weou, will remain confidential y
and will be disclosed only with your permission. You will be
‘reimbursed for any incidental costs- connected with the study,

for example, the electricity necessary ﬁof_thelequipmant.“

If you decids to partiasipate, you are frees to. discontinue
participation at any time without prejudice. If you hayve any
questions, please ask us. If you have any additional questions
latar, Jim McCaul (224-6183) or Dr. Turnure (373-5210) will be
happy- to answer them. S S : '

You are'making a decision whethar?or‘nbt‘ﬁc participété.
Your signature indicates that you bave read the information prqyided
above and ‘have decided teo participate. You may withdraw at any

time without, prejudice after signing this form should you choose
to discontinue participation’in this study. . . _

“Signaturé- - . © - . Date

Wolatlionship to subject
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