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within the same structured games _-j;;f.‘ J'

fi nnat of structdred games

intervent{on consisted of two phases Phase I (Turntaking with

.‘i"

Act1ons) focused,on faci1ftatton of non-verbal communicative inter-- ¥if}*

action between the mother and ch1]d in the dyad, wh11e Phase II

(Turntaking with G&nmUnications) focused on verba] interact1on }ﬁ"‘

R S

Repeated measures were taken of turntakingksk11lsfw'€h1n the

| dyadic 1nteraction.‘ In addition, a communication task designed to

Perfqpmat1ves was: admfnistered on

a repeated bas1s. The results of these measures as we11 as

developmental measures adm1n15tered prior to and fol}owing 1nter- i«;"

vention detennined the efficacy of fhe intetventlon process :A';;:vt

post-hoc comparison to a sample of fourteen norma1]y-deve10p1ng

todeers and their mothers, matched to the four experimental dyads

S * on developmental status, was also carried out

It was found that the treatment program appeared to have some f”fa7

1mpact on the interaction sty1e of the dyads as well as on the

comunicat'lon skill and language development of the four de]ayed

. :ij"‘ children 1n the study.,<z:::;gis[}{;;,;'
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LT chapter T L

St o w0 cnmRopucTION ¢ ’
J4i7'“7’;‘T_-5“<* B -A;IfThé Pr6b1em f_}fi”f. f_;';;;:v”,

Language de]ays have 1ong beengrecogn1zed as a maJor d1sab11ng
-‘_'factor for deve}opmenta]ly de1ayed persons, and gonsequent]y many

. 1ntervent1on programs have focused on rened1at1on of these de]ays

a

‘ :3f(Gray and Ryan7~}9¥a‘ﬁanqyﬂ €m11or and Baer ‘T976 Kent, 1974 J“f' g

| sﬂ-waryas and Streme] Campbel] 1982) Frequent]y, commun1cat10p

.1n;ervent1on programs for deveTopmenta]]y delayed ch11dren have ,;ffau.«f

llm"gfocused on the deve]opment of word forms and semantft syntact1c

'”'.structures w1thout ‘much §;n51derat1on of potent1a1 pre]1nqu1st1cff~

‘,,ECama1on1 and Vo]terra, 1979 Br1cker and Carlson, 1981 Chappe11f.? .
©and Sander, 1980; -Dore, ;983 Sugarman, 1973) has focused on pre=

ey ;':Lfcursors to the development of formal 1anguage The 1mp11cat1on 15 e

" .

Ay Uthat 1anguage 1ntervent1on would be.more effect1ve if begun pr1or tgy
: f;the onset of verba] behav10r g :_, s .; o a %r
R Bates (1979),7Bruner (1975) and Chagpe]l and'Sander (1980)

.\_'/\K.. p’reCUPSO-r‘S (Gr‘aham, B 976) Recent research (Bates 1979 Bates : :;;\ - o

.'lﬁgi";'postulated a systemat1c re]at1onsh1p between the dyadac soc1a1 1nter- B

s -

"“act1onaprbcess of a mother and her 1nfant and the 1ater emergence of

O

3'.g:competent 1anguage sk1lls in the ch11d Spec1f1cally, Bruner (1975)

has suggested that 1anguage 1s learned as an 1nstrument for regulat1ng

? these 1nteract1on§ Therefore, ]anguage7§nterventzon wh1ch 1mnroves

I or exp]oits th1s 1nteraction pnocess a]ong Sp&i‘f]C d1mensions should
. e . . . . &\' '5__vx .
‘ Il‘, - I’ )] .



v41n the ch11d . : h,,tpf .'v;'. ;.f. -ij‘f'_ \-,' h{7:§>

ment goals. f .

1nc1ude the fo]low1ng (1) 1anguage should always be 1earned 1n

~In recent,years 1anguage 1ntervent1on1sts have been making’a

Ahgradual sh1ft away from the trad1t1ona1 “d1rect teaching" mode] to
S ,}-a more natura11st1c or eco]og1ca1 model (Sprﬂl11n and Siegel 1982)

'jidifThe trad1t1ona1 model is characterwzed by a tu;or1a1 approach

o esett1ng The 1anguage 1npu§ to/the ch11d agF ;Qeézonsequences are é?

» and Rogers-warren 1978 Sprad11n and S1eqe1 1982) In contrast

'TJfHFey (1986) def1nes a hatura]1st1c or eco1og1ca1 approach as one 1n o

Severa] pr1nc1p1es have" 1nf1uenced the sh1ft tOWard the o .;;

s natura11st1c mode]l of language 1nterventﬁon ?hese pr1nc1p1es 1*“

)

the context of soc1a1 1nteract1on (Bruner, 1975 Hart and Rogers- j-;

" : form of pre11ngu1st1c Jo1nt act1v1t1es and 11ngu1st1c conversations
'fw1th pr1mary careglvers (Dore, ]975 HacDona]d -and G111ette, 1982
- Snow, 1972), and (3) 1anguage acqu1s1t1on is. motivated primari]y by

' f.dthe ch11d s desire to commun1che 1ntbnt1ons 1n the contéxt of
‘_soc1a1 1nteract1oﬁs (Bates, 1979 Prutt1ng and Kirchner, 1983)

""d'Language tra1n1ng carr1ed out 1n the context of a ch11d s natural

mteractwns mth h1s s1gn1f1cant others 1s cons1dered the most

uti 121"9 h19h1y structured steps in a systemat1ea11y arranged ,i.‘77”?“:f"

carefully P1anned in order to teach°d1screte verbal. responses (Hart. SRR

‘ ‘}\

RS

112Warren 1978 Hahoney, 1975), (2) these soc1a1 1nte§gct1ons take the S



'“-}:feco1og1ca]1y ;a11d approach Fey,,lsﬂ" Macbona1d 1982 MacDona]d (;t {;
. and Gillette, 1982).. R R

The ear]y 1ntervent1on programs’of MacDona]d (1082) and
‘~'4Man0150n (1983) are examnles of natura]ist1c 1ntervent1on approaches 1;7h -

'3fgﬁfwh1ch are based on the pr1ncip1es and concepts de11neated above

"k.

"AvBoth programs are being used extens1ve1y throughout Canada and the ~v?" i

‘ﬁ 1f”d States and there are many subJect1‘e reports of sucqess

\

through use of these programs (Hanolson,'.983) In part1cu1ar the

ﬁ'u]aforementioned programs emphas1ze the importance of turntak1ng 1n
"7“-fd;ﬁmother-ch11d 1nteractions as a cr1t1ca1 feature for language deve]op-
'}‘-.Jnent Ratner and Bruner (1977) p01nt out that ear]yi[urntak1ng
;»tgames mlght be expected to g1ve the 1anguggg 1earn1ng ch11d ( .
"”-f‘assistance Hn acqu1r1ng 1anguage by “(alé;}m1t1ng and render1ng h1gh1y -ej F
‘i,yfamiliar the semant1c domawn 1n whach utterances are: to be used |
“:.;'(b) prov1d1ng as¥ask structure that can ‘be eas11y predacted and that

offers c1ear-cut Junctures at wh1ch funct1ona11y1nte111g1b1e utterances .(ﬁ-

4can be inserted, and (c) by a]]owlng eas11y for the deve10pment of

o }_; revers1b1e ro]e refgt1onsh1ps between speaker and hearer (p 401)

In addttion. Ratner and Bruner;n1ntout that by preverba1 pract1ce 1n‘
th iturntaking 1n early games,. h.ldren 1earn to use d1alogue “on he1r
'fown w1th objects, people other than the1r mother and w1th the realm - :
: of obJects and,events that are on the level of pretend'" (p. 401), (
'thus promoting genera11zat1on HacDona]d and G111ette (1984) have
"f;referred to theée ganes -as “conversat1ons" because of the1r rec1proca1

- i‘lnature. As yet there are. 11m1ted data to support the effect1veness fo

of this approach (G1ro1ametto, 1985) and none that show a relat1onsh1p



i'j.‘Tanguage Tevei

o T

TT*between change 1n dyadic interaction style and improved chde

A"Tﬁ_'fcommunication skiiis, CTearTy, there 1s a need for objective and

: ,vempirical research 1n this area.

T ["\.t;,: L
R "c ;;.
13

g

© s, Statement of the Prob]em

.‘fskiiTs resuTting from 1ntervention at a dyadic-interaction level ';5~:
. \cTearTy 1nd1cates a need for research in thTS area This TS ‘

.',VTparticuiarTy ev1dent when v1ewed in Tight of the current widespread

; clinical empha51s on the potential iffect of this genera] strategy
1n 1mprov1ng Tinguistic competence (Dehaio, 1984‘ FrielvPatti and -
:iLougeay-Hottinger 1985 HcLean and Sniier-HcLean, 1978) ThTS

~.v"'study focused on- th_

;;,aSSistance to a’ ChT]'»Tﬂ Tearning Tanguage. The Spec1fic purpose

| f of the study was to inveStigate the effects of "conversationai" ;h

| procedures (MacDonaTd and GiTTette 1984) on chderen s. verba]

'Acommunication skills

The dyads 1nvoTved in: the studv each con51sted of a mother and;;;}§i,
’ . -her deve]opmenta]]y delayed chi]d The chderen were con51dered f‘-:”‘
'fto be "pragmatically 1mpa1red" in: that they had a smalT vocabulary, .

;but tended to communicate through the use—oi-gestures in situations;y:v

.J;where the words they had woqu normaTTy have been more appropriate

’ .(Snyder, 1978) These dyads were compared ona post -hoc basis.,a_ﬁ,‘ i

.i-to dyads consisting of a mother and her nonhandicapped child who wereﬁ

v’if:matched with the experimentaT group according to chi]d HA and

)

:, In the current study, turntaking interactions were taught within;;‘”'

N
issue of whether t rntaking games prov1de PTREE O

o The aforementioned Tack of eVidence for improved chde Tanguage e



N LT

g .ja fonnat of structured "games” (Ratner and Bruner, 1978) In1t1a]1y,

[ft,non-verbal forms of these games were fac111tated Ratner and Bruner"ﬁ*"*'»3?

fuglspeculated that preverbal practice 1n turntak1ng xchanges,prmor to

“;ffthe 1ntroduction of words was necessary 1n order ;_*'"

'"Kffgeneralization t0‘more pract1ca1 situations. 0nce thws sk111 had’ i Qﬁfs;if

'_ﬁ'*reached a specif1c criter1on 1eve1, parents were taught to qloss fv;fif“f!

'”f_ff°LJSwords onto the1r actions, thereby uti]izwng parenta1 l1ngu1st1c ;-ff,fvn~“'h

j;mode]ing' 'Ratner and Bruner (1978) termed th1s technigue "h1gh- 'b’_frgffﬁ?

\.;11ghting." that 1s, emphasiz1ng a featur‘{'rlthe actaon by add1ng an 1'¢uif

i7utterance.- The words mode]ed by the parents ‘_re from among those 25

e Py, ) REE
were.se]ected'*_'-;'

t\\‘ :

7 Eﬁk{‘ifdn po B
T N L ' T
'tasks The communicat1on tasks were re adm1n1ste ,d on a repeated S :

TN

“-.‘ﬁbasis throughout the 1nterventton ‘to assess any 1mprovement 1n the e

'7Tafia1ready in the chi]dren s vocabu]ar1es.. These:wo\

i Jﬁbased on. the1r 1ow frequency of use on structured c

o~

j-‘,;_‘_'communicatwe use of the words as-a funct1on of thexr use in the 4;.;i,;”
:”.gam : : _ 'A_h | L | RN
Th1s studylwas an attempt to emp1r1ca11y va11date one aspeot |
:,of the mother-ch11d 1nteract1on~process—-that Qf turntak1ng, 1n
.order to increase word use fol]ow1ng 1ntervent1on A rev1ew of the -‘.
::1iterature relevant to thls study 1s presented in: the fol]ow1ng |
:?'v:,'chapter, wh11e Chapter 3 d1scusses the ratlonale for the. study and

' ;nfthe spec1f1c research questions wh1oh were 1nvest1gated

._/ g



| Chapter 2 5 ‘:“

. ,(-— ——

REVIEH OF THE LITERATURE

3 .
L e et
S

liducational serv1ces to handicapped children have underqone ‘;;‘

Lo ‘~i;funpr edented chqnges in the past two decades.: 1.[haps the'most

“huf] striking changes have Occurred in the use of early intervention

'ff.flanguage serv1ces being a primary example of‘the widespﬂeﬂd

\.

“:7i;fserv1ces for young handicapped children w1th focus and de]ivery of RN

f.f”;inodifications Wh1Ch have occurred (Kyse]a et ai., T979) 'One needs_ffv~{*l-:

iv-aiittle fam11harity with the deveiopmenta]iy deiayed population to L

”"Cfrealize that the delax 1n acqu1sxt1on of competent functiona]

”"':-flanguage skills s one of the most striking characteristics of this';ffffiiff

L

9ifgroup of children._ Therefore 1t 1s readily apparent that inter- S

| 'igvention strategies are gecessary 1n order to provide these chiidreniff_f'gPQi

\J..

x'”:ff:Lw1th a means for ach1ev1ng more competent communicataon. The basiSffcva‘ .

| '7fjfor these intervention strateg1e$ can be. f°”“d i the research

L‘.}]iterature on the norma] development of communication skil]s Thish‘wj£5};

.chapter w111 reveew 11terature on. both the sequence and context ofi

“i;‘jnormal deve]opment that prov1de the ba51s for the 1ntervention‘*@?@[:;7

.?strategies 1nvestigated in the present study Research on the

~'"'_““c:ommunication deficits and interaction styles of parents and their'ﬁ: |

“‘;”t;‘,hand1capped children wil] also be reviewed Finaliy, evidence from 3?i:>h

"'1ntervention studies 1nto the parent-child interaction proceSS will A
be presented "fi mi o ,.'f}f7-.3;vf
Sl L ‘ .4,-_’,;‘?



.?;f;n;?f;{jék B The Normal Development of Communication Skills

'*ﬂff:*fbefore the acquisition of thetr firstaword has gained virtually

"~5;7Bru"era l975. Cross, 1978 Sugarman, l983) There is a; widely‘held |
- fﬁfassumption (e 9.. Schwartz, 1984) that the tranSition between pre- '—”5=":

.‘, .

The notion that 1nfants demonstrate conmunacakion skills long

°"'guniversal acceptance over the past;two-decades (BateS, T975- 1979~

“:ff;%;11ngu15t1c fonns and the acquisxtion of the first word is. gradual

”'fjfgjhowever at least two diverse perspectives exist regarding thlS

g fﬁftransition.: Bates (l976) Harding and Golinkoff (1979) and Snyder. ifiiéffiff

, JﬁﬂtgﬁBates and Brethergpn (1981) advocate the existence of a causal role

:f{;between preverbal communication and language development creating a

'i>5g;continuity in the transition from preverbal communitation to 5,1:}fﬁijif‘gﬁT

o J;vprogramsfwhicb focus on preverbal behavier On the other hand, 3.3 3}:;..f;f-
‘:7-_r;Dore (1975) believes there 1s a discontinuitv between prelexical ‘

‘,a{;ffoﬁns and true words, thlS separation occurs UECause of a lack of

T child

"5,Tdevelopment, two of these being in the realm of nonlinguistic

'._0-

'iflangUage This perspective has resulted in language 1ntervention

‘aﬁknowledge about the symbolic propenties of language by the prelex1cal;
' LI c ke L : :
Investigators agree that the developing child experiences
B e -
L_progreSsive changes in his vocal, gestural and verbal behav1or priorf
‘ ft¥;t° the development of mature language Skl]]S}. Bates, Camaioni and 7

'}ngolterra (1979) delineate three stages of early cmnnunication

canmuﬁcation (l) the-prelocutionary stage, in which the child'

behavior<(e 9-» hunger CTY) has an effect on his listener (e g.,jflw?

. *.f’ feeds baby) without having intentional control over that effect}njfzzﬁy : I"é



o (2) the.fjiocuf;onary stage. in which the ch11d 1ntentiona11y uses &

fﬁffnon-verbal s1gnals te»g s pornt1ng) 1n order to 1ndicate a statement
}3‘;1{¥;3and (3) the ocut1onarz stage, 1n which the chi]d uses conventional;
C ;?Fs1gnals (1 e., words) 1n order to express a message.‘ In addition,:”o_-fcﬁf';

[ S

3{fBates et al (1979) traced the deve]opment of two—comnunicatiVe d:fgfiff%

5ffl1ntent1ons or performat1ves (1mperat1ve performative and declaratiVe

ﬁl?*perfonnat1ve) from the1r ear]iest pre11ngu1st1t forms through to use ,\x-?
'ifj;of the ana1agous wordt In th1s way. the authors demonstrated ..fygg,f
' f-iidevelopmentaf continuity between prelinguist1c and 1ingu15tic i;i}fiﬁ
f»éa_i:?fcommun1catrons Bates et a1 (1979) received theoretical 1mpetus | L

- di'lﬁfor the1r work from the wr1t1ngs of J.. Aust1n (1962) on "speech act. | i;_f
- ‘ Performatwve structures are def1ned as fo1lows the declarative
~f}‘performat1ver1s a s1gna1 used by the Ch11d to d1rect adulbiattention ::gfiln

“ "f?;tto obJects and events (e. 9 i po1nting. Sh°:1ﬂ9{ "doggie"bf‘ '

»:?Vii mggrat1ve performat]ve 15 a signa] used by the ch11d to convey 2"

“"f'request for an obJect (e g., POiﬂt1"9’ "dogg1e.“ "open") BOth
.t_.;“.*vf;3‘::,:.}';"1Bates et al. (1979) and Sugama" (1973) de“"eated "emgmzab]e ';"'-
L *;:icr1ter1a wh1ch wou1d d1fferent1ate each oi the stages from the other
j;v.;and the1r research has been(paralTeled hy theoretica1 statements fjff,Y
:"i from Bruner (1975) and Dore (}974)e'%j : .‘va ; . N

v | g Bates et a] (1979) and Sugarman-Bell (1978) eﬂph351zed the

fifhfimportance of. gestures 1n the progression from prelinguistic t0 - -
) “?ffltnguist1c forms of communication.. Sugarmans8e11 de]ineated a.

o Ténfﬁthree step sequence of soc1a1-1nteract1Ve behavior during the pre-

f’/verbal per1od with each step indBrporatihg prOgressively more



"'i;gg? tions and illocutions through to the onset of verbal behav1or or } ff‘ﬂVJ? L

complex fonns of gestura] communication Bates et a] (1979)

affinned these findings with their discuSSion of the deve]opment

of chi]d communicative behav1or from the gesturaT 1eve1 of per]ocu- L.J‘i"df

'oﬂlocutions Investigators (Carter, 1979, Dore, 1979) a]so agree that

'lfbetween babbling and the onset of fonma] language as ev1denced by

TTY: the emergence of referential words. the ch11d progresses,through a,

: stage of word-Tike utterances These have differentiaTTy been '75 *"

",l{called "symbo]s" (Piaget, .952),v“proto-1anguage" (HaTTiday, 1975), (
‘W‘e"primitive speech acts" (Dore, 1975)' “phoneticallv consistent

“‘_~fforms" (Dore et aT e 1976),,“1ndex1ca1 expre551ons" (Dore, 1983)}f' ‘
”T.f:and "vocab]e;" (Carter, TQZQ) Dore et a1 (1976) grouped these .
a ;iutterances 1nto two types. The first.“affect expreSSions" generaTTy She

| t-;;serve the purpose of expre551ng protest or glee and are typicaTTy

B :fviﬁheard during times of arousaT The second type, which generaiiy

=y ;.Acharacterized by ScoviTTe (1984) “The chiid s

d?occurs at a 1ater deve]opmental stage 1s that of "1ndicat1ng

"expressions" which are thought to‘be the beginnings of referential

4"‘jcommunication Th1s second category of utteranées more cTosely
R approximates aduTt_speech/ﬁn tenns of phonemic and prosodic character-.'

'U..d 1stics Co-occurring with thTS stage of word like utterances is a .

The transition from pre-1ntentiona1 to ini”:

'1'ffdirected toward a goal. (some desired obJect) but directed toward the N

.adult as. wel] in order to communicate the goaT to the adult

tidnal.behaVior?isijf

“v'stage which is attributed to the‘beginnings of - intentionality in the'Vh}j'



o .

i;“ C The Context of Comnunication Deveiopment

Bruner (1975) and Ratner and Bruner (1978) emphasize that p]ay

*routines of parents and their young childreﬁ provide the basis for
”jiﬁﬁe}inguistic and 1inguistic behavior eventua]iy used by chiidren to

'»1"regu1ate parents actions and attention A basic feature of these

.

-f;games is JOint referenctng. Bruner (1977) stated that the obJective _
.{_'of JOi(ﬁsreferenc1ng "is to 1nd1cate to another by sqme re]iab]e means f;V‘

‘fwhich among an alternative set of things or state or actions is

-

V,Areievant to the child s and mother s shared 1ine of endeavour“

"the obje

ﬂiJ(p. 275) Col]is and Shaffer (1975) have shown that the mother 's 1inejfﬂf
,:}of v1suai regard common]y foliows her infant s'in order to ensure that;iff
‘}she is focu51ng on - that which ho]ds his attention. Ln return by ‘the -
: f.age of approximateiy four months, the child is abie to direct h1S Tinejf;t

';1of regard on thaﬁ at which the adult 1s 1ooking, as weii as to ensure;iﬁf[

t. - Thus, at th1S eariy age, there 1s a procedure by which

'«'{either th parent Or the chi]d can contro] the focus of attention on. fd@'*

Tlan obJect thereby directing the topic of preiinguistic conversation

';»'ﬁ(Foster, 1985)

":aaction on the obJect to which attention was directed Joint action_TJVK

J01nt referenc1ng by mother and chiid 1ogica11y leads to joint

: ‘i;ZIS consi&ﬁred to be an elaboration of 301nt referencing by not on]vt |
'.:j~nutua11y directing attention toward an obJect but by entering intO'f

) ‘,,isome fonn of reciproca] action which constitutes a comment on a

LR ‘:‘_;-'_. RE

Ssthe aduiz s JO1nt attention bv such strategies as touching or ho]ding'ijii.:

| :TﬁVf;shared topic (Bruner, 1977) These joint action routines provide a};?;;

franework for 1earning the Hﬁles of communicative exchange 'Ratnervf‘;.f



‘ ”‘jﬂthé ages of flve and nLne months and found that.Joint actaon rout1nes

"f;;;assfsted these preverb

' t'7;ﬁf:strategies. Learning wasg'acilltated{due to the highly r1tualrzed

?'iljnature of the games- the reSponses required to take part in the gameslgrﬂf:;f

”":d{were restrfcted and predictable Ih add1tion. the role each partner;vf'_quff

» “';;played 1n the games was both clearly del1neated and reVers1ble.»=df:c~

zihl?ldefin1tion

' ’”;:-Although Ratner and Bruner postulated the 1mportance of early games n?ﬂ'}.f17T

R for 1nfants learning lanquage, Snyder-McLean et al (l984) argued ?2~‘u;?i~f*

.A.-

’ Chlldren in ”earning communicatson ffvff“ _i___,‘ .

- that joint act1v1ty routines would be. equally as 1mportant for older:: HE

d’fch1ldren who were at a prelinguist1c stage of: develOpment.i‘Ihe%ef;_T'l'”;
5‘".latter authors proposed that Jo1nt act1on routwnesacould be effec- ;“ﬁf ’
}J?ttlvely used 1n clinical 1ntervent1on, and prov1ded the following

‘-'5“ T i';-"»:

,au“‘}:a ritualized 1nteractlon pattern, involving jo1nt actlon, RIS
->..unified by a specific theme'.or godl; which follows a logical = = =
. sequence,.: 1nclud1ng a clear ‘béginning point,.and in wh1ch each .

'5,{part1cipant ‘plays a-recognized role, with specific response -~'.s~'%f~_w
“‘expectancies, . that is essent1al to the successful complet:on L

. of “that sequgnce..“( < l4) -;_; S

PA

'fa7ffJoint actjon rout1nes begln very s1mply and become more complex,. L :

f;j?both 1n terms of enrichment of action and length of exchange.-"ﬁ f"* e

o ¥;fRout1nes may become elaborated by co-occprrence of mutual gaze,

'“-vocallzation and action These-Jo1nt act1on sequences acqu1re a \

dfcomplexity and routine which gives the appearance-of "well pract1ced B

‘1~:games“ (Bell 1971) Hanlpulatlon of obJects or toys is one vehicle j;gh\j“

RO which readily captures the 1nterest of the chlld and allows the '

'~cmother and child to attend td‘;he same referent Th1s appears to be 'f;f

~f; ”an important non-verbal stage 1n the evolut1on toward language use..



'15‘;»engage 1n aid 1n the ch:g

3 Qf*;”f“f111 h1s s]ot“ 1n the game by resp;j A

‘V'*}dgbehavior at the apprOpriate moment

",_1soc1a1 rout1nes or games

”].anow (198]) Hypothes1zedhghaf°;he games that mothers and children -

s ﬁtake the1r turn 1n a playfu] 1nteract1on.- Snow labelled this ski]l _P*u

f;","slot-fming.','- The chﬂd must Tearn wiig :ﬂ‘-a"e Ms turi® or

,1

Vfﬁfixform of gesture 1n order to take the1r turn 1n an 1nteract10n Snow}?f7lf
?'§(1981) de11neates fwve areas 1n wh1ch the early 1earning of gesture’@f~?‘

s eﬂphamed T e e T e

'~_]‘”;41;;fThe ub1qu1tous use’ of gesture to support verbal
. 0. communication. . ..i -
.. -2, The widespread and soph1st1cated use of gesture by
7 i hearing. ch11dren*at an age when the1r vocal deve]opment
©is stilY limited, -

'jv~3,*{The precocity of firSt language signers as compared to ;' dﬁ L

“first language speakers

' ftg[t4l<,The widespread use of gestural'communications bV mothers;iji:‘

-to infants in’the pre11nguist1c stage.

- -5, The effectiveness of sign in language tra1n1ng, not onlyaf5dfsh'
" for deaf and hard-of-hearing children who have limited = - .7 .
“access to auditory input but also for + - Children who#;. b

7aishow a- specwfic 1anguage deficit (pp 203- 204)

”'f_Snow hypothes1zed that deve10pment of ski]] 1n non-verba] s]ot-fil]ing

"4,'hprepared*é ch11d for the ear]y funct1ona1 use - of language in fam111ar |
It has been suggested (Nerner and Kaplan, 1963) tﬁat 1anguage e

. "rﬁ_}V:gestures Language then,grad;>l1y becomes decontextualfzed 1n that

}there is an 1ncrease 1n the extent to which uords are used outside of

Vn L

‘fffthe unmed1ate context of actvon uerner and Kaplan (1963) suggeSt that

‘ 1lone conngnent of this process 1s the ch11d 'S 1m1tation of actions and %

-'1verba1izations produced by others._ Imitiation also prov1des fur/en

et déve19p1ng knowledge that they must 5?.,1‘.

e 7the apprOpriate_-‘e'i{ff'?f

n1tia11y, children use some _ff;f;;

'ffﬁ dor1g1nates 1n or,ar1ses 1n conJunction W1th overt mdtor actions and ;‘“;ff.l

’ : 1



NG

7A'f7ffstud1ed eight norma] méther-infant dyads n playt51tuations and found . R
'zt‘fjtthat imitation occupied 16% of the total interac%ion time within the jf"fffq

ij;f}communication sequences and foupd many."l€

’jf{foalternating sequence of communicative acts in which both the~mother ,ffﬂ;lQFf

'5?§;and childvplay mutua1 roles as initiator and responder Pawiby (1977xyi,ffff

"=?¢ﬁdyads.. She<compared the imitation seq@%nces she observed uith other :lgf*gii

red characteristics between‘f'{i4«?

'iijl,ff;the two interactions She suggested that the simiiarities between ftfliffjf

Afﬁfthe two\types of interactions were ev1dence that imitation was a

¢ Bt

‘"];component of the development of.communication.» Pawlby s research

'*71;ﬂ'emphasized the’ importance of mothens imitating their chi1dren as' "911

' "5‘_ff:as the reverse, and stated that mothers unconsc10usly reaiized that ~;"”H

**f;mutuai 1m1tation was a means of achiev1ng ax step aiong the road to

.r{}¢the Chiid s first word For most parents the fﬁagt word marks a ff;if; B

‘”fji:clear and 1mportant transition that changes the child s status as a-

f'fhnjsocial partner. and 1s the_efore highly de51red E ‘T"'?y}';;sfgtlf'j_u;.

,;5 seems reasonabie to assume that SOCIO-C uhicative exchanges o7ffJ'

‘.wz-as described above estab1ish some of the basic techniques for sharing ‘\;;*;
"fgﬁ:knowiedge and taking turns which w111 1ater be utilized 1n verba1 S

')‘v;;dialogues. Thus, children are not 51mp1y 1earning specific tech-'.

| ”’f-niques of joint referencing, Joint attention and imitation, but are

"’Q‘L__guistic Input to Children \ .f”-5"y'fff-q.7.;-'ri-;:fxﬂﬁif ‘

e . f

v']earning the rules of discourse. j"]'“';' T

The verbai environment to which nonhandicapped chi1dren are ,

-5exposed has been investigated in numerous studies 1n the past two .'}”

decades (Broen, 1972. Garnic '%7’77 Snow, 1972) Mothers, the

) i? Primary source of linguistic in thto chi]dren. have been_shdun toe s



g

' 5afjfmoaify'£héir?s§éé€h tﬁfia;favge-learning chiidren in order to simpiify g&i}}
'fig"the comprehenSion and imitation process Hhen compared to aduit- S R
sf*aduit speech, mothers speech to chiidren has been characterized as S
"v;iiess compTex in terms of'both semantic and syntactic levei more e
fi:frepetitive, siower, ciearér and more fiuent, with an’ exaggerated
'pfijjfifpattern of intonation This simplified and redundant form of _
'-.‘icomnunication serves the dua1 purpose of (1) maintaining a 1eve'l .
3y7;?of speech whicﬁ‘makes it both comprehensible and interesting to ;i”:il'"
-{Fjigg?ifyoung chiidren thereby increasing the iikeiihood that chi]dren wiii
tljfattend, and (2) aiding dhildren in acquiring ianguage due to the e
:?:ﬁf:laincreased opportunity to imitate Simplified utterances ;£j19'~,[f¥fiaiésf;'
0bservationa1 studies have found a. number of links between -
"x“;f_maternal linQUistic 1nput and rate of language atquiSition in f:ﬁ: ”f’i’ |
";;_chiidren For instance, ha recent study by Barnesq Gutfreund “”dyi?;;;f“

-

%i]fQ‘jEASattersiy and Neiis (1983) iooked)at speech addressed to a representa- >

l

‘V.f;(itive sampie of two-year—oid children and corre]ated features of

rhimothers speech to their children with gains in chi]dren's ianguage.;,u.°i.‘
ulthe authors found that parentai questions, directives and expanSions ‘
'~‘were al] correlated with speCific measures of chi]dren s progress in
uu'if; ﬂ]anguage deveiopment In aOSimilar study, Cross (1978) iooked at
"ffjfactors which facilitate or inhibit progress in chiid 1anguage~
ty*;ahquisition.t She suggested that parental expansions, extensions
.uff;and repetitions of chi d 1anguage appeared to be associated with an
lf}'facceierated rate of ianguage deveiopment in children.‘ She noted L
ifnthat these discourse features served to match the mother s cammunica~; f‘\f‘f
“ i ,V':-,l';_i'tive intentions with those of hgr* -thus maintaining the topic B
;ton which the chiid was focusing conversationa]iy.~

- PN . . -

. ‘,.‘_ . .. . . ; . - '..-' . o iy
. . S e . o ot - . .. R N . N



- In stud1es“by C1arke-Ste\§g (]973) Kaye and Charney (1981)
and Ne1son (1973) d1rect1ves and the use of negat1on have been

lhassoc1ated w1th reduced rates of ch11d 11ngu1st1c deve]opment
ﬁ"However, 1t should be noted that manv authors do not support the~
vr‘tnotion of a causa] re1at1onsh1p between maternal speech and ch11d
"ilanguage They po1nt out thlt the ma30r1fy df the stud1es 1n th1s
:T"ve1n demonstrate correlat1ons but not™ causa11ty and that the experi- L
'feimental studnes have been genera11y uns@pport1ve (Shatz, 198@3}' M

Stud1es presentin 1nformét1on on 11ngu1st1c 1nput to develop-
Q\

fmenta1ly deiayed chﬁidren w111 be presented in the next sect1on j‘ﬂk o

- ~Character1st1cs of Commun1cat16n Deve]opment

- tan. Handﬁcapped Ch11dren Lo R . R
: 1-‘l Research has genera]]y demonstrated that developmen¢a11y de1ayed
;27 ch11dren 1earn laiLuage 1n a s1m11ar, but s1ower manner than‘ | »’j’y ,%ffh

,4'j *typwca]]y deve1op1ng ch11dren Tigerthe1ess many authors have r35

'ﬁfr" spec1f1ca11y Chosen to address the issue of language deve]opment 1n

RS
e,

;'¥i".i e deve]opmenta11y de]ayed popu]at1on Desp1te restr1cted ev1dence ;ftj:;fi"
‘o%a causal ]/vnk between 1anguage 1nput and 1anguaqe development 1n o
'"normalech11dren, a number of stud1es of developmenta]]v deIayed 171 ‘ﬂ‘t.
’ ‘»’ch11dren SUQQESt that POOr parental 1nput may 1nh1b1t opt1ma1 language S
ftfdeve1opment Bu1um, Rynders and Turnure (1974),exam1ned the’ : ”-jvv‘

. 11ngu1st1cu1nput to Down Syndrome ch11dren as compared to norma]

"1anguage-T§wrning ch11dren matched for chrono]og1ca] age They found
~.the speech of the mothers of the Down syndrome ch11dren conta1ned a ,"_,4'

Yo

i h}gher number utterances'1n tota] w1th a 1ower Mean length'f'_vi

*ﬂ;;ﬂof Utterance (, UT In add1t1on, they used shorter sentences,"'A :

L
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‘;;fmore 1mperat1ves and more grammat1ca1ﬂy 1ncomp1ete sentences

| e Th1s study was. among the flrst to conc]ude that mothers of Down e

Jﬁ”fsyndrome ch11dren prov1ded def1c1ent 11ngu1st1c 1nput to the1r

w‘1,fstudy was cr1t1c1zed for neg_gct1ng to cons1der the effect of :H

"fvch11dren.. The1r 1mp11cat1on that the 1anguage d1rected to hand1-‘ e B
- capped chﬂdren was at 'least part1aHy respons1b1e 'r the1r

L 1anguage de]ay was w1de1y d1sputed 1n 1ater stud1es The Bu1um et al;_« .

;idevelopmenta1 1eve1 on: materna1 1anguage 1nput Subsequent studles,

| ”;-therefore, matched compar1son groups on. sfec1f1c developmenta] ;if';f_*

o "character1st1cs rather than chrono]og1ca1 age.-

T hand1capped ch11dren who were. matched fur deve1opmenta1 age

0 Keﬂ_y Co]'lard (1978) matched Down syndrome and nonhand1capped
ch11dren on. menta] age, recept1ve ]anguage age and express1Ve ’
bfianguage age She found no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences 1n parental
d,v:11ngu1st1c 1nput to the two groups of’\\11dren L
; G]enn and Cunn1ngham (1983) compared Down syndrome and non— =
‘ . f\,.‘
:Mothers speech to adults and to thexr ch11dren was ana]ngd , '
.accordlng to number of words per mznute and MLO. . No s1gn1fﬁc/7?b ‘h"
_ d1fferences were found between the two groups of mothers =

Ronda] (]977) stud1ed Down syndrome and typ1ca11y deve]op1ng

. ch11dren who were matched for MA and language 1eve1 The mothers of

N these ch11dren were measured on numerous aspects of speech d1rected B
- 4.
to-the1r ch11dren, 1nc1ud1ng semant1c syntact1c ‘and pragmatwc

i dv'analyses Ronda] 1ﬁtenpreted her f1nd1ngs as 1nd1cat1ng that—gh11d

f‘]anguage 1eve1 was more h1gh1y correlated w1th maternal language

’1nput than was the d1agnos1s of hand1cap




"] to language 1earn1ng ch11dren may be 1nappropr1ate or 1neff1c1ent

' fp'may be. benef1c1a1 in e11c1t1ng ]anguage w1th th1s populatlon,

L

One study found contrast1ng resu]ts to the threé stud1es reported

”Za,gabove Dav1s and 011ver (1980) compared'&aternal 11ngu1st1c 1nput

.‘to menta11y handlcapped ch11dren as compared to nonhand1capped

G -fi'chuldren The ch11dren were matched for menta] age The authors

ﬂﬁ.found that mothers of hand1capped ch1ldren voca]ized more frequent]y,;ff‘”

'g'contingently responded more frequent]y to the1r ch1]dren @nd the1r f E

».iresponses were 1n c]oser tempora] prox1m1ty to those of themr
‘fich1ldren Dav1s and O11ver suggested that the mother s v1ew of her
- gchlld as hand1capped was the most powerful determ1nant of her 1eve1

ﬁ”~of 1nput to her ch11d | BRI IR
W1th the except1on of the Dav1s and 0]1ver study, the maJor1ty

of the research wh1ch matched hand1capped and nonhand1capped ch11drenu

on deve1opmenta] 1eve1 rather than CA tended to demonstrate few :

s1gn1f1cant d1fferences between materna] 11ngu1st1c 1nput to these '
e 4
two groups of ch11dren However, several authors (Cunh1ngham,_g o
'Reu]er, B]ackwe11 and Deck 1981 Lazky and Klopp, 1982 Peterson

: and Sherrod, 1982) suggest that the language 1nput norma]]y prbvtded

1nvencouraging 1anguage from developmenta]]y de]ayed ch11dren

fHodif1cat1ons of‘parental 1nteractlons w1th hand1capped ch11dren

‘therefore,othe 1ﬂyolvement of parents 1n 1anguage programm1ng wou1d
happear to be 1mportant%$or success | :;e'glvll 4-.i._,f%f o jg‘,>
The studies reported 1n thws sectwn deal w1th the‘!anguag 4

uiinput of mothers to .their chi]dren However, 1t 1s w1de1y s

A

h fh:";: ; _”vs_ii."". glphf"




'f]act1on w111 be exam1ned 1n the next sectlon of th1s paper

-

: -uD;;;garent-ChiidrCommun1CatiyevInterac;jon‘;y~* o

The not1on'that syntax 1s centra] to a theorv of lanquage

‘1acqu1s1t1on h f?recent1y g1ven way to the theory of pragmatics, the "

“‘-f_and de V11]1evé/ 1978) Pragmatﬁcs theory suggests that the prlmary a

?;’mot1vat1on for 1anguage development 1s the transm1ss1on of commun1ca--.-

&

";t1ve funct1ons (Bates, 1976 Fr1e1 Patt1 and Lougeay-Mottinger, 1985
'»vf;Ha]11day, 1975 Muma 1978 Rees 1978) A pragmat1c orientat1on

% gt_toward 1anguage acqu1s1t1on dictates that the ch11d s 1solated

. «J
utﬁera ces not be the pr1mary un1t of study Rather, 1t 1s cr1t1cal
ol at the re]at1onsh1p between the ch11d s earllest forms of

- to ]

'.commun1cat1on and the context in which they evo]ve The studv of
*soc1a1 1nteraction 1h 1nfancy has assumed pramary 1mportance 1n the _.
study of the or1g1ns ‘and growth of commun*cat1on Centra] to this
'1ssue 1s the study of parent ch11d 1nteractron Two decades ago,_'v'

1t was cannon to exam1ne un1d1rect1ona1 effects of the mother s

IR

'behav1or on- her ch1]d Hore recently, a brd1rect1ona1 model ‘of 1nter-

o act1on has pro]1ferated, w1th emphas1s on the mutua] effects mother

and. Chl]d exert upon each other (Bel] 1968 Braze]ton, Koslowski

'-and Ma1n, 1974 Lew1s and Lee-Pa1nter, 1974) Sameroff (1975 1980), ,

,i'_Sameroff and Chand]er (1975) Lew1s -and Lee Pa1nter (1974) and

| ‘McLean and Snyder McLean (1978) focused attent1on on. the transact1ona1

>

-".nature of dyad1c interact1ons. the partners in the dyad ‘being 1nvo]ved

: “..”Jfand therefore 11terature wh1ch exam1nes parent ch11d dyad1c 1nter- 1;7“';:";“

* study of langdage fied.in context (Bates etal. 19795 de Vﬂhers S



”iiin a- continuai stream of 1nteraction nhere each partner s behavior d
"exerted an’ infiuence on the behav1ors of the other. The current f_,ﬂj‘”
';}conceptualization, therefore, of the mother—chiid 1nteraction _'fb B
vaprocess, is bidirectiona1 or transactionai in nature.‘.;-f}_ f;;;;;f'
Althoégh the vast majority of research 1n the past two dccades ¢:=‘

Vo

'ihas dealt with interaction effects w1thin the mother-nonhandicapped 3

?.lchild dyad there has been a recent proliferation of research into

: '?ithe 1nteraction betweeh mothers and their developmentai]y de]ayed

5‘.'children This research evoTved as a result of the studies which

"tl”suggested that chiidren coqu exert an equaliy 1mportant infiuence

"7T”on the dyadic re]ationshrp as- cou]d mothers and that the develop- ‘

;'}mentaT status of the chiid couid therefore affect tHe 1nteraction

T"Vf'process Thus, a number of studies which compared 1nteraction

n'*fffpatterns between mother-nonhandicapped child dyads and mother-u '

".fhaﬁgicapped chiid dyads have emerged These Wil beirev1ewed nexfl’

f"

f.gHother-Child Interaction Studies '

Numerous authors View the dyadic 1ntera%thon process as. the
"grounds upon which the ru]es of soc1al interchange are Tearned

(iSocial interchange and jOint actiVitv in turn, provide the ruies for' f

"1T1earning Tanguage Bruner (1975 1977) v1ewedbthe mﬂther“"fa"t

i interaction process as a staging ground for Tater Tanguage iearning e

"and use. The nother and 1nfant Jointiy deVelop a routine for. inter-f L

| [-'acting, both in caregiving situations and in play, - Through these o

'joint activities. the infant Tearns concepts which he Tater acqu1res5'
4 :
words'to describe Therefore, the interactions between a mother andv

fher infant were considered 1mportant for the pragmatic, syntactic and

e —



"“vjfsemant1c aspects of language deve]opment

As a resu]t of emp1r1ca1 ev1dence whach réﬂates the mother-child

"'*1nteract1on process to ch11d language Compete"CY- researchers have i ;“

"-i_ﬁog1ca11y turned to investigat1on of . th1s process when examining

"'w”ﬁlanguage delay. Numerous comparisons have been made between mother-

5;vnonhand1capped ch11d dyads and mother-handicapped child dyads 1n i";‘ S
.,{terms of both pre11ngu1st1c and 11ngu1st1c lnput Researchers hare »bgt y
“: postu]ated that the type and degree of hanchap cou]d affect the
:"_1nteraction patterns between mothers and their handicapped ch11dren

f;and consequently 1anguage acqu151tion might a]so be affectedt .
’;‘iSeveral stud1es show evwdence of clear qua11tat1ve d1fferences 1n
fefwnteract1on between mother nonhand1capped ﬁhﬁld dyads and mother- .

hand1capped ch11d dyads -'4j7‘ :;', R 'ﬁ?*j‘ |

' _g,‘;ﬁ‘ Kogan et a] (1969) stud1ed p]ay 1nteract1ons between mothers»

and the1r nonhand1capped ch11dren as compared t 'mothers and their

mentally hand1capped chlldren The 'fou o ,t the mother-hand1capped .

\/

; f'ch11d dvads'took fewer turns than the compar1son dvads, .and were ' R

R more often 1n a "s1mu1tane0us1y neutra]" pos1t10n in regard to each

Y.

o ;other. In other words, they "d1d noth1ng together

Jones (1980) reported S1m1lar resu]ts, 1nd1cat1ng that nothers R
f-h:and the1r menta]]y hand1capped cﬁgjdren engaged 1n fewer reciprocal
”"turns in the1r p]av 1nteract1ons than mothers and their nonhandicapped(‘

R j'chﬂdren Th1s resu]ted in asynmetry ‘n the turn taking 1nteraction,

'”-7;-w1th the subsequent effect of reduced opportunity fqrpcommunicative

lwnterchange..'dones postu]ated that the asymmetry resulted from a ‘
fa1]ure of ch11dren to respgnd to mothers quest1ons or. direct1ves.}-ﬁ

L
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oo

;'}:th?s pa551ve1y term1nat1ng the 1nteract1on ]ig;f_}{,;°;; k;},

Prel1nguist1c commun1cat?ve behav1ors rece1ved attent1on 1n ;,}':4}7‘"

S

severa1 studies. Jones (]980) compared Down svndrome ch11dren with '

'fdevelopmenta]]y-matched peers and found that the hand1capped group

H'f’higiin:

‘”'#1n1t1ated fewer voca11zatfons and these voca11zat1ons often "c]ashed" 317:f€p

"rlwwith those’ of their mothers ' TH*S was vfewed as an indication of poor e

B fttﬂrntaking sk11]s ; Berger and Cunn1ngham (1983) confirmed these

"-results in the1r study compar1ng Down syndrome'and nonhandicdbped
'finfants. They found the mother-hand1capped 1nfant dyads engaged 1n

a significantly h\gher number of voca1 c]ashes, 1nd1cat1ng greater

e asynchrony 1n connmniCat1ve 1nteract1on Indeed the mother- L

[-hand1capped ch11d dyads werelless successful at adapt1ng the1r voca]

- 1nteract1ons as fhe ch11dren got o]der, when compared to dyaﬂs L

'Rutherford and Go]dberg (1978) prov1ded add1t10na1 suoport for the

",;asynchronous pattern of vocal 1nteraction between Down syndrome -

"tg:e1nc1ud1ng nonhand1capped children. In. an ear11er studv, Buckha]t, f:‘f*-’g

| ;ch11dren and the1r nothers when compared to typ1ca11y-develop1nq LT

vch11dren In add1t1on, thev reported fewer voca11zat1ons from the

‘ .Down syndrome ch11dren )

' Severa] stud1es compared mothers of nonhandlcapped chi1dren to
';mothers of handfcapped ch11dren on the 1ssue of conpl1ance to maternal
;ﬁconmands and d1rectives Cunn1ngham et a] (198]) postu]ated that

‘adults modify their Speech to chi]dren based on cues prov1ded bv the

L

‘hchild These include such 1ndications of rec1proc1tv as’ shared

_"fattentron ona top1c, ch11d responses to verbal 1nteract1ons and the B

"jn'tabil1ty to 1m1tate adult verba11zat1ons ‘and. comp1y w1th requests and



‘oo .

i_ifffcommands The1r research found tbat mothers of nental]v hand1capped

—;fzi‘fch1ldren exerted a greater degree of contnol than mothers of non- .-f"

jff;-hand1capped chlldren, de5p1te the fact that the two groups of children |

'..;Hﬁc:exh1b1ted an equa] degree of comprance Nhen the menta]ly handicapped

“7dch11dren were d1v1ded 1nto a high HA and ]ow-HA qroup, 1t was found

'1-that the mothers Qf the h1gher-MA chi]dren were more d1rective and
. T
'|;51ess respons1ve to comp11ance in their ch11dren Interesting]y, th1s ;

e was desp1te a h1gher degree of respons1V1ty 1n the high MA children,,[

: 755:Cunn1ngham et a1 studv on the 1ssue of‘ch11d comp11ance They

Breiner and Forehand (T982) conf1rmed the results of the ""'"'

R

';compared nonhand1capped and menta?]y hand1capped ch1lpren in’ regard

4

ito the1r comp11ance to c]ear and un1nterrupted comnands and found no

‘;_d1fference between the two groups

Le1fer and Lew1s (1984) 1nvestigated the ab111ty of young ch11dren
o to respond appropr1ate1y to mothers que 1ons . The authors v1ewed

: ;therefore to 1anguage31earn1ng opportun1t1es Two groups of hand1-~‘
'”capped ch11dren were matched w1th a group of‘nonhand1capped ch1ldren
dl.age 18 to 23 months, the f1rst group was matched w1th the non- :
'hand1capped ch11dren on the bas1s of CA wh11e the second group was

matched for 1an9uage 1eve1 The study thereby prov1ded 1nformat10n

"l_re1ated to the 1anguage de]ay/1anguage d1fference controversy of the

- 'language of me@ta11v hand1capped ch11dren Nhen matched for CA the . _;f7 '

menta]ly hand1capped group showed s1gn1ficant1y fewer appropr1ate fv. h

”f,responses, the. maJor1ty of appropr1ate responses coded were act1on

: L
“ / m

/.

-Hresponses,to d1rect1ve quest1ons Nhen matched for 1anguage,1eve1




l word) the mentall/ handicapped children produced a greater S

or R

ll"»”;'fnumber of appropriate responses to mothers questions and a- larger N

'-jt»Pr0portion of these were vocalizations as OPPOSed to aCt‘°"s Ihy’f;;l
e addition, handicapped children produced fewer "no responses," =”f:ﬁ"l
';,findicating that they understood the conversational rule of turntaking 'v :éﬁ

s Although the responses were more likely to be unrelated to the topic'

7’t_dfof conversation than those produced by the nonhandicapped group, the i;fiﬂ.[fi

o of. discourse The authors suggest that measurement of conversationallyﬂ'

”g~handicapped children were v1ewed to be mare sen51tive to convention§.‘-_5;yff

'<h_skills may be an 1mportant measure of linguistic competence and

o handicapped the child the more likely that his responses to maternal"‘?

. _‘the lowest MA group of handicapped children were less responSive to _"

therefore useful in dec1Sion making regarding lingu15tic 1nput to-

h:developmentally delayed children S 'i_1. --fga,;_‘jfeu }<f']';,‘* :-fijlli i

SeVeral authors prov1de ev1dence that the severity of the child s /'?:f;{
""handicap may affect the pattern of interaction withip the dyad :’f’jwii%u

"Terdal Jackson and Garner (l976) hypothe51zed that the more severelv 'foT_'

. behavior would be ambiguous or absent The authors compared the interrcjivlgf:
-actions of mothers and their developmentally delayed children with
. ythose of mothers and their normally develop]ng children iThe7'u
i_developmentally delayed children were d1v1ded 1nto three groups .

. ,according to their mental ages and compared to nonhandicapped children :

_with similar development ages and equ1valent CAs. It was found that

LEe

‘ J
‘ parental interactions and ouestions and that the mothers of. these
2 .children were more directive and controlling The authors interpreted

jx‘these;findings\a55being;1ntercorrelated,.but;werevunable tovdiscerna



;';._.,the d1rect10nahty of effect It shoqu be noted that chrono]ogmal}:_A:.'-_"f;’.f"';.t_-{'.,f;':f:'
"‘,age was not accounted for 1n th1s studv and 1t 1s d1ff1cu1t to tease'-.
.,;"out the proport1ona1 effects that mentaT age versus chrono'loqical

: :age woqu play. S ORI | ‘

| Vletze et a] (1978) compared two groups of deve’lopmentany

de]ayed chﬂdren (h1gh HA and 10w MA) to a group of nonhand'icapped

: -chﬂda'en Observati,ons were made of typlcaT p'lay and caretaking

-,";jmter‘actwns betWeen mothers and their chﬂdren The mentaﬂy
: _ handmapped chﬂdren as a group were found to be Iess responsive

' ,‘to mothers, vocahzatmns than the nonhandicapped group However, -

. 'when the developmentaT]y de]ayed group was examned accordmg to

. H.t;,'v“mental age status, 1t was found that the thh MA ch,ﬂdren were more
' '_-,"5‘.11ke1y to vocahze contmgentTv w1th the1r mothers than were the
;"_T_ow r‘A chﬂdren Cunmngham,~ Reu]er Blackweﬂ and Deck (1981) ‘
"stud1ed two groups of mentaHy h:nd capped chﬂdren (h1gh HA and Tow'.ft-
: ®

) in companson mth nondeTayed chﬂdren« They/found that mothers

"'%. v’

' ”‘i];dren.'.' The chﬂdren 1n the thh MA group were more rESponsive to_ SR

te -

spal 1nteract1on yet their mothers were: in turn Tess responsive.
Hg'hors mterpreted the findmgs»gas ev1dence of a reTat1onsh1p“'
'»-S‘-MWeen matérna'l response sty'le and Teve] of deveTopment of the chi'ld
‘ v- Brooks-Gunn and Lew‘is (‘P984) investigated the effect of chrono-

i} v1nterac‘t1on patterns. The dvadswere @served 1n a free pTav

.s1tuat1on' and tPFe1r behavaor was coded accordmg to a c'Iassificatmn

PR
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3{ system wh1ch categorized behav1or as proxxma] 1nteract1on (1 e ,; B

e

‘. the chi]d In fact, it has been postu]ated by severa1 authors that :

. a breakdown 1n the norma] pattern of cont1ngent 1nteract1on between

L

- wel] as in cannunicat1ve or pragmat1c ab111t1es (Fey and Leon"

touch kiss, hold) or d1stal 1nteraction (1 e 5 vocallze, look sm11e)
Resu]ts 1nd1cated that child respons1v1ty was posit1ve]v corre]ated

w1th“1ncreased menta1 aqe and chrono1og1ca] age.,,In tuvnﬁ materna1

reSponsivity was more highly corre]ated w1th child menta] &ge than lt;;fﬁ""f
with either chrono]ogica] age or handlcapping cond1t1on., hus, the t',»fh:]‘i

‘ ‘}, overa11 deve]opment level of the ch11d was the cr1t1ca1 factor 1n

determ‘aing maternal responswveness.

Rondal (1977) reported con51stent resu1ts in her compar1son of ffi?

maternal speech to Down syndrome and normally deve]op1ng ch11dren

/.

-

She found that materna] voca11zat1ons were more h1gh1y corre]ated to‘f; o

' the1r ch11d s HLU than to the1r chrono1og1ca1 age

The deve]opmental ]1terature and emp1r1cal ev1dence presented ::

1n th1s section support the v1ew that the 1nteract1on between parent,.;,-"""

nd chi1d 1s of pr1mary importance to the development of 1anguage 1nff‘ﬁvr1-*

parent and- chi]d may adverse1y affect the ch11d S ab111ty to: 1ea '
conversational language sk1lls Th1s w11] be d1scussed br1ef1v 1n

the next secfion 2 ,

Communication Characterlstics of
Handicapped Ch11dren

Beve]opmentally delayed ch11dren may exh1b1t delavs 1n the a

'3 deve]opment of linguistic forms (e g s words, word comb1nat1ons) as B

1983) A number of recent studies have focused on differenti ting

;‘\;: o




‘;-,r?dev1ant from normal speakers 1n thenr use of language in social

'ﬁf”ifi:contexts (Rice, l970) A frequent observation is that handicapped

'ft children tend to be responders rather than 1n1tiators (Fey and ;

N;ii;fi’éLeonard 1983) DeMaio (1984) reyiews factors that may contribute
) iﬁﬂfto thlS pattern of interaction' ’iﬁ T i

S (l) e mothers df language 1mpaired children not =
’ :Jagp‘ antiEipate verbal g'rticipation from their. chilyren and
e “therefore compensate” by speaking for their:-children: -
v"l_(2),;».*. adults may initiate more with: language-inpaired
=+ -children out of a desire to get ‘them to talk. However,. :
« by asking an abundance of questions and dominating the. - - -
. - interaction with 1nitiations, we could be. communicatively S
- intimidating children.with language disorders. e e e
- (pp.  200-201) » - LB

. ‘\

- A study by Snyder (l978) clearly indicaté§ that handicapped children : o

‘ ATare less N

| to 1nit1ate 1nteractions than normally developing
:;échildren -;Sffi*r (l978) compared language disabled children with
'fnormal children matched for Mean Length of Utt erance (HLU) on. their
i~i¢tfvabil1ty togggéduce declarative and 1nperative pragmatic functions 1n
: "structured elic1tation conditions The children were scored an their
vi'facility at communicating 1nfonmation regarding an activity engaged
lkin with the exaﬂhner Low scores represented the usp of a phv51cal .
'i response to communicate a message while high scores }ndicated a -
_h_linguistic response Snyder found that the language disabled
= hildren used 51gn1f1cantly fewer words to- express their 1ntentions
'1'than the normal subJects despite matching for HLU and linguistic
- _;performance. She concluded that the language disabled children
'demonstrated more pronounced pragmatic delays than syntactic delaysf///
}']1 e. ’ although the children had words in their vocabularies, they did Er‘ii

N

'":_ not use them to communicate 1ntentions. This area is clearly one




Theref’as been a dearth of research investigating the effects of;f“f_i;;f

v?:intervention on the pare"t-Chl1d interaction process "1th develop- .

: "”1;j;mentally delayed children and even less whlch is specifically related?fnxg ﬁjf

'";;f?Ato changes in linguistic or prelinguistic communication n the childglnif

] 3v,fHowever, there is a widely-held belief that an interdependent

,a.\reTationship exists between interaction and communication and clear

_?»evidence that developmentally delayed children are also delaved in

:”ffflanguage skills. Therefore, research which offers 1nSight 1nto

= mother-child interaction in general and spec\?ically that whichldeals;f;gn{f_,

:‘-:eiwith communicative interaction will be 1nvaluabl\\4o~exam1ning the

- 'linguistic development of‘mentally handicapped children

The majority of intervenAfbn programs logically focused on the

/

.rjmother as the agent of 1ntervention Wlth the theory that 1ntervention': :

_:on the mother sb avior would consequently affect the child »r¢f~,“”"
' many years,' .....
"5process of language intervention as well as provided generalization L

""training. Howiigr .with the current conceptualization of parent-child .

"41: interactipn as %qg basis for prelinguistic and linguistic communica-‘ff R

"-i‘tion skill devdﬂqpment, intervention with language delayed children

’ must begin much éarlier with parents playing a more active role fﬁf_l""

| i Clearlyasthe ﬁ%rents are the logical targets of intervention because

':-"?~jof the'amount of time they spend interacting with their children as



:weli as the s'

_ gth~of the socio-communicative bond which develops

;between parent an"nchild Huma (1983) suggests that ﬁ%rents needf;f.',

a551stance 1n i,intify}ng target behav1ors before they can play an ’; :

active ro]e in interwention. Cheseidine and McConkey (1979) studied ff .

-'«parents of Down syndrome chi'ldren who gere given a Ianguage objectivej';'_ff o
[to work toward with.their chiid, but no speC1_ic instructions on how ri.

to attain that goal Three of the seven ch11dren studied were con-'~v ;.

7Sidered to be successfu] in that they began to use the target words

.It was found that whiie some parents cou1d spontaneous]y change their,i:f =

specified for them onAa regular ba51s during teaching sessions. Thus. ,f~.»3

m]anguage input to their children, affecting a corresponding change in f""
;chiid ]anguage, over 50% of the parents seemed to require more :

7spec1f1c intervention in order to successfui]y adopt kanguage teaching

s

strategies..-fg_jj

tparents' 1inguist1c 1nput to their chiidren thereby producing

changes in various aspects of chiid behaVior Seitz (1975) used a o

fmodeling(agproach tp train mothers 1n more effecq1ve p]ay lhter-_.' ;..\ﬁ'

Lactions yith their handicapped children.j Graduate students were

‘_‘o

'trained to use severaL 1inguistic and behav1ora1 strategies (e g oe ‘

-commenting on the act1v1ty the chiid yas engaged in, expanding the ‘hiT: o

child s utterances, engaging the chi]d in conversation"foliowing

'the child s iead during play)'whiie playing with the children

_1nvg1ved in:'the study.’. The mothers observed these strategies in- uSe U

w1th their'tﬁildren ahd subsequegtly attempted to reproduce the ,5;

?methods they had observed The 1ntervention resulted in changes in

'~‘

Several authors have demonstrated that it is pOSSibie to modify S

d?r7fi':'_‘ o



‘:Zr-act1ons w1th their own ch11d R 'Y:_;;¢<_~2-" .ﬁ 'f“ £

v

- both mothers and ch11dren. The mothers signifiCantly incréaseditheir-v

'of 1m1tat1ons and expans1ons of the ch11dren s voca]wzat1ons The’ailﬁ‘l'
,chi]dren s 1m1tations of the1r mothers utterances were 1onger and

'structura11y more complex In addit1on the ch11dren s rate of

N

3cqrp]1ance 1ncreased s1gn1f1cant1v.g:'

Mash et a1 (1973) stud1ed the effect'of chang1ng mothers

behav1ora1 control strateg1es 1n order@tp 1ncrease chi}d comp11ance
'51n a group of m11d1y hand1capped ch11dren The mothers v1ewed another;"_'

fmother-ch1]d pa1r in’ a p]ay 1nteract1on wh11e rece1ving s1mu1taneous ‘

¥

_ behaV1ora] management strateg1es Resu]ts of the study suggested

1; .
that mothers could 1earn effect1ve techn1ques for manaq1ng the1r

7jch11d s behav1or w1thout actua]]y rece1v1ng 1nput OR- the1r 1nter-4

— . a

w"

G1ro]ametto (1985) stud1ed the effects of tra1n1ng parent-ch11d

dyads 1n conversat10na1 turntak1nq sk1lls Twenty dyads each

"”/conta1n1ng a mother ‘and . her deve]opmenta11y de1ayed ch11d were f'

- 1nvo]ved 1n the research n1ne dyads were 1n the tr.ptment group

"ffand e]even in- the contro] group Parents were taught to maanta1n i o

."n'-

o a spec1f1c top1c for an 1ncreased number of turns, reduce the1r z-'

. 1n1t1at1ons and encourage ch11d 1n1t1at1ons ) rn add1t1on the

spec1f1c 11ngu15t1c goals of 1abe1]1ng, imvtat1on of the ch11d and

tota] number of commun1cat1ve turns they took per ten m1nute sess1on

al expans1on were taught At the end of the twelve once weeklv-"

parent ch1 d seSS1ons,‘1t was found that the chlldren 1ncreased the jf

- rate of pos1t1ve responses as we11 as” demonstrat1ng an 1ncreased rate -;:]

fgfeedback from a psycholog1st regard1ng effect1ve and- fneffect1ve ;;t,zf‘fi"



'and m1ssed fewer opportun1t1es to commun1cate Add1tiona11y, the _ﬁ}

' ch11dren 1ncreased the number of commun1cat1ve turns wh1ch conta1ned

words rather than ut111z1ng non- verbaT commun1cat1on modes The’*- -

o moghers were found to. be more: respons1ve to. the1r ch11dren 'S choice ‘h"'.
”;:of top1c and 1n1t1ated Tess often. The exper1menta1 dy%gs were more
i balanced an the1r 1nteract1ons and were able to ma1nta1n 1nteract1ons
f:hqn a spec1f1c tob1c for a Tonger period.of t1me than the compar‘ipn
i”dyads Although c]ear changes occurred in conversat1ona1 turntak1
_:idevelopment within the dyads, 1t was uncTear whether there was, an

f' effect on. 14ngu1st1c development

- The 1ntervent1on stud1es bresented in. th1s sect1on have d1verse

f;effects on a wide var1ety of prob]em behav1ors yet aTT c]ear]y show

‘.vthat it 1s poss1bTe to 1ntervene in the mother ch11d 1nteract1on -',

vt.“process.}

The 11terature presented 1n th1s chapter has prov1ded theoret1ca1

‘ 1mpetus for the present study The ensu1ng research was des1gned as -

Clan expTOratory p110t study of the d1scourse patterns between mothers o

- .,:and their hand1capped ch11dren, 1ntervent1on procedures were des1qned

\usage

Lto mod1fy those patterns of d1scourse a]ong the spec1f1c d1mens1ons

‘;[of 1ncreased quant1ty and qua11ty of turntak1ng and 1ncreased word o

°

Chapt%y 3 presents the spec1f1c research quest1ons wh1ch were |

_ invest1gated, whjle‘method01091ca1 issues arevd1scussed in ChapterYA,

e
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70 % RATIONALE AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS
A Rationa_le‘;'«‘ A

"- Th&.pre11ngu1st1c 2‘ad1c 1nteract1on between a mother and her
'ch11d 1s cons1dered to be a cr1t1ca1 context f0r fac111tat1ng the

development of commun1cation/1anguage sk11ls 1n the ch11d as has been_“

'7;'de11neated 1n the 1ntroductory chapter and 11terature rev1ew ”The

uf . mother-ch11d dyad engages 1n p]av routlnes or JOlnt act1on routwnes

-’vwh1ch prov1de the bas1s for pre11ngu1st1c and. 11ngu1st1c 1nteract1on
i'through the use of rec1proca1 exchanges or turntak1ng (Bruner 1975,
vRatner and Bruner, 1978 Snow, Deb]avw and Van Roomalen, 1980

thSnyder-Hc ean, Solomonson McLean and Sack 1984)

Ratner and Bruner (1978) cons1dered the funct1ons of p]ay

”i,routines for very young preverba1 1nfants Snyder-McLean et a]
':(1984) argue that the fac111tat1ng features of= Jo1nt act1on rout1nes‘

ffcan be effect1ve with 1anguage delayed ch11dren who are at pre- .

"f1anguage and emerging 1anguage 1eveTs In particu]ar, the use of

f .cons1stent and fam111ar rout1nes prov1des the framework that supportsf
- new response acqu1s;t1on In add1t1on, dyad1c 1nvo1vement ln Jo1nt §

, act1on rout1nes ensures that both partners are convers1ng about the'

N same top1c | | | |

It is the purpose of the present research to exan1ne the effects ) g

'_" of Jo1nt“act1vity as a context for asstst1ng a ch11d in master1ng

731_.3



A act1on rout1nes and ear?
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'_"lex1ca1 1tems as ev1denced-by more effect1veﬁkpmmun1cat1ye use of _c@"

'these 1ex1ca1 1tems In order to exam1ne the re]at1onsh1p between

s ulex1ca1 sk111 deve]opment and mother-ch1]d ;nteract1on patterns two

' ‘-_”sxtuat1ons were employed as the pr1mary dependent measures (1) turn-

_ »
‘ -tak1ng rout1nes between the dyads and (2) pragmat1c 1anguage tasks

requ1r1ng both 1mperat1ve and deciarat1ve use of 1ex1ca1 items.

ev?ﬂenced by restr1cted wordff It wa; the purpose of’ the study '
flf"‘lx ‘."""" R

'tO‘determ1ne 1f the dd§éﬁopment g? Jp1nt act1on or turntaking

Hf~rout1nes re1ated to spec1f1c 1ex1caf 1tems wou]d 1mprqde children 9%

rg'pragmat1c sk111 deve10pment on these 1ex1ca1 1tems i ﬁéaﬂures of ;’i afg

f;, turntak1ng were a]so 1nc1uded to mon1tor changes in motherach11o

1nteract1on as a result oﬁ»the 1ntervent1on e T iy

| N1th the. mother-hand1capped chi]d dyads,x ’§U° phase 1nterven-‘
© ‘tion program was 1nst1tuted follow1ng base11ne assessments 1n an :;
‘»attempt to develop ggren ch11d faC111ty both in turntak1ng or Jo1nt e
C:one-word language use S ..\ '
The d1scuss1on of thexratlonale and spec1f1c research questions

"7as they re]ate to the two phases of tréatment fol]ows

,“Bt: Phaséllﬁi-Turntaking’wfthrActionsfbftf;
| MacDonald and GiﬁTette (1982) have been maJor propOnents of the E
h not1on that ‘a quant1tat1ve1y and qual1tat1ve1y adequate turntak1ng

- exchange must be present 1n order for a ch11d to develop socio-

K1

- commun1cat1ve 1anguage sk1lls In fact they state "turntak1ng may

:n;1n‘yhe study demonstratgdmaﬁm1ted pragmat1c skiigs as. _rW’ .

b

'V'be.the slng]e most powerful tool~1n}tra1n1ng.Ianguage>jn¢$hat,it(sets;7‘vf




9%

"hup the essentia] 1nteractlon w1thout wh1ch 11tt1e soc1a11y usefu]

~',dbetween mother a

; commun1cat1on ut111zed by the parent

»voca11zat1on fo11owed by parent VOca11zat1on) Itfs

4"’1anguage wil] emerge" (p 9) Phase I of. treatment 1n the present
R studv was mode1ed on the f1rst modu?e of HacDona]d and B111ette s

’Mtrain1ng manua] 'A Conversatﬁona] Approach to C]lnical Hanagement of

Language De1ay (1982) Th}s phase of treatment was geared toward

hv.establish1ng a “communicat1ve network" ‘with. the ch11d (DeHa1o, 1984)
P”Parents were tra1ned to exchange non]1nguist1c turns w1th the1r
Vch11dren and to: encourage the1r ch11dren to engage more act1ve1v 1n S
_tng@1nteract1on Research has suggested that parent tra1n1ng in the

. ,p'use of specific 1nteract1on strateg1es would resu]t in observable

‘changes 1n the d1scourse structure of the pre11ngu1st1c conversat1ons

'ilment were to demonstrate changes 1n spec1f1c dvad1c 1nteract1on

- skil]s as a resu]t of parent tra1n1ng in the strateg1es d1scussed

B

,obe1ow : _ v
Parents were. taught to deve]op and ma1nta1n turntak1ng sequences_h'
.7'1n their, non-verba1 exchanges wwth the1r ch11d The 1n1t1a1 strategy'

"wh1ch was taugh§ was mode-match1ng, or, ensur1ng that the mode of .

the ch11d (i e., ch11d action fo]lowed bv parent act1on or: ch11d i‘f.

‘P that the def1n1t1on of mode-matching formulated by HacDona]d and
‘P:6111ette (1984) whereby a mother and her chi]d communlcate at 1evels
_not more than one mode removed from one another (1 .y act1on to _'

voca11zat1on vocalizat1on to word word to phrase) was’ not r1g1d1y

5 1m11ar to that utilized by -

- 33 .

ch11d Thus, the obJect1ves of Phase 1 of treat- 'Ql" ‘

-"‘adhered to in th1s;study.- Th1s wasvdue to thewpresence.of-the target.. *:b



R SN

ﬂif that the turntak1ng sequences wo_

. L ot D
4 - . r . . R

" 'w1th act1ons and be competent ﬁn 1ts use prior to the 1ntroduction

311{ : words 1n<the ch11d s vocabulary pr1or to the beg1nn1ng ofothe study

Therefore parents were encouraged to add a word onto a ch11d S B

Yol

'v,act1on 1n Phase II of the study. :.7 ‘»%'31>,i3dil if ”?“5~»"’

Im1tat1dn was “the strateqy suggested to ensure that mode-matching

_ 'was ach1eved Parents were a]so taught to xgan upon the1r child s ;7

7behav1or 1n order to demonstrate the w1de range of actions that could

o be ut1]1zed w1th a s1ng1e toy Add1t1ona11y, the parents were taught

‘fto mode] new behav1ors for the1r ch1]d Swgnals and cues: were

vut111zed in order to encourage the Chl]d to f111 h1s turn rn the 355'

) ~. ¢ 0

fsequence Through the use of these strateg1es, 1t was ant1c1pateq%¥

f:gradua]]y 1ncrease in 1ength,_;f

.g through a more conversat1ona1 form of 1_teract1on F1na11y, the ':f

? Q-Pjparent was taught to approx1mate1y ba]ance the number of turns each

dpartner emp]oyed in a turn sequence, so that one partner was not

dominant overvthe other 'zr I *;ﬂ,'“ S T

. or SR L R

L, 3Phase;II:"TUrntaking with'Gommunfcations;fg_ L
C ' _— .'%:z." = & :
As prev1ous1y d1scussed turntakiﬁg was felt to be the basis

,i«upon wh1ch 11ngu1st1c conversat1ons were ]ater bu1]t | Therefore the )

P

»

.; concept of - turntak1ng recelved heavy empb, is'1n Phase I of tra1n1ng

o It was fe]t that parents must understand the theory of turntaking '"f{;t

;'ljof turntah!%g w1th commun1cat1ons. Phase 1 began after a spec1f1c L

‘3: cr1ter1on was reached in turntak1ng durlng Phase I and included

reftrain1ng focusedion\1dent1ca1_prtnciples asvwere taughtlin-ﬂgase 1;

o SRR T TR
Ve - R B - wd
. - . - . RN E e . . \

e



" however, 1n this phase of traaning, parents were taught to g]oss
q-

“Cespec1f1c sing]e words and short phrases onto the act1ons WIth toys _,LT

'they had been perfonm1ng dn Phase I. Ratner and Bruner (1978)
"fftenned this procedure “high]ightfhg}“ Therefore, the parents were

S taught a cumulat1ve process of 1nteraction ut111zing turntaking

A strategy wh1ch rece1ved 1hcreased emphas1s dur1ng Phase T of

i:tra1n1ng was that of m1n1ma1 d1screpancy Th1s procedure was close]y

'v(related to. mode-matching, wherebv the parent commun1cated ‘one to two

"'-modes higher than that wh1ch the chi]d employed HoweVer, 1n .'_ .

- 5fPhase I1, the purpose of teach1ng m1n1ma11y d1screpant mode11ng was ,,,.#

',to ensure that the ch11d d1d not pers1st 1n rece1v1ng 1nput wh1ch

——

| '.prov1ded no new 1nformat1on Rather, he shou]d be exposed to ,'

fcommunications m1n1ma11y different from h1s own so that the 11ke]1hood,

of imitat1on was h1gher. o . B _ v
xgansion were cons1dered to be a spec1f1c form of m1n1ma11y

d1screpant mode] in wh1ch the mother repeated the ch11d s prev1ous

’”}commun1cat1ve behavior and added another behav1or wh1ch was not more f'

.'fthan two modes (1. ey act1ons to words) removed from the ch11d s

- K behav1or. Scherer and Olswang (1984) def1ned expan51ons as

f-"utterances which repeat a11 or part of the ch11d s precedwng .ﬂ'

R utterance with- the addit1on of semant1c (and syntact1c) 1nformat1on =

NI

df?(e g ch11d M mother '"Yes, that s a b1g car, “)" (p 387)
:Expansions were felt to be part1cu1ar]y effect1ve in. acce]erat1ng
d»semantic -and 5yntact1c development, and tra1n1ng of the1r use was .

'?prevalent 1n Phase II when the ch11d s 1ntent to produce words and

| :.f'ear]y mu1t1word utterances ‘was . c1ear1y in advance of the1r current

' .



o dtra1n1ng were accomp11shed

" 36
"'l;express1ve ab111ty. | 3-;" -
~ The answers to the research quest1ons 11sted belgw were con-

g is1dered to be an 1nd1cat1on of the degree to wh1ch the obJectives of

&

w1th1n each set of\yesearch quest1ons. a quest1on wi]] be posed
'_ wh1ch re]ates to base11ne contrasts w1th a group of nonhandicapped -

"1*,dyads Accord1ng to. Glrolametto (1985) the present approach 1s based o

V'fﬁupon the 1mportance of turntak1ng to 1anguage deve]opment and the

L poss1b111ty that a breakdown 1n turntak1ng sk1lls among 1anguage

:ft:delayed ch11dren wou1d adverse]y affect their ab111ty to 1earn

1anguage. The® 1mp11c1t assumpt1on is’ that 1anguage;de1ayed chwldren-
'::have def1c1enc1es 1n turntaktng sk11ls, and there 15 some ev1dence of
"hsuch a breakdown (G1ro1ametto, 1985) Thus 1n order to compare thei_
! :d1scourse sk111s of the expertmental dyads to the nonhandicapped |

}'"'dyads, a set of research quest1ons was formu]ated In addition the.

N itscores pbta1ned ‘by the experwmenta] dyads can be compared over time

‘;:to detenm1ne the effects of treatment G1r01ametto (1985) po1nts outf .
'~that there 1s 11tt1e evwdence to demonstrate that dyad1c 1eve1 %nter-‘-'i
: :vention is effect1ve in deve]op}gg the kwnds of Jo1nt action rout1nes;
:'con51dered fac111tat1ve for language development 1n 1anguage de]ayed
ch11dren Thus a set of quest1ons w111 be pbsed to assess the .
"1mpact of the. 1nterventlon on the 1nteraction of the dyads F1na11y,.
N a. set of quest1ons w111 be directed toward the effects of Joint
“action rout1nES on the commun1cat1on Skl]]S of - language delayed s

't.ch11dren



t’-;ift'.D}“ Research Questjons; :Communicatjoh°Hode;

Communicat10n mode refers to the method of‘commun1cat1on ut111zed‘

s

5by an 1nd1v1dua1 during the turntaking tasks In the current study, B .

“frequency of four modes of cmnmun1cation were measured act1ons,
n‘vocalizations, single words or phrases The definit1ons of these

'4‘modes are,11sted under KOperational 6ef1n1t1ons ;at the endvof;th1s

hapter. ; »i i; }-'f¢

1. During the base11ne cond1t1on4 was the commun1cat1on mode ‘

parents of the nonhand1capped ch11dren7 B
' iZ. was there a s1gn1f1cant change 1n commun1cat1on mode ‘;'.

U t11ized by the parents of the hand1capped chi]dren over the course

.“

L of the study7 3*. ,7:' 5='*.- - *7.-JS‘¥ .t o

‘ 73. Dur1ng the base11ne cond1t1on was the commun1cat1on mode
{fut1lized by. the handicapped ch11dren equ1va1ent to that used by the*
'nonhandicapped ch11dren7 ‘

' 4 ‘Was there a s1gn1f1cant change tn commun1cat1on mode

- ut111zed by the hand1capped ch11dren over the course of the study7 :

‘f__E.,:Research‘guestions:f”Turntaking’MeasUres
v Turntaking measures were those detenn1ned dur1ng the two-mlnute
E _play sessions by a mother-ch11d dyad The quest1ons lxsted be]ow

 were fonnu]ated 1n order to determ1ne the qua11ty of the turntak1ng

'»‘.exchange between a mother and her ch11d f' . e

-1 During the base11ne cond1tion, was the mean 1ength of turns

different between the eXper1menta1 dyads)and the nonhandicapped
: . ,‘ . . - (J . ) Lt B

futi]ized by the experimental parents equ1va1ent to that used by the’;_'



dyads’ Compar1sons w111 be made both on mode-matched*and\non mode- -

“fmatched turns _?'f o - ;!"“"f* T 3;[;

6 As a result of tra1n1ng, was there a s1dn1f1cant change in :A' |

vr-f turntak1ng 1ength over the course of the study’ Cdﬁparisons wi]l be

}

‘ made both on mode—matched and non. mode-matched turns.lf f%} 5 h

.17; Durlng the base11ne cond1t1on was the number of turn ﬂ .

ﬂ sequences d1fferent between the exper1menta1 dvads and the non- E
-'hand1capped dvad§§ Compar1sons w111 be mage both on mode-matched and

' ;dnon mode-matched turns.‘{p@ L. ;)g‘ 'f;' n_l .D'”“”' i

8 As a. resu]t of tra1n1ng, was there a s1gn1f1cant 1ncreas

i the number of . turn sequences em1tted dur1ng a two-m1nute pla/
'f'sess1on over the course of the study’ Compar1sons w111 be made both

von mode-matched and non- modeamatched turns. f'

.~ F. Research.Questions£~‘Communication Task Measures

( The comnumcatwn tasks were des1gned to measure the child' s

usage of 1mperat1ve and dec]arat1ve performat1ves in order to obta1n i
"an 1nd1cat1on of commun1cat1ve sk111 deve1opment .‘ | |

| 9. Dur1ng the base11ne cond1t1on, d1d the hand1capped ch1Tdren

' 3’obta1n d1fferent scores on the commun1cat1on tasks from the non- : |
‘"thand1capped children? ‘compar1sons w11] beumade on three_commun1cation;'*
' score’s';:"; De‘ciaﬁtiv@ Imperati‘ye‘l,”and :~im'pera'tivbe"v2f_ c

E 0. 3Has there a'significant'change'in the-handdcapped'ch11dren’s”
‘,scores on the commun1cation tasks over the course of the study’ -

ComparISons w111 be-

on the fol]ow1ng three cmnnun1cation scores

: Declarat1ve, i‘nd'Imperat1ve.2.



w-‘]]; Did the scores for the genera11zat1on obJects change over

L ]ﬂthe course of the study7 'g.ffy-’

”'frglh ResearCh;QuestTOnsi :Communication‘gtrategies,v’g

It was detennined through a review of the 11terature, that L
. certqsnagfmmun1cat1on strateg1es have been found to fac111tate the :
| "development of competent, funct10nal language sk1115 1n voung :

v

ch11dren This study was des1gned to teach parents to use those -‘,'

'byeg1es more effect1ve1y In add1t1on, 3trateg1es gaught to
; "s ere. dependent on those behaviors wh1ch were observed 1n‘the
chi1dren e The research quest1ons 11sted below were posed in order to
";' elucrdate the 1ssue of commun1cat1ve strategy use 1n parents and
| 12 Dur1ng the base]1ne cond1t10n d1d the experxnental parents ‘:
ut11ize an equ1va1ent number of strateg1es for commun1cat1on chahge
as. the parents of the nonhand1capped chi’ldren7 v_ | '
"f 13. Has there a s1gn1f1cant change 1n the use of c0mmun1cat1on
strategies by the parents of the hand1capped ch11dren over the courser
rof the study’ R i R ' l | }‘ |
» [ ;]4. During the base11ne cond1t1on, did the hand1capped ch1.dren, T
'ndut1lize ap equ1va]ent number of commun1cat1on strateg1es as the non--
h'~hand1capped chlldren? : - “ ‘ | | |
15 ‘ Was there a sign1f1cant.change,fn the u e of - commun1cat1ve _’

‘ i{"c"z

strategies by the hand1capped ch11dren,oyer_the,course of the study?



R measures between pre-treatment and post treatment administration?

"ffpart1c1pant Turntaﬁgggj‘?

H. Researcthuestions: :Deveiopmenta1 Hea3ures¥;:i{,_

e16; -Were there changes 1n the scores on the deve]opmenta]

/} N

" .I‘,,- : _@erationa]; De‘fin"it'ions o

S

o Turntaking sequence a. sequence of soc1a11y related behaviors

'between two participants which are not separated bv the occurrence of

‘m,'more than three consecutive codeab]e behaviors emitted by one :

uence can be either mode-matched or

) non mode-matched as defined beiow.

Mode-matched sequence a sequence of turns where the turn of A

-~ one part1c1pant was not more than one mode removed from the adJacent |

h'ﬂ[turn of the secOnd part1c1pant (1n the mode sequence | action- '

o vocaiization-wOrd-phrase) 1 e , 1f the first part1c1pant was

utiiizing the action mode, the second partic1pant wouid be conSidered

- -“..to be mode matched 1f she utilized a mode no higher than a vocaliza-,

'--ﬁ'tion

Non mode-matched sequence a sequence of turns where the turn

: \of one participant was greater than one mode removed from the adjacent N

turn of the second particzpant (in the mode sequence action-— ?
*7;voca]1zation—-word—-phrase) An: example of a non, mode-matched

" hsequence wou]d be one where one participant was communicating

| utiiiZing action turns while the second participant was communicating
utiiizing word-turns.. This situation occurred routinelv in Phase II

of 1ntervention

‘Turn any behavior which is direct]y reSponding to another -¥J'ﬁi’



"'n.‘detenn)ned by count1ng the number of success1ve turns cha1ned

) person or 1s 1n1t1at1ng contact w1th the person, fo])owed by a s1m11ar” -

o

i;behavior frun the responding person. A turn 1s considered 1nterruptedj.hf"'

f-iby any of the fo]lowing behav1ors o
v i],g a pause 1n the turn behavior of f1ve or more seconds,

¢ K vl e

Y. 2. three consecutiv;i responses .by one membe" of “‘e dyad "‘th?u"‘ ST

 p—

. 48 . . R
©.an 1nterven1ng respdnse from the second member, PR T v;'-wi 'ﬁBL;‘['M‘

'f3.‘ an act1on or utterance wh1ch 1s soc1a11y or 11nguisthca11y
R .
+unrelated . to the topic of the.conversat1on
B o : _ .
"For example, a single turn would con51st of a behav1or 1n1t1ated o

= 7by the mother fol1?wed by a- ch11d behav1or, or v1ce versa.

. Turntak1ng 1ength the ]ength of . the turntak1ng sequence was

"'together without an 1nterruptlon For examp]e, the turntak1ng -

"\1ength\ﬂbthe sequence be]ow is” five turns

mother 1n1t1ates,———Ar——-——a»ch11d responds (1 turn)

(9 turns) mother responds -———-—————) child responds (3 turns)

(4 turns) mother responds Lv ch1]d responds (5 turns) '

Turn balance 2 measure of the equal1ty of d1str1but1on of turns f-f

') between members of the dyad (e g s @ 50% snl1t 1n the number of turns

>

. f‘for each member of the dyad)

Turn dominance a situation where one partner 1n the dyad takes

' K}
fthree or more turns 1n exchfhgecfor one turn from the second partner‘ :

ol

Cannunication modes were class1f1ed accord1ng t the fol]ow1ng B

~—

'actioni‘ a non=verbal mOtor-gestural'behavibr L

()



_7-VOca]ization | sxngle sound (m) or a mu1t1 sound production

(oo-ee) ﬂh1ch 1s non]1ngu1st1c in intent »
L .word;p a s1ngle word or recognizab]e word approxination |

‘.

‘.‘phrase a phrase cons1st1ng of two or more words

Imitat1on' overt repet1t1on of a]] or. part of‘the partner s

-

"_ 1mmed1ate1y prev10us behav1or 0r an attempt at a repet1t1on of that :

B

e

'..w1th1n a turn was one to two-above (act1on to voca11zat10n or word

T{fbehaV1or “The 1m1tat1on must occur w1th1n 10 seconds of the partner s. -

"behaVJor o < -,l~,’ fglkﬂ

Expans1on a behavxor by one partner wh1ch inc]udes part or

fa11 of the immed1ate1y prev1ous behav1or of the other partner and

. rVadds A top1c-re1evant behav1or not;Tore than two modes removed from

':the partner s'behavror (€. g ». chil roﬂ1s ball Parent” "Ba11“);3'vf

‘\i The expansion must occur ﬁthm 10 seconds of the prevmus behavwr.

' \ : Mode'l A novel behav1or wh1ch 15 d1rected towards the partner ‘ i

' ;a 1s not apparent]y e11c1ted by the partner s 1mmed1ate1y preceding -

behav1or.

Loe

Mtn1ma11y d1screpant model the parent s mode of communfcat1on |

‘.1’voca1izat1on to s1ng]e word, s1ngle word to phrase) the level her L

;chald emp]oyed commun1cat1ve1v In, this way the ch11d was: presented

0

. ‘with commun1cat1ve mode1s wh1ch he was able to produce

: ;collect1on process arevpresentef

Chapter 4 presents ‘the methodo]ogy which was used in this study

‘and descrxbes 1n detail the.measurement of variables ut11ized 1n

- answer1ng these research quest1ons The results of the data

. nd descr1bed 1n Chapter 5.



. - METHODOLOGY.

: 75_T;_;a.:'A;, Particfgantsiﬂi""'

Four mother ch11d dyads d1v1ded 1nto two groups of twp dyads

":»f}othrough contact w1th Ear]y Intervent1on Program workers or. Spcech/

"ﬁjLanguage Patho]og1sts 1n Edmonton and surround1ng d1str1cts who were

,fam1T1ar w1th the scope and reunrements of the study. Potent1a1

part1c1pants were requ1red to fu1f1TT the foT]owT'g character1st1cs

T . The' ch11d must be between the chronoTog1caT ages of 24

. ..\,4

"‘months and 48 months

the1r chronoToglcaT age (aS‘determ1ne

t'} 2 The ch1Td 3 mentaT age must je at Teast s1x months beTow

-“n,:dSubscale of the Bayley ScaTes of Infant Development Bay]ev 1969)

facted as part1c1pants in the study The partic:pants were recru1ted

o

by the Henta] DeveTopment ;:. o

"3, .The . ch11d must have a spontaneous 1ex1con s1ze of a m1n1mum'

V

. ay -
v_t1on of a two-hour Tanguage samp]e taken in the ch1Td s home

The Lh%ld must demonstrate a pragmat1c 1mpa1rment wwth

'_regards to these words as prev1ousTy def1ned

'ﬁfJS;‘ The chde must have norma] b1nauraT hear1ng sen51t1v1ty '

‘as detenn1ned by a formal aud1olog1ca1 exam1nat1on w1th1n two months
of the 1n1t1at1on of the study » |

_6 The ch11d must not haVe a deveTOpmentaT or motor1c cond1t1on fff

z'of TO words, 1nc]ud1ng f1ve obJect names as determ1ned by adm1n1stra-.u‘" |
i 15 Str



””f'ffper1od of appr

| *T‘_wh1ch would preclude the acqu1s1t1on of 1nte111g1b1e speech (e’g ,ru"b":’: ;

‘ .
jdysprax1a, dysarthr1a) Th1s was: determ1ned by the ch11d's ability

fyto 1nte11lg1bly art1cu1ate the words 1n h1s 1ex1con

‘.7'. The

T“v.

dyad (ch11d and one parent) must be avai]ab]e for a

e ate]y 10 to 15 weeks from the 1n1t1at1on of the B
;7'studv | | " o ' '
In1t1a1 contact w1th the part1c1pants Was made by the Ear]y o

@

";Intervent1on worker ‘or Speech/Language Patholog1st who recommended
:e-the ch11d for'the study At thlS t1me, a very genera] descr1pt1on -
;‘ﬂof the purpose and t1me frame of the study was presented If the _
2pe}fam11y expressed 1nterest 1n part1c1pat1ng 1n the study, a fo]]ow-up

.phone ca]] bv the exper1menter prov1ded more 1n depth 1nformat1on p:‘

| V,_L;about part1c1pant requ1rements and set up en appo1ntment for pre-- B

[l'exper1menta1 assessments The fol]ow1ng assessments were conducted o
:€.1n order ‘to provwde base]xne 1nformat1on as wel] as to determ1ne B
'gpart1c1pant appropr1ateness | Lo

lr715r'Two hour in- home 1anguage samp1e

g,j Bay]ey Sca]es of Infant Development (BSiD) (Bayley, 1969);

o 35 'U291r1s and Hunt 0rd1na1 Sca]es of Psycho]og1ca1 Develop-“:-'~'

}ment (Uzg1ris and Hunt, 1975)

4., ﬂSequenced Inventorv of Commun1catlon Development (SICD)

~}(Hedr1ck Prather and Tob1n, 1984)

The 1dent1ca1 assesements were performed on a group of 14 nonhand1- o

;capped ch11dren matched for deve]opment status (Stewart, in. prep )
These cp1]dren were subsequently used to prov1de a samp]e for post- '
o hoc comparison to the present experwmental group

' The subJects under 1nvest1gat1on ranged 1n»age from 25 months



| 75<?4 days to 36 months 2 days at the 1n1t1at1on of the study They

}isyndrome to developmental delays of unknown et1ology.‘ Tabl»

5scores, as measured by the Sequenced Inventory of Commun1cat1on

e s e el
'-,h-Demograph1c and Fam1ﬂy Character1st1cs »,~_~
1’These character1st1cs 'ere felt to be l!po

':a'*of the dyad may have had o

' .1dyad Th1s swngle subJect design amelworates the potent1al for B, ;f{

’:ﬂ'exh1b1ted a- w1de range of hand1capp1ng condﬁtwons vary1n9 fr°mf own

l l1sts 7‘5

";the spec f1c characterlst1cs of the research subJects at the »l.

| '.1nitt f of the study As may be seen from th1s table, the

- ghild s Hental Ages, as determ1ned from the Bayley Scales of Infant

| *_}f evelogmen var1ed from 18 months to 21 5 months.» Recept1ve language . f7“"”

'",fscores .7> : g'lfb"'i”7h‘ff7 fﬁ-:fy"

v evelogmen ) varied from l6 to 24 months, as d1d express1ve language

,g,,' L

' . Table 2 presents the results of the Uzg1r1s Hunt 0rd1nal Scales

'l_of Psvcholog1cal Development (Uzg1r1s and Hunt, 1975) wh1ch were Vt.u Q

”1_adm1n15tered at the 1n1t1at1on of the study

a,

'»9

.

EXIE T ) ¥ )
The family characterlstxcs of each dyad are presented 1n Table 3
e ;

lﬁgng Qecause of the strong

;.*Lnfluence that learn1n, style and 1nteract1on skzll between members :

' e results of treatment

: B. B ‘R‘ésegrch’ _ﬁesi';jn' o

Th1s 1nvest1gat1on emploved a mult1ple basel1ne across subJects ’

".;des1gn wh1ch was repl1cated across two sets off;wp subJects A :

o discuss1on of the rat1onale for the selectlon of th1s des1gn foll0ws,,"f:7f'"/

A multiple baseline across subJects des1gn was chosen in. order {ﬂ}[ -

to evaluate 1nd1v1dual react1ons to the treatment program for each :
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‘Table3

S

'Vlf 'fParehpf;hafactefisticsl;vf’xzi"i“

o " parent  Parent © .  Parent -
© Djad Parent  Age  Education

Occupation-

Home 'siblings

RN
Y

A Mother® 38
.. Father . 38 =
‘B -Mother™ -~ 25

co Hothéra A

- ‘Father . 32

© D " Mother® 34 -
. Father 33

fHﬁgﬁfsChooTi
‘High school

. High school

Father. 26 ' ‘High school

“*High. school.
. High schocl -

High school”"
'uHigh,schbolf

"‘theméRErr_
HWighway .
©patrolman . . g

Driver .

Homemaker .
- Driver

g

“Homemaker -
" Salesperson-

o~ .
N -

Homemaker:

!'Urbén

ujU}ﬁan:,l

.'RUra]~f e

ﬁrﬁaﬁfif‘;t3b '

- Indicates parent involved in intervention. -

b

o

OnefsibTing w&;lhandjcapped., i




"'FV.‘“for ‘each dyad 1s more read11y observab]e w1th th1s tvpe of des1gn._ IR

- .~

~obscurmg of 1nd1v1dua] treatment effects due to group averag1ng
:‘(G1ass wlllson and Gottman, 1975) In add1t1on, magn1tude of change;jﬂ-"’
hBoth of these factors were Judged to be 1mportant in. the present
»‘1nvestigation because of the de51re to determine'whether the treat-.-f"- e
‘]ment was c11n1ca11y sxgn1f1cant 1n app11ed sett1ngs (Gottman, 1973)

:An add1t1ona1 contrlbutory factor to cho1ce of des1gn waS/f/e 11m1ted_'ﬂ"”

| :‘F.'avallab111ty of subJects Only a sma]] number of deve]opmenta]]y

';flide1ayed ch11dren who f1t the str1ngent age and deve]opmental cr1ter1a"?

- 7fl}were accessible to the researcher Due to th1s factor as wel] as thé;'h’

5v'd- des1gn employed here1n was deemed most appropr1ate us““ f'

“:»'des1gn where treatment 1s a]ternately app11ed and w1thdrawn was ‘f ;’pf»~;-§;

}:-heterogene1t§ of ‘the deve]opmenta]lycde&ayed populgtaonv t@ﬁ;reséarch

e mw’" :

1In ch0051ng a research des1gn; the trad1t1ona] revergaf gﬁsng .%f;x%§;f?§-

tnot cons1dered appropraate for the fo11ow1ng reasons There wou1d 1{:~? ',kh
d'?appear to be a strong probabf11ty of carry—over effect wh1ch w0u1d\be .;dii‘
ev1dent 1n the w1thdrawa1 phase of treatment Th1s wou1d negate the : % . ;

:Jab111tyi§g return to thegor1gina1 base11ne 1evels of behav1or (G]ass f'v*ﬁﬁﬁiv
:tf Bt al., 1975) In the present study, for examp]e, the f1rst phase e

'focused on teach1ng a process of 1hteract10n between the members of

- the dyad It was fe]t that once th1s process was 1earned, it wou]d

: ~'1nteraction In add1t1on, the parents may have been re1uctant to -

'~be difficu1t for the dvad to revert to the1r pre treatment manner of .q§¢'*"

‘ discontinue use of an 1nteract10n pattern wh1ch was perce1ved to be

f:effective 1n promot1ng 1ncreased 1eve1s of 1nteract1on w1thun the

'?‘dyad.(Hersen.and Bar1ow, 1976)._ As-we]l the reversal des1gn was

e



’;Judged to be 1nappropr1ate for the present studv due to the 1ntention,i;’-‘
ooof ach1ev1ng relat1ve1y permanent behav1ora1 changes w1th1n the dyad

‘vfrTherefore, the use of short expermmental phaé!s which are fac111ta-»-r'

50

"it1ve 1n ach1evement’bf reversa1 of the exper1mental effects (Kazdin,jvf'

v'4, 41973) was not des1rous 1n the current 1nvest1gation

A]ternat1ve]v, a mu1t1p1e base]1ne across subJects de519n was

utsemployed in th1s study Base11ne data were co]]ected on the

z

»;'standard1zat1on measures (BSID SICD) at the 1n1t1at10n and termina- .

"'t1on of the study The rema1nder ‘of the dependent var1ab1es (turn—

' ”tak1ng tasks, commun1cat1on tasks) were 1nvest1gated once week]y fori_.-ﬁ

'5n?vtwo weeks at the 1n1t1at1on of the study and thereafter at the

M'begtnn1ng and end of each of the two phases of treatment (turntak1ng
;1 w1th act1ons and turntak1ng w1th commun1cat1ons) In a11 Qs

- measures of these dependent var1ab1es were repeated sxx twmes The‘

"e?ent1re treatment protoco] was rep11cated across two sets of two o
'71VsubJects, w1th a one week 1aq in: 1nst1tut1on of treatment procedures'

- "between one dyad and the next w1th1n a set.v A1though th1s des1gn 33,ﬁf

:Ldoes not enab]e dJrect demonstrat1on of treatment effects, as 1s
B Q.

"}.poss1b1e w1th a reversa] desﬁﬂn the resu]ts of treatment can be

"1nferred from the 1ag 1n 1nst1tut1on~of treatment procedures."

T

Although it was. recogn1zed that the number of subJects 1nvest1-' .?v”

”-;gated 1n the present study was re]atwvelv sma11 this number of
subJects has been found to be adequate for demonstrat1on of the
'v‘effects of exper1menta1 treatment (Hersen and Bar1ow. 1976)

: The fo]]ow1ng sect1ons descr1be the adm1nistrat1on of the :

J';research and the spec1f1c tasks ut111zed _’ o f’ f; o

T



""Tanguage usage. each mother-ch11d*dyad was observed 1n the1r home

,”ment for the dyad The act1vit1es each dyad’emp]oyed var1ed w1de1y, b p.}:;

G Setting, ..

| Language Sample N

In order to provade basellne 1nfonnat1on“regard1ng spontanepus R
() .

e

fyifor a period of two hours The home sett1ng was chosen because it ,_ﬂi'* e

"Lwas Judged to be the sett1ng<most fam111ar and ]east restr1ct3ve for

e

3_the ch11d thps presumably creat1ng the mostSnaturaT Tanguage env1ron-»

- ?however some attempt at standard1zat1on of act1V1t1es was attempted

/

U NS :

T ; by observ1ng the f1rst two hours of the chn?d!s day.' In ‘this way,

‘ 1t was assumed that severa] standard 1nteract1ons betwaen mother and :

~
ch1]d couId be observed (1 e., awaken1ngn d1aper changwng, bath

breakfast free~p]ay, etc ) The fam11y were asked to cont1nue w1th

ﬂ

B ~their. norma] daily rout1ne as much as poss1b1e w1thout regard to the f?~

,’the fam1]y members présent dur1ng the adm1n1stratldn 'f the 1an'

» samp]e* In al] cases,. the mother, target ch11d and exper1mentpr lég'f.; "

: 51b11ngs were present for at least a port1on of the two hour time

'patholog1st who orthograph1ca11y recorded each word or word approx1ma-)

Lt s

researcher

The fam11y conste]]at1on and father s work schedule d1ctated

an t2 .
e .
AR TN R

WFoiE

'Jwere present §§3a11 t1mes wh11e 1n severai fam111es ‘the ﬂpther and/or

3 : ‘W %
per1od 'f ." . ,.'7T5,.‘_- _; R 41\ ’/~"
Each Tanguage samp]e was taken by a trained speech/Tanguage

el

o t1on.the chde uttered The observeH was otherwise pass1ve durlng :

the Tanguage sampTing'procedure Un1nte111g1b]e utterances were .

o translated by the mother when possible, 1f the mother and the . -Vﬂ_ s Ey



e

::I to 1nd1cate the four categor1es descr1bed above

'”?Tﬁexam1ner both found the utterance to be un1nte111g1b1e, the utterance'~'*

_ twas not recorded In add1t10n to the recond1ng of words expressed by |

the child the words uttered were d1v1ded 1nto four categor1es
T Spontaneous Those words yhat were uttered w1thout prior

B prompt1ng by any person present dur1ng the Tanguage sample. L

G'T;ZQ Response to quest1on Those words that were uttered as a

_ fresponse to a questTon ‘asked by a. person present dur1ng the Tanguage

’”samp]e, e g ; "Nhat s next’" “Uhat -do you want?"

3 Prompted Those words that were prompted by that wh1ch was

‘esa1d by a person present dur1ng the Tanguage sampTe. e. g s
'l"say __._;;;;;3"' . , . | o . S
4. Im1tated Those words that were d1rect1y 1m1tated from that{?” |
f wh1ch was sa1d by a person present dur1ng the Tanguage sampTe, e g oy 6""’

' ~1"Parent Tt's a baby " cmw : "Baby." o

" The ch11d s utterances were coded with the Tetters S RQ, P and

It was found that recordlnéiihe sampTes orthograph1ca11y was

: ;;the.saMple afforded ample t1me for record1ng by hand

. P
In add1t1on to the language sample taken by the exper1menter, L

ﬂ,\"

" the parents were.asked to- wrw%e down the words that their ‘child used .
’.iat-home The parents were prov1ded w1th a br1ghtT§%colored language

'fffsampTing sheet wh1ch they were asked to post 1n a conspicuous Tocationi
;11n their home, The experimenter verbal]y descr1bed the difference |
,:between spontaneous utterances and e11c1ted utterances in add1t1on to'f:

. prov1d1ng the parents w1th~a'wr1tten description °f:th€ same‘ ?:'

;'read11y accompllshed as the pauc1ty of ch11d Tanguage at. the t1me off R



'7categor1es In th1s manner 1t was hoped that thesutterances sampﬁed

i

i by the parents wou]d compare to those samp]ed by the exper1menter

| ;,The parents were asked to recorﬂ'as many d1fferent utterances that

‘ ﬁftheir chi]d produced as. was possib1e in the tzme per1od prov1ded.v..'

f’»

- _The language samp11ng sheets were g1ven to the parents on the date pf

hthe exper1menta1 language samp]e and c011ected one week later :The'g,'T

":parental Ianguage samp11ng procedure was des1gned to prov1de a =

. f°"doub1e check" of the exper1menta1 language sample 1n order to ensure

-that the word usage wh11e the exper1menter was present was representa-l

it1ve of the word uSage in‘a complete]y natural sett1ng In alltfour_ o

: j_cases, this was Judged to be true

The 1anguage samp11ng procedure was performed at the 1n1t1at1on .

; of the study and repeated at the term1nat1on of the study, fo]]ow1ng

1Jh the treatment phase

'Bevelopment (BSID) were adm1n1stered 1n Order to Judge menta] and

On the date of the language samp]e, the Bay]ey Scales of Infant' '
%

. /,J -
p{motor deve]opment of the ch¥$d N1th1n seven days of adm1n1strat10n

"of the BSID the Sequenced Inventory of Commun1cat’ve Deve]opment

"(SICD) andﬁthe Ungr1s-Hunt Ordinal Sca]es of - Psycho]og1ca1 Development -

1

'gjwere administered The BSID and SICD were re adm1n1stered at the it

'?term1nat1on of the study .

{CIinics."

. \,‘

Prior to the in1t1a1 assessments 1n the c11n1c sett1ng, the

o mothers 51gned a consent form (Appendxx A) wh1ch 1nformed them of

' the nature of. the study and gave the research group perm1ss1on to

‘_videotape the sessions. /



o 'mother ch11d dyad.was'1n;one room 5 meters bv 5 meters, wh11e the

RRE by a. one way mlrror vnd!w,!lA

! "_s1des a cha]kboard‘ frthe? h1‘d.and the one way,mirror on the top B

.-'1‘.

-

. .research team recordedi nd observed from an adaacent room separated :h”~ S

. s

ey

The c11nnc‘room had curta1ns on two

. &‘:"; :

.':sett1ng
. L

hf-utt11z1ng a standard.set ofrhe; toys w1th a]] ch11dren,_}x3't%f_

‘2. measurementyof communlcat1ve-interact1ve sk1lls of the ch11dﬂlv~tx

| oﬁ'tuo spec1f%c communrcat1on tasks acrossta number of object words

.,appear1ng on the 1"‘page samp1e and accord1ng to. parenta] report

- 3 measurement of gﬁrntak1qg behav1ors of the mother-ch1]d dyad

: ut111z1ng toys spec1f1ca1ﬁy ohosen for each ch11d These toys were
- ra; X o
chosen based on words not usﬁb egns1stent1y on the communicat10n e

d tasks

~The: 1anguage saﬁble, tu M ng measures and cmnnun1cation task

:fmeasures were performed on a one-tlme bas1s w1th a group of 14 non-f

b

uﬂl hand1capped ch11dren matched for developmental status (Stewart, 1n _f'

prep ) in order to prov1de a nonhand1capped samp1e for post hoc

“»compar1son w1th the present experimenta] group
. . ., . L4



v."‘:'D;mtIndependentEY?fiab]eft;;t SRR

The 1ndependent variab]e 1n the current study was compr1sed of

dtia two-part treatment procedure, w1th each part correspond1ng w1th a
“'l”phase of intervention. The phases were as fo]?ows.v (1) 1ntervention

'3f,prov1ded in the area of dvad1c turntak1ng us1ng act1on turns and

~“(2) 1ntervention in the area of turntak1ng w1th cdmmun1cat1ve turns

;fas mentioned 1n the prev1ous chapter These1w111 be descr1bed 1n

o fdetail below

-wthurntaking wfth Actions .“

The first phase of 1ntervent1on, turntak1ng w1th act1ons,_focused
‘“,1on tra1n1ng parent ch11d dyads on turntak1ng 1n a non11ngu1st1c
"fonnat Parents were tra1ned to exchange turns dur1ng play w1th

Ftheir ch11dren us1ng act1on ‘as a- maJor component of the d1alogue

‘A_Each toy was played w1th in a separate turntak1ng game (e g , ro111ng

;'»a car back and forth caretak}ng w1th a d011) Although l1ngu1st1c

iy f;gcouraged, 1t was de-emphas1zed wh11e ‘the 1mportance of act1on turns
f‘was stressed Parents were taught that Just as commun1cat1on can f 'f

~ occur in the absence of words, s1m11ar1y conversat1ons can occur Wﬁ

‘ r"any turntakiqg behav1or in wh1ch two peopﬂe exchange messages w1th
fefeach other." It was stressed that conversat1ons cou]d be based

o ~; either in convent1ona1 modes of 1anguage, or 1n act1on or play

In;pre11nguistjc-conversatjons, just.as.1n thosevbased';,-:'

_ The turntaking was done specif1ca1]y wlth the toys ment10ned above, DR

ﬁ5t?@turntak1ng (1 e\, use of spec1f1c or’ re]ated words) was not d1s-- RIS

'“.prelinguistically. A conversation wd% defined (MacDona]d 19827 as _,‘::”



1'55'4 conversatwon. Therefore, parents were taught the concept of turn

g '. g »

]1ngu1st1ca11v, 1t 1s crue1a1sthat'each conversat1ona] partner be

provxded w1th an approximate1y equa] opportun1ty to input into the

m o

QQlEEEﬂo» Frequent]y 1n an~adu1t-ch11d dyad conversations are | |
Imbalanced 1n favor of the adu]t, and some researchers feel that this ;;:[f'
1mba1ance 15 more pronounced when the¥ch11d 1n the dyad demonstrates T;ff?'flff
i dEVE]OPmenta1 or conmun1catlon de]ay (HacDonald lggz) A bas1c L
goa1 of this pHQSe °f Qhe tra‘"‘"Q was to attempt to ba]ance the turn ‘
d1stribut1on between the partners 1n the dyad 1n order to’ dwscourage f B

turn dom1nance by e1ther partner Therefore, the general ru1e

taught to the parents was tow“take-an act1on turn, then wa1t for your ;f e

partner to take a turn" (MacDona]d and G111e;te, 1984)

Once the COncept of turn balance was estab11shed the parents.;] :

were taught to. attempt to 1ncrease the 1ength of turntak1ng sequences

(1 e., the number of turn eXChanges occurr1ng between ch1]d and
mo?her) which they were engag1ng in w1th théir ch11dren Th1s y ;»;ij,.,‘ -

1ncrease in turntaktjg 1ength (TTL) prov1ded a veh1c1e for 1ncreased f-is_jt*f'

R @
'f'interact1on Qetween the me@b&rs of the dyad thus 1mprov1ng the

- :Lopportun1ty for natura] 1anguage 1earn1ng to. take p]ace

The thlrd maJor concept taught )n this phase of treatment was

R R

?ﬁthat of f011ow1ng the ch11d,s 1ead 1n order to ensure that both

' "-;7members of ‘the dyad were sharlng a: common frame of - reference.» J01nt

'V~f¢ attent1on and Joint act1vity routines between dyadic partners are

A-:common1y fe]t to. be essent1a1 precursors to the deve10pment of social

:._,nteract1on and communvcat1on sk1lls (Bruner, 1975’ 1977 Snow,f.‘i‘\" .

g\1981\ Parents were taught that following theire 'de‘s 1ead ensured




' “‘ﬂi1m1tated the1r chi]d s actlons. thereby aCC°mP1’5h1“9

"rf;”1neffect1ve and was felt to be a: sﬁdghtly more 1ntrus1ve form of

Gl

' "}ﬂfJoint attent1on on a top1c wn1ch was Jnterest1ng to the ch11d and

‘.;fﬁwh1ch was developmenta]]y appropr1ate for the ch11d Thus they

' 'ufpurpose of 1ncreasxng-the turntak1ng ]ength and encourag ng con-viiﬁf’:?“'

.t'The mothers were also taught that 1t was appropr1ate to 1n1t1ate€§hrns o
-fe;themselves, by mode111ng appropr1ate play behav1or e S

‘ cA strategy wh-ch was found to be benef1cia1 1n encourag1ng the
"55¥;1ncreased 1eve1 of 1nteract1on was developed by HacDonald (1982) and '.';

w:was a goa] of th1s phase of treatment He descr1bed a graded

R htechn1que of * u51ng success1Ve1y more sp f1c cues for prompt1ng

ffe,two fo]d SRR

"tfnﬁatinued ?ntéraction from the ch11d due to fam1l1ar1ty of the "game. o

“fﬁcommun1cat1ve 1nteract1on from the ch11d Th1s techn1que was : ”fifyf§§7"

'.;des1gnated “wawt-51gna1-promot" and cons1sted of tne fo1low1ng three
ygcomponents '.‘rfﬁci* ;taw»J-:f ;‘ N .”‘ »”.h ‘ — '5”
f_~Tt Na1t CIf the ch11d d]d not take h1s turn, the mother was

| }requested to wa1t s11ent1y for five seconds wh1ch encourag1ng the

if? child to respond by ma1nté”n1ng eye contact and demonstrat1ng "7ff' R

f rant1c1pat1on v1a fac1a1 express1on Na1t1ng was fe]t to encourage '

- respond1ng by prov1d1ng the non-dom1nant ch1ld w1th t1me and space

s to take. his turn...,_ 'y.f‘fflnlrﬂif}@rﬁyf=;hi ' fi,"ffm' “

| S |
2. S1gna1 A sagna] was defaned (MacDona1d and G111ette, 1984)

;fas “anyth1ng . which encourages the ch11d to take a turn
-~ p. 16) Th1s strategy was ut111zed when wa1t1ng was found to be

A

o prompt S1gna1s such as po1nt1ng to the toy or g1v1ng the ch1]d the

"7‘ ~toy to 1nteract WIth were s1gnals wh1ch mothers used rout1nely pr1or



’V'to the 1n1t1at1on of 1ntervent1on However durwng treatment they

1hact1on broke down at a spec1f1c 1eve1

9 f3} Prompt Phys1ca1 gu1dance was felt to be. the most 1ntrus1ve

wi{]eve1 of_prompt 1n th1s h1erarchy, however it was a]so the most

”;~‘f effect1ve for reca1c1trant qpn-responde?s If both wa1t1ng and

'"7{i*were taught to systemat1ca11y ut111ze these s1gna1s when the 1nter- .. )

’~'f";.s1gna111ng were 1neffect1ve as.a means of encouragt?g 1nteract1on, g.;gh

'.fﬁ_the parents were taught to phys1ca11y ﬂu1de the ch11d through per- I

'ffxprompts to wa1t so that thelr partner cou]d take a turn

: "i.ffonnance of an act1on On occas1on turn dom1nant ch11dren‘;equ1red B

' Nhen a mother ch11d dyad ut111zed a m1n1mUm of three consecut1ve _n'

'v“act1on based turns on at 1east three occa51ons dur1ng a two-mxnute

':f turntak1ng 1nteract1on,,or exh1b1ted extended turntak1ng for at 1east _"'

')“:,V;fhalf the two m1nutes, 1t was determwned that the cr1ter1on for }"j B

| ”vf;Phase I of 1ntervent1on had been reached

-."\.'_ :

:;'Turntaklng w1th Commun1cat1ons o

The second phase of 1ntervent1on ut111zed the same conceptua] 2

_base as the 1n1t1a1 phase, but expanded from non11ngu1st1c turntaking

;vto commun1cat1ve turntak1ng ut111z1ng the spec1f1c words chosen for. -

u»;each ch11d as we]] as any re1ated voca11zat1ons, words and. phrases
‘T;}that appeared to f1t natura]]y 1nto the act1v1ty juﬁg-f

The goa]s af turn ba]ance and 1ncreased 1ength of: turns wh1ch

;hfuphad been estab11shed 1n the pr1or phase of 1nterventaen, were e

= re1terated 1n the second phase However. parents were taught tov'

':‘}”Tadd a commun1cat1ve messagé?outo the act1on message wh1ch had been

1{:fﬂ used prev1005]y’ e. g,; act1on message rol]ing a ba11 between

-

.
e



L . 3ff?a- 2

| dﬁz?'Parent and'ch11d Communzcat1ve meSsage._ "35]1 " I" add1t1on é“ ‘iid
o o
.f;f _ U

1ntroduced;.‘Hun€¢{}961) out1ine7f
'-:):‘ S S % . L
fﬁfﬁ“ it related to educat1on 1n general, and ent1t1ed 1t the "m1n1ma1 ;,ﬁf»

PR ;:’ﬂepancy mode] "' He 1nd1cated that an: educat1ona1 mode1 provided RNt
. )J e R R I
_auf for a learnér should he hn1n1ma11y d1screpant" from the 1earner s.

CUPrent behav1or.: Thus, an effect1ve mode] woufd>be s11ght1y more e

. Lo
"j spphisigdhted thau the Tearner s current behav1or 1n order to prov1de: s

sﬁme’degree of'%?alﬂgﬁgep but WOuld be we11 W1th1n the 1earner s '_';'.'v{;'

| :%E;;fels mh1ch he IS_h:E“,-ffﬁ‘.'
MacDonald and G111ette (1982) recommend that parents model a
'”vf:f? 'eommunicative message whlch was no more than one mode h1gher than
;:nthe mode : thelr ch11d was: utrllzwng Therefore, 1f the ch11d Was '
.ecommunicat1ng ma1h1y w1th act1ons, parents used act1ons or voca11za- ;*_i
',etions in order to commun1cate, 1f the ch11d used voca11zat1ons, the jc‘T
Vparent used act1ons voca]1zations or words,eand 1f the ch11d used 1.’[%; AR
._1 words the parent used any mode up to and 1nc1ud1ng short phrases L

The chﬂdr' m- the present 1nvestwgat1on a]ready mamfested some use L |

Pl o
* & .
-

l : PR



7'"sess1ons over two success1ve weeks of 1ntervent1on g ;f:~

'»:'f} of the target words (as detenn1ned by language samp]es and parenta]

report) Therefore, the sequence de11neated above was mod1f1ed some- fff

what 1n that words were modeIed or "put on act1ons" (MacDonald and

G111ette, 1982) and voca11zat1ons were not emphas1zed as an L

i

1ntenned1ary step._ ”.f'

In each of the two phases of 1ntervent1on, an 1mportant over- f .

r1d1ng concern was the affect1ve commun1catlon 1eve1 d1sp1ayed by

- the parent Hachna1d and G111ette (1984) stressed that anlmated

commun1cat1on not only garnered the ch11d s attentwon, but 1mproved

"wg; the 1nte111g1b111ty of the parenta] message by 1ncrea51ng the con-»
whextual cues prov1ded The second phase of 1ntervent1on was |
17;term1nated when a ch11d produced the target words exther spontaneous1y ‘L:

'f;f?:dr in spontaneous 1m1tat1on (1 e.,. not prompted by "Say .-;“)fof.: R

s

h“ﬁfthe adu]t s productlon at least three t1mes 1n the two-m1nute p]ay

Teach1ng met’gds were rep11cated for each of the two phases of

f_: treatnent w1th the maJor d1fference be1ng the goals The fol]owuzﬂ

‘ﬂ'sequence‘dT teach1ng was carrled .out for each phase of 1ntervent1on

’?_1 Verba] explanat1on of the concepts and goa]s of the 1nter-

-Appendlx B for the mater1a1 presented to the parents Parents were |
[ 38

'p ptaught the concepts wh1ch were out11ned in the previous section of
-:tth1s thes1s and were g1ven an Opportun1ty to ask quest1ons..aThe g
»};parents were prov1ded thh a rem1nder shqét"d1n point form.which they
.. were asked to post in a consp1cuous locat1on in the1r home Th1s

. a1ded parents 1n remember1ng concepts wh1ch may have been a]ien to

", L

L XY
[

L

J .
-‘..‘, g

o0

v oo

'f;~{vent1on as they related to each 1nd1v1dua1 ch11d Please refer to :



S R

L them pr‘lor to 1ntervent"ion See AP'D_éhd‘iXﬁC, fbllf'...,é_f':fex,amp“é-'O-f;,fa;‘.i‘?-.j’-" .
' ?reminder sheet LA "._ _ b" ‘i SRS '. o .
":'ifz Parents were g1ven two toys wh1ch were 1nd1v1dua11v selected

‘ 37?;for their child The se1ect1on of these toys was based on perce1ved

:“’j;child interest as we11 as infonnat1on acqu1red from th@ 1n-home

:';'f]jglanguage sample, each toy represented a word wh1ch the ch11d had

"~fbeen heard to use prev1ous1y but d1d not use in spec1f1c commun1ca- 4:‘

' t1on s1tuatlons. The same two toys were ut111zed throughout the two

o _phases of treatment and were taken home between 1ntervent1on sess1ons yijl,;f_.

'7*;.;jto enable the- dyads to pract1ce the technlques they had been taught

L,,uParents were asked to pract1ce the strateg1es once per day for f1ve S

"';fto ten m1nutes and were encouraged to use the toys provwded for them }:_*1t}_)2

-as we11 as favour1te toys from home."In th1s way, genera11zat1on fg“.],jff;f.~

i:was fostered and the attempt was made to generate the 1dea of

. learning a process of 1nteract1on rather than a set of ru]es for St
- i.commun1cating r,f: f;t““d ifi y;=ﬁ“§ ‘ e ':f ai, 5 ‘sf)-gf.'
’fbv3 3. Each week when the parents returned to. the un1vers1ty, an
’f~1nforma1 rev;ew of the1r week s‘work was conducted Parents wi'e
..‘asked to re]ate the1r problems and successes and the varlety of toys

‘Lthey ut111zed In add1t1on to ut111z1ng the rev1ew t1me as an

'-'5opportun1ty for problem so1v1ng, a- general est1mat1on of"f‘ e

.gj'of times the dyad had pract1ced dur1ng the week cou1d~u 3
| 4 Each week the dvad demonstrated the1r fac11atyﬁat uti]1z1ng ,n'fh"ﬂ
.,b"the techniques taught They were v1deotaped in two-m1nute play i
-',bsessions w1th the two target toys Subsequent to the farst v1deo- -

) taped intervention session, the parents were encouraged to br1ng a R



q”ifffltoy from home wh1ch they had found to be successfu] 1n promot1ng

“}f‘3$?$%f:}:‘f ’r-.‘v

»\l';(‘

o CoRay .
| _turntak1ng w1th1n the1r dyad Thls toy was then 1ncorporated 1nto
R . ~.t;7_|,
,'_;t“ e -

57vfa]1 future turntak1ng sess1ons.;"
P . B

| 5 The videotaped p]ay sess1ons were 1mq;d1ate1y p]ayed back
.‘:l;to provxde feedback to the mother.. ThTS 1nc1uded d1scuss1on of
"hspec1f1c examples of successfuT 1nteract10ns s welT as m1ssed
' *opportun1t1es for use’ of fac111tat1ve terhniques : :
6.v FoT]owlng the d1scuss1on of areas of 1nteract1on wh1ch vr,%_ ;f??i~p
:requ1red change, a set of goals for the fo]]ow1ng week was negot1ated
‘“fﬁand a "rem1nder card” out11n1ng these goa]s was g1ven to the, parent. q.
: ,:v‘? “On. the th1rd week of 1ntervent1on w1th1n each phase, ‘the . E;N;a;u; ,';
'{}techn1ques wh1ch each parent was ‘experiencing d1ff1cu]ty w1th weres,; y ﬂ?fz;;
: ,_;demonst;ated by the exper1menter The exper1%§hter p]ayed w1th ther-d‘J:}
chald utw11z1ng the exper1mental toys in order to allow parents to Y 1f= %ffj

: v1ew the exper1menter 1nteract1ng w1th thelr ch11d F0110w1ng the N

| ;,1n1t1a1 playback the mother and the experamenter each comp]eted a. ’, S e':

"1irﬁ: scoresheet wh1ch was des1gned 10 e]uc1date each of. the goals of theff'>

'_1ntervent1on sess1ons (P]ease refer to Append1ces D and £ for
ilexamples of the scoresheets for Turntak1ng w1th Actions and Turn-rh;
tak1ng w1th Commun1cat1ons ) These scoresheets were not used to
_ispec1f1ca11y rate dyad1c 1nteract1on, but as a veh1c1e for discuss1on :{
',.and to determ1ne degree of agreement between the mother and the - .
' i_exper1menter on the use of the techniques for 1ntervention i;f;"

_——._.a.-._—_-—-

The v1deotapes were then p]ayed back tQ dempnstrate potent1a1

'-soTut1ons for pers1stent problems

? The fami11es came to the un1vers1ty for tra1ning once per week



D T

“'v; and continued w1th their at home practice on the 1nterven1ng days

".‘gﬁlrhfs week1y schedu]e was occas1ona11y 1nterrupted by part1c1pant

o :111ness or by the occurrence of maJor hol1days e g 0 Chr1stnas.»

Each phase of treatment requ1red approx1mate1y seven weeks to

5ﬂfcomp1ete, w1th five of these weeks be1ng devoted to 1ntervent1on

B

.: A..-'"%.'f{

"”f;The remamnder of the. sess1ons cons1sted of repeated measures of the BRI

-"'~jf dependent var1ab1es and pre and post test1ng._ P]ease see Tab]e 4

fd[v1Commun1cat1ve Task Measures .

‘;ffor an: outline of the overa]] sthedu]e for assessment and 1ntervent1on R

)

";jand the materia] covered in each 1ntervent1on sess1on

e

. é.f Debendentbvariables-h~ S

The commun1cat1on task measures were adapted frgm those :'

g fdeve]oped by Snyder (1978) They were used to measure any 1mprovement

"_cln commun1cative use of the target words as a funct1on of the 1nter-- 5/

;;1 vention Snyder designed a ser1es of exper1menta1 measures 1n order e

to e11c1t 1mperat1ve and dec]arat1ve performat1ves through the use of

an 1nteract1ona1 p]ay context., The declarat1ve task was des1gned

"h;'such that an obJect or toy was changed wh11e the p]ay act1on gema1ned

L the same Th1s task was’ based on'a cons1deration of children s ;;’

-'1l_freference to new or. changlng s1tuat1ona1 e1ements as opposed to o]d

*

?or unchanging e]ements (Rowan, Leonard Chapman and NETSS, 1983

‘T,Greenfleld and Smith }976) The decTarative performat1ve task

"chosen for the present study was-as fO]]OHS" The chde was presented ‘['l

» ':'\with a large opaque nyﬂon bag conta1n1ng three one-1nch p]ast1c

\

_blocks and a toy or’ obJect The researcher encoura ed the ch11d to




) "’ﬁ'jsessment and lntervent\on SqnédﬁleﬂA;'”

‘Phase - (Approx.)

'4 Activities

- Assess. T Lo T T Lanquage sample A
SERRIE £ RPN T RS
'U291rls -Hunt . ‘ o W

. Accl\matlzatton turntak1ng session -

R ' ';':*ff e TT] . S R

T 3 -iTT i . 11‘ [=' Tf R ]'-;‘f’ o Q?'. .. R
R ;bal explanatlon of turntak\nq with actlons R
. ‘Two target toys g1ven to dyads for home pract\ce S

| S T _Pev:ew . 5 ’ o »
S o - Videotape -play" sessrons using 2 targei toys , -
View tapes - :
Mutual rat\nq of strateqles and. d\SCuSSIOn of areas for Lhdnqe
"negot1ate goals for fo1low1ng week ; "

/

B A nReVIew B o N Co
o . videotape ‘play sessrons u51ng 3 target tovs (one from home added)
D G SYiew tapes.. - o
P T * Mutual rat:ng of strateq1es ‘and disCu%51on of areas for change
: o e dDemonstrat1on by experimenter e :

3}' on date of criterion -
,._" 3otiatlon of - goals for: following ‘week

-

Ao '"4

L J"::ljff o ; ':"‘Af*?y j gbal explanation. of turntakxng with comnuntcations R
'y DR S -fPrevuously used: toys utilized for home practice

KA e v

- -;.“' v B . H Sk oo P - A [ '\
: 9. T Review . ' S
Col -.rirVideotape: plav session usthg 3 target toys
v Yiew tapes o ’

S T Motual rating of strategies and discussfon of areas for change

L ; #ﬂ"'%'* Negotiation of . goaTs for following week
10‘-12 _é- Rev1ew. D S ‘ '
el v:deotape play séssiOns using 3 target toys .

.;.~--; u, 'V1eu.tapes

nq'kﬁ o vt. Mutoal ratlng'ﬁf scrategles and d1scussinn,of areas for change
W o v"Demnstgutxon by-expertmqnter’:';s .
: ;?g'i“ »Negotiation ‘of goals for fo}lowing_ueek : Ca
1.ﬁffg E¥S} on ‘date. of criteriont‘ : :( _ ‘*,~”- R
ey T L ‘ _ PR _
| W T Lol
N U T - cT : L ) & :
oL e e e Laﬁguage sample T e e O
S LS e et BSIDT T R ST e . N ‘.
L -'._;: ’ ,’. _'SICD e T R e e
e

" ﬁote'- lntervontion schedule ﬂs approximate only. _Dyad;{vqijéd.§j19h11y;from this ;cheduic;"
R - T S e R T SR

; S
a

e
s



"3;qu515tent p]ay act1on

e

“ 71'search 1ns1de the bag and remove the blocks._ The bToCks}were”v
v"rainan1pu1ated 1n such a way that on]y one at a t1me was ava11ab]e to- |
v{ the chi1d for removal The ch11d removed the three b]ocks, one. at :bb'
”u.; a time, then ‘the target obJect The three blocks represented on or
??g:unchanging e]ements wh11e the target obJect was’ the new or chang1ng

. ;ﬂe]ement The ch11d 's remova] of obJects from the bag was the con-

o out of h1s reach These tasks were seTected from Snyder 3 (1978)

’ study, which in turn were adapted from Sugarman s (1973) research

CUes

ol

\The imperatrve performat1ve tasks created a s1tuat1ona1 context

1n whlch’the task st1mu11 were w1thhn the ch11d s v1sua1 f1e1d but

The two 1mperat1ve performat1ve tasks chosen were the f0110w1ng

v"v .1 The toy or obJect which was ut111zed 1n the dec1arat1ve

jperfonnative task was’ removed from the ch11d and placed out of h1s

. ga t1ght]y—sea1ed 11d The ch11d was able to se%;,

;tgobta1n it w1thout help from one of the aduTts present

"reach but w?th1n h1s v1sua1 f1e1d

2) The toy or ongct which was ut111zed in the pr1or imperat1ve

performative task was pTaced in a. Targe cTear plastxc“]onta1ner w1th

deect but not

_‘ The three commun1cat1on tasks were v1deo and aud1o tape recordedzc

chi]d S social/commun1cat1ve interact1on w1th the adu]ts who were

“the adults present) to 7 (1abe111ng of the obJect w1th a spec1f1c o

-;{n(target wOrd) - i 7:; S SEIR - ;ﬂ?ff

“'jpresent The scores on the scaTe ranged from T (no 1nteraction WIth

o

”and later scored accord1ng to a six po1nt scaTe based on.a sca]e _h”;’"';‘

_devised by Sugarman (1973) (see Appendix L) wh1ch descr1bed the ' 5*”’5,:‘”TT



R BT o
The commun1cat1on tasks were adm1n1stered 1n the same

uf]sett1ng at the Un1vers1ty of ATberta as were. the turntak1ng

| tasks,_ However. in add1t1on to the target dyad the researcher

"i{was present and adm1n1stered the commun1cat1on tasks The child

J“vsat on: his parent's knee on the researcher's right s1de.~ The 5T

!

',‘.;fmother ‘was 1nstructed not to prompt her ﬁh1Td to respond and
“"dspec1f1ca11y not to ask quest1ons such as;"what s, thatV"'

E.HShe was 1nformed that she could respond npncomm1tta11y to her '

" ch11d s attempts ‘to. engage her 1n the act1v1ty, but not to a1d

.’_'her ch11d 1n acqu1r1ng the target toy nor to vocalize the name e

- ‘,,of the toy

per1od the exam1ner proceeded to the next port1on of the ?‘

2

.bfﬂﬁf:v It was found that ch11dren 1nteracted boﬁh with the.researcher -

R ™

;_' and w1th the parent dur1ng %he adm1n1strat1on of the mmun1cat1on

appear to favpr one adult over “the other o jf"‘i

A ‘ V

/ 11ngu1st1ca11y to the toy If they had not TabeTled th;?gf;fWithTa_i |

P

0

t1on task sequence In aTT cases, the sequence was as fo]lo'tqﬂ_?

:ﬂ. adm1n1strat1on of. dec]arat1ve performat1ve task. uta11z1ng

\t' -the three b]ocks and the nyTon bag

2. adm1n1stration of the imperative performat1ve task by placing

t"e °bJe°t from the "ﬂon bag out of the ch1'ld s reach but within h‘Is
$1ght ._—'—’- __. __ ‘ .

_ 3;1 if the child d1d not offer a spec1f1c TabeT ‘to request the

The chﬂ]dren were aTTowed a max1mum of ten seconfr_ 'qfesbdnd t,t”



-f_iTurntakingfheasures

VNS . . e o

- £ e

. ; : : ;;' : : _
'-:77object on the first. 1mperat1ve task (sdbre of 6 or 1ess), adm1n1stra-l$
‘vht1on o*"the 1mperat1ve performative i'kk ut111z1ng the plast1c f'
lconta1ner occurred If the ch11d lﬁbe]]ed the obJect accurately |
“-»,;f(score of 7) on the first 1werlt‘|ve performatlve task task number |

7‘three was not adm1nistn“€¢

The measurement of turntak1ng behav1ors was’ uSed to determ1ne AT
. the 1mpact of turntaking instruct1ons on the 1nteract1on of each dyad.

| “HacDona]d and G11lette (1984) def1ned a turn as "any behavaor that is .”h.
‘eeither direct]y responding to another person or 1s 1n1t1at1ng contact.

: with the person.; It may or may not ‘be commun1cat1ve and 1t may take _:?

:sensorimotor or 11ngu1st1c form“ (p. 7) The method of eva]uat1ng

. P

turn usage 1n the present study was through ana]ys:s’of play w1th1n

o ;the mother-ch11d'dyad Each dyad was V1deotaped in two m1nute play ;::k*fiélf

'aisessions w1th a standard set of six toys A descr1pt1on of’these
- fftoys and their cammon functions can be found 1n Append1x F The,.

.'ddyads were presented w1th one “toy at a tame and ‘the mothers ‘were ”,E':}y W E
ig1ven 1nstruct1ons regard1ng how to p]ay w1th the toy -In add1t1on,;“.
;the mothers were asked to attanpt to have each member of the dyad : 7,~':"
take as many a1ternat1ng turns as was possib]e Fu]l 1nstruct1ons.
}"‘for each toy are presented 1n Append1x G : |

The. dyad was seated on a blanket on the floor in order to ;}1 |

‘provide as natura] a 51tuationa1 context for play as was p0551b1e in L
the clinica] room 0nce the toy had been presented the experlmenterv
left the room and v1deotap1ng of the dyad1c play 1nteract1on |

commenced v1deotap1ng was geneq‘i]y carr1ed out for approx1mate1y



;7'2 1/2 m1nutes to ehsure that a. ful] two 1nute segment would b fﬁ'

'/'ava1]ab1e for aha]ys1s In genera] the ch]]dren 5 1nterest 1n the e

'\‘w:'gterm1nated for that toy and attempted aga1n fo]low1ng presentation :

-,,fof the” rema1nder of the toys

'~ttoy cou]d read11y be ma1nta1ned for;the ful] 2 1/2 minutes, however
y3on occas10n they 105t dnterest"

1‘the room 1n wh1ch v1deotap1ngff

x?

,\..

,'_A B

'.32.' : .

‘%:’ L P
e ce

/

-:’ the- toy or wandered to a part of ;"

s difficu'lt 1¢ this occurred more o

- than’ tw1ce for t1me peraods Tonger than ten seconds, v1deotaping was"'“

A

The meas res of turntak1mg ab111ty were repeated six t1mes gt'

o fidthroughout the course of the study, at interva]s re]at1ng to the

'U’jtturntak1ng measur“

o mod1f1ed vers1on of the Preschoo1 Observation System dev1sed by

.'Phase PT7 (Refer to Tab]e 4 for schedule ) : ftf;'f,f:

2 phases of tra1"1"9 (1 e s tw@ce in base11ne, tw1ce after Phase I andﬁfﬁ

7 3

Two types of data were col]ected from the adm1n1strat1on of the.:: o

[

i‘ The f1rst set of data re]ated to the 1nter~ i»

L ;act1on between the members of the dyad and was co]]ected util1z1ng a

o Kysela and. Barros (1983) Th1s system ut111zed f1ve behav1oraT

h‘categor1es wh1ch al]owed for the cont1nuous record1ng of the behavxors

B of both members d# the dyad wh1]e they were 1nvo]ved in: two minute

.t“p]ay se551ons ' The categor1es 1nc1uded In1t1ate, Respond Im1tate,

'7_'1nterpretat1gp requ1red by the scorers.. ‘The f1ve gener1c categor1es -ﬁ',af_g

‘category wh1ch were provided 1n order to minimize the amount of

VIS1gna1 and Gu1de Append1x H 11sts def1n1t1ons of each scoring

V-

“were chosen by determ1nation of the importance of the behavior to »tv o

h-«

E .the outcome of- the treatment as we11 as by attempts to combine ';;w;_': R

vi'"’behavroral c]asses 1nto units Iarqe enough that they cou]d be '.lt}.: LA



U s
.

| provided in Appendix __"

i

reliably scored (Sackett et al. ﬂ 1978)

- scoring system employed

] o o
-~ B

In addition to'thé five mé]ar behav1oral categories, the dyadic

interaction was further‘described accprdﬁng to the mode of communica-

tion utjlized by each participant (mbtor-gestural, vocalization, f;';f*V-V

single word phrase) The definitions of these cateqories!are %jso

The data were recorded manually u51ng prepared data sheets.~_The¢@ﬂh~;ff

v". .

format of the data sheets employed by the observers 1s presented in

Appendix I Each sheet contained two columns, one for recording of

l

parental behav1ors and'one for the child s behaViors. Each column

was in a'different color in order to differentiate between adult and

child behaViors W1th1n each column a series of blocks, each con-'»-“'

taining nine lettersirepresenting the nine cd‘lbories of behav1or was

repeated The bccurrence of scorable behaviors was_indicated by

marking the appropriate letter with a diagonal slash" If ho scorable

interactive behav1ors occurred during any ten second interval, ‘at

horizontal line was drawn across both columns Interactive behav1ors

were coded in a temporal sequence and thlS was 1ndicated by sequen- B

tial behaviors being scored below those that occurred preViOUSly

Simultaneous behav10rs were coded on the same row o

P

Scoring of 1nteractive behav1ors was done via Q\E}otapes 1n ;f.

"={ order to prov1de repeated opportunities to View -a. turntaking seSSi%n

e

This was deemed desirable because of the complex nature of the

L — . =

A ",5'.‘ AT T
e



Interact1ve Strateg1es ' s L _
- The second set of data co]]ected from the turntaklnq measures
pre1ated to. the interactive strateg1es ut111zed bv-the members of the

”deyad E1ght behavioral categories representing 1nteract10n strateg1es

A"j-.taught dur1ng the two 1ntervention phases of the study were codable

'f:for each member of the dyad However, wh11e a]T eight categories were ‘
g"recorded for both members of the dyad on]y five categor{es were..';d:': B

:' c o 'V
.‘ut111zed in computat1on of the data for the ch11dren. as these were ERR

ii'the-categories deemed most useful tn the study These categor1es were f,'

A 'exp11c1t1y def1ned 1n order to a1wa for m1n1ma] 1nterpretat1on of

BN

-ﬁ-observed behav1ors by the scorers The behaviora} def1n1t10ns are

' fd outlined 1n Append1x J. A_.'}ﬁirfﬁ*?f'poiw t‘f;'" ;'21.;{f .;ﬁ ﬁ';j‘f"

2 ‘L.‘

Data were aga1n recorded manually on a\data sheet (111ustrated

:’ff'1n Append1x K) that conta1ned s1x co]umns, to accommodate the

: f7max1mum'of six toys wh1ch cou]d be utiT1zed in a weekly sess1on

“The columns. contaaned two sets of e19ht b1°Ck5 each b]°°k

'::represent1ng a. strategy The uppermost Set of b1ocks represented s

e parenta] use of strate91es wh11e the lower set represented ch11d

t_strateg1es Use of strateg1es was 1ndrcated by mark1ng the
7appropr1ate b]ock ‘ ;'*';ﬂ;f-f;_f‘jfffi.:iff_é;.;‘f'y'r g&hphhf :
" _' Scorxng of strategies was a1so done through observat1on of
:j;"‘deof:apesy-, S e R

f:f'Deve1opmental Heasures

o

§_guenced Inventonxrof Communicatlve Development (SICD)

“f'SICD is stated by its authors to be "a screening tool of communica-g_é o

| 7t1on" (Hedr1ck Prather and Tobtn. 1984 p 7) whith results
, . A T



}recept1vetcommunacat1on'sccre and an expresslve commun1cat1on score?ae;hfffmti
aexpressed 1n months:¢ The~aqe range of the test 1s from four mont§3~f7ji?f‘7ff
to four years The test samp1es pre11ngu1st1c responses and a]lows1if.:ff*5'ﬁ
.“parental reportlng of commun1cat1ve béhaV1ors, wh1ch nakes 1t V1ab1e toﬁﬁli
'--for usex with yo‘ung or 1ow-funct1omnq chﬂdren., -

‘,. The SICD was adm1n1stered by a tra1ned Speech 1anguage patho1og1st

t'Lm the ch11d s home It was admanIStered w1th1n seven days of the
'§1n1t1a1 language samp1e and aga1n y}th1n seven days of the f1na1 '“;j;£;7f;f

_:}anguage sample fol]ow1ng the tra3h1ng port1on of the study

Bayley Scales of Infant Devel_pment (BSID) The BSID'was S

hﬁdes1gned to provwde a tr1part1te basws for the eva1Uatwon of a ‘
child s developmental status 1n the f1rst 2 1/2 vears of 11fe" S
i(&ay]ev, 1969 p 888) The test 1s divided 1nto three scaTes

'Hotor Sca1e, Menta] Sca]e and Infant Behav1or Record, W1th the former f 1}iff"

tuo scales on]y be1ng adm1n1stered 1n the current study o
The BSID was administered by a speech—language patholoq1st

- Era1ned in adm1n1strat1on of the sca]es and fa‘u1r‘r'w1th assessment f:'fﬁﬁrfs

‘lof young hand1capped ch11dren._ Adm1n1strat1on; ook‘p]ace 1n the

tchﬂd s home on the dates ‘of the 1n1t1a] and f1na1 1anguage samp]estffgﬁf;;fg}

Language Samgle Each mother ch11d dyed received two 1anguagef o
,fsamp]es at the beginning and end of the studv, These two hour ‘f f";; -.”[i

:‘1n-home samplesswerp deS1gned to record a representat1ve sample of |

'4the child s productive lanquage and were conducted by a tra1ned

I . -

speech-]anguagé patho}og1st.,, i S “:ﬂf%*5‘7 ST

’, B ) ! ( e, “-"” h : ‘ , o .

et



- F. Observer Training and Reliabitity ~ | - ' U
' ;;fTurntak1ng - o em L
Pr1or to the study, two observers recelved tra1n1ng on the Vi
e .

’?L_szreschool 0bservat1on Record (see Append1x I) Observers were

”’:fitcod1ng of ghe V1deotaped segments bdf:n

-f‘1n1t1a11y 1nstructed in. the def1n1t1on of the d1fferent response f;i ]t'bffl’

: vvcategor1es, then pract1ced us1ng the code wh1le observ1ng v1deotapes

f ‘fwhen the mean reT1ab111ty between the two observers exceeded the

' ~m1n1mum cr1ter~on of 80% over‘fV_”

I

consecut1ve two—m1nute segments,;, o

Rel1ab111tv f1gures were obtalned by haV1ng two observers o.jd"
) o

'f;‘{iﬁ1ndependently code a m1n1mum of f1ve two-m1nute segnents from each ofifffff;

i'"."'v'f"_v_.."the four ch11dren

.l;_-at approx1mate]y the ha]f—way mark and aga1h;

s’i’

Re11ab111ty was ca]cu1ated bv d1v1d1ng the number :Qz
7 of agreements by the tota1 of agreements p1us dwsagreements in: each

"}ftwo-m1nute segment, repeated measures of re]iab1T1ty were,calcu1ated

pt the term1nat1on of

"‘-:}'

"fscor1ng to ensure that "dr1ft" d1d not occur (Kent and Foster, 1977)

v

B dj.Relxab111ty var1ed from 78% to 89% and was ma1nta1ned'5t'§755an of

' "diRomanczyk et a1 (1973) demonstrated that an observer who had

5':{82 3% over the course of the studx | 7 s
| It shou]d be noted that a possib]e threat to the re11ab111ty -
'7';:ff1gures QSEthlS study 1ay 1n the potent1a1 for inter-scorer 1nf1uence :
L e
: prev1ous1y communlcated h1s 1d1osyncrat1c scor1ng cr1ter1a to a.'
'fssecond observer could markedly 1nf1uence the second observer S scores.d‘“
.f”jOne method of reduc1ng the effect of 1nter scorer 1nf1uence wou]d e ;ofé@t

*?have been to tra1n a greater number of scorers 1n order to m1n1mlze

'l'f,ithe poss1b111ty of fam111arity of scoring styles . :,”' i 1"‘} f.l[¢ :




2 [“?Commun1cat10n Tasks

Dur1ng the stug? two observers rece1ved tra1n1ng on usage of the

~_-conmunication task scdri%g methods (see Append1x L) Th1s trammg

fconsjsted of verba1 instructions regarding the scoring categor1es 1n ;'Jj-"'

}ﬁfcombinatﬁon w1th pract1ce ut11121ng v1deotapes of chi]dren perform1ng }fd;p;;

' ;ethe commun1cat1on tasks Nhen the mean reT1ab111ty between the/two

i observers exceeded the m1n1mum cr1ter1on of 80% over three con- o

' ‘l-.--_'secutive comnumcatwn tasks (m1mmum of 30 scored 1tems) d1¥1ded S

o between at least two chﬂdren scormg of the v1deotaped commumca- ‘

L t1on tasks began

o ReHab111ty was determ'med by havmg the two observers iihdepen-» .

‘vdent'ly score a m1mmum of th1rty 1tems wh1ch had been random]y

M-;:;"_fselected from the conmumcatwn tasks of a‘l] four chﬂdren, and was PR

.calculated by fhwdmg the agreements by the tota] of aqreements

o plus d1sagreement Re11ab111ty f1gures were repeated approxmatef]'y’ B

T

ha]f way through the scor‘mg process and agam at the termmatwn of

‘scormg Rehab'l'hty ranged from 90“‘ to 100% and was ma1nta1ned at

a mean of 94 3% over the coun.se of the study
i '*/
L SRS R

; Stratgg

T o Re] 1ab1hty f1gures were also ca1cu1ated for the scor1ng of

'.‘-}stratemes utﬂ1zed by parents and chﬂdren (see Append1x k for ?
sc0ring format) Th1s scormg was performed by the experimenter and
- a graduate student observer who was utﬂizihg the same scor1ng
format for a comp'lementary study. Thé two observers dev1sed the

: -:fonnat and were therefore 1nt1nate1y fam1har w1th the def1n1t1ons

. __nofp,..seoriv_n‘g‘..»_cﬁa_tegﬂor‘ Videotapes of dyadic play sesswons were

-

B .:., .
N Y.



*gQggiitwelve ?_?”

"[Utjobserved adl coded for the part1cu1ar strategy whxch was being
'»[{;ut111zed at a g1ven moment. il e., model, 1m1tate, expand Scor1ng

“:‘]fifoccurred every ten seconds for each two-minute seqment thus producing

"_a max1mum of twe]ve "scorable moments"v1n a two-minute segment of

-ﬂi;Ap1ay.~ Th1s method was utilized 1n order to fac111tate accuracy 1"
- . e

":.scor1ng o 1t prevented scor1ng of dlfferent categories by each

’”'_observer On occas1on 1ess than tweTve segments would be scored as, _'7“” -

it was possﬂﬁe for the dyad to' be no&‘lnteractwe at ,the moment

'_'scor1ng was to occur However, a- two-mlnute segment wou]d on1y be &

. ~.j“",.
_rable moments.%i;

The .t

' '“ij‘scored for re11ab111ty purposes 1f 1t conta1ned between e1ghb ahﬂ;ﬁfbl;tk_f'"'

observers s1mu1taneous]y coded behav1ors at tenvsgcond | '

fﬂ1ntervals as observed from a v1sua11y t1me-coded vwdeotape Scor1ngh; -

‘ 4
d1d not begln unt11 re11ab111ty flgures between the two observers o

; -Lreached a n1n1mum of 80% Ca]cu]at1ons of re11ab111ty were obta1ned,['ffff'}

:,by dJV1di45 the number of agreements by the total of agreements plusf‘ﬂ"""'”

'de1sagreements in each two-m1nute Segment Re11ab111ty checks were

'°'lrandom1y scheduled across d1fferent subJects Re11ab111ty f1gures

' *vwere obta1ned pr1or to 1n1t1at1on of scor1ng and were repeated at -
. approx1mate1y the half—way po1nt and agaln at the tenn1nation of the
‘!efcfscoring Re11ab111ty ranged from 77% to. 100% with a mean of 89. 9% |

‘;i'over the course of the study rvauc,if‘f;]':-_;f':TA ih%?;t.ft"fflb'.

P1ease refer tE‘Table 5 for a v1sua1 representat1on of - re11ab111ty

‘i’for the three scor1ng systems
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;faé;'ilnternalfandegtéfngi~vgj{dgiy;J,i{;tfliaul'Jf-’f.it§;i:f
1nternal Val1d1ty LT o O PR MO T
| f"( Kratochwill (l978) def1ned 1nternal val1d1ty as "the degree of &;
l ”t. certa1nty that man1pulat1on of the. 1ndependent varlable is respon- i ﬂltt'ﬁ
I.'.-?

s1ble for the observed changes in the dependent variable“ (p ll)

It has beeh w1dely recogn1zed at research wh1ch occurs in natural1s- j’

"‘c sett1ngs often lacks the cont ol wh1ch can be established 1n more rﬁi'wﬁ

-'ff;exper1mental sett1ngs (Glass et al l975 Kratochw1ll l978)

”{;;t fBecaUSe of this factor, efforts to min1m1ze the threat3 to 1nternal

'@itval1dity are p%rt1cularlv 1mportant in. reseanch whaqh employs o }"'
de51gns of thls nature. LA d1scuss1on of the poss1ble threats to .5_5;f*. o

X

'“5 1nternal val1d1ty for mult1ple basel1ne research des1gns follows

Kratochw1ll (l978) outl1ned the threats to internal val1d1ty for S

research des1gns of thls sort as follows h1story,'maturatTon,”’"

»‘_testlng, 1nstrumentat1on, multiplef‘mtervent'lon 1nterference, -
,4”~‘1nstab1l1tv change in unwt compos1t1qn and react1ve 1ntervent1on SRS
.;a.The threats $h1ch uere cons1dered appl1cable to the current research ' : "#‘;?
. ’1',w1ll be. outl1ned below 1ff}zv3f“ : :53;3’jf',gf?i”“;";;,'Ajiu:7gj!fg"'g”’ff
History" H1stoclcal confound1ng occurs when events;that are
;dg;;extraneous to theb1ndependent yaraaf' St iccur concurrently :
*=ﬁ with it produce’changes 1n‘the d5yfh; _,a: : _,ff . Because of the - = ;f
;extended t1me pér1od 1nvolVed 1 » ’ research confounding %f
due to history posed a s1gn1f1 ‘ 35

Three of the four dyads who particip éd 1n the study 1!re con--.r‘ v

“currently receﬁv1ng developmental tra1n1ng through a homedbased earTy';f:;fﬂu

' ',f1ntervent1on program forndevelopmentalig delayed 1nfants And toddlers.

A ‘3:'-



ln order to avo1d confound1ng the resu]ts of experxmenta] communwca-.fﬁ'}¥51f4

g’ t1on train1ng with tra1n1ng prov1ded by the home program, the-ear]y

1} R I

”f:f, v intervention worker 1nvo]ved w1th each ch1Id de]ayed prov1s1on of

r '1‘:; participants 1n~the research may be attr1buted to maturat1on rather

language training until the comp]et1on of the study.' The fourth dyad

| ;f was not tnvolved 1n anv concurrent deveTopmental tra1n1ng durxng the

;. course of the study af_ﬂ'f_g - ,j_‘gyﬂ“-,{-~.:1~,',- “Ef;;;,,;u'wvrv S

Maturat1on The possxb111ty ex1sts that performance of the

Q .'"._

s
. “than, to treatment effects However, due to the relat1ve1y short t1me

:"'frame of the study, inva11d1ty duﬁfto maturat1on was of m1n1ma1 il{};?ffi
vui"fconcern., In addition, 1t 1s genera]]y aqreed that deve1opmenta1]y :f o
:”;’(fdéTayed ch11dren mature at a s1ower rate ‘than. do ch11dren w1th '.;h
s faverage deve1opmental status Therezgke, the effect of maturat1on
| twou]d be more modest w1th the part1c1 ants 1n the present 1nvestxga-"j}rff§ ;f
'}vifption than 1t would be with CA-matched peers._ff'ff"_ ' .., R
1 Test1ng The effect of repeated measures over the course of an
§i1nvest1gat1on 1s a poss1b1e cause of 1nva11d1ty due to a 1earnmhg’ﬂld
";effect (Kratochw11] 1978) The commun1cat1on task measures and
' ‘}turntaking measures were repeated pver a per1od of approxxmately

':xtwe]ve weeks. therefore test1ng effects created a p0551b1e source of

‘f ‘1nfaﬁ§d1ty in the present 4nvest1gation :Qf_ffi:“;j,fi“ﬂfnfﬂ5 ; ”«L;

Instrumentation Lack of re1iab1e measurement dev1ces can prove - .._.:

l'to be‘a sqrious threat to the 1nterna1 va11d1ty of a study.. Pe11a- 37i3h

'j: bility is of partgi:]ar concern when data coilect1on 15 perfonmed by |

"human observers (Johnson and Bolstad 1973 Kratochw111 1978)

1nva11d1ty of treatment effects due to 1nstrumentation in the present

i S LT e

o



‘-ﬂfrlnvest1gat1on was controTTed by v1deotap1ng aT] treatment sessions

' '?f;and ensur1ng that scor1ng was perfonned 1n a rellable and consistent R

'f*?fgto be: an accurate representatron of the activxties that pccurFEd

-ide;manner. In th1s manner. the scor1ng of behaviors dur1ng both the //Q”TJ B
. \( ;,(~,,~

ffl;turntagjng sess1ons and the cbmmunication task measures was Judged ’ _fl{f}*

' '.".

;.n'dur1ng the sess1ons The reTfabiTlty sect1on prov1des a comp]ete

B Ti'accgunt of methods for déterm1n1ng re11ab111ty for thxs research/'v”':‘

Instab111ty' The threat to 1nterna1 vaT1d1ty caused bv ::

@:"1nstab1l1ty or natura] va;1a£1on of the subJeCtS pOSGS a. potential .

'°j;to the deveTopmentaTTy delayed deu}at‘o" °f SUbJeCtS "hiCh was
"rifsampTed NumerOus authors (1 e, Baume1ster 1959) have descr1bed

7_,ffthe character1st1c var1abll1ty of performance of thws popuTation

| :probTem In bart1cu1ar the present 1nvest1gat10n 1s 1n.Jeopardy due

o

React1ve Intervent1ons The f1na1 threat to'1nterna1,va11d1ty

='wah1ch w111 be d1stussed 1s that»of react1ve intervent1ons. GTass 3;?1fj31“‘"
| f:et aT (1975) descr1bed thns as an 1ntervent1on 1ntroduced as a -L;fﬂ v

LA R PR
. X 've e

31‘react1on to e1ther a past or 1mpend1ng change 1n a data serne; The j”f

v‘?treatment effects can then be cqnfounded due tw extraneous factors

. fwhich sh1ft the data in. the expected d1rect1on of the 1ntervent1dn

M'¢id1fferent subJects sett1ng% and exper1menters" (P:

: effect e _ - \ . ,» ‘,“; . ,. '”-, . 'A,'- Ty _' ) o . "'5‘- T _ ',

v . o Ty SRR T - }
L External Val1d1ty . wf‘n}j,.'i;:-,_ng‘,‘f;”- o e
. - . . A s v
i A ]

| Kratochw111 (1978) def1ned externaT vaTidlty a§°"the extent and -

':f;]mannerlto wh1ch resu]ts of an experiment can be generaiized to e i ~::, {e[gi

TJ) The research

"'11terature frequently states the-diff1cu1t1es 1nherent in singTe ;

"-{subJect des1gns due to the unknown generality of resu]ts (Birnbrauer

’



| f:*”ff et a] y 1974 Hersen and Bar?ow, T§76 Kratochw111 1978), and

";f, to prove effective

' suggests that generality of resu]ts 1s 1mproved v1a 1ntersubaect

' environmenta] 1nf1uences. j’”:-'~ T

3

of a study to be applicab1e outside the research sett1ng, externa]

'f ualidity must be establ1shed both for the population sampled and for

i B

Popu]at1on Sample Character1st1cs There was a great dea1 of

"_ heterogeneity among the part1c1pants chosen for the current 1nvesti-

»ff”‘-7 gation. Although thxs s1tuat1on was not 1dea1 1n tenmr1ﬂL-—*"‘“““"*

| of deve]opmenta11y de1ayed ch11dren fdr wh

genera11zation of treatment effects, 1t shou}d be noted that the

heterogene1ty 1n the treatmEnt group n1rrored that of the popu]at1on

:ithe treatment was hoped

e

eyrep11cat10n of the experimenta1 cond1t1ons rn order9for the resuIts ,ﬁ,:,

E°°]°q’°a] Va11d1ty, EC01og1ca1 va1id1ty refers to the degree R

\

to which exper1menta1 cond1t1ons are representative~of cond1t10ns

," 1968 Kratochw111 ]978) In thelpresent 1nvest1gatﬁon, the two fo:%'fﬂ

).)

kS ‘to’ which the 1nvest1gator may w1sh to geheraltze (Bracht and Glass, o f“: fﬁ

types of ecolog1ca1 val1d1ty wh1ch are of greatest concern are those o

: 1nvo1v1ng the parent in the Gyadwc 1nteradt1on ("therap1st gene TJty“)

5 and tﬂﬁse invo]ving a change in sett1ngs ("sett1ng generallty)ﬁ;_

ﬁ; Kratochui]l (]978) 1isted the poss1b1e threats to externa] va11d1ty

t; as follows descr1b1ng the 1ndependent Varlable exp11cit1v,<g‘

B multﬁp]e-inté?vent1on 1nterference, Hawthorne effects, novelt& |

:' and disruption effects,_experimenter effects pretest sens1t1zat1on,
f'*f posttest senswt1zation, 1nteract1on of h1story and 1ntervent1on .

- effects measurement of the 1ndependent va;1ab1e' 1nteract10n of

B ¥




B

-

e t1me of measurement and 1nteract1on effects, and referent genera]ity
The factors wh1ch were cons1dered to pose a threat to the external
va11d1ty of the present 1nvestigat1on w111 be discussed below A

| Descr1bing the Independent Var1ab1e Exp11c1t1y An exp]icit -f“ i

| descript1on of the 1ndependent variable was provided thus this was B

‘T not fe1t to be a s1gn1f1cant confound1ng factor to the externa]
va11d1ty of the study. - ;7fhu_y' . f;*q{,_ 'f ?; 'vi]{;b."v'

' Hawthorne Effect': The Hawthorne effects refers to the changes 1n
responses to 1ntervent1on wh1ch may occur as a resu]t of the sub--,

.;., Jects know1edge that she 1s 1nv01vﬁdi1n research The mothers in the

present 1nvestlgat1on were we]l aware that they were invo]ved 1n an

i 'T‘1ntervention study, thus the Hawthorne effect may have been a

p!ent1a1 confound1ng 1nf1uence to external va11d1ty In additxon,_~;" |

"'f‘there may have been some "eva]uat1on apprehens1on" (Kratochwx]] ‘ |
1978) associated w1th the vﬁdeotap1ng proceSs. However, the situa-‘»;hcrpihl
t1ona1 fam111arity generated by the 1ength of the study may have .'g'[ft*”':

‘: reduced these effects L '” ' 'H o "

‘-*.¢?; : Exper1menter Effects | Exper1menter effects refer to the effects :‘:

.A.'{the exper1menter has upon the behev:or of the subJects to the degree T
;“that the treatment does not genera11ze to the popu]ation in general B

"fAttempts to reduce the 11ke11hood of th\s effect were made by hav1ng*4;}fif

“3,'parents do se]f-eva]uat1ons prior to the 1nvestigator eva]uating fi'_'f:t'
their performance In thjs way, 1t was hoped that parents wou1d H

| c:become 1ess reliant on the investigator for confirmation of the :
feff1cacy of the1r 1nteract1ons w1th the1r child B

' 3:1' Pretest_Sens1thatjon Kratochwi]] (1978) determ1ned that e f

) . n"i N i . - : . - tee » .
. Do - Y B ot . . o ) . - S



Py

’i‘baseline measures which were s1m11ar or 1dent1ca1 to. the 1ntervent10n? o

N

| Qfmeasures cou]d sen51t1ze the nart1c1pants to the 1ntervent1on. jInfvv

‘5the present 1nvestlgation, the base11ne measures were performed under't;f o

‘:felidentical circumstances to the treatment measures, w1th the except1on?7
“‘i;“fof a difference 1n toys uti1ized Therefore, pretest sens1t1zat1on

’{aj:,presented a minor confound1ng effect to external va11d1ty

Chapter 5 w111 present the resu]ts of the data col]ect1on
'7Hprocess, wh11e Chapter 6 w111 discuss the 1mp11cat1ons of . these

f]?results
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';Chapter:$fy;;i','-'

The purpose of th1s study was to 1nvest1gate the app11cation of L

";'a ten to twelve week program of§treatment on fOur handicapped _ ﬁﬁaﬂ
ff;-:toddlers and the1r mothers Thé treatment 1ncqrporated two phases. h” ”:{hf;
'ir:;:"Turntak1ng w1th Act1ons and Turntak1ng wwtﬁ Commun1cat1ons. In each | ,};}
}'1:vphase of: treatment the goal wa4 to’ 1ncrease the quantity and ) ;ff'_:f»kfo’
'iycommun1cat1ve qua11ty of‘rec1proca1 turns engaged 1n by a mother--;&,;,;“h?tl

:15'f,f£;ch11d pa1r Repeated measures of turntak1ng behaV1ors wereiadm1n1s-

7?:tered s1x t1mes over the co '

'»of_the study In add1t1on, a measure
it in the areas of 1mperat1ve and
Qﬁec]arat1ve performat1ves tered swx t1mes 1n order to *-*:hv-
Jdﬁhe‘gmprovement 1n th . |
" The th%of

‘vest1gat1on‘are presented 1n the same
li-order as the researchl_

1ons 1n Chapter 3

It shou]d be—noted that 1nd1cat1 n.'of - statlst1ca1 s1gn1f1cance »

':';ffor the variab]es to be compared 1n tﬁe fo%¥owing research quest1ons o

'f_iwas not poss1b1e f lh1s was due to several 1nequa11t1es in the o
[comparison of the data 1'“- :{”T;" ;y7’i‘f | }déda;qy.:ftﬂ"t'fftt:ﬁrls

o T.' the number of . dyads in the normative sampl lgasvndtléqqaj-?‘”

:fto the number of dyads in the experimenta1 9r0up, ‘}gx;“'
._«2y- the number of st1mu11 used 1n the turntaking tasks. .
- For these reasons,,v1sua1 analysis of the data rather tban determina-..._i.

:CV}tion of stgniﬁicance through the use of statistical tests uas

.‘» . g." iy ..\/.. ‘
Lo e B e e
S P o L e DR DTS "
o : f B/



| ‘:7jl'tof this type of analytic process by stating

' ??rutilized in this study Parsonson and Baer (1978) supported the uSe thff-ff

-f'“ The analysis is essentially a Visual process, detennination of v;..vi i
-, change” 1s dependent on- the change being-of. sufficient: magnitude it
‘.:.-to be apparent. to the eye.. Compared with the potential... o IR
... .algebraic SOphistication of statistical tests -of signi: (
.7 “(not always, realized in practice), the above: procedure usually
' ds.relatively insensitive, yet that very lack & refinement :
* “.may-have important and valuable consequences f the analy51s
- of” behavior.: (Baer, 1977 lll) L G

:v“'One potential weakness 1n util121ng v1sual analysis of graphed data o
1\is the- increased probability of making a Type II error (accepting a :Lﬂvl:fl%i
:ff}fnull hypothesas when it should have been reJected) '-;f' 3*;;5v-'ipin5;#
: It should be noted that, in the presentation oféﬁbe data in |
f,f}this study, the term 51gnificance refers to clinical 51gn1ficance j--::f:'
";ias opposedsto statistical 51gn1ficance i ‘ ‘;_;

T L . : v
The use of a box and whiskers display (Haguire, l984) allows a

3 :vusomewhat more accurate analysis of graphed data than that normally

\"

T.lxprovided by Simple visual analVSis, particularly fbr uarxﬁbility and _f B

. 'Tﬂn;central tendencies. In this type of graph (see Figure liliﬁ % of

'7lfthe scores fall Wlthln the boundaries of. the box, w1th‘the upper and
'_jlower boundaries of the box indicating the second and third quartiles

: fThe line running horizontally through the box 1ndicates the median

"“v<,:score The highest and lOWest scores in the range are 1ndicated by

"f";the Tength of the whiskers which extend from either end'

Data which are being compared to scores presented i box andi

lwhiskers display can generally be considered~to be 51gnificant 1f they

¢!

. K}

"Ffall outside the range of the middle 50% of the display (i e.; ;i_ ,jlfg.f?

| outside the area bounded bv the box) Of course, the scores which -

s 5 fall closest to the normative mean are those most likelv to be R

| ‘ owiln ey e .
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0 presented bEIOw.#'ZV‘:,“.

RN .
e

QJ graph (Magu1re, 1984) Th1s graph1c fonmat w111 be ut1]ized fgr eachf '

gngpresentat1on of normat1ve data 1n compar1son to data for the/ andT‘

1: ‘;5a:icapped dyads dur1ng the base11ne cond1t1on Each of the fo

?.,d1scussed 1nd1v1dua11y ”t 5':;f 5ngpfg_ ;,“};5\b :" ﬁ

A ‘_;'(:::onanun'i cation Mode Utilized by. Parents: ... -
Research Question #1 tﬁi“a}:pfeigf;f :ﬁ'f*ff';f~f?“';'ii?:ft’e

-

Dur1ng the base11ne cond1tion, was the commun1cation mode -
ut111zed by the experimental parents equivalent to- that . .
ut1lized‘by the parents of the nonhandicapped children7 jgi'ﬂf ;

F1gure 1 presents a graphic representat1on of t e comparison

between the communicat1on~mode ut1liz”

hand1capped ch11dren and the mothers of the handicapped ch11dren

dur1ng the baseJ1ne cond1tion.i The mean.freQuency of occurrence fdr 4“

each of the four parents of‘the hand1capped ch11dren 1s representqd

hy an 1nd1g1dual bar, wh11e scores fon the parents of the'fourtee/

nonhand1capped ch11dren are grouped together ina box and wh1sk rs -

J

!

uvﬁ”f“iflcommun1cat1on modes (Act1on, Vecalization; Hord and- Phrasé) w111 be _7'

t .

The left-most box and wh1skers d1$p1ay 1n F1gure 1 shows the :
‘rfrequency of ocCurrence of actions by the(Bhrents of fourteen non-

"';hand1capped ch11dren durzngya two-hinute p1ay session with their

eq children.ﬁ The soores for one,of the parents of the handicapped

© . children fell with1n the range Of the m1ddle 501 °f the nqgmative

':j:,'<fsamp1e? whi1e another score 1s only s]ight1y above this range. The

P ﬁir

“\‘1?

St ST e

gt

7fby§the mothﬁrs of the non- ~.'f:';
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 Baseline Condition: :
: _Con'lpadson Betwoen Parents oi Handl-

 NABCD'
= Ac.tl.o_n

Flgure 1 Parent’s Use ci Communicatlon Durlng

B Parents of Ha_ndlca

Children
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Vocahzatlon '

Word
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,: sampie of parents exhibited a 1OW’number of ‘
flequency

_he two-minute play sessuons._ The mean

,' of voca]izations« was lewith a standard devntion of 91, whﬂe the
mean for the expemmentai parents was 1786 Scores for three 6f the

four parents of the han@icapped chi]dren feH w1th1n the upper 25% of

RAER the normativ;scores. . “ \ .
e Sing'ie words mere used by the parents in the normative sample G

7 -;,"a mean of 5. 27 times 1n two minutes, whﬂe the expermenta] .parents

e "";used smgle words a mean of 6 26 times Three of the four experi-'-» -
L / .

_ :mental parents feﬂ W'lth'ln p'ius one standard dEVTa‘t'IOH of the norma--" z

: F:",;‘_x'.'tive sample mean, with the fourth oniy ma\*ginaﬂ,y out51de Of th1S R :

| ":"3""“99- R |

_ Both the experimenta’l parents and the normative sampie parents
-'.“'jf-;uti.iized a large number of phrases of two or more words during the :.' )
'basehne cond:t\‘ion.:, The mean for the parents of the nonhandicapped SR
'-chi'ldren was 26 53 phrases inq two minutes, mth a standard dev1ation

'of g go The mean for the exper1menta1 parents was 23 85 phrases

. -Two of f'h'e four experimenta'l parents( were within one standard
P -.deviation of ‘ normative mean, a third was vnthm minus two
¢

'_v--sﬁdard deviations and a fourth was within plus two standard
;f.deviations of that mean Only one of the experimentai parents
".-'.scored within the midd'le 50% of the normative range of scores. S

. 9__..- .

u,a
@ ¥ 0veraT1 there appeared to be wide variation in the normatwe R



'fhff{Samp\e of parents for each of the communicative mode categories _
ttfl_hThe exper1menta] parents demonstrated variation aS'we11 however the

B 3Spread of the scores was not as wide as'for the normative sample G

'1.fff;}fResearch Question #2

& 5 fwas there a §Tgn1f1cant change in communT’"tion mode utilizedf@fﬁﬂf'. -
0w by the parents of the handicapped chi1dren over the courSe of e
“<aﬁrthe study? :.:. , _4,:f;,.j RS X o S e

',3iFigure > dep1cts treatment effects relating to the four modes of‘hkb.&fﬂ‘

'u'fcomnunlcation (Actlon, Voca]1zat1on, Nord and Phrase) over the coursef L

ff:;Phase II of tréﬁtment (Turntak1ng with t,¢ ‘f,fthe frequency,?n?htff

‘L-;?Qof occurrence of act1on cdmmun1cat1ons"d:oppvn,' }three of the four
'ﬂff;parents, resu1t1ng 1n & mean frequency of 18 40 actions 1n a two-:ﬁlu'
L _minute play SESSIOH.V"J'.:" RN T i_' :
Parents use of voca11zat1ons as a commun1cat1on mode generally
qo_ffdecreased fo]1ow1ng Phase I of treatment from a- base11ne 1eve1 of
wi“ 11 86 to 1. 02 vocaIizat1ons.c They subsequentiy increased to a mean of PR
BRI o o .;'T>*t“;ﬁ
_,2\23\!ocqﬂ1zat1on§;f5773h1ng Phase II of treatment..?;,::.v= SRR

S1m11ar to the voca11zat1on commun1cation mode, the trend was *

'-:'7':"f5r the frequency of single words to decnne during Phase 1 (from af{j" AT
‘7f4f:p{?mean base11ne 1eve1'of 6 26 to a mean of 4 65 fol1ow1ng Phase I of f:?ffff
"?if;ﬂftreatment) and rise during Phase II to a mean df 13 63 words Thisff”' R

;c3f<f1na1 level was s1gniﬁdcant11 h1gher than the mean of 5 27 ut1112edi;'e“7ff“"
Tl T e AP J,:._1,,,.azrflu L
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zed: by ti 'd_1capped child"'
| by .nonhan 1cappe_ children?:
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}'Has there a sﬁgnificant change 1nicommun$cat+on_mode Ut111zed g ;ffif
’ ~,he hanchapped children over: the course of the study’ S

! mode utilized by the handicapped children are'presented 1n F#gure 4 "{

"_njcations), this mean rose again, to 15 9 Subaegts A and C

hemoéstragee"n increase. 0vera1] the action scoreé 1ncreased with
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_f‘\this Tevel the scores of two of the four ch11dren increased, 'f\f;f:f}:f

&h11e the other two decreased Subject D's scores dropped to D

g emained relat\ye1y stab]e as compared to the mean of 0 68 at the

i .—

‘fbaseline condition.; Ehch of the ch?]dren's scores subsequent]y rose

signichant]y during Phase II to a mean. of 3 54 words.‘ i‘*fas;i ét‘i"'“ s

) "5. NS

;fAIn each phase 8“the study, the use of phrases of two or more

'words remained 1ow by al1 four chi]dren. There was a sl1ght 1ncrease ,\;135;&

‘ 7.¢.f"from the mean of 0 06 at baseliqe to 0 67 following Phase I How-ﬁﬁ

evers at the end of Phase II, the scores for each of 'he four chlldrenﬁfffﬂﬁf

dropped to 0 1nd1cat1ng no use of phrases during this phase,of treat-}fffik;i

o 'C'.}"‘fTﬁ*ﬂiakimeasufes‘.;fjl'.}‘;-"‘.f}’ R

Turntaking measures were those measures employed during the two-frg;?}rj

be i-and her' chﬂd The r&search

which were employed tO, eter




,different betueen the- expertmejtal dyads and the: nonhandicappeda
dyads?- cpmparisons will be me - o _

-};fmore. (2) movemqnt away from theiarea?wherein1620tapfﬂ9 was: possible.
;“ff§(3) three or more successive turns. taken‘by one partner 1“ the dyad,e_;~

?physwcaI gu1dance by one partner to encourage the other partner

k;itoit"e his turn or. (5) 1n the_case_of mode-matched turn 1ength a

f;f";:i*'-erhffl‘ras':;i nf_e'trubted by lon.é”n.ar,tn.séf? nérfdmiﬂéf f‘f!' ‘a comunication ‘ff’
A;mode different from that of the other partner.ﬁ jifgjhv":fh _t“ff
) Figure 5a presents data relating to mean'length of mode-matched
d;r@fturns for the dlh groups Of chi1dren at baseline._ All four of the t

'“kfffﬁscores for the hand1capped dyads were h1gher than the normatfve.meanlr

zl;}for turn 1ength’”'0ne of the‘four dyads scored within the midd1e 50%

. fjof the normative scores, uhiTe.the other three dyads weré above this
':J?,f:*:range. but w1thin one standard dev1atioh of the normative meaﬂ« fdt:-

. '“"32vThe mean score for the fourfelﬂerimental dyads 1nd1cated that they Bt

e f,engaged in mode-natched turn. changes Which were alnost one tirp

"”3f,i‘Fflonger. on ayerage, than those emp!oyed'byfthe nonhandi‘rpped dyads.-;t_f."f”

The statistic of choice for measurement of central tendency for

.:;“fhon,modefmatched turns uas the median, due to the skew 1ﬁ”distr1but10ni:';jfj
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'hQAs a result nf training 'was - theﬁ a s1gn1f1cant’chang *fﬁ
»turnt‘E?ng length over. the COunse'of ‘the study? " Compar 150ns
o ~wi]] be made on both mode-matéhed and non mode-m,tchéd turns

f;}on the left-hand sxde of*the graph The baSelinef'ean. f=2 96 for

Lﬁje . length It ean be assumed when referr1ng to data presehted 1n.: f5
hf: rF1gure 2 that the maJor1ty of th1s increase 1n turn 1ength can be
;; iaccounted for by an 1ncrease 1n act1on turns by bot mémbers of the

"F-ﬂ_d _f.dyad Communicat1ve turns, on the other hand expx;ienced a decrease

'?Jff1n freQUency dur1ng'this treatment per1od (refer to ngﬂfe.z) &Puring

v’

. U;_?Phase II of treatment, a11 four dyads demonstrated a decrease in turn E
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e _3}fof the1r non mode-matched turnS e.f*f

”*f'_decrease. FoTTow1ng Phase II of treatment, Dyads A and Bi°x' i

hitgﬂthe1r upward trend wh11e Dyadlc showed a reversal to the'

o hResearch Questlon #7

. ‘are engaged Tn by the partners 1n the dyad.during a. two-mihute p1ay
'»sess1on Th1s f1gure, a;‘

‘hdﬁof turn usage by the dyads.. F1gure 7 presents data regard1ng number

v

@

. }j]eve] Dvad D aTSo demonstrated a reversaT by 1ncreasang theaﬂength

\.
e

’AffDur1ng the base11ne cond1t1on was the number of turn sequentes
équivalent ‘between. the experimental dyads ‘and the nonhandicapped

__dyads?.- Comparisons will: be made both‘llmode-matched and non f’h.:jf”*I

'.;mode-matched-turns..

.

Y

‘J;g uﬁth mean Tength/g\\iurns, 1s a measure

f}o‘ turns ut1T1zed by each group of mother chlld dvads dur1ng the base-}%og“v

.r511ne cond1t1on Three of the four dyads conta1n1nq hand1capped

"f'(ch11dren had scores wh1c 'fell w1th1n the m1dd1e 50% of the range of

"'ped dvads In add1t1on, the scores for aTT

~

"'fafffour“of the exper1menta1 dvads feTT w1th1n one standard dev1at1on °f
“»;_ﬂvthe normat1ve mean, two w1th1n p]us one standard deviat1on and two :
.fﬁw1th1n m1nus one. The hand1capped dvads denonstrated comparablh\_j
v_:scores to those of the nonhandwcapped dyads in’ terms of number of ~»,if

o }turn sequences em1tted dur1ng a two-minute p]av se551on .{“’ﬂ""'vif" |

'§
The data for number of non mode-matched turns utiTized dur1ng

ﬁf;the baseline cond1t1on 1nd1cates that the scores for three of them
r:.‘:dyads conta1n1ng handlcapped-children fe]l within the range of the
v fmlddle 50% of the normatwve s%pres, wh11e the\other dyad was sTight]y_'_<fit

'j:above th1s range of scores Two of the dyads containing handicapped

. I
~‘f-‘*‘~..

”a-treatnent_*;f;g**

-fThe number of turn sequences refers to teta] turn exchanges Whicheag3$-f




“Numberof Turn Sequences - -~ =% .

Nan-hanm“pped Dyadg




e Lx}t’the normat1ve mean, while the-other two dyads were within minus one T_

e ;chlldren had scores whrch were w1th1n p]us one standard deviation of

"%*ifj;standard dev1at1on of that mean. The number of«non mpde-matched turnsf}‘f}}?

,u

b'ff;;?utulized by the experimental dyads during the base11ne condition was ff”d":"

' ;Egﬂ,Research Que!tion #8

'?1ffgenera1]y comparable to that used by their nonhandicaPPEd peers

jAs a resu]t of tra1n1ng, was there a significant 1ncrease in T
“:-“the number of turn sequrnces emitted’ ‘during-a. two-minute p]ay R
i session-over-the course' of the. study? chparisons w111 be made;vu R

“3*4;both on mode-matched and nofi- mode-matched turns e

s :?The data pertain1ng to Research'Question #8 are presented 1n !:fi;':'"'.

t*7lF1gure 8 The mean number of mode-matched turns decreased f011ow1ng LA

"‘"if~;fPhase I of treatment for three qf‘the four dvads wh11e—one dyad

:3fﬁvshowed a s]1ght 1ncrease. Fo]lowlng Phase II of treatment, a11 fourfi;l%57 :

"~:hf,t; Dyad B showwng a’ dramaﬁ#c 1ncrease.' Over T, the final mean for a]lfjf;'

z"}7"5four dvads was a;most a ful] standard deviation higher than the

':-fmode-matched turns over the course of the study In a]l four dyads,

ST N S
| fﬁ;dyads demonstrated an 1ncrease in number zfﬁmode-matched turns, with};";f;,

‘fnormat1ve mean’ at._ sellne

F1gure 8 a1so d1sp1ays data reqard1ng changes 1n number of non o

”?the number of non mode-matched turn sequences decreased fo]lowing

‘-fPhase I of 1ntervent1on In two of the four dyads. the number of non‘

"jdn'mode-matched turns showed a reversa] follow1ng Phase II of treatment,}""“*

3¥fwh11e the other two dyads cont1nued in their downward trend There- |
:;fore no defin1t1ve statenent can be made regarding an: increase n "°"' s

':bffmode-matched turns over the course of the study

&,
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4;{7;{;bt51s, however derivation of mean'scores for the two groups of

liaiﬁfThe scoring definitions 1n Appendix L give an approx1mate perception
urf?fof the quality of communicative exchange engaged in by the two groups
S ve
‘ ‘i~:~*of chi]dren, when tbe figures from the graphs and tables in this

”fﬂsection are used as reference p01nts3

'“e'fiftﬁirthree ccnnmnication tasks5ﬂyfthe two groups of chiidren. The~-._2;
:;ﬂ?declarat1Ve scores for each of the handicappedﬁchiidren fe11 below

“'“5}7the mean declarative scores for the nonhandicapped group._ In addition..%

?Qurihg the.haseiin ‘conditior +-did-th handicapped children
712 obtatn: different. scores on. thé oummunicatiqm tasks from the:
\;~;nonhandicapped ‘children? . Comparisons will be made on- ‘three
" communication’ task measures- Declaratffe Imperative 1. an
r;Imperative 2 - 5 _,T‘ ; . :

; .iiReference to the definitions for imperative and declarativv:,o

ilifscoring in Appendix L will clarify the scoring 'WiiatJfOF the

?fcommunication tasksf Scores~were assigned on1y on a whoie integer"

11dren yieidediscores which wer_ caiculatedl.o two decimal points | ifﬁ

e ‘ o

Figure 9 presents data pertaining to baseline scores received on

”"Tthe eXperimentai chiidren al] received scores which placed them W*thfn

N

ikf-f}jiione standard deviation below the normativf'sample., The Imperative 1

k'_ﬂthe normative mean with two handicapned children within one standard U
ia?,adeviation abqye the normative mean and two within one standard devia- 3?f;tﬁ
*7jjltion be]ow this mean.~ Ana]ysis of Imperative 2 baseiine scdres

}'ﬂf}tfidindicates a11 four of the handicapped chiidren received scores which ‘:‘Fg;

scores received by the' handicapped chiidren ciustered ciose]y around ;:i'
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o ‘_f“‘:Table 6.
-‘t}?‘lmperative 1 and Imperative 2) the scores received by the nonhandi-

ltlfexcapped children were higher than_those receivedkbv the handicapped

0n each of the three communication tasks (Declarative,i

"eff'fchildren, generally-by one level of communication according to

' “rﬁ*,fr;two groups of ohildren On what percentage of their responses on the

;“Sugannan s. (1973) system of communication A further breakdown of

’:fﬂthe—data in Table 6 is presented in Table 7 Table 7 compares the ﬁvlﬁ':

g

-?5_three communication tasks were linguistic (score of 6 or 7) versus

'-ffh nonlinguistic (score of l through 5) The percentage of linguistic

':ffiiscores received by the nonhandicapped children was higher in each "?_ff'f
'“}f:case (Declarative, }mperative l and Imperative 2) than thOSe ':;;ﬂ';cfiﬂtli
—received by the handicapped children.p In particular, there was a .

ﬂff;flarge gap between the percentage of lin uistic scores thef;;;ffJJff;k~'

”"1fdeclarative measure

'”f: Research Question #10 e S 17 e
{’ftwas there a 51qn1ficant change in the handicapped children s _}f

. .~scores on .the communication tasks.over: the course of the. .

... -'study? Comparisons will be.made on the following ‘three. - R
?i{j~communication scores- Declarative, Imperative l and Imperative 2 R
~":'i"_-”l'he cunmunication task measures (Declarative, Imperative l and ‘_
';;imperative 2) were administered twice during the baseline condition,_‘;i"

f'itwice following hnplementation of Phase I of training and twice fﬂf_vp

. : P ST e
. ST e B . : E o
. ) Wt . . ‘. B
. . EEE -k N .
P R -0
3



' {ijnperat1ve 2

Tabie 6

Communication Task Scdres at Baselvne Cond1t1on°' L
between Handicapped and Nonhand1capped Ch11dren .rﬂ_,wlsi-'

Compar1son

Nonhand1capped

Chi]dr#n

Hand1capped»
Chﬂdrena

oW
Rl 4

'[j7fDec1arat1ve

-

'f Imperative 1

“*:fngans

'__4.37
ars

'?ng]_" {”’

340 RSN

370

: }aTheSé;daté'wéfe‘c§]1e¢tedﬁohffhéfégépnaiﬁaééiinefséééibhig;f.

fl




'1ﬂ?5¥A;,Imperative 2. 1_'_64 3‘f‘tfl;d

s fiﬂbeclarat1ve ?:ﬁi6?39'1dﬁ.sQic

ij._,ImDEY‘at1ve 1 61 8°";'-‘_ N

v“:f”:fneans o Co s

Tab

le 7

S

' i'ffffL1nqu1st1c Performance on- Commun1cation Tasks at Base11ne
L Compar1son between Handicapped and Nonhandicapped
SRR .f, Ch11dren .

Nonhand1cap
Ch11dren

ged

J "

Pandicappedﬁovfpipﬁﬂs-

Chi]drenb

\'-

R .4 ~—
RO .

35"7%” )
44%

“{.byn_dg;f“ii" Nonlinguist1c L1ngu1st1c

gl

i .57.;78% = G
};65!8%?;ﬂ
5}55,§g:§.?
e

Non11nguistic Linguistlc

32n2w;fﬁ???5iij
32 2”;iffo;fef?“
f,az 7%;IL:-55;”;

5" In some cases, not 511 1tems were presented
bThese data

._:"y\;

)

,ere col]ected on the second base11ne sess1on




xv?‘q,n:mean dec1arative score.for the four handlcapped ch11dren was

't‘h-fcomparahle to that of the nonhand1capPEd ch11dren dur1ng baseline

- qf}two children remainf

o condition.”fFo1lowing.1mp1emnntationfof treatMent Phase I, the

5 .'-,.,v

-while the fourth remained staﬁ]es Follow1ng Phase II of tra1n1ng,

Eiithe scores of two of the hanﬁicapped ch11dren rose’ s1gn1f1cantIYs

gThe mean Imperat1ve 1 score ‘or the four handicapped ch11dren Lo

"N”li:at base11ne was comparable to that of the nonhandrcapped ch11dren,.41

k;;indicating performance cons1stent with that ofﬁthe1r peers prior to

'2'*5_'_{decreased signif1cantly fo]]owing Phase I of treatment, w1th the
‘*hffiZfburth rema1ning stab]e Fol]OW1ng 1mp1ementat1on of Phase II of

"?4ftreatment, two of the chiidren demonstrated marked increases over o

’f‘Phase l performance»gn their Imperative 1 scores with the rema1n1ng ’

;mfrtually stable fn their scores

The mean baseline score for the handicapped children on the

~~)' e

A

-‘h,_ffor the normative grOUp This score subsequent]y rose slightly
"iffffhfollowing 1mplementation of Phase I of training. with two chil&ren s

'?ﬂ;litscores 1ncreasing while two remained the same Phase II brought a

mean score‘for the fourteen nonhandicapped chi1dren at the base]ine .

declarative scores ) threeuof ‘the four handwapned chﬂdren rose, b

: ’*3ﬂf{wh11e tuo decreased somewhat At the term1nation of treatment, the ‘g;r

Ta e

';'VE]PQ“the 1np1ementation of treatment The scores for three of the ch11dren o

:3 g ;ffsecnnd 1mperat1ve né53ure nas siqn1f1cant1y 1ower than the mean score j‘ﬁf ‘
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"ﬁTabie 8_presents data pertaining to the proportion of communica-:-

””lftion task responses which are linguistic (score of 6 or 7) out of theg

' 5total number of communicattnnatasks presented.t The prpportions fOr

..thetDec;arative%scores and the Imperative 1 scores!will‘have a

Adenoninator 'fa-tem“mis number was derived ‘rom dminis;tering a

?communication'tas ‘wiw five different objects over two se351on§

'.c(either two baseline sessions, tuuz'essions fo]lowrnlehase 1 or two j}f;;f%:

;}sessions followfﬂsfPhase I&) Tﬁe; ffominator for the Imperative 2

thask is generally less than°te‘ ;,This.is because the‘second 1mpera--_hg5§jﬂ“;

3‘¥7ffftive measure was not administered in cases where the child received

2

' yfffa §core of 7 on Imperative 1, 1ndicat1ng maximum perfonnance on this,f:f

‘ff;icommunication measure As can be seen 1n Table 8, three of the four':bti__;;

'ffﬁf;fchildren became more linguistic 1n tﬁeir,responses on the Deciarativeg'ii'“”i

" 7ﬁi}measdre fol1owing Phase 1 of treatmenta,wﬂth the fourth Chi]d s..

. "*ﬂi_scores remaining stab]e Following Phase ;;gof training, the scod’s rf

'v**fffmfor two of the children 1ncreased, 1nd1cat1ng%r greaf’rldegree of

o

.‘:}gfchiIdren decreased s]ightlv. 1ﬁ~h; j#fi;?f{fffﬂtﬁj"“”‘ | ‘_'w”“ L
Fo}lowinq Jhase I Of intervention, two of the children decrease\’/

ff’h ;¥gtheir 1in9ui3tic ability on the Imperative ] task, whi]e two Ch11dren fr
fi:“fhﬂ_remained the same._ These Imperative scores showed a subsequent L if
. ;f-1ncrease fo1low1ng Phase 1 for thcee‘nfethe f°“'40hildngn, while )
gffff}hpfthe fourth child showed a decrease._fi';t‘f.?igiﬁiv;.f._,.ve» _:: ;
{"?{“;: On the Imperative 2 measure, one of the chi]dren became more _?
v ff11nguist1c ‘" h1$ performance, two became 1ess 1inguistjc, and one -
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remained the same and one decreased h1s\score

Research Question #TT

\e

‘ L -7

L .

i GRS
; .

“-'g(Declarative, Imperative 1 and Imperat1ve 2) wh1ch were assessed
’7“utilizing a number of ton'/obJects. A core of f1ve objects was
A N7
~_1ntroduced dur1ng the baseline sess1on and contxnued to be ut}]Jzed
" two were termed Genera11zation obJects These ymre objects whjch

’trainung sessvons (e g., 1f a stuffed dog was ut111zed as a tra1n1ng;

~',.obJect) TabTe 9 presents scores rece1ved for these,genera11zat1on

"fobJects over ﬁte course of the study The scores separated by

h'hof the study. Th1s breakdown 1s presented 1n Tab]e 10

course of the study’ » %- ;;v S ‘;_a

The commun1cat1on tasks cons1sted of three performat:ve meaSures

o~ -

_'on comun*lcation tasks throughout tﬁe study Of these f/r obJects,_.:

could be.TabeTTede1th the same—name as the obJects used 1n actual

S

*':fobject for a spec1f1c ch11d ‘a: plast1c dog coqu be a: genera11zat10nl

.11ne SeSSTbnS, two sess1ons foTTow1ng Phase L and two sess1ons

-centage othhese scores wh1ch were T1ngu1st1c (score of 6 or’ 7) fOr

2

'f§anh of . the perfonnat1ve measures (Dec]aratwea Imperative 1 and

Dur1nglthe Tast two communicat1on probes (Sess1ons 5 and 6) two

"]“toys which were used dur1ng the actya] tra1n1ng sess1ons were added

FAE . . ]

A v§-~».,_. .

,»AcomnaS 1nd1cate presentatwn oitwo separate dates (1 e 5 two base-, R

~foﬁTowing Phase II) AnaTys1s of these data 1ndacates that the per-'

' *_Imperative 2) remained stabTe or 1ncreased w1th each success1ve phase :
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Table IO.Q

-~—*- S Percent Linguistm Responses" Generahzatmn words

./"

Basel ine o '.'.‘P,ha‘s,etl gx L Phase II L

B 'l-'DeCIa"atwe K '?v..ff:;:‘*".--;ﬁ ,‘13 75% . -“',50 oo~, N 56 25% L
o v'f'Imperative l "-;}'»_.».;?"-'131 25%‘?_5' REBRES 152 37 50%-’55.,,.*,3“-5;r o
"'*f‘i*-:'_--.‘lmperative 2 \ oveleerc f».!"ls.éa,% e soooz I




| "'}ﬂ‘lmeasures

7r95fjare prgsented 1n Tab]e 11 Th1s table shows that Ch11d A s Training

"°3?7no Imperat1

'“»ifﬁiisif;

, zat1on p]ayed a ro]e 1n commun1cation profic1ency The_h;595 .

; 71;data pertain1ng to the comparison of scores between the—Generalizat1ontf*F7ffz

;”'V'Objects and the Training ObJects on the final two communication probesAfgf“'f

vih£5°°res were h1gher than h1s Genera11zat1on scores on all three ;J*' St

*5E”E;measures (Declarat1ve, Imperative 1 and Impe#%ttve 2): Chﬂd B*

“1'§jfTrain1ng séores were sl1ght1y lower on; the Declarative and Imperatives1 #ﬁ

o comnent could be made on the Imperative 2 measure, as ’
: .

:}3% general1zation items were adm1nistered Chi]d c s

Tra1n1ng* cores were con51stent1y 1ower than h1s Genera11zat10n

| Cff;}scores wh11e»the Tra1n1ng scores for Ch1]d D Were h1gher than h1s ;;ffffig'f
‘“fthenera11zat1on scores ontwo of the three measures. H1s Imperat1ve 2‘fff T

"'f';gGenera11zat10n score was h1gher‘than h1s Train1ng score

Table 12 presents data relating to the percentage of Genera11za-ffffff;f
t n words and Tra1n1ng wOrds thCh were 11nguwst1c (score.of 6 or 7)7,‘_,

"rsus non11n?uist1c (score of 1 through 5) on the f1na} two cannuni- ?rf”ff?

';*};:fcat1on probes These data, s1m11ar to those presented in Tab]e 1]
::‘QShOW a general 1ack of cons1stency across performat1ve measures,., i?j'y,»*?;
d*tV_ihowever each subject*s behav1or was retat1ve1y stable. Child A con-‘fif,;,fg
‘:idps1stent1y demonstrated superior perfbrmance on the Training objects, Ajd,»%“'
4f{"h‘]e Chi]d c ShOWEd superior Performance on the Generalizat1on ;1‘ h -
L efihobjects. Ch11d B and D 'S performance d1d not change on the Dec1ara- ;lﬁgi?»_
” t:ftive and Imperat1ve 1 measures, whi]e onthe Imperative 2 measure,,,f ?1"133

v;'1Chi1d D s performance decreased No conment cou]d be made regardfng

‘Ch11d B s perfonmance on the ImperatiVe 2 measure id‘”



Hean Communication Task Scores Fo1]ow1ng'Phase II
Comparison ‘between Genera]izat1on ObJects
G and Training ObJects -

Chi?d A

Chde B

Ch11d C

]Gen¢;

.rr_a_in-.-..

| G »;-T._ram-n,._ @

Trawn. f,9j7;d

Oeclarative

Imperative 1

A _I.mpe.r;;a_tjve. f“

"1 0
" z 5

2 5

6 0

",5 8

6. 5
'e._a ,

40

6 3 53 : 'L

4 8 4 0

so | 5;_3

40
43 '




Percentage of Hords Nhich were Linguistjc Fo1lowinq Phase LI
' Compar1son ‘betvieen Generalizat1on Objects S

Table 12 ;g

‘f;ﬂ and Training ObJects

‘ Chiid A

Ch\]d B

Chwld c

Tra1n 5£§ﬁ; Train.

fGen

Tra1n.,

’G?ﬂ{?

Train. Y.

Dec]aratzve :
Imperat1ve 1 ”?}

~ *ﬁfrm_ Impgratjyg 2;~

11;};&7%;;
e 1T N

100% oo

100%

S
100

foox
s
100%

50% |1
osy foog Tt
57%;;; ;(1;y”f;~:-y;u._,




o 7’:ﬁ:nonhandicapped children and those used by the mothers of the handi¥ff:f;f5i{}f

o ﬁ?f;?communication change These strategies are described 1n Apnendix J. =

e

”hh}and whiskers dispiay.n Data were col]ected on eiqht'strategies for

“"'}the graph and wi]'l be discussed 1ndividua'l'ly..

g f*chiidren scored within one standard dev1ation of the normative mean,::VT“T‘f

tiechiid actions. Three of the four parents of the handicapped chiidreniif*f;i,f

! Research Ouestion #12

v;ﬁDuring the baseline c0ndition5 id the experimentalvparents ;Q;fi
,;utiiize an equiva'lent number of -strategies for communication
gchange as. the parent§ of the nonhandicapped chiidren? R

~axFigure 11'pr'sents a qraphic representation of thechmparisOn

;[,between the conmmnication strategies utilized by the mothers Othhe’fL;;i, L

;gfcapped chiidren during the,baseline condition., The mean frequency
h afaof occurrencs for each of the four parents pf the handicapped children
1[1;51_15 represented by an individuai bar, whiie scores for the parents of

'**9M,:ithe fourteen nonhandicapped children are grouped together 1n a bpx

oA ?#}ngEach of the eight strategies is represented by a: separate area on _a]77fl

The first strategy to be ﬂiscussed is that of parental imitation ~f;;?rf;
4'"ffof the chiid‘s action. Ai] four of the parents of the hand:capped |

f“ifand their scores feﬂi within the boundaries of the middie 50% of the{;??‘
;{nnormative samp]e, indicating'Simiiar perfonnance by both ﬂroups Of ";:3ff
. parents ,}n tems of mOtOY‘-gestura] im'ltat'lon..‘-' Ll . ” ._ | L

oo pargntal imitation of chiid cunmunications (V°Calization, Singiei7}fgiif

-"iword or. phrase) occurred iess frequentiy than that of imitation of

MVaanhad scores which feil within one standard deviation of the mean for 'w;]ff ’

ﬂ~f efthe nonhandicapped group1 whi1e Subject A's scores were more than two
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o200

standard deviations above the nonmatave mean.: In adthTOH, Hother A
was the onTy mother to score outside the boindaries of the middTe

| e‘normative sample

There was a great deal of variabiiity in the-scores of the non-ftﬁ'fﬂudf

handicapped samp]e in terms of horizontaT expan51on*of action._;," .

”iff:Each of - the four parents of the hahdicapped ch11dren scored w1th1n

e parents of the nonhandicapped ch11dren The mean for the parents dF

| one standard deviation of the normative mean, however it shoqu be Sy

¥ ERN
L

noted that each of these scores was aTso significantly 10wer than Qfﬁféﬁéiz"

the average score for the nonnative sampTe In genera] therparents -

of the handicapped children utilized fewer horizonta] expan51ons of iﬁ,;

. g
vjf action than the parents of the nonhandicapped children “':}“lﬁj;'°.'?f L

| p HorizontaT expansion of communications was a communicative ;357?;,'}.ifﬁi
strategy utilized very 1nfrequent1y by alT part1c1pants.i The norma— f; diiﬂ?@
tive sampTe ‘was ndt observed to utilize this strategy during pTay f}%}éii
sessions, while the mean for the four parents of handicapped childrenlb",lxr&

‘ ‘was 0. 03 Three of the four parents of hand1Capped chderen de npt ;:f;
utiTize this strategy during observed play se551ons.‘?-g, ”;&f f’haf a?%;}:;;
Vertica] expan51ons were utitized a mean of 0 09 times by the ‘:!»?:jf}é

the handicapped children was significantTy higﬁer at 0 93 TWo oﬁ

the experimental parents were w1thin two standard dev1ations above the

normative mean, a third was within three standard dev1ations and the fi“‘

| f0urth was within four standard deviations Thus the data show that ifrfn};ff
the parents of the handicapped chderen uti]ized a significantly rrff hjgifii
larger number of vertical expansions than the parents 1n the norma-v '¢/v;?g

tive sample. R g IR .
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Hode]ing horizontaI aqfions-occurred re]atively frequently in éflf?»f57ﬁf
‘priboth groups of parents.; Three of the four parents of the handicapped

s children scored w1th1n p]us one standard dev1ation of the normative

'°u1;fjmean..while the fourth parent was within two standard deviations

“‘]‘above that mean 0vera1] the parents of the handicapped children

'-5futi112ed horizontai mode]ing of actions more frequently than the
"normative samp]e ‘ ?'fﬂtctf. '1;;<.;,_;g: yfﬁ;ﬂ?7_.f1;$;j r
g Horizontal modeling of communications was not a: frequent1y

‘f; utilized strategy, Three of the four experimental parents scored

B thhin one standggd deviation of the normative mean, whi]e one parent

ST

c!

- .
normative samp1e, no cmnnent can be made regarding re1at1ve placement

~

| of experimentai scores: w1th1n these bounds.‘z ;:" fﬁtt,f‘.‘“'

The fina] cmnnunicative strategy scored was that of verticai

"1:f'f modelinq Three of the fbur experimenta}vparents fell. Within one

ﬁ;f”i were W1th1n two standard deViations above that mean 0vera11 the

,_‘gparents of the handicapped chi1dren utiiized this strategy signifi- . e

..tant]y more often than the parents 1n the normative samp]e._

- Research Question #13

[ 4

SRR was there a 51gn1f1cant change in the use of communication
‘i" strategies by the parents of the handicapped chi]dren over
; the.course of the study? N

e

—-

P, o o .
éﬁ of eight communication strategies over the course of the study fThef»

def;nittons of each of the pommunication strategies 1s found 1n

A
tandard deviation of the normative mean, while, SubJect D s scores :

;"“-scored w1thin two standard dev1ations above that mean Because there j:;jf

Flgure 12 presents a v1sua1 ¥epresentation of the changes in use.;'o

S was ﬁo range of: scores between the first and third quartiie of the : }f'ii/"



 Frequency of Occurrence

Flguu 12. Paunt': UaoiCommunleaﬁon Sttategles

A F2 Al
e o .
- ; ~

10 T ','--l' e -'..- : .4':"

‘.;;‘.lA z Iimitation of Action -
< UIe: < imitation of Commuﬂlcaﬁon
U EHA - Expanslon of Horizontal Action

G . EHc ‘Expansion of Horizontal Communicatibn

R - Vertical Expansion - o

ﬁ'MHA Model Horizontal Action” ™. < : .

~MHC- ModdHorizontal Cominunieaqgn
MV Veruan Model \ ‘ |

lA

|EHA |- VE-|MHC |- 1A>] EHA] VE  |-MHC -
1c “EHC | MHA MV IC.  EHC ‘. MHA. MV
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’2'7*’;§iAppenaix 3.

In general the u :f,1mitat10n of act1ons as a communicative

’:ﬁa'strategy rosefduring Phase I of tra1ning (Turntaking wnth Actions) X

fi;j;A11 four of the parents demonst;ated an 1ncrease in use of this :f‘ RN
: ‘.;ﬁ

Lt

fﬁiiif*hStrategy F0110w1ng Phase II of training.-the overa11 use of
;\57;imitat1on ‘of actwon by parents dropped sharply. Howeverl 1t shou]d
.tfﬁbe poted that Parents A and C were responsible for the majority of

:"'ﬂg?this change, as SubJects B ’ ”; demonstrated a C°“t1"“at1°" °f their

. -
B

'h’pr1or upward trend

.¢"b Parents use of 1m1fat1on of communitations ;;ZQed & minor

’*' downward movement from the pre-treatment phase t° Phase I °f

e

"'?T'traﬁn1ng ) Phase II of tra1n1ng brought a sharp increase in 1m1tation

N

- of commun1cat1ons. #wajwﬂ?} g[hf:f-i'}:“:iej‘k.*7ﬂa;g;;-T’,,

Parenta] use of horizontaT expanlﬁon of act10ns 1ncreased for

| '"three, ,he four dyads fo]lowing Phase I of treatment, whi]e the '23§>fgf;3;
- h~scores 1 ’fhe’fourth dyad rema1ned stable Following Phase II of*'“'* L

":v'l_itintervent1on three of the~four dyads Showed an 1ncrease whi1e the :T”‘; :

:r:lffzfourth§§§treased

Parents use of hor1zonta1 expans1on of communications was }' '

observed less than once on: average durfng baseline and h“;”’

0 be used gring Phase I of treatment. “The overall use|of this - ..

"?fA{istrategy 1ncreased s1fght1y fo]1ow1ng Phase II of 1ntervention,,how-flf.vﬁ? 3
~'-h?.:e\g,er it shou1d be noted that thfs change cou1d be accounted for by
”;§7fthe behavior Of Oﬂly two SubJects, as the scores for the other two

".tsubJects demained at zerd.' “f; '\ . _‘ : “. ‘_‘_”' | 'v . g

| " The' overa]l use of vertica1 expansions increased foTlowino | av;;Q;ffﬁ
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?7Phase I of treatment Th1s 1ncrease revated‘Tange1y from the scores

-‘=ttw° subjects. as'the scores x.the other,two subJects decreased

'“7115511ght1y.¢ Follouing Phase II of treatment. the scores of a1T~four ;:5”7

“f$f¥parents decreased,s11ght1y“folIowing Phase II ofwtrain1ng.;~“:L”}ﬂﬁjiﬁizsf

v1sua1 ana1ysis of data regarding use of horlzontal cOMmun1ca- .r;?it

"1{rt1op models shows a general 1ack of consistency across subJects.--].li

Y'J‘ﬂ’f?of the fbur parents showed an 1ncrease in this c0mmun1cataon strategy

Q*?\fo11ow1ng Phase I of treatment, wh11e two parents showed‘a decrease.,;Ls,_

‘Following Phase II of treatment, three of thevfour parents 1ncreased

}[their use of horizonta] communacat1ve modeTs, wh11e the fourth

"[f@decreased to a score of zero.;,uilﬁ‘3'“'f”"“”$“" '

The fina] parentaI strategy for communicat1on change to be \}3977034??‘

"v_ﬂdiscussed is that of vertxca] mode11ng .Aga1n, v1sua1 analy51s of
' ""’fthese data shows a genera'l lack of cons1 stency across subJects, REERSE,

| f‘ﬂff”particularly.yhen obser the-data fromyPhase I The scores for

i t7¥7two of the' parents inc'eased'nildIy, whi]e the second set of parents

;ifﬁ; scores dropped marke" y. Fo1]ow1ng Phase II of treatment three of

' ”the . f[n “; eTies. demonstrated an 1ncrease in use "of this commun1ca-. sﬂfg7f;:'
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.’}1strategie‘fwh1ch are descr1bed in_Appendix J, it uas deciged'to‘: o

) f{3 om1t from‘di"u551on those strategte;idealing with Ch11dren,w

wtf';expan51ons is was not a topiclwh%ch received attention 1n the

f‘35f; 1nterventxon'phases and therefore'w111 not be\examined in th1s chapter .
o :Research Quest1on #14 el B e

-,[“}ﬂDur1ng the base11ne cond1taon did'the handrcapped children TRt
Cwv utdlize. an equivalent ‘number. of communrcatlon strategies as T
Flgthe nonhandicapped ch11dren? o AR

”;i;fFngre ]3 presents a graph1c representat1on of the compar‘SG"

'Ff:;between commun1cat10n strateg1e,.ut111zedfby the handrcapped ch1Tdren
:i;?_versus those used by the nonhand1capped chi]dren during the baselinei

cond1t1on.. Data for f1ve communlcatwon'strateg1es are presented in

th1s figure ' = o : e oA
' The nonhand1capped chlldren.were,fouhd to ut111ze 1m1tat1on of
pa?EnIa] actlon a mean of 2 85 times 1n two m1nutes. The scores of

*5i.” al] four hand1capped ch11dren fe]] withan plus oﬂe standard deV1ation

Q? 1_ of the normat1ve mean. ;;9!5f:... , IR SESEE AR 5' .
b Imétation of communicat1ons was an infrequently used strategy 'Lf o

by botg grou,ps of chﬂdren. The scores of t}{tee of the four handi-*‘f
“"‘?h capped ch11dren fe11 w1th1n<one standard deviation of the normat1Ve1{f3;1 o
mean, while the fourth-chi1d scored within plus two standard devia-;ﬁff.-?*f‘

tions of the maan Three of the four handicapped chi]dren s scoreslfgféhf'if

fel1 w1th1n.the range of the midd]e 50% of the nonmative scores._aaj_ifiaf"5

Indt1atuwlof horizontal actions was a ne1at1ve1y frequently

- ep
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L

used strategy by b°th quUDS of ch11dren. Three of the four handn-; DR

capped ch11dren had frequency scores whfch feTT w1th1n one- standard

dev;at1on of the normat1ve meﬁn, wh11e the fourth ch11d was onTy

.-sT1ght1y outs1de of th1s range Th1s pattern was. aTso representative 15_54’

_ of the scores of the hand1capped ch11dren 1n reTat1on to the m1dd1e
50% of the normat1ve range ‘ ' o i

r,7~€' Both groups of ch11dren were found to ut111ze 1n1t1at1on of

Q‘l‘ hor1zonta1 commun1cat1ons m1n1ma11y, 1f at a]] ‘ihe fourteen non-

hand1capped ch11dren had a- mean score of O 29 on this strateqy, whiTe

! v.f none of the handﬂcapped ch11dren was- observed to ut1T1zd..n1t1at1on ‘*-7"

'; of hor1zonta1 commun1cat1ons o _
The f1na1 ch1Ld strategy to be d1scussed 1s that of - vert1ca1
R a. mean of 3 69 t1mes Although aTT four of. the handtcapped cthdren

fe]l w1th1n one standard dev1at1on of the normative mean, 1t should

be noted that thETP scores were s1gn1f1cant1y Tower than those of j~‘r

the nonhand1capped ch11dren, w1th a mean of 0 60 The scores for
each of the hand1capped ch11dren feTT outSIde the range of the E
. m1dd1e 50% of the nonnat1ve range. a]] were w1th1n the 10wer quartiTe»

,'f of the normat1ve scores

- Research Quest1on #15

o Nas there X s1gn1f1cant change in the use of commun1cation
strateg1es by the hand1capped ch11dren over the course of .;
the study? SRR . 4 : ‘

%§F1gure 14 presents a v1sua1 representation of the changesvin usef

of f1ve qommun1cat1on strategles by the handlcapped ch11dren over thef

1n1t1at1on Th1s strategy was ut111zed by the nonhand1capped ch11drenl,}'

course of the study.- The def1n1t1ons of each of the communication Q-' o
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"',ﬂstrﬁtegy;’wu1

‘ ”ifphase of the study. v

Iir,;strateb1es are found in Appendwx J yéifg'ff*fi;xhﬁf}.drh.ff}_k:-

Ch11dren s use of 1mitat1on of act1ons showed a generaT 1ncrease

;f-fo11ow1ng Phase I of 1nterventlon, wlth three of the four ch11dren

'*“~fffjncreas1ng the1r scores on th1s strategy nd one remaining virtuaTIy _f’
t'-”:unchanged Fol]ow1ng Phase II of 1nterventxon, two ch11dren showed

'~-;c'a further 1ncrease, wh11e two ch11dren decreased their scores

Im1tat1on of commun1cat1ons was a strate%‘}1nfrequent1y ut111zed

'fafby the ch11dren dur1ng the base]1ne phase of the study Fo]]owing

'“_: ; e R ég,[.?’af

,

4

o

7',ffrun a s11ght 1ncrease in the 5cores oﬁ~two chiﬂdrejkand a marked

A _)-.

‘ :f1ncrease 1n the scores of the other two ch11dren

In1t1at10n of horlzonta1 actlons was a strategy uti]ized

M o

-'_uifrelat1ve1y frequent]y dur1nq the baseline codﬂ1t1on Al] four dfﬁff,:'

%

”l;follow1ng Phase IT.

E intervention, wha1e<i2ree of the four ch1]dren showed decreases f:f’fiﬂ7

hus, the ch11dren were general]y observed to "

' fh1n1t1ate hor1zonta1 act1ons 1ess frequently w1th each successive rff

0 .
- .‘ ,," IR

Dur1ng baseﬂ1ne, 1n1t1at1on of horizonta1 communications was

‘ "fnever ut111zed by'the handlcapped children Fo]lowing Phase I of

v *ﬁsi'treatment. one ch11d showed an 1ncrease 1n use of this strategy

-;erhaSemI of tra1n1ng, two chz]dren showed?a,mtnTmal 1"QI§§§e in th1§'fF<
T%‘two demon_ vdtedra decreas&- FoIIOwinq hase II d? _m'a;

a«f

a n,commun1cation vo@a tZat1on,vs1hgle words, phresesj the overa]l useff;'”j

. f"wh11e the other three subJects “scores. remained at zero’: Fol1ow1ngt;1;'

a'“‘,tra1n1ng, wh1ch focused dﬁﬁﬁbrntaknqg ut1}121ng var1ous fonns of _-4,1 S
L 1 ﬁ) . ‘

tii,“;;fqof 1m1tation—of commun1cat1on rose moderateiy lﬂés dhore rgsﬁ]ted R

"”;_ch11dren demonstrated decreases 10 thelr scores f0110w1ng Phase I ofhjvff’f"



"':f;'f of the chiIdren showed 1ncreases which were greater than those i

- impiementation of Phase II of treatment, one ch11d s scores 1ncreased_u1ﬁ:f-;ff

marginally. two 1ncreased marked]y and one showéd a slight decrease. fifitg',yf
_ The finaI strategy to be d1scussed 1s that of vert1ca1 1n1t1at1oné{?fif{j}
FoIIowing Phase I of treatment, the scores of two of the four ch11dren1?5if?ffﬁ
decreased inghtIy, While two increased sI1ghtIy Each of the four s

S s . PR
7. chen .

foIIowing Phase II of 1ntervention. _eﬁ;iax-x :

. ’, T

ff;G}f}beuelopmentaﬁfMeasureE}_j!,ﬂf:ff'v-" :

Research Question #16

Nere there changes in: the scores on the deveIopmentaI measures '
between pre-treatment and post treatment adnnmstratmn’P

: TSeveraI developmental measures were adm1n1stered pr1or to the f""ﬂ

S .

1mplementation of treatment and aII but one of these were re-'h“ 'l

admin1stered f0110w1ng treatment The deveIopmenta] measure which

.n)stered was the Uzglr1s and Hunt 0rd1na1 Sca]es of .
PsychoIogicaI;DeueIOpment These sca]es were adm1n1stered in order f itfi; . ;
to determine whether the ch1ld S. deveIOpment 1n s1x areas was at a :f7:7 i
Cf ninimum requ1red level pr1or to 1mpIementat1on of treatment. _Thefh,tfl: ‘
resu]ts of the Uzg1r1s-Hunt admin1stration*are presented in. TabIe 2 '
AnalySis of these aesu]ts reveaIs that three of the four-ch11dren ';7?; ;;[F.e?

failed to reach Piaget1an Stage Vg

the Means End Scale Th1s was
the only scaIe where a sub stage 'fefult was obta1ned :
. The pre- and post intervention resuIts on t d:
deveIopmentaI assessments are presented in TabIe 1%

Sca]es of Infant DeveIopment (Menta] DeVeIOpment Subsca]e) two
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," !

expected f°r the time SPa" Of the StUdy However. onTy the resuTts offfifﬁizi

;!;T~Child D s were sign1ficant1y h19her than expected",}. p;'

5 The resu1ts on the SEquenced Inventory of Communlcatlon Develgpf yﬁfdﬁ*-f
o x:fment (SICD) are aTso presented in TabTe T3 Two of the ch11dren

' t'3showed an 1ncrease 1n both Receptive and Express1ve Language Ages

"'folﬂowing treatment, w1th Ch11d C demonstrating unexpectedly Targe

- other two chi]dren remalned stabTe. However, 1t shou]d be noted that' co

1

e ~U‘;’~f’i“ .

'i;f'.gains in relation to the time span of‘the study The scores “of . the .?ﬁ;jf;ﬁf?

i there. was no. systematic relét10nsh1p between 1ncreases 1n BSID scoresT;; R

o and; SIED scoresi o LT s T

The data re1ating to, changes 1n Tanguage em1tted by the ch11dren";.;_34

-; pf;dur1ng the pre-treetment and post-treatment Tanguage samp]es 1s

"sflpresented in TabTe 14 The totaT number of words em1tted dur1ng the'gt-:"' :

"htwo-hour Tanguage sampTe w1th 1ts type-token rat1o 1s presented to

":'fl{words (those not prompted, 1m1tated or em1tted as a reSponse to a

; ?"double 11ne.: The type-token rat1o 1s an 1nd1catlon of 1ex1ca1
L d1versity (M11]er, 1981) The numerator of the rat1o (type) represents
'”:fthe number of different word types used wh1Te the denom1nator (token)

’;3erepresents the totaT number of words used Temp11n (1957) reported

j"--‘;ﬁ-’the Teft of the double vertical Tine, whi]e the number of spontaneous,'w" ;

"fi;h jquestion) and 1ts typewtoken ratio As presented to the r1ght of the ':f;{'fvf

“=;that type-token rat1os of approx4mate4yf442 were”consrstent across alT

"7“groups of‘children she studied Th1s 1mpTies that rat1os s1gn1f1cant1y
Jdifferent from 1 2 may be indicative of a. specific Tanguage def1cienty._h.d

’v’f7However,‘it should be\noted that Temp11n d1d not study cthdren below R

"»‘.the age of three years. 0 her: results must be 1nterpreted with cautxon _-hm“
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Language Samp1e Data. Pre-Treatment vs Post-Treatment

Tota1 Words i‘*,' "Spgn;QDEOUSjﬂo:QSf;ff'

'”/f§.+'iTYPe“. 1Toke37-,1Ra£iQﬂ 75v

oo Token Ratio .

: ‘;Pré*.:5394l;-e,745f'“f,'iSé;*"‘?”z,ﬂﬁif};-jfdb‘;5“13983f )

. Dost_. 87 ]52 .57 60 ]21 50 e

UL postt 370 s uzer | 30 me .25

L] .

o ipre. 63 G2zr -9 |26 62 .42

" post 98 285 .38 | 73t el 4o

Cipre 12 Y 28 soL e s s0




0.

'7f1;study.,_

)

.jwhen compar1ng them to the resu]ts of the present group of ch11dren

Table 15 presents data perta1n1ng to the 1auguage samples of the_} }}»'§'~

'-“'._normative group of ch11dren. These ch11dren, rano1ng 1n age from

1'15 months 14 days to 19 months 6 days showed s1m11ar data to those -

Tab]e 16 presents data perta1ning to the frequencv of target o
A.mfword use. during the pre-treatment and pOSt treatment 1an9uage ,f.n*:ﬁ:"'
{;'Samp1es« ATl four ch11dren showed 1ncreases in use of each of the1r’
: ft‘target words, with these’ 1ncreases rang1nq from 300% to 1 300% |
;"'1 The 1"te"Pretatwn of these resu]ts as: we11 as some d1rect1ons

-;for further research w111 be presented in Chapter 6.

"found 1n samp11ng the language of the hand1capped ch1ldren 1n the ;{hj-"' |
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Tota] Uords gpontheous Hords L

.-.JChi1d S Age L .
Number (Mon -Days) ' Type : Tokep¢‘ Ra;ip_~ ‘ Type,: Token_-ARatio

e

Cdre . cw ;a5 : s
e a3 s 9 86l

NSRS ol ok T

e 30 o 500 .60 | gk 37
o188 a8 10

*-11‘18- 5 5 110 - .46 .| 37 8

':’i]7’23 f"‘ ,’ 16 29 .55 | 9 a3 ,Q".69'
18230 o3 75 st 223t
ez 63 ae | om :

—
w
’

—
—t
nN
N
(8,
(=)

L_,'.L.-
. h:

1626 .29 46 .63
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" . Chapter6 T
o sasor

o

| The fo]ipwing discuSSion wiii attempt to eva]uate the specific
"ﬁ;effects'of‘the treatment procedure on the group of mother-handicapped

PR &

'f.,;1°h‘1d dyads with possibie expianations fur these effects. It shouid

u *i>~be stressed that the research Was expioratory in nature This

! \discussion wiii attempt to identify some of the potentiai]y reieyant

:l?n'offer squestions about p0551b1e modfficatﬁons to the 1ntervention

By :;co@ar‘isdi t’o'Nohhan&-i'c‘apped‘:_Dy_aa?s"-, e

An implicit assumption 1n this study was that because the handi- ;',f*}fj

"”"tcapped children demonstratedfpragmatic communication deficits they

';}wouid aiso demonstrate 1nteraction def1c1ts InspectiOn of the data ﬁfﬁ'

N ‘?varfabies which may have had an effect on' the treatment re5u1ts, and {(7? e

:‘freveals that w1th minor exceptions, the nonhandicapped chiidren and

".their mothers feii into the normal range on measures of communication

’ mode, turntaking measures and 1nteraction strategies This was some~ si'!

' ;what surprisihg in View of interactiona] deficits reported in other
a'literature It should be p01nted out, however, that three of the
i‘-; four handicapped chiidren were invo]ved in intervention programs

",with their mothers, and were therefore accustomed to- participatfng

‘ﬁfin '1earning activ1ties with their parents rIn addition, two of{the

.“',-.,,»:‘

j:'four children had significant motoric difficulties which'made it moré

Cw
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'&lneady nonmal“ 1"te'aCtl°" in order to 1ncrease the freQUency and ii;ﬁﬁ(? .

iy
lines

likely for‘them to remain seated w1th the1r parents.;qga contrast,-}fff‘slfaiéff

the nonhandlcapped children were observeq to be less attentave .
durlng.the experlmental tasks. possibly because they were unaccus-liliﬂ
tomed to this type of actjvlty.a Additfonally, they appeared to be

1ncllned toward more independent behavior. The net result of th:s may
be the generally equivalent performance of the/two groups “ f _i
The 1ntervention can be considered to-be a ref1nement of the f}a;,.

1nteraction of each of the dyads oint activ1tles were structured

to focus speddficglly on the treatment var1ables discussed ear‘her ﬁ; B

In effect mod1f1cations were made—on what m1ght be cdnsadered

f‘tensity of natural variables thought to contr1bute to language

(

development Therefore, the hypothes1s upon wh1ch the treatment

procedure was. based was that the group ‘of hand1capped ch]ldren ;,éi:.f i

required additlonal 1nput than that pr0v1ded to the nonhandwcapped

Ll ch?ldren fh order to affect the1r language development along pos1t1ve f'-".'f'(

B Research ‘.;Desqu'n,.__ v L

: el

The present research employed a multiple basel1ne across subJectsft?fhib 3

e design which was replicated across two sets of two SubJECtS Over]ap ?f.‘\*7*’

of dyads wlthin each set occurred due to 1llnesses and absences of

>v>" 3

o subjects, eliminating the 1n1tial 1ag between subjects~1n apprcat1on ‘?“,?
-of the 1ntervent10n Therefore, the reSults will be distussed 1n -'~f’:; I

o

te'l"S Of a replication of the procedures acnpss four dyqfs. ;:fe-fw.:f;"'"'5

fo]lowing dlscussion will Ebnsider eaCh of the research quest1ons 1n ,o}f;illf?
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." ~C *Communicatiom Mode Ut1lized by Parents '

The frequency of parenta1 actions genera11v 1ncreased during

3f;ja;Phase I of treatment and decreased during PhaSe II The only excep- ,}”"""

;":ffhtion to th1s was Parent B who continued to show an 1ncrease An

R g F TP
”“f}fact1ons fo]]ow1ng Phase II of intervention Th1s change 1n communicfvz S

' "ﬂﬁircat1on mode was felt to result frpm tra1n1ng Wh1ch emphasized “‘~+3ﬂf;;‘7j

jtffparenta1 actwon Th Phase I and the use.of s1ng1e words and, 1f

St -".'":f'f,appropr‘wt&»5"°‘”t phrases i Phase 1

'h",%parenta} phrases extended to 15 to 17=uords in length, which showed Vﬁ?ﬁ;ﬂﬂﬁ

i;iparents of‘the handlcapped ch

.“Thus, the genera] decrease

i~~.f1n USe of single words by parents dur1ng Phase I of tra1ning. and
'*“15f1ts subsequent marked 1ncrease follow1ng Phase II corresponds w1th

L :Lficthe d]ffer1ng empha51s 1n the%§wo phases of 1ntervent1on.i A11 iour

dren demonstrated a high frequency

B .,:-'of phrase use durmg Qhe basehne phase of the studv The lmpac if .

lith1s fact may not be fu11y represented by the data, as the data

i “i»f_not.show the Iength of these Parenta1‘phrases In some casesdéthe , fﬂ%fiL:35

e

‘5Yff?fa ser1ous mode-m1smatch between‘parent and ch11d Phrase use

- Q, R

:‘dropped dramat1ca11y follow1ng Phase I of training for al] four

Eparents, and 1ncreased foITow1ng Phase II when the parents were ]‘f*:a“*f v
{taught to utllize a cemmun1cat1ve mode which was one mode higher than\r_ﬁ"’

.H.fﬁ f“that used by their children. The effectton the use of voca1ization$ T

' ‘;dfby parénts»was Iess dramat1c and more vacﬁab1e than that dfsplayed

‘-17on the other three commun1cat1ve modes”‘

This was felt to be due to




P ERE

: ,pt“;the fact that the voca11zat1on mode d1d not rece1ve the same degree

f'of attent1on dur1ng treatment as d1d the other modes of communtcat1on g'{‘

"lghﬁThe use of voca11zat1ons was not taught spec1f1ca11y as. an 1nter-'e?7{‘3ﬁ?**%

F":7[decreased h1s frequency of use of a11 commun1cat1ons fo110w1ng
'tif‘Phase I It is poss1b1e that th1s was an art1fact of the t1m1ng of
._;,;these commun1cat1on probes, however 1t appeared more 11ke1v that 1t

":f;iwas due to the drast1c change in cmnmun1cat1ve behavior of Hother D

: :?ﬁ}t1on, wh1ch appeared to have a strong 1mpact on her ch11d ' Fo1low1ng;f;f '

KLQ'p}mediary step between action commun1cation ahd the use of swng]e‘words :;ﬁﬂ:

'7fl#ﬂ;‘pp,rgconnmnication:ModefutiTized-byfchi]drenfi'fff@-ﬂ”ﬁ‘ L
During Phase I of tra1n1ng, whach focused on: teach1ng the j:rents_ff;"
'”to ut1112e act1on communicat1on more frequentlv, three of the four

'fﬁ;chi1dren demonstrated a concomm1tant 1ncrease 1n act1on use., As w111 ;‘" e

-71’be seen 1n d1scuss1on of other commun1cat1on modes, the fourth ch11d

’

$

' trthls mother v1rtua11y ceased a]] prev1ously pro11f1c verba] commun1ca-

"f*',??Phase II of treatment use of act1ons dr0pped for two of the ch11dren :’¥ff g

PPaCtionS were not emphas1zed dur1ng thrs phase of treatment Parents ;i;k' 1

"atherefore p]aced d1ffer1ng degrees of emphas1s on. the1r use of 3

actiofls, L S i "" o

u'“ Ch11dren 'S s1ngle word uséashowed a’ h1gh dearee of varnab111ty
.~ﬁ'fo11ow1ng Phase 1 of trawning Aga1n th1s was not unexpected as

| J<fuse of s1ng]e words was not 2 focus of tra1n1ng 1n Phase I. Fo]1ow1ng _35'

:ﬁPhase II of tra1n1ng. a1ﬂ four chlldren showed an 1ncrease 1n word

: -‘use, wh1ch was the expected resu]t of 1ntervent1on

_ f'« -}.i/f{ ey



' 7i*ff:vent1on Aga1n, th1s was fe]t to be due to a 1ack of spec1f1c

*f*f1ntervent1on Th1s was an expected resu1t, as the ch11dren were

'T}.’*fgeneraT,'”

: T'f"where s mommy’")

"g;;i4127f

In a s1m11ar fash1on to parenta1 uSe of vocaT1zat1ons ch11d

ﬂfovoca11zat1ons showed var1ab]e 1mpact fo110w1ng both phases of 1nter-- S

;?}(teachwng of th1s strategy "jf§5f~ 5Vfcr;fff;5 L o

Ch11d phrase use showed m1n1ma1 1mpact f0110w1ng e1ther phase of

-not at the phrase 1eve1 of commun1cat1on Phrases where

- _7used were genera]lv r1tua11zed or over]earned (e g ; "Nhat s that’“

ﬁfd:EﬁffTurntakihg,Heasutééu;fi"ﬂ'

Both length of turns and number of turn sequences were c0ns1dered '

Qg'to be measures of competency 1n turn use for the mother ch11d dyads

;]15Extend1ng the 1ength of turntak1ng exchanges was a maJor goa1 of

g :}”both phases of 1ntervent1on._ MacDona1d (1982;Jstated l’a pr1mary goa1

- 1n tra1n1ng 1s to extend the Turntak1ng length (TTL) of conversat1ons

a”-_}across approprlate soc1a1 contact purposes. Just as HLU 1s a ref]ec--.f':J

"*j;;t1on of 1ncreas1ng 11ngu1st1c competence (Brown, 1973) TTL may well

jvi,become an 1ndex of commun1cat1ve competence (Sacks et al 1974
"]<5ch1eg1off 1973 Jefferson,.1972)" (p zz) R

Hode-matched turn ]ength 1ncreased for three of the four dyads e

"3”?#f0110w1ng Phase I of treatment As ment1oned 1n Chapter 5 th1s 7§t_ﬂ S

;z1ncrease was accounted for by an 1ncrease 1n act1on turns by both

‘ffbdvmembers of the dyad during Phase I (see F1gure 2) Following Phase II

"aof treatment, @11 four dyads demonstrated a decnease 1n mode-matched

‘.g_;tﬂrns Although th1s decrease was not expected 1n retrospect it X fhlp;;v-



- ﬁﬁg;iappears to haVe a; 1ogica1 or1an Mode-matched turns requ1red

x'fi?parents to: be commun1cat1ng at a level not more than one mode h1gher

| ;_;fchild had to commun1cate about the same top1c for a ﬂumbyi-

:”f;f.than,the'mode used by the1r ch11dren.. Therefore,'1n order to fu1f111ﬁthfflf;2

'h”fﬁ”the criteria for mode-matched turns dur1ng Phase II a parent and herg;j»fi &

f ‘.‘ .‘ . .. .‘A. ‘ ‘

'**}uninterrupted turns ut111z1ng at 1east the 51ngle word-leve1 It:fé:f;;fyfffi

hl Thus, there was. a decrease 1n mode-matched turn 1ength

‘1‘;h}fol1ow1ng Phase II of the study.,”.vs::}7fff’f'*v'“

' un]1ke1y that the chlldren would be ab1e to ma1nta1n comnun1ca-}?jﬁ;-fi

lt a word 1eve1 for as 1ong as they were ab1e to at the act1on fffi,;pa

- L} ﬁThe cr1ter1a for non mode-matched tUrns were not ‘as str1ngent asfni"ﬂ"'”

. ’ffé,that for mode matched turns Non mode-matched turns were counted

'75r3as un1nterrupted succe

5

: F‘T‘Ievel of commun1cat1on ut1112ed by the members 1n the dyad There- :;ﬂj;lz'e;

'7*,lffore, 1t was ant1c1pated that non mode-matched turn length would bé

: "7'.f greater than mode-matched turn Tength ,Th1s was borne out by the

iy
p.

dT; fdata 1n F1gures 6&[ nd 6b Follow1ng Phase I of tra1n1ng, three of

,. 0

B ;Wthe four dyads showed:“n 1ncrea$e 1n hon mode-matched turn 1ength

;-»LtWhich agaln, cou]d be 1ar9e1y acgﬁunted for bv an 1ncrease in act1on :nj', e

L&y -;\

"*'e, reiated behav1ors. regardless of the _fg(;g] o

‘ffturns by both dyaj1c méﬁbers. The fdurt dyad contrary to expecta-_i;ﬂl’"A“

'v:;itions demonstrate"a marked decrease 1n turn length Th1s decreaseay}?

’17f?@may have been due. 1n part to an overal] pauc1ty of commun1cat1ve

t‘faebehaviors exh1b1ted bv both;members of Dyad D fo]]ow1ng

K treatment (see F1gures 2 and 4) e
[ Fo]]owing Phase II of tra1n1ng, DyadssA _“'B demonstrated a

"'3;cont1nuation of the1r pr1or upward trend hTS was the antic1pated i




'ugﬂfresult of tra1nxng, as’ the 1ntervent1on process focused on 1ncreas1ng

”T??jfiturn Tength 1n generaT. The max1m taught to the parents was “keep

}£~fh<turn Tength on a toplc interest1ng to the chde Dyad C showed a f;’l

:itfyour chi]d 1n the 1nteract10n.“ ahd th1s was'achaeved by 1ncreased

ﬂ“;;reversal°of the1r pr1or upward trend to a pre-treatment TeVeT There

"?ﬂwas no obv1ous expTanat1on for ﬁh1s reversaT Dyad D‘also reversed

‘f'fgthe1r pr1or downward movement. It appears TvkeTy that the overalﬂ Tack

typlca'l behavmr for thws dyad

: tof commUn1cat1ve behav1or by Dyad D dur1ng Phase-I puTTed the1r +urn

B f‘Tength scores down and the reversaT of th1s trend was a return to more ‘-:7f1

e

el

The nUmber of turn sequences em1tted by a dyad dur1ng 2 two-ﬂ?gio ,;f?fﬁ

e,

fffnlnute pTay sess1on was the second measure of turn use ut1111ed tn.f‘ ‘

""ﬁ¥f,the study Aga1n, the turns were subd1v1ded 1nto mode-matched andv} ;:?vf*?f

b fﬁfnonmode-matched turns, w1th the measure of gentrhl tendency be1ng
T"'the mean for each of the two groups The number of mode-matched turnﬂf-
‘2’ifesequences decreased foTTow1ng Phase I o. train1nq for three of the

}fhﬂgfffour dyads These same three dyads demonstrated ah 1ncrease wn turn

“-{ftgrﬁlength over the same per1od of t1me The reverse case 1s true for ;»f”i".f{'

"“?7j:;Dyad B they sﬁohed a decrease 1n turn Tength W1th a cdncomm1tant

“'ff-of turn sequences may be coro]]é

”‘j'eof turn sequences decreased and v1ce versa. Thus, 1t appears,that

i

'f{f1ncrease in number of turn sequences’per two~m1nute play seﬁsion

-

ffIt appears that at th1s Tevel ofuﬂ, fent'ﬁturn ]ength and number
= Tiillndeed when comparing
ithese two- measures across each phguipof intervent1on, the trend :

nf.becomes cTear in aTT Cases wﬁen turn Tength 1ncreased the number '}:qgg*

7~.=f=.

"‘the dyadic competency in turn use rema1ned reTatively constant or



showed an ncrease over t1me, w1th turn Tength 4ncreases predom1nat1ngf{fijﬁf

during Phase I of traming and 1ncreases m number of turn sequences
predominatlng during Phase II Th1s would 1nd1cate tﬁat the dyads

changed topic more frequent1y dur1ng Phase II, or changed mode more

frequently, which may not be entirelgﬂlnapprOpr1ate for dyads whose "j7jfh f*;

'mh} communlcative competency 15 1ncreas1ng

The number of non mode-matched§turn sequences decreased for al]

four dyads f0”0\"7"9 Phase I.of treatment.;fln three out 0f f0ur {fL»_fj:" :

. &hﬁg

cases, this corre1ated w1th an 1hcrease'1n 1éngth of non mode-matched 'f:lﬁa:g

turns, 51m11ar to the s1tuat1on wléh mode-matched turns Th1s

pattern was a1so apparent followﬁng Phai\)II of treatment, with

'v'uincreases in. turn ]ength be1ng matched w1th decreases in number of

turn sequences

“.Z_":.i o :>>‘.";

: ,-5\3:54:.;ntgF,_rCommungcathh“Task:MeaSures'J;;;,'.

“.‘ 'a'\,.- [ _~,~ ! BN . > 3 N

Appendix L 11sts the def1n1t1ons for Inperattve and Dec]arat}ve 'i;ifff-

Scor1n g It shou1d be ne&ed‘that the scor1ng system wh1ch was

ut1ltzéﬁ throughout the study and wh1ch was adapted from that

\

developed by Snyder (197891 had d1fferent numer1ca1 values than those _"u

ﬁkrs.neported in Append1x L : The or1g1na1 scores ranqed from zero to f1ve;f fx'i-

':‘f wtth a score of f1ve hav1ng two de51gnat1ons.v spec1f1c or non-‘

, R ol :

Ty MR \ ;

Spec1f1c This system was rev1sed in order to enable calcu]atwons
!-#t -

to be perfonmed on the computer Thus, the origwna] and rev1sed

forms of the scoring system are as fo110w5'-~'i”

.)’ o C oy .a‘ " ; ( o
. éﬁ - Sy R
o R .

. "H ! \ - : ,‘.

,



S Revised oo oo

| J_"?3f{c;lﬁiﬂffi7.:?f:;:ﬂh??géib“

"’fKSns (non-spec1f1c)

L~ foij,sn"aefﬁsb;rrotaj-f

| (spec1f1c) R
?ﬁ;,nAll scores reported in th1s thes1s are from the revised sca]e. ;ﬁfﬂ_'l"f
K The Imperat1ve and Bec]arative comm¥¥1cat1on tasks were adminis-'>ift4{%

'afF:tered at base11ne to both the handlcapped and nonhand1capped ch11dren
: N

:“‘J‘Compar1son between these two sets of scores revea]ed that pr1or to 7fﬂ;jr3f'n

‘ ".fftreatment the commun1cat1on task scores,of the nonhand1canped

'?'fchi]dren were at least one commun1cat1ve 1eVel higher (acoording to

%cSugarman s (1973) system) than those of the hand1capped chi]dren oﬁ

S ‘ttwo of the three performative measures (Declarat1ve and Imperative 2)

| :Of these two’sc0res, the Declarative scores showed a part1cu1ar1y

'fnd{w1de d1screpancy between the two groups of ch11dren. This f1nd1ng

;foffwould 1nd1cate that the nonhand1capped ch11dren were str1king1y more f;_;c;

-'{';;prof1c1ent at d1rect1ng adult attentlon to obJects pd!sent during '“;_,;":w

,f the communicat1on tasks than were the hand1capped cﬁhldten.. The1r

; "’fi3ab1]1ty to’ convey a. request for-an’ obaecf‘ﬁas a1so more PrOficllﬁt

Tfthan the hand1caPPed chi]dren, a1though not as marked]y so.,’Ih'.T

5fﬂ,tjadd1tion to thjs defié@@hcy 1n communicat1ve competency exhibited by

;'~*gfthe hand1capped ch1ldren, these chﬂldreh also demonstrated a pragmatic i e

L def1cit Th1s has been prevrously defined as 2 deficit 1n the ab111ty

’ AT



BT

':i'a;f{to utilize words a]though they may be present 1n the vocabu]ary

'*g:(Snyder; 1978) The pragmatic defTCTt 1s ev1dent on examination of

"'k{g;Table 7 which compares the two groups of children—on iinguistic

Tﬁfversus nonlinguistic performance on the communication tasks Theglfifjf};’“*

’-fligreater the‘percentage of nonTinguistic responses on a particuiar 77¥5f»55*"

'5if'task, the more pragmaticaily 1mpa1red a chde 1s.5 On comparison of

3 5fthe two groups of chi]dren, the data show that the nonhandicapped

' } chderen had a higher percentage of Tinguistic responses than the

-dghandicapped chiidren on each performative measure (DecTarative,";"”

3_?;;; Imperative 1 and Imperative 2), indicating greater pragmatic pro-~~

7f:ffic1ency The score thCh showed the greatest discrepancy between die;7r"'i

””ffthe two groups of chiidren was the Declarative score.i ThTS wouid fffh7‘”t’i'
s \ .
’;ﬁconfonn with the results of the prevrous measure of comnunicatiye

SRR éf
ay,;competency, which also showed a‘w;gg discrepdncy B@tﬂgéh thiﬁtwo

” ‘groups of%chﬂdren on the Deciarat%&e Jp;asures.%,ff'” » b an @, o
S e Ty ,:,; o

e _" ,:}capped children were not on]y more competent at convéying a messagae%
o e}Vmeans

i ;following Phase II of training w111 be examined next There was a B

“'Tfl_grigt deai of variability between the four chiidren on aTT tgreg'per- -

‘fbut were aTso more 11ke1y to convey th1S message u51ng Tinguistic ‘f?”ﬁ?_h

The communication tasks scores for the four handicapped children o
U 2’9“

"’
W
ﬁi%

"‘“;‘fOrmative measures (Dec]arative, Imperative 1 and Imperative 2) w1tﬁi:7

‘/,f:no consistent trends ev1dent. However, -on’ observation of the v1deo-'_p

g ftaped communication tasks, several mediating factors became ev1dent o ;ifé%
"'It was apparent that the chiidren S genera] behav1or pattern on the o

;f}‘i'date of the communication task played a r01e 1n their performance s



'ﬁh}hft;{h;;@yif};;fi:}fijwjhtff}ﬂ_Tfiff;ﬁg;;}-ftgfﬁfﬂﬁ@?fﬁ

'17$.ﬁ;1Thus on a day when a chw]d‘may have been t1red,and irr1table, his

hf?}fperformance was genera11y poorer than on another day.‘ In add1tion, e

"tffjspec1f1c toys appeared to be more desirable for certain ch11dren, ;T;f:"" e

'*3dt'ﬂ?w1th the desired toys genera]]y e11c1t1ng a better performance on

"'7:4'the commun1cat1on tasks Because these factors are subjectave. 1t

) 515 d1ff1cu1t to take them 1nto account wﬂbn analyz1ng the resu]ts

"“fffof the commun1cﬁt1on tasks, however 1t 1s apparent that they p]ayed

ya role 1n the resu]ts obta1ned In'order to reduce the effect of

"m.:such factors, severaI opt1ons can be suggested Severa1 of the

.‘dobJects from the core of f1ve obJects presented dur1ng the communica-

””fesgt1on tasks (preferably the Genera11zat1on obJects) cou]d be presented

"~T}each tra1n1ng sess1on‘ Th1s would effect1ve1y reduce the 1mpact of

":411nCOns1stent data due to poor behav1or on the dates data were :3d’f -

“-,n;collected However, a negat1ve effect of frequent repeated measures

"-7QJ?1s a reductlon 1n novelty of the task thereby reduc1ng the task s :V -

'F'jeffect1veness 1n e11c1t1ng communicat1on behav1or A sedpnd opt1on

L g

?’":may have: been to have severa1 vary1ng modes of‘presentat1on of the f{i";ff"‘
;:t.commun1cat1on tasks. For examp]e, 1nstead of always having three

3’blocks and an obJect drawn out of a. ny]on bag, the researcher cou]d

. ,,h‘have h1dden obJects around the room Overall 1t must be stated that

; tr ;child var1ab1es such as fat1 ue and 1rr1tab111ty'may have overriden

'“f(“the effects of 1nterveﬂ§?

*.xftasks as a dependent'measure

n on the ch11dren s perfonmance on the

;fh:commun1cat1on tasks, 11m1t1ng the usefu1ne§s of the communicat1on

of e

There was a tendencv for the commun1cat1on task scores to become B

'bh1gher over the course of the study (see F1gure 10) parttcular]y the ;i;f'“

'.~



}similar to the responses of the nof

zimpact of treatment "_. 'f‘ﬂ'i{. e :’:"'x“ffg-alsi.;,-

e

‘TThe conmmn1cat1on task responses fo}vow1ng P&ase II of tra1n1ng were

- 'y .
‘nd1capped ch11dren at base11ne.n,:_pf"
s s

'{Ih addition, the children tended to become more 11nguwst1c 1n the1r
fresponses over the course of the study (see Tab1e 8) In a]l cases dl_f;;f:id
g(Declarat1ve, Imperat1ve 1 Imperat1ve 2) the mean response 1eve1 of

fthe handicapped ch11dren71s mqre 11hgu1st1c than that of the non-~ |

'hand1capped ch11dren, nnth the Declarat1ve scores showing the greatest _gff,”

,.\.’ : '
Nhen the Generalizat1on obJects werﬁ parsed out of the rema1nder Q-,"f

?of the obJects on the commun1cat1on tasks 'it became apparent that

,th1s genera] 1ncrease 1n percentage of 14ngu1st1c responses for a]] 7_» R

' jd_Core obJects was. also present for thé Genera11zat1on ObJECtS “The‘d

impact of tra1n1ng on the Genera1lzat1on obaects appeared to be ;

Syt ke

SR

';*greateﬁt for the Declarat1ve and Imperatlvebz"measure

In compar1ng the Genera11zat1on obJects to the obgects used

S dur1ng tra1n1n9- the resuits were equ\v0cal;w1th two ch11dren ;?fi-“

“:agenerally show1ng super1o& performancegpn the Genera11zat1on obJectsffif

",-and two showxng superior performance on the Tra1n1ng obJects. Th1s

.1l%51atter pattern was that wh1ch was expected duevi | -
:'apparent]y high degree of entertaiﬁment fsoc1ated with the Tnaiéiﬂglhﬂj£5¥:”

'.'objects {Ih the vast maJority of train1ng sessions.fgﬁ ;

. 'Jitherefore it was' assumed that the Training ob;eéts would be h]ghly

1d were successfu1 at. making ‘the sessvons fdn for the1r ch11dfen,‘ ur % ‘_-,I

K part to t#/ o

other 5 TR
P S A \

‘7;n0t1vating for the children In fact there appeared to be no con- ._'~“l

TR e
,;vsistent pattern of superior penformance on the Tra1n1ng obJects ‘f__-‘ T;?}7

SRR SRR
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Th1s was sxm11ar to the pattern when comparxng Genera]1zatlon obJects

'h. to Tra1n1ng obJects on the percentage of 11ngu1st1c responses
R - 'Commuhjcation\Strategies;UtiliiedfbylParentsfa-,}fjgtlf_f{"

In compar1ng commun1cat1on strateg1es ut111zed by the mothers of X
the handicapped chaTdren w1th those used by mothers of the nonhand1-. ;;_ihifif
capped ch11dren, the two groud& were genera11y 51m11ar on the maJority -
of strateg1es The only strategy where marked d1fferences occurred
between the two groups was vert1ca1 expansions The overa11 mean for};h
the four parents of the hand1capped ch11dren 1nd1cated that they

' used th1s strategy more than ten t1mes more frequent]y than the
‘ normat1ve samp]e of parents ThlS may have been because of prev1ous R
.;, 1nput to the parents of the handtcapped ch11dren from an ear]y 1nter-‘ ;ji:\a
7ki vent10n worker or speech 1anguage patholog1st who 1nd1cated that ;
t- expand1ng on a. ch11d s utterance 1s a 1anguage-1earn1ng strateqy
. Numerous authors (for examp]e, Barnes et alv’ 1983 Cross. 1978) have*d
postulated 3 corre]at1on between materna1 expans1ons and an 1ncreasedigr.i;ﬁ

"9‘ rate of 1anguage acqu1s1t1on _ SR
R R T S
There were severa] mg&ﬁcant changes 1n parental strategy use _ {

'

L which have some 1oglca1 c0rrespondencé to the 1ntervent1on Im1tation
}y" of act1ons rose f0110w1ng Phase I of 1ntervention (Turntak1ng with
gﬁgl“ ; Act1ons) and dropped fo]]ow1ng Phase II (Turntaking w1th cOm?unica-'~’
N t10ns) R Imltat;pn of communications showed the reverse pattern with. ‘
a sl1ght decrease fol]ow?ng Phase I and a marked 1ncrease fol]owing
Phase II Both of these results appeared to be in response to the ‘

. ;l-;L antervent1oo Severa1 des1rab1e commun1cat1ve behaviors taught



during the training seSSions showelﬂtheir effect in scoring of the ;;jf;:~ o
c0mmunication strategies. Horizontai expan51on of action showed .iif_- o
increases foilowing each phase of interVention Ihis finding ~A‘/Zj-jiieffi
indicated that when the chi]d utilized an action, the parent repeated ;g;if»f;
that action and expanded on it, which was an advantageous response |
Vertica] expansions also showed an 1ncrease fo]iowing each phase of ‘ ’:tiigf
| ﬁ intervention.} As mentioned previousiy, expansions have been :
*} associated with Ianguage acqui51tion 1n children Foi]owing Hhase II
;Nhi;‘- of intervention, two types of parenta1 modeis showed an 1ncrease. ”:':;:;.b;}
| These were horizontal communicative modeis and verticai modeis Both
of these types of modeﬂs 1ndicated that the parents were attempting
E 11;‘ to diver51fv the1r 1a§?uage 1nput to their children at a time when
?": the parents Judged the children to be 1inguist1ca11y capab]e of 'v"'f_
handling th1S 1ncreased input On the other hand horizontal action ';'/fff;
mode]s decreased foi]ow1ng each phase of 1ntervention This was a }f{f S
desirab]e situation. as this type of modei was ba51ca11y con51dered
to be a t0p1c shift Thus parents showed a decrease.in shifts to a. v

",'/ different tOpic than that about which the chiid was communtﬁgging

2 3 H,} Communicatign,Stratggies Uti1ized by Children‘

» Strategy use wasvfai:iy Similar between the handicapped and non-

handﬁ%apped chi]dren at baseiine, Wlth one notabie exception. The i
"?{ use of verticai 1nit1ations by the handicapped chiidren was markedly flf' :

lower than that of the nonhandicapped chiidren This finding s j”
conSistent w1th the diagn051s of pragmatic defic1t a551gned to the

handicapped children ”,jj-



.;"iw1 .ﬁ“ct1ons) there was an 3ncrease in. 1mitat1on of action by the

”Tﬁt.hand1capped chi1dren, wh11e after Phase II of intervention (Turntaking '

:f;Uzg1r1s and Hunt:Seale:?

As ment1oned ﬁ°1v1ousTy three‘of%the four ch11dren fqaled to ;[, -

S - a
'reach Piaget1an stage Y he Means End Sca]e Snyder (1975)

f!observed s1m11an resu1"~1m'the performance of her Ianguage delayed

N

- ch11dren gn thl. 5ca1e Desp1te comparable resu1ts between her

i‘inorma] subJect ﬁ’d'language delayed subaects on a measure of 1nfant

et

-1ntell1gence, the peﬂformancg-of the 1anguage de]ayed subjécts on cf?ﬂ.'aff_

Qbkq

- J'the Heans End Sca]e w&sleonﬁwstently 1ower than that of the nonna1

l""

\

't-fff ch11dren.;\Snyder postufameﬁca re]ationship between performance on

"f.i-the Heans-End Sca1e and - '_:"nication tasks utilized 1n her study,frzf‘*

| f;ﬁfand suggested tﬂak the 1a; l:e de1ayed chi]dren may have been "fhvfl';
.'5ﬂ;exper1enc1n9 ¥ spec1f1c representat1ona1 deficit Bates. Cama10n1 ff‘f77i
T L SR L e ‘;"‘ S e .71,‘3*'



¥ . with Stage V play, particularly 1n the area of Heans-End skxT]s

't‘ .

Tw

i5?f tion that the emergence of intentiona]itv fn the ch11d co1né’ded

The nonmative group of chi]dren }n this study, on the other hand

al] demonstrated at 1east Stage v performance on the ﬂeans End Scale

B AT

Sequenced Inventory of COmmunicatJon ‘fff. “1["7l{*”ﬁ~'31 N

[N

| ?t measure of the changes in chwld 1anguage which rece1ved focus 1n

The SICD find1ngs were incons1stent among the hand1capped

chi1dren It appears that th\s test 1s an: 1nsuff1c1entlp'

this study (e g 5 1ncrease 1n init1at1ons or 1ex1ca1 acquws1t1on)

Ay o AT
G1ro1ametto (1985) found s1n1]ar resu]ts 1n h1s study of 20 mother- ,“i’hﬁfkf
chi1d dvads 1nv01ved ina s1m11ar 1ntervent1on program It 1s f%;l}f;jjféf

possib]e that conttnued changes in SICD scores mav have been detected ,

subsequent to the final adm1n1strat1on of thls test, as 1t was 1f{,5Qﬁ37?o‘

‘ *v: antacipated that the dyads would contwnue to ut111ze the strateg1es

: rf, spontaneous words._ Stoel-Gammon, Kel]y, T1nsley and Kellog (1984)

L g

taught to then However, it 1s 1mpossib1e to substant1ate th1s ]}i,fyiﬁyffff

o conJecture w1thout further research ‘1;~” i_'_ff.;ftfjjg;:;*’ : X
| Language Samp'le Data s o =

The handicapped chf1dren a11 showed substant1a1 1nereases 1n i£{;fﬂ;277
lexicon size fo]lowing treatment These 1ncreases ranged from 64% to

248% on the total words 1n the samp?e and from 189% to 321%gpn the }5;Jfflg5

1ooked at lexicon size in a group of 9 to 24 month old 1nfants, :fff_rs,,._“
They found that the mean number of words 1n the votabu]arles of the : |
24um0nth‘01d children was 50 7' .Two of the experimental ch11dren‘,:v;

St e T T ey



| the course of the study

f‘ﬂf:7¥ study was successfu] 1n:norma1121ng the s1ze of the 1ex1con for,t'

S two:ch11dren fﬂfff,{ffigffflifffﬂ“

./

v

{7 (developmeutal ages 22 months and 30 months) was lower{ti

of the four ch11dren and 1ncreasrng the lexicon s1ze for the othffp:

In compar1ng pre-treatment to post treatment—use of the spec1f1c{;f‘

targét wprds, a11 four ch11dren showed con51derab1e 1ncreases over f&ffl

The d1ff1cu1t1es with the,;esearch des1gn 1n the present study, L

1n 11m1tat1ons 1n the ab111ty'to make cause-effect statements about

“7ij;€l as we]] as lack of clear rebltcated effects across subjects resulted S

the data presented The resu1ts are at best suggestaver—tnnnnt1ﬁr*

some log1ca1 correspondence between the resu1ts=and the 1ntervention;ff;i;‘i'

process, The ana1ys1s of the data gathered over the twe]ve to th1rteen

week treatment per1od for each ch1]d 1nd1cated that genera]ly, the

tra1n1ng of paqpnts ut111z1ng a spec1fdc treatment protoco] based on ff'f‘t“‘

the on§ bf HacDona]djkhd G111ette (1982 1984). suggested that there

were some notable changes 1n the dyads fo1lowing treatment It 1s

e ”i;i c]ear that the treatment program had some 1mpact on the interaction
N sty]e of the dyads. Tg1s was: ev1denced particularly by the changes

”;”; :1n commun1cat1on mode by each member of the dyad as we11 as changes

in use of cqnmun1cation strategies In addition, the treatment

CLe
.a.-, Pl

o ; .

A



”dftifiprogram appeared to have some impact on the commun1cat1on sk111 and . _
:'J7:¥“:]anguage deve}opment of the'fodr ch11dren 1n the study Th1s was g
}"?*;:“demonstrated both by changes 1n conmunvcat1on task and language
‘lf”*ﬂtsample resu]ts and by sub;ect1ve 1mpress1ons of the researchers andw
".?ii;ithe parents of the ch11dren.v Severa1 changes 1n the research des1gn
““hhi;}or procedures can be suggested as’ a resu]t of th1s p1}ot study F1rst

‘.;¢;?i1t would be 1mportant to attempt to re-1nst1tute the mu1t1ple base11ne

‘;*'~§fdesign 1n order to more c]ear]y demonstrate that the changes in the

'm°3’each dyad in a set was 1ncreased to at Ieast two weeks In th1s way,;;fﬂg

?iiifrep11catfon of the study wes attempted Th1s would serve to demon-*fjjfhj~

A”*:fstrate the app11cab111ty of the treatment program across a w1der

- ;_a clear and cons1stent pattern across subJects.g\?¥'3!?5l.?¢

e nmaantain the1r nove]ty effect '53;73'ft?gff’;iirl‘?fj-f?fffaf;,?;afu7?'=f=

L "'-‘ N
e

Sl . Q'
e .»_avt.

X B

;dyads were as a result of the treatment process., Th1s may b’more,

freadlly accomp11shed 1f the lag 1n 1nst1tut10n of treatment between

v :Lthe 11ke11hood of 11]nesses attenuatwng the effects of the nu1t1p1e

ibbase11ne des1qn wou]d be decreased

Second1y, an 1nCrease 1n samp1e\§}ze wou]d be 1mportant 1f

: :range of subJects as we]] as 1ncrease the p0551b111ty of demonstrat1ngiff{v‘

Th1rd]y, jnSt’t“t’O" °f more frequent probes of the Genera41za-.”5" S
-

tion ObJects on the conmun1cat10n tasks may 1ead to clearer treatment'.'
| effects 1n terms gf the commun1cat1on tasks It 1s suggested that

i ;these prbbes be conducted under d1fferent cond1t1ons 1n order to

v°9.

g

| Last1y. 1ncreased frequency of language samp]es through the
' ;training procedure may more clear]y demonstrate the effects of

"1'tra1n1ng on word use.‘ Add1tlona1ly, 1t may be usefu] to 1mp1ement a




‘<E°mm”"‘°at‘°" taSKS WOU]ﬁ be presented to each ch11d'a,5pec1f1c BT

o N

‘ef number of t1mes In th1s way, 1t would be poss1ble.to equa]ize the

7?r;5?gnumber of oPDortun1t1es the ch11d wou1d have to 1OQ1Ca11y respond to ff“r .
g ’v»._;,;:an obJect presented to hmv-' AT

In add1t1on to the suggest1ons for future research presented

fiabove, some 1mp11cations for 1ntervention w111 be d1scussed‘hj}nfjfj°

ff:jfregards to: parent tra1h1ng, 1t appears that the treatment program ‘
Ci:;i1mplemented 1n the current study may ha-e some va11d1ty for use w1th
|:'i{parents of deve]opmental]y de]ayed ch1]dren wmf experience 13"90399
tifegdelays.; The parent tra1n1ng port1on of the study was perhaps that

’}ﬂ;ffwhvch showed the most cons1stent resu]ts acrdss subJect§ Therefore.

' ;Jt wou]d be poss1b1e to stream11ne the parent 1ntervent10n to be
‘f;presented as a 'package wh1ch 1nc1uded teach1ng 1n»the areas of |
’,fmode-match1ng, progress1ve match and the strateg1es of 1m1tation of

-(;yact1ons and commun1cat1ons, hqr1zonta1 ekpansion of act1on, vert1ca1

”:_”expans10n, hor120nta1 communwcat1on models and vert1ca1 mode]s

‘ One str1k1ng d1fference between the nonhandmcapped and the hand1- e
'~[;dx;capped ch11dren 1n th1s study was the comparat1ve competency at £ “
”{~feifut11nz1ng the Dec]arat1ve performat1ve In other words, the handi- ';j;ft;'i
thiicapped ch11dren were 1ess prof1c1ent at d1rect1ng adult attentlon to -
{;i‘obJects ut111zed 1n the cannun1cat1on tasks This may be a sk111
3?;;which warrants spec1f1c 1ntervention for 1anguage delayed ch11dren

. o



s'., ;
: ‘aﬁ’,

| 1ndicated some c1ear pos‘it:ve r-esults as we’I} as some resu?gg mth

‘;.,:'ia;ﬁ1s? c’lear Can
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: Some eariy 1nterventlon programs for deveiopmenta11y delayed ch11dren
stress the impontance of parentrch11d 1nteract1on for the development
Qf chi]d 1angd§qu§¥11ls such as 1earn1ng to ask for th1ngs and )
drawing attent1on to some 1nterest1ng event The purpoSe of th1s
study is to evaiuate 1ntervent1on procedures that 1ncrease parent-~- R
chi]d 1nteract1ons in. terms of effects on ch11dren 's: language per- 'Y?T]Affﬁ"

_ formance Parents and the1r deveTopmenta11y delayed ch11dren w111

' ‘be seen for 1ntervent1on at the Un1Versatv of A]berta 1n a ten to
fifteen week program Game activ1t1es w111 be deve]oped for each

parent-chw]d pair and each parent WI]] be 1nstructed on’ the use of

PN spec1f1c strategies for 1ncreas1ng 1nteractzon Short*segments 3{
R each game w111 be . vfdeotape-recorded and d1scussed w1th the parent
throuqhout the program for the purpose of prov1d1ng add1t10na]

; 1nstructlon for lncreasing 1nteract1on Th1s w111 be a%comoT1shed 1n
weekly VISits of about 1 'to’ } and 1/2 hours in 1ength Parehts w111
be requested 10, practlce the game act1v1t1es on a da11v bas1s 1n
the1r own homes. The ch1]dren w111 be per1od1ca]]y assessed on

1anguage€tasks that 1nvo]ve askﬁng for th1ngs and comment1ng on

- interesting eVents Th1s assessment w111 be done as part of a _"'d,;'f_'i[;
week1x.v151§/and s for the purpose of eva]uat1ng the effects of the }:ji

1nterven

\.\..

procedures It w111 also be v1deotape-recorded
a I have been adequatg]yrinformeq{about the nature of the above study
“1]571}=w P*ru*?-t"ﬁn-~ﬂy "i"f. (name@ qpnsent to part1c1pation 1n ? e

the study w1th my Child (name)

nderstand that L can w1thdraw from the study at any t1me.. jifff"'“:h

e -kaf :
T Signature of parent or guardian
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: y;fcapturing a’ child's attent1on

< e

'“h;feueek One-Phase I "jjfii';':x.

?ﬂw

5 4.
!;ﬂg.He re a]] aware that chi]dren canmun1cate long before they are

5ﬁ?fcapab1e of using words. §°r examp1e. a. Raby S cry 1s a very effectTvegiff:f%f

”fmeans of'camnunicatxng h1s wants and needs Just as we can have

K N

'5;-‘commuh1cat1on w1thout words, we can also have conversaf/ons without

o

‘ '1;1words Ne wil] be us1ng the term cbnversat1on to mean any turntakang

anihbehavior in which two peop1e exchange messages.‘ These conversat1ons

'”?L;can exchange word-messages or sound-messages or act1on-messages

Language has 1ts bas1s 1n p1av act1v1t1es w1th two behav1ors ‘;\

‘f':f-;.‘J-"f'.generalTy precedmg talkmg ' "f’ | ‘
””%]., act1on p1ay I v

L2 urnt‘king.,, | 'flf;;vvl-“L"

'7f°j£ach of theSe behav1ors w111 be worked on dur1ng our sess1ons togethen _i*f*'j

You might ask why we would work on~act1ons when our eventua]

-lk A chJ]d‘s act1ons are the bu11d1ng

.viifgoa] is: for ydbr ch1]dﬁfﬁbt

ﬂj‘biocks to h1s/her ]anguage and thought patterns.: In add1t1on act1ons

iare more readw]y ab]e to be prompted and they are effect1ve in 7“;f;gf o

In order to encourage3turntak1ng, we must structure the act1v1ty

so that 1t 1s easy for thbwtwo of you to take turns tbgether.:;,‘?~ |

Selecting toys which your child 1s high]y 1nterested 1n w111 he1p

this process.ﬁ,_;f

- u." T

Also, our goal 1s to attempt to have each of you take an

Before a child has Ianguage, he must be able to commun1cate.p_n ;5;1f:?fi?

’&".



‘ﬂlI m sure you ve been 1nvo]ved 1n adult conversations where your

"?conversat1ona1 partner won t let you get a word 1n edgew1se 0 ;Q

h But we a1so must make sure that the ch11d has an opportun1ty to

u;-on the other hand, you may be forced to take a11 the conversat1ona1
f’}turns because your partner is Jery non-communicat1ve._ Each of thegp

.jjconversat1ona1 s1tuat1ons 1s uncomfortab}e because the number of

Q

';Zturns taken by each partner 1s not ba]anced A good conversat1on
5?~1s one where each partner takes an apprOX1mate1y equa] number of

'h?turns Somet1mes one partner dom1nates the conversat1on ' It 1s ;'

;y ch11d 1s de]ayed in speech and Ianguage skil]s._ You ve probably

g;'heard speech therap1sts and educators te]] you to "talk to your chi1d -

JUETEAN

ftgpurposes wé 11 be def1n1ng a turn as’ a behav1or engaged 1n by one

S

ﬂ:partner wh1ch 1s 1mmed1ate1y fo]lowed by a complementary behavwor

‘fVESDOnd The Chl]d must learn to "g1ve 1n order to get n Semetlmeszf[éi"'”

¢ h”

’jfyou must cue your child by wa1t1ng expectant]y 1n'order to g1ve f,ﬂ137

lh{df\h1m/her the 1dea that (s)he shou]d be do1ng someth1ng

Once your ch11d understands the 1dea of turntakinq, our goa]

“»:,jn order to keep your chi1d engaged 1n lbnger and 10nger conversa-.u?'

L espec1a11y common for aﬂ_arent to be the dom1nant partner when their"'ée'”i4

ﬂrrpfw111 be to 1ncrease the length of turns you engage 1n For our ;:‘1:.,,‘,-;-

., f;“engagedgcn by the other partner So a turn must have two parts,-}}."i'ji;fyu

~‘one behav1or by acg partner we want to 1ncrease turntak1ng )ength,,,’

:”;1the greater the ;fﬁji":fJ?ff.

ze fon.r rnoreasing turn- :‘“" o

S 7ot




. ffiwith your child can resuit in a change in: hl%}her Comr nﬂcation :j;?

52?;5behavior | S e SR
| ;'}A It is important.to ensure that your cmmnunication 1eve1 1s'fi?;:ﬁw;y
'uxl_simiiar to your child s in order to foster conversations. Justiifﬂ :
”ﬁyf"think what the conversation wou]d’be 1ike 1f you were interestedfaéﬁﬁff.*
af;ffin ta]king about the weather and your C°"V9rsat*°“al partner wasi}-;ﬁﬁ?@§f';;‘m

Gt

":fﬁ'interested in talking about brain surqery;. One way to make sure%fﬁyf“J"“i

liﬁyou re operating at the same communication level as your child is ‘,;_ﬁ;fi;fffﬂ

" Tto imitate his/her actions In addition, this ef?eetively gets the :Lfﬂ;53-77‘

{l,_'chiid's attention and lets him/her know (s)he s haVing an effegt on

“';others

Don,t worry about 1m1tating your child s actions we won t stay

J.g;gat this Levei for very Iong'f?Pather, we re hoping that your imitation
' “ﬁjof your chiid wi]] encourage him/hqs to imitate you 1n return Thenfm;ﬁjrﬂﬁ X

:%ﬁ\ayou can begin to mode] more sophasticated forms of conmunication andﬁﬂia'

"je“imore varied communications Mo ling can aiso be used in order to SNG4
: begin an’ interaction S T e AUt Tt

17'*fff$o our goa]s are~“’

'c_,[i:ftake turns with your ch11d R g e
qhaif}?ihibaiance your turn exchanges Take your turn, then Wait forlﬁ;‘
t;iﬁyyour partner to take a turn .fD R 1 , '_*i:"if
";trﬁfo1iow your chi]d's’]ead by imitating his/her actions

“"jSmodel communications for your chiid __};]”..;,fjﬁf~f:~vr37f7

T

:”,1¢increase your turntaking 1ength

: Your assignment for this week 1s to take these toys home and practice ﬁ'

‘-fplayﬂng withghoug'child with them. Please p]ay w1th each tqy a




 'you want to work on_

s

iJPlease bring

?Q“.e#both of thése toys nack next week so you can show us how ypu p]ay L

5ffztogether Next week we T1 do some 11ded%ag1ng of you and your ch11d.,A;e;'

v 1.f¥Neek Two-Phase I

hls/her turn.

You may be surprised at how 10ng you have tonwaxt fo__

3 _:» i s,_:' ‘wai t-—s% gnal-—nrempt ,; '_- ii~ -. ;J?_' ";{ i 7 f~,’ : ‘,”"f'r'j-i 'i . .' ;
- ' . v ‘l : . ’.."" T ?' v‘n;;.‘h".:‘ ‘:‘“;:45 v_‘ R ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ :‘ v : L ‘&‘ i
'*‘Neek E1ght-Pha§e JI ,_f} _ o }' Sy

-1

_ Ne re 901ng to be worklng on many of the same goal#iwe worked
"i-on before, but th1s t1mé oUr focus w111 be On add1ng ﬁords to the

‘"~ff'act1ons you ve been’us1ng Ihe gpa1 for your chi]d is to develop a

'fiturntak1ng hab1t with words, JUSt as (s)he has already donegwith
to

L 3

”'1.actions.' So,,we re’ 901ng to move from action commun1cat10

. kR
B commun1cat1ons usinq@act1ons, sounds and wordsa g
- : ._,, RS

'for_these‘sessions. the:fifetgtesf:j

"a.ﬁ’ There are several parent=g;f1

. . v
I PO




, expand.;,'-, ‘ el

{f'f nissed an opportun1ty for teach1ng 1anguage

" words, JUSt as you 1m1tated h1s/her act1ons. Do you remember how 1t

- i caught his/her attent10n when you 1m1tated h1s/her act1ons7 ue11

2

amounts of turntaking 1f your chi1d can part1c1pate equa11bv1n the

helps to balance the number of turns that each partner takes so that

1abe]11ng his/her act1ons. For)expmp1e, 1f (shhe ro]ls a ba11

to mode] commun1cations whlch are Just ]1ght1z above where your ch11d
is currently functioning. This appears to be the best'way for’chlldre
to learn language So to avo1d “ta1k1ng above your chi1d s head "5f"‘

you should 1m1tate your dh1ld s act1on and add a s]1ght1y mOre mature

P

fonm of communication to‘that act1on The ruTe is- "1m1tate and
y IR N e

It s 1mportant to get 1nto the hab1t of commun1cat1ng 1n th1s ’;;
fashion Every message you send-ﬂs a potent1a1 language‘teaching -ﬂ17

ap 8

Opportunlty, if your message 1S beyond your ch11d s 1eve1 you have -
;g '%f«.ﬂ!.*,ul‘;{_--

The next parent goal is. to 1m1tate your ch11d $ sounds and : Lj

we fee] the same thing w111 happen w1th”sounds and words, wh1ch w111

get turntaking with commun1cat1ons g_ l We don t want you to say
things such as ”Say book," but rather to encourage your ch11d to

1m1tate by first 1mitatang h1m/her

A third parent goal 1s to mode1 mesgages for your ch11d by

. . .
toward you you should say e)ther "ro]]" or. “ba]l" Wh11e return1ng

/

it Remember to- keep youn/messages short andzs1@p1e It g tempt1ng

to model comp]ex messages, butJyou re more 1ike1y to get g

.'_..\,

conversation.a_ __f” |
Parent goal number four 1s to commun1cate once and wait Th1s
Vgt T

‘ﬁ;’



nezther partner is dom1nat1ng the conversat1on

u"fiLastly, remember to 1ncrease your turntak1ng 1ength The greater AT

o the'number of turns, the more Opportun1ties for commun1cat1ng

L So, our: aoals are-,:!”” A ' Ce
?37-eT;:fzm1tate and expand o |

ﬁzg,fmodel new messages for your ch11d

- :Hffrfsff;communzcate once and, wa1t .

4

'1; ;1‘1ncrease your turntak1ng 1ength



APPENDIX C
EXAMPLE OF A REMINDER SHEET




' 1 Ba]anceyourturNS'Take)'OUY'tU"’" thenwait ”

L2 Imitate T s actiomss

‘

3. Try toincrease the number of turns. o D et o
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- APPENDIX D,

TURNTAKING WITH ACTIONS RATING FORM =~

o

e




. Initate action turns’}

35 ModeT action turns | ©

. - “ e -_
u“' R T 'u"

4/5

no clear occurrence of a turn

]  appearance of one turn sequencesf-';ﬁff

u

lnstances of two turn sequences

three or more turn sequences 1u5~~

O~




R i

R SO

L TmeRENOIXE L

7., TURNTAKING WITH COMMUNICATIONS RATING FORM™

A

R K
X PR

\’re
3,

: 182




R

1,= never . -

S

e T e e T e

'2f=f1owﬁ“*ufi3 = emerg1ng

sesate

“Balance turns .

 Ratings . -

‘2.

ﬂ4ﬁode15me55age§'_

%, -
Y

:7‘35”

Imitate and expand |

'Tﬁfntaking 1¢ﬁ§thi-.< ’

'fﬁfﬁfi.7;~fp--5

‘”',fTTL Rat1ng Sca]e*"lVfﬁ

= no. clear occurrence of a turn ]

- 4/5 = three or more turn sequences

\ B FETTE TR
_— L

A
\

appearance of one turn sequences-, e

ances of two turn sequences;



~ v Tovs utiLizeo. 1n TurniiIng TA

o

i

T

NN




"1produce a c1ank1ng sound when rol1ed |
-1fTomy Gas Pump.‘ a small plastic rep11ca'o-;a_gas pump wh1ch

’gihas several functions'f“”*"i"

*'7v:,jp1ctures 1n the w1ndow d1sp1ay'ﬂ“s"‘

f"can be r tated produc1hg a crank1ngého1se

,Avjptfpushing a button on top of'the pump produces a rTng1ng i"':hffsf?fif

fnoise and changes p1ctures thhin a w1ndow diSplay

. _ji;fwturning a d1a1 produces a cranking no1se and a]so changes

e 1‘.’,.

: .{ \\

-miiit; gds nozzle can be removed and rep]aced 1n a,s1ot on the d:,o*fd:f;i‘

'Ebl_side of the\pump

.,;Fisher-Price Drum' ~a p1ast3c drum with meta] "kevs" on top
_\Nhen hit, the keys produce v£ry1ng mus1ca1 tones The drum
',ihas a st1qk which can: be removed from a handle on the s1de of

: ,the drum and used to hit the drum In addition the hand]e

","

) R :
Tonka'T p a p]astic sp1n top. Hhen the top 1s pressed wlth

'the hand 1t rotates, producing q muiticolored sw1r1ed pattern
..7Fisher-Pr1ce Creat1ve B]ocks 1arqe. eas11y stackable p]ast1c Q"

blocks. - ;”.;ff'j_] *;

>', N

'fiFisher-Price Snap-Lock Beads. 1arge, p1ast1c mu1t1colored beads £°~f AR

3'pwhich can be snapped together and pu11ed apart
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~ENSTRUCTIONS FOR TURNTAKING TASKS
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f“takes @ turn} and so on:'"' i1

)’._.».

turns with each toy' Encourage “ou:'child to keep takinqit0rns withﬂfi,

g you for»as 10ng as possiblerng fkeep him/herftnterested talk to

pressiops. actions Oraﬁﬁatever you wish w 1

*'him/her, use fac1'i_

'nghld 11Pe to videotape two minutes of p1ay with each toy Howeyer

i

(s)he. 1s uninterested in any of the toys, I wi?] rep1ace it wfth .
. ;nother._q ,.(ﬁ::,. : : ‘;‘ 5 i.ft . .Ah‘ ‘i??';ﬁxhﬂ‘.FA:w
" wease try to contain your play to the area of the b]ahket I'ts':f‘j?* "
;.i. we are videotaping, thjs w111 a1d us in: focus1ng accurate1y "-3*f:}.u
-Je:efatlt;;;ﬁf.:rty,»_:;;;IF"_ ’fa:;fizfgél-;c'fof;'}?"f:f'°:c} _;f'lfg:;;:lae;fr
Prior to eafh two-minute play sésswon, the researcher presentedaiwr.

-2 nen toy a]ong with specific 1nstructions and damonstration of how;iir)“z

to play w1th the tqy. The researcher then 1eft the room to observe fﬁ;!;

from the adJacent room ,5-n

R e e S TN ¥ L



APPENDIX H

-+ DEFINITIONS OF'SCORIHG,CATEGORIES

N

q.

Al N a..a’.':' Lth ‘o .
i ."ss-f::'_-%k B S I



}f‘:q;:;_:'.rm'nons or sconliris' cA Eoorzjlzk-;s}} £ S

Eﬁa behavior directed toward another person through

' *b?the use of an action, vocalization. wQrdvor phrase

'if?*ffﬁf};ffﬂthat was. not apparent]y e]icited by another person's

‘ﬁﬁﬁ}i;ffﬁuv:‘y'iffﬁjimmediate1y preceding verba] or non-verbai behavnor. i]t‘ffn'f

‘35R3'{Respond n action,.vocaiization,_word or phrase which was

L \',;fﬁaoparentiy e11c1ted bv another person s action, vocaiiza- . i
T | tion‘ gesture or phrase.-_ E :At f,’,“j; RS wfiﬂf‘; S

;‘Imitate._'ah oyertfrepetition.Ofﬁan action, VOcalization;'word‘ B

. or phrase. Imitated behaViors must contain al] or part
vil? of the-mode]é!nbehaVior w1th no changes except minor.

deietions which do not aiter the mode levei of the behav1or;v'

D

Exampies of acceptab]e de]etions are; g

Action Leve1 Hother bangs drum‘4 times, chi]d banqsf_;ﬂ-ii::? i
SR drum 3 times__1*~¥'fflf R ;~?;'}h‘7hﬁﬁd51

AJ. , R - . A "

A

'ocaliaat1on Level Hother says "oo ee-oo-ee"'”chiidf :1
\: says “oo-ee. B L |
Hother says "ba]]""chiid savs “bgﬁ "
Hother says "shut the door"; chi]d says “

o "shu& door 18 B { T :

<




e f'cmw ,
ﬂothpr't
Child:- -*?f:f‘ N

Mother 'GEgofJ‘: 'l }',,.:'_,‘-3

. '.\

S G Physica'l gmdance physical contact 1ntended to assist another

person to c&lplete a snecif'lc activity 5 -

. DEFINITIONS OF COMMUNICATIONMODE™ | . . = =~ . -
'7 AActwn ‘a ':oor.ti#.\/ér%ba']- motor-qesturalbehavwr |

'\’,_"

Vdcahzatwn a smgle phoneme (e g oM “), or a mu‘ltiphonem'ic,, -

prﬂduction (e g ','.'T"oo ee") wmch 1s non-Hnguistic in 1n'tent
W ,-/WOP'dﬁ=' '. '.é S.i.,n'g'lq wor}d-d'r- wor'd‘--dr'»broximation”;' G

P ‘Phrase: ".a phrase consisting. of two or more words. .

)'»b.-.,v
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APPENDIX J

DEFINITIONS FOR SCORING STRATEGIES

,,,,,,,




.'1M'%;partner s

o) prév aus’ motor-gestura1‘behavior 0 aﬁ;attenotdat

"lg;seconds Of the behavior
P L A_ . . ':.,: .l ‘,‘“

";aﬂ Exgansion

‘n7,3;yHorizonta1/Act1on (E H/A) A motor-gestural behav1or by one

"hfpartner wh1ch includes part'or a11 of the T"ediately previous,m R

I

thfmotor-gestural behavwor of the other partner, add? a: mode-matched _ }%

ﬁtﬁvtop1c relevant motor*gestura] behav1or andaoccurs within 10 =

1~;”"",1>seconds qf the prev;pus behav1or. Does not’ 1nc1ude§e]aborattons. ;vff‘ff~
S - : Sl fnu.r-; _f"-': /~~ D R

- f2;25H0r120nt31/Commun1cat1ve (E H/C) A communicative behavior of ,
E L TR S RN
'v;;one partner that includes the immediate]x previous communfcative

'  ”4 nfgibehavior of the partner, adds a mode-matched topic-rekevant, ‘
bvk:;iicommunicative behavior and occurs within 10-seconds of thev '
'h“f;previous behavior. ﬁDoes not 1nc1ude e1aborations. ;;}?foff;i“fi"”"
'11.f_ Vertica] (E v)'* A behavior by one partner wh1ch 1nc1udes the
1mmediate1y previous behavior o;»the partner, adds 2 t0p1c

o re]evant behavior which 1s of a: higher mode than the partner s

~
-
<




behavior but w1th1n two mode 1eve]s of ‘the partner s behav1or B

L

and occurs wlth1n 1045econds of the prev1ous behav1or
. . “"( ‘" - [

o Hode]/Initiate (Model refens to adult, In1t1ate refers to ch 1d)

f;*Horizonta]/Action (M-H/A) Aénovel motor gestura] behav1or that

’ Tflis d1rected toward the partner, 0ccurs at the same mode as the

.f:f‘prev1ous behavzor, anﬂ 1s not apparently g}nc1ted bv the '

r’,-fj,j,; partner'§ 1mmed1ate1y precedrng behav1or Note Hode]s that

»:foccur at the beg1nn1ng of .a: two-m1nute segment w111 be des1gnated
: gfhogizontaT 1f they occur at the act1on 1eve1 and vert1ca1 1f

;they occ r at any h1gher mode v"cgf'kp'»‘

o~

e

_*thorizontal/Commun1cat1ve (H H/C) A nove] commdp1cat1ve behav1or 4"':,

o}"f(voca]1zat1on word or phrase) that is d1rected toward the :

"'~‘partner, at the same mode as the prevwous behavwor and 1s

'iv_apparently :gt e11c1ted by the partner S 1mmed1ate1v precedlng

‘. ','behav1or or 1s . top1c-re1evant elaborat1on that does not

;<inc1ude 1m1tat1on of a11 or part of the prev1ous behav1or | Noti'[fy'pﬂf.

"’_a s1qnal or!direct1on Note If two d1fferent but’ mode-matched

behaviors occur w1th1n 10 seconds oF one another w1th1n a

-v oo

S partner s turn on]y one 1nc1dence 1s scored

Ty

| ’Vertlca] (H-V) A novel. commUnicative behaviornthat is'directed' ‘i” -

toward the Partner at a h1gher mode than the partner s prev1ous
behav1or, with1n two commun1cat1ve modes of the partner s RN

o prevfous behav1or, and not apparent]y e11c1ted by theCpartner s

N e

prev1OUS behavior or IS a top1c relevant elaborat1on that does
i'v not 1nc1ude 1m1tat1on of a11 r part of;the prev19us beha§1or,



' -LAdd1t1onal Gu1de11nes '> h-f' r;i;,;,f:]‘;'a: }.1"£;ﬁi‘:ﬁ};¥f
d.'i}j1Un1nte111g1b1e utterances are Saﬁred as voca]1zat1ons.«~f§fv-.7

' u'fsu*;

e each mode] is scored once.

iy . - Q%‘ ; e
Does not 1nc1ude s1gna1s or d1rect1ons by the adult Note

- ’J “?'

If two d1fferent models occur w1th1n a turn at. different modes,

N
.o

B fscored “e.g., actwon 1eve1 ’ shak1ng ‘the toy to get chi1d’

_'Attemots to re engage a: ch11d in the 1nteract10n w111 not be
' attent1on, word;ﬂeve] ca111ng the ch11d's name, phrasi*

. 1eve1 "Come’ﬁere'"

.' Un1nterruoted mu1t1p1e renet1t1ons of behav1ors at the same mﬂde

.'AProv1s1on of phys1ca1 gu1dance bv mothers s not scored as a

N :" ‘ v.

eveT by the same partner are treated as one behavior

rParental vert a] re1nforcements w111 not be scored e, q.,_“Goole ﬁ'f"

' Ch11dren s at empts at motor-gestura] behav1ors are scored, o

'despﬁte non-tomp]et1on. : ,_»' ;?f'

.}" . ‘ .

mother behav1or vv’f}_[*ﬂ: "- W e
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- DEFINLTIONS FOR IFPERATIVE AND DENLARATIVE SCORIHG - ..

199 s




K fif{Dec}arat1ve

';;Child uses direct man1pu1at1on (grasp, approach reach,

.L(

No attempt to get adu'lt attention. N

'~?qh””man1pulat10n etc ) to qet the adu]t s attention (and Iooks at S
”'adult) R IR '.
'.-Chﬂd uses "shomng off" to get th'du'lt to- smﬂe, laugh. |

' attend etc. (u51ng an actwon and/or sm111ng and 1augh1ng at

g adult whi1e man1pu1at1ng the object)

e

i)

{Ch1}d uses show1ng, g1v1ng and/or point1ng ts'an object to get

,h7"the adu]t to’ attend to it - ﬂ,ff_'hfzf ':ff'; _'_'-, iﬂ:di,:5f°i:7”

":’:ﬁ,:fCh11d uses a r1tua11zed s1gna1 (p01nt1ng ahd voca1iz1ng) to get

. lfthequult to attend to the obJect (cou]d include 1nterpatterning "’> }7‘i

L © of voca11zat1on WTth other commun1cat10n gestures such as showing

#Q:'and ng1ng)

3?6;Q,Ch11d useé @ word to get the adu]t to attend to the obJect
“1};7“The worg may'be a re]ated nonspec1f1c word (e g s “How,".;f'” | 7
1. Ch11d uses the target word to get the adu]t to attend to the _'c
s ohgect. 'w'; - : el
‘ e < s



B vjshobject.¢ R

%;fi} Imgerative ,f;l’".fi;]fiaf?fjf7?£';f5f:75f ;ii;}ﬂ'lf?;;d;fxf%}
g cﬁgNo attempt to' get object or to engage the adult o
?:,.a,lfChﬂd ‘looks atadult, oL
-5fb;f?Ch11d looks at and extendS'arm toward obJect ﬁz:;?;iéj_ s
a ;fcmm ‘looks at {nd fusses at the adult. S

”ibiffChild extends arm toward obJect. reaches, voca11zes and/or e

‘:'fipoints to the obaect.:_-~ujd"”, PR -
'fc,f;Child looks at and reaches for the adu]t s hand

“‘fa{j‘Child points to and/or reaches for the obJect and then looks:. S

at the adult.. .

»"Lh;h;Ch11d points to an&?or reaches for the obJect and then 1ooks::

M \

4»at the adu1t s hand

vfc,dﬂChild man1pu1ates the conta1ner and then 1ooks at the adu1t :‘_ . {jr
*?@dfiand/or pushes conta1ner to. the adu1t. , vf»]"he{, ;;\: |
'dvafifChild does spmething\tp get the adult s attent1on f1rst

':~'_(e g > looks at adult) and then po1nts to. and/or reaches for?

. the object j- “v7"3f;~f}¢,,«_f‘r ‘;;JiQu _'n-;,‘ " hf“,d,;de” |

1fzb1?tCh11d looks at adu]t and pushes the tontalner toward adu1t '<:;f‘:‘

without manipulating

fChild uses a word to 1nd1cate desire for the obJect The’wordd' ”
5'f;'may be a re]ated nonspec1f1c word |

1‘:Chi1d uses the taf'get word tblget the adu]t to attend to the
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1. Blocks/bag

.~ Iy container

e T ‘.,,_.;.éBlbéks/bag-,_ -
" Qut of reach

. In container -

8. . Blocks/bag .

" in container

Outof reach o oo s o

.~ In container. . - .~ - R I

T

o ot e

In container . o o o

... Blocks/bag.

e .35“;" . B} ,0ut'of”reaqh  e 1, f:"f R

‘In container

7. . Blocks/bag

i

Out;bf reach 

o in‘;bhtiiﬁef -



