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. ) _ Abstract

The purpose of th{j study wers to describe the stretegies
employed by mothers in eliciting clesifying information from
their children in a situation in which the children were re-

porting = pest event, Forty two-yemr-old children individually

psrticipated in a mock "birthdsy party" with the expe}imenter.

’

Immedintely 2fterwards, the mothers (twenty of ﬁhoa had'observed'
the activity and twenty who had ﬁot) edicited informnrtion about
the "perty" from their children. The requests for clsrificatio;
presented by the mothers were coded for contingency to thﬁ pre-

.

svious utterance, prsgmatic function, snd’grammaticn1 st:ucfurp,

while the responses presented by the children were coded for ap-

‘e

A »
propriateness, - The results indicsted that the observer snd non-

. .
observer mothers differed significsntly in their tdtwal number of
. 1 4

-

- z

utterances,'praportion of requests for clarification, and use of

A}

contipgent and noncontingent' requests, Collapsing the dasts for
\ . )

observer and nonobserver mothers, the frequency of the ya?ious
types .of requests for clarification end the grammaticsl forms that

thHey took were anslyzed, Resarding the pragmatic functions of the
-~ . . .
requests for clerification, the mothers usig'significantly more

S )

requests fdr confirmation and fewer requests for repetition than

‘requests for specification or elaboration, Rerarding the gramma-

t

ticel form, they preferred the question form for encoding each iype

.
+

of request, The.chilQren used sppropriate responses. as well as ho

/ --
~




‘ response significantly more often thsn inappropriate responses

.

following the requests, .Their use of appropriete responses did

[ - . ‘A
\\ not differ significsntly depénding upon 'whether the requests were

’

. ) : . ‘ . :
P contingent or moncontingent, In'response to the pragmatic func-

tions of the requests for clsrification posed .by the adults, the

¢
v
]

gﬂildrgn used appropriste responses significantly more frequently

.
-

following requests for confirmation than they'did for other typfé

~

of requests, The impliceations of these results »re discussed,
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Introduction

~

. -
The intersction between mothers and their chil&&en has been
&

v . ]

1. .. ‘ . N s .
/ studied fronm,s number of perspectives, Within this reslm, one

topic of resesrch concerns conversation,.- and, more specifically,
- : . .

how conversstions sre initisted, maintsined, and termineted by
both the mother‘and\gbe‘child. This siudy sddressed the second
facet of this process, conversstionsl maintenan;e. Information,
is presented concerning both the use of ghe‘requesf fo; clarifi-

G

cetion by'mothers in Speecﬁ to their 9oung children as well »s .

EN

. .. y .
the responses of the children to these requests, From this in=

L -
fonmsotion we describe the strategies for elicitint clsrifying in-

.

form>tion utilizeéd by the mothers and how these strstezies affect
the children, The role of the request for cmgrification-response

to request saquence in conversa&éion maintenance, conprehension fa=-

v
- [N

cilitation, and langunge deyslobment is described, ‘\

. » ../
Definitjon of the Request for Clsrificstion .
“’ - -
. o R .

The .request !or clarification hq:;FOSt frequently been used

in ciild langusge reséarch as one meads of coding mothers' ques-

'

tions to their children, Generally the/fequesy for.clsrification
has been coded whén ) miscqmmunic»tiod occurs in the form of the

message, For exsmple, when » messse is encoded, the speakejy choo-

-

ses a psrticulsr form in which to present it, including such param-

aters ys vocsbulery choice, srticulstion, loudness level, .pnd the

»

o
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sccompanying nonverbal affect, When the ITistener percejves a

- y 5. limitation in the form of presengstion, nd-in the cwse of mis-

articulstion of words or insuffliciént loudness to compete with

‘e - s —
external interference, he or she is unsble to fully perceive the -

“

intended message. In manz cases, he or she then indicates- to

»

‘ . tne oricinsgl spenke} that some porameter‘of thé message must be Lo
- 14 ‘v . ° g .

altered before he or she can understand it completely, Converse-

4
. - \
1y, ».speaker may encode 2 mesSsage with no. 4Lficits in form which

«

still'may not be fully understood by the listener due to internal
A\ - .

fectors such as insttention, In_these csses, »s well, the 1lis-

- L ‘ «

tenet may indicste to the originsl spesker that he ors,she will
. 7 -

-

modify some personsl behsvior (i.e, pl=y closer sttention) to§
understand the reépetition of the ;riginal.message. — ‘.

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ '
In sny given messege, however, the form in which theﬂinforma-

tion is presented 1s not the\enly component of the message for wh1ch

1]
.

clsrification mey be requested, There is the sctual content of. the
; -

messaze istself, A miscommuniCption mey pccu: with respect to the
form, fhe content, or both, Additionally, while no miscommunica—
tdon may occur with a p-rticular utterance, 9 listener‘may simply

wish.to scquire more information to fully understend a topic Or

- ' - ' - . - —";—\
mesintain en 1nte3‘ction. In 1977, Garvey discussed the topic of

1 . . . .

' "contingent queries" and exosnded the def{nition of the request for

c13r1ftcat1on to include those quer1es which are made when any mise—

-
A ‘ N

communjcstion or deere‘for further informstion otcurs in the con~

..

versntibn,‘yhethef related ‘to the form of the messace or to the

P4

sctusl informetion conteined in the message, ‘She described four

I

' mejor types of requests which the listener-requester could dire¢f

» - ‘
. R .




a /. s

to the primary spesker concerning s message.1 _The first is a
s ¥y

‘request for repet1t1on, in which the listener asks the primsry

spesker to repeat all or a port1on of his or her origin»sl ses- .

"sage, This request is used most frequently when some type of

distortion, either environmentsl or-interns1, interferes with
¢ ' ‘ ’ - "

the listener's receipt of-thq_mQSsaée. ?he second is a request
for confirmation, in-which the listener-requester asks the pri-

mrry spesker to confirm soﬁg facet of the message, such {i the

11stener s interpretation of the form or the mesning.’ The third
. T

is-a request for‘soecific»tion, in which the listener-requester

e

asks the primery joeaker to prov1de a specific piece of informa-

tion which will frciljtate his or her comprehension of the ori-

~ . -

zinsl messsge, Finmlly, the fourth is a request for elahoration,

in which the lisrener-reqLestér.asks the spesker to provide elab-

or-ted informstion about his or her originsl-uttersnce. A%cording

A St

to Gsrvey, dpch“%f these techniques sllows the listenrmer to obtbin
some‘type of c1ar1fy1ng 1n4orm;t1on from the or1y1nn1 speaker which
- &

will faC111tate his or her compreheqsxon/of éhe mes;rde 2t hand,
. . N ,

While Gnrvey‘expanded the def1n1t1on of the request for clar-

1f1cat1on to include s#y aspect of an utterance thst wss in ques=-

tion, her definition is still lemited in that 1t spec1f1es that
N 1 o H

these réequests must be contingent, Thsat is,'enEh request for clar- '’

£ ' o o s
ification must immedilptely follow the utterance to which it refers,
i . V)

+

J

~—

While mrny requests 4ir clerification may indeed be contingent
A\

[

% »? \
1 ' " i ! . . . ’
for purposes o clsrity, thréduchout this paper we will . <.
refer to the person u terlnv » request for clarificetion as the -

listener-requester »n& the person,to whom the request is direc-
tdd »'s th7 primary snepker, - -~

- <

. . / )
[}
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. ! . . 2
) may be contingent due to interference with transmission or receipt

>

-*h

-

queries, the nature of conversstion suggests thst many will be
. .

. v
‘ .~ .

PR . N
noncontingent, »s well, When mothers internct with young chil=

dreh, many of their reduests will be'contingent due to thé limi-

ted linrzuisticl\output Df the children. For exsmple, .a child's v

-

imma(gig phonalogicsl system may affect the intelligibifify'of

t

‘his. or her uttersnces. Similsrly, a linith lexicesl and syntsc-
tic system may also affegct the specificity :nd'le:gth of » child's

»

utterances. ‘Howeve , Many requests may he noncontingent, as well,

'for to.compensate for the child's relatively limited vgrb-l,bgtput
- » 4 .

< * [

the mother must re heavily on the immediate nonlinguigtit context

1) .
R .
or on the_child’s nonverbal behpviors to sustsin the intersction,

-
L]

When mothers intersct 'with older children, meny of their requests’

’ . N . s

. -

. 0f the messageg However, sin%e the older child will have more .

sophisticated phonological a8 well as sSyntactic and semantic sis-
-~ : 4 . .

tems, his or her initial attempts t messages will é&n?rally be
| ; A ;

more successful, ﬁlso, it is cherscteristic of intersction with
B ‘ . .
older children to contesin more disnlsced reference, This wi in-.

clude qheries rglgted to p-st snd future events ss well'?s to the
» t L)

immediate context, Finslly, since the convers-tion with older chil-.

F 3 ' . .
dren is ususlly reflected in longer.topic-relsted sequences, the

-

nonimmediate linguistic cogtext will lend itself to more queries,w

Thus, to reflect the n-ture and ch-rscteristics of pdult-child. con-

D.
versation,.the definition of the request for clsrificestion should
4
agein be expsnded to include ndm tingent as well as contingent
queries. A . ' . . .

-

For the purpose of this study, we have fo;med the following

-

4 h N
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\ : < L : ’
definition of the requést for clarification: The request for - N
clarification is a statement or question directed by the mother’ '

to her child.which “indicates that she needs repested, confirmed, ,

r her're-'s

-

or additiépal informstion in ordér -to understand his o
pért. She may provide the request for clarificetion .in the Form

7 .

of » request for repetitiom of » portion or 211 of » message, a v

-

request for confirmation of the form or the content of the mes-
’ ,

sage, a request for presentation of specific information to more i
. ~ ‘.

.

' ) ' -{ .
clearly delineste the meaning of the message, Or » request for’/
4 .
presentation of elsborated ™ formation to present 2n explanation,
description, dr other function., The requests mpy be contidigent
" ]

(i,e., relsted to the immedistely preceeding uttersnce) or.non-
- v
contingent (i.,e,,-directed towsard the nonimmediate linguistic con-
" ’ : )
text, the nonlinguistic context, or nonverbal behaviors).,

Functions of‘Réquests for Clsrification’ S
— f

4

A '

As previously .stated, the ‘request for clarifiacstion serves a

L)

number of importsnt functions in mother-child intersction. "First,

1 N .

it is a2 device‘which' is utilizeq\to ﬁaintain the qbnversation. The
& y b

request for clerification serves »s - link between the utterancks.

of the spekkers. For exsmple, » contingent request for clarifica-
L} .

tion relates to the immediately previods uttersnce in that it ac~
knowledges receéipt, of the communicative sttempt, yet fndicates that

. * .
more conversstion is needed or desired:- As such, the request pro-
‘ }

[

v * . -
vides the impetus for » following utterance and, bssed on the natute

qf the request, constrains th; fomr that gtterance’might take or the

* -~
.

message that will be appropriste in response, For exnmple; a re-

quest for’repetition will most likely be followed by » repetition of

~— ‘ ° 9 , ‘t
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.
~ . . ) A

o ‘.. ’ ¢ . .
the original utterance, while a request for elasborstion will be
. ) . .

N I3
[

fol¥owed by an expansion of the originsl utterance. A noncontin-

-

gent request for clerification msy link not only ftems‘in the lin;( 7
\ - i . ) '
guibtic context but s1s0 the linguistic with the&nonlinguistic con= /
. 'Y . -

text, For exa?plk, a‘goncontingent request conce{hing previously

presented ytterances in. the conversstion Serves to mrintsin or re-
H - . -
e ’ . ) )

introduce a topic at hend, resulting in k?eoter cohesidn of the

conversation. A noncontingent request conccrninc'tpf nonlinguistic -

-

context or nonverbel behpviors in the interaction facilitstes the 2

»
formulation of linguistic messsres concerning the context, which

»

in turn supplement the current topic dr‘infroquce a new one, The

neture of the .request for cl-~rificetion rs-2a Qtptemqnt or qQuestion

thet requires sn obligatory response’ insures that 'it will facilitate

at lesst the act of turn teking if not slso the att of sharing re-

LY £y . ’ -
v " »
“

vised {:?/or deifional information,

The request for clarification is also a device which serves to

Fscelitate the comprehensidn of both perticipants in‘the conversgi
R t o .

tion, As two individuals p-rticcipste in »n exchesnre of information,
they actively monitor the degree to which they understand the mes-~

.
sages at hend, - In the event of » miscommunicertion or & limitstion

of information, the gequggt for clerification is » primesry mesns
used by the listener-requester to .indic-te his or her poncbmprchen-

J

sion a% well »s to pgovide the primary speaker with » direction as

w

to tﬂ}‘types of information which will relieve the difficulty., The

prinmary spesker, then, is able to g%ke this direction and modify his

or her subsequent utterances to more apbropriately mptch the ‘compre-

hension strstegies of the listener-requester., This joint effort at.

eliciting and providing modifications of the presented iqformntioh

— 10, S




a mesns of facilitating the_@evelopment of .primary -linguistic as,
» .

ls,ds to the more effectiwe presentation and copprehension of the

v
[

current information, - ' : R . 4
s i 1 ; N _/ v
The previous two functions of the request for clsarification, -

thst of maintpiningAa topic and faciliteting interactant compre-
. %

hension, appear common to all interactions in which the act of

.

clecificertion occurs, For mother~child intersction, however, an-
. : - \’

other function sppears cruciai. The request for .cl-rification {s

14
~

well as metalinguistic skills in the child. When » mother presents

a‘’request for clarification to her chwild, she first allows .him or

»

-
her to exercise a number of communicrtion strategies, For e%ample, .

the act of providing spﬁf?fiéafion allows fhe child to substitute
° X

)
. T

an equiveleant gtem for the referent word in his or her original ut-

. . ’ = . .
terance or to combine otlrer words with 'the originsl referent t?cre-

4

ate 2 ﬁew,,loﬁge} uttersnce, In the same msnner, the sct of'ﬁiqvf- <

ding elabor)dion/qllows the child. to produce a wide range of infor-

S

mstion concerning his ar her original utterance, 1In addition to al-
. . .

- .

lowing this "bractice” of the revision or expansion of utterance§%

. -

the request for clarification -encourp-es the use of metalinguistic

’ R ' h
skills., When s mother presents a» request to » child, he or she must

first-hold his or her originsl utter»once in mind »nd evelurte it with

respect to his or her mother's request, 1If, for exsmple, the mother , M
. ‘ <
hss requested elsbornted informrtion, the child must _first deternine

<

which informetion wes present in the original utterance and then de-
! ‘\-\ .
termine the approp;inte information to use for the exgynsion of the

- ( L
originsl uttersnce, 1In this way he or she learns to reflect on lang-

-
.

Uage in order to modify its form and mesning, ?h

o T - s S
. | 11
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‘Previous Resesrch Concerning the Request for Clzrification

. vy
In add1t1on to being ut1llzed s a8 specific cstegdry for co-
14 ' q

-

ding mothers' speech to their children, the request for clerifica-

-

»

tion has been the primary focus of a limited number of studies,
N ]

. ‘ \ . ' . A
This research hed three major components, namely the development of

p definition of the request for clarification, “the description of
. . -

L4 N .
these requests in adult and peo;Jspeech to childrem, »>nd the de~
.- ' . .

e e s . |
lscr1gt1on of the responses of children to these requests,
We have previously diScussed the development of the definition

of the request for clerificstion and have expsnded the definition to

include not on;ytinformgtion on response types,but 2lso information"
. .

regardxng the re1»tf3ﬁ3h1p to the 1ing J&stid and nonlinguistic.con-

texts in wh1d£ the requests occlur, Wh11e this study focuses anly.on

the rctusl reéquest for c19r1f1cnt1on-response sequence, 1tw1s impor-

P . ']
tnnt to note that the total act of(clprificntion includes two other
components. Gervey (}977)~1nd1cated thst for a request to occur

there must first be an or;ginal utterance in question which st1mu-

L3

1a'tes the chain of interncr1on. Given ogr d1scu551on of nontontin-
gency—as well s contingency in‘intefactiOn, it is possible that'a
L4 L]

nonverbsl action or environmentel fector, as well as »a noqcontingent

~

utterance, may perform the seme function. Thus, the sequence be-
. [4

. ° a . I .' .
domes originsl event - request . for c!afgfication « response, Gallea-
R . - 4 . - (
\ i

,cher (1981) suggested thst a fourth component of the sequence is.
» - .
present in any #ckhowledgemgnt or turn resumption thet occurs fol-

-

lowiwf resolution of the request. The finkl sequence, then, is ori-
} { g -

_ginalﬁevent - request for tlarificgtion - response -vacknowledgement/ (
turn resumption, ' . ' . i. )

2
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‘tion

° . / 4 1
e ‘4&. . 11 ’
P .
, s 4
To describe the use of the.requgst for clarifiC{tioﬁ‘by both
adults and peers in interaction with childrer, Garvey (1977) and
Gallagher (1981) obs%;vei.fhildichild and ndult-chila dysds, re-
The part-

spectively, utilxztngfkhgib\ to five- yerr-old chtldre?g

nerg' contingent

éitustipn were, enalyzed,

4

quertes directed to the ch11dren in a free play

MWith younger childrén, the partners yti-
- .ﬂ ~ d 5‘

lized more requests for repetition then for confirmstion or spee,

cificatton, while Wlth older ch1}dten,
approximntelyﬁequnl number of each type of request”

studies.int?odpced thp_tnsk of viewing the request fgr clerifica-

.

‘.¢'Pfst, they

in interaction,

o

the psrtners utilizeg an,

.

While these

»
N -

S

L

they meglected a number of crucisl vsriables,

»

viewed the request in only one situstion, free

which few,

play. @In pl,nif, it is not (surBrisinn thst many requests would in-,.

deed be cont1ngent S1nce the§non11ngu1st1c contsins mnny objects,
L ‘
iqformntion concernino these 3s, ‘fll 2s the actions which a child
vl

performs with them is 1mmedxdte1y available. The psrtner, then,

mpry direct more comments to the actusl linguistic @&change.

In

other ‘situations, such s Pefetential communiértion, in which ob- -,

in

jects are present :Hbut not wisibie, or reporting s past event,

‘if any, referents sre present, s partner may need to

3

present both contingenttsnd noncontingent queries to elicTt infor-

v

{

mation from the child, o . C o " .

-, - .

Second, in f(??,plny, psrtner fsmiliarity withvthe topic »t

In ’

hend is most likely assured since many referents are present,

Situptions in which few'}efgrents~pre presept, » psrtner may need

.

¢ -

to adapt different informstion-gathering strategies with the child,

\

We sugpgest that two brosd purposes of communicertion are to develop

relationships snd to share I

14

- - ® 13 .

informstion, The use of reques!\,for




~v_

. . . ¢ ~N
“ " o ) . . .12

°
£lsrificetion in intersctions-with onerof these gosls as the pri-

t

,mery purpose will be considerabﬂ? different from intersctions in
§ .
i .
which the'other goal is foremost. For éxample, the presentation .
i o
of‘i.guests for clesrificstion has been studied most often in free
t B

,

. piay. These situations, while wvaluable for msintasining the dysad
[ L]
. relsgtionship, are'less'conducibe to the elicitation of clarifying

. , . - ‘ )
informstion-thsn are“teasching or informing situations. They focus,

. N R
instead,.-on degcribing the immediate situation and encouraging com-

. o .
municetion in' genersl, Other situstions, however, are highly cone

.ducivé t6 requestiﬁg clsrifying information, For exampfe, mothers
frequently reque;t'reports of past events from their young children,
'Ihis ;ituation increases the probability that requests for clarifi=-
cation wéll be frequently used becnuse it.focuses on the exchangg of

S hpform'tlon. Since the mgother needs or desires to obtain as much

1nform’txon »s possible to fac111tgte ﬁer oz; comprehensxon of. the
’ s
report and/or‘fucilitpte the reportxng skills of her child, it .is

likely thet she will utilize a variety of techniques to elicit this

* jnformetion = includmg many requests fo‘ c1:r1f1c-txon. In thid

v

a Study, then, we utxlxzed 2 sxtuation in which the chxld we orting
pbout » completed event as a part of the experxmenbal‘ta k.in order
L- to tap the strestegies mpther{ utilize in presenting requests when
L ° . ei»rificytion is » focus, not ﬁerely AN occqrren;e, in an interaction.
§ v . .

[ »

Finslly, the previous studies-viewed only three of the four con-
. . ‘\( * , . .
tingent query tyﬁeé%i%amply repetitidon, confirmstion, snd specifica- |

tion, The partners' use of requests which required only minimgl re-

éponkes from the children sugrested thet they were presenting re-
¥ K , /
quests which would be the essiest to =nswer. However, in failing to

L. . R F

J .- anslyze the requests for elaborstion, or report the lsck of such

LS ’ .
ERIC . - ,
n.u c| P - 1 4 . ) o " ‘
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tEquests, the pgﬁhors did not cepture the pattern of introduction .

of questions which would require more sophisticsted responses from
v

¢
the children,
N 4

To describe the responses of children to requests for clari-

ficetion, resesarchers hesve utilized two major str:tegies. First,
Crllscheér (1977), G.11a§her,and Qrrnton (1978), and Valian and
Caplsn (1979) have studied the resp;nsés of ch{fdren to the open
question "Whst?" in conversktion. The‘purpose of work suchuas this
wss to determige whetheg children would r;spond; snd, if so, how in
? , .
licht of'their responses being minimelly Eonstrained by the neture z '

of the request, The results of these studies indicated that young

children, both with normsl and devisnt languege skills, recognized
. s !

- ooy

. .

that responses were required by the requests, as they provided'fiore

résponses thsn 'no fesponqes. They utilized two major strateries in
) ’

responding, First,ythey simply repested all or e portion of their

previous message, Second, they performed s number of modifications

,of their originsl messages, including syntactic and phonetic chrngt§<
. <>

To provide informstion concerning children's responses to requests

1

>
other thsn open-ended ones, Gellesgher (1981) determiped the frequency

’/;Eﬂ\izproprieteness;bf preschool children’s responses to requests for
- - ’
repetition, confirmation, snd specification, She found thet the
s L. o
children dpproprintely resporded to the msjority of these‘jequests
< ;

and thst the frequency of responses increased with »sge, These find-
fings are consistent with those of Geprvey (1977), who found thet chil-

dren resnonded to peer reqﬁests in » Ssimilsr manner, While these

studies do sddress child responses to vesried types of requests, they
. 1

. ¢ )
heve not recognized t“e effects of the continrency of the requests
3

or the grammatical ‘hructures'on the responses of the children,

i5




. . , ‘ © e )
Focus of the Present .Study ) ’ )
Y :

~
® Because, »s Mreviously stnted, the request for clarificstion-
' ; >
N , response sequence quires and reflects » vsriety of conversational
snd linguistit skilly, it was desirsble in this study to snalyze
. : -~ . !

mqther requests and child rEspopSe; with respect to several comple-

mentary sreas,, Specifi%ally; the followfng research questions were

formulated: . - ‘ - ' ¢
" 1, How does the degr%t-of mother familiarity with th€ situs=-
- tiod  (in this case, prst event reporting) influence her
.total number of utterances, frequency of requests for
clarificsotion, end va'1ety of functians of requests for
cdar1f1cgt10n7

3

v

»

‘. 2. What are the r1ngu1st1c chsracteristics of the request for
c19¢1f1cat10n,\name1y the contingency, functions of re-
quests, snd-grammatical st;uctures? ‘

3, Whst types of resporises do children present to.requests for’

- clarificestion with respect to contingency and funct1ons of

these requests? K

‘The first gesenrch ‘hestion sddressed the effect of the degree

“

shared fam1rﬁpr1ty of both convorsat1o1a1 participsnts with .the con-

versationpl topic. Whether aﬁaother is familiar or unfamili»'r with

her child's topic may shift the focus of the intpraction from the

- ¥

‘maintensnce of the élpiioﬁ%hip to more exch;ngé of information, For

q

example, when =a otheé'{s fqmilinr with her child's~€opic, it isvlikef

¥ iy thet many of her requests for clarification would deal with the

- way in which the child"s ‘pform?tion was presented rether then the

+

content of his qé her messs~es, On the other hend, when s mother

does not plreadv know the possible ranre of information her child
might be trying to communicste, she msy devote much effort to qu€§-

.
’

tioninv the conteﬂt of the child's~report »s well »s the ways in

-

which h'e or.she presedﬁs the informstion, Wyfﬂ moggers who are
< * %

- 16
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€ -
1 < ? . . % , e

4 . N .
familiar with the psst event, then, it is likely that most infor-
- . N n‘ s . .
a. reflective menner, gwhile with mothers who
., i ' > .

metion is_§h:red in

¢ f
il

inforastion is

~

- ~ A - ’
are unfamiliar with the 'event, it 'is probable ,thet

shared to facilitste the comprehehsion of the mother., This study

investisated differences in mothers’ styles of integaction b-sed

~

on whether they observed stheir child's pctivity which lster served
] - P * \ °

* )

- . N
as the topic of the past event report,

. . \

) Ouf’second research question sddressed threq‘pspécts~of the
’ . . J . A N .
linguistic message which contributed to the actusl presentation of
] 4 P

~

the requests for Gdorificstion, neanely the degree of contingency of °
' L \] ~N .
the praamatic functions of

+

the,requesfs with previous uttersnce§,

the requests, and the grammatical strucfure of the requests.'

rd

~

[ ]
Firsﬁ,

requgst})for clarification mey he contingent or noncontingent, As

previously stated, ‘*he.mother who interacts with her young child may

utilize both forms of the request, with contingent requests being
' » ; - -

directed towsard those uttersnces thst sre unclesr or_telegriphic due

. .

s <

‘®

to the child"s immature linguistic system, and noncontNingent regjpsts

\

being directed toward the supporting nonlinguistic context or utter-

-

func-

snces that sre nohi
. ‘ o

mmedip%e: Emch request also has » specific
. . 1

€ ’ ' v
tion, ss previously :?ﬁMussed, which places a different constraint

. 3 .
on the response of the child, With the request for repetition, the

child must provide a response identical or similsr to his previous

: 4

.utterance, while with the request for confirmstion he must simply re-

spond affirmatively or negatively, In the requests for sﬁecifica-
tion and.elabog/%{on he or she must provide further inforhntion.

®inally, each request must be coded with » particulsr grsmmatical

-

form., GEither direct (i.e. wh- or yes/no questions) or indirect (i.e,

statements or directives) forms moytke used to encode requests for

\
L e




-
clarification, brsed on which forms the mothers judee as most

A 1#' )
easily understood by the children,

This study, finelly, was concerned with the responses of the

v N v : . I
children to their mothers' requests for clsrific-tion, As pre- ‘/

. -

- .
viously-stategf’resenrch findings surzested that young 1{%gu ge-

- >

learning children sre sw-ore thst requests'for cl-rificatifPn require
responses whiich involve s modificestion of the originasl messacge, In
}his study both the frequency of response and the appropriateness of

~

children's responses sre invesfigated:

. * N
- | . &
N Loy
.
.
.
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}f\_. Method
. ' )
Subp jects . ,

- <
v .

Forty children and tneér mothers served »s subjeécts for this

ES

- v .
study, The children rsnred in sgce froms23 to 36 months, with s

mean =2ge of 27 months, Children from the two-yerT-0ld resnge were
selectéd becruse they exhibited e»rly conversstionsl abilities »s

welNl as/emerging reporting skills, The investigrtors sssumed thsat

»

! ¢ - .
these /children would demonstrate errly converSsptionsl skills and in-
- :
tersction stretegies, and thus would 2lso demons\iite the esrliest

forms of response to requests for cl:ﬁnkication fom théir mothers,

Observstion of these young children would provide » bsseline with
. ‘

which desta robtained frop older children could be compsred, N .

No sttempt wsas made to use an equsl number of children from each
. s ' . . ¢,

Sex;.twenty-three boys and seventeen gpirls compfised the ssample. An

. A i
interview with esch mother, conducted by a é&eduate student in speech-
‘ .
lsnguege psthology and supplemented with fnformnl L,ﬁetection with

esch child, confirmed thst esch child wes developing langusge, sSociel,

end relsted skills within normel limits, . . oo
~. ’ ; )
Each child lived in » two-pesrent home in which the netive lang-
. _ , , :

14

usge was Ehelish, No sttempt wss made to control for the birth order
. - N |

of the children. * Each child wss either enrolled in a dsy care pro-
[ ] .

grem or hsd deily interaction 4ith peers,

v

Ifnformsl intermction with esch mother confirmed thst she had no

overt communication impsirment of other obvious physical disorder,

Q 4 . .

19 -




Experimental Sessions

s
4 ;o " »

: « ' &
The dats from which the experimental results were cr»lculated

L3

. . -
_were obtsined in a past event reporting session in which, the mother
. . v ' - -
\ 't - hd ]
encou;aged her child to aescr;\§ an event in which he or she head
- R ‘ ¢
Y VA » . . . ’ .
partx?ipvted. This situstion was chosen because it occurs fre-

quently in ' her-cpild'interaction and should reflect the w{f;

rgnge of strategies utilized by mothers to elicxt 1nformatxon from -

»
thexr children as well as the pbility-of the children tq//espond to

‘,./* . e

questions an%_ma1ntain the dislogue, -

Before the deta collection sessions were conducted, the mother=
child dysds were rsndomly n55izned\to one of two experimentsl con=

ditions, In the f1:st copdition, the mother observed the activity -

in which her child prrticipsted snd l»ter sttemptedsto report, In

t v

t)e second, the mother did noteJﬁéerve the report, Thus,. there méi:

two experimentsl conditions: child with mother observing event, and

. . . ; ) \
child with mothér not observing event. The fsctor of motHer {;mi-

lisrity with the task wss \selected so that diifé;pnces in the fre-

s

., '
quency and func:ions of requests could be observed wi‘p respect to
~ ' .
the degree of #hformetion the mother possessed,

. i .
To insure that esch mother-child dysd would hesve a common topig

about which to con)??ie, the investigstors provided a simulated birth-

-
0

) .
it was’ fonsidered to be a spslient sctivity thst would be en-
‘ . . -~

joyable for ebkch child and sbout™Weich he or she would ,be likely to

-

day ;7xty for esch child. This "pretend” situstion wss chosen be-

ceus

=~ . e . .
remember specific information;

At the, beginning of esch birthdey narty/session, the investi-

gators allowed the mother and child dysds to spend five minutes in




the experimental room so -tley could become fsmjilisr with the set-

ting. Folio%ing this, the'jothets who were observers: pssumed a .
7 . . . v . - .

place in the corner of the 'éom and were directed to watch but-not

|
v [

,actively psrticipate in the
’ ) ]
not ohbservers were directed t}

jrryy activities, The mothers who were
' g b '
a nearby weiting .room and asked to

~ " .

completed: N

~

remain there until the tssk wgs

1

& -t . B )
gators performed the followingH#activities in thg specified order:
. . ;

1, The investigntor removgd s-balloon from » bag snd blew fg ¢
up for the child, L ’ .
~ .

2. The investigstor nl-ced » nspkin oh the table in front of
— jthe ch?ld end plsced » cupcrske on the n%pkin.
! 3. The investipsator plesced.two c»ndles in the cupcaske eond 1it
them, . . . s )

4, The investigstor sgng'"mppy Bi rthdsy" to the child, ’ :

.

5., The child blew out the cs»ndles on the cupcrke,

wé

- + o :‘,"7» . K ‘:‘ ¢ o
Following these procedures, the party wss coﬁETﬁteétmhlhgwpothers whoéi

hsd observed the oorty left the room with their children sfter all ‘,
» ‘ -~ .

remnants of the party. hsd been removed, while the mothers wﬁo had not

. . ~ ’ o *
observe?/{:en came ‘to the room to see the children, Esch mother then
} ‘ .
sccompsnied her child to the water fountein for-a-dfink after'iqstruc-

vt

tiond to not dilcuss the event until they returned to the room. There

i ~

was approximstely-a five-minute bsesk between the conclusion of the
perty sné¢ the sbeginning of the reporting session,

The reporting sessions were then conducted. The in#estiqator
1

'
instructed each mother to tslk with her child sbout the event that

had just occurred, “The hnther; were aske’\:o intersct with their

children »s they would in sny Situstion in which they werge directing

-

their child to report » nrst_event, The conclusion of the reporting

t

7

‘\‘/21- . | |
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session was at the discretion of ensch mdtﬁer, who ekged‘the conver-~

*

sation either when she had obt=ined enough informstion td under-
f

T

stand the child's report or beNSeved that further questioning would
. . o
elicit no new information sbout the event, The investigator re-

meined in the room to videotspe the interactions but did not parti=-

cipate in the conversations,

£

~Data Coding

\\ / Following esch,reporting session, one investigator viewed each
»

videotape and wrote a» verbatim trsnscription of the conversntion,

All verbal interchenge regsrdless of its relationship to the gpoic

-

\
was included; however, nonverbesl behaviors wezw:éncluded only when

.

‘they substituted for s verbesl response, Such a3 y"/es" or "no,” The

transcriptions were recorded on » langusge coding form deﬁf;ned by

Van Kleeck, Msxwell, Marquis, Gunter, and Smith (1981),

- k4
k)
.

Mother Data
- L

" - . N F
Bach request for clgjificatfon presented by each mother was

identified, Only utteriﬁ?@&"ﬁh{éh requested rp;%tition, confirmp—-

’

tion, specification, or elnboratié;\of topic-related infogmation were
included in the =nilysis, Thus, requests for general informstion or

,—/ -
rehearssl of knowledgze were ®xcluded, Also, requests that occurred

.

in sside events were excluded, -Across nothers, » range of 37,9 to
85.9% of total utterencés were rnquestSLfor clerificstion,

After each request for cl-rific-tion was identified, it was co=-
f.

.ded in three wroys. First, the pra-m=tie¢ function of the request was

chosen from the caterories of repetition, confirmation, specifica=-

tion, and elaborstion, This code was used so ghat the nature of the

l

.

22
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2 .

requests pould be identified and the demands placed]on the chil-.

1
dren quantified. The definitions for each crtegory sre contsined
N ~ . 4
in Appendix A, i .

’

Second, the contingency of easch request wss recorded., Requ-
ests were judged as contingent if they immediwtely followed a

child's utterance that wes ‘questioned and as noncontinge’t *if they

¢

did no}/immediately follow‘a child's utterance that wnk}questioned

or refer to » n;nlingui;tic behavior';r event, This code was used
so éhnt the degree of displaced feferenge\in the sﬁeecﬁ of the mo-
thers couid be evealusted, . } ;

Third, the grammaticel str;cture of each request was coded,

This code wes used so that the style of the mothers' speech could

.

be noted. A summsry of grsmmatical forms is contsined in Appendix B,

[N
-

Child Dsta ’ -
. 2 ) . ' '

" Each response to the mothers"’ requeits for clrrification was

identified, I« this codin;, the child's behsvior immediately fol-
- L !

lowingz esch request. wes noted, When,;wo or‘more behaviors oﬁcur-

red simultsneously, both were iqclubfd in the codimg,

Following its identif¥ication, erch response pehavior was as-
sivned to one of three catecsories, .(1).no response, (2) incomplete
response, and (3) spproprisawe response. This code was chosen so

that the general sdequacy of esch child's response could be moni-

/
tored, | - b

Uttersnces within thegc-terory of "incomplete response” were

- 14 N
coded with respect to t 1 semantic charscteristics. A summary of

oy
the ostegories snd definitigns may be gzund in Appendix €,

Eaéh child response was ulsdn%oded in terms of the santecedent

23
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evént, including mother familiarity, contingency of the reqguest,

add function of the request, This co{:/,{iowed the investigators

. 3 S
to view the number of appropriate responses bssed on these vsriables,
b P

Reliability of Messures » .
 § )

Mother Data

¢ v .

Four transcripts of the mother-child conversation were randomly

selected and coded on different occasions by two certified speeip-
»

.

. , . L
lsngusge pathologists with » specialty in languade development and
disorders, A percentage of agreement was calculzsted, In order for

the coding for each request to be in sgreement, the two acorirs must

have coded each of the three sress (request function, gequest con-
! WU

tingency, snd gresmmatic»1 form) identically, ahe percentage of sgree~

.

ment in this study ranged from 79% to 84% across the four transcripts,

with s mesn oY 88%, indicsting adequatp‘reliapility; . e

sy

Child Data o

s

’ s
. Ageain, fbgr transcripts, or 10% of the mother-child conversa-

tions were randgomly chosen and coded.‘JTwo certified speech-language

[}
pathologists performed the coding on different occasions, As before,

. \ . e (

a percentage of szreemMent was calculated, The investigators were
i ' "

judged to agree when their coding was identical fqm\the response

category, description of incomplete response ‘(when appropriate),

and snt&cedent events. _In this ‘study the percentage of azreement

rasnged from 80% to‘§%% pcross the four transcripts, with a mean of

86%, indicesting sdequate reliability,
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Dstas Annlysis - .

~—

-

. _ ; .
The raw dsts were recorded on coding sheets, with one sheet 4
representing mothgr dst$% and snother representing child date,

. In this study one ,independent veriable was considered, that

[4
¢

of mother familiarity with the topic of the passt event reporting

session., With respect to this independent variable, a number of
s '
depéndentgvrribbles were measured, - . . 4
' ' AN

Both raw and proportions1l data were uvtilized in the »nalyses,

The proportional data were calculsted by fig;t determining the per-

[

centages of production corresponding to each raw frequency in each-

’ .. . .
category, then transforming the deta to proportions using ean arcsin
v

transformation table (Olsen, 1962), Proportional data were utilized

13

to insure thet significant differences in the dependent variables

<

were due to actual differences rather than indicstive of differ=~

ences due simply to frequency of production, .

.

In the pnalyses, non-directions, two-wsy t-tests were utilized
to snalyze the dota because no direct{Pnnl hypotheses had been formu-

lated, To decre»se the prob-bélity of » Type I error in the computa-~

- N -

ti?n of multiple #-values, the level of prob:bility for esch test wss

set at ,01, For the one-wey snaslyses of vnrianée the level of prob-
“*ability was slso set at .01, while' for the post-hoc Scheffe' anal-
yses the level of probsbility was set st .05,

Mother Data .

~

T~tests were conducted to determine significant differences

- v

LY

between (ﬁe observer versus nonobserver mothers in (1) the total
. :

number of uttermsnces produced (1 t-test), (2) the totsl number and

: - 25 < | . .




-

prOportion_of utterances that were reqdests £or clprific;tion (2

_f-tests), (3) the totsl number and proportion of (gquestk that

were contingent (2 t-tests) »nd noncontingent (2 t-tests), »nd

(4) the totsl dumber anp pronortion of requﬁ%ts thet fell inth

. R Lo 1 Al -
!each categogy of pragmstic function (i.e,, repetition, confirma=
i

tion, specificstion, snd elsboration) (msking » totsl of 8 t-tests),
4 E 4

To delineste paft:;;; in mother uéé of requests for clarifica=~

tion independent of mother femilisrity with the topic at hand, both

'y . ‘N‘ .
the pragmatic functions of the ‘requests snd the grammatical struc-

.
i

tures for encoding the requests were analyzed by collapsing the data:

£or both observers and nonobservers, F?rst, the totel number of
. f - o

¢

mother requests in each of the four pragmatpc function categories

was calculated, A OQE-Wuy analysig of variance with repeuted’mea-

sures wess conducted to determine sisnificant effects, followed*by

£l . .
a Scheffe' anslysis to loc-te the sources of varisnce, Next: to

determine the preferred crammaticsl structures of the mothers, both

’ {
the raw totsl frequencies and proportions for structures wit\in each
’ .7

function of request were c»lculsted, >

Child D2ta he

The responses of the chfldren»weré certerorized as no responge,

incomnlete response,’or essentiasll sppropriste response. The child

‘dats were then first analyged for types of responses with respect //
. : [

to the familiarity of the mothers presenting the requests, A t-test

was conducted for both rsw and propdrtiqnal datr (2 t-tests) to¥de=

termine trends in the children's responses, -
. ! "
Next, the responses of the children were enslyzed independent

£ ~—

of mother familiarity with the topic to determine the preferred

' 26 \ 1
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v

r;sponse gtrétegies. The totg} number of responses in each cate=-

-

gory were caplculsted, and a one-wpy analysis of fofance wi‘th re-

pested messures was conducted to determine significant.effects,/
followed by a Scheffe’' snalysis to 1ldcnte the sources of v;:jan8Q1 ?

.
' -

Next, to determine differences in child responses wit

respect =~ -

to the contingency of the requests,

)

the rsw frequencies and propor-

[

-

-

tions for each type of response within esch contingency categor; were

celculated, T-tests (a ;%taf of six) were conducted both both the®
. ° . v :
. A

rsw and proportionel-dats to determine significant differences,
. ;

< a ' ﬂ
with respect td the

~

. To determine differénces in child responses

functions of those request§’ the raw frequencies and proportions for

lpproﬁriate resﬁﬁnses within each request «csategory were cslculsted,

) WA . ¥ ,
, A one-way analysi% of verience with repested mersures was conducte 4
‘- to determine significant effects, followed by a Scheffe' analysis to

locete the sources of veristion,
Y

Finally, to describe the femtures of the incomplete responses
\‘ . . L °

~e

to th€’reqtests, the rrw frequencies and proportions of responses

-

within esch festure cetegory were calculsted,

-




. Analysis of Mother Dats ~ . T«

,

«Observer snd nonobserver moth~ra'were compared on tbeir,total' '

\ L=
_number of utterances, totsl number and proportion of requests for .

o

clarificeation, total number »nd proportisn of contingent and non-
contingent requests, and totsl number snd proportion of each prasg- -
matic function., The observer mothers used » significantly greater

p . X
number of total uttersnces than did the nonobservers (Tab 1).
- . Ve
groups—in the total num- -

ber of requests fok clarificption, the observers used & 8ignifi- -

‘ * ’
While there was no difference between the

- . cently higher proportion of requests t?en nonobservers (Table 2),

- L)
°

e
The nonobserver mothers used » significantly greater number and
higher proportion of contingent requests thsn did the observers,

while the observers used @ significsntly grester number and higher
'
proportion of néncontingent requests than did the nonobservers (Ta=

ble 3), Pinally, the mothers differed 1in the rsw number of requests

for repetition, confirmation, and specification, with observer mo-

- .

“thers ‘@ing significently more requests for-specificstion and non-

Vo '
11 ]

“observer mothers using significsntly more\;educsts for repetition

. . ° ——
, and coffirmastion., However, no differénces in the proportion of each

type of request were noted hetween the two groups (Table 4),

\

When the prermatic functions of réquésts for clsrification eand

the grsmmaticsl structlres for those requests were analyzgd inde~

"pendent of mother familisrity with the topic, the snalysis first re~
, )
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-

vealed that the mothers »s & éioup used signifiéantly more Tequesﬁs
‘ ) 3 .
“ for confirmation and significently fewer requests for repetition than

‘.. -
requests for specification and elaboration (Teables 5 and 6), Pinally,

the mothers preferred question forms »s jhe means for encoding re-

quests for clarification (Teble 7), PFor each prigmatic fupction
y

of }equests, queéstion forms were used more of{:n than any gh&r_

gremmaticeal structure,

AN

Aneslysis 2£ Child Data

.

The responses of the children were first onalyzéd.:}th respect
'ff/\~to the/familisrity of their mothers (Tzble 8), The children of ob-
server mothers presented signifiCantly more behsviors in the cate-

gory of no response than did children of nonobserver mothers. No

— » ,
differences were seen in the use of incomplete and appropriate re- .
~

sponses, Also, ther; was no significant difference betweeﬁ the
,gré"s in the proportion of responses in each crtecgory,

: Pollowing this, the responses of the children were anslyzed in-
dependently of thp femiliarity of their mothers in order to determine
their preferred response types; The sanalysis revealed thet the chil=
dren used the strategies of responding:apprqpriately snd presenting
no response significrntly more often then responding inspproprietely

‘_ Table 9),

Next,- the childrenjs sppropriste responses were snslyzed with
respect to the contingency and pr;gm,tic functions of their mothers'

. t
original-utte'rances, The results first showed that the children's

use of apiiizii;}e responses was ndt significently different for
contingent and noncontingent requests (Table®*#0 snd 11), Their use

ERIC - | 2
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. v

of appropriate pongis was sigﬁificantly different, however, with

- respect to the tic functiors of the requests, as they answered

. N [}
. sppropristely to significan more requests for confirmstion and
A A

L

féwer requests for repéfition then other types of requests_(Tables

12 #nd 13),

4 ' Finally, the snrlysis of the _child‘ incomplete responséé
;evealed that the§; responsesggere chsrscterized most often by -
unidtelliéibility,sf;?;o;ed by the provision of unreleted i:for@a-
tion, repetition”bﬂ'a prévious nonkonfing€nt utterance, giving

. topic-releted informntion,'reﬁetition of a previous contingent ut-

terance, and provision of“a partislly correct response (Table 14),

Y

.
.

;

: g A
. .

ey
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Discussgion

3
.

[

~

“—’/Jhe purpose of this study was to esin information concerning

3

the werys in which mothers elicit clsrifying information from their
children, The effect of mother fsmilisrity with the topic of the
. . ‘

report wes investigatqg with respect to the number of utterances,

. - — : .ot

frequency of requests for clsrification,. degree of request contin-

‘ ) " .
gency, »nd function of request, Also, the gremmatical structures

coding gpeir requests were described.

utilized for, The responses

of children to equests were evaluated in terms of their ap-

»

- *
propristeness,

-

The results of this study first indicested that mothers direc>

.
~,

uch of their attention to request}ng clerification from their

s

ted
young \¢hildren whil 1istenin; to and eliciting informatign about a

psst evint. At lefst one-third of all maternsl uttersnces directed

(-3

towsrd the children were such requests, while most of the mothers

emploved these requests oﬁe-ﬁglfaio three-fourths of the time., In

mother-child intersction'in » plsy setting, requests for clasrifica=~
I 4
tion comprise only a sm»sll pr&portion of the maternsl requestir\ It

-

is evident thet the mothers in this study utilized a lrrge propor-
tion of these requests, Some of tye discrepsncy may lie in the defi-
pition'of the request for clearificstion. Since in this study the
request enéomppssed both the form »nd the me»ninn.bf'the message,
more requests meoy galllinbo the crtegory of "requests for clsrifice-

.

tion™ rsther th:n'into:sim‘lnr‘é»teqories such ys "requests for in-

formation,”" Some of the disc&cy,

however, may lie with the

v

N
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)

nature of the experimentsl task,

tion than on simply conducting »m
tion of tslk directed to requests for clsrificrtion suggested that

. N N
In a reporting session such as
informa-

[
The high propor-

this the focus is. much grester on Mthe sharing of sslient
x
intera?tion.

the

information shsring wes » prime go-& for the intersction,
Seversl differerices were noted between mothers who were fami=
First,

ces »nd a higher propor=-

i2r with the experiment-1 tépic snd those who were not,
in
rpperred thest the observer

observer mothers utilj%ed_poth more utt
It
informstion and to comment on

-
ese mothers

tion of requests for clsrification,
Since
it sppesred thst they

mnothers bdoth pt}empted to elicit more

the inf&rmpti;n than did nonobserver mothers,
N
rlready possessed information sabout the topic,
i142ed\request§ easS » means of maint??hing the interaction rather
Further support gor the ides thet the

L

L
ut
thd{ gsining new informa?ion.
observer mothers utilizea t;eir requests prim-rily for topic main-
‘ ‘ ;f contingent and non-

tenance is seen in the conpsrison of the use
The nonobserver mothers preferred contingent

contingént requests,
Since the mothers who had not observed the.nctivities of their chil-

»

requests, while the observer mothers preferred noncontingent requests,

dren hsd no other merns besides the linguistic context for eliciting
inform-tion from the children, it is not surprising that .the ms jority

{
while the observer mothers

of their requests W%Pld be directed to the imnediste linguistic con=
linguistic ¢ontext but =1so the nonimmediste linguistic snd nonlin-

[}
and

text. Mothers who did observe, however, used not only the immediate
Finelly,

-,
.

guistic contexts for reference,
utilized signific»ntly more requests for repetition, confirmastion,
H

.

specificsation than the ﬁonobservea mothers, the oroportions of presen-
» R 5

[}
tstion of each function of response by esch group were essentislly
[}

T 32
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. .
the spme, ’Thus, it nppe;red that the interactions of observer and "

’ + F) ’
nonobserver mothers with their childrendiffered primerily on the- »

amount of tslk, frequency of requests for clarificrtion, and the
- )

-

degree of contingency of the requests,

The mothers were ev-lusted »s .a group for their presentation of

functions af requests as well ss their preferred frammaticesl struc<

tures. The mothers in thi's study used significsntly more requests
»

for confirmation snd fewer requests.for’‘repetition thsn requests for
)

~

specificstion snd elsborstion, It sppesred thst the mothers most

frequently presented the type of request which would requ}re the®

ersiest response; the cﬁiid wrs Simply required to respond affirme=-

tively or negstively rather than repest or modify his or her original
message, Additionslly, since the reqﬁest for confirmation often’ ser-
.Y;s s an scknowledgement reother then » true rfquest for a confirming
response, the children were not obliged'to present a verbsl response
each time, Thus, the mothers apperred to be ass;ming most of the re-

“

sponsibility for eliciting informetion by npt only asking more open-

1

ended q.fsti;ns, such as requests for elabotatioa, but 31;0 by formu-
lsating hypotheses concerning poﬁsib{e answers s»nd asking the children

|
tglsimply confirm or deny them, In this.study the preferred gram- |
meticsl structuré for encoding requests w»rs the questjon form, This
wes the mos; commonly-used s‘r#cture for erch of the four types of
requests, Thism?>bic»ted th-t the mothers were utilizing p}imarily
direct forms with their children, This directness, coupled'with'a
question inflection ;or L-ch, sllowed the children to understand more
e»sily that their mothers desired a response from them,

While the children in this study provided sliehtly re response

behsviors to observer mothers, they did not differ sisnificsntly in

, 33
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~

in the proportion of\no response, inéomblete response, and approe \

prirte responses given to both observer and gonobserver mothers,
. . , t

These children preferred to answer appropristely or to not respond
more often thsn they‘?id to snswer inapproprirstely, However, they
-

did provide » response, whethe} incomplete or sppropriste, more of-
. - o
ten than failing to respond, They appsrently recognized the need for

s

» response and sttempted to resct in some wey. The children in this

,)‘ -
-study »1so sppe~red to recognize which t{£3;,9é~(2<:rmation were re-
quired. ?pﬁy of their responses were appropri-te; hat is, they pre-
sented the informstion requested by their mothers, Even their insp-

propriate responses, however, cenerslly followed the trend of main-

taining » relationship with the immediste or nonimmediste linguistic
P

context, An nnalxsig of the children‘s incomplete responses indica-
. - .
ted that, while many were simply unintelligible due to faulty artic-

ulation or interference, approxXimetely one-hslf were prrtially cor-
~

rect, topic-rela{ed, or a repetition of » previous contingent or non-

S

. / «
contingent utterance, In this megnner, the children meintained a gen-
erel topic even in the presence of providing incomplete responsSes,

We stated pfeviously thet the request for clarification served

A
[

three m» jor purposes in »n intei;7t§on, namely, to maintsin:a topic,

to fscilitate comprehension, snd/to promote the development of lin=

—

guistic and/or metalihruistic skills 'n the child,. In this study, it

appesred thet the 'msintensnce of the topic wes the overriding func-

tion, While %he facilitation of compréhension wes » component of the

¢

intersction, it ‘'often s not the foremost, component, FQ{\fxample,

*

the obsefver mothers wer plresdy avwrre of the topic of the conversa=-

tion snd thus were not »3 much in need of the informstion a»s the non-
I .

-

observer ‘mothers, »nd >}t » rrester pronportion of their uttersnces

34
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were requests for clerification, Also, while the nonobserver mo-

thers did,need‘clarifyihg,inform}tion, they spent less time provi-

ding réquists for clerificatioh and comments then the observer mo-

thers, Por these nonobserver mothers it apperred that less effort

wes directed towsrd fscilitation ofy their own comprehension. The

-

promotion of linguistic snd/or metalinguistic development slso was

[N

riot tire most sslient component of the interaction, This is seen in

-

- -

the mothers' frequent use of requests for confir »tidn; whish require
. ~ RN h .

e relstively simple response, snd their preferrgd use of direct ques-

-

The children n this study

H

tion forms, which sre-essy to understand,

)

were not often put in the position of evelustin

their‘previous ut-

teranc{s snd utilizing this information to consgruct modified utter-

4

ences., They nlso were not challenged to evaluaté the meanings of in=-

direct requests snd appropristely respond to them. It sppesred,

-

interaction,

then,

thet the mrintensnce of the topic wes the focus oif the

es the mothers provided mamy requests which in tufn.required respon-

~

ses, »nd as the children provided responses which often at lesst ap-
*

proximsted sppropriste ones,

\

‘L‘

f/ .

. |
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TABLE 1, Anélysis of total number of ‘mothef utterances, Th€~',
range, mean, and (stenderd devistion of the raw flequencies for mo-
thers in the observer snd non-observer croups sre presented A t-
-test conducted between the two groupis yielded » sxgntfiCnnt differ4
ence in the total number of utterani;s.

‘ Non- Degrees
Observers Observers of Freedom T-value Sig.
Range 24-147 21-134 ¢ .
Mean 73,450 » | 60,400
S.D. 7.394 9,437
38 - 4,88 {.001
- -

TABLE 2., Anslysis of totel number snd proportions of mother re-
quests for clarificetion, The range, mean, snd stands»rd devistion of
the raw frequencies ss well a»s the rsnge, mean, »nd standsrd devia-
tion of the proportions sre presented., Arcsin trsnsformations of the
percentsces of total mother utterances thst sre requests for-elarifi=
cation are presented in parentheses, A t-test conducted between the
two groups yielded no significesnt difference in the raw frequencies of
requests for clsrificstion but a significent difference in the propor-

“tions of requests for clerification in the two,groups,

s Non- Degrees
Obzervers Observers of Freedom T-vslue’ Sig.
’
Range 11-73 " 12-98
(1,3264~ (1,3510-
2.1176) 2,3717)
Mean 42,850 55.200 . .
(2,532) (1,889) .
s.D. 5.637 2.590
(.7829) (.2489)
' \8 \ 1,08 NS
(12,485) (€ .001)
>— —
' ' A

.
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TABLE 3, Anslysis of totsl number and proportion of contin=-

zent and noncontingent requests for clsrification. The rsnge, mean,
and standsrd deviation of the rsw frequencies snd the proportions
pYe presented for both contingent snd noncontingent requests, Arc-
‘8in transformstions of the percentsces of totsl requests for clari-
fication that sare contingent snd noncontingent requests are presen-
ted in parentheses, A t-test conducted between the two groups yiel-
ded a significant difference in both the resw frequencies and propor-
tions of contingent requests as well as in both the rsw frequencies
and proportions of noncontingent requests,
: 4
Non- Degrees

Observers Observers of Freedom T-value Sig.
\\" ~

2

Contingent

Renge 5-24 7-34
(,8500~ (,8258=
1.5708) ©1,9412)

12,700 15,200
(1,1562) (1.,3218)

5,780 9,570
(,2066) . (,2979)
- 3,64 < .001

'(7.70) (¢ .001)

Noncontingent

Renge 6=-52 7=-64
' +(1,5708~ . (1,2004-
2.2916) 2.3518)

. 30.350 24,000
(1.9753)  (1,8197)

11,570 13,030 . o )

(.1989) (.2986) g P ]
. 3.87 < .001

(6.27) (¢.001)

[y

)l-l'-hA)AIAJIJ"
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TABLE 4, Ans)ysis of total mumber and proportion of types of
mother requests for clarificstion, The range, mesn, »nd standard .
devisation of the rew frequencies »§ well »s the rsnce, mean, »nd
standsrd devistion of the proportions sre presented. Arcsin trans-
formetions of the percentares of the types of requests for clﬁrifi-

N\ cation sre presented in p-rentheses, A t-test conducted between the
two groups for use of each type of request for clerificstion yielded
significent differences in the raw number of requests for repetition,
confirmation, and specific~tion in the two groups but no significant
differences in the proportion of any type oi;}zquest in :pe groups,

4 [

Non- Degrees
. Observers Observers of Freedom T-value Sig,
Repetition -
-
Range . 0=6 0-6
(.0000=-. (.0000=~ .
. .7288) .7554) .
Mean 1.050 1.350 : ’
. (.2977) (.365;)
s.D. «1096 .1513
(.0566) (.Q749) ' ¢
' ’ 38 12,500 £,001
38 (.845) NS
Confirmation - '
¢ ”
Range R-31 6-56
‘(1,0098- (1,0701=~
2,1969) 2,0737) .
Mean 17,850 " 21,900 o
(1,4525) (1.6549) .
s.D. 2,619 6.994 '
(.3045) (.2615)
. 38 5.810 £.001, °
38 (.265) NS
Specificstion
. . o L ~
Range 1-3§ 1-24
(.5772=~ (.4949-~
1,5568) 1.2068) .
Mean 13,600 6.650 o
,(1,1374) (.8579)
s.D. 4,208 1.556
(.2838) (.1675) N
38 3.113 (.0‘1 .
a9 38 (.996) NS
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Table 3, continued:

he :
Blsboration . : . .
Range 2-19 . 2-40 ‘ . )
(.5276- (.5074-
1.4346) 1.7722)
Mesn 9,700 - 10,250
(1,0051) (1,0951)
S.D. .936 .3.336 - X " ' ' ’
{.1791) (.2909) o . ‘
-7 38 1,190 NS
}- : 38 (,610) , NS
) <
‘ ~
—
/
-
" ~ ¢
-t . 3

40 .
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.

" The range,
. . 0f the four types of . reqme‘fs is oresen%&

.. : Lo , & ‘ ' ,
. . - " . . o 9 -
* s

?

s for clsrification,
nroportien of each .

TABLE 5.° lnplysxs of @unctxon% of«r
"total, mesn, standard dem1rt‘

) - 4. R

( ~ T LA i S il
' ~ . 7 - ’ Request Types . o
. Repetition Confirmation Specification Elaboration
Range' - 0-6 “6-56 . -+ 0-36" 2-40 .
' J DR -
Total = © 48 805 . 377 399
Mean - 15200 20.175 9.425 9.975
. S.D, ¥1.587 15.856 . 8,430 9.273
% - 2.9??) 49,410 - 23,140 24,510 . .
y -
/
[ ~ .
“ \‘ « -
TABLE 6, An-1lysis of types of requests for clarification, An

annlysis of vsriasnce with repeated me~sures wrs. conducted for all .
forty subjects scross ‘the four types of raquest crtegories, The an-
~plysis revenled significant.difference with respect.to types of mge-~
quests, A post-hoc Scheffe' )nalys1s éonducted st the ,05 level 5

significanc

yielded significant differences in the p oduction of re-

quests for rw ition and confirmeation from the oth roups,
v .' "3 )
3
Scdurce of Sum .of Degrees Variance
Varistion . Squsres of Freedonm Estimate
Rows ) 3,621,000 39 : 92,846
Columns ' 7,206,225 - = 3 2402,075
Interaction 6,007,525 117 ' 51,346
[ d . °
Total 16,835,750 159
. e i =) ’
Fc = 4,782, sig, »t ¢ .01 . N
F, = 1,808, NS o, ) y %
¢ — « ]
®
. & ¢
v ; ( - N
.
[ -
f" »
- ‘ . /
Y . L]
L4 N ‘
. / ’
’ - 3 ; '

g
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TABLE 7, Analysis of types of grammstical structures uti-

* 1ized forthe four types of requests for clarification, The
_raw fr uencies and percentages of grammetical structures within
€ type of frequest are presentgg. - ‘

G}ammatical % of
Stxucture 1tegorz
J -

Request Type
Repetition Question Forms 40,8
) Social Forms . ' . 2.%
Primitive Forms 4059
. Directive Forms Te
L % Declarative ﬁprms . 2,
Confirmation Partial Repetition
Total Repetition
Psrtial Repetition
with Additio
Total Repetition
with Addition
‘ Other Porns .
Specification . Question Forms
Directive Forms
Declarative Forms

Elaboration ' Question Porms
' Directive Forms
Deciarativé Forms




TABLE 8,

ification by observer and nonobserver mothers,

strndard devintions of the rsw frequencies and p
sented for’>each.response type,
centages of totsl responses within esch category
A t-test conducted between the two
citetion of esch type of response yielded a2 signi
in- the number of no- responses but ng significant

parentheses,

Arcsin t

The

number or proportion of other crtegories,

.
v

41

Analysis of types of resnonses to requests for clar-

rfenge, mean, and

rOp&,tions are pre-
snsformstions of thePper-
sre presented in
Froups for the elis
ficent difference
differences in the

L

43

, Non- Degrees .
Observers Observers of Freedom T-velue Sig,
No Response '
L4 ~ /\/
Reange 3-43 .3-37
’ (1,c07- (,8148-
1.939) P 2,0556)
Mesn 19,150 17,250
(1,43R8) (1,4887)
S.D. 4,961 4,845 N
(.3045) (.2977)
. 38 2.710 * .01
G 38 (.292) NS
Incomplete .
Response
Range 0-20 1.15 .
(.0000=~ s(.5881
.1,5007) 1,379§) .
Mesn 7.100 6.75
(.8258) {.2500) .
S.D. 1,876 .959 *
A (.2003) (#1000)
: ‘ 38 v .935 NS
38 (.236) NS
. .
Appropriste ®
Response
Range 6-31 2-43 ) *
(.8339- ) (.4690- -
1.7722) .2,0737) -
Mesn 15. 450 14,150 \
(1,3633) (1,2745) ‘
S.D, 2,109 4,972
(.2537) (.5472) .
38 2.18% NS
38 (.393) NS

-
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TABLE 9.1.Ana1y&is of types of responses to requests for
clarification, An anslysis of varisnce with repested measures
wes conducted for all subjects stross the three types of respon-
ses. The snalysis revesled » sianificant differénce both with
respect to the types of responses »nd trends scross children, A
post-hoc Scheffe' anslysis conducted at the .05 lev&l-of signifi-
csnce yielded significant differences in the production of incom=-
plete responses from the other groups,

&

Source of .; Sum of - Degrees Variance
Varisntion . "~ " Sqliares of Freedom . Estimste
Rows . 8,306,000 .. 39 212,970
Columns ' 3,285,000 ” 3 1095.000
Intersction, 4,727.000 ‘ 117 : 40. 400

¥ 4 by '
Total. = ° 16,3&Q(00 & 159
B \ .
F. = 27,300, sig. ot <.01 -
E, = 5.320, sig. st ¢.01

e

TABLE 10, ‘Lnalysqs of types.of responses to contingent and )
noncontingent requests for glsrificstion, The rsw frequencies and
percenteges’of responses Q‘ahin‘éiéb type of request sre presented,

/\ « .
-
5 \

] -~ Response Types
L - Incomplete ropriate
L) + No Response - Response espanse
Request Typeé ) <
Continzent Requests v , , 4 oo F
Repetition : 18 (38.20)*" 12 (25.70) 17 (36,10)
Confirm»tion 229 (59,10) ° . 26 ( 6.80) +132 (34.10)
Specificstion » J. 18 (22,809 . 26 (32.90) 35 (44,30)
Elaboratjon’ * 13 (28,20) 9 (19,70) 24 (52.:0) °
Noncontingent Requests
' "~. . “ ) A » ' -
Repetitign 0 o . 0
Confirmation 159 (38.10) .86 (13.50) ' 202 (48.40)
Specification 126 (42,10) ~ 72 (24.,20) 101 (33.70)

Elaborstion 186 (52.60) ' 76 (21.50) 90 (25.90)

” ; s

N

- ;: | . - ‘44
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TABLE 11, Analysis of spprogriste responses to contingent
ond noncontingent requests for clarification, The renge, mean,
and stsndard deviations -of the frequencies and the proportions
sre presented for both .contingent and noncontingent requests,
Arcsin transformstions of the percentages of ‘totsal responses that
are .sppropriate sre presented in parentheses, A ‘t-test conducted
betyeen the two groups yielded no significant differences for ei-
.¥her resw- frequencies or proportions, :

*

Y

[

Contingent . Norfcontingent Degrees
¢ Requessts Requests of Freedom , T-valye Sig,
Range 0-19 2-24 .
_ (.0000- (.0005~
1 . 1,0318) #1,8039) -
Mean 9,800 5,200
. - (1,3502) (1,3431).
~ ‘ L
s.D, 2,446 » 1,990
(.439) O (,446) -~ .
> ) . 38 1,375 NS
38 (.262) NS
TABLE 12, Ansalysis of types of responses to the four types of

requests for clafification,
responses within eagh type of request are presented,

The rsw frequencies snd percentages of

Response Types

_ Incomplete Appropriate
No Response . Response Response

yp Request Types @ | e
Repetition 18 (38,20) 12 (25,70) 17 (36.10)
*Confirmastion 388 (48,20) 82 (10,30) 334 (41,50)
Specificetion 144 (38,00) 98 (26,10) 136 (35,90)
199 (49,80) 85 (21,40) ' 115 (28,80)

Elaboration

45
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TABLE 13, Anelysis of appropriete responses to the{j@ur
types of requests for clarification, An anslysis of variance
- with repested measures wss conducted for all subjects across
the four response categories, 'The anslysis revesled a signifi-
cant difference with respect to types of requests, A post-hoc
" Scheffe' analysis eonducted at the ,05 level of significance a
yielded significant differences in the production of appropriate
responses to requests for repetition snd confirmation from the L
otbet groups,

Al L4

Source of Sum of Degrees Variance
Varistion ) Squsres of Preedon Estimste
4
Rows 752,200 39 16,287
Columns ‘ }.321.700 .3 440,566
) Interaction 1,663,55 117 . 14,218
. ' Total 3,737,450 . 159

F_ = 30,986, sig, at .01
k.= 1,356, NS -

TABLE 14, Anslysis of incomplete responses to requests for
clerificstion, The rew frequencies and percentages of each type
of incomplete response are presented,

Type of
Incomplete Response Number Percentage
Unintelligible response 70 25,27
Unrelgted response . 64 ’ 21,78
Repetition of previous non- $7 ’ 20.10
. contingent utterance ; . .
‘ Repetition of previous con- 24 10.35
tingent utterance :
Topic-relsted but not re- . 57 20,10
quested information : ' ,
Partially correct response ’ L] 2.40
Sum 277 100,C0
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Appengdix A

1. Requests for Repetition .
o. Contingent - The mother asks®the child to repeat ana/-
tersnce or portion of an uttersnce produced in his or her
previous conversstionsl turn,

*
Noncontingent - The mother ssks the child to repezt an ut=-
tersnce, portion of an utterance, or topic-produced at an
earlier point in the present interaction or during a dif=-
ferent interaction, )

2. Requests for Confirmation "

-

e. Contingent = The mother asks the child to confirm the form
or content of an utterance produced in his or her previous
turn, an interpretstion of the form or contgnt of the ut=
tersncle produced in his or her previous turn, or a state=’
ment msde by the mother relsted to the chidd's message in
his or her previous turn, N

Noncontingent - The mother asks the child to confirm the

form or content of an utterance produced esrlier in the

present intersttion or during a dif(;xent interaction, an

interpretation of the form or content of sn utterance pro-
d-ced in the present or ¢ different {ntersction, or a state=
ment msde by the mother relested to-the genersl topic at hand,

3. Requests for Specificstion . ’ ”~

a. Contingent - The mother assks the child to produce 3 specific
piece of informstion that will more fully complete sn ut-
tersnce produced in his or her previous conversstionsl turh,

-
-~

b. Noncontingent - The mother #sks the child to produce s Spe-
cific piece of informetjon thst will complete sn uttersnce,
topic, or sctionm produced ot sn earlier point in the present
intersction 'or during » different intersction,

4, ReqQuests for Elaborstion ™~ (/

2, Th:.::Thtx »sks the child to produce genersl informstion to
expand an uttersnce produced in his or her'previous conver-
sstionel turn.

b. The mother asks the child to produce genersl informsption to
expsnd an uttersnce or topic presented st,an earlier point
in the present interaction or during a different interaction,
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: K Appendix B

»

1., Requests for Repetition ) ’

s. Question Forms - Direct questions which reQuest repetition
of the previous uttersnce or » porfion of the previous ut-
tersnce, Characterized by a rising intonation, which dis-
tinguishes them from requests for specification, which may
hsve the ssme grammsticel form but » falling intonstion pst-
tern, : = .

b, Sociel Forms - Social words and phrsses, such as "pardon me,”
which indicste the need for repetition of the utterance,

¢c. Primitive Forms - Reflexive forms, such es "huh,"” which indi-
cate the need for-repetition of the uttersnce, . ’

) AN
’ d. Directive Statements - Direct or indirect commsnds to the
) spesker to repeat the utterance or » portion of the utter-
gnce in his or her previous ctonversationsl turn, - p

e, Declarative Steatements - Statements which reflect the need
for-repetition by presenting the listener's internsl state
or desire,

4

2.) Requests for Confirmation

a. Pesrtisl Repetition of the Previous Utteérance - Utterances
which ﬂre 9 repetition of a portion of the speaker's pre-
vious uttersance, -

b, Totsl Repetition of the Previous Uttersnce - Utterances which
sre » repetition’of thé spesker's previous uttersnce,

c. Parti»l(iepetit{on plus Addition/Substitution - Uttersnces
which rkpest » portion of the previous utterance and sdd ‘or
substitute new sementic or syntsctic informstion,

which repest » previous uttersnce snd sdd or substitut

\
d. Totsl -Repetition plus Addition/Substitution - Uttersnces
!‘::w g //
semsntic or syntasctic informstion,

e, Other Requést Forms - Metastatements, tsg questions, semsntic -
snd syntsctic pagsphrases, snd other forms which indicste the'

need for confirmstion, ‘ -

3. Requests for Specificetion

8. Question Forms - Direct questions which request » specific
item. They »re distin~uished from requests for repetition
by a falling intonstion prttern, )

b, Directive Statements - Direct or indirect commpnds to the
. spesker to produce = specific piece of informstion,

BN _
| s




c. Deélnratjve Statements - Ststements which indicate the
™ need for specific information by reflecting the speaker's
internsl stete or desire,

4, Requests for Elaborstion . T
L I8 Qaes;ion Forms - Direct questions which request general
informstion \felsted to the child's uttersnces in his or J
her previous mn,
-
b, Directive Ststements - Direct or indirect commends to the
spesker to produce genersl informstion,

N c. Declsramtive Statements - Ststements which indicate the need
¢ . for elaborsted information by .reflecting the speaker's ine
ternal state or desire,

Y
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Appendix c-

Unintellm're Response - ‘ .

The response provided by the child Synclesr, ineudible, or
distorted due to multiple misertidalstions or interference
and thus is unrecognizsble to the mother,

Unrelested Response :
The response provided by the child is unrel-ted in content to
both the request presented by the mother and the topic(s) pre-
sented previously by the o%per »nd /om thild,

Repetition of Pxevious Noncontingent~Utterance

’ o

The response provided by the child is » complete or psrtiel
repetition of .an uttersnce spoken by either the mother or the
child at » point in the intersction prior to the current re-
quest for clerification-response sequence,

L4

Repetition of Previous Contingent Uttersnce

The response provided by the child is » complete or partiaf
repetition of the utterance spokeh by the mother during the
:ﬁ;rent request for qlsrificaﬂioﬁ-response sequence,

Topic—Relatedfbut not Requested Information ;;7

The response provided by the child is related'in content to
the response indicested by the typé of request presented by the
mother but does not provide the sctusl information requested,
Pnrtgally Correct Response

The response provided by the, cﬁ‘id contains » port1on, but not
211, of the inform-tion requested by the mother,

\




