Understanding the Gestural, Lexical and Grammatical Development of Turkish-Speaking Infants

and Toddlers: Validity Study of the Turkish Communicative Development Inventory (TIGE)

by

Burgak Aktiirk

A Thesis Submitted to the
Graduate School of Social Sciences
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for

the Degree of

Master of Arts

Psychology

Kog University

September 2012



Koc University

Graduate School of Social Sciences and Humanities

This is to certify that I have examined this copy of a master’s thesis by
Burgak Aktiirk

and have found that it is complete and satisfactory in all respects,
and that any and all revisions required by the final

examining committee have been made.

Committee Members:

8117%

Prgf. Dr. Aylin Kiintay

. X) ‘aTF\ZwZ;u/H

Prof. Dr. [Cigdem Kagltcflbasl

i oc

Prof. Dr. Ayhan Aksu-Kog

Date: 24 Eyliil 2012




STATEMENT of AUTHORSHIP

This thesis contains no material which has been accepted for any award or any other degree or
diploma in any university or other institution. It is affirmed by the candidate that, to the best of
her knowledge, the thesis contains no material previously published or written by another person,

except where due reference is made in the text of the thesis.

Signed Burgak Aktiirk



ABSTRACT

In recognition of the importance of language development as an indicator of general
development and later academic achievement, one of the concerns in the field of developmental
psychology has been to determine effective and age-appropriate methods of language assessment
for the very beginnings of language learning. This M.A. study evaluated the psychometric
properties of such a tool for early Turkish language development, by assessing the concurrent
validity of the Turkish Communicative Development Inventory (TIGE) (Aksu-Kog, Kiintay,
Acarlar, Mavis, Sofu, Topbas & Turan, 2011), the Turkish adaptation of the MacArthur-Bates
CDI (Fenson, Dale, Reznick, Thal, Bates, Hartung, Pethick, & Reilly, 1993). TIGE has two
parental report forms: TIGE-I aims to assess the communicative behavior (e.g. gestures) and
lexicon of 8-16 month old infants and TIGE-I1I the lexical and grammatical competence of 16-36

month-old children.

The objective of the current study was to compare the degree of association between
gestural, lexical and grammatical scores of 8-36 month-old native Turkish learners obtained from
TIGE and similar scores drawn from spontaneous language use in child-mother interaction
contexts: an unstructured free activity setting, a joint picture-book reading context, and a toy play

setting.

The validity study was carried out with a cross-sectional sample of 107 Turkish speaking

mother-child dyads with different socio-educational backgrounds in the same regions of Turkey



where the mother report data were collected. The videos of the mother-child interactions were
transcribed and coded by using the CHAT (Codes for the Human Analysis of Transcripts) format,

the standard transcription system for the CHILDES Project (MacWhinney, 2000).

For the purposes of this study, expressive vocabulary scores (hnumber of words produced)
were calculated for both TIGE-I and TIGE-II. Besides, two other measures of expressive
grammar were obtained from TIGE-II: (i) mean length of utterance averaged over three longest
utterances reported [M3L] and (ii) a morphosyntactic complexity score based on the number of
noun and verb inflections used. Similar measures of vocabulary (number of different words, and
total number of words) and grammar (mean length of utterance) were derived from the
spontaneous speech samples obtained in the mother-child interaction contexts. In addition, types
of actions and gestures reported by the mother on TIGE-I as produced by their children were

compared with the observations of action and gesture use during spontaneous speech contexts.

Results of this study revealed that both TIGE-1 and TIGE-I1 demonstrate good concurrent
validity, and provide adequate assessment of gestural, lexical and grammatical abilities of
children at the ages studied. In light of the rank-ordering analyses it is possible to conclude that
the Turkish adaptation of the MacArthur-Bates CDI provides similar levels of early
communicative and linguistic competence of children to such competence displayed
spontaneously in interactions with caregivers, suggesting that mothers, irrespective of their
education level, were generally able to provide accurate information about their children’s
language competence between 8 months to 36 months of age. Consequently, TIGE inventories

are expected to respond to the need for a valid assessment tool for the early language
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development of Turkish-speaking children. TIGE will not only allow the investigation of normal
course and pace of language acquisition in Turkish, but also the identification and intervention of

language delays or disorders.

Keywords: Language acquisition and development, gestures, vocabulary, grammar, Turkish,
assessment tool
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OZET

Dil gelisiminin, genel gelisim ve ileriki donem akademik basarinin 6nemli
gostergelerinden biri olarak kabul edilmesi ile birlikte, erken donem dil gelisim diizeylerini
belirlemekte kullanilacak etkili ve gegerli 6l¢me ve degerlendirme araglarinin olusturulmasi,
gelisim psikolojisi alanini mesgul eden 6nemli aragtirma konularindan biri olmaktadir. Bu
calisma, anadili olarak Tiirk¢e 6grenmekte olan ¢ocuklarin erken dénem dil gelisim diizeylerini
belirlemekte kullanilmak amaciyla, MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development
Inventory’nin (MB-CDI) (Fenson, Dale, Reznick, Thal, Bates, Hartung, Pethick, & Reilly, 1993)
Tiirk¢e’ye uyarlama ¢alismasi olan Tiirkce iletisim Gelisimi Envanteri’nin (TIGE) (Aksu-Kog,
Kiintay, Acarlar, Mavis, Sofu, Topbas & Turan, 2011) psikometrik 6zelliklerinin incelendigi bir
eszamanl gegerlik calismasidir. TIGE iki envanterden olusmaktadir: TIGE-I, 8-16 aylik
bebeklerin iletisim davranislari (jestler) ve sdzciik bilgisini, TIGE-1I ise 16-36 aylik ¢ocuklarm
sozciik bilgisi ve dilbilgisi yetisini 6lgmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu ¢calismanin amaci, TIGE-I ve
TIGE-II &lgekleri ile elde edilen 8-36 aylik cocuklarin sdzciik dagarcigy, dilbilgisi ve iletisim
davraniglar1 hakkinda annelerden toplanan veriler ile ¢ocuklarin konusma 6rnekleminden
toplanan verilerin arasindaki iliskiyi karsilastirmaktir. Bu amagla, TIGE’den alinan veriler
annelerle evde miilakat yapilarak, konusma 6rnekleminden alinan veriler ise ayni1 ziyarette ¢cocuk

ve annenin istedikleri gibi oynamalari, arastirmacilarin getirdigi oyuncaklarla oynamalar1 ve bir
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resimli hikaye kitabina bakmalar1 esnasindaki ortalama bir saatlik konugmalar1 videoya

kaydedilerek toplanmustir.

Gegerlik calismasinda, farkli egitim diizeyinden 107 anne ile bir kez goriisiilerek kesitsel
bir ¢alisma yapilarak, ¢ocuklarmin dil anlama ve dil iiretme becerileri hakkinda bilgi TIGE
araciligryla alinmistir. Anne ile gocugun etkilesiminin ve konugmalarinin video kayitlarindan
ceviri yazimi yapilmis ve bu ¢eviri yazimi1 CHILDES Projesinin (MacWhinney, 2000) standart

ceviri yazim formati olan CHAT formatina gore kodlanmaistir.

Bu ¢alisma kapsaminda, TIGE-I 6rneklemine giren ¢ocuklarin anladiklari ve iirettikleri
sozciik sayilari ile kullandiklar jestler, TIGE-1I érnekleminde ise cocuklarm iirettikleri sézciik
say1s1 ile kullandiklar1 dilbilgisel yapilar (annenin bildirdigi en uzun ii¢ ciimleden hesaplanan
ortalama s6zce uzunlugu ve Karmasik Tiimce Yapilari alt 6l¢egi puani) belirlenmistir. Konusma
ornekleminden de benzer veriler (¢ocuklarin kullandiklar jestler, iirettikleri farkli s6zciik sayist,

ve ortalama s6zce uzunlugu) saptanarak korelasyonlarina ve siralamalarina bakilmistir.

Bulgular TIGE-I ve TIGE-II envanterlerinin eszamanl gecerliginin yiiksek diizeyde
oldugunu ve envanterlerin, cocuklarin jestler, sozciik bilgisi ve dilbilgisi becerilerini uygun bir
bi¢cimde 6l¢tiigiinii ortaya koymustur. Calismanin bulgulari dogrultusunda, farkli egitim
diizeyinden annelerin, egitim seviyelerinden bagimsiz olarak, 8-36 ay yas dilimindeki
cocuklarinin dil ve iletisim becerileri ilizerine verdikleri bilgilerin, cocuktan toplanan veriyle
tutarlilig1 saptanmistir. Sonug olarak, TIGE nin Tiirkge konusan ¢ocuklarin erken donem dil ve
iletisim gelisimi becerilerini 6l¢me ve degerlendirme araci ihtiyacina cevap vermesi

beklenmektedir. TIGE sadece Tiirkgede erken donem dil edinimi siireglerinin 6l¢iilmesi ve
viii



arastirilmasina degil, ayn1 zamanda dil gelisimi agisindan gecikme ya da bozukluklarin

degerlendirilmesi ve miidahelesine de imkan saglayacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Dil edinimi ve gelisimi, sozciik dagarcigi, dilbilgisi, jestler, Tiirkge, 6lgme

araci
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Chapter 1: Introduction 2

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

A major developmental task that infants encounter is learning to communicate by
acquiring language. The development of language is a complex process. Nevertheless, all normal
children who come to the world learn a language rapidly and effortlessly without direct
instruction, and master it within a few years (Bloom, 2000; Stromswold, 2000). In the normal
course of development, if a child is exposed to a language, it is inevitable to acquire that language

(Hoff, 2006).

Even though language acquisition and its development generally follow a similar pattern
across children, language comprehension and production skills vary widely across individuals
(Bates, Dale, & Thal, 1995). Individual differences in language development are partially related
to the variation in children’s cognitive-perceptual capacities in addition to the cultural, social and
linguistic environments children are exposed to (Hoff, 2006). Leaving aside children’s cognitive-
perceptual capacities, the nature of the language and the socio-cultural uses of that language
influence the content and the amount of children’s language skills. Differences in the quantity
and quality of the linguistic input children receive affect the variability in the rate of language

development.

Although somewhat late entry into language usage is considered normal, early language
ability is an important determinant of later language and cognitive development (Marchman &
Fernald, 2008; Snow, 1999; Weisman & Snow, 2001). Indeed, language delay may be indicative

of a serious developmental or learning problem, which may continue into the school years.
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Therefore, increasingly becoming aware of the importance of language development as an
indicator of general development, parents seek assessment of their children particularly when
they are concerned about their children’s expressive language delay (Feldman, Dollaghan,
Campbell, Kurs-Lasky, Janosky, & Paradise, 2000). Given the importance of language
development for later academic achievement (Snow, Burns & Griffin, 1998), understanding the
course and pace of early language development is of interest to researchers and practitioners in
addition to parents. Consequently, assessment tools have come to play an essential role in the
evaluation of young children’s language development during the very beginnings of life. In fact,
assessing linguistic and communicative abilities during the first few years of language learning
has been important but also slightly problematic for researchers in the field of developmental
psychology because it has been hard to determine effective, practical and age-appropriate
methods of language assessment. To meet these challenges, parent reports have been widely used
to evaluate infants’ and toddlers’ language development (Dale, Bates, Reznick, & Morisset, 1989;

Dale & Fenson 1996; Dale & Goodman, 2005).

Caregivers, particularly mothers, may be considered the most informed sources on their
children’s communicative repertoire as they have the opportunity to observe their children in
socially patterned activities which they carry out with their children, such as daily routines, give-
and-take games; thus parents are usually witness to the recent developmental changes in their
children’s language (Feldman et al., 2000) and can potentially provide a comprehensive and
representative assessment of their children’s early language skills (Fenson, Dale, Reznick, Bates,

Thal & Pethick 1994; Pan, 2010).
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Hence, one of the commonly used tools for assessing language development in children,
and the variability of language skills among children is parent reports. Parent reports are practical
and effective by allowing the collection of very large samples at low cost in terms of human
resources and time investment compared to standardized clinical or laboratory assessments,
which may be underrepresentative of the child’s abilities due to the fact that young children often
have difficulty cooperating with a stranger in unfamiliar settings in a limited time span (Dale &
Goodman, 2005; Feldman, Dale, Campbell, Colborn, Kurs-Lasky, Rockette, 2005; Pan, 2010). In
addition to these advantages, parent reports are appropriate for use as screening instruments to
detect language delay by pediatricians and other health providers (Fenson et al., 1993; Miller,
Sedey, & Miolo, 1995; Thal, O’Hanlon, Clemmons, & Frailin, 1999; Yoder, Warren, & Biggar,
1997). Although advantageous on all these grounds, concerns have been raised about the validity
of parent reports, particularly with respect to minority and low-income families. Parents may be
prone to bias; parental education may influence assessments (Feldman et al., 2000), or parents
may either overestimate or underestimate their child’s abilities (Roberts, Burchinal, and Durham,
1999; Oliver et al., 2003; Reese & Read, 2000). Therefore, validity studies of parent reports that
support the concurrent or predictive associations between parent reports and other language
measures are very much needed. Only when we are confident that a certain parent report
instrument can represent children’s linguistic competence as determined by direct and well-
established measures, we can be sure of its rigorousness in addition to its other benefits such as

being practical and low-cost.

This M.A. study contributes to the effort of having a reliable, valid, inexpensive, and

efficient screening tool for language development that can also raise flags for early identification
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of delayed or deviant language development. The purpose of this study is to evaluate the
psychometric properties of the Turkish Communicative Development Inventory (Tiirkce Iletisim
Gelisimi Envanteri - TIGE)” as an assessment tool by examining its concurrent validity. TIGE is
an adaptation of the Mac-Arthur Bates Communicative Development Inventory (the MB-CDI)
(Fenson, Dale, Reznick, Thal, Bates, Hartung, Pethick, & Reilly, 1993; Fenson, et al., 1994) into
Turkish, which was completed in 2011 (Aksu-Kog, Kiintay, Acarlar, Mavis, Sofu, Topbas &
Turan, 2011). TIGE was designed to assess the language development of 8-36 month-old native
Turkish learners and consists of two forms: TIGE-I aims to assess the communicative behavior
(e.g. gestures) and lexicon of 8 to 16 month old infants, TIGE-I1 aims to assess the lexical and
grammatical competence of 16 to 36 month old children. Before the details of the present study
are presented, previous research that examines the validity of the widely used parent report, the

MB-CDI, and the adaptations of the American MB-CDI to other languages will be reviewed.
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1.  MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventory (MB-CDI)

MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventories (MB-CDI) (Fenson, Dale,
Reznick, Thal, Bates, Hartung, Pethick, & Reilly, 1993; Fenson, et al., 1994) are one of the most
commonly used standardized parent report inventories in large scale studies of early language
development. MB-CDI is used to record typical course of language development of infants and
toddlers including vocabulary acquisition, knowledge and use, as well as early grammar and
provide normative data, in addition to identifying children whose early language is delayed
(Fenson, 1994). MB-CDI was preceded by an earlier checklist developed by Elizabeth Bates and

her colleagues, the Early Language Inventory (Dale, Bates, Reznick, & Morisset, 1989).

The MB-CDI has been normed in the US by a cross-sectional study of the vocabulary
checklist method (Fenson et al., 1994). Fenson et al. (1994) analyzed data for over 1,800
(normally-developing English speaking North American children (N = 659 for the Infant form,
and N = 1,130 for the Toddler form) between 8 and 30 months of age. The results of this study
revealed developmental trends and provided a rich source of normative data on the gestural,
lexical, and grammatical development of children in English. Moreover, the MB-CDI, as a
measure of young children’s language development at the time of testing, offers data on growth

trends, variability, and gender differences.

The MB-CDI has two scales: the Infant Scale (covering 8 to 16 months) and the Toddler
Scale (appropriate for 16 to 30 months). The Infant Scale includes items that assess word

comprehension and production, symbolic behavior, communicative gesture, and nonverbal
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imitation. The Toddler Scale examines word production and grammar, which include productive
vocabulary, knowledge of irregular word forms, overgeneralization of word endings to irregular

nouns, verbs and syntactic complexity.

The ease of administration and scoring of the MB-CDI with large samples allow
researchers to examine variability in language development (Fenson et al., 1994). However,
despite the advantages of the MB-CDI, the time required to complete the form restricts its
applicability in many research or clinical settings, particularly when a rapid assessment of a
child’s language level is needed or when many other procedures must be carried out. In addition,
low literacy or educational levels of some parents may also limit the ability to complete the forms
in a reliable way. Therefore, the authors of the MB-CDI developed two 100-word short-form
versions (Forms A and B) from the CDI-Toddler version (Fenson, Pethick, Renda, Cox, Dale, &
Reznick, 2000). Fenson et al. used data from the CDI-Toddler norm study and selected words
from the long CDI form until the maximum correlation between each short and the long form was
obtained. The short form also asks parents if their child is combining words with possible
answers as ‘‘not yet”, “sometimes”, or “often”’. Fenson et al. (2000) reported correlations of .74
(Form A) and .93 (Form B) when parents completed a short form and the full CDI-Toddler
version after 2 weeks. Furthermore, Dale, Reznick, Thal, and Marchman (2001) designed a recent
addition to the MB-CDI: The CDI-III for children ages from 30 to 42 months. The CDI-IlI
evaluates productive vocabulary, syntactic maturity, and language use for children older than the
ones who qualify for CDI-1 and CDI-II. To date, CDI-I11 has been much less widely used than the

CDI-1 and CDI-11 (Feldman et al., 2005).
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The MB-CDI has been used to assess children’s language levels in typical populations
(e.g., Dale, Dionne, Eley, & Plomin, 2000; Fenson, 1994; Feldman, Dollaghan, Campbell,
Colborn, Kurs-Lasky, Paradise, & Dale, 2003). It has also been used to identify and study
children who are significantly behind their peers in language development in addition to
determining the predictors of their language delay (Ellis Weismer & Evans, 2002; Foster-Cohen,
Edgin, Champion & Woodward, 2007; Heilman, Ellis Weismer, Evans, & Hollar, 2005;
Lyytinen, Eklund, & Lyytinen, 2003). It has also been used in samples of children with
developmental disorders to describe the extent and nature of language delay and deviance in
these populations (Caselli, Vicari, Longobardi, Lami, Pizzoli, & Stella, 1998; Feldman et al.,
2003; Miller, Sedey, & Miolo, 1995; Heilmann et al., 2005; Thal, O’Hanlon, Clemmons, &

Fralin, 1999; Thal, et al., 2007).

The MB-CDI has been adapted to 60 languages so far and are currently available world

wide (see http://www.sci.sdsu.edu/cdi/adaptations_ol.htm), spanning Europe, Asia, Scandinavia,

Africa, Russia, the Antipodes and the Far East (e.g., Spanish (Mexican) -Jackson-Maldonado,
Thal, Marchman, Bates, Gutierrez-Clellen, 1993; Korean -Pae, 1993; Japanese -Ogura,
Yamashita, Murase, Dale, 1993; German -Grimm, Doil, Miiller, Wilde, 1996; Icelandic -
Thordardottir & Ellis Weismer, 1996; Hebrew -Maital, Dromi, Sagi, Bornstein, 1998; Swedish -
Eriksson & Berglund, 1999; Finnish -Laakso, Poikkeus & Lyytinen 1999; Chinese -Wu, 1997,
Mandarin -Gelman & Tardif, 1998; Turkish - Aksu-Kog, Kiintay, Acarlar, Mavis, Sofu, Topbas
& Turan, 2011) which reflects cross-linguistic interest in research on early language acquisition
and development. American Sign language (Anderson & Reilly, 2002) and British Sign language

(Woolfe T, Herman R, Roy P & Woll B, 2010) versions are present as well .These adaptations
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also provide an extensive database for conducting cross-language comparisons (e.g., Bleses et al.,

2008).

2.1.1. Acquisition of lexicon and lexical development based on the CDI data

Mental lexicon, a model of the knowledge of words in the brain, is an important aspect of
language. It refers to the interconnection of words and meanings and their relationships to each
other (grammatical knowledge; how to use words in combination with other words), rather than

simply a list of words and definitions (Hoff, 2005).

Learning the lexicon is one of the major tasks of language acquisition. Common nouns
and verbs are central in lexical development because they form the fundamental constructs that
enable children to label people, objects and actions in their environment (Bloom, 2000; Hoff,

2005).

Feldman et al. (2000) found parents were sensitive to the developmental changes in their
children’s language. The scores on all the scales of the CDI-Infant Scale and CDI-Toddler Scale
increased significantly with age. Even though there is an amount of variability among children in
the onset and growth rate in the early lexicon -particularly high for language production after 12
months of age- (Bates, Dale & Thal, 1995; Devescovi, Caselli, Marchione, Pasqualetti, Reilly &
Bates, 2005; Eriksson & Berglund, 1999; Hamilton, Plunkett & Schafer, 2000), children follow a
curve that demonstrates a consistent and smoothly increasing rate in language acquisition (Bates
etal., 1995; Thal, Bates, Goodman, & Jahn-Samilo, 1997). Findings from many MB-CDI studies
have so far shown remarkably similar patterns of acquisition and development of the lexicon for

comprehension and production (for comparisons across languages e.g. Bleses, Vach, Slott,
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Wehberg, 2008; Bornstein, Cote, Maital, Painter, Park, Pascual, Pecheux, Ruel, Venuti, & Vyt,
2004; Caselli, Bates, Casadio, Fenson, L., Fenson, J., Sanderl, & Weir, 1995; Kovacevic, Jelaska

& Brozovic, 1998; Maital, Dromi, Sagi & Bornstein, 2000).

Considering the quantitative aspect of children’s early lexical development, numerous
studies have revealed that children acquire the receptive lexicon earlier and faster than expressive
lexicon, and there is a steady increase in the number of understood and produced words from the
end of the first year of life to the end of the second year (e.g., Bates et al., 1988; Fenson et al.,
1993; Jackson- Maldonado, Marchman, Thal, Bates & Gutierrez-Clellen, 1993). Developmental
trends in English indicate that receptive vocabulary around 8 months is about 35 words, reaching
190 words at 16 months; expressive vocabulary that is acquired during the first months of the
second year, around 10 words at 12 months and 64 words at 16 months, and reaches 315 words
around the age 2 (range 89-534 words) (Bates, Dale & Thal, 1995). However, at this period,
there is a wide range of variability among children. Fenson et al. (1993) demonstrated that
expressive vocabulary may range from less than 9 to 198 words in typically developing 16-
month-old children and from less than 41 to over 405 words in typically developing 20-month-
old children. Dale and Fenson (1996) demonstrated that in the 680 word list of words toddlers are
able to produce, 53% of those words are nouns (362), 18% are action words (123), and 9% are
descriptive/adjective words (63). Bates et al. (1995) found that most children produce word
combinations when their vocabulary size is between 100 and 200 words. When the lexicon size is
between 50 and 200 words, majority of the words are nouns, but the acquisition of verbs has

been found to begin earlier for receptive vocabulary in MB-CDI data.
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There are also similarities in the content of the children’s lexicon. The most frequently
used semantic categories are people, particularly family members, objects used every day by the
child, animal names, food, drinks, toys, and routines. When there are differences in the early
lexicon in different languages, these are explained by the nature of the input (e.g. Bornstein et al.,
2004; Tardif, Gelman, & Xu, 1999; Tardif, Fletcher, & Liang, 2004; Tardif, Fletcher, Liang &
Kaciroti, 2009) or by the nature of the sound structure of the language (e.g. Bleses et al., 2008) or
with differences in morphology across languages (e.g. Devescovi, Caselli, Marchione, Pasqualetti,
Reilly & Bates, 2005; Tardif, Gelman, & Xu, 1999; Tardif, Fletcher, & Liang, 2004; Kovacevic
et al., 1998). For instance, Bornstein and Cote (2004) found that Italian and Argentinian children
produce more words for people such as ‘aunt, grandmother’ than American children of the same
age. This probably reflects differences in the amount of contact with extended family. Bleses and
her colleagues (2008) found that the trends of Danish children’s early lexical development is
similar to trends observed in other languages, yet the vocabulary comprehension score in the
Danish children is the lowest among children of many other languages from age 1;0 on. This
delay is explained by the possibility that the nature of Danish sound structure presents Danish

children with a harder task of segmentation, impacting on a lower comprehension score.

Researchers also found that there is a relation between lexical and grammatical
development in English (Bates & Goodman, 1999; Fenson et al., 1994), in Italian (Caselli et al.,
1999), in Hebrew (Maital et al., 2000), and also in Spanish (Marchman, Martinez-Sussmann &
Dale, 2004), and within a single language, vocabulary size is a more powerful predictor of
grammatical development than age or gender, contributing significant variance to measures of

grammar after age and gender are controlled (Bates et al., 1994; Bates, et al., 1995; Bauer,
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Goldfield, & Reznick, 2002; Dale et al., 2000; Dale & Fenson, 1996; Fenson et al., 1994;
Marchman & Bates, 1994). Some studies have shown, for example, that in toddlers who were
simultaneously learning Spanish and English, the association between vocabulary and grammar
was much stronger within each language than across languages (Marchman et al., 2004). Conboy
and Thal (2006) also found that bilingual children who were simultaneously learning Spanish and
English acquire the grammar of each language separately, since the grammatical abilities in each
of the separate languages of bilingual toddlers were paced by their lexical development within the

same language.

In brief, some of the main findings from English-speaking children have been replicated
in studies of children speaking other languages although there are differences in the sampling
procedures and sample sizes across the studies, which may limit their comparability.. These
findings show that children show strikingly similar patterns of development in their early
language acquisition across different languages. In general, as Dale and Goodman (2005)
state,there is i) a large variation among children in the rate of acquisition, ii) acceleration in
vocabulary growth in the second year of life and iii) an asymmetry between vocabulary
comprehension and production, iv) vocabulary production is strongly related to grammatical
development. Dale and Goodman (2005) also added that gestural communication is more
strongly related to receptive vocabulary than productive vocabulary. There has been some studies
about the interrelations of different dimensions of early language development that support this
claim. Actions and Gestures are found to be more strongly correlated with word comprehension
than word production inother studies (e.g. Caselli, Rinaldi, Stefanini, Volterra, 2012; Eriksson &

Berglund, 1999; Fenson et al., 1994, Fenson et al., 2007; Kern, 2007).
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In addition, previous research found that gender predicts some variability in the rates of
language development. Sex differences favouring girls were found in the original US sample of
over 1,800 children aged 8-30 months (Fenson, et al., 1994), but accounted for a small amount of
variance (i.e., 1-2% of the variance). Galasworthy, Dionne, Dale and Plomin (2000) also found a
female advantage in a sample of over 3,000 2-year-old twins born in England and Wales,
accounting for about 3% of the variance. Reese and Read (2000) found that gender accounted for
a more substantial amount of unique variance (10%) in total vocabulary scores in their more SES
diverse sample of New Zealand infants. In general, girls outpaced boys in lexical and
grammatical development, particularly regarding the age of language acquisition, vocabulary
size, sentence length and verbal fluency (e.g. Acarlar, Aksu-Kog, Aktiirk, Ates, Kiintay, Mavis,
Sofu, Topbas, Turan, 2011; Bauer et al., 2002; Berglund, Eriksson, & Westerlund, 2005;
Bornstein, Hahn and Hayne, 2004; Feldman et al., 2000; Feldman et al., 2005; Fenson, et al.,
1994; Tardif et al., 2009). Nevertheless, studies on gender differences in verbal ability are
inconclusive. Two studies on Swedish-speaking children and Hebrew-speaking children did not
find any differences between girls and boys for vocabulary comprehension or vocabulary
production (Eriksson & Berglund, 1999; Berglund & Eriksson, 2000; Maital et al., 2000).
However, in Eriksson and Berglund (1999) a small female advantage was observed at the first
sub-scale (“first communicative gestures sub-scale”) of the gesture scales. Cross-linguistic
differences in gender effects may reflect the influence of social variables, such as differences in
gender-role behavior or stereotypes in different cultures. For instance, parents may talk more to
girls than to boys and to be more responsive to talk from girls than boys in certain cultures more

than others (Leaper, 2002).
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2.1.2. The psychometric properties of the CDIs: Reliability and validity of the MB-CDI

Given the widespread use of the MB-CDI checklists to analyze developmental trends and
variation in early lexical and grammatical acquisition, several investigations have been conducted
to examine the reliability and validity of their use with typically developing infants and toddlers
(e.g. Fenson, Marchman, Thal, Dale, Reznick, & Bates, 2007; Rescorla, Bernstein Ratner,
Jusczyk, & Jusczyk, 2005), and with children who have various developmental disabilities (e.g.

Miller, Sedey, & Miolo, 1995; Thal, O’Hanlon, Clemmons, & Frailin, 1999).

2.1.2.1. Reliability of the MB-CDI

Reliability is the extent to which a measuring instrument gives consistent results each
time it is applied. Internal consistency is one of the indicators of reliability. Fenson et al. (1994)
provided evidence of the CDI's reliability. The results of split-half correlations revealed high
internal consistency for the three vocabulary scales contained in the two forms (infant
comprehension, infant production, and toddler production) (Cronbach’ alpha rs = .95, .96, and
.96, respectively). All five major CDI scales of the two CDI inventories-the three vocabulary
scales, infant gestures, and toddler sentence complexity-show good internal consistency. In
addition, short-term test-retest reliability measures over about a one month time interval revealed
that correlations between the two administrations were .87, .95, and .86 for comprehension,

production, and gesture, respectively.

High internal consistency (r ranged from .82 to .99) of the MB-CDI was reported in other
languages as well, such as for Danish (Bleses et al., 2008), Hebrew (Maital, Dromi, Sagi, &

Bornstein, 2000), Swedish (Berglund & Eriksson, 2000) and Chinese (Tardif, Fletcher, Liang, &
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Kaciroti, 2009). Nevertheless, Fenson et al. (1994; 2007) emphasized that estimation and
interpretation of the reliability of a parent-report measure presents some difficulties. The validity
and reliability of parental reports depends mostly on parents’ ability to observe their children’s
comprehension and production of vocabulary and sentences. Critics pointed out that sometimes
parents may be unreliable source of information due to their biases or potential memory errors
(Stiles, 1994). Internal consistency and test-retest measures may produce artificially high
correlations because of a halo effect (i.e., parents who overestimate their child's language skills in
all areas) or because parents may remember and repeat their previous responses regardless of
their accuracy (Fenson et al., 1994). Thus, they claimed that the best evidence for the reliability

of the present measures comes from their substantial concurrent validity.

2.1.2.2. Concurrent validity of the MB-CDI

Concurrent validity as a measure has been widely used to establish the utility of an
assessment procedure. Concurrent validity refers to the degree of correspondence between
reported language abilities and direct assessment of language functioning or other accepted
evaluations of the same underlying constructs (Fenson et al., 1994). It reflects the correlation of
the scores on the parent-report measures with scores on standardized tests of language or
measures of language in conversation. If the scores on MB-CDI have strong and statistically
significant positive associations with scores on other validated measures at the same age, these
findings would indicate that these measures assess the same construct and constitute strong

evidence of concurrent validity.
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It is common to examine the concurrent validity of MB-CDI by looking at scores obtained
from MB-CDI and at scores on other standardized tests of language or measures of language in
conversation. The most common measures of language that have been used in validation studies
regarding the lexical, morphological and syntactic diversity include the total number of utterances
produced, the number of word tokens (total number of words a child produces), the number of
word types (the number of different word types a child produces) and the mean length of
utterance (computed by dividing the total number of morphemes by the total number of

utterances, MLU indicates the degree of syntactic complexity in utterances).

The concurrent validity of the MB-CDI measures that has been assessed in a number of
studies comparing parent report with child performance on relevant language measures indicated
that the correlations between laboratory measures and inventory scores are generally substantial,
ranging from .33 to .85 (Fenson et.al. 1994). Fenson et al. (1994) claimed that although some
studies that were conducted before 1994 used earlier versions of the MB-CDI forms, because the
vocabulary checklists in the current inventories have changed slightly from those contained in

earlier versions, the results of these studies are also valid.

Overall, moderate to strong correlations have been found between the MB-CDI-Words
and Sentences version and direct language measures for typical populations, for children with
developmental disabilities, and children with specific language delay. These studies will be

summarized below.

The first validity study of the MB-CDI-Toddler form was carried out by Dale (1991).

Dale (1991) used the MB-CDI-Toddler form to examine parents’ ability to accurately report the
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vocabulary and grammar skills of typically developing 2-year-olds who were English speaking.
He compared lexical and grammatical scores on the MB-CDI-Toddler form to a number of
language measures including The Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test (Gardner,
1981), the total number of different words and the mean length of utterance in the spontaneous
language sample, and the Index of Productive Syntax (Scarborough, 1990). The Index of
Productive Syntax is a measure of grammatical complexity that reflects the occurrence of unique
tokens of different grammatical constructions including noun and verb phrase constructions,
inflectional morphemes, interrogative and negative forms, and simple and complex sentence
structures. Dale (1991) reported that the MB-CDI-toddler measures of total productive
vocabulary, three longest utterances, and sentence complexity were significantly correlated
(ranging from .47 to .79) with direct measures of vocabulary and syntax obtained from language
sample analyses and standardized tests. He pointed out that reported vocabulary was significantly

correlated (r = .74) with number of different words produced in a language sample.

Corkum and Dunham (1996) examined the concurrent associations longitudinally
between the MB-CDI Toddler Short Form and directly observed measures of lexical production
with a sample of 32 children evaluated at ages 1,6, 2;0 and 4;0. They found significant
correlations between MB-CDI Short Form scores and measures of lexical production at both 18

months and 24 months (r = 0.51 and 0.73, respectively).

Thal, Jackson-Maldonado and Acosta (2000) examined the validity of the IDHC:PE
(adaptation of the MB-CDI in Spanish) with monolingual Spanish speaking 20 and 28 month-
olds from middle and upper-middle-class families. They compared the number of words and two

measures of grammar (mean of the three longest utterances and grammatical complexity score)
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from the IDCH:PE to behavioral measures of vocabulary and grammar (number of different
words, scores in a naming task and MLU) assessed by spontaneous speech. Behavioral measures
included an object naming task in which the child was shown 10 common objects one at a time,
and then asked for spontaneous naming of the objects. The second measure of spontaneous
language was assessed in mother-child and experimenter-child play sessions with age-appropriate
materials including toys and books supplied by examiners. Thal et al.” s study (2000) revealed
significant correlations between reported vocabulary scores on the IDHC:PE and the behavioral
measures of number of objects labeled in the confrontation naming task and number of different
words produced in the language sample (rs = .56 to .69) for both 20 and 28 month olds. Similar
significant correlations were observed between MLU and reported IDHC:PE M3LU and
IDHC:PE grammatical complexity (rs = .68 to .88 respectively). The results demonstrated that
the validity of the parent reports for assessing expressive vocabulary in 20-month-olds and
expressive vocabulary and grammar in 28-month-olds were high. These results were also
comparable to those reported for English-speaking children with typical language development
(Dale, 1991) and older language-delayed preschoolers (Thal, O’Hanlon, Clemmons, & Frailin,

1999).

Marchman and Martinez Sussmann (2002) examined typically developing bilingual 27
month old toddlers (learning both Spanish and English). They compared reported measures of
word production to word use during both free speech and structured contexts. They evaluated
lexical measures with respect to each language individually assessed with both MB-CDI and
IDHC:PE, and with a composite general lexical measure. Behavioral measures included an object

naming task, and 30 minutes of free-play that was conducted with the caregiver (15 minutes) and
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a Research Assistant (15 minutes). In the object naming task, the child was shown and handed an
object and then encouraged for a spontaneous naming or asked to name it. This was repeated for
15 common objects. Free-play sessions with the caregiver and the research assistant involved
different sets of toys and provided a range of symbolic and social-interactive activities. Reported
grammar measures that were derived from the reporters’ indications of their children’s three
longest utterances (M3L) and the syntactically complex phrases for both languages were
compared to the observations of the child’s use of word combinations, as well as a measure of
their grammatical complexity, and MLU-words that were derived using the Child Language
Analysis System (MacWhinney & Snow, 1990), including number of different words, total
number of words, and the mean length of utterances. The relationships between the reported and
behavioral measures in both English and Spanish were consistently strong for both measures of
word production. Indeed, the results demonstrated strong concurrent validity of the CDI and
IDHC across a range of contexts after several demographic factors were taken into account
including home language, proportion of English to Spanish input, and mothers’ acculturation
level. They also concluded that parents are “able to accurately discriminate children’s English
and Spanish word use when completing the CDI’s, even if they were speakers of both English

and Spanish themselves” (Marchman & Martinez-Sussmann, 2002, p. 994).

Eriksson (2001) studied the concurrent validity of the Swedish adaptation of the MB-CDI-
Toddler version (SECDI-W&S) through the use of narratives. Eriksson (2001) assessed
vocabulary and grammar skills in thirty-two children from two cohorts when they were 22 and 26
month-olds. The children were assessed again 14 months later (T2) with different measures:

grammar score and MaxLU (mean utterance length in morphemes of the child’s three longest
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utterances) score derived from the SECDI-W&S, and a series of measures derived from
narratives produced by the children using the frog story. At T2, concurrent validity of the SECDI

using narrative measures was relatively strong, ranged between 0.48 and 0.70.

Pan, Rowe, Spier and Tamis-Lemonda (2004) examined the concurrent validity of the
CDI-Short Form. They assessed 24 month-old toddlers’ productive vocabulary in 105 low-
income families living in either urban or rural communities, and compared the CDI-Short Form
to concurrent word types observed in the spontaneous speech measures and standardized
language assessments (a factor analysis score of 42 Bayley Scales of Infant Development items),
and the utility of each. Results suggest that the CDI-Short Form was moderately associated with
other language measures, with different word types obtained from the spontaneous speech

measures (r = 0.49), and with the factor score of Bayley (r = 0.66).

Feldman and her colleagues (2005) assessed the concurrent validity of the MB-CDI-II at
age 2, and MB-CDI-III at age 3. The results of Feldman and her colleagues’ study (2005)
revealed that the correlations between scores on all three scales of the CDI-111 and scores on the
standardized tests and conversational language measures obtained at the age 3 year were positive
and statistically significant. Thus, these results suggest that the CDI-I11 has reasonable concurrent
validity. Correlations between scores on the CDI -WS Vocabulary Production and Three Longest
Sentences scales and scores on all standardized tests and conversational language measures were

also statistically significant, except the CDI-WS Sentence Complexity scale.

The results of Feldman et al. study (2005) for concurrent validity were very similar to

results reported by Oliver et al. (Oliver, Dale, Saudino, Petrill, Pike, & Plomin, 2002). Oliver et
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al. (2002) also observed significant correlations between the 3-year vocabulary measure, the MB-
CDI-III, and the McCarthy Scales of Children’s Abilities in a validity study of 85 British children

aged 32 to 40 months.

Bleses, Vach, Slott, Wehberg, Thomsen, Madsen, & Basboll (2008) studied the
concurrent validity of the Danish adaptation of the MB-CDI. They compared vocabulary size as
measured by MB-CDI with the cumulative number of word types observed in the spontaneous
speech sample of Danish twins (12 children) from 13 months of age to 30 months of age. The
results indicated high correlation between the developmental pattern, as indexed by the MB-CDI,
and vocabulary development, as indexed by spontaneous speech data, although the number of

children studied was low.

Toole and Fletcher (2010) also demonstrated the validity of MB-CDI for Irish-speaking
children from 16 months of age to 40 months of age. Their results revealed that all spontaneous
language scores including measures of lexical diversity and indices of grammar were strongly
and significantly correlated with the vocabulary and grammar scores on the Irish CDI (ICDI).
They also added that the ICDI checklist includes a broader range of language skills and so would

seem to capture the range of language ability more comprehensively than direct observation.

Recently, Perez-Pereira and Resches (2011) investigated the concurrent validity of the
Galician adaptation of the short and long forms of the MB-CDI Toddler version (IDHC: Palabras
e Oracions). They examined 42 children longitudinally at 18 months and 24 months of ages.
They compared the lexical and grammatical scores of children obtained from the Galician IDHC

with lexical and grammatical measures obtained from the children’s spontaneous speech samples.
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The correlations found between IDHC vocabulary and lexical diversity in spontaneous measure
at age 18 months (0.86 and 0.89 for the long and short forms, respectively); and at 24 months of
age (0.80 and 0.74 for the long and short forms, respectively). Correlations between IDHC
grammar scores and spontaneous MLU were lower at age 18 months of age than at 24 months of

age (0.53 to 0.73, respectively).

In comparison to the validity studies of the expressive vocabulary and grammatical scores
of MB-CDI with typically developing infants and toddlers, validity studies of the receptive
vocabulary or actions and gestures scores are scarce. A previous study of Thal and Dughi (cited
in Fenson et al. 1994) examined the validity of the MB-CDI infant gestures scale. They examined
12 infants between the ages of 8 and 12 months. They compared the gesture scores of the infants
obtained from the MB-CDI monthly with the laboratory assessments of communicative,
recognitory, and symbolic gestures and vocabulary comprehension scores of children at ages 10
and 12 months. They found substantial and significant concurrent correlations between MB-CDI
infant gesture scores and laboratory measures of spontaneous and elicited play at 12 months.

However, parent report of gestures had less concurrent validity at 10 months than at 12 months.

Ring and Fenson (2000) explored parents’ ability to report reliably on their children’s
receptive and expressive vocabularies at a mean age of 25 months, once production begins to
grow. They compared the effectiveness of MB-CDI toddler form on expressive language with a
parental picture-based report that was completed at the laboratory in which they asked parents to
make ‘yes/no’ judgments about their children’s ability to understand and say words that are
composed of 42 pairs of pictured objects and actions. They also examined the relation between

parent report and child performance for receptive and expressive vocabulary by testing children
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with the same set of pictures (for the comprehension task they asked them to point to the target
word named by the experimenter such as ‘Where is the bird?’, ‘Who is sleeping?’, ‘Which one is
open?’ and for the production task asking them questions such as ‘What is it?’, “What is she
doing?’). Their findings demonstrated that overall, there was a significant correlation between
parent report and child performance at the picture-naming task in both the comprehension task (r
= 0.55), and for the production task (r = 0.67). Furthermore, multiple regression analyses showed
that MB-CDI is a better predictor of child performance scores than the picture-based parental

report alone.

The above-mentioned patterns of concurrent validity of the MB-CDIs have been
replicated in atypical populations (e.g. Miller, Sedey & Miolo, 1995; Thal, O’Hanlon, Clemmons
& Fralin, 1999; Dale, Price, Bishop & Plomin, 2003). Miller et al. (1995), for instance, examined
the validity of the MB-CDI for children with developmental disabilities. Miller assessed 44
children with Down syndrome and 46 typically developing children by matching them for mental
age. Results from the total expressive vocabulary on the MB-CDI toddler were compared to a
spontaneous language sample and to language items in the Bayley Scales of Infant Development,
for older children with Down syndrome. Significant correlations were found across all measures,
and no significant differences were found in the strength of correlations between the two groups

of children.

Mayne (1998) also showed the validity of the MB-CDI for 8- to 37-month-old children
who were deaf or had hearing loss. Mayne demonstrated the validity of both infant and toddler

forms of the MB-CDI. Significant correlations that ranged from .42 to .77 were reported for both
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receptive and expressive vocabulary and measures of language on a different parent report

instrument (the Minnesota Child Development Inventory).

In addition, Thal et al. (1999) reported moderate to high correlations between MB-CDI
Toddler scores and the language measures in samples of children with language delay who were
between the ages of 39 and 49 months. They assessed the total number of different words and
Mean Length of Utterance in a spontaneous language sample. Spontaneous language was
obtained from each child during 15 minutes of free play with five sets of toys. They also used the
Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test, and the Index of Productive Syntax scores,
Memory for Sentences subtest of the Standford Binet Intelligence Scale as additional measures of
grammatical development. The correlations ranged from .78 to .86 for vocabulary and .58 to .69
for grammar. They concluded that the MB-CDI is effective in assessing the language skills of

children with language delay.

Rescorla, Bernstein, Jusczyk, and Jusczyk (2005) examined the concurrent validity of the
Language Development Survey (LDS) which is a parent report screening tool for the
identification of language delay in toddlers by testing its associations with the MB-CDI Toddler
in a sample of 239 23 to 25 month-olds. The correlation between total vocabulary score on the
two instruments was .95 and correlations across semantic categories ranged from .84 to .94. The
correlation between the LDS and the CDI for mean length of phrases calculated on 3 examples of

the child’s longest and best phrases was .90.

Moreover, Thal et al. (2007) also demonstrated the validity of the CDI for measuring

language abilities in children with profound hearing loss and who are using cochlear implants.
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They used behavioral measures including the Reynell Developmental Language Scales and
measures of vocabulary and grammar from a spontaneous language sample. Both the Words and
Gestures and the Words and Sentences forms of the MB-CDI were shown to have significant
correlations with behavioral measures which ranged from .41 to .93. These results were

comparable to those reported for children with typical development.

In brief, previous studies on the concurrent validity of the MB-CDI have reported positive
correlations that range from moderate to high based on a range of behavioural language measures,
including standardised tests, language samples, and parental judgement of vocabulary
comprehension and expression. In general, the accuracy of parent reports about their children’s
language comprehension skills at different ages is poorer than that about the children’s language
production skills (Erikkson, Westerlund, & Berglund, 2002; Feldman et al., 2000; 2005). Parents
are reasonably good informants about their child’s expressive language development than
receptive language (Thal et al., 1999). Research on the validity of the MB-CDI particularly in the
toddler age group (18 to 36 months) reveals that there are substantial correlations between scores
on parent report measures and scores on other standardized language measures, or on free-speech
measures (Dale, 1991; Fenson et al., 1994; Tardiff et al., 1999; Rescorla & Alley, 2001). This
finding has been replicated in children speaking different languages (e.g. Thal, Jackson-
Maldonado, & Acosta, 2000), in bilingual children (e.g. Marchman & Martinez-Sussmann,
2002), and children with developmental disabilities, such as children with significant cognitive
impairment (e.g., Miller, et al., 1995) and for children with prenatal focal brain injury (Bates et
al., 1997). Hence, previous findings provide evidence of the validity of parent report vocabulary

cheklists as effective sources of information about children’s language development.
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2.1.2.3. Predictive validity of the MB-CDI

The predictive validity of the MB-CDI measures has been assessed in a number of studies
comparing the MB-CDI parent report with child performance at later ages on the same report, or
on other standardized tests of language or other relevant language measures by evaluating the
degree of association between infant or toddler version scores. If scores on the MB-CDI have
strong and statistically significant positive associations with scores on validated measures at a

later age, the findings would constitute strong evidence for predictive validity.

Studies have used the MB-CDI, particularly the toddler version (18 to 30 months), to
identify and study toddlers who are significantly behind their peers in language development.
Some of these studies have investigated specific theoretical claims about normal language
development (e.g. Thal, Bates, Goodman, & Jahn-Samilo, 1997); some have examined toddlers at
risk for later specific language impairments (e.g. Ellis Weismer & Evans, 2002) or focus on
predictive validity for children who have cognitive and/or developmental disorders (Miller et al.,
1995). In general, moderate to strong correlations have been found for the MB-CDI-Words and
Sentences version for typical populations, for children with developmental disabilities, and
children with specific language delay. Indeed, children who score very low on parent report
measures are found to be at higher risk for continuing language impairments although many of
them catch up with their age cohorts’ level in the later preschool years (Dale, Price, Bishop, &
Plomin, 2003; Rescorla & Alley, 2001; Thal, O’Hanlon, Clemmons, & Fralin, 1999). These

studies will be presented below.
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Fenson et al. (1994) yielded evidence of the CDI's predictive validity. They obtained 6
month follow-up data from approximately 600 children as part of their norming study. One group
of parents in their sample filled out the MB-CDI infant version at two time points (infant-infant
sample), the other group filled out the toddler version at two time points (toddler-toddler sample),
and the other group filled out the MB-CDI-infant at one time point and the MB-CDI-toddler at
the second time point (infant-toddler sample). The results demonstrated continuity of vocabulary
comprehension, production, and gesture production. Besides, the data provided evidence for
short-term stability of vocabulary and grammatical complexity. The Fenson et al. (1994)
longitudinal data indicated that there are large individual differences in the timing of early
language acquisition, and the individual differences in language comprehension and production

scores were relatively stable across a 6-month period.

Thal, Bates, Goodman, and Jahn-Samilo (1997) used the MB-CDI to examine the value of
MB-CDI reports of vocabulary and gesture production for predicting language delays. They
examined whether late and early language status is equally stable across ages from 8 to 30
months. They analyzed children in the upper and lower 10% of the normal distribution of the
same data used by Fenson et al. (1994). They also obtained data by following 34 children
monthly from 8 to 30 months of age. Although their study provides evidence for continuity at the
group level for late- and early-talker status across the period from 10 to 30 months of age, they
concluded that the results did not have adequate sensitivity and specificity to predict the outcome
for individual children. Particularly, Thal et al. pointed out that their longitudinal study with 34
children showed equally poor predictability for all late talkers and for early talkers below 18 to

24 months of age.
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Robinson and Mervis (1999) also had a criticism that MB-CDI growth curves that plot
vocabulary size against age are not representing individual differences, since they are commonly
based on cross-sectional data and represent group average. They pointed out that although MB-
CDI growth curves was validated in a single case study in which they assessed the longitudinal
validity of MB-CDI by comparing MB-CDI growth trajectory with the growth trajectory based
on daily diaries, the MB-CDI underestimated the words in the diary study, besides the

discrepancy between the measures increased with age.

On the other hand, Jahn-Samilo, Goodman, Bates, and Sweet, (2000) also argued that
when compared to direct assessment, parental report can provide earlier and more representative
indicators of vocabulary development. Jahn-Samilo, Goodman, Bates and Appelbaum (1999)
compared toddlers’ vocabulary in another longitudinal study in which 36 object names that were
taken from the MB-CDI word production checklist (administered monthly from 8 to 30 months)
with the same 36 words that were elicited by a word production task (administered monthly in the
laboratory from 12 to 30 months). They found that both measures revealed high variability in
children from 16 to 30 months of age. They suggested that the great variability in the MB-CDI
reflects the variability in the early language growth. In addition, Dale et al. (2003) measured the
vocabulary production scores of 8386 British twin children at the age of 2 years, using the 100-
item short form of the MB-CDI (Fenson et al., 2000). They found statistically significant
relations between this early vocabulary measure and later proficiency in vocabulary, grammar

and abstract language at the ages of 3 and 4 years.

Corkum and Dunham (1996) examined the predictive associations between the Short

Form scores and measures of more general intellectual abilities in a sample of 32 children (aged 1
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yr 6 month olds, 2 years, and 4 year olds). They found that the MB-CDI Short Form predicted
Verbal 1Q scores of the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence Revised at 4 years
of age. However, the CDI scores did not predict the Performance 1Q scores at 4 years. The short
form of the MB-CDI has also been used in the Twins Early Development Study (Bishop, Price,
Dale, & Plomin, 2003; Oliver, Dale, & Plomin, 2004). They reported that scores at age 2 were
highly predictive of language delay at ages 3 and 4. Later on, Bornstein and Haynes (1998),
Reese and Read (2000), and (Pan et al., 2004), provided further support for these results. Reese
and Read (2000) examined the predictive validity of a New Zealand version of the CDI-Toddler
version (NZ CDI:WS) with 61 New Zealand children at 1;7 and 2;1 and with the Expressive
Vocabulary Test and the Peabody Picture VVocabulary Test-111 at 2;8 and 3;4. They found good
predictive validity for the NZ CDI:WS even over a 21-month delay. However, their results
indicated mothers with less education overestimated their children’s vocabulary levels compared

with their performance on standardised measures.

In brief, in studies that have used the MB-CDI, individual differences in the language
comprehension and production skills of toddlers remained relatively stable. Moreover, some
children with more advanced early development show delays at later ages, whereas many
children whose initial developmental progress is slow increase their rate of development to catch
up with previously typically developing peers (Dale et al., 2003). Both the MB-CDI vocabulary
and syntax measures (sentence complexity and the length of the three longest sentences) were
also found to be good predictors of MLU in samples of language-impaired children (O'Hanlon &
Thal, 1991). Nevertheless, associations have been found to be higher for CDI vocabulary scores

than grammar scores (Miller, Sedey, & Miolo, 1995; Pan et al., 2004; Reese & Read, 2000).
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2.1.2.4. Validity of the MB-CDI reports in relation to SES or Mother Education

With a few exceptions (e.g. Aksu-Kog et al., 2011; Arriaga, Fenson, Cronan & Pethick,
1998; Furey, 2011; Roberts, Burchinal & Durham, 1999; Feldman et al., 2005; Mancilla-
Martinez, Pan, Vagh, 2011; Pan, Rowe, Spier & Tamis-Lemonda, 2004; Reese & Read, 2000),
most research to date with parental report on children’s language development has focused on
children from middle- or upper-middle-class families. Several studies have shown a positive
association between the SES of the parent and the verbal abilities of the child, especially
regarding lexical development; children of upper SES performed better than children of lower
SES (e.g., Arriaga, Fenson, Cronan & Pethick, 1998; Bornstein, Haynes & Painter, 1998;
Feldman et al., 2005). However, some of the studies report an insubstantial or non-existent effect
of SES (e.g. Fenson et al., 1994; Hamilton et al., 2000; Maital et al., 2000). This may be due, in
part, to the predominance of high SES parents in these samples. Linguistic input the child
receives is usually hypothesized to mediate the association between SES of the parent and the
verbal abilities of the child (Hart & Risley, 1995; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1991, 1998; Hoff & Naigles,
2002; Huttenlocher, Haight, Bryk, Seltzer & Lyons, 1991; Weizman & Snow, 2001). Mothers
with high SES have been found to talk more, produce longer sentences, use a richer vocabulary
and pose a larger number of questions to their children as compared with mothers of lower SES.
Parents from higher social class backgrounds are also suggested to give more accurate reports of
their children’s communicative skills. For instance; Saudino et al. (1998) found that relatively
high-SES mothers discriminated between their children's verbal and nonverbal cognitive abilities
quite well. They examined the pattern of correlations of the parent-based measures with Bayley

language and nonlanguage scores and MB-CD1: UK Short-form Version (MCDI:UKSF). The
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vocabulary scale of the MCD1:UKSF was found to be more highly correlated with Bayley

language than with Bayley non-language measures.

Although studies with the MB-CDI have concluded that parents of middle- to upper-
middle-class generally are reported to be valid observers of their children (as indicated by strong
concurrent correlations of parent reports with direct assessments and also by good prediction of
later developmental status) (Camaioni, Castelli, Longobardi & Volterra, 1991; Corkum &
Dunham, 1996, Dale, 1991; Dunham & Dunham, 1992; Fenson et al., 1994; Miller, Sedey, &
Miolo, 1995; O’Hanlon & Thal, 1991; Reese & Read, 2000; Rescorla & Alley, 2001; Ring &
Fenson, 2000; Tardiff et al. 1999), some researchers have questioned the accuracy of reports by
parents from low socio-economic backgrounds and for racial minority in particular. For instance;
Roberts, Burchinal, and Durham, (1999) using a 50-word version of the MB-CDI, found that
African American parents of low SES appeared to underestimate their children’s vocabulary sizes
at 30 months, but not at 18 or 24 months, relative to other standardized language measures
administered concurrently and compared with the MB-CDI norming population. However, when
the scores that were considered questionable for the researchers were omitted, a significant
gender effect was found, favouring girls. Thus, the researchers cautioned about systematic bias in
reporting and that the MB-CDI and its norms may be inappropriate for low-income African-

American mothers since they may overestimate boys’ vocabulary.

Reese and Read (2000) also found negative relations between children's MB-CDI scores
and maternal education;children of mothers with less education gave higher estimates of their
children’s receptive vocabulary levels on the MB-CDI compared to their performance on other

standardized measures. They pointed out that mothers with less education might conflate
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expressive and receptive vocabulary when filling out the MB-CDI Infant form, and added that
mothers with less education may be less likely to follow instructions as carefully so that they may

additionally tick words that the child “knows” but does not necessarily “produce”.

Feldman and colleagues (2000) have questioned the validity of the CDI for certain
sociodemographic groups too. As part of a prospective study of language, cognitive, and
psychosocial development in relation to otitis media, Feldman et al. obtained CDI data from
children at ages 1, 2, and 3 years, using a large and sociodemographically diverse sample. In a
study based on data of 2,156 children with no recognized major biological or social risk factors
for developmental delay other than low socioeconomic status, Feldman et al. (2000) found that
the majority of the scales on the MB-CDI that were obtained at both 1 and 2 years of age of
children were developmentally sensitive, with scores increasing across age ranges. However,
there was considerable variability in performance on both vocabulary scales of the MB-CDI
Infant version and three grammatical scales of the MB-CDI Toddler version (word forms-
irregulars, word forms-over-regularized, and sentence complexity). Correlations between
performance on the Infant and on the Toddler version, one year later, ranged from 0.18 (mostly
on comprehension sections) to 0.39 (on vocabulary production sections). Therefore, Feldman et
al. (2000) criticized the MB-CDI as having little stability in measuring children’s respective

levels of language development across years.

Feldman’s study sample included a substantial number of parents who used Medicaid for
health insurance based on their low economic status (42% of the participants), and who were
African American (20% of the participants). In the sample of Feldman’s study, 8% of the

children had mothers who had not graduated from high school, and only 18% had mothers who
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had completed college. These percentages contrast with those of the MB-CDI norming samples
(Fenson et al., 1993), in which only 4% were African American and only 3% were from low-
income families, 4% who had not graduated from high school, and 53% had mothers who had
completed college. Thus, at least within the American context, there is some concern in the

usability of the MB-CDI with low SES families.

Feldman et al. (2000) also found that maternal education was negatively associated with
children’s receptive and productive scores. Children’s language scores on three of the four
continuous scales in MB-CDI Infant version (Phrases Understood, VVocabulary Comprehension,
and Vocabulary Production), and two of the five continuous scales of the MB-CDI Toddler
version (Word Forms-Irregular, Word Forms -Over-generalized) were higher for children whose
mothers had the lowest level of education than for children whose mothers were college educated
and had private health insurance. These findings contradicted the observation that children of low
SES typically develop language more slowly than do children of middle or high SES. Therefore,
they concluded that the MB-CDI has limited utility as a tool to compare groups of children of 24

months of age and younger and with different socio-economic backgrounds.

Fenson et al. (2000) responded to Feldman et al.’s (2000) cautions regarding the use of
the MB-CDI, by claiming that the characteristics of the MB-CDI are reflections of individual
differences in early language development rather than measurement problems. They
acknowledged that 1 year of age is too young to identify individual children at risk for language
delay, but they asserted that stability of language abilities increases in children 12—-24 months old,
and then the predictive power of the MB-CDI to identify children at risk for language delay

should increase with age. Hence, they suggested that the MB-CDI is a reliable screening device
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with increasing stability particularly between 16 and 24 months. In addition, neither the study by
Roberts and colleagues nor that by Feldman and colleagues included data on children’s
spontaneous speech, and neither provided longitudinal data beyond toddlerhood to allow
examination of concurrent or predictive validity of MB-CDI vocabulary measures of children in

low-income families.

Despite the concerns raised by Feldman et al. (2000), research shows that parent reports
appear to be congruent with other sources of information. Heilmann, Ellis Weismer, Evans and
Hollar (2005) have documented that the measure is significantly correlated with direct
assessment measures and can accurately identify children’s language level at 30 months of age.
Heilmann et al.’s analyses showed that the MB-CDI was effective in identifying children with
low language (below the 11th percentile) skills and in identifying children with normal language
skills (above the 49th percentile). Thus, they also suggested the MB-CDI as a valid measure to

use.

In addition, Arriaga et al. (Arriaga, Fenson, Cronan & Pethich, 1998) found that when
used with diverse samples, children from families with very low SES obtained lower scores on
three measures of the toddler version of the MB-CDI: size of vocabulary, word combination, and
grammatical complexity than middle-class children. They found a 30% downward shift in all
scores, a substantially larger shift than previously reported for low SES samples. These low
scores reflect children’s lower levels of language rather than the parents’ inability to report

accurately.
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In brief, the concurrent and the predictive validity studies of the MB-CDI comparing the
MB-CDI parent report with child performance on relevant language measures have revealed
moderate to strong correlations between the MB-CDI, particularly Words and Sentences form,
and other language measures both for typical populations, for children with developmental
disabilities, and for children with specific language delay. Studies generally revealed that
differences in maternal education, income and race did not affect parents’ evaluation, and
differences between children in the first years in verbal ability might vary as a function of age,
gender and SES differences. In general, there is a positive association between the SES of the
parent and the verbal abilities of the child, especially regarding lexical development, and when
gender differences are found, it is commonly favoring girls. There is also some evidence that
completion of the MB-CDI by multiple reporters may be more valid than single reporters
(DeHouwer, Bornstein, & Leach, 2005; Marchman & Martinez-Sussman, 2002). For instance,
DeHouwer et al. (2005) found that the middle to upper-class parents of monolingual Dutch-
speaking children tended to underestimate their children’s vocabulary. They found that the
greater the child’s communicative ability and linguistic knowledge, as rated by any one reporter,
the more differences tend to emerge between reporters. Different reporters evaluating the same
child give different, and sometimes widely divergent, reports on the same child. However, this
may have been a function of their familiarity with the children. As a result, DeHouwer et al.
(2005) propose the use of a Cumulative CDI Score in order to take into account the reliability in

inter-individual comparisons across multiple reporters’ assessments of the same child.
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2.2.  Present study

The current study is undertaken to examine the concurrent validity of parental report in
Turkish-speaking children from families of diverse SES backgrounds. This study is part of a
larger project designed to adapt MB-CDI to Turkish language and culture. Turkish
Communicative Development Inventory (TIGE) (Aksu-Kog, Kiintay, Acarlar, Mavis, Sofu,
Topbas & Turan, 2011) is a project aiming to develop a standardized assessment tool that
measures age- and gender-based trends in the growth of language competence, using a sample of
3,529 Turkish-speaking children by using the information given by their parents. With the goal of
using evidence from observed vocabulary and gesture use by children in spontaneous speech, we
examined the validity of TIGE and investigated the relationship of parental report to background
factors, in particular maternal education, given the somewhat mixed results regarding SES effects
reported in the literature, and with respect to comparison to the normative data on the gestural,
lexical, and grammatical development of 3,529 Turkish-speaking children aged 0.8-3.0 in Turkey.

In the following section, the specific aims and procedure of the study are presented.

2.2.1. Aims

The objective is to compare the language and also actions and gestures production scores
of 8-36 month-old native Turkish learners obtained from TIGE to their scores on the measures of
the same behaviors drawn from these children’s spontaneous speech samples collected in three
child-mother interaction contexts: an unstructured free activity setting, a joint picture-book
reading context, and a toy play setting. The primary purpose of this validity investigation is to

demonstrate that the Turkish adaptation of the MacArthur-Bates CDI can provide similar levels



Chapter 1: Introduction 37

of early communicative and linguistic competence of monolingual Turkish speaking infants and
toddlers to such competence displayed spontaneously in interactions with caregivers, even after

controlling for the ages and gender of the children and the education levels of the mothers.

The comparisons between TIGE reports and actual behavior were done for three
phenomena: First, types of actions and gestures reported by the mother to be produced by their
children were compared with the observations of actions and gestures use during spontaneous
speech contexts. Secondly, the correspondence between TIGE as the checklist measure of
vocabulary composition and the produced vocabulary in the spontaneous speech samples were
investigated by examining the extent to which relevant measures correlate with each other.
Finally, the association between the grammar measures obtained from TIGE as the checklist
measure of grammatical complexity and the spontaneous speech samples were investigated by

examining the extent to which they result in similar scores.

Three specific research questions were investigated:

1. How well do the measures of receptive and expressive vocabulary scores, and the
actions and gestures obtained from TIGE-I correlate with the number of different word types,

word tokens, and actions and gestures obtained from the spontaneous language measures?

2. How well do the expressive vocabulary scores, the grammatical complexity, and the
mean of the three longest utterances (M3L) from TIGE-II and the number of different word
types, word tokens, and the mean length of utterances (MLU) produced in spontaneous speech

tasks correlate?
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3. How closely associated are measures of the communicative and language scores based
on TIGE forms and on the spontaneous speech samples after controlling for the demographic

variables of maternal years of education, gender, and age?
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CHAPTER 3: METHOD

3.1. Participants

107 Turkish speaking mother-child dyads including 31 infants and 76 toddlers were
included in this study. All the children were monolingually raised Turkish-learning children
having no reported speech, hearing, other serious neurological disorder, or other chronic health
problems. The children are approximately equally distributed across the monthly age brackets
covered by TIGE forms and across the family socio-economic status. Some of the demographic
characteristics (target child age, gender, and parent education) of the sample are shown in Table
1. Mothers of children were contacted by means of snowball sampling to participate in the study,
or through personal relationships or through pediatricians, professionals in day-care centers. All
mothers were current residents of Istanbul, Ankara, or Eskisehir. Mothers’ levels of education
vary, with no education to highest diplomas ranging from elementary school to high school to
four-year or above college (e.g., graduation from high school means 11 years of attained
education). Among 107 children, 47% of them had mothers who had graduated from elementary
school, and %35 had mothers who had completed high school and, 19% mothers who had
completed college. On average, mothers reported at least 9 years of school attendance (M = 8.8,

SD=4.37 range = 0 to 21).
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Table 1.
Demographic characteristics of the sample in the TIGE-I & TIGE-II
Level of
Education
Basic Secondary College
Gender (5 years or <) (6-11 years) (12 yearsor >)  Total n (%)
TIGE-I (8-16 months)  Male 5 (%16) 5 (%16) 0 10 (%32)
Female 8 (%26) 7 (%23) 6 (%19) 21 (%68)
Total n (%) 13 (%42) 12 (%39) 6 (%19) 31 (%100)
TIGE-II (16-36
months) Male 18 (%24) 12 (%16) 5 (%7) 35 (%46)
Female 19 (%25) 13 (%17) 9 (%12) 41 (%54)
Total n (%) 37 (%49) 25 (%35) 14 (%18) 76 (%100)

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. ‘Turkish Communicative Development Inventory’ (TIGE: Tiirkce Iletisim Gelisimi

Envanteri

TIGE parental report forms address the early communicative and especially lexical
development of children aged 8 to 16 months (“Words and Gestures™) and the early lexical and
grammatical development of 16 to 36 months (“Words and Sentences”). Data on receptive and
expressive lexicon are gathered from the ages 0;8 tol;4, using TIGE-I: Infant form: including
Words and Gestures (see Appendix A). Data of the expressive lexicon and grammar is collected

at ages from1;4 to 3;0 using TIGE-II: Toddler Form: Words and Sentences (see Appendix B).

The infant part of the Turkish Communicative Development Inventory (TIGE-I) designed

for 8 to 16 months assesses receptive vocabulary, expressive vocabulary, and nonverbal
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communicative and symbolic actions (see Appendix A). The language measures examined on
TIGE-I included the number of phrases understood (maximum number of relevant items possible
= 28), words understood (maximum number of relevant items possible = 418), words produced
(maximum number of relevant items possible = 418), and first signs of understanding (maximum
number of relevant items possible = 3). Regarding the vocabulary section, mothers are asked to
report whether their child understands an item, or understands and says it. If an item is left
unchecked by the interviewer, it means that the child does not yet know that item. In order to
obtain valid information from TIGE forms, situations where words are accepted as “understood”
and “produced” are clearly explained to the mother. A word is accepted as “understood” if a child
shows a clear, immediate and correct response to it, and a word is accepted as “produced” if the
child repeatedly uses that word connected repeatedly to the same referent (not only imitated after
the mother’s speech). Regarding the actions-gestures sections, mothers are asked to report
whether their child does the action described in an item. The actions and gestures checklist in
TIGE-I consisted of 68 communicative and/or symbolic actions and gestures, organized into five

sections:

1) “‘First Communicative Gestures’’ include 16 items that signal the onset of intentional
communication and include four deictic gestures such as requesting, giving, pointing,
showing and twelve conventional-cultural representational communicative gestures
such as shaking the head to indicate ‘no’ and raising the arms to ask to be picked up,

2) ‘‘Games and Routines’’ include 8 games and routines such as playing peek-a-boo or
chasing. These do not include any object manipulation, and are an important part of

early social interactions,
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3) ‘‘Actions With Objects’’includes 17 actions and gestures performed on and with
objects and entails recognition of the appropriate use of a particular object such as
trying to eat with a spoon or fork, placing a comb on own hair or brushing own teeth,

4) “‘Pretending to Be a Parent”’ includes 13 items that entail true symbolic gestures such
as kissing a baby doll, putting dolls to bed, feeding the toy with a feeding bottle or a
spoon or talking to dolls or stuffed animals,

5) “‘Imitating Other Adult Actions’’ contains 14 items that entail the ability to imitate
more complex actions, usually part of adult’s repertoire, and performed by adults,
such as reading, writing with a pen, locking the door with a key. These actions

express a growing understanding of the world of objects and the uses of things.

In the toddler form (TIGE-II), information on word production of toddlers aged 16 to 36
months are obtained by asking the mothers whether their children say the words; there are no
questions about vocabulary comprehension in this form (see Appendix B). The language
measures examined in TIGE-1I included words produced (maximum number of relevant items
possible = 718), grammatical complexity (maximum number of relevant items = 18), and M3L
(no upper limit). Regarding the vocabulary section of TIGE-11, mothers are asked to report
whether their child says the item. A word is accepted as “produced” if the child repeatedly uses
that word which is connected repeatedly to the same referent (not only imitated after the mother’s
speech). If an item is left unchecked by the interviewer, it means that the child does not yet know

that item.

TIGE-II also contains a grammar part that includes a section on inflectional morphology

and a section on sentence complexity (see Appendix B). Because the structure of Turkish
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grammar differs from that of English, these parts show many differences from the English
version (Fenson et al., 1994). For comparison, the categories and number of items in the
vocabulary and grammar lists of TIGEs and CDIs are given in Table 2 and 3 (see Appendix C for

examples from the sections).

The section on grammar starts by asking mothers if their children produce words to refer
to: 1) past events and non-present people, 2) future events, 3) non-present objects, 4) possessors
of objects, and understands reference to 5) location of absent objects. The section on inflectional
morphology starts by asking mothers if their children produce nominal and verbal inflections of
1) present progressive —lyor, 2) past tense aspect —DlI, 3) evidential —-mls, 4) aorist —Ar, 5) future
—-AcAk, 6) yes/no question marker —ml, 7) verbal negation —mA, 8) first person possessive —Im,

9) dative —E, 10) locative —DE, and 11) accusative —I*.

The section on sentence complexity starts by asking mothers if their children already
produce word and morpheme combinations. Parents are then asked to list their child’s longest
three sentences which are typical of their child’s way of talking. Then grammatical markings are
presented, asking the mothers to indicate if their child produces such forms. The forms listed
include nominal markings (plural marking -1Ar, ablative case marking —DAn, instrumental and
commitative —IA, genitive —(n)In), verbal markings (necesitative —mAll, optative —E, polite
imperative —SAnA, permissive —Abll, causative —DlIr, conditional —sA, negative —mA), and some

early verb inflection combinations: -mls-DlI, lyor-mus. Lastly, mothers are asked questions that

! Capital letters used in inflections refer to individual morphemes reprsent vowel alternations.
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ask them to report on their child’s use of complex syntax including the use of infinitives -mAK,
conjunctions de, ve, -den sonra, diye, and converbs —IncA, -ArAk, -1Ip, -Iken. In sum, this part
assesses the Turkish-specific morphological and syntactic properties that increase sentence

complexity in early child language.
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Table 2.

Categories and numbers of items covered in the sections of TIGE-I compared to
CDI-1:Words and Gestures

Words and Gestures

TIGE-I CDI
Part-1: Early Words 451 items 429 items
A First signs of understanding 3 3
B.Phrases 28 28
C.Starting to talk 2 2
D.Vocabulary 418 396
1.Sound effects and animal sounds 10 12
2.Animals 17 36
3.Vehicles 7 9
4.Toys 8 8
5.Food and drink 43 30
6.Clothing 18 19
7.Body parts 17 20
8.Small household items 27 36
9.Furniture and rooms 22 24
10.Outside things 21 -
11.Places to go 13 27
12.People 21 20
13.Games and routines 31 19
14.Action words 95 55
15.Descriptive words 25 37
15.Words about time 6 8
16.Pronouns 12 11
17.Question words 7 6
18.Prepositions and locations 10 11
19.Quantifiers and articles 8 8
Part-11: Actions and Gestures 69 items 64 items
A First communicative gestures 16 12
B.Games and routines 8 6
C.Actions with objects 17 17
D.Pretending to be a parent 13 13
E.Imitating other adult actions 14 15

F.Pretend objects 1 1
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Table 3.

Categories and numbers of items covered in the sections of TIGE-II compared to
CDI-11:Words and Sentences

Words and Sentences

TIGE-II CDI
Part I: Words children use 723 items 685 items
A.Vocabulary 718 items 680 items
1.Sound effects and animal sounds 13 12
2.Animals 41 43
3.Vehicles 14 14
4.Toys 20 18
5.Food and drink 66 68
6.Clothing 32 28
7.Body parts 27 27
8.Small household items 33 50
9.Furniture and rooms 27 33
10.Outside things 37 31
11.Places to go 25 22
12.People 32 29
13.Games and routines 40 25
14.Action words 146 103
15.Descriptive words 61 63
15.Words about time 13 12
16.Pronouns 21 25
17.Question words 12 7
18.Prepositions and locations 21 26
19.Quantifiers and articles 23 17
20. Connecting words 7 -
21.Helping verbs - 21
22.Connecting verbs - 6
B.How children use words 5 5
Words and Sentences
TIGE 1l CDI 1l
PART II: Sentences and Grammar 84 items 111 items
A.Word inflections / Word endings 11 4
B. Noun inflections / Word forms 16 19
C. Verb inflections / Word endings 39 51

D.Three longest sentences
E. Complexity 18 37
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3.2.2. Socio-demographic Information Form: Home Observation for Measurement of the

Environment

In addition to administering TIGE, socio-demographic information is collected from the
mothers to measure factors in the home environment that affect child development (Baydar,
Kiintay, Goksen, Yagmurlu, & Cemalcilar, 2008). The Turkish version of Home Observation for
Measurement of the Environment (HOME; Bradley and Caldwell, 1984) that was adapted by
Baydar & Bekar (2007) was used to determine the family living conditions, the child-care
practices, and the language spoken at home (see Appendix D). The HOME inventory is a
structured and close-ended interview that includes 52 items. The items allow the estimation of 7
subscales: learning materials (0=0.91; e.g., “Child has toys which teach colors, sizes, and
shapes”), language stimulation (0=0.84; e.g., “Parent teaches child simple verbal manners:
please, thank you, I'm sorry”), physical environment (0=0.72; e.g., “Building appears safe”),
responsivity (¢=0.82; e.g., “Mother holds child close to herself at least for 5 minutes during the
visit.”), academic stimulation (0=0.82; e.g., “Do you help your child to learn the name of
colors?”), experience variety (0=0.55; e.g., “Did you go to a trip to somewhere else (to village,
town, prairie or city) with your child during last year?”’), and use of harsh discipline to the child
(0=0.61; e.g., “Mother conversed with the child in a harsh manner, scolded at or derogated him
more than once during visit”) (Baydar et al., 2008). The socio-demographic questionnaire
consists of questions about the personal and demographic information such as mother’s
pregnancy and delivery, child’s general health and development, family size and number of
caregivers, family socioeconomic status, highest level of education for each adult, current living

conditions, and materials in the household. Thus, information about the mother-child interaction,
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child care arrangements related to parenting strategies, cognitive-linguistic stimulation including
home literacy environment were collected to determine the relevant aspects of the child’s

language learning environment.

3.2.3. Spontaneous language measurement

The communications and the spontaneous language used by Turkish speaking infants and
toddlers in child-mother dyadic interactions were videotaped in three play contexts: an
unstructured free activity setting, a joint picture-book reading context, and a toy play setting with
two sets of toys provided sequentially by the experimenter. A more detailed information about

spontaneous language measures is presented in the following section.

3.3. Procedure

Each child was seen individually at the child’s home with the primary caregiver. In some
cases, multiple caregivers were present in the households, such as the child’s grandmother, or
other children such as the target child’s siblings. These people were often included in the
sessions, but in almost all cases, the primary caregiver was considered to be the mother. The
other adults or children were allowed to participate in the sessions nevertheless they were asked

to try not to interrupt the mother-child interaction.

The visits to the home were scheduled at the mother’s convenience. These visits lasted
approximately for 2 or 3 hours. One or two observers (including the author) were present during
the entire session, taking turns at filming the interaction and conducting TIGE. The video-

recording session lasted for approximately 45 minutes. Each mother were informed that we are
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primarily interested in gathering a sample of how her child is currently communicating. If the
mother strongly insisted that a home visit was not acceptable to her, the mother-child dyad would
be invited to and observed in a laboratory playroom designed for observational research. (The
playroom is comfortably furnished similar to a home environment with child size table and
chairs; a sofa and pillows and play farm with puzzles, dolls and similar age appropriate toys).

Indeed, there is only one case observed in the laboratory.

Because the goal of the study is to observe the dyads’ regular activities, how the dyads
carried out the activities were not much constrained. Throughout the recording, observers tried
not to interact with the mother or the child. They observed and video-recorded the mother and

child dyads from a corner of the room.

The video-recording session consisted of three segments. First, the mother and the child
were observed in an unstructured free activity setting. The mothers were asked to do "what they
usually do with their child" on a normal day at home such as routine care, meal time, dressing, or
play (see Appendix E for the Turkish instructions). This interaction was recorded for 10-15

minutes. No tools or toys were provided to the dyad for this segment.

In the second segment, the mother and the child were given 5-10 minutes to look at a 24-
page wordless picture book, “Frog, Where are you?” (Mayer, 1969). The Frog Story method has
been used in many previous studies with speakers of several languages (Berman & Slobin, 1994).
This storybook is about a boy and his dog, and their search for their missing frog. While the boy
and his dog are searching for the frog, they encounter different forest animals. After several

search encounters and adventures, the boy and dog eventually find the frog with other frog
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friends. Mothers were instructed to read the book or look at the book together with their child

(see Appendix F for the Turkish instructions).

In the third segment, the mother and child dyads were asked to play with two different
sets of toys. This part lasts approximately 20 minutes i.e., 10 minutes for each set. The mothers
were asked to participate in play with their children (see Appendix G for the Turkish
instructions). The toys were selected to establish a standard situation for all children, with items
familiar and attractive for children of these ages, and were chosen to promote play and verbal
interaction. The first set of toys includes animal toys (a horse, a cow, a goat, a sheep, a dog, a
donkey, fences and straw). The second set of toys includes doctor toys (stethoscope, injection
syringe, eye glasses) and kitchen toys (saucepan, glass, plate, dipper, cooker) and construction

toys (hammer, two screws, screwdriver, screw key and a wrench).

Once the 45 minutes of video-recording were completed, TIGE was conducted by
interviewing the mother. Data on receptive and expressive lexicon were gathered from the ages
0;8 to 1;4, using TIGE-I: Infant form: including Words and Gestures. Data of the expressive
lexicon were collected at ages from1;4 to 3;0 using TIGE-II: Toddler Form: Words and
Sentences. In addition to administering TIGE, socio-demographic information were collected

from the mother.

In general, it takes longer to conduct TIGE interviews with mothers whose children have
more words than those with fewer words. Thus, interviews with caregivers who have children at
the younger ages were the shortest, whereas interviews with caregivers who have children at the

older ages took the longest. Some caregivers might have responded affirmatively that their child
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says a certain word, if the child is familiar with or likes an object or action regardless of whether
or not the word has ever been spoken by the child. Other caregivers might have asked the child to
repeat words listed on the form and if the children are able to do it, regardless of whether they
have heard the word before, then they might have responded that their children can say that word.
Therefore, the interviewer made every attempt to explain in detail what is required of the mother,
for instance, what counts as a genuine comprehension or production of a linguistic item. Thus, it
took longer to conduct TIGE interviews with mothers who needed more explanations leading to
more accurate responses. For TIGE-I the interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes to one hour.

For TIGE-II, the interviews lasted approximately 40 minutes to 90 minutes.

3.4. Transcribing and coding measures

The videos of the mother-child conversations were transcribed by using the “CHAT”
(Codes for the Human Analysis of Transcripts) format, which is the standard transcription system
for the CHILDES (Child Language Data Exchange System) Project (CHILDES system;
MacWhinney, 2000). The CHAT system provides a standardized format for producing
computerized transcriptions of face-to-face conversational interactions as well as detailed
phonological and morphological coding (see Appendix H for the example of CHAT

transcription).

The sessions of each child were transcribed and checked independently by the author who
had been present during the videorecording sessions and at least one trained student. Some of the
transcriptions and videos were viewed together with the supervisor in order to resolve any

disagreements. The transcriptions of the children’s speech remained close to the actual
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pronunciations of the speaker. Each word produced by children were coded according to its
grammatical category. Transcripts also include information about nonverbal activities. In
addition, the observations of actions and gestures children produce were coded and calculated

based on TIGE-I Action and Gestures sections.

3.5. Data analysis

Transcriptions were analyzed by “CLAN” (Computerized Language Analysis) program
that is designed to analyze data transcribed in the format of CHAT (CHILDES system;
MacWhinney, 2000). The CLAN system provides a standardized format for detailed

phonological and morphological analysis of face-to-face conversational interactions.

For the purposes of this study, five scores were obtained from TIGE-I for each
participant: “the number of first signs of understanding”, “the number of phrases understood”,
“words understood”, “words produced”, and “actions-gestures produced”, by counting the
number of items each child produced from each list. Two scores were obtained from the
spontaneous speech context for each child. The first was “the lexical diversity score: number of
different words produced” obtained by counting the number of the different intelligible lexical
items produced in the transcription (each form of every root was counted e.g. “cocuk: N|cocuk”,
“cocuklar: N|gocuk-PL|lar”, “¢ocuklari: N|cocuk-PL|lar-ACC|1”’; see APPENDIX | for the coding
criteria and examples). For the second, actions and gestures children produce during spontaneous
language use in videorecordings of child-mother interactions were ascoded and constructed by

counting the number of items each child produced from each list on TIGE-I Checklist Action and

Gestures sections.
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From TIGE-II, expressive vocabulary scores (number of words produced) were calculated
by counting the number of items each child produced. In addition, two other measures of
expressive grammar were obtained from TIGE-II: (i) mean length of utterance averaged over
three longest utterances reported [M3L] and (ii) a morphosyntactic complexity score based on the
number of noun and verb inflections used. Similar measures of vocabulary (number of different
words, and total number of words) and grammar (mean length of utterance) were derived from
the spontaneous speech samples obtained in the mother-child interaction contexts: “the lexical
diversity: number of different words” were obtained by counting the number of the different
intelligible lexical items produced in the transcription; “mean length of utterance” based on a
count of morphemes averaged over complete and intelligible utterances each child produced (see

APPENDIX | for the coding criteria and examples).
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

4.1. TIGE-I and Spontaneous speech sample measures at ages 8-16 months

4.1.1. Descriptive measures

Table 4 presents the means, standard deviations (SD), minimum and maximum scores for
each of the language measures obtained from both TIGE-I and spontaneous speech contexts.
None of the children scored at ceiling by showing knowledge of all the items of any of the
measures except the “First signs of understanding” section of TIGE-I. 26 children (%84) were at
ceiling on the “First signs of understanding” section of TIGE-I, therefore this section was not
included in the validation analyses. Only one child scored at floor on the words produced section
of TIGE-I. Because that number is small, all of the validation analyses were done with the full
sample of children.

Table 4.

Means (M), standard deviations (SD), minimum and maximum values of TIGE-1 and spontaneous
language measures

Measures M SD Minimum Maximum

TIGE-I (8-16 months)

Phrases understood 17.23 6.34 1 25
Words understood 110.16 66.99 16 218
Words produced 14.77 13.57 0 48
First signs of understanding 2.77 0.62 0 3

Actions and Gestures produced 31.23 11 14 51

Spontaneous Language (8-16 months)

Phrases understood 2.06 0.85 1 3

Word tokens 26.1 37.49 0 158
Word types 8 9.14 0 34
First signs of understanding 6.68 3.77 0 13
Actions and Gestures produced 12.55 4.86 3 20
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The means for vocabulary comprehension (M=110.16, SD=66.99), production (M=14.77,
SD=13.57), and actions and gestures produced (M=31.23, SD=11.00) obtained from TIGE-I with
this sample were slightly lower than the values described in the normative samples covering the
same age range of the validity sample (M=121.02, SD=95.38; M=16.44, SD=31.36; M=36.34,
SD=17.99) respectively for the vocabulary comprehension and production scores, and actions and
gestures scores) (Aksu-Kog, et al. 2011), although the scores were within the standard deviation
range of the normative sample. The mean number of phrases understood (M=17.23, SD=6.34)
obtained from TIGE-I with this sample was the same in their respective normative sample
(M=17.60, SD=7.90). Independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare vocabulary
comprehension, vocabulary production, phrases comprehension, and action-gestures scores
obtained from TIGE-I with this sample and the normative sample. There was not a significant
difference in the scores of vocabulary comprehension (t(1132)=-0.629, p> .05); vocabulary
production (t(1138)=-0.296, p> .05); phrases comprehension (t(1145)=-0.258, p> .05); and
action-gestures scores (t(1145)=-1.573, p> .05) of the infants from this study’s sample and from
the normative sample. Therefore, regarding these variables, the sample of validation is

comparable to the sample of normalization.

Both for word comprehension, phrase comprehension, actions and gestures production,
and word production, there was much individual variation already at 10 months of age (see
Appendix J for descriptive statistics for each measure at each month). Although there was
substantial individual variation in the indices of lexical comprehension and production, all of the
children were reported to comprehend at least 16 words, and 50% of the children were reported to

understand 95 words. Vocabulary production values ranged from “not yet” producing any words
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to 48 words. 50% of the children were reported to produce at least 11 words, and only one child
is reported to produce zero words in TIGE-I. Turning to the actions and gestures measures, the
average number of total actions and gestures were 31, and 50% of the children were reported to

produce 29 gestures out of 68 items in TIGE-I.

At 8 months of age, children comprehended a mean of 16 words, produced a mean of
approximately 21 actions and gestures, understood a mean of 1 phrase, and produced no words.
At 16 months of age, children comprehended a mean of 150 words, and a mean of 20 phrases,
produced a mean of approximately 43 actions and gestures, and produced 24 words. Figure 1
reports the mean percentages of a category within the maximum number of relevant items
possible for each of the 4 defined categories including words comprehended, phrases understood,
actions and gestures produced, and words produced according to each month of age in order to
make interpretation of the results easier. The mean percentages of each category were calculated
by the number of items reported in each relevant age group divided by the maximum number of
relevant items possible for each category. For instance; 10 month-olds comprehend a mean of 93
words, the maximum number of the category “words understood” is 418, therefore 93/418=%22,
meaning that 10 month-olds comprehend %22 of the maximum number of 418 words. As a
reminder, maximum number of relevant items possible for the number of phrases understood is
28, for words understood is 418, for words produced is 418, and for the actions and gestures
measures is 68. For all ages, except at 8 months of age, the percentage of phrases understood
exceeded the percentage of actions and gestures produced; and the percentage of actions and
gestures produced exceeded the percentage of words comprehended; and percentage of words

comprehended exceeded the percentage of words produced for all ages. At 8 months of age, the
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percentage of actions and gestures produced (%31) was more than the percentage of phrases

comprehended (%4) and than the percentage of words comprehended (%4).
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Figure 1. The mean percentages of of comprehended words, phrases understood, actions and

gestures produced, and words produced at each month

The language measures of the infants examined in the spontaneous speech contexts to be
compared with TIGE-I measures included the total number of different word types and word
tokens produced, and actions and gestures produced. To ease the comparison between the
developmental patterns shown in TIGE-I and in the spontaneous speech context, the mean
numbers of comprehended phrases based on TIGE-I and on spontaneous speech samples of the
same children at each month are presented in Figure 2; the mean percentages of words produced

in TIGE-I and word types produced in spontaneous speech sample within the maximum number
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of relevant items possible for each of the defined categories according to each month of age are
shown in Figure 3; and the mean numbers of produced actions and gestures based on TIGE-I and
on spontaneous speech samples of the same children at each month are given in Figure 4. The
mean percentages of each category on spontaneous speech samples were calculated by the
number of items reported in each relevant age group divided by the maximum number of relevant
items possible for each category. The maximum number of relevant items possible for each
category was computed by calculating the direct proportion of that relevant category on the
spontaneous speech sample to that of TIGE. For instance; for TIGE-I the maximum number of
“words produced” was 48 out of the 418 items. The maximum number for “words produced” was
34 on the spontaneous speech sample, thereby the maximum number of relevant items possible
for “words produced” category on spontaneous speech sample is the corresponding proportion of
that category: 296 (34*418/48=296). 16 month-olds produced a mean of 24 words on TIGE-I, the
maximum number of the category “words produced” is 418 on TIGE-I, therefore 24/418=%6,
meaning that 16 month-olds produce %6 of the maximum number of 418 words; correspondingly
16 month-olds produced a mean of 10 words on spontaneous speech sample, the maximum
number of the category “words produced” is 296 on spontaneous speech sample, therefore
10/296=%3, meaning that 16 month-olds produce %3 of the maximum number of 296 words. As
a reminder, maximum number of relevant items possible for the number of phrases understood is

17, for words produced is 296, and for the actions and gestures measures is 31.

At 8 months of age, children did not produce any words in both of the assessments. At 16
months of age, children produced a mean of 10 different word types in their spontaneous speech

contexts. On the other hand, 8 month olds comprehended 1 phrase in both of the assessments, at
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16 months of age, they understood a mean of 7 phrases in their spontaneous speech contexts. 8
month olds produced a mean of approximately 5 actions and gestures, and 16 month olds reached
a mean of approximately 13 actions and gestures. As displayed in Figure 3, children’s produced
words and words types show a similar developmental trend in TIGE-1 and spontaneous speech
samples. To investigate the relation among the produced vocabulary, and actions-gestures, and
comprehended phrases, correlations were calculated across all ages, and are examined in the

following section.
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4.1.2. Influence of demographic factors on Tige-l and spontaneous speech performance of

infants

For infants between 8 and 16 months, in vocabulary production, phrases comprehension,
and action-gestures scores of the infants, no significant differences were found for demographic
variables such as gender or maternal education. Separate one-way between subjects ANOVAs
were conducted to compare the effect of maternal education on vocabulary production,
vocabulary comprehension, phrases comprehension, and action-gestures scores of the infants, as
dependent variables, and these results are reported in Table 5. There was not a significant effect
of maternal education on either of the dependent variables of vocabulary production (F(2,28) =

1.886, p = 0.170), vocabulary comprehension (F(2,28) = 2.800, p = 0.078), phrases
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comprehension (F(2,28) = 1.358, p = 0.274) and action-gestures scores (F(2,28) = 1.134, p =
0.336). Separate independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare vocabulary production,
vocabulary comprehension, phrases comprehension, and action-gestures scores of the infants for
females and males. There was not a significant difference in the scores of vocabulary production
(t(29)=-.919, p=.366) for males (M=.91, SD=.36) and females (M=1.07, SD=.46); or in the
scores of vocabulary comprehension (t(29)= -.860, p=.397) for males (M=95.10, SD=71.01) and
females (M=117.33, SD=65.54) or action-gestures scores (t(29)=-1.206, p= .238) of the infants
for males (M=27.80, SD=11.55) and females (M=32.86, SD=10.62). There was a significant
difference in the scores of understood phrases for females (M=18.76, SD=5.66) and males

(M=14.00, SD=6.77); t(29)= -2.056, p= .049).

Table 5.
Means, standard deviations (SD), minimum and maximum values of TIGE-I and spontaneous language measures

Level of Education

Elementary Secondary College

Measures (5 years or <) (6-11 years) (12 years or >) F

Phrases understood 15.08 19.08 18.17 1.358
(7.11) (5.84) (4.88)

Words understood 82.08 118.92 15350 2.800
(63.45) (63.72) (62.00)

Words produced 1.05 0.86 1.27 1.886
(0.45) (0.41) (0.36)

Actions and Gestures produced 2785 33.00 35.00 1.134
(12.91) (9.79) (7.77)

Note: Standard deviations appear in parentheses below means
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4.1.3. Concurrent validity of TIGE-I

Pearson correlations were performed to measure the relationship between the scores
obtained through the forms of TIGE-I and from the spontaneous speech contexts. Before the
correlation analyses, all variables were examined with regard to their distribution and possible
marginal scores. The score distribution of all the measures was fairly symmetrical and without
outliers, except for the distributions of the “words produced” scores in TIGE-I and “number of
different words” in spontaneous speech sample that were positively skewed, with most of the
scores on the lower ranges (skewness =1.045; 1.736; respectively). This suggests that the data are
non-normal. Therefore, as suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) logarithmic transformation
was undertaken for the variables of “words produced” and “number of different words” to
improve the analyses and to reduce the impact of outliers. These transformed values were used in
Pearson correlations, ANOVA, and t-test analyses but not used in Spearman rank order
correlations, since Spearman correlation which uses ranks to test for association is robust to
outliers unlike Pearson correlation. After transforming, the skewness value was -.329 for “words
produced”,and -.229 for “number of different words” which was still slightly skewed, but now

fell within the recommended guidelines (greater than -1 and less than +1).

Table 6 displays the correlations between TIGE-1 measures at 8-16 months of ages and
spontaneous language measures at the same ages. The Pearson correlations of number of phrases
understood, words produced, and actions and gestures obtained from maternal reports with the
same constructs obtained from the spontaneous language productions were positive and

significant (r =.52; r =.79; r = .43, respectively). Although all of the correlations were
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significant, word production scores showed greater correlation with word types (r =.79) than

word tokens (r = .59), also when controlling for age (r = .65, r = .42, respectively).

In spite of the small sample size (n=31), the results indicate strong and significant
relationships between the size of vocabulary reported by the parents and the number of different
words observed in the spontaneous language samples pointing to similarly high concurrent
validity. These relationships remained consistent when age was partialled out, age-partialled out
correlations as shown in Table 6 and 7 by the second number in each pair, except for the
correlations between the actions-gestures produced in TIGE-I and in spontaneous context. Thus,
a similar pattern was seen particularly in produced vocabulary and comprehended phrases when
age is partialled out, suggesting that the results are not confounded by developmental effects. To
investigate the change in the significance level of the relation among actions-gestures scores,
correlations were calculated separately for each subsection of actions and gestures part across all

ages, and are examined in the following section.

Table 6.
Pearson correlations between TIGE-I and spontaneous language measures

Spontaneous language measures (8-16 months)

Word types Word tokens Phrases Action-Gestures
TIGE-I measures
Word production J9FF* [ BhF** B9**F* [ 42* 28/11 b51** /.33
Phrases A9** | 38* 31/.19 52x* [AT**  B** [ A3*
50** .22 .38* /.15 321.17 A3%* [24

Action-Gesture Production

Note. The second value in each pair is the Pearson correlation coefficient with age
partialled out.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 7.
Pearson correlations between Action and Gesture measures in TIGE-I and in the spontenaous language measures

Spontaneous language measures (8-16 months)

First communicative ) ) ) ) Pretending to bea Imitating other adult

gestures Games and routines Actions with objects parent actions
TIGE-I measures
First communicative gestures BS7*** | G1** 19/.25 22111 .03 /-.08 .26 /.18
Games and routines 15/.15 .231.23 -.05/-.06 -.05/-.05 50** [.52**
Actions with objects .38* /.18 15 /1.27 .18 /.-.06 -.24 [-.40* .34 1.20
Pretending to be a parent A48** .32 -24/.-21 .25/.03 -01/.-10 .20/.-04
Imitating other adult actions .20 /-.02 .07 /.15 .35* /.20 -23/-.34 43*1.32

Note. Second value in each pair is the correlation with age partialled out.
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<
.001
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Table 7 shows the Pearson correlations between actions and gestures produced in each
section in TIGE-I and in spontaneous speech contexts observations. Although there were some
significant correlations between the sections of actions and gestures based on TIGE-I and
spontaneous speech samples, the results indicate that strong and significant relationships
remained consistent only between the size of “First communicative gestures” produced by
children reported by the parents and observed in the spontaneous language samples when age was

partialled out, as shown by the second number in each pair.

As a further test of the degree of association between vocabulary and actions and gestures
scores in TIGE-I and spontaneous speech context, we divided the sample into four categories
based on the <24th, 25th to 49th, 50th to 74th, and >75th percentiles for the measures. The
number of children that scored equal or less than the specific values that represent the percentiles
were sorted into four categories. Henceforth these four categories were labeled as quartiles. These
quartiles -four categories- were then cross-tabulated, as can be seen in Table 8 for vocabulary
scores, and in Table 9 for the actions and gestures scores. Crosstabulation tables display the
number of cases and percentages that fit that particular combination of responses, such as the
number of children who had scores that fell in the 1st quartile (1st category) on both measures,

TIGE and spontaneous speech sample.

The association between vocabulary scores in TIGE-I and spontaneous speech context as
measured with a 4-by-4 two-tailed Fisher exact test was significant, y2(N=31) = 20,85, p < .002.
A total of 19 out of the 31 children (61%) were placed in exactly the same category on the two

measures (see Appendix K for the categories and rank orderings of each child). Differences in
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classification were evenly balanced across the two measures, as can also be seen in Figure 5. For
example, 5 children (71%) fell in the 1st quartile on both measures, whereas 2 children (29%)
who fell in the 1st quartile on TIGE-I fell into the next quartile bracket on the spontaneous speech
sample. In addition, among the children who fell in the 4th quartile on spontaneous speech
sample, 5 of them (83%) were also in the same quartile on TIGE-I, compared to 1 child (17%)
who fell into the one lower quartile. The Spearman rank order correlations also supported these
results indicating strong and significant relationships between the rank orderings of children’s
vocabulary production scores based on TIGE-I and produced word types scores based on the

spontaneous speech context (r = .80, p<.001).

Table 8.

Number and percentages of children in quartiles across TIGE-I and spontaneous speech sample for
produced vocabulary

Total number of different word types produced in

Quartiles spontaneous speech Total
1st 2nd 3rd 4th
TIGE-I 1t 5 2 1 0 8
71.40% 28.60% 9.10% 0.00% 25.80%
total number of 5 3 5 0 7
words produced  2nd
28.60% 42.90% 18.20% 0.00% 22.60%
ard 0 1 6 1 8
0.00% 14.30% 54.50% 16.70% 25.80%
ath 0 1 2 5 8
0.00% 14.30% 18.20% 83.30% 25.80%
7 7 11 6 31

Total
22.60% 22.60% 35.50% 19.40%  100.00%
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Figure 5. Distribution of children to quartiles on TIGE-I and spontaneous speech for vocabulary

Table 9 presents the cross-tabulated quartiles for the measures of actions and gestures
scores in TIGE-I and spontaneous speech context. The association between actions and gestures
scores in TIGE-I and spontaneous speech context as measured with a 4-by-4 two-tailed Fisher
exact test was also significant, y2(N=31) = 15,30, p <.039. A total of 12 out of the 31 children
(39%) were placed in exactly the same quartile on the two measures (see Appendix L for the
percentile categories and rank orderings of each child). Differences in classification were slightly
balanced across the two measures for the low quartiles, however were not much balanced for
higher rankings. For example, 4 children (57%) fell below the 1st quartile on both instruments,
whereas 2 children (20%) who fell below the 1st quartile on TIGE-I fell into the next bracket on
the spontaneous speech sample. In comparison, among the children who fell above the 4th
quartile on TIGE-I, 1 of them (17%) were in the same quartile on spontaneous speech sample,
compared to 3 children (38%) who fell into the previous (one lower) quartile, and 4 children

(40%) who fell into the antepenultimate (two lower) quartile. Therefore, results indicate that the
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rank ordering of children by total vocabulary score as assessed by TIGE-I and the spontaneous
speech context is much more similar than the rank ordering of children by the actions and
gestures scores as assessed by TIGE-I and the spontaneous speech context. The Spearman rank
order correlations also provide evidence for this conclusion as indicating less strong but
significant relationships between the rank orderings of children’s produced actions and gestures
scores based on TIGE-I and on the spontaneous speech context (r = .41, p<.05) than the relation
between the produced vocabulary scores based on TIGE-I and on the spontaneous speech context
(r = .80, p<.001).

Table 9.

Number and percentages of children in quartiles across TIGE-I and spontaneous

speech sample for actions and gestures

Total observed actions and gestures in
spontaneous speech

Quartiles 1st 2nd 3rd 4th Total
Total 1st 4 2 1 0 7
reported 57.1% 20.0% 12.5% .0% 22.6%
actions and 2nd 2 4 1 1 8
gestures in 28.6% 40.0% 12.5% 16.7% 25.8%
TIGE-I 3rd 1 0 3 4 8
14.3% .0% 37.5% 66.7% 25.8%
4th 0 4 3 1 8
.0% 40.0% 37.5% 16.7% 25.8%
Total 7 10 8 6 31

22.6% 32.3% 25.8% 19.4% 100.0%
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4.2. TIGE-II and Spontaneous speech sample measures at ages 16-36 months

4.2.1. Descriptive measures

Table 10 presents the means, standard deviations (SD), minimum and maximum scores

for each of the language measures obtained from both TIGE-1I and spontaneous speech contexts.

Table 10.
Means (M), standard deviations (SD), minimum and maximum values of TIGE-1I and spontaneous
language measures

Measures M SD Minimum Maximum N

TIGE-1I (16-36 months)

Words produced 283.99 248.99 6 710 76
Grammatical complexity 6.08 5.93 0 18 72
M3L 1.12 0.82 0 25 63

Spontaneous Language (16-36 months)

Word tokens 295.47 306.88 0 1463 76
Word types 108.05 114.21 0 584 76
MLU 63.11 77.08 0 3215 76

None of the children scored at ceiling by showing knowledge of all the items of any of the
measures except one child who scored at ceiling on the “grammatical complexity” section of
TIGE-II. 14 children (%18) scored at floor on the “grammatical complexity” section of TIGE-II,
and 19 children (%25) scored at floor on the M3L section of TIGE-II; in comparison to 1 child
(%1) on the “different word types” and 16 children (%21) on the MLU scored at floor on the
spontaneous speech context. Because transformed values were used, all of the validation analyses

were done with the full sample of children.
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The means for vocabulary production (M=283.99, SD=248.99) size obtained from TIGE-
I1 with this sample were slightly lower than the values described in the normative samples
covering the same age range of the validity sample (M=325.10, SD=249.60, n=2422) (Aksu-Kog,
et al. 2011), although the scores were within the standard deviation range of the normative
sample. Independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare vocabulary production scores
obtained from TIGE-I1 with this sample and the normative sample. There was not a significant
difference in the scores of vocabulary production (t(2498)= -1.413, p> .05) of the children from
this study’s sample and from the normative sample. Therefore, regarding production, the mean

scores obtained with this sample were within the values described in the normative sample.

Again, the results indicated that there was a wide range of lexical and grammatical
abilities in all measures. Although there was substantial individual variation, all of the children
were reported to produce at least 6 words and 50% of the children were reported to produce at
least 194 words in TIGE-II. At 16 months of age, children produced approximately 31 words; at

36 months of age, their vocabulary capacity reached a mean of 595 words.

For the comparison between the developmental patterns shown in TIGE-II and in the
spontaneous speech context, the mean percentages of produced words reported in TIGE-11 and
word types produced in spontaneous speech sample within the maximum number of relevant
items possible for each of the defined categories according to each month of age are displayed in
Figure 6. As displayed in Figure 6, children’s produced words and words types show a similar
developmental trend. To investigate the relation among them, correlations were calculated across

all ages, and are presented in the following section.
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Regarding morphosyntactic complexity, the mean length of the three longest sentences
(M3L) according to parents based on TIGE-II showed a level of grammatical development
similar to that of the MLU scores observed in the spontaneous language at the same age, as can
be seen in Figure7. Figure 7 reports the mean percentages of a category within the maximum
number of relevant items possible for each of the 3 defined categories including grammatical
complexity, M3L, and MLU according to each month of age in order to make interpretation of
the results easier. In order to provide information about the relation among TIGE-obtained and
spontaneously produced forms, correlations were calculated across all ages, and are presented in

the following section.
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Figure 6. The mean percentages of produced words based on TIGE-II and produced word types on

spontaneous speech samples at each month
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Figure 7. The mean percentages of grammatical complexity, M3L, and MLU at each month

4.2.2. Influence of demographic factors on Tige-11 and spontaneous speech performance of

infants

Vocabulary and grammar measures of the children aged 16-36 months were affected by

gender of the child; even though they were not influenced by the education level of the mothers.

Separate one-way between subjects ANOVAs were conducted to compare the effect of maternal

education on vocabulary production, grammatical complexity, and M3L scores of the children, as

dependent variables, and the results are reported in Table 11. There was not a significant effect of

maternal education on either of the dependent variables of vocabulary production (F(2,73) =

0.346, p = 0.708), grammatical complexity (F(2,69) = 0.480, p = 0.621), or M3L (F(2,60) =

2.453, p = 0.095).
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Separate independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare vocabulary production,
grammatical complexity, and M3L scores of the children for females and males. Girls, in general,
outperformed boys. There was a significant difference in the scores of vocabulary production
(t(74)=-2.312, p=.024) for males (M=2.02, SD=.53) and females (M=2.32, SD=.57); and in the
scores of grammatical complexity (t(70)=-3.366, p= .001) for males (M=.46, SD=.43) and
females (M=.80, SD=.44) and M3L scores (t(61)=-2.841, p=.006) of the infants for males
(M=.21, SD=.19) and females (M=.35, SD=.18). Therefore, gender in addition to ages of the
children were controlled in the further investigation of the concurrent validity analyses in which

relations of the vocabulary and grammar measures of children are examined across TIGE and

spontaneous speech samples.

Table 11.

Means, standard deviations (SD), minimum and maximum values of TIGE-I1 and spontaneous language
measures

Level of Education

Elementary Secondary College

Measures (5 years or <) (6-11 years) (12 years or >) F

Words produced 2.17 2.14 2.29 0.346
-0.56 -0.58 -0.61

Grammatical complexity 0.61 0.62 0.76 0.48
-0.48 -0.48 -0.44

M3L 0.23 0.29 0.38 2.453
-0.22 -0.18 -0.17

Note: Standard deviations appear in parentheses below means
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4.2.3. Concurrent validity of TIGE-II

Pearson correlations were performed to measure the relationship between the scores
obtained through the forms of TIGE-II and from the spontaneous speech contexts. All variables
were examined with regard to their distribution and possible marginal scores before the
correlation analyses. The score distribution of all the measures was asymmetrical, both the
distributions of the “words produced” scores (skewness = .610) and “grammatical complexity”
(skewness =.738) in TIGE-II and “number of different words” (skewness = 1.812), and “MLU”
(skewness = 1.868) in spontaneous speech sample that were positively skewed, with most of the
scores on the lower ranges, except for the distribution of “M3L” in TIGE-II (skewness = -246);
however its Kurtosis value was high (kurtosis = -1.395). These values suggested that the data
were non-normal. Therefore, logarithmic transformation was undertaken for these variables to
improve the analyses and to reduce the impact of outliers. These transformed values were used in
Pearson correlations, ANOVA, and t-test analyses but not used in Spearman rank order
correlations, since Spearman correlation which uses ranks to test for association is robust to
outliers unlike Pearson correlation. After transforming, the skewness value was -.488 for “words
produced”, -.090 for “grammatical complexity” and -.626 for M3L, -.750 for “number of
different words”, and -.632 for MLU which was still slightly skewed, but now fell within the
recommended guidelines (greater than -1 and less than +1). Table 12 and 13 display the
correlations between TIGE-II measures at 16-36 months of age and spontaneous language
measures at the same ages. The Pearson correlations indicate strong and significant relationships
between all of the lexical and grammatical measures separately obtained through TIGE-II and

spontaneously produced in speech. Size of vocabulary in TIGE-II was significantly correlated
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with both word types (r = 0.83) and word tokens (r = 0.76) in the speech sample. The
concordance between reported grammar abilities and the measures of grammar in the speech
sample was also significant. The reported length of the three longest utterances (M3L) and
grammatical complexity scores of the children were significantly and positively correlated with
the observed MLU of the children (r’s = 0.48, 0.57, respectively). Indeed, these relationships
remained consistent when age and gender were partialled out, as shown by the second number in
each pair in Table 12 and Table 13; indicating that correlations were not confounded by
developmental effects or demographic factors such as age and gender. These strong correlations
between the scores indicate that both measures assess vocabulary and grammar in a similar way.
Therefore, these results reveal that the lexical and grammatical development established in TIGE-
Il is similar to the development observed in spontaneous speech, pointing to a high concurrent

validity.

Table 12.

Concurrent Pearson correlations between TIGE-II and spontaneous language measures with age
partialled out

Spontaneous language measures

(16-36 months)

TIGE-1I measures Word types Word tokens MLU

Word production 83FF* [ T4 FH* TJE*** [ 61x** B1x** [ 44 xx*
M3L B3*** [ 44*** B56*** [ 35%* A8F** [ A1+
Grammatical Complexity BLxx* [ 7Q*** N el KN R S7xxE [ 53 xx*

Note. Second value in each pair is the correlation with age partialled out.

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
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Table 13.

Concurrent Pearson correlations between TIGE-II and spontaneous language measures with gender
partialled out

Spontaneous language measures

(16-36 months)

TIGE-Il measures Word types Word tokens MLU

Word production REK Sadatoll < VA Y £ Satetall B A< Sl NN Redaddl V1SSl
M3L B3FFE [ GTx** BEEEE [ GQFRR ARRK [ J]xx*
Grammatical Complexity RSN el A &= S Y £ Saatall BV Refata N Y el =10 St

Note. Second value in each pair is the correlation with
gender partialled out.
*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001

As a further test of the degree of association between vocabulary and grammar scores in
TIGE-I1I and spontaneous speech sample, we divided the sample into four categories based on the
<24th, 25th to 49th, 50th to 74th, and >75th percentiles for the measures. The number of children
that scored equal or less than the specific values that represent the percentiles were sorted into
four categories. Henceforth these four categories were labeled as quartiles. These quartiles -four
categories- were then cross-tabulated, as can be seen in Table 14 for vocabulary scores, and Table
15 and 16 for grammar scores. Crosstabulation tables display the number of cases and
percentages that fit that particular combination of responses, such as the number of children who
had scores that fell in the 1st quartile (1st category) on both measures, TIGE and spontaneous
speech sample. The association between vocabulary scores in TIGE-11 and spontaneous speech
context as measured with a 4-by-4 two-tailed Fisher exact test was significant, y2(N=76) =
73.77, p < .001. Results revealed that a total of 52 out of the 76 children (68%) were placed in

exactly the same category on the two measures (see Appendix M for the percentile categories and
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rank orderings of each child). Differences in classification were evenly balanced across the two
measures as can also be seen in Figure 8. For example, 15 children (79%) fell in the 1st quartile
on both measures, compared to 2 children (11%) who fell in the 1st quartile on TIGE-II fell into
the next bracket (2nd quartile), and 1 child (5%) fell into the antepenultimate (3rd quartile), and
none fell in the 4th quartile on the spontaneous speech sample. In addition, among the children
who fell in the 4th quartile on spontaneous speech sample, 16 of them (80%) were also in the
same category on TIGE-II, compared to 4 children (20%) who fell into the previous category (3rd
quartile), and none fell into the antepenultimate quartile on TIGE-1I. The Spearman rank order
correlations also supported these results indicating strong and significant relationships between
the rank orderings of children’s vocabulary production scores based on TIGE-1I and produced
word types scores based on the spontaneous speech context (r = .87, p<.001).

Table 14.

Number and percentages of children in quartiles across TIGE-II and spontaneous speech sample for
vocabulary production

Total number of different word types produced in

Quiartiles spontaneous speech Total
1st 2nd 3rd 4th
15 2 1 0 18
st
78.90% 11.10% 5.30% 0.00% 23.70%
; 3 11 5 0 19
2
TIGE-II total number n 15.80% 61.10% 26.30% 0.00% 25.00%
of words produced 1 4 10 4 19
3rd 5.30% 22.20% 52.60% 20.00% 25.00%
" 0 1 3 16 20
4t
0.00% 5.60% 15.80% 80.00% 26.30%
19 18 19 20 76

Total
ota 25.00% 23.70% 25.00% 26.30% 100.00%
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Figure 8. Distribution of children to quartiles on TIGE-1I and spontaneous speech for vocabulary

The association between M3L scores in TIGE-1I and MLU in spontaneous speech sample
as measured with a 4-by-4 two-tailed Fisher exact test was significant, y2(N=63) = 27.54, p
< .001. Rank orderings of the children demonstrated that a total of 25 out of the 63 children (40%)
were placed in exactly the same category on the two measures (see Appendix N for the percentile
categories and rank orderings of each child). The Spearman rank order correlations also indicate
significant relationships between the rank orderings of children’s M3L scores based on TIGE-II
and MLU scores based on the spontaneous speech context (r = .60, p<.001), although it is not as
strong as the relationship between vocabulary measures. As Table 15 and Figure 9 displays that 7
children (44%) fell in the 1st quartile on both measures, whereas 9 children (50%) who fell in the

1st quartile on TIGE-II fell into the next bracket (2nd quartile) on the spontaneous speech sample,
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correspondingly, although 2 children (11%) fell in the 2nd quartile on both measures, 6 children
(38%) who fell in the 1st quartile on spontaneous language measure fell into the next percentile
bracket (2nd quartile) on TIGE-II. On the other hand, regarding the higher categories, majority of
the children fell within the same categories on both measures: 9 children (53%) fell within the

3rd quartile, 8 children (67%) fell in the 4th quartile on both measures.

Table 15.

Number and percentages of children in quartiles across TIGE-II and spontaneous
speech sample for MLU

MLU based on Spontaneous speech

Quiartiles Total
1st 2nd 3rd 4th
Lt 7 9 3 0 19
S
43.80% 50.00% 17.60% 0.00% 30.20%
6 2 1 2 11
2nd
M3L based 37.50% 11.10% 5.90% 16.70% 17.50%
on TIGE-II ard 2 5 9 2 18
r
12.50% 27.80% 52.90% 16.70% 28.60%
ath 1 2 4 8 15
6.30% 11.10% 23.50% 66.70% 23.80%
16 18 17 12 63

Total
25.40% 28.60% 27.00% 19.00% 100.00%
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Figure 9. Distribution of children to quartiles on TIGE-1I and spontaneous speech for MLU

The association between grammatical complexity scores in TIGE-I1 and MLU in
spontaneous speech sample as measured with a 4-by-4 two-tailed Fisher exact test was
significant , y2(N=72) = 28.30, p < .001. The Spearman rank order correlations between the rank
orderings of children’s grammatical complexity scores based on TIGE-Il and MLU scores based
on the spontaneous speech context were significant but not strong enough (r = .53, p<.001). As
Table 16 shows, a total of only 27 out of the 72 children (38%) were placed in exactly the same
category on the two measures (see Appendix O for the percentile categories and rank orderings of
each child). Indeed, 13 children (41%) who fell in the 1st quartile on the spontaneous speech
measure also fell in the same quartile on TIGE-II, compared to 11 children (34%) fell into the
next category (2nd quartile), and 6 of the children (19%) fell in the 3rd quartile). In comparison,

among the children who fell in the 4th quartile on spontaneous speech sample, 7 of the children
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(47%) fell in the 4th quartile on TIGE-II, compared to 3 of the children fell in the previous
categories (3rd and 2nd quartiles, respectively). However, among the children who fell in the 2nd
quartile on spontaneous speech sample, 2 of them (67%) fell in the 1st quartile on TIGE-II,
compared to 1 of them (33%) fell in the same quartile on TIGE-II, and among the children who
fell in the 3rd quartile , 9 of them (41%) fell in the same quartile on TIGE-II, however, 9 of them

(41%) fell in the 4th quartile, and 4 (18%) fell in the previous quartile (2nd) on TIGE-II.

Table 16.

Number and percentages of children in quartiles across TIGE-1I and spontaneous
speech sample for grammatical complexity

MLU based on Spontaneous speech

Quiartiles Total
1st 2nd 3rd 4th
13 2 0 2 17
TIGE-II 1st
grammatical 40.60% 66.70% 0.00% 13.30% 23.60%
complexity 2nd 1 1 4 3 19
34.40% 33.30% 18.20% 20.00% 26.40%
ard 6 0 9 3 18
18.80% 0.00% 40.90% 20.00% 25.00%
ath 2 0 9 7 18
6.30% 0.00% 40.90% 46.70% 25.00%
32 3 22 15 72
Total 100.00

44.40% 4.20% 30.60% 20.80% %
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

The work presented in this thesis assessed the concurrent validity of the Turkish
adaptation of MB-CDI (TIGE) by evaluating the degree of association between scores on TIGE

and analyses of child contributions in parent-child daily conversations.

The descriptive results indicate that the sample scores obtained in TIGE at different ages
were similar to the normative data mean scores. In other words, the children in this sample appear
to have the same pattern of language development as in the much larger normative sample (Aksu-
Kog et al., 2011). Regarding concurrent validity, we found that correlations between scores on all
scales of TIGE-I & TIGE-II and the same constructs obtained from the spontaneous language
productions obtained at the same age were positive and statistically significant, even when age
was controlled for. The high concurrent validity measures in the current study are in line with
other MB-CDI validity studies, which have reported correlations in the range of r = .60 to .83
between parent report and language samples (Dale, 1991; Dale, Bates, Reznick, & Morrisset,

1989; Fenson et al., 1994).

These results are encouraging for the appropriateness of using TIGE in studies of
language acquisition and development in Turkish. The results of this study contributes to the
evidence that mothers are reasonably good informants about their child's expressive language
development, especially when the children are at the beginning of language and communication
learning, at the ages 8 to 36 months. Although some previous studies have found that the

accuracy of parent reports about language comprehension skills at different ages is poorer than
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that about language production skills (e.g. Feldman et al., 2000) they still attest to their validity.
This study also partially supports that mothers are valid observers about their child's receptive
language development, since our results revealed that the scores of the phrases understood were
also similar on the two measures. Mothers were also found to give accurate estimations about
their children’s produced actions and gestures; since concurrent validity of the actions and
gestures obtained from maternal reports demonstrated strong and significant correlations with the

spontaneous language samples.

Regarding measures of rank orderings, results also demonstrated that TIGE was effective
at sorting children according to their language status. TIGE is an effective tool to sort children
into lower, average and higher language level groups in terms of their performance on the
spontaneous language measures. In other words TIGE provided very similar information about
the rank ordering of children in terms of total vocabulary and grammatical complexity to the
spontaneous language measures. TIGE and the spontaneous language measures also yielded
comparable data with regard to rank ordering of children in terms of actions and gestures
development. Therefore, data presented here suggest that TIGE could be useful not only to
identify children who are average (between the 2nd and 3rd quartiles) and above average (4th
quartile) in vocabulary development, but also to identify children who may be at high risk for

early language delay (e.g., in the 1st quartile in vocabulary development).

The concurrent validity for TIGE was not affected by the gender differences obtained in
language skills of 16 to 36 month-olds. For the sample of TIGE-II there was a significant effect

of gender for lexical and grammar scales, with girls having higher scores than boys. More
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specifically, between 16 and 36 months, girls produce more words than boys, and their utterances
contain more grammatical forms, and are more advanced syntactically, as also established in the
larger normative sample (Aksu-Kog et al., 2011). The gender-based differences in language
acquisition by Turkish-speaking children are consistent with the other findings concerning the
influence of gender on language acquisition (e.g. Bornstein et al., 2004; Boudreault & Trudeau,
2005; Fenson et al., 1994; Saudino, 1998). However, it is worth noting that although girls tended
to produce more words than boys, the same trend was not seen in the younger ages between 8 and
16 months, girls and boys understand and produce equal numbers of words. This finding may
mean that the gender difference is specific to productive skills and become apparent with
development, but it could also mean that our sample size (n=31) was not large enough to capture
the differences between boys and girls in younger ages because there was a significant effect of
gender for receptive and expressive vocabulary of the 8-16 month-olds in the normative data

(Aksu-Kog et al., 2011).

Regarding the effects of demographic variables on communicative and language skills of
children, we were unable to demonstrate any effects of maternal education and hence could not
confirm the findings of the normative data (Aksu-Kog et al., 2011) and other several studies (e.g.
Arriaga et al., 1998; Bornstein et al., 1998; Fenson et al ., 1994; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1991; 1998).
There were no differences in maternal reporting accuracy between low-middle-and high educated
mothers; that is, mothers from low-education reported their children’s language skills on TIGE
with the same degree of accuracy as mothers in middle or high-education level. Thus, these
results either suggest that education level of mothers is not related to the quantitative differences

in early communicative skills in Turkish-speaking children from 8-36 months of age or our
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sample size did not have enough variation to demonstrate the effects of maternal education. In
our sample, 47% of the children had mothers who had graduated from elementary school, and
%35 had mothers who had completed high school in comparison, 19% of the children had
mothers who had completed college. Besides, a continuous measure of maternal education, rather
than the categorical one that was used in this study, might yield more variation to capture the
effect of maternal education. On the other hand, there might also be methodological issues that
affect the results. TIGE forms were completed after the language sample was obtained. This was
done to ensure that the language samples were gathered while the child was most alert, and not to
lead the direction of the mother-child conversations towards using vocabulary and other forms
that would have been presented via TIGE previously. In addition, such an ordering of tasks
(TIGE after samples) might have increased the attention of the mothers to their children’s
language skills, and thus increase the tendency for the “show-off” mode we sometimes observe in
recorded mother-child interactions. Above all, when we collected data , we explained the
instructions to the mothers repeatedly, and especially emphasized the distinction between the
words children know and the words they actually produce, since a word is accepted as
“produced” if the child repeatedly uses that word in a way connected repeatedly to the same
referent (not only imitated after the mother’s speech). By emphasizing this distinction, we helped
the mothers to give accurate responses on their children’s linguistic usage not conceptual
understanding. Therefore, regardless of the maternal education level, all mothers responding to

TIGE reported their children’s language skills with the same degree of accuracy.

In brief, the comparisons between parental assessment of gestural, lexical and

grammatical abilities and similar measures based on spontaneous productions reveal that overall
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TIGE shows good levels of concurrent validity, similar to those obtained with other adaptations.
Therefore, the results indicate that mothers seem to reliably evaluate their children’s linguistic
capacity and were accurate in their estimation of their children’s early communicative and

language development in Turkish.

Regarding the specific contributions of this study to the literature of language
development, and in particular validity studies of the MB-CDI, it should be noted that validity
studies of the MB-CDI are relatively infrequent when compared to its increasing popularity in
large-scale research studies. Moreover, validation studies typically use a much smaller sample,
since the process of collecting, transcribing, and analyzing speech samples is labour-intensive,
time-consuming, and costly. For example, Dale (1991) included 24 children in his validation of
the toddler scale; there were 17 children in the Italian (Camaioni, Caselli, Longobardi, &
Volterra, 1990), 17 in the Spanish adaptation (Jackson-Maldonado, Thal, Marchman, Bates, &
Gutierrez-Clellen, 1993); 18 in the Icelandic (Thordardottir & Ellis Weismer, 1996); and 21
children were included in the Irish adaptation (Toole and Fletcher, 2010). In addition, most of the
validation studies use a sample that consists of a restricted age range. For instance, Corkum and
Dunham, (1996) and Perez-Pereira & Resches (2011) examined 18 and 24 month-old children;
Dale, (1991), Feldman and her colleagues, (2005) and Pan and her co-workers (2004) examined
24 month-olds ; there were 27 month olds in Marchman and Martinez Sussmann’s study (2002);
22 and 26 month-olds in Eriksson’s (2001); 20 and 28 month-olds in Thal et al.’s study (2000).
Furthermore, there is a predominance of high SES parents in the samples of most of the studies in
the literature (e.g. Fenson et al., 1994; Hamilton et al., 2000; Maital et al., 2000). In comparison,

this study with a sample of 107 children aged 8 months to 3 years with mothers from different
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educational backgrounds, had a relatively large sample size, and greater variability in child age,
and maternal education. Besides, in the present study, the speech samples were obtained in the
children’s homes, which increase ecological validity in comparison to other studies (e.g. Corkum
& Dunham, 1996; Ring & Fenson, 2000; Thal et al., 2000) that obtained language samples in the
laboratory. Furthermore, in comparison to the validity studies of the expressive vocabulary and
grammatical scores of MB-CDI, validity studies of the receptive vocabulary or actions and
gestures scores are scarce. To the best of our knowledge there are still very few studies on early
stages of communication and actions-gestures (e.g. Caselli, Rinaldi, Stefanini, Volterra, 2012;
Eriksson & Berglund, 1999; Fenson et al., 1994, Fenson et al., 2007; Kern, 2007). Thus, the
results of our study constitute an important empirical contribution to the growing literature on the
concurrent validity of the reported actions and gestures in addition to the comprehended phrases
with the goal of using evidence from observed gesture use by children in spontaneous speech In
particular, the results offers a relevant contribution to the validity studies of the MB-CDI
demonstrating the developing repertoire of actions and gestures of 8-16 month-olds and
suggesting that mothers are also reasonably good informants about their children's actions and
gestures in relation to early word comprehension, although certainly more research is needed to
ascertain the developmental relations among actions, gestures, and words. Therefore, this study
contributes to the literature by systematically and effectively measuring the validity of a recently
built maternal report checklist for assessing children’s early developing language in a relatively
large sample. Consequently, TIGE will not only allow the investigation of normal course and

pace of language acquisition in Turkish, but also the identification and intervention of language
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delays or disorders. TIGE is expected to respond to the need for a valid language development

assessment tool for the very beginnings of language learning in Turkish-speaking children.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION

Understanding the course and pace of early language acquisition and development both
within and across languages is essential not only for examining the variation in language and
cognitive development, but also for the identification and intervention of language delays or
disorders. Hence, developing effective, practical and age-appropriate methods of early language
assessment has been of interest to both researchers and practitioners in the field of developmental
psychology. Parent reports have been one of the commonly used tools for assessing language
development, and the variability of language skills among children. Parent reports are practical
and effective by allowing the collection of rich data from large samples at low cost in terms of
human resources and time investment. On the other hand, concerns have been raised about the
validity of parent reports, particularly with respect to minority and low-income families.
Accordingly, in recognition of the increasing popularity of the parent reports in large-scale
research studies on child language, and the debate regarding their accuracy, this M.A. study
contributed to the literature by assessing the concurrent validity of the adaptation of the MB-CDI
to Turkish “the Turkish Communicative Development Inventory” (TIGE) by evaluating the
degree of association between scores obtained on TIGE and similar scores drawn from parent-

child daily conversations.

In light of the results of this study, it is possible to conclude that both TIGE-I and TIGE-II
demonstrate good concurrent validity, and provide adequate assessment of gestural, lexical and
grammatical abilities of children at the ages studied. Mothers, irrespective of their education level,

were generally able to provide accurate information about their children’s language by 8 months
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of age to the 36 months of age. To summarize, the relations among the several sections of TIGE
and the spontaneous measures of gestures, vocabulary and grammar support the validity of the
Turkish communicative inventory as a developmentally sensitive measure of gestural, lexical and
grammatical growth. These results may have implications for the early identification of language
impairment. Further studies using a longitudinal approach could be carried out to evaluate other
types of validity, such as content validity or the predictive validity of TIGE by validating TIGE
with other standardized measures in addition to the spontaneous speech samples as well as for

components of TIGE not studied in the present research, such as vocabulary comprehension.
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Appendix A

TIGE-I

“8-16 ay arasinda bebekler duyduklar1 dildeki sdzciikleri anlamaya ve donemin sonuna dogru da tek tek sdzciikler
iretmeye baslarlar.
cocuklar arasinda dil gelisimi agisindan dnemli farkliliklar goriiliir. Ayrica her cocugun gelisim hiz1 da farklidir. Bu
anket dil gelisimi agisindan c¢ok farklilik gosteren bu yas dilimindeki ¢ocuklar i¢in diizenlenmistir. O ylizden

bahsedilen davranislar ve sozciikler heniiz sizin gocugunuz tarafindan kullanilmiyor olabilir. Dolayisiyla bunun bir

APPENDIX

sorun oldugunu diisiinmenize gerek yoktur.”

“Bir sorunuz var mi?” (soru varsa cevaplandiriniz)

“Peki, o zaman baslayabiliriz.”

BOLUM I: ERKEN SOZCUKLER

Sekiz aylik bu yas diliminde gelisim hizli seyreder ve bu dénemin basindaki ve sonundaki

A. ANLAMANIN iLK iSARETLERI

Cocuklar konusmaya baslamadan once bildikleri sozciiklere veya ifadelere cevap vererek dili anladiklarim
gosterirler. Asagida bunlara iliskin bazi 6rnekler verilmistir. Sizin ¢ocugunuz bunlardan hangilerini yapiyor?

Evet Hayir
1. Adyla ¢agirildiginda sese dogru donerek ve bakarak tepki verir. 0] @)
2. “Hayir” dendiginde kisa bir siire i¢in yaptigini birakarak tepki verir. 0] 0]
3. “Anne/Baba burada” dendiginde onlari arayarak tepki gosterir. 0] 0]
B. IFADELER (tiimce, sozciik 6begi)
Asagidaki listede cocugunuzun anladigim diisiindiigiiniiz ifadeleri liitfen belirtin.
Anlar Anlar Anlar
Aciktin m1? O Elleme/Dokunma. O Ag agzini. @)
Uykun mu geldi? @) Kalk. 0] Otur. @)
Dikkatli ol. @) Bana ver. (@) Tiikiir/Cikar onu. @)
Sessiz ol/Sus. @) Kucagima gel. O Dur. @)
Ellerini ¢irp/Alkis. @) Opiiciik ver. O Yatma zaman. @)
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Bezini degistirelim. (@) Git ... getir. O Topu at. O
Buraya gel. @) Aferin. O Buraya bir kus konmus. @)
Evimize geldik. @) Kipirdama. @] Gezmeye/Atta gidelim. @)
Daha ister misin? @) Bay bay yap/El salla. O
Yapma. @) Bak/Buraya bak. @]
C. KONUSMAYA BASLAMA
Hic¢ Bazen Cogu Zaman

1. Bazi ¢ocuklar “papagan” gibidir ve yeni duyduklar

seyleri taklit ederler. Ornegin, siz “Anne/Baba simdi ise

gidiyor” dedikten sonra “ise gidiyor” diyerek climlenin bir

kismini veya yeni 6grendikleri sozciikleri tekrar ederler.

Sizin ¢ocugunuz sozciikleri ne siklikta taklit ediyor? 0] (0] 0]

2. Bazi ¢ocuklar etrafta dolasarak bildiklerini gdstermek ister

gibi ¢evrelerindeki nesneleri isimlendirirler.

Sizin ¢ocugunuz bunu ne siklikta yapar? 0] 0] 0]

D. SOZCUK DAGARCIGI KONTROL LISTESI

Asagidaki liste kiiglik ¢ocuklarin sézciik dagarciginda siklikla yer alan sozciikleri igermektedir. Biz,
¢ocugunuzun anladigi, ve de hem anlayip hem soyledigi sozciikleri merak ediyoruz. Cocugunuzun anladigir ama
heniiz kullanmadig1 sézciikleri anlar siitununda belirtecegiz. Cocugunuzun anladigi ve kullandig1 sézctikleri ise
anlar ve soyler siitununda belirtecegiz. Cocugunuzun bir sdzciligli burada yazildigindan farkli s6yliiyor olmasi
bir sey degistirmez (6rnegin, balik yerine bayik veya ¢ay yerine tay diyebilir), bu yine de onun sozciigii bildigi
anlamina gelir. Unutmayin ki asagidaki liste farkli yas gruplarindaki birgok ¢ocugun kullandig1 sézciiklerden

olusmaktadir. Bu nedenle eger ¢ocugunuz su an yalnizca bir kagini biliyorsa bu bir sorun degildir.

1. CESITLi SESLER VE HAYVAN SESLERI (10)

anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar "
sOyler soyler sOyler
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Cee O O Havhav O O Pisi-pisi O O
Ciss O O Hop/Hoppa O O uf O O
Diit O O Mee O O
Ham O O Mb6 O O
2. HAYVANLAR (17)

anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar .. anlar . anlar .
sOyler soyler sOyler
Arl O O Inek O @) Kuzu O O
At @) (@) Kedi @) O Maymun (@) (@)
Ayi @) @) Kelebek (@) @) Ordek @) @)
Balik @) O Kopek @) O Tavsan O O
Bocek @) (@) Kurbaga (@) (@) Tavuk (@) (@)
Esek O O Kus 0] O
3. TASITLAR (7)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar " anlar ..
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Araba @) (@) Kamyon (@) (@) Ugak O O
Bisiklet @) O Otobiis O @)
Gemi/Vapur O O Tren O (@)
4. OYUNCAKLAR ( 8)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar .
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Balon @) (@) Kalem @) (@) Oyuncak (@) (@)
Bebek O O Kitap O O Top O O
Boya (@) @) Kova O O
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5. YIYECEK VE ICECEKLER (43)
anlar anlar ve anlar anlar ve anlar anlar ve
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Armut 9] @) Havug O O Portakal 0 O
Ayran O O Karpuz O O Regel O O
Bal @) O Kek (@) @) Simit @) O
Balik O (@) Kola @) O Su @) (@)
Biskiivi @) (@) Kofte @) (@) Siit (@) (@)
Bérek @) (@) Kurabiye O O Seftali @) (@)
Cay O @) Limon O O Seker 0) @)
Cikolata O O Makarna O O Tarhana O O
Corba @) (@) Meyve (@) (@) Tost (@) O
Domates O O Mubhallebi O O Yemek O O
Dondurma O O Muz O O Yogurt O O
Ekmek O O Pasta O O Yumurta O O
Elma O O Peynir O O Zeytin O O
Et O O Patates O O
Fistik @) @) Pilav @) O
6. GIYSILER (18)
anla anll.ar ve anlar an.!ar Ve anlar an.!ar ve
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Ayakkabi/Pabug O O Gomlek O @) Pantolon @) @)
Bez (gocuk bezi) O O Gozliik O O Pijama O O
Boncuk (0] (0) Kazak (@) 0] Sapka (@) 0]
Ceket @) (@) Kolye @) @) Terlik @) (@)
Corap O O Onliik @) O Tisort O O
Elbise @) O Palto @) O Yelek O O
7. VOCUT BOLUMLERI (17)
anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.!ar ve
soyler soyler soyler
Agiz O O Dis O Q) Meme Q) O
Ayak O O Diz O @) Parmak @) O
Bacak O 0) El O 0) Popo @) O
Bas/Kafa @) (@) Gobek @) @) Sac @) O
Burun @) (@) Goz @) (@) Yanak (@) (@)
Dil 0) (0] Kulak 0] O
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8. KUCUK EV ESYALARI (27)
anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.!ar ve
sOyler soyler sOyler
Anahtar @) (@) Ip @) (@) Radyo (@) (@)
Ayna @) (@) Kagit @) @) Resim @) (@)
Bardak O O |Kask 0) (0) Saat 0) 0]
Battaniye O O Kumanda O O Sabun O O
Biberon @) (@) Kutu (@) (@) Siipiirge (@) (@)
Canta @) (@) Kiirek O O Sise O 0]
Catal (@) O Lamba/Isik O O Tabak O O
Emzik O O Pil O O Tarak O O
flag O O Pipet/Kamis O @) Telefon @) O
9. MOBILYALAR VE ODALAR (22)
anar 1 ey 1 anar 1
Balkon @) O Kap1 O O Sandalye/iskemle O O
Banyo @) (@) Koltuk @) O Televizyon O (@)
Besik @) (@) Lazimlik/Oturak (@) (@) Tuvalet (@) (@)
Bilgisayar @) O Masa @) O Yatak O O
Buzdolabi @) (@) Merdiven (@) (@) Yastik (@) (@)
Cekmece @) (@) Mutfak @) O Zil O (@)
Dolap @) O |Oda @) (0)
Firm @) O Pencere @) O
10. EVIN DISI (21)
anlar an‘lhar ve anlar an.!ar ve anlar an‘!ar ve
soyler soyler sOyler
Ay/Aydede 0) (@) Giines (0) (@) Tas O (@)
Agag O O Havuz O O Toprak O O
Ates O O Kaydirak O Q) Toz Q) O
Bahge @) (@) Koprii @) @) Yagmur @) (@)
Camur @) (@) Kum @) (@) Yaprak (@) (@)
Cigek O O Salincak O O Yildiz O O
Duvar @) O Sokak @) O Yol O @)
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11. GIDILECEK YERLER (13)
anlar an.l.ar ve anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.llar ve
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Atta O O Diikkan O O Okul O O
Bakkal @) O Ev @) 0] Park 0] O
Cars1 O O Is O O Pazar @) @)
Disar1 O O Koy O O
Deniz (@) (@) Market (@) O
12. INSANLAR (21)
anlar an.I.ar ve anlar an'!ar ve anlar anll'ar ve
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Abi @) (@) Baba (@) (@) Kardes (@) (@)
Abla O O Cocuk 0] O Kendi ismi O O
Adam O O Bebek O O Kiz @) O
Amca @) O Day1 O O Nine O O
Anne O O Dede O O Palyaco O O
QESEEZEEL Babaanne/ O | Doktor O O |Ppolis O O
Arkadas @) O Hala O O Teyze O O
13. OYUNLAR VE RUTINLER (31)
anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.!ar ve anlar an.!ar ve
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Aferin O O Giinaydimn Q) O Saklambacg O O
Alkis O O Hoscakal (@) O Siirpriz O O
Alo 0] (0) Hadi O (@) Sarki O 0
Ayip O O Hayir O O Takla O O
Banyo O 0 Iyi geceler 0) O Tamam @) O
Bay-bay O O Kaka O O Tesekkiir/Sagol O O
Cis @) O Kucak O (0) Uyku O O
Dikkat @) O Mama O @) Var O O
Evet @) (@) Miizik (@) (@) Yok (@) (@)
Gol 0] @) Ninni 0) 0]
Giile-giile O @) Ocii O O
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14. EYLEM SOZCUKLERI-I (63) Toplam 95

anlar anlar ve anlar anlar ve anlar anlar ve

sOyler soyler sOyler

Act (cani) O @) Carp O O Giy O O
Acik O O Cek e 0] Giydir 0] o)
A¢ 0] O |[CKk o O |Gor o o
Acil (@) O Cikar O O Goster @) O
Agla O O Ciz O O Gotiir O O
Al @) O Dén O @) Giil 0] O
Anla @) (@) Dév (@) (@) Isir (@) (@)
Ara O O Dur O O Islan O O
Atla @) (@) Dok (@) (@) Ic (@) (@)
At 0) 0] Diis 0] 0) In 0) 0]
Bagir (@) @) Elle @) @) Iste @) @)
Bak @) (@) El salla (@) @) It O (@)
Bas (@) O Geg O O Kaldir O O
Basla (@) O Gel O O Kalk (@) O
Birak @) (@) Getir (@) (@) Kapat @) @)
Bin @) (@) Gez (@) @) Kir O (@)
Bit O O Gidikla 0) O Kokla @) O
Boya @) (@) Gir (@) @) Kork O (@)
Bul (@) (@) Git O 0) Kos (0) 0)
14. EYLEM SOZCUKLERI-1I (32)

anlar anlar ve anlar anlar ve anlar anlar ve

sOyler sOyler sOyler

Koy O @) Sev @) @) Vur O O
ol @) (@) Seyret (@) @) Yakala @) (@)
Otur @) (@) Sil (@) (@) Yap (@) 0]
Oyna O O Sok O O Yat @) O
Oksiir O O Soyle O O Yaz O O
Ol @) (@) Sus @) @) Ye @) O
Op @) O Tak O O Yedir O O
Ort O @) Tara @) O Yika O O
Sakla O Q) Tas1 O O Yikan Q) O
Salla O O Tut O O Yirt O O
Sallan O O Ug O O Yut O O
Saril O O Uyan O O Yiirii O O
Say 0) O |Ver 0) 0]
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15. TANIMLAMAYA YARDIMCI SOZCUKLER (25)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar "
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Aci (lezzet) O O Islak O O Sicak @) O
Acik O O Iyi O O Soguk O O
Bos (@) (@) Kapali (@) (@) Pis (@) O
Biiyiik @) O Karanlik O O Tatlt O O
Cok O O Kirmizi @) O Temiz O O
Cici O O Kirli (@) O Yaramaz O O
Cirkin (@) O Kocaman O O Yeni O O
Giizel @) @) Komik (@) (@)
Hasta @) (@) Kiigiik (@) (@)
16. ZAMANLA ILGILI SOZCUKLER (6)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar .
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Aksam (@) O Gece O O Sabah O O
Bugiin 9) o) Hemen o) e Simdi 9] o)
17. ZAMIRLER (12)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar .
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Bana O O Sen O O Ona O O
Ben O O Senin O O Onun O O
Benim O O Su o) @) Sana 0) @)
Bu 0] e 0 O O Biri 0] e
18. SORU SOZCUKLERI (7)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar .
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Kim @) (@) Neden (@) (@) Niye (@) (@)
Nasil @) O Nereye O O
Ne O Q) Nerede O O
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19. YER BILDIREN SOZCUKLER (10)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar .
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Altinda O @) Igeride @) @) Surada @) @)
Arkasinda @) @) I¢inde @) O Ustiinde/Uzerinde QO O
Burada (@) O Orada O (@)
Disarida @) @) Oniinde @) O
20. BELIRLEYICI SOZCUKLER (8)
anlar ve anlar ve anlar ve
anlar . anlar N anlar w
sOyler sOyler sOyler
Biraz (@) @) Hepsi @) @) Obiirii @) @)
Cok O O Hig O O Yine/Gene O O
Daha/Bir daha @) O Iste O O
BOLUM II. EYLEMLER VE JESTLER
A. ILKILETISIM JESTLERI

Bebekler ilk iletisim kurmaya basladiklarinda, isteklerinin anlasilmasi icin isaret kullanirlar. Cocugunuzun bu
giinlerde yaptig1 isaretleri tanimlayan maddenin yanindaki secenekleri isaretleyin.
(ANKETOR OKUYACAKSA: “Cocugunuzun bu giinlerde yaptig1 isaretleri okuyacagim listeden hangileri
tammmhyor belirtmenizi istiyorum™)

5 . Cogu

Cocugunuz: degil Bazen zaman
1. Elindeki bir seyi size gostermek i¢in elini size uzatir. (@) (@) @)
2. Elinde tuttugu bir nesneyi ya da oyuncagi uzatarak size verir. O O @)
3. Ilgisini ¢ceken bir olaya veya ulasamadig1 bir nesneye parmagini ya da kolunu 0 0 0

uzatarak isaret eder.
4. Birisi ayrilirken (kendiliginden) el sallayarak giile giile isareti yapar. O O @)
5. Kucaga alinmak istedigini belirten bir sekilde kollarini size dogru uzatir. O O @)
6. “Hayir” anlaminda bagini iki yana sallar ya da kafasimi yukari kaldirir. (0] (@) @]
7. “Evet” anlaminda basini 6ne eger. (0] (0] 0]
8. “Susst/Suss..” anlaminda parmaklarini dudagima degdirir. 0 0O @)
9. Elini acip kapayarak veya kolunu uzatarak bir sey ister. (@) (@) @)
10. Uzaktan opiiciik yollar. 0] 0] @)
11. Yedigi bir seyin tadinin iyi oldugunu belirtmek i¢in dudaklariyla “himmm... yapar. (@) (@) @)
12. “Bitti/Gitti” anlaminda uygun isaret kullanir (6rn. bos avuglarini gosterir, 0 0 0

omuzlarini silker, vs..).
13. Kavanoz/Kutu kapaginin agilmasi i¢in ya da yapamadig1 bir sey igin (isaret ederek) 0 0 0

yardim ister.
14. Tuvalet ihtiyacinin giderilmesi i¢in (isaret ederek/bezini ¢ekistirerek) yardim ister. (@) (@) @)
15. Sizin isaret ettiginiz bir oyuncaga veya nesneye parmaginizy/kolunuzu izleyip bakar. O O @)
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16. Kendine dikkat cekmek i¢in annenin etegini ¢eker/ses gikarir. O O @]

B. OYUNLAR VE RUTINLER

Cocugunuz asagidakileri yapabiliyor mu?

EVET HAYIR

1. Cee/C66 oyununa katilir. (@) 0]
2. Gid1 g1d/Geldi geldi kara kedi/Badi kara geliyor oyununa katilir.
3. Tel sarar/Sar makarayi-¢6z makarayi oyununa katilir.

4. F1s fig kayik¢i oyununa katilir.

5. Kovalamaca oynar.

6. Sarki soyler.

7. Dans eder.

©O O OO O O o
©O O OO0 o oo

8. Annenin soyledigi diger oyunlara katilir.

Belirtiniz

C. NESNELERLE EYLEM GERCEKLESTIRME

Cocugunuz gercgek nesneler veya oyuncaklarla asagidaki davranislar: gerceklestirir mi veya yapmaya calisir nm?

EVET HAYIR

@)
@)

1. Kasik veya catalla yemek yer.

2. I¢inde s1v1 bulunan bir bardaktan iger.

3. Kendi sa¢ini tarar veya firgalar.

4. Dislerini firgalar.

5. Havluyla veya bir bezle elini, yiiziinii siler.
6. Sapka giyer.

7. Corap veya ayakkabi giyer.

8. Kolye, bilezik veya saat takar.

9. Kolunun iistiine basin1 koyup/gdziinii kapatip uyurmus gibi yapar.
10. Yedigi bir sey sicaksa tifler/iif yapar.

11. Oyuncak ugag: tutup ugurur.

12. Telefonu kulagina tutar.

13. Cigek koklar.

O OO OO OO OoOOoOOoOOo oo
O OO OO0 o o o o o o oo

14. Araba veya kamyon iter.
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15. Karsiya top atar. 0] 0]
16. Bir kaseden/siseden bir digerine su doker gibi yapar. 0O 0]
17. Bardagn i¢inde su varmis gibi kasikla karistirir. O @)

D. ANNE-BABA GiBi DAVRANMA

Asagida cocuklarimzin bebekleriyle veya oyuncak hayvanlarla yapabildigi eylemler var. Cocugunuzun yaptigini
gordiiklerinizi isaretleyin/soyleyin.

EVET HAYIR

@)
@)

1. Yataga yatirir.

2. Ustiinii orter.

3. Biberonla besler.

4. Kagikla yedirir.

5. Sagini tarar.

6. Sirtin1 s1vazlar veya gazini ¢ikartir.
7. Bebegi arabasiyla dolastirir.

8. Bebegi sallar.

9. Oper veya kucaklar.

10. Basina sapka, ayagina ¢orap veya ayakkabi giydirir.
11. Yiiziind, ellerini siler.

12. Onunla konusur.

©O O OO OO OO OoOOoO oo
©O O OO O O o oo o oo

13. Bezini baglar.

E. YETISKiN DAVRANISLARINI TAKLIT ETME

Cocugunuz gercek nesne veya oyuncaklariyla asagidaki hareketleri yapiyor mu veya yapmaya cahisiyor mu?

EVET HAYIR

1. Siiptirgeyle/Elektrik siipiirgesi ile siiptiriir. (0] 0]
2. Anahtarla kilitler.

3. Cekigle gakar.

4. Testere ile keser.

5. Bilgisayar klavyesinde yazar.

6. “Okur” (kitab1 veya sayfalarini agarak).

O O OO0 o O
O O 0O o o o

7. Cigekleri sular.
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8. Miizik enstriimani (aleti) ¢alar (piyano, gitar veya fliit gibi).
9. Direksiyonu dondiirerek araba kullanir/siirer.

10. Toz alir.

11. Kalem veya tebesirle yazar.

12. Kiirekle kazar.

13. Gozlik takar.

14. Ruyj siirer/Makyaj yapar.

©O O 0O o o o o

©O O 0o o o o

F. YERINE KULLANMA

Oyun sirasinda, cocuklar bazen bir nesnenin yerine bir digerini kullanirlar. Ornegin, muzu telefon gibi ya da

kutuyu kamyon gibi kullanabilir. Sizin ¢cocugunuz da bu sekilde nesneleri birbirinin yerine kullaniyor mu?

EVET

HAYIR

o)

O
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Appendix B

TIGE-II

“16-36 ay arasinda bebekler pek ¢ok sozciik anladiklar1 gibi pek ¢ok s6zciigii de kullanmaya baglarlar. Daha sonra da
sozciikleri yan yana getirip, ekler takip ciimle kurar ve iletisime gegerler. 15 ay1 kapsayan bu yag diliminin bagindaki
ve sonundaki ¢ocuklar arasinda dil geligsimi agisindan 6nemli farkliliklar goriiliir. Ayrica her ¢ocugun gelisim hiz1 da
farklidir. Bu anket dil gelisimi acisindan ¢ok farklilik gosteren bu yas dilimindeki ¢ocuklar i¢in diizenlenmistir. O
yiizden soracagim sozciikler ve ciimle yapilart heniiz sizin ¢ocugunuz tarafindan kullanilmiyor olabilir. Dolayisiyla

bunun bir sorun oldugunu diisiinmenize gerek yoktur.”
“Bir sorunuz var mi?” (soru varsa cevaplandiriniz)

“Peki, o zaman baslayabiliriz.”

BOLUM I: COCUKLARIN KULLANDIGI SOZCUKLER

Asagidaki liste kiiglik cocuklarin sozciik dagarciginda siklikla yer alan sozciikleri igermektedir. Ben size
¢ocugunuzun bu listedeki sozciiklerden hangilerini kullandigini soracagim. Cocugunuz bir sézciigli burada
yazildigindan farkl sOyliiyorsa (6rnegin, baltk yerine bayik veya ¢ay yerine tay), bu yine de onun sézcigi bildigi
anlamina gelmektedir. Unutmayin ki agagidaki liste farkli yas gruplarindaki bir¢ok ¢ocugun kullandigi sézciiklerden

olugmaktadir. Bu nedenle eger ¢ocugunuz su an yalnizca bir kagini biliyorsa bu bir sorun degildir.

1. CESITLi SESLER VE HAYVAN SESLERi (13)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Cee O | Havhav O |Uuf @)
Ciss O | Hop/Hoppa O |Vakvak O
Cufcuf O |Mee O |Vmn O
Diit O | Pisi-pisi O
Ham O |sist 0]
2. HAYVANLAR (41)

soyler sOyler soyler
Ar1 O | Horoz O | Maymun O
Aslan O |Inek O | Ordek O
At O | Kaplan O | Oriimcek O
Ay1 O |Karga (O | Papagan (@)
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Balik O |Karinca O | Sincap (@)
Baykus O | Kartal O | Sinek (@)
Bocek O |Keci O |Tavsan O
Deve O | Kedi O | Tavuk O
Domuz O | Koyun O |Timsah (@)
Esek O |Képek O |Yavru O
Fare O |Kurbaga O | Zebra (@)
Fil O |[Kus O |Zirafa O
Geyik O |Kurt O |[Kuzu O
Hayvan O | Leylek O
3. TASITLAR (14)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Ambulans O | itfaiye O | Traktor @)
Araba O | Kamyon O |Tren (@)
Bisiklet O |Kayik O |Ugak (@)
Gemi/Vapur O | Motosiklet O | Yelkenli O
Helikopter O | Otobiis O
4. OYUNCAKLAR ( 20)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Balon O | Kalem (O | Oyuncak (@)
Bebek O |Kitap O | Pazil/Yap-hoz O
Blok O |Kova O |Robot O
Boya O | Kukla O |Top O
Davul O | Kiirek O | Tifek O
Defter O |Lego O | Ucurtma O
Diidiik O | Masal O
5. YIYECEK VE iCECEKLER (66)

soyler sOyler soyler
Armut O | Karpuz O |Pizza O
Ayran O |Kayst O |Pogaga (@)
Bal O |Kek O | Portakal O
Balik O |Ketcap O |Regel O
Biskiivi O |Kiraz O | Sakiz/Ciklet O
Borek O |Kola O |Salam O
Cips O |Kofte O | Salatalik O
Cay O | Kurabiye O |Simit O
Cikolata O |Limon O |Sogan O
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Cilek O | Lokum O | Sosis O
Corba O | Makarna O |su O
Dolma O | Mandalina O | Sucuk O
Domates O | Meyve O |Siit (@)
Dondurma O |Misr O | Seker O
Ekmek O | Muhallebi O | Tarhana O
Elma O |Muz O |Tost O
Et O |Nar O |Tuz O
Fasulye O | Nohut O | Uzim O
Fistik O |Pasta O | Yemek O
Gazoz O | Patates O | Yogurt (@)
Ispanak O | Peynir O | Yumurta @)
Kahve O |Pilav O | Zeytin O
6. GIYSILER (32)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Ayakkabi/Pabug O |Eldiven O |Palto O
Bez (¢ocuk bezi) O | Esofman (O | Pantolon O
Bilezik O | Etek O |Pijama O
Bluz O |Fanila/Atlet O |Sapka O
Bot O | Gecelik O |Sort O
Ceket O | Gozlik O |Tag O
Cep O |Kazak O |Tayt O
Cizme O | Kemer O |Terlik O
Corap O | Kiipe O | Tisort O
Don/Kiilot O | Mont O |Toka O
Elbise O | Onliik @)
7. VUCUT BOLUMLERI (27)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
A1z O |oil O |Kal o
Ayak O |Dis O |Kulak O
Bacak O |Diz O | Parmak O
Bas/Kafa O |El O |Popo O
Biyik O | Gobek O Sa¢ O
Bogaz O |Goz O | Tirnak (@)
Boyun O |Kalp O | Viicut O
Burun O |Karn O |Yanak O
Cene O | Kirpik O | Yiiz/Surat O
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8. KUCUK EV ESYALARI (33)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Anahtar O |Cop O | Perde (@)
Ayna O |Emzik O |Radyo O
Bant (plaster) O |Havlu O |Resim (@)
Bardak O |llag O | Saat O
Battaniye O |Kagt O |Sabun O
Bigak O |Kasik O | Siipiirge O
Biberon O | Kumanda O | Semsiye (@)
Canta O | Lamba/Isik O |Tabak O
Catal O | Mendil O |Tarak (@)
Caydanlik O | Pamuk O | Telefon O
Cekic O | Pegete O |Uti (@)
9. MOBILYALAR VE ODALAR 27)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Balkon O |Kap O |Salon O
Banyo O | Koltuk O | Sandalye/iskemle O
Bilgisayar O | Lazimlik/Oturak O | Sehpa O
Buzdolab1 O |Masa O | Televizyon/TV O
Dolap O | Merdiven O | Tuvalet O
Dus O | Mutfak O | Yatak (@)
Firin O | Ocak O | Yastik O
Kalorifer O | Pencere O |zil O
Hali O |Oda O | Yorgan (@)
10. EVIN DISI (37)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Ay/Aydede O |Diinya O | Salincak O
Agag O |Fotograf O | Sokak O
Ates O |Garaj O |Tas (@)
Bahge O |aGel O | Tekerlek O
Bulut O | Giines O | Toprak O
Bayrak O |Kar O |Toz O
Camur O |Kaydirak O | Trafik O
Cigek O |Kaza O | Yagmur (@)
Cimen O |Kozalak O |Yangn @)
Dag O | Koprii O | Yaprak O
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Dal O |Kum O |Yaol (0]
Duman O |Odun @)
Duvar O |ot O
11. GIDILECEK YERLER (25)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Atta O |Hastane O |Park O
Bakkal O |is O |Pazar O
Cami O |Komsu O |Piknik O
Cars1 O |Kay O |Plaj O
Dasari O |Kres/Yuva O |Sinema O
Deniz O |Mac O |Sirk O
Diigiin O | Market O | Tiyatro O
Diikkan O | Okul @)
Ev O |Orman O
12. iINSANLAR (32)

soyler soyler soyler
Abi O | Cocuk O |Oglan @)
Abla O |Dede O | Ogretmen O
Adam O | Doktor O | Palyago (@)
Amca O | Erkek O | Polis O
Anne O |Gelin O | Prenses @)
Anneanne O |Hala O | Tamirci O
Arkadas O |Kadm O |Teyze @)
Asker O |Kardes O |Yenge (@)
Baba O | Kendiismi O
Babaanne O |Kiz O
Bebek O |Kral O
Berber/Kuafor O |Nine O
13. OYUNLAR VE RUTINLER (40)

soyler sOyler soyler
Aferin O |Hadi O |Saka O
Alkis O |Hayr O |Sarki O
Alo O | Hosgeldiniz O | Tabii O
Ayip O | lyi geceler O |Takla O
Banyo O | Kahvalt O |Tamam O
Bay-bay O |Kaka O | Tesekkiir/Mersi/Sagol O
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Cis O |Kucak O |Uyku O
Dikkat O |Liitfen O |Var O
Dogumgiinii O |Mama O |Yars (@)
Efendim O | Merhaba O | Yazik O
Evcilik O | Miizik O | Yeter O
Evet O | Ninni O |Yok O
Giile-giile (O | Saklambag O
Giinaydin O | Siirpriz @)
14. EYLEM SOZCUKLERI-I (90) Toplam (146)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Aci (cani) O |[Cek O | Hastalan O
Acik O |Cevir O |Hatirla O
Ac O | Cikar O |Isir O
Acil O |Ciz O |lslan O
Agla O |Dagt O |I¢ (0)
Al O |Dinle O |in 0]
Anla O | Dokun O |iste O
Anlat O | Doy O |It O
Ara O |[Dén O |Kag O
Atla O |Dév O |[Kal O
At O (Dur O |[Kaldir O
Bagir O |Duy O |Kalk 0]
Bagla O | Dok O |Kana O
Bak O |Diis O |Kapan O
Bas O |Diizelt O | Kapat O
Bagla O |Elle O | Kanstir O
Begen O |Elsalla O |Kay (0]
Bekle O |Ez O |Kes 0]
Benze O |[Gel O |[Kir O
Birak O | Getir O |Kinl O
Bil O |Gez O |Kirlet (0]
Bin O | Gidikla O | Kokla O
Bit O |Gir O |Kon (0)
Bitir O |Git O |Konus 0]
Boya O |[Giy O |Kop O
Boz O | Giydir O | Kopar 0]
Bul O |Gor O | Kork O
Bilyil O | Goster O |Kos O
Cagir O | Gotiir O | Koy O
Calis O |aiil O | Kurtar 0)
14. EYLEM SOZCUKLERI-II (56)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Kiis O |Sik O |Ver (@)
Oku O | Sikis O |Vur O
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ol O |sil O |Yak O
Otur O |Sok O |Yan 0]
Oyna O |Sor O |Yap O
Ogret O | Soyle O |Yapis O
Ol O |Sus O |vat 0)
Op O |Susa O |Yaz O
Ort O | Siipiir O |Ye O
Ozle O |Sisir O | Yedir O
Patla O |Tak O |Yik O
Pisir O |Tara O |Yikl (@)
Sakla O |Tas1 O |Yika O
Salla O |Topla O | Yikan O
Sallan O |Tut O | Yt O
Saril O |Ug O |Yorul O
Say O | Unut O |Yut O
Sev O |Uyan O | Yiiri 0]
Seyret O |Uazil @)
15. TANIMLAMAYA YARDIMCI SOZCUKLER (61)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Act O |igreng O | Sessiz O
Acik O |k O |Sicak O
Agir O |lyi O |Siyah O
Az O | Kahverengi O |Soguk O
Beyaz O |Kapah O |Sirin O
Bos O |Karanlik O |Tath O
Biiyiik O |Kati O | Temiz O
Cadi O |Kink O |Ters (@)
Canavar O |Kirmizi O | Turuncu O
Cici O |Kisa O |Uzun O
Cice O | Kirli O Yapigkan O
Cirkin O | Kocaman O |Yavas O
Delik O | Komik O | Yesil O
Dolu O |Koyu O | Yumusak (@)
Eksi O |Kati O | Yiiksek (@)
Eski O |Kuru O |Zor O
Giizel O |Kiigiik O | Yaramaz (@)
Hasta O |Mor O |Yas O
Hazir O |Pis O | Yeni (@)
Hizl O |San O
Islak O |Sert O
16. ZAMANLA ILGIiLi SOZCUKLER (13)
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sOyler sOyler sOyler
Aksam O |Hemen O |Sonra O
Bazen O | Ondan sonra O |Simdi O
Bugiin O | Oslen O |Yarm @)
Diin O | Once O
Gece O | Sabah @)
17. ZAMIRLER (21)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Bana O |Siz O |Onun O
Ben O |Sizin O | Kimse O
Benim O |Su O |Sana (@)
Bu O | Kendi O |Biri O
Biz O | Kendim O |Sey O
Bizim O |o 0)
Sen O |Ona 0]
Senin O | Onlar O
18. SORU SOZCUKLERI (12)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Hangi O |[Ne O | Nereye @)
Kag tane O | Nezaman O | Nerede (@)
Kim O | Neden O | Nereden O
Nasil O | Ne kadar O | Niye (@)
19. YER BiLDIREN SOZCUKLER (21)

soyler soyler soyler
Altinda O | Geride O | Oniinde O
Arasinda O |igeride O |Surada O
Arkasinda O |Iiginde O |Uzak 0]
Asagida O | ileride O | Ustiinde/Uzerinde 0]
Burada O |Karsida O |Yakn O
Disarida (O |Orada O | Yaninda 0)
Disinda O | Ortada O | Yukarida O
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20. BELIRLEYICi SOZCUKLER (23)

sOyler sOyler sOyler
Aym O |En O |iste O
Baska O |Galiba O | Obiiria O
Belki O |Gibi O | Oteki (@)
Bile O | Her O |Tam O
Biraz O |Hep O |Tek O
Boyle O |Hepsi O |Yine/Gene O
Cok O |Hig O |Zaten O
Daha O | Higbiri O
21. BAGLACLAR (7)

sOyler soyler soyler
Ama O |Diye O |Ve O
Ciinkii O |Ozaman O
De/da O |Sonra O

B. COCUGUNUZ SOZCUKLERI NASIL KULLANIYOR?

1. Cocugunuz ge¢mis olaylar hakkinda konusuyor mu? Ornegin, gecen hafta parka gitmis olan bir cocuk daha

sonra “salincak”, “kaydim”, “kum” gibi sozciikler soyleyebilir. Cocugunuz bunu yapryor mu?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

2. Cocugunuz hi¢ yakin gelecekte yapilacak bir sey hakkinda konusuyor mu? Ornegin, bir yolculuga ¢ikmak

EEINT3

iizere evden ayrilirken “araba”, “cuf cuf”’, demek, ya da parka giderken “sallan” demek gibi?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

3. Cocugunuz hi¢ o anda orada bulunmayan bir sey, rnegin kaybolmus bir oyuncak, evde olmayan bir kisi

hakkinda konusuyor mu?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

4. Cocugunuz, siz o anda odada bulunmayan bir seyi sordugunuzda anliyor mu? Ornegin, “ayin nerede”,

“terliklerin nerede” dediginizde bunu almaya odasina gidiyor mu?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

5. Cocugunuz bir esyay1 eline alip veya gosterip o esyanin o anda orada bulunmayan sahibinin ismini sdyliiyor

mu? Ornegin, anne odada yokken annenin terligine isaret edip “anne” demek gibi?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o
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BOLUM II. CUMLELER ve DiL BiLGiSi

A. SOZCUK EKLERIi

1.

Su anda olmakta olan bir olay hakkinda konusurken “bakiyor, kosuyor, agliyor” érneklerinde oldugu gibi

fiillerin sonuna “-iyor” takisi ekleriz. Cocugunuz bunu yapmaya basladi mi?
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

Heniiz tamamlanmis veya ge¢miste olmus olaylar hakkinda konusurken “Optii, agti, itti” Orneklerinde

oldugu gibi fiillerin sonuna “-di” takisi1 ekleriz. Cocugunuz bunu yapmaya bagladi mi?
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

Gegmiste tamamlanmig ancak olurken gormedigimiz olaylar hakkinda konusurken “a¢cmus, kirilmus,
bozulmus” o6rneklerinde oldugu gibi fiillerin sonuna “-mis” takisi ekleriz. Cocugunuz bunu yapmaya
bagladi mi1?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o
Genelde hep olan veya yapilmast uygun goriilen durumlar hakkinda konustugumuzda “sever, iger, uyur”
orneklerinde oldugu gibi fiillerin sonuna “-er” takisi ekleriz. Cocugunuz bunu yapmaya bagladi mi1?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

Gelecekte yapmayi planladigimiz durumlar hakkinda konusurken “gidecegiz, alacagiz, oynayacagiz

orneklerinde oldugu gibi fiillerin sonuna “-ecek” takisi ekleriz. Cocugunuz bunu yapmaya basladi mi?
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

Cocugunuz, “baba geldi mi, ay1 orda m1” Orneklerinde oldugu gibi soru sorarken “-mi” soru ekini

kullanmaya baglad1 nm1?
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman

Cocugunuz, “siit istemem, et yemem” Orneklerinde oldugu gibi olumsuzluk ifade etmek i¢in “-me” ekini

kullanmaya baglad1 nmi1?

Heniiz degil O Bazen O Cogu zaman O

EEINNY3

Sahip oldugumuz bir sey hakkinda konustugumuzda kimin oldugunu belirtmek i¢in “anahtarim”, “topum”
ve “bebegim” orneklerinde oldugu gibi sozciiklere “-im” takisini ekleriz. Cocugunuz bunu yapmaya basladi

mi1?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o
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9. Cocugunuz bir seyi birisine vermekten bahsederken (6rnegin, yedigi elmasindan “babaya”, “anneye”

CEINT

vermek istedigini belirtmek igin) “-e”, “-a” takisini kullanmaya basladi mi1?
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

10. Cocugunuz bir seyin nerede oldugunu soylerken (6rnegin, oyuncak ayisinin “yatakta” ya da kalemin

“masada” oldugunu belirtmek igin) “-da” ekini kullanmaya basladi mi1?
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

11. Cocugunuz bir seyi ona vermenizi istedigi zaman (6rnegin birlikte oynadiginiz bir nesneyi “bebegi”

199
-l

“kalemi” istemek i¢in) takisini kullanmaya baslad: mi1?

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

B. COCUGUNUZ SU ANA KADAR BIRDEN FAZLA SOZCUGU AYNI CUMLE iCINDE KULLANMAYA
BASLADI MI? ORNEGIN; “anne otur”, “baba gel”, “top at”, “su ver” gibi:

Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o
C. COCUGUNUZ SU ANA KADAR SOZCUKLERE EK TAKMAYA BASLADI MI?
ORNEGIN; “bu-nu/bu-na”, “diis-tii/diis-iiyor” gibi:
Heniiz degil o Bazen O Cogu zaman o

D. ORNEKLER: Cocugunuzdan bu giine kadar duydugunuz en uzun ii¢ ciimleyi asagiya yaziniz.

Eger yukaridaki B ve C sorularinin hepsine annenin cevabi “heniiz degil” ise, liitfen burada sorulari sormayy/
cevaplamayi birakin. Eger annenin kimi cevab1 “bazen” ya da “cogu zaman” ise, liitfen sorulari1 cevaplamaya

devam edin.
E. ISIMLERE GELEN DURUM EKLERI

Simdi size g¢ocuklarin 6grendikleri isim eklerini bazi sozciiklerle ornekleyerek okuyacagim. Sizden
cocugunuzun kullandig: ekleri belirtmenizi istiyorum. Cocugunuz bu ekleri drnekte goriilen sdzciiklerle degil baska
sdzciiklerle kullaniyor olabilir, siz yanitimz eki diisiinerek veriniz. Ogrenmek istedigimiz, “baba-dan, masa-dan, ev-
den, araba-dan” &rneklerinde oldugu gibi “—dan” ekini kullantyor mu? (ANKETOR: diger ekler icin de aym

sekilde ornekleyerek okuyunuz; ek 6rneklemelerde kullanilabilecek isimler: kasik, top, anne)
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Baba Masa Ev Araba

baba-dan masa-dan ev-den araba-dan O
baba-yla masa-yla ev-le araba-yla (@]
baba-nin masa-nin ev-in araba-nin O
baba-lar masa-lar ev-ler araba-lar (@]

F. FiiL EKLERI

Simdi size cocuklarin 6grendikleri fiil eklerini bazi sozciiklerle ornekleyerek okuyacagim. Bunlardan
¢ocugunuzun kullandigimni duydugunuz ekleri bana séylemenizi istiyorum. Cocugunuz bu ekleri drnekte verilen
sozciiklerle degil baska sozciiklerle kullaniyor olabilir, siz yamitimzi eki diisiinerek veriniz. Ogrenmek istedigimiz,

“gel-sene, ag-sana, ver-sene” drneklerinde oldugu gibi “—sana” ekini kullaniyor mu? (ANKETOR: diger ekler icin

de aym sekilde ornekleyerek okuyunuz; ek 6rneklemelerde kullanilabilecek fiiller: 6p, kos, ye)

Gel Ag Ver

gel-sene ac-sana ver-sene O
gel-elim ag-alim ver-elim (@)
gel-sin ag-sin ver-sin (@)
gel-mig-ti ag-mig-ti ver-mis-ti (@]
gel-iyor-mus ag-1yor-mus Ver-iyor-mus O
gel-se ag-sa ver-se (0]

Simdi size aym fiillerle bagka 6rnekler okuyacagim. Cocugunuzun bu ekleri de kullanip kullanmadigini
degerlendirmenizi istiyorum. Cocugunuz bu ekleri drnekte goriilen sozciiklerle degil baska sozciiklerle kullantyor
olabilir, siz yamtiniz1 ki diisiinerek veriniz. Ogrenmek istedigimiz, “gel-ebil-ir, ag-abil-ir, ver-ebil-ir” 6rneklerinde
oldugu gibi “—ebil” ekini kullaniyor mu? (ANKETOR: diger ekler i¢cin de aym sekilde 6rnekleyerek okuyunuz;

ek orneklemelerde kullanilabilecek fiiller: 6p, kos, ye)

Gel Ag Ver

gel-ebil-ir ac-abil-ir ver-ebil-ir 0]
gel-meli ag-mali ver-meli (0]
gel-me-di ag-ma-di ver-me-di O
gel-e-me-di ac-a-ma-di ver-e-me-di (@)

Simdi de su sozciikleri degerlendirmenizi istiyorum. Cocugunuz bu drneklere benzer sézciikler kullantyor

mu? Siz yamtimz eki diisiinerek veriniz. Ogrenmek istedigimiz, “ig-il-ir, ag-1l-ir, ver-il-ir” rneklerinde oldugu gibi
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“41” ekini kullamyor mu? (ANKETOR: diger ekler icin de aym sekilde ornekleyerek okuyunuz; ek

orneklemelerde kullamlabilecek fiiller: 6p, kos, ye)

ic Ag Yap

ig-il-ir ac-1l-1r yap-1l-ir (@)
ic-il-mez ag-11-maz yap-1l-maz O
ic-ir ag-tir yap-tir O

G- KARMASIK CUMLE YAPILARI

Asagida ¢esitli durumlar Orneklenmis ve bu durumlarda gocugunuzun kullaniyor olabilecegi climleler

verilmistir. Liitfen her bir durum i¢in gocugunuzun su andaki konusma bigimine en yakin olan 6rnegi belirtiniz.

(ANKETORE: Anne farkh bir ciimle yapisi verirse liitfen yaziniz)

1. Annesini ararken agagidakilerden hangisini soyler?

Anne
Anne nerde?

oNeoNe)

Higbirini demiyor

2. Bir yere gitmek istedigi zaman asagidakilerden hangisini sdyler?

Eve gidelim/Parka gidelim/Attaya gidelim
Eve gitmek istiyorum/Parka gitmek istiyorum/Attaya gitmek istiyorum

oNoNe)

Higbirini demiyor

3. ki seyi bir arada istediginde (6rnegin hem siit hem biskiivi istediginde) asagidakilerden hangisini sdyler?

Biskiivi istiyorum, siit istiyorum/Bebek istiyorum, top istiyorum O
Biskiivi ve siit istiyorum/Bebek ve top istiyorum. O
Higbirini demiyor (@)

4. Bir seyin sebep ve sonucunu (6rnegin diistiigii i¢in agladigini) belirtmek i¢in asagidakilerden

hangisini sdyler?
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Diistiim, agladim/Bastim, ¢ald1
Diisiince agladim/Basinca ¢ald1

Higbirini demiyor

©QOO

5. Bir seyi ne amagla yaptigini anlatmak i¢in asagidakilerden hangisini sdyler?

Aldik, sevinsin/Optiim, aglamasin
Sevinsin diye aldik/Aglamasin diye 6ptiim

Higbirini demiyor

©QOO

6. Ne yapacagini anlatirken:

Yemek yiycem, uyuycam/Oynuycam, yaticam

Yemekten sonra uyuycam/Oynadiktan sonra yaticam

Higbirini demiyor

©QOO

7. Olaylar arasindaki iligkiyi anlatirken asagidakilerden hangisini sdyler?

Kostum, diigtiim/Oynadim, kirdim
Kosarken diistiim/Oynarken kirdim

Higbirini demiyor

©Q0O

8. Olaylar arasindaki iligkiyi anlatirken asagidakilerden hangisini sdyler?

Topumu aliyim, geliyim/Ag¢ayim bakiyim
Topumu alip geliyim/Agip bakiyim

Higbirini demiyor

oleoNe)

9. Kendi yapmadigi bir olay1 anlatirken asagidakilerden hangisini sdyler?

Kirdi/Agti
Kirildi/Agild1

Higbirini demiyor

oNeoNe)
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Appendix C
A comparison between TIGE-I and the MB-CDI-Words and Gesture:
PART SUBPART N of N of Example Answer
ITEMS ITEMS Category
TIGE I CDI |
1.Early A First signs of | 3 3 React when | “Yes” and “No”
Words understanding name is
called
B.Phrases 28 28 Are you “Understands”
hungry?
C.Starting to 2 2 [...]HOw “Never”,
talk often does | “Sometimes”and
your child | “Often”
do this?
D.Vocabulary | 20/418 19/396 “Understands”
checklist items items and“Understands
and says”
1.Sound effects | 10 12 Cis «“
and animal
sounds
2.Animals 17 36 Horse «“
3.Vehicles 7 9 Bus “
4.Toys 8 8 Ball «
5.Food and 43 30 Water «“
drink
6.Clothing 18 19 Shoe “
7.Body parts 17 20 Eye “
8.Small 27 36 Bottle «“
household
items
9.Furniture and | 22 24 Bathroom «“
rooms
10.Outside of 21 ‘Outside Garden «
home things’
and‘Places
to go’
together

comprise
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one
category”
11.Placestogo | 13 27 School «“
12.People 21 20 Uncle «“
13.Gamesand | 31 19 Birthday «“
routines
14.Action 95 55 Take «“
words
15. Descriptive | 25 8 Hot «“
words
16.Words about | 6 37 Evening «“
time
17.Pronouns 12 11 We “
18.Question 7 6 Who «“
words
19.L ocatives 10 11 Under “
20.Quantifiers | 8 8 None “
2. Actions | A.First 16 12 Nods head | “Not yet”,
and communicative “yes” “Sometimes”and
Gestures gestures “Often”
B.Gamesand |8 6 Sing “Yes” and “No”
routines
C.Actions with | 17 17 Put on “Yes” and “No”
objects shoes
D.Pretending 13 13 Talktothe | “Yes” and “No”
to be a parent baby
E.Imitating 14 15 Read “Yes” and “No”
other adult
actions
F.Pretend 1 1 “Yes” and “No”+
objects examples (text)

A comparison between TIGE-1I and the MB-CDI-Words and Sentences:

PART SUBPART N of N of Example Answer
ITEMS ITEMS Category
TIGE Il CDIl I
1.Words A.Vocabulary | 21/711 22/680
children checklist items
use
1.Sound effects | 13 12 Cis “Says”
and animal
sounds
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2.Animals 41 43 Horse “
3.Vehicles 14 14 Bus “
4.Toys 20 18 Ball “
5.Food and 66 68 Water «“
drink
6.Clothing 32 28 Shoe “
7.Body parts 27 27 Eye “
8.Small 33 50 Bottle «“
household items
9.Furniture and | 27 33 Bathroom «
rooms
10.0Outside of 37 31 Garden «“
home
11.Placestogo | 25 22 School “
12.People 32 29 Uncle “
13.Games and 40 25 Birthday «“
routines
14.Action 146 103 Take «
words
15. Descriptive | 61 12 Hot «“
words
16. Words 13 63 Evening «
about time
17.Pronouns 21 25 We “
18.Question 12 7 Who «“
words
19.Locatives 21 26 Under «“
20.Quantifiers 23 17 None “
21.Helping - 21 Is «“
verbs
22.Connecting | 7 6 And «“
words
B.How 5 5 Does your “Not yet”,
children use child ever “Sometimes”and
words talk about “Often”

past events
[...]7
2.Sentences | A.Word 11 4 To talk “Not yet”,
and endings/Partl about past “Sometimes”and
grammar events , we “Often”
add an “di”
to verbs.
Does your
child ever
say
[...]?
B.Word forms 25 Children “Says”
C.Word 45 Feets “Says”

endings/Part2
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D.Three 1+Text “Not yet”,
longest “Sometimes”and
sentences “Often”
E.Nominal 4 “Says”
(case)
inflections
F.Verbal 13 “Says”
inflections
G.Complexity |9 37 I want to go “Says”

home




Appendix 123
Appendix D
BOLUM 01-COCUK iLE iLGILi BILGILER
Cocugun ad1 soyadi: 1
Cinsiyet: Cc2
Cocugun dogum tarihi: / / (YIL/AY/GUN)
Cocugun yast: / / (YIL/AY/GUN) c3
Anket tarihi: / / (YIL/AY/GUN)
BOLUM 02. KiSISEL BILGILER
Annenin adl - Soyadl it e tteeeeeeeteeeee e ettt e e et ae et e ettt ettt e e
Adres ..........................................................................................................
Telefon no (EV/Cep) ...........................................................................................................
Anketin yaplldlgl il ismi ..........................................................................................................
ABKEESr adi | T
Anket baslang](} Saati ...........................................................................................................
Anket biti$ Saati ..........................................................................................................
Soru BOLUM 03-DEMOGRAFIK SORULAR
1 | Dogum tarihinizi 6grenebilir miyim? Gln............ Ay.oviiiiin. Yilooooooiiiins -
(Dogum tarihi bilinmiyor ise yasI) Kag yasindasiniz? Yas:
1> Metropol, bityiik sehir merkezi
(Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, Bursa, Adana)
Nerede dofid ” 2> Sehir (merkez)
erede dogdunuz?
2 d 3> Kasaba C5
Merkez il mi, ilgesi veya kdylu mi? .
4> Koy
5> Yurtdist (YAZINIZ) ...ooovvvevniiinieiiceneesiene
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1> Metropol, biiyiik sehir merkezi
(Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, Bursa, Adana)
Buniine kad i ) 2> Sehir
ugune kadar en uzun yagadiginiz yer’
3 | °M yasadigmizy 3> Kasaba Cé
4> Koy
5> Yurtdigl (YAZINIZ) ....oovvvevvieeieinieeneenee e
4| Su an oturdugunuz sehirde kag YIIdIr yasIyorsunuz? | coovvvveeeereeeeeeeeee e YIL c7
1> Hayir — 9. soruya geciniz 5> Almanca
Evde [COCUGUN ISMi] .
5 | ile Tiirk¢eden baska bir dil kullaniliyor mu? 2> Kirtee 6> Fransizca C8
Evet ise “hangi dil? * 3> Arapca 7> Diger
4> Ingilizce
1>Tirkge 5>Almanca
6 Siz ¢ocugunuzla en ¢ok hangi dilde konusuyorsunuz? | 2> Kiirtce 6>Fransizca co
(TEK CEVAP) 3> Arapga 7>Diger
4> Ingilizce
1>Baba
Kim ¢ocugunuzla Tiirk¢eden bagka dilleri 2>Kardes
7| konusuyor? 3>Anneanne, babaanne C10
4> Diger
1> Tiirk¢eden daha iyi
Cocugunuzun bu dili ne kadar d6grenecegini .
8 | diigiiniiyorsunuz? 2> Tiirkge kadar C11
(ANKETOR: Siklar1 okuyun) 3> Tirkgeden daha az
1> Evet 2>Hayir
C12
o ) Cevap Evet ise;
9 | Anne baba birlikte mi?
Kag yildir evlisiniz ?
Y1l oo c13
10 | Simdi size cocuklarimz hakkinda birkag soru (Yaziniz) Cl4

soracagim. Toplam kag tane cocugunuz var?
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(ANKETOR: Liitfen en biiyiik gocuktan baglayarak asagidaki tabloyu doldurun)
Dogum tarihi Lo - Kaginci sinifa -
Isim Giin/Ay/Y1l veya Cinsiyet 0ku|:13;d lyor devam ?:i an; sllz:)l:Le
Yas ' ediyor? yaslyort
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
o
1. 2> Erkek 2>Hayir 2>Hayir
¢ocuk Yaziniz Yaziniz
Ci15a C15b Ci5¢ C15d Cil5e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
5 A _
) 2> Erkek 2>Hayir Yazimiz 2>Hayir
¢ocuk
Yazimiz
Cl6a Cl6c C16d Cl6e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
3 o _
) 2> Erkek 2>Hayir Yaziniz 2>Hayir
¢ocuk
Yaziniz
Cl7a C17b Cl7c Cc17d Cl7e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
4 A
) 2> Erkek 2>Hayir Yazimiz 2>Hayir
¢ocuk
Yazimiz
1 C18a C18b C18c c18d C18e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
5 o
’ 2> Erkek 2>Hay1r Yaziniz 2>Hay1r
¢ocuk
Yazimiz
C19a C19b C19c Cc19d C19e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
6 A
cocuk Yaziniz 2> Erkek 2>Hayir Yazimiz 2>Hayir
C20a C20b C20c C20d C20e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
7 A
’ 2> Erkek 2>Hay1r Yaziniz 2>Hay1r
¢ocuk
Yazimz
C2la C21b C2lc c21d C21e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
8 A
) 2> Erkek 2>Hay1r Yaziniz 2>Hayir
¢ocuk
Yaziniz
C22a C22b C22c C22d C22e
1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
9 A
’ 2> Erkek 2>Hay1r Yaziniz 2>Hay1r
¢ocuk
Yazimz
C23a C23b C23c C23d C23e
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1> Kiz 1>Evet 1>Evet
10 — e
' 2> Erkek 2>Hayir Yazimiz 2>Hayir
¢ocuk
Yaziniz
C24a C24b C24c c24d C24e
(Yazimz)
12 | Egitim durumunuz, yani en son bitirdiginiz sinif nedir? | C25
(Yazimz)
13 | Esinizin egitim durumu, yani en son bitirdigi sinif nedir? | C26
(Yazimz)
14 | Evinizde tim gocuklar dahil kag kisi yasiyor? | c27
Evinizde siz, esiniz ve gocuklariniz disinda baska bireyler var mi? 1>Evet  2>Hayir — Boéliim 04’e
15 . . . C28
(Bakici dahil) geciniz.
1> Day1 5>Anneanne/babaanne 2
2> Teyze 6>Dede
16 | Bu kisinin/kisilerin cocuga gore akrabalik iligkisi nedir?
3> Amca 7>Bakict
C30
4> Hala 8>Diger




Reference

Soru

BOLUM 04- COCUGUN SAGLIGI ANKETI

Goériismemizin bundan sonraki kismi [COCUGUN iSMi] konusunda. Size hem
[COCUGUN iSMIi] hakkinda hem de ona annelik yaparken yasadigmiz deneyimler

konusunda bazi sorular sormak istiyorum.

Hamileliginiz stresince, dogumdan once, kontrol igin doktora gittiniz

1> Evet

yazimz

! mi? 2> Hayir — 3. soruya geciniz. 3l
1> Evet C32
Yapilan kontroller sirasinda veya dogum aninda doktorunuz bebekle
o | ilgili herhangi bir problem oldugunu ya da olabilecegini soyledi mi?
Evet ise “Nedir?” Annenin soyledigi gibi aynen
yaziniz. C33
2> Hayir
Ay Hafta Giin
2 Gocugunuz hamileliginizin kaginci haftasinda dogmustu? Bilmiyorum / Hatirlamiyorum can
(Anne hafta olarak bilmiyorsa/hatirlamiyorsa dogum zamani yazilir.) C. Zamaninda
D. Erken
E. Geg
kg ar
Cocugunuzun dogum agirligi neydi? o
Bilmiyorum / Hatirlamiyorum
4 | (Anne Dogum kilosunu bilmiyorsa / hatirlamiyorsa) Diisiik C35
usu
< 1= . ; 9
Dogdugunda kilosu normale gore nasildi? Viiksek
Normal
Cocugunuzun soguk alginlig: gibi gegici hastaliklar haric, 1> Evet
5 i;llr;luk yasamini etkileyen herhangi bir saglik problemi var 2> Hayir — 7. soruya geginiz C36
_ C37
6 Bu problemin ne oldugunu bize sdyleyebilir ya da tarif
edebilir misiniz?
Annenin soyledigi gibi aynen
C38
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Genel olarak ¢ocugunuzun sagligin nasil degerlendirirsiniz? 1>Cok lyi
(ANKETOR: Anne orta, zayif, kotii siklarindan birini 2>lyi
7 | secerse ve nedenini daha énce belirtmemisse neden diye 3>Orta C39
sorunuz
) 4>Zayif
5>Koti
BOLUM 05. TIGE ENVANTERI
Soru BOLUM 06- COCUK BAKIMI BOLUMU
Bazi anneler is, okul, kurs ya da baska sebeplerle ¢ocuklari ile strekli olarak beraber olamazlar. Bu durumda
cocuklara anneleri disinda diizenli bir sekilde bakan bagska birisi ya da birileri vardir. Bazi gocuklar da dizenli bir
sekilde yuvaya ya da krese giderler. Simdi soracagim sorular [COCUGUN ISMi] nin siz
yokken birlikte vakit gegirdigi kisiler ve yerler hakkinda.
Dogdugundan beri cocugunuza sizden baska bakmis olan
kisileri dustnin. Cocugunuza en az birkag ay boyunca 1>Evet
1 | diizenli olarak (yani birkac ay boyunca en az haftada C40
birkag giin ve giinde 2 saatten fazla) bakan kimse oldu | 2>Hayir — Soru 3 e gegin.
mu?
Simdi gocugunuza diizenli olarak bakmis olan kisiler ya da gittigi yuvalar hakkinda birkag sey 6grenmek istiyorum.
Cocugunuza dogddugundan bugiine kadar bakmis olan kisileri sirasi ile dislinip bu soruyu ona gére
cevaplamanizi istiyorum. Eger cocugunuza ayni anda birden fazla kisi baktiysa, litfen gocugunuz en gok kiminle
vakit gegirdiyse onu belirtin.
Cocugunuza Bakim Bu kisinin/ .
2 Saglayan Kisi/ yuvanin bakma Kisi ise Bu klsln:;ibakma
Yuva siiresi y
1>Kisi Kag ayliktan kag 1>Akraba (Yakinlik 1>Cocugun evinde
ayliga bakt1? derecesini yaziniz) 2>Bakan kisinin
1 | 2>Yuva ) evinde
Toplam siire: 2>Bakici 3>Diger
Yil ...... Ay .......
C4dla C4lc C41d
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C41b
1>Kisi Kag ayliktan kag 1>Akraba (Yakinlik 1>Cocugun evinde
ayliga bakt1? derecesini yaziniz) 2>Bakan kisinin
) 2>Yuva — evinde
Toplam siire: 2>Bakic1 3>Diger
Yil ....... Ay........
C42a C42b C42c C42d
1>Kisi Kag ayliktan kag 1>Akraba (Yakinlik 1>Cocugun evinde
ayliga bakt1? derecesini yaziniz) 2>Bakan kisinin
2>Yuva - evinde
3 Toplam siire: 2>Bakict 3>Diger
Yil ....... Ay........
C43a C43b C43c C43d
1>Kisi Kag ayliktan kag 1>Akraba (Yakinlik 1>Cocugun evinde
ayliga bakt1? derecesini yaziniz) 2>Bakan kisinin
. 25>Yuva - evinde
Toplam sire: 2>Bakict 3>Diger
Yil ....... Ay........
C44a C44h C44c Cc44d
1>Kisi Kag ayliktan kag 1>Akraba (Yakinlik 1>Cocugun evinde
ayliga bakt1? derecesini yaziniz) 2>Bakan kisinin
2>Yuva evinde
5 Toplam siire: 2>Bakict 3>Diger
Yil ....... Ay........
C45a C45h C45¢ C45d
o 1>Evet
3 Cocugunuz su anda krege veya yuvaya gidiyor mu? C46
2>Hayir — Boliim 07’ye gegin.
Cocugunuz su anda krese ya da yuvaya haftada kag
4 L , Ca7
gtin gidiyor? GUN
1> Tam giin
5 Cocugunuz kreste veya yuvada ne kadar siire 2> Yarim gin cas
kalyor? 3> 1-2 Saat
4> Diger
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6 Cocugunuzun sinifinda asagi yukari kag gocuk var?

5 veya daha az

6-10
bilmiyorum

11-15
16-20

5> 21 veya daha fazla

6> Emin degilim /

C49
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8-16 ay yas grubuna asagidaki sorulardan yalniz ilk 8 tanesi (1-8) sorulacaktir.
16-36 ay yas grubuna tiim sorular (1-15) sorulacaktir.

Soru BOLUM 07a- HOME MULAKATI
Sizin [COCUGUN iSMi] ile birlikte yaptiginiz seyler ve evde koydugunuz kurallar anne-gocuk
iliskisini olusturan 6nemli seylerdir. Simdi bunlar hakkinda size birkag soru sormak istiyorum.
(ANKETOR: Cevap siklarindan her birisi okunacaktir.)
1 Cocugunuz giinde en az bir 6giin yemegi babasi, siz ve 1>Evet ca7
varsa kardegleriyle birlikte yiyor mu? 2>Hayir
1>Evet aliyoruz ve okuyorum
2 Evinize en az haftada bir kere gazete ya da dergi alip siz 2>Evet aliyoruz ama ben okumuyorum 88
okuyor musunuz? 3>Hayir almiyoruz
4>0Okuma-yazma bilmiyor.
1>Her giin mutlaka okunur.
2>Haftada bir kag kere okunur.
3 Evde siz ya da aileden bagka birisi gocugunuza ne siklikta | 3>Haftada bir kere okunur 89
kitap okur? 4>Nadiren (haftada bir kereden daha az ) okunur
5>Hi¢ okunmaz
6>Okuma-yazma bilinmiyor.
4 ro_u_gunuz giinde yaklasik kag saat televizyon karsisinda saat C90
gegirir?
Gegtigimiz bir yil iginde gocugunuzla birlikte, bagka bir yere | 1>Evet, birkag kere
5 | (koy, kasaba, yayla ya da baska bir sehir) gezmeye gittiniz | 2>Evet, bir kere Ca1
mi? 3>Hayir
Gegtigimiz bir yil iginde gocugunuzu herhangi bir gosteriye | 1>Evet, birkag kere
6 (hayvanat bahgesi, sirk, miize, gocuk tiyatrosu, kukla 2>Evet, bir kere C92
gosterisi gibi) gotiirdiiniiz mii? 3>Hayir
. . 1>Boyle bir durum olmadi
Cocu‘lf!ar.bazen 1{1s‘an1n Silbl'llll. cok zorlayablllr. 2>Bbyle durumlar oldu ama fiziksel ceza
7 Gectigimiz hafta icinde béyle bir durum oldugunda vermedim c93
kac¢ kere ¢cocugunuza vurmak, saplak atmak, sarsmak . - .
.. I . . 3>Bir kere fiziksel ceza verdim
veya ¢imdiklemek gibi fiziksel bir ceza verdiniz? .
4>1ki veya daha fazla kere fiziksel ceza verdim
1>Higbir ey yapmam, sakinlesmesini beklerim
2> Onu oyalamaya veya dikkatini bagka bir seye
cekmeye calisirm
8 Cocugunuz bir seye kizdiginda ya da 6fkelendiginde ne 3>0nu yalniz kalabilecegi bir yere yollarim C94
yaparsiniz? 4>0 giin igin sevdigi bir seyi (¢ikolata, ge¢
yatma, televizyon seyretme v.b.) yasaklarim.
5>0nu fiziksel olarak cezalandiririm (6rnegin,
vururum, sarsarim, ¢imdik atarim, kulagini
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cekerim).

6>Onunla konusur, sorunu anlamaya ve
¢dzmeye ¢alisirim.

7>Baginr, kizdigimi s6zlerimle ifade ederim.

8>Diger (yazimiz)

C95

Cocugunuz eger kizginlikla ve o anki éfkesiyle size vurursa, ne

1>Higbir sey yapmam, sakinlesmesini beklerim
2>0nu oyalamaya veya dikkatini bagka bir seye

cekmeye galisirnm

3>0nu odasina veya bir kdseye yollarim

4>0 giin igin sevdidi bir seyi (cikolata, geg yatma,

isimlerini 63renmesi icin yardimci oluyor musunuz?

3>Henliz degil

9 yaparsiniz? televizyon seyretme v.b.) yasaklarim. C96
5>0nu fiziksel olarak cezalandiririm (6rnegin,
vururum, sarsarim, gimdik atarim, kulagini
cekerim).
6>0Onunla konusur, sorunu anlamaya ve
¢ozmeye caligirim.
7>Diger (yaziniz)
C97
, KL sii tekerl . i q 1>Evet, her firsatta
10 Cocugunuza sarki, siir veya tekerleme dgrenmesi igin yardimci 2>Evet, arada sirada cos
oluyor musunuz? T
3>Heniz Degil
Cocugunuza bir yeri ya da bir seyi tarif edebilmesi i¢in 1>Evet, her firsatta
11 | altinda, iistiinde, yaninda, arkasinda, daha biiyiik, daha 2>Evet, arada sirada C99
kiiciik gibi terimleri 6gretiyor musunuz? 3>Heniiz degil
1>Evet, her firsatta
12 | Gocugunuza renkleri 6grenmesi igin yardimci oluyor musunuz? | 2>Evet, arada sirada C100
3>Henliz degil
1>Evet, her firsatta
13 | Gocugunuza sayilari 6grenmesi igin yardimci oluyor musunuz? | 2>Evet, arada sirada C101
3>Henliz degil
Harfleri 6grenmesi igin ¢ocugunuza yardime1 oluyor 1>Evet, her firsatta
14 | musunuz? (Ornegin, adin1 nasil yazacagim gostermek ya | 2>Evet, arada sirada C102
da harflerle ilgili bir soru sordugunda cevaplamak ve 3>Heniiz degil
gostermek vb.)
y K . lak vb. aibi basit sekilleri 1>Evet, her firsatta
15 Cocugunuza kare, tiggen, yuvarlak vb. gibi basit sekillerin 2>Evet, arada sirada C103
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Soru BOLUM 07b- HOME GOZLEME DAYANAN MADDELER
Cocuga yonelik materyaller
1 Cocugun degisik renkleri (renk kontrastlari) olan, farkli biiyiikliikleri ve sekilleri ayrigtiran ~ 1>Evet C50
oyuncaklari var. 2>Hayir
< . 1>Evet
2 | Cocugun en az bir tane yapbozu var. 2>Hayir C51
3 Evde ¢ocugun yasina uygun miizik ¢alabilmek icin en az iki tane kaset ya da CD si (SIDI  1>Evet C52
si) var. 2>Hayir
< - _ 1>Evet
4 | Cocugun yaraticiligini destekleyecek (bloklar, legolar, oyun hamuru gibi) oyuncaklari var. 2>Hayir C53
5 Cocugun el becerilerini destekleyen oyunlari veya oyuncaklari var (ipe dizmek igin 1>Evet C54
boncuk, kiiciik bloklar, oyuncak bebege giydirmek i¢in giysiler, vb.). 2>Hayir
< . . 1>Evet
6 Cocugun, sayilar1 6grenmesine yardimct olan oyuncaklari veya oyunlari var. 2>Hayir C55
< .. . 1>Evet
7 Cocugun en az li¢ tane ¢ocuk kitabi var. 2>Hayir C56
. . . . P . 1>Evet
8 | Evdeki herkesin okuyabilecegi en az on kitap goriiniir sekilde duruyor. C57
2>Hayir
- S . o . 1>Evet
9 | Cocugun kullanabilecegi boya, tebesir veya kalem gibi malzemeleri var. C58
2>Hayir
Dil i¢in uyarma
< - Y . 1>Evet
10 | Cocugun, hayvanlarin isimlerini 6grenmesine yardimci olan oyuncaklar var. 2>Hayir C59
11 Anne ¢ocuga liitfen, tesekkiir ederim, 6ziir dilerim gibi basit nezaket climlelerini 1>Evet C60
Ogretiyor/6gretmis. 2>Hayir
12 | Anne, ¢ocugun anlattiklarini dinliyor ve onu konusmasi i¢in tegvik ediyor. 1>Evet C61
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2>Hay1r
13 Cocuk kendi isteklerini (6rnegin kahvaltida regel-ekmek yemek istiyorum gibi) ifade 1>Evet C62
ediyor. 2>Hayir
e 1>Evet
14 | Anne ¢ocukla konusurken dogru bir dilbilgisi ve telaffuz kullaniyor. C63
2>Hay1r
. o . 1>Evet
15 | Annenin ses tonu, ¢cocuga olumlu duygular (sicaklik, sefkat, sevgi vb) tastyor. 2>Hayir C64
L . i 1>Evet
16 | Anne (igerik agisindan) ¢ocukla yetiskinle konusur gibi konusuyor. C65
2>Hayir
. . . . 1>Evet
17 | Anne ¢ocugun ifadesinde eksik kalan yerleri tamamliyor . 2>Hayir C66
Fiziksel Cevre
I TRR, 1>Evet
18 | Yasanan ev giivenli goriiniiyor. 2>Hayr C67
. . C o 1>Evet
19 | Disaridaki oyun alani giivenli goriiniiyor. 2>Hayir C68
S - 1>Evet
20 | Dairenin i¢i karanlik ya da bogucu (sikic1). 2>Hayir C69
. .. o 1>Evet
21 | Cevre estetik olarak giizel goziikiiyor. 2>Hayr C70
. 2 - 1>Evet
22 | Evde, kisi bagina en az 10 m” alan diisiiyor. (3 metre x 3 metre veya daha fazla) 2>Hayir C71
. 1>Evet
23 | Odalar, mobilyalarla asir1 derecede dolu. 2>Hayir C72
.. . 1>Evet
24 | Ev, makul diizeyde temiz. 2>Hayir C73
Ll < . - 1>Evet
25 | Ev, asgari diizeyde daginik (bulasik, kalmig yiyecek, kaldirilmamis kiyafet yiginlar1 yok). 2>Hayir C74

Sicakhik ve kabul
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L . . . 1>Evet
26 | Anne, ¢ocugu ziyaret sirasinda en az 5 dakika kadar kendine yakin olacak sekilde tuttu. 2>Hayir C75
27 | Anne, ¢ocukla ziyaret sirasinda en az iki kere sohbet etti. L>Evet C76
2>Hay1r
< . S 1>Evet
28 | Anne, cocugun sorularini ve isteklerini sdzel olarak cevaplandirdi. Cr7
2>Hayir
29 | Anne, genellikle cocugun konusmalarina sdzel olarak cevap verdi L1>Evet C78
> 8 gocug § p . 2>Hayir
Anne, ¢ocugu ziyaret sirasinda en az iki kere kendiliginden 6vdii (“aferin,” “giizel yaptin,”  1>Evet
30 C79
vb.). 2>Hayir
. 9 . - . 1>Evet
31 | Anne, ziyaret sirasinda gocugu en az bir kere oksadi, Optii, sevdi veya kucakladi. 2>Hayir C80
Anne, ziyaret sirasinda ¢ocugun bir becerisini (6rnegin, yemegini kendi yiyebilmesi) ya da  1>Evet
32 . o . . g C81
sevdigi bir seyi gosterebilmesi i¢in cocuga destek oldu. 2>Hayir
. . - 1>Evet
33 | Anne, ziyaretgiyi cocuga tanitti. 2>Hayr C82
34 Cocugun yaptig1 resim, boyama, yapistirma ya da proje gibi faaliyetler evde bir yerde 1>Evet c83
sergilenmis. 2>Hay1r
Cocuga kat1 disiplin uygulamak
Anne, ¢ocuga kars1 ziyaret sirasinda bir kereden fazla sert konustu, onu azarladi veya 1>Evet
35 < C84
asagiladi. 2>Hay1r
36 Anne, ziyaret sirasinda ¢ocugu fiziksel olarak kisitladi (kollarim tutarak hareketini 1>Evet cas
engellemek, istemedigi halde kucaga alarak uzaklastirmak, kolundan ¢ekmek, vb.) 2>Hayir
Anne, ziyaret sirasinda ¢ocugu fiziksel olarak cezalandirdi (vurmak, kulak ¢ekmek, 1>Evet
37 Y C86
¢imdiklemek, vb.). 2>Hayir
Soru BOLUM 08 - HANE GELIR-GIDER ANKETI
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Son olarak size evinizin ge¢imi ile ilgili birka¢ sorum olacak.
Su anda para kazanmak amaciyla herhangi bir sey yapiyor 1>Evet
1 C104
musunuz? 2>Hayir — soru 3’e ge¢in
(Yaziniz)
2 | Neis yapiyorsunuz? C105
Soru 4’e gecin
1>Emekli
2>Ev kadmi
3 | Simdi sayacaklarimdan hangisi size en uygun olandir? 3>Oprenci veya kursa gidiyor C106
4>Is artyor, bulsa ¢aligmak istiyor
5>Goniilli ¢aligtyor
1>Evet
4 | Suanda esiniz galigiyor mu? C107
2>Hayir — soru 6’ya ge¢in
. (Yazimiz)
5 | Neis yapiyor? C108
6 | Evinizde para kazanmak icin calisan kisi sayisi (siz dahil) nedir? (Yaziniz) C109
1>Evet — soru 10’a gecin
7 Oturdugunuz ev size mi ait? C110
2>Hayir
1>Evet
8 | Oturdugunuz eve kira 6dliyor musunuz? Cc111
2>Hayir
1>Evet
9 | Oturdugunuz ev lojman mi? C112
2>Hayir
Simdi size baz1 seyler sayacagim. Bunlara evde sizinle yasayan kisilerden kimin sahip oldugu 6nemli degildir.
Evinizde bu gerecin olup olmadigi énemli bizim igin. Her biri i¢in “sahibiz”, “sahip degiliz” se¢encklerinden
birini sdyleyiniz.
10 Sahibiz Sahip Degiliz
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1. Televizyon 1 2 C113
2. Video/VCD Oynatici 1 2 C114
3. Kredi Kart1 1 2 C115
4. Bilgisayar 1 2 C116
5. Internet baglantist 1 2 C117
6. Araba 1 2 C118
7. Buzdolab1 1 2 C119
8. Camasir makinesi 1 2 C120
9. Bulagik makinesi 1 2 C121
10. LCD/Plazma televizyon 1 2 C122
11. Mikro dalga firin 1 2 C123
12. Yurt i¢i ve/veya yurtdisinda tatil imkani 1 2 C124
13. Yazlik ev 1 2 C125
Evinizde yasayan tiim kisilerin, yiyecek-igecek, kira, gaz,
elektrik, ulasim, okul, taksitler, doktor veya ila¢ gibi pek ¢ok
masraflari olabilir. Bunlarin hepsini toplayacak olursak,
evinizde yasayan kisilerin aylik toplam masraflari ne
kadardir?

11 (ANKETORE: Eger kendisi soylemezse giklar okuyun.) | YTL |C126

1> 650 TL'den az

2> 650 TL-1200 TL arast
3> 200-3000 TL aras1

4> 3000-5000 TL aras1
5> 5000 TL'den fazla

Sizin tanidiginiz ve 8-36 aylar arasinda dogmus bir ¢ocugu olan anne biliyorsaniz bizi yonlendirir misiniz?
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ANKETORE:

BOLUM 09-ANKETORUN ANNEYE DAIR GOZLEMLERI

Liitfen bu sorulari annenin goriigme sirasindaki tutum ve davraniglarint g6z 6niine alarak doldurunuz..

5> Cok ilgiliydi
4> {lgiliydi
1 | Katilimcinin goriismeye olan ilgisini nasil degerlendirirsiniz? | 3> Biraz ilgiliydi C127
2> ilgili degildi
1> Cok ilgisizdi
5> Tumiinii anlad
4> Cogunu anladi
2 | Katilimcei sorulari ne derece anladi? 3>Bazi sorular1 anlamadi C128
2> Cogunu anlamadi
1> Higbirini anlamadi
5> Cok dikkatliydi
4> Dikkatliydi
3 | Katilimer sorulari cevaplarken ne derece dikkat gosterdi? 3>Bazen dikkatli degildi C129
2> Dikkatsizdi
1> Cok dikkatsizdi
3> Cogunlukla igten (samimi) cevaplar
Katilimer sorulart cevaplarken ne kadar igten (samimi) verdi
4 cevaplar verdi? 2> Ara sira igten (samimi) cevaplar verdi C130
1> Igten (samimi) cevaplar vermedi
Katilimer goriisme sirasinda herhangi bir soruya/bdliime 1>Evet
5 kayda deger bir tepkide bulundu mu? 2> Hayir — 8’e geginiz 13l
6 | Hangisoruya/sorulara? | s C132
7 | Ne gibi tepkiler? (kisaca yazimiz) | s C133
8 | Anketteki herhangi bir boliimii yarida kesmek zorunda 1>Evet C134
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kaldiniz mi1? 2> Hayir — Anket bitti
g | Hangi boliimiy/ bolimleri? | e, C135
10 | Neden? C136
Appendix E

TIGE Gegerlilik Calismas1 Serbest Etkilesim Yonergesi (20 dakika ¢ekim):

Arastirmact: “Cocugunuzla (ismini sdyleyin) bir 15-20 dakika kadar istediginizi

yapmaniz1 rica ediyoruz. Siz normalde neler yapiyorsaniz yine ayni seyleri yapabilirsiniz.” Anne

ne yapalim vs. diye diisiiniirse, “Burada amag birlikte vakit gegirmeniz, normalde yemek

yediriyorsaniz yemek yedirebilirsiniz, oynayabilirsiniz... ne isterseniz yapabilirsiniz.”

Appendix F

Kitapla Etkilesim Yonergesi (5-10 dakika):

“Size bir resimli ¢ocuk kitab1 getirdik. Bununla beraberce oynayabilirsiniz. Birlikte

resimlerine bakip, cocugunuzla birlikte hikaye olusturabilirsiniz. Biz burada X (¢ocugun ismini

sOyleyin)’in nasil iletisim kurdugunu, onun konugsmalarint duymak istiyoruz. Onu da katarak

kitaba bakabilirsiniz.”
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Appendix G

Hayvan Figiirleri ile Oyun Yonergesi (10 dakika)

“Size simdi baz1 oyuncaklar verecegiz. Bunlarla ikiniz beraber istediginiz sekilde

oynayabilirsiniz.”

Doktor, Mutfak ve Tamir Aletleri ile Oyun Yonergesi (10 dakika)

“Son olarak da size bagka oyuncaklar verecegiz. Bunlarla ikiniz beraber istediginiz

sekilde oynayabilirsiniz.”
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Appendix H

@Begin

@Languages: tr

@Participants: CHI Esma_Nisa Peker Target Child, MOT Mother, BUR Burcak Recorder

@ID: trjmacwhinney|CHI|2;3.25|female|Kog[low|Target Child/middle]

@Age of CHI: 2;3,25

@Sex of CHI: female

@Education of MOT: middle

@SES of MOT: low

@Date: 9-MAR-2010

@Transcriberl: Ayca Alayh

@Transcriber2: Burgak Aktiirk

@Coder: Burgak Aktiirk

@Recorder: Burgak Aktiirk

@Media: esmapekerl.mov

@Situation:  an unstructured free play activity setting .

*REC: simdi esma ile bi(r) on bes yirmi dakka [: dakika] kadar
istediginizi yapmanizi rica ediyoruz sizden .

*REC: normalde neler yapiyo(r)saniz yine ayni seyleri yapabilirsiniz .

*CHI: Esmami [: Esma mi] dedi ?

%mor: N:PROP|Esma-QUE V|de-PAST-3S ?

*REC: evet Esma <dedim> [>].

*MOT-CHI:  <ne yapalim> [<] anneci(gi)m # him@i ?

%mor: WH|ne V]yap-OPT&1P VOC|anne-DIM-POSS& 1S INTERJfhim ?

*REC: burda amag beraber vakit gecirmeniz.

*MOT: hm@i .

%mor: INTERJ|hu .

*MOT-CHI:  ne oynmiyalim [: oynayalim] fis_fis_kayik¢1 oyniyalimmi
[: oynayalim mi] he@i ?

%mor: WH|ne V|oyna-OPT& 1P Nifis_fist+kayik¢1 V]oyna-OPT-1P-QUE

INTERJ|he ?
*MOT-CHI:  gel [=!laughs]
%mor: V|gel!

*MOT-CHI:  sdyle oturalim otur bakalim .

%mor: ADV:PRO|soyle V]otur-OPT-1P V|otur-2S V|bak-OPT-1P .

%act: MOT carries the CHI to the couch .

*MOT-CHI:  hadi # sen de sOyle ama tamammu [: tamam mi] hadi ?

%mor: COJhadi PROJsen CONIJ|de V|s6yle-2S CONJJjama CO|tamam-QUE COjlhadi ?
%act: MOT sings fis_fis_kayike1 song .

*MOT-CHI:  baska # ayicig1 [/] # ayicig1 uyutalimmu [: uyutalim mi1]?
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%mor: ADV|baska N|jay1-DIM-ACC V|uyu-CAUS:T-OPT-1P-QUE ?

*MOT-CHI:  hadi ayagim +/

%mor: COlhadi Njayak-POSS&2S .

*CHI-MOT:  fis@c yap(a)lim .

%mor: N:PROP|fis@c V|yap-OPT-1P .

*MOT-CHI: 4+~ fignmu [:fis m1] yapalim ayicikla hadi sen yap bi(r) de # yap hadi sen
yap .

%mor: fis@c-QUE V|yap-OPT-1P Nlay1-DIM-COM CO|hadi PROJsen V|yap-2S
ART:INDEF|bir CONJ|de V]yap CO|hadi PRO|sen V|yap-2S .

*MOT: &=laugh .

*MOT-CHI:  hadi # ayicikla fis_fis yap # hadi .

%mor: COJhadi Njay1-DIM-COM Nlfis_fis@c Vl]yap-2S COlhadi .

*CHI-MOT: 1h@i [/] th@i .

%mor: COlith

*MOT-CHI:  gel oyuncaklarimi getireyim ben senin # sur(a)dan.

%mor: V|gel-2S N|oyuncak-PL-POSS&2S-ACC V|getir-OPT-1S PRO|ben PRO|sen-GEN PRO|sura-ABL

%act: MOT brings toys
@Activities:  CHI and MOT are playing with the toys at the sofa .
*MOT-CHI:  bakalim # soyle.
%mor: V|bak-OPT-1P ADV:PRO|soyle .
*MOT-CHI:  napalim? [: ne yapalim] al sen bana yemek yap hadi .
%mor: WH|ne V]yap-OPT-1P Vlal-2S PRO|sen PRO|ben-DAT N|yemek V|yap-2S COlhadi .
*CHI-MOT:  hun:@i?
%mor: INTERJ|hu1 .
*MOT-CHI:  hadi bana yemek ver .
%mor: COlhadi PRO|ben-DAT N|yemek V|ver-2S .
*CHI-MOT:  hin:@i ?
%mor: INTERJ|hu1 .
*MOT-CHI:  hadi .
%mor: CO|hadi .
*CHI-MOT:  anne istemi(y)o(ru)m.
%mor: VOC|anne V|iste-NEG-IPFV-1S.
*MOT-CHI:  hadi bana sur(a)dan ¢ilek koy bi(r) tane ver ben yiyim [: yiyeyim]
hadi .
%mor: COlhadi PRO|ben-DAT PRO|sura-ABL Ni¢ilek V|koy-2S CARD|bir N|tane V|ver-2S PROJ|ben
V|ye-OPT-1S COlhadi .
*CHI-MOT:  hi:@i ?
%mor: INTERJhu.
*MOT-CHI:  hadi bi(r) tane ¢ilek koy bana # hadi # evet
%mor: COlhadi CARDIbir Njtane Nj¢ilek V[koy-2S PRO|ben-DAT COjlhadi COlevet .
*CHI: 0 [=! gives the toy]
*MOT: 0 [=! pretends to eat]
*MOT-CHI:  ¢ok giizel olmus !
%mor: ADV|¢ok+giizel V|ol-PFV .
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*MOT-CHI:  bagka ?

%mor: ADJ|baska ?

*CHI-MOT:  baksa [: baska] da va(r) .

%mor: ADJ|baska CONJ|de EXIST|var .

*MOT-CHI:  baska da ver doymadim ben .

%mor: ADJJbaska CONJ|de V|ver-2S V|doy-NEG-PAST-1S PRO-ben.

*MOT-CHI:  ben de sana koyiyim [: koyayim] dur # ben de sana bundan
veriyim [:vereyim] hadi sen de ye # hadi .

%mor: PROJ|ben CONJ|de PROJ|sen-DAT V|koy-OPT-1S V|dur-2S PRO|ben CONJ|de PRO|sen-DAT

PRO:DEM|bu-ABL V|ver-OPT-1S COlhadi PROJ|sen CONJ|de V|ye COlhadi .

*CHI-MOT: ht@i

%mor: INTERJ|h1.

*MOT-CHI:  ye bakalim beyenicekmisin [: begenecek misin] ?

%mor: Vl]ye-2S V|bak-OPT-1P V|begen-FUT-QUE-2S ?
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Appendix |

freq +t*CHI -sxx -syy -syyy -s*@i -s*@b +f

Sat Aug 18 00:22:27 2012
freq (27-Feb-2012) is conducting analyses on:
ONLY speaker main tiers matching: *CHI;

*hhkkkhkhkkkhkhkhkkhhkkkihkhkkhhkkhkhkkhkhkkhkhkkhhhkkhkikkiiikiik

From file <c:\Documents and Settings\generic\Desktop\MORFOLOIK
KODLAMALARANKARA-ESKISEHIR\9.8.2012 yeni morf kodlama\Deniz Turan.>

2 Ada

1 Haluk

3 Merve
1 ablayla
1 ablaylan
3 anne
1at

2 atin

1 ben

1 bindiler
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4 bir

2 bitti

15 bu

1 burasi

1 buraya

1 biyiik
3da

4 daha

1de

1 degil

1 déniiyor

2 diin

3 digtdik@o
let

1 evini

1 gelecekmis
1 gelmiyor

1 gelmis

1 gelmisti

1 gitsinler

3 gordiim
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1 gérmiistiim
1 hadi

1 hop@f

2 igsinler

1 kar

3 kaydim

1 kim

3 konusmam
1 konusmuyorum
1 korkuyorum
1 koy

1 koyalim

1 koymayalim
1 koyun

1 kosmam

1 kirdik

1 me@o

2 mé@o

14 ne

2 oldu

1 olmasin
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1 olmayacak

3 olsun

1 orada

1 orda

1 oynadim
1 oynuyor
1 pilav

2 salincak
1 sevdim
1 sincap
1su

1 tak

4 tane

1 vardi

1 ver

2 yap

1 yapcam

5 yapma

1 yapiyormus

1 yagiyormus

1 yoktu



Appendix 148

1 yuvarlak

1 yiiksek

1 cocuk

1 ¢ikt1

2 op

2 list

1 ustiine

80 Total number of different item types used

147 Total number of items (tokens) 0.544 Type/Token ratio



Appendix 149

mlu +t*CHI -s"INTERJ|*" +f

Sat Aug 18 00:22:29 2012

mlu (27-Feb-2012) is conducting analyses on:
ONLY dependent tiers matching: %MOR,;

*hkkkhkhkkkhkhkkkhhkkkhhkkhhkkhkhkkikhkkikhkkhkihkkhkikkiihkkiik

From file <c:\Documents and Settings\generic\Desktop\MORFOLOIK
KODLAMALARANKARA-ESKISEHIR\9.8.2012 yeni morf kodlama\Deniz Turan.>

MLU for Speaker: *CHI
MLU (xxx, yyy and www are EXCLUDED from the utterance and morpheme counts):
Number of: utterances = 1, morphemes = 267
Ratio of morphemes over utterances = 267.000

Standard deviation = 0.000



References 150

References

Acarlar, F., Aksu-Kog, A., Aktiirk, B., Ates, B., Kiintay, A.C., Mavis, 1., Sofu, H., Topbas, S., &
Turan, F. (2011). “Early lexical and morphological development assessed by using the
Turkish Communicative Development Inventory: A large sample study”. Poster presented
at the 12th Congress of the International Association for the Study of Child Language,

Montreal, CANADA.

Aksu-Kog, A. Kiintay, A.C.,Acarlar, F., F., Mavis, 1., Sofu, H., Topbas, S., Turan, F. (2011).
Tiirkce’de Erken Sézciik ve Dilbilgisi Gelisimini Olgme ve Degerlendirme Caligsmast.
Tiirkge Iletisim Gelisimi Envanterleri: TIGE-1 ve TIGE-Il, TUBITAK, Proje No:

107K058

Arriaga, R. ., Fenson, L., Cronan, T., & Pethick, S. J. (1998). Scores on the MacArthur
Communicative Development Inventory of children from low- and middle-income

families. Applied Psycholinguistics, 19, 209-223.

Au, T. K., Dapretto, M. & Song, Y. K. (1994). Input versus constraints: Early word acquisition in

Korean and English. Journal of Memory and Languages, 33, 567-582.

Bauer, D.J., Goldfield, B.A., & Reznick, J.S. (2002). Alternative approaches to analyzing
individual differences in the rate of early vocabulary development. Applied

Psycholinguistics, 23, 313-335.

Bates, E., Bretherton, I., & Snyder, L. (1988). From first words to grammar: Individual

differences and dissociable mechanisms. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.



151

References

Bates, E., Thal, D., & Janowsky, J. S. (1992). Early language development and its neural

correlates. In S. J. Segalowitz & 1. Rapin (Vol. Eds.), Handbook of neuropsychology: Vol.

7. Child neuropsychology. Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Publishers.
Bates, E., Marchman, V., Thal, D., Fenson, L., Dale, P., Reznick, S., Reilly, J. & Hartung, J.
(1994). Developmental and stylistic variation in the composition of early vocabulary.

Journal of Child Language, 21, 85-124.

Bates, E., Dale, P.S., & Thal, D. (1995). Individual differences and their implications for theories

of language development. In P. Fletcher & B. MacWhinney (Eds.), Handbook of child

language. Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Bates, E., Thal, D., Trauner, D., Fenson, J., Aram, D., Eisele, J., & Nass, R. (1997). From first

words to grammar in children with focal brain injury. Developmental Neuropsychology,
13, 447-476.

Baydar, N., & Bekar, O. (2007). HOME-TR observation and interview scales, Unpublished

Manuscript. Retrieved May 25, 2009, from http://portal .ku.edu.tr/~ECDET/index.htm.

Baydar, N., Kuntay, A., Goksen, F., Yagmurlu, B. & Cemalcilar, Z. (2008). [The Study of Early

Childhood Developmental Ecologies in Turkey-Wave- 1 Results]. Retrieved May 25,

2009, from http://portal.ku.edu.tr/~ECDET/index.htm.

Berglund, E. & Eriksson, M. (2000). ”Communicative development in Swedish Children 16-28

months old: The Swedish Early Communicative Development Inventory -words and

sentences”. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology. 41, 133-144.


http://portal.ku.edu.tr/~tecge/index.htm
http://portal.ku.edu.tr/~tecge/index.htm

References 152

Berglund, E. & Eriksson, M. (2000). ”Reliability and content validity of a new instrument for
assessment of communicative skills and language abilities in young Swedish children”.

Log Phon Vocol. 25, 176-185.

Berglund, E. & Eriksson, M., Westerlund, M., (2005). Communicative skills in relation to gender,
birth order, childcare and socioeconomic status in 18-month-old children. Scandinavian

Journal of Psychology, 46, 485-491.

Berman, R. A. & Slobin, D. I. (1994). Relating events in narrative : a crosslinguistic

developmental study. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Bishop, D. V. M., Price, T. S., Dale, P. S., & Plomin, R. (2003). Outcomes of early language
delay: 1l. Etiology of transient and persistent language difficulties. Journal of Speech,

Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 561-575.

Bleses, D. & Basbell, H. (2004). “The Danish sound structure - Implications for language
acquisition in normal and hearing impaired populations”. E. Schmidt, U. Mikkelsens, I.
Post, J. B. Simonsen & K. Fruensgaard (Eds.) Brain, Hearing and Learning. 20th

Danavox Symposium 2003, 165-190.

Bleses, D., Vach, W., Slott, M., Wehberg, S., Thomsen, P., Madsen, T. O. & Basbell, H. (2008).
Early vocabulary development in Danish and other languages: A CDI-based comparison.

Journal of Child Language 35, 619-50.



References 153

Bleses, D., Vach, W., Slott, M., Wehberg, S., Thomsen, P., Madsen, T. O. & Basbell, H. (2008).
The Danish Communicative Developmental Inventories : Validity and main

Odevelopmental trends. Journal of Child Language 35, 651-69.

Bloom, L., Tinker, E. & Margulis, C. (1993). The words children learn: Evidence against a noun

bias in early vocabularies. Cognitive Development, 8, 431-450.

Bloom, P. (2000). How children learn the meanings of words. Cambridge, MA. MIT Press.

Bornstein, M. H. & Haynes, O. M. (1998). Vocabulary competence in early childhood:

measurement, latent construct, and predictive validity. Child Development 69, 654-71.

Bornstein, M. H., Hahn, C.-S. & Haynes, O. M. (2004). Specific and general language
performance across early childhood: stability and gender considerations. First Language

24, 267-304.

Bornstein, M. H., Cote, L. R., Maital, S., Painter, K., Park, S. Y., Pascual, L., Pecheux, M. G.,
Ruel, J., Venuti, P. & Vyt, A. (2004). Cross-linguistic analysis of vocabulary in young
children: Spanish, Dutch, French, Hebrew, Italian, Korean, and American English. Child

Development 75(4), 1115-39.

Bornstein, M. H. & Cote, L. R. (2005). Expressive vocabulary in language learners from two

ecological settings in three language communities. Infancy, 7(3), 299-316.



References 154

Bradley, R.H., & Caldwell, B, M. (1984). The relations of infants’ home environments to
achievement test performance in first grade: A follow-up study. Child Development, 55,

803-809.

Camaioni, L., Castelli, M.C., Longobardi E., & Volterra, V. (1991). A parent report instrument

for early language assessment. First Language, 11, 345-359.

Caselli, M. C., Leonard, L., Volterra, V. & Campagnoli, M. G. (1993). Toward mastery of Italian

morphology: a cross-sectional study. Journal of Child Language 20, 377-93.

Caselli, M. C., Bates, C., Casadio, P., Fenson, L., Fenson, J., Sanderl, L. & Weir, J. (1995). A

crosslinguistic study of early lexical development. Cognitive Development 10, 159-99.

Caselli, M. C., Vicari, S., Longobardi, E., Lami, L., Pizzoli, C., & Stella, G. (1998). Gestures and
words in early development of children with Down syndrome. Journal of Speech,

Language, and Hearing Research, 41, 1125-1135.

Caselli, M. C., Casadio, P. & Bates, E. (1999). A comparison of the transition from first words to

grammar in English and Italian. Journal of Child Language 26, 69-111.

Caselli, M.C., Rinaldi, P., Sitefanini, S., Volterra, V. (2012). Early Action and Gesture
““Vocabulary’’ and Its Relation With Word Comprehension and Production. Child

Development, Vol. 83, 2, 526-542.

Choi, S. & Gopnik, A. (1995). Early acquisition of verbs in Korean: A cross-linguistic study.

Journal of Child Language, 22, 497-529.



References 155

Conboy, B.T., & Thal, D.J. (2006). Ties between the lexicon and grammar: Cross-sectional and

longitudinal studies of bilingual toddlers. Child Development, 77, 712—735.

Corkum, V. & Dunham, P. (1996). The Communicative Development Inventory—words short

form as an index of language production. Journal of Child Language 23, 515-28.

Crowson, M., Lee, J., Neal, A.R., & Stella, J. 1997. Correlates of nonverbal communication with
language development and parental report in young children with autism. Poster

presented at the Society for Research in Child Development. Washington, D.C., April 2-6.

Dale, P. S., Bates, E., Reznick, J. S., & Morisset, C. (1989). The validity of a parent report

instrument of child language at 20 months. Journal of Child Language, 16, 239-249.

Dale, P. S. (1991). The validity of a parent report measure of vocabulary and syntax at 24

months. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 34, 565-571.

Dale, P. S. (1996). Parent report assessment of language and communication. In K. N. Cole, P. S.
Dale, & D. J. Thal (Eds.), Assessment of communication and language (pp. 161-182).

Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes.

Dale, P. S. & Fenson, L. (1996). Lexical development norms for young children. Behavior

Research Methods, Instruments & Computers 28, 125-27.

Dale, P. S., Dionne, G., Eley, T. C., & Plomin, R. (2000). Lexical and grammatical development:

A behavioural genetic perspective. Journal of Child Language, 27, 619-642.



References 156

Dale, P. S., Price, T. S., Bishop, D. V. M., & Plomin, R. (2003). Outcomes of early language
delay: Il. Predicting transient and persistent language difficulties at 3 and 4 years. Journal

of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 544-560.

Dale, P. & Goodman, J. (2005). Commonality and individual differences in vocabulary growth.
In M. Tomasello & D. 1. Slobin (eds), Beyond nature—nurture. Essays in honor of

Elizabeth Bates, 41-80. London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

De Houwer, A., Bornstein, M. H. & Leach, D. B. (2005). Assessing early communicative ability :
A cross-reporter cumulative score for the MacArthur CDI. Journal of Child Language 32,

735-58.

Devescovi, A., Caselli, M. C., Marchione, D., Pasqualetti, P., Reilly, J. & Bates, E. (2005). A
crosslinguistic study of the relationship between grammar and lexical development.

Journal of Child Language 32, 759-86.

Dollaghan, C. A., Campbell, T. F., Paradise, J. L., Feldman, H. M., Janosky, J. E., Pitcairn, D. N.,
& Kurs-Lasky, M. (1999). Maternal education and measures of early speech and

language. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 42, 1432-1443.

Dunham, P. & Dunham, F. (1992). Lexical development during middle infancy: a mutually

driven infant—caregiver process. Developmental Psychology 28, 414—20.

Ellis Weismer, S., & Evans, J. (2002). The role of processing limitations in early identification of

specific language impairment. Topics in Language Disorders, 22, 15-29.



References 157

Ellis Weismer, S., Murray-Branch, J., & Miller, J. (1994). A prospective longitudinal study of
language development in late talkers. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 37, 852

867.

Ellis Weismer, S., Tomblin, J. B., Zhang, X., Buckwalter, P., Chynoweth, J. G., & Jones, M.
(2000). Nonword repetition performance in school-age children with and without

language impairment. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 43, 865-878.

Eriksson, M., & Berglund, E. (1999). Swedish early communicative development inventories:

Words and gestures. First Language, 19, 55-90.

Eriksson, M. (2001). Narratives validate communicative development inventories. Applied

Psycholinguistics 22, 45-60.

Eriksson, M. & Berglund, E. (2002). Instruments, scoring manual and percentile levels of the

Swedish Early Communicative Development Inventories, SECDI. FoU-rapport Nr. 17.

Eriksson, M., Westerlund, M., & Berglund, E. (2002). A screening version of the Swedish
Communicative Development Inventories designed for use with 18-monthold children.

Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 45, 948-960.

Feldman, H. M., Holland, A. L., & Brown, R. E. (1992). A fluent language disorder following
antepartum lefthemisphere brain injury. Journal of Communication Disorders, 25, 125—

142.



References 158

Feldman, H. M., Dollaghan, C. A., Campbell, T. F., Colborn, D. K., Kurs-Lasky, M., Janosky, J.
E., & Paradise, J. L. (1999). Parent-reported language and communication skills at ages 1

and 2 years in relation to otitis media in the first two years of life. Pediatrics, 104, e52.

Feldman, H. M., Dollaghan, C. A., Campbell, T. F., Kurs-Lasky, M., Janosky, J. E., & Paradise,
J. L. (2000). Measurement properties of the MacArthur Communicative Development

Inventories at ages 1 and 2 years. Child Development, 71, 310-322.

Feldman, H. M., Dollaghan, C. A., Campbell, T. F., Colborn, D. K., Kurs-Lasky, M., Paradise, J.
L. & Dale, F. S. (2003). Parent-reported language skills in relation to otitis media during

the first 3 years of life. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 273-287.

Feldman, H. M., Dale, P. S., Campbell, T. F., Colborn, D. K., Kurs-Lasky, M., Rockette, H. E., et
al. (2005). Concurrent and predictive validity of parent reports of child language at ages 2

and 3 years. Child Development, 76, 856-868.

Fenson, L., Thal, D. & Bates, E. (1990). Normed values for the "Early Language Inventory” and
three associated parent report forms for language assessment. (Tech. Rep.). San Diego,

San Diego State University.

Fenson, L. et al. (1992). The MacArthur Communicative Development Inventory: Words and

Gestures. San Diego State University, California.

Fenson, L., Dale, P., Reznick, S., Thal, D., Bates, E., Hartung, J., Pethick, S. & Reilly, J. (1993).

MacArthur Communicative Development Inventories : user’s guide and technical manual.

San Diego, Singular Publishing Group.



References 159

Fenson, L., Dale, P. S., Reznick, J. S., Bates, E., Thal, D. J. & Pethick, S. J. (1994). Variability in
early communicative development. Monographs of the Society for Research in Child

Development 59, 1-173.

Fenson, L., Bates, E., Dale, P., Goodman, J., Reznick, S., & Thal, D. (2000). Measuring
variability in early child language: Don’t shoot the messenger. Child Development, 71,

323-328.

Fenson, L., Pethick, S., Renda, C., Cox, J. L., Dale, P. S., & Reznick, J. S. (2000). Short-form
versions of the MacArthur Communicative Development Inventories. Applied

Psycholinguistics, 21, 95-115.

Fenson, L., Marchman, V. A, Thal, D. J., Dale, P. S., Reznick, J. S., & Bates, E. (2007).
MacArthur-Bates Communicative Development Inventories: User guide and technical

manual (2nd ed.). Baltimore: Brookes.

Foster-Cohen, S., Edgin, J. O., Champion, P. O., & Woodward, L. J., (2007). Early delayed
language development in very preterm infants: Evidence from the MacArthur-Bates CDI.

Journal of Child Language, Vol. 34-03; 655-675.

Furey . (2011). Production and Maternal Report of 16- and 18-Month-Olds’ Vocabulary in Low-
and Middle-Income Families. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology Vol. 20;

38-46.

Galsworthy, M.J., Dionne, G., Dale, P.S., & Plomin, R. (2000). Sex differences in early verbal

and non-verbal cognitive development. Developmental Science, 3, 206-215.



References 160

Gardner, M. (1981). Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test. Novato, CA: Academic

Therapy Publications.

Gelman, S.A. & Tardif. 1998. “Acquisition of nouns and verbs in Mandarin and English”. In:
E.V. Clark (Ed.), Proceedings of the 29th Annual Stanford Child Language Research

Forum (27-36). Stanford, CA.

Goldfield, B. A. (1993). Noun bias in maternal speech to one-year-olds. Journal of Child

Language, 20, 85-99.

Gopnik, A. & Choi, S. (1990). Do linguistic differences lead to cognitive differences? A cross

linguistic study of semantic and cognitive development. First Language, 10, 199-215.

Gopnik, A. & Choi, S. (1995). Names, relational words, and cognitive development in English
and Korean speakers: Nouns are not always learned before verbs. In M. Tomasello & W.
E. Merriman (Eds), Beyond names for things: Young children’s acquisition of verbs.

Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.

Grimm, H., Doil, H. (2000). Elternfragebogen fur die Frueherkennung von Risikokindern.
ELFRA-1: Elternfragebogen fur einjaehrige Kinder: Sprache, Gesten, Feinmotorik.
ELFRA-2: Elternfragebogen fur zweijaehrige Kinder: Sprache und Kommunikation.

Goettinngen: Hogrefe Verlag

Hamilton, A., Plunkett, K., & Schafer, G. (2000). Infant vocabulary development assessed with a

British communicative development inventory. Journal of Child Language, 27, 689-705.



References 161

Hart, B. (2004). What toddlers talk about. First Language, 24, 91-106.

Hart, B., & Risley, T. R. (1995). Meaningful differences in the everyday experience of young

American children. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes.

Heilman, J., Ellis Weismer, S., Evans, J., & Hollar, C. (2005). Utility of the Macarthur—Bates
Communicative Development Inventory in identifying language abilities of late-talking
and typically developing toddlers. American Journal of Speech- Language Pathology, 14,

40-51.

Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1991). Mother-child conversation in different social classes and

communicative settings. Child Development, 62, 782-796.

Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1992). How should frequency input be measured? First Language, 12, 233-

244,

Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1998). The relation of birth order and socioeconomic status to children’s

language experience and language development. Applied Psycholinguistics 19, 603-629.

Huttenlocher, J., Haight, W., Bryk, A., Seltzer, M., & Lyons, T. (1991). Early vocabulary

growth: Relation to language input and gender. Developmental Psychology, 27, 236-244.

Huttenlocher, J. (1998). Language input and language growth. Preventive Medicine, 27, 195-199.

Huttenlocher, J., Levine, S. C., & Vevea, J. (1998). Environmental input and cognitive growth: A

study using time period comparisons. Child Development, 69, 1012—-1029.



References 162

Huttenlocher, J., Vasilyeva, M., Cymerman, E., & Levine, S. (2002). Language input at home

and at school: Relation to child syntax. Cognitive Psychology, 45, 337-374.

Jackson-Maldonado, D., Thal, D., Marchman, V., Bates, E. & Gutierrez-Clennen, V. (1993).
”Early lexical development in Spanish-speaking infants and toddlers”. Journal of Child

Language. 20, 523-549.

Jahn-Samilo, J., Goodman, J., Bates, E., & Sweet, M. (2000). Vocabulary learning in children
from 8 to 30 months of age: A comparison of parental reports and laboratory measures. La
Jolla: University of California, San Diego, Project in Cognitive Neurodevelopment,

Center for Research in Language.

Kern, S. (2007). Lexicon development in French-speaking infants. First Language, 27(2), 191

212.

Kim, M., McGregor, K. K. & Thompson, C. K. (2000). Early lexical development in English-
and Korean-speaking children : language-general and language-specific patterns. Journal

of Child Language, 27, 225-54.

Klee, T., Carson, D. K., Gavin, W. J., Hall, L., Kent, A., & Reece, S. (1998). Concurrent and
predictive validity of an early language screening program. Journal of Speech, Language,

and Hearing Research, 41, 627-641.

Kovacevic, M., Jelaska, Z. & Brozovic, B. (1998). Comparing lexical and grammatical

development in morphologically different languages. In A. Aksu-Koc, E. Erguvanli-



References 163

Taylan, A. Sumru Ozsoy & A. Kuntay (eds), Perspectives on language acquisition, 368—

83. Istanbul: Bogazici University Printhouse.

Leaper, C. (2002). Parenting girls and boys. In M. H. Bornstein (Ed.), Handbook of parenting:

Vol. 1. Children and parenting (2nd ed., pp.127-152). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Lieven, E.V.M., Pine, J.M., & Baldwin, G. (1997). Lexicallybased learning and early

grammatical development. Journal of Child Language, 24, 187-219.

Lyytinen, P. (1999) Varhaisen kommunikaation ja kielen kehityksen arviointimenetelma (Finnish
Manual for Communicative Development Inventories, MCDI). Jyviskylén yliopiston

Lapsitutkimuskeskus ja Niilo Méki Instituutti: Jyvéskyla: Yliopistopaino.

Lyytinen, P., & Lyytinen, H. (2004). Growth and predictive relations of vocabulary and
inflectional morphology in children with and without familial risk for dyslexia. Applied

Psycholinguistics, 25, 397-411.

Lyytinen, P., Eklund, K., & Lyytinen, H. (2003). The play and language behavior of mothers
with and without dyslexia and its association to their toddlers’ language development.

Journal of Learning Disabilities, 36, 74-86.

Maital, S. L., Dromi, E., Sagi, A. & Bornstein, M. H. (2000). The Hebrew Communicative
Developmental Inventory: language specific properties and cross-linguistic

generalizations. Journal of Child Language 27, 43-67.



References 164

MacWhinney, B. (1995). The CHILDES project: Tools for analyzing talk Hillsdale, NJ:

Earlbaum.

MacWhinney, B. (2000). The CHILDES project : Tools for analyzing talk, 3rd Edition. Mahwah,

NJ : Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Maital, S.L., Dromi, E., Sagi, A. & Bornstein, M.H. (1998). The Hebrew CDI: Language Specific

properties and cross-linguistic generalizations.

Maital, S., Dromi, E., Sagi, A. & Bornstein, M. (2000). The Hebrew Communicative
Development Inventory: Language-specific properties and cross-lingusitic generalisations.

Journal of Child Language, 27, 43-68.

Mancilla-Martinez, J., Pan, B. A., Vagh, S.B. (2011). Assessing the productive vocabulary of
Spanish-English bilingual toddlers from low-income families. Applied Psycholinguistics

32, 333-357.

Marchman, V. A., & Bates, E. (1994). Continuity in lexical and morphological development: A

test of the critical mass hypothesis. Journal of Child Language, 21, 339-366.

Marchman, V. & Martinez-Sussmann, C. (2002). Concurrent validity of caregiver/parent report
measures of language for children who are learning both English and Spanish. Journal of

Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 45, 983-97.



References 165

Marchman, V. A., Martinez-Sussman, C., & Dale, P. S. (2004). The language-specific nature of
grammatical development: Evidence from bilingual language learners. Developmental

Science, 7, 212.

Marchman, V.A., & Fernald, A. (2008). Speed of word recognition and vocabulary knowledge in
infancy predict cognitive and language outcomes in later childhood. Developmental

Science, 11, F9-F16.

Mayne, A.M. (1998). Expressive vocabulary development of infants and toddlers who are deaf or

hard of hearing. Volta Review, 100, 1-12.

Mayne, A.M. (1998). Receptive vocabulary development of infants and toddlers who are deaf or

hard of hearing. Volta Review, 100, 29-62.

MacWhinney, B. (2000). The CHILDES project: tools for analyzing talk. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Miller, J. F., Sedey, A. L., & Miolo, G. (1995). Validity of parent report measures of vocabulary
development for children with Down syndrome. Journal of Speech and Hearing

Research, 38, 1037-1044.

Naigles, L. (1996). The use of multiple frames in verb learning via syntactic bootstrapping.

Cognition, 58, 221-251.

Naigles, L., & Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1998). Why are some verbs learned before other verbs? Effects
of input frequency and structure on children’s early verb use. Journal of Child Language,

25, 95-120.



References 166

Naigles, L., & Mayeux, L. (2000). Television as incidental language teacher. In D. Singer & J.
Singer (Eds.), Handbook of children and the media (pp. 135-152). Thousand Oaks, CA:

Sage.

Naigles, L., Singer, D., Singer, J., Jean-Louis, B., Sells, D., & Rosen, C. (1995). Barney says,
“‘come, go, think, know’’: Television reveals a role for input in later language

acquisition. Hartford: Connecticut Public Broadcasting.

Oliver, B., Dale, P. S., Saudino, K. J., Petrill, S. A., Pike, A., & Plomin, R. (2002). The validity
of a parentbased assessment of the nonverbal cognitive abilities of three-year-olds. Early

Child Development and Care, 172, 337-348.

Oliver, B., Dale, P. S., & Plomin, R. (2004). Verbal and nonverbal predictors of early language
problems: An analysis of twins in early childhood back to infancy. Journal of Child

Language, 31, 609-631.

Ogura, T., Yamashita, Y., Murase, T. & Dale, P.S. (1993). Some findings from the Japanese
Early Communicative Development Inventories. Memoirs of the Faculty of Education,

Shimane University, 27, 26-38. (In English).

O’Neill, D. K. (2007). The language use inventory for young children: A parent-report measure
of pragmatic language development for 18- to 47-month-old children. Journal of Speech,

Language, and Hearing Research, 50, 214-228.

Pae, S. (2003). Validity and reliability of the Korean adaptation of MCDI. Korean Journal of

Communication Disorders, 8 (2), 1-14.



References 167

Pan, B. A., Rowe, M. L., Spier, E., & Tamis-Lemonda, C. (2004). Measuring productive
vocabulary of toddlers in low income families: Concurrent and predictive validity of three

sources of data. Journal of Child Language, 31, 587-608.

Pan, B. A., (2010). Assessing Vocabulary Skills. In Erika Hoff (Ed.), Guide to Research Methods

in Child Language, Wiley-Blackwell Publishers.

Perez-Pereira, M., Resches, M., (2011). Concurrent and predictive validity of the Galician CDI.

Journal of Child Language. 38, 121-140.

Pine, J. M. (1992). How referential are “referential” children? Relationships between
maternalreport and observational measures of vocabulary composition and usage. Journal

of Child Language, 19, 75-86.

Pine, J. M., Lieven, E. V. M. & Rowland, C. (1996). Observational and checklist measures of

vocabulary composition: What do they mean? Journal of Child Language, 23, 573-589.

Reese, E. & Read, S. (2000). “Predictive validity of the New Zealand MacArtur Communicative
Development Inventory: Words and sentences”. Journal of Child Language, 27(2), 255-

266.

Rescorla, L., Hadicke-Wiley, M., & Escarce, E. (1993). Epidemiological investigation of

expressive language delay at age two. First Language, 13, 5-23.

Rescorla, L., Dahlsgaard, K., & Roberts, J. (2000). Late-talking toddlers: MLU and IPSyn

outcomes at 3;0 and 4;0. Journal of Child Language, 27, 643-664.



References 168

Rescorla, L., & Lee, E. C. (2000). Language impairments in young children. In T. Layton & L.
Watson (Eds.), Handbook of early language impairment in children: Vol. 1. Nature ( pp.

1-38). New York: Delmar.

Rescorla, L., & Alley, A. (2001). Validation of the Language Development Survey (LDS): A
parent report tool for identifying language delay in toddlers. Journal of Speech, Language,

and Hearing Research, 44, 434-445.

Rescorla, L., Alley, A., & Christine, J. B. (2001). Word frequencies in toddlers’ lexicons. Journal

of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 44, 598-609.

Rescorla, L., & Achenbach, T. M. (2002). Use of the Language Development Survey (LDS) in a
national probability sample of children 18 to 35 months old. Journal of Speech,

Language, and Hearing Research, 45, 733-743.

Rescorla, L., Bernstein Ratner, N., Jusczyk, P.,& Jusczyk, A. M. (2005). Concurrent validity of
the language development survey: Associations with the MacArthur-Bates
Communicative Development Inventories: Words and sentences. American Journal of

Speech-Language Pathology, 14, 156-163.

Ring, E.D. & Fenson, L. (2000). Assessment of language comprehension and production: Child

performance versus parent judgment. First Language, 20, 141-159.

Robinson, B. F. & Mervis, C. B. (1999). Comparing productive vocabulary measures from the

CDI and a systematic diary study. Journal of Child Language, 26, 177-185.



References 169

Roberts, J.E., Burchinal, M., & Durham, M. (1999). Parents report of vocabulary and
grammatical development of African American preschoolers: Child and environmental

associations. Child Development, 70, 92-106.

Saudino, K. J., Dale, P. S., Oliver, B., Petrill, S. A., Richardson, V., Rutter, M., Simonoff, E.,
Stevenson, J. & Plomin, R. (1998). The validity of parent-based assessment of the
cognitive abilities of 2-year-olds. British Journal of Developmental Psychology 16, 349-

363.

Scarborough, H. S. (1990). Index of productive syntax. Applied Psycholinguistics, 11, 1-22.

Silva, P. A, Williams, S. M., & McGee, R. (1987). A longitudinal study of children with
developmental language delays at age three: Later intelligence, reading and behavior

problems. Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology, 29, 630-640.

Snow, C. E. (1999). Social perspectives on the emergence of language. In B. MacWhinney (Ed.),

The emergence of language (pp. 257-276). Mahway, NJ: Erlbaum.

Stromswold, K. (2001). The heritability of language: A review and metaanalysis of twin,

adoption and linkage studies. Language, 77, 647—723.

Tardif, T. (1996). Nouns are not always learned before verbs : Evidence from Mandarin speakers’

early vocabularies. Developmental Psychology 32, 492-504.



References 170

Tardif, T., Shatz, M. & Naigles, L. (1997). Caregiver speech and children’s use of nouns versus
verbs : A comparison of English, Italian, and Mandarin. Journal of Child Language 24,

535-65.

Tardif, T., Gelman, S. A. & Xu, F. (1999). Putting the ‘noun bias’ in context : A comparison of

Mandarin and English. Child Development 70, 620-35.

Tardif, T., Fletcher, P., & Liang, W. (2004). First words in English and Chinese: Results from
norming studies of the MacArthur Communicative Development Inventories.

International Journal of Psychology, 39, 515-515.

Tardif, T. (2006). But are they really verbs? Chinese words for action. In K. Hirsh-Pasek & R. M.
Golinkoff (eds), Action meets word: How children learn verbs, 477-98. New York:

Oxford University Press.

Tardif, T., Fletcher, P., & Liang, W. & Kaciroti, N. (2009). Early vocabulary development in

Mandarin (Putonghua) and Cantonese. Journal of Child Language. Vol 36-05; 1115-1144.

Thal, D., Tobias, S., & Morrison, D. (1991). Language and gesture in late talkers: A 1-year

follow-up. Journal of Speech and Hearing Research, 34, 604-612.

Thal, D., Bates, E., Goodman, J., & Jahn-Samilo, J. (1997). Continuity of language abilities: An
exploratory study of late- and early-talking toddlers. Developmental Neuropsychology, 13,

239-273.



References 171

Thal, D. J., O’Hanlon, L., Clemmons, M., & Fralin, L. (1999). Validity of a parent report
measure of vocabulary and syntax for preschool children with language impairment.

Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 42, 482-496.

Thal, D., Jackson-Maldonado, D., & Acosta, D. (2000). Validity of a parent-report measure of
vocabulary and grammar for Spanish-speaking toddlers. Journal of Speech, Language, &

Hearing Research, 43, 1087 -1100.

Thordardottir, E. T. & Ellis Weismer, S. (1996). Language assessment via parent report:

development of a screening instrument for Icelandic children. First Language 16, 265-85.

Tomasello, M. (1992). First verbs: A case study of early grammatical development. Cambridge,

England: Cambridge University Press.

Toole, C. O., and Fletcher, P. (2010). Validity of a Parent Report Instrument for Irish-speaking

Toddlers. First Language 30:2 199-217.

Weizman, Z.0., & Snow, C.E. (2001). Lexical input as related to children's vocabulary
acquisition: Effects of sophisticated exposure and support for meaning. Developmental

Psychology, 37, 265-279.

Whitehurst, G. J., & Fischel, J. E. (1994). Early developmental language delay: What, if
anything, should the clinician do about it? Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry,

35, 613-648.



References 172

Whitehurst, G. J., Fischel, J. E., Lonigan, C. J., Valdez-Menchaca, M. C., Arnold, D. S., &
Smith, M. (1991). Treatment of early expressive language delay: If, when, and how.

Topics in Language Disorders, 11, 55-68.

Wu, Jiang (1997). Language, play and general development for Chinese infant-toddlers: Using

adapted assessments. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Colorado, Boulder.

Yoder, P. J., Warren, S. F., & Biggar, H. A. (1997). Stability of maternal reports of lexical
comprehension in very young children with developmental delays. American Journal of

Speech-Language Pathology, 6(1), 59-64.



