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Purpose: Early language input plays an important role in child
language and cognitive development (e.g., Gilkerson et al.,
2018; Hart & Risley, 1995). In this study, we examined the
effects of child’s hearing status on lexical repetition properties
of speech produced by their caregivers with normal hearing
(NH). In addition, we investigated the relationship between
maternal lexical repetition properties and later language skills
in English-learning infants with cochlear implants (CIs).
Method: In a free-play session, 17 mothers and their
prelingually deaf infants who received CIs before 2 years
of age (CI group) were recorded at two post-CI intervals: 3
and 6 months postactivation; 18 hearing experience–matched
infants with NH and their mothers and 14 chronological
age–matched infants with NH group and their mothers
were matched to the CI group. Maternal speech was
transcribed from the recordings, and measures of maternal
lexical repetition were obtained. Standardized language
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assessments were administered on children with CIs
approximately two years after CI activation.
Results: The findings indicated that measures of lexical
repetition were similar among the three groups of
mothers, regardless of the hearing status of their infants.
In addition, lexical repetition measures were correlated
with later language skills in infants with CIs.
Conclusions: Infants with CIs receive the language input
that contains similar lexical repetition properties as that
in the speech received by their peers with NH, which is
likely to play an important role in child speech processing
and language development. These findings provide the
knowledge for professionals to coach parents
to implement specific language intervention strategies to
support language development in infants with hearing loss.
Supplemental Material: https://doi.org/10.23641/asha.
11936322
Cochlear implantation allows many deaf children
opportunities to learn spoken language. However,
challenges remain because children with cochlear

implants (CIs) experience a period of spoken language dep-
rivation before receiving implantation; in addition, CIs de-
liver degraded acoustic signal to their users (Geers et al.,
2008; Houston, Beer, et al., 2012; Houston & Bergeson, 2014).
While some children with CIs develop age-appropriate speech
and spoken language skills, many other children with CIs
show considerable delay and variability in their speech and
language outcomes (Geers et al., 2011). Much of this variability
is not explained by conventional predictors, including
demographic, CI device, and medical factors (Geers et al.,
2011; Peterson et al., 2010). Poor language skills can lead
to later academic underachievement and behavioral prob-
lems, causing huge personal, societal, and economic burdens
(Mohr et al., 2000). Therefore, identifying early predictors
for language development in children with CIs becomes a
critical and timely issue. One important factor that might
contribute to explaining variability in language skills is chil-
dren’s early linguistic experience, especially the speech pro-
vided by their caregivers. The primary purpose of this study
was to examine the effect of hearing loss on one aspect of
caregiver speech, namely, lexical repetition properties, and
their relationship with language development in English-
learning children with CIs.
Maternal Speech and Language Development
in Children With Normal Hearing

Early language input plays an important role in child
language and cognitive development that is related to later
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personal, academic, and social achievements (e.g., Gilkerson
et al., 2018; Hart & Risley, 1995). In the landmark longitu-
dinal study, Hart and Risley (1995) demonstrated that the
amount of caregiver speech (also known as infant-directed
speech or maternal speech; we will use these terms inter-
changeably in this article to refer to the speech that is used
when addressing infants) directed to children between 10
and 36 months of age significantly predicted children’s vo-
cabulary measured at 3 years of age. This work encouraged
much subsequent research examining the properties of care-
giver speech to young children and the specific features of
caregiver speech that underlie successful language develop-
ment in children with normal hearing (NH; Greenwood
et al. 2011; Place & Hoff, 2016; Romeo et al., 2018; Rowe,
2012; Weisleder & Fernald, 2013).

Research along this line has demonstrated that infant-
directed speech has unique acoustic properties, including
slower speaking rate, higher pitch, wider pitch range, longer
pauses, and expanded vowel space (Burnham et al., 2002;
Cristia, 2010; Fernald & Simon, 1984; Papoušek & Hwang,
1991; Wang et al., 2016), as compared to adult-directed
speech. In addition, infant-directed speech also differs from
adult-directed speech in the domains of morphology, seman-
tics, and syntax, including simpler structures, more repeti-
tions, more concrete references, and shorter utterances, as
compared with adult-directed speech (Cooper & Aslin,
1990; Fernald et al., 1989; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1985; Newman
et al., 2016; Soderstrom, 2007). Infants are sensitive to
these properties and show a preference for infant-directed
speech over adult-directed speech (Fernald, 1985, 1989;
ManyBabies Consortium, n.d; Wang et al., 2017; Wang,
Bergeson, et al., 2018; Werker & McLeod, 1989). This pref-
erence could be driven by several factors, including pitch, repe-
tition, and utterance duration, although the specific properties
that drive this preference are age dependent (Fernald, 1989;
McRoberts et al., 2009; Segal & Newman, 2015).

Previous research has also provided evidence to con-
nect infant-directed speech and language development in
infants with NH (Cristia & Seidl, 2014; Drotar & Sturm,
1988; Song et al., 2010; Trainor et al., 2000). For example,
infants with NH showed better sound discrimination (Karzon,
1985), word segmentation (Thiessen et al., 2005), word
recognition (Singh et al., 2009), and word learning (Ma
et al., 2011) under infant-directed speech conditions than
under adult-directed speech conditions in laboratory-based
learning environments. Longitudinal studies have also
demonstrated a link between the quantity and quality of
infant-directed speech and speech and language development
in children with NH (Greenwood et al., 2011; Romeo
et al., 2018; Rowe, 2012; Weisleder & Fernald, 2013).
For example, infants who experienced a larger amount of
infant-directed speech at home became more efficient in
lexical processing and had a larger expressive vocabulary
by 24 months of age (Weisleder & Fernald, 2013). Further-
more, vowel space of infant-directed speech significantly
predicted consonant perception (Liu et al., 2003) and later
receptive and expressive vocabulary (Hartman et al., 2017;
Kalashnikova & Burnham, 2018).
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Repetition of Maternal Speech and Language
Development in Children With NH

In addition to the properties mentioned above, experi-
mental and corpus work began to identify structural proper-
ties, namely, repetition, of infant-directed speech that are
likely to impact young children’s linguistic abilities. Repeti-
tions have been a defining structural feature of infant-
directed speech (Hoff-Ginsberg, 1985; Newport et al., 1977;
Snow, 1972). Infants seem to be sensitive to the repetitive
features of infant-directed speech. For example, McRoberts
et al. (2009) found that 6-month-olds preferred listening to
infant-directed speech over adult-directed speech, especially
when the infant-directed speech contained repeated utter-
ances, relative to novel utterances (although see Segal and
Newman, 2015, for different findings). Other work has
demonstrated a link between different types of repetitive-
ness of maternal speech and child word learning and vocab-
ulary development (Horst et al., 2011; Newman et al.,
2016; Schwab & Lew-Williams, 2016). For example, Hoff-
Ginsberg (1986) showed that maternal self-repetitions were
related to the growth of their 2.5-year-old children’s verb
use. Children also seemed to benefit from contextual repeti-
tion. Horst et al. (2011) examined the effects of contextual
repetition on children’s novel word learning in a story-
book reading task. They found that 3-year-olds who heard
the same stories repeatedly in succession were more accu-
rate on both recall and retention of the novel name–object
associations than the children who heard different stories
that contained the same novel–object pairs that occurred
for the same number of times. Recently, Newman et al.
(2016) examined the relationship between maternal lexical
repetition and child language development. Specifically,
they recorded mother–infant dyads playing with a set of
toys in the lab when the children were 7 months of age and
assessed children’s vocabulary scores at 2 years of age.
They found that the type–token ratio of maternal speech
input significantly negatively predicted spoken vocabulary,
as children’s vocabulary sizes were larger if their mothers’
speech contained more repetition.

While the overall frequency of repetition in the input
seems to be important for child language learning, struc-
tured repetition, specifically contingent repetitions of the
same structure or item over brief time windows, might be
more beneficial for language learning (Brodsky & Waterfall,
2007; Goldstein et al., 2010). Both theoretical and empiri-
cal evidences provide support to this view. According to
Goldstein et al.’s (2010) theoretical framework Align
Candidates, Compare, Evaluate Statistical/Social Signifi-
cance, infants learn by integrating prominent statistical reg-
ularities over a restricted time window. Empirical evidence
also suggests that structured repetition could have an im-
pact on child language development. For example, in a
longitudinal study, Waterfall (2006) recorded parent–child
interactions in their homes for 90 min every 4 months
when the children were 14–30 months of age. They found
that parents’ partial repetitions of phrases were correlated
with children’s production of these structures. Moreover,
Wang et al.: Repetition and Language in Children With CIs 873
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in a recent experimental work, Schwab and Lew-Williams
(2016) assigned 30-month-old children to two word-learning
conditions: a structured condition and an unstructured
condition. In the structured condition, the children were
presented with blocks of three adjacent utterances referring
to the same object (e.g., “Do you know what a fep is?/ Wow,
this fep looks neat./ Can you find the fep there?”). In the
unstructured condition, children listened to identical utter-
ances presenting the same novel object pictures, but no two
adjacent utterances referred to the same object (e.g., “Do
you know what a fep is?/ Wow, this coro looks neat./ Can
you find the dax there?”). They found that children in the
structured condition learned novel labels, whereas children
in the unstructured condition did not show evidence of
learning. Taken together, these findings suggest that struc-
tured lexical repetitions, especially the lexical repetitions
that occur across successive utterances, are associated with
language development in children with NH.

Language Development in Children With CIs
Due to limited linguistic experience, as well as the

degraded nature of speech transmitted by CIs to the audi-
tory nerve, many children with CIs lag behind their peers
with NH in a range of perceptual and language skills
(Conway et al., 2011; Geers et al., 2011; Holt et al., 2012;
Houston & Bergeson, 2014). For example, children with CIs
showed reduced attention to speech (Houston & Bergeson,
2014; Wang, Shafto, et al., 2018) and poorer phoneme dis-
crimination and perception of speech in noise (Caldwell &
Nittrouer, 2013; Eisenberg, 2007; Houston et al., 2003).
Moreover, they showed poorer language skills, including
expressive and receptive language (Fitzpatrick et al., 2011),
phonological awareness (Ambrose et al., 2012), vocabulary
(Lund, 2016), and verbal intelligence (Geers & Nicholas,
2013), among many others. For example, in a recent meta-
analysis including 1,158 children, Lund (2016) found that
children with CIs had lower receptive and expressive vocab-
ulary as compared to their peers with NH.

Maternal Speech and Language Development
in Children With CIs

Because language development depends heavily on
early linguistic experience, speech directed to children likely
influences their language development. Previous research
has demonstrated that properties of maternal speech relate
to language skills in children with CIs (Cruz et al., 2013;
DesJardin et al., 2014; DesJardin & Eisenberg, 2007;
Markman et al., 2011; Szagun & Schramm, 2016). For ex-
ample, mothers’ mean length of utterance and facilitative
language techniques (recast and open-ended questions)
were positively correlated with concurrent language skills
in their 2- to 7-year-old children with CIs (DesJardin &
Eisenberg, 2007). Moreover, current early intervention pro-
grams have recognized the importance of involving and
empowering families to support their children with hearing
loss (Moeller et al., 2013). One important aspect of family
874 Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research • Vol. 63 • 8
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support and involvement is to teach families appropriate
communication techniques to enhance their children’s lan-
guage learning (McWilliam & Scott, 2001). Therefore,
examining properties of caregiver speech, including lexical
level repetitions, that relate to language development in
children with CIs has important clinical implication as it
would identify efficacious targets for early intervention to
improve language outcomes.

To our knowledge, the very limited research on mater-
nal speech to infants with CIs has focused primarily on the
acoustic properties. This body of research has shown that
infant-directed speech directed to infants with CIs has a higher
pitch, an expanded pitch range, shorter utterances, longer
pauses, and a larger vowel dispersion, compared to adult-
directed speech (Bergeson et al., 2006; Wieland et al., 2015).
These findings, in general, suggest that caregivers of infants
with CIs provide linguistic input that contains similar
acoustic properties as the speech directed to infants with
NH. Similar to infants with NH, infants with CIs are sensi-
tive to the properties of infant-directed speech and show a
perceptual preference for infant-directed speech over adult-
directed speech, at least at some points during the develop-
ment (Robertson et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2017; Wang,
Bergeson, et al., 2018). For example, Wang et al. (2017)
presented infant-directed speech and adult-directed speech
stimuli to infants with CIs who had 12 months of hearing
experience. They found that infants with CIs, similar to
infants with NH, preferred listening to infant-directed
speech over adult-directed speech. They further found
that the degree of preference for infant-directed speech over
adult-directed speech was associated with later language
outcomes.

Research on the repetition properties of maternal
speech to children with CIs, however, is very limited. For
example, Bergeson (2011) investigated utterance repetition
in maternal speech from 13 mothers of infants with CIs at
pre-activation and at 3, 6, and 12 months postactivation
compared to those of children with NH. They found that
mothers of children with NH showed decreased utterance
repetition across time; mothers’ use of utterance repetition
increased from pre-activation to 3 months postactivation
and then decreased over time for children with CIs. This
study provides the first analysis of utterance repetition
properties of maternal speech to infants with hearing loss.
However, there has been no research examining the struc-
tured lexical repetition properties of maternal speech to chil-
dren with CIs and the potential relationships between
these properties and language development.

Conceivably, although more lexical repetitions across
successive utterances in the input may generally be impor-
tant for learning, they may be particularly useful for language
learning in children with CIs, for the following reasons.
First, from an auditory perceptual perspective, the acoustic
signal that infants with CIs receive is greatly impoverished
and degraded (Zeng, 2004); they hear speech signals that
are much poorer than the speech received by infants with
NH. Therefore, lexical repetitions across successive
utterances may allow infants with CIs more opportunities
72–884 • March 2020
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to identify and segment lexical items that they would
otherwise miss. Second, from a cognitive perspective, in-
fants with CIs show reduced attention to speech skills rel-
ative to children with NH (Wang, Shafto, et al., 2018).
Given the significant correlation between attention to
speech and language development in children with CIs
(Wang, Shafto, et al., 2018), it is possible that lexical rep-
etition in the input may facilitate language development
in children with CIs by enhancing their attention to
speech. Indeed, there is evidence that the preference for
infant-directed speech was driven by the repetitive feature
of the stimuli for 6-month-old infants with NH (McRo-
berts et al., 2009; Wieland et al., 2015).

Purpose of This Study
The first aim of this study was to explore the effects

of hearing loss on structured lexical repetition properties,
namely, the repetition of the same lexical item across succes-
sive utterances, of maternal speech to infants with CIs. Based
on previous findings on the maternal speech to infants
with CIs and infants with NH, we predicted that mothers
of infants with CIs would produce these properties similar
to the mothers of infants with NH. The second aim was to
examine whether variations in maternal repetition proper-
ties related to language development in infants with CIs.
To address this question, we collected measures of language
outcomes at approximately two years postactivation. Based
on the findings from previous research showing associations
between lexical repetition and word learning and vocab-
ulary (Newman et al., 2016; Schwab & Lew-Williams, 2016),
we hypothesized that lexical repetition in maternal speech
would be correlated with language skills in infants with
CIs.

Method
Participants

A total of 49 mother–infant dyads participated in the
study. They came from English-speaking families in a
midwestern town in the United States. To be included, par-
ticipants had to use English as the primary language for
over 80% of the time. We included 17 prelingually deaf in-
fants (four girls, 13 boys; CI group) who received CIs be-
tween 8.31 and 21.48 months of age (M = 13.90 months,
SD = 3.38 months). They were recruited from a CI pro-
gram in a university’s medical center in a midwestern town.
Additional demographic and audiological information for
infants with CIs is shown in Table 1. The infants with CIs
and their mothers were invited for multiple visits to our lab,
including 3, 6, 9, 12, and 18 months postactivation. Only
children who participated in both 3- and 6-month intervals
were included, because there were not enough data from
other intervals for the current analyses due to attrition. We
also included another two groups of mother–infant dyads:
an older group and a younger group. The older group
consisted of 14 dyads of mothers and chronological age–
matched infants with NH (NH-CAM group; six girls, eight
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boys); the younger group included 18 dyads of mothers
and their hearing experience–matched infants with NH
(NH-HEM group; seven girls, 11 boys). All the infants with
NH passed the newborn hearing screening, and all had NH
at the time of testing by parental report. The detailed age
information of the three groups of infants is presented in
Table 2. The infants with NH were born full term with
typical development and no known history of language or
hearing impairment. This study received approval from
the university’s institutional review board. Experimenters
provided caregivers with informed consent prior to the ex-
periment. All mothers were compensated with $10 for their
time per visit.

Procedure
Mothers and their infants were videotaped in the lab

for approximately 5 min of semistructured free playing in
an sound-treated booth by Industrial Acoustics Com-
pany, Inc.. Mothers were asked to sit with their infants
either on a chair or on the floor and were informed that
they were being video- and audio-recorded. They were pro-
vided with several quiet toys (e.g., turtle, kitten, dog, key,
ball, button) and asked to play with their children as they
normally would at home. The mothers were not explicitly
instructed to play with the toys with the infants. Each session
was videotaped using a digital camera (Sony DCR-TRV
120/TRV 320). In order to obtain high-quality speech, we
also used a hypercardioid microphone (Audio-Technica
ES933/H) to record mothers’ speech. The microphone was
linked to an amplifier (DSC 240) and a digital tape recorder
(Sony DTC-690).

Coding
Mothers’ speech was transcribed using the conven-

tions of Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts
(Miller & Chapman, 2000). The coders listened to the audio
recordings and transcribed every utterance using prosodic
and syntactic cues from the recordings to segment the utter-
ances. In addition, the words that were repeated across
utterances were annotated as target words. All open-class
words (i.e., adjectives, verbs, nouns) can be a target. To be
qualified as target words, the words had to occur across
successive utterances. Nonlinguistic noises such as laughter,
sneezing, and coughing were excluded from the analyses.
A more detailed coding protocol is provided in Supple-
mental Material S1. Five measures were computed to
characterize each mother’s lexical repetition for each ses-
sion, including the total number of target words produced
during the entire session (Total Repetition), the number of
unique target words produced (Novel Context Repeti-
tion), the average number of repetition of target words (Av-
erage Repetition), the maximum frequency of target words
repeated (Max Repetition), and the number of target words
that were repeated three times or more (Repetition ≥ 3).
An additional coder coded the target words from 20% of the
sessions (20 audios). The resulting agreement was 91.7%
Wang et al.: Repetition and Language in Children With CIs 875
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Table 1. Demographic information for mothers and their infants with cochlear implants (CIs).

ID Etiology Race Maternal education Maternal age Gender Age at CI Mean PTA Com mode

2514 CI Genetic Caucasian 12 21 M 12.77 117 TC
2518 CI Genetic Caucasian 16 31 M 11.88 109 OC
2525 CI Unknown Caucasian — — M 16.11 120 OC
2529 CI Genetic More than one race 18 38 M 16.47 114 OC
2533 CI Unknown Caucasian 16 33 F 8.31 120 TC
2534 CI Genetic Caucasian 16 28 M 10.4 107 OC
2535 CI Genetic Caucasian 13 33 F 16.7 114 OC
2536 CI Unknown Caucasian 16 36 M 21.48 99 OC
2540 CI Unknown Caucasian 16 27 F 13.16 120 TC
2542 CI Unknown Caucasian 12 34 M 12.76 88 OC
2813 CI Unknown Caucasian 12 39 M 11.94 120 OC
3098 CI Unknown Caucasian 15 27 M 10.26 119 OC
3259 CI Unknown African American 14 32 F 15.97 120 TC
3374 CI Unknown Caucasian 18 29 M 13.7 109 TC
4083 CI Unknown African American 15 39 M 17.3 120 TC
4574 CI Genetic Caucasian 25 39 M 10.17 115 OC
4577 CI Unknown Caucasian — — M 16.87 87 OC
M (SD) 15.6 (3.27) 32.4 (5.34) 13.90 (3.38) 112 (11)

Note. Maternal education and maternal age are in years. Em dashes indicate information not available. PTA = mean unaided pure-tone
average before implantation in dB HL (amount of residual hearing pre-implantation); Com mode = the type of communication program the
infant was following in speech language therapy; M = male; TC = total communication: a combination of spoken language and a manual
communication mode; OC = oral communication: exclusively spoken; F = female.
across all the coded files. See the Appendix for an example
of annotation and how these measures were calculated.

Language Skills
To assess language skills in children with CIs, certified

speech-language pathologists administered the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test1 (PPVT–III and Fourth Edition;
Dunn, 1997; Dunn & Dunn, 2007) and the Preschool Lan-
guage Scale–Fourth Edition (PLS-4; Zimmerman et al.,
2002) Auditory Comprehension (AC) and Expressive Com-
munication (EC) scores approximately twenty-four months
after activation. These tests were well-established standard-
ized tests assessing different aspects of language abilities,
such as receptive vocabulary and receptive and expressive
language. These tests have been widely used in previous
research to assess language skills for children with CIs
(Fitzpatrick et al., 2007; Houston, Stewart, et al., 2012).
Results
Lexical Repetition Properties of Maternal Speech

The means and standard deviations of measures of
maternal lexical repetition are reported in Table 2, separated
by interval (3 months, 6 months) and hearing status (CI,
NH-HEM, and NH-CAM). The average duration of the
sessions was approximately 5 min across intervals and hearing
status (M = 5.0, SD = 0.75, range: 1.9–6.8). Because the
1PPVT-III was administered during an early period of data collection,
whereas PPVT-4 was administered during a later period when it
became available. Throughout this article, we will refer to PPVT-III
and PPVT-4 as PPVT.

876 Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research • Vol. 63 • 8
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duration of each session was different, we normalized the
five repetition measures by dividing each measure by the
duration of the session. To determine the effects of hearing
loss on maternal lexical repetition properties, we ran five
repeated-measures analyses of variance (ANOVAs), with
interval (3 months, 6 months) as the within-subject variable
and hearing status (CI, NH-HEM, NH-CAM) as the be-
tween-subjects variable for each of the five measures: Total
Repetition, Novel Context Repetition, Average Repetition,
Max Repetition, and Repetition ≥ 3. In addition, in order
to corroborate our parametric analyses, we conducted
nonparametric Kruskal–Wallis H tests to compare group
differences for each interval, and Wilcoxon signed-ranks
test to compare each repetition measure between the 3- and
6-month intervals for each group.

For the measures of Total Repetition, Average Repe-
tition, Max Repetition, and Repetition ≥ 3, repeated-measures
ANOVAs did not show any significant interactions or main
effects, Fs < .963, ps > .389, η2 < .040. Kruskal–Wallis H
tests showed that no statistically significant differences be-
tween the three groups were found for either the 3-month
interval or the 6-month interval, χ2(2) < 3.93, p > .140.
Wilcoxon signed-ranks tests revealed that none of the four
measures was different between the two intervals for any
of the three groups, zs < 1.16, ps > .245. For the measure
of Novel Context Repetition, similarly, no significant inter-
action or main effects were found, Fs < 1.84, p > .170, η2

< .074. Kruskal–Wallis H tests did not show significant
differences among the three groups for either the 3-month
interval, χ2(2) = 5.64, p = .060, or the 6-month interval,
χ2(2) = 0.806, p = .668. Wilcoxon signed-ranks tests showed
that Novel Context Repetition was similar between the
3- and 6-month intervals for the CI group, z = 0.67, p = .501,
72–884 • March 2020
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Table 2. Child age (mean and SD) and measures (mean and SD) of maternal repetition, separated by hearing status (CI, NH-HEM, NH-CAM)
and interval (3 months, 6 months).

Interval

Measures 3 months 6 months

Hearing status CI NH-HEM NH-CAM CI NH-HEM NH-CAM

Hearing age 2.98 (0.52) 3.08 (0.44) 17.05 (3.58) 6.32 (0.76) 6.15 (0.55) 20.43 (3.49)
Chronological age 16.88 (3.49) 3.08 (0.44) 17.05 (3.58) 20.22 (3.37) 6.15 (0.55) 20.43 (3.49)
Session duration 5.11 (1.04) 4.68 (0.81) 5.05 (0.59) 5.02 (0.69) 4.79 (0.73) 5.24 (0.38)
Total words produced 65.5 (20.9) 68.9 (21.4) 81.6 (21.4) 64.8 (23.3) 69.7 (21.2) 79.6 (18.7)
Total utterance produced 22.54 (6.51) 20.64 (5.56) 27.52 (4.61) 21.71 (5.91) 22.26 (9.04) 27.44 (4.34)
Total Repetition 3.78 (2.99) 3.21 (1.85) 4.56 (1.72) 3.93 (2.91) 3.80 (2.62) 3.88 (1.94)
Novel Context Repetition 1.24 (0.94) 1.01 (0.47) 1.61 (0.65) 1.08 (0.73) 1.18 (0.72) 1.28 (0.63)
Average Repetition 0.58 (0.27) .69 (0.25) 0.58 (0.11) 0.66 (0.30) 0.64 (0.28) 0.59 (0.19)
Max Repetition 0.94 (0.53) 1.08 (0.63) 0.99 (0.36) 1.09 (0.66) 0.95 (0.51) 0.97 (0.37)
Repetition ≥ 3 0.69 (0.55) 0.57 (0.39) 0.83 (0.44) 0.67 (0.47) 0.62 (0.52) 0.60 (0.36)

Note. Total words produced, Total utterance produced, and all the five repetition measures reported were normalized by session duration.
Hearing age = duration of child hearing experience in months; Session duration = the duration of the session in minutes; CI = infants with
cochlear implants; NH-HEM = hearing experience–matched peers with normal hearing; NH-CAM = chronological age–matched peers with
normal hearing.
and the NH-HEM group, z = 1.11, p = .267; however, the
two intervals for the NH-CAM group reached the thresh-
old, z = 1.98, p = .048, because maternal speech at the
6-month interval exhibited a slightly larger number of
Novel Context Repetition as compared to the 3-month inter-
val. The normalized repetition measures separated by hearing
status and interval are presented in Figures 1a–1e. In sum-
mary, these findings suggest the measures of maternal lexical
repetition under examination, in general, were very similar
among the three groups, regardless of the child hearing status
or child age.
Maternal Repetition and Language Outcomes
in Children With CIs

The means, ranges, and standard deviations of each
language outcome standardized score for children with
CIs are reported in Table 3. To determine the relationship
between lexical repetition properties of maternal speech
and language outcomes in infants with CIs, we ran a series
of Pearson bivariate correlational analyses between the five
repetition properties from the two intervals (3 and 6 months)
and measures of language, PPVT standardized score, and
PLS-4 standardized scores. These exploratory analyses yielded
the relationship between lexical repetition properties of ma-
ternal speech and language outcomes in children with CIs.
Correlational coefficients are shown in Table 4.

At the 3-month interval, none of the correlations
between the five lexical repetition measures and language
scores was statistically significant, rs < .583, ps > .170. At
the 6-month interval, Total Repetition was significantly
correlated with PPVT, r = .551, p = .033; Novel Context
Repetition was significantly correlated with PPVT, r = .569,
p = .027; and Average Repetition was significantly corre-
lated with PLS-AC, r = .581, p = .037, and trended toward
the same direction with PPVT, r = .508, p = .053, and PLS
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EC, r = .543, p = .055. Max Repetition was significantly cor-
related with PPVT, r = .618, p = .014, PLS-4 AC, r = .723,
p = .005, and PLS-4 EC, r = .685, p = .010; Repetition ≥ 3
was significantly correlated with PPVT, r = .579, p = .019.
All the other correlational coefficients were not significant.
Most of these correlations remained significant or margin-
ally significant even after controlling for amount of residual
hearing (see Table 4 for correlation coefficients).

To examine the role of maternal lexical repetition,
we ran Pearson bivariate correlations between maternal
education and measures of lexical repetition properties taken
at the 6-month interval for children with CIs. The analyses
showed that maternal education was significantly correlated
with Average Repetition, r = .546, p = .035, and Max
Repetition, r = .683, p = .005. To examine the effect of
communication mode on maternal lexical repetition prop-
erties during the 6-month interval, we ran multiple ANOVAs
with communication mode (total communication vs. oral
communication) as the independent variable and measures
of maternal lexical repetition as the dependent variable. The
results did not show any significant main effect of commu-
nication mode, Fs < 0.636, ps > .438. In general, these find-
ings suggest that mothers who received higher education
used a larger number of lexical repetitions in their speech.
Discussion
Maternal speech input provides one of the most im-

portant sources of information for infants to acquire spoken
language (e.g., Gilkerson et al., 2018; Hart & Risley, 1995).
Previous studies have demonstrated a link between measures
of lexical repetition and language skills in children with
NH (Newman et al., 2016; Schwab & Lew-Williams,
2016). Given that properties of maternal speech may be
affected by child hearing status, we investigated the effect
of hearing loss on lexical repetition properties of maternal
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Figure 1. Measures of maternal lexical repetition to the three groups of children: children with cochlear implant (CIs), their hearing experience–
matched peers with normal hearing, and chronological age–matched peers with normal hearing, separated by interval: 3 months (3m) and
6 months (6m) postactivation. (a) Total Repetition, (b) Novel Context Repetition, (c) Average Repetition, (d) Max Repetition, and (e) Repetition ≥ 3.
Error bars indicate standard deviations.
speech and their relationship with language outcomes in
infants with CIs.

Effects of Hearing Loss on Lexical Repetition
Properties of Maternal Speech

The first aim of this study was to examine the effects
of hearing loss on maternal lexical repetition properties,
specifically the repetition of target words that occurred
across successive utterances. Mothers of infants with CIs
Table 3. Means and standard deviations of language outcome
standardized scores taken at approximately twenty-four months
after cochlear implantation for children with cochlear implants.

Measures M SD

PPVT 81.6 20.98
PLS AC 73.44 21.02
PLS EC 79 20.98

Note. PPVT = Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; PLS AC =
Preschool Language Scale–Fourth Edition Auditory Comprehension
score; PLS EC = Preschool Language Scale–Fourth Edition Expressive
Communication score.
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were matched to mothers of infants with NH who had the
same chronological age or hearing experience. No signifi-
cant differences were found for the measures of maternal
lexical repetition among the three groups of infants differing
in hearing status. These findings are novel as this is the
first study to explore the lexical repetition properties of
maternal speech to infants with hearing loss.

Previous research comparing acoustic and prosodic
properties of caregiver speech to infants with CIs and their
peers with NH yielded different findings (Bergeson et al., 2006;
Kondaurova et al., 2013; Wieland et al., 2015). For example,
Bergeson et al. (2006) demonstrated that mothers adjusted the
prosodic properties to the hearing experience, rather than the
chronological age of their infants. For example, the increase
in average and minimum pitch from adult-directed speech to
infant-directed speech in mothers’ speech to CI infants was
more similar to that in the speech to the control groups with
matched hearing experience and distinct from control infants
with matched chronological age. By contrast, Wieland et al.
(2015) showed that the vowel space area and vowel space
dispersion properties in the speech directed to infants with CIs
were similar to those in the speech directed to their peers with
NH matched by both chronological age and hearing experi-
ence. Our findings are consistent with Wieland et al.’s as we
72–884 • March 2020
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Table 4. Bivariate and particial correlations between maternal lexical repetition measures (Total Repetition, Novel Context Repetition, Average
Repetition, Max Repetition, and Repetition ≥ 3) and language outcome measures (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test [PPVT] and Preschool
Language Scale–Fourth Edition [PLS-4]) taken at approximately twenty-four months after cochlear implantation for children with cochlear
implants.

Bivariate correlation Partial correlation (controlling for PTA)

Language measures (N)
PPVT
15

PLS-4 AC
13

PLS-4 EC
13

PPVT
15

PLS-4 AC
13

PLS-4 EC
13

3 months
Total Repetition –.161 –.252 –.415 –.156 –.273 –.413
Novel Repetition –.117 –.251 -.437 –.114 –.269 –.435
Average Repetition –.162 –.262 –.389 –.224 –.249 –.445
Max Repetition –.182 –.268 –.440 –.211 –.259 –.452
Repetition ≥ 3 –.225 –.264 –.410 –.215 –.296 –.411

6 months
Total Repetition .551* .464 .454 .594*** .534*** .599***
Novel Repetition .569* .400 .387 .561*** .476 .509***
Average Repetition .508** .581* .543*** .618* .642* .706*
Max Repetition .618* .723** .685** .741** .751** .785**
Repetition ≥ 3 .579* .503*** .427 .749** .692* .738**

Note. p values were not corrected for multiple correlation due to the exploratory nature of the study and the complementary nature of the
repetition properties. PTA = mean unaided pure-tone average before implantation in dB HL; AC = Auditory Comprehension score; PLS-4
EC = Expressive Communication score.

*p < .05. **p < .01. ***.05 < p < .01 (two-tailed).
found that measures of lexical repetition were similar among
the CI group, the NH-HEM group, and the NH-CAM group.

These differences might be due to the nature of the prop-
erties under examination. It is possible that lexical repetition
properties of maternal speech, different from pitch properties
but similar to vowel space properties, are relatively stable
during the first couple of years. Our data support this hypoth-
esis as we did not find a significant effect of interval (3 months,
6 months) for most measures of lexical repetition. An alterna-
tive explanation is that mothers adjust lexical repetition
properties to their infants’ hearing experience, rather than the
chronological age. However, the change of maternal lexical
repetition properties may show a nonlinear (U-shaped)
pattern, such that, although these properties are very similar
between 3 and 6 months (hearing age of the CI and the
NH-HEM groups) and 17–20 months (the age of our NH-
CAM group), there might be an intermediate stage when
the maternal lexical repetition properties are different. This
is possible as previous work has shown that infants’ prefer-
ence for infant-directed speech demonstrated a U-shaped
developmental pattern. For example, while Japanese-learning
infants who were between 7 and 10 months of age did not
show a preference for infant-directed speech, younger and
older infants did show a strong preference (Hayashi et al.,
2001). Future studies are encouraged to examine lexical rep-
etition properties of maternal speech at multiple time points
during early development to tease apart these possibilities.
Mechanisms Underlying Lexical Repetition
and Language Development in Children With CIs

The second aim of this study was to examine the re-
lationship between lexical repetition properties of maternal
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speech and later language outcomes in infants with CIs. We
hypothesized that lexical repetition properties of maternal
speech would contribute to explaining variability in lan-
guage skills in infants with CIs. In support of this hypothesis,
we showed that measures of lexical repetition at 6 months,
in general, were positively correlated with child language
skills measured 2 years postactivation. These results support
and extend previous research in several ways. First of all,
the findings that maternal lexical repetition correlated with
language skills support the Align Candidates, Compare,
Evaluate Statistical/Social Significance theoretical frame-
work that prominent statistical regularities over a restricted
time window might help infants learn. Second, these find-
ings are also consistent with previous empirical evidence
that structured lexical repetition could have an impact on
child language development (Schwab & Lew-Williams,
2016; Waterfall, 2006). Finally, findings from this research
provide additional evidence to support that some variability
in language outcomes in children with CIs may be ex-
plained by differences in the maternal speech input. For
example, DesJardin and Eisenberg (2007) showed that
mothers’ mean length of utterance and facilitative lan-
guage techniques were positively correlated with concurrent
language skills in their children with CIs. Below, we discuss
the possible mechanisms, which may not be mutually exclu-
sive, by which maternal lexical repetition facilitates language
development.

First, lexical repetitions across successive utterances
in the input provide infants more immediate opportunities
to process these lexical items, which may allow for the more
efficient processing of novel information in the utterances.
This is especially important for children with CIs, because due
to the degraded nature of speech input, they may need more
repetition to encode words and build lexical representations.
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This explanation is in line with a body of literature showing
that early lexical processing speed is associated with later
language development (Marchman et al., 2015; Marchman
& Fernald, 2008; Weisleder & Fernald, 2013). For example,
speech processing efficiency at the latter half of the second
year predicted receptive vocabulary at 3 years in preterm
infants (Marchman et al., 2015) and expressive vocabulary
at 2 years in infants from families with low socioeconomic
status (Weisleder & Fernald, 2013).

Second, another possible mechanism is that this rela-
tionship is driven by attention. Specifically, infants may
have paid more attention to the speech that contained more
repetition. Indeed, there is evidence that both adults and
infants are biased toward input that contains regularity
(McRoberts et al., 2009; Zhao et al., 2013). For example,
6- but not 3-month-old infants’ preference for infant-directed
speech was driven by the repetitive feature of the stimuli
(McRoberts et al., 2009). Note that the hearing age that
they found an effect of repetition on infant-directed speech
preference was consistent with the age that we showed an
association between lexical repetition and language out-
comes. Therefore, infants with 6 months of hearing experi-
ence may have paid more attention to the speech that
contains repetitive information, which facilitates their speech
perception, memory, and language learning. This explanation
is in line with previous findings that attention to speech
predicts later language development in both children with
NH (Vouloumanos & Curtin, 2014) and children with CIs
(Wang et al., 2017; Wang, Shafto, et al., 2018).

Third, the association between lexical repetition and
language outcomes could also be driven by discourse conti-
nuity. Repetition of the same objects or labels across
successive utterances reflects a consistency of discourse
content across time, which young children are sensitive to
and benefit from (Akhtar et al., 1996; Horowitz & Frank,
2015; Kidd et al., 2011). Frank et al. (2013) demonstrated
that maternal speech for young infants contained referential
continuity in the discourse. In addition, their analysis sug-
gested that infants use this discourse cue to judge the current
reference. Presumably, infants’ knowledge of discourse
structure is primitive, but repetitions of the same objects or
labels across successive utterances could construct concrete
discourse continuity, which young infants may benefit from.
Horowitz and Frank (2015) examined children’s sensitivity
to discourse structure and found that children can use dis-
course position information to resolve reference ambiguity.
It has also been shown that discourse continuity benefits
children’s word learning and vocabulary development (Frank
et al., 2013; Schwab & Lew-Williams, 2016; Sullivan &
Barner, 2016). For instance, children as young as 2 years old
can successfully learn new words by relating them to the
context of discourse and the intention of a speaker (Sullivan
& Barner, 2016).

Implications and Future Directions
Given the significant associations between maternal

lexical repetition and language outcomes in infants with
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CIs, providing optimal linguistic input, including using the
same words repeatedly across successive utterances, might
be an important component of effective early intervention
for children with hearing loss. It should be noted that no
significant differences for the measures of maternal lexical
repetition among the three groups of infants differing in
hearing status do not necessarily suggest that children with
hearing loss may not benefit from additional lexical repeti-
tions in the input. Our results support this notion as we
show that children with CIs who heard more repetitions
had better PLS and PPVT scores 2 years later. Therefore,
due to the limited linguistic experience, as well as the de-
graded nature of speech input, lexical repetitions may be
a particularly effective means of teaching new words to
young children with CIs. Indeed, previous research has
indicated that repetitions of target words or morphemes
facilitate learning in young children with hearing loss
(Encinas & Plante, 2016; Lund, 2016). Recent pilot interven-
tion studies have provided preliminary support for the effect
of a parent-implemented intervention on language skills
for children with hearing loss (Lund, 2018; Roberts, 2019).
For example, Lund (2018) included six mother–child dyads
in a short-term intervention study. Mothers were taught to
use transparent labeling and linguistic mapping strategies
in a 4-week intervention program. At the end of the inter-
vention program, results showed a relation between parent
training and the use of transparent labeling and linguistic
mapping. Moreover, four out of six children showed increased
vocabulary growth rate from the baseline. Our findings that
maternal education was correlated with lexical repetition pro-
vided additional evidence to support the importance of pro-
viding parents education about the role of caregiver speech
input in child language development to maximize parent-
implemented intervention for children with hearing loss.

Despite the contributions of this study, we acknowl-
edge several limitations of the current study that warrant
future investigation. First, because the nature of this study
was observational and correlational, it is not possible to
draw a firm conclusion about the direction or the causality
of the relationship. Therefore, future studies with careful
experimental manipulation are encouraged to elucidate the
direction of this relationship. Second, we only examined
maternal lexical repetition at two intervals, 3 months and
6 months postactivation, and followed children’s language
outcomes at 2 years postactivation. Future work should
explore this more fully by examining maternal lexical repe-
tition at later points during the development and a longer
term predictive value of lexical repetition for language de-
velopment. Findings from this line of work would guide
caregivers and intervention professionals to optimize chil-
dren’s language input and maximize children’s linguistic
and educational potentials. It is also worthy of mention
that, in the wild, infants hear speech in rich multimodal
contexts, and their experience with language is above and
beyond receiving speech input alone. Therefore, examin-
ing multimodal experience at home and child language de-
velopment would provide important information for the
mechanisms underlying child language development. Finally,
72–884 • March 2020
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we acknowledge the limitations associated with the small sam-
ple size, the small sample of speech gathered from mothers,
and the fact that measures of language skills were not col-
lected from children with NH.
Conclusions
The findings from this study demonstrated that mater-

nal speech directed to children with CIs contained similar
lexical repetition properties as that directed to their peers
with NH. These findings suggest that infants with CIs re-
ceive similar lexical repetition properties from their mothers
as compared to their peers with NH. In addition, we showed
that measures of repetition properties of maternal speech
predicted language development in children with CIs. These
findings contribute to our understanding of the specific
properties of maternal speech that are associated with child
language development. Our findings also provide the knowl-
edge to develop evidence-based early intervention for profes-
sionals to coach parents to implement specific language
intervention strategies to support language development in
children with hearing loss.
Acknowledgments
This research was supported in part by National Institute

on Deafness and Other Communication Disorders Grant R01
DC008581 (awarded to Derek Houston and Laura Dilley). We would
also like to thank Neil Wright for his contribution to the data coding.
References
Akhtar, N., Carpenter, M., & Tomasello, M. (1996). The role of

discourse novelty in early word learning. Child Development,
67(2), 635–645. https://doi.org/10.2307/1131837

Ambrose, S. E., Fey, M. E., & Eisenberg, L. S. (2012). Phonological
awareness and print knowledge of preschool children with
cochlear implants. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research, 55(3), 811–823. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388
(2011/11-0086)

Bergeson, T. R. (2011). Maternal speech to hearing-impaired infants
in the first year of hearing aid or cochlear implant use: A prelimi-
nary report. Cochlear Implants International, 12(S1), 101–104.
https://doi.org/10.1179/146701011X13001035752741

Bergeson, T. R., Miller, R. J., & McCune, K. (2006). Mothers’
speech to hearing-impaired infants and children with cochlear
implants. Infancy, 10(3), 221–240. https://doi.org/10.1207/
s15327078in1003_2

Brodsky, P., & Waterfall, H. (2007). Characterizing motherese:
On the computational structure of child-directed language. Pro-
ceedings of the Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science Society,
29, 833–838. https://escholarship.org/uc/item/54k371nk

Burnham, D., Kitamura, C., & Vollmer-Conna, U. (2002). What’s
new, pussycat? On talking to babies and animals. Science,
296(5572), 1435. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1069587

Caldwell, A., & Nittrouer, S. (2013). Speech perception in noise by
children with cochlear implants. Journal of Speech, Language,
and Hearing Research, 56(1), 13–30. https://doi.org/10.1044/
1092-4388(2012/11-0338)

Conway, C. M., Pisoni, D. B., Anaya, E. M., Karpicke, J., &
Henning, S. C. (2011). Implicit sequence learning in deaf
Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Juliette Ranelli on 12/30/2024, 
children with cochlear implants. Developmental Science, 14(1),
69–82. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00960.x

Cooper, R. P., & Aslin, R. N. (1990). Preference for infant-directed
speech in the first month after birth. Child Development, 61(5),
1584–1595. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130766

Cristia, A. (2010). Phonetic enhancement of sibilants in infant-
directed speech. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America,
128(1), 424–434. https://doi.org/10.1121/1.3436529

Cristia, A., & Seidl, A. (2014). The hyperarticulation hypothesis of
infant-directed speech. Journal of Child Language, 41(4), 913–934.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000912000669

Cruz, I., Quittner, A. L., Marker, C., DesJardin, J. L., & CDaCI
Investigative Team. (2013). Identification of effective strategies
to promote language in deaf children with cochlear implants.
Child Development, 84(2), 543–559. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j.1467-8624.2012.01863.x

DesJardin, J. L., Doll, E. R., Stika, C. J., Eisenberg, L. S., Johnson,
K. J., Ganguly, D. H., Colson, B. G., & Henning, S. C. (2014).
Parental support for language development during joint book
reading for young children with hearing loss. Communication
Disorders Quarterly, 35(3), 167–181. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1525740113518062

DesJardin, J. L., & Eisenberg, L. S. (2007). Maternal contributions:
Supporting language development in young children with co-
chlear implants. Ear and Hearing, 28(4), 456–469. https://doi.
org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31806dc1ab

Drotar, D., & Sturm, L. (1988). Prediction of intellectual develop-
ment in young children with early histories of nonorganic
failure-to-thrive. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 13(2), 281–296.
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/13.2.281

Dunn, L. M. (1997). Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test–III
(PPVT-III). AGS. https://doi.org/10.1037/t15145-000

Dunn, L. M., & Dunn, D. M. (2007). Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test–Fourth Edition (PPVT-4). Pearson Education. https://doi.org/
10.1037/t15144-000

Eisenberg, L. S. (2007). Current state of knowledge: Speech recog-
nition and production in children with hearing impairment.
Ear and Hearing, 28(6), 766–772. https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.
0b013e318157f01f

Encinas, D., & Plante, E. (2016). Feasibility of a recasting and
auditory bombardment treatment with young cochlear implant
users. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 47(2),
157–170. https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_LSHSS-15-0060

Fernald, A. (1985). Four-month-old infants prefer to listen to
motherese. Infant Behavior and Development, 8(2), 181–195.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(85)80005-9

Fernald, A. (1989). Intonation and communicative intent in mothers’
speech to infants: Is the melody the message? Child Development,
60(6), 1497–1510. https://doi.org/10.2307/1130938

Fernald, A., & Simon, T. (1984). Expanded intonation contours
in mothers’ speech to newborns. Developmental Psychology,
20(1), 104–113. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.20.1.104

Fernald, A., Taeschner, T., Dunn, J., Papousek, M., de Boysson-Bardies,
B., & Fukui, I. (1989). A cross-language study of prosodic
modifications in mothers’ and fathers’ speech to preverbal infants.
Journal of Child Language, 16(3), 477–501. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0305000900010679

Fitzpatrick, E. M., Crawford, L., Ni, A., & Durieux-Smith, A. (2011).
A descriptive analysis of language and speech skills in 4- to 5-yr-
old children with hearing loss. Ear and Hearing, 32(5), 605–616.
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31821348ae

Fitzpatrick, E. M., Durieux-Smith, A., Eriks-Brophy, A., Olds, J.,
& Gaines, R. (2007). The impact of newborn hearing screening
on communication development. Journal of Medical Screening,
14(3), 123–131. https://doi.org/10.1258/096914107782066248
Wang et al.: Repetition and Language in Children With CIs 881

Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1131837
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2011/11-0086)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2011/11-0086)
https://doi.org/10.1179/146701011X13001035752741
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in1003_2
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in1003_2
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/54k371nk
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1069587
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2012/11-0338)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2012/11-0338)
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00960.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130766
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.3436529
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000912000669
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01863.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01863.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740113518062
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740113518062
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31806dc1ab
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31806dc1ab
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsy/13.2.281
https://doi.org/10.1037/t15145-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/t15144-000
https://doi.org/10.1037/t15144-000
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e318157f01f
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e318157f01f
https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_LSHSS-15-0060
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(85)80005-9
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130938
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.20.1.104
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900010679
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900010679
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31821348ae
https://doi.org/10.1258/096914107782066248


Frank, M. C., Tenenbaum, J. B., & Fernald, A. (2013). Social and
discourse contributions to the determination of reference in
cross-situational word learning. Language Learning and
Development, 9(1), 1–24. https://doi.org/10.1080/15475441.
2012.707101

Geers, A. E., & Nicholas, J. G. (2013). Enduring advantages of
early cochlear implantation for spoken language development.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 56(2),
643–655. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2012/11-0347)

Geers, A. E., Strube, M. J., Tobey, E. A., Pisoni, D. B., &
Moog, J. S. (2011). Epilogue: Factors contributing to long-
term outcomes of cochlear implantation in early childhood.
Ear and Hearing, 32(Suppl. 1),, 84S–92S. https://doi.org/10.
1097/AUD.0b013e3181ffd5b5

Geers, A., Tobey, E., Moog, J., & Brenner, C. (2008). Long-term
outcomes of cochlear implantation in the preschool years: From
elementary grades to high school. International Journal of
Audiology, 47(Suppl. 2),, S21–S30. https://doi.org/10.1080/
14992020802339167

Gilkerson, J., Richards, J. A., Warren, S. F., Oller, D. K., Russo, R.,
& Vohr, B. (2018). Language experience in the second year of
life and language outcomes in late childhood. Pediatrics, 142(4),
e20174276. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2017-4276

Goldstein, M. H., Waterfall, H. R., Lotem, A., Halpern, J. Y.,
Schwade, J. A., Onnis, L., & Edelman, S. (2010). General
cognitive principles for learning structure in time and space.
Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 14(6), 249–258. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.tics.2010.02.004

Greenwood, C. R., Thiemann-Bourque, K., Walker, D., Buzhardt, J.,
& Gilkerson, J. (2011). Assessing children’s home language
environments using automatic speech recognition technology.
Communication Disorders Quarterly, 32(2), 83–92. https://doi.
org/10.1177/1525740110367826

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

Hartman, K. M., Ratner, N. B., & Newman, R. S. (2017). Infant-
directed speech (IDS) vowel clarity and child language outcomes.
Journal of Child Language, 44(5), 1140–1162. https://doi.org/
10.1017/S0305000916000520

Hayashi, A., Tamekawa, Y., & Kiritani, S. (2001). Developmental
change in auditory preferences for speech stimuli in Japanese
infants. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
44(6), 1189–1200. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2001/092)

Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1985). Some contributions of mothers’ speech
to their children’s syntactic growth. Journal of Child Language,
12(2), 367–385. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900006486

Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1986). Function and structure in maternal speech:
Their relation to the child’s development of syntax. Develop-
mental Psychology, 22(2), 155–163. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0012-1649.22.2.155

Holt, R. F., Beer, J., Kronenberger, W. G., Pisoni, D. B., & Lalonde,
K. (2012). Contribution of family environment to pediatric
cochlear implant users’ speech and language outcomes: Some
preliminary findings. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research, 55(3), 848–864. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388
(2011/11-0143)

Horowitz, A. C., & Frank, M. C. (2015). Young children’s devel-
oping sensitivity to discourse continuity as a cue for inferring
reference. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 129, 84–97.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.08.003

Horst, J. S., Parsons, K. L., & Bryan, N. M. (2011). Get the story
straight: Contextual repetition promotes word learning from
storybooks. Frontiers in Psychology, 2, 17. https://doi.org/
10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00017
882 Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research • Vol. 63 • 8

Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Juliette Ranelli on 12/30/2024, 
Houston, D. M., Beer, J., Bergeson, T. R., Chin, S. B., Pisoni, D. B.,
& Miyamoto, R. T. (2012). The ear is connected to the brain:
Some new directions in the study of children with cochlear
implants at Indiana University. Journal of the American Academy
of Audiology, 23(6), 446–463. https://doi.org/10.3766/jaaa.
23.6.7

Houston, D. M., & Bergeson, T. R. (2014). Hearing versus listening:
Attention to speech and its role in language acquisition in deaf
infants with cochlear implants. Lingua, 139, 10–25. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.lingua.2013.08.001

Houston, D. M., Pisoni, D. B., Kirk, K. I., Ying, E. A., & Miyamoto,
R. T. (2003). Speech perception skills of deaf infants following
cochlear implantation: A first report. International Journal of
Pediatric Otorhinolaryngology, 67(5), 479–495. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0165-5876(03)00005-3

Houston, D. M., Stewart, J., Moberly, A., Hollich, G., & Miyamoto,
R. T. (2012). Word learning in deaf children with cochlear
implants: Effects of early auditory experience. Developmental
Science, 15(3), 448–461. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.
2012.01140.x

Kalashnikova, M., & Burnham, D. (2018). Infant-directed speech
from seven to nineteen months has similar acoustic properties
but different functions. Journal of Child Language, 45(5),
1035–1053. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000917000629

Karzon, R. G. (1985). Discrimination of polysyllabic sequences by
one- to four-month-old infants. Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology, 39(2), 326–342. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965
(85)90044-X

Kidd, C., White, K. S., & Aslin, R. N. (2011). Toddlers use speech
disfluencies to predict speakers’ referential intentions. Develop-
mental Science, 14(4), 925–934. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
7687.2011.01049.x

Kondaurova, M. V., Bergeson, T. R., & Xu, H. (2013). Age-related
changes in prosodic features of maternal speech to prelingually
deaf infants with cochlear implants. Infancy, 18(5), 825–848.
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12010

Liu, H.-M., Kuhl, P. K., & Tsao, F.-M. (2003). An association
between mothers’ speech clarity and infants’ speech discrimina-
tion skills. Developmental Science, 6(3), F1–F10. https://doi.
org/10.1111/1467-7687.00275

Lund, E. (2016). Vocabulary knowledge of children with cochlear
implants: A meta-analysis. Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf
Education, 21(2), 107–121. https://doi.org/10.1093/deafed/env060

Lund, E. (2018). The effects of parent training on vocabulary
scores of young children with hearing loss. American Journal
of Speech-language Pathology, 27(2), 765–777. https://doi.org/
10.1044/2018_AJSLP-16-0239

Ma, W., Golinkoff, R. M., Houston, D. M., & Hirsh-Pasek, K.
(2011). Word learning in infant- and adult-directed speech.
Language Learning and Development, 7(3), 185–201. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15475441.2011.579839

ManyBabies Consortium. (n.d). Quantifying the sources of variability
in infancy research using the infant-directed speech preference.
Advances in Methods and Practices in Psychological Science.
http://hdl.handle.net/21.11116/0000-0004-B9B1-3

Marchman, V. A., Adams, K. A., Loi, E. C., Fernald, A., &
Feldman, H. M. (2015). Early language processing efficiency
predicts later receptive vocabulary outcomes in children born
preterm. Child Neuropsychology, 22(6), 1–17. https://doi.org/
10.1080/09297049.2015.1038987

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(3), F9–F16. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00671.x
72–884 • March 2020

Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions 

https://doi.org/10.1080/15475441.2012.707101
https://doi.org/10.1080/15475441.2012.707101
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2012/11-0347)
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3181ffd5b5
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e3181ffd5b5
https://doi.org/10.1080/14992020802339167
https://doi.org/10.1080/14992020802339167
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2017-4276
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2010.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740110367826
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525740110367826
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000916000520
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000916000520
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2001/092)
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900006486
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.22.2.155
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.22.2.155
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2011/11-0143)
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2011/11-0143)
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.08.003
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00017
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2011.00017
https://doi.org/10.3766/jaaa.23.6.7
https://doi.org/10.3766/jaaa.23.6.7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lingua.2013.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-5876(03)00005-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-5876(03)00005-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2012.01140.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2012.01140.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000917000629
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(85)90044-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(85)90044-X
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01049.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2011.01049.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12010
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00275
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00275
https://doi.org/10.1093/deafed/env060
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_AJSLP-16-0239
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_AJSLP-16-0239
https://doi.org/10.1080/15475441.2011.579839
https://doi.org/10.1080/15475441.2011.579839
http://hdl.handle.net/21.11116/0000-0004-B9B1-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/09297049.2015.1038987
https://doi.org/10.1080/09297049.2015.1038987
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00671.x


Markman, T. M., Quittner, A. L., Eisenberg, L. S., Tobey, E. A.,
Thal, D., Niparko, J. K., & Wang, N.-Y. (2011). Language
development after cochlear implantation: An epigenetic model.
Journal of Neurodevelopmental Disorders, 3(4), 388–404. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11689-011-9098-z

McRoberts, G., McDonough, C., & Lakusta, L. (2009). The role
of verbal repetition in the development of infant speech prefer-
ences from 4 to 14 months of age. Infancy, 14(2), 162–194.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15250000802707062

McWilliam, R. A., & Scott, S. (2001). A support approach to
early intervention: A three-part framework. Infants & Young
Children, 13(4), 55–62. https://doi.org/10.1097/00001163-
200113040-00011

Miller, J., & Chapman, R. (2000). SALT: Systematic Analysis of
Language Transcripts. University of Wisconsin.

Moeller, M. P., Carr, G., Seaver, L., Stredler-Brown, A., & Holzinger,
D. (2013). Best practices in family-centered early intervention
for children who are deaf or hard of hearing: An international
consensus statement. Journal of Deaf Studies and Deaf Education,
18(4), 429–445. https://doi.org/10.1093/deafed/ent034

Mohr, P. E., Feldman, J. J., Dunbar, J. L., McConkey-Robbins, A.,
Niparko, J. K., Rittenhouse, R. K., & Skinner, M. W. (2000).
The societal costs of severe to profound hearing loss in the
United States. International Journal of Technology Assessment
in Health Care, 16(04), 1120–1135. https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0266462300103162

Newman, R. S., Rowe, M. L., & Bernstein Ratner, N. (2016). Input
and uptake at 7 months predicts toddler vocabulary: The role
of child-directed speech and infant processing skills in language
development. Journal of Child Language, 43(5), 1158–1173.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000915000446

Newport, E., Gleitman, H., & Gleitman, L. (1977). Mother, I’d
rather do it myself: Some effects and non-effects of maternal
speech style. In C. E. Snow & C. A. Ferguson (Eds.), Talking to
children: Language input and acquisition (pp. 109–149). Cambridge
University Press.

Papoušek, M., & Hwang, S.-F. C. (1991). Tone and intonation in
Mandarin babytalk to presyllabic infants: Comparison with
registers of adult conversation and foreign language instruction.
Applied Psycholinguistics, 12(4), 481–504. https://doi.org/10.
1017/S0142716400005889

Peterson, N. R., Pisoni, D. B., & Miyamoto, R. T. (2010). Cochlear
implants and spoken language processing abilities: Review and
assessment of the literature. Restorative Neurology and Neuro-
science, 28(2), 237–250. https://doi.org/10.3233/RNN-2010-0535

Place, S., & Hoff, E. (2016). Effects and noneffects of input in
bilingual environments on dual language skills in 2 ½-year-olds.
Bilingualism: Language and Cognition, 19(5), 1023–1041. https://
doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000322

Roberts, M. Y. (2019). Parent-implemented communication treat-
ment for infants and toddlers with hearing loss: A randomized
pilot trial. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
62(1), 143–152.

Robertson, S., von Hapsburg, D., & Hay, J. S. (2013). The effect
of hearing loss on the perception of infant- and adult-directed
speech. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
56(4), 1108–1119. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2012/12-0110)

Romeo, R. R., Leonard, J. A., Robinson, S. T., West, M. R.,
Mackey, A. P., Rowe, M. L., & Gabrieli, J. D. (2018). Beyond
the 30-million-word gap: Children’s conversational exposure.
Psychological Science, 29(5), 700–710. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797617742725

Rowe, M. L. (2012). A longitudinal investigation of the role of
quantity and quality of child-directed speech in vocabulary
Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Juliette Ranelli on 12/30/2024, 
development. Child Development, 83(5), 1762–1774. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01805.x

Schwab, J. F., & Lew-Williams, C. (2016). Repetition across succes-
sive sentences facilitates young children’s word learning. Devel-
opmental Psychology, 52(6), 879–866. https://doi.org/10.1037/
dev0000125

Segal, J., & Newman, R. S. (2015). Infant preferences for structural
and prosodic properties of infant-directed speech in the second
year of life. Infancy, 20(3), 339–351. https://doi.org/10.1111/
infa.12077

Singh, L., Nestor, S., Parikh, C., & Yull, A. (2009). Influences of
infant-directed speech on early word recognition. Infancy, 14(6),
654–666. https://doi.org/10.1080/15250000903263973

Snow, C. E. (1972). Mothers’ speech to children learning language.
Child Development, 43(2), 549–565. https://doi.org/10.2307/
1127555

Soderstrom, M. (2007). Beyond babytalk: Re-evaluating the nature
and content of speech input to preverbal infants. Developmental
Review, 27(4), 501–532. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2007.06.002

Song, J. Y., Demuth, K., & Morgan, J. (2010). Effects of the
acoustic properties of infant-directed speech on infant word
recognition. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America,
128(1), 389–400. https://doi.org/10.1121/1.3419786

Sullivan, J., & Barner, D. (2016). Discourse bootstrapping: Pre-
schoolers use linguistic discourse to learn new words. Develop-
mental Science, 19(1), 63–75. https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12289

Szagun, G., & Schramm, S. A. (2016). Sources of variability in
language development of children with cochlear implants: Age
at implantation, parental language, and early features of chil-
dren’s language construction. Journal of Child Language, 43(3),
505–536. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000915000641

Thiessen, E. D., Hill, E. A., & Saffran, J. R. (2005). Infant-directed
speech facilitates word segmentation. Infancy, 7(1), 53–71.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in0701_5

Trainor, L. J., Austin, C. M., & Desjardins, R. N. (2000). Is infant-
directed speech prosody a result of the vocal expression of emo-
tion? Psychological Science, 11(3), 188–195. https://doi.org/10.
1111/1467-9280.00240

Vouloumanos, A., & Curtin, S. (2014). Foundational tuning: How
infants’ attention to speech predicts language development.
Cognitive Science, 38(8), 1675–1686. https://doi.org/10.1111/
cogs.12128

Wang, Y., Bergeson, T., & Houston, D. M. (2017). Infant-directed
speech enhances attention to speech in deaf infants with cochlear
implants. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research,
60(11), 3321–3333. https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_JSLHR-H-17-0149

Wang, Y., Bergeson, T. R., & Houston, D. M. (2018). Preference
for infant-directed speech in infants with hearing aids: Effects
of early auditory experience. Journal of Speech, Language, and
Hearing Research, 61(9), 2431–2439. https://doi.org/10.1044/
2018_JSLHR-H-18-0086

Wang, Y., Lee, C. S., & Houston, D. M. (2016). Infant-directed
speech reduces English-learning infants’ preference for trochaic
words. The Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 140(6),
4101–4110. https://doi.org/10.1121/1.4968793

Wang, Y., Shafto, C. L., & Houston, D. M. (2018). Attention to
speech and spoken language development in deaf children with
cochlear implants: A ten-year longitudinal study. Developmen-
tal Science, 21(6), e12677. https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12677

Waterfall, H. R. (2006). A little change is a good thing: Feature
theory, language acquisition and variation sets. Department of
Linguistics, University of Chicago.

Weisleder, A., & Fernald, A. (2013). Talking to children matters:
Early language experience strengthens processing and builds
Wang et al.: Repetition and Language in Children With CIs 883

Terms of Use: https://pubs.asha.org/pubs/rights_and_permissions 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11689-011-9098-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11689-011-9098-z
https://doi.org/10.1080/15250000802707062
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001163-200113040-00011
https://doi.org/10.1097/00001163-200113040-00011
https://doi.org/10.1093/deafed/ent034
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266462300103162
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266462300103162
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000915000446
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716400005889
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0142716400005889
https://doi.org/10.3233/RNN-2010-0535
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000322
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1366728915000322
https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2012/12-0110)
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617742725
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797617742725
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01805.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01805.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000125
https://doi.org/10.1037/dev0000125
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12077
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12077
https://doi.org/10.1080/15250000903263973
https://doi.org/10.2307/1127555
https://doi.org/10.2307/1127555
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2007.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.3419786
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12289
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000915000641
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in0701_5
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00240
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.00240
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12128
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12128
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_JSLHR-H-17-0149
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_JSLHR-H-18-0086
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_JSLHR-H-18-0086
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.4968793
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12677


vocabulary. Psychological Science, 24(11), 2143–2152. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0956797613488145

Werker, J. F., & McLeod, P. J. (1989). Infant preference for
both male and female infant-directed talk: A developmental
study of attentional and affective responsiveness. Canadian
Journal of Psychology, 43(2), 230–246. https://doi.org/10.1037/
h0084224

Wieland, E. A., Burnham, E. B., Kondaurova, M. V., Bergeson,
T. R., & Dilley, L. C. (2015). Vowel space characteristics of
speech directed to children with and without hearing loss. Journal
Measure Definition

Total Repetition Total number of target words coded
Novel Context Repetition Number of unique target words coded
Average Repetition The average number of repetition of targ

by dividing Total Repetition by Novel
Max Repetition Maximum number of occurrence of targ
Repetition ≥ 3 Number of target words that are repeate

884 Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research • Vol. 63 • 8

Downloaded from: https://pubs.asha.org Juliette Ranelli on 12/30/2024, 
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 58(2), 254–267.
https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_JSLHR-S-13-0250

Zeng, F.-G. (2004). Trends in cochlear implants. Trends in Amplifi-
cation, 8(1), 1–s34. https://doi.org/10.1177/108471380400800102

Zhao, J., Al-Aidroos, N., & Turk-Browne, N. B. (2013). Attention is
spontaneously biased toward regularities. Psychological Science,
24(5), 667–677. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612460407

Zimmerman, I. L., Steiner, V. G., & Pond, R. E. (2002). Preschool
Language Scale–Fourth Edition (PLS-4). The Psychological
Corporation. https://doi.org/10.1037/t15140-000
Appendix

An Example of Transcription and Annotation in SALT (M = mother )
− M Is that a fish [TAR1:1]?
− M What a cute fish that is [TAR1:2]!
− M Fish [TAR1:3]!
− M Would you like to hold the fish [TAR1:4]?
− M Let/’s put the dog in here [TAR2:1]
− M Where did the dog go [TAR2:2]?
− M There/’s the dog [TAR2:3].
− M Where/’s the dog [TAR2:4]?
− M Can you get the dog [TAR2:5]?
− M A fish [TAR3:1]!
− M What a cute fish! [TAR3:2]!
− M Look, that/’s a Fish [TAR3:3]!
− M The dog!

We coded how many different target words were used and how many times they were used as [TAR(target #):(target repetition #)].
In the example, since “fish” was the first target repetition and was repeated four times, it was coded as [TAR1:1], [TAR1:2],
[TAR1:3], and [TAR1:4], respectively.

We extracted five measures of lexical repetition, namely, Total Repetition, Novel Context Repetition, Average Repetition, Max
Repetition, and Repetition ≥ 3, from each session. Below are the definitions of these measures and how they were calculated
based on the example above.
Results

12 (4 fish, 5 dog, and 3 fish)
3 (fish, dog, and fish)

et words, calculated
Context Repetition

4 (12 Total Repetitions/3 Novel
Context Repetitions)

et words 5 (Dog occurred 5 times)
d three times or more 3 (all the three target words, namely,

fish, dog, and fish were repeated
at least three times)
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