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Abstract

Comparison between mothers' styles of conversation with SLI

and normal children

Eun-Mi Park

Graduate Program in Speech Pathology, Yonsei University

(Directed by Professor Eun-Sook Park)

Maternal linguistic input plays an important role in child's language
aquisition and development. But SLI(specific language impairment)
children's delayed language development can lead to mothers' inappropriate
conversation style, which might also influence the language development of
the children. From the perspective of this view, it can be assumed that the
communicative behaviors of SLI children's mothers may be different from
mothers of normal children. The purpose of our study is that SLI children
were compared with normally developing children similar in MLU, and it
was investigated whether mothers of SLI children differed from mothers of
normally developing children in communicative features like MLU, semantic
contingency and directive mode. It was also examined whether SLI children
differed from MLU-matched normal children in frequency of utterances and

semantic contingency. T he results were as follows
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1. There were no significant group differences on mothers' MLU. Also,
there were no statistical significance in the mother-child MLU difference.

2. SLI children's mothers utterances were more noncontingent to
children's utterances, behaviors and focus of play. And they produced
significantly fewer responses to children's utterances.

3. There was no differences between two mothers' groups in any items
of directive mode. And the frequency of total questions and
information- seeking questions is not significantly differed between two
mothers' groups.

4. When children's communicative features were compared, SLI children
showed more noncontingent utterances than normal children.

5. There was a high correlation between mothers' noncontingent
utterances and children's noncontingent utterances. And there was a high
correlation between mothers' no responses and children's noncontingent

utterances.

From these results, SLI children's mothers showed more mother-lead
communicative features than normal children's mothers. However, SLI
children's utterances also were more noncontingent than normally
developing children. Therefore the communication between mothers and
children may be in a reciprocity not in one-way.

Major clinical application of this study is in the education for mothers
after observing the interactions between mothers and children. Surely it
can lead to better prognosis. And a strong point of this study is that SLI
children and normally developing children are not age-matched but

language- matched, that makes possible to interpret more exactly.



Finally, further studies should control the siblings whose language might
affects SLI children's language development. More concrete analysis of
contingent utterances is needed, and the mean time of play of the mothers

and the children in a day should be further investigated.

key words: SLI(specific language impairment), mothers' inappropriate

conversation style, semantic contingency, reciprocity.
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