JOURNAL OF ADVANCED LINGUISTIC STUDIES
VOL. 10, NO. 1, JAN-JUN 2023 (ISSN 2231-4075)

Development of Conversational Repair
in 2 to 6 year Kannada Speaking
Typically Developing Children

SHILPASHRI H. N.
SHYAMALA K. C.

ABSTRACT

A successful communication depends on each pastadility

to recognize communicative breakdowns and to pewsisl

communication is successful. The purpose of thidysivas to
explore the development of conversational repaatsgies in
2-6 year old typically developing Kannada speakihgdren.

Conversational repair strategies represent an eddyeloping
mechanism that is vital to discourse regulatih children
with their mothers participated in this study. Omeur audio-
video sample (recorded in 3-4 sittings)of semi riucded
mother-child interaction using toys flash cardsprgt and
picture books, puzzles, building blocks, etc, walected.
Frequency of use of conversational repair stratediaitiated
and responded) during mother-child interaction veaslysed.
The results of this study showed children’s abildyinitiate
and respond for conversational repair strategiesréased
with age suggesting developmental changes in emeegef
repair strategies during the act communication fatdion
with their communicative partner (i.e. mother).

Keywords: Conversational repair (initiated and responded),
Kannada speakers, typically developing childrenthmo

1. INTRODUCTION

Communication develops as a result of early saai@raction
between an infant and his or her caregiver (Alerand/etherby
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& Prizant 1997). Conversational repair is an eaperging
pragmatic behaviour. Leinonen, Letts & Smith (20@@¥ined
pragmatic development as children’s progressingjtyalio use
context in language comprehension and expressibg. t€rm
“repair” came with the work by Schegloff et al. {IR.
Wetherby & Prizant (1993) defined communicativeaie@s the
ability to persist in communication and to modify @vise a
signal when faced with a failure to communicatehegyoff,
Jefferson & Sacks (1977) broadly classified coravaal repair
mechanisms into self-initiated repairs and othédraired repairs
based on who initiated the repair sequence andpsddded the
clarification. In self-initiated repairs, the speakidentifies the
source of breakdown and accordingly repairs it loglifying the
content of the message. In other-initiated repathrs, listener
requests for clarification and the speaker thenairepthe
breakdown. Repair is not necessarily an “error"ristake” and
the repair does not necessarily involve a replao¢noé the
problematic speech (Schegloff et al. 1977). Devalppthe
ability to repair communication is an important tpaf the
language acquisition process whereby children becom
intentional and competent communicators.

Alexander, Wetherby & Prizant (1997) Intentional
communication parallels the emergence and developroé
conversational repair in typically developing chdd. They
reported that to repair conversational breakdowns thee
preverbal stage children adopt non-verbal behaviatsverbal
stage children use conventional symbolic behavi@srsaro
(1977) identified clarification requests as servingfferent
pragmatic functions in adult-child interactions.was reported
that clarification requests made by the adults wesed to
indicate communicative failures that occurred duétudibility
or a lack of comprehension of the child’s utterartéewever, he
also observed that they functioned as conversatfileas, or as
markers to indicate incredulity or acknowledgmeinthe child’'s
utterance.

Konefal & Fokes (1984) and Levy (1999) reportedt tha
children by 2 years of age are able to identify aegair
breakdowns in conversations. Gallagher (1977) ifledt the
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pattern of repairs in 1.6 to 3 year old typicallgvdloping

children in linguistic stages of development respog to quires
of an unfamiliar adult. He found that children nfasti linguistic

forms to repair their misunderstood messages 77%haftime

and failed to respond only 2% of the time. Theicess to a
variety of repair strategies increased over tim¢has language
skills developed.

Brinton, Fujiki, Loeb & Winkler (1986a) studied threpair
behaviors of children (aged 2.7 to 9.10 years}doked requests
of clarification. It was found that older childrgpersist and
attempt to respond to all three requests in a sthdequence
whereas younger children only respond to the fiesfuest for
clarification. Older subjects (7 to 9 years) usadtitonal
information to repair the breakdowns. The use @&sc(defining
lexical items, providing background information, discussing
the source of communicative breakdown in the casaten) was
characteristic of only 9-year old subjects. Alexand1994)
conducted a cross sectional study of the ontogdnyepair
strategies using the normative samples from thenoamtation
and symbolic behaviour scales. 30 samples from edicthe
language development stage: prelinguistic (mean &g
month), early one word (mean age 14.8 month), daie word
(mean age 17.4 month), and multiword (mean age 2bith),
were considered. Result showed that percentage epéirr
attempts ranged from 88% in prelinguistic stag®386 in the
multiword stage.

Nishi (2004) developed norms for pragmatic skiljasition
in younger population aged 2.6 to 3.6 years. Sperted that
repair strategies were found to be above the basd bt 2.6
years of age. Nitta (2006) established norms ferd#velopment
of pragmatic skills for children in the age rangeni 1.1 to 3
years. Results revealed that with increase in aggnmesponses
for repair behaviour increased, indicating develeptal changes
in emergence of pragmatic skills in typically dexghg children.
Dheepa & Shyamala (2008) developed a protocol tmtify
sequential development of pragmatic milestones ypically
developing children in the age range from birthetght years.
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Results showed that children responded for repitegies by 2
years of age.

Conversational repair is a pragmatic behavior teatelops
parallel to linguistic development. Effective cawxay-child
dyads provide the child an opportunity for commaiimn
development. Several research studies have repthrégdhere
are developmental changes in emergence of conmrahtepair
strategies in typically developing children andoaiss been
reported that conversational partners influencetype of repair
responses used by typically developing children. As
professionals, it is important to be aware of themal aspects of
development before we deal with the issues in adini
population. Hence, the present cross sectional ystwas
undertaken with the following objectives

2. (OBJECTIVES

1. To study the development of conversational refdaitegies
in 2-6 year old typically developing Kannada spaegki
children in the context of mother-child interacton

2. Tofind gender differences if any.

3. METHOD

3.1.Participants

56 typically developing Kannada speaking childranthe age
range of 2-6 years (mean age of 4.6 years) indotem with
their mothers participated in this study. Partioisavere divided
into four subgroups, each subgroup consisted oftiliren (7
male each and 7 female each). The subgroups irtl2d@ years
(mean age: 2.7 years); 3.1-4 years (mean age:eats)y 4.1-5
years (mean age: 4.9 years); 5.1-6 (mean age: ¥ehis).
Participants were screened for normal Speech andjusme
skills, Cognitive skills, Motor development and ldag ability.
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3.2.Materials

Toys and activities suitable for children in théested age range
were included based on guidelines from ‘Toy kit fdildren
with developmental disabilities’ (Venkatesan 2008)ariety of
toys (e.g., balls, dolls, puzzles, building block$c.) and
educational materials (e.g., flash cards, drawiogkb, pens,
story books) etc.

3.3.Procedure

A semi instructed mother-child interactions serasdthe media
through which the conversational repair was asdeddethers
and children were instructed to play and interaith wach other
as they would normally do at home using as marthetoys and
materials provided to them. An hour’s audio-videgarding of
mother-child interaction was collected in 3-4 sifg for 20-15
minute duration within aweekusing a Sony (DCR-DVDBED
digital video camera recorder. The video camera veaslled by
the investigator. Recording was carried out at rthemes.
Neither children nor mothers were informed abouticih
recording would be analysed, the video samples aereatural
as they could be.Based on the temperament of iltk adequate
rest periods were given between the recordingsthétend of
each session, children were provided with tangible
reinforcement. During the time of recording excefbte
investigator and mother-child pair, no other persamas
entertained

3.4.Judges

Three speech-language pathologists (postgraduatesed as
judges for this study. Recorded audio-video sampk® shown
to the judges along with the operational definisi@xplanatory
note and score sheets for analyzing frequency sforgse. The
samples were judged independently by these thoeefu

3.5.Coding procedure given to judges

The recoded video samples of mothers-child intevactvere
subjected to frequency calculation. Frequency referto the
number of instances of repair strategies initiatimm mother
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and responses given by each child and self-irotiadif repair by
each child.

1. Self-initiated repairs by child: Identifying the source of
breakdown and accordingly repairing it by modifyitige
content of the message. Example: non-specific stqice
repetition (“huh” “what” “say again” “pardon” “I din't
understand”); specific requests for repetition; uesj for
confirmation; direct request; relevance requesar{&y 1977
and Brinton & Fujiki 1989)

2. Mother’s initiation of repair : The responses obtained from
each child to mother’s initiation of repair strateg was

grouped into two categories namely, response and no

response.

a. Response for repair Contextually appropriate response
(gestures and / or utterances) from the child ebatirred
to mother’s initiation of conversational repair.daxple:
Repetition, revision, addition, expansion, cue,
simplification, keyword, explanation (Gallagher ¥97
Brinton et al. 1986a; Most 2002).

b. No response for repair child ignoring mother’s
guestion without answering. Responses out of taeie
also grouped in “no response” category.

3.6.Inter-judge reliability

For each pragmatic skill, inter-judge reliabilityass calculated
among the three judges. Reliability co-efficienprel was
calculated and it was found to be 0.7 to 0.8 indtigahigh
reliability between the judges.

4. RESULTS ANDDISCUSSION

The findings in the developmental literature illas¢ that
conversational repair is an early emerging pragmbagéhavior
that develops parallel to intentional communicatidhe purpose
of this study was to explore the conversationahireptrategies
(initiated and responded) by typically developinigildren to
communication breakdowns that occurred during aaton with
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their mother. Conversational repair used during heis-child
interaction was subjected to frequency calculatiBrequency
referred to the number of instances of self-irgiarepairs by
children and responses given by child for repaitiated by
mother. For this purpose, the following researchstjons were
of interest to the study:

Research questions 1: Are there any gender differems in
frequencies of using repair strategies (initiated iad
responded) to repair communication breakdowns?

In order to check for the presence of gender effent
conversational repair, Mann-Whitney U test was iedrrout.
These analyses revealed that no significant diffege at .05
level of significance were present between male ferdale
participants of the study. Hence, in the final gs&l data was
combined.

Research questions 2: Frequencies of conversationadpair

strategies (initiated and responded) use to repair
communication breakdowns by 2-6 year old typically
developing Kannada speaking children in the contextof

mother-child interactions?

Table 1.Mean & SD values for repair strategies (initiatedda
responded) by typically developing children

Conversational
repair

2.1-3 years |3.1-4 years |4.1-5 years |5.1-6 years

Mean| SD | Mean| SD | Mean |SD| Mean | SD

Request for repagif2.00]4.02| 12.75|3.84| 19.83|5.5923.75|7.63

Response for
conversational | 70.60/10.00 70.31|11.95 79.92 | 5.5280.91 (4.62
repair

Table 1. Shows mean and SD values for converséatiepair
(initiated and responded). The results of this wtsidowed that
repair strategies (initiated and responded) emeagjéie age of 2
years. The results are in consistent with earliesearch
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Gallagher (1977); Konefal & Fokes (1984); Levy (299and
Dheepa & Shyamala (2008) demonstrating that childrg 2
years of age are able to identify and repair breakd in
conversations. Performance of participants in the af 2.1-3
years and 3.1-4 years were similar for both indiatand

response fo

r conversational

repair

for communicatio

breakdown. Their access to a variety of repair tefjias
increased over time as their language skills dpeasdi.e. from
2 to 6 years) indicating developmental changesmergence of
pragmatic skills in typically developing childrefhis result is in

support with Brinton, Fujiki, Loeb & Winkler
Alexander (1994); and Nitta (2006).

Duncan’s Post Hoc test was carried out to check \pese
differences between the age groups:

(198Ba

Table 2. Duncan’s test at 0.05 level of significance for

conversational repair strategies (initiated and pesded) by

typically devel

oping children

Age (in years) conversational repair
. Response for
Request for repair : .
conversational repair

2.1-3&3.1-4 NS NS
2.1-3&4.1-5 S S
2.1-3&5.1-6 S S
3.1-4&4.1-5 S S
3.1-4&5.1-6 S S
4.1-5&5.1-6 S NS

S: significant; NS

: not significant

Table 2. Shows results of Duncan’s test at 0.0%llenf

significance (pair wise comparison). The resuldidated that,
there were no statistically significant differencs.05 level of
significance for pairs 2.1-3 years & 3.1-4 years rfequest and

response for

conversational

repair

during commuioica

breakdown and for the age group of 4.1-5 & 5.1-6r@sponse
for conversational repair. Other age groups didiskatistically
significant differences at .05 level of significendor both
initiation and response for conversational repair.
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Research questions 3: What are the types of convetfonal
repairs (initiated and responded) used by 2-6 yearsld
typically developing children?

Children in the age 2 to 4 years were more likelyuse non-
specific request for repetition: “huh” “what” foek initiation of
repair. Repetition and keyword were used as respdos
mother’s initiation of repair. Children in the ageo 6 years used
non-specific request for repetition (“what” “sayaag’ “I didn’t
understand”); specific requests for repetition; uesj for
confirmation; direct request; relevance requeststlf initiation
of conversational repair. Repetition, revision, itdd,
expansion, cue, simplification, keyword, and exptan as
response for mother’s initiation of conversatioregdair.

The findings do illustrate that although conversadi repair
is an early emerging pragmatic skill, developmeni#ferences
exist in the manner in which breakdowns are resbiva
addition, older children may have had more commatiie
opportunities that enabled them to effectively idfgmeed for
conversational repair (initiated and responded).

5. CONCLUSION

Use of conversational repair strategies is an mategart of the
language acquisition process. This study describhesrepair
strategies (initiated and responded) used by tilpidaveloping
Kannada speaking children for the communicatiorakdewns
occurring in their interaction with their mother rthg play

activities. The results of this study revealed rnignificant

differences between male and female participanbgity to

initiate and respond for conversational repair. Tihdings also
illustrate developmental differences from 2-6 yearshe kinds
of repair used, with older children using a widange of repair
to resolve the breakdowns. These findings do st the
developing pragmatic competence of children in gimgaand
managing ongoing discourse with adults. The prestmly adds
new information to the existing literature on deprhent of
repair strategies in typically developing childr&@uch a study
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would serve as basis for assessing and planniegvarition for
various clinical populations with pragmatic diffltas.

REFERENCES

Alexander, D. 1994. The Emergence of Repair Stiasegin
Chronologically and Developmentally Young Children.
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Florida State iversity,
Tallahassee.

——., Wetherby, A. & Prizant, B. 1997. The emergeraferepair
strategies in infants and toddler§eminars in Speech and
Language 18/3, 197-212.

Brinton, B. & Fujiki, M. 1989. Conversational Management with
Language-impaired Children: Pragmatic Assessmentd an
Intervention Rockville, MD: Aspen Publishers.

——., Fujiki, M., Loeb, D. F. & Winkler, E. 1986. elopment of
conversational repair strategies in response touestq for
clarification.Journal of Speech and Hearing Resea2®, 75-81.

Corsaro, W. A. 1977. The clarification request afeaure of adult-
interactive styles with young childrebanguage in Sociefy, 183-
207.

Dheepa, D. & Shyamala, K. C. 2008. A developmeptattocol for
pragmaticsStudent Research at AlISB, 18-30.

Gallagher, T. M. 1977. Revision behaviors in spesfchormal children
developing languagdournal of Speech and Hearing Resear2,
303-318.

Garvey, C. 1977. The contingent enquiry: A depehdact in
conversation. In M. Lewis & L. A. Rosenblum (Eddnteraction,
Conversation, and the Development of Langugupe 63-93). New
York: John Wiley & Sons.

Konefal, J. A. & Fokes, J. 1984. Linguistic anakysef children’s
conversational repairgdournal of Psycholinguistic Researds, 1-
11.

Leinonen, E., Letts, C. & Smith, B. R. 200Children’s Pragmatic
Communication DifficultiesLondon: Whurr Publishers.

Levy, Y. 1999. Early metalinguistic competence: esgie monitoring
and repair behavioDevelopmental Psychologys, 822-834

Most, T. 2002. The use of repair strategies bydcei with and without
hearing impairmentLanguage, Speech, and Hearing Services in
Schools 33, 112-123.



DEVELOPMENT OF CONVERSATIONAL REPAIR STRATEGIES 265

Nishi, R. T. 2004. Pragmatic skills in very youndpildren. An
unpublished master’'s dissertation. University of n@alore,
Bangalore.

Nitta, M. 2006. Pragmatic skills in very young chi#gn. An
unpublished master’'s dissertation. University of rigalore,
Mangalore

Schegloff, E. A., Jefferson, G. & Sacks, H. 197%heTpreference for
self-correction in the organization of repair inngersation.
Language53, 361-382.

Venkatesan, S. 2003. Toy kit for kids with develgmal disabilities:
user manual. Mysore: All India Institute of Speecid Hearing
Wetherby, A. M. & Prizant, B. 1993Communication and Symbolic

Behaviour Scales ManuaChicago: Applied Symbolix.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We thank the Almighty for giving us strength to ryaout this
study. We acknowledge with thanks the cooperatibnouar
participants and their family members during thisly.

DR. SHILPASHRI H. N.

LECTURER

JSSINSTITUTE OFSPEECH ANDHEARING,
MYSORE570004,

KARNATAKA STATE, INDIA.

E-MAIL : <SHILPASHRIHN@GMAIL .COM>

DR. SHYAMALA K. CHENGAPPA

PROFESSOR INL.ANGUAGE PATHOLOGY (RETIRED)
ALL INDIA INSTITUTE OFSPEECH ANDHEARING,
MANASAGANGOTHRI, MYSORE570006,
KARNATAKA STATE, INDIA.



