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Objectives: The purpose of this study was to examine parents’ responses and response
types that appear after infants’ vocalization based on the interaction data between parents
and infants which were collected in a natural environment. Methods: Data was collected
using the LENA (Language ENvironment Analysis) from 20 infants aged 8 to 9 months and
their parents. Twenty 5-minute recorded data with the highest child vocalization rate were
analyzed. Infants’ vocalizations were classified into canonical babblings and non-canonical
babblings depending on whether they included consonant-vowel syllables. Parental re-
sponses were divided into no-response, contingent response, and non-contingent responses
related to the infant’s vocalization. The contingent responses were subdivided into eight
types of responses. Results: Although the no-response proportion was the highest, contin-
gent responses related to the infant’s vocalization were also higher than non-contingent
responses, accounting for 24.51% of all interactions. Among the response’ types, parents
often used language-expectant types that elicit the infant’s vocalization and provide verbal
modeling or input including acknowledgment. In particular, language-expectant types ap-
peared more frequently following canonical babblings than non-canonical babblings. Con-
clusion: This study showed that parents respond differently depending on infants’ types of
vocalization. The relationship between parental contingent responses and infants’ speech-
language development may provide useful information for early intervention programs.

Keywords: Parental responses, Response types, Prelinguistic vocalization, LENA (Language
ENvironment Analysis)
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Table 1. Operational definitions and examples of response types

COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

Response type Operational definition Example
Naming Supplying a label for something “It's car”
“That's Mamma"
Question Asking the infant a question “Is it fun?”
“What is it?"
Acknowledgment A "filler” comment that is conversational as if the infant is saying something “Mmm-hmm”
“0Oh really?”
“uh-huh”
Imitation Approximation of an infant vocalization and/or expansion based on the word the infant “Ma-ma”
vocalization sounded like “Yes. Ma-ma is washing”
Attribution Attributing some characteristic or value to an object “That's your favorite.”
“It's red ball.”
Directive Instruction to the infant to do something “Look at this.”
“Let's go over there.”

Play vocalization
Adult to infant non vocalization

Sound effects; singing

A response to a child, but it's not in vocalization; clicks, laugh

“Vroom-vroom”
“Arrrrr”
“Ha Ha"

Gros-Louis, West, Goldstein & King (2006), p.512.
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Figure 1. Proportion of each parent response.
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Response type Mean SD

Language-expectant 66.71 799
Naming 273 245
Question 12.16 459
Acknowledgment 3740 10.72
Imitation 14.42 10.60
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Attribution 12.59 5.46
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Language-expectant=naming, question, acknowledgment, imitation; Language
non-expectant = attribution, directive, play vocalization, adult non vocalization.
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Canonical Non-canonical
Response type babbling babbling t
Mean  SD Mean SD
Language-expectant 8351 1196 66.33 10.86 -4.629%**
Naming 363 11.04 295 3.01 -0.262
Question 1030 841 1342 5.21 -1.808
Acknowledgment 3456 2224 4152 11.61 -1.187
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Attribution 132 6.33 14.47 6.25 -3.599**
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*p<.05, **p<.01,***p<.001.
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= Canonical = Non-Canonical

%

Figure 2. The proportional distribution of different types of parent’s responses
to infants’ canonical babbling and non-canonical babbling. NV=Adult to infant
non vocalization. *p<.05.
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