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IBERIEE —Z 2 IL6~20 D A), M b B 0 5 AR IE S LRI AT 1 R R
EEXDRNF WA TSRS A e, fRTe b e BRI AN R LB L R 44 i HE A
A ST EAT IRV o AR WoR, N E R A S L ) 3 e T A0, S i o T R R AT 3R
TSR W TR, Xl ia L34 B AL G 2 L 28 LI shin 41045, (A2 LR SR hah . 40
i AT FE A5 BN TR A — B X4 R RN, B LA R R WI M E 2R TR B SRR, R X
ST TAII 2 B b A v 14 Bl ] B — 2 SR A T LR B AT AR B T 22 5

WMNEEm A, S #y; CLAN
B844

&

JLE RWIRNC R R M . BT
AERIH(2 NA L), iR AEE 18, HE
19 A, WNE RE G, oF A ia] 3E & B B
(word spurt), (Hollich, Hirsh-Pasek, & Golinkoff,
2000; Tardif, Casasola, Choi, & Meng, 2006). H i
KT ILE R IR I A EAR 2 e, (HiX Se g
AR H R R ik R e — s — ML, WA FHIEL
Gt S <5 ol = A 71 (1 R N R 1 7
(constraints/principles theories) i i i)y #1514 5t K
NSNS, N L R A B — 26w, 35 Bl 4 il
L) AT B R R B R, O T AR B 3R] SR A (n
whole object assumption, mutual exclusivity, taxo-
nomic assumption 55)(FRA, Tardif, #HE2, 2007;
Golinkoff, Mervis, & Hirsh-Pasek, 1994; Tardif, Ca-
sasola, Choi, & Meng, 2006). #X ifij 33 Fh LA 2601l [i1] 1R
MEfFREA R SO s MR R R R 22 5. S5
K2, #4518 18 (social-pragmatic theory) s it 2x |
TS BTN A SRR, 42 LB IR AS S
— i i) 2 0 B ] Y R, TR R GE R RS L
Y AR SIS 4 A% 5.35] (Nelson, 1988).
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1988). AKX — PG ] LA BRI A A5 10 22 S 4k,
TEXS A [F) 3 5 TR AR AE B 2R AU ] BE RS /2 (Born-
stein, Cote, Maital et al., 2004), 75 —Fh Bt B 4Y
T YW 5 (associationistic view), A Ay BAiE) 3k 45
PP E B VCEL L o & B ] 5 2 BE A (]
o LR B AR R R R AR X — PR AR
5 R BN P 55 I i A IR BE I AE T, (L 3] - 3]
(word-to-world) VT it J& 75 238 il WS A & s &
PRSI o LA = AP BEE B SR T L MAS ] £
ST L EE War 3145 B, (ERR TG I M BEAS [m] B B
TR R Y 25 5 o de i R R AR LR G R A
(Emergentist Coalition Model, ECM)(Hollich, Hirsh-
Pasek, & Golinkoff, 2000) fili& 1 2 Jy 1 A 2 ok fif
BERNCARAF AN BE A G o X — RIS IA R il AR A &
I PR 2R A W] 4R 0 A B, HE R AL DA T BR
il At 2siE A B — 22 AL o ZERNE RIS A
[F B B, R DR 2R A AR 2 AN R A, i ) L i ] ol
JH A JE 02 A i 24 (attentional cues) 3 24 (social
cues A1 linguistic cues)yif #2, FIR—LLIIEMFSY
O 2 kB E 0 R R B & R A
-7 14 (Fernandes, Marcus, Nubila, & Vouloumanos,
2005; Hirsh- Pasek & Golinkoff, 1996; Hollich,
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Hirsh-Pasek, & Golinkoff, 2000; Naigles,1990; Pru-
den, Hirsh-Pasek, & Golinkoff, 2006), {H & H fi
Tardif SF6F58 &, TEIE T KR & M B (0~10
A AT T SRAFAE 15 18 5 22 5 (Tardif, 2006), ik LE7:
55 T TR ACRRAE AR ST I 2 R e 2k R ] L iR
R, BRI XS ECM FIDA R D 1] BRIE 4 H PR

Tardif 25 A\ 43 5%+ 8~16 4~ H BT %38 1 Al
I AR S Lk T MacArthur Communicative Devel-
opment Inventory(MCDI)ll &, %53 & #1H 78 22 L
0~10 BB AR NI R BT S £ 5 4
T PESAIFAS R AEAE Y, DOEJLE IR g)
) S o v TR LE . AT, DL RS A e
AR TT LU INAS [R] 9 B2 A B L 2 U Y B gm) 2 ), (H
XN ARG 5158 F 2 R MR A —BUNE
2, Sl AR A RS T S O R
DNE

AR — R L2 R RN SR AT 1 it £E
M(Au, Dapretto, & Song, 1994; Bates, Marchman,
Thal et al., 1994; Choi & Gopnik, 1995; Gentner,
1982; Kim, McGregor, & Thompson, 2000; Tardif,
1996; Tardif, 2006; Tardif, Gelman, & Xu, 1999). 4
an, Gentner fix P42 H—A~ B 4K 4> (natural parti-
tions) i, AN JLEE 56 Kl nl LATE R0 o8 A & |
DX BARRE S (AN . 1) SR TR & (AT
AR A B ol 2R S5 &R ) IR HO B A 4 T 3R AT I
(Gentner, 1982). Jj4b—S6RfF 5% 35 HITA A IR
AT Fe KA HMI ) 5C R BN, T 2ARE0E S 1Y
MR IE A AR R, IR T A A RRIE 23R

0 L L 3] 4K 74 (Choi & Gopnik, 1995;
Tardif, 1996; Tardif, 2006; Tardif, Gelman, & Xu,
1999). HARIR Z W9 kK BLKER 4018 & h 44 18 3K 4%
R B, X IGE MR O A L BE
FesetE (RS, Tardif T., ®AE2, 2007). AfH4JL
AN R R B R Bt i BLES 1 S 225 5, A
AR5t ] DL 8 5 2 ZR 0 AN A AR 6 11 0
E =

Maguire %5 A it Il ECM Fi SICI(Shape,
Individuation, Concreteness, and Imageability)i4: £z
P fig g L= R 01 3R)T Hb HE 9E 30 18] B B4 (Maguire,
Hirsh-Pasek, & Golinkoff, 2006). % & ix—Hlit, A
AR AT 22 S I A AU AETE 0] 26 (6] (217 2 44 1),
[F]— TR S AR A AN ] o e e — iR SR A5 2 75 1A
METFAS R T B3] P Jeg ) 3R] 2 Y, TN 5 %0 iy 2 B
P BARYE . REBESERRAL, B, KE2H0E

& RS Z I ARMETE T e 14T SICI 4L
MR AL E . X T A — SR F (AUE),
R A SR AR T O B, RS BT AR S AR
o BR TR, WG 2 AR KRR 32
FITEF G5 RRAE A A J7 =X 52k (Bornstein, Cote,
Maital et al., 2004; Tardif, Shatz, & Naigles, 1997),
BB R4 B IR e, AR A
BAPLH.

— S 5Y O 28 X L 2RO B i) AR AT A9 08
W HEAT TR, & IIX L By i) A X 5 Rt Y 3 1]
TEHSE A Ty 4R A (g | B sl Bl <R
A, U BRSOl ELA (Snedeker & Gleitman,
2004; Tardif, 2006). B4k, X5 AT RERH #9155 26
K, Wt WAR R gOGE F iR M A S L E R
WC R BRI Z L 4N, Goldfield B X} 12 X — % 32
LSRR TG S TS, K LB SEAE T
s Ul R R 4 TR v T, X — 2R 5 ST
v HH Y B 3E) LG 5 A 3 GE AH O¢ (Goldfield,1993) o
Tardif XF9Ei5 . BAHIE MDOE LE 58255 AR
M REAR VAT 0, KMEEFERm AT, £
W L 5 LE A AUkt i sh o 4408 H B EE s — 2
I HAR RS S ATEAR R 22 57 JeiB R R iR i 4
W, HAWEZ HIAER R, MDGEREE S8 55
R, B R H il 5K (Tardif, Shatz, &
Naigles, 1997). 5 t24fl, Choi 1 Gopik A& Kim iy
WS A BB B Nk iR RECE ) F i A 5L E
WRNC R4S 59— 3 (Choi & Gopnik, 1995; Kim,
Mcgregor, & Thompson, 2000).

AR IX SR 5 38 1 [ AR LS ) vk A W b i
SEMAFERMASIILES WL A e, (B
Toi % g L BN ARG ) R SRt . R, —kig
S A RAFAEAR SRV, TS 0138 B T e A Bt
Horp R AR E . BRI Choi A1 Gopik B
ST ELLIEAT T OhIAGE BE (14~20 A~ H), (ERULH
KILEEA B iRl S D, A G\ ] & i i A
A BT BN T T AR LB IR AR AR B2 o 55 A1,
B FHIE S POE e AR, RIS — 5 A7 A shim i
P whE R AR AE R 1 — =i —IH1E (SOV) B
X, FhiE B 2 HIAE AR, PR R 5 i (OR & iF
9% R AL T R Y BRI AN T B A T R R A
~J)(Bornstein, Cote, Maital et al., 2004; Casell et al.,
1995; Goldfiel, 1993; Snedeker & Gleitman, 2004;
Tardif, Shatz, & Naigles, 1997). {HJ&IEA G 4]
Bt SVO JEX, K b A 4 I 1



8 1] MR A S MO TR AR L R SRR AR AR R R 1 SR B 7

A A SR AL B S o BRI T A
i gl B AL B AT A RE R R AE
BT L LRI A R A R o AS BT FE AU TR
ERBATIBER R A ARWEEK, HEELUT R

(1) KRERVUTHE B T 1A A P Sl i) A1 44 1] L 1
EAFAEZES, I H A

(2) MNTERFR RS 4 T He A 1 45 4 2
7 Fifi o [1) F 7 5 A2 4k

(3) DB JLE )i 8l i) A1 44 1] LU )2 7
FAAEZESE, XM SN F M A T —E.

H T 25 SN T A R AR E A
FOLE RIS 1 R AL, AUFTER A S8 57
77k o YNIaIBER AT LAt | A5 E Uk BUSN 5 1
A BRI HoAT RAE s L R i kR i
Feo J35h, AWPIEE AR HARMET R attT, RAFHY
TR T ELIS AN SRR A . RN FR AT
A D, (R AR AN BT SR B EE R, T LA
A BT ST PR BEEE R T

2 Wk

21 #ik

A GE X — 24 Lo PR 2L )L(DD) #4758 H — ki
1BIE, MR IR ERAFRII(6 )R A SR B & B B
(20 ™M H)o B TRRATHIMFFE T BN F 5 A XL
= RN R R s, ol sh DD DLk
e GBER AT Bk, SCEMIMAEE), DD
A FAER, R TR EE A A 34509, B
52cm, JCARATAETE . B R, DD 7E 10 4
H i 8 — AN )5 14 AN H 0T DA 16 A4S B 17
A IR IRNC R C 2 100, 24 KR AL T IE
WK BRI AHL N, AR AR R
N, RS SRR DL 5T A AR d
SLS RN
22 WE#H

Br T HARNLER, 14 4> H IF s X DD #4781
&, M &K MacArthur Communicative Deve-
lopment Inventory(MCDI) & 2 19 I 15 LA, K

Tardif % A& 17T (Hao, Liang, Wang et al., 2004a; Hao,

Liang, Wang et al., 2004b; Liang, Hao, Tardif et al.,

2002; Liang, Hao, Tardif et al., 2003; Tardif, Fletcher,

Zhang, Liang, & Zuo, in press), FLPATEAL I BLA#
FI7=H . MCDI iR E TR 78 14~17 A H Il
FHBLLI3E & JR nAE™, PPAL LT 516 A= 2
B A=A 36 IR 4 /N (<150 word) Y %

¥ 18 D H IR, Mg LiAE & R A", ¥
— A IR TRE ], IGE T T E & mT DU A
A BB EE 1 4 LGEH 18~30 M), BELER
WK 20 ), ARSI N4 ShiE . BAER
53 W) B AR BUR B R IR AR, 3o on T
“WTEETAICBEDL AN IEIT, AL R 24 KR
TR, HAr R “os i M RN 210 I I,
23 #EF

IEAFAHE T 50 5 ORI T TLR A A,
AR RTT AT S g FE S s R H AR el
6 M 11 RIFIR 2 15 A — I SR 4%, Bk h
i —/NF . SR TF R AT BT EE ST B B 5 AR
TEAIHL A 2125 DD ACHE, (EARATTRT LATE SE 56 BoS
HORFFCHART . N, ZRKES T M WEshids
27, IR BT AL T RS SRS A
MELETE B 10 JUFITF 4 ety A dEiesk
B 2R R N 14 A A IR, ACBEER
ARG Y CDI 4%, FERT 20~30 708 BEKAA
TeAt g i 100 JoHM o AR 3 ATl B B A
[B]#£4%, (6 months 11 days. 9 months 29 days. 10
months 27 days. 12 months 27 days. 15 months
ldays. 16 months 26 days. 19 months 5days), J5i[A
FEAFEAURME . PR AECH . WSS
R, WO DIMCRELIE T A TR A% S ] B,
JFHREEFELHIHERTIFH S & FREZ 0
MIREAS, (AR 240 0F HANR R & T3 .+
A1 WA R, I E R F RS, I
BOE SR MW R AEREAEAS,; 10 > HJTR, 2ILUE
AR — B, DR VR SR A AN AR S,
BLTNC IR, Pt LA H Ay el b, 328 HOH:
A 5 MEFRIFEAS, T34l T B Jm =AM AL & AN [F]
W FAR R, X T RATH— 500 Bk R4 L4
. 048410 Sony21E DV & HL, K SP
KDV KJEH 60 734h, BUEMT). it B b arsy
HREG S T AR, 46 5 T = R R
P, BEB K2 3~5 K o M BRI A T A &,
BIANVEACHL . FRRHL . WEMERR S5 i AT P
PAEEEF
24 R

SEA8 PR CLAN F2)% (Computerized Lan-
guage ANalysis)¥% 5% A CHAT #% X LU J5 2k 7B
(MacWhinney, 2000; & %5, 3 %, 2001).
CLAN FEFA 5 W34 — 1~/ CLAN %%,
TS5 5% % CHAT 3 CA #8250 — &840 2
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— RV ATREY, XSS TN T . AT
It B shi 25 8 e S B AEAS T 22 10~15 4>
/NEE, PRI S | R . CHECK i
k. B ESE . SNSRI
Frfi s . shVE, RIZT 8 S 5 A S iy 4
Ao R IREAAL S 5% XE LU i HE 00 1
A
25 HwmES5LH

ARG W BRIC SR T A B S, AR
WFFE 6 K H v gl N (B BE R 168) 5 4% F 21738 Uik
5 Em A, ATV L E T .
25.1 JAZESH il CHECK iy 45 i 5%
PR E e TR 2500, R MOR 44 [ 8l M in] g
th s B — AR IR, @St POST 44 A
Al BE 1A 28 P BE G M — S, IE ik 90%-~
95%., ZJ5, Fahitfikea Mg IE, dF—2 e i
B AR )2 o % 1) B v 8 A A 5 1 B ] 4 U )
P EAT S, B2 TE o AR KRR .
252 SRE  Zat MOR 4B ) SCH o] LUt — 4
AT A B RV VL AT . AWFSEiE L Freq @
TIEE A3 5 [R] AR AR LA B 4 0 R AR o (1) 42 1) A 3y
1A] He. 451 (L 45 type . token Fil type-token ration). Type
TR ) B3R (0 %k B, Token 2 BA 3] H 304 S UER,
Type-Token Ratio (TTR) $§ 5uifi2 5 prfy i B E
BB BB R B S, type R 1,
1M token >4 2, TTR 2k 0.5, il H —LLF 5% & e 44
) g [ 7 25 S T AR type X —484%, (HH T
WM S B Type 1 Token iR #5551 5 5 1134
T2 A AR KA ¢ (Goldfield, 1993; Tardif, Shatz,
& Maigles, 1997), —H LG HREAE B AES
(AR A5 o
253 BEME AFEE TR & BRI TE A
WAL E SR IS R A A BN, B
KNG 4 R AT sl il 0 22 BAE m g, i JL 25 54
W T IR A L £ T Bl (Casell, 1995); 7EIX
W, Bhinl 2 AR ) B ) R B, R I b,
PO L ) L 958 75 b 3l ] B 46 =5 1 44 1) (Tardif,
Shatz, & Naigles, 1997). A58 A Bt — 2R R AL
N T A PR 222 SR 2 R, B T B
IVARIOE S op WSl

AR BN (final verb): )R 8l 254 i e T
DURAITE R M, R EIBA NI Z5 0.

BIE A (final verb): /) ey & 4544t ) i
TDUBAR B RRR Y, R A M RS

M7 BfiE (one verb; v): A]F HAT—A3liA 4
(K )

55 Sy i) A R, AR SO K 5 44 ) FE ) R
HiE .
254 RWELEMHST FESNRATIERAN
Ak, TR AATEGE IR ZEEH, B the mean
length of utterance (MLU). HF DD 7EAFFEBY B K
200 TR F P AR S A, MLU X L
NF BB A AT
255 EBiXiFsESHF  Tardif Z A48 H AN 1E
i AAR KRR 32 B LB 37 5% 52 10 (Tardif, Gelman,
& Xu, 1999). f#iltn, Fu 55 N &k AR E 4 S5 T
WERE I 15 438 N ikt 19 i) H ) S 3 e 1 44 34,
I Goldfield HAF5Y s BESEAEIE AR 50 1 1Y 44
2 T ahiE, GRS R N ahinE T, XTI
— SR, Tardif 5 AR SR 50 iy 22 HER
PR A K, J5 & s B4 i I ob ) T B
55 R BRI 45 o P, Tardif 55 AR H P F
WE L, 7RSI 50 e d il 0 45 44 DU Al A
TS E A SR EM, TILIaEiL R IUE
PR, FEBE T UL Y 4 2 22 T, i
T S AR ML o % T 5 37 5 i T B ok
e N W T R 7. W 0 N B 75 = ol N =B T s b
R P22 WL, &5 = AEREEA S
B = A5 GAE L W) B BRI AT 5 T
Mo HEEIE = AFEAI R 2P H—2
AR B E AR =AY, T DD 7E
Ji ZANREAC R T O SN, T DA A o B
N5 T3S -
2.6 MCDI &5

MCDI R &t sh . &l b Fl gt
W)L E R 78 A ShiETR 188 44 TET . 4
TS R EAREWE, AR EY . B . 3h
Yo HE . BoE L KR, RE . SMRIARVE R A 9
X AW EAMAANT TR 2N | 44 18] BRI R UL
oA o FG v B ) B A e B T T R g
VBT, 4 LR A 194 i Al 322 4~ 14,
IF5¢ H 2548 DD ReULH 98 . A inl Efiil

3 %%
31 MASTIBEMIASH
B B AR 1

FIEAEA R I BliE] 126 Fi(type), 612 4>
(token), F-¥ TTR }0.21; 414k 102 Fi(type), 264



8 1] MR A S MO TR AR L R SRR AR AR R R 1 SR B 719

“~(token), F-¥ TTR=0.39. Kk, JCit type ijt
token ghinl L IER = T 4410 . dE—2 ROT RS BoR,
SR A4 1AL type b G i 3% 22 5 (4 *=2.53, p>0.05),
token 2= 5 5 %, x?=138.25, p<0.01.

TEFTA shial e, A)p B 202 Wk, )R HEE 80
WK, sz ghia 294, R HBAE Ay R o8 A B
()3l & BT A i el 51%; i A 24, Al
WP 23 WKk, AR 92 Wk, MArAiE 9 4N, MY
Aib T 5% A ) 44 18] IR 44 TR 47% . AC BRI
FF-2 4] FH B (MLU) 4351 4 3.53 Fil 3.24,

Rt E A AR 2

A EIAEAS 2 S DD9 AN H 29 X, LRI F 5

Wi AP IS 3R 77 Rl 418 R, SEH TTR M 0.18;

i) 59 Fh, 148 ¥k, F¥ TTR Ky 0.40, KTk
LR WIR, SEMAIETE type FIEEE R (=
2.38, p>0.05), token -2 5 &} # (y °=128.80, p<
0.01).

BT R ATE SR A BT W, Bl BRAE )
T 112 %, MR 55K, Jhar i 20 K, i A s ELTE
Ayrh g A B R Bl e &7 A iRl 45%; 44 16 H B
FEAJH 17 R, AR 43 Wk, Jhar B 10 ik, Frf b
ToE A B 44 ) 5 TR 24 0R) Y 47 % SRRV Y
SRR (MLU) 23 51k 3.20 1T 3.38,

Bt E A2 3

WUGE A DD104H 27 K, A FiER AP
1 ghin) 88 1, 303 ¥k, “F-#4 TTR 4 0.29; #4iH] 61
Fh, 123 W%, ¥ TTR K 050, #F—L Rkl &
PL, Zhia F1 44 A 7E type(x®=4.89, 0.01< p<0.05)F0
token(y*=76.06, p<0.01) |- #Bis 3 B %,

BRI B AT R, Sl BLAE AR 8L IR, A
AR A0 YK, a7 PR 8K, A A ) o8 i A
W3 5 BT A SR A 43%; &R BLE AT 13 1K,
AR 27 R, MSr B 11 R, BrA AL TR A B
21 5 BT £ 1A 41% . SRR 3 A PR
(MLU)43 514 4.28 11 3.19,

Bt E A7 4

S UAEFRIEEA ) DD12 M H 27 K. AT
A AL BEE AR, AR R BhiE Sy 60 A 218
K, 21k 41 Fh 83 Ik, P4 TTR 434k 0.28 Fl
049, Rt R, 3. AT type b o
% 2 5 (y2=3.57, p>0.05), token | 2% 5 i (x’=
60.55, p<0.01).

TEITA shinl v, A) 1 shia BB 68 Ik, A s
B 42k, pharshie) 12 9k, i 56.0%; AT 44 1A

o, AE AT B 9 IR, AR 44 A R 38 Ik, Ay
2R 13 WK, e 72.3%. BESEULH AR
hy 2.48, Btk 3.87,

Rt E 4 5

SHANEFRIEEA Sy DD15 M 1 K, AkdnE
HA R NEY, B850 S m 4 A 5.
T A I S 70 Fh 250 IR ShIEICEE TTR A
0.28)#1 70 ' 216 ¥k #4417l (*F-#4 TTR 4 0.32), 1 type
Al token L3, £ iA 0B A W& 22 5 (3°=0.00,
p>0.05; x°=2.48, p>0.05) . MAEA B 351 A K
FE(MLU) N 2.76,

fir A shial v, A shia B 75 Wk, AIOK 28 IR,
Mz shia 17 Wk, 28 WA B A BhiA) b 4 Bl iE Y
48%; Firf i, A1 A 17 R, AR 4R 84
W, Phar 4406 4B IR, BT AT 5% A B 1) 44 18] 7 44
1A 1Y) 69%.

B E 47 6

IR BT RIFEA (16 4~ H 26 R F B A
{15 2hin) 121 Fh 685 1K, T3 TTR 4y 0.18; t1 &4
i) 98 Ff 310 Wk, F¥) TTR=0.32. KKK HIR,
Bl 417 type [0 JC i 3% 22 57 (y*=2.42, p>0.05), 3)jid]
token Y. T 44 1A (x°=141.30, p<0.01). %34b,
PREYF AT REE(MLU) g 2.97, #1368 3.31.

PR B AT R, AT E S B 207 IR, A
ARhial i EE 95 ¥k, M7 shia) 35 A4, KA B
FE AT 5% S A7 B Bl i) o BT A B LG DR 49%; A
B4 32 Ik, AR 93 Ik, Mz 4R 52 R, A
A 5E WAV 1Y 44 18] T 2418 1Y 57%.

B E A AR 7

ARG — I EFEA R 19 A~ H 5 K. ik
N iEwm A4 166 Fhzhinl, 3t 872 W (FEH
TTR=0.19); 150 ff1 44 1d], 3364 YK (*F-14 TTR=0.41),
B, £ A1E type b AT B 35 25 57 (¢°=0.81, p>0.05),
ifi /£ token b, i) & 3 5 T 4 i (1 *=208.80,
p<0.01), S FNEEE B -4 K B (MLU) 53 51
3.35 fl1 3.77.

BT B IE SR A T A R R, TERT A Bl
M, A EiAdt 225 4, AR shiE 173 A4S, b
SEBE 43 A, BT AL TSR A B R BliE) g e s
) LU 51%; A £ iaHr, A E 4418 354, AR
#1106 >, JhS7 4406 47 A, BT 58 A B 4406
LFR A4 Y 52%.

&1 FNE 2 g 7 A I TR AS v S T AR
8. ARG
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Fx—
1401 w BiAF (verb type)

120 - 2 FPZE (noun type)
100 4
80 -
60
40
20 +
04

6 1041 AT 13 154
BlL NS IS A S A2 TRl Y type AR

LTI ES Ty

=z

800 1

700 - m =i B (verb token)
& 600 1 #4171 L (noun token)
fj 500 4
400 A
% 300
200 4 I

100 4 I

(] d
601 1041 1A 1340 1541 174

K2 A E A P S FA I Y token 41

32 ZJLIRICARER
BAB LR R, DD Ui 18 F ginl Fl 24 Fh 44
), JFHAE 15 A HAishia sk B 2 L+ 418 (WL E
3). DD 7E 10 M (B FEAS 2)FF Lhidd 55 — A 5
W7, 456 . 13 N A B 6 FPAS[F] HLiA] 18
5 1 T N S T AN /NS & SNy g
15 4> A B, DD ANMUAREMS ULt “ig g | “&aE”, “ii”
GNFRI], FEAEA TR AR AT L T
CETPUAS BRI T Ry R T
A%l FESS 17 A H AL, DD L5 s 5136 60
W17 AFE(EE . W, . bRl Bk KL &
JNL R, R &R . B 0 Bl X,
Mo Hr, i 4 4, 41 6 A4, J\f’mfl 3 /\, H
B 44 7E 19 > H B}, DD Uit 44 A [R] L],
I 142 W, xeeHIE T, ZhiEAEE 13 28, 28 IX,
21 15 28, 34 K, Hrh ik $m £ 1y 11 4> Jiafikix
R A B X, — L B, BE. g,

e, .
T Mg AT DD 1Y 5 i
PR ) LA B 0 AR XE DA R, PR AR A 5 — 25 X
CDI 25 Byt 74041 CDI 2 £ A& AR 4% B
L ILAN Gy JLARN2H % Hh A X 25 5 R A A [ 1)
A, RERS R AT Y T M TR & R Y OK [R) )2 T

i 1 32 2 75 5520,

(PR PR RN BRAR] AR ) . AR LER S5 G CDI R 4G

A, RERS HMERA T waih TR R A LSS L

Bt E 47 5

1E MCDI & £ 45 1Y 78 3hiF b, DD A LAWY
fi 66 A, BEULH 6 (7, AT CET R
WEFNR ) Bhie] B (U 1+ RE ) o5 BT A BhiEl
92.3%. 7 188 4411, DD W] LAWr{# 124 1>, HE
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Abstract

Children’s early vocabulary development is not linear. At the outset, word learning is very slow. However,
by approximately 19 months of age, children’s vocabulary rapidly expands, entering the phase of the “word
spurt”. The phenomenon of breaking word learning’s bottleneck can be interpreted by several theories, such as
constraint theories which emphasize innate cognitive biases, social-pragmatic theories emphasizing the role of
social and linguistic environments, and associationistic views involving computations of the co-occurrence be-
tween words and their referents in naturalistic speech. However, these theories cannot account by themselves for
cross-linguistic differences or similarities across children, despite differences in input— didn’t really understand
this parenthesis. Although the updated theory of Emergentist Coalition Model (ECM) combines early use of at-
tentional cues with later use of social inputs and linguistic cues, it cannot account for the consistent cross- lin-
guistic differences appearing at the very beginning of children’s vocabulary which correspond to linguistic fea-
tures and social inputs. Such differences, particularly the composition of verbs and nouns in children’s early
vocabularies, challenge the theory of “Noun bias” supported by many researchers. Thus, whether children can
use social and linguistic cues in the beginning of word development, noun and verb acquisition in particular, is
of interest for this paper.

Although there are many studies investigating the relationship between adult’s speech input and children’s
early language development, they do not reveal the regularity and developmental changes both in caregivers’
input and infants’ word acquisition. Furthermore, none of these studies focused on Chinese, a language with
vastly different linguistic properties from English.

A longitudinal case method with a Chinese female infant was used. Tracking the infant from 6- to
20-months of age, the researcher visited the family monthly for one-hour recordings of naturalistic interaction.
The naturalistic data on caregiver-to-child input were transcribed into CHAT format and analyzed with the
CLAN program, counting the frequency of nouns and verbs and word position in caregivers’ utterances. Then,
the development of child’s comprehension and production vocabulary was assessed by both observed data and
the Putonghua version of the MacArthur Communicative Development Inventory(PCDI). Seven spontaneous
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speech samples (6, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17 and 19 months) were analyzed. In addition, the study also focused on the
roles of specific contexts of caregivers’ input, selecting three contexts in the naturalistic data (booking reading,
feeding and playing).

The caregivers were found to produce more verb than noun in tokens and types in most samples, although
the difference was significant only for tokens. The position in caregivers’ utterances was favorable for verbs, but
not nouns, with many verbs dropping subjects and objects. However, the ratio of verbs and nouns varied with
specific context. The frequency of nouns was higher relative to verbs in the booking reading context, but verbs
were more frequent in both the feeding and playing contexts. In addition, more verbs than nouns were found in
the child’s early vocabulary, regardless of how they were measured and this corresponded to the caregivers’
speech input. Specifically, the child could both comprehend and produce higher ratios of verbs than nouns with
the CDI measure, and produced a larger cumulative number of verbs than nouns up to the 15 month.

Children can use linguistic input in their vocabulary acquisition even at the very beginning of language
development. The dominance of verbs in Chinese adults’ speech influences children’s early word composition,
with more verbs than nouns in both comprehension and production. This result again supports the view of
cross-linguistic differences but not the “noun bias” in children’s early vocabularies. In addition, the frequency of
verbs and nouns varies with specific context.

Key words adult input; verb dominance; CLAN



