PSYCHOLOGICAL SCIENCE

Research Article

SIX-MONTH-OLD INFANTS’ PREFERENCE FOR
LEXICAL WORDS

Rushen SHiand Janet F. Werker

1School of Audiology and Speech Sciences #epartment of Psychology, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, British
Columbia, Canada

Abstract—Previous work has shown that newborn infants categérivords captures this important difference between words that darry
cally discriminate the fundamental syntactic category distinction peseaning and those that contribute primarily to structural relations.
tween lexical and grammatical words. In this article, we show that lyexical categories include open-class items that have a high semantic
the age of 6 months, infants prefer to listen to lexical over grammatbad, such as nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs. Grammatical cat-
cal words. In Experiment 1, infants were habituated to a list of eithefgories include items such as auxiliaries, prepositions, postpositjons,
lexical or grammatical words, and then tested on new lists of warésid modal particles, which are more involved in structure and convey
from the same and the contrasting categories. The infants showgganing only in relation to the lexical words in a sentence. Wheteas
recovery to lexical words after habituation to grammatical words buhore refined syntactic categories may be language-specific (e.g.,
not vice versa. This asymmetry indicates a possible preference f@&ndarin has postpositions but English does not), the binary distinc-
lexical words. In Experiments 2 and 3, preference was assessedtfin between the superordinate categories of lexical and grammatical
rectly by presenting infants with alternating trials of lexical andyords is basic in all human languages.
grammatical words, in the central-fixation preference procedure. The Recent work (Morgan, Shi, & Allopenna, 1996; Shi, 1995/1996;
infants looked significantly longer during lexical-word than gramshi, Morgan, & Allopenna, 1998) has shown that input speech to
matical-word trials. These results show that by 6 months, infanfsfants across typologically distinct languages contains universal [per-
attend preferentially to lexical words. The implications of this em I'¢eptual cues to lexical and grammatical words. Grammatical words
ing attentional preference for subsequent language acquisition|afe acoustically and phonologically reduced compared with lexical
discussed. words, have simpler syllable form, and have a different distribution of
phonotactics and vowel types. In addition, there are substantjally
Duri . . Ifﬁlewer types of grammatical than lexical words, but the common gram-
uring the course of language acquisition, children must learn the_.. : .
rizrﬂgtlcal words (e.gthe,a, and) tend to be used with overwhelmingly

meanings of words and be able to assign them to their appro -
; . o réater frequency than are the most common lexical words. No single
syntactic categories, such as noun, verb, and preposition, in ordefto . S )
. . . cue is sufficient to capture the difference between these two fupda-
understand and produce multiword utterances in a systematic faghion: . - . . S
. . I . mental syntactic categories, but with a set of multiple probabilistically
One possible way in which infants can break into the syntax of lan- . . - .
. . ) . occurring cues, Kohonen network simulations were able to clagsify
guage is to first learn the meanings of some words and assign those . . . :
. ; . . words successfully into lexical and grammatical categories (Morgan
words to the appropriate syntactic categories (Pinker, 1984). e T e
. I., 1996; Shi, 1995/1996; Shi et al., 1998).
they have some knowledge of grammatical structure, they can use tha . -
ecently, we showed that newborn infants, who have minimal

structure to help infer the meanings of more words (Gleitman, 1990 . . o
. . . : ; erience with language, are able to use these probabilistic cues to
But how do they begin this process? Some mileage is provide : . . .

tegorize lexical versus grammatical words (Shi, Werker, & Morgan,

infants’ abilities to segment words from fluent speech (Jusczy ; - ; } . i
Aslin, 1995), perhaps using statistical learning strategies (Saffran 99). Using a high-amplitude sucking procedure, we habituated neo

Aslin, & Newport, 1996), and to map isolated words onto object nrdtgs tq a list of lexical or gramm;moal words and th.en, following
. abituation, tested them on a new list of words from either the same
events in the world (G. Schafer & Plunkett, 1998; Werker, Cohen ) . .
. . category or the other category. Newborns' sucking rate showed|sig-
Lloyd, Casasola, & Stager, 1998; Woodward, Markman, & Fitzs Mificantly greater recovery to a new category of words than to a hew
mons, 1994). Still, only some of the words that infants learn h Y9 y gory

e . -
possible word-to-world mappings—whether they be mappings ist of words from the same category. Newborns showed this abijlity

- : . ) hg\}en when the words were from an unfamiliar language. These find-
are easily imaginable, as for many concrete nouns (Gillette, Gleitman, . . - . ) .
. ) ings indicate that infants are born with perceptual biases and learning
Gleitman, & Lederer, 1999), or defined more abstractly, as for verbs; . N .
S S ~“Mmechanisms that allow them to use probabilistically occurring acous-
adverbs, and adjectives. Other words play a primarily grammatica . = . .
: : . . tic and phonological cues to divide words into the two categories that
role and are defined only in relation to other words in a sententia e
8grrespond to fundamental syntactic distinctions.

context. Thus, if infants are to begin the process of mapping wer . Neonates’ ability to categorically discriminate lexical from gram-

onto their underlying meanings, they need some means to asc rFﬁ“{ﬂical words does not imply that they have “knowledge” of the

Justwhich words are likely to be involved in word-to-world mapping rammatical categories of languages, but it does indicate that they

and which words are likely to contribute more to grammatical stit \ave a set of acoustic-perceptual biases that could provide a startin
ture (see Gillette et al., 1999). P P P 9

The binary distinction between lexical words and grammatic int for evgntual_ly breaking into _syntax, and thus into langu ge.
owever, this ability could also simply reflect a set of acoustic-
perceptual biases that operate only in the newborn period and bear no
Address correspondence to Rushen Shi, School of Audiology and Sgeé&@lftion to eventual language learning. In this study, we explored|this
Sciences, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, BC V6T 173, Cangd&uestion. We investigated how 6-month-old infants, who have had a
e-mail: shi@audiospeech.ubc.ca. substantial amount of exposure to their native language, pergeive
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Table 1. Stimuli for Experiment 1

Lexical-Word List 1 (38 items)
taste*3, showing*2, play*3, chew*3, found*3, again*2, goin
chair,*3, find,*3

Lexical-Word List 2 (38 items)

mommy’s-*3
Grammatical-Word List 1 (42 items)

Grammatical-Word List 2 (42 items)

toys*3, read*3, new*3, hear*2, bounced*3, ernie*3, great*3, ball*1, hide*3, momgtgscookies*2, chairg*3, findg*3,

iNA*3, INg*3, a,*3, ag*3, you,*3, youg*3, you-*3, you,*3, youc*3, its*3, the,*3, theg*3, your,*3, yourg*3

inc*3, INp*3, ac*3, ap*3, ag*3, Yyou:*3, yous*3, you,*3, you*3, you;*3, you,*3, you, *3, we*3, that's*3

g*2, momyt®, mommys*3, hide,*3, mommy’s,*3, cookie,*3,

this article, a given subscript identifies the same token. The items in

Note.Words were mimicked from an audio recording of a mother speaking to her infant. The number following each word indicates the numf
times that word was mimicked. Subscripts are used to identify words that occurred in different sentences (i.e., different tokens); across the ta

each list were presented in random orders that differed across infants.

lexical and grammatical words. We asked specifically if the categori- Stimuli
cal discrimination evident in the neonatal period is still evident gt 6

months of age, and if so, whether it is being harnessed in any way thatThe auditory stimuli were the same as those in Shi et al. (199

might be of more direct relevance for breaking into language.| Td€y consisted of two lists of lexical words (e.ghew,hide, chair)
address these questions, in Experiment 1 we asked whether 6-mofil two lists of grammatical words (e.¢he, you, that), which were
old infants still categorically discriminate lexical and grammatica@riginally randomly selected from an audio recording of the natyral
words, as the newborns did in our previous work. In ExperimentsSPeech of an English-speaking mother to her infant. In each of the
and 3, we tested whether 6-month-olds prefer to listen to grammati#iis. there were 38 to 42 word tokens (see Table 1).

words, which occur more frequently, or to the more salient, se
tically loaded lexical words.

EXPERIMENT 1

A habituation-dishabituation paradigm was used to test if 6-mo

an-
Procedure and design

The infants were tested individually in a visual-fixation habity
tion procedure. Each infant was seated on his or her parent’s |
front of a television monitor and loudspeaker. During trials, the
ditory stimuli were presented together with a visual display of a blg
nthnd-white checkerboard. Each trial was initiated upon the infa

old infants categorically discriminate lexical and grammatical wordgixation, and terminated when the infant looked away from the che

In our newborn study (Shi et al., 1999), infants were tested wit

high-amplitude sucking procedure, but this procedure is not us

with infants older than 2 months. To make the test appropriate
6-month-olds, we used a visual-fixation procedure, in which look

time to a visual image is the dependent variable.

Method
Participants

Full-term, healthy, monolingual English-learning infants were
cruited 1 to 3 days after birth at the postpartum units of the Bri
Columbia Women'’s Hospital, Vancouver, and were contacted w
they reached 6 months of age. Thirty-two infants (14 male, 18 fem
completed the study (mean age 6 months, 17 days; range:
months, 0 day to 6 months, 28 days). The data for 28 other inf
were excluded.

1. Of these infants, 5 failed to habituate, 3 were fussy, 9 did not s
recovery during the posttest novel trial, 4 were excluded because of ex

r of
les in

9).

four

a_

p in
au-
ck-
nt's
ck-
was

hetboard for more than 0.5 s, or after 16 s had elapsed. If the infant
aldeking away after a trial ended, a flashing light was presente

ingore headphones delivering music to mask the auditory stimuli.

The infant was determined to have reached habituation whe

reehase.

6 the habituation phase was presented on one test$aaiédtrial), and
ants

2. As explained in Shi et al. (1999), to avoid unnaturalness of exc
words from coarticulated sentential contexts, the stimuli were reproduce|
another female speaker who mimicked the original utterance as close|
ngeossible, but introduced a brief silence before and after each target
pércoustical analyses were performed to ensure that the reproductions pres

menter errors, and 7 were excluded because of hardware or software failduhe essential characteristics of the original words (see Shi et al., 1999).
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fattract his or her attention so that the next trial could begin. The parent

he

experimenter observed the infant in an adjacent room through a video
camera and pressed a computer key whenever an eye fixation oc-
curred. During the habituation phase, the computer program averaged
looking time for each consecutive three-trial block and computed|the
ratio of the looking time in each later block to that for the first blogk.

the

average looking time for a block was 66% or less than that for the first
block. Upon habituation, the program automatically shifted to the test

ish Half the infants (16) were habituated to lexical and half to grgm-
hatatical words. In the test phase, each infant was presented with two
alprd lists: A novel list of words from the same category heard during

sed

d by

y as
ord.
erved
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a novel list of words from the contrasting category was presente
the other test trialgwitchtrial). The habituation condition (grammat|
cal vs. lexical words), the word lists, and the order of same and sw
trials were counterbalanced, yielding 16 configurations. Two infg
were tested in each configuration.

Upon trial initiation, word tokens from the appropriate list we
presented randomly. The interstimulus interval was 1 s. To req
variability in looking time during the first trial, we included a prete
trial that presented sequences of sine wave speech analogue

on
10

Final Block Ave
Same
Switch

(n=32)

>

C

=
7]

|
i

N2

Thne °(Sec)

identical posttest trial allowed verification of whether the infants w,

posttest looking time was shorter than the average of the last blo
the habituation phase were excluded from data analysis.

We expected that if 6-month-old infants categorize words i
grammatical versus lexical classes, they would show renewed int
(increased looking time) to the switch but not the same trials du
the test phase.

Results and Discussion

There were no significant differences in the total looking tir
across trials during the habituation phase. That is, infants in the
habituation conditions (i.e., lexical or grammatical words) had equ

habituation) and each of the test trials was analyzed in a 2 (habitu
condition: lexical vs. grammatical category) x 3 (trial type: final H
bituation block vs. same trial vs. switch trial) mixed analysis of v
ance (ANOVA). The results indicated a main effect for bg
habituation conditionF(1, 30) = 4.23,p < .05, and trial typeF(2,

bituation condition and trial typer(2, 60) = 5.02,p < .01. Tukey
tests (p= .05) specifically comparing the trial types showed that

still paying attention to the task during the test phase. Infants whg

lent exposure during the familiarization phase. Looking time dunng
the final habituation block (i.e., the average of the last three trials

60) = 4.53,p < .02, and also a significant interaction between h

@

N

Loook?n%

D
24

=. (D 2
(2]

=
«Q

Lexical Words

Grammatical Words

mn
e

vO

Habituation Conditions

iVE?g. 1. Infants’ looking time (with standard error bars) in Experime

In the test phase, infants were presented with two word lists: a n
t of words from the same category heard during the habitua
1tk§’(ﬂase (i.e., same trial) and a novel list of words from the contrag
acategory (| e., switch trial). Results for the final habituation blo
\risame trials, and switch trials are shown as a function of habitug
tleondition. Ave = average.

dt is well known that lexical words are attended to and proceg
differently from grammatical words by older children and adu
royvhen children first combine words (typically around 18 to

ference in looking time between the switch trial and both the s
trial and the final habituation block, but not between the same trial
the final habituation block (see Fig. 1). Among infants habituate

present.
Unlike the newborns in our previous study, who increased tl

the habituation condition (Shi et al., 1999), the 6-month-olds in

grammatical words after being habituated to lexical words.
There are two possible explanations for these results. First
asymmetrical response pattern may suggest that 6-month-old in
are not able to fully discriminate lexical and grammatical words
this were so, it would be perplexing why they fail to do so at 6 mon
but succeed at birth (Shi et al., 1999).
An alternative explanation is more intriguing: Rather than show
failure to discriminate the two categories, the 6-month-olds, in
experimental procedure, may have exhibited a preference for le
over grammatical words. It has been previously suggested that a
metrical recovery to auditory and visual stimuli may indicate pref

1982; Malcuit, Pomerleau, & Lamarre, 1988; Mehler, Bertoncini,
Barrierer, 1978; Pegg, Werker, & McLeod, 1992). The possibility t

infants habituated to grammatical words, there was a significant|d

Ia{s

lexical words, no significant differences between trial types we

sucking rate upon hearing words of a different category regardles i > )
(Hessing is devoted to lexical than grammatical words; grammat

current study looked longer only to hear lexical words after bein§
habituated to grammatical words. They did not look longer to He&df

ence for one stimulus type over another (Caron, Caron, & Myg

pronths), they tend to “telegraphically” include lexical words wh
Raitting grammatical words (Brown & Fraser, 1963). Adults mg
mpre errors identifying sounds (or letters) in grammatical than
xical words in sentences (Rosenberg, Zurif, Brownell, Garrett
Rradley, 1985). Repetitions of grammatical words often elude pr
readers of all ages (the spelling checkers in word processors note
L dfpetitions precisely because these errors are both common an
Jigplt to detect). These observations suggest that more conscious

ords are treated as less salient than lexical words, both in meg
d in acoustic and phonological form. Hence, the asymmetry
observed in Experiment 1 may be the precursor of these later di
f#laces in processing: At an age as early as 6 months, infants m
rshowing preference for lexical words.

If
ths EXPERIMENT 2
ing The purpose of this experiment was to test directly whet
h&month-old infants prefer to listen to lexical over grammatical wo
xical

sym-
or- Method

“és' Participants

nt
ovel
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tion

sed
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&
bof-
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ds.

hat Thirteen full-term, healthy, monolingual English-learning infa

infants prefer to listen to lexical words is not unreasonable given
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(5 male, 7 female; mean age 6 months, 12 days; range: 6 month
0 day to 6 months, 22 days); 1 did not because of fussiness.

Stimuli

The auditory stimuli were the same as those in Experimen
except there were two word lists instead of four. The two lexical-w
lists were combined to form one lexical list, and the two grammati
word lists were combined to form one grammatical list (see Table
Upon trial initiation, word tokens from one of the two lists we
presented randomly until the prespecified trial length was reachg

Procedure

The equipment setup, infant and parent seating, and on-ling
cording were the same as in Experiment 1. In this experiment, h
ever, the infants were tested in a central-fixation preference proce
(see Cooper & Aslin, 1990). Ten trials were presented, alternating
trials each of lexical and grammatical words, with order of tri
counterbalanced. Each 16-s trial was initiated upon the infant’s f
tion. The auditory stimuli and checkerboard were presented for|
whole trial duration. The computer recorded looking time on e
trial; if there were multiple looks toward the checkerboard durin
trial, the computer automatically calculated the total looking time
that trial.

Results and Discussion

To assess preference, we compared each infant’'s looking
while listening to lexical words with his or her looking time whi
listening to grammatical words. Following Cooper and Aslin (199
for each infant, we calculated average looking times across lex|
and grammatical-word trials separately. A nix@ x 2 ANOVA was
performed with order (lexical words first vs. grammatical words fir
as the between-subjects factor and word category (lexical vs. g

matical words) as the within-subjects factor. The results reveale

significant main effect of word categorfy(1, 10) = 8.765,p = .0143
(M = 13.07 s for lexical wordsM = 12.067 s for grammatica
words), but no other significant main effects or interactions. As
standard with this procedure, we conducted an additional m
ANOVA with the duration of the first trial removed (Cooper, Abr
ham, Berman, & Staska, 1997; Cooper & Aslin, 1994). Again, th

5,015, but no other significant results. An analysis of the first t
revealed no difference between mean looking times (across subj
with equivalent looking time occurring whether lexical words
grammatical words were presented fifgf,0) = 0.217,p = .8325.
Therefore, either with or without the unstable first trial, infants |
t tened longer to lexical words.

ord These analyses reveal that 6-month-old infants do prefer le
cabver grammatical words. The results from this study, which use
Qirect preference procedure, confirm those of Experiment 1. It app
rehat by 6 months, infants begin to use an active listening strategy
edisten preferentially to lexical words.

Because the word tokens in Experiments 1 and 2 were selg
randomly from a mother’s spontaneous speech to her infant, the
token ratio was higher for lexical words than for grammatical wor
> FRoreover, the lexical words included both monosyllabic and di
olgbic words, whereas the grammatical words were all monosyllg
dueereflect the characteristics of natural speech input, we decide
fikeep these differences in Experiments 1 and 2. It is possible, how
alghat infants’ preference for lexical words in these experiments
XBased on the greater variability in word types and number of sylla
thethe lexical words. We therefore conducted an additional experin
a¢h which both the type/token ratio and the number of syllables
J @éplicitly balanced for lexical- and grammatical-word lists.
for

EXPERIMENT 3

In Experiment 3, we tested if 6-month-old infants would prefer

tififguishing, but potentially confounding, cues were removed.
e
0). Method

cal-
Subjects

sy Thirteen full-term, healthy, monolingual English-learni
-month-olds were recruited as in Experiment 1. Twelve infants ¢
*hRted the study (5 male, 7 female; mean age&s months, 17 days
range: 6 months, 3 days to 6 months, 27 days); 1 did not becau
Tgssiness.

;‘_ed Stimuli

ere The auditory stimuli were a subset of the words used in Exp

was a significant main effect of word categoRy(1, 10) = 8.6,p =

ment 2. The two lists, one lexical and one grammatical, each

Table 2. Stimuli for Experiment 2

Lexical-Word List (76 items)

chair,*3, find,*3
toys*3, read*3, new*3, hear*2, bounced*3, ernie*3, great*3
mommy’s-*3

Grammatical-Word List (84 items)

taste*3, showing*2, play*3, chew*3, found*3, again*2, going*2, momyh®, mommys*3, hide,*3, mommy’s,*3, cookie,*3,

iNA*3, INg*3, a,*3, a5*3, you,*3, youg*3, you-*3, you,*3, youc*3, its*3, the,*3, theg*3, your,*3, yourg*3
inc*3, INp*3, ac*3, ap*3, a*3, You:*3, yous*3, you,*3, you*3, you;*3, you,*3, you, *3, we*3, that's*3

, ball*1, hide*3, mompgfgscookie;*2, chairg*3, findg*3,

ker

ial

oCts),
or

S_

ical
da
ears
and

cted
ype/

ds;
syl-

bic.
d to

cver,

as

bles
hent

ere

to

listen to lexical over grammatical words even when two of the dlis-

9
bm-

se of

eri-
con-

Note.Words were mimicked from an audio recording of a mother speaking to her infant. The number following each word indicates the numk
times that word was mimicked. Subscripts are used to identify words that occurred in different sentences (i.e., different tokens); across the ta
this article, a given subscript identifies the same token. The items in each list were presented in random orders that differed across infants.
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tained only monosyllabic word tokens and were balanced in K
the number of types and the number of tokens within each type
Table 3).

Procedure

The procedure was the same as in Experiment 2.

Results

As in Experiment 2, average looking times across lexical trials
across grammatical trials were calculated separately for each infaj
mixed 2 x 2 ANOVA was performed with order (lexical words fir
vs. grammatical words first) as the between-subjects factor and
category (lexical words vs. grammatical words) as the within-subj
factor. The results revealed a significant main effect of word categ
F(1, 10) = 10.821,p = .0082 (M = 11.872 s for lexical words\i
= 10.877 s for grammatical words), and a significant Order x W
Category interactiorf;(1, 10) = 7.743,p = .0194. As in Experiment

removed. There was again a significant main effect of word categ
F(1, 10) = 5.384,p = .0427, but no significant Order x Wor
Category interaction(1, 10) = 0.898,p = .3657. Thus, with the
unstable first trial removed, a preference for lexical over grammal
words was confirmed. An analysis of the first trials revealed no
nificant differences in mean looking time (across subjed{&p)) =

ment 2, and show that even when two distinguishing cues (type/t

ratio and number of syllables) are removed, 6-month-old infants
prefer to listen to lexical over grammatical words.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

It is known that newborns categorically discriminate lexical ver
grammatical words, showing a perceptual sensitivity to the aco

posure to their native language, perceive lexical and gramm

0.495,p = .6316. These results replicate and extend those of Expepidt. The emerging preference may help infants begin to learn

and phonological cues that distinguish the two most basic syntadtig the meanings of common words (Fenson et al., 1994). But i
categories (Shi et al., 1999). In this set of experiments, we explprsmidies to date, it is lexical, not grammatical, words that infants h
how 6-month-old infants, who have had a substantial amount of| eoeen shown to begin to recognize and understand at this early|

words. Specifically, we asked if the categorical discrimination evide(®Gerken, 1996) and may play a necessary role in speech segmen
in the neonatal period is being harnessed at 6 months of age in 4 ve&gn in infancy (Christophe, Guasti, Nespor, Dupoux, & Ooyj
that might be of more direct relevance for breaking into language. [Th897; Morgan et al., 1996), our work indicates that 6-month-olds
results of this set of experiments indicate that between birth andyfeater attention to lexical words. Indeed, it is not until 11 month
months of age, experience does play a role in word processing.| dge that infants detect substitutions of grammatical words in u
symmetrical discrimination between grammatical and lexical wdrdsces (V.L. Schafer, Shucard, Shucard, & Gerken, 1998).

o#lvident in newborn infants is no longer present by 6 months of

(destead, it is replaced by a preference for lexical over grammat
words—a preference that is evident even when two of the most sg
cues to the category distinction are removed. When tested in g
bituation procedure, 6-month-old infants showed a significant regov-
ery to the change from grammatical to lexical words, but no recovyery
to a change in the reverse direction. When tested in a direct preference
procedure, 6-month-olds listened longer to lexical words tharn to
grammatical words. This effect was still present when type/token ratio
and syllable number were controlled.

The emerging preference for lexical words is particularly strik
am¢cause in input speech, the frequency of occurrence of most gram-
ntnatical words is higher than the frequency of occurrence of most
stlexical words. The preference could be because lexical words| are
vonpgre salient and interesting acoustic and phonological forms tha
c@gammatical words. They tend to be longer, have full vowels,
oljave more complex syllable structure, and may therefore be
variable than grammatical words. Familiarity may also play a
pfgecause words that occur in isolation in mothers’ speech are al
exclusively lexical words (Shi et al., 1998). We are currently inv

hge.

ical

lient
ha-

ng

assist infants in their word learning. Indeed, there is evidence that by
7 1/2 months of age, infants begin to recognize familiar word forms

suBe the input (Jusczyk & Aslin, 1995; Jusczyk & Hohne, 1997). More-
stiger, by 8 months of age, infants show the first signs of comprehend-
all

ave
age.
ion
tation
en,
pay
of
ter-

igdthough grammatical words are also critical in language acquisi

Table 3. Stimuli for Experiment 3

Lexical-Word List (24 items)

toys*3, chew*3, chait*2, chairg*1, find,*2, find-*1, great*3,
Grammatical-Word List (24 items)

its*3, the*3, in,*2, ing*1, your,*2, yourg*1, we*3, that's*3, a

play*3, bounced*3, hidg2, hide;*1

*3, you*2, youg*l

times that word was mimicked. Subscripts are used to identify words
this article, a given subscript identifies the same token. The items in

Note.Words were mimicked from an audio recording of a mother speaking to her infant. The number following each word indicates the numk

of
les in

0]

that occurred in different sentences (i.e., different tokens); across the tab|

each list were presented in random orders that differed across infants.
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How might an emerging preference for lexical words assist lan-

guage acquisition? We suggest it could provide a perceptual rout

strapping. The movement from categorical discrimination to pre|

ence for lexical words could provide the first differential synta &

analysis. It could also allow infants to focus more on those words th@kitman, L.R. (1990). The structural sources of verb meariagguage Acquisitiont,
carry meaning than on the grammatical words that carry primar

structure, and thus prepare them, shortly after 6 months of ag

begin to recognize (Jusczyk & Aslin, 1995) and even to learn [thesczyk, P., & Hohne, E. (1997). Infants’ memory for spoken woRtsence 277,

meaning of (Fenson et al., 1994) some common lexical words. [The

R . Malcuit, G., Pomerleau, A., & Lamarre, G. (1988). Habituation, visual fixation
preference for lexical words could thus better enable children to begin (1988)

to discover the meanings of individual words to bootstrap into gr
mar (Pinker, 1984), and the syntactic categories of words to boot
into meaning (Gleitman, 1990). The evolution in perceptual proc
ing of lexical and grammatical words from an initial perceptua
based categorical discrimination of these two types of words tg
emerging attentional preference for lexical words may thus pla
critical role in the acquisition of language.
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