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Introduction

« While infants do babble alone, they produce more vocalizations, and more adult-  Corpus: Daylong LENA recordings

like vocalizations around others (Lee et al, 2018; Ollers, 2011) Transcribed + Hand-coded regions: 40 min, per infant = 800 min. total
 Interacting with adults increases amounts of speech-like babbling (aivert et al, 2010) Automated LENA measurements: ~16 hours per infant (i.e., daylong recordings)
« Blind infants react differently to presence of others (perez-pereira, 2013; Preisier, 1991y and ~ Participants: 10 blind and 10 sighted 6-15 months (mean = 10.52 months)

rely on non-visual cues to determine their social contexts matched on age, gender, maternal education, number of siblings B
« Developmental differences (e.g., sensory impairment, inter alia) can feature: Time intervals for analysis: 2-minute segments -' ' '

« more crying, reduced babbling (Locke, 2006) ‘Measure ~|Derived from

- differences in sensory integration of social cues il anesl e te T Ean

Full daylong recording

Child vocalization duration ) .
(via algorithm)

Research question: Adult word count

Given their differential access to visual social cues, is there a difference in how blind Canonical syllables 40 minute transcripts

and sighted infants vocalize alone vs. with others?

Predictions: We ask whether blind and sighted infants produce...

. Blind infants will vocalize relatively more when hearing adults around them than 1. the same number of vocalizations alone vs. in company?
sighted infants will 2. vocalizations of the same length?

- Blind infants’ canonical (more mature) babbling in particular may be modulated 3. the same proportion of canonical babble?
by (auditory) social context relative to sighted infants

Results
1. Number of vocalizations 2. Length of vocalizations
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Blind infants produced fewer vocalizations than sighted infants did (p <.001) Duration of babbles per two-minute interval did not differ between being alone

Both groups vocalized more when others were present than alone (p <.001) vs. with others, or between the two groups of infants.

Measuring interaction: Alone x group status : :
N/ 3. Other vocalizations
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Infant Alone Status * |In manual annotations, proportion of canonical babbling was similar

between sighted and blind infants (and did not differ by alone status)
« Crying too did not differ between groups or by presence of others
« Automated analysis of vocal maturity over daylong recordings in progress

Blind and sighted infants produce more utterances with others around,
but increase is greater in blind infants compared to sighted (group x
alone status p <.001)

Discussion and Conclusion

« Both sighted and blind infants produced substantially more (but not longer)  We thank our RA coders, lliad Nazari, Sophie Schoenbohm, Will Raidt, Marvin Lavechin and
vocalizations around others than alone Kien Nguyen as well as the Hodgson Fund, the ICIS Generation Fund, and NSF Career Grant

- Blind infants were more affected than sighted peers by audible presence of = BCS-2337766 for the support that made this work possible.
others in terms of how much they vocalized (but not for duration or amount  Selected References
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