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Words

« Stimulus words chosen based on age of acquisition and pictureability.

 All target words paired with semantic, phonological, and unrelated foils.

« Target words and all phrases (find the, see the, isn’t this fun, etc.) recorded in African
American English (AAE)

« Stimuli presented to children in their native dialect of AAE

accurately.
* Processing familiar words less accurately puts these children at a disadvantage for
language acquisition and general learning.
» Therapy should focus on improving vocabulary, rather than modifying the use of dialectal
features, which will help to improve lexical processing efficiency overall.
» Future Directions:

()]
o

(o))
o

N
o

Accuracy (% looking to target)
8
|

Accuracy (% looking to target)

Pictures 20 . 207 » (Calculate MLU % obligatory use of morphological dialect features.
Color photographs of target objects. % b o0 7o a0 o 130
*Pictures were normed for comprehension in a Head Start classroom.
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