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ABSTRACT: Child-directed questions are significant in high-quality mother-
child interactions (Ninio, 1980; Rowe, Leech & Cabrera., 2017). This paper
examines the probable effects of Turkish child-directed speech (CDS) on the
acquisition of wh-words of a Turkish child. In this study, the spontaneous
speech of a Turkish boy and his mother was video recorded weekly between
the ages of 20 and 22 months by his mother during day-time activities such as
play, meals and leisure time. Then, it was studied to identify the frequency and
the form as directed to the child. The results were compared to understand how
the frequency and form of questions changed over three months. While yes/no
questions and wh-pronominals with the copula and with semantically general
verbs were the question forms found substantially in child-directed speech, the
child only produced intonation questions. It was revealed that there is a close
relationship between input and acquisition at the sentence and verb level in the
present data. This study contributes to language acquisition studies by
enhancing our knowledge of how Turkish children acquire questions.

Keywords: child language, child-directed speech, Turkish language acquisition,
order of questions, development of questions

Cocuk Dili ve Cocuga Yonelik Dilde Tiirkce Sorularm Gelisimi

OZ: Cocuga yoneltilen sorular, anne-cocuk etkilesiminde 6nemli bir role
sahiptir (Ninio, 1980; Rowe, Leech & Cabrera, 2017). Bu makale, ¢ocuklara
yonelik konusmanin, bir Tirk ¢ocugunun soru edinimi iizerindeki olast
etkilerini ve gidisatin1 incelemektedir. Bu c¢alismada, 20-22 ay yaslar
arasindaki bir Tiirk erkek cocugu ile annesinin spontan konusmalari, oyun,
yemek ve bos zaman gibi giinliik aktiviteler sirasinda annesi tarafindan haftalik
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olarak videoya kaydedilmistir. Daha sonra ¢ocuga yonelik sorularin hem siklig1
hem de tarz1 tespit edilmeye ¢alisilmis ve sonuglar, {i¢ aylik siire zarfinda soru
siklig1 ve tarzinin nasil degistigini kayit altina almistir. Calismadaki ¢ocuga
yonelik iletisimde evet/hayir sorular1 ve isim ve semantik olarak genel fiillerle
birlikte soru zamirleri en sik kullanilirken, cocuk yalnizca tonlama yaparak soru
iiretti. Mevcut verilerde ciimle ve fiil diizeyinde girdi ve edinim arasinda yakin
bir iliski oldugu saptandi. Bu caligma, Tiirk ¢ocuklarinin sorulari nasil
edindiklerine dair bilgimizi artirarak dil edinimi ¢aligmalarma katki
saglamaktadir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: ¢ocuk dili, gocuga yoneltilen dil, Tiirk¢e dil edinimi, soru
strasi, soru gelisimi

1 Introduction

Children spend most of their time asking questions as they explore the world.
These questions and their forms change during a child’s physical, cognitive and
social development. The order of acquisition has received attention from scholars
who have studied the topic from different perspectives. The taxonomy introduced
by Bloom, Merkin and Wootten (1982) suggests that children acquire some
question words earlier than others for various reasons, such as the complexity of
the question and response. According to this taxonomy, children initially start
acquiring what, where and who (w#A-pronominals), which is followed by when,
how, and why (wh-sentential), and finally, they acquire and use which and whose
(wh-adjectivals). As the last two groups require more complex answers than the
first group, such as a reason, manner, or time, they are expected to be acquired
later in the acquisition order. Bloom et al. (1982) also develop the taxonomy by
highlighting the syntactic complexity of the wh-questions. Different verbs are
frequently used in each group. While the wh-pronominals are primarily used with
the copula (i.e. where is the cat?) or general verbs (i.e. where is the cat going?),
the wh-sententials (why is the cat licking his paws?) are used with descriptive
verbs. Finally, wh-adjectivals (whose cat yawned and scratched his leg?) are used
with more complex verbs. Tiirkay and Akyol (2012) and Rowland, Pine, Lieven
and Theakston (2003) also highlighted that the verb used with the question in
CDS can help or challenge the child’s comprehension and hence directly
influence his/her speech production.

These acquisition theories all operate under the premise that there exists a
limited set of semantically general verbs, sometimes known as “light verbs” (e.g.
go (git-), do (yap-), play (oyna-), put (koy-), get (al-) and come (gel-)), which
are in some way semantically privileged (Bloom, 1991; Clark, 1978; Pinker,
1989; Goldberg, 1998; Ninio, 1999). Many researchers believe these verbs are
essential to understanding because they help humans describe their experiences.
Clark’s (1978) work on early verb use is mirrored in the belief that children
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acquire semantically general verbs early because they encode highly general
meanings. She claims that children substitute more general verbs with more
specific ones they have not yet learned. For example, they often acquire the
general verb to eat before they acquire to gulp. Clark (1978) states that many
uses of these verbs are replaced as children get older. General purpose verbs
continue to be used but become proportionally less frequent as children acquire
more words for specific categories of actions. In other words, many researchers
assume that semantically general verbs have a privileged status in acquisition.
For this study, Theakston et al.’s (2004) list of semantically general verbs
provided by Pinker (1999) and Ninio (1999) is studied and selected to be used.
Questions directed by the parents are considered to be vital for high-quality
parent-child interactions, especially in toddler years (Ninio, 1980; Rowe et al.,
2017) since they hold children’s attention (Robinson et al., 2009), help
comprehension (Weinstein et al., 2017), promote critical thinking and increase
children’s language use (Honig & Wittmer, 1981; Mol et al., 2009). The verbal
and nonverbal responses parents get to their questions help parents evaluate the
child’s current knowledge. Thus, they can fine-tune their language use
accordingly to manage successful communication (Bailey et al., 2013).
Especially between 18-24 months, children rapidly increase in verbal abilities
(vocabulary spurt) (Carey, 1978; Nelson, 1973). Therefore, parental input gained
more importance during these years (Iverson et al., 1999). The contribution of
the parent’s input and frequency should be considered. Some studies (Clancy,
1989; Rowland et al., 2003) proved that caregiver speech dramatically affects a
child’s question acquisition. Recently, more studies have focused on the
relationship between children’s language production and caregiver speech
(Naigles & Hoff-Ginsberg, 1998; Tiirkay-Altinkamig, 2005). Some studies
(Forner, 1977; Savic, 1975) revealed a positive connection between mothers’ use
of question forms directed to children and children’s order of wh-question
production. In this respect, these studies claim that children’s question
acquisition is positively affected if they are exposed to specific forms at specific
stages at which their cognitive development functions at its best. In other words,
the input children are exposed to should match their immediate cognitive
development. If these forms are accessible to children from their linguistic
repertoire, they can be processed, understood and produced successfully.
Acquiring wh-question formation is an arduous and lengthy process since it
requires the integration of several pieces of knowledge. Several studies
conducted in English proved that children aged four or younger make errors such
as not using an auxiliary/untensing (e.g. When you drive?), misplacing it in the
sentence (e.g. When you can drive?), or using double-tense (e.g. When can he
drives?) in producing wh-questions (Bloom et al., 1982; 1984; Klee, 1985;
Klima & Bellugi, 1966; Labov & Labov, 1978; Stromswold, 1990). However,
children do not make errors in positioning the wh-word; they always place it at
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the front. Errors such as “Can you drive when?” are unexpected (Stromswold,
1990). Rowland and Pine (2000) suggest that errors become less common as they
are frequently used in the input. Even if children start using wh-questions (e.g.
What’s that?, Where daddy go?) as early as 1 year old as formula-like wh-
questions they do not reflect being acquired by the child, it is impossible to say
that they have fully acquired these forms. Input is crucial in mastering questions,
but how the child uses input remains a mystery across language acquisition.

2 Literature Review
2.1 Turkish Question Formation

Acquisition of Turkish question formation is considered relatively more
straightforward than the acquisition of English since speakers do not have to deal
with inversion of the subject. Turkish questions can be formed by;

(1) using a wh- phrase
Otobiis duragi nerede?

“Where is the bus stop?”

The insertion of a wh-question word forms wh-guestions into the sentence
(Goksel & Kerslake, 2005). The wh- phrases in Turkish are the following:

Table 1. Wh-phrases in Turkish

Wh-questions in Turkish Wh-questions in English
Kim Who

Ne What

Hangi Which

Nerede Where

Hani

Ne zaman When

Kag How many/what time
Ne Kadar How much

Nasil How

Niye /Neden/Nigin Why

Adapted from Goksel & Kerslake’s definitions of wh-phrases (2005, p. 258).

Wh-words can be inflected just like nouns (Aksu-Koc & Slobin, 1985) following
the order: stem + (plural) + (possessive) + (case) as seen in Appendix 1.
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(2) insertion of the question particle m/ and personal endin gif available (yes/no
questions or alternative questions)
Bahgeye agag dikiyor muyuz? (yes/no question)
“Are we planting trees in the garden?”

The literature review below presents a review of studies examining parental input
and its effect on question acquisition.

2.2 Recent Studies

Children develop their language skills by interacting with more knowledgeable
adults around them (Rogoff, 1993; Vygotsky, 1978). Parents contribute to their
child’s language development by asking questions (Yu, Bonawitz, & Shafto,
2019). Research examining the effect of interaction between parent and child on
language acquisition (Cengiz & Cakir, 2016; Choi, 2000; Fernald & Morikawa,
1993; Tardif et al., 1997) and the acquisition of wh-questions in various
languages (Ekmekei, 1990; Rowland & Pine, 2000; Sofu, 1998; Tiirkay-
Altinkamis & Sofu & Ugar, 2010) show that parents direct questions to their
children even when they are too young to answer (Bornstein et al., 1992).
Although parental input is critical, most studies focus primarily on child
language, which is only one side of the interaction. Thus, only a few studies
focused on CDS’s effect on acquiring questions (Rowland et al., 2003; Tiirkay
& Akyol, 2012; Unliitabak et al., 2022).

The studies also showed that the acquisition order of questions was studied
(Ekmekgi, 1990; Rowland et al., 2003, 2005; Unliitabak et al., 2012). Studies
revealed that parents ask simple labelling questions (What is this?) and yes/no
questions to direct children’s attention and elicit short responses. When children
are 20 to 32 months of age, the complexity of parents’ questions increases. They
start forming wh-questions with more grammatically complex sentences and ask
how and why questions targeting more abstract information in interaction
(Ekmekgi, 1990; Rowland et al., 2003; 2005; Unliitabak et al., 2012). The same
trajectory from what questions to more complicated w#-questions is also traced
in children’s acquisition of wh-questions, which clearly shows the role of input
in children’s language communicative development (Rowland et al., 2003).
Parents’ question-asking behaviour and the question types directed are highly
connected with children’s language production. For maintaining successful
communication, the function of questions was also explored, and it was found
that children use questions for various reasons, such as clarification and
requesting from a very early age (Sofu, 1998). Another study examined the
relationship between the socioeconomic level of parents and the range of
questions they ask during play and book reading and found similarities at the
remembering level. It revealed that parents of high socioeconomic status asked
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more open-ended questions at remember and understand levels (Cengiz & Cakar,
2016).

Some studies have contributed to the field of drawing comparisons of parental
input cross-linguistically (Choi, 2000; Fernald & Morikawa, 1993; Tardif et al.,
1997; Tribushinina et al., 2013), which revealed the influence of cultural
differences in CDS between languages. Furthermore, some studies proved that
not all parents begin asking questions with “What’s this?” (Heath, 1983;
Schieffelin & Eisenberg, 1984). In other words, the differences in the
exposure/input can cause differences in the distribution of verbs, adjectives and
nouns in language acquisition (Choi, 2000; Fernald & Morikawa, 1993; Sofu &
Tiirkay-Altinkamig, 2005; Tardif et al.,1997; Tribushinina et al., 2013).

Table 2. Recent studies about question acquisition and parental input

Study The focus Participants Language Results
Ekmekei Wh-question 15-27 Turkish what “ne” was
(1990) acquisition months old used at the
children beginning of I.
MLU period and

where “nerede”,
who “kim” and
how many “kag
tane” were used at
the end of I. MLU
period. At I1.
MLU period, how
much “ne kadar”,
to whom “kime”,
for whom “kimin
i¢cin” were
produced and why
“nigin” and which
“hangisi” were

used IV. MLU
period.
Fernald & Universal 30 American  English, American mothers
Morikawa features and & 30 Japanese label objects more
(1993) cultural Japanese frequently and
variation in infants (6, consistently than
maternal 12, and 19 Japanese mothers,
speech months) and while Japanese
their mothers mothers use

objects to engage



Tardif et al.
(1997)

Sofu (1998)

Choi (2000)

Effect of the
input on
children’s early
vocabularies in
terms of

nouns and
verbs

Functions of
wh-words

Structural and
pragmatic
aspects of
caregiver
input
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six 2;0
English-,
six 1;11
Italian-, ten
1;10
Mandarin-
speaking
children and
their
caregivers

Four girls
from the age
of 2;0 to 3;6

20 mothers
with their 1;6
year-old
children
while
book-reading
and toy-play

Italian,
Mandarin,
English

Turkish

English,
Korean
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infants in social
routines more
often than
American
mothers.
Consistent with
the children’s
spontaneous
production data.
English-speaking
caregivers
emphasised nouns
over verbs,
Mandarin-
speaking
caregivers
emphasised verbs
over nouns and
Italian-speaking
caregivers were
more equivocal.

Turkish children
used wh-phrases
very early, which
had many
functions, such as
clarification,
requesting, and
confirmation.
English-speaking
mothers use more
nouns than verbs,
focusing more on
objects than
actions. In
Contrastingly,
Korean-speaking
mothers provide a
balanced
treatment of nouns
and verbs and
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Rowland &
Pine (2000)

Rowland et
al. (2003)

Rowland et
al. (2005)
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An analysis of
correct wh-
question
production

and subject-
auxiliary
inversion errors
in one child’s
early wh-
question

data

Effect of
complexity and
input frequency
on wh-question
acquisition.

Correct use and
errors in young
children’s
wh-questions to
test some of the
predictions of
current theories
of acquisition

One child
from the age
of 2;3 to
4;10

12 children
from 2,7 to
2;11

12 children
from 2,7 to
2;11

English

English

English

focus on objects
and actions
similarly.
Children were
able to produce
wh-questions
correctly by
learning high-
frequency
markers.

Acquisition order
of wh-questions
could be predicted
successfully from
the frequency with
which particular
wh-words and
verbs occurred in
the children’s
input. The
syntactic and
semantic
complexity did
not reliably
predict the
acquisition.
Wh-questions with
copula, auxiliary
is and auxiliary
has may attract
higher correct use
rates than
questions with
copula, auxiliary
are and auxiliary
have.



Sofu &
Tiirkay
(2005)

Tiirkay-
Altinkamig
et al. (2010)

Tiirkay &
Akyol
(2012)

Tribushinina
etal. (2013)

Effects of
caregiver
speech on
children’s
productive
vocabulary

Acquisition of
wh-words
longitudinally

Distribution of
wh-questions,
syntactic
trajectory of
mothers’
speech directed
to children

Adjectives in
child speech
(CS) and CDS
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Five female
1;0 year-old
children and
their
caregivers

Five female
1;0 year-old
children and
their
caregivers

4 girls aged
1;04-2;03 &
their
mothers.

16 children
(16-36
months)

Turkish

Turkish

Turkish

Croatian,
Dutch,
French,
German,
Italian,
Lithuanian,
Russian,
Turkish

57

Verbs appeared
more in all
mothers’ talks to
their children at
different MLU
levels. Children’s
use of nouns or
verbs differed by
their MLU levels.
Turkish children
acquire wh-words
earlier than
English children
but in the same
order with
Bloom’s (1982)
taxonomy.
Turkish mothers
use wh-
pronominals
significantly more
than wh-
sententials and
adjectivals. This is
entirely identical
to Turkish
children’s wh-
question
acquisition.

A strong relation
between contrast
use in CS and
CDS.
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Cengiz & Turkish 10 fathers Turkish High and low

Cakir (2016)  paternal and their 5- socioeconomic
language use year old status (SES)
including their ~ children fathers produced
use of question the most
types and their utterances at the
socioeconomic remember level.
status Both groups

produced no

utterance at the
analyse level.

Unliitabak et The effect of 30 parents Turkish Parents’ label
al. (2022) parental input and their questions with
on questions toddlers SD pointing were
and pointing age=1.55 positively
gestures associated with
directed to toddlers’ elicited
toddlers speech, and
parents’ label and
description

questions were
positively
associated with
toddlers’ elicited
pointing.

Focusing on the studies conducted in the Turkish language, it can be argued
that studies conducted on Turkish-speaking children-parent interactions are
insufficient (Cengiz & Cakir, 2016; Ekmekei, 1990; Sofu, 1998; Sofu & Tiirkay,
2005; Tiirkay-Altinkamus et al., 2010; Tiirkay & Akyol, 2012; Unliitabak et al.,
2022). Ekmekgi (1990) examined wh-question word acquisition by matching the
question words with a child’s mean length of utterance (MLU), which is a
measure of linguistic productivity in children obtained by calculating morphemes
in the number of utterances (Ekmekgi, 1990). The study examined a child’s
language acquisition between his 15-month and 27-month-old period and found
that nerede (where), kim (who) and ka¢ tane (how many) are acquired after ne
(what) in the same MLU period. However, ne kadar (how much), kime (who in
object position, to whom) and kim i¢in (for whom) are produced later on in the
second MLU period. Finally, ni¢in and hangisi are the question words acquired
in the later MLU period.

Sofu (1998) investigated the functions of whi- words in Turkish-speaking
children-parent interaction (e.g. clarification, requesting and confirmation) and
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revealed that Turkish children produce wk- words relatively earlier than English-
speaking children. Tiirkay et al. (2010) also validated Sofu’s study by confirming
this in a study by analysing 9 Turkish-speaking children’s interaction data
longitudinally. They added that children’s wh-question acquisition parallels
Bloom’s taxonomy (1982). Tiirkay and Akyol (2012) also examined how
parents’ input affects children’s comprehension and production of question
words. Cengiz and Cakir (2016) explored the relationship between paternal
language use and their socioeconomic status with ten fathers and their five-year-
old children. They found that the questions asked by fathers show similarities at
the remember level, disregarding their socioeconomic level.

A very recent study by Unliitabak et al. (2022) examined children’s verbal
and nonverbal responses to questions directed to the child by their parents. Thirty
parents and their toddlers aged around 12-24 months participated in the study. It
revealed that parents asked more label questions to their 16- to 21-month-old
toddlers than other types of questions (description and self-answered) when
interacting with their toddlers. Toddlers responded to parents’ questions by
speech and/or gestures. It was revealed that parents’ question-asking behaviour
and toddlers’ use of verbal and non-verbal communicative interactions in the
conversation are directly parallel with each other. It was found that parents do
not usually use gestures while asking a question; however, when they did, they
elicited more speech from their toddlers.

The studies reviewed here will be considered the point of departure. In light
of these discussions, the present study aims to investigate the frequency and form
of wh-words in the speech of mothers and children in parent-child interactions.
The parent’s and children’s use of these forms will also be compared with the
input frequency as the child grows up.

2.3 Research Question

In this study, we build upon and extend the existing literature by examining
Turkish CDS’s probable effects and trajectory on the acquisition of wh-words.
In response to the literature, this study was framed according to the research
questions given below:

e  What is the trajectory in Turkish CS and CDS regarding the distribution
of questions (Intonation, yes/no and wh-questions) as the child ages?

3 Methodology
3.1 Participants

The data involved the records of interactions between a mother and a toddler.
The mother regularly took the recordings via a cell phone in the family flat. The
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toddler is accustomed to having mobile phones, so it did not distract the child
during interaction. The parents are both native Turkish speakers and highly
educated; the father is a researcher at a Turkish public university, and the mother
is an English language teacher at a public high school. Parents were asked to
video record their child in his natural environment and at his own pace, as parents
can interact more effectively with their child than a stranger and the child can
feel more comfortable asking questions directly to her/his parent than a visitor.

The video-recorded data were dyadic interactions between the mother and the
child and lasted about 30-45 minutes every week. Each video was recorded
successively on the same day and lasted about 8-10 minutes each. Having data
in the form of a video allowed us to analyse paralinguistic features as well. The
researcher also visited the family to take notes on the nature and conditions of
interactions. During the recordings, the parents were asked to continue their daily
lives. As the family’s only child, he was cared for by his grandmother when his
parents were at work. Overall, no structured activity was planned in advance.
The data for this study were based on a longitudinal database by Inci-Kavak
(2019) as part of more extensive data. The data collection process took around
12 weeks and was kept as natural and true-to-life as possible. Each video-
recorded session was between 30-45 minutes. Considering that children start
asking questions as soon as they start speaking and their usage increases around
two and a half or three years of age (Tyack & Ingram, 1976; Bloom et al., 1982),
we have recorded the child around this age to be able to observe the emergence
of the questions (1;8-1;10). The data was transferred into written transcripts
describing relevant non-linguistic context (child’s and adult’s actions
accompanying speech) and finally divided into three sets by the child’s age as
1;8, 1;9 and 1;10.

3.2 Coding

The data were collected longitudinally and were expected to provide exhaustive
material on acquiring questions in the interaction. Three trained researchers, who
are PhD holders in the field of English Language Teaching, native speakers of
Turkish, and have experience publishing articles on Turkish language
acquisition, transcribed and coded the transcriptions using the coding criteria
below.

The data for this study does not include every form of question words. A brief
explanation of transcriptions’ coding criteria is provided below:
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(3) Coding criteria of the transcriptions

(a) Utterances, unintelligible exclamations and sentence fragments were
removed in the coding.

(b) Questions used for grabbing attention or expressing surprise or disbelief
such as “Park ettigim araba ben icinden ¢ikinca geri gelmesin mi?”
(Would you believe it, the car that I had parked went back after I left)
(rhetorical question) were not counted as they do not direct the speaker
to action.

(c) Rote-learned questions with fixed expressions (e.g. bu ne? What’s this?)
were also removed.

(d) Wh-questions in frozen utterances such as songs or rhymes (4bi parmak
abi parmak nerdesin? Brother finger brother finger where are you?)
were not considered since they were not produced intentionally.

(e) Partially intelligible or incomplete utterances or utterances with parts
marked as unclear or questionable quoted were removed.

(f) Repetitions were counted only once if they met the criteria mentioned
above.

Apart from the ones that do not meet the coding criteria above, the data included
all varieties of question forms and the verbs (auxiliary, general, or descriptive)
used.

3.3 Data Analysis

The questions in the mother-child interaction were analysed. All spontaneous
questions directed to and produced by the child were extracted from their speech
across all transcripts. As a case-inflected language, Turkish questions were also
all case-inflected, so they were counted as tokens. The analysis started with the
frequency count of the number of times in CS and CDS. After the frequency was
revealed, the data was analysed to reveal the overall trajectory of each group of
questions (rising intonation; direct yes/no questions- nominal and verbal; wh-
pronominals-ne (what), kim (who) nerede (where) hani (where); wh-sententials
ne zaman (when), nasi (how), neden/ni¢in (why) and wh-adjectivals- hangi
(which), kimin (whose), ne renk (what colour), ka¢ tane (how many), ne kadar
(how much) (Bloom et al., 1982; Rowland et al., 2003) together with a syntactical
analysis. The form of the questions and the verb choice were studied in each
sentence by considering the characteristics of the language. Each classified
question was meticulously studied to decide whether it was used as a predicate
or with a general verb. However, there were some limitations to working on
naturalistic data, which was full of incomplete, interrupted, or inaccurate
sentences/phrases. The child did not respond to all the questions directed to him,
but it was hard to understand whether it was due to a lack of comprehension or
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attention. The parents were informed about the study’s aims and stages and
assured their child’s data would be kept confidential and anonymous.

3.4 Reliability

The process of data collection and coding was carried out simultaneously. Hatch
considers coding as a cyclical process because codes are not “rigid regularities
with sharp boundaries” (2002, p.155). Saldana (2015) claims that coding should
be seen as a cyclical process and informs researchers how it should be adequately
implemented. He suggests that the groups should be continuously reidentified
as new codes emerge during coding (2015). The intercoder reliability was
calculated using Miles and Huberman’s (1994) formula: reliability =
agreement/agreement + disagreement. If three coders reached at least 90%
agreement, the desired reliability level (0.97) was achieved (Miles & Huberman,
1994). When the team members could not negotiate, the sample was discarded.
The sample was included if the differences were resolved with two members’
agreement (Creswell, 2012; Janesick, 2004; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Merriam,
1998; Spillett, 2003; Spall, 1998). The transcription was also emailed for parents
to check. During this ongoing data analysis process, the researchers had the
opportunity for member-checking and peer debriefing from time to time before
coming to a decision (Creswell, 2012; Merriam, 1998). All of these techniques
used for the qualitative data improved the trustworthiness and credibility of this
study (Creswell, 2012; Janesick, 2004; Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Spall, 1998;
Spillett, 2003). Briefly, data analysis continues until all groups are clarified and
classified appropriately. The traditional paper-and-pencil method was used as it
helps ease the comparing and contrasting process (Bazeley, 2007).

4 Results

This study adopted a systematic and in-depth analysis conducted in three sets
(1;8, 1;9 and 1;10).

4.1 Child-directed Speech
4.1.1 Question use in child-directed speech

As illustrated in Table 3, nearly half of the CDS is in the form of questions in the
first two sets. In the first two sets, the amount of question production stays the
same, but it increases by about 10% in the last set. The mother tries to elicit
information about the activities from the child. In the final set, 57,5% of the
mother’s production becomes questions.
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Table 3. The frequency of questions used by the mother
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Age Total Utterance Q. Use Per cent
1;8 759 379 %49,5
159 856 413 %48,2
1;10 898 517 %517,5
Table 4. The distribution of questions used by the mother
Intonation Yes/mo Q.s Wh-Q.s
A Total Wh-Q.

&¢ ota Qs Qs Nominal Verbal Nominal Verbal
1;8 368 25 24 34 82
1;9 392 30 21 43 106 56
1;10 483 14 33 50 104

Table 4 demonstrates that the exposure to questions increases in the third slot.
The mother does not prefer asking questions by rising intonation, and the use of
intonation questions by the mother sharply drop in the last set. In all yes/no
questions, verbal questions always outweigh nominal questions and consistently
rise throughout the periods. On the other hand, in wh-questions, wh-verbal
questions are always greater than nominal ones in 1;8 and 1;10 age groups.
However, the trajectory of verbal wh-questions differs in the 1;9 slot, as nominal

wh-questions double the verbal ones.

Table 5. The frequency of verbal yes/no questions used by the mother

Verbal Yes/no Q.

Age Total Q. Use Use Per cent
1;8 379 153 40%
1;9 413 155 38%

1;10 517 236 46%
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Table 6. The distribution of wh-questions used by the mother

Age Total Wh-Q.s what where who when how why which

1; 8 152 94 24 20 0 9 5 0
1;9 162 103 21 12 3 11 4 8
1;10 183 99 33 14 0 12 19 6

As revealed in Tables 5 and 6, verbal yes/no questions are dominant (41%
average) in all sets, increasing considerably in the last slot (46%). “What”
questions are the second most frequent group in all sets (24,9%). A quarter of the
child-directed question data is made of what questions. The number of nominal
ves/no questions aligns with this trend, although slight changes are observed.
“Where” questions are produced more often than the other wh-questions except
what, but they are all relatively used less, and their number stays nearly the same
in the three-month research period.

The dominance in verbal questions (yes/no and wh-questions) can account for
the mother’s general trajectory of verb use in her total utterances, which can also
be tracked in the child’s verb production. Table 7 shows the symmetry between
the ratio of rise in verb use by the mother (first lines) and the child (second lines).
The difference disappears gradually as the child linguistically improves. In the
final set, the gap between the mother’s and the child’s verb use reduces
dramatically, and the child produces more verbs than his mother.

Table 7. The comparison of the mother and child verb use (Inci-Kavak & Kavak,
2021)

Total Verb
Sets Age Utterance Use Per cent
) 759 412 54% (mother)

Set 1 18 381 56 16% (child)

856 483 56%
Set2 19 494 9% 19%
Set 3 1:10 898 575 64%

676 295 44%

It can be said that the mother fine-tunes her input to the child’s cognitive level
(Cross, 1977; Newport et al., 1977; Wanner & Gleitman, 1982) and supports his
understanding with a variety of question sets. In this way, she can grasp what
kind of interactions the child can hold (e.g. labelling items here and now, the
activities that the items can do, why things happen, etc.). The child’s responses
prove that he can respond appropriately and meaningfully to most of the
questions directed to him during three months (See sample extracts). Therefore,
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the extracts show that he can comprehend and answer the questions produced in
these different forms. However, he cannot cognitively produce them yet, which
affects the mother’s attempt to introduce the different forms. In other words, fine-
tuning the interactions is directly controlled by the child’s conceptual level, so
the order in which question forms can be understood and introduced is affected
by the child’s current cognitive status.

4.1.2 Negative Questions

The mother also uses negative questions, and the amount of negative questions
increases as the child ages. However, not all types of question forms increase at
the same level. While some are never produced by the mother, some (such as
verbal yes/no questions) grow gradually in each slot, as Table 8 exhibits.

Table 8. The distribution of negative questions used by the mother

w O o Yesio Qs Wh-Q.s

o O o §
P 3z 22
c T §

SE= b= g o g £ > 5

= = Q = Q = .=

Nom. Ver. § § S § E g _§

;8 379 4 0 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

;9 413 8 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

;10 517 21 O 1 17 0 0 0 0 0 2 0

Table 9 demonstrates the frequency of questions in CS and CDS. The sample
extracts evidence that as the child mentally and linguistically develops, the
mother expands the frequency and variety of questions by adapting her/his
speech to the child’s cognitive capacity. However, the child’s question
production is not immediately and directly affected by the amount of rise and
richness of the input, and thus, there is no recorded improvement in the child’s
question production.
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Table 9. The comparison of the mother and child question use

Age Total Utterance Q. Use Per cent
1;8 759 379 49,5% (mother)
381 8 2,0% (child)
1;9 856 413 48,2%
494 11 2,2%
1;10 898 517 57,5%
676 15 2,2%

4.1.3 Samples from child-directed questions
(4) Extract 1 (1;8)

1 MOT: adi ne onun? “what is it called? (pointing a car)

2 CHI: diit diiiit “diit diiiit (he makes the sound of the car)
3 MOT: nereye gidiyorsun? “where are you going?

4 CHLI: okila (okula) “to school

5 MOT: okula mi gidiyorsun? “are you going to school?

6 MOT: napryosun okulda? “what are you doing at school?

7 CHI: (he is showing a notebook and a pencil.)

8 MOT: yazi mi yazcaksin? “are you going to write?

9  CHI: (he nods)

Extract 1 shows us a sample from when the child was only 20 months old.
The child rides a toy car in the living room and talks to his mother. The samples
used here are clearly representative of mother-child interaction, and they show
how questions are frequently used in their daily interaction in variety and in
different forms (e.g. ne (what), nereye (where), -ml (predicate), n’apryorsun
(what)). Even at the first slot, the child can comprehend and successfully answer
all the questions directed to him. He uses some paralinguistic strategies to convey
the meaning, such as making onomatopoeic sounds (diit diiiit for referring to the
car), role-playing (pretending to write instead of producing the word), pointing
(showing the notebook and pencil), etc. which help him to get the meaning across
and prevents a breakdown in the communication.

(5) Extract2(1;9)

1 MOT: bak otobiis te gegiyor “Look, a bus is passing by”
2 MOT: ne renk otobiis? “what colour is the bus?”

3 CHI: red (tr: kirmuzr) “red”

4 MOT: yes (tr: evet) “yes”

5 MOT: kediler nasil yapryor oglum? “how do cats sound?”

6 CHI: miyav miyav “meow meow”’
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7 MOT: eveet “yees”

8 MOT: kopekler? “dogs?”

9 CHLI: hav “hav”

10 MOT: hav “hav”

11 MOT: humm “humm”

12 MOT: baska? “what else?”

13 MOT: baska? “what else?”

14 MOT: at nasil yapiyor? “how do horses sound?”

15 CHI: neee “neey (he pretends the sound of a horse)”
16 MOT: eveet “yes”

Extract 2 was taken from the second slot (1;9). The mother and the child are
in the car waiting for his daddy to arrive, and the child looks outside from the car
window and talks about their surroundings. In this slot, we observe that the
mother uses wh-sentential nasi/ (how) and wh-adjectivals ne renk (what colour)
and the questions were successfully comprehended and responded to by the child
at 21 months old. There is no sign of him producing these in the data, but he
proves that he understands these structures and answers them successfully, but
he is not ready to produce them yet.

(6) Extract 3 (1;10)

1. CHI: a aah “a aah (a discourse marker to show suprise)
2. MOT: noldu? “what happened?”

3. CHI: gitti “it’s gone”

4. MOT: ney gitti? “what’s gone?”

5. CHLI: altina gitti “it’s gone under (the sofa)”

6. MOT: altina ney gitti? “what’s gone under (the sofa)?”

7. CHI: siya(h) araba assaya gitti “the black car’s gone underneath”

In Extract 3, the child is playing in the living room with a toy car, and the car
goes under the sofa by accident. He asks his mother for help. When asked about
her questioning style, the mother said she elicits more information if she asks
questions broken into pieces. She clarified that she does this tactically but
unconsciously, as she does not plan this while discussing here-and-now objects
and situations. She stated that the answers or silences she gets as a response
decide the next interactional move. She highlighted that her main aim is
maintaining successful communication without breakdowns. The mother does
not prefer asking a complicated question at one turn; she prefers cutting it into
pieces and knows she has more chances of getting a clear answer. She tactically
cuts the long answer into relatively shorter but grammatically, semantically and
syntactically-meaningful pieces. As reflected in this extract, the mother makes
the child's answer easier. The child effectively follows the pattern of producing
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one element at a time in each line. First, he produces only the verb and adds place
altina (under) preposition to clarify the meaning. Then, his mother asks him what
went under (the sofa), and he clarifies further with siyah araba (black car).
Therefore, if all lines are considered in this extract, it is apparent that he answers
all the questions meaningfully.

4.2 Child Speech
4.2.1 Question use in child speech

Table 9 reveals the number of questions used by the child. In sets 1, 2 and 3, his
production of questions stays stagnant and does not show any drastic changes.
Although a regular rise in the child’s general speech production is seen between
the ages of 1;9 and 1;10 (from 33% to 43%), it does not reflect the amount of
question production. As a result, the percentage of the child’s use of questions
stays nearly the same in all three slots.

Table 10. The frequency of questions produced by the child

Age Total Utterance Q. Use Per cent
1;8 381 8 2,0%
159 494 11 2,2%
1;10 676 15 2,2%

As can be seen in Table 10, the child asked a total of 34 questions mostly by
playing with his voice, which increased slightly in each slot in the period from
20 to 22 months of age (3 months) (Please see Appendix 2 for complete child-
produced questions). He produced only two wh-questions in three months. In set
2, the child used “kim” who question word in “kim 0?” “who is it?” after hearing
a bang at the door. However, this phrase could be memorised from the riddle “tik
tik tik kim o, ben kapici ibo” as the child and the parent were traced playing this
in the data. In set 3, the child produced “nerde” where in “ayla yildiz nerdesin?”
“crescent and star where are you?” after seeing a Turkish flag in the street. As
these are the only representatives of kim and nerde question words, they could
be memorised as a chunk from a song, a riddle or a poem. For the second
example, there were no more traces that the child heard or produced this question,
and the parents confirmed that he could have heard it from his grandparents, TV
or a guest.

Two major analyses were performed on this corpus of questions: recording
the frequencies of questions and identifying different forms of the questions
produced by the child, all of which were discussed and confirmed by the mother.
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Table 11. The distribution of questions used by the child

Age Intonation Q.s Yes/no Q.s Wh-Q.s Total
1;8 8 0 0 8
1;9 10 0 1 11
1;10 14 0 1 15

As can be seen in Table 11, the child only manages to ask questions by
playing with his voice, which increases slightly in each slot.

4.2.2 Samples from child questions
(7) Extract 4 (1;8)

1 CHI: anne otur “mummy sit”

2 MOT: anne oraya oturamaz bebegim “mummy can’t sit there, baby”

3 CHIL Fata? [fa'ta/? 7 “Fata? (Can Fata sit there?)”

4 MOT: Fata oturabilir “Fata can sit”

5 CHIL: baba? / 'ba'ba /? 7~ “Daddy? (Can daddy sit there?)”
6 MOT: baba da oturamaz “no, daddy can’t sit there, too.”

Extract 4 shows us a sample from when the child was only 20 months old. As
arepresentative of the intonation question, the child manages to ask the questions
without worrying about all the components of the verbal yes/no question. The
mental burden of asking “Fata oraya oturabilir mi?” (Can Fata sit there?) is
reduced by only producing the keyword economically by rising intonation, which
is very practical, and by doing so, he manages to continue the interaction and
achieves successful communication. He realises that this method works perfectly
well, so he uses this in the successive lines too. This extract is an example of how
a child can strategically find ways of asking questions by simplifying and
modifying his speech to get the message across and hold a successful interaction.

4.3 Variety Sets in Questions

In this data set, there are several “clusters of sequential sentences” (Broen, 1972,
p- 29) in which the form keeps changing in terms of “lexical substitution and
rephrasing, addition and deletion of specific referential terms, and reordering of
constituents” (Kiintay & Slobin, 2002, p. 6) but “the meaning remains constant”
(Snow, 1972, p. 553). In other words, the mother maintains the conversation
purposefully until she gets the message across successfully. Variety sets are
ubiquitous in CDS in different structures (see Inci-Kavak, 2018, 2019 for
negation samples and Inci-Kavak & Kavak, 2021 for verb samples) in question
form as well. The extract below represents how the mother simplifies and
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modifies her speech to adapt the conversation level to the child’s linguistic
abilities until they can communicate effectively.

In this extract, the child is exposed to the different forms of the same verb ye-
(to eat) in positive and negative questions. The same verb appears in five
different question forms in (9).

®)
1 MOT: sen bugiin ne yedin? “what did you eat today?”’
2 MOT: ¢orba yedin mi? “did you eat soup?”
3 MOT: neden yemedin ¢orbayi? “why didn’t you eat the soup?”
4 MOT: anne sana ¢orba pisirdi “mummy cooked soup for you and
sen yemedin mi? “did you not eat it?”
5 MOT: yemedin dimi? “you didn’t eat, did you?”
9) (a) Ne ye-di-n?
What eat-PST-2SG
“What did you eat?”
(b) Ye-di-n mi?
eat- PST-2SG QUES
“Did you eat?”

(c) Neden  ye-me-di-n?
why eat-NEG-PST-2SG
“Why didn’t you eat?”

(d) Ye-me-di-n mi?
eat-NEG-PST-2SG QUES
“Did you not eat?”

(e) Ye-me-di-n di mi?
€at-NEG-PST-2SG TAG QUES
“You didn’t eat, did you?”

5 Discussion

The overall aim of this study was to explore the distribution of questions in
Turkish CS and CDS (Intonation, yes/no and wh-questions) and to scrutinise any
trajectories in Turkish CS and CDS during the child’s 1;8-1;10 age period. The
data shows that the child is exposed to verbal yes/no questions more often than
other forms. Secondly, questions starting with “what” (whA-pronominal) with
nouns and verbs are used frequently. The other wh-questions were not available
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in CDS when the data was collected. The mother does not prefer rising intonation
questions, which are the simplest way of asking questions and are overused by
the child already. As the existing literature shows, children firstly learn wh-words
(wh-pronominals) with the copula, then they acquire these wh-words with
semantically general verbs and then wh-adjectivals (Bloom et al., 1982;
Ekmekgi, 1990; Rowland et al., 2003; 2005; Tiirkay et al., 2010; Tiirkay &
Akyol, 2012). The wh- and yes/no questions are used sequentially in variety sets
that provide the same message in rich and varied form (Inci-Kavak & Kavak,
2021) until the child responds to what s/he is asked to do. Also, the parent’s order
of introduction shows parallel tendencies with the earlier studies conducted in
other languages (Ervin-Tripp, 1970; Ingram, 1974; Tyack & Ingram, 1977;
Cairns & Hsu, 1978; Bloom, Merken & Wooten, 1982 in English; Wode, 1974
in German; Savic, 1974 in Serbo-Croatian; Okubo, 1967 in Japanese). All the
studies prove that parents start introducing questions with wh-pronominals.
“What” and “where” questions are introduced earliest because they refer to the
objects, relations, or events that are “perceivable in a sensorimotor way” (Blank
& Allen, 1976). The earliest wh-question, “What is (it/this)?” has the function of
eliciting labels. It presupposes the capacity for mental representation enabling
object reference (Bates et al., 1975; Forner, 1977) and probably also the
categorisation abilities underlying the naming explosion” (Gopnik & Meltzoff,
1987). The wh-question “where” is also introduced simultaneously with “what”
and it helps the child to understand the relationship between objects and spaces
by referring to the locations, objects/people and their relationship (Miller &
Weissenborn, 1978). What and where questions accompany pointing out and
labelling an object in the immediate context, leading to conceptual overlap
(Unliitabak et al., 2022). The present data reveals that CDS also aligns with this
same global developmental composition, and thus parents ask what and where or
yes/no questions before why, when, and how questions.

In the present data, yes/no questions or wh-pronominals with the copula and
semantically general verbs were used (e.g. what is the truck driver doing? Is he
going fast? Where is he going? He is going to work, isn’t he?). Questions such
as “what is this?”” and “where is the truck?” are relatively less than “what is he
doing?” or “where is he going?” (verbal wh-questions, 57%; nominal wh-
questions 43%). Clancy (1989) claims that the ability to name and locate events
in wh-questions, such as those involving present activities (e.g. kamyon soforii
ne yapiyor? “What is X doing?”’) and visible changes of location (kamyon soférii
nereye gidiyor? “Where is X going?”), emerge after the ability to name and
locate objects. However, in our data, the parental input is richer in terms of wh-
pronominals with verbs (e.g. What is X doing? Where is X going?) in 1;8 and
1;10 age slots (1;8, 54%; 1;10, 57%). The parental input can show differences
cross-linguistically (Choi, 2000; Fernald & Morikawa, 1993; Sofu & Tiirkay,
2005; Tiirkay, Akyol, 2012; Tardif et al., 1997). The studies showed that Turkish
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mothers generally ask for the action, not for the object (Altinkamis et al., 2014;
Sofu & Tiirkay, 2005; Tirkay & Akyol, 2012; Tiirkay & Altinkamig; 2005;
Tiirkay et al., 2008).

The other wh-questions are expected to emerge later because of their relative
difficulty, abstractness and heterogeneity of the underlying notions of
means/manner, causality and temporality (Cairns & Hsu, 1978; Johnson, 1981;
Tyack & Ingram, 1977). However, some samples with these wh-words in the
present data produce some caveats. In the data, some of the wh-questions
expected to be acquired later than are comprehended and answered meaningfully
even at the age of 1;10, and their comprehension does not follow this taxonomy
strictly. Contrary to Bloom’s taxonomy, nasi/ (how) in the Turkish data emerges
earlier than expected, similar to what Clancy (1989) found in his Korean study.
In the current study, nasi/ “how” is asked, and the mother elicits a concrete
demonstration and was frequently answered with boyle (like this) with its
demonstration (e.g. M: nasil yapiyim kafami? (how do I do my head?) C: giim
yap (do bang) (by demonstrating a bang), M: Nasi!/ ¢izeceksin anneyi? (How will
you draw your mummy?) C: bdyle (like this) in mother-child interactions.

Concerning production, the child mostly asked intonation questions by only
stressing the word, and most of his questions were in single units. His use of
verbs in questions or sentences improved from using onomatopoeic words (e.g.
diit diit yapt: for played the horn) in the first set to general descriptive verbs (e.g.
durdurdu(m) (I made it stop), doktii (m) (I poured), ¢ikt1 (it came off)) with here
and now objects such as truck, bus, living room furniture in meaningful
interactions. Such verbs are descriptive, but they are more semantically complex
than some other descriptive verbs since they carry more information, can involve
more restrictions on the selection of the other parts of the sentence (e.g. Subject
and object), and can involve many more conditions for the appropriateness of
their use (Fillmore, 1971). This development can significantly impact the
parent’s frequent use of verb questions in range questions.

Child question production has not emerged yet in the period this study was
conducted (1;8-1;10). There can be long gaps between comprehension and
production since the cognitive relationship between the mothers’ introduction
and the children’s production timing is highly complex, personal and unexpected
(Clancy, 1989). To summarise, it is hard to estimate precisely when question
production emerges and how CDS affects the child’s question acquisition. For a
meaningful justification, the child should be observed in his later age period.
Therefore, it would be erroneous to say there is a(n) (a)synchrony between the
Turkish mother’s and child’s use of questions.
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6 Conclusion

The present study has investigated the order and frequency of questions produced
in the CS and CDS. The role of the mother’s input in the child’s early language
development was primarily focused on. The study’s primary purpose was to
identify the Turkish mothers’ and children’s use of questions and identify the
general trends in Turkish mothers’ use of questions in their CDS. The
relationship between CS and CDS is not as simple as that can be reduced to only
one or two reasons. Several aspects of language come together for the child to
acquire comprehension and produce questions, such as syntactic and semantic
complexity (Rowland et al., 2003). Since the present study is based only on one
child, it must be replicated before reaching solid and valid conclusions.
Therefore, more research is needed for different age groups (e.g. 2;0 onwards) to
understand whether the relationship between CS and CDS regarding the
production of questions is valid for only the Turkish child and his parent in this
study or other Turkish parents and children who show similar tendencies. The
child’s comprehension can also be studied as children comprehend earlier than
they can start producing. In conclusion, a similar study can be conducted by using
the interaction data in other languages, and the results can be compared cross-
culturally and cross-linguistically for a more universal perspective and
understanding.

Author Contributions: This research and all stages related to the research were
conducted by a single author.

Submission statement and verification: This study has not been previously
published elsewhere. It is not under review in another journal. Publication of the
study has been approved, either implicitly or explicitly, by all authors and the
responsible authorities at the university/research center where the study was
conducted. If the study is accepted for publication, it will not be published in the
same form in another printed or electronic medium in Turkish or any other
language without the written permission of the Journal of Linguistic Research.
Conflict of Interest Statement: In line with the Committee on Publication
Ethics (COPE) statement, I hereby declare that I had no conflicting interests
regarding any parties to this study.

Data Use: Data were collected after the participant’s legal guardian gave
consent.

Ethical Approval/Participant Consent: Ethical approval and written
permissions were obtained from Islam Science and Technology University
Social and Human Sciences Ethics Committee with the decision dated
03.04.2024. Every step of the research was conducted in accordance with ethical
norms. The participants gave their consent to participate voluntarily in the study.
Financial Support: No financial support was received for the study.



74 Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi — 2025 / 1

References

Aksu-Koc, A. & Slobin, D. I. (1985). The acquisition of Turkish. In Slobin, D. L., (ed.)
The crosslinguistic study of language acquisition (Vol. 1. The data). Erlbaum.

Altinkamus, F., Kern, S., & Sofu, H. (2014). When context matters more than language:
Verb or noun in French and Turkish caregiver speech. First Language, 34(6), 537—
550. https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723714560179

Bailey, C. S., Denham, S. A., & Curby, T. W. (2013). Questioning as a component of
scaffolding in predicting emotion knowledge in preschoolers. Early Child
Development and Care, 183(2), 265-279.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03004430.2012.671815

Bates, E., Camaioni, L. & Volterra, V. (1975). The acquisition of performatives prior to
speech. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 21(3), 205-226.

Bazeley, P. (2007). Qualitative data analysis with NVivo. Sage.

Beringer, G. & Garvey, C. (1981). Relevant replies to questions: Answers versus evasions.
Journal of Psycholinguistic Research, 10. 403-420.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01067166

Berman, R. (1985). The acquisition of Hebrew. In D. 1. Slobin (Ed.), The crosslinguistic
study of language acquisition (Vol. 1). Erlbaum.

Blank, M. & Allen, D. A. (1976). Understanding ‘why’: Its significance in early
intelligence. In M. Lewis (Ed.), Origins of intelligence: infancy and early childhood.
Plenum.

Bloom, Louis. Merkin, S., & Wootten, J. (1982). Wh-questions: linguistic factors that
contribute to the sequence of acquisition. Child Development, 53(4), 1084-1092.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1129150

Broen, P. A. (1972). The verbal environment of the language-learning child. American
Speech and Hearing Association.

Cairns, H. S. & Hsu, J. R. (1978). Who, why, when and how: a developmental study.
Journal of Child Language 5(3). 477-488.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900002105

Carey, S. (1978). The child as a word learner. In M. Halle, J. Bresnan, & G. A. Miller
(Eds.), Linguistic theory and psychological reality (pp. 264—293). MIT Press.

Choi, S. (2000). Caregiver input in English and Korean: Use of nouns and verbs in book-
reading and toy-play contexts. Journal of Child Language, 27(1), 69-96.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000999004018

Clancy, P. M. (1985). The acquisition of Japanese. In D. I. Slobin (Ed.), The
crosslinguistic study of language acquisition (Vol. 1). Erlbaum.

Clancy, P. M. (1989). Form and function in the acquisition of Korean wh-questions.
Journal of Child Language, 16(2), 323-347.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900010448

Cohen, L., Manion, L., & Morrison, K. (2011). Research methods in education (7th ed.).
Routledge/Falmer.




Vildan Inci Kavak 75

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five
approaches (4th ed.). Sage.

Cross, T. G. (1977). Mothers’ speech adjustments: The contribution of selected child
listener variables. In C. E. Snow & C.Ferguson (Eds.), Talking to children: Language
input and acquisition. Cambridge University Press.

Cakir, H., & Cengiz, O. (2016). The use of open ended versus closed ended questions in
Turkish classrooms. Open Journal of Modern Linguistics, 6(2), 60-70.

Ekmekei, O. (1979). Acquisition of Turkish. A longitudinal study on the early language
development of a Turkish child [PhD Dissertation]. University of Texas at Austin.
Ekmekgi, O. (1990). Tiirkge nin ediniminde soru tiimcelerinin algilanimi. In A. S. Ozsoy
& H. Sebiiktekin (Eds.), IV. Dilbilim Sempozyumu Bildirileri (pp. 215-232). Bogazigi

Universitesi Yayinlari.

Erreich, A. (1984). Learning how to ask: patterns of inversion in yes-no and wh-questions.
Journal of Child Language, 11(3), 579-592.
https://doi.org/0.1017/S0305000900005961

Ervin, S. & Miller, W. (1977). Early discourse: some questions about questions. In M.
Lewis & L. Rosenblum (Eds.), Interaction, conversation and the development of
language. Wiley.

Ervin-Tripp, S. (1970). Discourse agreement: how children answer questions. In J. R.
Hayes (ed.), Cognition and the development of language. Wiley.

Fernald, A., & Morikawa, H. (1993). Common themes and cultural variations in Japanese
and American mothers’ speech to infants. Child development, 64(3), 637-656.
https://doi.org/10.1111/].1467-8624.1993.tb02933 .x

Forner, M. (1977). The mother as LAD: interaction between order and frequency of
parental input and child production. In F. R. Eckman & A. J. Hastings (Eds.), Studies
in first and second language acquisition. Newbury.

Gopnik, A. & Meltzoff, A. N. (1987). Language and thought in the young child: Early
semantic developments and their relationship to object permanence, means-end
understanding, and categorization. In K. E. Nelson (Ed.), Children’s language (Vol.
6) (pp. 191-212). Erlbaum.

Hatch, J. A. (2002). Doing qualitative research in education settings. State University of
New York Press.

Heath, S. B. (1981). Questioning at home and at school: a comparative study. In G.
Spindler (Ed.), Doing ethnography: Educational anthropology in action. Holt,
Rinehart & Winston.

Heath, S. B. (1983). Ways with words: language, life and work in communities and

classrooms. Cambridge University Press.

Honig, A. S., & Wittmer, D. S. (1981). Teacher questions to male and female toddlers.
Early Child Development and Care, 9, 19-32.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0300443820090102

Goksel, A., & Kerslake, C. (2005). Turkish. Routledge.




76 Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi — 2025 / 1

Holzman, M. (1972). The use of interrogative forms in the verbal interaction of three
mothers and their children. Journal of Psycholinguistic Research 1. 311-336.
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01067786

Holzman, M. (1974). The verbal environment provided by mothers for their very young
children. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly 20. 31-42.

Ingram, D. (1974). The acquisition of the English verbal auxiliary and copula in normal
and linguistically deviant children. ASHA Monographs, 18, 5-14.

Inci-Kavak, V. (2018). The development of forms of negation in the acquisition of
Turkish. Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 14(4), 93-110.

Inci-Kavak, V. (2019). The acquisition and use of negation in the early child language.
Journal of Language and Linguistic Studies, 15(2), 587-604.

Inci-Kavak, V. & Kavak, E. (2021). Variation sets in child-directed and child speech: A
case study in Turkish. Eurasian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 7(1), 1-10.
https://doi.org/10.32601/ejal.911137

Iverson, J. M., Capirci, O., Longobardi, E., & Caselli, M. C. (1999). Gesturing in mother-
child interactions. Cognitive Development, 14(1), 57-75.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0885-2014(99)80018-5

Janesick, V. J. (2004). Stretching exercises for qualitative researchers (2nd ed.). Sage.

Johnson, C. E. (1981). Children’s questions and the discovery of interrogative syntax
[PhD Dissertation]. Stanford University.

Klee, T. (1985). Role of inversion in children’s question development. Journal of Speech
and Hearing Research 28(2), 225-232. https://doi.org/10.1044/jshr.2802.225

Klima, E. & Bellugi, U. (1966). Syntactic regularities in the speech of children. In J. Lyons
& R. Wales (Eds.) Psycholinguistic Papers. Edinburgh University Press.

Kiintay, A., & Slobin, D. I. (2002). Putting interaction back into child language: Examples
from Turkish. Psychology of Language and Communication, 6(1), 5-14.

Labov, W. & Labov, T. (1978). Learning the syntax of questions. In R. Campbell & P.
Smith (Eds.), Recent advances in the psychology of language. Plenum Press.

Lincoln, Y.S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Sage.

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education.
Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Miller, M. & Weissenborn, J. (1978). Pragmatic conditions on learning how to refer to
localities. Papers and Reports on Child Language Development 15. 68-77.

Mills, A. E. (1985). The acquisition of German. In D. I. Slobin (Ed.), The crosslinguistic
study of language acquisition (Vol. 1) (pp. 141-254). Erlbaum.

Mol, S. E., Bus, A. G., & De Jong, M. T. (2009). Interactive book reading in early
education: A tool to stimulate print knowledge as well as oral language. Review of
Educational Research, 79(2), 979-1007. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654309332561

Naigles, L. & Hoff-Ginsberg, E. (1998). Why are some verbs learned before other verbs?
Effects of input frequency and structure on children’s early verb use. Journal of Child
Language 25(1), 95-120. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0305000997003358




Vildan Inci Kavak 77

Nelson, K. (1973). Structure and strategy in learning to talk. Monographs of the Society
for Research in Child Development.

Newport, E., Gleitman, H. & Gleitman, L. (1977). Mother, I’d rather do it myself: some
effects and non-effects of maternal speech style. In C. Snow & C. Ferguson (Eds.),
Talking to children: language input and acquisition (pp. 109-149). Cambridge
University Press.

Ninio, A. (1980). Picture-book reading in mother-infant dyads belonging to two sub-
groups in Israel. Child Development, 51(2), 587-590. https://doi.org/10.2307/1129299

Okubo, A. (1967). Yooji gengo no hattatsu (Children’s language development).
Tokyodoo.

Olsen-Fulero, L. & Conforti, J. (1983). Child responsiveness to mother questions of
varying type and presentation. Journal of Child Language 10(3). 495-520.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S030500090000533X

Piaget, J. (1927). La causalité physique chez I’enfant. Paris.

Robinson, J. B., Burns, B. M., & Davis, D. W. (2009). Maternal scaffolding and at- tention
regulation in children living in poverty. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 30(2), 82-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2008.10.013

Rowe, M. L., Leech, K. A., & Cabrera, N. (2017). Going beyond input quantity: Wh-
questions matter for toddlers’ language and cognitive development. Cognitive science,
41,162-179. https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12349

Rowland, C. F., & Pine, J. M. (2000). Subject—auxiliary inversion errors and wh-question
acquisition:”What children do know?’. Journal of Child Language, 27(1), 157-181.
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0305000999004055

Rowland, C.F. & Pine, J. M. & Lieven, E. V.M. & Theakston, A. L. (2003). Determinants
of acquisition order in wh-questions: re-evaluating the role of caregiver speech.
Journal of Child Language 30(3), 609-635.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000903005695

Rowland, C. F., Pine, J. M., Lieven, E. V., & Theakston, A. L. (2005). The incidence of
error in young children’s wh-questions. Journal of Speech Language Hearing
Research, 48(2), 384-404. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2005/027)

Saldana, J. (2015). The coding manual for qualitative researchers. Sage.

Savic, S. (1975). Aspects of adult-child communication: the problem of question
acquisition. Journal of Child Language, 2(2), 251-60.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900001070

Schieffelin, B. B. & Eisenberg, A. R. (1984). Cultural variation in children’s
conversations. In R. Schiefelbusch & J. Pickar (eds.), The acquisition of
communicative competence (pp. 378-420). University Park Press.

Shatz, M. (1978). Children’s comprehension of their mothers’ question-directives.
Journal of Child Language 5(1), 39-46. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900001926

Snow, C.E. (1972). Mothers’ speech to children learning language. Child Development,
43(2), 549-565. https://doi.org/10.2307/1127555




78 Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi — 2025 / 1

Snow, C. (1978). The conversational context of language acquisition. In R. Campbell &
P. Smith (Eds.), Recent advances in the psychology of language: Language
development and mother-child interaction (pp. 253-270). Plenum.

Sofu, H. (1998). Soru tiimcelerinin edinimi. Dilbilim Arastirmalari Dergisi, 90-98.

Sofu, H., & Tiirkay, F. (2005, February). Input frequency effects of child-directed speech
in terms of noun-verb dominance. In Presented Conference on (In) determinismus in
der Sprache on February (pp. 23-25).

Sofu, H. & Tiirkay-Altinkamis, F. (2006). Input Frequency Effects in terms of Noun/Verb
Dominance. Cukurova University, Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi 3(32), 229-241.

Spall, S. (1998). Peer debriefing in qualitative research: Emerging operational models.
Qualitative Inquiry, 4(2), 280-292. https://doi.org/10.1177/107780049800400208
Spillett, M. A. (2003). Peer debriefing: Who, what, when, why, how. Academic Exchange

Quarterly, 7(3), 36-40.

Stromswold, K. J. (1990). Learnability and the acquisition of auxiliaries. [PhD
Dissertation]. MIT.

Tardif, T., Shatz, M., & Naigles, L. (1997). Caregiver speech and children’s use of nouns
versus verbs: Acomparison of English, Italian, and Mandarin. Journal of Child
Language, 24(3), 535-565. https://doi.org/10.1017/s030500099700319x

Theakston, A. L. & Lieven, E. V. M. & Pine, J. M. & Rowland, C. F. (2004). Semantic
Generality, input frequency and the acquisition of syntax. Journal of Child Language,
31(1), 61-99. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000903005956

Tribushinina, E., Van Den Bergh, H., Kilani-Schoch, M., Aksu-Kog, A., Dabasinskieng,
1., Hrzica, G., ... & Dressler, W. (2013). The role of explicit contrast in adjective
acquisition: A cross-linguistic longitudinal study of adjective production in
spontaneous child speech and parental input. First Language, 33(6), 594-616.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723713503146

Tiirkay, F., & Akyol, O. (2012). Does Turkish child-directed speech predict the
acquisition order of wh- questions?. In E. Kincses Nagy & M. Biasci (Eds.), Studia
Uralo-Altaica (pp. 515-525). University of Szeged.

Tiirkay-Altinkamus, F. (2005). Children’s early lexicon in terms of noun/verb dominance
[PhD Dissertation]. Cukurova University, Adana, Tiirkiye.

Tiirkay-Altinkamus, F. & Kern, S. (2008). Tiirk ve Fransiz anneler tarafindan ¢ocuga
yonlendirilmis konusmadaki farkliliklar: Ad/eylem kullanimima karsilagtirmali bir
bakis acis1. In Y. Aksan & M. Aksan (Eds.), 21. Ulusal Dilbilim Kurultay: bildirileri.
(pp- 373-376). Mersin Universitesi.

Tiirkay-Altinkamig, F. & Sofu, H. & Ugar, E. (2010). Soru adillarinin edinimi. In C.
Sagin-Simsek & C. Hatipoglu (Eds.), 24. Ulusal Dilbilim Kurultay: bildirileri (pp.
277-285). Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi.

Tyack, D. & Ingram, D. (1977). Children’s production and comprehension of questions.
Journal of Child Language 4(2). 211-224.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900001616




Vildan Inci Kavak 79

Ugar, A. (2009). Eylemde ¢okanlamlilik ve sozliik girdisi olarak katkisiz eylemler. In Y.
Aksan & M. Aksan (Eds.), 21. Ulusal Dilbilim Kurultayr bildirileri. (pp.137-145).
Mersin Universitesi.

Unliitabak, B., Aktan-Erciyes, A., Yilmaz, D., Kandemir, S., & Goksun, T. (2022).
Parental input during book reading and toddlers’ elicited and spontaneous
communicative interactions. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 81,
101436. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2022.101436

Wanner, E. & Gleitman, L. R. (1982). Language acquisition: the state of the state of the
art. In E. Wanner & L. Gleitman (Eds.), Language acquisition: The state of the art.
Cambridge University Press.

Weinstein, Y., McDermott, K. B., & Roediger, H. L. (2010). A comparison of study
strategies for passages: Rereading, answering questions, and generating questions.
Journal ~ of  Experimental  Psychology:  Applied, 16(3), 308-316.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020992

Wode, H. (1974). Some stages in the acquisition of questions by monolingual children.
WORD, 27(1-3), 261-310. https://doi.org/10.1080/00437956.1971.11435628




80 Dilbilim Arastirmalar: Dergisi — 2025 / 1

Appendices
Appendix 1

Some possible combinations of question words

Singular Plural English
Kim (absolute) Kim-ler Who (subject)
Who broke the
who who PLU .
window?
Kim-i (accusative) Kim-ler-i Who (object)
who ACC who PLU ACC Who do you love?
Kim-in (genitive) Kim-ler-in Whose
Who POSS who PLU POSS Whose jacket is that?
Kim-e (dative) Kim-ler-e Wh :Zho (to)i i
who DAT who PLU DAT o are you giving
this to?
Kim-de (locative) Kim-ler-de \%hho (Vzlli[h)/th;e
who LOC who PLU LOC O WL You Stay
with?
Kim-den (ablative) Kim-ler-den Who (from)

Who do you come

Who ABL Who PLU ABL
from?
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Appendix 2
Questions produced by the child
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Age

Q.
Qs Use

Per
cent

1;8

1;9

1;10

Anne (avliyu der misin)?, anne (agliyor mu)?, teyze
(nerde)?, fata (oturabilir mi)?, baba (oturabilir mi)?,
amca (nerde)?, baba (oturuyor mu)? (x2), fata
(oturuyor mu)?

Baba (da kabuki var m1)?, sar1 (m1)?, anne (uyudu
m (nerde)?, annesi (Opliciik atar misin)? Anne

1)?, baba (caliyor mu)?, fata (¢aliyor mu)?, Sema
1)? (x2), kim o?

Saltaya ¢izi (¢izgi film) ag¢ (-ar misin)?, anne (soyler
misin)?, bu (tekerlek mi)?, bu (ne)?, bu (var m1)?,
hala (nerde)?, Gizem (nerde)?, dbiiriinii (6per
misin)?, baba (nerde)? (x2), baba (bastyor mu)?, bu
(nap1yor)? (x2), bunu (alcak misin)?, ayla yildiz
nerdesin?

11

15

2,0%

2,2%

2,2%




