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Abstract
Turn‐taking is a universal pattern of human conver-
sations characterized by a fast exchange of turns be-
tween speakers and an avoidance of overlaps.
Language is embedded in this conversational skill
acquired well before it during infancy, through
everyday interactions with caregivers. The earliness of
this skill and its link with language allows us to test
whether social environment shapes early language
development. We therefore study turn‐taking percep-
tion of 6‐month‐old infants by measuring their gazes
during video presentation of three different conver-
sational situations where the turn is explicitly given,
normally taken or taken with an overlap. We studied
51 infants to cover several family and infant charac-
teristics: infants' sex, presence of siblings, and family
socioeconomic status (SES). We found that infants
looked more at the second speaker when she over-
lapped the first speaker than in the other situations,
but not all infants were equally sensitive. Indeed,
infants from high‐SES families reacted differently to
the three situations, while infants from the two lower
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SES categories did not. Also, only singletons reacted
differently by looking more at the second speaker
after the overlapping and turn‐giving situations, and
not after the turn‐taking situation. Our results
emphasize the importance of early social experiences
on language development.

1 | INTRODUCTION

If human language fascinates by its way of expressing the most sophisticated thoughts through
a system of abstract signs, we cannot understand its main issues without studying its most daily
and ordinary use. Language is indeed mostly performed in conversations between several actors
following a turn‐taking pattern; which has been first described by Sacks et al. (1974) as:
speakers rapidly exchange turns whose length and content are not specified in advance, and do
so while avoiding overlaps and long pause. Turn‐taking has been found in every human cul-
tures, despite some marginal variations (in the average time between two turns for example)
(Stivers et al., 2009), and to different degrees in other animal species (Pika et al., 2018), sug-
gesting a cognitive basis as deep as language, if not deeper.
This depth is confirmed by the ontogeny as the first turn‐taking interactions occur in infancy

well before language production (Murray, 1985). Indeed, infants start to respond vocally in
alternation with their parents from their third month (Bloom, 1975; Stern et al., 1975), a pattern
that becomes predominant in the following weeks compared to concomitant vocalizations
(Ginsburg & Kilbourne, 1988). During these early interactions, infants are already active par-
ticipants as they themselves anticipate and initiate turns (Gratier et al., 2015). Turn‐taking skills
continue to increase after 5 months, with infants overlapping less and less (Hilbrink
et al., 2015). According to Levinson (2016), the precedence of these pragmatic skills over lin-
guistics skills confirms that language is only a part of a larger whole named “interaction en-
gine,” a universal features from which language develops. However, among studies
demonstrating turn‐taking skills in the first year, studies on turn‐taking perception are rare
compare to those on turn‐taking production (Augusti et al., 2010; Bakker et al., 2011). As a
result, little is known about how infants perceive the different conversational patterns they may
witness in their everyday life, and especially whether they perceive differently interactions that
differ in their turn transition: a speaker may be selected by the previous one or take the turn,
waiting for the turn or interrupting (Sacks et al., 1974). To our knowledge, no study ever
investigated the infants' turn‐taking perception of these different turn transitions.
Learning to interact according to a turn‐taking pattern is of paramount importance for in-

fants. On the one hand, it helps to develop language because infants need the socio‐interactional
matrix surrounding language to motivate them to engage with it. Kuhl et al. (2003) showed
evidence of learning in 9‐month‐old infants exposed to live sessions with an adult speaker,
evidence that was not found when infants were exposed to recorded sessions through a screen
or loudspeakers. Moreover, in 8‐month‐old infants, contingent social interactions (verbal and
non‐verbal) with mothers promote more complex vocal behavior than non‐contingent in-
teractions (Goldstein et al., 2003). This shows that language input alone is not enough to learn
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to speak: live human interactions are needed, where the timing of the responses and the link the
response have with what precedes it is what matters. On the other hand, turn‐taking acts as a
rule in our society, and its violation leads to being perceived as “less sociable” (Robinson &
Reis, 1989) and as having a “negative and strong personality” (ter Maat et al., 2010). Acquiring
these conversation skills early is therefore crucial: young children who are the most accepted by
their peers are those able to initiate and maintain coherent speech across interaction contexts
(Hazen & Black, 1989). Rejected children perform lengthy turns, interrupt peers and respond
noncontingently to requests. This interaction style could be related to a high proportion of
interactions involving failed requests observed in their homes (parents do not leave time to their
children to respond) (Black & Logan, 1995). The shaping of interaction style by parents is
attested as early as 5 months of age, where infants already prefer their mother's level of tem-
poral contingency to other levels, even when the former is rather low (Bigelow, 1998).
Infants' turn‐taking skills are therefore shaped by the interactions they experience at

home, hence the need to include factors describing the infant's social context in turn‐taking
studies. Several family and individual characteristics identified as significant predictors of
variations in language development could predict variability in turn‐taking skills. Family
socioeconomic status (SES), defined by a combination of parents' education and profession, is
a major example. Indeed, many studies have reported differences in children's language
production and perception development from the second year, always in a sense that chil-
dren from low SES had less vocabulary and syntactic skills than those from high SES
(Fernald et al., 2013; Hart & Risley, 2003; Hoff, 2003; Huttenlocher et al., 2010; Rowe, 2008).
The birth order is also known as a factor that influence language development, as later‐born
children have to compete with their older siblings to get parent's attention. Thus, within
families, first‐born children develop vocabulary and language comprehension faster than
later‐borns (Berglund et al., 2005; Dunn & Shatz, 1989; Hoff‐Ginsberg, 1998; Pine, 1995;
Zambrana et al., 2012). More broadly, being singletons or having siblings can be a source of
variations across homes in terms of quantity and quality of interactions. Sex is also a well‐
studied factor in language development literature. Studies show a slight advantage for girls in
terms of both production and comprehension of language skills (Berglund et al., 2005;
Eriksson et al., 2012; Galsworthy et al., 2000; Zambrana et al., 2012). In addition, sex is
known to be a factor that can interact with others, such as SES (Barbu et al., 2015) or
presence of siblings (Havron et al., 2019). Infants' studies remain quite silent on this vari-
ability, probably due to the researchers' desire to identify and highlight a general pattern of
language development (Fernald et al., 2013). Recruiting children is also difficult, expensive,
and time‐consuming, leading most studies to deal with small sample sizes. In addition to
causing false conclusions and replication problems in infant studies (Oakes, 2017; The
ManyBabies Consortium et al., 2020), these small sample sizes do not allow to simulta-
neously explore the contribution of several factors of variability at the same time. Investi-
gating several factors of variability together is nevertheless essential to understand underlying
mechanisms and thus to draw a more precise developmental pathway.
Thus, we conducted an experiment to study infants' perception of this conversational trait. It

consisted to present three conversational sketches representing different types of turn transi-
tions identified in human conversations (Sacks et al., 1974). We used audiovisual sketches
because they combine lexical, syntactic, prosodic, and non‐verbal cues together, which corre-
sponds to interactions in naturalistic contexts and which is relevant for an infant who can't yet
understand meaning based on lexico‐syntactic cues only. We presented a turn‐giving situation
(one speaker gives the turn to the second by addressing her), a turn‐taking situation (one
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speaker takes the turn after the previous speaker), and an overlapping situation (one speaker
interrupts the first by speaking over her). We measured infants' looking times toward the
second speaker during these sketches and hypothesized that these would be influenced by the
speaker's behavior, that is, the speaker's way of taking the turn. We thus predicted that infants
would look more at the second speaker after the overlapping situation than after the other two,
since the former is the only one to present a violation of the turn‐taking rule. Given the
importance of taking variability factors into account in infant studies and the lack of such
consideration in turn‐taking studies, we conducted our study on a rather large sample of 51
infants (after exclusion) to cover a wide economic strata with 4 SES‐classes (from low to high),
to include a relevant number of singletons as well as infants with older sibling(s), as well as a
balanced ratio of girls and boys. Six months is the onset of a crucial pragmatic skill for human
beings: the ability to manage turns within conversational prototypes. Therefore, we chose this
age to investigate the extent to which social experience of 6‐month‐old infants already shape an
important language feature.

2 | METHOD

2.1 | Ethical note

The present study was conducted according to guidelines laid down in the declaration of
Helsinki, with written informed consent obtained from a parent for each infant before any data
collection. All procedures involving human in this study were approved by the French ethical
committee “Comité de Protection des Personnes” (CPP Ouest V, O15/02–004) within University
of Rennes.

2.2 | Participants

Sixty‐five 6‐month‐old infants participated in our study. Fourteen were excluded for fussing or
crying during the experiment (6), due to technical problem (1) or insufficient looking time, that
is, looking time on each video <50% or not looking at the pictures (7). Therefore, statistical
analyses are based on data from 51 infants (age: mean = 6;9, range = 6;1–6;26). All participants
were French monolingual, born fullterm and had not been diagnosed with a developmental
disorder at the time of the experiment.
Sociodemographic characteristics considered for the analysis were: the infant's sex (27 girls

—24 boys), the presence of siblings in the family (37 with sibling(s)—14 singletons) and the
socio‐economic status of the family. The latter was estimated using the educational level and
the profession of both parents, and was divided into four categories: both parents with high‐
school level or less (low SES, 12); at least one parent with bachelor degree (undergraduate)
(middle SES, 6); one parent with a postgraduate degree (middle‐high SES, 12); both parents with
a postgraduate degree (high SES, 21).
Families were contacted by mailing. Parents willing to participate came at the lab with their

infant. Prior to the infant's participation in the study, parents were informed of its aim and
procedure and were asked to sign a consent form.
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2.3 | Procedure

Set‐up: Infants were seated in a car seat into a white cubicle with a screen (24″) placed 60 cm in
front of them (DELL U2410). A computer (DELL Precision M4600) was connected to the screen
to broadcast the test video sequence. A camera (Sony HDR‐SR12) placed above the screen was
connected to another screen outside the cubicle to allow parents and experimenters to monitor
the infant all along the experiment and to end it in case of fussing. The camera also recorded the
infant behavior during the video sequence and images were analyzed off‐line.

F I G U R E 1 Experimental procedure to assess the perception of turn taking violation in 6‐month‐old infants.
(a) Time scale of a video sequence with three sketches (one for each situation), each preceded and followed by
the pictures of the women playing in the sketch. Each batch “pictures‐sketch‐pictures” was preceded by an
attention‐getter, that is, a flashing red circle associated with a rebounding sound. (b) Schemes of the three
situations. Letters represents different women. In gray the woman speaking first during the sketch, in white the
woman speaking second, in italics the overlapping part in situation S3. The first speaker was randomly on the
right or on the left side of the screen.
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Test (Figure 1): Infants watched a video sequence consisting of three sketches, each pre-
ceded and followed by pictures for 10 s. These pictures represented the two women playing in
the sketch. Each one being displayed on the side of the screen she appeared during the sketch.
In each sketch, two women told different short non‐familiar stories invented for the

purpose of the study while watching the camera (i.e., as if they spoke to the infant). Speakers
were asked to smile and speak in infant‐directed speech to maximize infants' attention to the
sketches. Each sketch staged one of three different conversational situations. In the situation 1
(S1), the first speaker told her story, stopped speaking at the end, turned toward the second
woman and said “Et toi ?” (And you?). The second woman then turned back toward the
camera and told her story. This situation was called “Turn‐giving.” It was the only situation
where the women looked at each other. In the other situations, they only looked at the camera
and therefore at the infant. In the situation 2 (S2), the first speaker told her story and stopped
speaking at the end. Then, the second woman started telling her story. This situation was
called “Turn‐taking.” In the situation 3 (S3), the first speaker told her story. Without waiting
for the end, the second woman started telling her own story, therefore overlapping the first
woman speech for 1.4 s (�0.2) on average, that is, during 3–5 words. This situation was called
“Overlapping.”
Within a video sequence, each sketch staged a different pair of women telling a different pair

of stories, so each infant saw 6 women relating 6 different stories. Thirty‐six video sequences
were built with each situation appearing in various places within the three sketches sequence
(i.e., S1 could be seen first, second or third = sketch order), with each pair of women staging one
of the three situations (i.e., Pair 1 could play S1, S2 or S3) and with each woman playing first or
second speaker role (so with the second speaker on the left or the right side of the screen).
Sketches lasted <30 s (mean duration in seconds � SD, S1: 28.2 � 1.2; S2: 26.7 � 2.1; S3:
23.3 � 1.4).

2.4 | Measure and statistical analysis

We measured the time each infant spent looking at each woman during the pictures' display.
The coding was straightforward since it simply consists of knowing whether the infant was
looking at the right or left side of the screen. The coding was conducted visually by A.R and N.D
using The Observer XT software (Noldus, 1991): A.R coded N = 28 videos, N.D coded N = 15
videos, and N = 8 videos were coded by both independently (total: N = 51 videos). An inter‐
observer index was calculated using Kappa de Cohen implemented in The Observer XT soft-
ware, resulting in >0.80 agreement score.
We then calculated the ratio of time spent looking at the 2nd speaker over the time spent

looking at any of the speakers (ratio_LT = LT speaker 2/(LT speaker 1 þ LT speaker 2)) for
each display. Finally, we calculated the difference of these ratios between the picture dis-
played after the sketch and the picture displayed before (δ_LT = ratio_LT AFTER − ratio_LT
BEFORE), in order to assess whether the behavior of the 2nd speaker during the sketch had
any impact on the infant's looking time toward this person. We chose to use ratios rather
than raw data to lower the potential impact of short overall looking time toward both
women.
The impact of several experimental and sociodemographic factors on δ_LT was assessed

using a linear mixed model (LMM). The infants' identity was assigned as a random factor. Fixed
effects were the situation displayed in the sketch (S1, S2 or S3), the sketch order (seen 1st, 2nd
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or 3rd), the pair of women (3 pairs), the position of the 2nd speaker (on the left or the right side
of the screen), the infant's sex (F or M), the family SES (4 modalities) and the presence of sibling
(s) (Yes or No). Interactions between Situation and the other factors were also set as fixed effects
into the model. The model was built using lmerTest package (Kuznetsova et al., 2017) in R 3.5.0
(2018) and it was written as follows:

δ LT � Situationþ Sketch orderþ Pair of womenþ Position 2 nd speakerþ Sexþ SES
þ Siblingþ Situation : ðSketch orderþ Pair of womenþ Position 2nd speakerþ Sex
þ SESþ SiblingÞ þ ð1jInfant idÞ

Post‐hoc tests were performed and effect size are given using the emmeans package
(Lenth, 2019) in R 3.5.0 (2018).

3 | RESULTS

Our analyses revealed that 6‐month‐olds reacted to turn‐taking violation. An influence of the
family environment on infants' turn‐taking perception before the preverbal period was present:
only infants from high‐SES family and singletons reacted to overlapping during sketches, with
an increased LT toward the second speaker.
The situation factor had a significant effect on the δ_LT when considered alone (LMM,

Situation: χ2 = 12.88, df = 2, p = .002 < .001, Table S1). Furthermore, two sociodemographic
factors interacted with the situation factor.
First, family SES had a major impact on infants' reactions to the violation of the turn‐taking

rule. Indeed, we found a significant interaction between Situation and family SES, assessed
through both parent's educational level and profession (LMM, Situation x SES: χ2 = 14.01,
df = 6, p = .03; Table S1). Only infants from high‐SES families reacted differently to the three
situations (Figure 2, see Table S2 for post‐hoc comparisons). They looked longer at the second
speaker after her speech overlapped with the first speaker than in the two other situations
respecting the overlap avoidance (S1 vs. S3: t.ratio = −3.34, df = 80.4, p = .008, effect
size = 1.181; S2 vs. S3: t.ratio = −4.11, df = 80.6, p = .001, effect size = 1.445). In addition to
these differences between situations, comparisons of δ_LT with zero showed that high‐SES
infants looked significantly more at the second speaker after the overlapping situation than
before (S3: t.ratio = 3.06, df = 120, p = .002). Conversely, high‐SES infants looked significantly
less at the second interlocutor after the turn‐taking situation than before (S2: t.ratio = −2.703,
df = 120, p = .008). The δ_LT did not differ from zero in the turn‐giving situation. A similar
pattern was observed for middle‐high‐SES infants when comparing S3 (overlapping) to S2 (turn‐
taking) (S2 vs. S3: t.ratio = −2.79, df = 81, p = .026, effect size = 1.434), with infants looking
more at the second speaker after the overlapping situation than before (S3: t.ratio = 2.467,
df = 120, p = .015). Infants from the other two lower‐SES categories did not show different
looking reactions between the situations (all p > .23). However, the low‐SES infants looked
longer at the second speaker after the turn‐giving situation than before (S1: t.ratio = 2.213,
df = 120, p = .029), but the δ_LT did not differ from zero in the two other situations.
Second, whether infants had siblings or not influenced their responses to the different sit-

uations. The δ_LT varied significantly between the three situations depending on the presence
or absence of sibling(s) (LMM, Situation x Sibling: χ2 = 9.21, df = 2, p = .01; Table S1). Post‐hoc
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comparisons evidenced that only singletons had different δ_LT according to the situation
(Figure 3, Table S4). Indeed, for these infants, δ_LT differed significantly between S2 (turn‐
taking) on one side and S1 (turn‐giving) (S1 vs. S2: t.ratio = 2.88, df = 80.5, p = .015, effect
size = 1.192) and S3 (overlapping) (S2 vs. S3: t.ratio = −3.13, df = 81.2, p = .014, effect
size = 1.334) on the other side. Comparisons of δ_LT with zero showed that singletons looked
longer at the second speaker after the overlapping situation than before (S3: t.ratio = 2.8,
df = 120, p = .006). They also looked longer at her after the turn‐giving situation than before (S1:
t.ratio = 2.476, df = 120, p = .015). When speakers spoke one after the other without any
interaction, singletons did not change their looking time on the second speaker. Infants with
sibling(s) did not show different looking reactions between the three situations or before and
after each situation.
None of the other experimental or socio‐demographic factors tested had a significant effect

when considered alone (LMM, Sex: χ2 = 0.37, df = 1, p = .54; Family SES: χ2 = 5.6, df = 3,
p = .13; Siblings: χ2 = 1.44, df = 1, p = .23; Situations' order: χ2 = 1.26, df = 2, p = .53, Pair of
women: χ2 = 3.18, df = 2, p = .2; Position of the 2nd speaker: χ2 = 1.93, df = 1, p = .16). It should
be noted that the infant's sex did not influence the looking time toward the second speaker on
the pictures whether or not we took the situation into account. Infants' sex did not influence
their reaction to turn‐taking violation in our study.

F I G U R E 2 Difference of looking time on the 2nd speaker between before and after the sketch (δ_LT) in
relation to the situation and the family SES. Bars, 95% confidence intervals (package emmeans (Lenth, 2019)) in
R 3.5.0 (2018); crosses, single data points; dots, estimated marginal means for each category; S1 (red), turn‐
giving; S2 (green), turn‐taking; S3 (blue), overlapping; SES, socioeconomic status.
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4 | DISCUSSION

Our study demonstrated that 6‐month‐old infants are responsive to turn‐taking violation
depending on family SES and presence of sibling, but not on sex. On one hand, high and
middle‐high SES infants looked more at the second speaker after the overlapping situation than
after the two other situations (for high SES infants) or just after the turn‐taking situation (for
middle‐high SES). Low and middle‐low SES did not show any differences between situations.
On the other hand, singletons looked more at the second speaker after overlapping and turn‐
giving situations compared to turn‐taking situation, whereas infants with sibling(s) did not.
We found no difference between boys and girls in their looking time across situations, which

was somewhat surprising given the girls' advantage in language production and perception
observed later in development. This is probably due to the fact that sex generally has a moderate
impact, and often interacts with other factors. Indeed, Barbu et al. (2015) showed that, in
children aged 2–6 years old, low SES boys’ performances were lower than low SES girls' per-
formances, but that there was no differences between boys and girls in high‐SES. Sex can also
interact with birth order, as only older brothers seem to influence negatively language skills of
later‐born children (Havron et al., 2019). Unfortunately, such interactions could not be tested
with our sample size, emphasizing the crucial need of very large samples to investigate the
many layers of variability factors and their relationships.
However, sibling(s) and family SES influenced the measured responses in the same direction

than in the language development literature. Indeed, it is well known that language production

F I G U R E 3 Difference of looking time on the 2nd speaker between before and after the sketch in relation to
the situation and the presence of sibling(s) in the infant's family. Bars, 95% confidence intervals (package
emmeans (Lenth, 2019)) in R 3.5.0 (2018); crosses, single data points; dots, estimated marginal means for each
category; S1 (red), turn‐giving; S2 (green), turn‐taking; S3 (blue), overlapping.
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and perception is delayed in children with older sibling(s) or from the lowest family SES
(Fernald et al., 2013; Hart & Risley, 2003; Hoff, 2003; Huttenlocher et al., 2010; Rowe, 2008),
and here, it was the infants with sibling(s) or from lowest family SES who did not react to turn‐
taking violation. But beyond a developmental delay, it may simply be a difference in exposure
that leads infants to consider all presented conversational situations as legitimate. Infants may
in fact be able to distinguish between the different situations without reacting differently—
something our experiment was not designed to assess. Furthermore, our results highlight
that variability is present much earlier than the first language productions, confirming the
developmental precedence of perception over production.
The influence of sibling(s) on language development is probably due to the fact that siblings

have to compete to get parents' attention. Indeed, mothers of siblings produce the same amount
of utterances during dyadic interactions with one of their children than during triadic in-
teractions with their two children (Jones & Adamson, 1987). The direct consequence is that
children with sibling(s) have less focused interactions with their parents than singletons. In
addition to a decrease in the quantity of input, the family composition also impact its quality, as
in triadic interactions with two siblings the mothers' speech is more focused around the chil-
dren's activities, whereas it is more about language itself in dyadic interactions (Oshima‐
Takane & Robbins, 2003). Within a sibling group, first‐born children accumulate more focused
interactions with their parents compared to later‐born children, because they were singletons
during a certain amount of time. This can explain why first‐born children are ahead in vo-
cabulary and grammar compared to later‐born children at the same age (Hoff‐Ginsberg, 1998).
In contrast, later‐born children develop more interactive skills: they are more likely to produce
contingent conversational responses (Hoff‐Ginsberg, 1998). Interestingly, we showed that, at
6 months, singletons are more responsive to turn‐taking violation than same‐aged infants with
sibling(s). This can be explained by differences in quality and quantity of social interactions they
have with their parents, and also by the sources of conversational input for the later‐born in-
fants: the sibling as well as the parents. Despite being older than the later‐born infant, siblings
are likely to be young children who have not yet fully mastered turn‐taking as the adults. There
could be more interruptions in households with siblings than in households with singletons,
leading later‐born to consider the overlapping situation as any other type of interactions at
6 months. But singletons were also more responsive to the turn‐giving situation in a similar way
than to the overlapping situation. One possible explanation could be that, in addition to being
less exposed to overlapping situations, they are also less exposed to turn‐giving situations. In-
fants with siblings frequently experience triadic interactions, probably with one parent giving
turn to his or her older siblings at the same time as interacting with them. Singletons would not
have this exposure, making turn‐giving situations as odd as overlapping ones. However, our
experimental study cannot confirm this hypothesis, and therefore calls for observational studies
in a naturalistic context to test it.
According to Hoff (2003), the influence of SES on early language development could be

primarily due to the motivation of high SES parents to talk with their children, rather than the
richness of the vocabulary they use in these interactions. Indeed, high SES mothers talk more
often to their infants and more with the purpose of eliciting and maintaining conversations
through topic‐continuing replies than low SES mothers, who talk less often and more in order
to orient their infants' behavior (Hoff, 2006). The parents' SES is therefore also a good predictor
of purely conversational skills related to turn‐taking, which could explain the influence found
in our results well before language mastering. Beyond these conversational skills, SES also
influences parents' ability to get their infants' attention through what is usually called
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motherese, parentese, or infant/child directed speech (IDS or CDS). IDS/CDS is indeed a high‐
pitched speech employed by adult toward infants/children, with short utterances, exaggerated
intonations and more repetitions. This speech style is preferred by children (The ManyBabies
Consortium, 2020) and has a key role in language development since it predicts vocabulary
acquisition while overheard speech (Adult Directed Speech listen by children) do not
(Shneidman et al., 2013). Above all, IDS/CDS vary according to the parents' SES, with higher‐
SES using it more than the lower‐SES (Schwab & Lew‐Williams, 2016). Ramıŕez et al. (2020)
even demonstrated that increasing parent's IDS through coaching interventions enhanced the
amount of turn‐taking between parents and infants as early as 6 months of age. The exposure to
IDS could then explain the difference we observed here between higher‐SES and lower‐SES
infants at the same age in turn‐taking perception. However, the difference found between
middle‐high and high SES infants is difficult to interpret, a difference observed once again for
the turn‐giving situation. Intriguing is also the fact that low‐SES infants were responsive to
turn‐giving situation uniquely and not for example, to a turn‐taking violation such as the
overlapping situation. Further experimental studies using a larger sample size for these low‐SES
infants are probably required before interpreting such results. In any case, all this suggests that
the turn‐giving situation is more ambiguous than others for infants. It may be explained by the
structure of the situation as it is the only one to be overtly triadic, with the two speakers looking
at each other for a brief moment. Also, one may ask whether this situation is not rarer than the
other two in the set of interactions from which infants extract the rules governing
conversations.
The disparity in interactions directed toward infants between families is arguably the pri-

mary source of inequality, and undoubtedly one of the most important if cumulative effects are
considered. Therefore, considering a greater diversity in large samples is crucial both from a
theoretical and an applied point of view. By revealing differences notably due to family char-
acteristics as early as 6 months in a language development milestone, our study, like many
others, stresses the need to consider sociodemographic factors in infant studies (Golinkoff
et al., 2018).
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