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Learning disabled'chlldren.have been reported-to exhibit'
oral language proolems, characterized by deficits in oral .r e
'syntax, . name. andjuord flndlng dlfflcultles, and*reductlons in
-"verbal fluency (Bannatyne, 1971 Johnson & Myklebust, 1967;
'Kass, 1962; Lerner,,l97l Orton,.l937 Rab1nov1tch Q?59, Vogel,
1974) . As possible bases, Johnson and Myklebust (1967), Johns n
(1368) and Myklebust (l964) have suggested that learnlng di a%fed

hlldren retaln narrow word meanlngs, rema1n concrete and llMlted

in 1magery, and exhlblt retrleval, sentence fOrmulatlon, a d

motor encodlng,problems. Bannatyne (l97l) has related some of

bility of verbal labels. o; .
Recent research has focussed on some aspects/of t e pro-

4

ductlve language abllL&res of learnlng d1sabled «<hildgen (Bartel
et al., 1973; Vogel, 1974). There remalned{,however,/a scarcity '

in inuestigations which further ekplored_fhe nature Jnd ‘extent
of przductive language deficits.associated wrth'learhing disabll_
ities. Accordinglf, a test battery was selected_from existing -
tests of aphasia (Goodglass & Kaplan, 1972; Schuell, kBG?} and

of learning aptitude (Baker & Leland, 1959). "It contalned tasks”’
considered sensitive to variodus language production difficulties
‘in areas such as cognition and gonvergent and divergent produc-—
tion of semantic units, word retrieval, and retrieval of syntactic

structures.

1

: o .
The experimental test battery contained the following sub-

- I, .. e [

‘tests: (1) Verbal Opposites (Detroit Tes;s of Learning Aptitude),
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(2) V;sual Confrontatlon Naming (ﬁbston VA Test), (3) an adapta-

2

tipn of the Fluency of Controlled A55001at10n subtest (Boston VA

Test) , (4) Produ01ng Sentences (Mlnnesota Test for leferentlal

Dlagmégls of Apha51a), and (5) Deflnlng Words (Minnesota Test for

leferentlal Diagnosis of Aphasia). In addition, speech charac-

teristics in conversation were rated using the Rating Scale Pro-
. . N

. file of the Boston VA Test (Goodglass & Kaplan, 1972).

. \"‘ : )
The Verbal Opposites subtegﬁ'req;iﬂes accyrate naming of

»

antonyms in response to stimulus words such as "brother," "deep,"

V4

and "expandl" "The standard test is untimed and testing begins at

a basa} level In this study the total response time to ceiling,

i. e., five 1tems falled in succession, was added to obtain a
o

measure of speed and testing was started at Item 1.
The Visual Confrontation Naming subtest requirés retrieval
of verbal labels in :espoﬁée to pictorial pﬁesentations of objeets,

Y
letters, Jeometric forms, actions, numbers, and colors. 1In this

'study the subjects ege required to name all pictorial stimuli in

rapid succession. Exrors were recorded and the total response

time measured in seconds. .

-~

& The Fluency of Controlled Association subtest requires re-

. trieval and naming of as many members of the class Animals as

éossible within 60 seconds. This subtest was %xpanded to require

naming of class members in three classes, Foeds, Animals, and
. >

Toys. The additional classes were selected to provide-a range in

the possibilities for spontaneous grouping (associative clustering)!
&

of class members. . ?
a9 £

The Sentence Production subtest requires that a grammatical

. )
{ I




”matlcal Form (sentence structure) , (5) Paraphas1a in Runnlng

v v ) ” . 3.‘
sentence b&.formulated which incorporates a stimulus word. Th

stimulus WOrds werg"coat," "new," "want," "have," "after," and - ‘

"belongs." In the pfesent study} the number of agrammatical

.

sentences were scored and the mean word length of each grammatlcal
sentence and the response lag were also measured to assess the
complexity® of responses indirectly and the speed of formu;ation.

The Defining Words:snbtest requires accurate, but comprehen-

sive definitions for the words "robin," "apple," "return,"™
"different," "bridge," "continue," "history," "material," "decide;"
and "opinion." The definitions were “judged by reference to:a

dictionary. '

\\\\\?he Rating Scale Profile oZ Speechwcharacte;istics requires

that six aspects of conversational or expository speech be rated

on a seven'pcint scale. The characteristics rafed were: (1)
Melodic Line (sentence intonation. pattern which nofmally extends
over an entire sentence), (2) Phrase -Length (the number of words
in the longest uninterruypted run of words), (3) Verbal Agility
(ease and accuracy of phoneme sequence articnlation), (4) Gram-
Speech (word substitutlons and insertions of semantigally erro-
neous wo;ds and circumlpcutiOns), and (6) Word Finding (the
capacity to evoke ccncept names and provide informational con-
tent.

The experimental test battery was administered to 32 learning
disabled adolescents, eijht females and twenty four males. They

ranged in age from 12 yr. mo. to 16 Yr.~4 mo. WISC Fﬁll—Scale

IQs ranged from 87 to 129 (M = 99) and mean grade scoreg on the
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Metropolitan Achievement Tests were 4.7 for Reédihg, 4.1 for ('

Language, and 4.2 for Mathematics. All exhibited adademic re- .;
4 .

« tardation of at leasE one and one half grades in two or more

academic areas, normal auditory acui;y and articulatory ability,
and Peabody Picture Vocabulary score§ were wirhin ¥ 3 mos. of ca.
Controls were 32 aFademically achievihg:adolescents matched for
sex, age, grade l?yel, and IQ.

N

Comparison of the ratings of speech characteristics indicates

that the learning disabled adolescents scored close to normal on

all characteristics other(than phrase length and grammatical form ™~

+

(Table 1). Their iongest phrases contained_an average of five
‘ words and the sentences were simple declarative with a‘'few excep-

tions. ' Five of the-léarning disabled adolescents ‘rated con-

sistently low .on thé speechrqharacteristics._ They used atypical

intonation patterns and produced simple declarative sentences with

word substitutions, circumlocutions and an excess of low informa-

. tion words (something, somebody, sometime, somewhere). They also

(x\\scored[Iowést on the Verbal Opposites, Controlled Association, and

§¥Word Definition subtests. ,
A * ' b SRR
A\“ . (Insert TABLE 1 about here.) ,,/

Comparisons of the performancés on the various subtests of the.
experlmental test battery indicated tnat theracademlcally a-
chlgving adolescents performed significantly better than the
lgérning disabled adglescents on all but two subtests (Table 2).

- (Insert TABLE 2 about here.)
On'tﬁe Verbal Opposites subtest, the iearning.d;§ablcd ado-

lescents showed a significant reduction in the ability to retrieve

!VI , \ 6
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accurate verbal opposites. 1In comparison, theyacademic achievers

v

' performed within age expectations. The learn1ng dlsabled ado-

¢ .

'lescents also used longer mean response t\me per item, suggestlng

reduced speed of retrieval of verbal labels for opposites. Mean
response lags of;slmllar durations (ranging from 2.5 to 15 sec. )
_have been reported for adults with' acqui¥fed;left paricto—occipital
lesions'(Luria, 1973, p. 158). The leag??ng disabled adolescents
‘made substitution errors on qualitatively easier items. As an

example, responses to "brother" (item 4) were frequently "son

.~

instead of s1ster. This suggests ability to 1dent1fy the ab-

stract category to which a stimulus word belonged, but inability )
to retrive or identify the exact opposite.. Verbal. paraphasias

ar to those exhibited by the learning disabled adolescents
are”charaeteristic of ‘adult aphasics with left temporal, parieto-

) \ 9 .
occipital, or parieto-occipital-temporal lesions (Goldstein, 1948;

l » Goodglass & Kaplan, 1972; ‘Luria, 1966, 1973).

-

On the Confrontation Naming subtest, the learnlng disabled
adolescents exhibited significant reductions in the accuracy and
speed g;;t .which they labeled the plctorial presentatlons. They .
made 67 word substitutions, 39 omissions, and 2 perseverative
errors while the achievers made dnl? word substitution,errors.
Denckla (1974) has reported similar deficits in the accuracy and
speed with which younggr dyslexic children named pictured objects.
?ounger dyslexiclchlldren tended to, c1rcumlo@ute, a Eesponse not
observed in the learnlng disabled adolescents, and to make associa-

‘tive word substitutions similar to those obserVed in the present

learning disabled adolescents. These findings suggest the presence

”“"5"
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of subt¥e dysphasia in association with some specific learning.

disabilities. . . - ‘.

F)

4 .
On the Controlled Associakion subtests,’'the learning disabled

adolescents named significantly fewer foods than -the academic
| . . ..

achievers. They did not employ obvious grouping strategies to

facilitate recalk, but tended to name foods at random sh1ft1ng

from one category to another. In comparison, the academlc achlevers

employed obvious associative clustering strategies, grouplng the

foods by category or 4in relationship‘to meals. Both grodps showed
similar associative clusteringitendenciﬁs’%or animals and seemed

to name toys at random. These findings sugdest that the differences
resultéd from reduced gpontaneous semantic categorization by the
learning disabled adolescents. 'Thereforé, they do not contradict -

)
previous reports that learning dlsabled children develop lin-

/

guistic categorlzatlon rules at expected ages (Bartel et al,, 1973Y;

On the Sentence Production test, the learning disabled ado-

lescents exhibited reductions in the speed and accuracy with which -

L] . N SR

they formulated sentences. Agrammatical sentences formulated with

the stimulus word "after" accounted for 11 of their 19 errors. The

remaining agrammatical sentencesaﬁere formulated with the word
"belongs " All but. four of thelr grammatlcal Sentences ware - s1mple
declyratlve and 68 sentences were started with the pronoun "I "
Only three sentences contalned a Subordlnate clause and oneﬁW’s an

interrogative In contrast, the controls produced a tctaf of 27

" sentences’ wh1ch contalned co-ordlnated and subordlnated clauses

*

‘(complex sentences), two 1nterrogat1ve ‘sentences, and two negatlve

’( “w
sentences. They started 32 sentences w1th the pronoun'"I ' The

' s
[
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response lags/ may have been caused by internal rehearsal' of the
{ ' -
" :stimulus words as suggested by the fact that twg learning dis~
" abled adolescents rehearsed the stimuli overtly during the delay.
The delays may.also reflect inability to retrieve an appropriate
.syntactic structure when given the syntactie.and semantic con-
straints imposed by the stimulus word.

The learning disabled adolescents were also significantly

poorer at defining words than the academically achieving controls.

'They frequently prov1ded a funbtlon to deflne a noun. As examples, .

apple and "history" were/pfteﬂ defined as something.you'eat"

"

and "something you learn in school,

they provided a derivation such as "decision" to define a word

such as "defineJ" The five relatively abstract words "bridge,"

"history," “material, "decide, and "opinion" were all defined
1ncorrectly by 22 of the learning dlsabled adolescents, but’ by
only two of the academlc achievers. The definitions given by the
“ learning disabled_adolescents suggested abstraction of limited,
conerete-aspects of the concepts while abetract, general aspects
"were ove;looked. (

The present findings suggest a relationship between productive
language deficits in‘lea;ning disabilities and (1) delays in the
develbpment of specific éspects of cognition and convergent and
divergent‘produetion\of semantic units and (2) reductions in the
yretrievai of ;erbal labels aha syntactic structurés (Guldstein,
1948; Goodglass & Kaplan, 1972;_Guilford, 1967; Luria, 1966, 1973;

'Séhuell, 1965) . These findings support previous observations of »

oral language problems in children with learning disabilities

y T
.

respectively. At other times,’




(Bannatyne, 1971; Johnson & Myklebust, 1967; 'Kass, lQSé;'Lerner,

1971; Orton, 1937; Rabinoyitch,_l954; Vogel, '1974). They'also

, o suggest'thatﬁproductive language deficits-aSsociated with learning . -

. . ., J
disabilities may- persist into adolescence.

Productive language‘deficits have implications for academic o
achievement in reading, writing, and arithmetic, among others.
It has been stressed that the successful acquisition of reading
and ‘writing depends upon adequate oral language (qohnson &

Myklebust, 1967). The present results therefore suggest a.need

g ' for early screening and identification of productive language

. ¢
s~ 0 . ™

defiicits and emphasis on language production abilities in the . ;
educational management of the learning disabled child and ado—’
) léscent ., - . . ) ‘

'?Lhe productive'language deficits.observed in the present
learning disabled adolescents may be related to'previously ob-
served difficulties in language processing associated with

o

.learning disabilities (Wiig & Semel © 1973, 1974; Vogel 1974) .
O?e cah subdivide the information storage process into three parts:
(1) the act qf storing, (2) . the holding of information in storage,
and (3) the retrieval of'informatioh. Each of the parts of the .
process may provide a source of impairment or error. ‘Reduced_
*comprehension of language, e. g.,.linguistic structures, lin-
guistic concepts requiring lo%ical operations, etc. ,_may interfere
with the act of storing and consequently with the adai ability of
information (semantic or syntactic) for retrieval. 1In this vein,

deficits in the accuracy and speed of convergent and divergent

production 'of semantic units, confrontation naming, and sentence

- T 10
EKC”' ‘

T /




disabilities.

9. . .

formulation may reflect regeptive language problems-in learning
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PABLE 1. . Ratings of Speech Characterlstlcs in Conversatlon

by 32 Learning Dlsabled and 32 Academically Achlevelng

e
s AdoJescents.

LR

)

3 \

=

Speech Charactepistgc

Heéféing Disabled Achievers /,/;"_ ',"
q, Mean - Range - Mean _ Range
T , < ' — - .“ ’
_Melodic Line _ €)34 4 =7 7 -
Phrése Length ) \\\%.22 t 3 -7 7 D e /
Articulatory Agifi;y; 6.34 3-7 -7 . R
thmmat;chl Form o 4.94 4 - 7 7 -
. : Paraﬁﬁasié‘in o
Rﬁnnipg Speech ‘ 6.13 2 -7 7 ¢ -
' T 4.22 2 -7 4 - -

\¥ ' Word Finding

/

* 4 denotes

-

'ihformatibn proportional to fluency.' T

g A [
< . N =, @
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- Test - N S 'Mean’ Range . SD . X2
. | | -
Verbal Oppositesé”\
kge Séores (Raw Scofes)§ ‘
'\ Learning Disabled - = 11-1 9-0 - 15-0 1-9
' " (44.5) (30 -.60) ° (6.81)
s A -t o : 13013***
Achievers . ‘ 14-6" 9-9 - 17-9 1-7 -
N . (58.0) (36 - 76) (5.79)
Response Time per Item (éec.):
Ledrning Disabled +».-4.8 1.9 - 13.3 1.89
- : : 5.70%*
. Achievers ) 3.9 1.2 - 8.2 0.62 :
. '1‘} - .
- : o v
Confrontation Naming: .
Errors: .
! Learning Disabled - 3.38 0 - 11 2.60
o - , 9.57%%
Achievers : ' 0.84 0 - 4 1.09
Total Response Time (Sec.):
Learning Disabled 53.34 32 - 85" 12.06 .
, L13%*
Achievers < 43.78 27 - 69 7.49
|
Controlled Association:
v ) -4
Foods .(No. in 60 sec.); N
Learning Disabled . 18.66' . 8 - 28 4.46
- ] | i 5.70%
-Achievers . 23.16 14 - 30 4.60

TABLE 2. Summary of Test Performances by 32 Learning

3

; ‘ . .
Disabled and 33 Academically Achieving Adolescents.

" .

<
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 TABLE"2. Goptinued. .
N b i
Test . Mean Range SD x?2
Animalts (No. in 60 séc.):' '
Learning Disabled 18.00 8 - 26 3.90
o e . 0.95
Achievers . 18.75 13 - 28 3.43
Toys (No. in 60 sec.): ’
Learning Disabled’ 11.09 5 --19 .,  3.07
- ©0.95 0
Achievers 13.03 5 - 23 4.44 %
. Sentence Préduction: ,
Errors:
Learning Disabled 0.59 ° 0 - 3 0.76 )
| Acﬁieveré _ 0 - -
Mean Word.Lengthi /e
Learning Disabled 4.80 3.1 - 6.2 0.99
' C " 4.13%
. Achievers 6.05 4.4 - 10.8 1.49
Mean Response Lag (Sec.): 7
Learning Disabled 3.12 0.5 - 12.6 2.45
4,13%
Achievers 1.70 0.1 - 3.6 0.87 .
Word Definition:
Errors:
Learning Disabld# 5.31 . 2 - 8 1.52
‘ 20,32%%*
Achievers 2.02 0 - 5 1.01 -




