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’ Whe'Priyate Speeéh of Learning Disabled Ch\]dren
' . + ABSTRACT _ . .

This study examined the relationship between cognitive performance and the use

.

v

of private speech in.20 learning disabled children, age 81 to 102 months, °

Half the children were hyperactive, half were not. Each child was aiven'a
series of cognitive tasks and played aJone in a room for seven minutes. Video-
tapes of the fgde Blay were later transcribed and coded accordina to the type

p ’ '

of private speéch used. Use of private speech wa§/pef1ective of the level of

coghitive maturity of the children, with childrer who talked most in this

sapple being of an inte(mediate level of skill in task performanée.
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" The Private Speech of Learning Disabled Children .

Statement of Problem X . . *

+ -The importance of private speech‘(ta1king aloud while in a room alone, .

or addressed to no one e]se) has been noted throughout recent years by’

>

Piaget (1955/1983), Luria (19€1), Vygotsky (1962), and others (see Zivin, _

1979, for an excellent historice1 perspective). Ih'pErtitu1ar, among
children ‘rom 2 to 12 years, the use of pr1vate Speech has been found .to be
related to deve]opmenta] maturity ‘(B dd1éhon, 1973; Koh]herg, Yaeger, & "
Hjertholm, 1968), 1mpu1s1v1ty (Cope]and 1979, Kleiman, 1974; Me{chenbaum,
1975), ‘and verba] ab111ty (K]eiman, 1974) - With atyp1ca1 popu]at1ons,
pr1va;e speech has been studied as a way to further understandina of

/'particular disabilities. For example, Copeland (1979) jiundhyperactfve

children to talk more than nonhyperactive children, and fo use less self-

regulatory speech, suggesting a possible develmpmental lag. Especially
* . . - [ 4
with the recent increase din use of therapeutic techniques which erphgsize

teaching children to use self-requlatpry speech (Meichenbaum, 197?): éhq

.

in particular with the adaptatign 6f hese techniques for learnina disabled-
children (Bower 1975, Epstein, 1975)% private epeech with this popu1ation(
1s important to exam1ne Deécribihg ﬁ?eq:se of private sheech and its
relationship to cogn1t1ve skill for 1ehrning disebled children was the
goal of this p%dject Ing;%sponse to recent suggestions'that hyperactive
LD children should be examined separate]y from nonhyperactwve LD ch11dren,‘
a secondary goal was to examine whether differertes exist in the usé‘of ’ '
‘prjvéte speeéh pxﬂthese twe gfoups., i _ B - B
Subjects. Twenty fearn1ng disab]ed (LD) chi]dren, aged 1 to 1ﬂ° montbs,

participated in this prOJect iA]] ch11dren were of average IQ, were at

‘ ) N T
v « -t

7 . ~ "
(; - . . .
K . b N
< . -
- . " '

-




)

least two years behind expected grade level in reading and/or a;}fhmetic
achieveMéﬁ;, aﬁd,‘qfter a thoroughv1anguage and perceptual diag:ost+c battery,
had'been c1assjfied as LD by the school psych;19 ist. Ten of these children
'were Hyperactive (LD—H){ based on%a concurring éggynnsis by a‘phy;ician and
teacher (ating on tﬁe anne;s (Wé%?) Teacher Questiongaire, preraé%ivi
Factor (ﬁ»= 3.6%, é; = ,29), and ten-had never been‘diagnosed as, or re

A Y -

for hyperactivity (LD-N) (Connersx!ﬁ_= 1.73, $D = .8C), ¢
_Procedure. An adult examing& individually adrinisteretd each of the °
following tasks to‘eéch cpi]d: ‘ .
1. Vocabulary ahd Elock Desian subfgsts of the Wechsler Intelliaence
Scale for Childfen - Reyised (WISC-R) -- The scaleJ scores on these ‘
subtests were used as brief estimatg; of the child's Tevels of verbal
’ and qon-verba] cognjitive functibhfng, respegtive]y.
. 2;-poniervatibn tagks -- Taskg to measure tke development of Piacetian

’ _conservation of Jgngth, number, weiaht, and volume wzre used as
indication$ of ;ognitiVe maturity.

-3 60nceptua1 style test (Kagan, Moss, & Sigel, 19655@1- This reasure
of cognitive maturity requires a child to‘choose two of three pictures
on a card (a tg}a] of 16 cards) which "go tégether" and to exp1a1n his/
her choice. fhe child's reasoning i; categorized into one of th;ee
deve]opmentai]yarqléted strategies; the analytic ?trateé&, qrouping

) according to smé]] details, ana the-superordﬁngte strateqy,‘QroupiBg

‘by classification, are the more mature strategies and the functional
strateqy, grouping according to the re]ationghip beﬁweeﬁ itsms, is the

, f 1ess'mature type (Kagan, Rosman, Day, Albert, & Phillips, 1§€4).
| 4.'EWenty-puest16ns test (Mosher & Hornsby, 19CC) -- Here, the:chi1d

~ must guess, by asking yes/no questions, which of 20 flowers the

.
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experimenter is thinking of; the flowers varied on four dimensions

(color of flowers, color of étems, number of petals, ang size). The ‘

. &
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- . . _ .
organization of the child's method of -discovery Oﬁ,three trials were

;}' ‘ categorized into ode‘of'four styles: focus (narrowing the possibilities e
., [ ’ - . 3 . . ) 4 ’ -
by asking about attributes), scan (quessina, in an organized order), ¢ e

' ~ »
random (guessing, .in no organized order), and mixed (some combination
ab. - ‘5 \

of these). The focus strategy has been found to be used more by older )

children (Ault, 1973; Mosher & Hornsby, 19C€; Van Horn ‘& Bartz, Yorg),

*

In addition, each child played 1n‘ihe experimental roor alone- for seven'
-4 . : . )
minutes while hi

s behavior and private speech were videotaped. Available for
play were a punching doll, a éo]oring bopk,.ﬁoy cars, madeling clay, a paddle-

and<ball game, and a ball catching game.” The children were given no special
’ 4

S . -
instructions abodt what or how to play during this period.” The videotapes

were later transcribed and coded aCCordjng to types of private speech used.

’

The categories used were adgpted from Fuson (1979); reliability above 08¢ was .

found for each category. Each,utterance, defined as a discrete sentence or a !

A . .

series’ of words separated from the previous utterance by at least two seconds, {

A€ % \ N
was ¢lassified into one of the following categories:
. l ; )

E% t . . . . . . - . T \ t d ¢
Regulatoby private speech : ! N
Describing thing or enviromment * ' . L .o
Describing own actions . - ) [
’ Descrfbing ‘fewr‘y internal state - ‘q ' Lt
' !
) Commands to self ¢ <
an ‘ ; ‘
) ' . . J
' QueStions® . . . : 7 .

7 '

Re¥ponse to gﬁestions

Self-feedback * ’ ' , ),

_— ¢ . ) .

1
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Affgc;jve.brivate speech ’ ot \
' " HWord play ' o~
' S}nging o ) )
Non-feedback emotiqnéi et?ressive . \ ’
Laughimg | : R ‘

/
,Fantasy/Ro]ep[gying

4. . » M » * -

-+ Imitating persons-

Imitating objects, sound effects -

: 14

' Commands to inanimate objects
Describing past or present actioh
Describing future action

Questions ‘ ) \ -

IncomprehénsiETY/ﬁufterind

-

-

Results and Discussion - ) . e .

; PR h
Differ%ffes between the LD-H-and LD-N groups on the cognitive tasks have

been reported earlier (current author, S ciety for Research in Child Development,

197%); the focus of this preséntétion is on the privagé §peech déta. In- \
particular, Qe examined the re]atiqnship between the private speech and coénfgive

déta and the differénces; if any, between the use of private speech’ by the ‘ ’ B
LD-H and LD-N groups. . - “ ’ ‘
S PeﬂrsQnApgbduct-momént correlations between.egch privéte speech cateqor}‘ )
and each cognitive task measure wereweiamihed for -the total saép]e of‘ZO LD -
children and for the LB-H and LD-N subgroups separately. The s&bg}oup . ,
correlation pattern$, however, were, for the most pdrt,_ref]ections of the total )
sample patternsi for brevity, only the tota1'sqmp1e patterns are:rePorted .

here {see Table 1). Point bise;1a1 correlations between .the koﬁservgtionﬁgasks :

and private speech categories were also examined (seg Table 2). Mean§ énq T - ~

standard deviations for each private speech category arerfbund in Table 3.

N .
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[ Several consis.tencies can 't:e found Nn these data. First, two coqnitive
task§ indicativé of gelative ma{turity (B]oc\k Desifin and use of the ana]y‘tic
strategy on the c‘o,neebtual style tes:t) were consistently n.egative.1y correlated
to use 6’f private speech. »Block Design wa'S\relate,d to Describing?ﬂ;inq or
k en'vironmer?t (r =-.46, 32.03), Comands_‘ to self (r = -.43, p£.03), and 'the .
. Regulating classification. as a wh'oJe\ r = <.41, p&.04). Use of aéa]ytic“ ‘. |
strategy was related to se]f—fee@back}: = -.38, p £.C8) and the overall
/ -‘Regu]eting c1ass1’f1"cat1'on (r=-.39, pg.05). In short, the children who )

appeared to be c\ognitively’,more mature used these gelf-reaulatory types of
private speech 1eés than the less mature chﬂdren -

In contrast there Was a stmkmg]y consistent pattern in wh1ch
j:l),i-l‘dren who guccessfully demonstrated conservation of vo]ume (perhaps the ‘7

!

most advepced type of conservation tested) used certain types of private speech
more. ‘Conservers of ;/o1um2 'tended more often to use the followina cateqor;ies:
Hon-feedback emotional exgress.ive (r=-.5%, pg.02), Laughiﬁg (r=-.50, p.NE), ‘
Imitating objects,sound effects (r=-.61, p<.N), F-ant‘%y descriptions of pést/
present action (r=-.44, p<.05) and future action (r=-.44, pL.9%), the .
overall Affective J(r_=-.49,, p<.05) and Fantasy/Role-playing (f\.ﬂ, p£.01)
classifiogtions, and the Total amount of private speech (£=—.49,‘;_(.05‘).
These fi:&ngs are in apparent contrast to the negat-ive relationship reported
I above between speech and maturity. The di fferences are probably due both to °
the nature of the type of speech involved (mostly self-regulatory speech jn 'the
negative relationships, mostly affective or fantasy speech in th.e positive
relaeic')nsh'lps) and to the level of cogm‘tiive tasks involved. Lo {

In support of the latter suggestion are the pos1t1ve correlations

found between us_ﬁ of the Scanning strategy in the Twen*cy Quest1ons game and

Descr1pt1ons of environment (r= .43, p_<\.03 , Descriptions of gction (r= €0,

/ ' : . ‘.
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P <.002)., Cormands to self (r= .48, p.02), Honfeedback .emotional expressive
(¥= .57, p £.004), Imitation of’person (r= .3}, p<£.0%), Faritasy descriptions
-of present/past (r= .59, p< 003) and future {rs .22, pg.03) aétioh, and the
overall R¥qulatory c]Zssifica.tion (_£=€'50, p_<.01).' Children who used these
types of private speech usfedg thé Scanning strategy, more oftgn. 'Iih\i:c, strateay is
. neither the most (Focus) nor the least (Random) mature; again, it appea’rs that a
relatively high Tevel of prsivat,e speech is coincident with some in/ter'mediats-z
%ﬁeve] or gmerging cognitive skill., . ’ i
Finally, private ‘;peec,h' usage was somewhat corre]a‘ted with Conners

“«

. \ - .
teacher ratings of h_yper.activi ty. Across LD-H and LD-N groups, the more active,

+

children used Self-feedback more (r= .4n, g(.OS) and Fantasy descriptiogs of

action (r=-.42, p<.04) and Questions during Fantasy (r=-.50, p{ .02) Y6ss.

» If descriptions and questions during fante;sy can be presumed to haye some -

‘regulatory function, these data- are consistent with Copeland's (1979) report
. ofﬁless reqgulatory speech being used by hyperactive children. - !
’Differences between the LD-H and LD-N éroups in the types of privaté»
. speech used were examined with a hyperactiv‘it); x category analysis of variance
(anova) with the categor)" factor. 1nc1uding repea‘ted measures. When a ?
(LD=H vs. fD-N) x 4 {Regu]atory vi‘: Affective vs. Fantasy/Roleplayinag vs. ‘
Incomprehensible) anova was done, no overall differences between the groups
"were found, F (1,18)1, n.s., but a cahtegory main effect, ﬁ('3,§4)=d.?0, E(.m;
and a tendeﬁcy toward an i‘nteract‘lon, F(3,54)=2.42, p<.08, were found. Po'st
hoc ana]yéis revealed ttmat ghe Fantasy/Roleplaying 'cateéories were used by .
'the LD children more than 'the Affective (p<.05) and the Regu]at‘ln‘g (p_s.mi
categories. Fuson_ (1979) has suggested that when private spéech is observed
during free play, more fantasy and iess regulatory speech wou]d.be expected;

tnese.resu'i ts clearly support this suggestion. “

\) . p \*
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Fuson (1979) has called for more information about "silent" children? * . .

in this study only three children (two from LD-H, one from LD-N} did not
speak at all. Two ofhers, both from LD-N, made only one.utkerance. Descriptions

‘of these children's performance on the cognitive tasks dre available.
LN

Implications ) . o .
. ‘ 7&. 14 ,
- * Private speech analysis promises to be"an important additionaT methed <
* . ?

+ of furthefing our understanding of ghi]dren's deficits in‘léarnfnq. In order
to maximize this promise, the qsaning of children's ‘use of different categories
must be made exgli:it. The current study addresses this need while highlightina
-thé changing nature of speeéh and cognitive'gkill. Future studies with younger

. ] 1
and older children will help describe more fully~these develcpmental sequences.

. 4 .
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Table 1. v

»

Corre]atiops between Cognitive and Private Speech Measures for, Total Sample

WISC-R . -_Conceptual Style Twenty Questions
Con- Vocab- Block Func-  Ana- Super- ‘ .
- ners ulary Design tional 1lytic ordinate Focus- Scan  Random Mixed
- 2 - . :
Regulating \h .34 -. 1N -.40b -.13 -:3% ,09 -.14 '".50d  -.25 -7
Desc thing/ehvt. 38 -.09 -.46c -.15 -.37 .10 -.12 L43b  -.21 -.14

' Desc.own action ' .00 -.14 -.10 .01 -.32 .02 -.13 .60d -.32 -, 20
Desc internal state .18 -.13 .00 .05 -.24 . -.01 -.10 .36 -.16 -7
Commgands P .35 -.07 -.43b -.15 -.33 .10 -.10 .48¢c -.26 -.16 .
Nuestions - £ - - -- .- - - -- . - — --
Response to questions = =- S - -- - .- - - -- , "
Self-feedback . L40b .12 -.34 -.22  -.38b .08 -.18 .19 -.05 l .00

a X L. ~ ..

“Affective %04 -.20 12 '-.18 7 -.25 -.0 -.22 .33 -, 07 -.19
tord play - .07 -.10 1 -, 06 -.14 -.01 -.10 -.18 .24 =17
Singing .08 -.16 .23 -.06 -.14-  -.05 -.15 Jd2 .gﬁ -.21
Emotional expressive .02 -.19 -.04 -.24 . -.28 03 . -.26 57d -5 -.14
Laughing . =15 -.12 a7 -.06  -.22 .00 -3 .30 -.16 - .00

C. a . .

.Fantasy/Roleplaying -.26 - -.19 9 -2 \-,14 -3 -.237 .34 -.18 .15
Imitating persons -.21 -.07 35 -.25 ‘\\%9 -.10  -.07 37 <21 -1
Imitating objects -.21 -.18 - .20 -.05 -. 12 -.13 -.23 [ .22 -1 . .19
Commands -.04 -.10 -.08 .33 =07 -5 -2 09 =12 .36
Desc present/past -.12 -.19 A7 =07 =.19 -.06 -.19. .59d -.30. ~-.15
Desc future -.42b .- =.08 .03 .06, ~-.10. .00 -.10 .42b .26  -.03
Questions -.58¢ -.09 -.14 -.04 -.17,  -.02 -.12 .00, .05 .05

Incomprehensible/Mittering .23 -.04 -2t 2% -6 3. 17 320 -7 -

s . * - A

Total : .01 -.20 .00~ -.13  -.30 -.02 -.28 '.48c =21 -.03 ¢

a Represents “sum of specific cateqory frequencies.

bpc.05 . _ . - -

" cpg.02 : : : . -
-d p&£.01 ‘ ‘ ;0 . -
e p £-001 * . _ ,

f catggories never used

11. . .

oy
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. . TaMe 2'
’ - Point B1ser1a1 Corre]at1ons between Conservation Tasks and. Private Speech Measures for Total Sample
. T AN - »
o Lt . . I
. o Numbe¥ - _ Length Weight K : Volume .
, N - - . 5 . v
Requiating ‘a _ .13 . - .08 . .02 ~ .02 :
Desc thirg/envt. 17 . A ¥ -.03 - 12 7 \&;
Désc own action ° : ) -.03 .09 o .26 ' -.30
Desc jnternal state: # =-,19 * -.24 ‘ .21 ' -.19
Commands . S .16 . -.05 . T .18
«Nuestions £ - -, - , -
Response to questions - ) " ee ‘ - .
Self-feedhack .- . .07 - 00 : -12 -:20
Affective @ ¢ - 425 R Y .21 , -149b
Word play . -.19 " -.24 .21 | -.19
- Singing -.27 o -.36 .22 . -.31 .
Emotional expressrve -.14 . -,23 - L1l .+ =.55¢C o
Lauqh1ng -.14 -.20 .%6 v -.50b
Fantasy/Ro1ep1ay1ng a .09 . .00 !!18-- : : -.61d
Imitating gersons ' .13 11, . . $15 .13
Imitating objects ° - .65 -1 03 10 > -6l
Commands b ~ 22 .19 .. .25 -.4
Desc present/past -.05 : -.13° . .34 -.44b
Desc future - - .19 - .16 2l g -.44b -
Questions T .22 .19 -.17 - -.22 .
Jncomprehensib]e/Muttering o .20 - 11 07 » I .01
Total , A7 =04 19 - 49 -
‘Hloté: Copservers received a "1" and nonconservers received a "23"posTtive corre]at1ons, then, de nconservers
higher uge of category. .

resenis sum= of specific category frequencies.

22 - ” SR S
<001 S - ) : t :
ategortes never used ) * .

5 -
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bp<.o
cpL.
dp
e
f




A
aQ

“

Table 3 E

Means and Standard Deviations oﬁaPrivéte'Speech Categories

LN - 4
— LD-H X LD-N
Regulating @ = 7 ‘M 3.60 .40 J
’ ‘SO 6.24, i . .84
-Desc'thing/envt M 1.70 ‘ .10 -
e . SO 3.16 "~ . ) .32
. Desc own action M - w60 ' . .20
SD- -1.08 .63
. Desc internal state M :20 .00
) 42 .00
» Commands b M 80 . ‘o .00
. . . S$p 175 7 . 500
Questions - M .00 - .00
SD .00 | . .00
Response to questions .M .00 .00
SD .00 N .00
Self-feedback < M =40 .10
- s .52 .32
Affective a N i M 6.70 3.40
vl SO 9.20 2.80 " - .
WGrQ play T M .60 .00 .
S o 1.27 - ‘ - .00 ~
Singing » M 2.50 . .90 .
. ,SD 4.9 , 1.29 .
Emotional expressive M 3.30 2.40
. SD  3.80 . 2.27 4
Laughing ' M .30 : .20
- SD .68 * .63
Fantasy/Roleplaying 2 M 6.60 * 14.00
ot - SD 8.29 18.21
~ Imitating persons M .00 <40
~ SD .00 i 1.27
Imitating objects M 4.70 10.00
SD. 6.85 t12.94
Commands M- .30 1.10
SO .65 2.51
Desc present/past M 1.60 , 1.50
) SO 3.13 2.32
Desc future - M .00 A .60
SD .00 1.27
Questions © *~ M .00 .40
- . SD .00 .70
‘ . N
Incomprehensible/Muttering M  6.70 ° 4.20
' sp 10.07 - 4.73
.Total + M 23.60 22.10

SO 26.51 . 24.00

a Represents sum of specific category frequencies.

-
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