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ABSTRACI

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  determine  if  children

with  moderate  articulation  impairments  communicate  as

effectively  as  normal  speaking  children.

Twenty-four  public  school  children  participated  in a

communication  interaction  activity.    Twelve  of  the  children

were  nor.mal  speaking  and  twelve  were  identif led  as  having

moderate  articulation  impairments.

The  null  Hypothesis  of  no  signif icant  difference  in

the  speaking  perf ormance  of  normal  speaking  children  and

children with  moderate  articulation  impairments  was  not

rejected.

The  null  Hypothesis  of  no  signif icant  difference  in

the  listening  performance  between  children  identif led  as

having  moderate  articulation  impairments  and  normal  speaking

children was  rejected.    Children with  moderate  articulation

impairments  seem  to  be  less  effective  listeners  than  normal

speaking  children.
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Chapter  1

INTRODUCTION

i

There  is  pl.obably  no  activity  more  pervasive  than

communication,  except  f or  the  biological  processes  that

keep  us  alive   (Burgoon,1974).     Colnmunication,   in  any.  form,

is  necessary,  not  only  to  survive,  but  also  for  interaction
as  an  integral  part  of  society.    Accol.ding  to  Wood  (1971),

communication  can  be  clef ined  as:

the  pl.ocess  Of  imparting  to  one  another  ideas,
thoughts,  feelings  or  opinions  by  means  of  signs,
signals,  and  symbols  expressed  consciously  or
unconsciously;   a  bl.oader  and  more   inclusive  term
than  language  and  speech.(p.10)

It  is  imperative  that  a  per.son  be  able  to  communicate  f or

building  and  maintaining  relationships  with  other  persons.

Thus,  communication  calls  for  at  least  two  active  partici-

pants;   it  is  not  unidirectional  (Muma,1978).
The  communication  act  involves  two  or  more  persons   in

which  (a)  the  behavior  of  one   (speaker)   is  directed  toward

the  other  (listener),   (b)  the  listener's  behavior  is
influenced  by  the  speaker,  and  (c)  the  speaker's  subsequent

behavior  is  influenced  by  the  response  originally  elicited

(Glucksberg,1975).    Figure  i  presents  a  model  of  the

communication  process  which  may  help  in  clal.ifying  the

above  statements.     The  schema  begins  with  the  speaker  who

wishes  to  send  a  message  to  the  listener.
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which  can  be  transmitted  to  the  listener.    The
transmitted  code   is  called  the  signal.    When  the
listener  receives  the  signal,   the  code  must  be

:i:#i::::::gi:5ri!::::i:uEifo!:::2:::::;::eE:3:;i::
a  measure  of  the  communication  effectiveness  of  the
speaker.      (Borden,1971,   p.   5).

Transmitter

Fi8ul.e  i

Receiver

The  Communication  PI.ocess      (Borden,   1971)
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It  is  imperative  to  remember  that  in  the  communication

process  there  will  always  t>e  a  sender,  receiver,  and  a
signal   (Borden,1971).     Communication  is  the  primary  function

of  language;   therefore,  effective  communication  by  both

participants  in  the  process  is  essential  (Glucksberg  and
Dacks,1971).

Encoding  involves  the  communicator's  ability  to  under-

stand  llthe  communicative  context  in  terms  of  actual  and

presumed  referencew   (Muma,   1978,   p.   121)  and  to  produce  the

intended  message  with regard  for  the  listener's  needs.

Decoding  involves  interpreting  the. messages  to  distinguish

the  speaker's  main  intent.    In a  description  of  effective

communication,  Muma  notes  that  ''if  the  code   is  consistent

with  one's  communicative  intent,  deals  with  available

referents  (actual  or  presumed),  and  is  in  an  appropriate

form,   the  decoder  will  be  able  to  discriminate  the  meaning

of  an  intended  messagew   (p.121).

nif icance  of  the  Stud

Many  researchers  have  studied  children's  communication

abilities  in  terms  of .language  and  articulation  (Vandemark

and  Ham,1965,   Shriner,1969,   Schneiderman,1955),   ttut

there  seems  to  be  an  absence  of  studies  concerning  the

possible  relationship  between  articulation  impairments  and
communication  effectiveness.    According  to  one  researcher,
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children  need  to  be  articulate,  at  least  moderately  so,

to  comlnunicate  effectively   (Rousey,1972).     A  child's

communication  effectiveness  can  be  examined  in  terms  of

how  well  an  intended  message   is  delivered  and  received,

therefore, .the  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  determine  if

children  with  model.ate  articulation  impairments  communicate

as  effectively  as  normal  speaking  children.

Ilypotheses

To  facilitate  the  computation  and  analysis  of  the  data,

the  hypotheses  were  stated  in  the  null  f orm,  and  were  tested

at  the   .05  level  of  significance.

Research  H othesis

There   is  no  significant  difference  between`.the  communi-

cation  effectiveness  of  normal  speaking  children and

children with  model.ate  articulation  impairments  as  measured

t)y  a  communication  interaction  activity.

For  the  purpose  of  this  study  communication  effectiveness

has  been  broken  down  into  its  two  traditional  components,

speaking  and  listening.

Null  H otheses

There  are  two  null  lfypotheses  employed  in  this  study.

Hypothesis  1.    There  is  no  significant  difference  in
the  speaking  perf ormance  of  normal  speaking  children  and



children  with  moderate  articulation  impairments.

H.vpothesis  2.     There   is  no  significant  difference  in

the  listening  performance  between  children  identif led  as

having  moderate  articulation  impairments  and  normal  speaking

children.   .

Def i ni t i ons

Articulation--Production  of speech  sounds  by  the  stopping

or  constricting  of  the  vocalized  or  non-vocalized  breath

stream  by  movements  of  the  lips,   tongue,  velum,   or  pharynx

(Powers,1972,   p.   837).

Moderate  Articulation  Im aired  Children--Children

a  score  between  16-24   on  the  Wei

achieving

hted  Articulation  Test

(Ted  Culler,1980),  used   in  the  Charlotte-Mecklenburg

School  System.

Assum

Assumptions

tions  and  Limitations

1.     The  statistical  method  employed   (t  test)   is

adequate .

2.     The  method  employed  for  identifying  articulation

impaired  and  normal  speaking  children  is  adequate.

3.     The  figures  used  in  the  communication  interaction

activity  are  unfamiliar  to  all  the  childl`en.
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I'imitations

i.    The  data  are  limited  to  the  age  group  used  in

this  study.
2.    The  conclusions  drawn  from  this  study  are  limited

to  populati.ons  which  are  similar  to  the  one  from  which  the

participants  were  drawn.
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Chapter  2

REVIEW   0F   REIATED   LITERATURE

In  order  to  understaLnd   Wcommunication  effectiveness",

sever.al  areas  of  relevance  have  been  researched  and  reported

through related  literature:    articulation  impairments  in

relation  to  communication  effectiveness;   communication

effectiveness  in  terms  of  val.ious  language  skills  and  social

relationships;   the  two-person  communication  game  and  related

i rf orma t i on .

Effective  Communication

An  Introduction  to  Articulation  Im airments

According  to  Rousey  (1972),   speech  refers  to  the

sounds .... which  when  used  together  results  in  the  pl.oduction

of  verbal  language.     Shriner,   (1971)   stated,  speech  is  only

one  means  of  communication--the  verbal  output.    A  child

should  be  articulate,  at  least  moderately  so  to  comlnunicate

effectively.    For  children with  articulation  impairments,

speech  may  or  may  not  t>e  a  problem  depending  on  how

effectively  the  child  communication  intended  messages.

There  are  many  disorder.s   of  speech  which  can  be  examined

in  terms  of  effective  communication.     The  researcher  felt

the  need  to  study  articulation  impairments,   though,  because
Warticulation  problems  have  long  been  recognized  as  the  most
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prevalent  of  all  disol.ders  of  speechw   (Powers,1972,   p.   837).

Also,   Hahn  (1960)   stated  communicative  speech  is   important

f or  articulation  impaired  children.    They  need  to  be  able

to  express   ideas  and  convey  a  meaningful  message  to  the

listener.     Some  children  seldom  feel  a  need  to  talk.    Davis

(1937)  f ound  that  children with  articulation  impairments
were  more  shy  and  negativistic  than  normal  children  and

rated  lower  on  lltalkativeness"  and  "spontaneityw.

Articulation  Im airments  as  Com ared  to  ham e  Skills
Reseal.ch  shows  that  children  impaired  in  articulation

skills  are  also  impaired  in  other  communication  skills,

e.g.,language.     Vandemark  and  Mann  (1965)   conducted  a

study  of  oral  language  skills  on  a  group  of  normal-speaking

children and  a  group  of  articulation-impaired  children.
The  only  difference  f ound  between  the  two  groups  was

structural  complexity.    Children with  impaired  articulation
were  found  to  be  weaker  in  this  al.ea.     Mean  length  of

response,   standard  deviation  of  response  length,   numt>er  of

one  word  responses,   mean  of  the  five  longest  responses,

number  of  different  words  and  type-token ratio  showed  no

significant  differences.    Shriner  (1969)  found  that  cbildren

with articulation  impairments  did  not  perform  as  well  as

normal  speaking  children  in  the  area  of  grammatical

completeness,  but  according  to  this  researcher  "very  little
is  known  about  the  expressive  language  of  children with
severe  articulation  problemsM   (p.   320).



Saxman  and  Miller  (1973)  have  stated  that  childl.en  with

articulation  impairments  perf ormed  less  well  than  normal

speaking  children  on  a  sentence  I'ecall  test.    Emerick  (1979),

Powers   (1972),   Cohen  and  Diehl   (1963)   support  I.esearch  which

showed  children  with  severe  articulation  impairments  as

having  more  errors   in  speech  sound  discrimination.

Further  research  studying  the  relationship  between
speech  and  vocabulary,  and  speech  and  reading  achievement

resulted  in  no  significant  findings  (Powers,1971).    Carrell

and  I'endergast  (1954)  have  reported  that  there  is  no  signi-

f icant  difference  between  a  group  of  normal-speaking

children and  articulation-impaired  children  in  spelling
ability  or  in  the  types  of  spelling  error.s  which  occurl.ed.

Children  deficient  in al.ticulation  skills  also  show
deficiencies  in  some  language  skills.    The  research,  though,

does  not  indicate  any  pattern  of  clef iciency  in  any.  one  area

of  language.     Therefore,   it  cannot  be  assumed  that  articu-`,`   -..

Iation  impairments  and  weaknesses  in  language  skills  are

directly  related.

Articulation  Im airments  and  Social  Relationshi

Several  researchers  have  examined  articulation

impairments  in  terms  of  social  I.elationships.    According  to

Iierea  and  Ward   (1966)   the  speech-handicapped  child  is

hindered  in  social  adjustment  and  usually  experiences  less

from  interpersonal  relationships  than  normal-speaking  friends.
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Saxman  and  Miller  (1973)  have  stated  that  children  with

articulation  impairments  perf ormed  less  well  than  normal

speaking  children  on  a  sentence  recall  test.    Emerick  (1979),

Powers   (1972),   Cohen  and  Diehl   (1963)   support  reseal`ch  which

showed  children  with  severe  articulation  impairments  as

having  more  errors   in  speech  sound  discrimination.

Further  I.esearch  studying  the  relationship  t>etween

speech  and  vocabulary,  and  speech  and  I.eading  achievement

resulted  in  no  significant  findings   (Powers,1971).    Carrell

and  I'endergast  (1954)  have  reported  that  there  is  no  signi-

f icant  difference  between  a  gI.oup  of  normal-speaking

children and  articulation-impaired  children  in  spelling
ability  or  in  the  types  of  spelling  errors  which  occurred.

Children  deficient  in articulation  skills  also  show
deficiencies  in  some  language  skills.    The  I.esearch,   though,

does  not  indicate  any  pattern  of  deficiency  in  any.  one  area

of  language.     Therefore,   it  cannot  be  assumed  that  articu-`.` .-.

Iation  impairments  and  weaknesses  in  language  skills  are

directly  related.

Articulation  Im airments  and  Social  Relationshi

Several  researchers  have  examined  articulation

impairments  in  terms  of  social  relationships.    According  to

Lerea  and  Ward   (1966)   the  speech-handicapped  child  is

hindered  in  social  adjustment  and  usually  experiences  les.s

from  interpersonal  relationships  than  normal-speaking  friends.
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Brissey  and  Trotter   (1955)   conducted  an  experirr,ent  among

speech-impaired  children  and  found  that  llthe  subjects

appeared  not  to  be  impol.tantly  influenced  by  speech  clef ec-

tiveness  or  its   influence  on  communication  when  making  the

following  choices:     (1)     the  boy  you  would  most  likely  eat

with;   (2)     the  boy  you  would  most  likely  room  with .... (3)

the  boy  you  would  most  like  to  ta.Ik  to"   (p.   278).     The

researchers  in  this  experiment  concluded  that  peer

preferences  are  not  related  to  the  severity  of  the  child's
speech  problems.

The  Two-Person  Communication  Game

Referential  Communication

Ivlany  studies  have  been  conducted  with  the  two-person

communication  game.    The  activity  referred  to  here  involves

pairs  of  individuals  interacting  by  describing  abstract
figures  to  each  other.    The  speaker  describes  a  particular

f igure  and  the  listener  is  expected  to  choose  the  described

figure  from  a  set  of  similar  figures.    An  example  of  the

two-per.son  communication  game  can  be  found   in  Figure  2.

Much  of  the  research  has  been  concel.ned  with  referential

communication.     The  following  paragraph  serves  as  a  basic

introduction  to  referential  communication:

If  language  were  a  code,   such  that  each  object,
event,   or  relationship  referred  to  had  a  uni.que
'Iname'I,   then  the  problem  of  choosing  a  word  or
utterance  would  t>e  reduced  to  determining  the
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particular  associations  between referent,  the
things  referred  to,  and  their  names.    This,
however,   is  not  so.     Referents   (i.e.,   ot)Sects,
events  or  relations)  and  their  names  do  not
have  simple   one-to-one  corl.espondence .......
In  general,  a  listener  is  said  to  understand
a  speaker  if  he  can  correctly  discriminate  the
referent  from  a  set  of  nonreferents  on  the
basis  .of  a  message  supplied  by  the  s
(Glucksberg  and  inaus-s-,1975,-p.   309?eaker.
In  a  study  by  Glucksberg  and  Krauss   (1966),  findings

on referential  communication  in  nursery  school  children,

four  to  five  years  old,   indicate  they  al.e  unable  to  play

the  communication  game  effectively  with  novel  graphic

designs.    When  given  more  familiar  designs,   though,   the

children  were  successful.    Three  to  four  year  old  children

could  not  communicate  effectively  with  either  designs,   novel

or  familiar.    An  example  of  the  novel  graphic  designs  used

in  the  previous  study  and  many  of  the  related  studies  is

found  in  Figure  3   (Krauss  and  Weinheimer,1964).



Figure     2

The  Two-Person  Comminication  Game

i2
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Figure  3

Novel  Graphic  Designs

13
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As  stated  by  Muma   (1978),   being  an  effective  communicator

involves  much  more  than  just  sending  and  I`eceiving  a

message.    Both  speaker  and  listener  are  active  participants

in  the  process.     The  speaker  must  be  able  to  transmit  codes

appropriat.ely  while  the  listener  must  be  able  to  receive  the

codes  appl.opriately.     In  I'eterson's  view  (1972),  role-taking

is  also  a  necessary  part  of  effective  communication.    The

speaker  should  be  at>1e  to  play  both  I.oles   (speaker  and

listener)  so  that  when  the  message  is  delivered,   the  needs

of  the  listener  are  also  met.

Krauss  and  Glucksberg  (1969)   studied  referential  com-

munication  in  kindergarten,  first,  third,  and  fifth  grades.
While  f irst,   third,  and  fifth  gI`aders  showed  improvement

over  several  trials,  children  in  kindergarten  showed  none,

suggesting  that  there  are  differ.ences  in  communication

effectiveness  as  a  function  of  age.    The  data  indicated

that  communication prof iciency  increases  in  relation  to  the

age  of  the  speaker-listener  pair..

In  support  of  the  previously  mentioned  findings,  Muma

(1978)  stated  that  as  children  become  older  they  begin  to
I.ealize  that  the  only  way  to  be  effective  communicators  is

to  include  all  participants  in  the  pl.ocess.    They  recognize

that a  listener  is  not  only  f or  talking  but  is  helpful  in
locating  the  signal  most  appropriate  for  the  situation.

Krauss  and  Weinheimer   (1966)   conducted  a  study  with
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adults,   looking  at  concurrent  feedback  and  the  encoding  of

referents  in  verbal  communication.    They  concluded  from  the

data  that  concurrent  feedback  was  found  to  have  a  great

effect  on  encoding  and  the  speakers  tended  to  reduce  the

length  of  their  phrases  with  concurrent  feedback  over

I.epeated  trials.

Communication  effectiveness  in  terms  of  socially  and

nonsocially  encoded  messages  was  studied  by  Krauss,

Vivekananthan,   and  Weinheimer   (1968) ,  who  defined  communi-

cation  effectiveness  a.s  the   I'accuracy  with  which  a  message

enables  a  listener  to  select  an  object  from  a  set  of  objects"

(p.  296).     They  found  that  names  which  have  been  socially

encoded   (described  for  someone  else),   elicit  more  accurate

identif ication  than  names  which  have  been  encoded  non-

socially  (messages  which  speaker  describes  for  self).    The

researcher.s  made  an  interesting  observation.    A  person

usually  encodes  information  for  personal  use  in  a  different

way  than  imf ormation  intended  f or  another  person.    Jean

Piaget's  research  supports  this  notion  as  he  recognized  the

concept  of  egocentrism  in young  childl.en,   i.e.,   'legocen-

tricity  precludes  childl.en from  taking  the  listener  into
account  in  a  speaking  situation"   (Bloom  and  Iahey,  p.  217).

The  I.esearch  on  referentia,1  communication  supports  the

notion  that  effective  communication requires  two  active  ,

participants  (the  speaker  and  listener).    The  research  also
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suggests  communication  effectiveness   increases  with  age  and

varies  according  to  the  speaker-listener  pair.    For  purposes

of  this  study,   the  speaker  and  listener  scol.es  will  be

compared  to  determine  if  there  is  a  signif icant  difference

in  the  communication  effectiveness  of  normal  speaking

children  and  children  with  moderate  articulation  impairments.

Influences  of  Status  and  A

Krauss  and  Rotter   (1968)   examined  communication  effec-

tiveness  in relation  to  status  and  age.    Employing  the  six

novel  designs  seen  in Figure  3,   they  found  that  middle

status  subjects  are  superior  to  lower  class  subjects  as

both  speakers  and  listeners.    Communication  appeared  to  be

mol.e  effective  between  member.s  of  the  same  status  groups

than between  different  groups.

In  a  study  of  three  class  groups   (lower.,  middle,  and

upper)  by  Harms   (1961),   speakers  tended  to  get  more  response

from  listeners  in  the  same  class.    Also,   lower-class

listeners  understood  lower-class  speakers  better  than
middle-and  upper-class  speakers.

The  communication  interaction  activity  in  this  chapter

has  been  discussed  in reference  to  two  participants,  a

speaker  and  listener.    For  put.poses  of  this  study  a  variation

of  the  two-person  communication  game  has  been  used  to

determine  if  there  is  a  signif icant  relationship  between
articulation  impairments  and  communication  effectiveness.    The



17

children  in  this  study  were  taken  in  groups  of  six,  whel.e

one  child  served  as  speaker.,  and  the  other  five  children

served  as  listener.s.    Each  child  in  the  group  had  the

opportunity  to  be  the  speaker  once  and  listener  five  times.

Further  discussion  of  the  va.riation  of  the  two-person

communication  game  used  in`,this  study  can  be  found   in

Chapter  3.

Research  indicates  there  are  marry.  factors  influencing

communication  effectiveness,   e.g.,  age  of  the  participants,

concurrent  feedback,   social  encoding  of  the  message,  and

influences  of  status  and  age.     There  is  no  evidence  showing

an  increase  or  decrease   in  communica.tion  effectiveness  as

a  result  of  articulation  impairments.
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Chapter  3

pROOEDunEs

I)a.rtici ants  in  the  Stud

The  subjects  used  in  this  study  were  24  seven  year  old

public  school  children  selected  from  the  Charlotte-Mecklen-
burg  School  System.    Twelve  of  the  children  were  identif led

as  having  moderate  articulation  impairments  and  twelve  of

the  children  were  identif led  as  normal  speaking  children.

Ihe  lnoderate  articulation  impaired  childl.en  were  identif led

by the  Wei hted  Articulation Test (Ted  Culler,   1980)   used

in  the  Charlotte-Mecklenburg  School  System.     The  normal

speaking  children  were  randomly  selected  by  their  classroom

tea.chefs .

Test  Instruments

Administration  of  the  Wei hted  AI.ticulation  Test

The  Weighted  Articulation  Test   (WAT),   developed  in  the

Charlotte-Mecklenburg  School  System,  consists  of  12  plates,

with  pictures  to  evaluate  broduction  of  vowels  and  consonants

in words  and  sentences  (an  example  of  the  entire  test  can

be  found  in Appendix  A,   including  instructions  to  the

clinician for  administration and  scoring).
The  children,  identif led  as  having  moderate  articulation

impairments,   had  to  achieve  a  score  of  16-24  on  the  WAT.

These  children  were  tested  and  identif led  by  the  speech
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clinician at,  their  elementary  school  during  the  school  year

of  1980.

Administration  of  the  Communication  Interaction Activit

The  children were  randomly  divided  into  4  groups  of

six,  with  three  moderate  articulation  impair.ed  and  three

normal  speaking  children  in  each  gI.oup.     One  child  was

randomly  designated  as  speaker  while  the  f ive  other  children

served  as  listeners.    The  speaker  was  given  three  stimulus

items  (abstract  monster  f igures--see  Appendix  8)   to  describe

to  the  listeners.    These  figures  were  modified  from  those

which  appeared in  Conce ts  For  Communication (1972).     The

f ive  listeners  were  given  one  scol.e  sheet  for  each  stimulus

(a  total  of  three)  and  a  crayon  to  mark  with.    The  speaker
was  instructed  to  describe  the  f irst  ''monster  picture"  to

the  listener.s.    The  listeners  were  not  allowed  to  ask

questions  and  could  not  look  at  the  speaker.    The  speaker
and  listeners  were  divided  visually  by  an  opaque  screen

to  assure  that  no  visual  clues  were  exchanged  between  them.

After  the  speaker  described  the  f irst  picture  to  the  group,
the  listeners  were  instructed  to  mark  the  picture  they
thought  the  speaker  was  talki]ng  about.    Each  picture  was

marked  with  a  large  I  across  it.    The  speaker  was  then

instructed  to  describe  picture  2  and  3.    After  the  first  3

pictures  were  described,   the  score  sheets  were  collected
and  the  children rotated  so  that  there  was  a  new  speaker.  The



20

listeners  `'Jere  then  given a  different  set  of  score  sheets

and  the  next  speaker  described  a  new  set  of  pictures.    Each

child  had  a  turn  at  speaking  once  on  two  occasions  and  served

as  listener  five  times  on  two  occasions.     There  were  six

sets  of  different  stimulus  items.    These  were  rotated  in

each  set  so  that  no  child  described  the  same  pictures  twice.

Each  child  received  a  speaker  score  and  a  listener

score.     The  speaker  score  was  determined  by  how  well  the

listeners  received  the  speaker's  message.     If  a  majority

of  the  listeners  marked  the  correct  picture' (at  least  3)

the  speaker  received  one  point.    The  listener  received  a

point  for  marking  the  correct  picture.    The  speaker  could
receive  a  maximum  of  3  points,  while  the  listener  could

accumulate  as  ma]ngr  as  15  points.    A  set  of  marked  pictures

is  found  in  Appendix  8.

Statistical  Method

The  two-tailed  t  test  f or  independent  mea,ns   (Bruning

and  Kintz,   1968)  was  employed  to  determine  the  difference

between  the  perf ormance  of  articulation  impaired  childl.en

and  normal  speaking  childl.en while  participating  in  the

communication  interaction  activity.
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Chapter  4

RESUIITS

The  raw  scores  ot)tained  from  the  children  in  the

communication  interaction  activity  al.e  summal`ized  in  Tables

1  and  2.     The  mean  scol.es  for  each  of  the  groups  wel.e:

Normal  Speaking,   4.8;   AI.ticulation  Speaking,   5.0;   Normal

Listening,   23.25;  Articulation  Listening,   20.75.

The  perf ormance  of  the  children  in  the  two  groups

was  tested  by  employing  the  t  test.    These  results  are

found  in  Table  3.    While  the  results  of  the  t  test  (t  =   .4)

suggest  no  differ.ence   in  speaking  scores  of  the  two  groups

of  children,   the  results   (t  =  2.7,  p  <  .05)  do  suggest  a

difference  in  the  listening  scores.    The  children with

moderate  articulation  impairments  seem  to  be  less  effective

listeners  than  the  normal  speaking  children.

Research  H othesis

There  is  no  signif icant  difference  between  the  communi-

cation  effectiveness  of  normal  speaking  children  and

children  with  moderate  articulation  impairments  as  measured

by  the  communication  interaction  activity.

Null  H otheses

There  were  two  null  subhypotheses  employed  in  this

s tudy .
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Table  I

Results  of  the  Communication
Intel`action  Activity-Speaking  Scores

Nor.mal  Speaking  Score                  Articulation  Speaking  Score
Gro.up  lN* Group  |A*

|st  day 2nd  day Total 1st  day 2nd  day Total

3 2 5 3 3 6
2 3 5 2 3 5
3 3 6 2 3 5

Group  2N                                                        Group   2A

3 3 6 2 3 5
3 3 6 2 3 5
3 3 6 3 3 6

GI.oup   3N                                                          Group  3A

5 3 6 1 3 4
2 2 4 3 3 6
5 5 6 i 2 .3

G.roup   4N                                                          Group  4A

0 0 0 0 2 •2

3 2 5 3 3 6
1 2 4 5 3 6

Mean  =   4.8                                                   Mean  =   5.0
itlN--1st  Group  Nol`mal  Speaking  Children
IA--1st  Group
2N--2nd  Group
2A--2nd  Group
3N--3rd  Group
3A--3rd  Group
4N--4th  Group
4A--4th  Group

AI`ticulation  Impaired  Speaking  Children
Norlnal  Speaking  Children
AI.ticulation  Impaired  Speaking  Children
Normal  Speaking  Children
Articulation  Impaired  Speaking  Children
Normal  Speaking  Children
Articulation  Impaired  Speaking  Children
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Table   2

Results  of  the  Communication
Interaction Activity-Iiistening  Scores

Normal  Iiistening  Score           Articulation  I,istening  Score
Group   lNJt Group  lA

|st  day 2nd  day Total 1st  day 2nd  day Total

14 11 25 10 10 20
14 8 22 13 7 20
10 11 21 11 11 22

Group   2N G.roup   2A

10 15 25 11 15 26
12 15 27 12 15 27
13 15 28 12 15 27

Group   3N Group  3A

9 15 24 9 8 17
12 15 27 11 9 20

9 13 22 9 12 21

Group  4N GI'OuP   4A

9 11 20 7 6 13
7 9 16 7 8 15

10 12 22 8 15 21

Mean  =   23.25                         I Mean  =   20.75
*1N--1st  Group  Nor.mal  Childr  n
IA--1st  Group
2N--2nd  GI.oup
2A--2nd  GI.onp
3N--3rd  Group
3A--3rd  Group
4N--4th  Group
4A--4th  Group

Articulation  Impaired  Children
Normal  Children
Articulation  Impaired  Children
Normal  Children
Articulation  Impaired  Children
Normal  Children
Articulation  Impaired  Children
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Table  3

Results  of  the  t  tests
Comparing  Speaking  &  Iiistening  Perf ormance

comparison Articulation  Impaired NOI'mal t. df Significance

Speaking Mean  =   5 Mean=4.8 .4 11 N.S.

I,istenin8 Mean  =   20.75 Mean=23 . 2 2.7 11 itp<.05

*P.05   =   2.201
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Null  H othesis  1. There  is  no  signif icant  difference

in  the  speaking  perf ormance  of  normal  speaking  children

and  children  with  moderate  articulation  impairments.

According  to  the  data  presented  in  Table  2,  null

hypothesis.1  was  not  rejected,   indicating  no  significant

difference  between  the  speaking  perf ormance  of  the  two

groups  in  the  communicaLtion  inter.action  activity.

Null  H othesis  2. There  is  no  signif icant  difference

in  the  listening  perf ormance  between  children  identif led  as

having  moderate  articulation  impairments  and  nol`mal

speaking  children.

According  to  the  data  presented  in  Table  2,   null  hypo-

thesis  2  was  rejected,   indicating  a  signif icant  difference

between  the  listening  perf ormance  of  the  two  groups  in  the

communication  interaction  activity.
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Chapter  5

CONcliusI0NS

The  results  of  this  study  suggest  a  difference  in

listening  ski|ls  between  normal  speaking  children  and  childl.en

with  model.ate  al.ticulation  impairments.    The  moderate  arti-

culation  impail`ed  childl.en  exhibited  signif icantly  poor.er

listening  skills  than  normal  speaking  children.    Further

research  should  be  conducted  to  determine  if  thel.e  actually

is  a  discrepancy  in  the  listening  skills  of  these  two  groups

of  children.    There  is  a  need  f or  additional  studies  similar

to  this  one  to  verify  these  results.    Another  possit)1e  study

would  be  to  determine  if  there  is  a  signif icant  correlation

between  severity  of  problem  and  accuracy  of  listening  skill.

For  example,  would  children    with  mild  articulation

impairments  exhibit  mild  listening  problems,  and  children

with  severe  articulation  impairments  exhibit  sever.e

listening  problems?

The  speaking  scores  between  the  two  groups  on  the

communication  interaction  activity  were  similar.     The

children  in  these  two  groups  assumingly  knew  each  other,

and  possibly  were  able  to  translate  ea.ch  other'.s  descriptions

of  the  abstract  figures.     It  would  be  interesting  to  conduct

research  to  determine  if  familiar.ity  between  speaker  and

listener  pl.oduces  the  ability  to  translate.    The  research
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could  be  conducted  in  such  a  way  that  two  groups  be  used,

one  in which  there  is  a  high  level  of  familiarity  between

the  speaker  and  listener,  and  one  in  which  the  speaker

and  listener  are  not  familiar  with  each  other.

Although  the  area  under  investigation  in  this  study

was  communication  effectiveness,   the  task  employed  was

restrictive  in  that  the  children were  participating  in a
limited  receptive  task.    They  were  not  given  the  opportunity

to  initiate  any  conversation  and  were  required  to  listen

to  the  signals  fl.om  the  speaker.     It  would  be  interesting

to  examine  what  would  happen  if  these  children  were  given

more  opportunity  to  express  themselves  both  through  sending

and  receiving  messages.     The  children  should  be  ot)served,

in  their  classrooms,  to  determine  if  articulation  impaired

children  initiate  convel.sations  with  their  peers  and  are

receptive  to  activities  surrounding  them.    In  this  study,
a  verbal  response  was  required  of  the  children,  but  perhaps

in a  less  restrictive  environment  they  are  not  as  willing
to  communicate.     In  other  words,   they  can  apparently  com-

municate  equally  with  normal  speaking  children  when

required  to  do  so,  but  may  not  use  communication  skills  as

openly  as  normal  speaking  children  when  given  a  choice.     If

this  assumption  is  true,  articulation  impaired  childl.en  may

need  some  f orm  of  stimulation  to  improve  both  speaking  and

listening  skills.
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If  articulation  impair.ed  children  are  less  communicative

in  the  classrooms  as  compared  to  normal  speaking  children,

their  level  of  communicativeness  may  vary  as  a  function  of

age.    As  children  become  older,  are  they  more   inhibited  by

their  speech  impairments  due  to  Social  pressures?    An

interesting  area  of  further  study  would  be  to  examine

communication  effectiveness  in  third  graders  and  eigth

graders.    A  similar  study  could  be  conducted  to  examine  the

preferred  communication  partners  of  articulation  impaired
children.    Do  they  tend  to  initiate  conversation  primarily

with  other  speech  impaired  children;  adults;   or  is  thel.e

any  pattern  in  their  choice  of  partners?
The  children  in  this  study  were  sepal.ated  visually

by  an  opaque  screen  so  that  nonverbal  cues  would  not

influence  the  listeners.    Nonverbal  signals  are  another

aspect  of  the  communication  process  to  consider  in  this

area  of  research.    The  use  of  nonverbal  cues  in  a  similar

communication  interaction activity  involving  similar  groups

of  children  should  be  examined  to  determine  if  articulation

impaired  children  become  more  efficient  listeners  with  the

help  of  supplemental  signals.    I'erhaps  articulation  impaired

children  need  to  rely  on  nonverbal  cues  because  their

listening  skills  are  not  adequate  to  decode  the  message

based  on  auditory  cues  alone.

Several  explanations  support  the  assumptions  that
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moderate  articulation  impaired  children  may  not  have  been

rewarded  f or  exhibiting  good  listening  skills  when  they

were  younger.     If  these  children  indeed  were  not  rewarded

for  listening,   they  may  have  developed  into  poor  listeners.-

As  poor  listeners  they  were  turned  off  to  communication

and  ignored  models  for  correct  speech  production  and

became  poor  producers  of  speech.     It  would  be  interesting

to  examine  early  listening  i)ehaviors  of  children who  later

develop  articulation  impairments  to  determine  if  there  is

a  link  between  early  listening  skills  and  articulation
impairments .

Iiistening  training  is  an  important  aspect  that  should

be  considered  as  a  major  part  of  therapy.    Perhaps  if

therapy  f or  children with  articulation  impairments  began

with  training  of  listening  skills,  the  production  skills
would  not  need  to  be  trained  or  at  least  not  as  extensively.

Accol.ding  to  Emerick  and  Ha.tten  (1979)   Wspeech  clinicians

have  persistently  relied  on  'ear  training'   in  therapy
because  they  strongly  believe  that  the  ear  must  discl.iminate

before  the  mouth  can  articulate"   (p.145).
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APPENDIXES

INSTRucTloNS   FOR  ADMINlsTERING  lmalGHTED  ARTlcuIATloN  TEST

Show  each  test  item  picture  and  transcribe  the  examiner's

response  under   ''word  resp.W     Put  a  plus   (+)   beside  each

el.rol.  response.

All  sentence   items  should  be  presented  as  sentence

repetition  tasks.     On  items  55  and  62  have  examiner

repeat  only  the  second  sentence.

After  administering  the  entire  test,  go  back  to  each

item  on which  there  is  an  error.    I'resent  the  test  sound

in  a  schwa  syllable.     Give  minimal  phonetic  placement

cues.     Transcribe  response  under  'lstim.  resp.W     Put  a

plus   (+)  beside  each  error  response.     Stimulation  for
vowel  test  sounds  should  be  presented  in  isolation.

For  each  test  item,   count  the  number  of  uses.     If  an

item  has  one  plus,   the  score  will  be  the  same  as  the

point  value  indicated  in  the  ''wt.  stim."  column.     If
an  item  has  two  pluses,   the  score  will  be  the  same  as

the  pciint  value   indicated  in  the  llwt.  non.   stim."  column.

Add  scol.es  together  to  determine  total  scol'e  and  deter-

mine  whether  the  prot}1em  is  a  ''mild  deviationll,   ''moderate

deviationw,   or  a   IIdisordel`II.
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'A'EIG1iTEDA,'1'1CU'LATI0NTEST

Name -__
Schc,o!-_

Oat?_.____
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Age----------

wt.
Test word          nori. sl

1.  bid
2.   bi.'loon
3.  cee!
4.  eJg',I
5.  cQ±
6.  kite
?.  bat
8.  9ne
9.   I)au

`'0.   pig

11.   I(gY

i2    sack
1 3 .  b a_a k
14.  sh9E
15.  ±o''
16-,.,e±

1?.   £..11

18.   bc±
Thc hey
p!aye±w,hl.
tlll.  b®I:-

'9   tinge,
20..   'c,oi
21     !'lln

22.  I,ag
23.  ±at
24. i?r
25.   c.a9:e

2'!   Sat
2-/.  ceie
28.  |arr,p
29.  nail
30-  !±cp
31.  cofb
3?    £ur§e
33,  boJ]e
34.  £Ot
35.  cup
35.  i@ble

37.  b,.ai
Tt,e man
washed iii`/
Car.

scar.            Test wo/d

38.  !iiientine
39.  stol,e
40.  .vJagon
4'.  ±O-yo
42.  ihumb
43.  teofl
44.   tl'is

45.  plate
46.  vJ±istle
47.  rim

The boy is
walkiri!.

48. £abbit
9.   hl-oom

50.  bjfd
51.  ''±k
52.  |`a,
53.   st -,.-

54.  (i,j±
55.   Ic.,lJ9

`tt.
non. s,-

Thi. dog is
big. Thls dos

i c.Jen  bigg€J.  I

56. iun
57.  i,Ouie

Ilere are t`./a
Cu't,

58.  Zjpi7er

59.  h.lie
Here are two
bees.

60.  ipoc'n
61.  igakl.
62.  nest

This .loft is

b:!Ig.`'.'  i,,'t this

I..Ir.1:  :;  tlif  very

h,a,.,?i:_.

63.  1"I:
64.   ''sn

65.  CLf ilr

66...,6t{;,:

!'`'t,I?,e(J'Lio,, ®j  I.`'al  SCo,a

5  -15   .r  ld devia(;o:.,

16  -2,i   .1..a.Jeraie {1``.`   bt.or`

25  -           r=.:..,oi.der

a I ..., I . r.., i  , i ?,i.
Cha.I.l::..`I.?...a.il ..,. r: S{r.i(,it              .

TC,i  Ci.!j.1.e.I   .

w t.              v..orc!         s'.3 ri..
sti in.           icsp.         res i..           score
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17;IZiii

fo;i

•'\1!II#'\`:i'riiII

t,\,'-.i

•\\Jd{'\~,`

•\.1
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`certy.
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