COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

Original Article

| ISSN 2288-0917 (Online) | Commun Sci Disord 2020;25(1):26-37 https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.19661

A Comparative Study on the Vocabulary Learning of
Children According to Selective Attention Latent

Group

Dongsun Yim, Jiyun Han, Eun Song, Sookyung Lee, Jia Han

Department of Communication Disorders, Ewha Womans University, Seoul, Korea

Correspondence: Dongsun Yim, PhD
Department of Communication Disorders,
Ewha Womans University, 52, Ewhayeodae-gil,
Seodamun-gu, Seoul 03760, Korea

Tel: +82-2-3277-4332

Fax: +82-2-3277-2122

E-mail: sunyim@ewha.ac kr

Received: October 5, 2019
Revised: November 8, 2019
Accepted: November 25, 2019

This work was supported by the Ministry of
Education of the Republic of Korea and the

National Research (No. NRF-2019R1A2C1007488).

ch o AFof|(SLI) o5& Hhehke] el

dofE ﬂxlﬂ%o Rax

Fsmgtgot 3

Objectives: The purpose of this study was to examine whether selective attention is signifi-
cantly influential in vocabulary learning, by dividing preschoolers with specific language
impairment (SLI) and those with typical development (TD) into clusters according to selec-
tive attention, and by comparing the groups’ vocabulary learning ability. Methods: 16 chil-
dren with SLI and 15 children with TD participated in this study. Variable clustering with se-
lective attention as a latent variable was employed to separate the children into two groups.
Children in both groups had book-reading intervention 12 times, followed by measure-
ment of the amount of target words in receptive and expressive types. Results: All three
categories of receptive language, receptive vocabulary, and selective attention were statis-
tically significant factors in cluster variables. All children divided two groups according to
receptive language, receptive vocabulary, and selective attention showed a significant dif-
ference in their mean age, whereas their difference in nonverbal intelligence had no signifi-
cance. With age and nonverbal IQ controlled, the amount of receptive vocabulary was sig-
nificantly different in two groups. Conclusion: The results highlight that selective attention
along with existing language ability plays an important role in vocabulary learning, which
may lead to difference between individuals in vocabulary learning ability. Our findings sug-
gest that children’s receptive vocabulary learning may depend on their selective attention.

Keywords: vocabulary learning, latent variable, selective attention, cluster analysis, individ-
ual differences, inhibition
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Table 1. Participants’ characteristics

Characteristic TD(N=18) SLI(N=15) t
Age (mo) 61.06 (8.53) 62.67 (8.10) 5h3
Nonverbal 10 105.72 (11.39) 108.40 (12.40) 646
REVT
Receptive 56.28(9.28) 46.93(15.19) -2.172*
Expressive 65.61(12.53) 47.00(14.67) -3.931*
PRES
Receptive 41.61(8.86) 37.53(8.94) -1.311
Expressive 4461(8.41) 37.13(9.61) -2.383*

Values are presented as mean (SD).

SLI=specific language impairment; TD=typically developing children; REVT =Receptive
& Expressive Vocabulary Test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009); PRES= Preschool
Receptive-Expressive Language Scale (Kim, Sung, & Lee, 2003).

*Korean Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (K-ABC; Moon & Byun, 2003).
*p<.05.
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Figure 2. TD and SLI ratio in each cluster. The blue part represents typically developing children, and the orange part represent children with SLI.
SLI=specific language impairment; TD=typically developing children; REVT-R=Receptive vocabulary scores of Receptive and Expressive Vocabulary Test (REVT);
PRES-R=Receptive language scores of Preschool Receptive-Expressive Language Scale (PRES).
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Receptive 33.40(5.32) 32.78(4.68) 33.00(4.72) 44.77(7.92) 44,67 (9.33) 44.74(8.13) 5.211%*
Expressive 39.40(11.78) 35.22(10.17) 36.71(10.52) 46,62 (6.19) 40.00(8.76) 4453 (7.54) -2.488%*
Selective attention 9.20(4.55) 10.89(9.18) 10.29(7.68) 19.69 (6.08) 20.00(7.66) 19.79(6.40) -3.871%*

Values are presented as mean (SD).

SLI=specific language impairment; TD =typically developing children; REVT =Receptive & Expressive Vocabulary Test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009); PRES= Preschool

Receptive-Expressive Language Scale (Kim, Sung, & Lee, 2003).
Korean Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (K-ABC; Moon & Byun, 2003).
*p<.05, **p<.01.

Receptive vocabulary learning
25 -

20

10 |

Number of accurate responses
—

Cluster 1 Cluster 2

Cluster
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Table 3. Comparisons of selective attention and post receptive and expressive
vocabulary scores between TD and SLI.

Variables TD(n=18) Sl (n=15) t

Selective attention 16.78(7.37) 1453(9.51) -763
Post receptive vocabulary scores 18.77(5.68)  1566(6.35)  -1.484
Post expressive vocabulary scores 8.77(7.18) 5.06 (6.56) -1.536

Values are presented as mean (SD)
SLI=specific language impairment; TD=typically developing children.
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