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PREFACE .
5
This test on ‘Metasemantic awareness for children in Kannada® is a part of a dissertation carried out at

the All India Inme of Speech and Hearing, Mysore. Ms. Saranya V. is a Speech-Language Pathologist
working in the Centre for Rehabilitation and Education through Distance Mode, All Ing Institute of

epartment of
Speech-Language Pathology, All India Institute of Speech and Hearing, Mysore. She is specialized in the

Speech and Hearing, Mysore. Dr. Swapna N. is a Lecturer in Speech Pathology in the

area of speech and its disorders, specifically fluency and motor speech disorders. She has various
publications to her credit. She has 17 years of clinical experience in working gaith individuals with
various speech and language disorders. She completed her Ph.D. on the topic fine grained auditory
discrimination in children with Learning Disability at University of Mysore in 2005. The test on
Metasemantic Awareness for Children in Kannada ass the metalinguistic awareness in children
speaking Kannada, which is a Dravidian language. The test consists of tw: ctice items and six test
items under each of the twelve metasemantic tasks. The test can be used with children in the age group of
B-11 years. I congratulate the authors for developing and standardizing tlg::. I request the Speech-

Language Pathologists to use it extensively and send the feedback, if any, to or@aiishmysore.in

M‘ L‘R‘u &
Dr. S. R. Savithri
DIRECTOR
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Chapter 1
Introduction

Metalinguistic ability or awareness is said to be a “developmentally distinct kind of linguistic functioning
that develops independently from and later than basic speaking and listening skills” (Tunmer, 1991).
These skills allow an individual to think about the elements of language used by themselves and others
and evaluate the utterances as correct or incorrect. One of the components of the metalinguistics is the
metasemantic awareness which is the ability to analyse, ct and play with words, to recognize
synonyms, antonynms, homonyms and multiple definitions, to segment sentences and phrases into words,
to separate words from their referents, to substitute words etc. (Tunmer & Cole, 1985). The Test for the
Assessment of Metasemantic Awareness for Children in Kannada (TAMAC-K) has been designed to
assess the metasemantic awareness of children speaking Kannada, a South Indian Dravidian language.
This test consists of twelve tasks: Semantic anomaly, Free word association task, Antonyms, Semantic
contiguity, Paradigmatic relations, Analyze a sentence into lexical units/words, Identify the grammatical
category, Syntagmatic relations, Synonyms, Homonyms, Define a word and Lexical/ referential
arbitrariness. The response elicitation of the initial ten tasks is through a judgment and revision type of
subtask and for the final two tasks is through a generation type of subtask. This test can be used to assess
the age appropriateness of metasemantic awareness, identify difficulties if any, provide appropriate
targets for intervention and monitor progress over time.

Test rationale

Studies on metaphonology and reading abilities in Kannada language contradicted the previously
accepted notion that metaphonological abilities are a prerequisite for the acquisition of reading (Rekha,
1987, 1996). This was because the Indian scripts developed from Brahmi are semi-syllabic script which
has highly transparent orthographies. Prema (1997) profiled the reading acquisition of children from
Grade I11 to Grade VII and reported that the hierarchy of predictors of reading disability in Kannada were
metasemantics, metasyntax and metaphonological skills. These findings highlighted the importance of the
metasemantic ability in the Indian context, specifically in Kannada.

Although many tests are available to assess the linguistic skill, there are limited tests to assess the
metalinguistic skill. In the Indian context, there are a few tests to assess metaphonological skill such as
Reading Acquisition Profile-Kannada (Prema, 1997) and the Test for metaphonological skills (Karanth &
Prakash, 1996). However, there are no tests to assess the metasemantic and metasyntactic abilities.
Although tests such as Linguistic Profile Test (Karanth, Ahuja, Nagaraja, Pandith & Shivashankar, 1991)
include a few tasks to assess the metasemantic skills such as semantic anomaly, semantic contiguity,
synonyms, antonyms, paradigmatic relations, syntagmatic relations and homonyms, there are several
other tasks such as analyse a sentence into words/ lexical units, free word association task (Brown &
Berko, 1960), identify the grammactical category for a word, define a word and lexical/referential
arbitrariness (Ben-Zeev, 1977) cited in the literature which fall under the domain of metasemantic skill,
which however are not a part of the Linguistic Profile Test.

Further there are several reports of metasemantics being affected in children with communication
disorders such as specific language impairment and learning disability (Kamhi, Lee & Nelson, 1985;
Kamhi & Catts, 1989; van Kleeck, 1995; Priva & Manjula, 2000; Sharma, 2000).




A look into the literature suggests that the metalinguistic abilities are essential for the mastery of
phonological, semantic and syntactic information. Further, metasemantics contributes to reading and
writing success in Indian children compared to the other domains such as metaphonology or metasyntax.
Hence there was a need felt to develop a test for assessing the metasemantic awareness in children which
would in turn prove beneficial for the population with communication disorders. Hence this test was
devised with the purpose of assessing the metasemantic abilities in Kannada speaking children.

This test provides a highly informative clinical and research tool sessing the metasemantic
awareness in children. It is recommended that the 1@ be incorporated in the assessment and treatment
protocol of children with communication disorders. A large part of successful language intervention is
centered on the child being aware of language and the components of language. Having an understanding
of metalinguistic awareness abilities of the child allows the Speech-Language Pathologist to have a better
sense of whether a child understood a given task, and whether that task is appropriate for a particular
child. Further, research has shown that children who had made only minor or no apparent progress under
other treatment regimens made rapid progress once the metalinguistic activities were initiated (as cited in
Howell & Dean, 1994). This test would help Speech-Language Pathologists to assess the metasemantic
ability of individuals with communication disorders in a systematic manner and select appropriate
treatment programs for them. Specifically, this test would especially prove to be advantageous to assess
and treat the metasemantic abilities of individuals with learning disability as metasemantics contribute to
reading and writing. Further, certain tasks that are sensitive in predicting the reading success in children
such as Semantic contiguity, Paradigmatic relations, Identify the grammatical category for a word,
Syntagmatic relations, Synonyms, Homonyms, Define a word, and Lexical/referential arbitrariness can
also be used to screen children who could be at risk for developing communication disorders.

Test description .
10
The TAMAC-K consists of two practice items and six test items under each of the twelve major

metasemantic tasks summing up to a total of 72 test items. Each task (first ten) included three test items
which were of the judgment type and three of the revision type. The final two tasks included six test items
which were of the generation type. Specifically, the test included 30 test items, the responses for which
were elicited through a judgment subtask, another 30 items for which the responses were elicited using a
revision subtask and 12 under generation type subtask. In the judgment task, children have to say whether
a given stimulus is right or wrong; in the revision task, children have to identify the error and revise the
error, and in generation task, children have to produce an utterance. The responses for the initial ten tasks
are elicited through a judgment and revision type of subtask and the responses for the final two tasks is
elicited through a generation type of subtask. It takes approximately around 30 minutes to administer this
test depending on the child’s co-operation. The tasks incorporated under the metasemantic ability were
collated after a literature review. The stimuli under each task were prepared from the textbooks in
Kannada prescribed by the Karnataka Board of Primary and Secondary Education and from standardized
tests previously developed and used for assessing language (Karanth, Ahuja, Nagaraja, Pandith &
Shivashankar, 1991).

Scoring of the TAMAC-K yields

a) Overall judgment score: Total number of correct items under judgment subtask.
b) Owerall revision score: Total number of correct items under revision subtask.
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¢) Overall generation score: Total number of correct items under generation subtask.
d) Overall score: Total number of correct items under the three subtasks mentioned above.

Test uses and users
Client group

The TAMAC-K is intended to use with children between the ages of eight years to eleven years. The test
is also recommended to be used with older children with learning disability and other children with
communication disorders. This test has been standardized on children who have Kannada as their first
language. This should be taken into account if the TAMAC-K is used with children for whom Kannada is
not the first language. The information obtained from this test should be compiled with the results of
other assessments to provide a full profile of a child’s abilities.

Uses

The TAMAC-K can be used sess the metasemantic awareness of individuals with learning disability
as metasemantics contributes to reading and writing in Kannada in children with developmental dyslexia
and it can also be used to assess metasemantic abilities of other children with communication disorders.
Tasks that are sensitive in predicting the reading success in children obtained from TAMAC-K such as
Semantic contiguity, Paradigmatic relations, Identify the grammatical category for a word, Syntagmatic
relations, Synonyms, Homonyms, Define a word, and Lexical/referential arbitrariness can be used as a
screening tool. It helps in identifving the areas of strengths and difficulties in a child with regard to
metasemantics. It would also help the Speech-Language Pathologists to select appropriate treatment
programs targeting the metasemantics for individuals with learning disability and other communication
disorders.

Professional users

This test is designed to be used primarily by Speech and Language Pathologists/Therapists {SLP's/
SLT’s) to assess children’s metasemantic awareness. SLP’s have specific training and skills in linguistic
and metalinguistic skill that is essential for the full analysis of performance on the TAMAC-K.

Lad




Chapter 2
Administration and Scoring

General guidelines

1) First, familiarize vourself with the test stimuli included in the test.

2) Beready with the score sheet, pen to score the response and the test material.

3) Ideally, the test should be carried out in a noise free environment with no distractions. The stimuli
should be presented one after another.

4) Present the practice items first to familiarize the child with the task on hand before presenting the
test items.

5) Administer the entire test and if required provide adequate breaks in between.

) Praise the child regardless of accuracy of response with no indication as to whether the response
was right or wrong,

7) The TAMAC-K can be used to monitor any change or progress in the child’s metasemantic

abilities, We recommend re-administering the test afier 3 to 6 months, depending on the age and
developmental level of the child.

Administration
Introducing the test to the child

Provide instructions for each task and ask the child to listen carefully. Task wise instructions are provided
in Appendix [.

Administering the practice items

Present the two practice items before presenting the test items to familiarize the child with the task on
hand. If the child responds, continue with the test items and if the child does not respond, repeat the
instruction and present the practice items once again.

Where to begin
Begin administering the test items from the first task, irrespective of the child’s age.
How to proceed

For each task, begin with providing clear instructions to the child. Present the two practice items under
each task to the child. The aim of this practice test is to familiarize the child with task on hand. If the child
responds, continue with the test items. Record the child’s responses immediately. In this manner
administer the entire test consisting of twelve tasks and record the responses on the score sheet.

When to discontinue

Do not discontinue; instead continue with all tasks even if the child makes a number of errors.




Scoring
1)

2)

3)

4)

As far as possible, score the responses immediately.

Score the first response of the child, unless the child spontaneously self-corrects, in which score
the self-corrected response.

For the first ten tasks,
Give a score of * 17, if the child’s response is correct,
Give a score of *0°, if the child’s response is incorrect or no response.

For the !ri two fasks,
7
Give a score of *2°, if the child’s response is correct,
Give a score of *1°, if the child’s response is partially correct/only little information is
provifgai,
Give a score of *0°, if the child’s response is incorrect or no response is obtained.

?

Calculate the overall judgment score, revision score, generation score and the total score.




Chapter 3
Interpretation

The TAMAC-K is designed to assess children’s metasemantic awareness i.e. the ability to judge and
revise the errors in an utterance and to produce an utterance (generation) given in the test. A score in the
95% confidence interval level is in the normal range which indicates that the child has age adequate
metasemantic awareness.

Table 1: 95% confidence interval for mean and Standard Deviation (SD) for each grade, task and

subtask.
SLNo. Task Subtask Grade Mean 95% confidence SD
interval for mean
Lower Upper
bound bound
1 Semantic anomaly J 3 2.66 2.54 2.79 0.51
4 2.97 2.93 3.01 0.17
3 298 295 3.02 0.12
R 3 220 1.99 2.41 0.83
4 2.83 2.72 2.94 0.45
5 2.82 2.70 2.93 0.46
(9] 3 4.86 4.58 5.14 1.14
4 5.80 5.67 5.93 0.54
5 5.80 5.67 5.93 0.51
2 Free word J 3 2.86 2.76 2.96 0.39
association task 4 3.02 2.91 312 0.41
5 2.95 2.89 3.02 0.28
R 3 2.88 2.77 2.98 0.42
4 2.91 2.82 2.99 0.34
3 2.88 2.78 2.97 0.38
0 3 574 5.57 5.91 0.69
4 5.88 5.76 6.00 0.48
5 5.85 5.71 5.98 0.54
3 Antonyms J 3 206 1.94 2.18 0.50
4 2.37 2.24 2.50 0.52
] 2.77 2.66 2.87 0.43
R 3 1.66 1.47 1.85 0.78
4 2.32 2.12 2.52 0.81
5 2.57 241 2.73 0.66
9] 3 3.72 345 3.99 1.08
4 4.69 4.42 4.96 1.09
5 5.29 5.05 5.54 1.00
4 Semantic J 3 2.85 275 2.95 0.40
contiguity 4 298 2.95 3.02 0.12
5 2.97 2.88 3.06 0.35
R 3 2.63 2.46 2.80 0.70
4 2.68 2.49 2.86 0.75
5 2.85 2.71 2.98 0.54
O 3 548 5.23 5.73 1.00
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2.86
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1.57
2.02
232
4.29
4.88
5.26
2.72
292
291
2.23

5.46
5.61
2.27
2.56
2.65
0.67
1.27
1.93
3.02
3.89
4.66
2.03
2.57
2.67
1.87
245
2.62
3.94
5.08
5.33
2.93
3.00
3.00
2.90
2.86
2.95
5.84
5.86
5.95
2,35
2.62
2.66
2.17
2.76
2.81
4.55
5.44
5.51
2.60
2.78
2.88
1.38
1.82
2.13
4.03
4.65
5.05
2.60
2.84
2.84
2.02
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5.96
2.65
2.88
2.89
1.14
1.75
2.41
3.72
4.54
5.25
2.46
2.82
2.90
2.40
2.87
2.95
4.83
5.63
5.81
3.01
3.00
3.00
3.01
3.m
3.02
6.00
6.01
6.02
2.63
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2.87
2.54
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3.00
5.14
5.76
5.84
2.85
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3.00
1.76
2.21
2.52
4.55
5.10
5.48
2.84
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2.98
2.44

0.82
0.72
0.77
0.65
0.49
0.95
0.97
0.98
1.42
1.32
1.19
0.87
0.50
0.45
1.07
0.85
0.67
1.80
1.10
0.97
0.17
0.00
0.00
0.21
0.30
0,12
032
0.30
0.12
0.56
0.48
0.43
0.76
0.39
0.38
1.19
0.63
0.66
0.52
0.35
0.24
0.77
0.78
0.79
1.04
0.91
0.87
0.48
0.32
0.29
0.84




4 2.57 2.39 2.74 0.71

5 2.86 2.76 2.96 0.39

0] 3 4.95 4.68 5.23 1.11

4 5.49 5.28 5.71 0.87

5 5.77 5.64 5.90 0.52

11 Define a word G 3 10.42 9.98 10.85 1.74
4 11.31 11.01 11.61 1.21

5 11.40 11.03 11.77 1.50

12 Lexical/referential G 3 10,25 9.67 10.82 2.31
arbitrariness 4 11.26 10.84 11.69 1.72
5 11.46 11.11 11.81 1.43

Jt 3 26.05 25.29 26.81 3.06

4 28.22 27.79 28.64 1.72

5 28.86 28.49 29.24 1.52

Rt 3 21.65 20.56 22.74 4.40

4 25.35 24.34 26.37 4.11

5 27.14 26.18 28.09 3.85

G 3 19.71 21.56 19.71 3.73

4 21.89 23.22 21.89 2.69

5 22.20 23.53 22.20 2.68

Total 3 68.32 65.72 70.93 10.51

4 76.12 74.20 78.05 7.76

5 78.86 76.95 80.77 1.1

*]- judgment; R- revision: (J-nm'_erhll; Jt- total Judgment; Rt- total revision; G- total generation

Interpreting low scores

If the scores are less than Mean minus 2*5D, then the child’s scores are less than the normal score which
indicate deficits in metasemantic awareness.

Unreliable test result

If the child’s score does not reflect his/her true ability, the test should be re-administered within a span of
one week to determine the reliability of the result obtained during the first evaluation.

In addition the results of this test should be interpreted along with the detailed results of other assessment
procedures,




Chapter 4
Professional Information

Sampling procedure

A total of one hundred and eighty typically developing Kannada speaking children participated in the
study. They were divided into three groups of sixty children each according to the grades i.e. sixty
children in III grade (age range: 8.0-8.11 years), sixty children in IV grade (age range: 9.0-9.11 years) and
sixty children in V grade (age range: 10.0-10.11 years). Children were selected from various state board
English medium schools in the city of Mysore. NIMH Socio Economic Status scale by Venkatesan (2009)
was used to select children from various socio economic backgrounds and WHO disability screening
checklist (Singhi, Kumar, Malhi, & Kumar, 2007) was used to rule out the presence of any disability. The
subjects were randomly selected from various schools and various socio economic backgrounds to ensure
the representativeness of the sample. Children with no evidence of sensory, neurological, motor, social-
emotional, cognitive, behavioural, speech-language or learning or learning deficits were selected. Ethical
guidelines were followed. The school principal and parents were explained about the purpose of the study
and an informed written consent was obtained. The study was undertaken in the following phases:

Phase I: Construction of the Test.

Phase II: Standardization on typically developing children.
Phase III: Test-retest reliability.

Phase IV: Validation of the test.

Phase I: Construction of the Test: As a part of construction of the test, the following research steps
were undertaken:

Step 1: Development of the assessment tool: This step involved the development of the test for the
assessment of metasemantic awareness in children in Kannada. The tasks to be incorporated under the
metasemantic ability were collated after a review of the relevant literature. A total of fifteen tasks were
compiled. Tasks | to 13 were designed to be elicited through a judgment and a revision type of subtask
and task 14 and 15 were designed to be elicited through a generation type of subtask. The judgment type
of subtask required the participants to judge whether a given utterance was correct or wrong; the revision
type of subtask required the participants to correct the wrong utterance; and the generation type of task
required the participants to produce an utterance. The details of the tasks included were as follows:

Task 1: Analyze a sentence into lexical units/ words: This task checks the ability of the participants to
count the number of words present in a sentence. E.g. sure:[a angadivalli kelasa ma:duttame.

Task 2: Word association task:

a: This checks the ability of the participants to say the items that belong to a particular category. E.g.
pra:nigalu.

b: This checks the ability to categorize the words according to its super ordinate. E.g. huli.




Task 3: Word concept awareness: This checks the ability of the participants to decide whether the target
stimulus is a word or not. E.g. mara.

Task 4: Free word association task: This checks the ability of the participants to say a related word that
comes to their mind when they hear a target word. E.g. hasiru.

Task 5: Synonyms: This task checks the ability of the participants to say a word equivalent to the target
word, E.g. ka:du-vana, aranya,

Task 6: Antonyms: This checks the ability of the participants to say a word opposite to the target word.
E.g. kasta-sukha.

Task 7: Homonyms: This task tests the ability of the participants to give multiple meaning of a word.
E.g. ettu.

Task 8: Identify the grammatical category for a word: This task assesses the participant’s ability to
name the grammatical category of a word. E.g. o:danu.

Task 9: Semantic anomaly: This task checks the participant’s ability to comment on the acceptability of
a sentence. E.g. sakkare kahivagiratade.

Task 10: Paradigmatic relations: This task tests the ability of the participants to understand the
categorical relationship between the first set of paired words and give a word to complete the second pair.
E.g. ta:yi-tande; ajji- ;

Task 11: Syntagmatic relations: This task assesses the participant’s ability to understand the functional
relationship between the first set of paired words and give a word to compete the second set of paired
words on the same lines. E.g. ele-hasiru; bale-

Task 12: Semantic contiguity: This task assesses the participant’s skill to provide a word which is
related to the target word. E.g. ka:yi-hannu,

Task 13: Semantic similarity: This task assesses the participant’s ability to provide semantically similar
words. E.g. o:du-o:ta.

Task 14; Define a word: This task tests the skill of the participants to provide a well formed definition of
a given word with a general information and super ordinate category. E.g. hasu.

Task 15: Lexical/referential arbitrariness: This task tests the ability of the participants to ignore the
meaning of a sentence by substituting a word/symbol and answering to the question asked at the end of
symbol substitution. E.g. ni:ru-halu. bha:viyvolage ni:ru ka:nisuttade. bha:vivolage e:nu ka:nisuttade?

A total of 15 items (test stimuli) were included under each task. The test stimuli under each task were
prepared from the textbooks in Kannada prescribed by the Karnataka Board of Primary and Secondary
Education and from the standardized tests previously developed and used for assessing language
(Linguistic Profile Test; Karanth, Ahuja, Nagaraja, Pandith & Shivashankar, 1991). A score sheet was
also prepared to document the children’s responses under each task. Instructions were prepared for each
task. The following scoring pattern was designed to score all the tasks except for the word definition task
and lexical/referential arbitrariness task: 1 for a correct response and 0 for a no response/incorrect
response. For the word definition task and lexical/referential arbitrariness task the scoring pattern adopted
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was: 2-Correct response, |-partially correct/only little information provided, and 0-no response/incorrect
response.

Step 2: Content validity check

The tasks included under the test were given to three Speech-Language Pathologists who had more than
five years of teaching, research and clinical experience in various aspects of language for their feedback
on the contents (appropriateness of the tasks included in the test and the items under each task). The
feedback was collected from wvarious tasks of the test using a 3 point rating scale ranging from the
contents are not very valid (score 0) to all the contents are valid (score 2). Based on the feedback, two
tasks (word association task and word concept awareness task) were deleted from the test as it was rated
as not very valid by two of the three judges.

Step 3: Familiarity rating

The prepared test items under each task were subjected to familiarity rating. The stimuli were given to the
teachers working in the state board English medium schools who taught Kannada for the IIL, 1V, and V
grade and they were asked to rate each stimulus on a 3 point rating scale ranging from most familiar to
unfamiliar. The stimuli that were rated as most familiar by teachers were selected as the final stimuli.
There were 15 stimuli under each task initially and finally, 8 stimuli that were rated as most familiar only
were retained.

Step 4: Pilot study

A pilot study was carried out in which TAMAC-K was administered on six typically developing Kannada
speaking children in the age range of 8 to 11 years from grade II1, IV, and V with two children in each
grade. The pilot study was conducted to check the ease with which the test material could be
administered, the appropriateness of the test, and the approximate time required by the children to
complete the test. This was also carried out so that the experimenter becomes experienced in the test
administration and response recording. Following this, the task on semantic similarity was deleted from
the test since even the V grade students responded poorly i.e. they obtained a score of *0° on the entire
item. The final form of the test thus developed contained 12 tasks with 8§ items (3 test items under each
type of subtask i.e. judgment and revision subtask and 2 sample items) under each task. The tasks and the
scoring pattern adopted for each task included in the final form of the test are provided in the table 2. The
final form of the complete test of metasemantic awareness in Kannada along with the stimuli and
instructions has been provided in the Appendix I.
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Table 2: Details of the Test for the Assessment of Metasemantic Awareness in children in Kannada.

Sl No. Task No. of Score for each Total score
items correct
response
1 Analyze a sentence into lexical
units/words 06 1 06
2 Free word association task 06 1 06
3 Synonyms 06 1 06
4 Antonyms 06 1 06
5 Homonyms/lexically ambiguous 06 I 06
words
6 Identify the grammatical category 06 1 06
7 Semantic anomaly 06 1 06
8 Paradigmatic relations 06 1 06
9 Syntagmatic relations 06 1 06
10 Semantic contiguity 06 1 06
11 Define a word 06 2 12
12 Lexical/referential arbitrariness 06 2 12
Total score 84

Phase II: Standardization of TAMAC-K on typically developing children

Participants: TAMAC-K was administered on 180 typically developing Kannada speaking children
(group I), across grade 111 (age group: 8-8.11 years), IV (age group: 9-9.11 years) and V (age group: 10-
10.11 years) with 60 participants in each grade. Equal number of boys and girls were considered in each
age group. These children were selected from different state board English medium schools in Mysore.
The details of the participants have been provided in the Table 3.

Table 3: Details regarding the number of typically developing participants (group I).

Grade Bovs Girls Total
1l 30 30 60
v 30 30 60
Ay 30 30 60

Total 90 90 180

Inclusion criteria: The following criteria were adhered to while selecting the participants.

1. The participants should be a native speaker of Kannada and English should be the medium of
instruction at school.

2. They should have had a minimum of two years of formal training at school.

3. Participants should have had no history of neurological, communicative, cognitive, or sensorimotor,
and academic impairment. This was ensured using the ‘WHO Ten-question disability screening
checklist’ (Singhi, Kumar, Malhi & Kumar, 2007).

4. Participants should have had age adequate language abilities which were ascertained using
Linguistic Profile Test (Karanth, Ahuja, Nagaraja, Pandith & Shivashankar, 1991). This is a test
developed to assess the phonology, semantic and syntactic aspects of the Kannada language in
children above six years. The Linguistic Profile Test has items for phonemic discrimination and
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phonetic expression; sentence structure covering the core syntactic features of the language; various
semantic categories and relationships to evaluate individual’s semantic knowledge.

5. Participants should have had adequate scholastic performance which was ascertained by obtaining
the opinion regarding the academic performance from the class teacher. Children with adequate
scholastic performance only were selected.

Procedure: Initially the examiner engaged the child in a general conversation to build a rapport. After the
initial phase of rapport building, WHO disability checklist, NIMH SES Scale and LPT in Kannada were
administered. Following this, each participant was tested on the TAMAC-K individually in a relatively
noise free environment with minimum distractions. The instruction for different tasks was given in
Kannada and they were repeated only once. Two practice stimuli were also provided to familiarize the
child with the tasks on hand. Once the child was familiar with the type of task, the test stimuli under each
task was presented one at a time and their responses were documented in the score sheet. Adequate breaks
were provided in between the testing sessions. The approximate time for testing was around 25-30
minutes. Positive reinforcements like verbal and social reinforcements were provided to maintain the
interest and motivation of the child throughout the test administration. At the end of the administration, a
tangible reinforcement (chocolate) and token reinforcement (pencil) were provided to the child.

Phase I11: Test-retest reliability

The TAMAC-K was re-administered on 33.3% (60 participants) of the participants selected randomly
within a period of 10-15 days and the scores were subjected to statistical procedures. Equal number of
boys and girls were selected for assessing the test-retest reliability.

Phase IV: Validation of the test

Any newly developed screening/diagnostic test, developed by measuring the typical behaviour in normal
children (normative group) with a view to use it for screening deviant behaviour, must be used for testing
clients with disorders (Hegde, 1994). Therefore, TAMAC-K was administered on 15 Kannada speaking
children with learning disability (group II) in the age group of 8-11 years. The children were diagnosed to
have learning disability using Early Reading Skills (ERS) (Loomba, 1995) in a clinical set up by a
multidisciplinary team of qualified specialists including a Speech-Language Pathologist and a Clinical
Psychologist. They functioned two grades or more below their expected grade. The details of the
participants are depicted in Table 4.

Table 4: Derails regarding the number of participants with learning disability (group II).

Grade Boys Girls Total
1 3 2 5
IV 4 1 3
vV 5 0 5

Total 12 3 15

The participants were selected based on the following criteria:

1. They should be a native speaker of Kannada and English should be the medium of instruction at
school.

2. They should have had no history of neurological, cognitive or sensorimotor impairment based on
history, the assessment report and reports from parents and school teachers.

3. They should have had a minimum of two vears of formal training at school.




None of the participants had attended speech-language therapy but they had received guidelines and
counselling regarding the activities to be carried out to improve academic skills. The procedure used for
selection of participants from all socioeconomic status was the same as in the typically developing group.
Each group comprised of children from low, middle and upper socioeconomic statuses according to the
NIMH SES scale (Venkatesan, 2009). TAMAC-K was administered on the selected participants. The
procedure of administration was similar to that in the typically developing group. All ethical standards
were met for subject selection and their participation. Prior to testing, a written consent was obtained from
the school authorities and parents of the participants after explaining the purpose of the administration of
the test.

Derivation of norms

The mean and standard deviation (SD) values were computed for children across all the grades and tasks
and across both the gender. The results revealed that in the typically developing children (group I) the
mean scores increased with an increase in age i.e., a developmental trend was seen on the entire test
across all the subtasks (judgement, revision and generation). The percentage mean and standard deviation
scores of the typically developing children on the entire test across the three grades on various subtasks
have been given in table 5. It was also found that the mean scores obtained on the judgment and
generation subtasks were higher compared to the revision subtask, i.e., the children performed better on
the judgment and generation type of subtasks and revision type of subtask was difficult compared to other
two subtasks which is depicted in the figure 1.

Table 5: Percentage (%) mean and Standard Deviation (SD) scores of group I of different grades across
various subtasks on the entire test.

Subtask Il Grade IV Grade V Grade
% Mean sSD % Mean sD % Mean sD
Judgment 89.11 5.88 95.28 3.59 97.39 2.46
Revision 75.17 981 87.78 6.83 93.79 4,81
Generation 89.79 7.80 96.94 4.05 98.19 2.80
Total 84,32 6.43 93.08 3.07 96.33 2.54

ANOVA was used to analyze the performance of the participants of different grades on the total score
with grade as the independent factor. Results revealed a statistically significant main effect of grade on
the performance of the participants [F (2, 177) = 121.062, p<0.001]. Pairwise comparison was done using
Duncan test which revealed a statistically significant difference between all the three grades (p<0.05).
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Figure 1: Percentage (%) mean score of group I of different grades across various subtasks.

The performance of the typically developing children on each individual metasemantic task included in
the test was compared across the three different age groups. The comparison was made separately for the
judgment and the revision subtasks for the first ten tasks. On the 11" and 12" task, a generation subtask
was used, for which again a comparison of the typically developing children acros@fize groups was made.
The mean scores for boys and girls across the three grades separately for each task i1s shown in table 6.
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Results of Eo—way MANO\E[Fhdicated significant main effect of grade on scores except for tasks 2, 4 J
(Judgment) and 7. Further, results of post-hoc Duncan’s test indicated significant difference between
grade 111 and V on all tasks except for tasks 2, 4 J (Judgment) and 7. No significant difference between
genders was observed except on tasks 3 R (Revision) and 5 R (Revision). Table 7 shows the F and p
values on Two-way MANOVA and results of post-hoc Duncan across different tasks.

Table 7: Results of two-way MANOVA, post-hoc Duncan for group 1 across different tasks.

Task Subtask F value (2,174) p Post-hoe Duncan Gender
value difference
1 J 24857 =0.001 05 except [V vs. V NS
R 28.515 <0.001 p=<0.05 except IV vs. V NS
2 ] 2.877 >0.05 - NS
R 0.282 >0.05 - NS
3 | 37.178 <0.001 p<0.05 NS
R 35.507 <0.001 P<0.05 S
4 I 2.436 >0.05 - NS
R 3.078 <0.05  p<0.05 for Il vs. V NS
5 ] 4.710 <0.05 p<0.05 except IV vs. V NS
R 33.725 <0.001 p<0.05 S
6 ] 13.251 <0.01 p=<0.05 except IV vs, V NS
R 20.151 <0.001 p<0.05 except IV vs. V NS
7 ] NS - - NS
R 1.00 >0.05 - NS
3 J 4.798 <0.01 p<0.05 except IV vs. V NS
R 31.336 <0.001 p<0.0FBkceptIVvs.V NS
9 ] 3.709 <0.05  p<0.05 for Il vs. V NS
R 17.671 <0.001 p<0.05 NS
10 ] 7.619 <0.001 p<0.05 f:xce? vs. V NS
R 17.121 <0.001 p<0. NS
1 25.847 <0.001 p<0.05 except IV [gRIV NS
12 23.094 <0.001 p<0.05exceptIVVs.V NS

*J-Judgment, R-Revision, NS-Not significant, S-Significant

The results of repeated measure ANOVA and the mean values were used to arrange the tasks in a
hierarchy starting from the least difficult to the most difficult. The tasks were arranged in an ascending
order starting with Semantic anomaly followed by Free word association task, Antonyms, Semantic
contiguity, Paradigmatic relations, Analyze a sentence into lexical units/words, Identify the grammatical
category, Syntagmatic relations, Synonyms and finally the Homonyms.

Comparison across socioeconomic status

Results of Kruskal-Wallis test did not reveal any significant effect cn'le socioeconomic status on various
tasks of the test. The mean and standard deviation scores are shown in table 8.
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Table 8: Mean and Standard Deviation (SD) score of group I across different socioeconomic status

(SES).
Lower SES Middle SES Higher SES Asymp. Sig.
Task Subtask®*  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

1 p 2.88 0.33 2.92 0.28 2.86 0.36 0.61
R 2.53 0.71 2.64 0.67 2.82 0.39 0.24

O 5.41 0.93 5.56 0.85 5.68 0.67 0.41

2 J 2.97 0.17 3.01 0.31 2.96 0.19 0.65
R 2.94 0.34 2.95 0.22 2.96 0.19 0.86

0 5.91 0.38 5.91 0.27 5.93 0.26 0.91

3 J 2.38 0.55 247 0.52 2.43 0.57 0.70
R 2.35 0.69 2.31 0.76 2.21 0.63 0.56

0 4.74 1.02 4.76 1.12 4.64 0.99 0.80

4 J 2.97 0.17 2.96 0.30 2.96 0.19 0.87
R 2.79 0.41 2.86 0.42 2.86 0.45 0.47

0 5.76 0.43 5.80 0.56 5.82 0.61 0.42

5 J 2.74 .45 2.77 (.48 2.75 0.44 0.76
R 1.41 1.05 1.67 1.05 1.79 1.07 0.34

0 418 1.22 4.44 1.22 4.50 1.29 0.47

6 J 2.65 0.69 2.60 0.66 2.75 0.44 0.59
R 2.59 0.86 2.70 0.70 2.86 0.45 0.39

0 5.24 1.40 5.31 1.24 5.61 0.63 0.74

7 J 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 1.00
R 3.00 0.00 2.99 0.09 3.00 0.00 0.77

0 6.00 0.00 5.99 0.00 6.00 0.00 0.77

8 J 2.82 0.39 2.68 0.47 2.71 0.54 0.25
R 2.82 0.39 2.79 0.49 2.82 0.48 0.91

0 5.65 0.54 547 0.82 5.54 0.69 0.76

9 J 2.91 0.29 2.88 0.33 2.93 0.26 0.72
R 2.09 0.79 2.02 0.77 2.21 0.83 0.40

0 5.00 0.89 4.90 0.85 5.14 0.93 0.30

10 J 2.85 0.36 2.88 0.33 2.96 0.19 0.35
R 2.50 0.66 2.70 0.53 2.64 0.56 0.21

0 535 0.85 5.58 0.68 5.61 0.57 0.32

11 11.32 0.98 11.39 0.86 11.50 0.84 0.71
12 11.29 1.14 11.45 1.03 11.43 0.79 0.63
Jt 28.15 1.76 28.15 1.68 28.32 1.39 0.97

Rt 25.12 3.33 25.71 3.26 26.18 2.89 0.35

G 22.62 1.79 22.81 1.54 22.93 1.33 0.83

Total 75.88 6.18 76.68 5.61 77.43 4.95 0.55

* J- judgment; R- revision; O-overall; Ji- total Judgment; Rt- total revision; G- total generation

qie mean and standard deviation scores obtained for the typically developing children on the entire test
forms the “norm” for each grade and have been provided in the Appendix II. The values obtained from
these typically developing participants can be used as norms to compare children with communication
disorders who exhibit a deficit in the metasemantic tasks.




Test-retest reliability

Test-retest reliability was assessed using the Cronbach’s alpha test and the cronbach’s alpha values have
been depicted for the third, fourth and fifth grade across all the tasks in table 9. The results revealed that
all the tasks across the three grades have a high degree of test-retest reliability except for the second task
in 111 grade which has moderate degree of test-retest reliability.

Table 9: Cronbach s alpha values across the three grades for group 1.

Task 111 Grade IV Grade V Grade Overall
1 0.73 1 1 0.80
2 0.65 1 1 0.85
3 0.95 0.98 0.96 0.98
4 0.91 0.91 1 0.92
5 0.79 0.92 0.93 0.92
(i) 0.81 0.95 1 0.89
7 1 1 1 1
8 0.88 0,94 0.93 0.90
9 0.91 0.97 (.85 0.91
10 0.90 0.94 1 0.90
11 0.94 0.97 | 0.94
12 0.85 0.95 1 0.835

Clinical Validity

Thf:ults revealed that the children with learning disability performed poorer compared to the typically
developing children on all the tasks across all the grades. This shows that the test has good discriminant
validity. The same developmental trend was seen in children with learning disability wherein the scores
increased with increase in the age. Across al grades, judgment subtask was easier than the revision
and the generation subtasks. The performance of typically developing children (group 1) and children with
learning disability (group II} were compared across the different age groups for different tasks using
Maf@BWhitney U test. Table 10 shows the mean, SD and the /2/ values for both the groups. The results of
the Mann-Whitney U test revealed a significant difference between the groups for all the tasks except for
1 J (Judgment) in third grade, 1 R (Revision) in third and fourth grade, 4 J (Judgment) in fourth grade, 5J
(Judgment) in fifth grade, 6 J (Judgment) in fourth grade, 7 J (Judgment) in fourth and fifth grade and in 8
J (Judgment) in fourth grade.
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Table 10: 9&‘&1‘! Standard Deviation (SD) scores and /z/ values of group I and group Il  across the

three age groups across tasks.

111 Grade 1V Grade V Grade
Task Subtask Group Mean sD Il Mean sD fal Mean sSD I
1 J 1 2.70 0.46 164 3.00 0.00 4.94* 3.00 0.00 J4e°
I 2.20 0.84 2.60 0.55 2.80 0.45
R 1 2.20 .84 0.05 2.84 .40 0.55 2,90 0,30 4.36*
I 2.20 0.84 2.60 0,89 1.80 0.84
2 J I 2.93 0.25 4.84* 3.00 0.39 4.17* 3.00 0,00 4,94
i 2.00 0.7 2.60 0.55 2.40 0.89
14 1 293 0.31 4.05* 297 0.18 4.58* 2.95 0.22 5.22%
i 2.20 0.84 2.20 0.84 2.00 0.71
k| J 1 2.12 2.12 .02+ 242 0.50 2,31+ 2,82 0.39 3.12%
1 1.40 1.40 1.40 0.45 2.20 0.45
14 1 1.78 1.78 3.Ta%** 243 0.70 3.07%%e 2.70 0.46 4.13%**
n 0.20 0.20 0.20 0.20 2.70 0.46
4 i I 2.90 0.30 3.21%* 29% 0.13 0.29 3.00 0.32 3.01*
1 2.20 0.84 3.00 (0.0:D 2.60 0.55
I 1 2.77 0.30 4.26%* 2.82 0.50 .97+ 2.95 0.22 4. 27%*
I 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.23 1.60 1.34
5 J 1 2.62 0.56 4.16%** 2.85 0.40 4.17* 2.82 0.39 1.54
I 0.60 0.55 1.20 1.10 2.20 .10
R 1 0.98 0.95 2.49* 1.62 0.99 3.06** 2.32 0.83 3.36%
1 0.00 0.00 0.20 045 0.40 0.89
[ J | 232 085 2.59*% 273 0.45 1.81 285 0.36 3.62%*
1 1.40 0.55 220 0.84 2.00 0.71
R 1 2.28 0.98 337 287 0.49 5.55% 2097 0.18 6.86%*
I 0.40 0.55 5.60 0.67 5.82 0.43
T ] 1 3.00 0.00 4,94* 3.00 (0.0HD 0.00 3.00 0.00 0.00
1 2.60 0.55 3.00 0.0 3.00 0.00
R 1 2.98 013 3.90% 3.00 .00 6.09* 3.00 0.00 3.46¢
1 2,60 0.55 220 0.84 2,80 0.45
8 J | 2.57 0.50 K L 275 0.47 0,79 2.82 0.39 ) g
1 160 0.55 2.60 0.55 2.20 0.45
R 1 247 0.65 3.43%* 293 0.25 4.84%* 3.00 0.00 7.09**
11 1.00 0.71 2.00 0.55 1.80 0.84
] J 1 2.82 0.39 4,30%* 2.90 0.30 3.09+% 2.97 018 3. 25e
i 1.60 0.55 240 0.55 2.60 0.55
R 1 1.65 0.73 2.82% 210 0.73 2,73% 243 0.70 331
11 (.60 0.55 1.00 0.71 1.00 0.7l
10 J | 2.717 0.43 2.00* 297 018  3.3]1%** 2.93 0.25 2.46%
nn 2.20 0.84 240 .89 2.60 0.55
R 1 2.37 0.69 JAQr=* 2.68 0.50 3.00%* 2.92 028 3464+
n (.60 089 1.20 1.30 2.20 0.84
11 1 10.82 1.05 182 11.58 0,70 4.24% 11.78 0.45 4.80*
1 560 0.89 6.00 1.23 6.80 2,05
12 1 10,77 1.35 3.84* 11.70 0.65 4.69* 11.78 0.52 3.04%
I 4.00 2.35 6.00 1.87 7.60 2,88
It 1 26.73 1.77 3.74* 28.14 2.67 3.67* 2022 0.74 3.94*
1 17.80 349 23,80 1.92 24.60 207
Rt | 22,58 2.94 leo* 25.67 5.02 371+ 28.13 1.44 179
il 10.80 4.76 13.60 4.62 15.20 3.70
6] 1 21.55 1.87 3.74* 2222 3.64 3.98* 23.57 0.67 4,25*
I 9.60 2.51 14.00 1.58 14.40 3.36
Total 1 T0.83 5.40 3.70* 78.18 2.58 3.7 £0.92 213 1.73*
il 3820 10.40 51.40 6.19 54.20 7.79

*J-Judgment, R-Revision, Ji- total Judgment; Ri- total revision; G- total generation
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The mean score for children with learning disability was lower for the lowest grade and higher for the
highest grade. The performance was analysed using Kruskal-Wallis test. On the judgment la
significant difference bet tasks across grades was observed. Pairwise comparison was made using
Mann-Whitney U test and the results showed a significant difference between scores of third and fourth
grade and fourth and fifth grade children at p<0.05. No significant difference between grades was noticed
on revision task. A significant difference between third and fourth grade was noticed on generation task at
p<0.05. Comparison of performance of children with learning disability within each grade on different
tasks revealed that the performance of children with learning disability on the revision and generation
subtasks were similar and they were different from the judgment subtask which was relatively simpler
compared to the other two tasks.
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APPENDIX I
Test for the Assessment of Metasemantic Awareness in children in Kannada (TAMAC-K)

Name: Date:

Age/Gender: Examiner:

Class: Other languages known if any:
School:

Mother tongue:

Instructions for the examiner: The responses for the first ten tasks have to be elicited through a
judgment and revision subtask. The first three items under each of the ten tasks have to be elicited
through a judgment subtask, where in the child has to judge whether the given stimuli is right or wrong
and the next three items have to be elicited through a revision subtask, wherein the child has to correct the
error in the stimuli. For the first three items, score only for the judgment subtask and for the last three
items score only for the revision subtask. The last two tasks are elicited through a generation subtask
wherein participants have to answer appropriately to the questions asked.

Task 1: Semantic Anomaly

Instruction: o S Loth TSN, Fhd S, mD s ST g odRhdder aom L. I|ATGD,
o @ns mET ugesSsy 5o Zas S

You will be hearing a sentence now. After hearing the sentence, judge if the meaning of the sentence is
right or wrung““ it is wrong, correct the meaning of the given sentence.

Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items: 1. ot Reomd, e
/mi:nu ni:rinalli ha:ruttade/
2. = 74, un.

/latha nanna anna/

Subtask Stimulus — Scoring
Correct response Incorrect / no response

. ey, danesg

. /bekku bogaluttade/

. %47 dLlRnTiE 3

. /sakkare kahivagirattade/
=0 @y 23530

. /huli hullannu thinnuttade/
- o der =i A

. /candra beligge huttutta:ne/
. T L LB

. /halina banna kappu/

. BF4SF Lascdnhchs O

. /aiskri:m bisiyagiruttade/
Max score: 6 Score:

Judgment

2w plra ls|= D

Revision

Ll P IR g —




Task 2: Free word association task

Instruction: mm: &in ot@: Fondy, Swhd @ S0 oo Zonen Bardd (Jowog) D B3 wyI ao
oy 2w, m Fewd v Joren Bwedd (Rowey) mendd, Bwo o, daiddunn wdad sdgomd
oo, B

[ will be saying a pair of words and you have to judge if there is any relation between the two given

waords. If there is no relationship between the two given words, then you have to come up with a word that
comes to your mind as soon as you hear the target word.

Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items: |, sach—-dozt
/hasiru - kempu/

2. = f;e'-=l
/hasu — pennu/

Subtask Stimulus Scoring
Correct response Incorrect / no response

Judgment | ©. Zg-=a.

. /hakki — haru/

. 20 o =70,

. /pensil — nari/
mh=-mEa.
fkaru = vahana/

. M- o,

. / nayi — candra/
; Lh:!.*:!ti.-a-ﬂ;a&,
. /tomato — pennu/
. 43 ¥-mala.

3. /kittale — na:yi/
Max score: 6 Score:

Revision

b|— D|w 2l L|—

[}

Task 3: Antonyms

Instruction: e & adw onesy dewd 2. mabh e & Zoivs DomPrImhdala ny e o S¢A.
ST ped Zons: snagd, deacude: 2od scoyged Zodan.

I will be saying a pair of words and you have to judge if the given pair is an opposite or not. If they are
not opposite, you have to give an opposite word to the first word.

Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items: 1. 2aorf- ned

/horage — olage/
2. Fuol-Lod

/munde — hinde/
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[ Subtask Stimulus Scoring
Correct response Incorrect / no response

. 8- 8T
. /bili — kappw/

. B=kodd

. /nagu — hinde/

. 2% g

. /beligge — ra:tri/
Revision | A si-ouo

1. /sihi — duhkha/
A, du::t:‘é. -z

2. fdodda — olage/
5. ®3,0-ohold

|- 3. /hattira — munde/
Max score: 6 Score:

Judgment

Ly # [k w|l— o

Task 4: Semantic Contiguity

Instruction: ma: & oU@: TEnday, endd. vE0L woh FEHE e FEW vgs woksdoler syt
Som: clasil, Lodocd wdaodd TOC ugr wodogd, el O Zoood SRES / uRmns SnndE 2.

I will be telling you two words and you have to judge whether the given two words have any relationship
between them or not. If there is no relationship between the given two words, give a word to the first
word such thatihe words are related.
(
Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.
Practice items: 1. ge=-=d
/bi:dza — mara/
2. Srg-ahe?
/mo:da — male/
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Subtask Stimulus Scoring
Correct response Incorrect / no response

Judgment

4 ]

: nc:»:-uﬁr;f?

. /ka:yi — hannu/

. Oird -vey

. /benne — kallw/

: mr;i:-;ﬁmf

. /mannu — madike/
. TL—-The

. /ha;lu — male/

. Rat-wg

. /goihi — uppu/
5%—3:%

. fakki — tuppa/
Max score: 6 Score:

—

Revision

w Pl b= 2w p (o

Task 5: Paradigmatic Relations

Instruction: ma =i oom: e Zonvsy Send sl W DI odm e ond wodd Cdah Moart
Agcdat sedat 2o dands Few, aordon ward Tond Saoodon Mad Zond Xowoprd ~gd moan
Zee.

First, a pair of words will be given, followed by which one more pair of words will be given. You have to
judge whether the second pair of words has the same relation as the first word pair. If the second word
pair is judged wrong or if it does not follow the same relationship as the first word pair, you have to give
a word such thi it follows the same relation as the first pair.
1
Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.
Practice items: 1. vz ~uz © ud -ang
/amma-appa :: atte-mava/
2. 83 9-meep, 1 mwate—mmyed
/kittale — hannu :: na:yi — pra:ni/
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Subtask Stimulus Scoring
Correct response Incorrect / no
response

0. Todf-=ag ﬂ.'?.::-tﬁr;%

1. /sampige — hu:vu :: se:bu - hannu/
3. MmB-BaT U g -me

2. /gula:bi — hu:vu :: akki — ka:u/

s R mEng SUAnd ~Eag

3. /dra:k[i — hangqu :: a:lu:gedde — hu:vu/
0. Fwole—-Tedd 51::_.;53“

1. /ta:yi —tande :: adzi —appa/

B, ea“-ﬁon = ur‘ﬁ-mﬁu
2
-8
3

Judgment

Revision

. fakka — tangi :: anna — papw/
: nﬂ-a:ﬁi = m:a-im*

. 'ka:ge — hakki :: kocti- pennu/
Max score: 6 Score:

Task 6: Analvze a sentence into lexical units/words

Instruction: mm: &l weth mETR Sewvd . vood omy ToMeS oomh DHILFY, O, Snadey. m S
BWTe3E mEDE oF; TOMCS ootk DI M gy sbcimhdcdar ugs Smndolat Qo e
Fagd wod ttcind wEd daty Do,

You will be hearing sentences made up of many words. You have to count the number of words in a
sentence as soon as you hear them. I will be telling you the number of words in the sentence and you have
to say whether the number of words told by me is right or wrong and if it is wrong, correct them by giving
the correct number of words.

Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items: |.%:d:2 senashd dox onadm .

{fsure;fa angadivalli kelasa ma:dutta:ne/
2. mrivmds woth 30mo wod Ladmoly By,

/ha:galaka:yi ondu taraka:ri a:dare si:be: ka:yi alla/
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Subtask

Stimulus

Scoring

Correct
résponse

Incorrect / no
response

Judgment

0. b PRI, LOGE,
1. /ramanu pustakavannu o:didanu/

5. Actood Aok, T8 D0,
2. fittigeyinda maneyannu kattisuvaru/

& 0Z :S:r..’m';ﬁ% mah e Snam .
3. /lata de:vastha:nakke ho:gi pu:dze
ma:dutta:le

Revision

0. =y Ene Shaddanhdnn emyg,
. /ibbara dzagala mu:raneyavanige la:bha/

£ exEPN g g me 2E, o8 ~d2d.
2. /kokkarege uddava:da ka:lu mattu kattu
iruttade/

h. 313 T, 6T¢ Fen torieiadn BacuUg .

3. /sita mattu avala tangi bengalu:rige
horatiddaru/

Max score: 6

Task 7: Identify the grammatical category for a word

Score:

Instruction: == &t moy Zonve; Sedd . & Moy, Zone weds el Fodolar sy
rscart Ang g, o rooart Aom wdgom Tows;, e,

oot gy =o

I will be giving you four words. You have to judge whether all the four words belong to the same
grammatical category. If a word does not belong to the same category then you have to provide a word

which belong

the same category.

Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items; 1. ==, =i, gy, woak.

/hasu, na:vi, bekku, na:nw/

2. cnbos, doddh, BRO, woma.

fma:didanu, tindanu, ho:danu, bandanw/
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Subtask

Stimulus

Scoring

Correct response

Incorrect / no
response

Judgment

n. Aad, Snad, Lod, Lad
1. /nadeda, ma:dida, o:dida, o:dida/

5. #Oth, ek, SO, SO
2. /avalu, na:mnu, ivanu, avanu/

5. WoTmh, LE, Booh, S
3. /bandanu, sitta, tandanu, nadedanu/

Revision

n. dodne, A, eakada
1. /santo:sa, siita, ra:ma, nadeda/’

=, o, TR, uSw, 590
2. /na:nu, ta:vu, avanu, nadi/

L. LoTmh, 222, Soosh, Sl
3. /bandanu, si:ta, tandanu, nadedanu/

Max score: 6

Task 8: Syntagmatic Relations

Instruction: == & odm deed Zondsy Srwd . = dis otd ded Tone wedt

Score:

faemd tdclae me et Hoth ofattdy Bee, todle Dilal Xoeh ma%cég. ST, O DL e,

First, a pair of words will be given, followed by which one more pair of words will be given. You have to
judge whether the second pair of words has the same relation as the first word pair. If the second word
pair is judged wrong or if it does not follow the same relationship as the first word pair, you have to give

a word such thi it follows the same relation as the first pair.
1
Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items:

1. 2507~ wdclnPh & YRI-LOPD

/pensil = bareyuvudu :: pustaka - o:duvudu/

2. ad-zmaoh @ méEm -=Y0

/ele — hasiru :: ba:lehanpu —haladi/

29
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Subtask Stimulus Scoring
Correct Incorrect / no
response response

Judgment | o me-na = vg-33
1. /ha:lu — kudi :: anna — tinnw/

2, Spu-tda o ush-boh

2. /mola— be:ga :: a:me — o:dw/
L. Eogp-b b e s -amd
3
o

. /ko:fi — bisi :; aiskri:m — kha:ra/
Y. Si-donidh o wogmmd- Aol
1. /me:- tingalu :: budhava:ra — dina:nka/

Revision

8. mﬁ:—m# n Oexl=idaier
. /famnu —ga:li :: dicpa — te:bal/

2
B.. néduf—x.z... # Emnemoiy-aeEh
3

. ’kya:rat — sihi :: ha:galaka:yi — uppu/
Max score: 6 Score:

Task 9: Synonyms

Instruction: ma Zewv Toreh Imged JONG Jooh LA, wPnd: IHTPEY JanG sy S, Radudad
Zod, iosmged o dah.

I will be saying a pair of words and vou have to judge if the two words have similar meaning or not. If
they do not have the same meaning, you have to come up with a word that has the same meaning as the
target word. .

1
Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items: 1. fs=-dsz

/sne:ha — geletana/
2. oo

'ka:du - vana/
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Subtask Stimulus Scoring
Correct response Incorrect / no response

Judgment | o. =ToC-Todmex

. fa:nanda — santo:sa/
. shon-med:

. /manga — ka:ru/
SE-T,=

. /mane — gruha/
o= Aetod

. frazyi — geleya/

. By wd,

. /mruga — amma/
. Sog-mprd

. farasa — prani/
Max score: 6 Score:

D|w PN b=

Revision

e S

Task 10: Homonyms

Instruction: == i ook =g ahded. womh ood b dod g ugene Deeded, Seda Jed ol
sgere: dbcannduda: opd sudse oomh L S dihd did i wgendh w0 muodd, R el
wgenvy deu.

You will be hearing a target word followed by two different words with different meanings for the target
word. You have to judge whether the target word has different meanings as indicated by the given two
words. [f not ide the correct meaning for the target word.,

Scoring: Give a score of 1 for the correct response and 0 for incorrect or no response.

Practice items: 1. oz~ =%, oo

fettu/~ ‘hasu, ettuvudu/
2. ugn- o, =

farasa/ - /ra:dza, mane/
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Subtask

Stimulus

Scoring

Correct response

Incorrect / no response

Judgment

. go-9z, dookaRTh
. 'kari — kappu, kariyuvudu/

B ols|= 0

. BE,-00, Sho T,
. /hattu — 10, mettilu hattw/

. B3~ wid, SBH Y.
. /hatti — batte, hatuvudu/

Revision

L EE-TE, SU o
. fadu — paksi, a:ta a:duw/

. DD W, TR
. fe:lu — edde:lu, nadivuvudu/

b Ly | == 7|k §7

Eav-Bavoink, 70,
3. /ho:le —ho:leyuvudu, nalli/

Max score: 6

Task 11: Define a word

Score:

Instruction: ma wech Zocay Swhd . mab D oo, D504 ugoe wod oSod dal.

I will be telling you a word. After listening to the word, tell me what all you know about the word heard.

Scoring: Give a score of 2 for correct response, 1 for partially correct/only little information was

provided, and 0 for no response/incorrect response.

Practice items: 1. o

fta:yi/
2. mﬂaﬁn:i:u‘

/ba:lehannu/

Sk No.

Scoring

Stimulus

Correct response

Partially correct/only Incorrect / no
little information response

=
fhasuw/

nﬂdw
/kya:rat/

o
/bassu’

v
fse:bu/

Tow
fmavilw/

LinsoF

ftiztfar/

Max score: 12
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Task 12: Lexical/Referential Arbitrariness

Instruction: = & o0 Tanvsy I, ¢ OUB FONWE, wonh T, wY, TR ¢ Zoo wILn,
g malaomh ZooEy vexcdahe, wdh muﬁd@ e, mEE sy Smod ewﬁ riaw e, oSt mak S
ZgR uBrbmh Bocdng v oS dea.

You will hear a pair of words now. | will be telling you a sentence. Whenever you hear any one word of
the pair in that sentence you have to substitute it with another word. Then you have to answer to the
question asked.

Scoring: Give a score of 2 for correct response, 1 for partially correct/only little information was
provided, and 0 for no response/incorrect response.

Practice items:

|. w ~seg¢h /appa — makkalu/
zord wy Sdnd wobzmd/sandze appa manege barutta:re/
zord cimdh =An wovs d? /sandze yarru manege barutta:re 7 /
2. =¢3 -wuz; /sakkare — uppw/
=g skoimnoi® @ /sakkare sihiya:giruttade/
dngch Lkotnnhtg d? /ya:vudu sihiya:giruttade 7 /

sl

No.

Stimulus

Scoring

Correct
response

Partially
correct/only little
information

Incorrect / no
response

nsh-meas /niou — ha:lw/
wmicdadnd Dot medmidd

/baviyolage ni:ru ka:nisuttade/
miclevdd omh molzzd?

/ baviyolage e:nu ka:nisuttade?/

L-wogy  fsihi — uppu/

B A vompdhE g

fsamudrada ni:ru uppa:giruttade/.
Toeno R ook g g?

{ samudrada ni:ru kudivalu hegiruttade?/

tied-aech /benki — ni:rw/
t3cd d ohmy X3 g /benki kaiyannu

sudattade/
anth §,onhay HEI /yavudu kaiyannu

sudattade 7/

g,~mw (kai — ka:lw/
g,000 wmy S

/kaiyinda t[appa:le tattutte:ve/
WRPHE0E Umy B

/va:vudarinda t[appa:le tattutte:ve /
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5 w0y o -kdeedor/daktar —tist/far/
Y ned a.d::mhm_jd

/da:ktar su:dzi cuccutta:re/
ciRd: Xe wiym 37

/ya:ru su:dzi cuccutta:re?/

6. & - Mailu- famnw/

< nen v noz s

Maitininda belaku baruttade/
wRooes vl wohd d?
/va:vudarinda belaku baruttade?/

Max score: 12 Score:
Test resulis
Task Max score Total Score
Overall judgment score 30
Overall revision score 30
Overall generation score 24
Total 84
Interpretation:
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Appendix IT (Norms)

ITI Grade IV Grade V Grade
SI  Task s  Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD
No. T
J 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00
Semantic R 2.98 0.13 3.00 0.00 3.00 (.00
1 anomaly 0] 5.98 0.13 6.00 0.00 6.00 0.00
J 2.93 0.25 3.00 0.00 3.00 (.00
2 Free word R 2.93 0.31 297 0.18 2,95 0.22
association task O 5.87 0.43 5.97 0.18 5.95 0.18
J 2.90 0.30 2.98 0.13 3.00 0.00
3 Antonyms R 2.77 0.47 2.82 0.50 295 0.22
8] 5.67 0.63 5.80 0.61 5.95 0.33
J 2.77 0.43 297 0.18 2.93 (.25
4 Semantic R 2.37 0.69 2.68 0.50 2.92 (.28
contiguity 8] 5.13 0.87 5.65 0.55 5.85 0.40
J 2.57 0.50 2.75 0.47 2.82 (.39
5 Paradigmatic R 247 0.65 2.93 0.25 3.00 0.00
relations 8] 5.03 0.99 5.68 0.50 5.82 0.39
Analyze a J 2.70 0.46 3.00 0.00 3.00 0.00
6 sentence into R 2.20 0.84 2.85 0.40 2.90 0.30
words/lexical 8] 4.90 1.12 5.85 0.40 5.90 0.30
units
[dentify the J 232 0.85 2.73 0.45 2.85 0.36
7 grammatical R 2.28 0.98 2.87 0.47 2.97 0.18
category for a 8] 4.60 1.69 5.60 0.67 5.82 0.43
word
J 2.82 0.39 2.90 0.30 2.97 (.18
8 Syntagmatic R 1.65 0.73 2.10 0.73 2.43 0.70
relations (9] 4,47 0.85 5.00 0.78 5.40 0.72
J 2.12 0.45 242 0.50 2.82 0.39
g9 Synonyms R 1.78 0.67 2.43 0.70 2.70 0.46
0] 3.90 0.90 4.85 0.92 5.42 0.77
J 2.62 0.56 2.85 0.40 2.82 (.39
10 Homonyms R 0.98 0.95 1.62 0.92 2.32 0.83
8] 3.60 1.21 447 1.03 5.14 0.92
11 Define a word 10.82 1.05 11.58 0.70 11.78 0.45
12 Lexical/ referential 10.77 1.35 11.70 0.65 11.78 0.52
arbitrariness
Overall judgment 26.73 1.77 28.58 1.08 29.22 0.74
Overall revision 22.55 2.48 26.33 2.05 28.13 1.44
Overall generation 21.55 1.87 23.27 0.97 23.57 0.67
Total 84.32 6.43 93,08 3.07 96,33 2.54

*5T-Subtask, J-Judgment, -Revision, O-Overall
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