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| NTRCDUCTI ON

Since the 1960s research and theorizing about |inguistic
devel opnent in children has been accruing at a rapidly increas-
ing rate and the 1960s could wel|l be regarded as the decade of
child syntax, for the primary focus of research and theori zi ng
was the devel opment of childrens' syntax, and the bulk of the
work during this period was focused on the utterances of
children. The age range of the children studi ed, was bound
at the lower end by an age; soon after which children began
produci ng utterances with overt structures (18-24 nonths) and

at the upper end by an age of 4-5 years.

The initial field of interest was the study of devel op-
ment of conprehension and expression of |anguage in children.
However as research progressed it was seen that mature speakers
of a | anguage not only possess the ability to produce and
under stand utterances; but in addition they can judge whet her
or not sentences are gramatically well forned and semantically
coherent (deitrman and G eitnman, 1970). This sort of reflect-

i ons and eval uations have been generally referred to as
linguistic intuitions (Qeitman and A eitnman, 1970). Initially,
the interest in the use of judgenents and intuitions in
children stemmed nainly to gain insight into the devel opnent

of the childs know edge of the rules of his |anguage. Since
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t he past 15 years there has been a growing interest in the
devel opnent of childs awareness of |anguage as an object in
itself, that is, the ability of achild to reflect upon and
mani pul ate the structural features of a spoken | anguage,
treating | anguage as an object of thought as opposed to
sinply using the | anguage systemto conprehend and produce
sent ences- A phenonenon known as "Metalinguistic Awareness”

(Tunner, Pratt and Herrinman, 1984).

The Transfornational -generative theory of grammar has
gi ven these judgenents of grammatical acceptability a
central position and the set of sentences that the adult,
j udges upon reflection, to be well forned serve as an
| nportant source of data for |inguists engaged in fornulat-
ing linguistic theories. The recent upsurge of interest in
granmati cal acceptability judgenents of children has basically
been due to the fact that data on grammatical acceptability
fromchildren woul d be useful to devel opnental psycholi ngui stes,
attenpting to descri be the youngchil ds conpet ence and it woul d
afford a nmeans of describing whether or not a particular

syntactic rule is included in a childs gramar.

Research on the devel opnent of netalinguistic awareness

in children has then found three najor areas of interest
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early | anguage devel oprment; learning to reed and school i ng

and cogni tive devel opnent.

Tunmer, Pratt and Herriman (1984) state that although
it is generally agreed that Metalinguistic Anareness refers
to the ability to reflect upon and mani pul ate the structural
features of spoken | anguage, there is considerabl e debate
concerni ng how and when netal i ngui stic wareness actual ly
devel ops. The controversy persists between three main
theoretical conceptualizations. The first concept clains
that metalinguistic anareness is an integral part of the
process of |anguage acquisition and hence is acquired early
inlife. Spontaneous speech repairs and | anguage play are
cited as evidence in support of this theoretical claim In
contrast the second view clains that netalinguistic awareness
occurs during mddl e chil dhood, the period from4-8 years
of age. It is said to reflect a new kind of linguistic func-
tioning which is influenced greatly by cognitive control
processes whi ch energe during this period (Hakes, 1980). The
third position is that netalinguistic awareness is largely
a result of exposure to formal schooling especially an | earn-

ing to read.

Dependi ng on the vari ous conceptual i zati ons, met hods
have been devised to collect data on judgenent of grammati -

cality acceptability and considering the "newness" of the
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field a consi derabl e anount of information has been coll ect ed.
The avail able literature (Tunner, Pratt and Herrinman, 1984,
Aeitman and d ei tman, 1970; Carr, 1979; etc) suggests that
the ability to reflect upon the internal grammatical structure
of sentences as neasured by tasks, Involving judgenent of
acceptability, synonyny, anbiguity, sentence discrimnation,
sentence correction and riddl e conprehensi on energes | ater
than the ability to conprehend sentences. Data fromthese
studies reveal rather striking devel opnental changes between
4-8 years of age lending sonme support to the notion that a
devel opnental |y di stinct kind of functioning energes during
m ddl e chil dhood. Cenerally the research provi des accunul at -
Ing evidence that the ability to consciously reflect upon the
structure of sentences occurs fromage 5 onwards. However
Pratt, Tunnmer and Bowey (1984) I|ending support to the view
of researchers |like Van Kl eek (1984) claimthat before
school age children appear to be nmaki ng judgenents on the
basi s of content. The tendency to accept or reject sentences
on the basis of their content rather than on the |inguistic
manner in which they are conveyed decreases to nearly zero
by 7 years and is rarely seen at |ater ages except when

presented wi th neani ngful |y fal se sentences (Hakes, 1980).

Wth regard to cognitive devel opnent it has been suggested

that netal i nguistic awareness plays an inportant role in the



devel opnent of childrens thought processes (Donal dson, 1978;
Tunnmer and Gieve, 1980). The devel opnment of netalinguistic
awareness is an essential part of the devel opnent of neta-
cognitive skills involved in reflecting upon and nonitoring
ones thought process. Further these' skills are viewed as
crucial for the successful conpletion of many of the abstract
tasks that children encounter when they enter formal schooling.
Research into reading and netal i ngui stic awareness has | ooked
nore directly at the role of different | anguage awareness
skills in reading acquisition (Tunmer and Bowey, 1980; Ehri,
1979). Tunner and Bowey for exanple argue that different
conponent s ( phonol ogi cal word, and grammatical aware-
ness etd,) all play different roles in the processes invol ved
in learning to read. Wth respect to grammati cal awareness

t hey point out that once the child has nastered the graphene
phonene correspondence rules of the | anguage he nust con-
sciously begin to organi ze the text into higher order

syntactic groupings. Since the structures of sentences are
crucial to understanding he nust therefore bring his syntactic
know edge of spoken | anguage to bear upon the witten | anguage,
which requires the netalinguistic ability to reflect upon the
structural features of the spoken | anguage. So the connection
between netalinguistic awareness and education is largely
establ i shed by extending the conceptual identification of neta-

linguistic skills with the activities of the class roomand
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al so by sone research which indicates that metalinguistic
skills may be necessary for certain educational attainments
especial |y language related ones. Potentially informative
areas of research have been suggested by Karm | off-Smth,
1979; Nesdal e and Tunmer, 1983; Herrlman and Myhill, 1983

and the area is open for nore detailed study.

Thus whether the interest lies generally in cognitive
devel opment or specifically with processes in learning to
read; or whether it is early |anguage devel opment or
schooling that one is concerned with in relation to neta-
l'inguistic awareness - it is now evident that netalinguistic
awareness is an inportant element in child devel opnent and
detailed study of the subject has high potential for giving
ani ndepth viewon child granmmar. Research into the subject
to date has propped up two nmajor questions -

a) |s metalinguistic awareness purely a function of norma
cognitive and | anguage devel opment of the child,

b) Is it aresult of schooling and is seen only after the
child begins schooling.

This debate could only be resolved by carrying out a cross

sectional study where nmatched groups at different age grade

| evel s coul d be conpared on the two factors - literacy and

age (Herriman and Wyhill, 1983).



7

This formed the basis of the present study which was

undertaken with the aimof finding out:

a)

b)

Whet her there existed a devel opmental trend in the deve-

| opnent of syntactic judgement abilities.

VWhet her literacy was a factor that influenced the deve-

| opnent of syntactic judgenent abilities in children.

Wiet her there was a devel opnent trend in the conprehen-
sion and expression of norpho-syntactic markers presented
in the formof picture pointing/picture discription tasks.
Whet her literacy affected the conprehension and expression
of norpho-syntactic markers presented in the form of

pi cture pointing task/picture description task.

\Whet her conprehensi on and expression preceded syntactic
judgenment at the various age levels or proceeded in

parallel with it in both |iterates and illiterates.



REM EW CF LI TERATURE

Concurrent research on child | anguage acqui sition has
reflected the centrality of grammatical judgenents in the
linguistic theories of the seventies . deitnman and A ei t man,
(1970) mai ntai ned t hat t hese judgenents should constitute the
primary data for the study of Iinguistic know edge and orga-

nization in the child as well as in the adult.

Acceptability judgenents are often difficult to obtain
fromyoung children and it is difficult to get stable
answers fromchildren. However, deitrman and A ei t nan(1970)
used role playing to convey different instructions in their
study of grammaticality judgenents of 3 children between
26 and 30 nonths. Their data suggested that these children
are able to significantly judge the acceptability of word
order at a very early age and this procedure could tap very

early grammatical know edge.

de Villiers and de Villiers (1972) pointed out that
deitman and deitnan subjects seened to rely nore on semantic
than syntactic factors in nmaking judgenents of sentence
acceptability. This led themto question the concl usions
drawn by Aeitrman et al. (1970) that it is possibleto
obtain adult Iike judgenents of grammatical well fornedness

from2 year old children. Theynodified the A eitnman procedure
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to examne the devel opment of childrens ability to nake
j udgenents of both senmantic and syntactic acceptability.
Eight children were tested in the age range of 28 to 45
nonths. Their findings confirmed that the judgenent of
semanti ¢ anonaly appeal ed earlier and further they could
get these judgenents fromchildren who coul d not nake
proper judgenent of syntacticacceptability of grammati cal
structures that they in fact could conprehend. They
concluded that semantic factors predomnated in the judge-
ment of young children and they could not rmake correct
syntactic acceptability judgenents. The patterns they
obt ai ned suggest that young children nake judgenents on
a different basis than adults and hence the judgenent
method is of limted value in the study of early gramati cal

or gani zati on.

Several studies of conprehension are in support of
the interpretation by de Villiers and de Villiers (1972)
and this study is consistent with Bever's (1970) findings
t hat young children understand sentences through the use
of perceptual or cognitive strategies. According to this
viewit is not until later that a child devel ops the
capabilitiesunderlyinglinguisticintuitionsit is probable
that the child is not able to separate the sentence from
the intent of the speaker and therefore has difficulty when

asked to reflect upon the linguistic rule system
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So,early data on judgenent of syntax acceptability
confirns the view that although children rmay conprehend or
produce a given utterance before 4 years they may not be
able to make |inguistic judgenents about the grammaticality

of these sentences until sone what | ater.

Mor e recent studi es which have examned syntactic
acceptability judgements have therefore typically tended

to focus on children 5 years of age or ol der.

Schol | and Ryan (1975) who were critical of the method
used by de Villiers and Be Villiers (1972) and deitnan and
Aeitman (1970) in their studies used a forced choice
procedure to discrimnate between well formed and devi ant
sentences. Though they found an overal |l poor performnmance
in both the 5 and 7 year age groups they found that there
was somne inprovement with age on negative sentences and the
children did show sone ability to discrimnate the well
formed sentences (Eg. we cannot go hone) fromthe nore
primtive ones (Eg. Not we go home). 1In a later study
Schol | and Ryan (1980) revised their task instructions and
practi ce sentences to decrease the chances of m sl eadi ng
the children on the nature of the task. Wth the revised
procedure they found that both age groups of children per-
formed at nmuch higher levels and the discrimnation of 7

year ol ds was better than that of 5 year ol ds.
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Bohanon (1976) used a some what simlar procedure to
I nvestigate childrens ability to discrimnate between
nornal and scranbl ed sentences in children from5 to 7 years
of age. Smlar to Scholl and Ryan (1980) he found t hat
t he performance on the task increased significantly with age.
However children at all age level sAd not performas well as

on the Scholl and Ryan (1980) study.

The results of these two studies (Scholl and Ryan, 1980)
and Bohanon (1976) suggest that children conme gradually to
make judgenents nore and nore |ike those of adults by focusing
attention on and evaluating the properties of the sentences
per se. Beginning at about 6 years of age they appear to be
abl e toseparate the formof sentences fromits content and

make j udgenents based on form al one.

So over the ages there has been accumul ating evidence
that there is a qualitative difference underlying childrens
performance on grammaticality acceptability tasks across
different ages. While in the very early ages children base
their acceptance of sentences on conprehension (Tunmer aod
Geive, 1984) and the grammaticality judgenents nade by 4
year olds are largely semantically based. Studies on children
aged 6 and bel ow have shown that oddities in phonol ogy and
syntax are noticed only after oddities in thought are recog-

nized (deitnan and d ei tman, 1979).
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Carr (1979) conducted a longitudinal study of children
between the ages 2 and 5 years to explore the devel opnent a
changes in their judgenents of acceptability of anomal ous
and non-anomnal ous sentences. She concluded that the pattern
of results she obtained could only be explained in terns of
experience based verification strategy in which the child
rel ates the neaning of a sentence to his experience and
deci des whether its content is verified. These findings
are consistent with the work of Donal dson and McGarrigle
(1974) who argue that when the very young children assign
truth values to the statenents they are constrai ned by non-
|l inguistic factors rather than |exical or syntactic rules.
That is young children seemto be nore experientially oriented
rat her than concerned with aspects of linguistic or |ogica

structure of the nmaterial in the study.

Van Kl eek (1982, 1984) also noted that children under
6 years are unable to judge acceptability on the basis of
syntax alone and tend to depend nore on the truth val ue for
maki ng deci sions on acceptability. This finding received
support fromPratt, Tunmer and Bowey (1984) who observed t hat
bef ore school age children appeared to be nmaki ng j udgenent
on the basis of content. The tendency to accept or reject

sentences on the basis of their content rather than on the
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basis of the linguistic manner in which they are conveyed
decreases to nearly zero by seven years and is rarely seen
at later apes except when presented with nmeaningfully fal se
sentences (Hakes, 1980). 1In his experinental study of 4
to 8 years olds (Hakes, 1980) found a strong effect for age
and sentence structure type in grammati cal judgenent. He
concl uded that the overall devel opnental picture seen in
chil drens perfornmance on both devi ant and non-devi ant
sentences is an increasing ability to judge the sentences
t hensel ves apart fromwhat they assert and al so an increasing
know edge of grammatical constraints of adult |anguage (Hakes,
1980). This Hakes states that children aged 7 to 8
judge acceptability on essentially the sane basis as adults
and their errors if any, are attributed to their still being
unfamliar wit& sonme of the nore subtle grammatical constraints
of |language. Commenting on the w de variety of netalinguistic
skills that are acquired in md chil dhood Hakes (1980) suggests
that they involve a type of controling process different from
the nore automatic processing involved inconprehension and pro-

ducti on.

Seemngly in agreement wth Hakes, Karmloff-Smth (1979)
commenting on Goners (1976) docunentation of childrens in-
consi stent behaviour with sane structure in identical experinental

settings between the ages of 7 and 8 years pl eads for an enphasis
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on the need to understand why these inconsistencies occur
and then stabilize into a nore consistent pattern around
8years of age. Karmloff-Smth argues that the 8 year ol d
chil d show ng nore consi stent behaviour in experinenta
setting is due to having attained a nore abstract |evel of
conpetence - a metaprocedural level that is closely |inked
to netalinguistic awareness. The 8 years olds'linguistic
conpet ence i ncludes a nore abstract |evel of |inguistic
anal ysis whil e the young child copes with normal | anguage
usages with the hel p of functional semantic and pragmatic
procedures. By 8 years if necessary children can rely
solely on linguistic clues and this may be indicative of
internal reorgani zation of |inguistic categories and a new
phase in linguistic devel opment. Karoiloff-Smth concl udes
that 5 years seens to be a frontier age representing the
begi nni ng of a new phase in | anguage devel opnent with a
gradual passage fromextra linguistic to intra |inguistic
reference both in speech utterances and later in netalinguistic
awar eness. A new phase thus appears at around the age of 8
parall el to the devel opment of metalinguistic skills. The
over 8 year old seens to attain the capacity for a nore
abstract |evel of conprehension and can cope if need be w t hout
the interplay of functional, syntactic, senmantic and pragnatic

clues used in normal discourse.
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The literature fromlIndia also seens to mrror the
concl usion of the Western studies and is in linewith the
observation that it is only by 8 years that the child
attains an abstract level of |inguistic conpetence. In a
study by Karanth (1984) on a snall group of 16 children
ranging in age from2 to 14 years of age to test the effect
of soci o-econom c status on the acquisition of |anguage
and its inter relationship with cognitive devel opnent it
was seen that children bel ow the age of 5-6 years seem
unabl e to carry out judgenent tasks on grammati cal accept -
ability and were seen to accept or reject all given itens
without discrimnation. It was only around 76 nont hs of
age that children began to attenpt the tasks and perform
at a chance |level of 50 percent achieving 80 percent pro-
ficiency by 150 nonths recording a sharp rise in grammati -
cality judgenent ability between the ages of 6 to 9 years.
These findings are in agreenent with the findi ngs of Bohanon
(1976); Karmloff-Smth (1980); Hakes (1980) and Van Kl eek
(1982).

In a recent study to confirmthe findings of the earlier
study, on a larger group of children and to obtain |arge
scale norns for children in their early years of schooling
on the Linguistic Profile Test (LPT,Karanth, 1980, 1984)

Kar ant hand Suchi tra(i npress)studi ed 150 chi | drenrangi ngi nagefrom
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6-11 years ranging fromgrade | to grade V. The results
clearly showed a differential rate of acquisition of gramma-
tical sensitivity across these categories. As in the Hakes
(1980) study a strong effect was found for age as well as
for grammatical structure in grammaticality judgenent. Ther e
was an overall increase in sensitivity to all the structures
across the age range studied. However, differential sensiti-
vity to different syntactic structures at various ages was
seen. The results were consistent with the findings on the
snmal l er group of children (Karanth, 1984) that children
under the age of 6 years were unable to carry out the neta-
linguistic task of grammati cal judgenent. Beginning at 6-7
years and with a rapid spurt at about 7-8 years children

becone increasingly proficient in the grammaticality judge-

ment task. The childrens' sensitivity to grammaticality

of a given sentence was however foundto be only 80%at 11
years whi ch was the upper age limt of the study. However,
correlating the findings of the earlier study (Karanth, 1984)
where a 15 year upper age limt was taken one coul d concl ude
that adult like sensitivity to grammaticality is achieved by
adol escence (at about 13 years) children tend to perform at

90%l evel

In a recent study of grammaticality judgenent tasks
I ncl udi ng sentence acceptability carried out by Vasant ha,

Sastry and Murthy (1989) simlar findings were reported for
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24 Tel ugu speaking children. They observed aa increase in
grammaticality judgenment ability from4.5 to 85 years with
a dramatic inprovenent around 6.5 to ? years. Judgenent of
grammati cal acceptability was found to be nore difficult than

sent ence correction.

In a study on acquired | anguage di sorders in adults
(Karanth et al+ 1991) 100 normal adults were admnistered
the syntax section of the Kannada LPT. The literate adults
performed well on the test with no chance |evel perfornmance.
The illiterates however perforned poorly, not conpleting the
test, performng indiscrimnately or performng at chance
| evel . Their performance was uniformy poor across all sub-
categories. Smlar findings were got on the Hndi version
of the LPT anong 100 illiterate and literate adults who
were native Hndi speakers. The fact that the testing done
in two geographically distant cities (Kannada in Mysore and
Hndi inDelhi) in a simlar fashion gave identical results
has led the authors to claimthat literacy in itself could

be a variable factor affecting gramaticality judgenents.

Hence given that pre literate children and illiterate
adults performpoorly on a series of grammaticality judge-
ment tasks it is possible to conclude that acquisition of

literacy has a major role to play in ones ability to naster
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grammatical ity judgenent. Moreover literature on the subject
in children is equivocal in observing that it is only around
the age of 6-7 years that the child separate form and content
I n maki ng j udgenents about grammatical acceptances of
sentences. It is then perhaps not a coi ncidence that children
begin to separate the form and content of a given sentence at
the age at which they are introduced to formal schooling and
increasingly master this ability in the early years of literacy
acquisition (Karanth, 1991). Wat is now needed is as stated
by dson (1985) a step by step analysis of the nature of
literacy - the relationship between | anguage structure and
literacy,the relationship between oral and |inguistic conpe-
tence and the processes involved in conprehending witten

texts.

The present study was therefore undertaken to study the
role of literacy in the acquisition of syntactic conprehension
and to study the devel opnent of grammaticality judgenent in
chil dren who had under gone schooling as agai nst those who had
not and hence to establish the role of literacy as a variable
effecting grammaticality judgenment. Moreover since early
research (Bgver, 1970) de Villiers andde Villiers, 1972)
poi nted out that children depend nore on the content of the
sentence and have difficulty in making syntactic judgenents;
that is children below 5 years of age have difficulty in

separating the content of the sentence fromthe intent of the
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speaker the current study ained at finding out the relation-
ship between syntactic conprehensi on and expression with the
syntactic judgenent ability of the children. The study ained
at studyi ng whet her syntactic conprehensi on and expression
"bettered" the grammaticality judgenent of the children at the
different age levels studied or whether grammaticality judge-
ment was at par with the syntactic conprehension and expre-

ssion in children.



METHCDOLOGY

Al though a surprising anmount of research has been accom
plished in the area of devel opnent of childrens netalinguistic
awar eness considering that the field is still inits infancy
(Tunmer and G'ieve, 1984)7? neverthel ess as m ght be anti ci pat ed,
given the newness of the field and the conplex and nmultifaceted
nature of the construct referred, generally accepted net hods
of assessing netalinguistic anareness are still in the process

of being devel oped (Pratt and Nesdal e, 1983).

The inportance of netalinguistic awareness in the fornu-
| ation of child |anguage acquisition theories has nade it
necessary to provide precise estinmates of the course of deve-
| opnent of netalinguistic awareness. However the debate on
the theoretical conceptualizations as to how and when net a-
| i ngui stic awareness actually arises, has nmade such precise
estimates difficult. The three theoretical conceptualizations -
whet her netal inguistic awareness is an integral aspect of
child | anguage devel opnent and occurs early in life; whether
It reflects a newkind of linguistic functioning influenced
by cognitive control and occurs in md childhood (4-8 years of
age) or whether it is a function of schooling especially

| earning to ready have their own net hodol ogi cal inplications.

The inplications that follow the various theories on

devel opnent of netalinguistic awareness is that the researchers
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need to devel op techni ques which are appropriate to the age
of children being tested. Moreover the techniques to be
devel oped in order to assess the different conceptual view
poi nts have to be appropriate for children in the age range
from18 nonths to 8 years or nore of age. |In addition the

t hree approaches have different inplications concerning the
range of tasks upon which the child would be required to
denonstrate sone | evel of conpetence in order to be credited

with sone anount of netalinguistic awareness .

The net hods used to date by various researchers have
tended to vary quite nmarkedly between studies and little
attention has been given to the stability and validity of
the childs ability (Tunnmer and Gieve, 1984) clearly in the
Interests of obtaining stable and valid estinmates of a childs
ability the researcher would prefer to test the child in a
control l ed setting, using standard procedures (that is fixed
Instructions, stimuli and response neasures) rather than rely
an anal yzing and interpreting data obtai ned via uncontrolled
observation techni ques (eg. spontaneous speech production
recordi ngs or an unsystenatic sanple of anecdotes).d eitnan
et al (1970) have pointed out that the spontaneous speech of
children provides limted source of data of their linguistic
know edge, in practice as well as in theory. Though by and

| arge the trend has been for researchers to use non standardi zed
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test materials (based on their various theoretical concep-
tualizations) to assess the ability of children to nake
accurate grammatical conceptualizations the tasks used by
t hese researchers have al so been incorporated into non-
ref erence | anguage tests such as the Fullerton | anguage
assessnent test for adol escents (Thorum 1979) and the
test of |anguage devel opnent (Newconer and Hamm ||, 1982)
for the assessnent of syntactic abilities in children and
adults. In Indiathe Linguistic Profile Test (Karanth, 1980,
1984) has been used to give an estinmate of the syntactic

judgenent abilities of children and adults (Karanth, 1984).

Met hod used in current study:

For the present study two groups of childrenin 5 age
groups one bei ng non-school going and the ot her school going
were evaluated on linguistic tasks assessing their syntactic
j udgenent conprehensi on and expressive abilities. The
responses were subjected to a quantitative statistical analysis
I n case of conprehension abilities and syntactic judgenent.

The expressive abilities were also scored and subjected to

anal ysi s.
Subj ect s:

50 school going and 50 non-school going children were

selected for the study in the age range of 6-11 years. Both
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t he school going and non-school goi ng groups were sub-grouped

into 5 sub groups according to age. The age ranges consi dered

were 6-7 year; 7-8 years? 8-9 years? 9-10 years? 10-11 years.

10 children were selected in each of the age groups and the

groups were squally distributed for sex.

The criteria for selection of the subjects included:

1. The subjects were neurol ogical ly heal t hy.

2. Were not known to be intellectually bel ow average.

3. Had no sensory inpairenents including problens in hearing
or vision? or speech defects.

4. The subjects were native speakers of Kannada

5. Inthe case of the literate sub-group it was consi dered
necessary for their nediumof instruction in school to
be Kannada.

6. In the case of the non-school going children, illiteracy
was defined as | ess than one conti nuous year of fornal
schooling, whereas the literate children had to have conti -
nuous non-interrupted schooling upto their current Educa-

tional |evel.

The literate subjects for the study were all selected
fromthe Kukkarahal |i CGovernnent School |ocated in Kukkarahal l
Sar aswat hi puram Msore. The school is a State Governnent
school which caters nostly to children fromthe villages nearby

M/sore? especially Bogadi which is on the outskirts of Mysore.
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Al the children selected cane froma | ower socio-economc
group and had illiterate/sem-illiterate parents (less than
four years of formal schooling). Theilliterates for the
study were selected fromrural set-ups around M/sore. The
subj ects selected were all fromthe | ower socio-econonic
group and never had any type of formal schooling. The

parents of these childrenwere all illiterates.

Tools used: Two tests were used in the testing of the

subj ects, nanmely the Regional Rehabilitation Training Centre,
(RRTQ Test Battery. (Test of Kannada Language - Devel oped
by RRTC, Madras, and Al Yavar Jung National Institute for

t he Heari ng Handi capped (AYJNI HH), Bonbay as a part of the
UN CEF funded project for Devel opnent of Standardized tests
of Language and Articulation in Indian Languages - In Press).
The second test used was LPT (Karanth, 1980, 1984). The

LPT is based on a linguistic franme work and contai ns three
sections - Phonol ogy, Syntax and Semantics whi ch through
sub-sections probe into deeper sections of ones |anguage.
Wi | e the sections on phonol ogy and semantics eval uate the
discrimnation and expressive abilities of the individuals

I n aspects of |anguage, the syntax section assesses syntactic
conpet ence of the individual under test by using a grammati -
cality judgenent task. The test is available in two Indian

| anguages - Kannada and Hi ndi. The forner belongs to the



25
Dravi di an group of |anguage and is widely spoken in South
| ndi a whereas the latter is a nenber of the Indo-Aryan group
of | anguages spoken in North India. Both the |anguages are

synthetic and are highly inflected.

The syntactic sectionof the linguistic test profile was
enpl oyed as a part of the current study to check the syntactic
judgenent abilities of the subject. The section consists of *
130 test itens with a wde variety of grammatical structures,
covering the basic syntactic forns of the |anguage tested. It
systematically sanples a broad range of phrase and semantic
structures covering the core syntactic features of the |anguage
tested rani ng from phrasal norphophonem c constructions to
conpl ex syntactic structures. These itens for eval uating
syntax were selected in order to cover the 30 najor types
of grammatical forns; structural nodes and types of utterances
listed by Brooks (1964). The syntactic section has 11 sub-
sections (Appendi x-'A) for evaluating norphophonem c struc-
tures; plurals; tenses; person-noun-gender narkers? case
markers; transitives; intransitives and causatives? quotatives?
conditional clauses participal constructive and different
sentence types. The 130 itens were such that 65 itens were
syntactically well forned whereas the other 65 violated a
predetermned syntactic marker. The test-was so designed

such that 1 n each sub-section 50%o0of the sentences were wel |
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forned whereas 50%violated a particul ar syntactic nmanner.
The two types of sentences were randomy distributed within
each sub-section. Sone exanples of incorrect syntactic
constructions are as given bel ow

1. Plural marker - Section B.

* pust akaru for pust akagal u
Book + plural narker Book + plural nmarker
for humans i ncorrect for non- hunans,

neuter plural.

2. Tense marker - Section C

Seet e nmonne barutal e for Seeté nonné bandidalu
(Seete wi Il cone day (Seeté had cone day before
bef or e yest er day) yest er day)

I ncorrect tense marker-future for past.

3. Person noun gender nmarker - Section C

Seet € no: duvanu for seeté no:duvalu

Sceté will see (he) Seet é will see (she)
* Third person singular nmasculine for third person fem nine

si ngul ar.
The 130 itens which were distributed across 11 sub-sections
I ncluded 10 itens in 9 sub-sections and 20 itens in 2 sub-secti<
(sub-sections A and B), were presented auditorily to the
subjects and they had to judge the sentences for grammati -

cality acceptances.
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Regional Rehabilitation Training Centre Test Battery:

RRTC test was based on the LPT but uses pictures along with
the sentence stimuli asit isintended for young children. (Appendi x
The test has 2 sections- Section-Adeals with senantics and
Section-B covers syntax. Al the test itens are pictorial.
The syntactic section of the RRTC was used for testing the
conprehensi on of the subjects. This section of the RRTC
has 11 sub-sections which correspond to the 11 sub-sections
of the LPT syntax section. Each section has 10 itens; 5
itens of which are for testing the conprehension of subjects
and the other 5 itens are for testing the expression abilities
of the subject. For checking conprehension the subject is
expected to point to the correct picture out of a set of 3-4
pictures in response to an auditorily presented sentence
describing the target picture. The itens eval uating expre-
ssion required the subject to describe the pictures which
specifically test the usage of specific syntactic structures.
The syntactic section of the RRTC has 110 itens? 55 of which

check conprehensi on and 55 of which assess expression.

Adm ni stration and scoring:

The test was admnistered to both the literate and il -

terate subjects in a quiet roomwth all distractions reduced

tomninmal limts.
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The admnistration of the 130 itens of the LPT entailed
instructing the subject that he/she would hear a |ist of
sent ences/words; sone of which were structurally well forned
whi |l e sone were not. Each subject was given exanpl es of
both correct and incorrect sentences and along with the
I ncorrect sentences the subject was al so given its correct
version so as to enphasize its correct form The subject
was asked to listen carefully to the itens that woul d be
auditorily presented and indi cate whether each item wgs
correct or incorrect. The sentences were read out, one by
one by a native Kannada speaker and the responses of the
subj ect; whether they indicated a sentence as correct or
I ncorrect was recorded on a scoring sheet. The subjects

had been told that there was no necessity for justifying

their responses.

I n the conprehension section of the RRTC Battery the
subjects were instructed to point to the appropriate picture
fromthe set of four pictures on hearing the target stinmulus
sentence. A few exanples were provided for each syntactic
structure tested prior to the presentation of the actual test
itenms. The subjects responses were recorded on the scoring

sheet .

In evaluating the expressive abilities of the subjects

the subjects were asked to descri be the pictures presented.
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When required questions were asked about the descriptions.
The subj ects responses were transcribed verbatim The entire
testing lasted for a duration of about 45 m nutes per

subject and the testing was done in one sitting.

Scoring and anal ysi s:

Syntacti c judgenent task:

The subjects responses to the 130 itens of the syntactic
section of the LPT were scored for accuracy of responses.
Based on the obtai ned data, the nunber of Ht Responses (the
wel | forned utterances to which the subject responds good)
and the nunber of false alarns (the ill formed sentences to
whi ch the subject responds good) were cal cul ated for each

subject for each sub section of the syntactic section of the
LPT.

The nunber of Ht Rates and Fal se Alarns were used to
calculate the grammaticality sensitivity index.as given by
Li nebarger et al. (1983a). This was calculated bearing in
mnd that the chance factor in the obtained results is 0.5.
The grammaticality sensitivity index A is a non-paranetric
statistical index of sensitivity. It is based upon the
estimatedrecei ver operati ngcharacteristiccurve (RO which
Isthe map of data points for all possiblecriteriaat afixed
| evel of sensitivity). The area under the ROC curve is

theoretically equal to the proportion of correct responses
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available in two alternative forced choi ce procedure. Because
of its nation to the expected correct score in a two alterna-
tive forced choice procedure the A can be interpreted quite
naturally. An A value of 0.50 translates into an expected
score of 50%correct on a good-bad forced choi ce procedure.
The fornula used for calculation of grammaticality sensitivity

I ndex A was:

al = 0.5 + (y—x)f{1+¥—x)
4dy(le=x)
Where x = the proportion of the nunber of good responses to
that of the nunber of ill formed sentences,
y = proportion of the nunber of good responses to the

nunber of well formed sentences.
Further details of the grammaticality sensitivity index can

be had fromLi nebarger; Schwartz and Saffran (1983a).

RRTC Test Battery :

Conpr ehensi on_Task:

The subjects responses were scored for the accuracy
of their responses and the neans of each sub-section was
cal cul ated for each age group. A correct response got scored 1
whereas a wong response was scored 0. Maxi mum score avail abl e

for the entire section was 55.

Expr essi on_Task:

A quantitative anal ysis of the responses obtained on the

expression section of the RRTC was done. A response consi stent
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with the particul ar response on the section which was
expected with the particul ar nmorphosyntacti c nmarker present
was scored 1. A Y%2score was given to an emnergent norpho-
syntactic marker. In ease of no reply or absence of the
nor phosynt acti ¢ marker no score was gi ven. Maxi num obt ai n-

abl e score on the section was 55- Mean scores for each age

group were cal cul at ed.

The anal ysis of data and results have been di scussed

in the follow ng chapter.



RESULTS AND DI SQUSS| ON

Scores obtai ned on the LPT syntax section and on t he
syntgx section of the RRIC Test Battery were tabul ated and

then subjected to statistical analysis.

The scores on the LPT are indicative of the degree of
j udgenent of grammaticality acceptance of sentences by
children and the scores on the syntax section of the RRTC
Test Battery gave the syntactic conprehension and expression

abilities of the children.

Linguistic Profile Test: The mean scores along with their

standard devi ations obtai ned by the children in the two sub-
groups (literates and illiterates) in the five age groupi ngs

on the LPTc are shown in the table.

Age group Literates Illiterates
inyears. | \pan scores Standard Mean scores  Standard
devi ati on devi ati on
6-7 57 5.2 48. 35 3.09
7-8 55.3 6.9 50.1 2.33
8-9 64.9 2.7 53.9 1.56
9 - 10 65. 85 3.65 53. 95 1.61
10 - 11 67. 95 5.75 55.9 3.56

Tabl e-1: Mean scores and standard deviations on the |inguistic
Profile Test - syntax section for both litergte and
iIliterate sub-groups.
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The nean scores on the LPT for the literate and illiterate

sub-groups has al so been presented i n G aph- 1.

In the literate sub-group beginning with a score of
around 52 there is a gradual but consistent increase in scores
with a sharp increase around 8 years of age. Smlarly in
the illiterate age group the average scores on the LPT were
at around 45 for the | owest age group tested (6-7 years).

A gradual rise in the scores is seen but the rise is |less
pronounced and the overall scores of the llliterates are
much bel ow those for the literates in the sane age group.
A tw factor ANOVA was done to find the significance of

literacy and age on grammaticality judgenent. Findings are

given in table-2.

Sour ce df Sum of Mean F-test P-val ue
squares | square

Literacy (A | 1 | 2381.44 |2381.44 |507.049 | 0.0001

Age (B) 4 1502.185 | 375.546 | 79.96 0. 0001

(A (B 4 166.935 | 41.734 | 8.886 | 0.0001

Error 90 422.7 4. 697

Tabl e- 2: Si gni fi cance of

literacy and age on grammaticality

judgenent - Table for 2 - factol analysis of variance.
As shown by the results obtained both literacy and age were

found to be highly significant variables that effected gramma-
ticality judgenent (p=0.0001). They were found to be highly

significant both in isolation as well as on interaction).
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A Scheffe-F test was done to find out the significance of
difference in mean scores within the age groups. Results
have been presented in tabular formin Table-3. (The scores
marked with an asterix(*) indicate a significant difference

at the 95%significance | evel).

Age in years Scheffe-F results
Literates Il1literates
67 vs 7-8 1.198 6
6-7 vs 8-9 25. 86* 6. 038*
6-7 vs 9-10 32. 454* 6. 147*
6-7 vs 10-11 49, 683* 11. 171~
7-8 vs 89 38. 188* 2. 831*
7-8 vs 9-10 46. 12* 2. 906*
7-8 vs 10-11 66. 308* 6. 594*
8-9 vs 9-10 . 374 4. 901
8-9 vs 10-11 3. 855* . 784
9-10 vs 10-11 1.827* . 745

* - Significant at 95%]I evel

Tabl e-3: Results of Scheffe-F test indicating the difference
between age groups on the linguistic test scores
for literates and illiterates.

Significant differences were hence found between 6-7 years

and the 89 years; 9-10 years and the 10-11 years age groups;

between 7-8 years and the 8-9 years; 9-10 years and t he
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10-11 years age group and between the 8-9 years and the
10-11 years age group. This shows that a devel opnent al
trend existed anong the literate age groups with a rise at
about 8 years of age and then tending to sl ow down at about
10 years of age. The Scheffe-F test for illiterates shows
a significant difference between the 6-7 and 8-9 years;
9-10 years and 10-11 years age groups and between 7-8 years
and 8-9 years? and the 9-10 years and 10-11 years age groups.
The significant difference was found to be higher for
literate age groups but a devel opnental trend existed for

bot h t he sub- gr oups st udi ed.

The grammaticality sensitivity index A as given by
Li nebarger, Schwartz and soffran, 1983a was conputed for
each child. The nean scores of the index of grammati cal
sensitivity A° obtained by the different age groups in the
two sub-populations (literate and illiterate) have been

shown i n Tabl e-4.

Age group Mean G ammaticality Sensitivity Indices A
Inyears Li t er at es Illiterates
6-7 0. 62 0.45
7-8 0.59 0.47
8-9 0.72 0. 56
9 - 10 0.76 0. 56
10 - 11 0.79 0. 60

Tabl e-4: Mean grammaticaity sensitivity indices (A) for
the literate and illiterate subgroups.
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The results have al so been presented graphically in
G aph No. 2. The average grammaticality sensitivity indices
val ues across the 5 literate age groups is seen to increase
from0.62 to 0.79 indicating an increase in grammati cal
sensitivity with an increase in age. However, naxi num sensi -
tivity (A =1.00) is not achieved even by 11 years whi ch was
the upper age limt of the current study.
Inilliterates too the average values of A across the five
age groups increases from0.45 to 0.6 again indicating an
increase in grammaticality sensitivity index with an increase
in age. However, the mean A' values for the illiterate
age groups are far bel ow the val ues for conparable literate
age groups. The data shows that the average A val ues
(A=0.6) for the oldest illiterate age group (10-11 years)
in the current study was bel ow that of the youngest literate
age group (6-7 years) (A =0.62) which was the lower age |limt

for the current study.

In order to ascertain whether in addition to age,the
conpl exity of particular syntactic structures affected the
grammatical sensitivity the nean sensitivity indices for
each of the grammatical structures was cal cul ated. The

resul ts have been shown i n Tabl e-5. (Page No. 39).

The results clearly showthat in the literates there is
a differential rate of acquisition across the categories. As

may be seen the sensitivity for plurals is high even in the
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G ammatical structure Age grougs in years
6-7 7-8 89 9-10 10-11
A) Mor phophonem ¢ Literates 0.60 | 0.55 0.77 | 0.81 0. 87
structure I[lliterates | 0.51 0.45 0. 58 0.58 0. 66
Litetates 0. 83 0.84 0. 87 0.90 |0.93
B) Plurals [literates | 0.67 | 0.69 |0.61 | 0.77 |0.77
Literates 0. 60 0.58 0. 66 0. 63 0.74
Q) Tenses literates 056 057 050 | 033 @0 42
D) Person, Noun, Literates 0.70 |0.67 |0.83 | 0.8 |0.86
Gender Markers I[lliterates | 0.55 0.58 0.62 0.59 0. 66
Literates 0.58 0.58 0.74 |0.81 0.84
E) Case markers lliterates 0.48 051 | 0.56 | 0.48 | 0.56
F) Transitives Literates 0.65 /0.60 | 0.80 |0.74 |0.77
Intransitives [lIliterates | 0.37 0. 46 0. 65 0.53 0. 66
Causat i ves
G Sentence types Literates 0.74 10.60 0.81 0.78 |0.79
I[lliterates | 0.50 | 0.57 0. 68 0. 69 0.69
: Literates 0.52 0.48 0. 80 0.76 |0.80
H Predicates lliterates 0.24 040 0.58 | 0.54 | 0.54
') Conjunctions Literates 0.57 | 0.55 0.55 | 0.68 |0.70
Quot at i ves I[lliterates | 0.35 0.36 0.51 0. 47 0. 5*
Conparitives
J) Conditional Literates 0.57 | 0.57 0.59 0.72 |0.72
d auses Illiterates | 0.30 0.30 0.50 0.55 0.61
K) Partlcipal Literates 0.46 | 0.52 0.53 | 0.70 0. 62
Construction Illiterates | 0.40 0.30 0. 43 0.61 0.55

Tabl e-5:

Mean grammaticality sensitivity indices for literates

and illiterates across different sub-categories.
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youngest age group (6-7 years) tested here and remai ns hi gh
throughout. On the other hand sensitivity to participal
constructions is lowest at 6-7 years and increases gradually
reaching only 0.7 at the nmaxi nrum age tested sensitivity

to predicates is found to be lowtill around 7 years of

age; after which there is a dramatic increase around 8 years
and the increase is nmaintained over the age groups. The

ot her sub-categories fall between these two extrenes indi-

cating differential sensitivity to different syntactic

structures at various ages but an overall increase in sensi-
tivity to all structures tested across the ages noted. 1In
the illiterate group also a differential rate of acquisition

of grammatical sensitivity across the categories is noted.
Predi cates which have a very |ow grammatical sensitivity
index (0.24=A") in the 6-7 years age group increases to
about 0.54 by 11 years. Plurals as inthe literates have a
hi gh sensitivity from the youngest age group tested (0.67)
and renai ns high throughout. As is evident fromtable-5
there is an overall increase in the sensitivity scores even
inilliterates. Dfferential sensitivity to certain struc-
tures eg. predictes and plurals is also noticed but the
sensitivity is not as pronounced as in literates. Table-5
shows that the illiterates have | ower nean scores in al
sections and the illiterates performuniformy poorly across

all sub-sections. As is evident though the illiterate
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Agegroup inyears
6-7 7-8 8-9 9-10 10-11
A) Mor phophonem ¢ Literates 0.60 |0.55 | 0.77 |0.81L |0.87
structure [Iliterates 0.51 0. 45 0. 58 0. 58 0. 66
Litetates 0.83 0.84 0. 87 0. 90 0.93
B) Plurals lliterates | 0.67 069 | 061 | 077 | 077
Literates 0. 60 0.58 0. 66 0. 63 0.74
C Tenses literates | 0.56 | 0.57 |0.50 | 0.33 | 0 42
D) Person, Noun, Literates 0.70 0. 67 0. 83 0. 85 0. 86
Cender Markers [Iliterates 0.55 0. 58 0. 62 0.59 0. 66
Literates 0.58 0. 58 0.74 0.81 0.84
E) Case markers lliterates | 0.48 | 0.51 | 0.56 | 0.48 | 0.56
F) Transitives Literates 0.65 /0.60 |0.80 |0.74 |0.77
Intransitives [l1literates 0. 37 0. 46 0. 65 0.53 0. 66
Causati ves
G Sentence types Literates 0.74 |0.60 |0.81 0.78 |0.79
[Iliterates 0.50 0. 57 0. 68 0. 69 0. 69
: Li terates 0.52 0. 48 0. 80 0.76 0.80
H Predicates lliterates | 0.24 | 0.40 | 0.58 | 0.54 | 0.54
I ) Conjunctions Literates 0.57 0.55 0.55 | 0.68 0.70
Quot at i ves [Iliterates | 0.35 |0.36 0.51 0. 47 0.54
Conparitives
J) Conditional Literates 0.57 0.57 0. 59 0.72 |0.72
d auses [Iliterates | 0.30 0.30 0.50 0.55 0.61
K) Parti ci pal Literates 0.46 | 0.52 |0.53 | 0.70 | 0.62
Construction [Iliterates 0. 40 0. 30 0. 43 0. 61 0.55

Tabl e-5:

Mean grammaticsity sensitivity indices for literates

and illiterates across different sub-categories.
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youngest age group (6-7 years) tested here and renai ns hi gh
throughout. On the other hand sensitivity to participa
constructions is lowest at 6-7 years and increases gradually
reaching only 0.7 at the maxi num age tested sensitivity
to predicates is found to be lowtill around 7 years of
age; after which there is a dramatic increase around 8 years
and the increase is naintai ned over the age groups. The
ot her sub-categories fall between these two extrenes indi-

cating differential sensitivity to different syntactic

structures at various ages but an overall increase in sensi-
tivity to all structures tested across the ages noted. In
the illiterate group also a differential rate of acquisition

of grammatical sensitivity across the categories i s noted.
Predi cates which have a very |ow grammatical sensitivity
index (0.24=A") in the 6-7 years age group increases to
about 0.54 by 11 years. Plurals as inthe literates have a
hi gh sensitivity fromthe youngest age group tested (0.67)
and remai ns high throughout. As is evident fromtable-5
there is an overall increase in the sensitivity scores even
inilliterates. D fferential sensitivity to certain struc-
tures eg. predictes and plurals is also noticed but the
sensitivity is not as pronounced as in literates. Table-5
shows that the illiterates have | ower nean scores in al
sections and the illiterates performuniformy poorly across

all sub-sections. As is evident though the illiterate
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childrens' scores on the sub-sections seemto inprove with
age, the scores of the upper nost illiterate age group
tested in the study were seen to be conparable with those
of the lowest literate age group tested. The findings
appear tobe conpati bl ewi ththoseof Karanthet al 1991, i n
presswhereilliterateadul tswerefoundtoperformpoorly

across al | sub-cat egori es.

Rank correlation of the average sensitivity indices
on the various sub-categories for the literate and illite-

rate sub-groups is showsn in table-6.

Rank Literates [lliterates

1 Plurals (A =0.87) Plurals (A =0.70)

2 person, noun, gender Sent ence types(A =0. 62)
mar ker s( A =0. 78)

3 Sent ence types person, noun, gender
(A =0.74) mar kers (A" =0. 60)

4 Mor phophonem ¢ struc- Mor phophonem ¢ struc-
tures (A =0.72) tures (A =0.56)

5.5 | Case markers (A =0.71) Transitives; intransi-
Causatives? intrasi- tives? causatives
tives? transitives (A =0.53)

(A= 0.71)
Case nmarkers(A =0.51)
7 Predi cat es(A =0. 67) Tenses (A =0.48)

8.5 | Tenses (A =0.63) Predi cates (A =0.46)
Condi tional clauses Partici pal construc-
(A =0. 63) tion(A =0. 46)

10 Conj uncti ons, conpar a-
tives, quotatives

(A =0.61)
Conj uncti ons, conpar a-
tives and quotatives
(A =0. 45)
Condi ti onal cl auses
(A =0.45
11 Parti ci %al constructions
(A =0.57)

Tabl e-6: Rank correlation of A of'literates & Illiterates

Rank

10. 5

on
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The various sub-categories are ranked in order of decreasing
scores, wWth the category wi ththe highest score being ranked 1
and the category with the | owest score being ranked 11. As

Is seen in table-6 the rankings for both the sub-groups is
alnmost simlar with plurals being the nost sensitive in both
groups and participal constructions; conjunctions; conpari-
tives and quotatives as well as conditional clauses being

sub-categories in which the subjects in both groups fared
Per son : : : : Phontm LC

badl y. pronoun, noun, and gender narkers? norpho syntaatie
structures and sentence types were the categories on which
both the sub-groups perfornmed well. The rank correl ation
tabl e therefore shows that the better performance of the
literates on the judgenent task is not due to literacy bring-
I ng about an inprovenent in any particular syntactic marker.
Rather, it appears that literacy brings about an overal
increase in sensitivity as is evident by the higher average
grammaticality sensitivity scores across all the sub-catego-
ries for the literates as conpared to the illiterates.

The grammaticality judgenment scores hence seemto suggest
that grammaticality judgenent is a function of both literacy
and age. Evidence points to an increase in the ability to
make accurate judgenents with age, which have been prooved
by the fact that there is a steady increase in scores over

the age range tested whether for literates or illiterates.
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The tabl e has been represented graphically in G aph no.3

(page 452.

The nmean scores on t he conprehension task showed

that for the literates there was a steady increase in scores

fromabout 6 years of age (49.9) till
Maxi mum scores (55) was attained by 9 years of age.

illiterate sub-group the increase

9 years of age (54.9).

In the

i n the mean conprehensi on

scores was very slow and the increase was found to be from

36.3 in the | owest age group (6-7 years) to 39.9 in the

hi ghest (10-11 years) age group tested.

The illiterates

as a group thus functioned below the literate age group on

conpr ehensi on t asks.

A two factor AMOVA was done on the scores obtai ned by

both the literate and illiterate sub-popul ati ons to study
the role of literacy and age on syntactic conprehension. The
results are given in Tabl e- 8.
Sour ce Degree | Sum of Mean F-test P-val ue
of free | squares | squares
dom
Literacy(A) 1 6241 6241 6131.9 0. 0001
Age (B) 4 246. 06 61.5 60. 4 0. 0001
(A (B) 4 771 19. 3 18.9 0. 0001
Error 90 91.6 1.01

Tabl e-8: Si gni fi cance of

literacy and age on syntactic conpre-
hension - Table for 2 factor ANOVA

The results show that literacy and age are both factors that

i nfl uence syntactic conprehensi on Wiether they act in isolation

or in interaction.

Both the factors are highly significant in
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However, the results indicate that literacy plays a najor
role in bringing about nore accurate judgenents, which has
been shown by the fact that literate children have had
hi gher mean scores on the LPT and grammaticility sensitivity
i ndi ces over the age range tested. Al so, the acores of the
hi ghest age group tested in the illiterate sub-popul ation
I's seen to be conparable to the scores of the | owest tested
age group inthe literate sub-popul ation. Rank correlation
shows that literacy brings about an overall increase in
sensitivity for all the grammati cal structures tested.
Hence the results indicate that literacy is a variable that
effects grammaticality judgenent whether in isolation or

in interaction with age.

Synt acti ¢ conpr ehensi on:

The nmean syntactic conprehensi on scores obtained on

the RRTC Test Battery are given in Table-7.

Age in years Syntacti c conprehensi on scores
Literates [lliterates

6-7 49. 9 36.3

7-8 51.3 36. 7

8-9 54.9 36. 7

9 - 10 55 37.5

10 - 11 55 39.9

Tabl e-7: Mean scores on syntactic conprehensi on task for
literates and illiterates.
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I nfl uenci ng syntactic conprehension as evidence by the

P-val ues (P=0.0001).

The age factor was examned in nore detail as a func-
tion of literacy using anone factor ANOVA. A Scheffe-F
test was done to find out the significance of difference
in mean scores withinthe literate and illiterate age groups.

Resul ts have been presented in Tabl e-9.

Age in years Scheffe-F results
Literates Illiterates

6-7 vs 7-8 5. 034* . 129
6-7 vs 89 64. 212* . 129
6-7 vs 9-10 66. 807* 1.162
6-7 vs 10-11 66. 807* 10. 459*
7-8 vs 89 33. 268* 0

7-8 vs 9-10 35. 163* . 516
7-8 vs 10-11 35. 163* 8. 264*
8-9 vs 9-10 . 026 . 516
8-9 vs 10-11 . 026 8. 264*
9-10 vs 10-11 0 4. 648*

* Significant at 95%]l evel .

Tabl e-9: Results of Scheffe-F test indicating the difference
bet ween age groups on syntactic conprehension test
inliterates and illiterates.
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For literates the results show a significant difference in
conprehensi on task scores between literate age groups 6-7
years and 7-8 years; 8-9 years 9-10 years and 10-11 years
and between the 7-8 year age group and the 89 years 9-10
years and 10-11 years groups. The difference was nainly
between the | ower age groups tested (6-7 years; and 7-8
years) and the higher age groups in the study. This was
mai nly because after the age of 9 years the literate age
group attai ned maxi mum conprehension scores. In theillite-
rate sub-group; a significant difference occurs only between
t he hi ghest age group tested (10-11 years) and the other four
age groups. This shows that the devel opnent of conprehen-
sion is much slower in illiterates and maxi mum conprehensi on

scores are not attained by 11 years as in the literates.

So in conclusion the results show that both |iteracy
and age are factors that effect conprehension. A devel op-
mental trend exists anong the |iterate age group, begi nning
at a sufficiently high score level and then show ng a rapid
I ncrease in scores. They achi eve maxi num scores by 9 years
age. The illiterate group al so showed a devel opnental trend
but the increase in scores was nmuch slower and it was only
with the ol dest age group that the increase in score was

significant.
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Conparing the syntactic conprehension and the gramati -
cality judgenent scores across the various age groups for
both the illiterate and the literate sub-popul ations it can
be seen that conprehension is better than gramaticality
judgenent at all levels. This has been presented graphically
in Gaph No.4 (page No.48). The finding is consistent with
earlier studies (Bever, 1970; and de Villiers and de Villiers,

1972) that conprehension precedes syntactic judgenent ability.

Syntacti c expression:

The expressive utterances of the literate and illiterate
subj ects were scored and subject to analysis. The nean scores
on syntactic expression procured by the literate and illiterate

subj ects are given in Tabl e-10.

Age groups Mean syntactic expression scores
I n years :
Literates illiterates

6-7 39.5 No adequat e respon
7-8 46. 0 10.0

8-9 50.5 16.5

9 - 10 51.5 20

10 - 11 55 24. 5

Tabl e-10: Mean syntactic expression scores for literates and
illiterates.
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Adequat e responses coul d not be got fromboth the 6-7 years
and 7-8 years illiterates age groups. Hence the data was not
subject to statistical treatnment. It was seen that both the
non-school going 6-7 years and 7-8 year children tended to
respond in single wrds? and the responses were influenced

by the concrete objects in the picture. Foe eg. If card had

a picture of a book on the table the question was: pustaka
yellide? (Were is the book?). The expected answer was -
pustaka nejina nelide (The book is on the table). A 67 year
old literates answer was - pustaka nejina nelide (The book

is onthe table). AG6-7 year old illiterates answer was nej u
(Table). Use of appropriate syntactic nmarkers was seen to be

restricted in all illiterate age groups.

For the syntactic expression task the literates were
seen to show a devel opnental trend. They begin with a fairly
hi gh mean expression score of 39.5 in the 6-7 year old age
group and achi eve maxi mum scores at ||l years age after a
fairly steep rise in scores at around 9 years age. The
utterances in this sub popul ation ware found to be of a nore
conpl ex nature. The subjects were nore explicit intheir
description of the pictures and used full sentences in their
expl anati ons. Use of conjunctions and conparitives was wel |

established. Plurals, PNGnarkers, case narkers and sentence
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types were early established syntactic features. Participal
constructions and conditional clauses were well established
only by 11 yagrs. The literates used nore adjectives and
adverbs in their description of pictures. The illiterates
al so showed a devel opnental trend beginning at a O score
| evel in the youngest age group tested (6-7 years) they
reach a score of '24'" in the highest age group tested
(10-11 years). The utterances in the sub-popul ation were
found to be very immature. Mst of the children gave single
word replies and in nost of the subjects in the earlier age
groups the appropriate syntactic marker was totally m ssing.
Plural s, case nmarkers and PNG rmar kers were the best devel oped
of the various syntactic markers tested conjunctions; conpa-

ritives, participal constructions were the poorest.

Exanples for the literate and illiterate expressions
are given bel ow
A) Mor phophonem ¢ structures
Quest i on:
Borbé yéllidé? (Were is the doll?)

Expect ed answer :

Bonbé méjina nél e idé

(The doll is on the table)
Literate subjects answer:

Bonbé méjina nele idé

(The dol| is onthe table)



Illiterate subjects answer: Mgj u (Tabl e)
mej u nél é (on table)

B) Plurals

Picture of 2 girls

Expect ed answer : (hudugiyaru) girls.

Il literate subjects answer:

(yeradu hudugi) two girl
Literate subjects answer:

(huddgi yaru) (girls)

As with syntactic conprehension and grammaticality
judgenent it was seen that the literates fared better than
theilliteratesinall the grammmatical categories tested, and
across all age groups. Also the scores of the |lowest literates
age group (6-7 years) tested was found to be better than the
scores obtained by the highest illiterate age group tested

(10-11 years).

So in conclusion the results show that literacy does
appear to be an inportant factor that influencies grammati -
cality judgenent? syntactic conprehension as well as expre-
ssion. However, literacy is not the only factor that effects
j udgenent, conprehension and expression? rather it is found
to interact with age which is denonstrated by the fact that

a devel opnental trend exists in the age groups studi ed.
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Wthout Interraction with literacy it is seen that age works
in isolation too, effecting grammaticality judgenent and
syntacti c conprehension and expression, which is shown by

t he devel opnental trend existing even in the illiterate age
gr oup.

The current study this provides evidence that both
literacy and age interact and influences the devel opnent
of syntactic conprehension expression and grammaticality

j udgerent in children.



SUMVARY AND CONCLUSI ONS

Met al i ngui stic awareness has been defined as the ability
of the child to reflect upon and mani pul ate the structura
features of spoken | anguage, treating |anguage as an obj ect
of thought as opposed to sinply using the | anguage systemto
produce and conprehend sentences (Tunner, Pratt and Herriman,
1984). Though there i s agreenent anongst researchers as to
t he meaning of metalinguistics there is a considerable anmunt
of debate as to how and when netalinguistic awareness actually
arises. Three basic theoretical conceptualizations exist
(a) Metalinguistic awareness is a part of |anguage devel opnent

and occurs early in life.

(b) Metalinguistic awareness occurs due to a different kind
of cognitive control and hence different |inguistic
processing in md chil dhood.

(c) Metalinguistic awareness occurs as a result of fornmal

school i ng.

Research and |iterature has now wel | docunented the
fact that metalinguistic awareness does not appear until
after 5 years of age. Pratt, Tunmer and Bowey (1984) wote
of accunul ating evidence that children develop the ability
to deal with |anguage in a di senbedded manner only by md
chi | dhood.
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The present study was undertaken with the goal of find-
Ing whether literacy affected the devel opnent of grammati ca-
lity judgenent and syntactic conprehension in children and
whet her syntactic conprehension and grammaticality judgenent

show a devel opnental trend in both literates and illiterates.

50 subjects in each of the 2 sub categories literate
and illiterate were selected in 5 age groups 6-7 years* 7-8
years, 8-9 years, 9-10 years and 10-11 years, with 10 subjects
I n each age group. The subjects were all froml| ow soci o-
economc groups and were native Kannada speakers. The lite-
rate subjects had continuous schooling in Kannada for nore
than 1 year and the illiterate subjects had no fornmal school -

I ng what - so- ever.

Two tests were used? the syntax section of LPT (Karanth,
1980, 1984) was used to assess the grammatical ity judgenent
and the syntax section of the RRTC Test Battery (in press)
was used to assess syntax conprehensi on and expression. The

results were tabul ated and subjected to statistical analysis.

The results showed that the literate children were
better on the conprehensi on and expression tasks as well as the
grammaticality judgenent task. This showed that literacy does
have a major role to play in the devel opnent of both syntactic

conpr ehensi on and expression and grammatical ity judgenent.
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A devel opnental trend is also evident with both the
conprehension abilities and grammati cality judgenent sharply
rising at about 8 years age after which the increase is
nore gradual. The sharp increase in scores is evident nore
inthe literate than inthe illiterates. The literates
performed better than the lititerates in all sub-categories

at all age | evels.

Hence one can concl ude that the energence of grammati -
cality judgenent in children at around the age at which the
child begins schooling is not just coincidental but that
literacy has a definite role to play in the devel opnent of
accurate judgenent abilities and working in interaction wth
t he devel opnental age trends it |leads to a nore abstract

| evel of linguistic functioning in the child.



(1)
Bl BLI OGRAPHY

Bever, T.G (1970): "The cognitive basis for |inguistic
structures". InJ.R Hayes (Ed.) Cogni -
tion and the Devel opnent of Language.
New York: WTey.

Bohanon, J.N (1976): "Normal and scranbl ed grammar in

discrimnation, imtation and conprehension".
Chi | d Devel opnent, 47, 669-681.

Carr, D. (1979): "The devel opnent of young childrens capacity
to i udge anonal ous sentences". Journal of
Chi | d Language, 6, 227-241.

Cramers, RF. (1976): Gtedin Karmloff Smth, "Alanguage
devel opnent after five, In P.Fletcher and
M Garman (Eds.) Language Acquisition - Studies
in first | anguage devel opnent, 307- 323,
Canbri dge: Canbridge Universisy Press, 1979.

de Villiers, PPA, andde Villiers, J.G (1972): "Early
j udgerment of senmantic and syntactic accept abi -
lity by children". Journal of Psycholinquistic
Research, 1(4), 294- 310.

Donal dson, M, and MGarrigle (1974): "(n the acquisition of
sone relational terns". In J.R Hayes (Ed.)
Cogni tion and the devel opnent of | anguage.
New York: WTey.

Donal dson, M (1978): "Childrenm nd's". d asgow. Collins.

Ehri, L.C (1979): "Linguistic insight: Threshol d of readi ng
acquisitions". In T.G Wller andG E. Macki nnon
(Eds.), Reading Research: Advances in Theory
and practice. 63-111. New York, Harcourt Brace,
Jovanovi ch.

Aeitman, L.LR, and Qeitman, H (1970): "Phrase andppar aphKase:

Sone i nnovative uses of |anguage.™ New York:
Mor t on.

Aeitman, LLR, and deitman, H (1979): "Language use and
| anguage j udgenent” Chapter 6. In C J. Fillnore,
D. Kenpl er and Ws. YWang (Eds. ), Individual
differences in |anguage ability and Tanguage
behavi or. 103-123, New York: Academ cC Press.




(i)

Hakes, D.T., Evan,J.S., and Tunner, W E. (1980): "The Devel op-
nment of netalinguistic abilities in children™.
BerTin and Springer-Verlag.

Herriman, M L., and Myhill, ME. (1983): "Metalinguistic aware-
ness and education". In Tunner, WE., Pratt, C,
and Herriman, M L. (Eds.). Metalinguistic
Awar eness in Children: Theory, Research and
['nplications. 188-205, New York: Springer-Verl ag.

Karanth, P. (1980):"A conparitive anal ysis of aphasic and
schi zophreni ¢ Tanguage”. Unpubli shed Doct or al
thesis. University of Mysore.

Karanth, P. (1984): "Inter relationship of |inguistic deviance
and soci al deviance - | CSSR young soci al
scientists fellowship report”. Mysore, ClIL.

Karanth, P., Ahuja,GK , Nagaraja, D, Pandit,R, and
Shi vashankar, N "Coss cultural studies of
aphasi as"- Synposi um on aphasi as | anguage and
cognition. Proceedings of the XIVWrld
Congress of Neurology. HTTsdale, NewJersey,
Law ence Erlfbaum Associ ates (In press).

Karanth, P., Ahuja, GK , Nagaraja, D, Pandit, R, and
Shi vashankar, N. (1991): "Language di sorders
in I ndian Neurol ogical patients - A study in
neurol i ngui stics in the Indian context"
A Report - An Inter Institutional Project in
Col | aboration with Al I M5, Del hi, and NI MHANS,
Bangal ore, funded by the Indian Council of
Medi dal Research (No.5/8/10-1 (Q0)/84-NOO |
IRSCell, 1GWR8403810).

Karanth, P., and Suchitra, MG "Literacy acquisition and
grammatical ity judgenents in children”. In
R Scholes and B WIlis (Ed.), Literacy:
Li ngui stic and cognitive perspectives.
LCaw ence ErlfbaumAssoci ates (In Press).

Karmloff-Smth, A (1979): "Language devel opnent after 5
years". In P.Fetcher and M Garnman (Eds.)
Language acqui si tion, 307-323, Canbri dge:
Canbridge University Press.

Li nebarger, M C., Schwartz, MF., and Saffran, EM(1983a):
"Sensitivity to grammatical structure in
so-cal led agrammati ¢ aphasi cs". Cognition.
13, 361-392.




(iii)

Nesdale, AR, and Tunner, WE. (1983): "The devel opnent of
nmet al i ngui stic awareness: A net hodol ogi cal
overview'. In Tunner, WE., Pratt, C, and
Herriman, M L. (Eds.) Metalinguistic Anareness

in Children: Theory, Research and Inplications.
36-55, New York: Springer-Verlag.

Newconer, P., and Ham I, D (1982): "Test of |anguage devel op-
ment: Internediate". Austin, Texas, Pro. Ed.

Ason, D.R (1985): "Introduction". D.R dson, N Torrance and
A Hldyard (Eds.) Literacy, Language and
Learning. Canbridge: Canbridge University
Press.

Pratt, C, and Nesdal e, AR (1983):"Pragnatic awareness* i nchil dren
In Tunner, WE., Pratt, C., and Herrinan, M L.
(Eds.) Metalinguistic awareness in children:
Theory, research and inplications. New York:
Springer - VerTl ag.

Pratt, C, Tunner, WE., and Bowey, J. (1984): "Childrens

capacity to correct grammatical violations in
syntax", Journal of I I d Language, 11, 129-141.

R R T.C Test Battery(Kannada Language Test)- UN CEF funded
joint project of Regional Rehabilitation Train-
Ing Centre, Madras and Ali Yavar Jung National
Institute for the Hearing Handi capped, Bonbay,
entitled: Devel opnent and Standardi zati on
of Language and Articulation Tests in I'ndian
Languages (Tn press).

Scholl, DM, and Ryan, E B. (1975): "Child judgenents of
sentences varying in gramatical conplexity".
Journal of Experinental child Psychol ogy, 20,
274-285.

Scholl, DM, and Ryan, E. B. (1980): "Devel opnent of neta-
| i ngui stic performance in early school years".
Language and Speech, 23, 199-211.

Thorum A (1979): "Fullerton Language Assessnent Test for
Adol escents”. Palo Alto, CA, Consulting
Psychol ogi sts Press.

Tunner, WE., and Bowey, J.A (1980): "The devel opnent of word
segnentation skills in children". In AR
Nesdale, C. Pratt, RQieve, J.Field, DFIlignwort
and J. Hogben (Eds.), Advances in Child
Devel opnent : Theory, and Research, Perth, WA
NCCD.




(iv)

Tunner, WE., and Gieve, R (1984): "syntactic awareness in
children". In Tunner, WE., Pratt, C, and
Herriman, ML. (Eds.). "Metalinguistic
awar eness i n children: Theory, Research and
[mplications. New York: Springer-Verlag.

Tunner, WE., Pratt, C, and Herriman, M L. (1984): "Mta-
| i ngui stic awareness in children: Theory,
Research and I nplications”, New YorKk:
Springer - Verl ag.

Van Meek, A (1982): "The energence of |inguistic awareness:
A cognitive framework". Merrill-Pal mer
Quarterly, 28, 237.

Van Kl eek, A (1984): "Metalinguistic skills - cutting across
spoken and witten | anguages and probl em
solving abilities". In GP.Wllach, and K G
Butler (Eds.). Language and Lear ni ng
Disabilities in school Age Children, 128-153,
Baltinore: WIlli1ans and WI ki ns.

Vasanth, D, Sastry, J.V., Murthy, R (1989): "Gammaticality
j udgenents by Tel ugu speaki ng el ementary
school children". Interdisciplinary National
Seni har on Language Processes and Language
D sorders, Hyderabad: Gsmani a University.




APPENDI X ' A

LI NGUJI STI C PROFI LE TEST - SYNTAX SECTI ON




SECTION Il : Syntax

Instructions;  Fnstruct the subject that the following list of words and sentences contains both correct and
incorrect forms.  Ask the subject to listen carefully and indicate whether each item is correct or not. Illutrate
with one or two examples if need be. Read the items in the list one by one. Repeat once if necessary. If ihe
subject fails to respond; give him the test items in the written form.. Accept correction once. Score Tor each
accurate response in subsections A, B, C and D and 1 for each accurate response in subsections E, F, G, H, I, J
and K. Make a note of the stimulus modality used, and also the modality in which the subject responds.

A. Morphophonemic Structures :

S. Test Item Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Acglfjracy
No. Vebad  Graphic Veba Graphic Gesturd Response

Maxi mum Score 10
Patient's Score




B. Plural Forms

S. Test ltem Stimulus Modal.ity Subject's Besponse AC((:)leracy
No. Verbal  Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural Response
1. @xdaNododh.

2. oy

3. &3,

4. ©=0L.

5. Sadnth

6. Devansh

7. ro==ET:

8. =m,8D

9. Soridodos

10. ©8000

Maximum Score 5

Patient's Score

C. Tenses

S. et Item Stimulus Modali.ty Subject's Response Ac%lfjracy
No. Verbal  Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural Response

Wy —

S v ®N v s

Nsey WoaZ, 0.
350) 9 Lk,

- e -—
RN

Ty AR e R0HIZTD, [03.68.
é ™M = -2

TRy §99 SoFoNY RT3 e,

Maximum Score 5

Patient's Score.




10
D. PNG Markeas

S. et Item Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Aoglgracy
No. Verba  Graphic Vebd Graphic Gestura Response
1. 23 @wms.
2. I3 wose
3. ewmo Leg,
4. T woEy,3.
5. O3 SHencey.
6. =) ez,
7. ezt deeihz,o.
8. ez wo, .
9, e Fwnz).
10, nrde3 Loage
11. o8 Breeridd, 0.
12, ) SEnd
13. 2o BT,
14, =g SHonad
15. 2ex) Dweernd.cod ?
16, u:3 WLRoYh.
17. eth SweesEidon.
18. &edy wohd, e,
19. =8 Swenisd,es.
20. a2 deedimo.
Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———
Case Markers
S\ et Item Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Acyacy
No. Verbd  Graphic Veba Graphic Gestura Response

%003 Samoard) Bl ;

%) ™ el
- = s 2 mid
., S9R,T R A, TRk

O Vo0 9B W —
a3
g
-

—

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score




F. Trnnstives, Intrnustives and Causntives

Ted Item

9. Stimulus Modality
No Verbd  Graphic

Subject's Response
Veba Graphic Gestural

Accuracy
of
Response

1. 9N Qe igRderd
2. o559 IncZ,R
9

3. @3N LEw,9

4. =@ 2P0, 33,3,

B @aﬂm HE00WT, %

6. o AT Wenx3,o

7. ©3E0 32 oW 80X BRET,0
8. Toh3H), SNAD

9. P D08 WS WO 3

10. o= Shan 881,28

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score

9. Stimulus Modality

Subject's Response
Vebd Graphic Gestura

Accur
pr acy
Response

Test Item .
No. Verbd  Graphic
1, cacd) Lensnty L
@50 wwl) O wrale SwetRdnat 32,0

Hizdgn Dnentne

LMy
o
2L
s
G
o &
¢
A
EL
&
ol
&
el
a
£l
o

6. Mg ®E: YO
7. @R &’mécﬂ;ﬂoﬂ DReR a-‘a;éa

20009 L0 BLE ?

g

[ s — — i
eE0N B B M3 ?
& =]

10. 55 504 5

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score— —



gl Stimulus Moddlity
No. Verba  Graphic

Subject's Response
Veba Graphic Gestural

| S WR,E 33,00
2. 81 ©on Two
3. o, goemd 03w 7
4. 0 J200) DR )
5. & Doy Hn
6. tdpeozN LB 990 5200
7. 28, mB0h w8, N
ol ) =

8. e300 3 odngth ?
9. © ?ja'aé zséé

10. & 220 a:ﬁ:e’d yoh)

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———

I. Conjunctions, Comparatives and Quotatives

Accuracy
of
Response

Sl. Stimulus Moddity
No Verba  Graphic

Subject's Response
Verbd Graphic Gestural

Accuracy
or
Response

-, - S
1 TIRINR BIWOINR ﬁﬁd@n R0
2. 33 @ TE,90 Wono
t 4
- — —— -
3. nfed 3233, On0e8 DG AeZ00
-
BO8R0EY WRCTIT)
4., J0,0° OFT I, TRE

5. NDed @BedN03 ?35555‘4'3

6. Zigen 003 vuE Wt ¢
(=] [~]

oyt ol ot R S
T O b N i 0 DR 223 0 903 WePnTo
-n = e
8. B Ui, 3, @) TRty WIOT,
g et o nd =ty X ol el e
9. 232038 Dol o9 :\J:J:,J‘. IS
10. ©F, ¢ 2othzsh wodd &
- @

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———



J.

Conditional Clauses

S. Test Item Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Acc?racy
No Verbal  Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural Response
L. ey Wen Seerstn WAy, A3, 000
2. @ O3, 0 0 OnG SR Y
ol < @ - o
3. @83 2nn wokt Tl TRt eR
("]
4. ©ONRONTIN T Fokd) | BT
oA, 8 dntHE,a
5. D) BeYTO BE0 VREHTY
6. 33y, DY 28,00 @) SFEFL N
Beriyd, ee
7. ©ount) Sedde Bevd O SREWZOI,
ey SHdN Wl @ SRt T
9. M Wewwdnt Bt dontOoRwl,
=2 = Py
BEOY
10. 03 wod chsac‘; e dongwdnt
BReMHTOY
Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———
K Participia Constructions
Sl Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Accuracy
N Test Item Verbal  Graphi . of
) er raphic Verbal Graphic Gestural Response
1, 833 Skt LB DIDTOND
2. [EDO PEOIND @TINTD 7
3. wd wiiod ens
4, emn WSy, T 8 88 0T
5. md: TE LR AR,
6. wexd00) TREHH[T T,IW
7. @R ﬁadriﬁ.\cﬁ woth 81,3
gD0NZ, ¢
8. BIQ 7l = U dwervegdy -
TONY 3T T3, Adeo BogULLITED
10. oe@are, cdovessn, WodnEy s,

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score——



APPENDI X ' B

FEW EXAMPLES CF PI CTURES AND QUESTI ONS FROM
THER R T.C. TEST BATTERY. - SYNTAX SECTION
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