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Abstract 

 

Objective: The present study aimed to develop and standardize sentence identification test in Kannada language. Design: 

Normative research. Sample: 133 participants with normal hearing sensitivity. Method: Sentences in Kannada language were 

selected from various sources. These sentences were evaluated for naturalness, predictability and equivalency on 33 

participants. Sentences which were considered natural, low in predictability and equivalent were used to construct 30 lists with 

10 sentences each. Standardization of the material and list equivalency were assessed on 100 listeners with normal hearing 

ability. Results: Based on ratings of naturalness and predictability, 564 sentences were considered as natural and low 

predictable sentences. Of these, 316 sentences were found to be having equal difficulty based on performance-SNR function. 

These sentences were used for construction of 30 lists. Repeated measures ANOVA and Bonferroni post hoc test revealed List 

1, 3, 15, 16 and 30 to be significantly different from at least one of the other lists. After removing these lists, the mean 

identification score at -5 dB SNR was 54 percent. Clinical utility of the test was also assessed. Individuals with mild, moderate, 

moderately-severe, and severe degrees of hearing loss were assessed. Conclusions: The Kannada sentence identification test 

consists of 25 equivalent lists, which will be useful for speech intelligibility measures in various applications. The developed 

sentence material is also sensitive to differences in speech identification abilities across different degrees of hearing loss. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

Speech is the most sophisticated form of communication that is quite unique to human. The measurement of 

speech perception provides useful information in assessing communication difficulties experienced by listeners with 

hearing loss. The scope of speech perception tests extend even to rehabilitation, targeted particularly for the 

assessment and monitoring of an individual’s speech perception ability before and after fitting of hearing aids or 

cochlear implants (Mueller, 2001). Further, it aids in choosing appropriate amplification and for counselling 

(Wilson, Burks & Weakley, 2005; Wilson & McArdle, 2005).  

There are a variety of test materials such as nonsense syllables, monosyllables, bisyllables and sentences that 

can assess speech perception abilities of individuals.  Each of them has their own advantages and disadvantages, 

primarily due to their relation to everyday speech communication, the redundancy aspects, the scoring of responses 

and test duration (Tyler, 1994). More commonly used speech stimuli are monosyllabic or bisyllabic words and 

sentences. Carhart (1965) preferred monosyllabic words owing to their non-redundancy and meaningfulness. He also 

stated that they are not as confusing as nonsense syllables. In addition, as all languages do not have concrete 

monosyllabic words, bisyllables are preferred and they provide additional cues for intelligibility than monosyllables 

(Hirsh, 1952). On the other hand, monosyllabic words when presented at constant intensity levels do not truly 

represent realistic communication. Sentences articulated with natural dynamics have much larger dynamic range 

when compared to monosyllabic words, thus a more realistic representation of speech communication (Villchur, 

1982).  

While there exists many meaningful word and nonsense syllable tests, the sentence type of stimuli have the 

advantage of offering additional insight regarding the individual’s performance in more realistic communication 

scenarios. They are considered to be valid indicators of intelligibility and are a better representation of verbal 

communication (Tyler, 1994). Further, it is expected that sentence test material will elicit better accuracy and 

effectiveness in measuring speech reception thresholds, because sentence material result in much steeper 
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intelligibility function in contrast to tests using single words (Kollmeier & Wesselkamp, 1997). The capacity to 

manipulate certain patterns like intonation and coarticulation effects on the ongoing speech is severely limited when 

using single words, especially monosyllables (Killion et al., 2004). Miller, Heise, and Lichten (1951) noted that 

sentences have face validity as ‘natural’ and ‘meaningful’ stimuli for assessing auditory function. 

1.1 Existing sentence tests in foreign languages 

The use of sentence material dates to the 1930s, when Fletcher and Steinberg devised sentence intelligibility 

lists following the format of simple interrogative or imperative sentences. The sentences never became widely used 

clinically because of the problems related to familiarity and difficulty of the test material (Hirsh, 1952). One of the 

first sentence tests to receive widespread clinical acceptance was the Central Institute of Deaf (CID) Everyday 

Sentences Test developed by Silverman and Hirsh (1955). The CID test uses a target-word format, meaning that 

although the subject must repeat the entire sentence during testing. Scoring is based on correct recognition of key 

words. 

Plomp and Mimpen (1979) developed a sentence test for the Dutch language by first evaluating the 

intelligibility of all sentences at an intermediate speech level. For the composition of the actual test lists they only 

employed those sentences that yielded intelligibility close to the average intelligibility of all sentences. Thus, a high 

homogeneity of the sentences both within each test list and across all test lists was achieved. A similar approach was 

employed for the hearing-in-noise test (HINT), which was developed at The House Ear Institute and provides a 

reliable measure of reception threshold for sentences (RTS) in quiet and in background noise (Nilsson, Sullivan, & 

Soli, 1990; Nilsson, Soli & Sullivan, 1993; Nilsson Soli & Sullivan, 1994). The HINT was designed for testing 

binaural listening in the sound field allowing for the assessment of amplification.  

The HINT consists of 25 equivalent ten-sentence lists and speech spectrum noise. The sentences were revised 

to remove British idioms, equate sentence length and alter verb tenses. The lists of sentences were normalized for 

naturalness, difficulty and reliability (Nilsson et al., 1994). The speech stimuli are simple sentences with little 

contextual information, closely approximating performance intensity slopes for speech intelligibility word lists 
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(Nilsson, Soli & Sullivan, 1995). The HINT makes use of speech spectrum noise that was generated by spectrally 

matching the white noise to the long-term average spectrum of the stimulus sentences so that the signal-to-noise ratio 

is approximately equal at all frequencies. An adaptive method is used for measuring the reception thresholds for 

sentences in quiet or in noise. The adaptive procedure avoids the ceiling and floor effects associated with most word 

recognition tests, which are presented at a fixed level (Nilsson, Soli & Sullivan, 1994). There are many other 

languages such as Danish (Neilsen & Dau, 2009), Mandarin (Wong et al. 2007), Cantonese (Wong & Soli, 2005) in 

which HINT is available. 

Similarly, in German language, a sentence test called ‘‘Marburger Satztest’’ has been developed (Niemeyer, 

1967). It consists of ten test lists with ten sentences that are each phonemically balanced. However, the semantic 

construction is partially unusual and incomplete which has resulted in a relatively poor acceptance of this test in the 

German language. Moreover, the standardized recording of the sentence test by a schooled speaker is over-

articulated and does not reflect an everyday communication situation. The test lists yield approximately the same 

intelligibility in quiet. However, the equivalence of the test lists and the homogeneity of the sentence intelligibility in 

noise was not considered when constructing the test.  

In German language, another sentence test has been developed by Kollmeier and Wesselkamp (1997). Though 

this test does not follow the same adaptive procedure used in HINT test, this test also evades the flooring and ceiling 

effects by providing SNR-50. This test consists of 20 test lists with ten sentences that are each phonemically 

balanced. The construction of these 20 lists comprised of various steps. The first step was a pilot study to arrive at 

SNR yielding 50% correct identification of key words of 324 sentences. These 324 sentences were then grouped into 

six groups, each group having sentences with similar intelligibility based on the results of the pilot study. Speech 

intelligibility measurements were again carried out on these six groups of sentences and a two-point discrimination 

function was derived. Based on the derived discrimination function, 20 phonemically balanced sentence lists were 

then formed from those sentences. Performance-Intensity discrimination functions calculated for these final 20 lists 

revealed that 50% sentences scores could be obtained at a SNR of -6.1 dB.  

http://informahealthcare.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Kollmeier%2C+B.%29
http://informahealthcare.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Wesselkamp%2C+M.%29
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This test has been found to have several clinical applications such as assessment of binaural interaction in 

individuals with normal hearing sensitivity and hearing impairment, assessment of benefits of binaural hearing aids 

(Peissig & Kollmeier, 1997) and monitoring the progress of the children with cochlear implant after training. From 

the above it is clear that, over the years, different forms of sentence tests have been developed, keeping in mind the 

perceptual difficulties of those with hearing loss (Mendel & Danhauer, 1997). In addition, the native language of an 

individual is another important factor affecting the speech perception of an individual (Delattre, 1964). This 

necessitates a need for development of speech material in native languages. Hence, administering speech test in the 

native language of the individual is considered to be ideal.  

1.2 Sentence tests available in Indian languages 

India is a multilingual country having several regional languages. In the Indian context, material developed 

by Rahana and Yathiraj (2007) for Indian English (non native English speakers) is available. They constructed 

sentences with high predictability and low predictability in English. Each list had 10 sentences, consisting of 5 

sentences with high predictability and another 5 sentences with low predictability. They reported a mean list score of 

around 80% for the Mild-Moderate hearing loss group. Another test material available is a sentence test in Kannada 

has been developed by Avinash, Meti and Kumar (2010), this has a limited number of sentences which can be used 

for routinely in clinics, and however, is not a standardized test. Further, this has a limited number of sentences (seven 

equivalent lists having seven sentences each).  

1.3 Need for the study 

It has been reported that the mother tongue of an individual influences his/her perception of speech and that 

participants consistently had better and optimum discrimination scores in their mother tongue as compared to other 

languages (Delattre, 1964). Hence, it is important to have speech material in the mother tongue of an individual.  

India is a multilingual country with several languages. All India Institute of Speech and Hearing is situated in 

Karnataka, a state in South India. Kannada is the official language spoken in this state. The Institute renders clinical 

http://informahealthcare.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Kollmeier%2C+B.%29
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services to individuals with communication disorders. The services for individuals with hearing impairment include 

assessment of hearing sensitivity, fitment of various hearing devices and rehabilitation of individuals with hearing 

impairment. It is required that a battery of test be administered for assessment, fitting of devices and monitoring the 

progress of management. Speech identification tests are important tools in the battery in the assessment of hearing 

and comparing performance of hearing devices and/or settings (Mueller, 2001).  

Majority of the service seekers visiting the Institute are speakers of Kannada language. This necessitates 

development of sentence test in Kannada language for assessment of hearing and hearing device fitment.  

Apart from clinical services, research studies also mandate the use of many sentence lists. Primarily, 

improvements in hearing aid technology have increased the number of hearing aid parameters. Research into the 

effect of each of the parameter/algorithm requires a large number of sentence lists (Gatehouse, 1992), in order to 

avoid practice effect. The QuickSIN (Speech in Noise) test in Kannada language developed by Avinash, Meti, and 

Kumar (2010) included 12 lists with seven sentences each, from a pool of 60 sentences after familiarity rating.  The 

noise used was eight talker speech babble. The lists of the test have been constructed such that each sentence was 

presented at SNR in the following order: +20 dB, +10 dB, +5 dB, 0 dB, -5 dB and -10 dB, to 30 individual with 

normal hearing sensitivity.  They reported that at -6.17 dB SNR, 50% speech identification scores could be identified 

and only seven lists were equivalent out of 12 lists.  Hence, this test has a limited number of sentence lists (seven 

equivalent lists having seven sentences each). Further, this test has some sentences occurring more than one time 

causing a possibility of practice effect. Everyday communication demands listeners to understand speech in varying 

degrees of noise. It has been proven that listeners with sensorineural hearing loss (SNHL) exhibit greater degree of 

difficulty in understanding speech than do listeners with normal hearing in the background noise under the similar 

circumstances (Dubno, Dirks & Morgan, 1984) and, also, speech intelligibility measures are inherently limited by 

ceiling effects when presented in quiet condition. Hence, the study aims to develop a large set of sentence lists, a 

maximum of 30 lists, adapting the procedure used by Kollmeier and Wesselkamp (1997) to achieve sentence as well 

http://informahealthcare.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Kollmeier%2C+B.%29
http://informahealthcare.com/action/doSearch?action=runSearch&type=advanced&result=true&prevSearch=%2Bauthorsfield%3A%28Wesselkamp%2C+M.%29
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as list equivalency in the presence of noise and to provide normative for the developed lists.  The specific objectives 

are: 

 To develop large set of sentence material in Kannada for adults, 

 To standardize the sentence lists, and  

 To assess the clinical utility in individuals with hearing loss. 
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CHAPTER 2 

METHOD 

The aim of the study was to develop and standardize sentence lists in Kannada language. The study also 

aimed at assessing the clinical utility of the standardized sentence lists in individuals with different degrees of 

hearing loss. 

The study was carried out in three phases: 

Phase I - Development of sentence lists in Kannada language 

Phase II - Standardization of sentence lists and assessment of list equivalency and 

Phase III – Assessment of clinical utility  

2.1 Phase I: Development of sentence lists in Kannada language 

The development of the sentence lists consisted of following steps. 

2.1.1 Selection of sentences 

2.1.2 Recording and editing of sentences 

2.1.3 Determination of global SNR 

2.1.4 Sentence equivalency 

2.1.5 Phonetic balancing and list creation 

2.1.1 Selection of the sentences 

Sentences were selected from a large database. The sources were mainly back files of major Kannada 

newspapers/magazines and day-to-day conversation. The following criteria were used for selection of sentences.  
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A sentence was chosen if, 

a) the total number of words ranged from four to six  

b) the number of syllables not exceeding fourteen to sixteen 

c) it contained familiar and equally difficult words 

d) it did not contain punctuation characters 

e) it represented conversational speech 

f) it did not contain proverbs, exclamations, proper names, or questions 

g) it was complete (i.e., contained a verb) and was syntactically and grammatically correct, and 

h) it had semantically neutral content. 

A total of 700 sentences were selected based on the above mentioned criteria. In each of these sentences, four 

key words (defined as those words which were deemed to be important for sentence comprehension) were identified 

by ten adult native speakers of Kannada. Naturalness rating [on a five point rating scale (5 = Natural and 1 = 

Artificial)] and predictability was then done by the same ten participants. Any sentence that did not receive a mean 

rating of at least four was removed.  

Predictable sentences were defined as those in which the key words could be guessed from a single word or 

the whole sentence could be inferred from the context. The participants were asked to guess the possible words that 

could possibly occur when they were presented with the key words. If the number of words guessed were more than 

two, then, those sentences were considered to be less predictable. Predictability was assessed since sentences with 

high predictability may elevate intelligibility scores compared to sentences with low predictability (McGarr, 1981; 

Garcia & Cannito, 1996; Garcia & Dagenais, 1998; Barreto & Ortiz, 2010). Based on all the above ratings, 564 

sentences were shortlisted and audio recorded. 
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2.1.2 Recording, editing and noise mixing  

2.1.2.1 Recording 

A female speaker (aged 21 years) was selected from a group of three native speakers based on (a speech 

sample recorded by all the three speakers) their ability to sustain constant vocal effort while maintaining clear 

articulation and neutral intonation. Recordings were made in a sound treated room using Shure SM48 cardioid 

dynamic vocal microphone placed in front of the speaker at a distance of around 0.5 m. Each sentence was recorded 

directly into an individual sound file using Computerized Speech Lab (CSL) software, which also allowed filtering 

and amplitude monitoring. The waveforms were digitized with a 16 bit A/D converter at a sampling frequency of 

44100 Hz.  

2.1.2.2 Editing 

The digitized waveforms were then edited using Adobe Audition (v 3.0) by eliminating silent intervals at the 

beginning and at the end of each waveform. Other unwanted sounds, such as breathing noise and lip smacks, were 

also removed. The mean-squared amplitudes of the signals were equated to 60 dB (relative to one sample unit in a 

16-bit digital representation). For calibration purposes, a 1000 Hz tone of 30 second duration was generated at a 

level equal to the root mean square average intensity of sentences. 

2.1.2.3 Mixing sentences with noise 

The recorded 564 sentences were concatenated and spectrally analyzed to derive its long-term average speech 

spectrum (LTASS). The LTASS was then used to design an infinite impulse response (IIR) filter in MATLAB 

software (v 7.12). White noise was then subjected to the designed IIR filter parameters to obtain a noise with spectral 

characteristics similar to previously recorded speech sample. Figure 2.1 shows the LTASS of speech and the 

spectrum of the filtered noise. The 564 sentences were then mixed with the generated spectrally shaped noise at 

different SNRs. This was achieved using a program written on a MATLAB platform given by Gnanateja and Pavan 
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(2012). This program calculates the RMS amplitude of the speech and noise signals in 50 millisecond bins and mixes 

them both in the specified signal-to-noise ratios. 

 

Figure 2.1.LTASS of sentences and spectrally shaped noise. 

2.1.3 Determination of global SNR 

Speech intelligibility measures are inherently limited by the floor and ceiling effects. To overcome these 

limitations that are associated with tests presented at a fixed level, adaptive procedures are used (Nilsson, Soli & 

Sullivan, 1993). Adaptive procedure may be utilized to arrive at global SNR. Global SNR was defined as the SNR 

which yields an average total intelligibility score of 50% (Kollmeier & Wesselkamp, 1997).The important advantage 

of determining and using global SNR is the minimization of ceiling and floor effects. This SNR was used to get a 

50% point in the sigmoid curve and was used to determine sentence equivalency in the pilot study which follows. 

The following methodology was adopted. 

2.1.3.1 Participants 

A total of eight native Kannada speaking male and female listeners (four males and four females) 

participated. Their ages ranged from 18 to 35 years (mean age of 26.2 years, SD = 4.89). All the participants had 

normal hearing sensitivity and normal middle ear function. 
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2.1.3.2 Procedure 

The participants were seated in a sound treated room. Normal hearing sensitivity was confirmed by routine 

clinical audiometry. Normal hearing sensitivity was defined as air conduction pure tone thresholds within 15 dB HL 

across 250 Hz to 8000 Hz and bone conduction thresholds within 15 dB HL across 250 Hz to 4000 Hz. Further, the 

participants had ‘A’ type of tympanogram and had ipsilateral and contralateral reflexes at normal levels.  

The sentence material was presented monaurally to a randomly chosen ear at the most comfortable level. The 

sentences were played through a personal computer, connected to a calibrated audiometer. The sentences were 

delivered through Sennheiser HDA 200 closed dynamic headphones. The headphone was used since it had a good 

frequency response and offered good comfort. 

The sentences were delivered at SNRs ranging from -7 dB SNR to 0 dB SNR at 1 dB SNR intervals. The 

subjects were instructed to repeat back the sentences as accurately as possible. Listeners practiced with ten randomly 

selected trial sentences and were provided with feedback regarding their performance before the start of the actual 

test runs. The words correctly identified by the subjects were marked on a printed response sheet by the 

experimenter. Each sentence was scored based on the number of correctly identified key words. The words were 

considered as correct responses for errors such as contractions, spelled out contractions, identifiable mispronounced 

words, and changes in plurality. The experiments by Giolas & Duffy (1973) and Hinkle (1979) permits such 

exemptions to scoring procedure. Since each sentence had four key words, the maximum possible score was 4. The 

responses were noted on printed score sheet. Based on this, an average score for the 564 sentences was then 

calculated. 

The results of the pilot study revealed scores of approximately 75% correct (mean raw score = 2.95) at -3 dB 

SNR, 50% correct (mean raw score = 2.19) at -5 dB SNR and 30% correct (mean raw score = 1.20) at -7dB SNR. 

Based on the obtained results, -5 dB SNR was chosen as the global SNR. Hence, for the sentence equivalency 
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assessment testing was done at -5 dB SNR (global SNR, -3 dB SNR (2 SNRs above the global SNR) and at -7 dB 

SNR (2 SNRs below the global SNR)   

2.1.4 Sentence Equivalency 

To arrive at sentences to be incorporated into lists that are similar to each other, an initial process of sentence 

equivalency was carried out using the procedure given below. The equivalency was assessed because, even though 

the sentences had equal RMS amplitudes, their intelligibility exhibited in the presence of spectrally shaped noise 

would not essentially be equal. Further, the phonemes used, familiarity of words, as well as intonation and intensity 

variations influence speech perception in noise (Nillson et al., 1994). 

2.1.4.1 Participants 

Another group of 15 native Kannada speaking male and female participants were chosen. Their ages ranged from 18 

to 48 years with a mean age of 25.8 years (SD = 9.05). All the participants had normal hearing sensitivity.  

2.1.4.2 Procedure 

The participants were tested in a sound treated room. Normal hearing sensitivity was confirmed by routine 

clinical audiometry. Their air conduction pure tone thresholds were within 15 dB HL across 250 Hz to 8000 Hz and 

bone conduction thresholds within 15 dB HL across 250 Hz to 4000 Hz. Further, the participants had ‘A’ type of 

tympanogram and had ipsilateral and contralateral reflexes at normal levels. 

Sentence equivalency was assessed at three SNRs, that is at -5 dB SNR (global SNR) and two SNRs on either 

side of the global SNR at 2 dB SNR intervals. These two SNRs, -3 dB SNR and -7 dB SNR were chosen to obtain 

the values near the ceiling and floor parts of the sigmoid curve respectively. Stimuli at each SNR were presented to 

five participants at their most comfortable level. The subjects were asked to repeat back the sentences as accurately 

as possible and the responses were recorded on a printed sheet. Scoring of the responses were done and assessed for 

equivalency. The mean values of correctly identified key words at -3, -5 and -7 dB were obtained. The number of 

correctly identified key words for each sentence was compared with this mean. Sentences with scores above or 
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below mean were eliminated.  Following this process, a total of 316 sentences of equivalent difficulty were 

shortlisted and included in the final lists. As the aim was to prepare a maximum of 30 lists, a total of 30 sentence 

lists, with ten sentences each, were prepared such that they were phonemically balanced. The remaining 16 sentences 

were used as practice items.  

Phonetic balancing and list creation 

Phonetic balancing was done to make sure that each list was capable of yielding results representative of the 

subject’s language comprehension ability. The sentences were phonetically balanced based on the frequency of 

occurrence of the phonemes in Kannada language (Ramakrishna et al., 1961). The sentences were distributed to 30 

lists in such a manner that the frequency of occurrence of the phonemes in each list is matched that of the Kannada 

language as close as possible. After balancing, 25 phonetically balanced lists were thus created, each list containing 

ten sentences. Five lists were created with 10 sentences each that were not as accurately phonetically balanced as the 

previous 25 lists were (due to lesser choice of words at the end). However, all the lists included all the phonemes of 

the language. The remaining 16 sentences were used for familiarization. 

2.2 Phase II: Standardization and assessment of list equivalency  

 The sentence lists were standardized over a group of participants with normal hearing sensitivity, so as to 

determine the normative performance. Further, evaluation was done to determine the repeatability, and thus the 

reliability, of the sentence lists measured with different lists. 

2.2.1 Participants 

In total, 100 participants with normal hearing were included in this part of the study. The age ranged from 18 

to 55 years (with the mean age of 29.4 years, SD = 9.16 years).The participants were seated in a sound treated room. 

Normal hearing sensitivity was confirmed by routine clinical audiometry. Normal hearing sensitivity was defined as 

air conduction pure tone thresholds within 15 dB HL across 250 Hz to 8000 Hz and bone conduction thresholds 
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within 15 dB HL across 250 Hz to 4000 Hz. Further, the participants had ‘A’ type of tympanogram and had 

ipsilateral and contralateral reflexes at normal levels.  

2.2.2 Procedure 

All the sentence lists were administered on 100 normal hearing subjects (this does not include participants 

studied in the previous sections) at -5 dB SNR (to avoid ceiling effect) at their most comfortable level. The sentences 

were routed through a personal computer and delivered through Sennheiser HDA 200 closed dynamic headphones 

via calibrated MA 53 diagnostic audiometer.  

The participants were asked to repeat back the sentences they heard. Prior to the actual testing, participants 

were presented with ten practice sentences that were not present in the final sentence lists. Each sentence was scored 

based on the number of key words identified and the lists were subjected to appropriate statistical analysis to 

determine the presence of equivalency. 

2.3 Phase III: Assessment of clinical utility  

The aim of this part of the study was to assess the clinical utility of the developed sentence lists in individuals 

with sensorineural hearing loss of varying degrees. 

2.3.1 Participants 

Forty individuals with (sensorineural) hearing loss aged between 18 to 70 years (Mean = 28.9 years) and 

forty individuals with normal hearing aged from 22 to 55 years (Mean = 28.85 years) participated in the study. The 

degree of hearing loss consisted of mild, moderate, moderately severe and severe categories (based on modified 

Goodman classification, 1965). Each category consisted of 10 ears. The configuration of loss was restricted to flat 

type (< 15 dB variation per octave in threshold between 250 Hz to 8000 Hz) and the speech identification scores had 

to be in agreement with the degree of hearing loss suggesting cochlear hearing loss. All participants had ‘A’ type of 

tympanogram and reflexes appropriate to their degree of hearing loss.  
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2.3.2 Procedure 

The participants were tested in a sound treated room with noise levels complying with the ANSI (1999) 

standards. The sentence lists were presented monaurally at the participants’ most comfortable level in quiet 

condition.  

 Killion (1997) has evaluated individuals with hearing impairment with SIN test. He reported that even the 

individuals with mild hearing loss required higher SNR than the normal individuals in the presence of noise, even 

when the testing is done at higher intensity levels. In the current study, the normative is given at -5 dB SNR which is 

well below the SNR required even for an individual with 40 dB hearing loss according to the reports of Killion 

(1997). Further, it has also been reported that individuals with hearing impairment have poorer sentence recognition 

scores that normal hearing counter parts even if it is presented in quiet condition (Rahana & Yathiraj, 2007). Hence, 

in the third phase of the study, the sentences were presented without noise. For comparison purposes, a group of 

normal individuals were also tested in quiet condition. The sentences were routed through a personal computer and 

delivered through Sennheiser HDA 200 closed dynamic headphones via a calibrated audiometer.  

Participants practiced with ten trial sentences and were provided with feedback regarding their performance 

before the start of the actual test runs. The subjects were instructed to repeat the sentences as accurately as possible. 

They were also encouraged to guess the sentence if they were unsure of it and were given ample time to respond. 

The words correctly identified by the subjects were marked on a printed response sheet by the examiner. Each 

sentence was scored based on the number of key words (25% for each key word) correctly repeated, wherein 

contractions, spelled out contractions, identifiable mispronounced words, and changes in plurality were counted as 

correct. The results were tabulated in accordance with the degree of hearing loss and the mean and standard 

deviations were calculated.  
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CHAPTER 3 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1 Phase I: Development of sentence lists in Kannada language 

   The first phase of the study focused on the development of the sentence material in Kannada language. This 

involved selection and determination of naturalness and predictability of 700 sentences, determination of sentence 

equivalency of 564 shortlisted sentences.  

The results of assessment of sentence equivalency revealed scores of approximately 75% correct (mean raw 

score = 2.95, Range = 0 – 4, SD = 1.2) at -3 dB SNR, 50% correct (mean raw score = 2.19, Range = 0 – 4, SD = 

1.13) at -5 dB SNR and 30% correct (mean raw score = 1.20, Range = 0 – 4, SD = 1.39) at -7 dB SNR.  A sigmoid 

function was obtained by plotting the identification scores (averaged for all 564 sentences) against the SNRs. Figure 

3.1 illustrates the percentage of correctly identified key words at three SNRs for each individual.  The sentences 

which were too easy (145 nos.) and too difficult (103 nos.) were eliminated.  Sentences were considered easy if the 

average number of correctly identified key words was more than the mean scores obtained at those three SNRs, and 

the sentences were considered difficult if the average number of correctly identified key words were less than the 

mean score obtained at those three SNRs. Thus based on this, 316 out of 564 sentences with moderate difficulty were 

considered for making the sentence lists.  

The results of this are in agreement with the results obtained by Kollmiere and Wesselkemp (1997). They had 

obtained 20% correct scores at -8 dB SNR and 80% correct scores at -4 dB SNR for sentence lists. Hence, the 

sentences in the present study also had a sigmoid function as reported in the literature.  
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Figure 3.1. Sigmoid function representing mean percent correct keyword identification at -7 dB SNR, -5 dB SNR 

and -3 dB SNR respectively. Each circle represents each participant. 

The aim of the study was to construct 30 lists of 10 sentences each. Hence, only 300 of the 316 sentences 

were utilized to construct 30 lists, with 10 sentences each. All the 30 sentence lists contained all the speech sounds of 

the language. Of these, 25 lists could be phonemically balanced, i.e., the frequency of occurrence of speech sounds 

resembled the frequency of occurrence reported by Ramakrishna et al. (1961). The remaining 16 sentences of 316 

sentences, that were not included in the sentence lists, were used for familiarization.  

3.2 Phase II: Standardization and Assessment of list equivalency  

Normative performance was established on 100 participants with normal hearing sensitivity at -5 dB SNR. 

Table 3.1 gives the mean of number of correctly repeated key word scores and standard deviation (SD) for each of 

the 30 lists.  

Table 3.1  

Mean and SD of number of correctly identified key words for each list in individuals with normal hearing (N = 100) 
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 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

List1 19.79 3.74 List11 21.47 3.47 List21 21.52 3.12 

List2 20.69 3.34 List12 20.74 3.50 List22 21.87 3.73 

List3 21.20 3.28 List13 20.72 3.29 List23 22.78 3.66 

List4 20.72 3.69 List14 21.46 3.72 List24 21.83 3.53 

List5 21.64 3.32 List15 21.57 2.30 List25 21.30 3.87 

List6 22.18 3.49 List16 21.44 3.39 List26 22.20 3.33 

List7 20.75 3.77 List17 21.14 3.49 List27 22.90 3.77 

List8 21.61 3.25 List18 22.11 3.24 List28 22.58 3.36 

List9 21.40 3.45 List19 22.47 3.04 List29 22.04 3.46 

List10 20.44 3.37 List20 21.51 3.54 List30 23.70 3.73 

 

 

It can be observed from Table 3.1 that the performance was quite uniform across the lists. To determine if the 

difficulty level across lists was equivalent or not statistically, the difference between the each individual’s score for 

each list and that listener’s mean score (scores averaged for all the lists) was calculated.  Figure 3.2 presents the 

mean and SD of these modified scores.  Repeated measures ANOVA was carried out on these data to determine if 

performance across lists varied significantly at the global SNR of -5 dB SNR.  
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Figure 3.2 

Mean difference and SD for 30 lists. Mean difference is the difference between the mean score of each listener and 

the score obtained by each individual for each list. For each list, n = 100.  Error bars show ±2 standard deviation for 

the mean. 

 

It can be observed, from Figure 3.2, that the deviation from the average mean score for all the lists showed 

similar values, except for the list 1, 3, 14, 15, 16 and 30. It can also be observed that the SD is higher for the list 30. 

The repeated measures ANOVA revealed that there was a significant difference in performance across the lists (F 

(27.00, 2.87) = 2.293, p<0.001) revealing a main effect of lists. Hence, Bonferroni pair-wise comparison was done to 

analyze which lists differed in scores. The results of this are given in the Table 3.3. The results revealed that the list 1 

was significantly different from the lists 3, 15 and 16, and list 30 was significantly different from the lists 15 and 16.  

Table 3.2 

Results of pair-wise comparison across lists using Bonferroni post hoc analysis.  

 

 

 

 

 

   

    

Note: *p<0.05; **p<0.01 

 

The Figure 3.2 has the mean and SD for all the 30 lists, however, in a different order. That is, the lists 1, 3, 

15, 16 and 30 are included at the end. The order of these five lists depended on their mean scores. The lists at and 

below the reference line are equivalent lists. The equivalent lists are given as List 1 to 25 and the key words are 

highlighted in the Appendix. The non-equivalent lists are given as practice lists in the appendix. 

Groups 

(I) 

Groups 

(J) 

Mean Difference 

(I-J) 

Standard 

Error 
Significance 

List1 

List3 0.899* .212 .022 

List15 1.087* .251 .015 

List16 0.992** .221 .009 

List15 
List 1 1.087* .251 .015 

List30 1.185** .261 .007 

List16 
List1 0.992** .221 .009 

List30 1.090* .258 .023 
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Figure 3.3. Mean difference and SD for 30 lists with revised order. The lists with significantly different scores are 

given after the reference line.  For each list, n = 100.  Error bars show ±2 standard deviation for the mean.  

After removing Lists 1, 3, 15, 16 and 30, the overall normative performance for the 100 normal hearing 

subjects had a mean of 21.60 with a range from 20.44 to 22.90. The mean identification score at -5 dB SNR was 

hence 54%. In English, a score of 48% at -3 dB SNR for CID-Everyday sentences was reported by Rippy, Dancer, 

and Pittenger (1983). This implies that the latter list was less difficult than the list developed in this study. This 

difference could be attributed to factors including the number of key words in the list (50 keywords in their study vs. 

40 keywords in our study), noise used to mask the speech material (white noise in their study vs. speech noise in the 

present study) as well as differences between the languages. However, the inter-list equivalency was not present for 

the CID-Everyday sentences. Kollmeier and Wesselkemp (1997) reported a SNR of -6.1 dB for the 50% scores. 

Although the results of this study are comparable with that reported by Kollmeier and Wesselkemp, this small 

difference could be because of the differences in the method. Kollmeier and Wesselkemp have applied weighting 
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factors depending on the difficulty level of the words to bring homogeneity. They reported that if the weighing factor 

is removed, there could be variations in the scores up to 4%.  In addition, the speech material was recorded by a male 

talker in their study. 

 Further, the standard deviation of raw scores, given in Table 1, is lower than that reported by Kollmeier and 

Wesselkemp. This suggests there is high homogeneity of the sentence lists in the present study even in a difficult 

condition of -5 dB SNR. In addition, the sigmoid function for sentences used in the lists was derived using the scores 

at -3, -5 and -7 dB SNRs. The test developed by Kollmeier and Wesselkemp has been found to have clinical 

applications in assessment, comparing hearing aid benefits and monitoring the progress after the training. Thus, it is 

speculated that the sentences in the present study could possibly be used in conditions with varying difficulty (in 

terms of SNR) for different applications such as routine hearing evaluation, hearing device fitment and monitoring 

progress in the rehabilitation process. The validation of the sentence lists is being carried out for hearing evaluation 

on clinical population. Further investigations are required to test the other applications of the developed lists. 

 

3.3 Phase III - Assessment of clinical utility  

The clinical utility of the developed sentence material was evaluated in 40 individuals with hearing loss and 

in 40 individuals with normal hearing (a new group). The clinical group consisted of subjects with mild, moderate, 

moderately-severe and severe sensorineural hearing loss (10 subjects each). Thus, including the normal group, there 

were a total of five groups.  

3.3.1 Between group comparison 

Table 3.3 gives mean and SD of correctly identified words (averaged for all the lists) for all the five groups. 

Though data were collected for all the 30 lists in all the groups, comparison are made only for the equivalent 25 lists.  
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Table 3.3 

 Mean and SD of number of words correctly identified by all the groups.  

 

 

The Table 3.3 shows the mean scores (averaged for all the lists) and the SD. It can be observed that the mean 

value decreases with increasing in degree of hearing loss. However, the scores are comparable between normal and 

mild group. 

 Kruskal-Wallis statistical analysis was done to evaluate if the difference in mean is statistically significant. 

The results revealed that statistically significant difference between groups was present (p<0.01). Hence, pair-wise 

comparison was made using Mann-Whitney U test. Table 3.4 presents the results of this. The table shows that the 

difference was significant (p<0.01) between all the groups except between mild hearing loss and normal hearing 

groups (p = 0.63).  

 

 

 

 

Groups Number Mean 

Age 

(years) 

Range 

(years) 

SD 

(years) 

Mean  (keywords 

correctly 

identified/percentage 

scores) 

SD 

Normal 

hearing 

40 28.85 18 - 55 8.19 39.44 (98.61% ) 0.15 

Mild hearing 

loss 

10 27.00 18 - 38 7.13 39.54 (98.84%) 0.13 

Moderate 

hearing loss 

10 42.00 20 - 60 16.16 36.93 (92.33%) 1.80 

Moderately 

severe 

hearing loss 

10 41.60 27 - 60 12.96 24.58 (61.44%) 3.12 

Severe 

hearing  

Loss 

10 45.70 25 - 69 15.74 19.30 (48.24%) 3.10 
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Table 3.4 

 Results of Mann-Whitney U test  

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: *p>0.01 

These results are consistent with the universal fact that as the extent of hearing loss increases, the perceptual 

difficulties also increase. The most quoted reference for the lower limits of speech identification scores for different 

degrees of cochlear pathology is Yellin, Jerger and Fifer (1989). They reported lower limits of 68%, 38.5%, 24%, 

and 11% for Mild, Moderate, Moderately Severe and Severe cochlear pathology respectively. The scores obtained in 

Groups 

(I) 

Groups 

(J) 

Z Significance 

Mild HL  Moderate HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Moderately-severe HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Severe HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Normal 1.87 0.63 

Moderate HL Mild HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Moderately-severe  HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Severe HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Normal 4.87
*
 0.00 

Moderately-severe HL Mild HL  3.78
*
 0.00 

Moderate HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Severe HL 3.02
*
 0.00 

Normal 4.87
*
 0.00 

Severe HL Mild HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Moderate HL 3.78
*
 0.00 

Moderately-severe HL 3.02
*
 0.00 

Normal 4.87
*
 0.00 

Normal Mild HL 1.87 0.63 

Moderate HL 4.87
*
 0.00 

Moderately-severe HL 4.87
*
 0.00 

Severe HL 4.87
*
 0.00 
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this study remain well below the lower limits specified in the present study. The reason for differences could be that 

the mentioned authors used synthetic sentences which would have considerably increased the difficulty and reduced 

the scores. 

 

Further, the effects of severe hearing loss on speech identification scores have also been well reported. The 

drastic decrease in speech identification ability in these individuals may be attributed to the loss of cochlear 

nonlinearity, decreased frequency selectivity, decreased temporal resolution, increased upward spread of masking 

and possible presence of dead regions (Moore et al., 2000; Moore, Lynch & Stone, 1992; Plomp, 1994). This could 

also result in poor speech perception even in quiet (Pekkerinan, Salmivalli & Suonpa, 1990). 

 

In addition, the results reveal that the sentence material is sensitive to differences in speech identification 

abilities across different degrees of hearing loss. Similar abilities have been demonstrated in well used speech tests 

like Hearing in Noise Test (HINT) (Nilsson, Soli, & Sullivan, 1993) and CID Everyday sentences list (Rippy, 

Dancer & Pittenger, 1983). This lends support to the idea of using the developed sentence lists for routine clinical 

examination as well as for research studies. 

3.3.2 Within group comparison  

 In order to validate the equivalency of the lists in the hearing impaired population, within group comparison 

of the scores were made for the four groups of individuals with hearing impairment. Table 3.5 gives the mean and 

SD of number of correctly identified words for 25 lists for the mild group.  
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Table 3.5   

Mean and SD of number of words repeated correctly for 25 lists by individuals in the mild group (N = 10). 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

List1 39.80 0.63 List11 39.40 0.70 List21 39.60 0.63 

List2 39.40 0.97 List12 39.70 0.48 List22 39.60 0.97 

List3 39.70 0.48 List13 39.80 0.42 List23 39.10 0.69 

List4 39.50 0.71 List14 39.70 0.48 List24 39.50 0.99 

List5 39.70 0.67 List15 39.60 0.84 List25 39.60 0.69 

List6 39.80 0.42 List16 39.50 0.85 

List7 39.80 0.42 List17 39.40 0.84 

List8 39.50 0.70 List18 39.30 0.82 

List9 39.50 0.71 List19 39.60 0.70 

List10 39.20 1.03 List20 39.10 1.00 

 

 Table 3.5 shows that the mean and the standard deviation do not vary across the lists. Repeated measures 

ANOVA was carried out to test this. The results revealed that there is no significant difference F(24,216)  = 0.802, 

p>0.05 between the lists for the scores obtained from the individuals with mild degree of hearing loss. 
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Table 3.6 

Mean and SD of number of words repeated correctly for 25 lists by individuals in the moderate group (N = 10). 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

List1 37.20 2.70 List11 36.30 2.16 List21 36.20 2.65 

List2 36.80 3.29 List12 36.40 2.59 List22 35.80 2.34 

List3 38.40 1.50 List13 36.70 3.19 List23 37.00 2.30 

List4 37.20 1.93 List14 37.60 2.95 List24 36.90 3.38 

List5 37.10 2.33 List15 38.50 1.64 List25 37.50 2.79 

List6 35.80 4.10 List16 37.50 1.84 

List7 36.50 3.24 List17 37.10 1.91 

List8 37.10 2.72 List18 37.30 2.40 

List9 36.20 2.25 List19 37.20 2.93 

List10 36.70 2.31 List20 36.30 2.83 
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Table 3.7 

Mean and SD of number of words repeated correctly for 25 lists by individuals in the moderately-severe group (N = 

10). 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

List1 20.90 3.75 List11 25.20 4.54 List21 22.20 7.95 

List2 23.30 2.40 List12 24.70 5.71 List22 24.80 3.96 

List3 25.30 4.00 List13 23.70 3.74 List23 25.40 2.59 

List4 25.40 3.86 List14 24.20 4.49 List24 25.90 2.99 

List5 23.00 6.81 List15 24.30 4.85 List25 25.60 4.29 

List6 25.40 4.11 List16 24.70 4.29 

List7 26.70 4.16 List17 25.00 3.43 

List8 24.20 5.00 List18 25.30 4.92 

List9 24.90 4.60 List19 23.60 4.52 

List10 25.70 4.73 List20 25.00 5.12 
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Table 3.8 

 Mean and SD of number of words repeated correctly for 25 lists by individuals in the severe group (N = 10) 

 Mean SD  Mean SD  Mean SD 

List1 18.10 3.90 List11 20.40 4.69 List21 18.20 3.85 

List2 19.10 3.81 List12 19.40 3.23 List22 19.60 4.27 

List3 18.60 3.89 List13 18.70 3.30 List23 20.10 3.81 

List4 16.90 3.69 List14 19.80 2.74 List24 18.30 3.02 

List5 17.70 3.86 List15 19.60 4.16 List25 18.60 4.88 

List6 18.70 4.83 List16 19.40 3.13 

List7 21.40 4.35 List17 21.10 4.22 

List8 19.10 3.92 List18 20.20 3.61 

List9 20.80 5.20 List19 19.80 4.56 

List10 19.30 4.90 List20 19.50 3.59 

 

Table 3.6, 3.7 and 3.8 give the mean and SD of number of correctly identified words for 25 lists for the 

moderate, moderately-severe and severe groups, respectively. It can be observed that even in these groups, the mean 

does not vary across the lists. Repeated measures ANOVA also revealed no significant difference for the Moderate 

group [F(24,216) = 1.161 p>0.05], Moderately severe group [F(24,216) = 1.347 p>0.05] and severe group 

[F(24,216) = 1.496, p>0.05]. 

These results suggest that the mean number of correctly identified words do not vary across the lists in any of 

the four groups, hence, suggesting equivalency across the standardized 25 lists. Any test should aid in comparing a 

large number of different variables of interest and the results should reflect the actual differences between the 

conditions. That is, the differences should not be due to the differences in the lists of the tests (Spahr et al., 2011). 

Hence, from the results, it can be said that the test developed in the present study can aid in comparisons across large 
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set of test conditions for different degrees of hearing loss in quiet. However, the same needs to be assessed in noise 

as well. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

The aim of the undertaken project was to develop and standardize a sentence test in Kannada language.  In 

the first stage of the study, 30 lists were developed which had equivalent sentences. In the second stage, the test was 

standardized by administering on 100 individuals with normal hearing sensitivity, by presenting the lists at -5 dB 

SNR. After the analysis of results obtained from this large group of normal hearing participants, 25 lists were found 

to be equivalent.  

The standardized lists were administered on hearing impaired individuals of different degrees of hearing loss 

(mild, moderate, moderately severe and severe). The results revealed that all the 25 lists were equivalent in terms of 

difficulty and the lists were also sensitive enough to differentiate different degree of hearing loss, by giving lesser 

scores for individuals with greater degree hearing loss versus individuals with lesser degree of hearing loss.  

It can be concluded from the results of the project that these list can be efficiently used as a for measurement 

of speech intelligibility or SNR-50 measures in various applications such as hearing evaluation in different 

conditions and it can also be used for evaluating the benefits and effects of hearing aids on speech perception by 

varying the different features and parameters of hearing device, in adults.  Further, the test is also sensitive to the 

extent of hearing impairment. 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 1 

1              ɡɛɭɛj  igɛ s h ːj  maːɖɪd a 

2 r ːdʒanɪɡɛ pradʒɡaɭu manavɪ sallɪsɪd  r  

3 varʂakkɛ ɔmmɛ   ː      d  ːj  kaut t ɛːvɛ 

4 naːvu s d ː p rɪʃ d d     irannu sɛː is bɛːku 

5 raɪ    bɪsɪlɪnallɪ kɛl s  m ːɖ     ɪd d  ː ɛ 

6 makkaɭ  s ːl ːɡɪ  ɪ     pr ːr     ɛ maːɖɪd aru 

7 raɪlɔ d   sɛː    ɛja mɛːlɛ tʃalɪs     ɪd ɛ 

8 maɡ  m l ɡɪr   ːɡ  h     ɪr  h ɡ bɛːɖ  

9  ːrɪ   p    d  llɪ d  ʈʈ   ːd    r ɳ javɪd ɛ 

10 avaɭu ɡ ːdʒɪ   b ɭɛj     h ɖ       ɪd d  ːɭɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 2 

1   d ɪj  d  ɖ d   mɛːlɛ mɔsaɭɛ malaɡɪ      

2 avanu raɪlɪnallɪ kaɖalɛ  ːjɪ m ːr     ɪd d   

3 hɔs   d ɪ  ːrɪɡɛ h ː  iɖɪ s  ːɡ   ɪsɪd ɛ   

4 maɭɛ b ːr d   kaːraɳa bɛɭɛ   ːʃ   ːɡ     ɪd ɛ 

5        m d   ɛ  ːʈ  b  rdʒarɪj ːɡɪ      

6 ɪllɪ  ːɖ     ɪruva maɡ        s ɛːhɪ     d   

7 p ːrɪ  ːɭa bɛːʈɛɡ ːr    b lɛɡɛ sɪkkɪ bɪtɪt u 

8 maɡ  ɪ   dʒ ːɳmɛj        ɖ   ːʃ ʃ rj   ːjɪ    

9   pp  d r ː ʂɪ t ɪnnalu    mb  h ɭɪj ːɡɪd ɛ 

10   d ɪja niru kɔnɛɡɛ s ːɡ r  sɛːrut t ad ɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 3 

1 appa t and a m ː ɪna haɳɳuɡ ɭ  h ɭɪj ːɡɪ ɛ 

2 avanu manɛjallɪ ɔbbanɛ   ːs   ːɡɪd d   

3 moɖaɡ ɭ  hɪ d ɛ  ʃ  d r    m rɛj ːɡɪd d  ː ɛ 

4 h ːlɪnɪ d   sɪhɪ   ɪnɪsuɡ ɭ     m ːɖ      ːrɛ 

5 raɪ   r  b d     ɪ d     ʂʈ   r   ːɡɪd ɛ 

6 avaɭu dʒaɖɛɡɛ mallɪɡɛ h ː m ɖɪd ɪd d  ːɭɛ 

7 ʃ ːlɛɡɛ ɔ d     ːr  r dʒɛ niɖalaː ɪd ɛ 

8 bɛnkɪja dʒɔ  ɛ  ːɖ   d    p ːj   ːrɪ 

9 avanu kaɪ ɡ ɖɪj ːr d  llɪ samaja noɖɪd a 

10   ː     ːr   ɔmmɛ uɡ r         rɪs     ɛː ɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 4 

1 avanu mara h        ːɡ  kɔmbɛ murɪjɪ    

2 bɛːsɪɡɛjallɪ   d ɪɡaɭ  b     ɪ hod     

3 s b ɛjallɪ tʃartʃɛɡaɭu naɖɛj      lɛː ɪd ɛ 

4 makkaɭa sanɡi    sp rd  ɛ  ɛllarannuː randʒɪsɪ    

5 pr   ɪ   ːr      d ɛɡɛ   ːɡ d   barɛjut t ɪd d ɛ 

6 habbakkɛ ɡɛɭɛj r      ːʈ   ɛ   rɛd ɛ 

7 ammana dʒɔ  ɛ d  ːr   ːɳɪjallɪ m ː     ːɖɪd ɛ 

8  ː ɡ  ʈ  ɛ   ɖɛd   ʃ    m ː     ɭɛjɪ    

9 ʃ ːl ː  ɪd j r  ɪɡaɭ  pr   ːs    ɪɡɔnɖaru 

10 raɪ    ɔbba ɛraɖu ɛ     ɡ ɭ     s ː id d     
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 5 

1 hulɪja tʃarmakkɛ bahaɭa bɛːɖɪkɛ ɪd ɛ 

2 aɳɳ        ɡɪɡɛ s m ːd  ː   m ːɖɪd     

3    r   d b       ːʈa marɛj      ɪlla 

4 appa ɡ ːɖɪ  ɪllɪsɪ    r   ːrɪ  ɔ ɖ r  

5 pɔlisaru dʒanara ɡ mp      ʃ d  rɪsɪd  r  

6 manɛjavarɛlla hoɡɪ sɪ ɪm ː  ikʂɪsɪd  r  

7 maɡ    p ʈ ː ɪ ʃ bd    kɛːɭɪ ɡ ːb rɪɡɔ ɖɪ    

8 j d d      ɖɛj l    ːr ɳaɡ ɭ  h l    

9 ɡr ːm d   dʒ     ɛ  irɪll d ɛ kanɡ ːl ːd  r  

10 avaɭu   m l d   h ː      p ːdʒɛɡɛ     d  ɭu 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 6 

1 hasɪd   bɛkkɔ d   ɪlɪjannu hɪɖɪd   t ɪnd ɪt u 

2 allɪ d ɔɖɖ d ɔ d   s r   r    ːɳ     ɪd ɛ 

3 avaɭu katʃ ɛːrɪɡɛll ː sɪhɪ hantʃɪd  ɭu 

4  p r ːd  ɪɡɛ dʒi  ː  d  ɪ ʃɪkʂɛ vɪd  ɪsɪd  r  

5 aramanɛja vaɪb       ʃtʃarɪ m ːɖɪsɪ    

6   ː   hɪrɪjarɪɡɛ ɡ ʊr    kɔɖabɛː   

7    mm  ɪɡɛ ɡ ːɭɪp ʈ  h ːrɪs l  ɪʂʈ  

8  ːrɪna dʒana kaɭɭarannu sɛrɛ hɪɖɪd aru 

9 ɪvaru i  ːlɛːdʒɪna hɔs   d  j ːp  ɪ 

10 m ː         ː ɛɡɛ s  ː   m ːɖɪs     ɪd d  ː ɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 7 

1 avanu nanaɡɛ   j ːj  m ːɖ l  j    ɪsɪd   

2 iː r ː rɪ  ː  ːʃ d  llɪ tʃ  d r      ːɳalɪlla 

3 avaɭa hɔsa tʃappalɪɡaɭu kaɭɛd   hojɪt u 

4 s ː   pr ɳɪɡaɭu namaɡɛ s ɛhɪ   r    ɛ 

5   ː ɛllaru radʒɛj  d ɪ    ːrɪɡɛ hod ɛvu 

6 nanaɡɛ h ːsɪɡɛ mɛːlɛ malaɡ l  ɪʂʈ  ɪll  

7   mm ːrɪɡɛ lakʂ ː    r  pr   ːsɪɡ r  b  d  r  

8 m d   ɛ manɛɡɛ d ɛːp ːl    ːr  m ːɖ l ːɡɪd ɛ 

9 h ː  ɡ ɭ    ppɛɡ ɭ       ɪ d   b d          ɛ 

10 mundʒ ː ɛjɪ d   s  dʒɛjavarɛɡɛ ɪd ɛː  ɛlasa 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 8 

1 iɡ  p   rɪ ɛɡ ɭ      d     r  kaɖɪmɛ 

2   ː    irannu mɪ     ːɡɪ b ɭ s bɛː   

3  b ɪm ː ɪja kaɳɳ  s     s d ɪ d      mbɪ    

4 ʃ ːlɛ bɪɖuva vɛːɭɛɡɛ  pp  b  d ɪd d  r  

5 avanɔbba tʃɪ  r r  ɡ d   pr sɪd d      ʈ  

6   d  rɛ ɛːrɪ r ːdʒ  j d d     ɛ hɔraʈanu 

7 iː s  d  r   ːd   m  ɛ nanna maɡ ɭ d   

8 aː   ːɡ d  d  llɪ s hɪ m ːɖ l  m rɛ  ɛ 

9 appaʈa hasuvɪ   h ːl  ɪllɪ d ɔrɛj      d ɛ 

10 adʒdʒɪ makkaɭɪɡɛ     ɛɡaɭannu hɛːɭ     ɪd d  r  
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 9 

1 makkaɭ  m d d  ːd   ʃaɪlɪjallɪ m ː     ːɖɪd  r  

2 nanaɡɛ d  ɪ ʃ  r  vaːhana oɖɪsalu ɪʂʈa 

3 avara ɪbb r ː m    ɭ  b d d  ɪ      r  

4 ɪ      p ːr   ɪʂajaɡ ɭ       ɪɭɪd ɪd d   

5 bid ɪ   ːjɪɡaɭ  h ː  ɭɪ dʒ ːs  ɪj ːɡɪd ɛ 

6 d  ɳɪju ɡ ːɭɪ bis     ɪd d     ɖɛɡɛ saː ɪt u 

7 lakʂ ː    r  dʒanaru parikɛɡɛ h ːdʒ r ːd  r  

8 naːvu manɛ kaɪ h         rʂaɡ ɭ ːjɪ    

9 allɪ   ːl   d ɪ   h bb d     ː   ː  r ɳavɪ    u 

10 iː h bb d  llɪ rɛːʂmɛ u p     d   rɪs      ːrɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 10 

1 b  ː    ːr    ʃɪ    r     d  ː   ʃɪbɪravɪd ɛ 

2 namma manɛ ɛd  r   d j ː       ɪdɛ 

3           d ɛ-   ːjɪ katʃɛːrɪɡɛ hoɡɪd d  ːrɛ 

4 p ː     ɛ sɛːr d   h       praʃnɛɡaɭu band avu 

5 namma manɛjallɪ ɛraɖu koɳɛɡaɭɪvɛ 

6 ɡ r ɡ ɭ     r ɡ   ɪɡɛ    ɖ   ːɡɪ b  d  r  

7 avanu ʃ ːl ː d ɪnaɡ ɭɪ ɪd       ʈ  huɖu a 

8 m d   ɛjallɪ b  rdʒarɪj ːɡɪ  ːʈ  m ːɖɪd ɛ 

9   ː   ɡ r ɡ ɭ  hɛːɭɪd a p s       d ɪd ɛ 

10 ɔnd u salaɡ    bbɪ      ʈakkɛ d  ːɭɪm ːɖɪ    
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 11 

1   mm ːrɪna dʒ ː  rɛ bahaɭa sɔɡ s ːɡɪr      d ɛ 

2 avanɪɡɛ ɔ d   ɔɭɭɛj   ːl  ʃanɛ bant u 

3 m    rɪɡaɭu vɪd ɛːʃ  pr   ːs    ɪɡɔnɖaru 

4 maɡ  ɪɡɛ  ːʈ d   mɛːlɛ  ːs    ɪ hɛtʃtʃu 

5   ːd  mb rɪjannu ɛʂʈɛː  d ɪd  r ː m ɡɪj d   

6 avana bɛraɭu apaɡ  ː   d  llɪ m rɪjɪ    

7 mɔd  l    ː   kɔʈʈa haɳavannu hɪ d ɪruɡɪs  

8   ːji m rɪɡaɭu noɖ l  m d d  ːɡɪd d     

9 avana ɡ ːɪ kɛsarɪnallɪ sɪkkɪkɔnɖɪ    

10   mm ːrɪnallɪ ɛraɖu tʃɪkka kɛrɛɡaɭɪvɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 12 

1 vɪd j ːb j ːs  m ɡɪsɪ  ɪd ɛːʃ   ɛ h d  ɭu 

2 namma manɛɡɪ      ɪmma manɛ   d    ːɡɪd ɛ 

3           ɡɪɡɛ sɪhɪ   ɪ ɖɪɡ ɭ  t umba ɪʂʈa 

4    ː     ʃil       d  ːr d ɪ d   hɔlɛj     ɪd d  ːrɛ 

5 bɪsɪlɪll d     ːr ɳa baʈʈɛɡaɭu ɔɳaɡ     ɪll  

6   ː   s m ːdʒakkɛ          ɔɖuɡɛ niabɛːku 

7 avanɪɡɛ sarɪj ːɡɪ  d  l  hɛːɭɪkɔɖu 

8 pɔlisaru kaɭɭarannu nau r ː  rɪ hɪɖɪd aru 

9    ːɭakkɛ sarɪj ːɡɪ hɛdʒdʒɛj     h ː  bɛː   

10   ɛnɡɪ   m r         lp  r  ʂ  ɛ        ːrɛ 



  Sentence test in Kannada language 

52 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 13 

1   ːɖɪnallɪ b  j ː     pr ːɳɪɡaɭannu noɖɪd ɛ 

2 d ɛː  r  d  rʃ   d   b j  ɛ ɪnd u iɖɛːrɪ    

3 s ːrj  m ɖaɡ ɭ  hɪ d ɛ m rɛj ːɡɪd d  nɛ 

4 m ːr     ɛjallɪ h ː ɪna bɛlɛ hɛtʃtʃ ːɡɪd ɛ 

5   mm     ʈakkɪ      ɪmma t oʈa s  d  r   ːɡɪd ɛ 

6 hasɪd   sɪmh    ːɖɛmmɛjannu bɛːʈɛj ːɪ    

7 avara  r     ɪ dʒi    d   s ːd    ɛ h l   ːr  

8 d    -karuɡ ɭ  m ɪd  ː  d  llɪ mɛːj     ɪ ɛ 

9 sɪp ːjɪɡaɭu ʃ   r ɡ ɭ     ɡ  ɖɪ  ɪ  ɔ d  r  

10 s d ː  ːl  ɛllarɪɡ  s          b j s  
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 14 

1 bɛkku baʈʈalallɪ h ːl       ɪj     ɪ      

2 ninu huɖ       ɪr    p s       llɪd ɛ 

3  ː s  d ɛːʃa nanaɡɛ s  dʒɛj  hɔt t ɪ ɛ    l pɪ      

4 bɛ   d   mɛːlɪ   d ɛː  ːl j  s  d  r   ːɡɪd ɛ 

5   ːjɪɡaɭ     s ː    d   ɔ d   h  j ːs  

6 appa bɪɭɪ   ːd  lɪɡɛ baɳɳa hatʃtʃ      ːrɛ 

7 ɡɛɭɛj rɛll ː sɛːrɪ pr   ːs   ɛ hɔr ʈ r  

8 haɖaɡ    ːr ːr  dʒ   r     hɔt t u s ːɡ     ɪd ɛ 

9 maɡ  m l ɡɪr   ːɡ  s d d   m ːɖ bɛːɖ  

10 manɛ kaʈʈuva kanasu ɛllarɪɡ ː ɪrut t ad ɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 15 

1 bɛːrɛ  ːr ɡ ɭɪ d   dʒ   r  dʒ ː  rɛɡɛ band aru 

2 nanna manɛja sut t a   d    ːd      ʈavɪd ɛ 

3    mm   ʃappalɪɡaɭannu hɔraɡɛ bɪʈʈ  bannɪ 

4 pr ːɳɪ-pakʂɪɡaɭannu hɪmsɪs   d    r ːr       

5 makkaɭ   r   j  sp rd  ɛjallɪ b  ːɡ   hɪsɪd  r  

6 manɛj  m ːli     ɪnɡ ɭ  b ːɖɪɡɛ kɛːɭɪd a 

7 ɪd u s ː ɪr  r ːp ːjɪɡaɭa noʈɪ        ɛ 

8 bahaɭa d  ːr   ɖuva ʃ    ɪ avanɪɡɪd ɛ 

9 kaɖalallɪ ɛ     r d    lɛɡaɭ  b r     ɪvɛ 

10 sɪnɪm ː   ɖɪ baruva hɔ    ɪɡɛ        l ːɡɪ      
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 16 

1 pakʂɪɡaɭannu noɖ l   p ːr     ːɭmɛ bɛːku 

2 maɭɛjɪ d   hɔraɡɪd d   b ʈʈɛ ɔd d ɛj ːɡɪd ɛ 

3 araɳj d  llɪ vɪpari    m ɭɛ surɪj      d ɛ 

4 r ː  rɪja hɔ      sɔɭɭɛɡaɭa kaːʈa hɛtʃtʃ ːɡ     ɪd ɛ 

5 avanu m ː ɪna marakkɛ kallannu ɛsɛd     

6 m ː       d  r ːsɛjɪ d     ːɖu naʃɪs     ɪd ɛ 

7 nanaɡɛ  ɛl s d     ɖ  ɛ bɪɖ  ɛː ɪll  

8 avana     d ɛ sakkarɛ   ːr   ː ɛj   d j ɡɪ 

9 nɪnna nɛː  r     d  llɛː  ɛlasa naɖɛjalɪ 

10 manɛj  m  d ɛ   ːh   ɡ ɭ   ɖ ːʈ  dʒaːst ɪ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 17 

1 raɪ   r  bɛɭɛɡɛ s ː     bɛlɛ d ɔrakalɪlla 

2 avaɭɪɡɛ vɪd ɛːʃakkɛ hoɡ     ːsɛ ɪd ɛ 

3 makkaɭu kɪʈakɪ ɡ ːdʒ     ɔɖɛd   haːkɪd aru 

4 nanaɡɛ  ʃ ːpɛj  mɛːlɛ malaɡ l  ɪʂʈ  

5 sandʒɛ b  ːrɪ maɭɛ baruva s mb     ɪd ɛ 

6 b   ɪʂj    ːɡɪ h ɳ   ɭɪ   ːj  m ːɖ bɛː   

7 ninu allɪ d     ːɖalɛ manɛɡɛ hɔraɖu 

8 huɖuɡ  p s     d     ːr  ɛː puʈa   ɛrɛd     

9 ninu kɛːɭɪd     ːd  mb rɪ   ir ː haɭɛj d d   

10 l ːrɪjallɪ akkɪ m ːʈɛɡaɭ     s ːɡɪsɪd  r  
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 18 

1 manɛj  p    d  llɪ ɡɛɭɛj r   ːɖ     ɪd d  r  

2   ː     ːrɪna tʃ ːl    ɪɡ ːɡɪ   ːj     ɪr  ɛ 

3 avanu vɪʃvaʃrɛːʂʈ    ː  ɡ ːr   llɪ ɔbb  

4  pp  h ːl     r   d      m rɛ    bɪʈʈaru 

5 aː s ːɡ r d  llɪ b ɳɳ  b ɳɳ d   minuɡ ɭɪ ɛ 

6          ːjɪ tʃɛ   ːɡɪ r  ɡ lɪ bɪɖɪsut t aːrɛ 

7 avanu anɡ ɖɪj llɪ  ɛl s   ɛ sɛːrɪd   

8   ːɭɛ manɛ kɛl s d    r  b r   d ɪlla 

9 hamsaɡ ɭ   ɔɭ d  llɪ ɡ mp ːɡɪ idʒ     ɪ ɛ 

10 avaɭ   d d    ːd   dʒaɖɛj     h d ɪd d  ːɭɛ 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 19 

1 iː ʃanɪ  ːr  h bb   ɛ   mm ːrɪɡɛ hoɡ  ɛ 

2 nanaɡɛ h ɳ  s m j   ɛ sarɪjaː ɪ b      

3 nakalɪ noʈuɡ ɭ  h ː  ɭɪ hɛ ʃ ʃ ːɡ     ɪd ɛ 

4 ɡ r ɡ ɭ        ɖ  m    ɭ  ʃ ː    r ːd  r  

5 naːnu dʒ ː  p d   ɡi  ɛ sp rd  ɛjallɪ ɡɛd d ɛ 

6  d ɪd         r  aː p s       ɔɖ     ɛː ɛ 

7   ːɖɪnallɪ b  j    r  s rp ɡ ɭ   ɖ ɡɪ ɛ 

8 avaɭu baɖa manɛ     d  llɪ huʈʈɪd    ɭu 

9 avanu saʊd ɛ    r l    ːɖɪɡɛ hɔraʈanu 

10 adʒdʒɪja manɛja m  d ɛ ɔnd u   ːl  ɛ ɪd ɛ 
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  Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 20 

1 ɛlɛɡaɭ   d  rɪ r s  ɛja mɛːlɛ haraɖɪd ɛ 

2   ː   ʃr d d  ɛ vahɪsɪ kɛlasa maːɖabɛːku 

3 mɛːdʒɪna mɛːlɛ   ːɡ d  -p   r ɡ ɭ  ɪvɛ 

4 avara saraɭa naɖ   ɛ ɛllarɪɡ ː m ːd  rɪ 

5 ɛll r ː p rɪs r d   m h        ɪɭɪjabɛː   

6 aː s m j d  llɪ nanaɡɛ d ɪ  ɛ    tʃalɪlla 

7 ɪd ɔnd u kriɖ ː prɛːmɪɡaɭ   d b      r ːʂʈra 

8 h bb d  llɪ hɔsa baʈʈɛ d   rɪs   d   vaːɖɪkɛ 

9 huɖuɡ  b j lɪ  llɪ   rɪ mɛːjɪs     ɪd d   

10 maɡ   llɪ  pp    s d ɡ ɳ ɡ ɭ     ɖɪ    
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 21 

1 maɡ  b h ɭ  samaja aɭu nɪllɪsalɪlla 

2 m r d   mɛːlɛ hakkɪjɔ d   ɡ ːd  m ːɖɪd ɛ 

3 nanna ɡɛɭɛj  ɔbb       ɖ    h ː       ː ɛ 

4 avaɭu sankaʂʈ d  llɪ d ɛː  r      ɛnɛd  ɭu 

5 huɖuɡɪj r   ː   r d ɪ d   r s  ɛ d  ːʈid  r  

6 hakkɡ ɭ  ɡ ːɖ  kaʈʈɪ mɔʈʈɛ ɪɖ       ɛ 

7 ɡɛɭɛj r    ːrɪ  llɪ pr   ːs   ɛ hɔr ʈ r  

8 hasu ɔɳaɡɪr    h ll       ɪ       ɪd ɛ 

9 avanu tʃalɪs     ɪd d   r ɪlannu ɛːrɪd     

10 bid ɪ   ːʈaka noɖalu dʒana sɛːrɪd d aru 
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 22 

1 dʒanaru kɛlasakkɛ raɪlɪnallɪ hɔraʈaru 

2 nanaɡɛ ɪbb r   ɳɳ -   mm  d ɪr  ɪd d  ːrɛ 

3   ːrmɪ  r     mm  m ʂ  r  m  d    rɛsɪd  r  

4 ɪ d   ɛll ː   ɡ ɖɪɡ ɭ  b ːɡɪl  m  ʃ ʃɪd ɛ 

5 nanna ɡɛɭɛj   ɪd rɛj llɪ m ː   ː     ɪd d   

6 amma hɔs  p ː  rɛjallɪ aɖuɡɛ maːɖɪd aru 

7 ɛʂʈɛː niru kuɖɪd  r ː d  ːh    ir     ɪlla 

8 ɔ d   ɔɭɭɛja  b j ːs       r ːɖ ɪsɪkɔllɪ 

9 naːvu     d ɛ    ːjɪ hɛːɭɪd     ɛ naɖɛjabɛː   

10 avanu   ːɖɪnɪ d   s ʊd ɛ     d   m ːr   ɪd d   
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 23 

1   ːl  r  p   r r llɪ ɔbba vɪd ɛːʃ d  llɪd d  ː ɛ 

2 nanna snɛːhɪ   r  ɪ        b r b h d   

3 l ːrɪ tʃ ːl   r  m ʂkara nɪllɪsɪd  r  

4  ːɡ s d  llɪ   pp  m ɖ ɡ ɭ     ɪd ɪd ɛ 

5 sandʒɛ vɛːɭɛ hakkɪɡaɭu ɡ ːɖɪɡɛ m r ɭ     ɪ ɛ 

6 ɪvɛlla namma manɛj    ːɡ d  p   r ɡ ɭ  

7 kutumba rakʂaɳɛ ɪvara mɔd  l   ːd j   ɛ 

8 ɪ d   namma hɔsa manɛja ɡr h pr  ɛːʃ  

9 ɔ d   d ɪna arasanɔbb    ːɖɪɡɛ hod anu 

10 naːni a  ːʈ  m ːɖɪ muɡɪsɪ b r  ɛ   
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 24 

1 dʒanaru t amma nɛtʃtʃɪna sɪnɪm ː   ɖɪd  r  

2 kaʂʈ d ɪ d   p ːr ːɡ l  bɛːɡ   p ːj  maːɖu 

3 hasɪd   sɪmhavu dʒɪnkɛjannu bɛːʈɛj ːɖɪ    

4 kaɭɭanu pɔlisara ɡ  ɖɪ ɪ d      ppɪsɪ ɔ ɖ  

5 ɛmmɛɡaɭ  r s  ɛɡɛ aɖɖ   ːɡɪ  ɪ   ɪ ɛ 

6 m d  j r ː  rɪ ɔbbanɛ hɔraɡɛ hɔɡ bɛːd  

7 raɪlu nɪld  ːɳ d  llɪ nɪllalu dʒaɡ  ɪll  

8 amma nɛnnɛ rɛːʂmɛ sirɛ    rid ɪsɪd  r  

9 nɪnaɡɛ sɪkka kɛlasavannu ʃr d d  ɛjɪ d   maːɖu 

10 baɖava ɡ ɖɪsɪlɪ  llɪ   ːs  m ːɖ     ɪd d   
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Sl No. SENTENCE LIST 25 

1 amma maɡ         ɔɪlallɪ malaɡɪsɪd  ɭ  

2 huɖuɡ  d  ːrɪj  m d  j d  llɪ  ɖ     ɪd d  ː ɛ 

3 sasja mat t u pr ːɳɪɡaɭɪɡɛ niru avaʃjaka 

4  d ɔ d   dʒaɡ     ɪ   s pr sɪd d      ɡ r  

5 hasɪd   h lɪju manuʂjanannu kɔ d  h ː ɪ    

6 nirɪna kɔr   ɛ nammannu ɛllɛɖɛ   ːɖ     ɪd ɛ 

7 huɖuɡ  tʃanɖannu kɪʈakɪ ɡ ːdʒɪɡɛ hɔɖɛd anu 

8 m r d ɪ  d ɪ d   sɛː ɛ pr ːr mb   m ːɖɪd ɛ 

9 naːnu mundʒ ː ɛ aɪd   ɡ  ʈɛɡɛ  d   ɛ   

10 nanna haɭɛja snɛːhɪ    m  ɛɡɛ b  d     
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Sl No. PRACTICE LIST 1 

1 dʒanaru raɪlɪnallɪ nɪ   ɛː prajaːɳɪsɪ  ar  

2 kɛlasa mu ɪj  a  ɪ        a  ɛ kalɛjɪ    

3 mara  ɪ a a ɪ  ɛ   r  a  ja   a avaʃjaka 

4 avanu tʃ  a  a  ɪ    aː ja a         ɪ  a 

5  aːjaka sa  ɛjallɪ   aːʃaɳa  aː      ɪ    a   

6 aː ɛ ɪ   a k    rɛ vɛː a aː ɪ        a  ɛ 

7 avanu k lɛ  aː ɪ kaːraː r  akkɛ     a 

8 allɪr  a ja   ra  a a a ʃa   a  aː      ɪ  ɛ 

9 ha  ɪ dʒanaru pɛː ɛ ɛ valasɛ  a   ar  

10 ma ɛ aː a  a  ɪ s ːrja a   arʃa a apar ːpa 
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Sl No. PRACTICE LIST 2 

1 ava u manɛ kɛlasa mu ɪsɪ    ɪ  a   

2 ɪ    na ara  a pra  k a ras  ɛ a a  ɪ       

3 avaru    ɛ a ɪ ɛ  ɪ ɪ  aɳɳa h dɛ  ar  

4 saː ara  a   rɪ a  a  a  ɛ ʃ ʃaː      ɪ  ɛ 

5 makka   saː  ː ɪka prar  a ɛ  aː ɪ  ar  

6 avanu ɛllarɪ ɪ   a  a aʃaː ɪjaː  a  jak  ɪ 

7 i  aː  ɛja saːraː ʃa a     a a ɛ  ɛː   

8 ɛ    ɪna  aː ɪja  ɪ  ʒa ar   ʒaː   rɛ ɛ     ar  

9 manɛ an a a  a  ɪ   ː   a   ara ɪ ɛ 

10 avaru nɪ r     araː ɪ  a       arʃa ka ɛjɪ    
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Sl No. PRACTICE LIST 3 

1 a a a  aː  a    kɛ ɪ ɛllaru nakkaru 

2 pattaɳa  a     ɪ  a aː ɛjɪ   a k ː ɪ      

3 avara manɛjallɪ sandʒɛ   ar  ɛjaː ɪ  ɛ 

4 ʃaː aː  akka ɛ  aː  r  aː ajakkɛ     ar  

5 sɪmha a   ka    a a  ɪ  ɛː ɛ ɛ   ra a   

6 avanu karu a a    sa   ɛja  ɪ  aːrɪ  a   

7 hudu a p s  aka   ar     a     arɛ  a   

8 raː ʒakaːraɳɪja hɛː ɪkɛ vɪ aː  a sr ʃtɪsɪ    

9 kaː ɛj   appa a a    ɛ    ɪk      aːr     ɪ  ɛ 

10 avanu tʃalɪs     ɪ    a  assɪnɪ   a ɪ ɪ  a   
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Sl No. PRACTICE LIST 4 

1 ava a sara a  a a ɛ  ar ː  ɛtʃ  a   a      

2 avanu aːduvaː a  a a aː ɪ ɛ pɛ    aːjɪ    

3 sa    ra  a  ɪ  aː    a a a    ka  ɛ   

4 ras  ɛ naduvɛ nadɛj       apaːjakaːrɪ 

5 raː ʒa j      a  a  ɪ s ː    raː ʒjakkɛhɪ   ɪru ɪ  a 

6 ava     a  a ɛ a  ɪ ɛ sa aːja  aː a ɪ  a 

7 ɪ    pra aːs  arɪ ɛ prɪja aː  a   aːɳa 

8 s ːrj ː  aja  a   r ʃja ramaɳ ja aː ɪ ka  ɪ    

9 man a    aɳɳ      ɪ  a       ʃ   aːk     ɪ  ɛ 

10 avaru bassɪ aː ɪ        a  ɛ kaː  ar  
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Sl No. PRACTICE LIST 5 

1         ɛn ɪ a kaːjɪ ɛ  a      r ːpaːjɪ k   ɛ 

2 hudu ar   aː ɪ a  aɳɳa    ka        ɪ   ar  

3  aːjɪ raː  rɪja  aː  a  ʃa  a kɛ a ɛ mala ɪ      

4 ɛ  aː s ɛhɪ  ar   a    ɛ ɛ  a   ɪ    ar  

5  a   ːrɪnallɪ saː skr   ɪka  eː a nadɛj     ɪ  ɛ 

6 dʒanaru dʒ raː ɪ  a  a a    ɛ ɛj     ɪ    arɛ 

7        aːra  ɪ   a  a ɛ ɛ bi a  aːkɪ    aːrɛ 

8 namma manɛjallɪ ɛra    aːjɪ marɪ a ɪvɛ 

9 aː manɛ kattalu       varʃa bɛːkaːjɪ    

10 hudu ar  aː a aː a   tʃa  a      a   ar  
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