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| NTRCDUCTI ON

Starting fromthe time of the G eeks, the invention
of witing has had profound effects not only on the indi-
vidual but also on society, as a whole. Over the course
of human evolution, literacy has coommended so nmuch
i mportance that it can be said to be instrunmental for
bringing to surface two new forns of human intellectua
endeavour - the demarcation of history as agai nst nyth,

and for formng the basis of formal |ogic.

There are definitely differences betwen oral and
witten speech. Wile the forner is a context-dependent
| anguage, witten speech may be thought of as decont ex-
tualized | anguage. Wil e oral |anguage enphasi zes on the
enoti onal aspects of communication, witten | anguage | ays
nore inportance on granmmar and form and stresses on
giving a clear neaning i ndependent of the imedi ate and
concrete reference. In this way, it pronotes decontex-
tual i zed, abstract thinking by objectifying spoken or oral
| anguage, thereby creating a new synbol systemfor man to
mani pul ate. Witten |anguage interacts with oral |anguage.
The two | anguage systens are |ike two independent circles
whi ch overlap but have independent areas as well (Dash,

1990) .
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Literacy permts man to involve hinself in higher
| evel s of conceptual thought. The conceptual transfor-
mati ons occuring at the level of the individual accunu-
| ate to effect changes at the level of the society. The
inportant role of literacy in effecting both personal
and social changes is evident fromthe attention it
derives froma nunber of schol ars and prof essi onal s
comng froma wi de range of disciplines including |ingui-
sties, anthropol ogy, cognitive psychol ogy, soci ol ogy,
educati on, hi story, phil osophy of | anguage, and speech-

| anguage pat hol ogy.

Addressing the question of "Wiat is literacy?",
UNESCO defined it as, "a person is literate who can,
Wi th understanding, both read and wite a short sinple
staterment on his everyday |ife". According to this,
fromthe operational viewpoint, literacy would refer
tothe ability to orally read a short, sinple paragraph
with an understanding of the content and to involve in

sinpl e communi cation with the help of witten | anguage.

Research inthearea of literacy is domnated by two
| nportant school s of thought - the 'devel opnental' and
the 'practice' viewpoints. The forner is of the opinion

that literacy facilitates the devel opnent of nenta
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capacities which have far-ranging intellectual consequences
(Goody and Watt, 1968; Luria, 1971), while the latter
suggests that literacy only enabl es the devel opnent of
certain specific cognitive skills which may or nmay not
serve any functional purposes for the individual in general
(Scribner and Col e, 1978b; 81). Whatever the view point,
it is generally agreed upon that one of the consequences
of learning to read and wite is the objactification and
extemal i zati on of one's thought so that one can | ook upon
one's witing and reviewone's thought, thereby creating
an awar eness of the act of thought per se. The awareness
of one's thoughts about one's |anguage is terned as the
nmetalinguistic ability of an individual - the ability to
refl ect on |anguage and to be aware and appreci ative of

Its usage and i di osyncraci es.

For nore than a quarter of a century, linguists in
the tradition of generative grammar have focussed on the
"intuitions" of native speakers about their |anguage as
sources of data for understandi ng | anguage organi zati on.
The term"intuition" refers to the basis for judgenent al
per f or mances whi ch usual |y revol ves around a few topics
i ncluding granmmaticality, anbiguity, relatedness of
sentences in formand nmeani ng, and so on. The prem se on

whi ch such |inguistic nethodol ogi es are based is that
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adul t native speakers of a | anguage possess not only the
ability to produce and understand innumnerabl e utterances,
but al so to judge whether or not sentences are gramati -
cally well-structured and senmantically coherent (Qdeitnman

and d eitrman, 1970).

The dom nant role of grammatical judgenents in the
validation of linguistic assunption in the seventies is
evident fromthe concurrent work that was done in the
area of |anguage acquisition in children. Results of
various studies indicate that children foll ow a devel op-
nmental schedule in that their judgenent perfornmance gra-
dual Iy cone to approxi mate those of adults with increasing
age (Bohannon, 1976; Scholl and Ryan, 1980; Hakes, 19807
Hakes et al . 1980; Karanth and Suchithra, i n press). Besides
havi ng been wi dely used in child | anguage acquisition
studies, the grammaticality judgenent task has al so been
applied in clinical studies attenpting to explain the
phenonenon of agrammati sm (Li nebarger et al. 1983a; Crain

et al. 1984; Wil feck, 1988).

Recent evi dence points to the presence of differences
between the literates and illiterates in their perfornmance
on sinpl e | anguage tasks (Lecours et al. 1987a) as well as
literacy influencing the grammatical ly judgenment ability

of ani ndi vi dual (Karanth, 1991; i npress).
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Considering the fact that for clinical purposes no
differentiati onhas been made between literates and illi-
terates (except in the recent past as in the Lecours
et al. (1987a) and Karanth et al (1991;) study) in the
light of the above nmentioned recent evidence, the question
that conmes to one's mnd is whether an external factor
such as literacy will influence the conprehension, pro-
duction and judgenental abilities (of various syntactic
structures) in anindividual. This is what has been
addressed in this present study. The existing evidence
woul d | ead one to predict literacy to cause a difference
in the performance of literate and illiterate on various

| anguage t asks.

In this current study, an attenpt has been nade to
determne the influence of literacy on the conprehension,
expression and netal i ngui stic, nore specifically, judge-
mental abilities in the normal neurol ogically healthy
popul ation in an Indian context, by evaluating the per-
formance of these individuals on specific |anguage tasks

I nvol ving syntacti c processes.
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REVI EW OF LI TERATURE

2.1: GRAMVATI CALI TY JUDGEMENTS - An Introduction:

The foundationstone of various linguistic investiga-
tions is the assunption that all native speakers of a
| anguage have the intuitive know edge of their |anguage.
Adul t speakers of a |anguage are believed to possess not
only the ability to produce and understand innumerable
utterances, but also to judge whether or not sentences
are grammatically well-structred and semantically coherent
(Geitman and Geitman, 1970). The judgenents or "intui-
tions" of the speakers serve as sources of data for a
better understanding of |anguage organization as well as

for formulating theories pertaining to the sane.

Passing grammaticality judgements on well- and ill-
formed sentences is a netalinguistic ability. Basically,
metalinguistic ability refers to one's ability to reflect
upon one's |anguage, appreciate it and even, talk about
It. In making acceptability judgements, adult native
speakers not only check for proper grammatical formation
of sentences but also for semantic coherence of the same.
Hence, it turns out that making |anguage judgenents -
retrieving and maki ng use of one's intuitions - is rela-

tively hard, when conpared to tal king and under st andi ng.
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This is because, in giving a | anguage j udgenent, "one nust
take a prior cognitive process (linguistic perfornmance) as
t he object of a yet higher-order cognitive process (reflec-
tion about |anguage performance, or 'netalinguistic perfor-
nance;) whi ch may have properties of its owmn" (Qeitnan

and d eitman, 1979).

Wi | e the processes underlying netalinguistic abilities
ar e dependent upon conprehensi on processing, they are, at
the sane tinme, different fromconprehensi on and production
processes. Those processes involved in the activity of com
prehensi on may be termed as "autonati c" since such processes
are speedily executed and al so seemto be relatively invariant
intheir execution in a variety of occasions. Furthernore,

such processes appear to be inaccessible to awareness.

I n contrast, we have the "controlled" operations which
may be thought to involve some sort of "control" or"execu-
tive" process, suggesting the existence of choice in the
I npl enrentati on of the process. Such processes are carried
out relatively slowy and intentionally. It is these
"control | ed" processes which may be thought of as underlying

linguistic intuitions, or metalinguistic abilities.

2.1.1: Qammticalitv judgenent ability in children:

The central role played by the netalinguistic task

of grammaticality judgenent in the linguistic work conducted
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In the seventies is deducible fromthe concomtant investi-
gations carried out in the area of child | anguage acqui si -
tion. Qeitman and d eitman (1970) suggested that a granma-
ticality judgenent task such as tcceptability of word order
could tap the early grammatical know edge in children as
young as 26 to 30 nonths, as was reveal ed by their study.
Anot her aspect of the above study was brought to the
forefront by de Villiers and de Villiers (1972) who pointed
out that the subjects in the Aeitnman and G eitman (1970)
study relief nore on senantic factors rather than strictly
syntactic factors in making judgenents of sentence acdept -

ability.

de Villiers and de Villiers (1972) utilized a nodified
version of the Qeitrman and A eitman (1970) procedure to
study the devel opnent of the child' s ability to nake
j udgenents of both syntactic and senantic acceptability.
The findings of this study were in accordance with the
observation nade by these authors of the Aeitman's study.
It was found that correct judgenents and corrections of
semantic anormaly could be elicited fromchildren who are
unabl e to make correct judgenents of syntactic acceptability
of the sanme grammatical structures, which they could, in
fact, conprehend. The authors concluded that the utility

of the judgenent nmethod was limted to the study of early
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semantic devel opment inthe child rather than to the study of

the early grammatical know edge and organization in the child.

The results of these studies suggest that even children
under 3 years of age are not wholly incapabl e of distinguish-
ing wel I -formed sentences fromdeviant ones. But the
children's criteria appear to be far |axer than those of
adul ts: they accept many sentences that adults would not.
The pattern of the results obtained by the de Villiers'
study suggests a reason for this: young children judge on
a basis different fromadults. Their results suggest that
2% year-ol ds consider mainly the meanings of a sentence's
content words, fitting themtogether in any way that makes
sense. Hakes et al (1980) suggest that only later does the
strategy of using word order as a clue to a sentence's
meani ng become a part of children's repertoire of conpre-

hensi on strategies.

de Villiers' conclusion is in accordance with Bever's
(1970) suggestion that young children utilize cognitive
strategics to understand sentences. Bever (1970) suggests
that young children may have difficulty to isolate the
sentence per se fromthe intent of the speaker and there-
fore may have problenms/difficulty when asked to reflect
upon their linguistic rule system Data on grammati cal

judgement abilities of children indicate that before the age
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of 4 years, children may not be able to nake |inguistic
j udgenents about the grammaticality of sentences which they

may conprehend or produce in other occasions.

Exi sting evidence points to the presence of a qualita-
tive difference underlying children' s performance on gramma-
ticality acceptability tasks across different ages. Start-
ing fromthe very early stages wherein 2-3 year old children
base their judgenents on conprehension (Fujiki et al. 1987),
t hey pass through various phases wherein the 4-6 year old
chil dren make semantic based judgenents and | ater on the 7
year old and ol der children nmake syntactic based judgenents
(Tunmer and Gri eve, 1984). Hakes (1980) reported that
during mddl e chil dhood (between the ages of 4 and 8) there
Is a striking devel opment of a wi de variety of perfornances
i nvolving nmetalinguistic abilities such as detection of
anbiguities, appreciating linguistic jokes and others. He
found that the tendency to accept or reect sentences on the
basis of their content rather than the syntactic structure
decreases to nearly zero by 7 years. He concluded that the
devel opnental trend seen in the children' s perfornmance on
t he judgenent of both deviant and non-devi ant sentences is
a reflection of the child s increasing ability to viewthe

sentences froman angle different fromwhat is conveyed as
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wel | as an increasing know edge of the grammatical con-
straints of the adult [anguage. Therefore, it may be said
that 7 and 8 year old children possess more or |ess the
same bases as adults in judging the acceptability of
sentences. The exceptional errors made by the children
may be attributed to their unfamliarity with some of the
more subtle and rarely occuring grammatical constraints of
the language. The wide variety of metalinguistic abilities
that are acquired during md-childhood involve controlled
processing of a sort different fromthe nore automatic pro-
cessing characteristic of conprehension and production
(Hakes, et al. 1980).

Karanth (1984), in a study on children fromthe |ow
and m d-soci o-econom ¢ strata, found that below 6 years
of age, the children refused to performor performed
indiscrimnately on the syntactic section of the Linguistic
Profile Test (LPT) without really "looking" at the sentences.
However, between the ages of 6-9 years the performance
I nproved reaching 80%proficiency on the task by around
9 years of age. These findings are in conformty with
those reported by Karmloff-Smth (1976) and Hakes (1980).

2.1.2: Gammticality judgenent ability in adults:

It may be said in short that with increasing age,

children gain amincreasing famliarity with the rules of
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the adult grammar. However, recent evidence indicates that
illiterates do not performas the literates do on gramati -
cality judgenent tasks (Karanth, et al. 1991). This |eads
to the hypothesis that literacy plays a major role in the
devel oprment of one's grammaticality judgenment abilities.

VW know that young children have difficulty in grammatica-
lity judgenent tasks dueto their dependence on external
cues for | anguage processing (Karmloff-Smth, 1979; Tunmer
et al. 1984). Gventhat literacy acquisition objsctifies

| anguage, reduces the external cues and pronotes context-

| ndependent forns of thinking, it is logical to suppose

that the acquisition of literacy enhances children's ability
torely solely on linguistic clues. This would be reflected
in their increasingly better perfornances on grammaticality
j udgenent tasks owng to their ability to involve in a nore

abstract level of |inguistic analysis.

Recent evidence illustrates that even adult illiterates
do not performlike literates on grammaticality judgenent
tasks (Karanth et al. 1991 ). The subjects included both
neurol ogically healthy as well as brain danaged patients.

I n studying the brain-danaged aphasi ¢ subjects in relation
t o handedness, age, bilingualism sex and literacy in a

largely multilingual illiterate popul ation, the obtained result
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were in agreenent with the tenets of classical aphasiol ogy,
especially on the first four variables. Wth respect to the
literacy factor, the study found qualitative differences

bet ween t he | anguage behavi our of the literate and illite-
rate brai n-damaged as wel | as the neurol ogically heal thy
groups. O particular interest was the perfornmance of the
two sub-popul ati ons on the Kannada version of the syntactic
j udgenent task (syntactic section of the Linguistic Profile
Test) (Karanth, 1980; 84), wherein the subjects hadto
judge a given sentence, presented auditorily, onits
syntactic acceptability. Here it was found that the literates
performed significantly better than the illiterates. Further-
nore, it was al so observed that sonme of theilliterates
(neurol ogically healthy group) were unable to follow the

nstructions (and their inability to carry out the task
was voi ced), did not conplete all the itens in the section,
or gave indiscrimnate responses (performng at the chance

|l evel ). In all the subsections of the Linguistic Profile
Test the illiterates scored poorly when conpared to the

literate subjects.

Anot her significant finding of this study was that
simlar results were obtained on the Hndi version of the
LPT which was admnistered to literate and illiterate
adul ts who were native speakers of Hindi. 1Inthe light of

t he observation that the difference between the performance
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of the literates and illiterates was present/exhibited in/
by both the subject groups (the Kannada version of the LPT
was admnistered in M/sore, and the Hndi version of the
LPT was adm ni stered at New Del hi) who were situated nore
than 2000 m | es apart geographically, Karanth et al (1991;,
ess) suggested that literacy, per se, nmay be a variable

affecting granmaticality judgenents.

2.2: LANGUACGE I N LI TERATES AND | LLI TERATES

It has been known that |anguage as a skill may be
handl ed differently by the literate and illiterate sub-
popul ations. Literacy brings about a | ot of changes not
only in the communi cative style of an individual but also
inaculture. The effects of literacy are reflected in
both one's linguistic skills as well as one's rational and
anal ytical thinking. However, these effects have not been
clearly understood, nor examned in an enpirical fashion.

It may be possible that |anguage, as a skill, may be handl ed

differently by the literate and illiterate sub-popul ati ons.

2.2.1: Sociological work:

Bernstein (1965) studied the influence of socio-
econom c status on | anguage use. In his study of the

| anguage used by the elite class children and |abour class
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children, he found that there was a difference in the | anguage
of the two classes. He referred to the existence of a
"standard" and a "sub-standard" |anguage, the former being
used by the upper classes and the latter by the | ower classes.
D fferences were found at various |evels of |anguage including
vocabul ary (semantics), structure of sentences (syntax) as
wel | as pragnatic conpetence (pragnmatics), the differences
favoring the upper class. Even though Bernstein's theory
was nore related to social class and not to literacy, it is
possible for the two to co-exist in that there nmay begreater
chances of encountering illiterates in the | ower soci al

classes than in higher social classes.

In recent years, the realization that |literacy not only
affects the basic nature of thought processes of an individual,
but also that it has a cunul ative effect on the ultinmate
characteristics of human culture, has pronpted comunities
to inplement adult literacy prograns on a |arge scale.

Unli ke oral |anguage, witten |anguage, by its very nature
of being a thought-externalizing and thought-objectifying
agent, pronotes uni que kinds of conceptual transfornations

and | ogi cal conpet ence.

2.2.2: Consequences of literacy - cognitive work:

Theor eti ci ans who have concerned t hensel ves with the

continuing contribution of literacy to the individual, to
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the culture, to hunman history, as well as its utility in
various cultures have gone on to take up two broad view
poi nts, nanely the devel opnental perspective and the
‘practice’ perspective. Wile the devel opnental perspec-
tive suggests that literacy devel ops nental capacities

whi ch have w despread intell ectual consequences i ncluding
t he energence of abstract thinking and |ogical operations,
the practice perspective proposes that literacy only hel ps
devel op certain cognitive skills which mayor may not be

inportant for functioning within society in general.

Supporting the practice perspective, Scribner and
Col e (1978b) studied non-schooled Vai literates and illite-
rates of Liberia. On conparing the perfornance of the
two groups on classification and verbal reasoning tasks,
no significant differences were observed between the two
groups. However, the results of their study suggested that
the Vai literacy was associated with certain specific
skills such as anal ysing oral speech and giving cl earer
instructions. The investigators concluded: that reading
and witing may influence the perfornmance of the individua
on alimted set of tasks rather than controlling intellec-
tual performance in all domains. Simlar findings have been

reported by Dash (1990).
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The devel opnental perspective derives support fromthe
wor ks of Luria (1971), Cole et al. (1971), dson (1985) and
others. The research conducted by Luria (1971) and Col e
et al. (1971) onliterate and illiterate adults in Central
Asia and Li beria, respectively, suggest that the nmental
operations of the illiterates were confined to the i nmedi at e,
the concrete and the practical, and had little reference to
abstract and categorical associations. Qdson (1985) is of
the opinion that literacy and educati on enhance cognitive

grow h.

2.2.3: Aphasiological evidence in relation to literacy:

Besi des the above investigations probing into the con-
sequences of literacy, interest inthe differences in
| anguage processing between literates and illiterates may
be said to have started as early as beginning of the
twentieth century follow ng clinical observation of patients
presenting with a conpl aint of aphasia due to brain danage.
The initial interest was kindled by the appearance of severa
case reports (Wber, 1904; Moutier, 1908; Von Mundy, 1957;
B senson, 1964; Wechsler, 1976) and has now devel oped into
an inportant consideration which has been probed into

seriously (Lecours, 1987a, b; 1988; Karanth, 1991).

Al ongsi de t he above, aninal studies and anatom ca

I nvestigations have also contributed to kindling the
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i nqui sitiveness of the investigators. Various experimental
st udi es have al so been conducted utilizing tests such as
electrical stimulation, sodiumanytal test, average evoked
response, cortical blood flow, tests of perceptual asymetry,
as wel I as studying human split-brain patients. The uni-
directional conclusion of the various studies is that the

| eft hem sphere is |eading and specialized in nost of the

ri ght - handed i ndi vidual s for | anguage functions, that is for

readi ng, witing, speaking and |istening.

Anat om cal studi es show ng norphol ogi c asymretry pl ac-
ing the left hem sphere at an advantage have led to the
specul ation that these asymretries hel p determ ne the speci -
alization of |anguage in one hem sphere, in particular the
| eft hem sphere. At the sane tine, however, it is possible
to | eave out the possible influence of environmental factors
on the structures in the nervous systemof an individual,
st udi es conducted on ani nals, as the one conducted by
Mal kasi an and D anond (1971) reveal ed that neonatal rat.
brought up in an enriched environnent have greater cortica
depths than those rats raised in an inpoverished environnent
This, and ot her studies (Jones and Thomas, 1962, d obus and
Schei bel , 1967) tell us that environmental factors can resu
in mcro-structural changes in the neuronal connections of

the brain after the initial formation.
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When it has been proven that the environnent influences
t he nervous systemin aninals, the obvious deduction is that
the sane is likely to occur even in hunman bei ngs. Therefore,
a difference in the performance of a literate and illiterate
can be expected - the forner having acquired all the four
nodal i ti es of | anguage use, nanely, reading, witing, speaking
and |istening, as conpared to the latter, who has acquired

only two of the four skills, that is, speaking and |i stening.

As early as the start of the twentieth century, Wber
(1904) (p.577), follow ng obsecration of several brain-danaged
illiterate subjects, suggested that acquisition of witten
| anguage may have a greater influence than spoken | anguage
over the process of left-brain specialization for |anguage.
Moutier (1908) (p.577) observed that a common characteristic
of several non-aphasic brai n-damaged subjects (wth the
lesion in the posterior left third frontal convolution) was

illiteracy.

The evidence for changes in cerebral organisation for
| anguage resulting from schooling and educationis scanty
and i nconclusive owing to the fact that theorization of the
connection between the two aspects has been a recent deve-
| oprent, only a coupl e of decades ol d. However, a few
| sol ated reports have appeared earlier (Citchley, 1956;

Von Mundy, 1957).
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Von Mundy (1957) (p.577), during his mlitary nedica

practice in India, observed that |eft brain-damged, right-
handed illiterates either presented with mld or transitory
aphasias, or no aphasia at all. His clinical experience
in India led himto conclude that:
a) the process of left brain specialization for |anguage

Is affected by literacy, and that
b) cortical |anguage representation is anbilateral in

illiterates as a result of which illiterates do not

become severely aphasic or do not show any evi dence of

aphasia following left brain injury.

O his clinical encounters in mlitary practice,
Ei senson (1964) reported that aphasia was 'relatively un-
known anongst his lowlevel mlitary population' and that
patients falling in this category made "very remarkabl e
recoveries" if they becane aphasic fromleft cerebral
hem spheric damage (due to gun shot wounds). Tikof sky
(1970) (p.578) suggested that a lesion in the left cerebra
hem sphere in an illiterate may produce a not very evident
change in the language behaviour of the illiterates as
conpared to the literate individual owng to the fact that

the fornmer nornally has a "much smaller vocabul ary".

Earlier, Critchley (1956) had specul ated along the

same |ines as Tikosky when he suggested that a literate
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i ndi vi dual , having a superior prenorbid |inguistic ability,
may react nore sensitively to the effects of acquired cere-
bral di sease, in that "aphasia, when it occurs in an opator,
Wi t, poet or scholarly witer, may prove to be far nore
severe and nore protracted than in a person of mediocre

attainnents in the real mof | anguage".

Wechsl er (1976) reported of a case of crossed aphasi a
inan illiterate right-handed woman based on whi ch he
suggested that the neural circuits involved in the acquisi-
tion of reading and witing may be a critical requisite for
t he establ i shment of | anguage domnance in the left hem s-
phere. Wchsler (1976) concluded that right hem sphere

representati on may have been related to illiteracy.

Taking a step ahead of clinical case reports, systematic
research on the literacy-lateralization i ssue has been
going on only since the past two decades. Caneron et al.
(1971), noting the lack of aphasiainilliterate patients
presenting with | eft hem sphere infarcts, conducted a study
to determne the presence or absence of aphasia in stroke
patients in relation to degree of literacy anmong ot her factors.
Their results showed that transitory or persistent aphasia

was observed in 78%of the literates, 74%of the sem-literates
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and 36%of the illiterates. The authors concluded that the
dom nance exerted by the left hem sphere for |anguage func-
tions is relatively less inilliterates than literates as
| anguage is not "as well 'planted" in the dom nant hem s-
phere" in the forner as itis inthe latter group. Verba
comuni cation was specul ated to be possible anmongst illite-
rates follow ng brain danage as |anguage patterns nay be

more bilaterally represented in this sub-popul ation.

These studies have their drawbacks. Caneron et al.
(1971) failed to consider the occurrence of |anguage distur-
bances inlliterates hawi ng right hem sphere danage. Further-
more, generalizations cannot be drawn froman exceptiona

case report as was done by Wechsler (1976).

2.2.4: Dichotic listening tests in relation to literacy:

In spite of the above Iimtations the clinical observa-
tion that illiterates are not affected to the same extent by
aphasi a when conpared to the literates led to the formulation
of hypot heses that:

(a) language representation inthe illiterate brainis
different, and
(b) literacy skills may contribute significantly to 'rooting'

| anguage in the left hem sphere.

This led to a spurt of experimental studies using dichotic

listening tasks on normal literate and illiterate sub-popul ation
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Damasio et al. (1979) studied three groups - literates, sem -

literates and illiterates - using three dichotic |istening

tasks, including -

(1) use of digits

(i) use of phonol ogically different neani ngful words
(eg. col her/ arvore)

(ii1) use of phonologically simlar nmeaningful words
(differing ininitial consonant only) (eg. carro/
barro).

The subjects had to repeat the two words presented on each

trial. Results indicated that the performance of the illi-

terates and sem-literates were simlar. The two groups

were, therefore clubbed together to get a 'dysliterate

group'. A right-ear advantage (REA) was observed for both

groups in all the tasks except one, nanely, the phonologically

simlar pairs' task in which the dysliterate group should a

| eft-ear advantage (LEA). This finding is puzzling in that

a REAwas exhibited by the dysliterate group for the other

two tasks. However, it was observed that |iterates perforned

better than the dysliterates in every task, and so also in

t he phonol ogi cal l y-simlar-words task. On an average, the

literate subjects identified 1.8 digits, 1.6 dissimlar

words and 1.6 simlar words per trial correctly, while the

dysliterate subjects gave 1.6, 1.2, and 1.0 correct answers
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respectively. Wth respect to the third task invol ving
phonol ogi cal ly simlar words, these findings were inter-
preted on the basis that since the words in this task
differed only in the initial consonant, it was presumably
easy to identify one, and attenpt to guess the other.
Furthernore, the dysliterates' score of an average of

one correct word per trial on this task nay nean that a
majority of themconsidered this part of the test as one

of one-itemidentification.

Tzavaras et al. (1981) conducted a study using a
dichotic listening test involving presentation of digits
toliterate and illiterate groups. In the first part of
t he experinent, where the free-recall paradi gmwas used,
bot h groups showed a REA, Wi ch was nuch stronger for the
illiterate group. To rule out contamnation by attentiona
bi as, the authors conducted a second experinent using the
sane stimuli, wherein the subjects had to report the digits
presented to one ear only. Here again, the REA was stronger
inthe illiterate group. 1In both experiments not only were
the right ear scores better than the left ear scores for the
illiterate group but also the | eft ear performance of the
illiterate group was poorer when conpared to that of the
literate group even when the former were instructed to
listen exclusively to stimuli presented to the left ear (as

per the requirenent of the second experinent).
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The finding of stronger REAin relation to LEAin the
illiterate group was considered in the |ight of evidence
from studi es on aphasics, split-brain patients and nornna
adul ts (Hecaen, 1976; Zaidel, 1978) revealing that even
t hough t he right hem sphere cannot produce speech, it does
possess linguistic abilities which can be tapped through
cognitive strategies utilized by the right hem sphere.
The investigators suggested that learning to read and wite
may instigate spatial and cognitive strategies for |anguage
controlled by the right hem sphere which in turn enable
bi hem spheric participation in linguistic functions. The
results of a strong REAin the illiterate group reflect the
non-availability of such cognitive strategies to the right
hem sphere. The authors concl uded that the proposed bi -
hem spheric control of |anguage resulting fromeducation
may be absebt inilliterates, who operate under the strong

inhibitory influence of their |eft hem sphere.

The above two studies reveal an asymmetric perfornmance
of literate and illiterate healthy subjects in dichotic
listening tests. |n contrast to the above findings, Castro
and Moral s (1987) found a right-ear preference for both
phonol ogically simlar and dissimlar words in dichotic

listening tasks in case of literates as well as sem-literates
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and illiterates. The magnitude of preference was found to
be nore or less the same in all the three groups. The
authors accounted for the unusual findings of the earlier
studies by pointing out that in the first study (Damasio
et al. 1979) there was lack of control of orientation of
attentionof the subjects, while in the latter study the
literate controls were much younger than the illiterates,
t hereby making age a possible contributory factor to the

difference observed in the Tzavaras et al. (1981) study.

The above dichotic research has been going on since a
little nore than decade, and as can be seen fromthe above
studi es we have obtained contradictory and inconcl usive
results. Simlarly, clinical studies follow ng the words
of Cameron et al. (1971) and Wechsler (1976) contradicted
these earlier findings. Danasio et al. (1976) did not find
any appreciable difference between the aphasias of literates
and illiterates. O the subjects afflicted with danage to
the | eft hem sphere, 63%of literates, and 67%of the
illiterates presented with aphasia, indicating no satisti-
cally significant difference. They concluded that |earning
to read and wite does not influence the devel opnent and
final arrangenent of the neurol ogical structures whose
| esi ons determ ne aphasia, and hence, these neurol ogical
structures are the sane both for the literate and illiterate

sub- popul ati ons.
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2.2.5. Recent clinical evidence in relation to literacy:

After alnost a decade of silence follow ng Danmasio' s
(1976) study, there has been a surge in interest on the
contribution of literacy to one's linguistic ability.

This has a lot of inplication in the clinical set-up

as was denonstrated by Lecours et al. (1987a, by 1988), who
In their exhaustive and conprehensi ve study, tested neuro-
logically healthy illiterate and literate sub-popul ati ons
as well as left-and right-stroke patients. The results
were published in a series of three articles which will be

di scussed one by one.

Lecours et al. (1987a) study on neurol ogically healthy
controls, including both literate and illiterate groups,
reveal ed the necessity of having different testing materials
for the two sub-populations. |In testing their subjects
on relatively sinple tasks such as sinple pointing, repeti-
tion and namng, illiterates were found to nake nore errors
than the literate subjects. The differences were statisti -
cally significant. Hence, in using the presently avail able
testing materials to evaluate the severity and frequency
of aphasia, it is possible that one may overesti mate the
sane in illiterates and/or underestimate it in the literate
brai n-damaged patients. This necessitates the need for
differential testing materials or norns for the two sub-

popul ati ons.
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Lecours et al. (1987b) studied brain-danmaged literate

gad illiterate subjects exhibiting unilateral neglect using

a set of six-sentence-picture matching stinuli. The subjects

had to match an auditorily presented sentence with one of

four drawi ngs presented in a single display divided into

four quadrants. Three sentences were syntactically "sinple"

and the other three were relatively more "conpl ex".

The
results indicated that unilateral neglect was existent in
both left and right-train damaged illiterates and |iterates.

Furthernore, left brain-danaged subjects exhibited right

negl ect nostly when the presented sentence stimuli were
relatively "conpl ex", whereas the right brain-danmaged
subjects manifested |eft neglect irrespective of whether the

sentence was syntactically "sinple" or relatively "conplex".

Based on the above, Lecours et al. (1987b) postul ated

t hat :

(a) the human brain acquires mastery over two basi c approache

for decoding information, one based on sequential (Type S

and the other on cotenporal (Typec) activities?
(b) sequential managenent of information is dealt wth bv
the left and co-tenporal/holistic management by the right

cerebral hem spheres, and that
(c) certain types of information are, by nature of education

more economcally and better decoded through sequential/
co-tenporal strategies.
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The | eft hem sphere orienting device may be nore sensitive
to the conplexity of the Type S information and the right
hem sphere orienting device nmay be nore sensitive to the
conplexity of Type C information, when conpared to Type C
and Type S information respectively. Considering this and
the fact that the tasks admni stered contai ned nore type s
information, the obtained results may be interpreted as

i ndicative of an interaction between two cognitive disorders
resulting fromdysfunctions of asymmetrically represented

cogni ti ve mechani sns.

In a later study, the same group of investigators
(Lecours et al. 1988) studied literate and illiterate sub-
popul ati ons, each consisting of a |eft-stroke, a right
stroke and a neurol ogi cally heal thy control group. Their
study reveal ed that depending on how the case is eval uat ed,
the clinical findings may vary. dinical beside evaluation
wi thout any formal cesting nmay give findings supporting
the Caneron et al. (1971) study, while the results of fornal,
exhaustive testing may support Damasio et al's.(1976) study.
The aut hors concl ude that "the acquisition of reading and
witing skills is not a pre-requisite to the actualization
of the generic programleading to the |eft hem sphere

dom nance for |anguage in the human species”.



30

In spite of the various sociological, cognitive, and
dichotic and linguistic evidence pointing towards a diffe-
rence between the performance of literates and illiterates
on various tasks, inclinical work, however, these two
sub- popul ations have generally been treated as a honobgenous
group. And the differences observed between the perfornmance
of these two groups has been attributed to the l|iteracy
factor. This has been so except in the recent past, as was
noted in the Lecours et al. (1987a) study whi ch di scovered
the presence of qualitative differences between literate
and illiterate sub-popul ati ons on aphasia test batteries.
This finding carries with it the inplication of the need
for normative studies to be conducted on the illiterate

sub- popul at i on.

2.3: APPLI CATI ON OF THE GRAMVATI CALI TY JUDGEMENT TASK | N

CLI NI CAL WORK:

Whi | e the observed differences between the literates
and illiterates have been docunented, the new evi dence on
literacy and grammaticality judgenent ability (Karanth et al.
1991, inpress; Karanthand Suchithra,Inpress) isparticularly
| nportant because of its centrality in linguistic theory.
Linguistic word is based on the assunption that all native
speakers of a | anguage have the intuitive know edge of their

| anguage as reflected in their sensitivity to it.
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(d) The subjects should be within the age range of 21 to
40 years.
(e) The subjects should be native speakers of Kannada.
(f) If literate, the subjects should be literate in Kannada.

(g) The illiterates should have had no introduction to
formal education.

Majority of the subjects in this study were selected
fromMsore city. Fiveilliterate subjects were selected
fromthe town of Ramasanudra which is a coupler of hour
journey fromMsore city. Each group had an equal repre-

sentation of the mal es and fenal es.

The average age of the literate group was 29.4 years
and that of the illiterate group was 30.6 years. The average
years of school/education for the literate group was 14.67
years.

3.4TOOLS:

Two tests were utilized in the testing of the subjects,
nanely the syntactic section of the LPT devel oped by
Dr. Prathi bha Karanth (1980, 84) at Mysore in India, and
the Regional Rehabilitation Training Centre Battery (RRTC
Battery - part of the project on "Devel opment and Standardi -

zation of Language and Articulation Tests in Indian Languages"
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This assunption is reflected in clinical research
(Li nebarger, et al. 1983ay Crain et al. 1984; Wil feck, 1988),
Anongst the adult popul ati on, nost of the investigations
utilizing the granmmaticality judgenent task have been on
agrammati ¢ Broca's aphasics who present an inpairnent in
speech production manifested in the formof telegrammatic
utterances. This feature is frequently acconpani ed by
simlar inpairnment in conprehension in that Broca's or
agrammati ¢ aphasics tend to experience considerable diffi-
culty with conprehension tasks when syntax al one furnishes
critical aspects of neaning. Various explanations have
been put forth to explain the phenonmenon of agrammatism
Whi | e Caranazza and hi s col | eagues (1976), 1981) hypot hesi ze
the existence of a central deficit involving the realization
of syntactic structure, Linebarger et al. (1983a), noting
t he wel | - above-chance performance of their agrammatic
subjects in nmaking accurate grammaticality judgenents,
suggest that the parsing mechanismmay be inpaired in such
away that it is capable of grammaticality judgenents, but
not of conprehension. However, Wil feck (1988) is of the
opinion that grammaticality judgenent and conprehensi on

utilize different processing strategies.

2.4: THE 'WHY CF THE PRESENT STUDY!

Whi | e addressing the question as to whether there is a

linguistic difference between the literates and illiterates,



32

the existing has to be |ooked at fromtwo angles. Firstly,

fromthe clinic viewpoint we have

(a) incidence studies which have given us equivocal results
with respect to the incidence of aphasia in literates
and illiterates. However,

(b) we al so have findings which point to the presence of a
qualitative difference between the literates and illi-
terates (Lecours et al. 1987a, b;, 1988).

Secondly, fromthe point of viewof various experinenta

st udi es, we have

(a) dichotic listening studies which have provi ded equivoca
results with respect to right/left-ear advantage in the
two groups. At the sane tine

(b) studies which have |ooked into the netalinguistic
abilities of the two sub-popul ations have indicated the
exi stence of a difference between the literates and illi-

terateswiththelatter performngpoorly(Laranthet al 1991)

This present study was taken up to confirmthe presence
of qualitative differences between literates and illiterates
on various |anguage tasks, and to determ ne whether these
qualitative differences are true of even netalinguistic

tasks such as grammaticality judgenent task.

The latter issue is inportant because even though it

I's generally agreed upon that literacy enhances cognitive
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grow h, the know edge and use of native | anguage i s presuned
to be on par between literates and illiterates. |n other
words, the literates and illiterates are treated as a
honogenous group with respect to their know edge of

| anguage and use of the sanme - this, in spite of evidence
fromlinguistic and cognitive investigations pointing to

the contrary. Al so, because of the sane presunption norna-
tive studies are generally not undertaken for adult |anguage
tests. Hence it becones inportant to have an overal

neasure of the perfornmance differences between nornal
literate and illiterate adults at |east as far as sone of

t he basic conponents of |anguage processing that are routinely

examned in adult aphasiol ogi cal work.

Therefore, the netalinguistic and qualitative aspects
of |anguage (know edge and use)are systenatically expl ored

between literates and illiterates in this study.
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VETHCDOL OGY

In our attenpts to understand the consequences of
literacy, the initial interest was focussed upon neuro-
anatom cal and cerebral dom nance considerations. This
was investigated through various anatom cal and experi-
mental dichotic listening tests. NMore recently, the
Interest has shifted over to qualitative differences in
the linguistic ability of the two groups especially their

metal i nguistic ability.

The metalinguistic task of grammaticality judgenent
occupies a central position in various |inguistic netho-
dologies and in the validation of linguistic hypotheses.

Evi dence fromchild | anguage acquisition studies indicate
that the ability to judge grammatical acceptability is

devel opnental, and that children acquire this ability

around 6 to 9 years (Hakes, 1980; Scholl and Ryan, 1980;
Karanth, 1984; Vasantha et al. 1989; Karanth and Suchithra,in
press). However, recent evidence that illiterates do not
performlike literates on the grammaticality judgenment

task (Karanth, 1991inpress,) | eads onetohypot hesi set hat
literacy may contribute to the devel opment of grammaticality

judgenment abilities.
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Various investigations conducted in the past have
indicated that literates and illiterates do differ in
| anguage abilities. Cognitive investigations (Luria, 1971;
Cole et al. 1971; A sCh. 1985), dichotic listening experi-
nments (Damasi o, 1979; Tzavaras et al. 1981) and |inguistic
research (Caneron et al. 1971; Lecours et al. 1987a, b;
Karant h, 1991i npress) havepoi ntedtoadi fferencebetween
t he two sub-popul ati ons. However, dichotic |istening
tests have not indicated a definite difference between
the two groups. Rather, their findings are equivoca

(Danasio et al. 1979; Castro and Moral s, 1987).

The finding of the Lecours et al. (1987) study that
there are qualitative differences between literates and
illiterates on sinple | anguage tasks and that of the
Karanth et al . 1991 in press) study that t he two sub-groups
do not performthe sane on granmaticality judgement tasks
is inportant. This is especially so when we consi der that
fact that clinical work has treated the two sub-popul ati ons
as one honogenous group except in the recent past (Lecours

et al . 1987a; Karanthet al . 1991i npress).

Thi s new evi dence of a relationship between |iteracy
and grammaticality judgenent ability is particularly
i nportant because of the centrality of the latter inlingui-
stic theories, which has been reflected i n a nunber of

clinical researches (Linebarger et al. 1983a; Wil feck, 1988)
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G ven the possibility that literacy and netalinguistic
abilities my be related,it becones inportant to have data
on how the normal literate differs fromthe normal illiterate
on some of the linguistic and nmetalinguistic tasks which are
routinely used in the evaluation of brain- danmaged patients.
This is especially inportant in the Indian setting where the
proportion of literates to illiterates is alnost 1, and
where the use of standardized test batteries may give us
an over-estimated or an under-estimated picture in the case

of brain-damaged illiterates and |iterates, respectively.

The question that was addressed in this study was: "In
an Indian context, given a difference in terns of l|iteracy,
would the literate individual performdifferently or the
sanme as a literate individual on certain linguistic and

met al i ngui stic tasks?".
3.1: AM

(1) To study the influence of literacy on the
syntactic judgenment abilities of literate and
il1literate individuals.

(2) To study the influence of literacy on the conpre-
hensi on of norpho-syntactic nmarkers presented in

the formof a picture-pointing task.
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(3) TOqualitatively assess the experessive

abilities of literate and illiterate
I ndi vi dual s.
3.2: METHOD:
Two groups of literate and illiterate individuals were

eval uated on linguistic tasks tapping the syntactic judge-
mental , conprehension and production abilities of the
subjects. The subjects were first tested on the syntactic
section of the linguistic profile test followed by the
conprehensi on section of the RRTC Battery, and then the
expression section of the RRTC Battery. The subjects were
omtted fromthe study if they did not conplete the syntactic
section of the LPT. The responses were subjected to a

quantitative statistical, and a qualitative analysis.

3. 3: SUBJECTS:

Thirty literate and thirty illiterate individuals in
the age range of 22 to 40 years were selected as subjects
for this study. The criteria of selection of these subjects
i ncl uded:

(a) The subjects shoul d be neurol ogi cally healthy.
(b) The subjects shoul d have no speech or hearing problens.

(c) The subjects should be intellectually nornal.
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(d) The subjects should be within the age range of 21 to
40 years.
(e) The subjects should be native speakers of Kannada.
(f) If literate, the subjects should be literate in Kannada.
(g) The illiterates should have had no introduction to

formal education

Majority of the subjects in this study were selected
fromMysore city. Fiveilliterate subjects were selected
fromthe town of Ramasanudra which is a coupler of hour
journey fromMsore city. Each group had an equal repre-

sentation of the males and fennl es.

The average age of the literate group was 29.4 years
and that of the illiterate group was 30.6 years. The average

years of school /education for the literate group was 14.67

years.

3.4T00LS

Two tests were utilized in the testing of the subjects,
nanely the syntactic section of the LPT devel oped by
Dr. Prat hi bha Karanth (1980, 84) at Mysore in India, and
the Regional Rehabilitation Training Centre Battery (RRTC
Battery - part of the project on "Devel opment and Standardi -

zation of Language and Articulation Tests in Indian Languages"
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carried out by the Regional Rehabilitation Training Centre,
Madras and Ali Yavar Jung National Institute for the Hear-
I ng Handi capped, Bonbay with funding fromUN CES).

3.4.1: The Linguistic Profile Test: (Karanth, 1980, 1984)

The LPT is based on a |inguistic framework and contains
3 maj or sections - Phonol ogy, Syntax and Semantics which,
t hrough sub-sections, probe into deeper aspects of one's
| anguage. Wil e the sections on Phonol ogy and Senantics
evaluate the discrimnating and expressive abilities of the
i ndi vidual in these aspects of |anguage, the Syntactic
section assesses the syntactic conpetence of the individua

under test by utilizing a grammaticality judgenent task.

It was the Syntactic Section of the LPT that was
enpl oyed to check the syntactic judgenent abilities of the
subjects selected. This section consists of 130 tests itens
sanpling a wi de range of grammatical structures covering
t he basic syntactic fornms of the |anguage tested in 11 sub-
sections incl udi ng:
1. nor phophonem ¢ structures,
2. plural forns,
3. tenses,
4. PNGmar ker s,
5. case narkers,
6. transitives, intransitives and causati ves,
.

sent ence t ypes.
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8. Predictates,

9. conjunctions, conparatives and quotatives,
10. conditional clauses, and

11. participal constructions.

O the 130 test itens, 65 are ill-forned, violating a parti -
cular rule for usage of a syntactic marker, while the re-
mai ning 65 are syntactically correct. The randomy arranged
correct and incorrect test itens as presented auditorily
and the subjects are required to judge the utterances for

grammatifal acceptability.

3.4.2: The RRTC Battery (Regional Rehabilitation Training Centre,

Madras and Ali Yavar Jung National Institute for tha

Heari ng Handi capped, Bonbay In Press).

The RRTC Battery has two sections dealing with Senmantics
and Syntax. Al the test itens are pictorial. The Syntactic

section only was utilized in this study.

The syntactic section has |l sub-sections correspondi ng
to the 11 sub-sections in the syntactic section of the LPT,
nanel y,

1. Mor phophonem ¢ structures,
2. Plural forns,
3. Tenses,

4. PNGnarkers.
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Case Markers,
Transitives, intrasitives and causati ves,
sent ence types,

Conj unctives andquot ati ves,

© © N o o

Conpar at i ves,
10. Conditional cl auses

11. Participal constructions.

Each section has 10 itens, 5 each for testing the conprehen-
sion and expression of specific syntactic focns as in the LPT.
In response to the itens testing conprehension the subject

IS expected to point to the correct picture out of a set of

3 or 4 pictures in response to an auditorily presented sent-
ence describing the target picture. The itens eval uating
expression require the subject to describe pictures which
specifically test the usage of specific syntactic structures.
Totally the syntactic section contains 110 itens, 55 testing
conprehensi on and 55 testing expression of various grammati cal

forns.

3.5 TEST ADM N STRATI ON AND RECCRDI NG OF RESPONSES:

The 130 test itens of the syntactic section of the LPT
and 55 itens of the syntactic section of the RRTC Battery
(eval uating conprehension) were tape recorded using the voice
of a native Kannada speaker. The sane was played to the
subjects and the entire testing was done in a single setting

| asting 40 to 50 m nut es.
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For the syntactic judgenment task, the subjects were
instructed that they woul d hear a nunber of sentences sone
of which would be correct and others incorrect. A couple
of exanmpl es of correct and incorrect sentences as well as
the correct fornms for the latter category were given. The
subject was then instructed to listen to the sentences and
i ndi cat e whet her each sentence was grammatically correct
or incorrect. The tape recorded sentences were then

presented one by one.

In the conprehension section of the RRTC Battery, the
subjects were instructed to point to the appropriate
pi cture on hearing the stinmulus sentence. A couple of
exanpl es were provided for each syntactic structure tested

prior to presentation of the tape recorded test itens.

The subjects' responses were recorded on the scoring

sheet for both the above tasks.

In evaluating the expressive abilities of the subjects,
the subjects were instructed to describe the pictures pre-
sented in sinple sentences. Questions were asked about
t he sentences when required. The subjects' responses were
either tape recorded and |later transcribed or transcribed
directly verbati m depending on the conveni ence of the

experi nmenter.
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Test admi nistration was done in a quiet environment

with mninmal distractions.

3.6: ANALYSI S:

3.6.1. Syntactic judgenent task (LPT):

The subjects' responses to the 130 itens of the
syntactic section of the LPT were scored for accuracy of

t he response and the foll owi ng were cal cul at ed:

(a) the nmean scores and standard devi ati ons obtai ned by
the literate and illiterate groups in each sub-section
of the syntactic section of the LPT, and

(b) mean score obtained by the literate and illiterate

groups on the syntactic section of the LPT as a whol e.

Al so, based on the obtained data, the nunber of hit responses
(the wel | -fornmed utterances to which the subject responds
"good') and false alarns (the ill-formed sentences to which

t he subject responds 'good) were calculated for each subject
in each sub-section of the syntactic section of the LPT, and

t he respective means were al so cal cul at ed.

The nunber of hit responses and fal se alarns were used
to calculate the granmatical sensitivity index as given by
Li nebarger et al. (1983). This was cal cul ated keeping in

m nd that the chance factor in the obtained results is 0.5.
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The grammati cal sensitivity index "A s a non-paranetric
statistical index of sensitivity. It is based upon the
estimated area under thereceiver-operating characteristic
(RO curve (i.e., the map of data points for all possible
criteria at afixed level of sensitivity). The area under
the ROC curve is theoretically equal to the proportion of
correct responses attainable in a two-alternative forced
choi ce procedure. Because of its relation to the expected
correct score in atwo-alternative forced choi ce experi nent,
the A can be interpreted quite naturally? an A val ue of
0.90 translates into an expected score of 90%correct on

a good/ bad forced choi ce procedure.
The fornmula used for cal culation of the grammati cal
sensitivity index A is as follows:

(y = x) (1 +y - x)
4y (1 - x)

A' = 0.5 +

Where x = the proportion of nunber of 'good responses to
t hat of nunber of ill-forned sentences, and

t he proportion of nunber of 'good' responses to

<
1

t he nunber of well-forned sentences.
For details please refer to Libebarger, Schwartz and Saffran

(1983).
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3.6.2: Conprehension task (RRTC Battery):

The subjects' responses were scored for the accuracy
of the responses, and the follow ng statistics were

cal cul at ed:

(a) the mean scores obtained by the literate and illiterate
groups in each sub-section of the syntactic section of
the RRTC Battery, and

(b) the standard deviation of the scores obtained by the
two groups in each sub-section of the syntactic section

of the RRTC Battery.

3.6.3: Expression task (RRTC Battery):

As the majority of the illiterate subjects were unw || -
ing to have their verbal descriptions of the pictures recorded,
adequat e number of sanples of the expression section of the
RRTC Battery for this group was not available for a quantita-
tive analysis to be done. Hence the subjects' responses
were subjected to a qualitative analysis wherein the responses
wer e eval uated for the usage of the particular grammtica
formbeing tested, for conplexity of the utterances and for
syntactic construction (in terms of conpleteness of the

utterances.

The analysis of data and results have been presented and

di scussed in the follow ng chapter.
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RESULTS AND DI SOUSSI ON

The findings of this study confirmthe previous find-
I ngs that have been obtained on the perfornmance of the
literates and illiterates on the netalinguistic task
(Karanth, et al. 1991). The data obtained on the 3 tasks,
nanely the Syntactic Judgenent, the Conprehension and the
Expressi on Tasks, were anal yzed in the order of the steps

given in section 3.6 of Chapter 3.

The raw scores obtai ned by the two groups on the
Met al i ngui stic task and t he Conprehension task are presented
in Table-1 and Table-11 respectively. As a whole, the
literate group obtained a nean of 92.90, while the illiterate
group obtained a nean score of 72. 70 on the syntactic judge-
ment task. As may be seen, the performance of the literates
Is definitely much better than that of the illiterates in
the Syntactic section of the LPT, while the performance

difference is not as large in the Conprehension task.

Besi des cal culating the raw scores for the two tasks,
the scores obtained by the two groups as a whol e in each
sub-section of the Conprehension part of the Syntactic section
of the LPT was al so cal cul ated, as was also the GQammaticality
Sensitivity Indices for each sub-section of the Syntactic

section of the LPT. Table-11 presents the nean sensitivity
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Tabl e-1: Scores obtained by the 30 literates and 30 illite-
rates in the Syntactic Section of the LPT

Subj ect Literates [lliterates
1 81 67.5
2 94 69. 5
3 86.5 61
4 98.5 64
5 97.5 69. 5
6 95 63.5
7 91.5 67
e 97 57.5
9 93.5 72

10 80 70.5
11 92 69
12 91 70.5
13 93.5 72
14 95.5 66
15 95 67
16 91 62.5
17 81.5 59.5
18 92.5 62. 5
19 95.5 65. 5
20 94.5 87.5
21 97.5 76
22 100 68. 5
23 98 61.5
24 91 72
25 94 77
26 92 74.5
27 93 75.5
28 94.5 75
29 97 64.5
30 93.5 73.5
2787.0 2182.0
Mean 92.9 72.7
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Tabl e-11: Scores obtained by the 30 literates 30 illiterate's
i n t he Conprehensi on section of the RRTC Battery.

Subj ect Literates [lliterates
1 55 53
2 55 53
3 55 55
4 55 53
5 55 49.5
6 55 53
7 55 54
8 55 55
9 55 54

10 55 53
11 55 54
12 95 53
13 55 52
14 55 53
15 95 55
16 55 52
17 55 55
18 55 51
19 55 55
20 55 55
21 55 52
22 55 54
23 55 55
24 55 55
25 55 54
26 55 55
27 55 54
28 55 52
29 55 55
30 1628 168%.5

Mean 55 53.5
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i ndi ces and t he conprehensi on scores obtained by the lite-
rate and illiterate groups on the Syntactic section of the
LPT and the RRTC Battery respectively. The sanme data has
been presented graphically in Gaph-I. In order to acco-
nodat e t he Conprehensi on scores of the two groups into the
graph, the sanme has been brought down by a factor of 5.
The obt ai ned val ues have been narked in Table-11l in

par ent heses.

As may be seen fromG aph-1, on the Metalinguistic
Syntactic Judgenment task, there is a clear-cut difference
bet ween the performance of the literates and illiterates,
the latter performng at a |ower |evel, and the difference
bei ng significant. On the conprehension task, the illite-
rates and literates performequally well in nost of the
sub-sections of the RRTC Battery except in sub-sections F
H and K, the difference being nore pronounced in the |ast
two sections. The inplication of Gaph-1is the indication
that the illiterates not only have difficulty on the
Syntactic Judgenent Task, but also,in the conprehension of
specific syntactic fornms. The significance of these perfor-

mance differences will be discussed in | ater sections.

In the followi ng sections the results obtained in each
task wi |l be presented.
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Table-111: Mean sensitivity scores and conprehensi on scores of

~ the literate and illiterate groups.

Secti on Mean sensitivity indices Mean scores obtained by the
obtained by the literate & | literate and illiterate
illiterate groups on the groups on the 11 sub-sec-
11 sub-sections of the tions of the Syntactic Sec-
Syntactic Section of the tion of the RRT.C Battery
L.P.T. ( Conpr ehensi on)

Syntax (L.P.T) Syntax (RRT.Q

Literates [Illliterates Literates IIliterates
A 0.97 0.79 S (1) 4.97 (0.99)
B 1.00 0.77 5 (1) 5 (1)
C 0. 96 0. 62 5 (1) 4.98 (0.99)
B 0.98 0.77 5 (1) 5 (1)
E 0.94 0.75 5 (1) 5 (1)
F 0.94 0. 82 5 (1) 4.9  (0.98)
G 0.98 0.77 5 (1) 5 (1)
H 0.98 0.84 5 (1) 4.6 (0.92)
I 0.93 0. 62 S5 (1) 5 (1)
J 0. 96 0.75 5 (1) 5 (1)
K 0.95 0. 67 5 (1) 4.1 (0.82)
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4.1: METALI NGU STI C ( SYNTACTI C JUDGEMENT) TASK:

Gaphs 11, IIl, 1V, V, VI and VIl present the Individua
scores obtained by all the subjects in sone of the sub-section:
of the syntactic section of the LPT. It should be noted that
even though there are instances wherein a few i ndividua
subj ects have perforned contrary to the group perfornance,
in the overall consideration, the literates have perforned
consistently better than the illiterates. This is true of

all the 11 sub-sections of the Syntactic Section of the LPT

Even though, as a group, the illiterates perforned
poorly, there were instances wherein certain individuals
performed exceptionally well in certain sub-sections, but
t he sane performance was not naintained i n other sub-

sections. This is evident fromthe G aphs Il to VII.

Based on t he obtai ned responses, the nunber of hit
responses (the well-forned utterances to which the subject
responds 'good') and the nunber of false alarns (the ill-
formed utterances to which the subject responds 'good')
wer e cal cul ated for each subject in each sub-section of
the Syntactic Section of the LPT. This was used to cal cu-
|ate the grammaticality sensitivity index which gives an

idea as to the validity of the subjects responses.
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Tabl e- 1V provi des the average nunber of hits, false alarns
and sensitivity indices for different syntactic structures
of the LPT in the literate and illiterate groups. Table-V
on the other hand, presents the nean sensitivity indices
for the two groups on the various sub-sections of the
Syntactic Section of the LPT. The sane has bei ng depi ct ed

in the formof a bar diagramin Gaph-VIII.

It is evident fromthe above data that the illiterates

have difficulty in judging the syntactic acceptability of

utterances. In order to find out whether the difference
between the literates and illiterates was significant or
not, the t-test was applied. It was found that the diffe-

sensitivity
rences between the grammaticality/indices of the two groups

was significant at the 0.01 level for all the 11 sub-sections.
Tabl e-M depicts not only the group nmeans and standard devi a-
tions, but also the t-ratios and the significance |evels for
each sub-section as well as the significant difference of

t he nean scores obtained by the two groups in the syntactic

section of the LPT.

It is evident fromthe above that on a netalinguistic
task such as the G amaticality Judgenent Task, the illite-
rates are performng poorly when conpared to the literate

subj ect s.
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Tabl e-1V: Average nunber of hits,

Avel _ fal se alarns and sensitivity
indices for different syntactic structures of the LPT

inthe literate and illiterate groups.
NO. | Syntactic Literate Illiterate
structure y X y x A
AI
A Mor phophonem c 0.96 0.06 0.97 0.76 0.32 0.79
structure
B Plural forns 1.00 O 1.00 0.88 0.45 3.77
C Tenses 0.98 0.12 0.9 0.8 0.57 0. 62
D PNG Markers 0.9 0.06 098 076 0.34 0.77
E Case narkers 0.98 0.20 0.93 091 0.4 0.75
F Transiti Ves, 0.94 0.15 0.94 0.91 0. 46 0. 82
intransitives
& causatives
G  Sentence types 1.00 0.0/ 0.98 0.84 (.43 0.77
H  Predicates 1.00 0.0/ 098 0.8 0.34 0. 84
1  Conjunctions, 0.98 0.24 093 091 0.64 062
conpar ati ves
& quotatives
J  Conditional 099 014 0.9 0.8 0.45 0.15
cl auses
K Participal 0. 98 0.14 0.95 0. 82 0.52 0.67

constructions
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Tabl e-V. Mean sensitivity Indices obtained by the literate
and illiterate groups on the 11 sub-section of the
syntactic section of the LPT

Sub- secti on Literates [lliterates
A) Mor phophonem ¢ structures 0.97 0.79
B) Plural forns 1. 00 0.77
C) Tenses 0. 96 0. 62
D) PNG Markers 0.98 0.77
E) Case Markers 0.94 0.75

F) Transitives, intransitives

and Causati ves 0. 94 0. 82
G Sentence types 0.98 0.77
H) Predicates 0. 98 0.84

| ) Conjunctions, Conparatives

and Quot atives 0.93 0.62

J) Conditional clauses 0. 96 0.75
K) Participal constructions 0.95 0. 67
10. 59 8.17

Mean 0. 96 0.74
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standard devi ati ons,

t-ratios & significance

[evel's of the Gammaticality Sensitivity Indices for the various
syntactic structures of the

the literate and ”S?/

ntactic Section of the LPT and the raw

scores of iterate groups.
Syntactic G oup Mean Standard | t-ratio  Sgnificant
structures Devi ati on significa:
A-Mor phophonemic Literate 0.97 0. 222 5.5 S gni fi cant
structures Illiterate 0.79 0.178 0.01 |evel
B-Plural forns Literate 1.00 0 7.2 S gni fi cant
Illiterate 0.77 0.175 0.01 Ievel
G Tenses Literate 0. 96 0. 064 7.2 S gni fi cant
[Iliterate 0.62 0. 252 0.01 |evel
D PNG Mar ker s Literate 0.98 0. 022 S gni fi cant
Illiterate 0. 77 0.193 5.9 0.01 | evel
E- Case Markers Literate 0.93 0. 070 S gni fi cant
Illiterate 0.75 0.231 4.09 at 0.01 lev
F-Transitives, Literate 0.94 0. 080 5 2 (S)|8{“ }‘i calnt
Intransitives : ' : eve
& Causatives Illiterate 0.82 0.10
G Sent ence Literate 0. 98 0. 030 77 Signi fi cant
types Miterate 0.77  0.153 0.01 level
H Pr edi cat es Literate 0.98 0. 02* 70 Si gni fi cant
Illiterate  0.84  0.108 0.01 level
| - Conj uncti ons, Literate 0.93 0. 069 59 ggfl }‘i calnt
Conpar ati ves : ' eve
& Quot atives Illiterate 0. 62 0. 250
J- Condi ti onal Literate 0. 96 0. 036 7 0 Signi fi cant
cl auses [MTiterate  0.75  0.155 0.01 Tevel
K-Parti ci pal Literate 0.95 0. 039 6.09 O gni fi cant
constructions : ' 0.01 Ievel
Illiterate 0. 67 0. 252
RAW SCCRES Literate 92.9 4.85 Si gni fi cant
( SYNTAX SECTI ON 12. 6 0.01 Ievel
Ok LPT) Illiterate 72.7 7.32
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4. 2: OOVPREHENSI ON TASK

Tabl e-MI'| provides the nean scores obtained by the two
groups in each sub-section of the syntactic section of the
RRTC Battery eval uating conprehensi on. G aph | X provides
a visual representation of this data in the formof a bar

di agram

As may be seen from Tabl e-VCthere is no difference
between the perfornmance of the literate and illiterate
subj ects on 6 sub-sections, nanely plural forns, PNG narkers,

case markers, sentence types, conparatives and conditiona

clauses. In the renmaining 5 sub-sections, the nean scores
of the illiterate group was slightly |ower as sonme of the
subj ects made errors in their responses. In order to check

whet her this performance difference between the two groups
In these 5 sub-sections was significant or not, the t-test

was applied and the significance |evels were obtained.

Tabl e-VII| presents the group neans, standard devi ati ons,
t-ratios and the significance levels for the two groups
on the conprehension task. It is evident that the diffe-
rences between the two groups was not significant in the
sub-sections testing for norphophonem c structures (sub-

section A) and tenses (sub-section C). |n sub-section ?
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Table-VI1: Scores obtained by the |iterates and illiterates
groups in each sub-section of the Syntactic Section
of the RRTC Battery eval uating conprehensi on.

Secti on Literates Illiterates

A

( Mor phophoneni ¢ st ruct ures) S 4. 97
B

(Plural forns) 5 5
C

(Tenses) 5 4.98
D

(PNG Mar ker s) 5 5
E

(Case Markers) 5 5
F

(Transitives, Intransitives

and Causati ves) 5 4.9

G

(Sent ence types) 5 5
H

(Gonj uncti ves and

Quot at i ves) 5 4.6
1

(Conpar at i ves) 5 5
J

(Condi tional d auses) 5 5
K

(Participal Constructions) 5 4.1
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Table-VIII:
| evel of

Group neans,
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standard devi ati ons,

of the Syntactic section of the RRTC Battery.

t-ratios & significance
t he Conprehensi on scores for the various syntactic structures

Syntactic G oup Mean St andard t-ratio | Significant/
structures Devi ati on not signifies
A- Mor phophonem ¢ Literate 5 0 0.91 Not signifies
structures Illiterate 4.97 0.179 at 0.01 [evel
B-Plural forns Literate 5 0 Not signifies
Illiterate 5 0
C- Tenses Literate 5 0 0.12 Not sianifies
Illiterate 4.98  0.89 at 0.01 level
D- PNG Mar ker s Literate 5 0 Not signifies
IIliterate 5
E- Case Markers Literate 5 0 Not signifies
Illiterate 5 0
F-Transitives, Literate 5 0 1.82 Significant of
Intransitives - at 0.1 level*
& Causatives Illiterate 4.9 0.3
G Sentence types Literate 6 0 Not significat
Illiterate 5 0
H Conj uncti ves Literate 5 0 4.5Significant at
1 *
& Quotatives Illiterate 4.6 0.48 0.1 level
1- Conpar ati ves Literate 5 0 Not si gni fi cant
Illiterate 5 0
J- Condi ti onal Literate 5 0 Not significat
cl auses Illiterate 5 0
K-Parti ci pal Literate 5 0 5.7 Significant at
1 *
constructions Illiterate 4.1 0. 86 0.01 | evel
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(transitives, intransitives and causatives), the difference
was found to be significant only at the 0.1 level. Wile
for sub-sections H (conjunctions and quotatives) and K
(participal constructions) the difference was significant

at the 0.01 |evel.

The obt ai ned data suggest that even though the know edge
of various syntactic structres is present inthe illiterate,
such an individual does have difficulty in the conprehension
of certain specific syntactic forns such as conjuncti ons,

quot ati ves and participal constructions.

4.3: BEXPRESS ON TASK

As an adequat e nunber of sanples of the expressive out-
out of the subjects was not available, a quantitative analysis
could not be carried out. Instead, a qualitative analysis

was done.

It was noted that in describing the pictures presented
the literates tended to use the conplete formof the sentence,
they were nore el aborate in describing the pictures (as in
the use of adjectives and other nodifiers), and the granmati ca

structures tested for were present in all the cases.

Conpared to the performance of the literate group, the

illiterates were found to performpoorly in that their
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utterances tended to be inconplete even if the syntactic

structure tested for was present. Furthernore, their

utterances were syntactically and semantically | ess conpl ex.

As may be seen from Table-1X, the utterances of the

literate group were syntactically correct and nore conpl ex

than that of the illiterates. Overall, it may be said that

there do exist qualitative
tion abilities or |anguage

rates.

4. 4. OVERALL RESULTS.

The obtai ned data, as
fol | ow ng:
(a) There is a significant
and illiterates on the
illiterates performng

(b) There is a significant

di fferences between the produc-

use of the literates and illite-

present ed above, reveal the

di fference between the literates
syntactic judgenment task with the
poorly.

di fference between the perfornmance

of the literate and illiterate groups in conprehending

certain syntactic structures such as conjunctions, quota-

tives and participal constructions.

(c) There are qualitative differences between the literates

and illiterates in their use of |anguage.

4.5: DI SCUSSI ON:

The findings of this study substantiate the findings

of the Karanth et al. (1991,in press) study which  reported a
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Tabl e-1 XX Exanpl es of utterances used by literate and illiterate
subj ects to describe pictures on the Expression Task.

Descri ption of
the picture

Expect ed
response

Observed response

Literates

[1literates

1. The picture

avel u kudi yu-

avel ue kudl yu-

kudi yut i ddal e

depicts a girl tiddale ("She tiddale ("Drinki ng she
dri nki ng wat er I's drinking") - Gender inplied
froma gl ass. - | NOCOWPLETE

2. The picture huduga mane huduga maneya bagi | u pakka
depi cts a boy ol age idane bagilu hatira ni nti ddane

I nsi de t he
house.

("Theboyi s
i nside the
house")

i dane(" The
boy is near
the house)
ELABORATE

("Sandi ng near
t he door, heis
- CGENDER BWRLI
- | NCOWPLETE

3. The picture
depi cts a dol
ontop of *

t abl e.

bonmbe mejina
mel e ide

("The doll is
on the table)

bombe mejina
mel e ide

bonbe nej unel e

I de.

("The doll-top

of the table"

- MORPHCP C
LOCATI VE NARKEF
ABSENT.

4. The picture

pustaka nejina

pustaka mejina

booku stool al | i

depi cts a book mel e ide mel e ide I de.
on top of a ("The book is ("The book is
t abl e. on the table") on the stool").
- | NOORRECT LCCA-
TI VE
VARKER,
| NCOVPLETE
UT TERANCE
NAM NG
ERRCR
5. The picture buttiyalli butti ol age buttiyall
depicts a mavi nahannugal u t hunba hannu- hannugal u i de.
basket of ive aluive. ("There are
nmangoes ("There are "There are fruits in the
mangoes in the many fruits basket").
basket") I nsi de t he -NOI SPEA FI C
basket ) (I'N TERVS CF
- ELABCRATE NAM NG FRU T)

CONSTRUCTI ON
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di fference between literates and illiterates in their
syntactic judgenent ability, and suggested literacy as a
factor contributing to the devel opnent of granmmati cal
j udgenent ability. The present study points to a definite
di fference existing between the literate and illiterate
sub- popul ations on the three tasks utilized, nanely a
syntactic judgenment task, a conprehension task, and an

expressi on task.

Wthin the illiterate group, conparing their perfor-
mance on the Conprehensi on and syntacti c Judgenent Task, it
can be seen that the illiterates performrelatively better
inthe former task. However, even in this task, they have
difficulty conprehending some syntactic structures such as
conjunctions and quotaticas (sub-section H and parti ci pal
constructions (sub-section K). Even in their expressive
output, it was found that this group had nore difficulty

in constructing syntactically adequate sentences*

The descriptive ternms used by Luria (1971) to describe
the performance of his illiterate subjects, such as "inmedi ate"
"“concrete", and "practical" seemto apply to the perfornmance
of the illiterate subjects in the present study al so. The
cogni tive consequences of literacy and education on | anguage

use and netalinguistic skills need to be investigated further.
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This study al so supports the findings of the Lecours
et al. (1987a) study, and does carry the inplication of
the necessity of norns to be established for these two
sub- popul ati ons who have been consi dered as a honmogenous
group with respect to know edge and use of | anguage.
Because of this presunption, nornative studies are general ly
not conducted for adult |anguage tests. However, the
evidence fromthe Lecours et al. (1987a), Karanth et al.
(1991 inpress) and the findi ngs of the present study suggest
that the establishnent of norns for the | anguage tests
with reference to the literacy factor would help us to
correctly estimate the severity of the |anguage deficit
presented by a literate/illiterate brai ndanaged patient.
This is especially inportant because the tasks utilized
inthis study as well as the Lecours et al. (1987a) and
Karanth et 1991 inpress) study formpart of the basic testing
material s used in routine examnation of brain danaged

patients.

4. 6: OCONCLUSI O\

In short, given the highly significant differences in
the results of the healthy illiterate as opposed to the
healthy literate subjects on the syntactic judgenent task
and si npl e conprehensi on and expression tasks, it would be

| ogi cal to conclude that literacy does play an inportant



64
role in the devel opnent of grammaticality judgenent/
nmetalinguistic abilities, and even influence the com

prehensi on and expressive abilities of the individual.



SUMVARY AND CONCLUSI ON

The present study was undertaken to investigate the
qualitative differences anong normal literate and illite-
rate individuals on linguistic and netalinguistic tasks
by evaluating their performance on sinple conprehension
and expression tasks as well as on a grammticality judge-
ment task. A group of sixty healthy subjects - thirty
literates and thirty illiterates - in the age range of 22
to 40 years were selected for the study. The subjects
were required to be native - Kannada speakers with no
speech ar hearing problens. The two groups were studied
for their performance on three tasks utilizing tw tests,
nanely the Syntactic Section of the LPT and that of the
RRTC Battery aimng to eval uate the subjects' syntactic
judgenent ability, their conprehension and expression
A quantitative, statistical and qualitative anal ysis of

the results was carried out.

The results have indicated that the illiterates
perform poorly when conpared to the literates in all
the three tasks, the difference being nost pronounced in
the syntactic judgenent task. Although the illiterates
performas well as the literates in sone of the sub-
sections of the conprehension task, they do experience

difficulties wwth sone specific syntactic structures.
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such as conjunctives, quotatives and participal construc-
tions. Furthernore, a qualitative analysis of the
expressive output of the subjects reveal ed that the verbal
output was better in literates in terns of sentence conpl ete-

ness, structural conplexity and el abor at eness.

A statistical analysis using the t-test showed the
differences on the syntactic judgenent task and specific
sub-sections of the conprehensiontask to the highly

significant at the 0.01 |evel.

d ven the above findings, it is concluded that |iteracy
not only contributes to the devel opnent of netalinguistic
abilities, such as the syntactic judgenent ability, in an
I ndi vidual, but also affects the conprehension and quality

of expression of the individual under consideration.
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APPENDI CES




SYNTACTI C SECTION OF THE LI M3UJ STI C PRCFI LE TEST




SECTION II : Syntax

Instructions:  Instruct the subject that the following list of words and sentences contains both correct am
incorrect forms. Ask the subject to listen carefully and indicate whether each item is correct or not. Illu trat
with one or two examples if need be. Read the items in the list one by one. Repeat once if necessary. |If the
subject fails to respond; give him the test items in the written form. Accept correction once. Score for eacl
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 ey it Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Acgfuracy
No. em Verbd  Graphic Vebd Graphic Gestural Response

1 &JC‘:ﬁ_‘_

2. BAIQ

3. TorEwNEQ ;

4. e Uy

5 RmoI®

{ EQITE,

7. @oRng

i)

11, Sorss=h

-l
12. ennchnd
1 3 LL=H 13‘..2

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score




B.

Plural Forms

3.
No.

Stimulus Modeality

Test Item Vebad  Graphic

Subject's Response
Vebd Graphic Gestural

Accuracy
of
Response

[

S W

10.

gl il o, R A gl
\.C.a.)vi\.lq] Wil .

rans Tiads
e (1%

Maximum Score 5

Patient's Score

Stimulus Modélity
Verba  Graphic

2>

'4‘....

&y w32, AU
L —
b tat . 1] T
SRS L - - L
-

=Y 2h S i

- - - 5. -2 it g
= S 4 e
T4 - d
DWn) S¥0 w0 E
102 - =43 &

Subject's Response
Verbd Graphic Gestura

Acgfyracy
Response



10

D. PNG Markers

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———

9.  Testltem Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Acaracy
No. Verba  Graphic Vebd Graphic Gestura Response
1. Dedhy Sworhad
2. 320 WHH%,®
3. ewo Led
4. TR woE,I
5. eg Hhohow
6. ™ SeBEise.
7. ©80) @re3,0.
8. e woiz,A.
9, © Fn
10. rides Lagsw
11, e SBwea, 0
12. Rexy Stz
13. 2 LR
14, oy SHonQd
15, ey @rerind.cody 7
16, &:3 WLRDY.
17. oo dweciEigm.
18. may woad,ed
19. & Deen:d,cw
20. 2e3 SperiEzEo
Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———
E. Case Markers
S. Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Acgfuracy
No, e ltem Verba  Graphic Vebd Graphic Gestura Response
l. @@Ean @e9d.
2. Hevs, riwowd.
3. @ vrd wo.
4,  2nR0000 Eoddow.
5. Boxo s,
6. 38 riodod e g AT0.
1. Tn,v 038, Bl
8. hozmy, evd¥R).
9. wWOEQ ~d.
10, WA Ror Bt



E. Transitives, Intrnusitives and Causntives

St

No.

Stimulus Modality

Test ltem Verba  Graphic

b

6.

10.

™ 8

» 2
TN NeTh WoORWE

o B e e e |
"JUdTJ-_ JEWAR i B

N L @

I W
et |

—n = 3 d =3 oS
wNrad u;i‘.?fm-_m“ g,d;q 2 0

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———

G. Sentence Types

Subject's Response
Verbal Graphic Gestural

Accuracy
of

Response

Sl.

No.

Stimulus Modality

Test Item Verba  Graphic

Subject's Response
Verba Graphic Gestural

Accuracy
of
Refponse

W

&

Lh

8.
9.
10.

03 WeNPRTH LoD
— — p—_ - - - -
B0 W O meale SetlERY) 8,0
«

- -t .
gy Ahann dperine

G

) -
00 @, Y
o

- -y —' - )
PPy & FOX [REBLWI0E

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———



12
H.

S.

No.

Subject's Response
Veba Graphic Gestura

Accuracy
of
Response

Predicates
Stimulus Modality
Test Item ' .
Verba  Graphic
B8 Y38 39,
1 Lot FEow

08, ®&Th. 3%, ZoNn
o =
ea53d 208 odegca ?

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———

Conjunctions, Comparatives and Quotatives

S.
 No

Stimulus Modality

Test Item Vebd  Graphic

Subject's Response
Vebd Graphic Gestura

Acgfurat:y
Response

10.

U330 TI/UIR :’md@r‘\ DRI

FD. 69 39,0 Wond)
Ll v ] ]

-t
neded 83,

g@oe® meeman 4305
F08.R0R) BT
TN, 0° VDY Iy, TRE
Noed m30eganod AL RO T
3
Q
e

TITT v T80 mWIEE)

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———



J

Conditional Clauses

Sl.

No.

Stimulus Modality
Verbd  Graphic

Subject's Response
Verbad Graphic Gestural

Accurecy

or
Response

(48]

:ka

N W

10.

P e o
NER 83 D U GaERE dreiiin
< (=] a &
T s g | =2 et = a pal
BT 2N WeTT W) TREIRE 6T
=]
- e —pd 5 =
eonB0HTAN HEI 5..‘2&{3 =ty
-2
TR, §ntHZe, 3
- -2 L mad
DeE) WETPTIU BT HRBTTY
[- R — e, = 2 =3
QT3 Cj)“:?:a A5, 30 Ae) [IRTFL T
-y -3
e, e

VN0 et Bevd T SNTWTNI,

Doy S wed Ten, SwEd,0
T Beendn Swret deptTdZoiRg,
2ROV

P08 WO B 8 723 Wongwon
Q

Dm0

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score———

K

Participial Condructions

Sl.

No.

2

10.

Stimulus Modality

Test ltem Vebd  Graphic

w B W

- - — —
REEY TEGINT TIWINWL
2t ol enE

L %)

-— - u,,ch

QS TeRd WHR AR,O0

We520d) TREIVS0I o‘u.zd:

[ ngeh ;3:01'5;_\{}1". 2o 88,8
gDw0NI, Y

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score——

Subject's Response
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SYNTACTI C STRUCTURES FROM THE SYNTACTI C

SECTI ON OF THE REG ONAL REHABI LI TATI ON

TRAI NI NG CENTRE BATTERY.
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Question : Ack the Subject to

Expected Amswer
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Question :  Huduga mmava hattuthiddane

(The boy is climbing the tree)
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Queskion 1 Nayi hoagu bekku jogalavaduthive

(The dog and the cab ave fighting)
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