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| NTRODUCTI ON

Human | anguage can be characterized as (1; symbolic,
(2) representative of <categories of reality events, (3)
arbitrary, (4) systematic, (5) coded, (6) vocal-nmst usual
form of the symbol is auditory-vocal, even when not speech,
(7) used to communicate ideas, (8) a means of relationship
Wi th ot hers and (9) a behavi oral process, based on
definitions of Sapir, 1921; Hill, 1958; Lenneberg, 1973; and
Bl oom and Lahey, 1978 (Cited in Wolfolk and Lynch, 1982).
The study of |anguage on the whole can be divided into 3
di mensions as given by Bloom and Lahey, 1978. (Cited in

Wool fol k and Lynch, 1982; .

1. Form
2. Content
3. Use

Language form can be described in ternms of phonology,
nmor phol ogy and synt ax. Phonology is the study of sound
systens which we use in speaking. Mor phol ogy is the study of
nm ni mal meani ngf ul units of | anguage and the m ni mal
grammatically pertinent wunits of |anguage. Syntax is the
study of how strings of words combine to form meaningful
sentences. A basic function of this organizational process

is to show what is related to what in the sentence.



Language content is the study of meaning. If there were
no meaning, no content, +there would be no point in using
| anguage. Meaning is the bridge between the thoughts and
ideas of individual and the sequence of vocal sounds they

produce to synbolize those thoughts and i deas.

Language use has two mmjor aspects:

1. Functions of |anguage - the reason why people speak,it can

i ntrapersonal or interpersonal communication, and

2. The influence of |linguistic and non-linguistic context
that determ nes how individuals wunderstand and choose
anong alternative forns of |anguage for reaching the same

or different goals.

The above three conponents of [|anguage begin to devel op
as essentially separate threads of development in the first
year of infancy and are progressively co-ordinated unti
children induce the relationship between their own resources
and needs on the one hand and the integration of content,
form and use of the |language in the environment, on the other
hand. Language develops as a result of interaction between

the child and the context. As infants process information



about the world, they are influenced by the factors of
movenent and change - both their own movements and those of
other objects and persons. Children learn to perceive
information about the regularities and consistencies in the
context and form concepts based on identity and equival ence
relations anmong objects and nmovenents. The success of
messages depends on the very delicate interplay anong the
i ndi vidual needs, expectancies and capacities in relation to
the needs, expectancies and capacities of others, all of whom
are in situations in which they have a greater or |esser

control over the course of events according to many different

circunst ances. The inmportance of studying this pragmatic
aspect of | anguage devel opment and the assessnment  of
pragmatic abilities in |anguage disordered children has

gai ned inportance in recent years.

The current study attenmpts to develop a pragmatic test
in Taml. In the following chapter a brief review of
literature on di fferent aspects of pragmatics, its
devel opment and its assessnment has been given, followed by
chapters where the actual study attenpted has been described

in detail.



REVI EW OF LI TERATURE

Speech pathol ogi sts have been involved in the assessnment
of children's |anguage since the 1950's. The intervening
years have seen great diversity in the theory and practice of
| anguage assessnment as the views about the nature of |anguage
changed giving way to new procedures for sanpling and
describing I|anguage and for categorizing deviations from
normal | anguage. During the decade of 1950's two approaches
to language assessnment was devel opi ng. They are the
normati ve approach and pathological approach. The normative
approach by Johnson, Darley and Spriesterbach, 1952 (Gted
in Lund and Duchan, 1988.) focused on neasures such as mean
| engt h of utterance, parts of speech used, sent ence
structures, ratings of verbal output, size of vocabulary and
mean structural conmpl exity score. They studied the
performance on these neasures at different ages in normal
chi I dren. But no direction is given for using this
information in assessing an individual child s |anguage. The
pat hol ogi cal approach by MKkl ebust (1954) was based on the
medi cal model . According to the nodel, disordered |anguage
was considered as one of a cluster of symptoms that could
lead the clinician to diagnosing the problem - ie.
determining the etiology or cause. The treatnent eTforts

would be directed towards alleviating the cause or condition



rather than further examning the synptoms. But there is no
chance to the <clinician for identifying or understanding

receptive and expressive |anguage disorders.

The decade of 1960's in |anguage assessnent for speech
pat hol ogi st was influenced by the inpact of the behavioristic

novenment in America and the behavioral approach was given by

Schi ef el busch '.1963). In this framework, |anguage response
was viewed as under the control of both stimulus and
rei nforcenment. It also included the nental associations
whi ch an organi sm can make to a stinmul us. The discrimnating
stinmulus becane the main focus. Changing the stimuli or
rei nf orcenment in the environment became the nmeans of
remedi ati ng | anguage disorders. The | anguage behavior or

responses were classified according to the conditions that
pronmpted them Responses that function as demands and
reguests were called Mands and those that are controlled by a
di scrimnative stimulus were called as Tacts. The actual
response was not generally described. In the cognitive
approach by M Iler, Chapman,Barnston and Reichle (1980;, the
sensory notor stage from birth to two years were identified
as precursors to l|anguage learning in normals. Stresses on
the experiences and concepts (cognitive know edge) that are
presumed to be pre-reguisites to energence of | anguage. The

auditory processing models by Kirk and MCarthy



consi ders | anguage reception as primary and fundamental to
| anguage | earni ng. The general format for conceptualization
is that the auditory stimulus is first received, perceived,
categorized into nmeaning and stored and retrieved later for
future processing. So primary speech sound discrimnation,
auditory menory, seguencing, auditory closure, figure ground
di scrim nation are tested. The enphasis is on the different
modal ities or channels available for |anguage |earning and on
the transmi ssion of information from one person to another.

The expressive aspect of |anguage is conpletely negl ected.

During the early 1960's wusing the analytic techmgues
and term nol ogy of descriptive Ilinguistics, researchers in

child |anguage began to formulate grammar or rules that both

described and attenpted to explain child |anguage. Thi s
brings us to the linguistic approach to |anguage assessnment.
Wth the approach |anguage was no longer talked of as
responses pulled from a response repertoire. The syntactic

approach consider the phrase structure that nakes up the
sentences we hear, can be derived from a nore abstract
underlying structure through a series of changes governed by
rul es. 16 proposed that children are born with know edge of
the underlying structure and that they Ilearn how the deep
structures apply to particular surface structures in the

course of their exposure to |anguage. But it did not focus



on the neaning carried by these sentences. The semantic
assessnment by MacDonaid, 1978; McLean and Synster MclLean,
1978. (Cited in Lund and Duchan, 1988) derived a nodel for
the nmeanings of words, phrases and sentences and in the
difference between |anguage nmeaning and meaning for things in
the world in general. Here the enphasis is on the meaning
expressed as utterances are produced and not on the change in
the meaning for the same utterance in different environments

or contexts.

Wen the semantic and structural analysis of [|anguage
did not provide an adequate and conplete account of |[|anguage
and its developnment, it led to the realization that sentences
derive their meanings from the contexts in which they occur
The same word or sentence nmeans sonmething different on
different occasions. This realization led to nove away from
t hi nki ng about | anguage know edge as a fixed set of meanings
as listed in a dictionary to an exam nation of how context

i nfluences neaning and how | anguage functions differently for

speakers at different times. This contextual influence is
the study of |anguage from pragmatic perspective. It has
come to be the nost recent novenment in |linguistics and

psychol ogy. Since, the present study is an attenpt to assess
pragmatic skills, this aspect of Ilanguage will be dealt in

greater detail.



It is clear that a child in addition to learning the
phonol ogic, syntactic and semantic rules of [|anguage, nmust
also master the rules that underlie how |anguage is used for
the purpose of communication. And the rules governing the
use of |anguage in a social context is known as pragmatics, as
given by Bates, 197c (Cited in Roth and Spekman, 1984a). The
acguisition of these rules reguires a conplex integration ot
i nguistic, cognitive and social know edge. Pragmatics is a
term originally used by Pierce, 1932 (Cted in Wolfolk and
Lynch, 1982; and it was  further el aborated by Morris
(1946, p.31) who defined it as "the relationship between signs
and their human users". For a conplete wunderstanding of
| anguage and its development it is essential to understand
the fact that "language is a social event carried out by
human beings in realistic commnicative contexts" (Bates,
Beni gni , Br et hert on, Camai oni and Volterra, 1977, p. 31).
Crystal (1981,p.5), says pragmatics is a |loosely used term in
contemporary linguistics which refers to "the study of
| anguage from the point of view of the user, especially the
choices he makes, and the constraints he encounters in using
| anguage in social interaction and the efforts his use of

| anguage has on ot her participants in an act of



communi cation". Wat z| awi ck, Beavin, Helmck and Jackson,
(1967, p. 420), defines pragmatics as the behavioral effects
of communi cation". This inplies that comrunication involves
conplex interaction between the participants. It may also
result in the inposing of a behavior, as with a command. The
command refers to what sort of nessage is to be taken by the
listener, which itself refers to the relationship between the

conmuni cant s.

The notion of pragmatics in |language refers to the
identification and description of factors and rules that
affect the structure and use of the linguistic code. The
particul ar choice of structures- their |length, conplexity,
grammatical ity - and the fluency and style (casual or
formal) with which structures are used, are influenced by
factors within the individual and his environment. But it is
not easy to nmake an exhaustive list of all the factors which
have to be taken into account within the |inguistic code. So
also, it is difficult to distinguish one social force' from
another and it is not known as to how these intangibles can

be correlated with the formal features of |anguage

DEVELOPMENT OF PRAGMATI CS

The use of |anguage begins as Leopold, 1939. (Cted in

Wool folk and Lynch, 1982.) not ed, with the intention to
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communi cat e. Such intention may be closely identified in
children between birth and eight to ten nonths. Hal I'i day,
1975. (Cited in Wolfolk and Lynch, 1982.) studied the

functions of |anguage in a child prior to the onset of words.

His subject Nigel, used four identifiable functions before he
used words. These included - demanding (give me), regulating
(do that;, interacting (I see you;, and personal (that's
nice;.

Ni gel 's [|anguage progressed through three identifiable

phases:

1. Preverbal phase - 0 to 15 months.

2. True verbal |anguage: 16 to 18 nonths. Nigel learnt to
use grammar and also began to engage in verbal dial ogue.
He learnt to recite rhymes and social routines, tell

stories and provide information

3. Adult system where the speaker <controls, devices for

humour, sarcasm and indirect reguest.

Wool fol k and Lynch (1982; gave the follow ng stages of

pragmatic developnment in child [|anguage
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Between 2 to 10 nmonths there is developnent of eye
contact and gaze exchange used to regulate joint attention on
an activity, a pre-reguisite to learning reference. Eye
contact, smling and attention indicates that the child takes
notice of someone or sonething. Pointing plus vocalization

suggests demand for someone or something.

Between 10 and 16 nmonths, the regulatory function of

| anguage is strong. Gestures of giving, poi nting and
showi ng, draw attention to what is warranted. Non-ver ba
turn taking in play, lays the foundation for conversation.
Early words are used to express instrumental (I want),
regulatory ( Do what | tell you), interactional (hi; and

several other functions.

Between 18 and 30 nmonths symbolic play, use of
i magi native speech, begi nni ng of di scour se, answering
guesti ons, use of descriptions, expressing sonme feeling,

dieictic wuse of pronouns and ability to change topics are

seen.

Between 3 and 4 years, switching of code when speaking
to a baby, recognition of two words, increased ability to
mai ntain conversation beyond several turns, especially if

nonitored by an adult devel ops.
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Between 4 and 5 years, metalinguistic use of |anguage

antonym synonym rhym ng words and indirect reguests energe.

Grade school age- here at | east 3 | anguage codes
devel ops. Can tell puns and stories and follows npst rules

of discourse.

Hi gh school age - artistic use of | anguage begins.
Under st ands | okes, sarcasm and soci al etiquette, but not

necessarily debate and parlianentary rules.

Muma (1978/ gave the devel opmental stages in proxemcs,
an inportant aspect of pragmatics. It is the proximty or
physical distance one has while interacting wth another.

The devel opnental stages are as follows.

From birth to 3 years - intimate stage - where children
learn the closeness of conmmunication with their nothers,
other nenbers of their famly and caretakers. They touch

desire hugging and profit from "close" communication.

Between 3 years to 7 years - personal stage - where children
t al k, but nmuch of their activity is sel f centred
(egocentric), and they have not acguired an understandi ng of

socialization to any great extent.
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From 7 years to older - social and public stage - where they
becone nore social, learn how to behave in social settings
and can understand soci al relationship. O der children

acquire an awareness of a "public" type of comrunication,
particularly if the school settings offers the opportunity

for performing in a public situation.

TAXONOW TO CATEGORI ZE THE PRAGVATI C ASPECT OF LANGUAGE
FUNCTI ON

Di fferent aut hors give di fferent taxononi es to
categorize the pragmatic aspect of [|anguage function. Thi s
diversity in the pragmatic classification according to

Kl ecan- Aker and Lopez (1984) is because of -

1. Varying purposes of the individual authors, their data and

their phil osophical points of view

2. Varying degree to which discourse and social Ilevels are

consi der ed.

eg. Utterance |evel which <classifies speaker's intent
i ndependent of the utterance's function in relation to the

prior utterance (asserting, pronpting).
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Rel ated wutterance which categorizes the purpose of an
utterance with respect to t he previous utterance

(labelling may be an answer to a question;.

3. Some systens differentiate categories on the basis of
message content while others are nore concerned with the

syntactic forms.

There are different Ilevels at which the pragmatic or
communi cation skills can be analyzed and any one nessage
can be classified differentlaly depending upon the Ilevel of
anal ysis selected. Roth and Spekman (1984a) and McCorm ck
and Shi efel busch,1984. (Cited in Hess, 1984.) gave three nmmjor

| evel s of pragmatic anal ysis.

1. Performatives/communicative intentions.
2. Presuppositions.

3. Conversati onal postul at es and soci al or gani zati on of

di scour se.

Apart from these three |levels, other areas of pragmatic

functions are:

4. Propositions.

5. Presunptions.
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To analyze communication behavior at any one of these

| evel s, the

6. Functions of |anguage and
7. The cont ext in which an interaction occurs nmnust Dbe

consi der ed.

Thus, a conprehensive framework for assessing pragmatic

abilities can be represented as follows:

1. Performative/communicative intention: It refers to the
speech act, the act that the speaker, intends to carry out
with his sentence - declaring, comanding, prom sing,
aski ng questions. The focal point of speech act theory is
the "locutionary act" which is the speech itself. The
speaker's reason for communicating is analyzed separately
from the | ocuti onary act and is cal |l ed as t he
"illocutionary act". The effect of the utterance on the

listener is called as "prelocutionary act".

Eg. Speaker : "Beware of the dog" -> l|ocutionary act.
Pur pose : "Warn the listener inot to enter the yard)
-> illocutionary act.
Li stener's Staying out of the yard -> perlocutionary

action act .
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Children have been found to wuse a wde variety of
i ntentions. Few categories of i ntentions are

regquests, responses, greeting, protesting, descriptions,
st at enment s, acknow edgenent s, attention seeki ng,
conversational devices, and performatives. As the age

advances, the range of intentions gets more refined and

nore sophisticated. Children also use different systens
to convey their communicative intentions. Sel ection of a
particular coding system wll depend on the linguistic

sophistication of a child. So a child may use gestural,

paral i ngui stic and/ or i nguistic means to code an
i ntention. A child who is at the single word stage may
encode certain intentions |linguistically although relying
on gestural neans for conveying others. Failure to |ook

at both forms mav result in an inaccurate exam nation of a

child' s comrunicative abilities. For eg. child' s pattern
may reflect a i nguistic limtation rather than a
restricted range of i ntentions. So, the [linguistic

structures used to convey an intention should be analyzed.
For a vyoung <child classification system of semantic
relations can be enmployed and for a more syntactically
advanced child, nmessages can be coded for sentence types
| eq. decl arati ves, negatives and inperatives;. The

degree  of explicitness wth which an intention is
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expressed, from the nopst to least explicit and also the
usage of directives that expect initiation as opposed to
cessation of a behavior can be exam ned ieg. "WIIl you
open the door"? vs. "Mist you open the door"?) ~Leonard,

Ful mer, WIcox and Davis, 1978).

The different ranges of intentions and forns of intentions

at different stages of |anguage devel opnent are:

At  the preverbal stage - the different communicative
intentions are attention seeking, requesting, greetings,
transferring, protesting/rejecting,
respondi ng/ acknowl edgi ng, and inform ng,as given by Bates
and Hal liday, 1975; Coggi ns and Carpenter, 1981.(Cited in

Roth and Spekman, 1984 a).

At the single word stage - the different conmunicative
intentions are nam ng, comenti ng, requesting
obj ect, requesting action, requesting information,

responding, protesting/rejecting, attention seeking and

greetings (Dale, 1980; and Halliday, 1975).

At mul tiword stage - the intentions are requesting
information, requesting action, responsing to requests,
stating or conmenting, regulating conversational behavior
and other performatives as given by Dore, 1978. (Cited in

Roth and Spekman, 1984 a).
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The directive forms which develop are direct inperative,
i mhedded i nperative, perm ssion directive, per sona
need/ desire statement, question directive and hint, given

by Ervin-Tripp,1977. (Cited in Roth and Spekman, 1984 a).

Presuppositions: It can be defined as descriptions of what

the speaker has chosen not to encode, the topic he chooses

to highlight. It focuses on the ability of children to
take the perspective of their communicative partner - role
t aki ng. It allows to analyze the topic - coment
relationship i nher ent in every comuni cative act .

Topi calization itself is viewed by Bates as an active
process in which the speaker chooses which aspect of
an array upon which to focus. VWhat he eventually chooses
is considered the comment, highlighted against a topic.
In any communicative process, the speaker nmust infer
informati on about their partners and the context in order

to determ ne the appropriate context and form of message;

li kewise listener's nust infer a speaker's intent rather
than rely exclusively on a literal interpretation of what
was said. That is to say information which is not

necessarily explicit in a message but which nust be shared
by the communication partners if a message is to be
under st ood. Shared information or knowl edge can be

established between interlocutors in several ways: By
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mutual ly nonitoring sane shared aspect of the physica

setting or by sharing sone general know edge of the speech
situation itself or of one's comunicative partner (eg.
age, status) or by nutually nonitoring the preceding

di scour se.

The role taking skills necessary Tor communicative success
typically can be inferred from the l'inguistic,
paralinguistic and extralinguistic nodifications that a
child oakes when communicating with different partners,
for different purposes and in different situations.
Because there are currently no formalized coding systens
avai l abl e that addresses different aspects of role taking,
the «clinician wll want to be sensitive to the
informativeness of a child s nessages as well as to

vari ables related to social context.

Studi es have shown that children even at the one word
stage, tend to comment on those aspects of environnent
that are maxinmaly informative or communicative (Skarakis
and Geenfield, 1982) . So, the clinician should be
sensitive to what the child chooses to talk about in a
given situation-is the information novel or 1is it a
comment on what s alreadv given or known? Is the

information coded gesturally or [linguistically? Wether
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the different referents were clearly established for the

listener? Does the child give information only about the
objects present in the environnment or about those not

present al so.

In addi tion to exam ni ng message i nformation
presuppositional abilities my be reflected in linguistic
devi ces, i ncluding deictics, i ndirect/direct reference
forms and other forns of cohesion. Of thenselves, deictic
terms are enpty of neaning. Their interpretation depends
upon knowi ng sonmething about the communication act in

which they play a role as given by Fiilnore, 1975. (Cited

in Roth and Spekman, 1984 a).

Eg. of Deictics - persona, pronounces like "1 and you" ,
demonstrative pronouns like "this" and "that", adverb of
| ocation like "here" and "there", adverb of time Ilike
"before", "after", "now' and "then", verb Ilike "come",
"go" and "bring".

The use of indirect/direct reference (a/the) is also
contextually determ ned, if some one wishes to coment on

a particular referent that is not contextually present,
has not been nmentioned previously, and about which the

listener cannot be assumed to know, a conpetent speaker
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will typically use a formof indirect reference (ie. a) as
an introduction. Once introduced, the referent can be
presupposed or assunmed to be shared by the interlocutors
and then may be referred to with a nore definite form
such as "the" or a pronoun. Deictics and indirect/direct
reference can refer to referents that are external or
internal to the discourse, but there are other cohesive
devices that function to establish relations that are
entirely within t he di scour se. These i ncl ude
substitution, ellipsis and conjunction as given by
Hal l'i day and Hasan, 1976 (Cited in Roth and Spekman, 1984

a.).

The sensitivity of the child to the partner variables such
as age, status, level of familiarity, ~cognitive |level

linguistic Ilevel and shared past experience and how the
child <changes his speech in the degree of politeness,
intimacy and linguistic form pitch and intonation is very
inmportant to be considered for evaluation as given by
Camai ni, 1977 and Gl eason, 1973. (Cted in Roth and Spekman,

1984 a) .

Degr ee of explicitness of t he message shoul d be
consi der ed. The <child should make nodifications that

refl ect awar eness of t he channel avai |l abl e f or
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communi cation and feedback. As the number of channels and
the means Tor communicating are reduced (eg. face to face
conversation vs. t el ephone conversations) there is an
increased burden on the speaker to conmpensate for this

reduction of information bv making the |anguage used as

clear and explicit as possible. This depends on the
speaker's ability to assess the listener's information
needs. The child also should recognize that rul es
gover ni ng behavi or may change in difficult soci al
environnents such as hone, pl ayground and classroom

Conversati onal postul ates and soci al organi zation of
di scourse: The conmprehension and production of discourse
and conversation reguires abilities to relate utterances
to each other over time (discourse) and to related
utterances between and anmong  speaker (conversation;.
McCorm ck and Schi ef el busch, 1984. (Cited in Roth and
Spekman, 1984 a; identified several aspects of t he
pragmatics of discourse and conversation |like tenpora
spaci ng of pauses, asking guest ions, handling digression,
shifting topics, taking turns, entering and initiating
conversations, leaving or termnating conversations. It
involves a child functioning wthin both speaker and
listener roles and the ability to alternatively assume the

responsibilities of each. Partners nust address one
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anot her, agree upon a topic, take turns developing it and
make their contributions intelligible, relevant, truthful,
unanmbi guous and appropriate to the situation and the
part ner. Whenever there is a communication breakdown, the
interlocutors nust be adept to initiate, mai nt ai n,

term nate and shift topics.

Propositions: Bat es, 1976. (Cted in Mller, 1978)
describes it as the ability to use appropriate syntactic

devices to signal underlying semantic meaning.

Presunpti ons: According to MCorm ck and Schiefel busch

1984 (Cited in Hess, 1984) they are judgements about the

capacity and needs of the listener in different social
cont exts. Conpetent conmuni cators decide which of the
many possible forms Tor a nmessage wll best serve the

desired function, considering the participants and the
context of the particul ar exchange. The speaker nust know
how to take into account i nformati on about what the
listener already knows and does not know about t he
particular topic of exchange as well as information about

the context.

Functi ons  of | anguage: It my be classified as

comruni cative and non-communicative function. Language
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t hat is directed to a i stener and relies upon
i nt er personal relation is <called dialogue and has a
communi cative function. According to Rees, 1978 (Cited in

Wool fol k and Lynch, 1982) communicative functions are to
greet, to regulate, to exchange information, to express
feelings and also for imaginative function like those used

in ganmes and fantasy and in nmetalinguistic function.

Some |language is not directed to a listener and has no
essenti al communi cative function, although it my be
social, such language is known as nonol ogue. A nonol ogue

is that form of speech that occurs when the speaker
ignores the presence of another person and directs the
speech to himself according to Piaget,1955 (Cited in

Wool f ol kandLynch, 1982.

Cont ext of |anguage: Lund and Duchan, 1983 (Cited in Hess,
1984) discusssed the dramatic effects of four contexts on
the ways |anguage is cued and interpreted. They are (i)
the situational context which reguires responsiveness to
the physical setting, the speech event itself, t he
relationship between speech event and topic, (ii) the
i ntenti onal context which reguires knowl edge of Dboth
possi bl e speaker intentions and the agenda, (iii) the
listener context reguires a physical perspective for

deictic purpose; the background perspective associated
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with presuppositions and know edge of role relationships
which inmpact the linguistic code selected, (iv) t he
linguistic context requires know edge and the abilities
with linguistic cohesion devices, ellipsis and contrastive
stress; and wuse of meanings established in previous

utterances.

Wool folk and Lynch (1982) give another context that is

soci al context which influence the form of | anguage
performance and conprehension. It includes the listener's
relationship wth the speaker, the shared intentions
bet ween them t he role of participants in the

communi cation acts and the presuppositions that t he

participants bring to the communicati on. These cont extua
vari abl es i nfluence t he pragmatics of sel ection
(production and conmpr ehensi on) or interpretation of

context as well as form and style.

Hubbel | (1981) gave a nmodel of pragmatics which enphasizes

mai nl y on t he envi ronment al or cont ext in whi ch
communi cati ve decisions are made. Environment is an all
i nclusive term for what ever is pr esent in t he
communi cation situation, including listener's and all

other stinmuli.
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In this model, decision affects behavior, which affects
the environment. At the same tine, the environnment
affects both conceptual - semantic and relationship
deci si ons. Performatory acts are represented by the 1|inks

bet ween deci sion nmaking and feedback from the environnment.
The environment can vary in how responsive it is, thus
i nfluencing the degree and efficiency with which decisions
i nvol ve new | earning. It is of great clinical inportance
t hat listener's thensel ves can be representative
envi ronments. The nodel highlights four areas that are at
the heart of intervention. They are child' s repertoire,
conceptual semantic decision, relati onship decision and

envi ronment . Communi cati on behavior s where we can see
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the dynamic ties anong these four. In order to change the
behavior we need to change all the four or conbination of
t hr ee.

ASSESSMENT/ EVALUATI ON  OF PRAGVATI C  ASPECT OF LANGUAGE

FUNCTI ON:

Assessment of pragmatic skills is very inportant while
eval uating any speech-1language disordered population for the
following reasons - Children may have command over a number

of pragmatic functions at a time when their vocabulary and

syntax are linmted as given by Dore, 1975; I ngram 1975
Greenfield and Smith, 1976 (Cted in Dale, 1980). I ngram
based on several distinct investigations suggests a rapid

expansion of the range of pragmatic functions during the one
word and very wearly two word phrases. Hal | i day, 1975;
Greenfield and Smth, 1976 (Cted in Dale, 1980) on the basis
of intensive studies of one and two children respectively

state that a relatively universal sequence of enmergence of

functions can be observed. There is also evidence that
pragmatic devel opnment is an i ndependent di mensi on of
devel opnent . Snyder, 1978 (Cited in Dale, 1980) studied

| anguage inpaired children and found that they were nore
del ayed pragmatically t han t hey wer e syntactically.

Mor eover, pragmatic devel opnment is often hypothesized to be
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the aspect of | anguage nost closely tied to cognitive
devel opnent as given by Bates, 1976 (Cited in Dale 1980).
Thus, pragmatic measures mght be much nore fruitful for
investigating the relationship of | anguage and cognitive

devel opment than the measures of syntax and vocabul ary.

Assessnent of pragmatic | anguage function aids in
fulfilling two rmgjor objectives of assessnent ie. to
determne the effectiveness of a child as a communi cator and
to provide recommendati ons regarding appropriate intervention

strategy.

1. General assessnment Guidelines and Consi derations:

Assessnment can be done using structured elicitation
tasks or low structured observation. There are studies
supporting and criticizing both the methods. Klecan-Aker and
Lopez (1984) state that a structured setting may not be able
to assess all the |anguage functions which children mght use
in a spontaneous conversation. Children also respond to
guestions of wunknown adult researchers by a stubborn refusal
to utter anyt hing other than nonosyl | abl es. They may
apparently produce illogical or inappropriate response as a
result of m sperception of the artificial testing context in

which guestions are presented. Coggi ns, a swang and
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Gut hrie(1987) did a |ongitudinal study to examne the
effectiveness of Ilow structured observation and structured
elicitation tasks, to obtain communicative intents from
thirtyfive children, who were in their sensory-notor stage.
The subjects, nine nonths of age at the onset of the study
were observed under the two experinmental conditions for a
period of fifteen nonths. The results indicate that |ow
structured observational nmethod appeared to be an inefficient
means for obtaining requests from young children. In this
met hod, objects are easily accessible and mothers generally
follow their child's lead and provide too few opportunities
for the child to encode intentional request. On the other
hand, the elicitation procedures were used successfully by
the experimenters to elicit i ntentional requests from
children who did not produce them spontaneously. Thus, the
best means for sanpling requests is through structured tasks
where the eliciting context provi des specific response
opportunities and tangible reinforces. It was also found
that directly eliciting a behavior of interest had relatively
little effect on comments wuntil late in the second year.
This could be because, the elicitation tasks obligate the
experimenter to control and mani pulate the material and
direct the <child's attention, whereas children seem nost
likely to coment on objects, actions and events that they

find interesting. Children also tend to comment or share
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information in a clinical setting, when their commnicative

partner is their nmother or famliar adult rather than a
stranger. Thus, a famliar adult interacting and respondi ng
naturally to the «child's attenmpt to share information,
appears to be the conbination nost likely to yield a

representative sanple of <children's ability to encode an

i ntenti onal coment.

Roth and Spekman (1984 b) opine that, to assess a
child's functional use of |anguage, meani ngful  cont exts,
famliar settings, age appropriate and notivating activities
should be sought instead of atypical situations with specific
focus to i sol at ed conmponent s of i nguistic system
Considering the varying demands of different communicative
interactions, the author gives ways for acconplishing variety
of contexts, that is by either varying the communication
partners |ike observing the interaction with peers, other age
group children, famliar and unfamliar adults or by varying
the constraints of the physical setting that is face to face
interactions, and telephone conversations. The topic, task

and size of the interacting group can also be manipul at ed.

The goal of data collection is to obtain a sanple of
behavi or t hat is representative of the full range of

capabilities. Although it is ideal to assess a child's
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performance in naturalistic settings, it has its own
limtations, for instance such data is always linmted by what
a child produces. The absence of a particular communicative

intent or failure to initiate a new topic cannot necessarily

and conclusively say that such skill is not part of a child's
repertoire. Although a child may evidence a particular
communi cative behavi or, it my not be denonstrated with
sufficient frequency to assess it adequately. To conpensate

for these problems it is necessary to supplenment naturalistic
observations with nmore structured evocation procedures. But
care should be taken to see/check whether or not a specific
task actually neasures the skill area interest before it is

used as a clinical tool.

To perform nultiple anal ysi s of a comunicative
behavi or, a permanent auditory and visual record is necessary
si nce vi deot api ng is expensi ve and tinme consum ng,
alternatives Ilike checklist, rating scales, use of nmultiple
observers (each focusing on different behavioral conmponent)
ongoi ng behavioral descriptions and audiotaping should be
done. Since these observations are subject to variability

careful interpretation is required.
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2. Activities/Procedures to Assess Conmmunicative I|ntentions:

A variety of activities and procedures were enployed to
obtain various conmmunicative intentions. Eg. Requests of
obj ects have been evoked by exposing children to enticing
obj ect s. Requests for action were obtained with a variety of
interesting topics which could not be opened or used by the
child without adult assistance (Cted in Roth and Spekman,

1984 b, .

To evoke inperatives and declaratives, Dale (1980) gave
the follow ng procedure: For decl arative t asks, t he

experimenter may put a brightly colored block in a child's

pail, then took it out and gave it to the child, and gestured
or helped the child to put it in the pail. Then anot her
bl ock was presented. If the child would not spontaneously
pl ace the block in the pail, the experinenter assisted, and
t hen present ed a third bl ock, when t he child had
spont aneously placed three blocks in the pail, a doll was
present ed. For inperative tasks, the experinmenter presented

the child an attractive toy packaged so the child required
assi stance. To elicit request responses, the child my be
given taped together scissors, pencils with broken points, a

puzzle with mssing piece and paint w thout brushes.
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Shul man (1986) gave the test of pragmatic skills to
assess three through eight vyear old children's wuse of
| anguage to signify, conversational intent. A set of four
guided play interactions (tasks; serve as the medium through
which these pragmatic behaviors are assessed. Al tasks are

adm nistered to the child regardless of their chronol ogica

age. Each task 1is admnistered using the mterials and
di al ogue (exani ner probes; provided. The probes are included
to assi st t he clinician in eliciting appropriate
conversational intentions from the child.

To assess conprehension of intentions Leonard, W/ cox,
Ful mer and Davis, 1978 (Cited in Roth and Spekman, 1984 b) .
gave directives to listeners which can be used. Eg. "Can you
open the door?" for which the |listener conplied wth the
reguest or perfornmed an action other than the one reguested
Conprehensi on was neasured by asking the subjects to make
judgenents regarding the appropriateness of the listener's
response. A child' s failure to conply could have been due to
lack of conprehension of the directive form or to an
inability to make metalinguistic judgenents. In sunmary, the
clinical assessnment of communicative intent involves getting
sone idea of the types and forms of intentions conprehended
and expressed, non- ver bal and paralinguistic means for

communi cating intent and the social conventions that govern
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interpretation and selection of particular |linguistic and

non-verbal forns of intention.

3. Activities/Procedures to Assess Presuppositions:

Myers, Myers and Abranoski, 1981 (Cited in Roth and
Spekman, 1984 b) presented kindergarten and third grade

children with paired pictures to exam ne their strategies for

understandi ng and expressing new vs. old information. Each
picture pair was identical except for an obvious detail |eqg.
cat standing on chair, cat lying on <chair). For the

receptive task, the children were asked to choose the better
of two words presented by the exanm ner to describe the second
picture in the context of the first. Expressively they were
instructed to say a single word that best described the

second picture.

Wal l ach and Lee, 1981 (Cited in Roth and Spekman, 1984hb)
create different situations in which children have to play a
rol e. Eg. A child is asked to pretend that he and a friend
are waiting for a bus to go to the zoo. Buses with three
different routes stop at the corner. The child does not know
which bus to take, but his friend knows. The child sees the
bus com ng. What should he say? Appropriate utterances

include "Is this the right one" ? or "Should i take this
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bus"? Simlalrly, if he is asked to pretend that he is alone
in the same situation, then the appropriate utterances would
be directed towards the bus driver like "WIIl this bus go to
zoo?" etec. In other words the child has to make different
assunptions about shared know edge and make his nessages nore

explicit.

Roth and Spekman '1984 b) state that referential tasks
are used to assess the presuppositional abilities. One child
(speaker; is responsible for describing sonething so that a
partner can either select the object described or construct
the pattern. This referential task provides an opportunity
to examine the role taking abilities. The communication
roles can be altered by having a child initially act as a
speaker and subseguently assunme the |listener role. When the
child is in speaker's role, the clinician can assess the
child's ampunt and clarity of information. When the child is
in the listener's role, the clinician can assess the child's
ability to deal appropriately with the information provided.

The topic of conversation can be manipulated by introducing

different materials and problem solving activities. Eg. A
ver bal problem sol ving t ask for nor mal and | anguage
di sordered preschool children that reguires two players. The

pl ayers'’ are seated opposite one another at a table and

separated by a game device. The device is a large structure
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containing ten small toys and a |ever which can be
mani pul ated to pick up and nove the toys. The children are
exposed to different views of the apparatus. The speaker

seens four different toys displayed in a row in front of
hi nY her. Above each toy is a bucket. The listener sees all
ten toys, four of which are identical to those seen by the
speaker. The remaining six are simlar but not identical.

The listener has access to the lever and sees the tops of the

bucket s. Both the speaker and the |istener see the same four
bulb lights, one above each bucket. The speaker's job is to
describe to the listener the toys to be selected and their
correct placement. The listener's job is to manipulate the

lever to pick up and deposit the toys described. When the

correct toys is deposited into the correct bucket, the
correspondi ng light bul b is it t hr ough a mechanism
controlled by the exam ner. The gane permts face to face
communi cati on. A wide variety of role-taking skills can be
evaluated with this kind of problem solving activity. The
selection of materials will be based on the child s level of
functioning. Variations can be nmade in the task in terns of

the communication partner (in ternms of age, cognitive |evel
and degree of famliarity) in the channels available for
communi cation and the guantity and guality of feedback to the

child.



37

4, Activities/Procedures to Assess Conversations and
Di scour se:

Ni nio and Bruner, 1978 (Cited in Roth and Spekman, 1984
b.) state that social routines such as peekaboo, give and
take ganmes, book reading tasks, greeting and farewell rituals
can be extremely useful. Dal e (1980) is of the opinion that
parent-child play interaction is a wuseful source to assess
pragmatic abilities. Roth and Spekman ( 1984 b) state that
simul ated situations and role playing tasks can be enployed
to examine a child s ability to initiate conversations in
di fferent contexts for di fferent pur poses. Making a
t el ephone call, seeking assistance in a store, aski ng
directions to a particular Jlocation serve as good formats.
Shul man  (1986) gave a |anguage sampling supplenment for
anal ysis of conversation. They analyzed it based on child's
ability to take turns, his/her dom nance while speaking,
his/her ability to maintain and shift a topic. He considers

that a free play situation would give a good sanple or the

child' s verbal and non-ver bal behaviors which can be
anal yzed. Lastly, the selection of specific assessnment
activities wll be determned by the child s chronol ogical
age, gener al cognitive sophi stication and | anguage

conmpr ehension |evel.
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Assessnent in the area of pragmatics is still very nuch
in the experinental stages and our know edge of nornal
devel opment al sequences 1is far from conplete. Concerns
raised about a child's functioning in one or nore areas nust
be followed up with series of phases that attenpt to identify
the underlying difficulties that my be contributing to the
communi cative problens observed. Thus, the pragmatic
abilities of a child nust be evaluated within the context of

i nguistic, cognitive and social devel opment.

There are not many studies avai alable on pragmatics in

I ndi an | anguages. Further, there are hardly any pragmatic
tests available in any of the Indian |anguage. This study
will aim at evaluating children's use of |anguage to signify
coversational intent in Tam|. It will be based on the test
design given by Shulman (1986; in his Test of Pragmatic
Skills. The reason for basing this test on Shul man's Test of

Pragmatics are: -

i) Though there are different assessment procedures for
pragmatics skills given by different authors none of
them give a concrete and standard method of eliciting
the response be it in terns of materials used, probes
used i to obtain appropriate conversational intent) or

context studied. This test not only assesses pragmatic
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skills in different contexts but also the materials and
the probes used are constant, rendering the test nore

obj ective and reliable.

ii) Many of the pragmatic assessnment procedures do not give
a quantitative result or outcone. But this test uses a
five point rating scale to give nore accurate and
quantitative outcome. This would contribute to better
i nter-professional communication which is very essential

for successful rehabilitation of the child.

iii) The test would also help to quantify the inprovenent
seen after therapy, in pragmatic skills. Thus it can be

used to evaluate the efficacy of therapy.

iVv) Since it is nore objective, it has a better face
validity.
To concl ude, it is evident that to date there are

limted resources for determ ning how children verbally adapt
to various conmunicative context. We know far nore about the
actual codes used in communication than we do about how these
codes change according to the communicative contexts.
Limted information is available on how chidlren perceive
different interaction contexts. So, this study is an attenpt

to develop a screening test of pragmatic skills in Tam|.
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METHODOLOGY

Language may be wused to serve a variety of functions
i ncluding nam ng, reasoning, requesting and denying. The
function that a speaker expects a nmessage to serve, may be
termed as the communicative or conversational intention. It
is this intention of the speaker rather than the specific
syntactic structure or the semantics that enables the speaker
and the listener to maintain a conversation. 50, it becones
crucial for a child to be able to structure and interpret the
conversational setting in order to appropriately carry out

the communi cation both Iinguistically and socially.

There are limted linguistic neasures that are sensitive
to the above functional pragmatic communication devel opnment
of children. Most of the tests available study syntactic or
semanti ¢ nmeasures which are appropriate for the analysis of

the conversational intentions of the children.

The aim of the present study was to construct a
pragmatic test in Taml which would serve as a clinical tool
to identify the pragmatically disordered children. Thi s best
is based on the test design given by Shulman in the "Test of
Pragmatic Skills" which consists of four tasks with exan ner

pr obes.
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Test Design:

The test of pragmatic skills assesses 3 year through 6
year old children's use of |anguage to signify conversationai
i ntent. A set of four guided play interactions (tasks) serve

as the medium through which these pragmatic behaviors are

assessed. All tasks are adm nistered to the child regardless
of chronol ogi cal age. Each task is adm nistered using the
mat erials and dial ogue (exam ner probes) provided. Exam ner

probes are included to assist the clinician in eliciting
appropriate conversational intentions from the child. The
test is designed to provide information on ten categories of
communi cative intentions expressed by the «children. They

are:

(1) Requesting information
(2) Requesting action

(3) Rejection/Denial

(4) Nam ng/ Label i ng

(5) Answering/ Respondi ng
(6) Informng

(7) Reasoning

(8) Summoni ng/callinqg

(9) Greeting

(10) Closing conversation
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In or der to provi de an effective and conprehensi ve
description of the child' s |anguage, and thereby providing an
effective di agnosi s whi ch wi |l facilitate effective
treatment, the author suggests inplenmentation of additional
assessnment instruments to determne the child's receptive and
expressive |anguage abilities at the syntactic and semantic

| evel s of communication devel opnent.

Test met hod:

This test is typically administered on the floor in

order to create a "non-testing" environment for the child.

It wuses guided play, naturalistic social i nteraction and
cont ext ual cues, whi ch makes it a for mal and
conversational /naturalistic pragmatic assessnment tool. The

effects of ~changing communicative contexts on the child's
ability to denonstrate conversati onal intent represents a

novel feature of the test.

Adm ni stration and scoring:

Pre-adm ni stration guidelines:

Before adnministering the test, the author enphasizes
that the clinician should be fanmiliar with the assessnent

tasks, categories of ~conversational intention and scoring
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pr ocedur es. The clinician should also establish rapport
with the child through spontaneous conversati on. The test is
to be admnistered on an individual basis in a quiet room
with the child and clinician seated on the floor, nainly to
reduce "test anxiety" and to neaximze naturalistic social

i nteracti on.

Test Materi al s:

It consists of -

(1) Test nanual

(2) Mani pul atives kit

(3) Task score booklet with nornative data summary sheet.

Adm ni stration guidelines:

The set of four assessnent tasks should be presented in
a nunerical sequence. The details of the assessnent tasks

are as foll ows:
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Br eakdown of assessment tasks:

Task Cont ext -type No. of Type of intentions
probes
Playing with 10 Greeting
puppets Answer i ng/ Respondi ng
I nform ng

Nam ng/ Label i ng

Rej ecti on/ Deni al
Requesting information
Reasoni ng

Cl osing conversation

Playing with 7 Summoni ng/ Cal |'i ng
panel and sheet Requesting information
of paper Requesting action

I nform ng

Answer i ng/ Respondi ng
Rej ecti on/ Deni el
Reasoni ng

Nam ng/ Label i ng

Playing wth 9 Greeting
tel ephones Answer i ng/ Respondi ng
I nform ng

Requesting Information
Nam ng/ Label i ng
Cl osing conversation

Playing with 8 Requesting Information
bl ocks Requesting action

Rej ecti on/ Deni al

Nam ng/ Label i ng

Answer i ng/ Respondi ng
I nform ng.

Tot al 34
The exami ner probes should be read verbatim to maintain
consistency in admnistration and also to elicit appropriate
conversational intentions. If child fails to respond after
the initial trial of any exam ner probe, it may be repeated

only once.
Eg. OF probes.
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Context: 2 puppets are engaged in a conversation about a

favorite television show

Probes: 1. 1"d like you to nmeet two ot ny friends. (Clinician
says this to the child and displays the 2 puppets)

(Waits for child' s response).

2. Let's play with them Which one do you want?
(Waits for child to select the puppets, after
which the clinician will present the probes).

3. Let's talk! Hi! (Wait for child s response).

4. How are you today? (Wait for child' s response).

Scoring :

The responses are scored on a rating scale ranging from
0O to 5 according to the appropriateness and |linguistic

sophi stication of the child s responses to probes.

No. Score Descri ption

1. 0 No response.

2. 1 Contextually inappropriate response.

3. 2 Contextual ly appropriate non-verbal/gestural
response only.

4. 3 Contextually appropriate one word response
wi t hout el aboration.

5. 4 Contextually appropriate one word response
with mniml elboration.

6. 5 Contextually appropriate response wth

extensi ve el aboration.
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Since the elicitation of conversational intention is of
primary inmportance here the clinician should first judge the
child's responses in terms of conversational cont ext

appropriateness; and then in terms of response |ength.

For data analysis and interpretation purposes, the nean
raw score for individual tasks (1, 2, 3 and 4) which is total
score for each task and the "Mean conposite score" s
det er m ned. To calculate the "Mean conposite score (MOS),
add the four raw scores (of the 4 individual tasks) and

di vi ded by 4.

To determ ne the child's percentile rank, from the Table
provided for the sanme in the normative data, |ocate the
appropriate chronological age group and the value that s
cl osest to the child's MCS. Note the corresponding

percentil e val ue.

Normative data summary sheet:

After identifying the child s particular chronol ogical
age group, the clinician should plot the child s MCS and
i ndi vidual task scores on this sheet. In doing, so, the
clinician can visually determ ne how well or how poorly the

child has performed in relation to normal children of the
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same age group. The clinician can al so observe the presence
or absence of a deficit in wusing |anguage to signify
conversati onal i ntent. The clinician can also determ ne
those conversati onal intentions that were absent from the

child's repertoire or those in which he scored |I|ess by
referring the specific task score sheets. They can be

recommended for clinical treatnent.

St andar di zat i on:

The standardi zation sanple consisted of 65U Anglo m ddl e
class children between the ages of 3 year to 8 year 11 nonths

with a mnimum of 100 children under each age range.

All  subjects were free from any speech, | anguage or
hearing deficits as determned by results of screening test
for auditory comprehension for |[|anguage. Al of them were
"normal achieving” children and had reached the nmultiword
stage of expressive and receptive |anguage devel opment. The
number of male and female subjects was approximtely egual.
They were selected from 4 geographic regions - North-East,

Nort h-Central, South and West.

Item anal ysi s:

The 34 probes and associated pilot study data were

subj ect ed to quantitative met hods for exam ni ng and
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controlling item difficulty (proportion of subjects who
responded appropriately to an item). The results of item
analysis revealed difficulty values ranging from 50% to 90%
Due to the nature of the test, each exam ner probe could
conceivably vyield nmore than one contextually appropriate
("correct™”; response. This is because, given what an
exam ner says and the conmunicative context, a child can
interpret the examner's utterance in nmore than one way and,
in turn, select from a variety of contextually appropriate

responses.

Nor mati ve dat a:

The mean performance data across individual tasks, the
mean conposite scores and the percentile ranks correspondi ng

to MCS are provided.

Reliability of the test:

It was examned by wusing test-retest-reilability and

inter-examner reliability.

Test-Retest-Rellability: The test was adnministered by the
same  exam ner to the same children on tw occasions
approximately three weeks apart. The Pearson product noment
coefficient of correlation yielded a test-retest-reliability

co-efficient of 0.96, indicating that the test is consistent
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and stable in evaluating children's pragmatic skills, over a

short period of tine.

Inter-examnerreliability:

The rating scale was subjected to a test of inter-
exam ner reliability which yielded a conmbined correlation co-

efficient of 0.92......

Content and construct validity:

The test has incorporated a variety of speech acts and a
variety of gui ded pl ay cont exts whi ch elicits t he
conversati onal i ntentions. The test's theoretical bases

substantiate and describe its construct and content validity.

Concurrent validity:

Attempts were made to establish concurrent wvalidity.

Since no other validated pragmatic assessment instrunments
were available for conparison, clinical judgenments were used
to exam ne this. Two clinicians were asked to evaluate the

| anguage sanple transcripts of two standardization subjects
whose chronol ogical ages were 3 year 2 nonths and 8 year 9
nont hs. Rating scale was wused to score the subject's

response. Correl ation co-efficients wer e used to
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gquantitatively determ ne concurrent vaJdidity i nher ent
in clinician judgenments which yielded 0.65 and 0.64 for each

clinician respectively.

Predictive validity:

No formal procedures were undertaken to quantitatively
describe predictive validity. But the author hypothesizes
that scores from the test can be wused to predict young

children's use of early discourse rules.

Met hodol ogy of the present study:

The study was conducted in follow ng steps:

(1) Construction of the test

(2) Establishment of normns.

1. Construction of the test:

The test consists of 4 tasks, each task consisting of
several exam ner probes which exanm nes a range of intentions.

The probes were translated into Tamil from Shul man's test.

A pilot study was carried out using the above materials,

tasks and probes. One subj ect fromeach age group (3yearto
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7.11 year) was included in the study. Al the subjects had
Tanmi| as their nother tongue and all of them spoke Tam | at
home. The subjects had average or above average performance
at school . "The Tam | version of the test was adm nistered
using the same procedure as given by Shulman in his test. It
was found that subjects responded well to all tasks except

Task-1 ie. playing with puppets, where the probes were about

a favorite T.V. show. The subjects either gave one word or
i nappropriate or no response for this task. This could be
because of lack of interest/exposure to T.V. shows. So, a

more famliar topic to all age groups |le conversation about a
favorite game was taken up as the task. This was again
adm ni stered to the same group of subjects and it elicited a
good response. So, for the present study it was decided that
for Task-1, that is playing with puppets, the probes would be
about a favorite gane. The changes made in Task-1 wth

reference to Shulman's original test are given in Table-A.

Table A listing the probes wused on Task-1 iTwo puppets
engaged in conversation ) in the current study with reference

to Shulman's original test. (Ne/.(: pa”™c).
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Probes used in the pre- Probes used in Shul man's
sent study t est

1. Let's talk! Hello! Lets tal k! Hi.

2. How are you? How are you to-day?
Do you like to play? I like to watch TV
Tell me which is your Tell nme what your favorite
favorite gane. TV show is?

5. | don't know about that I've never watched that
gane. Tell me about it. show. Tell nme about it.

6 . How many people can play Who are good guys on your
that game? favorite TV show?

7. Do you know what nmy Do you know what ny favorite
favorite ganme is? TV show is?

8. | like to play I Iike

9. You spoke well with nme. Thank you for talking with
Bye- Bye. me. Bye- Bye.

It was also observed during the pilot study that the
subj ects responded better if they had a better rapport wth
the test adm nistrator and if there are not nuch distractors
in the room both in ternms of people and materials. These
factors were also considered while carrying out the original

st udy.

The details or the probes in Taml are given in

Appendi x la and 1b.
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|est materials:

A - 1. Two puppets
2. Pencil, paper and picture (of <circle, square and
plus).
3. Two toy tel ephones

4. Ten wooden bl ocks.

B - Booklet of probes, task scores sheet (Gven in Appendi x-

2) .

2. Establishment of norms:

The test was adnministered to twenty-five normal children
in the age range of 3 to 8 years of Madras city. Five

children were tested in each of the five age groups.

The subjects selected were those:

a) VWhose nother tongue was Tani |

b) Who did not show any physical or sensory deformties,
c) \Whose speech and | anguage was appropriate tor the age

(as reported by parents or concerned teachers).

Procedure for the adm nistration of the test:

As a first step, the teacher or parents of the children

were interviewed to obtain information regarding the child's
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not her tongue, physical abilities and speech and |[|anguage
appropri at eness. They were also told about the purpose of
the study in  brief. The name, class and the exact

chronol ogi cal age of the child was noted along with date of

birth. As a second step, the child was conversed with, nade
to feel confortable, and rapport was built. Then, the four
assessnment tasks were presented in a sequence. The probes

were read verbatim to mamintain consistency in adm nistration
and also to elicit appropriate conversational i ntention.
Each probe was repeated only once. The conversation between
the tester and the child during the process of the entire
test was audi o-taped and any gestural/non-verbal responses of
the child were noted down, in a response sheet which is given

in the Appendix 2. The subject was motivated to do his/her

best by giving verbal reinforcement such as "Good", "You are
smart" etc. generously. The subject was given reasonable
ampunt of tinme to respond to each probe. However, if he/she

did not respond, the exam ner shifted to the next probe.

Scoring: The child' s responses were rated on a six point
rating scal e.

0O - No response
1 - Contextually inappropriate response

2 - Contextually appropriate non-verbal or gestural response
only.
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3 - contextually appropriate one word response w thout
el aborati on.

4 - Contextually appropriate response with mnimal
el aboration (two or three words).

5 - Contextuaily appropriate response with extensive
el aboration (nore than three words;.

The subj ect was rat ed during t he process of t est
adm ni stration and this was count erchecked with t he

audio recording later on.

Difficulties during test adm nistration and scoring:

1. It takes a long time to build rapport with the younger age

groups (3 years to 5 years).

2. Noting down the mnute details of the non-verbal responses
except the nost obvious ones which were seen along with or
without the verbal responses was found to be difficult.
This was because it was difficult to attend fully to both
non- ver bal and verbal response sinmultaneously and also
keep up the conversation. This can be overconme by video
recording the entire conversation, so that the non-verbal
responses can also be evaluated later on, after the test

is conpl eted.

The details of the analysis of the data, thus obtained

is presented in the next section.
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RESULTS AND DI SCUSSI ON

The test of pragmatics was admnistered to 25 children

in the age range of 3 year to 8 year. They were divided into
fivegroups wth one year interval. Five children were
tested in each group. The test was scored cm a rating scale

ranging from O through 5.

G ven the nmethodological difficulties and small sanple
size, the test was not subjected to any statistical nmeasures.
However, mean and standard deviation oT the scores obtained

for each of the five age groups were cal cul at ed.

The details of the results are as foll ows:

TABLE-1: Mean conposite scores (MZS) and Standard deviation

(sb) for all groups of subjects across all tasks
conbi ned.
Chr onol ogi cal age group N MCS SD
3.0 - 3.11 5 17 3.56
4.0 - 4.1 5 22 3.06
50 - 511 5 26 1. 62
GU - 6.11 5 29 1.64
7.0 - 7.11 5 31 2.09
The results, as in lable-1 for all tasks conbined

indicate that there is an increase in the devel opnent of

communi cative intent from age 3 years to 8 years. Thi s
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result is in agreenent with the stages of pragmatic

devel opnent identified by Wolfolk and Lynch (1982/,

TABLE-11: Conparison of the nean scores across all tasks
combi ned between Shulman's and the present study.

Chr onol ogi cal N MCS SD
age group

P. S. S. S P. S. y. V. P. S. S. S
3.0- 3.1 5 110 17 17 3.56 8. 29
4.0 - 4.11 5 114 22 22 3. 06 9.15
50 - 511 5 103 26 28 1.62 8.24
6.0 - 611 5 109 29 33 1.64 6.44
7.0 - 7.11 5 110 31 36 2.3® 5.81
PS - indicate present study
SS - indicate Shul man's study.

Conparison of the results of the present study wth

Shul man' s (1986) study as showninTable-I1 andfig.j indicatethat in

bot h, t here is an i ncrease in t he devel opnment of
communi cative abilities from age 3 year to 8 year. But in
Shul man' s st udy, t he communi cative abilities i mproves

consi derably even after 5 vyears of age unlike the present
study, where the improvement is not much iSee Fig.l). Thi s
could be due to the fact that (i) In America (where Shulman's
study was taken up; <children start going to school only by 5
year of age, so nmore and better interaction with the peer
groups occurs at that age, thus leading to inprovenment in the
communi cative abilities. (ii) In India children start
attending school by 3 year of age itself, so the increase is

largely in the 3 year to 5 year age |evel. Further, the
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educational set up in India, particularly as the child grows

ol der is mre rigid with a greater amunt of one way
interaction in formal set-ups and the conparative lack of
conversati onal initiative on the part of the Indian child,
may be attributed to these cultural differences. |In general
as the age advances the standard deviation scores reduces,
which is simlar to Shulman's study, i ndicating greater

uniformty of performance with increase in age.

TABLE-I11: Mean scores of all tasks for all age groups.

Age Task-1 fask-2 fask-3 | ask- 4
3.0 - 3.11 21 12. 4 17. 4 16
4.0 - 4.11 23.2 18. 4 25 21
5U - 511 28 22 27 27
6.0 - 6.11 31 24 29.4 30.4
7.0 - 7.11 33 26 31 34

Task-1 - Playing with puppets
Task-2 - Playing with pencil and sheet of paper
Task- 3 Playing with tel ephone

Task-4 - Playing with bl ocks.

Details of the results of each of the tasks across all
age groups studied are shown in Table IIl and Fig.II. It
appear™ that for Task-1, where the context 1is playing with
puppets, the nmean scores are seen to increase with age, that
is from 3 years to d years with greater increase between 4
years to 6 years. This inprovenment between 4 years for years
could be because, the task involves probes like "Tell me the

details of your favorite game". "How many people play that
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game?" etc. which requires conplete know edge about the game
and the ability to express the know edge well. Though a 3
year old m ght know a game and play it, when asked about the
details of it, he nay not be able to express well, which the
5 year old and 6 year old are able to do. Bet ween 6 years to
7 years and 7 years to 8 years the increase in scores is not
nmuch. This could be because aTter 6 years, the increase in
scores is only in terns of their utterance length (the scores
remained the same for any utterance length greater than 4
words; but the information content given in response to

probes is not different from the 4 years to & years age

group.

For Task-2, where the context is playing with pencil and
sheet of paper, the scores increase with age, that is from 3
years through 8 years with greater increase in scores between
3 years to 6 years. This could be because the task involves
probes which reguires description of 3 pictures that is
circle, sguare and plus, the concepts for which devel op well
between 3 years to 6 years. After 6 years le. between 6
years to 8 years, the increase in score is not much because
the responses are only more refined, but the content renains

t he sane.
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For Task-3, where the context is playing with telephone,
again the scores increased with age that is from 3 years
through 8 years wth greater increase in scores between 4
years to 5 years. This could be because the probes used in
this task like "Hello! How are you?" "Wat did you do today?"
"Do you like dogs?" etc. expect the child to respond
appropriately and in return address the experinenter in a
simlar fashion. For eg. for the first probe the response
would be "I'm fine" and requesting information back from the
experimenter by asking him her, how he/she is. This ability

is seen to develop well by 4 years of age.

For Task-4, where the context is playing with bl ocks,
the scores are seen to increase with age from 3 years to 8
years, but the increase in score was greater from 4 years.
This could be because this task involves probes |ike "Mike an
I muga", "lmuga is a hone for animals". "Can people live in
that home?" "Why do you use staircases?" etc. wherein for the
first probe since Inmuga is a nonsense word, the child has to
say that he does not know what Inuga is, and should reguest
the experimenter/clinician to explain about it. Simlarly
for the probe "Wy do you use staircase:'" the child has to
give reasons for using it, which would be difficult for a 3

years old, though he m ght know what a staircase is. But
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from4 years onwards, these abilities of reasoning:

develop to a better extent than the 3 years old.

Considering the score between the four tasks, it is
clear that Task-2, that is playing with pencil and sheet of
paper is the nost difficult one las seen from the scores)
than other tasks for all age groups i3 years through 8

years). This could be because of two reasons.

ii) The probes used in this task did not initiate the child
to start the conversation first before the exam ner, as
expect ed. The context for the task was as follows; the
exam ner displays sone pictures of three different
shapes and asks the child to draw them w thout giving
the child a pencil to draw. The expected conmmunicative
intent from the child would be rejection to draw and to
reguest action/information, that is to ask for a pencil
But none of the subjects who participated in the study
came out with both the responses. They just asked for
the pencil and some of them did not ever, give this
response. Mor eover , some nore probes like "Ch! . 1
forgot to qgive you a pencil” and then asking guestions
about the picture like, "lIs this a circle?" have to be

given in order to initiate and sustain a conversation.
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(ii) The majority of probes used in this task are nostly

cl ose ended questions like "Is this a circle?" "Wiat is
this?", "Wiich of these pictures do you like the best?"
They are nmost likely to elicit only one word responses,

best for one word responses the score in the rating

scale is only 3, thereby decreasing the overall scores
obtai ned by subjects. The children did not expand on
the response on their own as expected. Whereas, in the

other tasks, the probes used were nostly open ended
t hereby capable of eliciting nore el aborate response and
thus a higher score. So, use of correction factor in
the rating scale for scoring this task alone, would be
appropriate. But, for the present study correction

factor was not included.

Foll owi ng Task-2, the difficulty of tasks in decreasing
order is as follows: Task-4 (playing with blocks), Ilask-3

(playing with tel ephones), lask-1 (playing with puppets).

Task-1 (Playing with puppets) is the npst easiest of all

tasks which could be because, it i nvol ves, conversation
regarding a favorite game, which all <children are famliar
with, thus eliciting good score. Task- 3 (playing with

tel ephone) is slightly difficult than Task-1 (playing wth

puppets.' which could be because this task is such that the
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child has to assunme that he is taiking over a tel ephone,

where face to face conversation is not present, thus poorer

scores. Fol l owi ng Task-3 (playing with telephone) Task-4
(playing wth blocks.' is more difficult, this could be
because it i nvol ves conversation about home for ani mls,

which are nore abstract for the child to imagine, thus the

task is more difficult than |ask-3 (playing with tel ephone;.

TABLE-1V: A conparison of the nmean scores corresponding to
all groups of subjects across individual assessnent
tasks between the Current study (CS; and Shul man's
study (SS).

Age Tabl e- | Task- 11 Task-111 Task-1V

CS SS Cs SS CS 55 CSs SS

3.0 - 3.11 21 17 12.4 16 17. 4 19 16 14
4.0- 4.11 23.2 21 18.4 22 25 24 21 20
50 - 511 28 29 22 26 27 30 27 28
6.0 - 611 31 34 24 29 29. 4 33 30.4 35
7.0 - 7.11 33 36 26 31 31 37 34 39
As given in Table-1V, it can be observed that in Tasks 1

and IV - the general trend is reflected ie. Indian children
perform better at a |lower age level, but fall behind their
American counterparts,age 5 onwards - the possible reasons
for this phenomenon could be early schooling of I ndi an

children and cultural differences in terms of rigidity of
I ndian children, in initiating a conversation, which have

been di scussed in detail earlier.
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In Tasks-11 and IIl, the Indian children are performng
consistently poorer than their American counterparts across
all age groups. The possible reasons for the poor scores on
Task-11 have already been discussed. As to Task-111, the
context of a telephone conversation may have contributed to
the overall poor performance as not many Indian children have
t el ephones at home. These two tasks nmay therefore have to be

nmodi fi ed.

To conclude, despite the cultural difference this test
can give a measure of the pragmatic abilities of children and

the deficit in specific aspects of pragmatics if any present

which can be used for planning therapy. Since this test is
nore objective and can be guantified, it can be wused to
eval uate prognosis of therapy in pragmatics. Thus, it tests
the efficacy of the therapy technigues. However, nore

socially and culturally appropriate contexts can be included
and it should be tested out in the sane manner over a |arge

popul ation to get an effective diagnostic measures.
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SUWARY AND CONCLUSI ON
The present study was an attenpt to develop a pragmatic
test in Tam|. It is based on the pragmatic test given by
Shul man  (1986). It is expected that the test would detect
any deficit in the abilities of children to carry on a social

exchange, in realistic communicative contexts.

The test consists of four tasks with a total of 33

pr obes.

Task-1 : Playing with puppets - 9 probes
Task-2 : Playing with pencil and sheet of paper - 7 probes
Task-3 : Playing with tel ephone - 8 probes
Task-4 : Playing with bl ocks - 9 probes
The tasks were arranged in the order of difficulty. In

order to elicit the appropriate response, the probes were
given which served as a vehicle to get the responses. The
test was admi nistered to 25 Tam | speaking children in Madras
city, all of whom belonged to mddle socio econom c status,
with the age range from 3 years to 8 years (5 subjects in

each group).

The data thus obtained was analysed to get the nmean and
standard deviation for each age group. The results indicate
that there is an increase in the developnment of pragmatic
abilities from age 3 years to 8 years. It can also be seen

that there is a spurt in the development of communicative
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intent between 3 years to 5 years for all tasks after which

the devel opment is not very dramatic. It was observed that
Task-1 (playing with puppets) is the easiest task (where the
conversation is about a favorite game) for all age groups
followed by Task-3 (ie. playing with telephone), Task-4
(playing with blocks),and Task-2 (playing wth pencil and
sheet of paper;. Task-2 was found to be the most difficult

one rendering mnimm scores for all age groups.

It is expected that this present test would be hel pful
in assessing the acquisition of commnicative intent and in
t he assessing t he pragmatically di sordered popul ati on,
thereby helping to plan therapy and evaluate the prognosis of

therapy for Tam | speaking children.

Limtations:

(1) It is applicable to only those children whose nother
tongue is Tam | and reside in a Taml speaki ng
envi ronment .

(2) Age range is limted.

(3) Number of subjects wunder each age group is only 5 ie

smal |l sanmpl e size.
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Recommendat i ons:

(1 ) Modifications of Tasks 11 and 111 to make them socially

and culturally nopre appropriate.

(2) Validity of the present t est should be checked by
adm nistering it to a large group of normal and sone

| anguage disordered chil dren.

(3) Efficacy of the present test should be judged by its use

in a speech and hearing clinic.



69

REFERENCES
Bat es, E. Bemgni, C, Bretherton, |[|., Camaiom, L., and
Volterra, V. (1977;. Foundati ons of |anguage.
In E.C.Wolfolk, and J.I. Lynch. An inteqgrative
approach to | anguage disorders in children. New

York: Grune and Stratton.

Coggi ns, T.E., O swang, L.B., and Guthrie, J.(1987).
Assessing communi cative intents in young
chil dren: Low structured observation or

elicitation tasks? Journal of Speech and Hearing
Di sorders, 52, 44-59.

Crystal, D. (1981). In H Gayathri. Conversational analysis
in Aphasi a Unpubl i shed Master's Dissertation,
University of Mysore, Mysore.

Dal e, P. S. (1980; . I's early pragmatic devel opnment
measur abl e? Journal of Child Language, 7, 1-12.

Hal I iday, MA K. (1975). Learning how to mean: Exploration
in the devel opment of_ | anguage. London: Edward
Arnol d.

Hess, CW (1984). The pragmatics  of child | anguage
performance, Human Communi cati on Canada, 8,
394-397.

Hubbel | R. D. (1981). Children's [|anguage disorders: An
integrated approach. New Jersey, Prentice Hall.

kl ean- Aker S.J., Lopez,B. (1984). A clinical taxonomy for
the categorization of pragmatic |anguage factors
in normal preschool chil dren. Jour nal of
Communi cati on Di sorders, 17, 121

Kirk, and McCarthy, J (1961). [l1linois test of
psychol i ngui stic abilities. Ur bana, 111
University of Illinois Press.

Leonard, L.B., Wlcox,M, Fulmer, K. C., and Davis, GA
(1978). Understanding indirect reguests: An
i nvestigation of chidlren's conprehension of
pragmati ¢ meani ngs. Jour nal of Speech and

Heari ng Research, 21, 528-537.



70

Lund, N.J. and Duchan, J.F. (.1988). Assessing children's
| anguage in naturalistic contexts (2nd Ed. ), New
Jersey. Prentice-Hall.

MIIler, J., Chapman, R, Br anst on, M, and Reichle, J.
(1980). Language conprehension in sensorinotor
states V and VI. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Research, 23, 284-311.

MIller, L. (1978). Pragmatics and early chil dhood di sorders:
Communi cative interactions in a half hour sanple.
Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 43,
419-436.

Morris, C W (1946). In EEC. Wolfolk and J.I. Lynch. An

integrative approach to Ianguage disorders in
chil dren. New York: Grune and Stratton.

Muma, J.R  (1978). Language handbook Concepts, assessnent
i nteventi on. New Jersey: Prentice-Hall

Mykl ebust, HR (1954). Auditory disorders in_children: A
manual for differential diagnosis. New York:
G une and Stratton.

Roth, F.P and Spekman, N.J. (1984 a). Assessing the
pragmati c abilities of chi dl ren: Par t l.
Organi zat i onal f r amewor k and assessnent
par aneters. Jour nal of Speech and Hearing
Di sorders, 49, 2-11.

Roth, P.P., and Spekman, N.J. (1984 Assessing the
pragmatic abilities OrF children: Part 2.
Gui del i nes, consi derations and specific
eval uation procedures. Journal of speech and

Hearing Di sorders, 49, 12-17.

Schi efel busch R (1963) Language studies of mentally
retarded children. Journal of Speech and Hearing
Di sorders, Monograph Suppl enrent, 10, 3-7.

Shul man, B.B. (1986,. Test_ of_ pragmatic skill Ari zona:
Oommuncation skill builders.

Skarakis, E., and Greenfield, P.M .1982). "The role of new
and old information in the verbal expression of
| anguage-di sordered chil dren. Journal of Speech

and Hearing Research, 25, 463-467.



Wat z| awi ck,

71

P., Beavin, J.H, Helmck, A.B., and Jackson,

D.D. (1967). In L. Mller. Pragmatics and early
chi | dhood disorders: Comrunicative interactions
in a half-hour sanple. Journal of Speech and

Hearing Disorders, 43, 419-436.

Wool fol k, E. C, and Lynch, J.1.(1982). An inteqgratie approach

to language disorders i n children. New Yor K:
G une and Stratton.




APPENDI X- A

Pre-adm ni stration guidelines:

Before admnistering the test, the clinician should be
fam |iar Wi th t he assessnent t asks, cat agori es of
conversati onal intention and scoring procedures. The
clinician should also establish rapport wth the child
through spontaneous conversati on. The test is to be
admi nistered on an individual basis in a quiet room wth the
child and clinician seated on the floor, mainly to reduce
"test anxi ety" and to maxim ze naturalistic soci al

i nteraction.

Test Materi al s:

1. Two puppets
2. Two toy tel ephones

3. Bl ocks

Procedure to adm nister the test:

The four assessnment tasks should be tested in a
sequence. The probes should be read verbatim to maintain
consistency in admnistration and also to elicit appropriate

converstional i ntention. Each probe canbe repeated only
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once. If the child does not respond to any probe, the

clinician, should nove on to the next.

The subject should be given reasonable anmount of time to
respond to each probe and the responses should be rated on a

six point rating scale.

o - no response

1 - contextually inappropriate response

2 - contextually appropriate non-verbal or gestural respone
only

3 - contextually appropriate on word response without

el aborati on

4 - contextually appropriate response wth mninm
el aboration (tw or three words

5 - contextually appropriate response Wwth extnsive

el aboration (nmore than three words)

The subject should be motivated todo his/her best by

giving reinforcements such as "Good", and you are smart".
The entire test admnistration can be video or audi o-taped, to

countercheck the ratings later on.



Task-1

Cont ext

Pr obes

APPENDI X | a

Two puppets engaged in conversation about

favorite ganme.

1. Let's talk! Hello!
2. How are you?
3. Do you like to play?
4. Tell me which is your favorite gane
5. 1 don't know about that gane.

Tell me about it
6. How many people can play this gane?
7. Do you know what ny favorite ganme is?
8. 1 like to play cricket.

9. You spoke well with nme. Bye- Bye.

a



Task- 2

Cont ext

Pr obes

Child asked to copy line drawings of 3 different

shapes.

1.

w

I'm going to show you sone pictues.

(clinician displays the shapes).

You should see and draw them

(Clinician hands the task sheet to the child
but does not give pencil).

(After a m nute, when the <child has not
requested pencil, the clinician acts surprised
and gives the next probe).

Oh! oh! 1 forgot to give you a pencil, here,
take, the pencil.

Is this a circle?

How do you know its not a circle.
(Cinician points to the cross and gives the
next probe).

VWhat is this?

Which picture do you like the best?

Now, turn the paper and draw a ball for ne.
When you're finished, let me know.

(Clinician turns away from child).



Task- 3

Cont ext Tel ephone conversati on.

Pr obes 1. Let's talk on those telephone. trring..trring

2. Hello! hpow are you?

3. What did you do today?

4. Today nmorning | got a pet puppy, do you like
dogs?

5. What are all the animals that you have seen

6. Which one do you like the best.

7. It's been nice talking with you today. I've
to go.

8. (Probe 8 may not have to be given if the child

cl oses the conversation in 7). Bye Bye.



Task-4

Cont ext :

Pr obes:

Playing with bl ocks.

8.

Let's play with these bl ocks.
Make me an | nuga.
Imuga is a hone for animals.

Can people live in that house?

Now, I'm going to build some steps. 1 need
your bl ocks. W I you give them to me?
(Clinician builds stairs. Child observes the

clinician's activity).

(After building the stairs, clinician breaks
them down and returns only one block to the
child, intentionally withholding 4 blocks).
Here's a bl ock. I'd like you to make the sane
stairs | just made.

(If the child asks for nore blocks, clinician
gives one additional block and continues to
wi t hhold the remaining blocks).

Here have all the blocks (if <child requests
for all of them).

Why do you use stair case?

7ell me about the stair case in your house?
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Task- |

Cont ext : Two puppets engaged in a conversation about a

favorite game.

Pr obes L.fhara pesuvoam

4. undk jend vilajat vilaiad pidakunu sdlrija’

3. jJanagku awg vilajet pégii onum terijag L?ﬂcgm
salri1)a =2l
5. Jatanae. per :1iaanua:Dq ang vilalat?
Jona k L]a'ﬂ%'i vila Jat pidgku nu unaku tarijumal’

g. Janak kriket vilajqt pidikum.

Y. samat jenku:d ma[& pesi:n tata.



Task-2

Cont ext : Child asked to copy line drawings of 3 different

shapes.

Pr obes I. na ippa unkilte pgdomkamipgan ni ada patt

vorainum. varandz mudq-ar-.-:léggn‘. jenki1te solanum. 5ar!ja

<. 81319130! ne unku pensil koduk marondot ella.,

4 ung 12pad ter: 18 vattomillenn
= tdenna. .
- k :j',',al‘f‘ =0 PLJ0t ke =21iri1Ja SJ.4
2 p> tirp akltavatl! boll rad ord 3



Task- 3

Cont ext

Pr obes

Tel ephone conversati on.

N

r

amg rand perum Toinle pes: 119 jadguvoma. .
EFIfE FEIng ..
hgala! 1gpad: ~ka
il 71 = paninenu =21lri139 =21
mik kalejle na oru narkutt: a:nginen unk

ﬂﬂlluttl Dl@lkumma:

ni Jenmga nn anima lsella patirk akkavakk
salrijalsol.

adal unk jJ9d romba pidikum!

onkitte pesitarrandsd rdmba nalla irudad.
Jonak wvelail 1rk ton vetj1Qren.

tata



Cont ext

Probes:

Pl aying with bl ocks.

1.akkaum ni1iu 1ngmarakatte30g vila jaduvomg?

2. 1dale janadk imuga panni kamikrije’?

3. i1mugamma animalsod wvi:d

4. nabalalsllam and viitle 1rkmudijumea?

5. na& 1ppo pgdikatt rat§ poren Janak unod
mar§ka;§94811am wvenum grlja?

H. N3an perniin madrije nl:jum padxkatﬁ kg@;rlja?

7. 1ind olla l-a!;t'éfum.

8. Jadokiallam nam padikatte paian padtuvom?

9. ung vi:tle padikatt jeng 1irk?

od patt: solrija” sal.
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SCORE SHEET
TASK- 1
Pr obes Qbserve Tor Gestural / Scor e
non- ver bal
r esponse
1. G eeting 2 3 4
2. Answer i ng/ Respondi ng 2 3 4
3. I nform ng 2 3 4
4. Nam ng/ | abel | i ng 2 3 4
5. I nform ng 2 3 4
Rej ecti on/ Deni al
6. Answer i ng/ Respondi ng 2 3 4
I nf or m ng
7. Reguesting information 2 3 4
8. I nform ng 2 3 4
9. Cl osi ng conversation 2 3 4




TASK- 2

Probes Observe for Westural/ Score
Non- ver bal
response
1. Respondi ng/ Answer i ng 12 3
la. Summoni ng/calling 12 3
Requesting | nformation
Requesting Action
2. Answer i ng/ Respondi ng 12 3
3. Rej ecti on/ Answeri ng 123
Respondi ng/ Deni al
4. Reasoni ng 123
5. Answer i ng/ Respondi ng 123
Nam ng/ Label I i ng
Rej ecti on/ Deni al
6 . Answer i ng/ Respondi ng 123
7. I nf or m ng/ Sunmoni ng/ 123

Cal l'ing




Task 3

Probes Qbserve for Gestural/ boor e
Non- ver bal
response
1. G eeting 2 3 4
2. Answer i ng/ Respondi ng 2 3 4
3. | nform ng and 2 3 4
Reguesting information
4. Respondi ng 2 3 4
5. | nf or m ng/ Nam ng 2 3 4
6. Nam ng/ Label i ng 2 34
7. | nf or m ng 2 3 4
8. G osing conversation 2 3 4




TASK4

Probes Observe for Gestural/ Score
Non- ver bal
response
1. Respondi ng/ Answer i ng 12 3
2. Reguesti ng-1 nformati on 123
or Acti on.
Rej ecti on/ Deni al 12 3
3. Requesting I nformation 123
Nam ng/ Label i ng
4. Respondi ng/ Deni al 12 3
Rej ecti ng/ Nam ng
5. Answer i ng/ Rej ecti on 12 3
6. I nf or m ng/ Requesti ng 12 3
Acti on.
Requesting Information
7. I nf orm ng 123
8. Answer i ng/ Rej ection 12 3
I nform ng/ Deni a
Reasoni ng
9. I nform ng/ Deni al / 12 3

Rej ecti on
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