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INTRODUCTION

There 1 s usually little need to reflect on the
behaviors of speech and communication in the everyday course
of events, and most people rarely think about language. If
one should think about language at all, it would be
immediately apparent that it is difficult to separate and

define the behaviors that contribute to communication.

However, only by attempting to classify and describe the
components of language can one hope to be able to understand
and explain how language behaviours are learned and how they

develop.

Defining language:

A definition of language depends on the context in which
one asks the question "what is language ?" The answer to the
question can vary according to whether one is interested in;
for example, dialects; words and their histories; the formal
properties of language systems; language as an art system;

and the like (Halliday, 1975).

Language 1n a broad sense can be considered as a code,
ideas, convention, system and communication. The best way to
understand language would be to consider what each term means
and what each contributes to the definition of what languages

are and how they work.



a) Language as a code - A code is a means of representing

one thing with another, and language is a means of
representation. The code 1is separate from the actual object
or action. The code is the means in which a finite number of

elements (sounds and movements) correspond withal l possible
objects and events; so that arbitrary sequences of sounds and
movements can function as signs, words or sentences to

represent objects and events.

In encoding, one recalls and combines the elements of
the code to represent information in a message; in decoding,
one recognizes and segments the elements of the code to
extract information from a message. The code provides the

form of language.

b) Language represents ideas - The code Or means of
representing information can operate only in relation to what
the speaker and hearer of the language know about objects and
events in the world. The linguistic knowledge should be used
along with the knowledge that the 1individuals have about
objects, events and relations between objects, such knowledge

provides the content of language.

c) Language 1is a system - The ways in which sounds combine to
form words and words combine to form sentences for
representing knowledge are determined by a system of rules.
In the construction of words, such rules specify which sounds
can combine with one another and which sounds cannot be

combined. For example, in English, a word cannot consist of



The functions of |anguage have traditionally been
represented in linguistic terms as the structures for the
decl arati ve, i nterrogative, i nperative, excl ammati ve

grammatical nood of the sentence (Lyons, 1968).

Hal liday 1975; has <conceived in nore social terns
involving interaction, regulation and personal control. One
aspect of the use of language has to do with the effect of
the nmessage on the relation between the speaker and the
context. The second aspect has to do with rules for deciding
which form off the nessage wll serve the function of the
message, considering who the other participants are in the

context, and the rest of the situation.

Thus, the integration of content/formuse nakes up
| anguage conpetence or know edge. Such know edge can be
conceived of as a plan for the behaviours involved in
speaki ng and under st andi ng nessages. |In other words; children
learn |anguage as they use |anguage, both to produce and
under st and nessages. Thus, individuals have a plan that is
know edge of | anguage, and they use that plan when they speak

and understand nmessages.

For a better wunderstanding of the |anguage process,
based on an understanding in both formand function of what
is to be expected with chronol ogical age; we discuss here

about | anguage tests. Particularly for the school going age

gr oup.



The purpose of this study is to establish a normative
data on Linguistic Profile Test-Mlayal am (LPT, Karanth 1984)
for school going children between 6-15 years of age. These
normative scores of LPT would be wuseful in idenitifying

children with |anguage deficits and also the area of deficit.



REVI EW G- LI TERATURE

The Language developnent in children has drawn great
deal of attention in the vast area of child devel opnent,

particularly since the 1970s.

Several theories have been put forward to explain
| anguage devel opnent. Language acquisition in children is
explained traditionally by tw nmain approaches-Chonskyan
Model and the Behaviorist nodel. The nodel proposed by
chonsky and others is that the child is born with an innate
capacity for |anguage acquisition; that the human being is in
sonme way prestructured towards the acquisition of |anguage
so that when the child is exposed to |anguage, certain
| anguage structuring principles automatically begin to

oper at e.

The Behaviorist Mdel explains |anguage |earning as
essentially a process of imtation and reinforcenent. The
child learns to speak by copying the noise patterns heard
around him and through stinulus and response, trial and
error, reinforcenent and reward, he would refine his own
production until it matches the |anguage of his adult nodels

(Crystal, 1976).

A nunber of studies in a variety of disciplines have
been done in t he ar ea of | anguage acqui sition

Psychol ogi sts, |inguists, educators, parents, neurol ogists



and speech-pat hol ogi sts have contributed to the know edge of

| anguage acquisition in children. The information from
devel opnental psycholinguistics is useful to the assessnent

and managenent of |anguage disordered children. 'The vast

research on |anguage acquisition has been through case
studies both Ilongitudinal and cross-sectional (M Carthy,

1930; Day, 1932; Davis, 1937; Tenplin, 1957; Wnitz, 1959;

Spriesterbach, Darely and Morris, 1962; MIller, 1962).

Most of the work on children's | anguage acquisition has
been focussed on preschool devel opnent. The relative speed
and efficiency of I|anguage |earning has been taken as a nmain
justification for a large innate conponent in |anguage
devel opnent. It has been often argued that children's
| anguage acquisition is virtually conpleted by the tinme they
go to school. It has becone increasingly clear, however, that
a great deal of acquisition takes place after 5 years,
particularly in the context of formal schooling. A review of
literature cm |anguage acquisition reveals that |anguage is
an ongoing process which is active during the school vyears

al so.

By the tine the child enters school at 5 years the

prelimnary stages considered to be so inportant to the

potential for |anguage devel opnment will be well under way in
the majority. However, it is not unusual for problens to be
present or even to persist during early school years. The

demands that are placed on the child' s |anguage skills change



at school entry. The environment is w dened such that famly
and honme are no longer the only considerations. For the
child with difficulty in |anguage devel opnment the transition
to school can be a considerable hurdle. Language probl ens
may be acconpanied by problenms of social interaction which

can further inpede progress at school.

Such | anguage di sordered chil dren probl ens are
concentrated in |anguage skills. Al learning invol ves
| anguage to sone extent. Thus, the <child s difficulty
becones nor e di f fuse, i nvol vi ng abstract concept s,
mani pul ati on of vocabulary as well as poor auditory nenory

and attention.

A through assessnent of school going children, that
determ nes strengths and needs in which information is shared

bet ween parents and professionals, is thus required.

There has been a lot of work done abroad on probl ens of
| anguage acquisition in school going children. Durkin (1987)
cl ai ns that later |anguage developnent is difficult to
handle within a single conprehensive theoretical franmework
because a succession of changes takes place in the child's
|ater |anguage developnent which are quantitatively and

gualitatively |less nanageabl e than those in previous stages.

A nunber of studies have been done to seek the pattern
of language developnment in school going children. These

studies are either |longitudinal studies i.e., studying a



subject over a long period of tinme or cross-sectional studies
i.e., studying a nunber of subjects over short duration of
tinme. Then there are studies which have focussed their main
attention on only one aspect of |anguage for eg. it can be a
study only on syntax or an semantics and so on. \Wereas,
there are those studies also which study |anguage as a whol e
i.e, focussing their attention to all the aspects of
| anguage, whether it be syntax, semantics or discourse. A
few studies have taken a conbination of sonme aspects of
| anguage. Consequently, based on these studies done, a
nunber of tests for assessing |anguage devel opnent have been

devel oped on the sanme pattern.

Studi es on School Going Children:

Gregory, Shanahan, Walberg (1985) did a descriptive
analysis of high school seniors with speech disabilities.
O over 26,000 high school seniors for whom survey data was
collected, 278 were identified as having speech disabilities
These orally handicapped pupils tended to be older, nore
often from linguistic mnority groups and were at a
di sadvantage regarding achievenent, self imge, notivation,

career aspirations when conpared to their peers.

St ewar t (1985) st udi ed i nci dence and preval ence
communi cative disorders in a md southern public school
system in USA in grades K through 12. Results indicate an
average preval ence of 2.95% for primary communicative

di sorders in school popul ation.



Stewart (1985) in another study determ ned nunber and
preval ence of conmmunicative disorders in mnority preschool
and school age children in USA Results indicates out of
3827 children seen from 1973 to 1977, 38.5% were di agnosed as
wi t h conmuni cative disorders. Di stribution of population for
heari ng, speech, | anguage and Jlearning disabilities was
4.88% 1.63% 0.84% and 0.33% respectively. Distribution for
preschool, elenentary, junior high school was 39.2% 38.9%

and 21.9% respectively.

Hill and  Hayner (1992) conpared the | anguage
performance of |ow achieving (LA) elenentary school students
and normal achieving students. Resul ts show over half of LA

group scored |low on |anguage neasures.

St udi es on Phonol ogy in School Going Children:

Gunwel | (1981) summarizes various aspects of children's
phonetic and phonol ogical devel opnent. It appears that
children have acquired the basics of the phonetic system by
age 5, but that mature phonol ogical systemis not conpletely

acquired until about age 10.

Hof fman Norris (1989) studied spelling errors of 45
el ementary school children (1st, 2nd and 3rd grade) which
were analyzed for phonol ogi cal process patterns. A
consi derabl e proportion involved both syllabic reduction and
features changes simlar to those seen in normal spelling

devel opnent.



Roberts, Bur chi nal and Foot o (1990), exam ned
phonol ogi cal devel opnent of 145 children between ages 2 1/2
and 8 years. Speech was assessed annually using a
standardi zed articulation t est and anal yzed for t he
occurrence  of bot h common  and unconmon phonol ogi cal
processes. A marked decline in process usage was observed
between ages 2 1/2-4 years and infrequent process usage was
observed after the age of 4. Uncommmon processes were used in

frequently even at 2 1/2 years.

Lewws and Freebairn (1992) studied residual effects of
preschool phonology disorders in grade school. Adol escence
and Aul t hood. Age ranges were 4 to 6 (preschool), 7 to 11
(grade school) 12-17 (adol escence), 18-45 (‘adul t hood).
Results show high performance on neasures from preschool to
gr ade school and smal | er but st eady i nprovenent to

adol escence to adul t hood.

Cerlemans and Dodd (1993) studied devel opnent of
spel ling ability and letter sound orientation in prinmary
school chil dren. Modi fied version of Schonoll graded
spelling test (1956) was adm nistered to assess 1372 children
in grades 2-6. Children with higher socio-economc status
groups were better spellers. Chil dren who were good spellers
t ended to generate nor e phonol ogi cal | y pl ausi bl e
m sspel |l i ngs. Results show phonol ogi cal awareness is

associated with acquisition of adequate spelling ability.
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Studies on Syntax in School Going Children:

Fuj i ki, Brinton and Dunton (1987) exam ned the
effectiveness of a grammatical judgenent screening test in
separating linguistically nornmal and | anguage disordered
first grade (6:6-7:6 years), 2nd grade (7:6-8:6 years), 3rd

grade (8:6-9:6 years) children. Ten | anguage di sordered and

ten linguistically normal <children were selected from each
grade, for a total of sixty. Results indicated that there
wer e statistically signi ficant di fferences bet ween

performance of normal and |anguage di sordered children at the

first and second grade |evels.

Fuji ki, Brinton and Dunton (1987) examned the ability

of nor mal and | anguage inpaired children to correct
granmatical violations of word order. Ten | anguage i npaired
and ten linguistically normal subjects were sanpled from

follow ng age levels; 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 years with a total of
100 subjects. Results indicate normal 6-, 7-, 8 yea old
performed significantly better than their |anguage i npaired
age matched peers. Also, performance of |anguage inpaired 9-
and 10 years olds was superior to that of younger inpaired
groups. In normals only age level difference were produced
by 6 year old, who perforned significantly poorly than two of

the ol der age groups (8- and 10- years.)

Tyler and Nagy (1989), admnistered 3 paper and penci
measures to students in 4th, 6th and 8th grade (total 100

children ) to assess different aspects of their know edge of
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English derivatinal suffixes. Children appear to develop a
rudi nentary know edge of derivational norphology before 1V
gr ade. Know edge of syntactic properties of derivational
suffixes appears to increase through 8th grade. Know edge
of distributional properties of suffixes also increases, wth
6th grade students showing an increase in over generalization
errors parallel to that found for inflectional suffixes in

much younger chil dren.

Mast erson and Kamhi (1992) studied linguistic trade offs
in school age children with and w thout |anguage disorder
Several linguistic measures were used to represent syntactic
and phonol ogi cal productions in order to determ ne whether
interrelationship patterns would vary across neasures.
Lingustic interactions present in imtated speech were
conpared to those from spontaneous speech. Resul ts show
trade off present in imtated speech than in spontaneous
speech, in both groups Interrelationship patters were simlar

across groups.

W ndsor (1994) studied children's conprehension and
production of derivational suffixes. Relational know edge of
21 derivational suffixes conveying six different neanings was
investigated with 120 children from 3rd to 8th grade and with
40 adul ts. Ten children from each grade |evel were taken
with age ranges from 8 to 14 years. Resul ts from nonsense
word paradigm indicated that suffixes were conprehended wth

greater accurancy than they were produced, particularly by
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chil dren. Children in 5th through 8th grades were nore
accurate than children in 3rd and 4th grade in both suffix
conprehensi on and production and adults denonstrated greatest

accurancy in both conprehension and producti on.
Studi es on Semantics in School Going Children:

Durkin, Crowther and Shire (1981) deal w th vocabul ary
in particular how children cope with polyseny. They |ook at
children's use and understanding of certain relational terns
tht are acquired first in the context of spatial reference
but as then extended to describe mathematical or nusical
relations eg.Lower, up etc. THe evidence indicates that
children acquire the basic spatial sense of the itens fairly
early and that it takes sone years before they learn the

derived and nore specialized nmeanings.

Brinton, Fujiki and Mackey (1985) explored the ability
of elementary school age children to conprehend six idiomatic
expr essi ons. Eighty linguistically normal children, twenty
from each of four different grade levels (Kindergarten, 1Ind
grade, |IVth grade, VI grade) participated in the study.
Resul ts suggest that when studied as a group, conprehension
of the idions studied inproved with increasing age. However,
when exam ned individually performance was found to be highly

variable fromidiomto idiom

Cark and Berman (1987) exam ned the type of lingusitic

know edge that affect children's ability to wunderstand and
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produce novel conpound in Hebrew. Sixty children aged - 3:0

to 9:0 and 12 adults were asked to interpret and to produce

noun and noun conpounds. THei r conprehensi on was in advance
of their production. In conprehensi on, norphol ogical from of
head nouns had Ilittle effect- from age 4, children did

equally well on all the conpond forns tested; they identified
head nouns and possible relations between heads and their
nmodi fiers. In production though know edge of norphol ogica

form was crucial. The fewer the changes the children had to
make in forns of head nouns, the earlier they nastered that
conpound pattern. Finally, the children who produced novel
conmpounds correctly were also able to interpret them but not

Vi ce-ver sa.

Coates (1988) tested children's understanding of noda
meaning at ages of eight and twelve. The results of this
test was conpared with the results of the sane test on adult
i nformants. Cluster analysis of data reveals underlying
patterns- 8 year old children have only rudi nentary system of
nmodal neaning and even by age of 12 year, child' s systemwl]I

not be isonorphic with the adult system

Evans and Ganble (1988) examned relationship between
attribute saliency and netaphor interpretation in schoo
children. Two types of netaphors-predicate-pronoting
(pp) and preidicate introducing (Pl) were selected. Adult
sanpl es used to sel ect netaphors of each type which then were

presented to 24 children in each of grades, 3, 5 7 (mean
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ages 8:5, 10:6, 12:8). dAder children correctly interpreted
nore metaphors than younger children and at each grade |eve
no difference was observed between nunber of correct
interpretations of PP and Pl netaphors. Attribute saliency
for the individual perceiving metaphor plays a key role in

the interpretation process.

Ni ppold, Schwarz and undlin (1992) did a devel opnenta
study of adolescents and yound adults concerning use and
under st andi ng of adverbial cojuncts. TW types of adverbi al
conjuncts- concordant (eg. simlarly, nore over) and
di sconcordant (Eg. contrastively, rather) were examned in
120 adol escents and young adul ts. THe age groups were 12:9,
15:10, 19:2, 23:8. Results indicate increasing ability to

use and understand these words in the witten node.
Studies on Narratives in School Going Children:

Liles, (1985) studied children's use of cohesion of
spoken narratives which was conpared across three groups;
nor mal , | anguage disordered with good story conprehension and
| anguage di sordered with poor story conprehenion. Subj ect's
age ranged from 7.6 to 10:6. Results indicate that good
conpr ehendi ng | anguage  di sordered children and nornal
children used simlar Ilinguistic cohesive structres, but
both groups differed from poor conprehending | anguage
di sordered children. Both groups of |anguage disordered

children used |ess adequate cohesion than normal children.
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McCabe and peterson (1985) anal ysed naturalistic
production of because and so by 96 children, aged 3;6 to 9;6
while narrating real, personal events. Results indicate that
semantic errors could be construed as evidence of confused
t hi nki ng. O semantically correct casual uses, 81% encode
psychol ogi cal causality, nostly statenents of other people's
i ntentions. Virtually all <causality occured prior to the
time of narration. Age trends were renarkably absent.
'Because' and 'so' are used in significantly different ways

even by the youngest children.

Scott (1988), evaluated school <children's narratives.
Two normal ly devel oping children and two | anguages di sordered
children were taken in the age range between 7-10. Sanpl es
denonstrated l|ine between narratives judged as adequate or
i nadequat e. Clear cut differences betwen stories told by
| anguage di sordered children and normally devel opi ng children
have not energed and there can be wde variations in the
narratives produced by any one child in different contexts

and with different |levels of notivation.

Ednonds and Haynes (1988) I nvestigated the topic
mani pul ation skills and conversati onal partici pation of
school -age language inpaired children in interaction wth
normal | anguage peers. THe subject's age ranged from 5.11 to
7.11 years. No significatnt differences between two groups
for the nunber and proportion of topics naintained, topic

introduced or topic shaded. However | anguage i npaired
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children did produce significant nore topic reintroductions

t han nor mal s.

Verrall (1989) conpared oral and witten narative skills
of primary school aged childrlen. Ten normally acheiving
children from each age group 8 year (3rd grade) and 10 year
(5th grade) were taken. Simlarities and differences between
oral and witten narratives at the tw age levels were
exam ned. Data indicated that the oral and witten
narratives at both age levels differed significantly only in

grammati cal anal ysi s.

Strong and Shaver (1991) studied stability of cohesion
in the spoken narratives of [|anguages inpaired and normally
devel opi ng school -aged children. 39 children in the age range
8-10 years were taken in each of the two groups. Resul ts
show tht stability increased after children had experienced

telling stories.

Cerman and Sinon (1991) analysed children's word finding

skills in discourse. Si xteen children each were selected in
the two groups. One of word finding problens and other of
normals in grades 1 to 6. Subj ects narratives produced in

response to 3 pictures and 5 probes were analysed wth

respect to fol |l ow ng wor d- fi ndi ng i ndi ces- | anguages
productivity, incidence of word finding characteristics
(repetions, refornul ati ons, substitutions, del ays, enpty
wor ds, i nsertions). G oup conparisons were nade with respect

to these indices. Children with word finding disorders did
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not differe fromnormal children in |anguage productivity but
mani fested significantly nmore word finding characteristics in

their narratives.

Purcell and Liles (1992) studied cohesion repairs in the
narratives of normal |anguage and |anguage di sordered school
age children (age range 8:6 to 12:6, 3 to 6 grade). Self-
initiated repairs during story retelling task were seen No
group differences found for either repair type, when
grammatical repair and repairs to text neaning were anal ysed.
Both groups intiated significantly nore repairs to text
meaning. No group differences for frequency or types of
cohesive repairs inititated . However, differences for
success of cohesive repair attenpts and |ocation of repairs

seen.

Glliam and Johnston (1992) studied spoken and witten
| anguage relationships in |anguage/learning inpaired (LLI)
and normally achieving school -age children. The two groups
were matched for age, spoken |angauge and reading abilities.
Ten LLI of 9-12 years and forty school age children of sane
age were taken. Results show spoken narratives to be

[inguistically superior to witten narratives in both groups.

A nunber of tests have been devel oped abroad to assess
the |anguage skills of school-going children. Sone of these
tests are grouped as under. Those tests which test a

particul ar |anguage skill are grouped together for ex. tests
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testing the conprehension of child are grouped together under
"Conprehension Tests" , test testing expression are grouped
together and so on. The comon mai n purpose of the grouped
tests is given, a few exanples under each group are listed
and one test out of themis described to give a general idea

about the group.
1. Conprehension Tests:

Pur pose: These tests aim to neasure auditory conprehension
of | anguage; word classes and relations, grammati cal
nor phenes and el aborated sentence constructions and to
determne areas of receptive linguistic difficulty.

Age range: These tests are efficient in testing children in

age range 3 to 18 + years.

Eg.-Test for auditory conprehension (Carrow, 1985)
-British picture vocabulary scale (dunn, 1982)

-Test for Reception of G ammar (Bishop, 1989).

For eg.Test for Reception of Gammar (TROG assess children's
understanding of grammati cal contrasts in English and
conpares their conprehension of individial structures wth
that of their peers. It is a useful test in assessnent of
children with speech and |anguage disorders, deaf ness,
severe/ noderate learning difficulties and cerebral palsy and
adults with acquired dysphasi a. It ainms to pinpoint areas of
specific difficulties and to provide a profile patterns of

errors.
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2. Expression tests:

Pur pose: These tests obtain short sanples of spoken |anguage
whi ch may then be evaluated in terns of information given and

the grammatical forns used.

Age range: These tests may be used with children in the age

range 3-16 years.

eg. Action picture test (Renfrew, 1989)
-The Bus story-A test of continous speech (Renfrew, 1991)
-Carrow elicited |anguage inventory (carrow wool folk

1974) .

For eg.Carrow Elicited Language Inventory (CELI) mneausres
child' s production control of granmar. It helps to diagnose
| anguage disabilities and to identify specific Ilinguistic

structures with which the child has difficulty.
3. Conprehension and Expression Tests:

Purpose: These tests provide a quantitative and qualitative

analysis of a <child' s receptive and expressive |anguage

skills in order to;

1. distinguish bet ween nor mal and | anguage i npaired
chil dren.

2. indicate where |anguage problens may be

3. suggest possible approaches to renedi ation.

Age range: These tests can test children in the age range 2-

18 years.
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ex. - Test of Adol escent Language -2 (Hammi |l 1987),
-Il'l'inois Test for psycholinguiatic Abilities (kirk, 1968)
-Reynel | Devel opnental Language Scal e(Reynell, 1985),
-Porch Index of Comunicative ability in children (Porch
1974) . For eg.Reynell developnmental |anguage scales
(RDLS) assess, as independently as possible expressive
| anguage and verbal conprehension (VMC 'A and VC 'B)
during the years nost inportant for |anguge devel opnent.
VC B scale allows assessnent of verbal conprehension in

severely physically handi capped or w thdrawn children.

4. Phonol ogy tests:

Purpose: To elicit spontaneous and representative speech
sanples of the child s habitual speech patterns which nmay be

used for screening/assessnment purposes.
Age range: Children of any age can be tested.

eg. - Met aphor resource Pack (dean, 1990).
- Phonol ogi cal assessnent of child speech (G unwell, 1985)
-Sout h Tynesi de Assessnent of Phonol ogy (Arnstrong and
Ainley, 1988).

Sout h Tynesi de assessnent of phonol ogy (STAP) for instance is
used to obtain a profile of child s phonol ogical system It
aims at eliciting consonant phonenmes and consonant clusters
within the contexts of word initial, nmedial (i.e., al

intervocalic) and final positions.
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5. Pragmatics and Social Skills tests:

Purpose: These tests are used with children whose use of
conversational intentions is limted or is inpaired. They
aim to provide a standardized/ norm referenced assessnent
nmeasuring a specific set of conversational behaviors and

i ntentions.

Age range: These tests are intended for children in the age

range 3-16 years.

eg.-Test of pragmatic skills (Shul man, 1985).
-Progress assessnent charts of social and persona
devel opnent (Gunzburg, 1963)
-Social skills training with children and adol escents

(spencer, 1980) .

Progress assessnent charts of social and personal devel opnent
(PAC) for exanple describes qualitatively the strengths and
weaknesses of an individual wth learning difficulties in
relation to others with simlar difficulties over 4 areas of
social conpetence and provides a basis for appropriate

renedial action to be planned.

6. Language-Witten Tests:

Purpose: Thee tests provide a profile of child' s ability to
cope with vital skills that witten |anguage requires. Can
be wused as screening procedure for early diagnosis of

pot ent i al readi ng/ writing probl ens and as di agnostic
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procedure for children over 7 years, who are not show ng

expected progress.

Age range: Can be used with children in age range 5-14 and

also with adults having reading and witing difficulties.

eg. - The Aston I ndex (Newton and Thomson, 1976).
- Test of Readi ng- spel | i ng patterns ( Boder and
Jarrico, 1982).
-MacM Il an i ndi vi dual r eadi ng anal ysis (Vincent and

Mar se, 1990) .

Neal e Analysis of Reading ability (Neale 1989).

Test of Reading-spelling patterns is used as screening device
to identify normal/abnormal reading spelling patterns. It
enabl es abnormal patterns to be classified into subtypes,thus

providing pointers for remnediation.

7. Bilingual Tests:

Purpose: The aim of these tests is to differentiate between
the child who has inpaired acquisition of both |anguages
(i.e., first and second |anguage) and the child who has
difficulty only in the acquisition of second |anguage.

Age range: These tests test children ranging from 3-15 years,

eg. Sentence conprehension test (Weldall, 1987).

Sandwel | Bilingual screening assessnent (Duncan 1987).
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The former test in its revised edition (Weldall, 1987)
assesses child's ability to conprehend |anguage in the
absence of contextual clues which may acconpany conversation.
In its punjabi edition (G bbs, 1987) it tries to establish
whether the child's difficulties are specific to acquistion

of English as a second |anguage or are pathol ogical.

In contrast to the nunmber of foreign tests, there are
only a handful on Indian tests in use today. These tests are
limted in nunber and the areas they assess. Even though it
IS necessary to have an estimate of both expression and
reception capacities, a vast mjority of the «currently
avail able tests evaluate only the receptive nodality. Also,
these tests are mainly focussed at assessing the |anguage of
pre-school children. Very little attention has been paid to
t he | anguage assessnent of school going children. This wll
becone clear as one goes through the available list of Indian

tests.
a) Vocabul arly Tests:

eg.-A screening pi cture vocabul ary t est I n Kannada

(Sreedevi, N. 1988)

-A screeni ng pi cture vocabul ary t est in Taml
(Bhubaneshwari, C. S. 1993).
A Screening Picture Vocabulary Test in Kannada (KPVT)
Sr eedevi, 1988:



24

It is a useful tool in,

1. Screening | anguage acqui siton of Kannada speaking
chil dren,
2. identifying t hose children wth conpr ehensi on

defi ci enci es,

3. and aiding in therapy planning for such children.

The test is applicable to children between the age range

of 3-6 years.

The test material consists of 30 picture plates wth
each plate containing four black and white draw ngs. One
anong the four pictures is the target picture. The test

plates are arranged in order of increasing difficulty.

Advant ages:

1. Helps in identifying children wth del ayed or devi ant
| anguage.

2. Helps in planning therapy progranme.
Limtations:

1. It is only a screening test and so descriptive informtion
IS not obtained.

2. It is applicable to only those children whose nother
tongue i s kannada.

3. The test considers only the receptive aspect of
vocabul ary.

4. The age range considered is |imted.
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b) Syntax tests:

eg. Test for acquisition of syntax in Kannada ( TASK)

(Basavaraj, A. R 1981)

Screning test for the acquisition of Syntax in kannada

(Basavaraj , A. R 1981).

A syntax screening Test in Taml (SST) (Sudha, K M
1981)

Test for Acqui sation of synt ax in kannada ( TASK)

(Basavaraj . A R 1981):

This test assesses the syntactic aspects of [|anguage
acqui sition in Kannada speaking children between 1-5 years of
age, through performance. It yields the acquisition profiles
from one to five years of normal |anguage devel opnent. Its
applications extend to linguistically deviant popul ations of
any age. The test conprises of 19 subtests and 323 itens in
all. It tests the conprehension and expression of a w de
spectrum of grammatical categories and sentences types. It is
a power test (no tinme limt inposed for conpletion ). Toys

and pictures are used a conplenentary material to the test

sent ence.
Advant ages:

1. The test assess both the receptive and expressive aspects
of a wide spectrum of grammatical categories.

2. It is applicable to deviant popul ations of any age.
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Li m tati ons:

1. It is applicable only to a Iimted age range.
2. The test is valid only when adm nistered to children whose
not her tongue is kannada and who reside in kannada

speaki ng environnent.

c) Tests for assessing |anguages:

eg.-Linguistic Profile Test (LPT) (Karanth, 1980)
-A language test in kannada for expression in children
(Kat hyayani, 1984).
-Three dinensi onal - | anguage acquisition test (3D LAT)
(Geet a, H. 1986) .
-Language and Articulation Test (RRTC and AYJNI HH, 1990)
- Mal al yal am Language Test (Rukmini , A R 1994).

A Language Test in Kannada for Expression in Children

(Kat hyayani, 1984).

The purpose is to evaluate the use of various concepts
in expression in terns of nouns, verbs, nunbers, genders,

tenses, place markers and persons. The testing materia

consists of picture stimuli depicting daily activities and
has 30 picture cards in all. It was administered to 30
normal children (5-8 vyears), 6 hearing inpaired and 2

mentally retarded and the responses of these groups wth
respect to the categories nentioned are given. It gives no
cut of point for differentiating the deiant, or scoring

procedure as such for the test.
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Advant ages:
[.1t helps in testing various aspects of expression.
Limtations:

1. Age range is limted.

2. Validity is poor

3. No receptive skills are tested.
4

The scoring procedure is not clearly defined and hence it

is difficult to differentiate normal and abnor mal . Languages
Acqui sation Test(RRTC and AYJNIHH ,1990). This test was
devel oped in eight Indian | anguages nanely Bengali, Gujarati,
Hi ndi, Kannada, Marathi, Malayalam Oiya, Taml. The test

was devel oped to assist in;

=

To identify potential delay and deviance in |anguage and

articulation acqusition.

2. To identify those who need further detailed eval uation.

3. To specify behaviour needing renediation

4. To establish baseline functioning prior to therapeutic
i ntervention.

5. To nmeasure behavioural change during the process of

t her apy.

6. To serve as an indicator for term nation of therapy.

The test format was based on LPT (Karanth 1980) , but
was picturized for use wth children. The test has 2 parts,
Part one- senmantics

part two- syntax.



|. Semantics:

Semantic discrimnation.
Nam ng
Lexi cl category

Synonyny

1
2
3
4
5. Antonyny
6. Hononyny,
7. Polar questions
8. Senmantic anonaly
9. Paradigmatic relations
| O Syntagmatic relations
11. Semantic contiguity
12. Semantic simlarity
Il Syntax
Mor phophonemi ¢ structures
. Plural s

Tenses

PNG nar ker s

1

2

3

4

5. Case nmarkers.
6. Transitives, Intransitives,
7. Sentence types

8. Conjuctives and Quotatives
9. Conparitives

10. Condi ti onal cl auses

11. Participal construction.

28

Causati ves
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The age group tested is 3-7 years. The scoring is done
section wise and it tests both expressive and conprehensive

modal i ti es.

Advant ages:

1. It tests both conprehensi on and expression
2. It serves as a baseline and nonitor for therapy
3. The test assesses a w de spectrum of linguistic

structures.

Limtations:

1. Age group tested is very limted.
2. The popul ation on whom the test can be wused 1is |anguage

dependent .
d) Tests of Pragmatics:
eg. Test of pragmatics in Tam | (Priya, K. S. 1994)

This test serves as a clinical t ool to identify the
pragmatically disordered children. This test is based on
test design given by Shulman (1986) in the "Test of pragnmatic

skills" which consists of 4 tasks with exam ner probes.

Test design: The test assess 3-8 years old children's use of
| anguage to signify conversational intent. A set of 4 guided
play interactions (tasks) serve as the nedium through which
these pragmatic behaviours are assessed. Each task is

adm nistered wusing the materials and dialogue (exam ner
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probes) provided. The test is designed to provide information
an 10 categories of comunicative intentions expressed by the

children. They are:

=

Requesting information
Requesti ng action

Rej ecti on/ Deni al

Nam ng/ Label i ng
Answer i ng/ Respondi ng

I nf or m ng

Reasoni ng

Summoni ng/ Cal | i ng

© ©® N o o k& w0 b

Greeting

10. C osing conversation

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.

Advant ages:

1. The test assess pragmatic skills in different contexts and
as the materials and probes used are constant, it nmakes

the test nore objective and reliable.

2. Test uses a five point rating scale to give nore accurate
and quantitative outcone. This <contributes to better
i nter-professional communication which is essential for

successful rehabilitation of the child.
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3. Helps to quantify the inprovenent seen after therapy, in
pragmatic skills. Thus, evaluating the efficacy of

t her apy.

4. Since it is nore objective, it has better face validity.
Limtations:

1. It is applicable to only those children whose nother
tongue is Tam | and reside in Tam | speaking environnent.

2. Age range is limted.

3. Nunber of subjects under each age group is only 5 i.e.

smal | sanpl e size.

So, it can be easily seen in the above section that the
tests available in Indian |anguages are insufficient in the

variety of purposes and age ranges they test.

In a study by Suchitra and Karanth (1990) Linguistic
Profile Test was found to be effective in testing the
| anguage disorders in school going children, as it gives
sufficient information of differentt areas of |anguage

tested, over a w de age range.

The Linguistic Profile Test, henceforth reffered as LPT
was designed with the objective of evaluating and anal yzing
adequate linguistic sanples at the phonol ogical, syntax and
semantic |evels. The test was designed originally a decade
ago (Karanth, 1980a) in Kannada and was called as the "Test

of pyscholinguistic abilities in Kannada. The framework of
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the test is such that, it can be easily constructed in any
| anguage. Over the last ten years, the test has been
extensively used with clinical populations (both adults and
children) and has been found clinically useful, both for
evaluation and as a basis for rehabilitation and |inguistic
retraining of communicatively disabled (Karanth, 1980a and b

1981; 1984; 1988; 1990; 1991). During this period the test
has undergone sone revisions. A parallel version of the test
was devel oped in Hndi (Karanth, Pandit, Gandhi, 1986). Data
on 200 normal adults and 123 stroke patients including
aphasi cs and non-aphasi cs. (Karanth, Ahuja, Nagaraj, Pandit
and Shi vshankar, 1991) has been collected and anal ysed. A
picturized version of the test for young children of 3-7
years of age has been constructed and field tested (UN CEF
funded project RRTC, Madras and N HH, Bonbay) in seven Indian
Languages including Kannada, Hindi, Taml, Oiya, Gujrati,
Marat hi and Bengali. Though the test was devel oped for adult
aphasics but recently it has also fornmed the basis for
Language Acquisition Test. Nor mative data on 150 children in
the age range of 6 to 11 years has already been collected in
Kannada (Suchitra and Karanth, 1990) and from 11 to 14 years

IS in progress.

The LPT has 3 mmjor sections including phonol ogy, syntax
and semantics respectively, wth discourse formng the tail
end of the third section. The choice of nmethods w thin these
sections covers a wde range of tasks such as pointing,

repetitions, namng, indication of grammtical and semantic
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acceptability, listing of | exi cal categories, sentence

conpl etion, matching synonyns and antonyns etc. (Karanth,
1980 a and b) .

The current study was taken up, as Malayalamis a wdely
spoken | anguage and there is a lack of normative data in

mal ayal amf or school goi ngpopul ati on.
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METHODOLOGY

AlM To establish normative data scores in Linguistic Profile
test (LPT) on school going children in the age range of 6 +

years to 15+ years.

SUBJECTS: Twenty children each fromgrade | to X ranging in

age from 6+ years to 15+ years were the subjects in the

current study.

These children were:

1. Healthy normal <children with no physical or sensory
di sabilities.

2. Native speakers of Ml ayal am

3. Were studying in Ml ayal am nedi um

4. Studying in a Governnent school.

5. From upper m ddl e soci oeconom ¢ strata.

6. Had attended the primary classes 1i.e., nursery and

ki ndergarten before joining the first class.

More subject details are given in Table-1.
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Table - 1: Age groups and the nunber of subjects in each

group.
Age group No. of subjects
(in years)
Mal es Femal es Tot al
6+ 10 10 20
7+ 10 10 20
8+ 10 10 20
9+ 10 10 20
10+ 10 10 20
11+ 10 10 20
12 + 10 10 20
13+ 10 10 20
14+ 10 10 20
15+ 10 10 20

LI NQJ STI C PRCFI LE TEST

This test has three major sections (1) Phonology (2)

Syntax (3) Senantics

(1) Phonol ogy: There are two subsections in the phonol ogy

(i)

(i)

secti on.

Phonemc discrimnation in which there are 24 itnmes.
The subjects were asked to point out two pictures out of

a set of four, on hearing the mninmal pairs.

Phonetic expression in which there are 52 tines. The
subj ects were asked to repeat the words after the

tester.
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(2) Syntax: There are ten subsections in the syntax section.

a) Morphophonem ¢ structures

b) Plural forns

c) Tenses

d) PNG markers

e) Case markers

f) Transitives, Intransitives and Causatives
g) Sentence types

h) Conjunctions, Quotatives and Conparitives
i) Conditional clauses

J) Participal constructions.

A total of 130 itens were tested wunder all these
subsecti ons. The subjects were asked to judge whether the
gi ven sentences were grammtically correct or wwong. This is
known as grammatically ] udgenent t ask whi ch is a
metal inguistic ability. “"Metalinguistic ability" refers to
one's ability to reflect upon one's | anguage, appreciate and
even talk about it. In maki ng acceptability judgenents, the
i ndi vidual s not only check for proper grammatical fornulation
of sentences but al so semantic coherence of the sane. Hence,
it means that nmaking |anguage judgenents - retrieving and
maki ng use of one's [|anguage judgenents - retrieving and
making use of one's intutions is relatively hard, when
conpared to tal king and understandi ng. This is because, in
giving a | anguage judgenent, "one nust take a prior cognitive

process (linguistic performance) as the object of a yet
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hi gher order cognitive process (reflection about |anguage
performance, or nmetalinguistic performance) which may have

properties of its own" (deitman and G eitmn, 1979).

(3) Semantics: There are two nmgjor sub-sections in this

section (a) Semantic discrimnation (b) Semantic expression.

In the first sub-section, discrimnation of colours,
furniture and body parts was tested. The subjects were asked
to point the colour, object or body part naned. A total of

15 itens were tested.

In the second subsection expression ability was tested

under the follow ng tasks:

1) Nam ng

2) Lexical category

3) Synonyny
4)  Antonyny
5) Hononyny

6) Polar questions

7) Semantic anomaly

8) Paradigmatic relations
9) Syntagmatic relations
10) Semantic contiguity

11) Semantic simlarity

The instructions for each task was given differently based

upon the type of expressive ability being tested.
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ADM NI STRATI ON AND SCORI NG

The testing was done in a quiet classroom situation.

The administration of 76 itens of the phonol ogy section
of LPT entailed instructing the subject that he would hear a
mnimal pair in the phonemc discrimnation task and he woul d
have to point to the pictures presenting the pair out of a

set of 4 pictures.

In the phonetic expression sub-section, the subjects
were asked to repeat verbally after the tester. The tota

score of phonol ogy section was 100.

In the 130 itenms of syntax section of LPT the subjects
wer e I nstructed t hat t hey woul d hear a [ist of
sentences/words; sone of which structurally well formed while
sone were not. Each subject was given exanples of both
correct and incorrect sentences. The subject was asked to
l[isten carefully to the itens that would be auditorily
presented and indicate whether each item was correct or
i ncorrect. The test itenms were presented auditorily one
after the other wth adequate tinme between itens for the
child to respond. The total score of semantic section was

100.

In the 85 itens of semantics section based upon the type
of task involved, the instructions were given. The score of

this section also sumed up to 100.
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ANALYSI S

The subjects responses were scored and tabul ated and the
mean and standard deviation of LPT scores for each age group
under each section were conputed. Furt her, one factor
Analysis of Variance) was used to find out the significance
of difference between neans. The results are reported and

di scussed in the follow ng chapters.
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Results and Di scussi ons

The aim of the present study was to devel op a |anguage
test in Ml ayalam for school going children between 6 to 15
years. The data obtained was subjected to the follow ng
statistical analysis:

1) Mean

2) Standard deviation
3) ANOVA

4) Index of sensitivity.

The nmean and standard deviation of LPT scores (total
scores) are given in Table 2 and are graphed in Gaph 1. The
results indicated that the mean scores ranged from 255.975 to
294.075. The total scores increased from 6+ years to 15+
years.

Table : 2 - Total Mean and S.D. of LPT Scores.

ACE MEAN S.D
6+ 254. 85 3.571
7+ 255. 975 3.798
8 + 261. 975 3. 697
9+ 270. 05 3. 236

10+ 277. 65 4. 215

11+ 280. 95 4.53

12 + 286.5 3. 129

13+ 288. 75 3. 156

14+ 291. 725 3.173

15+ 294. 075 2. 637
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The nean total scores and standard deviation of the
three sections of LPT, nanely phonol ogy, syntax and semantics

as given in Table - 3 and are graphed in graph - 2.

Table : 3 - Mean and SD for different aye groups.

ACE PHONOLOGY SYNTAX SEMANTI CS GRAND TOTAL
MEAN SD MEAN SD MEAN SD VEAN SD
6+ 90.2 2.966 82.975 2.931 78.6 1.729 254.85 3.798
7+ 91.2 2.167 85.075 2.034 82.8 1.056 255.975 3.571
8§+ 92.5 2.164 83.875 2.218 85.6 1.93 261. 975 3.697
9+ 93.8 2.484 86.35 2. 266 89.9 1.714 270.05 3.236
10+ 93.75 3.193 90.95 2.675 92.95 1.638 277.65 4.215
11+ 95.5 2.646 91.55 2. 655 93.9 1.944 280.95 4.53
12+ 96.85 2.621 92.875 1.932 96.8 0.894 286.5 3. 129
13+ 98.1 1.774 93 2.518 98.1 0.641 288.75 3.156
14+ 99.2 1.196 93.775 2.161 99.25 0.716 291.725 3.173
15+ 99.7 0.733 94.475 2.381 99.9 0.308 294.075 2.637

NOTE: WMaxi mum score for each section is 100.

Maxi num total score is 300.

It was observed that the nmean score across age groups
was hi ghest for phonol ogy conpared to syntax and senmantics.
Age group of 6-9 years showed a significant difference for
phonol ogy and semantics in their nean scores, after which
from 10+ to 15+ the mean scores obtained were conparatively
simlar for both phonol ogy and semantics. The gener a
pattern noticed was, highest scores in phonology followed by

semantics and then syntax respectively.
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Tabl e 4 - ANALYSI S OF VARI ANCE ACROSS AGE GROUPS
Age GP: TOTAL PHONOLOGY SYNTAX SEMANTI CS
SCORES

0 0O 0 00 0 0 N N N N N N N N“o o o o oo o o o o o

10
11
12
13
14
15

10
11
12
13
14
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8 vis 15 * * * *
9 vis 10 * - * *
9 vis 11 * - * *
9 vis 12 * * * *
9 v/is 13 * * * *
9 vis 14 * * * *
9 vis 15 * * * *
10v/s1l- - - -

10 v/s 12 * * * *
10 v/s 13 * * * *
10 v/is 14 * * * *
10 v/s 15 * * * *
11 v/s 12 * - - *
11 v/s 13 * - - *
11 v/s 14 * * * *
11 v/s 15 * * * *
12 v/s 13 - - - -

12 v/is 14 * - - *
12 v/is 15 * - - *
13 v/is 14 - - - -

13 v/s 15 - - - -

14 v/s 15 - - - -

Anal ysis of Variance (ANOVA) results show.

(Table - 4):-
- Three was significant difference in the total mean scores
bet ween the age groups upto 12 years of age.
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- Significant difference in phonol ogy was seen upto 11 years
of age

- Significant difference in syntax was seen also upto 11
years of age only.

- There was a significant difference in semantics wupto 12

years of age.

The nean total scores in section Il - syntax, ranges
from 82.975 to 94.475 from G ade | to Gade X A gradual
progress of the scores was seen across the age groups from 6+
to 15+, with 8+ showing a slightly better performance than 7+

years of age.

In view of this fact that a chance factor is high across
the age groups in this section the grammatically sensitivity
index (A, (Schwartz and Saffan '83) which is a non
paranetric index of sensitivity based upon the (ROC) curve,

was conputed for each child in the present study.

The average value A across the ten age groups can be
seen to increase from 0.84 to 0.96 [as shown in Table 5]
indicating an increase in grammtical sensitivity wth an
increase in age. However the maximum sensitivity was not

attai ned even at the age of 15+ years.

It was seen that case Markers, sentence types,
conjunctions, conparatives and quotation and PNG nmarkers were
the nost sensitive, in decreasing order and norphonem cs and

plural forns were the |least sensitive. The rest fell in
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bet ween these extrenes indicating differential sensitivity to

different syntactic structures at various stages.

Table : 5 - Index of sensitivity (A) across the age groups

6+ 7+ 8+ 9+ 10+ 11+ 12+ 13+ 14+ 15+

A. Morphophonemc .67 .67 .68 .77 .78 .75 .82 .82 .83 .85
structures

Plural forms .64 .66 .78 .75 .80 .8 .8 .8 .8 .87
Tenses .75 .77 .77 .84 .77 .82 .82 .85 .92 .92
PNG Markers .93 .95 .94 .98 .96 .99 .9 .97 .96 .99

Case Markers .98 .98 .98 .97 .98 .99 .99 .98 .99 1.0

m m O O D

Transitives, .91 .93 .90 .95 .94 .94 .95 .99 .96 .97
[ntransitives,

Causatives

G Sentence types .95 .95 .96 .98 .99 .98 .99 1.0 .99 .99
H Predicates .74 .86 .91 .92 .95 .95 .93 .94 .98 .98

| . Conjunctions, .95 .93 .95 .98 .98 .99 .99 .99 .98 .99
Comparative &

Quot ation

J. Conditional .94 .94 .91 .95 .99 .99 .98 .99 .99 .99
cl auses

K. Participal .77 .85 .86 .95 .97 .98 .97 .96 .98 .98

constructions

(A .84 .86 .88 .91 .92 .93 .93 .94 .95 .96

Under the semantic section, it was seen that the
performance for semantic discrimnation renmained sanme (full
scores) from 6+ to 15+, as conpared to semantic expression
where in the namng and |exical category along wth

paradi gmatic relations, syntagmatic relations and semantic
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simlarity there was highest scores seen across all the age
groups (6+ to 15+). Scores obtained showed poor performance
for hononyns (item No. 5), synonyns (itemNo. 3) and semantic
contiguity (item No. 10) upto ten years of age. The scores
obt ai ned after 10+ years on these three itens were good. The
other itens fall in between these extrenes indicating
differential performance to different semantic structures at
various |evels. So, better performances were seen for item
Nos. 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8 9 and 11 upto 10 yeas of age after
which item Nos. 3, 5 and 10 also inproved. Thus, wth an
increase in age, better performance was seen; wth maxi num

scores being obtained at 14+ and 15+ years (i.e, 100).
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DI SCUSSION: [LPT in Mal ayal am

The findings in the phonol ogical section were simlar to
the findings of the earlier studies by Suchitra and Karanth
(1990) and Moni ka Sharma (1995) who had done simlar studies
in Kannada and Hi ndi respectively. This confirnmed the
observation that phonol ogi cal devel opnment was al nost conplete
by the age of six (6) years. However, if the scores were
conpared; it could be seen that children in the present study
had higher scores in the phonology section from 6 years of
age conpared to the studies of both Suchitra and Karanth
('90) and Monika Sharma ('95). A constant progress was
mai ntained in the phonology section across the age groups
from 6+ to 15+. This finding was simlar to that of Mbonica
Sharma ('95) except that a constant was maintained after 11
years of age whereas in the earlier study done in Kannada
showed children at 6 years of age started with conparatively
| ow scores and reached the maxi mum constant score by 11 years

of age.

The findings in the syntax section showed a significant
increase after 9 years of age. This was however not in
agreenment with that reported by Bohannor (1976), Karm|loff -
Smth (1979), Hakes (1980), Vanleek (1982), Tunner and Bowey
(1982), Suchitra and Karanth (1990) and Mni ka Sharma (1995);
who reported that in the syntax section there was a
significant inprovenent from 8+ years of age. In this study;

from the 6+ age group the scores were conparatively higher
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than those in the study by both Suchitra and Karanth (1990)
and Moni ka Sharm (1995) and this superiority in scores was

mai nt ai ned throughout all age groups.

The main findings in the syntax section showed that
adult like sensitivity to granmatically judgenent is acquired
by adol escence. This is in accordance with previous findings
by [Karanth, 1984], Suchitra and Karanth '90 and Moni ka
Sharma ' 95. The findings also show that beginning from 6-7
years; children are able to gradually nake judgenents nore
like adults by evaluating the properties of the sentences.
This was in agreenent with the observations of Bohannon ' 76,
School and Ryan '80, Hakes '80, Suchitra and Karanth '90 and
Moni ka Sharma '95. It was al so observed that with the adding
of nore conplex structures the increase in gramatical
j udgenment ability was shown to increase upto 15 years of age.
This is evident from the conputation of index of sensitivity
whi ch shows that maximum sensitivity is not attained even at
15 years of age [A = 1.0]. This is simlar to the findings
of Monika Sharma '95; but varies from that of Suchitra and
Karanth '90 a little as it is attained by 12-14 years of age
in their study. The findings here; also contradict the
observations made by Vasantha et al ('39), where she says
that by the age of 8 to 85 years an asynptote is reached by
which tine the performance is alnost adult |ike. The mean
scores of index of sensitivity for different age groups were
simlar to that of Monica Sharma's ('95) study. it was also

seen that in the present study; case Markers and sentence
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types along with conjunctions, conparatives and quotations
were the nost sensitive whereas plurals and norphophonem c
structures were the |east sensitive. These findings varied
from that of Suchitra and Karanth's ('90), in that, plura

forms were nost sensitive and participal constructions were
the least sensitive. The findings also varied form Mnika
Sharma's study in that PNG markers and Case Markers were the
nost sensitive. However l'i ke t he pr esent st udy,
nor phophonem ¢ structures was the least sensitive across the

age groups in Monika Sharma's study ('95).

The findings in the semantic section, show that,
semantic discrimnation, is fully developed early in life
i.e, the concept for colour, furniture and body parts is
intact by 6 years of age. This early energence could be due
to their being named nore frequently than any other category
(Huttenl ocher, Smley and Ratner, 1983). This however
contradicts the studies done by Isotomna (1963) and Johnson
(1977), who report that young children are bad at wusing
colour words appropriately. This is also not simlar to
findings to studies reported by Suchitra and Karanth ('90),
who says that scores on body parts reach maxi mumonly by 11
years of age and Monika Sharma ('95), who says that the
scores on body parts do not reach maxi num even by 15 years of
age. This significant difference could be due to the
frequency with which the words are wused in the different

| anguages i.e, nore frequently used in Ml ayal am
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The findings in semantic expression, section |1l B,
showed t hat ; t asks like nam ng, | exi cal cat egory,
paradigmatic relations, syntagmatic relations and senantic
simlarity were intact with maxi mum scores from 6+ years of
age through 15 years of age. These findings agree with those
of Bower (1974) wherein wearlier recognition of famliar
persons and objects in mny different orientations and
contexts by about 6-7 nonths have been reported starting that
cognitive abilities that are pre-requisite for |earning

proper nanes are present well before speech

It was al so observed, however, that 6 year ol ds were not
good at explaining anmbigous statenments. This was observed
for item No. 7, where the sentence could be judged as
ananolous by the 6 year old also but explanations were not
apt . The results of this study are in accordance with that
of Howe and Hi Il man (1973), Janes and MIller (1973), Suchitra
and Karanth (1990) and Moni ka Sharma (1995). According to
de Villiers ('82), words that specify relationships between
peopl e, objects and events occur quite early in childs
| anguage but the neanings of nost rational words are not
acquired in all their conplexity until the child is 4 or 5
years of age. This is however not so when considering the
present study where senantic anomaly has naxi num scores only

after 8 years of age i.e, from 9+ years of age.

Al so seen that synonyny (item No. 3) and honmonyny (item

No. 5) scoreswer epoorer for theyounger gradesandit was
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only after 13+ that the scores inproved; wth honmonyny
slightly poorer in performance at 15+ al so. This 1is in
accordance with the study done by Sack and Berlin (1971) and
Moni ka Sharma (1995), wherein suggested that younger children

perform worse than chance on synonynous sentence pairs.

The findings of the present study also showed that
performance for item No. 10 (Semantic contiguity) was very
poor upto 9 years of age after which these was a gradua
progress seen across the age groups w th nmaxi mum scores being
attained at 13+ years of age. This particular finding is not
in accordance with either of the studies done in Kannada or

in H ndi.

The finding that, children in all age groups in all the
3 sections of LPT (Phonology, syntax and semantics) in the
current study have scored better than the earlier studies in
Kannada (Suchitra and Karanth '90) and Hi ndi (Mnika Sharna

'95); could be attributed to;

- environnmental differences
- frequency of use of |anguage at honme and outside
- academc differences

- social status (all mddle class famlies).

Results of ANOVA, suggests that LPT in Malayalamis quite
useful for children from 6+ to 12+ years of age in
identifying disordered |anguage behaviours, but it can be

used as a useful tool for 13+ to 15+ years as wel|.
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The overall findings in the 3tudy which is in
concurrence with the results of the earlier studies (Karanth
'84); Rangasayee et al (1988), Suchitra and Karanth (1990),
Kudva (1991) and M Sharma (1995) indicate the follow ng;

- As the difference in the age groups 6+ and 7+ years is not
statistically significant the picturised version of the test
(RRTC test battery) has been found to be useful for the
younger age groups i.e, below 7 years of age atleast for a

few sections.

- LPT can be used for evaluating children above 7 years of
age; the difference of these age groups being statistically
significant for the total scores as well as for the three

sections (Phonology, syntax and semantics).

- The LPT can also be used as a basis for therapeutic
programs i.e, the performance of the <child in various
sections wll be a great help in planning therapy for speech-

| anguage di sordered popul ation.
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SUMVARY AND CONCLUSI ONS

The present study was undertaken to establish the
normative data on linguistic profile test (Malayalam for
school going children in an age range of 6+ years to 15+
years. Here, the 3 conponents of |anguage ie., phonology,
syntax and semantics were tested on a group of 200 subjects,
both nmales and females, who were all native speakers of
Mal ayal am coming from literate mddle class famlies. \Wen
conparing this study with the earlier studies done in kannada
(Suchitra and Karanth 1990) and H ndi (Mnika Sharma 1995);
the results show that the scores obtained in the present
study are higher for all the 3 sections ie., phonol ogy-syntax
and semantics; across all the age groups. The increase in
scores seen, could be due to the highly structured and
granmati cal use of Ml ayalam (whether as the 1st |anguage or
2nd | anguage); from the |I-grade itself in the schools.
Phonology is fairly well developed by 6+ years of age and it
is seen to steadily increase through 15+ yeas of age. In
synt ax; Case Mar ker s, sentence types; conj uncti ons,
conparatives and quotations and PNG Markers were the nost
sensitive while Mrphophonem c structures and plural forns
were the least sensitive across the age groups. In
semantics, hononyny, synonyny and semantic contiguity were
fully developed only after 12+ years of age. Semanti c
anomaly was al so seen to develop only after 9+ years of age.

The rest was wel |l devel oped by 6+ yeas of age.
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On conclusion, it can be said that linguistic profile
test (Malayalan) is a very useful tool in identifying various
| anguage disorders across the age groups of 6+ to 15+ years.
The profile can also be wused for re-evaluation of case's
problem and progress; also as a basis for therapeutic

prograns.
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SECTION - | : Phonol ogy

SECTION 1-A Phonom ¢ di scrim nati on.

Instructions:- Place the picturs representing each mnimal pair in front
of the subject. Read aloud the words of the mninmal pair (one after the
ot her) and ask the subject to point out to the appropriate picture. |If the

subject fails to do so give himthe witten fornms of the mniml word pair
and ask himto match themwith the appripriate pictures. Score "1' for
each correctly identified picture Allowcorrection only once, if the
subject is very certain, his earlier response was wong. Repeat once if
required.

Sl.No, Minimal pair Sstimulus Response Accuracy of

Verbal Graphic Verbtal Graphic response.,

1. @ - @O '

2. dad - aadd

s 8 - A&

iy aiphs - oS

5 ngall - et

6 . asl = asl

T @ malal - aljalal

8. oy - @

Q. B }= - allg

10, wely - aoeld
11, aeitn] - wedha
12 . o)1 - welbh)

13, moay - aosd
14, Ut - a0
15. axl’ - moe
16. o0 =~ &
T, g - 08
18, &0 - &0
19. 6omg1 - eoal
20, 0o - @00
21, omst - ool
2%, ol - olw
23, CHWo - GBIl
24, e - o

1
N
(o]

Maxi mum Scor e:
Subj ect Score:- ......



SECTION: - 1. B. Phonetic expression.

Instructions:- Ask the subject to repeat each word clearly after you. |If
the subject is unable to repeat the word give himthe witten formof the
word and ask himto read it aloud. |If he fails to do so then give himthe

appropriate picture and ask himto name it. Score "1" for each correctly
repeat ed/ read/ naned target sound. Wen involing phonenes other than the
target phonenme shoul d not be scored but taken in to account during
tentative anal ysis.”

Sl. No, Stimules word Repetition Subjects responses Accuracy of
Reading Naming response
! mOD
2. @om
p |9 Do
4 #® mal'al
e OO
6. O3 /© DEdEnId
Ts ofiyxn
8. 6l B0
9. 63S o
10, 6950
11. B8 0o
12 , &0 D -S89,
i %, S, Maw
14, &Hse)om
} 555 2 JoT O / ol Do
16 & aJtm oo
I T4 il oo
18. el
19, WMo
20, oaTem
214 ol
22, 05081
(- 35 006)®
24, @01 8198,
25, o
26. aédhih
- aldsy
28. alondMg
29, ™2 e
30, ®ozon
;5 P ®ogita)
32, 1NdMg
33, o oty
34, oYl
35 4 snettn b
36 . gnoaicd

37 moa



S1l.No. Stimules word
38. 6)MIonty
39. R0,
40, w0
41, ad S/ @ehayeo
42, Motn 0o
43, Ma&le
44, Waben 1/ WS d
as, @01/ @0y
46, fuel 4gh
47, oo/ alfNo
48, 8133w / SlAM
49, o)dTo
50, S @Jauah
51 &t Bno
59 . Sed
Maxi mum Score:- 52

Subj ect s Score: -

Subjects responses

Repetition Reading

naming

Accuracy of
response



Section : |.C Running Speech.

Instructions:- Read the floow ng passage slowy and clearly. Ask the subject
to repeat it after you. Later ask the subject to read the passage al ound.
Use asporation where ever necessary. Further ask the subject to answer the

questions at the end of the passage. The questions nust be asked orally. |If
the subject/client fails to answer, present the questions graphically and ask
the client to respond verbally. If he fails to provide verbal responses ask

himto answer by witing or by gestural node. Analyse the subject's
perforamance on this section in terns of his performance in section 1.B. A so
pay particular attention to dusters and take observati on notes.

0oy soSastslayns moswn. ol dieidioye SBaE) Ud®e Gadioy&BxIke
wstsT aeleymd’. @010 ; csud a9y0; s dmk aeleym wstslesSy, ©aoyalee
o) dficeiatie £%e%s.

sxe’s1a8el wleng a0y &dHsTONS WsaXT. w8, anlod, axldois
Al i axtsyu®m aylad Roacainlsymy. cuola syvadBdaelsald uCHyGO
ddolmon SoBneTsTuxt cdanle welelBo.

SL Test Skimulys Respon.se Aecuracy
No Lbem Yerbal qu’wc Verbal Efra;,fmc 8&5&1‘!’»}1 Of TCS}:O’?'LQE
i 8%y 0 eS|

wel@ad ol eadn laymd

o (Yooe' 2

2, &0806TST edsnie &SOm
oalganeymd ma0'?

3 &yt laod Q0o me st
axusts1 oaleaonlaymar?

4, HNMNS1AROS 080k oklalB
208 Pal@Ne TN ?



Transcript:- 1 (Repetition)

Transcript:- 2 (Reading)

Anal ysis of (O usters.



Section: Il. syntax.

Instructions:- Instruct the subject that the following |list of words

and sentences containes both correct and incorrect forms. Ask the subject
to listen carefully and indicate whether the itemis correct or not.
Illustrate with one or two exanples if needed. Read the itens in the
list one by one. Repeat once if necessary. |If the subject fails to
respond give himthe test itens in the witten for,. Accept correction
once. Score for each accurate response in sub sections A B, C and D and
one for each accurate response in subsections E,F,GH1,J and K  Make
use of the stinmulus nodality used and also the nodality in which the

subj ect responds.

A.  Morphonemc structures: -

i RaspCnse
1. o & Ao kb
B &selon’td
. 8 ais1d
4, ekt ayslald
S N33 kb
a® dfo'kb
T masid
8. ol el
9. 1L.i§ﬁ.n‘b
10. @33

1. alyO O'kd
12 SOyl

13, bWl

14, &0 aid
15, 6 0. leasn
16. 06 @

17, SHOQY
18. ol o

19. el

20. ayud

Maxi mum Score : 10
Subj ects Score: .......



B. Plural forns

-

e o ACéurac§
ts Resgponse
stimulue Modality subjec - oy
zl' Test Item Verbal = Graphic Verbal-Grphic=Gestur -
Oe

eralghdysIad
aly ™y oD
@iyl b
™Mb
aisyad
23S &b
mooydamod
8y S0
HaIMy&®

\om--JO‘\UIbuN'—-
.- & . & &

@Ry s a0

[s)

Maximum Score 3 5

subjects SCOrest seeee .

C. Tenses.

K Accurac
. Test Stimulus Response- y
it’ i:f’i"‘l Verbal QT‘F\Pr\ ¢ \erhal E*ra ')r'\f L gf < wral oﬁ e Sj'o se

. @ad ol o1s)mymy
2. @mud 2mee aid s’
SyHQ%T.,
3. @ud oyed o0TTal
4. @uh MO8 oCaBd
oS lafaly .
5. @mxbhaps] abs Dsy.
6. @RS 0o HAOT
7. @shdpsl mee &oid
cuattizy Odfan @ans]
g. @mud DMee) S0}
oMo «
9. 6agisps] ey CO@mYMY.
10. ®EGIS] S MOMy.

Maxi mum Score : 5

Subj ects Score: =



D. PNG Markersi:=

No, Test Ttem Stimius é‘iiiii?’ vnré‘;‘{jé‘ézn&is“ézzam Y
M e . . ) Response

I ss)ad oMMy .

2. @mxhoys| QOMEB}.

3. aljatal ©OGIBYMY

4. @ud omee &ySIeymy

S5 Mol ot ©lmymy

6. @ud 0wy

W @t meS8 wosioy

8. @umd ansy st

9 o Depdd Dopo]

10. o Dmerl gadall

1. @ud widmy eaaoy

19 @Ud MEOE 000 a0kf2}

13 mod wSe &M @nall

14 . M} M58 alOlataly

15, wsl omeer el &8Slade

16« of s

7 need dules caoal

18 . coxm D9yl

19. @ud meOe wSe &Sy

20. @D ©O0ISy abSo

Maximum Scores- 10
subjects Scoret .......

Ee Case Markerss=

S1.  Test Item stimilus Modality Subjects Response  Accuracy

Os Verbal= Graphic Verbal,Graphic,Gestuml of
Response

il @ peshh 6HneS. R

O GWTSHUOMY .
2. e aesd 0lme HUES.
QSyBYMY

3. @dea aysIoa ay8lafap

4, @Neys] cuMaSRTS Deyoymy

8 et 4886m al1STeymy.

6. @bays] e canasth Sy

T @60 pdeo sl

8. aud Gs1ea Ues HISISHBYS

9. wios, consoce oS

10. @ud sysetd owBISd 6O&X¥TS)
Oy .

Maximum Scores 10

subjects SCOres assseces



F. Transitive, Intransitivesg, Causatives.

——

sl. Stimulus Moadality Subject response Accuracy
TpSt Item
No. > Verbal- Graphic Verbal-Graphic-Gestural of
e S v o i — : Response

. @aleah @Tmymy
- mofaid apsTlal ©lmymy
3. @on oOmlaxd «lostuy
Big MRs1 &0y .
5% @D DML alO8lYo
6. Shfaud deyopm.
¥ @utd aysloa ads ©sisymy.
8. @ud @ySNmymy
9. go MOMe&%TS ald0o D¥3Myo
10. shiad syslea e axts
o 0301y

Maximum Score: 10
Subjects Scores .....

G, Sentence Typess-
81 Test Item Stimilus Modality Subject Response Accuracy
Verbal = Graphic Verbal-Grarhic-Gestural of
W e e e e __ Response

. w68 sy s ndaolsys
25 o ot el

; @UOD GO0 @S 1Edo

4, oy @pedinlensts

Bl oishays] mydmo eaialaRmy.

6. @006 o P} ORo

T coxnm] eewer eaidaymy

8. ndoea s eiets

9. a%l dales?

10. S#8060M0 et Imy@d allsTalay

Maximum Scores 10

Subjects ScOres seececes



H, Predicates.

Sle. Test Item stimulus Modality Subject Rgsponse Accuracy
No. Verbal - Grarhie Verbal-Graphic-Gestural of
e e _ e ____ Response

1. o doto oyitoensst

2, 00 &y G2r) @¥

3. @eodo o0 cdox’

4. mauchooxt usl aelbil

5. @0 cam @ehomEt

6. @UOMO &ole cundold

63S%0

7. Dmerl Qom0 anymdn

analoymy ansla wydol

8. musamonis simet
9., @ @AOAYWHS MITTa%RY

10. 2 @mEeON0 cCuoesd
AYHO .

Maximum Scores 10

subjects Scores .....

L G :\‘lh—""‘l‘-‘."“-'*' ’ Lonpcadives wid Quelulions
Sl. Test Item stimulus Modality Subjects Response : -.Accurac§
ND. Verbal - Graphic Verbal,Graphic,Gestural of

I S B Respcnse

1. @UD3NIje EINYe GH¥S
Mo canal.

2., domo eman eayslad wm
3. ofnews usleaaye &isl
st Seiti oo aly0 iy

cuoal.
4. 00 el cumMEad
5. e’ myemlemsISyo
6210061,
6 . Mfmdaye miocamid
mi8eusts .
7. ©o i o828 aisiecs
@0 Uelyone)

8. meitned oo lmonat
Shatad awositay.,
9, @ eI NrTIsRIe

& ol dageramy alOskg .
0. G R Lomm gt

es-



e
sl.
No.

9.

Conditional clauses

Test Item Stimulus Modality Subject Response Accurancy of

c&me wlhiau®oeaisld
01 ooy euddke
mad alsd ulecaad
moh OOwM OISISidEe
nkmd dOoana ok
Eilo M@AND WAIBHS ezwl]
ealalalyo
aitet noadd amerheetsld
@b ot &1seh ,
@AD U Mepay
m/MB Ealddda
asaptoseakd mand
aOdd euoselbl,
nnodold ewuwal 66w
&lsyd .
g 12k eloeea i
@oum ki,

10. Mty ; Amlay oClaq

ool 2F wgano,

Maximum Score: 10

Subjects SCOre?! see-nesa

__ K, Participal Constructions-
sl. '

1 -

2 .
3.

Bl
9‘

domo wus) e eoowkh
SISHYMy .
Syt @ylaotad ealaraymy.
01 0gonkd  @e! BT
sralsfaRmy .
& a® wlemeean saxy
sy dasar @eidysT?
LOMMO a0 Tmym ald St
Anle nomwlslayys nlnla
Ddfsmoal.
@aNd msmy di%nlalay
cadoua 1ERIAY  Qandhym
ot Qalers 2
oallOm GETSmRe @M @A
WesS MmSyticOsy e,

Maximum Score: s a

Verbal - Graphic Verbal-Graphi-Gestural Response,

No, Test Item Stimulus Modality Subject Response Accurancy of
Verbal-Graphic Verbal-Graphic-Gestural Response




SECTION. |11 SEMANTI CS
SECTION I'11. A Semantic Discrimnation

Instructions:- Ask the subject to point out to the colour, object and body
part named. Name the itens one by one. |If he fails give himthe witten
words and ask himto match themwith the corresponding itens. Repeat them

once if necessary. Accept correction once. Score 1 for each itemidentified
correctly. = == _

a-Colour:- S.No. Test 1item. Subjects response Accuracy of
naming-matching respoBse,
1. alala)
2, 0w
3. aly@atal
4, Mm%
S S

b. Body Parts:

1. 661
2., e
3 1Y)
4, &A%ﬁ@‘
5., a'lod

Cse Furnitures=-

] .4 SHenm
o coW
3 asld
& @e1 @
5., ook

Maximum score :- Subjects Scorei-

Colcour -5

Body Parts-5

Furniture =5



SECTION. |I1.B. Senmantic expression.

1. Nam ng.

Instructions:- Ask the subject to name the object presented. |If he fails
to do so check whether he can wite the nane or explain its use through
gesture. Score 1 for each correctly named (oral or witten response) or for
correct recognition of objects. (as seen through pictural explanations)
Accept nild paraphasi as.

S. No. Test item Subj ects response. Accur acy
phoni ¢c- Graphi c- Gest ural . response
| 6161l M
2 ; Soro
5. OGO 10"
! . § J‘.L‘,'JQ‘J'
D nl®Pe
6. n IUTIUT
s (0 To=FiRR )
8. (0 o
I a6Mmos’
104 0] JataY
1. (hatigh
12, syalmnd
13. guout
14 . nenal]
o A L)
15 . il
o 0]
18, 612)@gatal
19. all chq
20 ., f::_lﬂ._'l*_‘tj']

Maxi mum score: 20
Subj ects score:



2. Lexi al Category.

Instructions: Ask the subject to list the nanes of all the aninals that
he knows for one mnute. It he is unable to name,them check whet her he
can wite them G ve himan exanple or two it needed. Score '1' for
each correctly naned animals, bird or fruit.

Nane five aninmals.
Nanme five birds

3. Nanme five fruits
Maxi mum scor e - 15
Subj ects score - -
Response node

3. Synonyny: -

Instructions:- Instruct the subject to match pairs with identical neaning
in the following sets of words. Test itens to be given verbally or graphi-
cally. Score '1' for each correctly matched pair.

Sl.No. Test items Sstimulus Response Accuracy of
Verbal=-Graphiec Verbal=Graphic Regponse

1. Byl 1. &OH

o, mef] 2. cooddd

3, aseon 3. sout

4. old 4.

5. sofud 5. MelaSe
6. Sl

Maxi mum score : 5

Subj ects score

4, Ant onyny

Instructions:- Instruct the subject to match the opposite pairs in the

following sets of words given verbally or in witing score '1' for each
correct. pair.

4 O 5. ~Aac
Ssl.No. Test items Stimalus Response . Accuracy
Verbal~Graphic Verbal-Graphic of response

1. &Opatal 1. &S0
2., 60 2 . ayodid
3, 20T 3. 6neyaly
4. @odd 4. e

aroq 5.0

6 ., EG6E)

Maxi mum score : 5
Subj ects score



5. Honmonyny:

Instructions : Ask the subject to give alternate neanings for the

following words. Test items may be given verbally or graphically. Score
each for all correct responses.

Sl.No. Test items Stimulus Response Accurancy of
Verbal=-graphic Verbal-Graphic Regponse

1. &g

2, &0

. 1A (Wl s

. O NENo

e al)[Fo
Maxi mum score : 5

Subj ects Score :

6. Pol ar Questions: -

i nstructions: Instruct the subject to answer the follow ng questions
with either "yes" or 'no' The questions may be given orally or in witing
Fill in the subjects name in the blank space in itemnunber(10). Correc-

tions only if the subject is very certain. Score'l" for each correct
response.

Sl. No Test item stimilus Response Accurancy of
Verbal=Graphiec Verbal-Graphic=Gestural Response

1. wdil pacdokd
OGBSI ?
2. oshod oTye@d?
3, SuMeOdxis wyitos
do'kh Deyoyeen?

4, apeald wod pstsisy
@27
5. @ aysEiess?

5. uxlomo MmO &0}
ald@6mo 7

7. abasyes oSk
Slsmyead ?

8. alplal agleamid el
oIEEMI 7

9. Owlald my0yem

SXENICHI ?
10. &slaps e ... ..
A MIESEMI ?
Maximam Scorg ] 10

Subjects Sccre



7. Semantic Anonaly

Instructions: Instruct the subject to indicate whether each of the
following sentences is neaningful or not and explain why if not meaningful.
Test itens to be given orally or in witing. Score '1l" for each correct
expl anati on.

Sl. No. Test item stimilus Modality subjects Response Accuracy

Verbal-Graphic Verbal-Graphic—gestural of
— — g Regponse
1. Qom0 cmyifom
M1 Y082l OYmRT
¥ oo demo MEnd
a0 @wl.
. 38 o lh 60y ek’
4, gl mla¥ mg,stﬁ
S guom  A6TENE6)B0ETS
Gdh DAy} .
Maxi mum score .5

Subj ects Score

8. paradi gmatic Rel ations

Instructions: Instruct the subject to explain the meaning of the follow ng
terms given verbally or graphically. Score '1" for each correction

expl anati on.

sl1.No. Test item stimilugmodality Subjects response Accuracy of
verbal~graphic Verbal=-Graphic=Gegtural responge
la 808 , Ot - a4y
(nd@iti1)
2, malwim , mAe - calsi
.o+ o B SHosdolo )
3. Sl , B -y oidho
. oo (UOEMIAIBTE, )
4. o, TS -aidhs
oo (OO0 )
5, ce1007, auatf =@
vee (QUONMo)
Maxi mum Scor e : 5

Subj ects Score
9. Syntagmati c Rel ati ons:

Instructions :- Instruct the subject to fill in the missing slot. Test
itens to be given verbally or graphically. Score'l" for each correct
response.



T 81.N0. Test Items Stimulus Modality Subjects Response Accuracy of

Varbal = Graphle Verbal=Graphilec=Gestural Rposponee

. 6l GaHOSY.

2. oY mJavaymy
adal. . ...

, 7 0 oeftmymy
88, + . ..

4, MyBe @S @My
571 ) R —
It @MltNo
(21147
Maxi mum Score:- 5

Subj ect Score:- . ... .

10. Semanticcontiguity

Instructions: Instruct the subject to match and explain the relationship
between the following groups of words given verbally or graphically. Score
1 for every correct pairing.

Sl.No., Test Items Sstimulus Rs spon se Accuracy of
Verbal-Graphic Verbal= Graphic Response.
1. o8l - ol
2., algsy - oo
3. 2% - alillmo®
4, oeut - eoeyeele]
5., GaM = 6NBE,
- laizeh

Maxi mum Score:- 5

Subj ects Score:- . . .

11. Semantic simlarity:-

Instruction:- Instruct the subject to match and explain the relationship
bet ween the gol |l owi ng groups of words given verbally or graphically. Score
"1" each for every correct pairing.

sl.No. Test Item stimlus RespoOnse Accuracy

Verbal = Graphic Verbal = Graphic of Response
1. abs - 0mps
2, @ud - &dmys
3, b - a)Syd
4, 0o - oefmyé
5. @Syl - ssleys
- O3S
Maxi mum score :- 5

Subj ect Score:



Section |V. D scourse.

Instruction:- Ask the subject to answer the follow ng questions at |ength.

L. owteses (&s1anes) cum®afomoet ?
o. ootasies (&saes) alsalnsaxt ?

3. owtesyes (&s1nes) cmop) DToET?

o s eanesiid (wsdoid) Qi mesaxt oxed (&ysl) &K MO

aOAIEaE ?



SUBJECT PROFORMA- LI NGUI STI C PROFI LE TEST

Section

Section | (Phonol ogy)

A Phonotic Discrimnation

D Phonetic Expression
Section Il (Syntax)

Mor phophoneni ¢ Structures
Plural Forns

Tenses

PNG Mar kers

Caee Markers

m m o O o >

Transitives, Intransitives

and Causitives

®

Sentence Types

H Predicates

Conj uncti ves, Compar ati ves

and Quotatives

J Conditional C auses

K Participal Constructions

Section Il (Semantics)

A Semantic Discrimnation

1. Colours
2. Furniture
3. Body parts

B Senestic Expression

1. Nam ng

2. Lexical Category

3.  Synonyny

4. Antonyny

5.  Hononyny

6. Pol ar questi ons

7. Semastic Anomaly

8. Paradigmatic Rel ations
9. Syntagmatic Rel ations
10. Semantic Contiguity
11. Semantic Simlarity

Grand Tot al

Possi bl e

Tot al
Score

Subj ect's Score Tot al

St i mul us

Ver bal

Graphic

ver bal

Response
Graphi ¢ Gestural

Scor es

on
Section

48

52

10

10
10

10

10
10

10

10
10

20
15

a1

10

o o0 o1 o1 g1

300

Ver bal - Bl ue Gr aphi c- Green

Gest ural - Red



