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CHAPTER |
| NTRODUCTI1 ON

The presentation of |anguage tests has assuned that a
judgenent of "language disorder" nust be based on an
understanding in both formand function, of what is to be
expected w th chronol ogi cal age. The description avail abl e
from an appropriate conbination of tests, results the
child's abilities and disabilities wthin his |anguage

system (Harol d and Thomas, 1981).

A test is basically a tool available to the clinician
for sanpling sone of a child s behavior in ternms of the
di fferent dinmensions. It is an objective neasure and aids
the clinician in arriving at an accurate diagnosis and in
successful rehabilitation of the clients. There are
different types of tests, designed with a particular
pur pose. There are screening tests which are used to tap
the early vocal and verbal skills of small children and in
older children, for the identification of the problem
Then, there are diagnostic tests which are nore detail ed and
tells the amount of the disability and ability in any
particular subability. There are those tests also which
are based on the age range they are testing. Sone tests

are designed especially to test |anguage and its acquisition



i n preschool ers and sonme tests are to test language and its
disorders in school-going children. Sone tests are
admnistered only for the adult population and then there

are tests which are efficient intesting all the age groups.

There is a vast variety of these tests being used
abr oad. During the last decade or two, a plethora of
| anguage tests have been published in the west .
Consequent |y, the speech |anguage clinician in the west has
a wde choice of language tests for different purposes in
different theoretical franmeworks. The Indian scene on the

other hand is characterized by an extrene paucity of

| anguage tests. In the recent past sone attenpts have been
made to fill the lacunae, for testing younger and adult
popul ation but for school going children there is still |ack
of good |anguage tests. Very little attention has been

paid to this school going age group.

The purpose of the study is to establish normative data
on Linguistic Profile Test - Hndi (LPT, Karanth, 1984) for
school going children between 6-15 years of age (ie. from
grade | to grade X) . These nornative scores of LPT would
be useful in identifying school age children with |anguage

deficits and also in finding out the area of deficit - ie.



linguistic skills and structures at different [linguistic
| evel s which is essential to carry out a systenatic |anguage

remedi ati on programe.



CHAPTER 11
REVI EW OF LI TERATURE

The learning of |anguage by children has attracted a
great deal of attention in the area of child devel opnent,

particularly since the 1970s.

Language acquisition in children Is explained
differently by two approaches - Chonskyan Mbdel and the
Behavi ori st Model. The nodel proposed by chonsky and ot hers
is that the child is bornwith an innate capacity for
| anguage acquisition; that the human being is in sone way
prestructured towards the acquisition of |anguage, so that
when the child is exposed to |anguage, certain |anguage

structuring principles autonatically begin to operate.

The Behaviorist Mdel explains |language |earning as
essentially a process of imtation and reinforcenent. The
child learns to speak by copying the noise patterns heard
around him and through stinmulus and response, trial and
error, reinforcenent and reward, he would refine his own
production until it matches the | anguage of his adult nodel s
(CGystal, 1976).



A nunber of studies in a variety of disciplines have
been done in the area of | anguage  acqui sition.
Psychol ogi sts, linguists, 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 nmanagenent of |anguage di sordered chil dren. The vast
research on |anguage acquisition has been through case
studies both longitudinal and cross-sectional (MCarthy,
1930; Day, 1932; Davis, 1937; Tenplin, 1957; Wnitz, 1959;
Spriesterbach, Darley and Morris, 1962; MIler, 1962).

Most of the work on children's |anguage acquisition has
been focussed on preschool devel opnent. The rel ative speed
and efficiency of |anguage |erning has been taken as a nain
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 tine 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 on |anguage acquisition reveals that |anguage
I's an ongoing process which is active during the school

years 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 opment will be well under way in
the mgjority. However, it is not unusual for problens to be
present or even to persist during earlyschool years. The
demands that are placed on the child s |anguage skills
change at school entry. The environnent is w dened such
that famly and hone are no |onger the only considerations.
For the child with difficulty in |anguage devel opnent the
transition to school can be a considerable hurdle. Language
problens may be acconpanied by problens of soci al

i nteraction which can further inpede progress at school.

Such language disordered childrn's problens are
concentrated in |anguage skills. Al learning involves
| anguage to some extent. Thus the child' s difficulty
becomres nore diffuse, involving abstract concept s,
mani pul ati on of vocabul ary as well as poor auditory menory

and attention.

A thorough assessnent of school going children, that
determnes strengths and needs in which information is

shared between parents and professionals, is thus required.



There has been a |ot of work done abroad on probl ens of
| anguage acquisition in school going children. Dur ki n
(1987) clains that |ater |anguage devel opnent is difficult
to handle within a single conprehensive theoretica
framewor k because a succession of changes takes place in
the child's | at er | anguage  devel opnent which are
gquantitatively and qualitatively |ess nmanageabl e than those

I n previ ous st ages.

A nunber of studies have been done to seek the pattern
of language devel opnent in school going childrn. These
studies are either longitudinal studies ie. studying a
subject over a long period of time or cross-sectional
studies ie. studying a nunber of subjects over short
duration of tine. 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 on senantics
and so on. Wiereas, there are those studies also which
study language as a whole ie. focussing their attention to
all the aspects of |anguage, whether it be syntax, senantics
or discourse. A few studi es have taken a conbination of
sone aspects of |anguage. Consequently, based onthese
studies done, a nunber of tests for assessing |anguage

devel opnent have been devel oped on the same pattern.



Studi es on School Going Children:

G egory, Shanahan, Walberg (1985) did a descriptive
anal ysis of high school seniors with speech disabilities.
O over 26,000 high school seniors for whomsurvey data was
col | ect ed, 278 were identified as having speech
disabilities. These oral ly handi capped pupils tended tobe
oler, nore often fromlinguistic mnority groups and were at
a disadvantage regarding achievenent, sel f I mage,

notivation, career aspirations when conpared to their peers.

St ewar t (1985) studied incidence and preval ence
communi cative disorders in amd southern public school
systemin USA in grades K through 12. Results indicate an
average prevalence of 2.95% for primary communicative

di sorders in school popul ation.

Stewart (1985) in another study determ ned nunber and
preval ence of communi cative disorderes in mnority preschool
and school age children in USA Results indicate out of
3827 children seen from 1973 to 1977, 38.5%were di agnosed
as Wwth comunicative disorders. D stribution of
popul ation for hearing, speech, Ilanguage and |earning

disabilities was 4.88% 1.63% 0.84%and 0.33%respectively.



Dstribution for preschool, elenentary, junior high schoo

was 39. 2% 38.9% and 21. 9% respectively.

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

LA group scored | ow on | anguage neasur es.

St udi es on Phonol ogy in School oing chil dren:

QG unwel | (1981) summari zes various aspects  of
children's phonetic and phonological devel opnent. It
appears that children have acquired the basics of the
phonetic system by age 5 but that mature phonol ogi cal

systemis not conpletely acquired until about age 10.

Hof fran and Norris (1989) studied spelling errors of 45
el ementary school children (Ist, 2nd and 3rd grade) which
were analyzed for phonol ogical process patterns. A
consi derabl e proportion involved both syllabic reduction and
feature changes simlar to those seen in nornmal spelling

devel opnent .

Robert a, Bur chi nal and Footo (1990), exam ned

phonol ogi cal devel opnent of 145 children between ages 2 1/2



and 8 vyears. Speech was assessed anually wusing a
standardized articulation test and analysed for t he
occurrence of both comon and uncommon  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. Uncommon processes were

used in frequently even at 2 1/2 years.

Lewis and Freebairn (1992) studied residual effects of
preschool phonol ogy di sorders in grade school, Adol escence
and Adul t hood. Age ranges were 4 to 6 (preschool), 7 to 11
(grade school) 12-17 (adolescence), 18-45 (adulthood).
Resul ts show hi gh perfornance on neasures frompreschool to
grade school and snaller but steady inprovenent to

adol escence to adul t hood.

Cerlemans and Dodd (1993) studied devel opnent of
spelling ability and letter sound orientation in prinmary
school children. Modified version of Schonell G aded
spelling test (1956) was admnistered to assess 1372
children in grades 2-6. Children wth higher socio-
econom c status groups were better spellers. children who
were good spellers tended to generate nore phonologically

pl ausible msspellings. Results  show phonol ogi ca

10



awareness is associated with acquisition of adequat e

spelling ability.

Studies on Syntax in School Going Children:

Fuj i ki, Brinton and Dunton (1987) examned the
effectiveness of a grammatical judgenent screening test in
separating linguistically normal 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
disordered and ten linguistically normal children were
selected fromeach grade, for a total of sixty. Resul ts

indicated that there were statistically significant
differences between performance of nornal and |anguage

di sordered children at the first and second grade |evel B.

Fujiki, Brinton and Dunton (1987) examned the ability
of normal and language inpaired children to correct
gramnat i cal violations of word order. Ten | anguage
inpaired and ten linguistically normal subjects were sanpled
from followi ng age levels: 6, 7, 8 9 and 10 years with a
total of 100 subjects. Results indicate nornal 6-, 7-, 8
year old perforned significantly better than their |anguage
| npai red age mat ched peers. Al so, perfornmance of | anguage

inpaired 9- and 10 years olds was superior to that of

11



younger I mpai red groups. In normals only age | eve
difference were produced by 6 year old, who perforned
significantly poorly than two of the ol der age groups (8-

and 10- years).

Tyl er and Nagy (1989), adm nistered 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
English derivational suffixes. Children appear to develop a
rudi nentary know edge of derivational norphol ogy before IVth
gr ade. Know edge of syntactic properties of derivationa
suffi xes appears to increase through 8th grade. Know edge
of distributional properties of suffixes also increases,
with 6th grade students showing an increase in over
general i zati on errors par al | el to t hat f ound for

inflectional suffixes in nmuch younger children.

Masterson and Kamhi (1992) studied Ilinguistic trade
offs in school age children with and wthout [Ianguage
di sorder. Several linguistic neasures were used to
represent syntactic and phonol ogi cal productions in order to
determ ne whether interrelationship patterns would vary
across  neasures. Li nguistic interactions present in

imtated speech were conpared to those from spontaneous

12



speech. Results show trade off present in imtated speech
t han In spont aneous  speech, In bot h gr oups.

Interrel ationship patterns were simlar across groups.

Wndsor (1994) studied children's conprehension and
production of derivational suffixes. Rel ati onal know edge
of 21 derivational suffixes conveying six different neani ngs
was investigated with 120 children from3rd to 8th grade and
wth 40 adults. Ten children fromeach grade level were
taken wth age ranges from8 to 14 years. Results from
nonsense word paradigm indicated that suffixes were
conprehended with greater accuracy than they were produced,
particularly by children. Children in 5th through 8th
grades were nore accurate than children in 3rd and 4th grade
in both suffix conprehension and production and adults
denonstrated greatest accuracy in both conprehension and

producti on.

Studies on Semantics in School oing Children:

Durkin, Oowther and Shire (1981) deal with vocabul ary
in particular how children cope wth polyseny. They | ook
at children's use and understanding of certain relational
ternms that are acquired first in the context of spatial

reference but ae then extended to descri be nmathenmatical or

13



nusi cal relations eg. Lower, up etc. The evidence
i ndicates 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 neani ngs.

Brinton, Fujiki and Mackey (1985) explored the ability
of el ementary school age children to conprehend Si X
i diomatic expr essi ons. Ei ghty linguistically nor mal
children, twenty fromeach of four different grade |Ievels
(Ki ndergarten, 1 nd gr ade, | Vth grade, Vith gr ade)
participated in the study. Results suggest that when
studied as a group, conprehension of the idions studied
improved with increasing age. However, when exam ned
individually performance was found to be highly wvariable

fromidiomto idiom

Clark and Berman (1987) exam ned the type of linguistic
know edge that affect children's ability to understand and
produce novel conpounds in Hebrew. Sixty children aged -
3:0 to 9,0 and 12 adults were asked to interpret and to
produce noun and noun conpounds. Their conprehension was in
advance of their producti on. In conpr ehensi on,
nor phol ogi cal form of head nouns had little effect - from

age 4, children did equally well on all the conpound forns

14



tested; they identified head nouns and passible relations
between heads and their nodifiers. |In production though
know edge of norphol ogical formwas 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 conpounds correctly were also

able to interpret them but not vice-versa.

Coates (1988) tested children's understanding of nodal
neaning at ages of eight and twelve. The results of this
test was conpared wwth the results of the sane test on adult
I nf or mant s. Quster analysis of data reveals underlying
patterns - 8 year old children have only rudinentary system
of nodal neaning and even by age of 12 year, child' s system

w il not be isonorphic wwth the adult system

Evans and Ganbl e (1988) examned rel ationship between
attribute saliency and netaphor interpretation in school
chil dren. Two types of netaphors - predicate - pronoting
(PP) and predicate introducing (Pl) were selected. Adul t
sanples used to select netaphors of each type which then
were presented to 24 chidlren in each of grades, 3, 5, 7
(mean ages 8;5, 10;6, 12;8). A der children correctly
i nterpreted nore netaphors than younger children and at each

grade level no difference was observed between no. of correct

15



interpretations of PP and Pl netaphors. Attribute saliency
for the individuals perceiving netaphor plays a key role

inthe interpretati on process.

N ppold, Schwarz and Undlin (1992) did a devel oprent al
study of adolescents and young adults concerning use and
undest andi ng of adverbial conjuncts. Two types of adverbi al
conjuncts - concordant (eg. simlarly, nore over) and
di sconcordant (eg. contrastively, rather) were examned in
120 adol escents and young adults. The age groups were
12:9, 15;10; 19;2, 23;8. Results indicate increasing
ability to wuse 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;
normal, |anguage di sordered with good story conprehension
and l|anguage disordered with poor story conprehension.
Subject's age ranged from7:6 to 10: 6. Results indicate
that good conprehending | anguage di sordered children and
normal children used simlar |inguistic cohesive structures,

but both groups differed frompoor conprehending |anguage

16



di sordered children. Bot h groups of |anguage disordered

chidlren used | ess adequate cohesion than normal children.

McCabe and Peterson 91985) analysed naturalistic
producti on of 'because’ and 'so' by 96 chudlren, aged 3;6 to
9;6 while narrating real, personal events. Results
indicate that semantic errors could be construed as evidence
of confused thinking. O semantically correct causal uses,
81% encode psychological causality, nostly statenents of
ot her peoples intentions. Virtually all causality occured
prior to the time of narration. Age trends were renarkably
absent . "Because* and 'so' are wused in significantly

di fferent ways even by the youngest children.

Scott (1988), evaluated school children's narratives.

Two normal |y devel oping chidlren and two | anguage di sordered

children were taken in the age range between 7-10. Sanpl es
denmonstrated |ine between narratives judged as adequate or
i nadequat e. Clear cut differences between stories told by

| anguage di sordered children and normal |y devel opi ng
children have not energed and there can be wide variations
in the narratives produced by any one child in different

contexts and with different |evels of notivation.

17



Ednonds and Haynes (1888) investigated the topic
mani pul ation skills and conversational participation 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 significant differences between two
groups for the nunber and proportion of topics naintained,
topic introduced or topic shaded. However |anguage i npaired
children did produce significant nore topic reintroductions

t han nor mal s.

Verrall (1989) conpared oral and witten narative
skills of primary school aged children. Ten normally
acheiving children fromeach age group 8 year (3rd grade)
and 10 year (5th grade) were taken. simlarities and
differences between oral and witten narratives at the two
age | evel s were exam ned. Data indicated that the oral and
witten narratives at both age levels differed significantly

only in granmatical anal ysis.

Strong and Shaver (1991) studied stability of cohesion
in the spoken narratives of |anguage inpaired and normally
devel oping school-aged children. 39 children in the age
range 8-10 years were taken in each of the two groups.
Results show that stability increased after children had

experienced telling stories.

18



German and Sinon (1991) analysed children's word
finding skills in discourse. Sixteen children each were
selected in the two groups. One of word finding problens
and other of nornmals in grades 1 to 6. Subjects narratives
produced in response to 3 pictures and 5 probes were
analysed wth respect to follow ng word-finding indices
| anguage productivity, incidence of word finding
characteristics (repetitions, refornul ations, substitutions,
del ays, enpty words, insertions). Goup conparisons were
made with respect to these indices. children wth word
finding disorders did not differ from normal children
I n | anguage productivity but nmanifested significantly nore

word finding characteristics in their narratives.

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

| ocation of repairs seen.

19



Glliam and Johnston (1992) studied spoken and witten
| anguage relationships in |anguage/learning inpaired (LLI)
and normal | y achi eving school -age chil dren. The two groups
were mat ched for age, spoken |anguage 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

linguistically superior to witten narratives in bot h

groups.

A nunber of tests have been devel oped abroad to assess
t he | anguage skills of school-going children. Sonme of these
tests are grouped, as under. Those tests which test a
particul ar | anguage skill are grouped together for eg. tests
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. Conprehensi on Tests:

Pur pese: These tests aimto neasure auditory conprehension
of | anguage; word classes and relations, grammati ca
nor phenes and el aborated sentence constructions and to

determ ne areas of receptive linguistic difficulty.

20



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 vocabul ary scale (Dunn, 1982)
-Test for Reception of G ammar (Bishop, 1989).

For eg. Test for Reception of Gamar (TROG assess
children's understanding of grammatical contrasts in English
and conpares their conprehension of individual structures
with that of their peers. It is a useful test in assessnent
of children with speech and | anguage disorders, deafness,
severe/noderate learning difficulties and cerebral pal sy and
adults wth acquired dysphasia. It ains to pinpoint areas
of specific difficulties and to provide a profile patterns

of errors.

2. Expression Tests:
Purpose: These tests obtain short sanples of spoken | anguage
which may then be evaluated in terns of information given

and the grammati cal forns used.

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

range 3-16 years.

21



eg. -Action picture test (Renfrew, 1989)

-The Bus story - Atest of continous speech (Renfrew,
1991)

-Carrow elicited language inventory (Carrow WolfolKk,
1974).

For eg. Carrow Elicited Language |Inventory (CELI) neasures
child s production control of grammar. It hel ps to di agnose
| anguage disabilities and to identify specific linguistic

structures with which the child has difficulty.

3. Conpr ehensi on 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 between nornmal and | anguage inpaired children.
2. indicate where | anguage probl ens nay be

3. suggest possi bl e approaches to renedi ation.

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

18 years
eg. -Test of Adol escent Language-2 (Hanm ||, 1987),

-lllinois Test for Psycholinguistic Abilities (Kirk,
1968) ,

-Reynel | Devel opnental Language Scal e (Reynell, 1985),

- Por ch Index of comunicative ability in children
(Porch, 1974).

22



For eg. Reynell devel opnental |anguage scal es (RDLS) assess,
as independently as passibl e expressive |anguage and ver bal
conprehension (MC '"A and VC'B') during the years nost
important for |anguage devel opnent. VC 'B scale allows
asessnment of verbal conprehension in severely physically

handi capped or w t hdrawn chil dren.

4. Phonol ogy testa:
Purpose: To elicit spontaneous and representative speech
sanpl es of the child' s habitual speech patterns which may be

used for screeni ng/ assessnent pur poses.

Age maarage: Chil dren of any age can be tested.

eg. -Metaphor resource Pack (Dean, 1990).
- Phonol ogi cal assessnent of child speech (Gunwell, 1985)

-South Tynesi de Assessnent of Phonology (Arnstrong and
A nley, 1988).

Sout h Tynesi de assessnent of phonol ogy (STAP) for instance is
used to obtain a profile of child s phonol ogi cal system It
ains at eliciting consonant phonenes and consonant clusters
within the contexts of word initial, nedial (ie. al

I ntervocalic) and final positions.

23



5. Pragmatics and Social Skills Tests

Pur pese: 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
measuring 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 per sonal
devel opnent (CGunzburg, 1963).

-Social skills training with children and adol escent s
(Spencer, 1980).

Progress assessnent charts of soci al and per sonal
devel opmrent (PAC) for exanple describes qualitatively the
strengths and weaknesses of an individual wth |earning
difficulties I n rel ation to ot hers W th simlar
difficulties over 4 areas of social conpetence and provides

a basis for appropriate renedial action to be pl anned.

6. Language - Witten Tests
Pur pese: These tests provide a profile of child s ability to

cope with vital skills that witten |anguage requires. Can
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be used as screening procedure for early diagnosis of
pot ent i al reading/witing problens and as diagnostic

procedure for children over 7 years, who are not show ng

expect ed 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 Index (Newton and Thonson, 1976).

- Test of Readi ng-spel ling patterns ( Boder and
Jarrico, 1982).

-MacM I lan individual reading analysis (Vincent and
Marse, 1990).

Neal e Anal ysis of Reading ability (Neale, 1989).

Test of Reading-spelling patterns is used as screening
device to identify nornal/abnornal reading spelling
patterns. It enables abnornal patterns to be classified

into subtypes, thus providing pointers for renediation.

7. Bilingual Tests

Purpose: The aimof these tests is to differentiate between
the child who has inpaired acquisition of both |anguages
(ie. first and second |language) and the child who has

difficulty only in the acquisition of second |anguage.
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Age range: These tests test children ranging from 3-15

years.

eg. -Sentence conprehension Test (Weldall, 1987).
-Sandwel | Bilingual Screening Assessnment (Duncan, 1987).

The forner test inits revised ed. (Weldall, 1987)
assesses child's ability to conprehend |anguage in the
absence  of cont ext ual clues which rmay acconpany
conversation. Inits punjabi ed. (dbbs, 1987) it tries to
establish whether the child' s difficulties are specific to
acquisition of English as a second |anguage or are

pat hol ogi cal .

In contrast to the nunber of foreign tests, there are
only a handful of Indian tests in use today. These tests
are limted in nunber and the areas they assess. Even
though it 1is necessary to have an estimate of bot h
expression and reception capacities, a vast mgjority of the
currently available tests evaluate only the receptive
nodal i ty. Al so, these tests are nainly focussed at
assessi ng the | anguage of pre-school children. Very little
attention has been paid to the |anguage assessnent of school
going children. This will becone clear as one goes through

the available list of Indian tests.
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a) Vocabul ary Test a:

eg. - A screening picture vocabulary test in Kannada
(Sreedevi, N 1988)

A screening picture vocabulary test in Tam
(Bhubaneshwari, C S. 1993).

A Screening Picture Vocabulary Test in Kannada  (KPVT)
(Sreedevi. 1988)

It is auseful tool in

1. screening |anguage acquisition of Kannada speaking
chi l dren,

2. identifying those <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. e
anmong the four pictures is the target picture. The  test

plates are arranged in order of increasing difficulty.

Advant ages:

1. Helps in identifying children with delayed or deviant
| anguage.

2. Helps in planning therapy programe
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Limtations:

1. It is only a screening teat and so descriptive
information is not obtained.

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

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

4. The age range considered is limted.

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, AR 1981).

A syntax screening Test in Tam!| (SST) (Sudha, K M
1981).

Test for Acquisition of Syntax in Kannada ( TASK) Bé&Basawara. |
A R 19811

This test assesses the syntactic aspects of |anguage

acquisition in Kannada speaking children between 1-5 years

of age, through performance. It vyields the acquisition
profiles from one to five years of nornal | 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

28



and expression of a wi de spectrumof grammatical categories
and sentence types. It is a power test (no tinme limt
i nposed for conpletion). Toys and pictures are used as
conpl enentary naterial to the test sentence.

Advant ages:

1. The test assess both the receptive and expressive aspects
of a wi de spectrumof grammatical categories.

2. It is applicable to deviant popul ati ons of any age.

Limtations:

1. It is applicable only to a limted age range.

2. The test is valid only when admnistered to children
whose not her tongue is Kannada and who reside a Kannada
speaki ng envi ronment .

c) Tests for assessing | anguage:

eg. -Linguistic Profile Test (LPT) (Karanth, 1980).

-A language test in Kannada for expression in children
(Kat hyayani, 1984).

-Three dinmensional -Language Acquisition Test (3D LAT)
(Ceeta, H 1986).

-Language and Articulation Test (RRTC and AYJNI HH, 1990)
- Mal ayal amLanguage Test (Rukmni, A R 1994).

A Language Test in Kannada for Expression in Children
(Kat hvavani . 1984).
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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 materi al
consists of picture stimuli depicting daily activities and
has 30 picture cards inall. It was admnistered to 30
normal children (5-8 years), 6 hearing inpaired and 2
nmentally retarded and the responses of these groups wth
respect to the categories nentioned are given. |t gives no
cut off point for differentiating the deviant, or scoring

procedure as such for the test.

Advant ages:

1. It helps in testing vari ous aspects of expression.

Limtatins:

1. Agerange is limted
Validity is poor

No receptive skills are tested

WD

The scoring procedure is not clearly defined and hence it
is difficult to differentiate normal and abnor nmal .

Language Acquisition Test (RRTC and AYJNI HH 1990)

This test was developed in eight Indian |anguages

nanely Bengali, Qijrati, H ndi , Kannada, Mar at hi ,
Mal ayalam Oiya, Taml. The test was devel oped to assi st
in:
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To identify potential delay and deviance in | anguage and
articul ation acquition.

To identify those who need further detail ed eval uation.
To speci fy behavi our needi ng renedi ati on.

To establish baseline functioning prior to therapeutic
I nterventi on.

To neasure behavioural change during the process of
t her apy.

To serve as an indicator for termnation of therapy.

The test format was based on LPT (Karanth, 1980), but

was picturized for use with children. The test has 2 parts

© ©® N o g M W Dk

Part one - senantics

Part two - syntax.

. Semanti cs:

Semantic discrimnation
Nam ng

Lexi cal category
Synonyny

Ant onyny

Honmonyny

Pol ar questi ons
Semanti c anonal y

Par adi gmatic rel ations

10. Syntagmatic rel ati ons



11. Semantic contiguity

12. Semantic simlarity

Synt ax

Mor phophonem ¢ structures

Plurals

Tenses

PNG mar ker s

Case markers

Transitives, Intansitives, Causatives
Sent ence types

Conj unctives and Quotatives

© ® N o v o» W N op

Conparitives

Condi ti onal cl auses

e
= O

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

nmodal i ti es.

Advant ages:

1. It tests both conprehension and expression.
2. It serves as a baseline and nonitor for therapy.

3. The test assesses a wde spectrum of i nguistic
structures.
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Limtations:

1. Age group tested is very limted

2. The popul ation on whomthe test can be used is |anguage
dependent .

d) Teats of Pragnati cs:

eg. Test of pragmatics in Tam!| (Priya, K S. 1994)

This test serves as a clinical tool to identify the
pragnatically disordered children. This test is based on
test design given by Shulman (1986) in the "Test of
pragmatic skills" which consists of 4 tasks with exam ner

pr obes.

Test design: The test assess 3-8 years old children's use

of language to signify conversational intent. A set of 4
gui ded play interactions (tasks) serve as the medi umthrough
whi ch these pragnatic behaviors are assessed. Each task is
admnistered using the materials and dialogue (exam ner
pr obes) provi ded. The test is designed to provide
information an 10 categories of communicative intentions
expressed by the children. They are:

1. Requesting information

2. Requesting action
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Sunmmoni ng/ Cal I'i ng

3. Rejection/Denial

4. Nam ng/ Label i ng

5. Answeri ng/ Respondi ng
6. | nformng

7. Reasoni ng

8.

0.

QG eeting

10. d osing conversation
The responses are scored on a rating scale ranging from
O to 5 according to the appropriateness and |inguistic

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
makes the test nore objective and reliable.

2. Test wuses a five point rating scale to give nore
accurate and quantitative outcone. This contributes to
bet t er I nt er - pr of essi onal comuni cation  which 'S
essential for successful rehabilitation of the child.

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.
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Limtations:

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

2. Agerange is limted.

3. Nunmber of subjects under each age group is only 5 ie.

smal | sanpl e si ze.

So, it canbe easily seen 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 different areas of | anguage

tested, over a w de age range.

The Linguistic Profile Test, henceforth referred as LPT
was designed with the objective of evaluating and analyzing
adequate |inguistic sanples at the phonol ogi cal, syntax and
semantic |evels. The test was designed originally a decade

ago (Karanth, 1980a) in Kannada and was called as the "Test
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of psycholinguistic abilities in Kannada. The franmework of
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
eval uation and as a basis for rehabilitation and linguistic
retraining of comunicatively 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 developed in H ndi (Kar ant h, Pandi t,
Gandhi , 1986) . Data on 200 normal adults and 123 stroke
patients Including aphasics and non-aphasics. (Kar ant h,
Ahuja, Nagaraj, Pandit and Shivshankar, 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 (UNCEF funded project RRTC, Madras and
NI HH, Bonbay) in seven Indian Languages including Kannada,
Hndi, Taml, Oiya, Qurati, Marathi and Bengali . Though
the test was developed for adult aphasics but recently it
has also forned the basis for Language Acquisition Test.
Normative data on 150 children inthe age range 6 to 11 years
has al ready been collected in Kannada (Suchitra and Karanth,

1990) and from1l to 14 years is in progress.
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The LPT has 3 major sections including phonol ogy,
syntax and senmantics respectively, with discourse formng
the tail end of the third section. The choice of nethods
within these sections covers a wi de range of tasks such as
poi nting, repetitions, namng, indication of grammatical and
semantic acceptability, Ilisting of |exical cat egori es,
sentence conpletion, natching synonyns and antonyns etc.

(Karanth, 1980 a and b) .

The current study was taken up, as Hndi is a wdely
spoken language and there is a lack of normative data in

H ndi for school going popul ati on.



CHAPTER I 1|

METHODALOGY

AIM To establish nornmative 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 Xranging in
age from 6+ years to 15+ years were the subjects in the

current study.

These chil dren were:

1. Healthy nornmal children with no physical or sensory
disabilities.

2. Native speakers of H ndi

3. Wre studying in Hndi nedi um

4. Studying in a Governnent schoo

5. Fromupper m ddl e soci oeconomc strata

6. Had attended the primary classes ie. nursery and

ki ndergarten before joining the first class.

More subject details are given in Tabl e-1.

38



Tabl e-1: Age groups and the nunber of subjects in each

gr oup.
??ﬁ 32232) No. of subjects
Mal es Fenal es Tot al

6+ 11 09 20
7+ 14 06 20
8+ 14 06 20
9+ 05 15 20
10+ 12 08 20
11+ 09 11 20
12+ 10 10 20
13+ 14 06 20
14+ 14 06 20
15+ 09 11 20

LI NQJ STI C PRCFI LE TEST:

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

Syntax (3) Semanti cs.

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

section.
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(i) Phonemc discrimnation in which there are 24 itens.

The subjects were asked to point out two pictures out
of a set of four, on hearing the mnimal pairs,

(ii) Phonetic expression in which there are 52 itens. The

subj ects were asked to repeat the words after the tester.

(2) Syntax: There are ten subsections in the syntax section.
a) Mor phophonem ¢ structures

b) Plural forms

c) Tenses

d) PNG markers

e) Case narkers

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 under all these
subsecti ons. The subjecs were asked to judge whether the
given sentences were grammatically correct or w ong. Thi s
is known as grammaticality judgenment task which is a
netalinguistic ability. "Metalinguistic ability" refers to

one's ability to reflect upon one's |anguage, appreciate and
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even talk about it. In nmaking acceptability judgenents, the
i ndividuals  not only check for pr oper grammat i cal
formul ati on of sentences but al so senantic coherence of the
sane. Hence, it neans that naking | anguage |judgenents

retrieving and naking use of one's |anguage |judgenents -
retrieving and making use of one's intutions is relatively
hard, when conpared to tal king and understanding. This 1is
because, in giving a |anguage judgenent, "one nust take a
prior cognitive process (linguistic performance) as the
object of a yet higher order cognitive process (reflection
about | anguage performance, or netalinguistic perfornmance)
which may have properties of its own" (Qeitnman and

deitman, 1979).

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

section (a) Senmantic 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:
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1) Nam ng

2) Lexical category

3) Synonyny

4) Antonyny

5) Hononyny

6) Pol ar questions

7) Semantic anomal y

8) Paradigmatic relations
9) Syntagnatic relations
10) Semantic contiguity
11) Semantic simlarity
The instructions for each task was given differently based

upon the type of expressive ability being tested.

ADM NI STRATI ON AND SCORI NG

The testing was done in a quiet classroom situation.

The adm nistration of 76 itens of the phonol ogy section
of LPT entailed instructing the subject that he woul d 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.
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In the phonetic expression sub-section, the subjects
were asked to repeat verbally after the tester. The total

score of phonol ogy section was 100.

In the 130 itens of syntax section of LPT the subjects
were instructed that they would hear a list of
sent ences/words; sone of which were structurally well formed
while sonme were not. Each subject was given exanples of
both correct and incorrect sentences. The subject was asked
to listen carefully to the itens that woul d  be
auditorily presented and indicate whether each item was
corrct or incorrect. The test itenms were presented
auditorily one after the other with 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 sumred up to 100.

ANALYSI S

The subjects responses were scored and tabulated and

the mnmean and standard deviation of LPT scores for each age
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group under each section were conputed. Further, one factor
Anal ysis of Variance) was used to find out the significance
of difference between neans. The results are reported and

di scussed in the foll owi ng chapters.



CHAPTER |V

RESULTS AND DI SCUSSI ON

The nean and standard devi ati on of LPT scores

(total

scores) are given in Table 2 and are graphed in Gaph 1.

The results indicated

246. 73 to 287. 55.

to 15+ years.

Tabl e-2: Mean and S. D of LPT scores.

The tota

that the nean

Scores

ranged

from

scores increased from6+ years

Age group Means scores S D

(In years) (Total scores)
6+ 246. 73 14. 95
7+ 258. 82 10.91
8+ 272. 12 9.05
9+ 276. 30 7.74
10+ 280. 35 6.21
11+ 281. 17 7.14
12+ 285. 75 2.97
13+ 287. 55 3.85
14+ 286. 55 5. 58
15+ 285. 82 5.94
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The nean total scores and standard devi ati on of

three sections of LPT, nanely phonol ogy,

synt ax

t he

and

semantics ae given in Table 3 and are grphed in Gaph 2.

e way Anal ysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to

the significance of difference between neans,
which are given in Table 4.

Tabl e-3: Mean and SD for different age groups.

find out

the results of

Age Phonol ogy Synt ax Senmanti cs Total Scores
%;gg?s) Mean SD Mean SD Mean  SD Mean SD
6+ 94.9 3.11 78.85 7.53 75.07 6.79 246.73 14.95
7+ 95.85 1.75 82.57 6.08 80.71 6.12 258.82 10.91
8+ 98.05 1.23 89.10 4.71 85.37 5.60 272.12 9.05
9+ 98.15 1.22 91.27 2.88 87.47 5.61 276.30 7.74
10+ 98.05 1.90 91.27 2.95 91.02 3.33 280.35 6.21
11+ 98.40 1.81 92.07 2.57 90.07 3.46 281.17 7.14
12+ 98.60 1.27 92.70 2.65 94.45 2.86 285.75 2.97
13+ 98.65 1.08 93.77 1.88 95.15 3.58 287.55 3.85
14+ 98.65 1.22 93.47 2.61 94.42 3.41 286.55 5.58
15+ 98.57 1.40 92.22 3.29 95.05 3.11 285.82 5.9

NOTE: Maxi mrum score for each section is 100.

Maxi mumtotal score is 300.
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It was observed that the Mean scores obtained for
phonol ogywas significantly higher than that for syntax and
semantics. In all the three tasks there was a sudden change
i n performance between the ages of 7-8 years and the scores
in all the tasks increased as a function of age. From the
age of 6+ to 11+ years the chidren obtained highest scores
in phonology followed by syntax and semantics. However
children in the age group of 12+ years to 15+ years,
obt ai ned hi ghest scores in phonology followed by semantics

and synt ax.

Fromthe nmean scores obtained by the children in these
ten groups, it was evident that there was a gradual but
consi stent increase in scores, with a sharp rise around the
age of 7-8 years for all the three sections of LPT. The
results showed a high level of phonol ogical devel oprent
through the age range studied. Analysis of variance (ANOVA)
results show (Table 4): -

1. There is significant difference in the total nean scores
bet ween the age groups up to 8 years of age.

2. Significant difference between the age groups in
phonol ogy section was observed only upto 7 years of age.

3. Significant difference in syntax section was also
observed only upto 7 years of age.

4. There was a significant difference between the age groups
in semantics section upto 9 years of age.
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Table-4: Significance of the difference between neans
(ANOVA). * indicates significant difference at 95%

Age groups Total Scores Phonol ogy Synt ax Semanti cs
6+ vs 7+ * - - -
6+ Vs 8+ * * X X
6+ vs 9+ * * X X
6+ vs 10+ * * X X
6+ vs 11+ * X X
6+ vs 12+ X X X
6+ vs 13+ * X X
6+ vs 14+ * * X X
6+ vs 15+ * X X
7+ vs 8+ * X -
7+ vs 9+ * . X X
7+ vs 19+ * X X
7+ vs 11+ * * X X
7+ vs 12+ * X X
7+ vs 13+ * * X X
7+ vs 14+ ' ) X X
7+ vs 15+ * * X X
8+ vs 9+ - — — —
8+ vs 10+ - - - -
8+ vs 11+ - — - —
8+ vs 12+ * — - X
8+ vs 13+ * — - X
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Age groups Total Scores Phonology Syntax Semantics

8+ vs 14+ * - - *

8+ vs 15+ * — -

9+ vs 10+ - — - -

9+ vs 11+ - - - —
9+ vs 12+ - - -
9+ vs 13+ * - - *
9+ vs 14+ - - -
9+ vs 15+ - - - X

10+ vs 11+ - - - -

10+ vs 12+ - - - -

10+ vs 13+ - - - -

10+ vs 14+ - - — -

10+ vs 15+ - - — -

11+ vs 12+ - - - -

11+ vs 13+ - - - —
11+ vs 14+ - - - -

11+ vs 15+ - - - -

12+ vs 13+ - - — -

12+ vs 14+ - - - -

12+ vs 15+ - — - —
13+ vs 14+ - - - -

13+ vs 15+ - - - —
14+ vs 15+ - - - -
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Inthe earlier study (Karanth, 1984), children below 6
years were unable to carry out the task on section Il syntax
- which calls for judgenent of syntactic acceptability of a
given item These children tended to accept or reject all
given itens without discrimnation. At around 6 years of
age, children were found to attenpt the task and perform at
a chance level of 50, gradually achieving about 95%
proficiency by about 15 years of age, with a sharp rise in
grammaticality judgenent ability between 6-9 years of age.
The nmean total scores in Section Il ie., syntax ranges from
(78.85 +/- 7.53) to (93.77 +/- 1.88) fromQade | to Gade X
wth Gade MII showng the maxinmum nean total scores.
| nprovenent in nean total scores is evident from 8+ years

onwar ds.

In view of the fact that a chance factor is high in the
younger age groups in grammaticality judgenent tasks, the
QGammaticality Sensitivity | ndex (A) as given hy
Li nebarger, Schwartz and Saffran (1983) was conputed for
each child in the present study. The QGammaticality
Sensitivity Index (A) is a nonparanetric index  of
sensitivity based upon the estinated area under the receiver
operating - characteristics (RGO curve which is

theoretically equal to the proportion of correct responses
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attainable in a two alternate forced choice procedure and as

such provides a pure nmeasure of sensitivity.

The nean scores of Index of sensitivty A obtained by
the different age groups on the different syntactic
stuctures in the current study is given in Table 5 and are

graphed in G aph 3.

The average value A across the ten age groups can be
seento increase from0.84 to 0.96 indicating an increase in
grammatical sensitivity with an increase in age. However ,
the maximumsensitivity (A =1.0) was not attained even by

the age of 15+ years.

The findings clearly showed a differntial rate of
acqui sition  of grammatical sensitivity across these
categories. The sensitivity to PNG markers and case nmarkers
was al ready high throughout. On the other hand, sensitivity
t o nor phophonem ¢ structure was |owest at age 6-7 years and
I ncreased gradual |y reaching only 0.82 at the highest |[evel
being tested here ie. 15+ years. |In contrast sensitivity to
conj unctions, conparatives and quotation was lowin the age
group of 6+ vyears and 7+ years, increased dranmatically
within the next year (8+ years) and the sane was nai ntai ned

across the ol der age groups. The other subcategories fall
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Tabl e-5: Mean scores of index of sensitivity (A) for
di fferent age groups.

S. Item Age groups (years)
No. 6+ 7+ 8+ 9+ 10+ 11+ 12+ 13+ 14+ 15+

A. Mor pho- .64 .68 .67 .77 .86 .75 .80 .8 .8 .82
phonem ¢
structure

B.Plura .90 .92 .97 .96 .96 .97 .96 .98 .97 .97
forns

C. Tenses .78 .77 .86 .94 .84 .95 .97 .95 .95 .97

D. PNG .98 .98 .99 .99 .99 .99 1.0 .95 .95 .97
mar ker s

E. Case .95 .96 .98 .99 .98 .99 .98 1.0 1.0 .99
mar ker s

F. Tr ansi - .90 .90 .95 .96 .96 .97 .98 .99 .99 .97
tive Intr-
ansitive +
causati ves

G Sentence .91 .94 .98 .99 .98 .99 .99 .99 .99 .99
t ypes

H. Predl - .93 .9% .98 .98 .99 .98 .99 .99 .99 .99
cates

|.Conjunc .79 .8 .95 .98 .97 .97 .98 .96 .98 .96
tions com

paratives

& quot a-

tion

J. Condi - .74 .83 .87 .8 .90 .91 .91 .91 .79 .89
ti onal
cl ause

K Parti - .79 .98 .98 .97 .97 .98 .99 .98 .99 .97
pal con-
struction

X .84 .89 .92 .94 .94 .95 .96 .96 .95 .96
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in between these extrenes i ndi cati ng differentia
sensitivity to different syntactic structures at various
ages. But there was an overall increase in sensitivity to
all the structures tested across the age ranges studied
her e. The various subcategories were also ranked in order
of decreasing scores (based on the sensitivity index) wthin
the category with the highest score being ranked 1 and the

lowest 11. The results are tabulated in Table 6.

As seen fromthe table it was evident that PNG narkers
and case markers were the nost sensitive in all the ten age
groups studied here. The itenms on sentence types,
predi cat es, partici pal construction, conj uncti ons,
conparatives and quotation, plural fornms and transitive,
intransitive and causatives were relatively nore sensitive
conpared to the rest of the itens, showing a devel oprental
trend across the age group studied here. The itens on
tenses and conditional clauses exhibited a low sensitivity
t hroughout. The itemon nmor phophonem c structure exhibited

| owest sensitivity across all the age groups studied here.

The nean scores and standard deviation for the different

itens of the semantic section are given in Table 7.
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Table-6: Ranking of sub-categories (items of syntax sectiom) based on semsitivity Index

6+ years T+ years B+ years O+ years 18+ years 11+ years 12+ years 13+ years 14+ years 15+ years

Rank Items Rank Items Rank Items Rank Items Rank Items Rank Items Rank Items Rank [tems Rank Items Rank Iteas

1 D 1.5 D 1 D 2 DBk 15 DeE 2 DEE 1 D 1 & 1 B 2.5 DEcH

2 B 3 B 3.5 BGHR 4.5 Bl 3.5 B&6 4.5 Bl 3 GHM 3.5 DPGedl 4 DPGHEL 6.5 BOFX

3 8 4 B 6 B 6 I 5.5 Ik 7 B S5 RKI 65 BE 7T B 9 I

¢ B 6 B 9 J 8 C 9 J 107 8.5 B&F 8 C 8 1 13

51 7 F 18 C 18 I | 11 A " % J 8 C 11 A

§ ¢ 8 I 11 A 1 A 1 ¢ 11 A 1 A 1A
19 J 8 I 111
11 1¢ C

1 A




Table-7: Mean and 5.D. for different items of the semamtic sectiom of L.P.T.

9+ 1+ 11+ 12+ I+ 14+ 15+
I § I s I S I 8§ I I I

Iten 6+ T+

B+
fo. I S I § I 8

3 3.2 1.5 2.75 1.33 3.21.50 3.35 1.5 3.951.46 3.21.50 4.551.8 4.4 1.2 3.951.46 3.8 1.5

1 17.850.8218.550.8419.10 091 19.500.6820 & 20 & 20 0 20 0 20 0 20 O

2 6.2 1.96 7.7 2.59 6.5 1.76 9.15 2.87 9.13 3.56 10.15 1.81 10.85 2.48 11.85 2.39 11.75 2.24 12.2 2.39
3 1.25 .81 2.8 1.43 3.6 1.18 3.89 .93 4.35 .B1 4.45 .82 4.75 .83 4.75 .55 4.5 .82 485 .48
4 3.9 .91 455 .60 4.5 .68 4.9 .3 49 .44 485 .48 495 .22 49 3 5 0 494 .2

5 2.52 1.6 3.5 .89 2.97 1.49 3.87 3.92 .37 4.3 .31 485 .32 475 .5 450087 49 .2

8 8.75 .96 8.55 .51 8.9 .3 8.8 8.45 .68 9.55 .75 9.8 .52 8.5 .82 9.85 .58 9.85 .48

1 455 .15 4.5 .76 4.85 .67 4.9

.
Cad

5 0 48 @85 ¢ b ¢ 5 .94 .2
8 3.85 .74 3.9 .83 4.65 .67 48 .41 49 3 4.8 25 ¢ 5 ¢ 5 - I
) 1 .84 4.2 .69 4T .57 47 .47 48 .41 49 3 5 0 5 ¢ 5 0 I
18 4350 142 4.4 184 485 .22 49 .44 475 83 47 .65 48 .61 5 ¢ 493 485 .48
I 43 81 47 47 485 225 & 4985 .22 49 3 § 0 5§ 6 5 0 I




Under the semantic section, better performance was
observed for itens in section II1A -Semantic D scrimnation
as against Section IlIIB - Semantic expression. The rmean
total scores for nost of the itens in Section Il A (Semantic
D scrimnation) was higher (wth scores reaching maxi num
| evel even for the |owest age group when conpared to scores
in Section I11B Semantic Expression) where differential
per formance was observed for the itens across all age groups
studied here. Better performance for itemNo.l and 2 (ie.
colour and furniture) as against the itemNo.3 (Body parts)
was found. Maxi mum scores have been obtained even by
children of 6+ years age group on itemNo.|l and 2, whereas
the findings for the item No.3, indicate a (gradua
| nprovenent in performance with the best performance in the

age group 12+ years.

The mean scores on itemNo.l - Namng, wunder section
1B - Semantic expression, indicated an overall Dbetter
per fornmance conpared to other itens in this section. There
was a gradual inprovenment in performance from6+ yers on
this item(ie. namng) w th nmaxi numscores being attai ned by
10+ years of age group, and renained high throughout
thereafter. It naybe seen that while the performance on
semantic discrimnation was already high (Mxinum scores

were attained even at the |lowest age group studied ie. 6+



years) the performance on itemNo.3 and 5 ie. synonyns
(matching pairs with identical meaning) and Hononyns
(providing alternate nmeani ngs for words) was poor upto 10+
years when conpared to other itens in the same section (ie.
Semanti ¢ Expression). The scores obtained by children after
10+ years age group on itemNo.3 and 5 were good. The ot her
itens fall in between these extrenmes indicating differential
performance to different semantic structures at various
ages. An overall increase or better performance for all
itens was obvious across the age range studied ie. wth
Increase in age, the performance was  better. Better
per formance was observed for itens Nos. 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
11  (ie.Antonyns, pol ar questi ons, semantic anonaly,
paradi gmatic relations, syntagmatic relations, senmanti c
contiguity, and semantic simlarity respectively) and a
conparatively poorer perfornmance was observed for item No. 2

(l'exi cal category).

Thus the findings in the senmantic section of this study
were simlar tothose in syntax section ie. maxi mum scores
were not obtained even by the ol dest age group studied (ie.

15+ years).



DI SCUSSI ON:

The findings in the phonologic section were in
agreenent with the findings of the wearlier study by
Suchitra and Karanth (1990) who had done a simlar study in
Kannada and confirned the earlier observation that
phonol ogi cal devel opnent was al nost conplete by the tine the
child reaches 6 years and beyond their the sanme |evel was
mai ntai ned. However, children in the present study started
with conparatively higher scores in 6 years age range than
children in earlier study (Suchitra and Karanth, 1990).
Progress thereafter seen in following age groups and a
maxi mum constant score naintained after 11 years of age,
whereas in earlier study (Suchitra and Karanth, 1990)
children at 6 years of age started with a conparatively |ow
scores and reached the maxi numconstant score by 11 years of

age.

The findings in the syntax section ie. a significant
| nprovenent inthe nean total scores from8+ years, were in
agreenent with those reported by Bohannor (1976), Karm | of f-
Smth (1979), Hakes (1980), Vanl eek (1982), Tunner and Bowey
(1982), Suchitra and Karanth (1990). However, in this

section al so, it was seen that children of the current
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study, in the age group 6+ years started with conparatively
hi gher scores than those in the study by Suchitra and
Karanth (1990) and this superiority in scores was mnai ntai ned

t hroughout all the age groups.

The overall findings of the syntax section of the
current study confirned the findings of the previous studies
(Karanth, 1984), (Suchitra and Karanth, 1990) and were in
agreenent with the conclusion of the earlier study that
adul t like sensitivity to gramaicality judgenent I's
acqui red by adol escence. The findings that begi nning around
6-7 years, children are gradually able to nake judgenents
nore |like adults by eavaluating the properties of the
sentences was also 1in agreenent with the earlier
observations of Bohannon (1976), School and Ryan (1980),
Hakes (1980), Suchitra and Karanth (1990). The findings of
this study are also in consonance with Karmloff-smth's
(1979) assertion that by age of 8 years the child has
attained a nore abstract level of linguistic conpetence with
whi ch he can cope w thout functional, semantic and pragnatic
procedures of nornmal |anguage usage. |n a nore recent study
on grammaticality judgenent tasks, carried out in India,
Vasant ha, Shastry and Maruth (1939) report simlar findings
that an increase in grammatical judgenent ability is seen

from4.5 to 8.5 years wth a dramatic inprovenent around 6.5
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+ 7 years. Vasantha et al. conclude that by about the age
of 8 to 85 years an asynptote is reached by which time the
performance is alnost adult like. However the results of
the present study are in agreement with results of the
earlier study by Suchitra and Karanth (1990) indicating that
this mght be true only of the particular structures
included in their study. Wth the inclusion of nore conpl ex
structures the increase in grammatical judgenent ability can
be shown to increase until 12-14 years of age (Karanth,
1984) and is also evident fromthe findings of the current
study where nmaxi numsensitivity (A=1.0) is not attained even
at 15 years of age. However, two differences were noted in
the results of grammatical judgenent ability between the
current study and study by Suchitra and Karanth (1990).
Firstly, the mean scores of Index of sensitivity for
different age groups were superior in the current study than
that by Suchitra and Karanth (1990). Secondly, in the
current study in the ranking of itenms of syntax section
based on sensitivity index it was found that PNG markers and
case markers were the nost sensitive inall the ten age
groups and Morphophonem c structure exhibited the | owest
sensitivity, whereas in study by Suchitra and Karanth (1990)
pl ur al forns were the nost sensitive and participal

construction were the |east sensitive.
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The findings in the semantic section, ie. for itens in
Section IINTA are in agreenent wth the study by
Hul ttenl ocher, Smley and Ratner (1974) wherein, it is
reported that the object concepts seemto be anong first
"natural |anguage concepts" to be acquired. Chil dren

conprehend and produce words which group perceptually

simlar obj ect s, both animate and in animate by
approximately 14 nonths (Goldin Madow et al. 1976,
Huttenl ocher, 1974). The information involved in the

categorization is perceptual and may be representable in the
form of prototypes or images of the average unit. Thi s
early emergence mght be also due to their having been named
nore frequently than any other category (Huttenlocher,
Smley and Ratner, 1983). |Istomna (1963) and Johnson
(1977) fromtheir study report that even though anong the
earliest adjectives in children's vocabulary are colour
words, yet young children are notoriously bad at using
colour words appropriately. However, in the present study
even the children in the age group of 6 years scored nmaxi mum
on colour words and this was maintained through all the age
gr oups. This difference in the results of two studies can
be attributed to the type of stinmulation received by the
children and frequency of the colour words being naned.

Body parts being acquired the last out of the three
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categories (ie. colours, furnitures and body parts) is in
agreenent with the earlier study by Suchitra and Karanth
(1990), though difference was noted in the scores. |n study
by Suchitra (1990) scores on body parts reached maxi mum by
11 years age group whereas in the present study even the 15
years age group children could not achieve maxi num scores.
This difference nmay be due to the constant use of English
words to represent body parts than Hndi in day to day life.
The main problemby these children was faced in left and
right identification. They could identify a body part when
the side wanted (ie. left or right) was spoken in English
but could not do the sane when side was asked in Hndi ie.

[ baja/ or /dajal.

The findings for itens in section |I11B agree with those
of Bower (1974) wherein earlier recognition of famliar
persons and objects in nmany different orientations and
contexts by about 6-7 nonths has been reported starting that
cognitive abilities that are pre-requisite for |earning

proper nanes are present well before speech.

The results of studies on simlar itens as |exica
category, synonyny, antonyny, polar questions, senantic
anonal y, paradi gmatic relations, semantic contiguity,

semantic simlarity of LPT indicate that the findings are on
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simlar lines with that of the present study. Howe and
Hllman (1973) found in their study that even four year ol ds
showed sone ability to discrimnate between sentences that
violate selectional restrictions and ones that do not.
Research on children's abilities to judge that sentences are
anbi guous also suggest that this ability increaseg
considerably during mddle childhood and even beyond
(Kessel, 1970) (Schultz and Pilon, 1973). The perfornance
of 6 years olds was poor for all kinds of anbiguities
tested. Acceptability tasks involving semantic restrictions
have al so been studied by Howe and H ||l man (1973) and Janes
and Mller (1973). Their study indicated that both 5 and 7
year old were capabl e of distinguishing between meani ngful
and anonalous sentences involving animate or + hunman
sel ecti on. The results of the current study are in
agreement with the studies of Howe and HIll man (1973), Janes
and MIler (1973) and Suchitra and Karanth (1990). Even the
youngest age group in the current study ( 6+ years) have
correctly judged the sentence No.3, of item7 (ie.senantic
anonal y) whereas poor performance in terns of judging and
explaining the anbiguity is found for sentences No. 1, 2,
and 5 in the sane item Sentence No.4 has been accepted as
ananal ous even by the youngest group. These findings are in

line with the findings of Huttenl ocker, Smley and Ratner
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(1983) who report that the earliest adjectives to appear in
spontaneous speech in data are not words for inherent
properties of objects |like colour or shape rather they are
tenmporary states such as hot, wet etc. In contrast to
either object or inherent properties or tenporary states,
relational properties (eg. big, small) involve a relational
notion namely the conparison of a target object to sone
standard. Bartlett (1976) reports that children conprehend
the conparative sense of big and small by 2.5 yers. Nel son
and Benedict (1974) report that second class relative
appears only after the age of 6 years. Wrds that specify
rel ati onshi ps bet ween peopl e, objects and events occur quite
early in child s language, but the neanings of nost
relational words are not acquired in all their conplexity
until the child is 4 or 5 years or older (de Villiers and
de VMilliers, 1982). Several studies have devised | anguage
ganes to test children's know edge of spatial adjectives.
dark (1972) reports of a consistent order of difficulty of
spatial adjectives in the opposite gane. So also in the
study by Carey and Consi dine, (1973). the youngest children
in clark's study with a nean age of 4.4 could produce
semantically appropriate responses to big and snall, whereas
only 82%and 80% gave appropriate responses to |ong/short
and tall/short respectively. For other spatial adjectives,

the percentage of appropriate responses was 45% for
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high/low, 12% for thick/thin, 7%for w de/narrow, 2% for
deep/shallow. Care and Considine (1973) have noted that the
relative frequency wth which each pair appears in the
| anguage of adults (Kucere and Francis, 1967) and in the
speech of 5 year olds (VWpnan and Hess, 1969) also partially
predicts the order of difficulty of these adjectives for
chil dren. Smlar findings are observed in the current

st udy.

Sack and Beilin (1971) report that the ability to judge
synonyny energes later than the ability to wunderstand the
sentences being judged. The results of this study suggest
that there is a substatial developrment during mddle
childhood of children's ability to judge synonyny and that
this devel opnent occurs later than the devel opnent of the
ability to understand the sentences judged. Further, they
al so suggest that younger children (first graders and
younger) nmay performsystenatically worse than chance on

synonynous sentence pairs.

More recently, attention has been focussed on
i ngui stic devel opnents occurring after age of 4-5 years,
around the time when children begin to learn to read.

Research  (Tunner and Bowey, 1984) on the nature of
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[inguistic developnent during mddle childhood (the period
from4-8 years) reveals that not only is there continuation
of earlier devel opnental processes, but there energes a new
kind of linguistic functioning, which has been referred toas
Met al i ngui stic dvel opnent. Hakes (1980) reports that the
review of existing literature suggests that during mddle
childhood a wde variety of linguistic abilities - those
characterized as netalinguistic show striking devel opnent
where the studies sought to examne the devel opnent s
occurring between the ages of 4-8 vyears in di verse

metalinguistic abilities.

According to Flavell (1978, 1981) the devel opnent of
all nmeta-abilities, including netalinguistic awareness is
thought to occur gradually over a period of years during

chi | dhood.

The finding that, children in all the age groups in al
the three section of LPT (ie. phonol ogy, syntax, senmantics)
in the current study have scored better than the earlier
study in Kannada (Suchitra and Karanth, 1990) <can be
attributed to the environnent of the <children, type of
stinmulation they are getting at honme, type and node of
education, standards of the school and to the fact that al

of these children hail froma netropolitan city.
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Results of ANOVA carried out for the three sections of
LPT, 1ie. phonology, syntax and senantics to determne
significant of difference between the performance of the
different age groups in LPT suggests that LPT (Hndi) 1is
nore useful in the younger age group ie. from6+ years to 9+
years than the ol der age group, but it can be a useful too
in identifying a disordered | anguage in ol der age group too

le. from10+ years to 15+ years.

The overall findings in the current study which is in
concurrence with the results of the earlier studi es
Karanth (1984), Rangasayee et al. (1988), Suchitra and
Karnath (1990) and Kudva (1991) indicate the foll ow ng:

As the difference in the younger age groups ie. 6+ and
7+ years is not statistically significant the picturized
version of the test (RRTC Test battery) has been found to be

useful for the younger age groups ie. below 7 years.

LPT can be used for evaluating children above 7 years
of age, the difference of scores in these age groups being
statistically significant for the total scores as well as
for the three sections of LPT. |In the phonology section,

where nost of the phonol ogi cal devel opnent is conplete by 6
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years, the test (LPT) ca nbe used to check phonol ogical

conpetence in children.

The Linguistic Profile Test can al so be used as a basis
for t herapeutic programme ie. the performance of an
individual wth reference to itens within each section can
be | ooked into by the therapist for eg. in syntax section
the performance on different structures can be observed and
noted down and appropriate steps for renmediation can be
pl anned. In semantics section, an idea about t he
acqui sition of concepts which are included in these itens is
of great help in planning speech-|language therapy especially
in young children with speech-|anguage-heari ng di sorders who

are yet to learn the basic aspects of speech-I|anguage.
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CHAPTER V

SUWARY AND CONCLUSI ONS

The present study was undertaken to establish the
normative data on Linguistic Profile Test (Hndi) for school
going children in the age range 6+ years to 15+ years. A
total of 200 students with 20 students in each age group
were taken up for the study. The subjects were native
speakers of Hndi and were studying in a Government H ndi
nmedi um school. The subjects were evaluated and scored on
each section of the test and a quantitative statistica
analysis of the results was carried out. The results
indicate that there is a gradual but consistent increase in
scores for all the three sections of LPT across the age
range  studi ed. Results also show a high [evel of
phonol ogi cal devel opnent through the age range studied. The
results thus lead us to the conclusion that Linguistic
Profile Test 1is wuseful for identification of |anguage
disorders and also in finding out the area of deficit.
Individual linguistic profiles give a clear picture of the
performance at various levels. The profiles can also be
used for re-evaluation for assessing progress fromtine to

time and as a basis for therapeutic progranmes.
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SECTION I—B: Phonctic Expression

f:fsfr:rc:rfons.' Ask the subject to repeat each word clearly after you. If the subject i
give hm? the u.ritlcn form of the word and ask him to read it aloud. If h: ff:iil:t':n:ble 0 GCc.at lh‘? no
E]::’(;:sp:::‘:;iil:tur? and ask him to nameit. Score | for each correctly rcpca[cd;rca?”snoa:::; f,wc him:

% & g ’p wonemes other than the target phoneme should not be scored but tak i o sou‘n‘
qualitative nalysis. aken into account duriy

———

:}I('L Stimulus Word o S”bj“l'.s Responses Accurac
S . _¥(§p_l|l|on - Reading Naming Rcspo:nz{
1. &AL o
2. M|
3. zw&l/EaA
4. 3w
5. 3
6 A
7- @
8. gas
9. N@H!
10 &Ma
11 #gaz
12. aF
13- mar
14- watm=y
15 =%
16. =9
17 &9
18- =1
19- zarzz/Aq)
20- wEFT
21- =A®
22. 9131
23. auas
24. F3%
25 FwEIAT
26- az%
27. as
28 &7
29-  agm
30 faara



Subject's Responses

oy Stimulus Word
No. Repetition
31. asu

32 a®a

33. =t

34 #uw

35 aw

36.  ®7ar

37. fzm

33. @uma

39. @A

40 %7

41 17

4). a@sat

43.  @AH

44. a7

45- ax

46. gfrga

47. ga1g AT
43. =7r

49. wora

50 =g

51- wi®t

52- anx

Maximum Score 10
Patient's Score — ——

Accuracy of
Response

“*
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SECTION I—C: Running Speech

Instructions :  Read the following passage slowly and clearly. Ask the subject to repeat it after you. Late
the subject to read the passage aloud. Use aspiration wherever necessary. Further, ask the patient (o a;
the questions at the end of the passage. The questions must bs asked orally. If the patient fails to an:
present the questions graphemically and ask the patient to respond verbally. [f the patient fails to provide v
responses ask the patient to answer by writing or by Gestural mode. Analyse the subject’s performance on
section in terms of his perforinance on section I-B. Also pay particular attention to clusters and take obs
tional nots=s.

stz frar f2edl 51 a5 csidla o sfazifes feer 21 ag 3as &9 9T #1a § |
g% AU AT aMEr 1 AT IHF FTC FEUAT F @19 AN "I BT @D R &t
FATI gEIAT q@Al § 1| 3T gL ¥ W ZW @A ¥ F 1 923 wMEed F gAY 2@

& g91AAsAl agl @zt ®3uF § aw wige 2| E

Sl. Stimulus Response Accurs
Test Item Verb: ) g ol
No. etbal  Graphice Verbal Graphic Gestural Respo)

1. wis fEsr #3i 27

e

gz fso1 fwad 3ar g7
2 A F g 919 53 &1 3a7 AgeT 27

4. zufs3 Ft #19 [Far a0} w31 qmar 2 ?



SECTION Il : Syntax

Instructions :  Tnstruct the subject that the following list of words and sentences contains both correct and
incorrect forms.  Ask the subject to listen carefully and indicate whether each item is correct or not. Illu trate
with one or two examples if need be. Read the items in the list onc by one. Repeat once if nccessary. Il the

subject fails to respond; give him the test items in the written form. Accept correction once. Score for each 4

accurate response in subsections A, B, C and D and | for each accurate response in subsections E, F, G, H, 1, J
and K. Make a note of the stimulus modality used, and also the modality in which the subject responds.

A. Morphophonemic Structures :

S. Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Accuracy
Test Ttem Verbal Graphi Verbal G : of
No. erba raphic erba raphic  Gestural Response

] fagrsarg

2.

3. g

4. mzfa

5 EFma
6- =i

7. FEAANT
R gd 377
9. ggEF
10 ®|arag
1. gsanm
12. faarraz

13- \xgam
14. waA%:s
15 gdis

16 fauguy

17- faso )
18. wfaag®

19-  =wglafy

20- famasa

Maximum Score 10

Patient's Score— ——



B. Plural Forms

Sl. Stimulus Modality Subjest’s Response Accura-;}.'- ‘
Test Item . . of
No. Verbal  Graphic Verbal Graphic Ge:tural Response

azfwat
g -
FqHIHY
gfaat.
EEd|
qratay
gfgat
fearaat
qTHES
0- aFgd

D v B 1 8D e

— 0 o 2

Maximum Score 5

Patient’s Score———
C. Tenses
SI. Stimulus Modality Subject's Response Accuracy
No. st Jeem Veibal  Graphic Verbal  Graphic  Gestural R of
= e S i o o ey e Fs;:Onsc
1. & aiE g
2. Az AW ET R
3. Imw &% HAL AT |
4. 3z fagd z o3 srany
5. gar @y ATH qrFr qraqan
6 7 wnd wy g7 qqr90 )
7. @wsr & Ay d
8 F &1 W@ 9.
9. giFT quEl QA |
10- & a=ar Var gar 2 |1

Maximum Score 5
Patient’s Score—— —
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D. PNG Markers

Sl. Stimulus Modality Subject’s Response Accuracy
No. o T Verbal  Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural of
Response
1- d=@ar g »
2. g far g
3. ®3 @ g
4. g foad g
5. 9 wrgarn
6- az 13T )
7. gw AT 2@ E
8- gw A wrawty
9. #ar ma g
10- gn 3 felzzaifedl &1
11- g s
12 & wrat &
13- az ar=q) 2
14. g5 H&ar
15 o a7
160 gaazaer
17- Fazd gr
18- & 7 gedlv ) 411
19- wum =\
20- g= sawi
Muaximum Score 10
Patient’s Score— —— o
I, Case Markers
S, St'mulus Mo Jality Subjcct’s Response Accuracy
No. Test Ttem Verbal  Graphic Yerbal Graphic Gestural Re;'fa‘nns:c
1+ T X |11 g4\
2. @A feag 2@r
3. #d fealg 220
4. Fq F1 qrFt 2
5 3% ®A¥ oF frarg & .
6

3z ZHA F FIAM 2T |
7. "z WA FFARAT
8 gz A
9. #% grdr)
10 ag @wm=r i aur.

Maximum Score 10

Patient’s Score———



F. Transitives, Intransitives and Causatives

SI. Stimulus Modality Subject’s Response Accumcy-
No, ot ltem Verbal  Graphic Verbal - Graphi of
R I o8 o 11 r'Tp‘“?_ Ge:tural Resronse
1. @& qdl qar g '
2. uma fear g

3. s Fzar g

4. gs§r Atz @ar g

5. &®a & warAr |

6- & guyF WAT MIAF)

7. ag as=i & fagial g

8- g AT I3 FIIIEAT )

9. W T Y FH FIOT

10 T asy & |idt @ )

Maximum Score 10

Patient's Score———

G. Sentence Types

= Test Item f:iml"l"s Modali.ly Subject’s l'lcsp(mse Acg}racy
No. ! _c:btll Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural Res ponse

|- T Faa1T AE1 2 |

2- ¥ AYAFIF K139 ) 3@T 3 |
3. gm fadmr sram

4. ¥ 3 gast frae 2 faan
5 W73z &R AL FEATR |
G- g" WA

7. a1 s fzeat s 2 7

8- ag @aT ®1 TFFT g4 |

9. ag w® 9.

10- s gfew 7 mi=zr a1 )

Maximum Score 10
Patient’s S¢ re—-. —
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II.  Predicates

Test 1t Stimu'lus Modality
e Verbal  Graphic

Sl.
No.
g a0 feaa )
a FHIS FAST B |
grarr AU F4T 7

1
2
3
4. 9% FAI AIT § |
5
6
7

ag FOH[AF IE |
IS AT AT F AN
S &S T Ay, ag Ak
agT |
8- A AT AT A ?
9. agmrat st
10- 3g A0 agy aedlc §

Maximum Score 10
Patient’s Score— - —

1. Conjunctions, Comparatives and Quotat'ves

Subject's Response

Yerbal Graphic Gestural

Accuracy

ol

Response

—_— ——— -

I Stimulus Modalit iect’ 3
iln. Test Liem Verbal Gmphicy Verb:IUbg::J;hl::bp(‘_)';::uml
l- U e e g )

2. AT I asY _1 AT )

3o @3 T HYT ATY qC AT FF F AL A )
4. Afram g1 sax Ay

5. fudtyr gio & @er g

gar & dar e g
U3 AT Ha AKEAT 9T q31§ )
nEzT §t A wigl 5 & iz 9graq |
"‘.

mars & &gt fF wm w1 qifcr s o

\poo—-.ic“

10- = 3 F3r F18 s41q9q1 |

Maximum Score 1)
Patient's Se re~ ---=

ol

Accurracy ‘

Resronse



J. Conditional Clauses
_ L i phic Gestural Response
1. 3T ga A @ia aY oas aF sire |
2. wq q7 T QW dq 4 47 T AT |
3. war g w30, RN ¥ Fi9 w537 )
4. gfg xa@r g97 9T T At at g ag
@z Al |
5. ST I HIAA, TS ZA 1A )
G- #wT aifcwr aaa) gw g & @H )
7. saT e 47 WS aY gH wERT ATgA |
8 gwifs 4 7 Ias! gl war s Al ag
AgT AT
9. FuTH IR A AWIFAT A I HIGAT )
10- afz gu o 7 9190 % @53 a) aga
30 gl |
Maximum Score 10
Patient’s Score ———
K. Participial Conslructions
i:(;. Test Ttem il:;:llus g:):lali:l}' Subject’s [.{cspon‘qe Aczli'_rau-:';ﬂ
o ‘ P‘h B B Verbal Graphic Gestural Pe—
- @& WU gHI TAT §IF 9T 921 47 | e i
2. @ s Ay feam g
3. w1z dar 9at g
4 aayr @A AF TG R |
5 mR A3 FTF Fgl §?
G- & AU qZAAST T |
7. apdt @ feen wa szt &l
8- ==y Iwd 3g 9% 74y )
9. qaf @ m) agd -
10- afs &)Y 2@sT Fs371 Wir

ga AT =t & qrg war

Maximum Score 10
Patient’s Score———
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SECTION Il : Semantics

SECTION Ii—A: Semantic Discrimination

Instructions ;. Ask the subject to point out to the colour, object and body part named. Name the items one by
one. If he fails, give him the written words and ask him to match them with the corresponding items. Repeat
item once if necessary.” Accept correction once. Score | for each item identified correctly,

Subject's Re«ponse Accuriacy ol
Naming Matching Response

?*3’('). Test [tem

Colours
- @i
A
FIS[
SET
191

vBD WK

Furniture
- =af
2. A
3. garAr
4. 2v®
5. faz®

Body parts
[+ A%
2. Wiy
3. aral g
4. zidY ai@
5 arat #19

Maximum Score Patient’s Score
Colotrs 5
Furnitvre 5
Body Parts 5
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SECTION III—B: Semantic Expression

1.

Instructions :

Naming

Ask the subject to name the object presented. If he fails to do so check whether he can write the

name, or explain its use through gestures. Score | for each correctly named (oral or written response) or for
-correct recognition of opjects (as seen through gestural explanations). Accept mild paraphasias

f\};: Test Item PhonicSuwec?;;i:si::smns(fciestural Afgz:;ggeor
1. d

2. =%

3.  wigadl

4. @@=

5. =gl

6 =

7- &)

8. SrH¥

9. 73

10- frare
11- dfas’
12 =ar N
13- fsame
14.  &gar
15- =%

16- famasrs
17. &=

A

19

20- gr&Y

Maximum Score 20
Patient’s Score—— —
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2. Lexical Category

Instructions :  Ask the subject to list the names of all the animals that he knows, for one minute. If he is unable
to name them check whether he can write them. Give him an example or two il necd be. Ecore | fereach
correctly named animal.

Maximum Score 15
Patient's Score ———
Response Mode ———

3. Synonymy

Instructions : Instruct the subject to match pairs with identical meaning in the following sets of words. Test items
to be given verbally or graphically. Score | for each correctly matched pair.

?\16. TestItents Vcrbgtnmm(gjiaphic \a't'l'hzlxvi~ I:S’wgisr'r:'i|‘)hic: Aa({g;':ﬁifr
1. &t 1. &reoEg o
2. zae 2. M3
3wy 3. gt
4. mgir 4. asgr
5- g 3. gizaEg
6. Edr

Maximum Score 3
Patient's Score———

4. Antonymy

Instructions : Instruct the subject to maich the opposite pairs in the fol/lowing sets of words given verbally or in
writing., Score | for each correct pair.

?\l!o Test Itents Verbgl“mmg’:mphic Verb:ﬁespo(n]sr: phic Alii‘:;r;:)crfscor
- a%g a. TU

2. Fza1 b. awm

3. yFwHaI c. @Il

4. FIT d. @==1

5. ®ar 495%

»



5. Homonymy

Instructions :  Ask the subject to give alternate meanings for the following words, Test Items may be given
verbally or graphically. Score 1/2 each fer all corrzct responses.

Stimulus Response Accuracy of

IS\IIU Test ltems Verbal Graphic Verbal Graphic Responsg
| AR S

2. 9™

3. @war

4. =a

5. &

Maximum Score 5
Patient’s Score———

6. Polar Questions

Instructions :  Instruct the subject to answer the following questions with either ‘yes' or ‘no’'. The questions may
be given orally or in writing. Fill in the subject’s name in the blank space in item number (2). Accept
corrections only if the subject is very certain. Score [ for each correct response,

Sl Stimulus Response Accuracy
Test Item v i 5 i of
No. erbal  Graphic erbal Graphic Gestural Response

Fq1 AIGHT T ARFET g 7
37 H19HT A .. g 7
Fur 38 @3 H1 719 fzewl g 7
Far ug fadmr ax g ?
. ¥A[ 3W FAL AIST QAGT TFT g 7

agr gd ua & fGaif darg ?
T Fer ey @S @ &7 )
Far AT EKG ¥ Fsry?

I
2
3
4
5
6 gar wegT qrAl ¥ gaar g ?
7
&
9
10- aar dg Ul & Frzr wr aFar 3 7

Maximum Score 10
Patient’s Score ———
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7. Semantic Anomaly

Instructions :  Instruct the subject (0 indicate whether each of the following sentences is n eaningful or not and

explain why, if not meaningful. Test items to be given orally or in writing. Score | for each correct explanation.

1. Stimulus Modality Subject’s Resgonse ArENsy
Test Item : Verb: . _ o
No. Verbal Graphic erbal Graphic Gesturul Resronse

1. Ju gz i 57 & s12r g
2. WA AN FgA L

3. wAT adr & Aar 2
4w ZE AR

5. g% gag saar &)
Maximum Score 5

Patient’s Score———

8. Paradigmatic Relations

Instructions : Instruct the subject to explain the meaning of the following terms given verbally or graphically.

Score | for each correct explanation.

Sl. Test Tt Stimulus Modality Subject’s Response Ac%urrncy
g2 ‘ .
No. es m Verbal  Graphic Verbul Graphic Gestural Response

qE-agT; AT ... (AT
faogt-gastt ; T o (F)
atar-f=fear; fix .. (9@az)
SETFI-BIFT ; ATQAT ..o (ATAT)
JEAS-ZAT; TFST ou (qg-f)

oW R —

Maximum Score 3
Patient's Score———

9. Syntagmatic Relations

Instructions : Instract the subject to Nl in the missing Slot. Test items to be given verbally or graphically. Score

1 for each correct response.

Sl Test It Stimulus Modality Subject’s Response Accl:_mcy
< {4 T .
No. ¢ m Verbal  Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural Re(s)ponse

- a@- a0, 29 ... (§% &)

2. [T 23rE, FAT .- (W1F)

3. fafzgr- 33, =medl .. (49)

4. =a@- ar, qrav ... (d@1)

5 FAqT~ ", ARAIC o (q12/FaA)
Maximum Score 3

Patient's Score ———

h‘ e e



Subject Proforma—Linguistic Profile Test

| Possible Subject’s Score* Total -'.‘-:'c_n_r-c_s
Section Total Stimulus Response on
Score Verbal Graphic Verbal Graphic Gestural  Sections

Section I (Phonology)
A. Phonemic Discrimination 48

B. Phonetic Expression 52

Section 11 (Syntax)

A. Morphophonemic Structures 10
B. Plural Forms 5
C. Tenses 5
D. PNG Markers 10
E. Case Markers 10
F. Transitives, Intransitives and
Causatives 10
G. Sentence Types 10
H. Predicates 10
[. Conjunctives, Comparatives and
Quotatives 10
J. Conditional Clauses 10
#K. Purticipial Constructions 10

“section I11 (Semantics)

A. Semantic Discrimination

I. Colours =y
2. Fur. iture
3. Body Paits b
B.  Semuntic Exprssion
. Naming 20
Lexical Cuategory )
Synonyniy 3
Antonymy 3
Homonymy 5
Palir Questions 10
Semun(ccAnomaly 5
Paradigm;ic Relations 5
9. Syﬂlﬂgmatic' Relations 5
10 Semantic contiguity 5
___!I. ScnmnticSir,r.iIurity 5
Grand Tota] | o
Py Graphic—Green Gestural—Red

N m\-g\{(



10. Scmantic Contiguily

Instructions :  Instruct the subject to match and explain the r:lationship between the following groups of wor”
given verbally or graphically. Score 1 for every ccrrect pairing.

2 ! AL
i:lo. Test Ham Vcrb:: m(:lrl:lsphic Ver{:zflspmli;mphic e
N Response f
1. wa@d a. Q& -
2. w% b. a®
3. aF c. WHFH!
4. fazdx d. qr
5. A e.
[P KA

Maximum Score 5
Patient’s Score— -—

11. Secmantic Similarity
~

Instructions :  Tnstruct the subject 10 match and explain the relationship between the following groups of woryd
given veroally or graphically. Score 1 each for every correct pairing.

Isql;" L V"bg;mw]ésfaphic Vcrb:ﬁespogsreaphic Aﬁiﬁ;;\\s:l
1- @ a. 913 o
2. gzl b, mar
3. s c. a3
4. zar d., @mAr
5. =t c. @%
f. aw

Maximum Score 5 -
Patient’s Score—— —



APPENDI X




SECTION ! : Phonology

SECTION I—A: Phonemic Discrimination

Instructions :  Place the pictures representing each minimal pair in front of the subject. Read aloud the words &f
the minimal pair (one alter another) and ask the subject to point out to the appropriate picture.  If the subject
fails to do so give him the written forms of the minimal word pair and ask him to match them with the approp-
riate pictures. Score | for each correctly identified picture. Allow correction once only, if the subject is very
certain his earlier response was wrong. Repeat once if required.

?ql(;, Minimal Pair VcrbalsumumsGraphic VcrbalResponscGraphic A[({E;JI;E?]};EM
1. g&-ais
2. fg=ar-gen
3. WT-AIY
4, @zHI-wEH!
S, @v-®l®
6 AFwH-T1F
7. FaS-F1a@t
8. Far-dai
9. qT-d&x
10. ysar—zear
1. Sr&-mrs
12. amg-aiq
13. amF-am
14. RE-d5 !
15. FT-91
16. gsr-g=r
17. #@-=IT
18. #IT-%Ie
19. sn-aw
20. wrg-wis
21. 9ar-q9r
22. fezal-«Yat
23. =aF-I%
24. wmar-m4r
Maximum Score 48 . ~

Patient’s Score———



