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INTRODUCTION

(] Children with SLI have difficulty with forms marking tense
and agreement’ 2

[1 Tense/agreement deficits seem to be resistant to previous
treatment approaches 3

(] Complexity Account of Treatment Efficacy (CATE*) -
training complex structures leads to better generalization
to less complex structures

—[J CATE has been successfully adopted in the
treatment of phonological disorders® and aphasia® ’

(1 Purpose: To investigate whether a CATE approach to
treatment of tense/agreement deficits in SLI would be
effective.

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. Is it possible to elicit questions containing auxiliary BE
from a child who does not spontaneously produce
either auxiliaries or questions?

2. If elicitation of questions is possible, is there an
increase in the child’s use of auxiliary BE?

PARTICIPANT

(] Male, English monolingual, age 3;11, received treatment at
a university clinic for ~1 year

(] General language level: Within normal limits
(] Preschool Language Scale (PLS-53%):

1 Auditory Comprehension = 106, Expressive
Communication = 96, Total Language =101

*[]MLUm = 3.94
[1 Tense/agreement: Specific deficit

(] Test of Early Grammatical Impairment (TEGI®): No
attempts at auxiliary or copula questions

(] Language Sample: Low productivity of all tense
morphemes, No evidence of auxiliary inversion,
No attempts at auxiliary and copula questions

[1Sentence Imitation: 4/20 auxiliary BE in
statements

[ ] Pretest:

1 TEGI

(] Language Sample during free-play

(] Sentence Imitation Task
[ ] Posttest:

1 TEGI

(] Language Sample during free-play

(] Sentence Imitation Task (10 additional sentences)
(] Maintenance (17 days after last treatment session):

(] Sentence Imitation Task ( 20 additional
sentences)

TREATMENT

(] Drilled task embedded in play activity with
manipulatives

(15 separate story vignettes
(1 30 target structures - auxiliary BE in questions
(115 singular, 15 plural

(] Correct attempts = auxiliary BE used in obligatory
question context

Plural
Are the dogs eating?

Singular

Prompts Is the monkey jumping?

| wonder if the monkey is
jumping. Ask if the
puppet if the monkey is
jumping.

| wonder if the dogs are
eating. Ask the puppet if
the dogs are eating.

1 Request

Ask if the monkey is
jumping.

Ask if the dogs are

2 Repetition eating.

I’ll ask the puppet. Is the
monkey jumping? Now
you do it.

I’ll ask the puppet. Are
the dogs eating? Now you
do it.

3 Model

Say, is the monkey

4 |mitation . :
jumping?

Say, are the dogs eating?

LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT PERFORMANCE

TEGI

Pretest Posttest

Obligatory % Obligatory %

Contexts Correct Criterion

Contexts Correct
Th1rd person 29 20 51
singular

Past Tense 6 0 60

Be/Do BE 29 55 31

COPULA BE
Plural question
Plural statement
Sing. question
Sing. Statement

AUX BE

Plural question
Plural statement
Sing. question
Sing. statement

Be/Do DO

Elicited Grammar
Composite

Language Sample?

AUX BE 3 33 4

COPULABE 14 79 48 58

3s 31 65 13 77

DO 14 29 50

2 Language sample #C&| utterances: Pretest = 134; Posttest = 108

TREATMENT OUTCOMES

RQ1: Is it possible to elicit questions containing auxiliary BE
from a child who does not spontaneously produce either
auxiliaries or questions?
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RQ2: If elicitation of questions is possible, is there an
increase in the child’s use of auxiliary BE?
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DISCUSSION

(] In a child with general language within normal limits and
specific tense/agreement deficits, we observed gains in
attempts and accuracy of BE in statements and questions.

*[1RQ1: Is it possible to elicit questions containing auxiliary
BE from a child who does not spontaneously produce
either auxiliaries or questions?

(] From session 1 to 10 accuracy of auxiliary BE in
questions increased from approximately 3% to
65%.

*[1RQ2: If elicitation of questions is possible, is there an
increase in the child’s use of auxiliary BE?

*[1 TEGI - increased attempts for copula and
auxiliary BE structures

(1 Language sample - increased attempts and
accuracy of copula and auxiliary BE

[ ] Sentence imitation - increase in imitation of
auxiliary BE in statements

(1 Findings are consistent with CATE:
(] Questions = Statements
] Auxiliary BE - Copula BE

Conclusion

(] The results of this study support the feasibility
of a complexity approach and its efficacy in
treatment of auxiliary BE, and warrant future
studies using CATE to target grammatical
deficits.

Open Questions

1 How many treatment sessions are necessary for
long-term maintenance?

[ 1 Would these results extend to a child with lower
general language abilities?

REFERENCES

'Leonard, L. (1998). Children with specific language impairment, Cambridge: MIT Press.

2Rice, M.L., & Wexler, K. (1996). Toward tense as a clinical marker of specific language impairment
in English-speaking children. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 39, 1239-1257.

3Leonard, L.B., Camarata, S.M., Brown, B., & Camarata, M.N. (2004). Tense and Agreement in the
Speech of Children With Specific Language Impairment: Patterns of Generalization Through
Intervention. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 47, 1363-1379.

4Thompson, C.K., Shapiro, L.P., Kiran, S., & Sobecks , J. (2003). The Role of Syntactic Complexity
in Treatment of Sentence Deficits in Agrammatic Aphasia:The Complexity Account of Treatment
Efficacy (CATE). Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 46, 591-607.

> Gierut, J.A. (2007). Phonological complexity and language learnability. American Journal of
Speech-Language Pathology, 16, 6-17.

¢ Thompson, C.K., & Shapiro, L.P. (2007). Complexity in treatment of syntactic deficits. American
Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 16, 30-42.

7 Kiran, S. (2007). Complexity in the treatment of naming deficits. American Journal of Speech-
Language Pathology, 16, 18-29.

8 Zimmerman, |., Steiner, V., & Pond, R. (2011). Preschool language scales-5. San Antonio, TX: The
Psychological Corporation.

9Rice, M.L., & Wexler, K. (2001). Test of early grammatical impairment. San Antonio, TX: The
Psychological Corporation.

Acknowledgements

This research was supported in part by the National Institutions of
Health F31HD081933 to the first author, and does not necessarily
represent the views of the National Institutes of Health.



https://www.PosterPresentations.com

