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Introduction Study Questions

Language Impairment & Narratives Working Memory & Narratives Trade-off Effects * Can certain outcome measures from
* Children with language impairment (LI) tend to perform below * Working memory may be involved in narrative retell: * Improvements in one area associated with decline spontaneous speech better predict LI or WMI?
peers on narratives on measures of prOdUCtIVIty.(Sco‘.tt&Wlndsor, 2000), IZEOr;;:.onlr:g, mtetgrla;rggg and recalling story events (Botting, in another area, such as: . Can interactions between measures predict
fluency (Guo et al., 2008; Miranda et al.,1998), and grammaticality (Duinmeijer et » Montgomery et al., 2009) . * Sentence complexity/length and verb accuracy ter th ol 5
al., 2012; Vandewalle et al., 2012) * Supporting language formulation (Martin & Slevc, 2014) (Grela & Leonard, 2000; Owen, 2010; Thordardottir, 2008) oetter than single measures:
* Therefore, performance on narrative retell is commonly * Impact on language may be greater for those with WM * Sentence length and ﬂuepcy (Costanza-Smith, 2004; - How well can qualitative analysis of narrative
exclusively attributed to Iinguistic skill. deficits (Hartsuiker & Barkhuysen, 2006; Kemper et al., 2009) MacLachlan & Chapman, 1988; Rispoli & Hadley, 2001; Wagner et al.,

2000) sample predict impairment?

Analysis & Results

Narrative Language Sample Quantitative Scoring Correlations of Quantitative Coding Quantitative Results

Productivity

* Lost in Space (Warr-Leeper, 1990) Predicting LI: LI status ~ MLUw * %GCU * age

r=0.47 /\ r=0.66
ML

C-units Total no. C-units _uni
* Participants recalled the story after hearing it NUW No. unmazed words w SubC-unit
told to them Events No. recalled events r=0.80 Young | \'(oLuIng | |
. s Fluency 97-10;3 | -
r=-0.43 Grades 3 & 4
ParhCIpantS Pauses No. pauses = 2s per 100 NUW Events D GER Errors
%Maze Ratio of mazed words™* to NUW
LI WMI Controls Grammatical Complexity
MLUw Unmazed words per C-unit NB: Correlations significant at p < .05
N 12 9 9 SubC-unit Finite subordinate clauses per C-unit
(9 males) (5 males) (6 males) Grammatical Accuracy 5
. . O
Age 10.36 10.07 99 %GCU Percent grammatically correct C-units . . Q
(yrs) (1.12) (1.26) (1.05) Errors Morphosyntactic errors per C-unit Qualltatlve RESUItS >
27 25 8g 13 *Mazes: revisions, repetitions, fillers (e.g., “and stuff”), and hesitations (e.g., uh, um) Descriptor Cluster Analysis O Short Sentences (n=9)
CLS . . : ,"\' . . _
(2.78) (11.48) Model Testing {3 Missing Content (n=9)
97 94 81 99 «  Logistic regression in Rt to predict LI status from MLUw, %GCU, () Clumsy Links (n=14) oo
WM ' ' Pauses, % Maze and WMI status from Events, SubC-units, Pauses, () Verbal Mazing (n=9) Grades 5 & 6
(12.49) (6.42) % Mazes
101.92 102.89 * Used backward elimination to select predictors. Age added last.
P1Q *  Fit of iterative models compared using AIC, McFadden’s psuedo-R? 1 1 1 1 i '\ I "
(12.46) (7.98) P g P
Young Young
and ANOVA. LI NL
WM: average of Odd One Out, Spatial Recall, and Counting tHarrell, 2016; Heinze & Ploner, 2016; Jackman, 2015; R Core Team, 2016 _ ) _ 08
Recall from AWMA. o
NB: 4 participants met criteria for both LI and WM. Qua litative Descri pto rs (n=1) 1 . - 0o
. . . . . i1 @ . | o © e
QU 3 I itative P roced ure Fluency Disfluencies, Hesitations, Effortful Recall, False Starts, Simplifiers Risk Takers 1< . P
Revisions, Blundering, Filler Phrases, Trailing Off " o __ ° __
e o o
* Descriptors were generated from linguistic Content Elaborate, Short, Missing Content, Repeated Content, Decision tree £ L L
features of narratives. Mixed Up Content, Added Content 00 i
. Descriptors were developed through repetitive Semantics  Expressive Vocabulary, Pauses, Odd Wording 0.6 -
readings of narratives and comparison across Morphosyntax Long Sentence, Short Sentences, Morphological h _/ w0 N i
participants. Errors, Clumsy Links 029 © " ° -
 Samples from impairment groups were Phonology Low Attention to Phonological Detail Im;;sred : o 12 14 | | ' '
compared those from controls, examining for (5 LI, 3 WMI, 3 LWMI) MLUwW

patterns of descriptors. Predicting WMI: WMI status ~ Events * SubC-unit

|
NWM WMI

0.8 L
Re'fe re n Ces * LI was predicted by linguistic factors whereas WMI was e :O -

% chance
Botting (2002) CLTT 18, 1-22. Constanza-Smith (2004) Doctoral Dissertation. pred ICtEd by reca" factors. (67D, 1L, 1 WMI) 0.6 -
Duinmeijer, de Jong, & Scheper (2012) IJLCD 47(5), 542-555. Grela & Leonard (2000) e Grammatical com pIEXity: L] was related to MLUwW (a nd gnher: o
Clin Ling & Phon 11, 443-453. Guo, Tomblin, & Samleson (2008) JSLHR 51, 722-738. ] ] 1 "é 7 o
Harrell, Dupont & others (2016) https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=Hmisc. errors) whereas WMI was related to subordination. 3
Hartzuiker & Barkhuysen (2006) Lang & Cog Proc 21, 181-204. Heinze & Ploner . Yes 0
(2016) https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=logistf. Jackman (2015) http:// * COnceptuaI connections between events may Support Impaired 7
pscl.standford.edu/. Kemper, Schmalzried, Herman, Leedhal, & Mohankumar (2009) reca | | . (2 LI, 1 WMI)
Aging, Neuro Psychol & Cog 16, 241-259. MacLachlan & Chapman (1988) JSHD 53, 2— _ ] ] ] . _
7. Martin & Slevc (2014) In The Oxford Handbook of Language Production, pp. 437- ° Qua litative descri ptO rs of narratives differentiated Disfluencies, Hesitations,
450. Miranda, McCabe, & Bliss (1998) App! Psycholinguist 19, 647—667. Montgomery, h |d th d th ti ‘ t or False Starts?
Polunenko, & Marinellie (2009) Appl Psycholinguist 30, 485-509. Owen (2010) JSLHR chidren with and without Impairment.
53,993-1014. R Core Team (2016) http.s://www.R-project.org/. Rispoli & Hadley ° The relal‘ionship between mazing and impairment may )
(2001) JSLHR 44, 1131-1143. Scott & Windsor (2000) JSLHR 43(2), 324-339. . o - Yes NG
Thordardottir (2008) JSLHR 51, 922-937. Vandewalle, Boets, Boons, Ghesquiére, & be mediated by other factors such as monitoring ability -
Zink (2012) Research in Dev Disabilities 33, 1857-1870. Wagner, Nettelbladt, Sahlén, - . . . 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
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