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Abstract

Background: Throughout the development, it is important to evaluate pragmatic language skills in typically developing children,
children with autism spectrum, auditory damage, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, pragmatic language disorder and other
communication disorders. The purpose of this study is to examine the validity and reliability of the Persian version of the “TOPL-2” to

achieve a standard and practical test.

Methods: First, in this cross-sectional study, the test was translated into Persian language according to the WHO Protocol, and then
the questionnaire was presented to 15 practitioners to determine the validity and reliability, based on the Lawshe method. The test was

applied to a total number of 100 students at 14 and 9 years of age.

Results: The results showed that the Persian version of “Test of Pragmatic Language - second edition” has good face validity. Impact
factor was 4.8 and 4.53. There was no item that’s CVI was less than 0.79, and according to the Lawshe method, the CVR was above

0.73.

Conclusion: The Persian version of the "TOPL-2" is a standard tool, with appropriate reliability and validity. Thus, it can be used for
interventions based on assessment results for children with pragmatic language impairment at hospitals, clinics, and health care centers.
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Introduction

Pragmatic language skills are indicative of the ability to
use language in social contexts that are essential for the
construct of an appropriate social interaction (1). Pragmatic
language skills include choosing the appropriate interactive
subject with the context, choosing proper words, and the
ability to correctly use the language in accordance with the
expectations and context of the contact point (2, 3).
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The components that are considered to be relevant to the
pragmatic language are non-verbal communication, social
linguistic  sensitivity, psychological control, semantic
control, and accountability to the communication partner
4).

Parents of children with communicative disorders are
familiar with the problems of interaction and

tWhat is “already known” in this topic:
Pragmatic language skills including choosing the appropriate
interactive subject with the context, choosing proper words, and
the ability to correctly use the language in accordance with the
expectations and context of the contact point are indicative of the
ability to use language in social contexts.

— What this article adds:

The standard TOPL-2 can be used in clinical environments as
well as in pre-schools to examine children with communication
disorders.
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communication, and specialists are aware of the
consequences of this disability in language use (5).

To the best of our knowledge, there was no
comprehensive valid and reliable pragmatic test in Persian.
The Persian version of the "Test of Pragmatic Language -
second edition" can compensate for this shortage. This test
examines the characteristics of the pragmatics and the
interaction of children with communication problems and
while determining the overall score of the child, shows how
much and in what ways it is difficult (6).

Communication problems can lead to behavioral
problems and social abnormalities in the future and the
consequences of these problems will be epidemic in the
community. Therefore, accurate evaluation and treatment
of this aspect of communication in children can reduce the
economic costs and prevent potential consequences in the
society (7,8). This necessitates the existence of a
comprehensive questionnaire as an evaluation tool and
guidance for treatment.

It is important to note that the pragmatic language
impairment is a central feature in many disorders,
including: Hearing impairment, Attention Deficit
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), Autism Spectrum
Disorder (ASD), and Fragile X syndrome (FXS); the two
latter mentioned genetic disorders are part of a
developmental neurodegenerative disorder (9-12).

Pragmatic language problems may also exist in other
people in the community. A group of people with
Traumatic Brain Injury (TBI) and especially damage to the
Right Cerebral Hemisphere (RHD), which is a language
acquired disturbance, may also have problems with the
pragmatic language (13). Shallice and Burgess (1991)
investigated the wide range of standard psychological nerve
tests associated with frontal lobe damage and found that
patients with frontal lobe damage do not have the ability to
live in real life because of their difficulty in organizing (14).
A deficit in the pragmatic languages interferes with
linguistic performance in daily interaction with the social
environment (15,16). Every speech acts contains
information about social communication between speakers,
and the problems of pragmatic language limits the social
interactions which effects on the other areas of growth (17).

There are debates about the need for overlapping of the
presence of Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD) and
pragmatic language impairment (PLI). Scientists reported a
group of children who had prominent problems of
pragmatics but had no symptoms of autism (18, 19).
Scientists found a sample of children with language
damage, of which 59% had additional behavioral problems,
while behavioral problems in the normal children
population were about 13% (20).

Considering the importance of accurately assessment of
pragmatic language, developing a standard test is a
demanding need. The "TOPL-2" can be a standard tool for
evaluating the problems of pragmatics in various language
disorders. The priority of this test over other tests such as
the Children's Communication Checklist, is that the
"TOPL-2" examines the children’s communication not
only as a screening test but as a tool for deep evaluation of
pragmatic of language (21,22).

2 http://fdj.iums.ac.ir
Func Disabil J. 2019 (Apr 10); 2:10

The TOPL-2 is the main test for analyzing the deep and
extensive social interactions in the context. This test,
designed by Diana and Trisha Phelps, is presented in a set
consisting of questionnaires and responses, instructions and
test images album and runs individually for 45-60 minutes.
This test can measure pragmatic language-related skills in
relation to tissue in children with various disorders,
including learning disorders, autism spectrum disorders,
social communication disorders and attention and
concentration problems in the subsets of "physical context,
audiences, subject, goal, sight-gestural clues, abstracts, and
pragmatic test" (23, 24).

In this process, the TOPL-2 options that evaluate a
growth domain of commonly pragmatic behaviors include
images which indicates common social situations and the
examiner describes each of them by showing pictures to the
child, or the child is asked to show one of the characters of
the test (25). Descriptions of performance and scoring are
detailed in the test instructions. The TOPL-2 yields one
score which is a standard score based on the sum of the 43
primary items.

Because of the lack of a pragmatic test in Persian,
translation and psychoanalysis of properties of the Persian
version of the “TOPL-2” is necessary. It can be useful in
the field of language and social communication disorders
in various language disorders in various social contexts.
This test is accessible, comprehensive and user friendly at
pragmatic of language and almost there is no other test that
has these characters.

This study was performed to translate and determine
psychometric properties of the Persian version of the
“TOPL-2” in children aged 9 and 14. The samples were
selected from normal children in two age groups of 9 and
14 years old.

Methods

Before the start of the research process, Trisha and Diana
Phelps, the test developers, gave a written permission and
upon that the translation and validation process began.

Translation to Persian

Translation process of the questionnaire was according to
the WHO protocol (26). The protocol includes the
following steps: 1- Forward translation. 2- Expert Panel
Back-translation. 3- Pre-testing and cognitive interviewing.
4- Final version.

At first, two fluent Persian-speaker specialist with
previous experience in the field of translation but not
familiar with this questionnaire, translated the
questionnaire from English into Persian. The translators
tried to avoid translating word by word and did their best to
transfer the main concept in a simple, clear and transparent
manner so that in the future the questionnaire could be
easily used by professionals. In the final stage, after the
expert panel's point of view, the translation of this
questionnaire was examined and surveyed and translated
into Persian by a bilingual translator to deal with the
translation difficulties this time.



Content validity

To assess the content validity, the views of 15 speech and
language pathologists with at least 5 years of scientific and
clinical work were used. 8 had PhD degree and 2 were PhD
students and 5 had Master’s Degree in Speech and
Language Pathology.

Content validity was measured based on Content Validity
Index (CVI) and Content Validity Rate (CVR). The CVR
or Lawshe method is a quantitative method for evaluating
content validity and is widely used. The group of experts
looked at the importance, clarity, simplicity and relevance
of each question. The questions of CVI get score of more
than 0.79 are accepted (27, 28).

Face validity
At this stage, the translated questionnaire was
administered to 100 child students aged 9 and 14 years to

Table 1. Demographic information of samples
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evaluate the construct validity. Before completing the
questionnaire, the letter of consent was signed by the
parents or school principal. Subjects were selected from
5th, 8th and 15th Tehran's district schools. The
questionnaire was completed by the therapist through
interviewing the child.

Impact Score was used to investigate the structural
validity. Participants rated the test points. First, by
summing the scores of one item and dividing this number
to the number of participants, which was 15, the mean
scores for each item were calculated. Then, the mean scores
for each item in which the participants gave them a score of
4 and 5 were reviewed. The Impact Score must be a value
equal to or greater than 1.5 to be acceptable (29).

Results
In clauses 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, 12, 17, there was a good

Variables Number Percentage
Ages 9 and 14 years 100
Sex Girl and Boy 50
Education Elementary and secondary school 50

Table 2. Face validity results

Item

Impact Score

1-The doctor’s office 4.8
2- Painting a picture 4.6
3- The restaurant 4.53
4- Going to the movies 4.6
5- The scary movie 4.7
6- Picking up Kate 4.7
7- The store 4.8
8- The friends 4.6
9- Talking to the teacher 4.53
10- playing and wrestling 4.6
11- The football game 4.7
12- The cookies 4.7
13- The interruption 4.7
14- The game 4.8
15- The teacher 4.6
16- The night party 4.8
17- The library 4.53
18- How is an umbrella like a tent? 4.7
19- Wet cement 4.6
20- You can’t judge a book by its cover. 4.7
21- How is a road map like a recipe? 4.6
22- The sandwiches 4.8
23- Into each life some rain must fall 4.53
24- Talking to the counselor 4.6
25- The sailboat race 4.8
26- You have to crawl before you can walk 4.8
27- The new Rollerblades 4.6
28- The card game 4.7
29- Too many queen bees and not enough worker bees. 4.8
30- Talking about a friend 4.7
31- Talking about summer vacation 4.6
32- The neighbor’s tools 4.6
33- Picking up the markers 4.7
34- The secret 4.6
35- Hanging up pictures 4.7
36- The movies 4.7
37- Sharing the markers 4.8
38- How is a blanket like grass? 4.8
39- Convince them to be friend again. 4.53
40- Look to me like you are shooting yourself in the foot. 4.6
41- How is a tire like a shoe? 4.8
42- All the glitters are not gold. 4.6
43- A strong tree bends in the wind. 4.8
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Table 3. CVI & CVR results

Item CVI CVR
1-The doctor’s office 1 1
2- Painting a picture 1 0.73
3- The restaurant 1 0.6
4- Going to the movies 1 0.6
5- The scary movie 1 0.86
6- Picking up Kate 1 1
7- The store 1 0.73
8- The friends 1 1
9- Talking to the teacher 1 0.6
10- playing and wrestling 0.93 0.73
11- The football game 0.93 0.86
12- The cookies 0.93 0.86
13- The interruption 1 1
14- The game 1 0.73
15- The teacher 1 0.86
16- The night party 1 0.86
17- The library 1 0.73
18- How is an umbrella like a tent? 0.93 0.86
19- Wet cement 1 0.86
20- You cannot judge a book by its cover 0.93 0.73
21- How is a road map like a recipe? 0.93 0.86
22- The sandwiches 0.93 1
23- Into each life some rain must fall 0.93 1
24- Talking to the counselor 0.86 0.86
25- The sailboat race 0.8 1
26- You have to crawl before you can walk 1 0.86
27- The new Rollerblades 1 1
28- The card game 1 0.86
29- Too many queen bees and not enough worker bees. 0.93 0.73
30- Talking about a friend 0.93 1
31- Talking about summer vacation 1 0.86
32- The neighbor’s tools 1 1
33- Picking up the markers 1 0.73
34- The secret 1 0.73
35- Hanging up pictures 0.86 0.86
36- The movies 1 1
37- Sharing the markers 0.93 0.86
38- How is a blanket like grass? 0.86 0.86
39- Convince them to be friend again. 0.93 1
40- Look to me like you are shooting yourself in the foot. 0.86 0.86
41- How is a tire like a shoe? 0.86 0.86
42- All the glitters are not gold. 0.93 0.86
43- A strong tree bends in the wind. 0.93 0.73

agreement between the interpreter and the group of experts.
The demographic characteristics of the participating
children are shown in Table 1. According to the expert
panel; some variations were introduced in some items. Face
validity results are given in Table 2. Table 3 represents the
CVR and CVI method. Based on Lawshe’s method, a score
0f'0.49 or above is needed to verify each item’s CVR, while
0.79 or more is required for CVI.

The result of face validity is shown in Table 2 and Table
3 represents the CVR and CVI results. Our sample
consisted of 15 professionals, therefore, based on Lawshe’s
method, a score of 0.49 or above is needed to verify each
item’s CVR, while 0.79 or more is required for CVI.

Discussion

This test has been translated into target languages in
Arabic, French, and Portuguese, and has been performed
for validity, reliability and localization (30-32). Most of the
conceptual differences in TOPL-2 Persian version were due
to the presence of proverbs and terms. The terms and
proverbs such as “A strong tree bends in the wind”, “You
have to crawl before you can walk”, “You can’t judge a
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book by its cover” and “Into each life some rain must fall”
were translated into Persian in accordance of experts’
opinions. The English names of characters in the text of the
questionnaire were changed into Persian names. According
to the experts’ opinions, a number of translated sentences
changed into fluent Persian.

In assessing the structure validity, all the items obtained
the required score indicating the items were simple and
important. The results showed that all of the items have
high content validity and there were no items without
required score.

In every society, there are children and people who are
affected due to various communication disorders and need
accurate evaluation and treatment of pragmatic language
skills. This test can help to the advancement of children in
other fields of study, future work and life.

The research limitations include lack of participation or
lack of availability of a number of expert participants and
the lack of accountability of a number of them in
completing the validity tests. It is recommended for future
studies to validate the scale among other persons (6-18
years) and compare the results with the current studies.
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Conclusion

In general, based on statistical results, the Persian version
of the “TOPL-2” has an acceptable and appropriate content
structure and validity. According to the best of our
knowledge, there is no other comparable test in Persian in
pragmatic language and communication dealing with
interactive features of children and communication
disorders. The normalized questionnaire can be used in
clinical environments as well as in pre-schools to examine
children with communication disorders.

Acknowledgment

We appreciate the assistance of all who helped with this
study, especially the Research Committee of the Tehran
Education Directorate and those who kindly participated in
this study by all manner of means.

This article is the result of a Master dissertation defended
in Speech Therapy Department of the Iran University of
Medical Sciences, Tehran, Iran.

Conflict of Interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

References

1.Damico J, Oller Jr JW. Pragmatic versus morphological/syntactic
criteria for language referrals. Lang Speech Hear Serv Sch.
1980;11(2):85-94.

2.Dore J. A pragmatic description of early language development. J
Psycholinguist Res. 1974;3(4):343-50.

3.Baldwin DA, Tomasello M. Word learning: A window on early
pragmatic understanding. 1998.

4. Strawson PF. Intention and convention in speech acts. The Philosoph
Review. 1964;73(4):439-60.

5.Bishop DV. Pragmatic language impairment: A correlate of SLI, a
distinct subgroup, or part of the autistic continuum? Speech and
language impairments in children: Psychology Press; 2014. p. 113-28.

6. Philofsky A, Fidler DJ, Hepburn S. Pragmatic language profiles of
school-age children with autism spectrum disorders and Williams
syndrome. J Speech Lang Pathol Appl Behav Anal. 2007;16(4):368-
380

7.Clegg J, Hollis C, Mawhood L, Rutter M. Developmental language
disorders—a follow-up in later adult life. Cognitive, language and
psychosocial outcomes. Child Psychol Psychiatry Review. 2005;46
(2):128-49.

8.Van Daal J, Verhoeven L, Van Balkom H. Behaviour problems in
children with language impairment. Child Psychol Psychiatry Review.
2007;48(11):1139-47.

9.Baron-Cohen S. Social and pragmatic deficits in autism: Cognitive or
affective? Rev J Autism Dev Disord. 1988;18(3):379-402.

10. Leonard MA, Milich R, Lorch EP. The role of pragmatic language
use in mediating the relation between hyperactivity and inattention and
social skills problems. J. Speech Lang Hear Res. 2011;54(2):567-579.

11. Sudhalter V, Scarborough HS, Cohen IL. Syntactic delay and
pragmatic deviance in the language of fragile X males. Am J Med
Genet A. 1991;38(2-3):493-7.

12. Dudley-Marling C. The pragmatic skills of learning disabled
children: A review. Learn Disabil. 1985;18(4):193-9.

13. Siegal M, Carrington J, Radel M. Theory of mind and pragmatic
understanding following right hemisphere damage. Brain Lang.
1996;53(1):40-50.

14. Shallice T, Burgess PW. Deficits in strategy application following
frontal lobe damage in man. Brain. 1991;114(2):727-41.

15. Brown P, Levinson SC. Universals in language usage: Politeness
phenomena. Questions and politeness: Strategies in social interaction:
Cambridge University Press; 1978. p. 56-311.

16. Kaplan JA, Brownell HH, Jacobs JR, Gardner H. The effects of right
hemisphere damage on the pragmatic interpretation of conversational

remarks. Brain Lang. 1990;38(2):315-33.

17. McDonald S, Van Sommers P. Pragmatic language skills alter closed
head injury: Ability to negotiate requests. Cogn Neuropsychol.
1993;10(4):297-315.

18. Bishop DV, Adams C. Conversational characteristics of children with
semantic-pragmatic disorder. II: What features lead to a judgement of
inappropriacy? Int J Lang Commun Disord. 1989;24(3):241-63.

19. Bishop DV. Autism, Asperger's syndrome and semantic-pragmatic
disorder: Where are the boundaries? Br J Disord Commun.
1989;24(2):107-21.

20. Andersen Helland W, Heimann M. Assessment of pragmatic
language impairment in children referred to psychiatric services: A
pilot study of the Children's Communication Checklist in a Norwegian
sample.

Logoped Phoniatr Vocol. 2007;32(1):23-30.

21. Volden J, Phillips L. Measuring pragmatic language in speakers with
autism spectrum disorders: Comparing the Children’s Communication
Checklist—?2 and the Test of Pragmatic Language. Am J Speech Lang
Pathol. 2010;19(3):204-212.

22. Bishop DV. Development of the Children's Communication
Checklist (CCC): A method for assessing qualitative aspects of
communicative impairment in children. J Child Psychol Psychiatry.
1998;39(6):879-91.

23. Taguchi N. Cognition, language contact, and the development of
pragmatic comprehension in a study-abroad context. Language
learning. 2008;58(1):33-71.

24. Enfield NJ, Kita S, De Ruiter JP. Primary and secondary pragmatic
functions of pointing gestures. J Pragmat. 2007;39(10):1722-41.

25. Prutting CA, Kittchner DM. A clinical appraisal of the pragmatic
aspects of language. Journal of Speech and hearing Disorders.
1987;52(2):105-19.

26. Jaaskelainen R. Focus on methodology in think-aloud studies on
translating. Benjamins Translation Library. 2000;37:71-82.

27. Lynn MR. Determination and quantification of content validity.
Int J Nurs Res. 1986; 26(2):398—410.

28. Wilson FR, Pan W, Schumsky DA. Recalculation of the critical
values for Lawshe’s content validity ratio. Meas Eval Couns Dev.
2012;45(3):197-210.

29. Nevo B. Face validity revisited. J Educ Meas. 1985;22(4):287-93.

30. Closset S, Henry L. Validation qualitative du TOPL-2 version
francaise. 1985;22(4):287-293.

31. Alduais A, Shoeib R, Al-Hammadi FS, Al-Malki KH, Alenezi FH.
Measuring pragmatic language in children with developmental
dysphasia: comparing results of Arabic versions of TOPL-2 and CELF-
4 (PP and ORS subtests).
Int J Engl Linguist (IJL). 2012;4(2):475-94.

32. Carvalho CAFd, Lucio PS, Avila CRBd, editors. Psychometric
equivalence of the Brazilian version of the Test of Pragmatic Language
2-TOPL-2. CoDAS; 2015: SciELO Brasil.

http://fdj.iums.ac.ir
Func Disabil J. 2019 (Apr 10); 2:10 5



~ Original Article
http://fdj.iums.ac.ir
Function & Disability Journal

Func Disabil J. 2019 (Apr 20);2:10. https://doi.org/10.34171/fdj.2.10

1F 90 5095 48 "pgd Cuwl 9 g— sl (wlidd 39 )5 (990 3T (o ) Ak (Tiwmilg y S S Ll ok g 402
Al
g i b wile 55 e e O LS e 5

Ol (S pole olils Lokl oyl (Sig pole olKiils Sleyo,liss lad)bhs elecis )
Oyl Koy pole olfiils lidos aeS (ol (S5 pole olKisls Y

Ol olRails yujae g JLobiwl o piseilss o (g oo pole oKl Sloys ke ol bs selecan ¥

Vs>

(b i g 4z s oAl LS g S0l SYNS al5id ol il il gl 5055 50 (5 (oelido )5 slo g (2] oo
o adllas (pl Bam o)ls ol coeal 0l (b jo pleys 5 Sl Ul aslsl sl (bl l SIS ple g Gl (eulido )5 3L
ol 53208 5 3 bl 031 Sy (altis (T Mpgd Calngm by (ol )8 g3l s b a5 UL 5 s,

S 81y 93] el s 5 95 01055 52 (o)l 05 @ (g5l e Slez Sl plesle S5 G sabaie sadllls (pl o bl
VE 50 rnb 590l0nals Ve e ol s 0l 5 5 0 (i il iploys LIS (masie 15 VO olSgs jladgy Gigy bel bl s,
85 )18 gy 090 | Al

5 YIA wle Impact factor .cisls s ojle oy, "pss Canl gl (cwliisd )5 ge3]" (o)l ddens 4l o lid gl basdl
g VY GV CVR sy bg, bl 1 5 sl il + VA 51 208 OV o5 clsi sgmg (glysS b el )3 F/OY

lotaly 5 5 (omsp slp cmslie bl 5 2lsy o 5 0 laibisl It S5 M pgs Cenlig by (ouslido )5 (gal" (a8 ASs 15 Az
Ll Cobl Gleys 5 (il 38150 5 LoSGidS gyl Lo (sLad 5o Jll ol g Sl 5055 ) (ol )5 sla Sy (seineyo alSlae
ool

0Ly ool )5 (bl (s by owliisd ) Ggesl iaojlgunds


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4839-0135

