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~tad~ task before and after therapy 
formulating and evaluating language 

s aeeerding to the numbers and patterns of 
t reseals. Results indicated that (1) patterns of 

were associated with different clinical populations; 
efficiently analyzed and utilized for formulating 
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imitation procedures can be effectively used to 
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procedure known as elicited imitation 
uistic competence. Thq based their 

model sentence to imitate, the 
ctive rules commensurate with, but 

opment . Their data revealed that 
sentence processing ability, the 

model sentence into a more 
that by systematically varying 

, and analyzing discrepancies 
the model and child’s version, it would be possible to efficiently 

sented elicited imitation as an experimental 
arded as a conservative estimate oflinguis- 

tic competence, several attempts have been made to use El procedures clinically 
(Sray and Ryan, 1973; Carrow, 1974a,b; Schwartz and Daly, 1974). Elicited 
imitation procedures appear to offer clinicians an efficient and relatively simple 
measure of language performance, in that the results reportedly agree closely with 
data obtained through Developmental Sentence Scoring procedures (Cornelius, 
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E3uericht et al., 197 
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Fig. I. Mean number of cc rrect responses, omission errors, and substitution errors on p~e~e~p~ 
administration of the PCL‘I elicited imitation task. 
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Mean Number of l,tesponses on Three Grammatical !&UCtlUCS fOr 
after Therapy 

Intervention 

stwegy 

Auxiliary verbs 
I,___i_l_y__ 

Co 0 s C 

Langwge and 
articulation 

Pre 19.10 2.10 1.80 16.20 0. 0. 0 
Articulation Post 20.70 0.50 1.80 15.70 0.40 2. lO.$O 0.10 0.M 

Pre 

Fluency Post 

(I C = correct; 0 =.’ omission; S = substitution. 

based on the results from the elicited imitati 
effect of increa!;ing the number of correct res 
and type of aror responses :or language disordered &ildren. 

The effects of therapy for each treatment group are fu 
This figure shc~lws the mean difference scores on the 

n each grammatical cons 
particular interest is the 

for children in th 
correct responsts for 
interrogative reversal 
pattern of omission 
clinicians indicated that of the SO clock hours of 1 
subjects in the language therapy group, 25 were s 

irregular verb forms. 

bows of therap:y on this particul 

in the fluency group on the posttherapy measure provides supp 

the elicited imitation measure to detect errors in grammatical rule usage. 
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Fig. 2. Mean differences in correct, omission, and substitution responses on three grammatical 

structures for subjects in each intervention strategy as a function of thempy. 
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manner consistent with their g 

“normal sentence processing s 
Only if the sentencee exceeds the 
reflect productive capacities. 

to the grammatical complexity. 

El task does not exceed that on s 

0w , 1974b), Cornelius ( 1 
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tained. They maintain that as response rate decline 
can decrease and tlhat the duration of the pro 

In summary, the results of this study indicate 
can be used to identify specific e 
certain clinical populations, and t 

findings suggest tkt clinicians can 
productive grammatical rules in an 
imitation procedures. In light of the growing 
performance on this type of proc 
warrants serious consideration i 
ease and brevity of administration. 

This study was conducted during the 1974 session of The 
Michigan Speech and Hearing Camp (Shady Trails). The authors 
Carla lb-and-Duxtin for her assistance in data cdleetion. Requests for 
may be directed to David A. Daly, University of Michigan 
Hearing Sciences, 1111 E, Catherine Street, Ann Arbor, 
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