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 Background

“After almost two decades of official multilingual-
ism in South Africa, SLTs’ practices remain a poor 
reflection of the multilingual and multicultural 
realities of the population. This is especially strik-
ing given that the focus of our work is on this very 
aspect: language.”

Van Dulm and Southwood (2013, p. 55)

South Africa is a richly diverse, multilingual, 
multicultural country with a progressive constitu-
tion that recognizes 11 official languages: nine 
indigenous languages from the Bantu1 group and 
two West-Germanic languages. The Bantu lan-
guages include isiZulu, isiXhosa, Sepedi, Setswana, 
Sesotho, Xitsonga, siSwati, Tshivenda, and isiNde-
bele. The West-Germanic languages are English 
and Afrikaans. In addition to these official lan-
guages, people in the region speak a range of other 
indigenous languages, together with languages 
spoken by immigrants from the rest of Africa and 
beyond. South African Sign Language is also used 
across the country, although not yet recognized as 
an official language. The linguistic diversity of the 
region is accompanied by similar cultural variety, 
which coupled with the country’s often-troubled 
history and social and economic challenges, cre-
ates a dynamic and complex environment rich in 
opportunity.

Speech–language therapists (SLTs) and audi-
ologists working in this context are tasked with 
providing equitable services to all people of the 
country. They face innumerable challenges in 
doing so, variously described by authors such as 

1 The word “Bantu” has negative connotations for many South 
Africans who associate it with the apartheid regime and 
derogatory usage. In this chapter, we use the term in a linguis-
tic sense to describe the language family to which many of our 
indigenous languages belong, in keeping with international 
usage.

Jordaan and Yelland (2003), Pascoe and Norman 
(2011), and Van Dulm and Southwood (2013). In 
this chapter, we focus specifically on challenges 
faced by SLTs in carrying out reliable and valid 
clinical assessment of the communication of chil-
dren and adults in this context. It is widely acknowl-
edged that there is a lack of assessment instruments 
designed for and standardized on the South African 
population (Jordaan & Yelland, 2003; Mdlalo et al., 
2016; Penn, 1998; Van Dulm & Southwood, 2013). 
Here, we aim to describe the challenges faced by 
SLTs in assessment and focus in particular on 
assessments that have been developed for the con-
text, the methodologies that underpin their devel-
opment, and future work that needs to be done. 
Alongside these assessment- related challenges, 
opportunities abound to study under-researched 
languages, develop new assessment materials and 
protocols, and set standards for the clinical training 
of SLTs and audiologists that speak directly to the 
multilingual, multicultural environment and place 
us at the forefront of the profession in terms of 
embracing this diversity.

There are many different ways in which South 
African SLTs might increase the relevance of their 
practice for the people of the country. These have 
been discussed from epistemological (Kathard & 
Pillay, 2013; Penn, 2014), clinical training (Singh 
et al., 2015; Watermeyer & Barratt, 2013), and cur-
riculum (Seabi et al., 2014) perspectives. There is 
an urgent imperative to recruit and train more mul-
tilingual SLTs, specifically speakers of African lan-
guages who will ensure that the demographics of 
the SLT workforce better match that of the popula-
tion. In this chapter, we limit our focus to just one 
of the ways in which this increased relevance 
might be achieved, namely, through the develop-
ment of culturally and linguistically appropriate 
assessments.

 Current Challenges

Contextually relevant resources have been described 
as any tools (assessments, intervention programs, or 
guidelines) used with a specific population in a spe-
cific setting that were developed with that popula-
tion and setting in mind (Pascoe & Norman, 2011). 
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Given the limited range of contextually relevant 
assessments available for children and adults in 
South Africa, how do clinicians typically proceed? 
Van Dulm and Southwood (2013) carried out a 
national survey of SLTs working with children in 
South Africa. Results suggested that English-
speaking South African children are often assessed 
with British or American instruments, with or with-
out replacement of inappropriate vocabulary items. 
For Afrikaans-speaking children, translated ver-
sions of some of the British/US-based assessments 
are used. Informal assessments are also frequently 
administered with clinicians sometimes devising 
their own assessments or making their own transla-
tions of tests. Van Dulm and Southwood’s survey 
indicated that there are a few tests available in some 
of the Bantu languages (e.g., Sepedi and isiXhosa 
translations of some tests), but for most of these lan-
guages, there is nothing at all.

Simply translating an assessment from one lan-
guage into another does not make it appropriate. 
Languages are not always equivalent to each other 
in terms of lexical items or structure. Furthermore, 
the culture and context of the target population 
need to be considered to avoid misinterpretation of 
results (Van der Merwe & le Roux, 2014). There is 
a growing drive to develop or adapt assessment 
tools and procedures to match the needs of popula-
tions and take different worldviews into account. 
Carter et al. (2006) emphasized the need to develop 
culturally appropriate materials that take cultural 
variation and potential cultural bias into account. 
Their work in Kenya led to suggestions for clini-
cians assessing or treating children from a culture 
different from their own. These included a focus 
on the influence of culture on performance, famil-
iarity with the testing situation, the effect of formal 
education, and picture recognition. Gladstone 
et al. (2010) used focus groups to identify impor-
tant local concepts and developmental milestones 
when creating a developmental assessment for 
children in Malawi. This was done in preference to 
simply translating and adapting available tools 
from other settings. The focus groups highlighted 
social milestones and social intelligence as impor-
tant components of development for the commu-
nity, aspects which existing tests may have 
emphasized less. It should be noted that for many 

cultures the idea of assessment or testing is itself 
peculiar and “…a particularly Western middle- 
class phenomenon as the manner, content and cri-
teria for evaluation are firmly embedded within 
middle-class culture and standards” (Solarsh & 
Alant, 2006, p. 2).

One of the problems with the administration of 
assessments developed for different populations 
may be the inaccurate identification of individuals 
with communication difficulties, leading to either 
over or under referral. Pascoe et al. (2015) assessed 
English-speaking children in Cape Town, South 
Africa, using the Diagnostic Evaluation of 
Articulation and Phonology (Dodd et  al., 2002). 
Before considering the adaptations necessary to 
account for dialectal differences (as advised by the 
developers of the test), the prevalence of speech 
difficulties was noted to be 21% of the 3-year-olds 
sampled. However, this figure fell to 6.66% once 
dialectal differences were taken into account. 
South African English is the variety of English 
spoken in South Africa, and it contains distin-
guishing vowel and consonantal features that must 
be considered in a phonology assessment (see sec-
tion “The Languages of South Africa” for further 
details). Another example of the dangers of using 
unadapted materials comes from Wilson and 
Moodley (1999). These authors showed that the 
use of the Central Institute for the Deaf, Test W-22 
wordlist (a speech discrimination test developed in 
the USA and widely used by South African audi-
ologists), is problematic. The participants spoke 
South African English as their home language and 
had hearing thresholds within normal limits yet 
still performed more poorly than their US counter-
parts on whom the norms are based. If an assess-
ment is inappropriate or inaccurate and does not 
take cultural variation and the potential for cultural 
bias into account, results will not be accurate, and 
intervention may be inappropriate or even harmful 
(Carter et al., 2006).

Similar to an earlier survey by Jordaan and 
Yelland (2003), Van Dulm and Southwood’s 
(2013) survey reported that all SLT respondents 
were fluent in English. However, the proportion 
able to provide services in an indigenous African 
language was 15%, lower than the figure estimated 
by Jordaan and Yelland 10  years before (25%). 
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Less than one-fifth of the SLTs surveyed could 
serve clients in a Bantu language, although 
approximately 80% of South Africans speak lan-
guages from this group as their home language 
(Statistics South Africa, 2012). This disparity 
between the languages in which SLTs can provide 
services and the country’s demographics is strik-
ing and remarked on with increasing frequency 
(Jordaan & Kunene Nicolas, 2016; Mdlalo et al., 
2016; Pascoe & Norman, 2011; Van Dulm & 
Southwood, 2013).

This issue of language mismatch between cli-
nician and client is, of course, not a uniquely 
South African problem. At an international level, 
the profession has increasingly focused on the 
need to serve multilingual, multicultural popula-
tions and ways in which this might be done 
(Leadbeater & Litosseliti, 2014; Legg & Penn, 
2013; Verdon, Wong, & McLeod, 2015; Verdon, 
McLeod, & Wong, 2015). The International 
Expert Panel on Multilingual Children’s Speech 
(McLeod et  al., 2016) drafted guidelines for 
addressing this very issue, irrespective of context. 
The principles detailed in that document are help-
ful in framing assessment as a broad information- 
gathering process comprising of case history 
taking, informal observations, and formal assess-
ment that should ideally include all languages 
spoken by a child. Although access to formal 
assessments is mentioned as a key part of the pro-
cess, the document is a helpful reminder that for-
mal assessment tools are just one part of a larger 
assessment process. In terms of formal assess-
ment tools, the authors detail a step-by-step process 
which begins with “1: [SLTs should] familiarize 
themselves with the language and assessment 
tool/test” (p. 11). Using this as a guide, we have 

structured the remainder of the chapter as fol-
lows: section “The Languages of South Africa” 
describes the official languages of South African 
in further detail, section “Assessment” gives an 
overview of assessment principles in general, and 
in section “A Review of Current Assessments”, 
we review assessments that have been developed 
or adapted for use in the South African context.

 The Languages of South Africa

A deeper knowledge of all the local languages is 
essential if we are to provide the same level of ser-
vice to all people in South Africa. To reach a greater 
level of understanding will require multidisci-
plinary research teams comprising linguists, psy-
chologists, and SLTs (Jordaan & Kunene Nicolas, 
2016). In the section that follows, we focus on the 
official languages of the country and describe them 
in further detail.

IsiZulu is the most widely spoken language in 
South Africa, with 22.7% of the population speak-
ing it as a first language. This is followed by isiX-
hosa (16%), Afrikaans (13.5%), and English 
(9.6%). Figure 17.1 summarizes the first- language 
distribution of the population of South Africa 
(based on Statistics South Africa, 2012).

Although English has one of the smaller home 
language bases in South Africa, it is generally 
thought to be the country’s lingua franca and the 
dominant language of trade and industry, science 
and technology, politics, and education. English is 
widely favored as the language of learning and 
teaching in many South African schools, espe-
cially from Grade 4 (Lafon, 2008; Posel & Zeller, 
2016). Many children thus have home languages 
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Fig. 17.1 Percentage of the first-language speakers in South Africa. (Based on Statistics South Africa, 2012)
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different from their language of instruction in 
school, which may affect their academic develop-
ment. The language situation is a complex one 
where the majority languages of isiZulu and isiX-
hosa actually have a minority status when consid-
ering aspects like education and availability of 
clinical resources and personnel.

Multilingualism is widespread in South Africa 
with most people being able to speak a mix of 
different languages. The many languages (offi-
cial and unofficial) influence each other widely 
so that, for example, isiXhosa contains words 
borrowed from Afrikaans, and most South 
Africans, irrespective of their first language, will 
know words like hayibo! (an expression of 
surprise deriving from isiZulu) and braai (an 
Afrikaans word meaning barbecue). The distri-
bution of languages varies by region, with, for 
example, isiXhosa being the main language spo-
ken in the Eastern Cape and isiZulu being the 
dominant language in KwaZulu-Natal. isiZulu 
is also the most frequently spoken language in 
Gauteng, although by a smaller proportion of 
people. Afrikaans is the most widely spoken 
home language in the Western Cape.

The Bantu languages of South Africa are 
divided into two main groups: the Nguni group 
comprising isiZulu, isiXhosa, Siswati, and 
Ndebele and the Sotho-Tswana languages com-
prising Northern Sesotho (Sesotho sa Leboa or 
Sepedi), Southern Sesotho, and Setswana. 
Although the languages within these families are 
separate in their own right, the languages of the 
Nguni and Sotho-Tswana families are closely 
related, especially in terms of syntax and lexicon, 
and, for the most part, are intelligible to a first- 
language speaker of one of the languages in the 
group. They all have a subject-verb-object (SVO) 
structure and agglutinative verb structure and are 
tone languages (Zerbian & Krifka, 2008). One of 
the most widely known and well-described fea-
tures of the Bantu languages is the noun-class 
system where each noun is assigned to a specific 
class (ranging from 12 to 20 depending on the 
language) and creates a system of grammatical 
agreement (for further information, see Demuth, 
2000; Smouse et al., 2012). Each of the languages 
comprises a range of dialects deserving of further 

study and consideration in clinical contexts. For 
example, isiXhosa is characterized by a number 
of dialects described in detail by Gxilishe (1996) 
including the Thembu, Gcaleka, Cele, and Bhaca 
dialects. Each dialect is linked to a specific geo-
graphical region of the country, and although 
mutually intelligible, the differences between the 
dialects can be marked.

Focusing on the two Germanic languages of 
English and Afrikaans, South African English 
comprises two main varieties commonly referred 
to as L2 Black South African English (BSAE) and 
L1 English, formerly known as White South 
African English (WSAE) (De Klerk, 1999; Lass, 
2004; Mesthrie, 2017). These well-documented 
world English varieties are in a state of flux that 
mirrors the dynamic socio-political environment 
of South Africa. Mesthrie (2017) describes the 
way in which “traditional” features of these vari-
eties are changing and how the prestigious former 
WSAE is no longer the preserve of whites only, as 
South African society deracializes following the 
demise of apartheid. BSAE is the dialect spoken 
by first-language speakers of Bantu languages 
and may also be a regional dialect for some first-
language English speakers (De Klerk, 1999; De 
Klerk & Gough, 2004; Van Rooy, 2008). Defining 
features of the variety include reduced contrasts 
between short and long vowels; the use of fewer 
central vowels; realization of /θ, ð/ as plosives 
/t, d/; and palatal fricatives /ʃ, ʒ/ produced as 
alveolars /s, z/ (De Klerk & Gough, 2004; Van 
Rooy, 2008). Devoicing processes are frequently 
reported (Lass, 2004; Van Rooy, 2008). In light of 
the variations within South African English, and 
the features that define it as a variety distinct from 
other varieties of English, including those in 
which the majority of standardized tests are 
normed, it is essential that assessment and therapy 
materials are adapted for the South African con-
text. South African English (SAE) is described as 
morphologically impoverished when compared to 
Bantu languages such as isiXhosa, although it 
does have subject-verb agreement, making it less 
morphologically impoverished than Afrikaans 
which has no noun classes, noun prefixes, or 
overtly marked subject- verb/object-verb agree-
ment (Potgieter & Southwood, 2016). Afrikaans, 
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the third most widely spoken language in South 
Africa (Statistics South Africa, 2012), derives 
from Dutch and has been influenced by other 
languages such as English, Malay, German, 
Portuguese, French, and some of the Bantu lan-
guages. It is a dominant language in the Western 
and Northern Cape regions of the country and, like 
all of the languages, has a range of different dialects 
linked to different socioeconomic groups and geo-
graphical location.

Van der Merwe and le Roux (2014) discuss the 
notion of language-specific symptoms of speech, 
language, and hearing disorders. They suggest 
that while there are likely universal language- 
independent symptoms associated with specific 
communication disorders, there will typically 
also be a set of characteristics specific to a given 
language. Thus, for example, developmental pho-
nological processes are thought to be universal 
across all languages, but cluster reduction may 
apply only to languages that contain consonant 
clusters and final consonant deletion only to those 
where words end in consonants. Salient features 
of disorders are often described based only on 
English language investigations. We need to view 
these studies critically, with an awareness of how 
the difficulty would be experienced by speakers 
of other languages and cultures. Since English 
and Afrikaans are both Germanic languages, the 
difficulties could be similar for these languages 
but are likely to be very different for the Bantu 
languages. Van der Merwe and le Roux (2014) 
describe the idiosyncratic features of the sound 
systems of some of the indigenous languages, 
suggesting that the first step for SLTs working in 
South Africa is to understand the reality of Bantu 
language-specific symptoms. We should be aware 
that the languages contain sound characteristics 
that do not occur in the Germanic languages and 
the features are not always represented ortho-
graphically. These authors suggest that stimuli 
selection for assessment and therapy has to be 
considered carefully. Diemer et al. (2015) provide 
an excellent example of this careful consideration 
in their paper on phonological awareness assess-
ment in isiXhosa. They provide a critical review 
of what is known about phonological awareness 
in the Bantu languages and note that “In adapting 
a phonological awareness test from a structurally 

very different language, such as English, a num-
ber of decisions must be made about what tasks to 
use, what linguistic segments to target, how the 
test relates to the linguistic structure and how to 
administer the test” (p. 332).

 Assessment

Assessment is a key component of clinical practice 
in SLT. The use of valid and reliable tools is vital for 
the accurate identification of speech and language 
difficulties. Once such difficulties have been identi-
fied, assessment of an individual’s strengths and 
weaknesses is needed to plan appropriate interven-
tion. Dockrell and Marshall (2015, p.  116) note, 
“Effective targeted interventions and the ability to 
monitor progress require tools that are reliable, 
valid and fit for purpose.” Although such steps are 
fundamental in the training of SLTs, being able to 
undertake such assessment presupposes that valid 
and reliable tools are available for the particular set-
ting and that the use of the tools will mean that best 
practice for management can be adopted. Reviews 
and critiques of available assessments have been 
undertaken by Friberg (2010), McLeod and Verdon 
(2014), and Dockrell and Marshall (2015). These 
papers highlight the psychometric properties that 
need to be considered when evaluating assessments 
and emphasize the complex nature of human lan-
guage and interactions. Dockrell and Marshall 
(2015) emphasize the value of dynamic assessment 
as a means of fairly evaluating the skills of individu-
als from a range of different language and cultural 
backgrounds. McLeod and Verdon’s (2014) review 
focused on speech assessment in languages other 
than English. They described 30 speech assess-
ments covering 19 languages. Approximately half 
(53.3%) were norm- referenced, with the number of 
children in the normative samples ranging between 
145 and 2568. Many of the assessments met the psy-
chometric criteria for operationalization, although 
only a small number provided sensitivity and speci-
ficity data. These authors noted that in situations 
where bilingualism is typical, norms should include 
data for bilingual children.

Norm-referenced tests involve a comparison 
of an individual’s score in relation to the scores 
obtained by a sample of the population. The indi-

M. Pascoe and S. Singh
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vidual’s score is compared to the performance of 
the sample and placed in relation to it, that is, it is 
better than most, poorer than most, comparable 
to the average score obtained by the sample. 
Most speech and language assessments use this 
approach. Kester and Brice (2010) suggest that 
when evaluating an assessment, the norm group 
be carefully considered. Aspects that should be 
considered include representation and the extent 
to which the group is characteristic of a particular 
population. The factors considered most important 
are age, grade level, gender, geographic region, 
ethnicity, and socioeconomic status. Guidelines 
suggest that the number of participants should 
be at least 100 per cell for standardizing a test 
(Vergouwe et al., 2005).

For some purposes, national norms may be 
most relevant. In other cases, the norms of a spe-
cific subgroup may be more relevant.

Criterion-referenced assessments are different in 
that they compare an individual’s performance to a 
predetermined standard or desirable level. Many 
educational assessments follow this format in which 
learners must meet an acceptable standard to pass 
an examination or grade. An example of a commu-
nication assessment that follows a criterion-refer-
enced approach is the Rossetti Infant-Toddler 
Language Scales (Rossetti, 1990). As such, it does 
not matter how learners perform in relation to one 
another, rather than they meet the grade (or not).

Validity is an estimate of whether a test mea-
sures what it intends to measure. Reliability refers 
to how consistently the test measures what it mea-
sures. Standardized assessments usually involve 
large-scale studies providing an estimate of valid-
ity and reliability. These constructs are linked to 
each other since a test that measures what it pur-
ports to measure is more likely to yield consistent 
and reliable results. Kester and Brice (2010) note 
that a test must have a high reliability if it is to 
achieve high estimates of validity. Estimates of 
reliability and validity can range from 0.0 to 1.0 
with 0.6 and above being considered as high. 
There are multiple types of validity, discussed in 
detail by Kester and Brice (2010). In brief, content 

validity refers to whether an instrument takes all 
content into consideration. For example, a speech 
assessment that only included two consonants 
would not cover the entire domain of phonology. 
Judgments about content validity are usually made 
by experts in the field. Criterion-related validity 
involves a comparison of the tool to another 
instrument that measures the same thing. Criterion-
related validity would look at the correlation between 
scores on similar tests. Predictive validity refers to 
an assessment’s ability to predict something. For 
example, a high score on a single-word speech 
assessment may predict high levels of intelligibil-
ity. Concurrent validity is an estimate of the ability 
to distinguish between groups that are different. 
For example, when assessing two groups of chil-
dren (those diagnosed with speech difficulties and 
those who are judged to be typically developing), 
we would expect the assessment to yield very dif-
ferent scores for the two groups.

If we are to move forward in the development of 
assessments appropriate for the different languages 
and people of South Africa, we need to start by 
gathering sets of normative data. Writing about 
sub-Saharan Africa more generally, Alcock et  al. 
(2015, p. 764) note “the current lack of appropriate 
tools is associated with a dearth of systematic stud-
ies of typical development.” The collection and 
analysis of normative data will lead to a database of 
what is typical and thus a better understanding of 
the difficulties that may occur. Since this knowl-
edge of what to expect may inform the way in 
which assessments are designed, it is reasonable to 
ask whether the collection of normative data should 
happen before the development of assessments – or 
alternatively, is it only possible to obtain data once 
an assessment has been developed for this purpose? 
Different researchers have taken different appro-
aches in their work, but in general, it seems as if the 
two areas need to advance together in parallel. 
Normative data is typically collected using an early 
version of an assessment tool. The data collected – 
and the process of collecting it  – then leads to 
refinement of the tool, and so on, in a spiral 
process.
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 A Review of Current Assessments

In this review, we focus specifically on assess-
ments in the official South African languages 
designed for use by SLTs in South Africa. There 
are many unpublished studies (e.g., honors and 
postgraduate student projects; informal assess-
ments by clinicians), which have an important 
contribution to make and have been included in the 
reviews by Penn (1998), Mphahlele (2006), and 
Mdlalo (2013). However, for the purposes of this 
review, we have selectively limited our focus to 
published projects in SLT and therefore cannot 
claim to be exhaustive. We have included assess-
ments based on parental questionnaires and screen-
ing tools. In the following sections, we analyze 
the assessments by language, clinical domain, and 
methodology. This is followed in section “Discussion 
and Future Plans” by a discussion of the findings and 
implications for future work.

 Description of Assessments by 
Language

Table 17.1 details the available assessments by 
language. There are 27 assessments that met the 
criteria set in our review. Of these the greatest 
number (10) was for Afrikaans, followed by five 
assessments for isiXhosa, and four for isiZulu. 
Sepedi and SAE both have three assessments, 
whereas Setswana has one. The other languages, 
Sesotho, Tshivenda, Siswati, Xitsonga, and 
isiNdebele, do not have any known/published 
assessments  – aside from the Intelligibility in 
Context Scale (ICS) that was adapted for all of the 
South African languages (see Pascoe & McLeod, 
2016). It is interesting to note that although 
Sesotho does not have any freely available assess-
ments, it is one of the Bantu languages that has 
been relatively well studied, especially in terms of 
children’s language acquisition. There is a fairly 
substantial body of knowledge about the nature of 
children’s acquisition in this language (e.g., 
Demuth, 1990, 2007), and although an assessment 
tool remains to be developed, Sesotho is ahead of 
some other languages that have early versions of 
assessment tools but very limited associated nor-
mative data.

 Description of Assessments by 
Clinical Domain

Table 17.2 shows that the language assessments 
that have been developed or translated cluster in a 
few specific areas. It is clear that more work has 
been conducted relating to children than adults. 
There are just four assessments described here that 
focus on adults with acquired speech and language 
difficulties: the adaptations by Mosdell et  al. 
(2010) of the Boston Naming Test and Cookie 
Theft Test which form part of the Groote Schuur 
Neurocognitive Assessment Battery (see also 
Balchin, 2008), preliminary work around a trans-
lated version of the Western Aphasia Battery by 
Barratt et  al. (2012), and Fouche and Van der 
Merwe’s (1999) speech intelligibility test designed 
for use with Sepedi adults with dysarthria or other 
acquired neurogenic speech  difficulties. The 
development process described in these papers is a 
complex one, detailing work in progress rather 
than fully validated tools complete with psycho-
metric data. There is much other work being 
undertaken in the development of assessments for 
adults with communication impairments in South 
Africa such as that by Allie et al. (2015) focusing 
on apraxia of speech in isiXhosa-speaking adults 
and work describing alternative methods to assess-
ment using ethnographic approaches and narra-
tives to more completely grasp the socio-cultural 
background of individuals (Legg, 2010; Legg & 
Penn, 2013; Penn, 2014).

For children, the assessments in Table 17.2 clus-
ter around the domains of speech (four assess-
ments), literacy and phonological awareness (two 
assessments), lexical development (eight assess-
ments), language (seven assessments), and general 
development (including language). Van der Merwe 
and le Roux (2014) and Van Biljon et al. (2015) note 
that the development of articulation assessment pro-
tocols is needed for each of the Bantu languages and 
provide some guidelines that might be used in 
developing these, as well as potential research ques-
tions that this type of work might address. Although 
there is no children’s speech assessment included 
for isiZulu, Naidoo et  al. (2005) have undertaken 
studies of isiZulu phonology, which have added 
considerably to our knowledge of isiZulu speech 
development. Parent- administered scales (such as 
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Table 17.1 South African speech and language assessments by language

Afrikaans 1.  Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Multilingual Assessment Instrument for 
Narratives (LITMUS-MAIN-Afrikaans, Gagarina et al., 2012)

2.  Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Cross-Linguistic Lexical Tasks (LITMUS-
CLT-AF, Southwood, 2012a; Klop et al., 2012)

3.  Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language Therapy (REALt, Southwood & Van Dulm, 
2012)

4.  Mullen Scales of Early Learning (Bornman et al., 2010 based on Mullen, 1995)
5.  Ages and Stages Questionnaires (ASQ, Bornman et al., 2010 based on Squires et al., 1999)
6.  Boston Naming and Cookie Theft Tests (Mosdell et al., 2010)
7.  Diagnostic Evaluation of Language Variation (DELV-A, Van Dulm & Southwood, 2008)
8.  Phonological Awareness and Early Literacy Test (PAELT, Adnams et al., 2007 based on 

Nadler-Nir, 1997 and Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1993)
9.  Afrikaanse Reseptiewe Woordeskattoets (ARW, Afrikaans Receptive Vocabulary Test, Buitendag 

et al., 1998)
10.  Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Alant & Beukes, 1986)

isiXhosa 1.  Phonological Awareness Tasks (Diemer et al., 2015)
2.  Masincokoleni Speech Assessment (Maphalala et al., 2014)
3.  Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Cross-linguistic Lexical Tasks (LITMUS-CLT-

XHO, Southwood & Potgieter, 2013)
4.  Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language Therapy (REALt, Southwood & Van Dulm, 

2012)
5.  Boston Naming and Cookie Theft Tests (Mosdell et al., 2010)

isiZulu 1.  Picture Naming Game (PiNG, Kunene Nicolas & Ahmed, 2016 based on Bello et al., 2012)
2.  Western Aphasia Battery (WAB, Barratt et al., 2012)
3.  Test of Ability to Explain (Solarsh & Alant, 2006)
4.  IsiZulu Expressive and Receptive Language Assessment (ZERLA, Bortz, 1997)

Sepedi 1.  Non-Word Repetition Test (Wilsenach, 2016)
2.  Speech Intelligibility Test (Fouche & Van der Merwe, 1999)
3.  Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Pakendorf & Alant, 1997)

Setswana 1.  Setswana Speech Assessment (Mahura & Pascoe, 2016)
South 
African 
English

1. Language Development Survey (LDS-SA, Gonasillan et al., 2013)
2.  Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Cross-linguistic Lexical Tasks (LITMUS-CLT-

SAE, Southwood, 2012b)
3.  Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language Therapy (REALt, Southwood & Van Dulm, 

2012)
All official 
languages

1.  Intelligibility in Context Scale (ICS, Pascoe & McLeod, 2016)

the ICS, Language Development Survey, Mullen 
Scales of Early Learning, and Ages and Stages 
Questionnaires [ASQ]) have not always been 
included in reviews of assessments because they do 
not always test children directly and are more likely 
to be criterion rather than norm-referenced. We con-
sider that they have a very important place in the 
assessment of young children and their families, 
and the growing number of tools of this nature testi-
fies to this. Outside the parameters of our selective 
review, Abdoola (2015) describes a project translat-
ing the ASQ (Squires et al., 1999) into Hindi, one of 
the local Indian languages.

There are lexical assessments for five of the 
South African languages (isiXhosa, isiZulu, 
Sepedi, Afrikaans, SAE). Earlier projects describe 
the adaptation of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary 
Test (revised, Dunn & Dunn, 2007) into Afrikaans 
and Sepedi. This was followed by the development 
of the Afrikaanse Reseptiewe Woordeskattoets 
(ARW, Afrikaans Receptive Vocabulary Test) by 
Buitendag et al. (1998). This well-validated test is 
still widely used by clinicians in South Africa 
(including 30% of the respondents in Van Dulm 
and Southwood’s survey of SLTs) and has been 
cited in  local research studies focusing on 
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Table 17.2 South African speech and language assessments by domain

Speech 1.  isiXhosa: Masincokoleni Speech Assessment (Maphalala et al., 2014)
2.  Sepedi: Non-Word Repetition Testa (Wilsenach, 2016)
3.  Setswana: Speech Assessment (Mahura & Pascoe, 2016)
4.  Ten South African Languages: Intelligibility in Context Scale (ICS, Pascoe & McLeod, 

2016)
Phonological  
awareness/literacy

1.  Afrikaans: Phonological Awareness and Early Literacy Test (PAELT, Adnams et al., 2007 
based on Nadler-Nir, 1997 and Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1993)

2.  IsiXhosa: Phonological Awareness Tasks (Diemer et al., 2015)

Lexicon/ 
vocabulary

1.  Afrikaans: Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Cross-linguistic Lexical Tasks 
(LITMUS-CLT-AF, Southwood, 2012a; Klop et al., 2012)

2. Afrikaans: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Alant & Beukes, 1986)
3.  Afrikaanse Reseptiewe Woordeskattoets (ARW, Afrikaans Receptive Vocabulary Test, 

Buitendag et al., 1998)
4.  isiXhosa: Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Cross-linguistic Lexical Tasks 

(LITMUS-CLT- XHO, Southwood & Potgieter, 2013)
5.  isiZulu: Picture Naming Game (PiNG, Kunene Nicolas & Ahmed, 2016 based on Bello 

et al., 2012)
6.  South African English: Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Cross-linguistic 

Lexical Tasks (LITMUS-CLT-SAE, Southwood, 2012b)
7.  Sepedi: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Pakendorf & Alant, 1997)
8.  South African English: Language Development Survey (LDS-SA, Gonasillan et al., 2013)

Language 
(expressive  
and receptive)

1.  Afrikaans: Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language Therapy (REALt, Southwood 
& Van Dulm, 2012)

2.  Afrikaans: Diagnostic Evaluation of Language Variation (DELV-A, Van Dulm & 
Southwood, 2008)

3.  isiXhosa: Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language Therapy (REALt, Southwood 
& Van Dulm, 2012)

4.  isiZulu: Test of Ability to Explain (Solarsh & Alant, 2006)
5.  isiZulu: isiZulu Expressive and Receptive Language Assessment (ZERLA, Bortz, 1997)

6.  South African English: Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language Therapy  
(REALt, Southwood & Van Dulm, 2012)

7.  Language Impairment in a Multilingual Society: Multilingual Assessment Instrument for 
Narratives (LITMUS-MAIN- Afrikaans, Gagarina et al., 2012)

General 
development, 
including language

1.  Afrikaans: Mullen Scales of Early Learning (Bornman et al., 2010 based on Mullen, 1995)

2.  Afrikaans: Ages and Stages Questionnaires (ASQ, Bornman et al., 2010 based on Squires 
et al., 1999)

Acquired 
neurogenic 
difficulties (adult 
assessments)

1.  Afrikaans: Boston Naming and Cookie Theft Tests (Mosdell et al., 2010)

2.  isiXhosa: Boston Naming and Cookie Theft Tests (Mosdell et al., 2010)
3.  isiZulu: Western Aphasia Battery (Barratt et al., 2012)
4.  Sepedi: Speech Intelligibility Test (Fouche & Van der Merwe, 1999)

aThis assessment could also have been included under the phonological awareness/literacy category since non-word 
repetition tasks yield information about both speech production and phonological awareness

Afrikaans-speaking children (e.g., Southwood & 
Van Dulm, 2016). More recently, Southwood and 
her team at the University of Stellenbosch devel-
oped lexical assessments for isiXhosa, Afrikaans, 
and SAE which are linked to each other and other 
languages studied as part of a bigger cross-linguis-

tic project. This type of study is effective in show-
ing both the applied value of a newly developed 
tool and the theoretical value that can be obtained 
when languages are compared and contrasted with 
each other. The Picture Naming Game (PiNG, 
Bello et al., 2012) is a relatively new assessment of 
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lexicon in children, initially devised for Italian and 
now adapted for isiZulu (Kunene Nicolas & 
Ahmed, 2016).

Some assessments have been designed to com-
prehensively assess children’s expressive and 
receptive language: Bortz’s (1997) isiZulu 
Expressive and Receptive Language Assessment 
(ZERLA) is a comprehensive test battery for isi-
Zulu; and Southwood and Van Dulm’s (2012) 
Receptive and Expressive Activities for Language 
Therapy includes isiXhosa, Afrikaans, and SAE 
activities for informal assessment and therapy. The 
Diagnostic Evaluation of Language Variation 
(Seymour et al., 2003) is an assessment developed 
in the USA to distinguish language disorder from 
language difference. It does this by focusing on 
universal aspects of linguistic knowledge, which 
do not vary across dialects. An Afrikaans version 
of this assessment was created by Van Dulm and 
Southwood (2008) with a view to being able to 
assess a range of universal language skills in 
Afrikaans. Solarsh and Alant (2006) adopted an 
innovative approach in their development of an isi-
Zulu assessment of verbal reasoning entitled: Test 
of the Ability to Explain. This assessment was 
designed to assess the verbal reasoning skills of 
isiZulu-speaking children in a way that is cultur-
ally fair but at the same time able to evaluate uni-
versal cognitive skills.

 Description of Assessments by 
Methodology

In our final table (see 17.3), we look behind the 
scenes at each of the 27 assessments focusing on 
the methodologies used in the work. We analyzed 
each assessment using four main descriptors 
which are now described in turn:

 A. Description of the assessment: We consid-
ered information about each assessment and 
aimed to provide an overview of the main 
characteristics and purpose for each.

 B. Assessment development process: Where the 
information was available, we attempted to 
give an overview of the approach that was 
taken to the test development and to describe 

phases or steps that were taken in developing 
the material.

 C. Pilot/s overview: Where applicable, pilot studies 
that were undertaken with the assessments were 
described. Where possible we aimed to include 
details about the number of pilots undertaken, 
the number of participants, and any other perti-
nent characteristics of the participants.

 D. Results/psychometric data: Finally, we were 
interested in the psychometric properties of 
the assessments and aimed to share these if 
they were available or provide summary sta-
tements about the progress toward achieving 
validation and documentation of psychomet-
ric properties.

Table 17.3 shows that some of these assessments 
have been adapted and translated from other exist-
ing assessments, for example, Mosdell et  al.’s 
(2010) adaptation of the Boston Naming Test and 
Bornman et  al.’s (2010) adaptations of the two 
parent-administered scales. There are other assess-
ments that have started fresh from a blank page – 
possibly because there were no appropriate models 
suitable for adaptation. Diemer et al. (2015) and 
Mahura and Pascoe (2016) focused on understand-
ing the language structures of isiXhosa and 
Setswana, respectively, and used this knowledge 
to shape assessments that are different from the 
available materials for other languages, as sug-
gested by Van der Merwe and le Roux (2014).

A range of different methodologies has been 
used in the development of these assessments. As 
shown in Table  17.3, several of the research 
teams started with focus groups where the opin-
ions of “experts” or first-language speaking 
adults could be obtained as a first step, for exam-
ple, Kunene Nicolas and Ahmed (2016) solicited 
the opinions of first-language isiZulu speakers 
for their preliminary PiNG test items, and 
Maphalala et al. (2014) undertook a focus group 
with an expert panel required to critique stimuli 
items in terms of specific criteria pertinent to the 
language. Other studies focused more heavily on 
the literature, theoretical models of test design, 
and stimuli selection. Several of the tests involved 
a parallel process of test development and pilot 
work with multiple versions of an assessment 
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created and updated. Normative samples ranged 
from small groups (e.g., the 24 participants used 
by Maphalala et al. (2014) and only four partici-
pants used by Fouche and Van der Merwe (1999) 
to the larger studies of Solarsh and Alant (2006) 
with 292 participants and Bortz (1997) with 303 
children).

 Discussion and Future Plans

This chapter has emphasized the importance of 
assessments for SLTs that are valid and reliable for 
the given context. This focus on assessments 
should not detract from the need for the develop-
ment of culturally and linguistically relevant inter-
ventions. Assessment is a means to an end so that 
relevant intervention can be provided if needed. 
Much of what has been written about therapy strat-
egies and interventions is based on English speak-
ers in high-income countries. A simple example of 
this is cueing words using initial consonants as for 
English. This would not work well with languages 
such as isiXhosa or Sesotho that typically begin 
with a vowel (Gxilishe, 2004). Intervention is 
more valid when it is relevant and culturally 
acceptable, and it must be tailored specifically to 
the culture of the community in which the indi-
vidual resides (Hartley et al., 2009).

Tables 17.1 and 17.2 clearly indicate that there 
are many gaps in the languages covered by 
assessments as well as the domains addressed. 
Table 17.2 includes only a small number of liter-
acy and phonological awareness assessments, 
which, given the educational crisis in South 
Africa (Spaull, 2013), must surely be a key focus 
area to be addressed. Diemer et al. (2015) review 
a larger set of work (both published and unpub-
lished) that has focused on phonological aware-
ness in the Bantu languages, not only limited to 
South Africa. There are likely many informal 
assessments of children’s literacy and phonologi-
cal awareness being used by SLTs and educators, 
which were not included in our review. Linked to 
this point is a caution about the limitations of this 
review. Our review focused on published studies 

only, but there are many unpublished resources 
that we did not describe here, and we may have 
inadvertently omitted assessments that our search 
strategy did not find.

It is apparent from the summary provided in 
Table 17.3 that assessment development is a pro-
cess usually occurring over the long term with 
multiple phases and iterations. There are some 
complete assessments included in Table 17.3 (e.g., 
Bortz’s [1997] ZERLA and Buitendag et  al.’s 
[1998] ARW), but many of the assessments 
described are in the early stages of development. 
The authors acknowledge that these materials will 
change over time, becoming more valid and reli-
able and growing together with a larger body of 
normative data against which individual children 
can be compared.

In section “Assessment” of this chapter, we 
described the psychometric qualities of the assess-
ments and gave an overview of the ways in which 
validity and reliability can be considered. Table 17.3 
shows that we have some way to go in ensuring that 
the available assessments meet psychometric crite-
ria. There are assessments that show, either through 
the assessment manual or related publications, psy-
chometric data and rationales underpinning the test 
design, collection of normative data, and standard-
ization (e.g., Solarsh & Alant, 2006; Bortz, 1997; 
Buitendag et al., 1998). However, these assessments 
are the exceptions, and there is much work to be 
done in strengthening the validity and reliability of 
the tools presented in this paper – as well as devel-
oping new tools to plug the gaps in areas (languages 
and domains) in which there are few assessments at 
all.

SLTs should be driven by their own day-to- day 
needs. What is it that is needed to make our roles 
more relevant? Without doubt, we must expand 
research leading to linguistically and culturally 
appropriate assessment and intervention material 
for which clinician and researcher partnerships are 
critical. A collaborative national speech and lan-
guage project could support a coordinated agenda 
of strengthening research in progress, developing 
networks of researchers, and acting as a clearing-
house for published materials. In parallel with this 
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Table 17.3 South African speech and language assessments – description and methodology

Assessment
A

Description of 
assessment

B
Assessment 

development process

C
Pilot/s overview

D
Results/

psychometric data 
(if available)

Speech
1.  isiXhosa: Masincokoleni 

Speech Assessment
(Maphalala et al., 2014)

Single-word pic- 
ture-naming task 
covering all sounds 
of the isiXhosa 
speech inventory

Focus group with an 
expert panel

24 children 
aged 3–6 years

Not available

2.  Setswana: Speech 
Assessment
(Mahura & Pascoe, 2016)

Single-word pic- 
ture-naming task 
covering all sounds 
of Setswana speech 
inventory

Focus group with an 
expert panel

36 children 
aged 3–6 years

Not available

3.  Sepedi: Non-Word 
Repetition Test
(Wilsenach, 2016)

20 non-word items, 
ranging in the 
number of syllables, 
presented in a 
pre-recorded format

Not detailed 120 Grade 3 
children (mean 
age, 9 years)

Normal distribution 
of scores; moderate 
to strong correlations 
with other measures, 
e.g., digit recall and 
reading

4.  Ten South African 
languages: Intelligibility 
in Context Scale
(ICS, Pascoe & McLeod, 
2016)

Parent- 
administered 
questionnaire that 
asks ten questions 
about a child’s 
speech intelligibility 
in a range of 
different settings

Adapted into ten 
official languages of 
South Africa by a 
team of translators/
clinicians. Forward 
and back translations 
and community 
checking

Piloted with 23 
SLTs in South 
Africa; focus 
groups with 
five SLTs to 
evaluate 
usefulness of 
tool

Not available

Phonological awareness/literacy
1.  Afrikaans: Phonological 

Awareness and Early 
Literacy Test
(PAELT, Adnams et al., 
2007)

16 subtests focusing 
on phonological 
awareness and  
early literacy  
(e.g., includes 
subtests of rhyming, 
blending, reading, 
spelling)

Based on an English 
test of phonological 
awareness and literacy 
(Byrne & Fielding- 
Barnsley, 1993) that 
was adapted by 
Nadler-Nir (1997) and 
translated into 
Afrikaans

Used as part of 
an intervention 
study with 105 
Grade 3 children 
in the Western 
Cape

Able to distinguish 
between different 
diagnostic groups; 
a sensitive outcomes 
measure although 
sensitivity varied for 
subtests in the study 
(See Adnams et al., 
2007)

2.  isiXhosa: Phonological 
Awareness Tasks
(Diemer et al., 2015)

Blending, segment- 
ing, and substitution 
are targeted at a 
variety of levels 
(phoneme, syllable)

Detailed consideration 
of linguistic and 
cognitive factors

31 learners in 
Grade 4

Syllable awareness 
is stronger than 
phoneme awareness; 
syllable substitution 
was the most 
difficult task at 
syllable level; 
phoneme 
segmentation was 
the most difficult 
phoneme task

(continued)
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Table 17.3 (continued)

Assessment
A

Description of 
assessment

B
Assessment 

development process

C
Pilot/s overview

D
Results/

psychometric data 
(if available)

Lexicon/vocabulary
1.  South African 

English/isiXhosa/ 
Afrikaans: Language 
Impairment in a 
Multilingual Society: 
Cross-linguistic Lexical 
Tasks 
(LITMUS-CLT, 
Southwood, 2012a, b, 
Southwood & Potgieter, 
2013, Klop et al., 2012)

Each assessment 
consists of four 
sections (noun 
production, noun 
comprehension; 
verb production, 
verb comprehen-
sion). Each section 
contains 32 test 
items

Items were selected 
for each language 
based on a fixed list 
of candidate words 
rated for difficulty 
ensuring that tests for 
different languages 
are not the same but 
are equivalent in 
difficulty

41 low SES 
4-year-olds 
including
11 trilingual 
speakers of 
SAE, IsiXhosa, 
and Afrikaans 
and ten 
monolingual 
speakers of 
each of the 
languages

See Southwood 
et al. (2012, 2013), 
Potgieter and 
Southwood (2016), 
and Potgieter 
(2016)

2.  Afrikaans and Sepedi: 
Peabody Picture 
Vocabulary Test
(Alant & Beukes, 1986; 
Pakendorf & Alant, 1997)

Adaptation of 
English Peabody 
Picture Vocabulary 
Test into Afrikaans 
and Sepedi

Not available Not available Not available

3.  isiZulu: Picture Naming 
Game
(PiNG, Kunene Nicolas 
& Ahmed, 2016 based on 
Bello et al., 2012)

Picture format 
game with 40 target 
pictures of nouns 
(20 for comprehen-
sion and 20 for pro- 
duction) and 40 of 
verbs/adjectives  
(20 for comprehen-
sion and 20 for 
production)

Translation into 
isiZulu by a small 
team and pilot study 
with adult first-
language speakers. 
Changes to some 
items were made 
following this pilot

Study 1: 15 
children aged 
25–36 months
Study 2: 26 
children aged 
25–36 months

Age was shown to 
affect children’s 
performance

4.  Afrikaanse Reseptiewe 
Woordeskattoets
(ARW, Afrikaans 
Receptive Vocabulary 
Test, Buitendag et al., 
1998)

Assesses children’s 
Afrikaans 
vocabulary using 
two alternate forms

Not available 970 children 
aged 7 and 
10 years

The test forms 
(A/B) have been 
shown to be equi- 
valent, reliable,  
and valid; referred to 
in recent research 
studies (e.g., 
Southwood & Van 
Dulm, 2016)

5.  South African English: 
Language Development 
Survey 
(LDS-SA, Gonasillan 
et al., 2013)

An expressive 
vocabulary 
checklist designed 
to ascertain voca- 
bulary of young 
children

An expert panel was 
used to determine 
appropriateness of 
LDS for South Africa. 
Twenty-two items 
from the original 
scale were replaced 
with more relevant 
items

Presented to 40 
middle-class 
parents of 
2-year-old 
children in one 
region of South 
Africa

Significant 
correlations found 
between LDS-SA 
and original LDS 
for 12 of 14 
vocabulary 
categories

Language (expressive/receptive)
1.  SAE, isiXhosa, 

Afrikaans: Receptive and 
Expressive Activities for 
Language Therapy
(REALt, Southwood & 
Van Dulm, 2012)

Consists of informal 
assessments and an 
intervention 
program specifically 
designed for work 
with children who 
speak these 
languages

Focuses on aspects of 
language known 
through literature and 
clinical expertise to 
be challenging for 
children in the 
respective languages

93 typically 
developing 
children aged 
4–9 years

Not available

(continued)
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Assessment
A

Description of 
assessment

B
Assessment 

development process

C
Pilot/s overview

D
Results/

psychometric data 
(if available)

2.  Afrikaans: Diagnostic 
Evaluation of Language 
Variation
(DELV-A, Van Dulm & 
Southwood, 2008)

A comprehensive 
language assessment. 
Consists of 11 
subtests organized 
into four domains 
(syntax, pragmatics, 
semantics, and 
phonology)

Based on the original 
DELV which aims to 
assess aspects of 
language that are 
known to differ 
between children with 
typical and atypical 
language

64 typically 
developing chil- 
dren between 6 
and 9 years

The first version 
was not able to 
identify all 
participants as 
typically developing. 
Further adaptations 
were made, and a 
second version of 
the test was 
developed

3.  isiZulu: Test of Ability to 
Explain
(Solarsh & Alant, 2006)

Children are 
presented with 
pictures and asked 
questions about 
them. Measures 
verbal problem- 
solving skills; five 
categories of 
abstract thinking 
skills: (a) explaining 
inferences, (b) 
determining cause, 
(c) negative why 
questions, (d) 
determining 
solutions, and (e) 
avoiding problem

Based on the Test of 
Problem Solving 
(TOPS, Zachman 
et al., 1984) using 
principles of non-biased 
assessment

Three studies 
were undertaken 
with children 
aged 7.6–12.11
Pilot 1: 6 chil- 
dren Pilot 2: 60 
children Main 
study: 292 
children

Described as a 
reliable and valid 
test for the target 
population

4.  isiZulu: isiZulu 
Expressive and Receptive 
Language Assessment
(ZERLA, Bortz, 1997)

Subtests focusing 
on morphology, 
syntax, semantics, 
and pragmatics

Multiple phases for 
development, piloting, 
pre-standardization, 
and standardization

Pre-test sample: 
188 children, 
aged 2.6–5.5
Standardization 
sample: 303 
children aged 
3.0–4.3 years

Test items found to 
have appropriate 
levels of difficulty 
and can discriminate 
effectively between 
children of different 
ages and those with 
language 
impairment

5.  Language Impairment in 
a Multilingual Society: 
Multilingual Assessment 
Instrument for Narratives 
(LITMUS-MAIN- 
Afrikaans, Gagarina 
et al., 2012)

Comprehension 
and production of 
narratives in 
children aged 
3–10 years

Part of a large 
multilingual project 
using principles of 
narrative development 
and looking at a range 
of different languages

Pilot tested 
with more than 
500 children 
for 15 different 
languages and 
combinations 
of languages

The stories used in 
this assessment have 
been controlled for 
cognitive and ling- 
uistic complexity.  
It has not been 
normed yet, but its 
standardized pro- 
cedures can be used 
for evaluation, 
intervention, and 
research purposes

Table 17.3 (continued)

(continued)

17 Development of Speech-Language Therapy Assessments for the Languages of South Africa



398

Assessment
A

Description of 
assessment

B
Assessment 

development process

C
Pilot/s overview

D
Results/

psychometric data 
(if available)

General development including language
1.  Afrikaans: Mullen Scales 

of Early Learning;
Ages and Stages 
Questionnaires (ASQ)
(Bornman et al., 2010)

Mullen scales 
comprehensively 
assess all aspects of 
development 
(including expressive 
and receptive 
language). ASQ 
covers five 
developmental 
domains (communi-
cation, gross and fine 
motor, cognitive, and 
social) using a Likert 
scale

Four steps were 
followed to adapt these 
tools into Afrikaans: 
(1) linguistic 
translation, (2) cultural 
adaptation, (3) teacher 
review, and (4) pilot 
testing

Forty-seven 
typically deve- 
loping preschool 
children aged 
3.6 years. 
Mullen scales 
completed by 
SLTs; ASQ 
completed by 
parents

Both measures 
yielded similar 
results and 
compared favorably 
with each other

Acquired neurogenic difficulties (adult assessments)
1.  isiZulu: Western Aphasia 

Battery
(WAB, Barratt et al., 
2012)

Translated versions 
of the Western 
Aphasia Battery 
(WAB)

Five first-language 
isiZulu speakers 
translated the WAB

Exploratory 
study which 
aimed to des- 
cribe differences 
in the translation 
of the WAB 
from English to 
isiZulu by five 
first-language 
speakers

Notable differences 
between translations 
especially with 
regard to vocabulary

2.  isiXhosa and Afrikaans: 
Boston Naming and 
Cookie Theft Tests
(Mosdell et al., 2010)

Adapted versions 
of English 
assessments

Adaptations using 
quantitative and 
qualitative converging 
lines of evidence, 
which included 
consultation with 
clinicians and 
translators 
knowledgeable in 
Afrikaans and 
isiXhosa, qualitative 
feedback from the 
research participants, 
and the results of the 
tests

Thirty typical 
participants 
(equal numbers 
of Afrikaans, 
English, and 
isiXhosa 
speakers) 
comparing 
scores to their 
performance on 
the original 
tests. Three 
aphasic patients 
were also tested

Adaptations made 
to the tests 
improved the 
performance of 
controls over the 
original versions 
and tentatively 
suggest that the 
adapted tests 
should be able to 
screen for aphasia

3.  Sepedi: Speech 
Intelligibility Test
(Fouche & Van der 
Merwe, 1999)

Contains four 
wordlists each 
comprising 27 
words and a set of 
12 multiple-choice 
items for each 
word. Aims to 
evaluate the 
intelligibility of 
speech

Wordlists compiled 
based on phonetics of 
language; qualitative 
analysis was 
undertaken

Four adult 
speakers with 
dysarthria

Not available

Table 17.3 (continued)
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project, we also need to address other areas such as 
the training of SLTs and updating practice 
frameworks.

“If you talk to a man in a language he understands, 
that goes to his head. If you talk to him in his lan-
guage, that goes to his heart.”

Nelson Mandela
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