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Introduction 

♦ Speech and language disorder is the abnormal acquisition of spoken or written language in one or some of the components 

of the linguistic system (phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, pragmatics) (ASHA, 1980). 

♦ The early identification of speech and language disorders leads to early intervention and improves the child's long-term 

prognosis and academic achievement (Nelson et al., 2006, Vlassopoulos et al., 1994, Bliss et al., 1984). 

♦ Screening as a process is intended to separate out the children who need further investigation of their language skills from 

those with normally developing speech and language. In doing this a screening procedure classifies children as ‘possibly ab-

normal’ or ‘possibly normal’ (Law et al., 1998). 

♦ In Greece screening for speech and language difficulties is not widely available in public schools and kindergartens. Further-

more, there is only one standardized tool for this purpose, the AnOmiLo4 (2003).  

♦ Recent studies discuss the importance of pre-school teachers' role in early detection of speech and language disorders 

(ASHA, 1991, Law et al., 1998, Maas, W., 1999, Nelson et al., 2006). 

Aim of the study 
 
      The aim of the study was to compare data attained through a formal screening tool with that ob-

tained though the pre-school teachers’ informal assessment of the child’s abilities.  The two main ques-

tions addressed in this study were: 

♦  Whether the pre-school teachers have the necessary knowledge to detect speech and language disor-

ders through an informal procedure and weather there is correlation between pre-school teachers’ esti-

mations and AnOmiLo4 test results. 

♦ Whether the  pre-school teachers’ estimations of speech and language disorders in this sample are 

similar to the results attained through the formal screening procedure administered by a speech/ lan-

guage specialist. Would both the pre-school teacher and the SLT detect the same children with 

speech / language difficulties? 

   Method 

    Participants: 57 Greek children-native Greek speakers (34 boys & 23 girls, aged 3:9-4:6 years, mean age:4:1) 

and 6 teachers. The participants consisted of all the children in 6 different preschools, consequently there were 6 

teachers, who completed the informal questionnaire. 

 

    Measures:  

1. The AnOmiLo4 is a Screening Test for Speech and Language Disorders for 4-year old children (aged between 

3:9-4:6 years old) standardized by the Pan-Hellenic Association for Speech Therapists, in 2003. The AnOmiLo4 

evaluates children’s language ability (in phonology, morphology and syntactic structures, pragmatics), speech 

fluency, voice and psycholinguistic abilities (memory, attention, hearing perception).  

2. A non-standardized questionnaire created by the researchers for the purposes of this study. It consists of 15 

questions addressing each of the child’s communicative skills (covering the same fields as the AnOmiLo4). The 

questionnaire was completed by the pre-school teachers for each of the children in this age range (3:9-4:6 

years) in their class. Their answers were based upon everyday interaction and observation of the child’s behav-

ior.  

 

    Procedure: The AnOmiLo4 screening tool was administered to all children by a speech therapist in their pre-

school. At the same time, their pre-school teacher completed the questionnaire which investigated the child’s com-

munication abilities. Statistical analysis compared the results from the formal (AnOmiLo4) and the informal proce-

dures (questionnaire) for each child and investigated the correlations.  

Results 

Table 1: Differences in AnOmiLo4 profiles according to pre-school teachers’ answers to Pre-school teachers’ Questionnaire 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

♦ Table 1  shows that although pre-school teachers have the ability to detect children with Profile 3 in AnOmiLo4 (Existence 

of Language Disorder), but they seem unable to differentiate between children with Profile 1 (Normal language develop-

ment) and Profile 2 (Possibility of Language Disorder). 

 

Table 2: Comparison of AnOmiLo4 to Pre-school teachers’ Questionnaire ratings - Correlations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Pearson r (r2=0.50) 
 
♦ Table 2 shows that teachers detected only 50% of the children who, according to the AnOmiLo4 showed “possible  speech 

and language disorders”.  

Tables 3 & 4: Speech and language disorders distributions according to AnOmiLo4 & Pre-school Teachers’ Questionnaire 

 

 

 

 

 

 
♦ In Tables 4 and 5, the percentages of children detected with speech and language disorder with each tool may be seen. The 

percentage of communication impairment detected by the Teachers’ Questionnaire (20%) is very close to that of the  

AnOmiLo4 (18.18%). 

 
Table 5: True Positive/Negative & False Positive/Negative evaluation for AnOmiLo4 & Pre-school Teachers’ Questionnaire  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
χ2 (1) = 6,88, p < 0,01, Φ = 0,35, Odds Ratio * = 6,5 
Estimate of the relative risk when the occurrence of the factor (AnOmiLo4) is rare. 
 
 
♦ Out of the total of 55 children tested, both the formal and the informal procedure agreed that 39 chil-

dren were not showing any speech and language difficulties at the present time. Both proce-

dures agreed that 5 children had speech and language difficulties However, it is particularly inter-

esting to note that 6 children were found by the teachers’ questionnaire to have speech / 

language difficulties, whereas they were not detected by the AnOmiLo4 (false positives) and further-

more, another 5 children were found to have difficulties by the AnOmiLo4, whereas they were not de-

tected by the pre-school teachers (false positives). That is a total of 11 children, one child in five of the 

whole sample, who are “under dispute”.  

 

♦ It is important to note that with the questionnaire, the teachers were only able to detect 50% of the 

children detected by the formal screening tool. On the whole the teachers’ opinions and the more ob-

jective, standardized results of the screening tool do not seem to match. 

Statistics         
Teachers’ Question-
naire rating 
   

Profile 1 
 (Normal language de-
velopment) 

        Profile 2 
(Possible Language Dis-
order) 

Profile 3 
(Language Disorder) 

 

N Valid 43 7 5 
  Missing 0 0 0 

Mean   26,95 25,85 13,2 

Median   28 27 13 

a         

AnOmiLo4       

  f rf (%) crf 

Speech / language disor-
der 10 18,18 18,18 
No Speech / language dis-
order 45 81,82 100,00 

Total 55 100   

Pre-school Teachers’ Ques-
tionnaire    

  f rf (%) crf 

Speech / language disorder 11 20,00 20,00 
No Speech / language disor-
der 44 80,00 100,00 

Total 55 100   

AnOmiLo4   

Pre-school Teachers’ Questionnaire 

  

  Language .Disorder No Language Disorder 
L.Disorder 5 6 

  9,09 10,91 
No L.
Disorder 5 39 

  9,09 70,91 

Discussion 
1. Our results show that although there is a high correlation (0.71) between the teachers’ opinions and 

the results of the AnOmiLo4, there is 50% chance of misdiagnosis. The pre-school teachers are in a po-

sition to detect children with more severe speech / language difficulties, but have difficulties detecting 

children with “possible” difficulties (Profile 2 on the AnOmiLo4). It is possible that they are not experi-

enced, aware or trained in the more subtle forms of communication impairment.  

2. According to research, pre-school teachers are able and should contribute to speech and language dis-

orders screening (ASHA, 1991; Law et al., 1998; Maas, 1999; Nelson et al., 2006). However, it seems 

that in Greece, pre-school teachers need further training in order to contribute to early detection of 

children with speech and language difficulties. Some suggestions to enhance teachers' training in 

this sensitive area could be: 

 

♦ Intensive courses on speech / language development and disorders.  

♦ More systematic cooperation with SLTs (Speech and Language Therapists) in 

school.  

♦ Enhancement of teachers’ observation methods.   

 

Limitations 

When comparing two instruments, there are certain methodological issues, which one must take into ac-

count. For instance, the informal questionnaire may not have been adequate enough to elicit the teachers’ 

knowledge of the child’s communication abilities. On the other hand, the teacher’s knowledge of the child 

and his abilities may be more ‘sensitive’ than the formal tool, which assesses the child in less than 15 min-

utes. A more long-term observation of these children would yield more reliable data, which could be used 

to validate screening methods.  
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Teachers’ Questionaire 
rating 

AnOmiLo4  
rating 

Teachers’ Questionnaire 
rating Pearson Correlation 1 0,705074498 

  Sig. (2-tailed) , 4,33901E-10 
  N 57 57 
AnOmiLo4  
rating Pearson Correlation 0,7050745 1 
  Sig. (2-tailed) 4,33901E-10 , 
  N 57 57 

** 
Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-
tailed).     


