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INTRODUCTION

Pragmatics is a complex language ability requiring the integration of linguistic, cognitive, 

sensorimotor, and socio-cultural processes. 

Pragmatic skills support social participation and academic success. 

Difficulties become more apparent in early school years, increasing the need for structured yet naturalistic assessment metho ds. 

Conversation offers a context-sensitive way to assess pragmatic competence. 

In Estonia, suitable assessment tools remain limited.

References: Adams, 2002; Adams et al., 2011, Cordier et al., 2014; Cummings, 2021; Helland et al., 2024; Jalakas, 2025; Karlep, 1998; Ketelaars & Embrechts, 2017; Norbury, 
2014; Padrik et al., 2024; Perkins, 2005; Põder, 2025; Timler & Moss, 2021

PRAGMATIC SKILLS INCLUDE: 

Initiation and turn-taking

Communication style and reciprocity

Partner awareness and contextual relevance

Narrative coherence

Figurative and implicit meaning

Nonverbal communication
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OBJECTIVES AND  METHODS (1)

PHASE 2 - Validation 

(Jalakas, 2025)

To evaluate the reliability, concurrent validity, and usability of the 

Estonian version of the TOPICC assessment tool in professional 

settings.

6 SLTs* used the assessment scale

n=30 children, aged 6–9 (DD)

TOPICC vs CCC-2 (pragmatic subscales E-H) comparison

Concurrent validity
+

Expert feedback

* SLTs - Speech and Language Therapists
CCC-2 - Children’s Communication Checklist–Second Edition

PHASE 1 - Adaptation 

(Põder, 2025)

To translate, adapt, and pilot the TOPICC (Targeted Observation of 

Pragmatics in Children's Conversation) scale in Estonian and to test its 

use in assessing the conversational skills.

TOPICC translation and adaptation

Pilot (n=30)
1st, 2nd grade students 

TD+DD (ASD, ADHD, DLD, ID)*

Item refinement 

Reliability 

 * TD - typically developing; DD - developmental disorders
ASD - Autism Spectrum Disorder; ADHD – Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder 

DLD – Developmental Language Disorder; ID – Intellectual Disability



ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE

• Use at least three pictures of familiar situations

• Encourage natural conversation

• Use open-ended questions only if needed

• Avoid turning the interaction into an interview

Video recording recommended!

II

Semi-Structured 
Conversation

I

Picture Stimuli

SCORING PRINCIPLES

• Score each feature separately

• Multiple features may occur in one turn

• Focus on impact on reciprocal interaction

SCORING SCALE

3 = Very frequent; significantly affects interaction

2 = Noticeable impact on communication

1 = Occasional; minimal impact

0 = Age-appropriate skills

 Higher scores → greater pragmatic difficulties

  Score 0 → age-appropriate development

III

Observation of 
Pragmatic 
Behaviours 

Note. Image generated with ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2026).

OBJECTIVES AND  METHODS (2)

IV
TOPICC 

scoring (0-3)
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I Reciprocity/Turn-taking

1. Difficulties responding to questions
2. Frequent speaker interruptions; frequent pauses

3. Conversational dominance
4. Excessive questioning

5. Lack of confidence in conversation

II Taking account of 
listener knowledge

6. Giving too much detail and information
7. Giving too little information

III Topic Management
8. Obsessional Topics

9. Difficulties with topic maintenance
10. Stereotyped or unusual language

IV Discourse Style

11. Inappropriate distance
12. Inappropriate discourse style (overly formal or 

overly friendly)
13. Inappropriate use of nonverbal behaviours

V Response problems 14. Comprehension or linguistic limitations leading 
to inappropriate responses 

V

Pragmatic 
Profile
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OBJECTIVES AND  METHODS (4)

Note. Image generated with ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2026).

Note. Image generated with ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2026).



RESULTS & CONCLUSION

EXPERT FEEDBACK

• Clear structure and scoring system

• Practical usability

• Supports intervention planning and monitoring progress

PSYCHOMETRIC FINDINGS 

• Identifies below age-level conversational skills and 

pragmatic difficulties

• Good internal consistency

• Good inter-rater reliability

• Moderate significant correlation with CCC-2

Feasible and reliable

Evidence of concurrent 
validity

Identifies pragmatic 
difficulties

Bridges research and 
practice

Recommended as part of 
combined assessment

Enables monitoring 
progress

Practically applicable

Supports intervention 
planning

The Estonian TOPICC
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Thank you for your attention!
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