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ABSTRACT
When a story is told, referring expressions are used to introduce referents (characters and objects).  This must be done so that the listener clearly understands that the character or object is new to the story (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  The ability to use referents correctly, according to the shared physical context and the preceding linguistic context, develops throughout the early school years (Hickmann, 2003).  The term First Mentions (FM) has been coined to refer to the referring expressions that children use when introducing characters and objects when telling a story (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  Recently, in the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI; Schneider, Dubé, & Hayward, 2002), a specific scoring system was developed to evaluate the appropriateness and sophistication of FMs through transcription analysis (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).   The norms produced allow speech-language pathologists to differentiate between typically developing children and children with specific language impairment (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  This research examined whether it is possible to use the scoring system reliably when listening to the stories on tape, without transcribing.  To determine reliability, stories from the original study were scored 'online' by listening to recordings of 41 narratives of children from the original ENNI study (Schneider & Hayward, 2010) and applying the FM scoring system while listening to the recordings. Cohen’s Kappa coefficient was used to determine reliability between transcription and online FM scoring.   This statistical measure assessed inter-rater agreement between the FM scores and adjusted for probabilities of occurrence of individual FM categories (Rosner, 2006).  Results indicated strong agreement (κ = .874) between the two analysis types.  This research result indicates online scoring of FM is appropriate for speech-language pathologists to use.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Narratives are an integral component of a speech-language pathologist’s (S-LP) assessment and subsequent intervention (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  Unlike other discrete assessment tests, such as the Clinical Evaluation of Language Fundamental’s (CELF-III) Core Language and Expressive Language skill tasks (Semel, Wiig, & Secord, 1995), narratives provide a context of language which requires the child to integrate their discrete linguistic abilities for the purpose of communication (Schneider, 2010; Schneider & Hayward, 2006).  Narrative assessments are sensitive to language learning disabilities (LLD) or specific language impairments (SLI) in children without falsely identifying typically developing children as having language impairments (Paul & Smith, 1993).   Also, narratives involve children’s discourse abilities (e.g., perspective taking) which are required for communicative success (Pratt & MacKenzie-Keating, 1985; Wittek & Tomasello, 2005).  Furthermore, stories are a part of everyday communication in the life of a child, so narrative assessment is a good ecologically valid tool to use with this population.
Using narratives as a measurement tool is important because children without explicit impairments in basic language skills may have deficits in their narrative productions (Ripich & Griffiths, 1988; Schneider, Hayward, & Dubé, 2006).  This discrepancy in findings stems from the fact that narratives require specific discourse abilities.  For instance, one area of particular difficulty that interferes with successful discourse is the extent to which children consider the listener’s knowledge while introducing new referents (e.g. characters, objects) into their stories (i.e., referential cohesion).  This ability to introduce and maintain referents in a comprehensible way does not require mastery of individual linguistic forms (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  Children with SLI and LLD are less able to modify their language to adapt to the individual needs of their listeners during conversation in addition to narratives; therefore, narrative assessment of this ability provides insights into children’s overall ability to communicate with others (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  
It has been noted that compared to older children, younger children have difficulty with referential cohesion, especially with the introduction of referents for the first time (Schneider & Hayward, 2010; Wittek & Tomasello, 2005).  Previous research shows that the First Mentions (FM) measure of the ENNI captures the development of adequate referent introduction (Schneider & Hayward, 2010). The ability to use referents correctly, according to the shared physical context and the preceding linguistic context, improves as children progress through their school-aged years until about nine years of age where it approximates adult competency (Hickmann, 2003; Schneider & Hayward, 2010; Vion & Colas, 1998; Wittek & Tomasello, 2005).  In summary, there are two variables that account for differences with respect to referential cohesion in narrative abilities: age and the presence/absence of language impairment.  Therefore, speech-language pathologists need normative data to determine what is typical or not typical with different age groups in order to make clinical judgments (i.e. diagnosis, treatment decisions).  
Schneider, Dubé and Hayward (2002) created the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI) as an assessment tool and basis for intervention.  Among other measures, the ENNI includes a scoring system for evaluating the introduction of referents, First Mentions (FM), which refers to the first reference to a new character or object.  This is the first scoring system and accompanying normative data to exist for referential cohesion in children’s production of narratives.  This scoring system is capable of differentiating among typically developing children and those with language impairments. (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  Compared to other commonly used narrative tools, such as the Renfrew Bus Story (Cowley & Glasgow, 1994) and the Strong Narrative Assessment Procedure (SNAP; Strong, 1998), the ENNI does not involve a recall task but rather requires the child to formulate a story based on pictures.  This is an important consideration because poor recall of a story might not be due to a child’s limitations with oral language but poor auditory memory (Archibald, 2010).  On the other hand, stories generated from pictures may be more difficult because formulation of an original story involves more cognitive (i.e. executive functions) and linguistic resources then a basic recall task. For example, children in Kindergarten and grade two provided better referential cohesion during oral retell tasks compared to formulation of their own narration based on wordless pictures (Schneider & Dubé, 1997).  In comparison to retell tasks, picture story tasks are more sensitive in identifying problems with discourse as they test a child’s independent language abilities (Schneider et al., 2006).  The design of the ENNI is sensitive to a child’s referential abilities because it requires children to independently select referring expressions for characters and objects instead of relying on what they heard orally.
The ENNI is comprised of six picture sets with animal characters (Dubé, 2000), increasing in complexity with respect to length, amount of story information and number/gender of characters (Schneider et al., 2006; Schneider, Dubé, & Hayward, 2002).  Among these six stories, 14 referents, including both characters and objects, were selected to be scored.  Children are required to tell a story to the examiner, based upon the pictures presented.  To develop the ENNI norms, these narrations were audio-recorded, then transcribed in full using the CHAT transcription system from the CHILDES database (MacWhinney, 2000) and subsequently analyzed.  Although time-consuming, this procedure has shown excellent inter-rater reliability (κ-coefficient = 0.850) (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  
If a clinician wishes to use an ENNI sample as a language sample, transcription is essential.  However, if only certain analyses are desired, a full transcription of its six stories may be a tedious and unnecessary encumbrance.  Therefore, simultaneously listening to an audio-recording and scoring while listening to the recording (‘online scoring’) may be a preferable method in contrast to this traditional method.  If this method of analysis is reliable, this would allow S-LPs to use the ENNI more efficiently and effectively.  This would reduce the assessment period for this particular measure, allotting more time for other assessment measures or intervention that are needed.   The purpose of the present research is to determine whether analysis of FMs while listening to the stories on tape, without transcribing, is a reliable method of scoring.  The authors hypothesize that the online method of FM analysis will be a reliable way of scoring based on findings from previous research.  A study by Hillier, McLean and Savard (2010) showed that online scoring of the ENNI’s story grammar was a reliable method, with an average of 92% agreement between transcription and online analysis. .  
METHODS
Participants
 Participant data was used retrospectively from Schneider et al.’s (2006) Storytelling from pictures using the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument study.    Forty-one participants (10.9%) were randomly selected from the 377 original participants.  These participants ranged in age from 4.49 to 9.73 and all had English as their first language.  

The original participants were representative of the City of Edmonton with respect to socio-economic status and ethnic composition.  The typically developing children were chosen from preschools, daycares and schools across the city of Edmonton.   The children with language impairments included those with diagnosed language learning disabilities, Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) with or without hyperactivity (ADHD) if treated with medication, fine and gross motor delays, and/or mild or moderate speech disorder.  They were selected from three sites: a public site serving children with learning disabilities, a rehabilitation hospital and Capital Health Authority.  Children with ADHD/ADD not treated with medication, Autism Spectrum Disorders, severe visual impairment, severe hearing impairment and/or severe speech impairment were excluded from the original study (Schneider et al., 2006).  
Thirty typically developing children and eleven children diagnosed with language impairments were included in our sample.  The sample selection was completely randomized not taking into account age, gender or language abilities (i.e., typical language development or language impairment) (see Table 1). 
Table 1.  Distribution of language and age 

	Age Group
	TD
	SLI
	TOTAL
	Average
	Age Range 

	
	
	
	
	Age
	

	4
	4
	0
	4
	4.59
	4.49-4.72

	5
	5
	0
	5
	5.45
	5.13-5.91

	6
	3
	3
	6
	6.75
	6.58-6.95

	7
	9
	3
	12
	7.42
	7.01-7.88

	8
	3
	5
	8
	8.61
	8.11-8.95

	9
	6
	0
	6
	9.48
	9.02-9.73

	TOTAL
	30
	11


Measure  

Schneider et al. (2002) created a First Mention (FM) scoring system for the ENNI which consists of four numerical categories: 0, 1, 2 and 3. These scores represent a continuum of accuracy of referential cohesion (Schneider, Hayward, & Dubé, 2002).  If a character/object is not mentioned a score of 0 is given.   A score of 1 is given for use of a pronoun as an FM (unless the child puts him- or herself in the story), a score of 2 for a mention without a determiner (except for mass nouns and plurals) and a score of 3 for the most appropriate reference (e.g., indefinite article). Explicit criteria were developed for each referent, taking into account the referential possibilities for that referent (e.g., a score of 3 is appropriate for “the lifeguard” if the diving board or swimming pool is previously mentioned in the narration) (Schneider et al., 2002).  These explicit criteria and scoring system were applied online for the 14 FMs of the ENNI for each of the participants.  
Previous reliability for the transcription scores was conducted in Schneider & Hayward’s (2010) study examining FMs in children’s stories.  This reliability was established by using two raters in which one rater scored 377 sets of ENNI narratives and the second rater scored 20% of these.  Both adhered to the pre-determined FM scoring criteria and a Cohen’s kappa of 0.850 was achieved.  

 This statistical analysis, Cohen’s kappa, was also used to determine reliability in the current study.  Cohen’s kappa calculates agreement between two categorical variables while accounting for excess agreement expected by chance, making it the most useful means of assessing reliability for a given rating system (Banerjee, Capozzoli, McSweeney, & Sinha, 1999; Bartfay & Donner, 2001; Rosner, 2006).   Cohen’s kappa is calculated by accounting for the observed marginal distributions of the raters’ scoring (Banerjee et al., 1999).  The κ-coefficient can range between 0 to +/- 1.0 in which values near or less than zero suggest that agreement is attributable to chance alone.  In the case of our study, high measures of agreement would indicate unanimity in the scoring and inter-changeability of the two analyses: transcription and online (Bartfay & Donner, 2001).  
Procedure


Initially, the authors researched the concept of referential cohesion and subsequently underwent training on the ENNI’s FM scoring system (Schneider et al., 2002).  We discussed FM scoring and established a standard for scoring both typical and ambiguous references.  Next, we individually practiced FM scoring using nine previously transcribed ENNI narratives.  These were subsequently compared to each other’s scorings and the originals as a learning tool and way to establish reliability.

The same nine previously transcribed ENNI narratives as well as five additional ENNI narratives were selected for online practice of FM scoring.  These audio files were stored on mini-discs and a SONY portable minidisk Clear Voice recorder MZ-B50 was used to listen and evaluate.  An upper limit of three listening opportunities for each story was pre-determined.  Once this task was completed, these scores were compared to ensure inter-rater reliability.  If there were discrepancies among scores, these were discussed and a consensus for scoring was established.  For example, with the “That ah the woman” utterance, the two raters originally considered the FM to be different, “that” and “the woman”. After consultation against the FM criteria, the raters determined that ‘the woman’ was the appropriate FM and future false starts would not be marked as an FM. 
Once both authors had established reliability with the previously scored transcripts based upon Schneider et al. (2002) FM scoring criteria and FM scoring practice, 41 participants were randomly selected from the ENNI norm project database (Schneider et al., 2006) to determine reliability between original written transcriptions and online scoring of FM.   The ENNI stories were analyzed (A1-A3, B1-B3) for a total of 14 referents that occurred throughout six stories.   Both authors analyzed and scored the same five participants blind to each other (‘Five Same’).  For this set, consensus for each FM was reached for final comparison to the original transcription scores.  For example, for one participant the FM score for “lifeguard” differed because one of the raters perceived an earlier mention to refer to the “lifeguard”, so agreement was reached regarding what was truly the FM for that referent.  Following the ‘Five Same’ analyses, the raters scored an additional 18 participants each, analyzing a combined total of 41 participants (‘Forty-one Total’).  The ratings and analyses were conducted independently.
  Once complete, the first ‘Five Same’ FM scores were compared between raters and subsequently compared to the original transcription scores. The ‘Forty-one Total’ scores were compared point-to-point to the original transcription scores.  
All point-to-point comparisons (e.g. 3-2, 1-1, 0-2) between online and transcription analyses were counted for each of the 14 FM referents (e.g., giraffe, balloon man, etc.) (Table 2).  In total, 41 point-to-point comparisons for each referent were calculated.  These were entered into a Microsoft Excel document and the Cohen’s kappa formula (see below) was applied to all of the comparisons: 
κ = Pr (α) – Pr(e)
    1 – Pr (e)
Where Pr(a) is the relative observed agreement among raters (simple agreement) and Pr(e) is the hypothetical probability of chance agreement based on an individual rater’s scoring trend (Rosner, 2006).
RESULTS
The ‘Five Same’ comparisons were completed to determine inter-rater agreement between the two authors’ online scoring.  Among these 70 FMs (14 referents for each of the five participants), almost perfect agreement was reached with only four disagreements between raters (94.3% simple agreement).   One disagreement was based on a difference in perception for the referent ‘lady’ in which one rater heard ‘the’ and the other ‘a’, so scores of 2 and 3 were given, respectively.  There was strong agreement between both author’s scoring with a κ-coefficient of 0.940.  This value approaches almost perfect agreement (Landis & Koch, 1977).
The ‘Forty-one Total’ comparisons were completed to determine inter-rater agreement between the two methods of analysis.  The amount of agreement within individual referents was variable, ranging from 73.17% to 95.12% (see Table 2).  The overall simple agreement was 87.98% with 69 disagreements out of the total 574 scores.  Eighty-three percent of disagreements between scoring methods differed by one scoring point (e.g. score of 1 and score of 2) and none differed by more than two scores. These results demonstrate that even with some disagreements between scoring methods, it is not likely that the overall scores would differ enough to put a child into a different diagnostic category.  Therefore, this reliability substantiates the existing sensitivity and specificity properties of the ENNI. 

 The Cohen’s kappa procedure produced a κ-coefficient of 0.874 between transcription and online scoring for the 41 participants based on the 87.98% simple agreement and 0.044 error values.  According to Landis & Koch (1977), this value represents almost perfect agreement.  Further analysis into the nature of the disagreements indicated that the scores obtained reflected differences in either auditory perception of the referents or errors in transcription.  
 
Table 2. Agreement Results
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Referent
	Full agreement (e.g. 3-3)
	Disagreement by ONE category    (e.g. 3-2)
	Disagreement by TWO categories  (e.g. 3-1)
	Disagreement by THREE categories (e.g. 3-0)
	% of full agreement for each referent

	Giraffe
	35
	5
	1
	0
	85.37%

	Elephant
	36
	4
	1
	0
	87.80%

	Ball
	30
	9
	2
	0
	73.17%

	Lifeguard
	34
	5
	2
	0
	82.92%

	Airplane
	39
	2
	0
	0
	95.12%

	Lady
	36
	4
	1
	0
	87.80%

	Net
	39
	2
	0
	0
	95.12%

	Rabbit
	36
	4
	1
	0
	87.80%

	Dog
	35
	5
	1
	0
	85.37%

	Sandcastle
	39
	2
	0
	0
	95.12%

	Doctor
	37
	4
	0
	0
	90.24%

	Balloon
	38
	2
	1
	0
	92.68%

	Balloon Man
	35
	5
	1
	0
	85.37%

	Balloons
	36
	4
	1
	0
	87.80%

	TOTAL
	505/574
	57
	12
	0
	87.98%


DISCUSSION
Implications
Based on Cohen’s kappa, reliability measures between raters and between scoring systems were strong.   The obtained reliabilities describe inter-rater agreement between methods of analyses while accounting for the possibility that agreement occurred by chance.  As S-LPs, it is important that the assessment measures we use are as accurate and appropriate as possible.  The results we obtain influence our decisions about intervention and are helpful for indicating the presence of language impairment (Schneider et al., 2006).  Our results indicate that the previously established normative data (Schneider & Hayward, 2010) may be used clinically while applying the efficient method of online scoring.  Therefore, these robust findings have noteworthy implications for clinicians using the ENNI as part of their language assessment or intervention.  


The benefits of using online scoring are many.  Most S-LPs have large caseloads and the time allotted for language assessment can be minimal. Online scoring has the potential to reduce the amount of time necessary to assess the FM measure of the ENNI.  This is important because transcription of all six stories of the ENNI is time-consuming and as a result the ENNI may be underused by S-LPs even though it is a valid and reliable diagnostic tool (Schneider et al., 2010).    Furthermore, this finding combined with the previous study by Hillier, McLean & Savard (2010) allows S-LPs to generate two important language measures online for the ENNI, the FM and Story Grammar.  This contributes to effective and efficient use of this instrument, making it clinically applicable. 

Additionally, analysis with the traditional transcription method requires more steps in order to determine the FM of a particular referent.  These steps can occur at various times and accomplished by different individuals.  For example, the traditional transcription method involves audio-recording of the ENNI, audio-to-written transcription, and analysis of written transcription.  The online scoring method removes the intermediate step and requires direct analysis by a sole individual.   This potentially reduces the error(s) that are associated with audio-to-written transcription because it lowers the number of opportunities for mistakes to be made.

Also, the transcriber’s attention is not specifically devoted to FMs, but rather on the story as a whole. The chance of filling in erroneous information as to what “should” have been said versus what was actually said by the client is possible.  It is often difficult to decipher between phrases like “the airplane” and phrases like “an airplane”, making it easier for a transcriber to hear what is most appropriate in this context (e.g. an airplane) as opposed to what was said (e.g. the airplane). This may subsequently mislead this rater or another rater’s findings.  Online scoring focuses the rater on the specific information he or she is interested in obtaining.  

Similarly, the authors found the online method to be a more appropriate approach to scoring when an FM was missed.  For example, this can occur while reading a transcription or listening to a recording, especially in younger participant’s stories which are less coherent.  This requires the rater to return to a previous utterance in order to classify a FM.  The authors noted that the online method required more conscious attention to be devoted to the story because the utterances were transient.  Conversely, the transcript approach did not require such focused attention; rather, it encourages efficient scanning of the transcript for the FMs.  A limitation to this latter approach is the potential for inaccurate reporting of a subsequent referent as the FM.  For example, consider the following transcript excerpt:
so finally um Rachel’s mother came and had a big long net
………

and she and she was about to get it

and she got it  with the big net
If a rater was scanning this story for the FM ‘net’, it is possible they could have missed the FM “a big net” and instead marked the later referent “the big net” as the FM.  This problem is less likely with the online method because the rater is required to listen to and follow the story and in turn is more likely to be aware of the context of the mention.  

Limitations
Though this study yielded high agreement between online and transcription methods, the authors noted a few potential limitations in methodology.  For one, the random selection of the 41 participants did not result in an evenly distributed sample across language groups for each age group.  There was lack of representation of children with language impairments in the younger (i.e., four and five year olds) and eldest age group (i.e., nine year olds).  Also, compared to the six and nine year old cohorts, there was less representation of the younger ages.  This is of concern because children’s FM abilities gradually improve between four and seven years of age (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  Therefore findings from this study better represent children who are more adept at FM use.
 Moreover, the authors noted that it was easier to score the older children’s stories (i.e., seven to nine years of age) because they used more appropriate and predictable FMs (e.g., an airplane, another elephant, etc.) compared to younger children’s frequent ambiguous forms (e.g. “Then (somebody) the fat one yelled (no) got her and it got it.  He was happy that that one (yeah)”). Moreover, as a group younger children’s stories lack coherence and use immature story structure compared to older children (Hillier et al., 2010) creating a challenge in matching specific referents to their intended character/object. Also, the authors noted that when a participant received a perfect score of 42, all raters agreed on this score.  It was only when referents were less appropriate that discrepancies in scoring occurred, and this is more typical with young children and those with language impairment (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  This decreases the likelihood that there will be agreement between raters (Schneider & Hayward, 2010).  Therefore, the authors conclude that there may be less agreement with a more representative sample (i.e., one including more four and five year olds with language impairment).

Lastly, although the FM and story grammar measures can be reliably scored online, there are additional measures of the ENNI that cannot be adapted in this way.  The ENNI can be used to calculate a mean length of communicative utterance (MLCU), a complexity index (CI), the number of different words (NDW) and the total number of words (TNW) a child produces during connected speech (Schneider et al., 2005).   MLCU is a measure of the average number of words or morphemes in a child’s utterances.  Conversely, CI describes the level of complexity of language by examining the number of dependent clauses per independent clause.  Both necessitate that a transcription be used as they require calculations that would be tedious and inaccurate if done online but that a SALT or CLAN program can perform once the transcription is complete (Schneider et al., 2005).  Therefore, it is unlikely that complete abandonment of transcriptions would be warranted in the future during any comprehensive language assessment (i.e., SG, FM, MLCU, CI, NDW, and TNW) using the ENNI.  However, an S-LP may only be interested in the FM and story grammar components of a child’s narrative production in which case a transcription would not be necessary.  Therefore, depending on the intended purpose of an assessment using the ENNI (i.e. specific or comprehensive analysis) the transcription step may not be necessary.
Future Directions

The finding of strong agreement (κ-coefficient of 0.874) between scoring methods indicates that online scoring is an appropriate technique to use in substitution of the transcription of narratives.  However, a more representative sample would provide evidence about the generalizability of this conclusion to more age and language ability groups. The authors recommend future studies use randomized selection within age and language categories to ensure clinical applicability.

The FM criteria developed by Schneider & Hayward (2010) provides clear examples of how specific referents (e.g., she, the other woman, the daddy) should be categorized.  A future consideration would be to continually update these criteria with examples of referents that are not explicitly explained and how these should be categorized.  The purpose of these additions would be to reduce the amount of scoring decisions S-LPs will be required to make, thus fostering strong agreement (i.e. reliability) and accurate diagnoses (i.e. presence or absence of language impairment).  The authors suggest that an online forum be added to the current ENNI website, which is easily accessible to all S-LPs (Schneider et al., 2005).  This online forum would allow S-LPs to ask questions about particular referents or utterances they are finding difficult to categorize.  Others can respond and Dr. Schneider would be responsible for providing the correct score along with an explanation.  Subsequently, this example would be added to the criteria for the referent in question.   

Moreover, the authors suggest that the training they underwent for this particular study would be an available option for S-LPs visiting the website.   A subset of the narratives used in this study would be available for practice in both transcription and audio (i.e. online method) form.  The agreed referent scores for the FMs would be provided as well as an explanation for each result.  This would facilitate a form of training for S-LPs who want to achieve inter-rater reliability of FMs prior to use of the ENNI with their clients.

Lastly, another recommendation for future research is to determine if true online scoring (i.e., direct face-to-face) of FMs is a reliable method compared to online scoring with audio, which was the focus of this study.  Currently, true online scoring is a common method of analysis used by S-LPs, particularly during speech assessments (e.g. articulation tests).  Similar to these analyses, a FM analysis would focus on one aspect of a narrative, making true online scoring a possibility. As previously discussed, the removal of the intermediate transcription step removes potential error(s) that occur between information transfers.  True online scoring would remove another subset of factors that could interfere with accurate FM scoring. For example, audio recordings are often associated with background noise and other environmental distractions that distort the authentic quality of the sample (Boliek, personal communication, 22 September, 2009).  Moreover, poor microphone placement, participant or microphone movement, poor instrument quality or human error in the use of the audio recording can distort the sound quality and thus skew the interpretation of the analysis. In addition to a better sample quality, this face-to-face context can provide an S-LP with oral-visual information which can help to aid in comprehension, especially with younger children.  However, recording allows an S-LP to listen to a sample repeatedly as opposed to only having one chance to catch each instance of a targeted behavior.  Therefore the authors are not recommending that FM scoring should necessarily occur without audio or video-recording, but that future research could examine whether this is possible. 
CONCLUSION
The ability to use referents correctly, according to a shared context, develops throughout the early school years.  Previous research indicates a strong relationship between FM ability, age and the presence or absence of language impairment.  Therefore, the ENNI is a valid assessment tool for S-LPs; however, it is limited by the time-consuming nature of transcription analysis.  This study examined the possibility of using online scoring as a viable method of analyzing FMs from the ENNI narratives.  Forty-one ENNI narrative sets were scored through the online method, and a Cohen’s kappa of 0.874 was found.  This robust result suggests that online scoring is a reliable option for FM analysis, thereby allowing S-LPs to be confident in their results obtained by this more time-efficient method.  This research contributes to expanding the practice of using stories as valid and reliable tools in clinical settings, for the purpose of uncovering the underlying linguistic and cognitive knowledge of children and determining whether or not language impairment exists. 
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