medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.26.24316171; this version posted October 27, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Syntax and Schizophrenia: A meta-analysis of comprehension and production

Dalia Elleuch?, Yinhan Chen?, Qiang Luo®® and Lena Palaniyappan*®

! University of Sfax, Sfax, Tunisia

2 |nstitute of Science and Technology for Brain-Inspired Intelligence, Research Institute of
Intelligent Complex Systems, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China;

¥ State Key Laboratory of Medical Neurobiology and MOE Frontiers Center for Brain Science,
Institutes of Brain Science, Fudan University, Shanghai 200433, China

* Douglas Mental Health University Institute, Department of Psychiatry, McGill University,
Quebec, Canada.

® Robarts Research Institute & Lawson Health Research Institute, London, Ontario, Canada.

® Department of Medical Biophysics, Schulich School of Medicine and Dentistry, Western
University, London, Ontario, Canada.

Address correspondence to: Dr. L ena Palaniyappan, lena.palaniyappan@mcaqill.ca

Word count: (max 3500) 3802

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.26.24316171
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.26.24316171; this version posted October 27, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Summary

Background

People with schizophrenia exhibit notable difficulties in the use of everyday language. This
directly impacts one’s ability to complete education and secure employment. An impairment in
the ability to understand and generate the correct grammatical structures (syntax) has been
suggested as a key contributor; but studies have been underpowered, often with conflicting
findings. It is also unclear if syntactic deficits are restricted to a subgroup of patients, or
generalized across the broad spectrum of patients irrespective of symptom profiles, age, sex, and
iliness severity.

Methods

We conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis, registered on OSF, adhering to PRISMA
guidelines, searching multiple databases up to May 1, 2024. We extracted effect sizes (Cohen’s
d) and variance differences (log coefficient of variation ratio) across 6 domains: 2 in
comprehension (understanding complex syntax, detection of syntactic errors) and 4 in production
(global complexity, phrasal/clausal complexity, utterance length, and integrity) in patient-control
comparisons. Study quality/bias was assessed using a modified Newcastle-Ottawa Scale.
Bayesian meta-analysis was used to estimate domain-specific effects and variance differences.
We tested for potential moderators with sufficient data (age, sex, study quality, language spoken)
using conventional meta-regression to estimate the sources of heterogeneity between studies.

Findings

Overall, 45 studies (n=2960 unique participants, 64-4% English, 79 case-control contrasts,
weighted mean age(sd)=32-3(5:6)) were included. Of the patient samples, only 29-2% were
women. Bayesian meta-analysis revealed extreme evidence for all syntactic domains to be
affected in schizophrenia with a large-sized effect (model-averaged d=0-65 to 1:01, with overall
random effects d=0-86, 95% Crl [0-67-1:03]). Syntactic comprehension was the most affected
domain. There was notable heterogeneity between studies in global complexity (moderated by
the age), production integrity (moderated by study quality), and production length. Robust BMA
revealed weak evidence for publication bias. Patients had a small-to-medium-sized excess of
inter-individual variability than healthy controls in understanding complex syntax, and in
producing long utterances and complex phrases (overall random effects INCVR=0-21, 95% Crl
[0-07-0-36]), hinting at the possible presence of subgroups with diverging syntactic performance.

I nter pretation

There is robust evidence for the presence of grammatical impairment in comprehension and
production in schizophrenia. This knowledge will improve the measurement of communication
disturbances in schizophrenia and aid in developing distinct interventions focussed on syntax - a
rule-based feature that is potentially amenable to cognitive, educational, and linguistic
interventions.
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Research in Context

Evidence before this study
Prior studies have documented significant language deficits among individuals with psychosis across
multiple levels. However, syntactic divergence—those affecting sentence structure and grammar—have
not been consistently quantified or systematically reviewed. An initial review of the literature indicated
that the specific nature and severity of syntactic divergence, as well as their impact on narrative speech
production, symptom burden, and daily functioning, remain poorly defined. We conducted a
comprehensive search of the literature up to May 1, 2024, using databases such as PubMed, PsycINFO,
Scopus, Google Scholar, and Web of Science. Our search terms combined psychosis, schizophrenia,
language production, comprehension, syntax, and grammar, and we identified a scarcity of meta-
analytic studies focusing specifically on syntactic comprehension and production divergence in
psychosis.

Added value of this study
This systematic review and meta-analysis is the first to quantitatively assess syntactic comprehension
and production divergence in individuals with psychosis. This study provides estimated effect sizes
associated with syntactic impairments as well as a quantification of the variance within patient groups
for each domain of impairment. Besides a detailed examination of this under-researched domain, we
also identify critical research gaps that need to be addressed to derive benefits for patients from
knowledge generated in this domain.

Implications of all the available evidence
This study provides robust evidence of grammatical impairments in individuals with schizophrenia,
particularly in syntactic comprehension and production. These findings can enhance early detection
approaches via speech/text readouts and lead to the development of targeted cognitive, educational, and
linguistic interventions. By highlighting the variability in linguistic deficits, the study offers valuable
insights for future therapeutic trials. It also supports the creation of personalized formats of information
and educational plans aimed at improving the effectiveness of any therapeutic intervention offered to
patients with schizophrenia via verbal medium.
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1. Introduction

The cognitive faculty of language supports interpersonal communication and thinking®, both of
which are disrupted in psychotic disorders such as schizophrenia. Do the thought and
communication disorders in people with schizophrenia result from structural issues i.e.,
grammatical impairment (syntactic divergence) in people with schizophrenia? This question has
been studied at various times in the past, with a variety of methods and approaches *°. Despite
the substantial body of work, the existing literature presents a fragmented understanding of the
nature and extent of syntactic deficits. Disorganised speech, a diagnostic feature of schizophrenia
in DSM-5 7, is assessed on the basis of incoherence that leads to a failure of effective
communication. Syntax production, if impaired, can generate conversational incoherence.
Similarly, impaired comprehension of syntax (i.e., who did what to whom?) may contribute to
impaired meaning and misinterpretations that typify positive psychotic symptoms such as
persecutory delusions. In the current study, we systematically review the literature published to
date on both syntactic production and comprehension in schizophrenia.

Producing and inferring meaning via language is not based on isolated lexical concepts (semantic
categories), but involves the interactional basis offered by grammatical constructions. Grammar
enables the signifiers and the signified to be put together. Thus, there is a strong case to be made
for syntax-level deficits i.e., an aberration in the way words are put together, to have primacy in
the language disorder of schizophrenia ®*!. Several thoughtful reviews in recent times have
hinted at the critical importance of syntactic divergence in schizophrenia ******. Bora and
colleagues highlighted a role for syntactic comprehension divergence when analyzing the
linguistic correlates of the burden of formal thought disorder'®. Nonetheless, to our knowledge, a
comprehensive meta-analytic quantification of the overall magnitude of grammatical impairment
in both comprehension and production in schizophrenia is still lacking.

Quantifying the degree of grammatical impairment in schizophrenia is critical for two reasons.
Firstly, the use of the various linguistic markers in speech to predict clinically important
outcomes is an emerging pursuit in the field (e.g., onset of first episode *°, relapses ?°). Despite
the many studies carried out to date, one major obstacle in bringing such predictive analytics to
routine clinical use is the lack of empirical guidance on feature selection in these models. As a
result, a large number of automatically derived linguistic variables are being tested in clinical
prediction models, with minimal overlap among different studies, impeding interpretability and
successful external validation (e.g., not a single linguistic feature overlapped across the 18
prediction analysis studies identified in a recent review®'). This can be addressed via evidence-
based preselection of variables that most proximally relate to the clinical construct of interest i.e.,
the presence of schizophrenia in our case [see Meehan and colleagues® for a state-of-the-art
review]. Meta-analytic estimation of the effect size of syntax production/comprehension
variables will provide evidence for their utility in speech-based predictive analytics.
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Secondly, given the relevance of social interaction for functional recovery®, interventions to
ameliorate communication deficits in schizophrenia are steadily growing in recent times 2.
Outcomes of these trials can be improved by identifying the most affected syntactic markers as
treatment targets and identifying if distinct subgroups with varying degrees of deficits are likely
to occur among patients. In the presence of a high degree of interindividual variability in
syntactic deficits, stratified RCTs for communicative remediation are likely to have a better
yield. Thus, meta-analytic estimation of the effect size and variability of syntactic deficits will
inform forthcoming intervention trials.

Our primary goal of this review is to provide a quantitative synthesis of the degree and
interindividual variability of syntactic language deficit across the domains of syntactic
comprehension, anomaly/error detection, and various levels of complexity and integrity of
syntactic production in schizophrenia. We also aim to investigate the relationship between
syntactic production, comprehension, and symptom severity and identify potential research gaps
and opportunities in this area of work.

2. Methods
2.1 Search Strategy and Selection Criteria

The original protocol was registered on the Open Science Framework registry (May 202), with
an update after the initial search but before undertaking statistical analysis (October 2024)?’. This
update included missing information on meta-analytic methods and bias assessment framework,
adding specifications (grouping of syntactic domains, metaregression variables) and planned
deviations (reporting pronoun aberrations separately from the current report, dropping reaction
time and parts-of-speech measures to reduce bias from reporting inconsistencies). Any further
deviations that occurred after the data-analysis (the use of multivariate approach to meta-
analysis) are reported as Supplemental Results. This review adheres to the Preferred Reporting
ltems for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines® and recent
recommendations to protect against researcher bias in meta-analysis®. We performed a literature
search across multiple electronic databases, including PubMed, PsycINFO, Scopus, and Web of
Science, up to May 1, 2024. Search terms included a combination of keywords and Medical
Subject Headings (MeSH) terms related to schizophrenia (schizophrenia OR schizo* OR
psychos* OR psychot*), language (language OR verbal OR linguistic OR speech OR
communicat* OR thought), syntax (syntax OR syntactic OR gramma*). Two reviewers (DE and
LP) independently screened titles and abstracts against the inclusion criteria using Rayyan
software after removing duplicates. Full texts of relevant studies were assessed for eligibility.
We then added further studies to the pool by screening the bibliography and hand-searching all
citations received by the identified studies via Google Scholar.

We included English/French language publications describing studies that (1) enrolled adults
(aged 18 or above) diagnosed with schizophrenia spectrum disorders (schizophrenia,
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schizoaffective, or schizophreniform psychosis) and a control group of healthy adults without
known psychiatric disorders (2) assessed speech production and/or comprehension, focusing on
grammar and syntax. This includes evaluating either grammatical comprehension (by
quantifying a person's ability to understand complex sentences or detect errors in the syntactic
formation) and/or production (by assessing the degree of global [narrative level] or local
[clausal/phrasal level] complexity, length and integrity in the utterances or sentences). This
grouping of domains of interest was based on Morice and Ingram’s original work™® that separated
complexity and integrity in syntax production in schizophrenia, with phrasal/clausal level
complexity (coordination) later included by Thomas and colleagues®. This set was further
extended as per Lu’s Syntactic Complexity Analyzer approach® to distinguish production length
from other complexity measures.

Only empirical studies with quantitative measures derived in the same manner from both groups
were included. Studies focused on subjects <18 years of age®*°, case reports/case series®, and
those without a healthy control group*"~** were excluded. Additionally, studies focussed on
high-risk subjects without a diagnosed schizophrenia spectrum disorder*?, studies reporting
verbal outputs that were either restricted (e.g., scripted conversations*) or likely to have been
edited after production (e.g., written reports and social media texts**™*®), non-naturalistic speech
(e.g., word list generation, repetition, monitoring or recall of memorized text**™"), analysis
restricted to parts-of-speech tagging (with no sentential syntax)*>™ or providing only second
order derivatives (e.g., speech graph metrics® or factor scores®’) without direct indices of syntax
production/comprehension were not eligible. One study with a retraction notice was also
excluded. Studies with unconventional criteria for syntactic complexity®®® and those without
quantitative measures or plots that allowed effect size estimation were also excluded****2. For a
list of articles excluded at the stage of data extraction with the reasons for exclusion and main
results, see Supplemental Table 1.
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Figure 1: PRISMA 2020 flow diagram for the systematic review of syntax and schizophrenia.
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2.2 Data Extraction

We extracted the available clinical/demographic data (author(s), publication year, country,
sample size, mean age, and symptom severity based on standardized scales [e.g., PANSS,
SANS/SAPS, BPRS/BPRS-E, with the reported total scores in each patient sample converted to
a scale of 0 to 1 via min-max transformation (See Supplement)], sex distribution, chlorpromazine
equivalent of antipsychotic dose (conversions from other drug equivalents or Defined Daily
Doses as per®®), mode [free speech, visual/verbal stimulus such as picture/proverb elaboration,
sentence to picture matching] and the language of task administration). A description of the
included studies is available in Table 1. When overlapping samples were published in more than
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one paper, we extracted data from the largest reported sample®®> 6667 6869 30.70; 7172 “ypze

reached out to selected authors (12:2%) when quantitative measures were unclear for
clarifications. For studies where numerical values were not provided®"" > we extracted these
values from published plots using a visual data extraction tool (plotdigitizer.com). When more
than one mean was reported on the same measurement from the same sample (e.g., on/off
medications as in’"), we included the average as the summary measure. Some of the studies
reported median and range values instead of mean and SD required for Cohen’s d
estimation®"*"®. In such instances, we used the five-number summary approach’, available at
https://www.math.hkbu.edu.hk/~tongt/papers/median2mean.htmi.

2.3 Quality Assessment

The quality of the studies was assessed using a purposively modified Newcastle-Ottawa Scale™,
widely used in psychiatry where rating scale use for exposure assignment is a common
practice™. The following indicators were evaluated: case definition, representativeness, selection
of control group, comparability of groups, ascertainment of ‘exposure’ (i.e., measurement of
syntactic variables of interest), and quality of data reporting. Items in the Newcastle-Ottawa
framework are known to have low reliability among raters®* (e.g., demonstrating the timing of
measurements) and lack of clarity® (e.g., emphasis on independent validation of the case status,
response proportions, the practice of higher scores for population-based controls, statistical
adjustment and blinding which are often unsatisfactory in case-control designs) were replaced
these with items specific to psychiatric diagnoses and linguistic variable assessment (see
Supplemental Table 2 for a description). Furthermore, we defined likely confounders a priori for
bias assessment (age, sex, education, and native language being different from the language of
assessment). Each study was independently rated for scores between 0-12 by two authors (DE
and LP), with disagreements resolved by discussion.

2.4 Data Analysis

Statistical analyses were conducted using the JASP 0.19.0.0 package®. Effect sizes were
calculated from available means and standard deviations (Cohen's d = (M3 - M1)/ SDpooled) from
each set of analysis. As some studies reported error rates while others reported accuracy rates, all
effect sizes were sign-adjusted to read as controls>patients when producing summary values.

We pooled the d values using bayesian model-averaged (BMA) meta-analysis via metaBMA R
package implemented in JASP®®. BMA evaluates the likelihood of the data under a combination
of models regarding the meta-analytic effect and heterogeneity, reporting model-averaged
effects. Evidence in favor of a group difference was categorized as weak (for BFyp 1 to <3),
moderate (BF1o 3 to <10), strong (BF1, 10 to <30), very strong (BF1o 30 to <100), and extreme
(BFlo >100)

Meta-regression analyses were performed when sufficient evidence for heterogeneity between
studies was uncovered in any domain. We included the mean age of patients, proportion of
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female patients, mean chlorpromazine equivalent dose, language of the study assessment
(English vs. non-English), and study quality scores as potential moderators.

Robust Bayesian meta-analysis®® was used to assess the sensitivity of the results to the potential
presence of publication bias and heterogeneity.

Log Coefficient of Variation Ratio®” (INCVR: natural log of ratio of the estimated total
coefficient of variation between the patient and the control group) was used to quantify the
difference in variability after scaling to the mean of each group [INCVR= 0 indicates equal
variability; >0 greater variability, while <0 indicates lower variability in patients vs. controls].

Given the between-domain heterogeneity, we used a random-effects model to pool the 6 INCVR
measures and the 6 Cohen’s d estimates across the domains to assess the overall effect.

3. Results
3.1 Study Selection

A total of 463 studies were identified through the initial database search. After removing
duplicates, 289 unique studies remained. Following title and abstract screening, 86 articles were

retrieved as relevant, of which 45 studies met the inclusion criteria for numerical synthesis for
the meta_analysi588—95,77,96,97,64,9,67,98,51,99—104,73,78,105,74,30,106—114,75,115—118,71,31 (See Figure 1)

3.2 Study Characteristics

The final list included studies published between 1982 and 2024, with summary data from a total
of n= 1679 patients and n= 1281 controls available from 79 comparisons across 6 domains of
interest. The weighted mean age across studies was 32-31 (SD=5:6) years, with no difference in
distribution among patients and control cohorts (paired t=0-85, p=0:4). Only 29-2% of
participants were women, with 5 studies recruiting only men’"102109119120. o)y 8 studies had
>40% women. The studies predominantly included individuals diagnosed with established
schizophrenia spectrum disorders (n=1292), with first-episode samples forming 33:59% of the
total sample (n=564). A great majority of studies (64-4%) recruited English-speaking
participants. Some studies reported separate contrasts based on the presence of Formal Thought
Disorder (FTD/no-FTD'*%%) or stage of illness (FEP/established schizophrenia®®*®). Quality
scores are presented in Supplemental Table 3.

There is no single accepted index to measure grammatical impairment in mental health
conditions. As a result, we found a notable variation in the method used to quantify the variables
of interest, and in some cases, more than one variable for the same domain was reported. As a
general principle, we chose the measures with the closest theoretical alignment to the 6 domains
of interest for this meta-analysis. Within each domain, we chose tasks and variables that were
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most commonly used across studies. Other study-specific decisions in variable choices are
discussed in the Supplement.

3.3 Data availability

While mean age (93:3% of studies), language of testing (100%), and sex distribution (93-3%)
were available for most studies, an estimate of antipsychotic dose exposure (48.9%) and overall
symptom severity (40%) were less often reported. Most studies only provided the overall
proportion of antipsychotic use and domain-specific symptom scores (generally positive
symptoms). As a result, we included age, assessment language, sex, and the study quality scores
in the meta-regression analyses, but only reported moderator/effect-size bivariate correlations for
antipsychotic dose and total symptom severity index.

3.4 Meta-analytical results

The results of Bayesian Meta-Analysis for each group of studies are shown in Table 2 along with
the data on between-studies heterogeneity, log coefficient of variation ratios, and publication
bias. BMA showed extreme evidence for reduced syntactic comprehension, error detection,
production length, phrasal complexity, production integrity, and global complexity in patients
(all BF10>100; Figure 2). Random effects analysis across the 6 domain-specific effects indicated
extreme evidence (BF1,=3173; estimated d=0-87) for an overall grammatical impairment in
schizophrenia. See the supplement for multivariate meta-analysis of correlated outcomes.

Between study heterogeneity (tau) was strong for global complexity, production length, and
integrity. Of these domains, the meta-regression analysis revealed age as a significant moderator
for global complexity while study quality was the most significant known source of
heterogeneity for production integrity (Table 2; Fig 3). The moderator/effect-size bivariate
correlations were not significant for antipsychotic dose (r3;=0-27, p=0-14) or total symptom
severity index (rz3=0-06, p=0-74) across all domains. While the number of studies on clinically
detectable FTD was insufficient for a meta-regression, visual inspection of the forest plots
revealed that all FTD contrasts had above-average Cohen’s d values for syntactic comprehension
and phrasal complexity but not for production integrity.

Meta-analysis of within-group variations indicated higher inter-individual variability in patients
for syntactic comprehension, phrasal complexity, and production length (InCVR= 0-13-0-41;
medium to large variation effect'®”) but not for other measures (Figure 3). Random effects
analysis across the 6 domain-specific variation estimates indicated moderate evidence (BFy =
5.27; estimated INCVR = 0-21) for excess variability among patients compared to healthy
controls (Figure 4).

Using Robust BMA, we found no or weak evidence for publication bias in all of the individual
meta-analyses, with moderate to extreme evidence retained for domain-specific impairments in
syntax (Table 2).
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Figure 2. Forest plots for domain specific meta-analyses of syntactic production and
comprehension in schizophrenia. Bayesian Model Averaged estimates of group differences in syntactic
comprehension (k=16), error detection (k=6), production length (k=17), phrasal complexity (k=16),
production integrity (k=11) and global complexity (k=13). Estimated (not observed) Cohen’s d values are
given along with 95% credible intervals in parentheses. FTD=Formal Thought Disorder. nFTD: no-
Formal Thought Disorder. FEP=First Episode Psychosis. SCZ=Established schizophrenia
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size differences for global syntactic complexity while better quality studies reported higher effect sizes for
production integrity
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Figure4: Forest plotsfor domain specific meta-analyses of variation in syntactic production and
comprehension in schizophrenia. Bayesian Model Averaged estimates of group differences in syntactic
comprehension (k=16), error detection (k=6), production length (k=17), phrasal complexity (k=16),
production integrity (k=11) and global complexity (k=13). Estimated (not observed) logarithm of
coefficient of variation ratio (patients>controls) are given along with 95% credible intervals in
parentheses. FTD=Formal Thought Disorder. nFTD: no-Formal Thought Disorder. FEP=First Episode
Psychosis. SCZ=Established schizophrenia
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4. Discussion

To our knowledge, this is the first meta-analysis on the association between schizophrenia
spectrum disorders and the use of grammar/syntax. BMA reveals extreme evidence in support of
a global impairment across the domains of interest in schizophrenia, with the most robust effects
being noted for comprehension of complex syntax and detection of errors followed by
production length and integrity. This implies that people with schizophrenia spectrum disorders
understand simpler sentences better, ignore syntactical errors, and speak in less sophisticated,
shorter sentences that may not have a complete syntactic structure. The evidence favoring
iliness-related differences was moderately strong for global and phrasal complexity, even after
taking between-studies heterogeneity and publication bias into account. Within the patient group,
variability in grammar production/comprehension was higher than that of the healthy control
group; this may occur in the presence of subgroups with varying degrees of impairment among
patients. Taken together, a broad spectrum of grammatical impairment appears to be a key
feature of schizophrenia.

Given the relatively modest sample sizes in individual studies (median patient n=32), our meta-
analytic synthesis offers a more robust and representative effect size of grammatical impairment
in SSD. Nevertheless, one limitation is our reliance on summary measures reported by authors
instead of individual participant data. As 40% of case-control contrasts came from studies
completed 20 years ago, we assessed (a priori) the likelihood of data availability to be low.
Notable variation in study quality was noted, with representativeness across sexes and
assessment languages being poor. Our synthesis is also limited by the diversity of variables used
to define the domain-specific divergence; this likely accounts for the high heterogeneity
observed in certain domains. Some overlap among the constructs of interest was noted (e.g.,
between global and phrasal complexity), while individual studies seldom reported the subject-
level correlations among the various domains (especially between production and comprehension
divergence), precluding our ability to test one of our pre-registered aims (but see the Supplement
for the multivariate meta-analysis).

We also record notable variations in clinical sampling, with some studies focussing exclusively
on those with FTD*®. We found insufficient data to estimate the effect of FTD across all
domains, and excluded studies that only compared FTD and non-FTD patient groups*®. But our
results indicate that grammatical impairment occurs irrespective of the presence of FTD. It is
important to note that at an individual level, the degree of grammatical impairment is likely to be
much higher among patients as it is influenced by comorbid developmental disorders and poor
proficiency in a non-native language, both of which led to participant exclusion in the studies we
identified. Furthermore, patients with more severe linguistic deficits often lack the capacity to
provide written informed consent, making the effect size reported here a highly conservative
estimate of the real-world complexities of grammatical impairment in schizophrenia. We make a
set of recommendations for future studies in this regard (Supplemental Table 4).
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One of the strengths of our review is the depth of our literature search - covering 50 years of
work. In contrast to Ehlen and colleagues® who recently “identified no studies evaluating syntax
production in individuals with schizophrenia”, our search strategy located k=29 studies on syntax
production. Furthermore, our Robust BMA analytical approach accounts for the uncertainty in
heterogeneity and publication bias estimates and offers a comprehensive meta-analytic
quantification of the overall magnitude of grammatical impairment in schizophrenia. The robust
medium-to-large deficit in syntax production makes a strong case for including speech-based
predictive analytics for early detection of schizophrenia, reinforcing prior*>*?® and ongoing
studies in this regard™?’.

Deficits in syntax, being a rule-based feature of language, are potentially remediable across the
lifespan, and syntactic improvement may also affect other levels of linguistic processing (see
Supplement Box 1). This has been shown in aphasic disorders with structured
rehabilitation/education approaches (e.g., mapping therapy, syntax stimulation '%'%) or via
targeted cognitive training (e.g., working memory™). By demonstrating evidence for a small-to-
medium-sized increase in inter-individual variability in syntactic deficit (especially for phrasal
complexity and syntactic comprehension), our synthesis encourages pre-trial selection of patients
for communicative remediation. In particular, for syntactic comprehension, the combination of a
large effect-size deficit, low between-studies heterogeneity, and the possibility of finding highly
impaired subgroups indicate its suitability as an outcome measure for linguistic intervention
trials.

The neural and social interactional basis of the observed syntactic deficits warrants attention in
future studies. Emerging arguments against the presence of specific neural substrates for
syntax/combinatorial processing in human language ***™*, indicate that the syntactic aberrations
in schizophrenia may underwrite divergence at other levels of language processing, especially
semantic cognition; this remains to be seen. Our observation of a generalized syntactic deficit
across patient samples argues against focusing exclusively on those with clinically detectable
FTD in mechanistic studies of linguistic divergence in psychosis (see *****% for a similar
argument).

Our estimate of overall syntactic impairment (d=0-87) is smaller than the generalized cognitive
impairment reported in schizophrenia (d=1-2"*). Studies included in our meta-analysis either
excluded participants with notably low 1Q or matched 1Q between groups; thus, we cannot
attribute the observed syntactic divergence to a generalized cognitive impairment. Unlike the
constrained neuropsychological tests used to assess cognitive deficits, syntactic divergence
(especially in production) reported here has been observed on the basis of
narratives/conversations that occur in more natural contexts. Thus, grammatical impairments,
often carried by patients without much self-awareness, are likely to have intrusive effects on
one’s everyday social functions.
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In conclusion, our meta-analysis substantiates the long-suspected role of grammatical aberrations
in schizophrenia. The question of whether these deficits occur independently of lexico-semantic
abnormalities or are part of a broader linguistic impairment remains unresolved. Nonetheless, the
findings underscore the need for targeted interventions to address these linguistic differences.
More general implications include the importance of adjusting verbal exchanges in therapeutic
settings for schizophrenia.
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Figure 1: PRISM A 2020 flow diagram for the systematic review of syntax and schizophrenia. 2
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Table 1. Description of theincluded studies.

Author(s), n(pts’ct Mean Diagnosis Stageof illness  Language of Proportion FTD Status Symptom Severity  Variables Extracted for
Year rls) age/SD assessment / Country medicated (Scale/Severity Index Meta-analysis®®
pts. Score)
Anand et al. 1994  24/24 23.9 (54) DSM-III-R Established English/ ~100% No split N/A Error Detection (C)
Schizophreniform disorder, Australia
Schizophrenia,
Schizoaffective disorder
Arslan et al. 2024  53/50 22-96 DSM-IV psychosis other  First Episode Turkish/ 100% No split N/A Production Length (P)
(8-05) than bipolar disorder Turkey
Bagner et al. 2003  27/28 38-81 DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established English/USA 89% No split PANSS: 59-8/ 0-165 Syntax Comprehension (C)
(9-72)
Barattieri di San 34/34 48-82  DSM-5 Schizophreniform  Established Italian/Italy 100% No split BPRS-E: 44-29/0-141 Syntax Comprehension (C)
Pietro et al. 2022 (10-4)  disorder, Schizophrenia,
Schizoaffective disorder,
and other psychotic
disorder
Barreraetal. 2005 31/17 FTD: 47-1 Established English/UK 100% FTD+nFTD N/A Syntax Comprehension (C)
(7-9), non- . .
FTD: 41.2 RDC Schizophrenia
(92)
Buck & Penn 42/48 DSM-IV Schizophreni Established English/USA N/A No split N/A
2015 - chizophreniaor .
N/A schizoaffective disorder Production Length (P)
Cabuk et al. 2024  38/38 38.82 Established Turkish/ 100% No split N/A Production Length (P)
(8:16) DSM-5 Schizophrenia Turkey
Chaves et al. 2023 31/40 34.79 First Episode & Brazilian Portuguese/  100% No split PANSS: Global Complexity (P)
(9-60) DSM-1V Schizophrenia Established Brazil both samples SCZ: 69/ 0-216
FEP: 69-27/0-22
Gokaletal. 2018 ~ 30/15 g (14-6) Established English/UK 100% FTD+nFTD PANSS: Phrasal Complexity (P),
) ) FTD: 88/0-32 Production Integrity (P)
(SZ+ DSM-IV Schizophrenia nFTD: 74/0-24
FTD), 38
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(7-3)
(SZ-FTD)
Gokaletal. 2019 25/13 gq (14-6) Established English/UK N/A FTD+nFTD PANSS: Syntax Comprehension (C)
FTD: 113.25/0-46
(SZ+ nFTD: 86-00/0-31
FTD), 38 DSM-IV Schizophrenia
(7-3)
(SZ-FTD)
Condray et al. 15/15 DSM-III-R Established English/USA 100% No split N/A Syntax Comprehension (C)
1995 36:2 Schizophrenia/schizoaffecti (on/off phase)
ve
Condray et al. 32/22 Established English/USA 90-60% No split N/A Syntax Comprehension (C)
2002 42.4 (7-9) DSM-III-R Schizophrenia
Dalal et al. 2024 90/39 DSM-5 Schizophrenia First Episode &  English/ 51-4% FES  No split PANSS-8: Global Complexity (P),
FEP: 22-24 (57+18 established), Established Canada and 100% of FEP: 24.41/0-34 Phrasal Complexity (P),
(4-37);  Schizoaffective (4), non-FES SCZ: 14-12/0-15
SCZ: 28-47 Schizophreniform (1),
(7-64)  psychosis NoS (5),
affective psychosis (5)
de Boer et al. 2021 41/40 2841  DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established Dutch/ 100% No split PANSS: 52/0-12 Production Lengt.h P),
Netherlands Phrasal Complexity (P)
DeL.isi 2001 38/12  Chronic: First Episode &  English/USA 100% No split N/A Phrasal Complexity (P),
338 (E_B) DSM-IV Schizophreniaor Established Production Integrity (P)
years, First Schizophreniform disorder
episode: P
234 (5)
Delvecchio et al.  166/106 ICD-10 Schizophrenia(64), First Episode Italian/Italy 54.6% No split PANSS: 67-2/0-21 Syntax Comprehension (C)
2019 Schizotypal disorder
305 (4), Delusional disorder
(10-01) (33), Brief psychotic
disorder (33),
Schizoaffective disorder
(20), Psychosis NoS (12).
Dwyer 2014 32/15 FTD Established English/UK 100% FTD+nFTD N/A Syntax Comprehension (C)

patients: 41 DSM-IV Schizophrenia
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Non-FTD
patients:
37-5(10-2)
Fraser et al. 1986  50/50 8.1 Established English/UK 70% No split N/A Phrasal Complexity (P),
RDC Schizophrenia Production Integrity (P)
(8-98)
Gargano et al. 133/133 . . First Episode Italian/Italy N/A No split PANSS: 36-:2/0-034  Production Length (P),
2022 28:93  DSM-IV First Episode Production Integrity (P)
(9:05)  Psychosis
King et al. 1990 11/9 Established English/N/A N/A No split N/A Production Length (P)
24.7 : :
RDC Schizophrenia
(58)
Kircher et al. 2005  6/6 N/A DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established English/N/A 100% FTD only N/A Global Complexity (P)
ZK(l)Jggr(kﬁrg etal 20/20 42(9) DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established English/lUK & USA 100% No split PANSS: 66-4/0-20 Error Detection (C)
ZK(;Jé)gr(k;(;rg et al. 20/20 43(10) DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established English/lUSA 100% No split PANSS: 59-8/0-166  Error Detection (C)
Lee et al. 2016 26 (3732% DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established Korean/South Korea 100% No split BPRS: 24-5/0-06 Error Detection (C)
Liet al. 2024 38/25 Established Chinese/China N/A No split PANSS: 64-68/0-19  Production Length (P),
3758 psM-5 Schizophrenia Phrasal Complexity (P)
(8-40)
Liang et al. 2022  66/36 - DSM-5 Schizophrenia First Episode English/Canada 58% No split PANSS-8: 25-:2/0-36  Production Length (P)
spectrum (nonaffective
4-77) -
psychosis)
Morgan et al. 16/13 DSM-1V or ICD-10 criteria First Episode English/South London  37-50% No split N/A Production Length (P)
2021 N/A  for Schizophrenia and other
psychotic disorders
Morice & Ingram  34/18 Established English/ 100% No split N/A Global Complexity (P),
1982 Australia Production Integrity (P)
26.7 ICD-8 Schizophrenia and
(6:3) Mania ICD-8
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Morice and 17/19 Established English/ 100% No split N/A Syntax Comprehension (C),
McNicol 1985 30 DSM-III Schizophrenia Australia Global Complexity (P),
Phrasal Complexity (P)
Moro etal. 2015  58/30 34.72 DSM-IV-TR Established Italian/Italy 100% No split PANSS: 67-9/0-21 Error Detection (C)
Schizophrenia, treatment-
(8-23) .
responsive
Ozcanetal. 2017  50/50 Established Turkish/Turkey 100% No split N/A Global Complexity (P)
41.98 . .
DSM-1V Schizophrenia
(4-57)
Panikratova etal. ~ 25/27 30.3 ) ) Established Russian/Russia N/A No split PANSS: 72-4/0-236  Production Length (P),
2021 , ICD-10 Schizophrenia Phrasal Complexity (P)
(13-2)
Perlini et al. 2012  30/30 39.70 Established Italian/Italy 96-70% No split BPRS: 42/0-22 Syntax Comprehension (C),
(10-88) DSM-IV Schizophrenia Production Length (P),
Production Integrity (P)
Sanders et al. 11/11 Established English/N/A N/A No split N/A Production Length (P),
1995 N/A  DSM-1II Schizophrenia Global Complexity (P),
Clausal Sophist
Schneider et al. 34/40 Established German/ 100% No split SANS+SAPS Production Length (P),
2023 42.47  DSM-IV-TR Schizophrenia Germany (no positive FTD/ Global Complexity (P),
(13:11)  Spectrum Disorders attention):31-36/0-:13  Phrasal Complexity (P)
Sevillaet al. 2018 40/14  SZ+TD: Established Spanish/Spain 100% FTD+nFTD PANSS: 75-98/0-255 Phrasal Complexity (P)
41.21 . - nFTD: 66-55/0-20
(12.48); DSM-IV Schizophrenia FTD: 85.40/0-31
! with or without Thought
SZ-TD pisorder (TD)
41.35
(8-99)
Shedlack et al. 37/17 DSM-I11-R Schizophrenia, Established English/USA 76-50% No split N/A Phrasal Complexity (P),
1997 338  Schizoaffective, Production Integrity (P)
(7-7)  Schizotypal disorders and
Psychosis NoS
Stephane et al. 22/11 Established English/USA 95-50% No split BPRS: 44/0-24 Error Detection (C)
2007 . .
51 (7) DSM-IV Schizophrenia or

schizoaffective disorder
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Stirling et al. 2006  30/18 34.33 DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established English/N/A 93% Examined post- N/A Syntax Comprehension (C)
(10-39) hoc
Tan et al. 2016 57/48 Established English/ 100% No split PANSS: 59-3/0-163  Syntax Comprehension (C)
4340  DSM-IV Schizophrenia/ Australia
(10-85)  Schizoaffective disorder
Tang et al. 2021 20/11 (37625) DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established English/USA N/A No split N/A Production Length (P)
Tavano et al. 2008 37/37 39.73 Established Italian/Italy 100% No split N/A Syntax Comprehension (C),
(1305) DSM-1V Schizophrenia Production Length (P),
Global Complexity (P)
Thomas et al. 18/10 Established English/ N/A No split N/A Production Length (P),
1987 24.8 . . Scotland Global Complexity (P),
(4-4) RDC Schizophrenia Phrasal Complexity (P),
Production Integrity (P)
Thomas et al. 38/16 Established English/UK 100% No split N/A Production Length (P),
1996 . . . Global Complexity (P),
26:96  RDC Schizophrenia Phrasal Complexity (P),
Production Integrity (P)
Vogel et al. 2009  15/12 N/A DSM-IV Schizophrenia Established E\Egs:lrsawa 100% No split N/A Production Integrity (P)

NOTES: FTD=Formal Thought Disorder. nFTD: no-Formal Thought Disorder. FDRs=First Degree Relatives. DSM=Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders. RDC=Research Diagnostic Criteria. ICD=International Classification of Diseases. PANSS=Positive and Negative Syndrome Scale. SANS=Scale for
the Assessment of Negative Symptoms. SAPS=Scale for the Assessment of Positive Symptoms. PSE=Present State Examination. FEP=First Episode Psychosis.
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Table 2: Summary of Bayesian M odel-Averaged M eta-Analysis of Grammatical | mpairment in Schizophrenia Spectrum Disor ders

Syntactic k N Cohen’sd BF10 Heterogeneity BF;+for Significant INCVR ROBMA
Domain Patients, (BMA:95% for Tau (95% Crl) RE M oder ator (BMA:95% BF,for
Controls Crl) H1 effect (s.e) Crl) publication bias
& mean
difference
Syntactic 16 530/400 1.01 220x10° 0-18 [0:04,0-42] 1.08 None 0-41 Weak publ. bias
Comprehension [0-85,1.19] * Extreme Weak [0-11,0.71]* (1.53)
Extreme effect
(244)
Error 6 170/134 091 303 0-21 [0-04,0-61] 1.01 None 025 No publ. bias
Detection [0-60,1:19] * Extreme Weak [-0:52,0-96] (0-72)
Strong effect
(23.0)
Production 17 646/614 0-84 460 x10° 0-31 31375 None 0-13 Weak publ. bias
Length [0-63,1-04] * Extreme [0-15,0-53]* Extreme [0-00,0-25]* (2:78)
Strong effect
(7:78)
Phrasal 16 489/325 063 335 x10° 0-20 [0-05,0-45] 1.78 None 0-29 Weak publ. bias
Complexity [0-46,0-81] * Extreme Weak [0-03,0-56]* (1-42)
Moderate effect
(3:52)
Production 11 368/303 0-73 1258 0-27 4.67 Quality* 0-12 No publ. bias
Integrity [0-49,0.99] * Extreme [0-06,0-60]* Strong 0-31(0-12) [-0-08,0-32] (0-96)
Strong effect
(9-95)
Global 13 335/246 0:65 362 0-35 54.86 Age™* 022 Weak publ. bias
Complexity [0-39,0-92] * Extreme [0-14,0-65]* Very 0-04(0-01) [-0-01,043] | (1-06)
Strong Moderate effect

(4-42)

a.Estimated from k=12; higher deficits in samples with higher mean age.
K=number of studies. N=sample size based on unique participant counts Crl=Credible Intervals. BF,; = Bayes Factor for random effects over fixed effects.

* p<0.05. ROBMA: Robust Bayesian meta-analysis s.e. standard error

BF;o = Bayes Factor for evidence for the presence of expected group differences over null hypothesis of no difference. BMA: Bayesian Model Average.

INCVR = natural log of coefficient of variation ratio for patients vs. controls RE: random effects. Coloured boxes indicate significant results as per frequentist
statistics (p<0.05).
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Table 3. Key variables and moderator s for the case-control comparisonsin the meta-analysis

Authors Variables n(pty M ean/SD Mean/SD Effect Size Standard Mean Mean %females CPZ  English Quality Speech task
ctrls) pts. ctrls. (d) Error (SE) age age pts. dose Score
pts. ctrls. mean
Bagner et al. 2003 SC: Understanding long/object- 27/28 0-66 0-825 1.02 0-29 3881 3539 3333 N/A  Yes 9 N/A
relative clauses (Q&A) (0:185) (0-135)
Barrera et al. 2005 SC: Understanding complex 15/17 754 785 1.044 0-38 471 41 2258 N/A  Yes 10 N/A
(FTD) sentences (SPM) (39 (1-6)
Barrera et al. 2005 SC: Understanding complex 16/17 77-8 785 0-35 0-35 412 41 2258 N/A  Yes 10 N/A
(nFTD) sentences (SPM) (2:3) (1-6)
Cokal et al. 2019 SC: Understanding complex 12/13 0-71 0-97 1.80 0-47 47.92 4531 167 N/A  Yes 9 N/A
(FTD) sentences (SPM) (0-201) (0-038)
Cokal et al. 2019 SC: Understanding complex 13/13 0-92 0-97 0-90 0-41 47.92 4531 31 N/A  Yes 9 N/A
(nFTD) sentences (SPM) (0-068) (0-038)
Condray et al. 1995  SC: Understanding syntax-based 15/15 1.8 0-2 1.31 0-40 36:2 B2 0 243 Yes 11 N/A
relational concepts (R2 Luria- (1-64) (0-:56)
Nebraska Q&A - errors)
Condray et al. 2002  SC: Understanding 32/22 0-63 0-8 0-75 0-29 424 389 0 504 Yes 10 N/A
objects/actors in embedded (0-26) (0:19)
clauses (Q&A)
Delvecchio et al. 2019 SC: Understanding complex 166/106 29 11 0-81 0-13 305 318 4587 252 No 10 N/A
sentences (SPM) (2:8) 1-4)
Barattieri di San Pietro SC: Understanding object- 34/34 0-624 0-918 0-74 0-25 4882 4823 2647 N/A No 11 N/A
et al. 2022 relative complex sentences (0-486) (0-276)
(SPM)
Dwyer et al. 2014 SC: Sentence pairs task 14/15 58.55 84.37 1.50 0-42 41 359 286 N/A  Yes 9 N/A
(FTD) judgment (Neutral) (20-59) (13-09)
Dwyer et al. 2014 SC: Sentence pairs task 18/15 74.28 84.37 0-69 0-36 375 359 222 N/A  Yes 9 N/A
(nFTD) judgment (Neutral) (16-09) (13:09)
Morice & McNicol SC: Understanding complex part 17/19 16-8 234 1.62 0-38 30 30 29 N/A  Yes 10 N/A
1985 of Token Test (instructions) (5:2) (2'5)

" 3SUBII| [eUONRUIBIU| 0'F AG-DD © Japun a|qe|ieAe apew Si ]|

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ayy Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e Axygpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘1apunyioyine ayl si (mainal 1aad Ag paljilied 10U sem yaiym)
juudaad siys Joy Japjoy 1ybuAdod 8yl ¥Z0z ‘Lz 1890100 palsod UoIsIaA SIY ‘T/TITEYZ 92 0T ¥202/TOTT 0T/B10°10p//:sdny :1op undaid Aixypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.10.26.24316171
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

Perlini et al. 2012 SC: Understanding complex 27/28 4.59 1.11 1.20 0-29 397 3853 20 354 No 11 N/A
sentences (SPM - errors) using (3:94) (1:13)
TCGB

Stirling et al. 2006 SC: Understanding complex 30/18 17-6 19-67 2-06 0-37 3433 3622 40 573 Yes 11 N/A
sentences (SPM) in TROG (1:25) (0:67)

Tan et al. 2016 SC: Understanding changed 57/48 4.47 2:33 1.00 0-21 434 3983 474 479 Yes 11 N/A
syntax in pairs (Q&A - errors) (2:56) (1-62)

Tavano et al. 2008 SC: Understanding complex 37/37 5.37 0-88 1.15 0-25 3973 3816 7027 N/A No 11 N/A
sentences (SPM - errors) (5-24) (1-67)

Anand et al. 1994 ED: Error rate for 24/24 311 17.9 1.08 0-31 239 248 25 319 Yes 10 N/A
incorrect sentences (14) (10-2)

Kuperberg et al. 2006 ED: Error rate for 20/20 11-35 941 0-12 0-32 41 42 15 410 Yes 9 N/A

1) incorrect sentences (9:08) (21-14)

Kuperberg et al. 2006 ED: Error rate for 20/20 42.67 10-61 1.12 0-34 41 43 20 467 Yes 8 N/A

2) incorrect sentences (35:61) (19:13)

Stephane et al. 2007  ED: Accuracy rate for incorrect 22/11 0-71 0-88 0-97 0-39 51 47 9 308 Yes 9 N/A
sentences (0-188) (0-16)

Moro et al. 2015 ED: Accuracy rate for incorrect 58/30 7091 89-18 1.19 0-24 3472 3793 4482 250 No 10 N/A
sentences (20-23) (8:06)

Lee et al. 2016 ED: Accuracy rate for incorrect 26/29 874 98.42 1.02 0-29 339 336 385 654 No 10 N/A
sentences (14-94) (3-32)

King et al. 1990 (FUP) PL: MLU 11/9 9:43 (2-37) 11.1(1.8) 0-79 0-47 24.7 331 30 N/A  Yes 9 Free speech

King et al. 1990 PL: MLU 51/50 9:38 (2:22) 10-68 (1-79) 0-64 0-21 28:1 382 30 N/A  Yes 9 Free speech

(Original)

Sanders et al. 1995 PL: MLU 11/11 6-24 (1.7) 8:01 (2) 0-95 0-45 N/A N/A  N/A N/A  Yes 8 Free speech

Thomas et al. 1996 PL: MLU 38/16 7-38 (1-78) 873 (1.62) 079 0-31 2696 2696 36 N/A  Yes 10 Free speech

Tavano et al. 2008 PL: MLU 37137 6-21 (1-47) 5.71(0:82) 0-42 0-24 3973 3816 297 N/A  No 11 Picture

description
Perlini et al. 2012 PL: MLU 30/30 4.49 (0-93) 563 (1.28) 102 0-27 39-7 3853 20 354 No 11 Picture
description
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Panikratova et al. 2021 PL: MLS 25/27 6-4 (1.9) 8:3 (2:67) 0-82 0-29 30-3 261 0 N/A  No 9 Both
deBoer et al. 2021 PL: MLU 41/40 14-89 (6:84) 19:1(7-72) 058 0-23 2841 317 244 423 No 10 Free speech
Gargano etal. 2022  PL: MLU 133/133 6-23 (1-53) 7-19 (1.67)  0:60 0-13 2893 3307 399 N/A  No 9 Picture
description
Liang et al. 2022 PL: MLS 66/13 14.37 (4-58) 14.212.74  0-040 0-21 22.82 2153 182 150 Yes 10 Picture
description
Morgan et al. 2021 PL: MLS 16/13 11.2283 17-1983 1.330 0-410 24.5 265 187 N/A  Yes 8 Both
(4-435) (4-54)
Schneider et al. 2023 PL: MLU 34/40 13-8 (3:74) 17.91 (4-18) 1-04 0-25 42.47 4083 10 403 No 10 Free speech
Arslan et al. 2024 PL: MLS 53 4.67 (0-95) 6-35 (1-1) 1.63 0-23 2296 2298 453 222 No 10 Picture
description
Liet al. 2024 PL: MLU 38 27-57 (124)  56:1(38-2) 1-00 0-27 37.58  37.07 8 286 No 9 Free speech
Cabuk et al. 2024 PL: MLS 38 4.681 (1-492) 6-571 (1-684) 1.19 0-25 38.82 3797 247 504 No 11 Free speech
Buck & Penn 2015 PL: MLS 42 13-270 (4-310) 21:900 1.27 0-23 N/A N/A  N/A N/A  Yes 10 Free speech
(8-620)
Tang et al. 2021 PL: MLS 20 17-5(3-1) 14.4 (4-3) 0-82 0-39 36-5 356 45 N/A Yes 10 Free speech
Morice & McNicol PC: Depth of embedding 17/19 1.29 1.45 1.23 0-36 30 30 29 N/A  Yes 10 Free
1985 (0:12) (0-14) speech
Fraser et al. 1986a PC: Depth of embedding 50/50 13 1.39 0-60 0-20 281 382 30 N/A  Yes 10 Both
(0-15) (0-15)
Sanders et al. 1995 PC: Number of clauses in 11/11 25 2.5 0 0-43 N/A N/A  N/A N/A  Yes 8 Free
complex sentences (0:29) (0:21) speech
Thomas et al. 1996 PC: Depth of embedding 38/16 1.09 1.34 0-98 0-31 26:96 269 36 N/A Yes 10 Free
(0-35) (0-09) 6 speech
Shedlak et al. 1997a  PC: Complement clauses 37/17 1.55 1.95 0-31 0-29 338 319 216 N/A  Yes 9 Free
(2:75) (0:55) speech
DeL.isi 2001 (FEP) PC: Number of conjoined 9/12 299 45.8 0-62 0-45 234 326 333 N/A  Yes 8 Both
clauses (24) 27)
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DeL.isi 2001 (SCZz) PC: Number of conjoined 29/12 20-2 45.8 1.15 0-37 338 326 241 N/A  Yes 8 Both
clauses (16) (27)
Cokal et al. 2018 PC: Embedded clauses/ 15/15 0-23 0-47 1.74 0-43 50 45 13:3 N/A  Yes 10 Picture
(FTD) utterance (0:13) (0-13) description
Cokal et al. 2018 PC: Embedded clauses/ 15/15 0-37 0-47 0-69 0-38 38 45 333 N/A  Yes 10 Picture
(nFTD) utterance (0:15) (0:13) description
Sevilla et al. 2018 PC: Complement clauses 40/14 1.5 1.93 0-22 0-31 4128 396 40 848 Yes 9 Free
(1:93) (1-98) speech
Panikratova et al. PC: Number of clauses in 25/27 1.8 3:30 0-88 0-29 30-3 261 0 N/A No 9 Both
2021 complex sentences @7 a7
deBoer et al. 2021 PC: Number of clauses in 41/40 0-57 0-59 0-73 0-23 2841 317 244 423 No 10 Free
utterances (0:02) (0:03) speech
Schneider et al. 2023  PC: Pure syntactic complexity — 34/40 1.43 1.64 0-78 0-24 4247 408 294 403 No 10 Free
(0-26) (0-28) 3 speech
Dalal et al. 2024 PC: Clause complexity 72139 6-94 7-01 0-11 0-20 22:24 217 18 102 Yes 9 Picture
(FEP) (0:68) (0:54) 9 description
Dalal et al. 2024 PC: Clause complexity SCZ 18/39 6-78 7-01 0-40 0-29 2847 217 222 435 Yes 9 Picture
(SC2) (0:56) (0:54) 9 description
Liet al. 2024 PC: Clauses per utterance 38/25 3.28 6-51 0-76 0-28 3758 370 8 286 No 9 Free
(1-44) (5-85) 7 speech
Cokal et al. 2018 Pl: Errors/ 15/15 0-114 0-07 0-50 0-37 50 45 13-3 N/A  Yes 9 Picture
(FTD) utterance (0-105) (0-068) description
Cokal et al. 2018 Pl: Errors/ 15/15 0-11 0-07 0-46 0-37 38 45 333 N/A  Yes 9 Picture
(nFTD) utterance (0:102) (0-068) description
DeL.isi 2001 (FEP) Pl: Grammatical mistakes 9/12 1.8 0-90 0-57 0-45 234 326 333 N/A  Yes 8 Both
0] )
DelL.isi 2001 (SCZ) Pl: Grammatical mistakes 29/12 1.3 0-90 0-25 0-34 338 326 241 N/A  Yes 8 Both
@ )
Fraser et al. 1986 PI: Syntactic/ 50/50 306 16-92 1.01 0-21 281 382 30 N/A  Yes 10 Both
semantic errors (17-12) (8:67)
Gargano et al. 2022 PI: Syntactic completeness 133/133 38.01 45.90 0-40 0-12 28:93  33.07 399 N/A No 9 Picture
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(20-92) (18-91) description
Morice & Ingram Pl Syntactic/ 34/18 2168 1311 0-99 0-31 26-7 316 294 N/A  Yes 10 Free speech
1982 semantic errors (11-37) (4-51)
Perlini et al. 2012 PI: Syntactic completeness 30/30 35-15 46-52 0-69 0-27 39-7 3853 20 354 No 11 Picture
(14-08) (18:68) description
Shedlak et al. 1997 P1: Morphological errors 37/17 0-7 1.80 0-68 0-30 338 319 216 N/A  Yes 9 Free speech
(0-6) (2-2)
Thomas et al. 1996 Pl Syntactic error 38/16 7-52 1.53 1.57 0-33 2696 2696 36 N/A  Yes 10 Free speech
(5-23) (1-32)
Vogel et al. 2009 PI: Syntactic/ 15/12 2:33 0-29 1.80 0-46 N/A N/A 02 547 Yes 11 Sentence
semantic errors (1-41) (0-76) generation
Morice & Ingram GC: Percentage sentences with  34/18 45.38 54.42 (10-01) 0-88 0-30 26-7 316 294 N/A  Yes 10 Free speech
1982 embedding (10-54)
Morice & McNicol GC: Percentage of sentences 17/19 8-86 15-63 1.20 0-36 30 30 29 N/A  Yes 10 Free speech
1985 with simple structure (5:4) (59)
Thomas et al. 1987 GC: Percentage sentences with  18/10 3871 44.43 0-65 0-40 24.4 241 389 N/A  Yes 9 Free speech
embedding (9-1) (8:6)
Sanders et al. 1995 GC: Percentage of sentences 11/11 0-37 0-39 0-35 0-43 N/A N/A N/A N/A  Yes 8 Free speech
with simple structure (0-04) (0:07)
Thomas et al. 1996 GC: Percentage of sentences 38/16 54.2 69-90 0-93 0-31 2696 2696 36 N/A  Yes 10 Free speech
with clausal structure (22-1) (9-2)
Kircher et al. 2005 GC: The number of complex 6/6 85 13:5 1.42 0-65 34.3 34 0 1042 Yes 10 Free speech
sentences spoken (2:8) (41)
Tavano et al. 2008 GC: Percentage of complex 37/37 52.97 (22:18) 63.07 0-55 0-24 3973 3816 703 N/A No 11 Storyboard
syntax (1375)
Ozcan et al. 2017 GC: Percentage of sentences 50/50 88 (5:4475) 426 1.04 0-21 4198 41 34 N/A No 10 Multiple
with simple structure (2-8675)
Schneider et al. 2023  GC: Percentage of sentences 34/40 0-35 0-23 1.41 0-26 42.47 4083 294 403 No 10 Free speech
with simple structure (0:09) (0-08)
Chaves et al. 2023 GC: Percentage of sentences 20/20 17.43 15-29 0-53 0-32 3479 3505 20 N/A No 10 Dream and
(SC2) with simple structure (Sample 1) (3:8) (4-25) waking
reports
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Chaves et al. 2023 GC: Percentage of sentences 11/20 1894 18-875 0-01 0-38 17.395 35.05 20 N/A No 10 Dream and
(FEP) with simple structure (Sample 2) (6:35) (6:8) waking
reports
Dalal et al. 2024 (FEP) GC: Syntactic complexity 72/39 44.68 44.95 0-03 0-20 22:24 2179 18 102 Yes 9 Picture
overall measure (9:29) (6:53) description
Dalal et al. 2024 GC: Syntactic complexity 18/39 4671 44.95 0-18 0-29 2847 2179 222 435 Yes 9 Picture
(SC2) overall measure (11-75) (6:53) description

NOTES: SD=Standard Deviation. N/A=Not Applicable. CPZ=Chlorpromazine dose (rounded to the nearest milligram). FTD=Formal Thought Disorder. nFTD=No-Formal Thought Disorder. SC=Syntax Comprehension.
ED=Error Detection. PL=Production Length. PC=Phrasal Complexity. PI=Production Integrity. GC=Global Complexity. SPM=Sentence Picture Matching. TROG=Test for the Reception of Grammar. Q&A=Question and

Answer tests for grammatical comprehension. TCGB =Test di Comprensione Grammaticale per Bambini. MLU=Mean Length of Utterance.. MLS=Mean Length of Sentence.
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