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The Comprehension of Indirect Speech Acts in
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Purpose: The aim of this study was to investigate the ability of children with specific
language impairments to understand indirect speech acts according to the types of
indirect speech acts and sentence types. In addition, this study also presents basic
materials for indirect speech act intervention. Methods: The participants were 18 children
with specific language impairment (SLI), aged 6-7 years and 18 children with language
age matched (LA). To measure indirect speech act comprehension ability, a short
narrative context was recorded and presented. The indirect speech act types consisted of
commands and requests and the sentence types used were statements and questions.
Results: First, compared to LA, children with SLI had difficulty to understand indirect
speech acts. Second, in command acts, the children with SLI showed a statistically
significant difference compared to LA. In request acts, there was no significant difference.
Third, according to the types of sentences, the children with SLI showed no significant
difference compared to LA. Conclusions: In conclusion, it is expected that SLI will have
difficulties in communication because of difficulties in understanding indirect speech acts
in conversations where many indirect sentences using world knowledge or previous
context are used. Therefore, there needs to be practical intervention for improvement of
indirect speech act ability of children with SLL
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Table 1. Participants' information

SLI LA
(n=18) (n=18)
Average age (month) 84.72 63.94
Average of K-CPM 101.07 103.44
Average of REVT 71.94 77.05

receptive

SLI=specific language impairment; LA=language age matched
children.
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Figure 1. Group difference of comprehension ability at indirect
speech acts
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Table 2. t-test results of difference of comprehension ability at
indirect speech acts

Indirect speech act

M df t
SLI 18.50 .
° 34 -2.064
LA 23.83

SLI=specific language impairment; LA=language age matched
children.
(.05
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Figure 2. Results of comprehension ability according to the type
of indirect speech acts
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Table 3. t-test results of difference of comprehension ability at
indirect speech acts according to the type of indirect speech
acts

M df t
SLI 9.88 .
Command speech 34 2.077
act LA 12.55
SLI 8.61
Request speech act 34 -1.827
LA 11.27

SLI=specific language impairment; LA=language age matched
children.
(.05
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Figure 3. Results of comprehension ability according to the type
of sentence
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Table 4. t-test results of difference of comprehension ability at
indirect speech acts according to the type of sentence

M df t
SLI 9.33
Statement 34 -1.876
LA 11.94
SLI 9.16
Questions 34 -1.891
LA 11.88

SLI=specific language impairment; LA=language age matched
children.
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Appendix 1. Examples of indirect speech act
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