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Analysis of the Pragmatic Competence of Preschool Children at Risk
for Vocabulary Developmental Delay Using the CPLC
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Purpose: The aim of the present study was to examine the characteristics of pragmatic
language development among preschool children at risk for vocabulary developmental
delay. Methods: The research subjects consisted of 4- and 5-year-old children who were
divided into three groups of 15 children each: normal children, children at risk for
vocabulary developmental delay, and children with delayed vocabulary development.
Parents of the subjects completed the Children's Pragmatic Language Checklist (CPLO).
Results: There was significant difference between normal children and the other two
groups in terms of overall pragmatic competence. There were, however, no significant
differences between children at risk for vocabulary developmental delay and children with
delay in vocabulary development. Regarding the sub-areas of CPLC, children at risk for
vocabulary developmental delay showed significantly lower scores than normal children in
‘discourse  management” and “‘communication intention,” and they did not show
significantly higher scores than children with delayed vocabulary development in these
sub-areas. In terms of ‘Contextual variation” and “non-verbal communication,” normal
children showed significantly higher scores than children with delayed vocabulary
development, but there was no significant difference between normal children and
children at risk for delayed vocabulary development or between children at risk for
vocabulary developmental delay and children with delayed vocabulary development.
Conclusions : The results of this study suggest that the reason behind difficulties in easily
distinguishing children at risk for delayed vocabulary development from normal children
or children with delayed vocabulary development can be found in their ability to
Contextual variation and non-verbal communication skills.
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&Aool sE(pragmatics)}E THARE ARRE wo] oA A4
gt AdolE ARBSke AT IAF= dold FYolthBerko-
Gleason, 2005). o1& ARRA AFal E&of oA AR&sH] 9
SiAe dol9] Wed F4], 121 A9 rE Ao A
ofo] F@ok= Igo] asith 35S WA HH ARH A
ALY AR, A, QAR EH SHE Xddehe PeEe
E3FSICHAdams et al.,, 2005; Philofsky et al., 2007). <9
I sES W2 HY ARF doi7leg skt o=
534 A (cohesive device), Al wWE TAMS}, 2Hg Fu
H7)(turn-taking), ¥R, FAI A7N/RAl/HEE © H[o1H
GAABAAA, 3w, d=2#Y) 5o EFEKPrutting &
Kirchner, 1987; Oh et al., 2012) &, 3}8910}53(Pragmatic
language)2 E43t EW(context)T EATH B2 WA 9ojE
ARE3H= 58o|tHPrutting & Kirchner, 1987). Hymes(1972)
£ QA FFolA 7ol A, duht @AY A4E SRt
7k ARR3K= Aolgky AHoSHYtHOh et al., 2012). A4S
°] EJ}Z*—E o]Folx]7] fleii= SE, °fF] A4, BAEZ
o= At oflzt 1oj9] A&t ols gtHET:. doi9]
ols|(EER), izt efsks W, A ARIE ol
HP‘@(‘:}S’}XW) A1 Aol Aglelar AkelA o] 71| A
o7l WAoE Adolg AMgste WA AX)E ok= Ao
thHoff, 2001).

e ZAfol UshtA] %= BlRofobse] A HH7 Zud
HAsHA AolE ARESHL T AREY] QE ofdfs= SHEEH
589 Qo] oWy Ex W 2719 olu] 55 "HKim,
2014) 7 ©Al] o2 o8 = S4& Y, A €Il 1274
47 obe2 BT + Q= Y = FAT EAT AolA
oFet JAAE 715 S o2 mEITE 9], ‘7S o]

o1& WIHIsHA AMgsta, ARSE], H27], wefslr], digst
719] 71550l AREETY St} @ 2|91 2410l 2719
= 87517, A&7, ARG, olgRol7E Il EEEE £
o= A7t g1, 53] 85| 7|15 F & AR ofsE
oA ot HAloR A" 7l W B wB3Al of
2 A HAE 1EstA HARE o] ZA7|EAA ARolA
2 S} B 24 ofeZ WA ARl ofEol W olsfsiA &
ol & Ue Brre & 50~75%, T 3A] ofe2 <F 75%7F |
o} 4~5A0) Sfgsts 71E 258 AlE7]ole HglelA ofs2 A
71543 vkgo] AsHA =i FA=4 dsArt "o 94 &
ol AA F45 mof skeAl gL o, tAE AHsHA
27t olofA uzich 22 fAe] thds ofsolzt stEEe
34| oFsT} 22 54 0}59 A9 4 FHAY A9 9
£ B8Fo= AHolA Mgsid, e A QoA HEE /A
T 4=tk 44 ofE2 J’]’ﬂ"] 7o) diste] A& 4= QlARE
AI7H =214 /\"17} W2 = AU FF ATl gtk 44
OF=9] AL =8 = ¢ Aol Zat ZEx x|gFHel T
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5= 54 FAE ASAZ £ Ao, A, HE, A0 g ©
o] ”e%}ﬂ] dct. E3 AHH 345 AMEolH, diskE 861
—‘HH HFE-S ARSRFCHOwens, 2005). HHH-E9] ofsE52 1t 5, 6
Aolle Bxol9] 7|& fRE A6ty off] A¥E FHS
Zta qlow, gt 6’\1] o552 hHEY ARBIA AgolA QlolE
JCHSim at al., 2010).
ﬂ‘%ﬂ"i%‘?ﬂg A2 Eff ofsY AT oIS
< 35 TAE 771 BEA A
3 734'— 2T £ ot olHe Y2 2| FAR I8 5
g A 1 7|AE oEA deth ALEr] o g
(ClarlZlo 1997; Craig-Unkefer & Kaser, 2002). th¥29] s}
|Aool ofeE2 uEHY ATFME ZTE Helch
94‘%?_101%"]1 o= ©olet T oJuIE olsfsty] ff8f tE
ofsE Hrth AML ko] § BQsiw, 53] LAolu AT
HAE dojut FEL ofgfste A ol& FE0] dHDewart &
Summer, 1995). ¥3F, A%E IUslo] thgt ojsfo] ZAE Hol
A9k S23 SARF 22 doPlsolle A HolA| Peth &
o] 27]9] Ak Holw HHFHQ] dof AY¥E A5 et
(Rapin, 1996; Lee, 2010a). °l&9 ©l&t7] 2F(naming
error)= HA A8 (object identification)t 013 AA TA oA
9] Agke Ve Aoz B 4 9tky dHKetelaars et al.,
2011). 9JuEA9l AgHsemantic difficultiesy To] QJu]of 3
g Aol HEsh, YE oFE TR SlES whgdith
(Osman et al., 2011). &, SF&AofXof ol5E0] A nlE3]
A2 oof ojsf 9 &g} TAE] Uk
3181014 BIESE ofsY dofdd AAl= A -AEE
o 5 o 999 AAL FHtEo] Ushr|= gtk oo of
T 3 Ao A4 AT ofsEolAE 47k itk
o] T oleZ WIOE sl Aol Aol AL oFF
Hol7leat shgolA BRI HQlta EIEW( Jeon,
2008) o9 k7t T, WAL FEQLS] ARSIA A &oflA
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T Ane AFsty BuEckReid et al., 2002). &87] Ao
AT ofsS AHE AFELS olE0| AoAAR Adtd H2
YA gGT} o] mRojA EAZE oty Hokth o|9f T

Wof| A, ul=9] AofiQl ﬂ%‘{](lndividuals with Disabilities
in Eduation Act, 2004) - 938MY ®AH(No Child Left
Behind Act, 2001) 52 W<t V\it Qlo] gofiet s Ao A
T OlEES Slo A 7Rt AT 27] SAE APst=E 8
St wekA, ols 5 Aol AL eHg719] ksl E oAt
AR sk AS Al s HE A 01'54 il
o 50| ozt Bt Akt olshrt 8EM, 27] U ¥
A7F =Y Ao A ofsof Hls) 7= Sl o a]"?—-_l'
AA ARt obsl thet At7F B Rsith

Adojdd AT ofsol B3t IF=E Lofus (20102 € &
g9H off] 58S 7K ofsZ E9 obs Hrh wA &F59 A4
oA g vk 4= Qlal, o]2gt ofs=2 Tl dojet Falf A
off Y&Hat risk for language and literacy difficulties)o] 2
o okl Hokth wEbA, qlojel &af gl et ofs == o



CPLC MFLAEE STt 03] L

4og %7] o3 Al tigl olF] BF TG FAE Al
AFE ofs Foll DA FAUR T2 ofsEHT 27149l E
AE "2 ofolE9] ©of AAo] B EA Uehal, fATo] o
d 9] ofs 5 Aol7t A9 FoAict. olet 3HA At
L 18 og(Picture Vocabulary)® Alst ©o] QAX|(Word
Recognition), &% ZA&(Context Question), HFd A
(Expressive Definition)?] Z74oA UERdT. Westman %
(2008) ol5<%lo] obsat dlojgol TS| WS YolEir
Ab seick. 9 2, o]Fo] obs Hrk ©hlof oo o
3 1Q7F &=8kom, Tdlo] ofgo] HIs| o]F<lo] ofgo] Ao
of s 1%l o =2 HEE A Aol AFE 1
S el 52 Foujdo] wepdsl|(Repitition  of
Nonsense Word)E A9t ZE 51 EIAERIA 7]& o]E7]
2] (Phonological
processing), XAl OJ&ll5l7](Comprehension of instructions),
A¥E Yo]Y(Speed naming), °15 71¥}7](Memory for
names), °J°F7| 7|9s7|(Narrative memory), +4 HHEs}7]
(Sentence repetition))olA] f-olgt jo]E Yetycty st sk
7] o] ET ofsE AHEH, Simon(1989)2 WSAANA
AR = ofs HAdZ AFSISith e Aol #AF
I A AL glAT SgHoR ofERE A1 e e F
43T HlE, 50% Frol o] ot EAIG ddo] A BF
Uerd Aog KoMty $HHaynes & Pindzola, 2008). WA}
7t gYgdos sttty 93l 43Hd E At 23, Is
2 X&EHo=E ‘C olote] &L wgton, I-Qlojut tE g9
oA ojuEdt A7 AMIAL HEE Ho] gilal Aojx|H HH: ¢l
ok 28y 50%7t Ei o] 3719] o] FAfA FES] R
< AE Hoj A 1EE dfoF sk Adgelltkar it
(Haynes & Pindzola, 2008).

oFdY A¥E UEM= ofF Fole 714 oE IAE
7 Sle AT QARL AFHE dojdEvieRE: o iy
A YERE ofs Atk oA AdFEE 3 89dEEE
O FE AR AAH £& @ o7t vsd o2st 7S
7, ® AoiEn 7P3e 5ol AUrkKim, 2014). o] &0 T2
obs} o]FdolobsS dlofgol AT oR Pl Qlrk W o
= dojo] AL E Aol olf= oE°] TF7I9 o=
e ™ 20~70%7F SedotdelSLDE AdtE A5l A
7] wjEo|thKim, 2014: Leonard, 1998: Paul, 1993).
Westman 5(2008)2 doldofl HH(Language Impairment
Risk group)s A= <o) ZAE EFsto] okt Hw9| <lof
HAE 7 oldydolztal siglet. E3E, AojAddHAlA ot
20%°] siFst, E5 dooie2 A=A b= Jdos B
SMATHWestman et al., 2008).
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(at risk) Ffef ™ Ot5°| 8t 58 &

il

2 HE2A o]F2 W o F HEA Aegt 039 HEe] lof
A dutobzo] vl foJsHA W AR vehith sy
9] doflid AFEE o]FAoeA Y of5E0] oJFo] IR
QIgt & 2ol FxU ou|E Al F5dloF ke YA AoH
HEo= Qs 27] ojES oA AAZF Uepdtiar Barst
I 9t} Egh Oh 5(2011) dolxe tHESPgotse] Hdol
BgE Aol dofolotsits 9] Ad-25 EAETH=
¥ 59 EA 8%l 710%E ARt Bl AohE 7t
X BEE o2 Qg A wEol dofds T FEe A
olgES ATt ofgeH, Azt-Azh-HEH 59 AohE 7HA
ISl RO AHEL 7N dofdEe oS 7H &
Atk B3], A7} ofsY] dofdgd] FFe mlAlE A=
T2 AdgEH, FARNREIM ot FH2 BRI PYot
5 AgHth AT An) TAgEC] ROt =2 ACSE U
SoHKim, 2014).

oA TaE oj3dgd} 3kglo] 59 T dFE2 FE
Yot HdeE JAAEEES A
Kim, 2005; Kim, 2006a; Lee, 2009b; Lee, 2011). E3t, 3h&
B4 ATE AFE2 FARA, AEobs, B4Rl 5 T2
EA Aof o}sZ AT E siglen, AofdgAA ofs9] 3t
4 E4S AuE a2 3071 oA foht g7 oksZ
o Z sItHjo et al, 2007; Kim & Kim, 2006; Lee,
2009a; Lee, 2011; Na & Jeong, 2006; Park, 2001). ¥<-ot9]
oYY JAAFTE FY2 HH S Hol= FCE HiY
Hom, opso] Aol wet Hg7]9] AoleE AURA-ARSH
GGl GFE A =% gk Ty O S JH- FHe
A ofeEZ WdoE o 3180 58E AHHeRE ¢
TAIA A Al Bt

oM 3edolsEE Bk flel QAAE 71 #A
H(Dore, 1974, 1978; Hong & Kim, 2001)& 7]&0% 3}549
9} vl&S AXlste do] A ARGETh olet dAl= &
FolA AAEE ofs9 e 7P & B & = i
o4k, Hrte} EAo] Azt o] Wol 11 HARS &HH
A8} BA4%52lo] »Q3sts(Bishop, 1998), HI3-A1Z<Q1 H7lo]7]
ool A=y B tigk Aol §Est oo Hlg| ofs
= & ofs REU WAEE YR T BESHE AFRAEE
AlFzel Bt FAFENAL, ofso] AA BZoA Hol= At
A% 58& HE ARF ol Hws] H71E £ Qltks A mE
ZQoA= HZ de ARSEL Q= WoltkBishop, 1998,
Oh et al., 2012; Phelps-Terasaki & Phelps-Gunn, 1992).
1 Ao A3t Eos /fdEo] &8 4 e 8o
Y WtetEs SEeE AIYAETL loH, I8 A
IYAEE @3, A% 0E 2858, TR, HA
oj& AAEY Yl 71 oY @S B NG T EAE E &+
et

2 Afore HIA o= ofF] 59 38 58 A
£ AuEI Sk &2 AolA offdEA A YL okl
&, QdolsE AEAAGE EE o3 AL REVI, Kim et
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al., 200908 Bof AEst Aoz AojxH L FofE HolA
o ot AA(-1SD~-28D)°l dFsh= obsolHA Q1A H
AR Qs oFso® Aofsiltt. TS AR B AA Aolt
Y= oksoR Aottt ATE oFsE2 FF 7|0 o
7 #A1E A 2 gEo| lSolk Bk, Yetoksold A
Aotz ohe E42 gA dodZolA E1ks)7F €A %t
3 gH7] doflido] Y3} Ve 59 84 ZHolx FZst
A olFole ek wf ofF] 9T ofFsEol HPHCE I
A olfFE 7R, ojudt EHolA B3] ofEZ HolEA|
Totsl= AL ol §87] 719 Qo] W gitAE ZAIE A
AHor d&sty ZAE dstAY SAck=H & Z&°] 2
T & Aotk wEhA, 2 AolAs HEA oFIEAA A
T Ol FHOE oFIEAA ofF, Uit oksy 3EgdY &
3 HlLSISlTt olE s =uie] Fr H1 Fejol 318 Ut
E7Ql ‘ol 38538 AAYAE(Children's Pragmatic
Language Checklist, Oh et al,, 2012)5 ARgsto] A¥HAQI
edolsea} 3R81o] oFy FolAY 2 A 7k AolE 1L
Zslal, ofd oA Zolg Hol=AE EAstA si%irh o]

o WE AFEARE oFfiet Zh

o Szol W A WU, BT AADE 58
oo} selge(Fetuel, 4ol A8, HAE A=, wlloly

OBl ek 7ie] S0Jt Fol7t Y

1. S+ 4

1. A7 Oj4

2 A7 A2 9 e A9 AR fA1Y 3 ofzlold

chit 42AF B 44 AR B 54 11749 Aolel ofFa
2A9 YL oFF 1557 oFI A4 ofF 158 UFH

o2 sigom, oo FEAHS YA Lt obs 158 BA
Jdog sigict. Ado] ¥ A & e 84E B 9
o AEAAE AAstth thd obs-2 (1) FEY A TAR
FE AA|, 1A, BARRE HolA] g=rtal B, (2) gt
7}e-mgt  ol58 ASHAHK-ABC: Kaufman Assessment
Battery for Children; Moon & Byun, 2003) A3}, Z%o°| 70
A oldold, (3) 48 HFCIFHAAHREVT: Receptive and
Bxpressive Vocabulary Test, Kim et al., 2009/ AAJet A3},
B oFe2 AN MF(-1SD ool ot oFy HEd
ofe2 WY H47t -1 EEHEA A -2 HEHAL oY sfigdst
o, oJFUEXA| ofe-2 -2 EFEHA olslo] sfFok= ofs= W
FOE AASIITHE 1 0.

Al Ad 7+ B4 BEE ot QYRAELS AAE 2
dorse] g F A 1F Ko Aozt qiglem Al FHett
A s(Fo, = 8.140, p.05)F AF s (H,, 2= 19.455, p<.001)
o= ozt Zol7t AT

i)

44

B 1. 90 B8
Table 1. Participants’ information

At risk for
vocabulary vocabulary
TD developmen
- developmenta F
(n=15) tal delay
| delay (1=15)
(n=15)
hee (U 662D Q006 975
123.33
REVT (14.18) 94.6 (12.45)  81.33(18.49)  19.455
k-apc 78 10753 879)  9846(1119) 81407
(12.09) ' ’ ’ ' '

Values are presented as mean (SD). TD=typically developing
children.
"p<.01, T p<.001

2. A=A

ol 858 AFYAE(CPLC: Children's Pragmatic
Language Checklist, Oh et al., 2012, /¥ $)= oFs9] k&
82 Brlep] Hof Al AFAEC[T T 54004 124
ofsE2 LR sto] ZdE|glon, gt M ofst 7] ot
= WIeE EYFS AT 5 e otk HAREEE
Z 4770 %, 41 SIRE(EE e, ARl o 2, Ak
5 9%, HAoH giaF) R FASIGITHON et al., 2012).
N ofse] REY WAL AoJABAF § oFs2 & ok= 4elo]
AZYAES 2Mdelqitt. 7 shldde] +AMdE 2 2 R8>

X 29

8 2. CPLCY o9 B LE 714
Table 2. CPLC sub-areas and items

No. of

Subarea Items
Items

* Topic management
DM * Topic initiation/maintenance/ change 10
* Turn-taking in conversation

» Adjustment for situation & listener
cv Referencing skills 13
* Register

* Adequacy and variability of
communicational function

CF + Cognitive communication function 14
* Indirect intent expression
* Eye contact
* Facial expression
NC * Gesture 7
* Physical contact & proxemics
Total 44

DM=discourse management, CV=contextual variation,
CF=communication function, NC=nonverbal communication.



CPLC HFZ|IAE
3. HAt
S8-HA olflE A A5ANE o ATl At

=]
AZ AEAGI, Ty obEYl B8olsd 24L 9ol 2he5e
AZRAECPLOE A8 oF5] & F84 % Aol
M oksel shg5e ATYAES AHFHES sto] SAsAh

4. XmE4d SAXE

ot M8 AFAYAEE= 24 EF T
A ey, 1="0%A gf, 2="1%tF,
of AR 7+ 519 999 £F
FAoll s 1ok A TETE ARG oE THEoio] WiEE
W= AkEste]l 99 7F B HSE HWSIGH ARRAL
SPSS for Windows 21.0& AR&dto] ol3sgo| mE A 7H

47@ X—]E(O— ;(101 1&1
3= 192 A8l
47} k2] wEe 7} 8]

Hel(between-subject)¥} 8M&-210] SYFA(ESITE, A9
Ag, AAE o, HQlold oAtAE)d wWE A f W

(within-subject) 0.2 A5t o]Y&g HAMLA(3Xx4 Two-way
mixed ANOVAYS AAJ5F5 T

AR Aol 20%00 sidsls ofsE U= FEsto]

et 395 Aslael A A9 i 4o
Weste 4T oA 210 WRE ARES 2% A,

e

. g7 Zut

RIS FE Wkt Yok A, olALRAA Ak
CPLC 9 %43t 519 g 4, BEEA 19 1, E 33
2k B185Y ASYAE 7} 59 G mRAH Do, ofF]
WESRoLE, olFRAHLE S0 W4T HoE Aow
vebget

(%)
100
90

80

70 - 1
60 - L .
- I vl
50 L 1
40
30
20
10
0 L |

Discourse management Contextual variation Non-verbal

communication

Communication
intention

BTD ®AtRisk mvD

J3 1. g CPLC ot 39 =

Figure 1. Percentage score of CPLC sub-areas between groups

£ 56t 03] U XA ATt risk) F& H 0159 318 58 #M

B 3. HHE CPLCY offl FHE T+ JVIs&
Table 3. Descriptive statistics of Percentage score for CPLC
sub-areas between groups

Groups DM CvV CF NC
TD 76.36 72.64 72.65 80.89

(n=15) (12.66) (10.19) (12.47) (13.42)
At risk 65.05 65.13 61.54 70.89
(n=15) (6.56) (7.37) 9.09 (11.09)

Develop

mental 54.34 56.07 57.44 68.89
delay (14.60) (13.97) (12.44) (11.59)
(n=15)

Values are presented as mean (SD). CPLC=Children's Pragmatic
Language Checklist. At risk=children at risk for vocabulary
developmental delay, developmental delay=children with delayed
vocabulary development, DM=discourse management,
CV=contextual variation, CF=communication function,
NC=nonverbal communication.

Al Aol 318700] M7t fo3t Alolg Hol=A] sl
9J3lo] o]YEg BEARLXA(Two-way mixed ANOVA)S AA[SH
A= 1 49} 2t

B 4. M| EE7E CPLC M52 OJEAEA it
Table 4. Result of two—way mixed ANOVA for CPLC scores of

the three groups

Sources < f M
of um o DF ean P
o squares square
variation
Group 8246.31 2 4123.15 9.45™
Between
groups
Error 18319.35 42 436.17
Sub-area  2767.34 3 161.74 28.36"
Within Sub-area
groups Group 558.91 6 93.15 2.87
Error 4088.86 126 32.45
"p €05, "'p <001

I 49 FAHEA Zn Fdo wE Fait $AXCE {9
AN 7945, pC.00D). SHESiol5elol ol stoksol
T B9LT, oJRIEESTEolE WS, olIANE Wik o
2 Y Uitk BAZCER foAE EY Huo o
Bonferroni AFSAA A= 31 59 Zrh ¥ 59 I 7F
Bonferroni AR 23}, Qo skl olsigEele W%
Qilols ek} oA ek 7o) $I Aolrh Sl A
o= \epgeh s, ofsldENE Huu olsEAA W
2ol Rolet Hol7h eiuiA sk
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B 5 M #H 7t CPLC &9 Bonferroni Al2 A% Zit
Table 5. Result of Bonferroni post hoc test for CPLC between
three groups

Developmental

At Risk delay

Group TD

D
At Risk

Developmental
delay

At risk=children at risk for vocabulary developmental delay;

Developmental  delay=children =~ with  delayed  vocabulary
development.
"p €05, Tp <001

gl slggd] mE Az} FAdes st
(F3,1260728.36, p¢.001). ¥]do1d oatas H47t o2 g
e Eokw, welEE, ARelde] 48, oiaE 9w sow
WA debdth e 2 SH8elo] stgigele] Aaatgo] BAH0
2 FouFATH Az 120= 28.36, p<.001). Foto w2 3k8-<io]
shgldd Avhs 2% 13} gk olol Hid AFAgeR 7 ot

FIE A 7 Folgt Aol Holz F9Z o] flste] o
HEAREAS AASE 3= # 63 23, Bonferroni AFFHA

B 6. A FH7H CPLCY ol FY ol YR 2M
Table 6. Result of One-way ANOVA for CPLC sub-areas of the
three groups

Sources of Mean

Sub-areas o SS DF F
variation square
Between 50013 2 19807 1310
group

DM Within o207 42 1512
group
Total 1031.20 44
Between 3453 5 15727 878
group

cv Within - 000 & 17.92
group
Total 1067.20 44
Between — heoo1 2 14136 7.097
group

CF Within 836.93 £ 19.93
group
Total 1119.64 44
Between 11160 2 5580 425
group

NC Within 50000 42 1312
group

Total 662.80 44

DM=discourse management, CV=contextual variation,
CF=communication function, NC=nonverbal communication.

"p €05, "p <01, Tp <001

stelgjele B A3 e ool A Ae e A4t
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EAAoz £9J3 Xolrt Q=
F(242> 13.10, p<.001, AEFofAiel

% 9% Ru=7.09, p{.01,
p.05).

AFH A, geie] JolAs dutols Aok ol
A A, drtobs Tt oA A 7ol 525t Ajo]
7F = AR yeigdth Iy, offdEeld Ad o
AA A ol §YeE Zol7t o= ACE UEhiA] %St
FBoIMY A& oAM= Putots FdIt oA Aoks
A 7ol §o93t Zol7t Sli= A0 R Uehiith shARE, dxtols
A 01%54‘%}”%’4@ e, ol Aoy o dgEAA A
o 7= Sk zjol7t 9= Aog UeERR] A9kt QriAE
oz 01@‘011 = dylots Jod oiIEAE A, dutets A
ot oA A Fd 7ol {OFE Aot U= AR YE
o, oI Aoy ofFUEAA H 7ol ot Aol
7F Qe AoE UshgA] gl H|lold oAkaE 0“‘9%011*%
Urtols T oI A|Aots H 7t /g Xol7t A=
Ao Usyith AT, dutols Hoa o g Ao of
A Jd oFEZAA F ol 55 Zolrt Sl=
Ao ehiA] gsith

ZAo®  Uehtiashte
Ze F4=8.78, p{.01, YAk
HIIoj QAT Rp4=4.25,

H 7. b &= 7 CPLC H4-29| BonferroniAte AH Zut
Table 7. Result of Bonferroni post hoc test for CPLC sub-areas
between three groups

Sub-areas Group TD At Risk
™D
DM At Risk
Developmental delay
TD
Ccv At Risk
Developmental delay
™D
CF At Risk
Developmental delay
™D
NC At Risk

Developmental delay

DM=discourse management, CV=contextual variation,
CF=communication function, NC=nonverbal communication.
p<.05, "p<.01, T pC.001
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