X297 m2&

OI_-IO-leﬂg? pISSN 1226-587X / elSSN 2671-7158

Journal of Speech-Language & Hearing Disorders
2020. Vol. 29, No. 2. 073-081

ORIGINAL ARTICLE

http://dx.doi.org/10.15724/jslhd.2020.29.2.073

http://jslhd.org/

49l AzAolele] 24 olsioh APle 5 AT
The Relationship Between Understanding of Metaphor and Working Memory
of Adults With Intellectual Disabilities

Af!, Aes”
) AFFARG D *}EIP—XP‘*ME“H@%
P AFRAgSR Ao wstat @

Yu Mi Kim!, Eun Hee Kang

! Major in Speech-Language Therapy, Graduate School, Jeju International University, Master
Dept. of Speech-Language Therapy, Jeju International University, Professor

oA AT A4

ol

Purpose: This study examined how adults with intellectual disabilities understand
metaphor and how that understanding affects their communicative ability. In addition, the
study strived to analyze the relationship between subjects’ understanding of metaphor and
their working memories. Methods: This subjects of this study included 15 adults with
intellectual disability whose language age was 9 to 12 years and 15 typically-developing
children matching them in terms of language age. The understanding of metaphor tasks
consisted of 30 items in total and could be divided depending on the level of novel into
conventionalized metaphor and novel metaphor. The working memory test items were
divided into Competing Language Processing Task (CLPT) and Corsi Block Test (CBT).
Results: It was found that the intellectual disability adult group performed significantly
worse in the metaphoric understanding than the ordinary children's group. On the other
hand, the intellectual disability adult group performed significantly better in the
conventionalized metaphoric understanding than the novel one. Secondly, the intellectual
disability adult group performed significantly worse in both working memory or CBT and
CLPT than the ordinary children’s group. Thirdly, as a result of analyzing the correlation
between the intellectual disability adults group’s metaphoric understanding and their
working memories, it was found that their conventionalized metaphoric understanding was
significantly correlated with their CLPT. Conclusions: The intellectual disability adults
performed significantly worse in the metaphoric understanding and working memory than
the control children group, and their conventionalized metaphoric understanding
correlated significantly with their CLPT.
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Table 1. Subjects of characteristics

Group ID NC t
Age (SD) 25.07 (5.16)  7.70 (.78)  -12.814"

Language age (SD) 128.60 (15.68) 120.20 (8.13) .1.841
ID=intellectual disorder adults; NC=normal children.
™ p(.001
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Table 2. Analysis of the difference of the understanding of metaphor
ability score

ID NC
M SD M SD
CM 8.20 2.62 9.87 1.99
NM 7.33 2.63 8.67 1.87

ID=intellectual disorder adults; NC=normal children;

CM=conventionalized metaphor; NM=novel metaphor.
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Table 3. Results of two—way repeated measures analysis of variance
through the understanding off metaphor types between groups

Source SS df MS F
Witk Type 16.017 1 16017 4819
rhin Type x Group 417 1 417 125
group
Error 93.067 28 3.324

Between Group 33.750 1 33.750 4.593"
205.733 28 7.348

group Error

"p.05
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Table 4. Analysis of group differences according to type of the
working memory ability task
ID NC
M SD M SD
CBT 6.22 441 1064 217 3481 .002"

CLPT 15.73 3.69 2180 321 4.801 .000™

[D=intellectual disorder adults; NC=normal children; CBT=Crosi
Block Test: CLPT=competing language processing.
“p<01, 7 pK.001

t p
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Table b. Analysis of group differences according to type of the
working memory ability task

Understanding of
Working memory -

metaphor
CLPT CBT cM NM
Working CLPT
memory  CBT  .514
Understanding €M ST 296
of metaphor NM 227 366 439

CLPT=competing language processing task: CBT=Crosi Block Test;
CM=conventionalized metaphor; NM=novel metaphor.
P05
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List of understanding of metaphor: Novel metaphor
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