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A Study on Intellectual Disabled Adults’ Pragmatic Listening Skills
by Using Discourse Markers
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Purpose: This study used discourse markers to investigate intellectually disabled adults'
ability to comprehend inferential and literal questions while listening to conversations.
Methods: There were 30 people included in the study; 15 adults with intellectual
disabilities (5 people each aged 10, 11, and 12) and 15 non-disabled children matched for
language ages (5 people each aged 10, 11, and 12). The conversations contained four
types of discourse markers in four situations; both inferential and literal questions were
tested. Results: First, in the test of listening comprehension by using discourse markers,
the intellectually-disabled group showed lower total scores than the non-disabled group in
both inferential and literal questions. Second, as a result of listening comprehension by
using discourse markers divided by ages, both groups increased listening ability of
inference and literality as their respective ages increased. Third, as a result of the
difference between subsections of discourse markers (addition, contrast, cause, and effect,
time), both the intellectually-disabled groups and non-disabled groups showed lower
average scores in inferential questions than literal questions. In particular, the
intellectually-disabled group showed the lowest scores in the inferential questions by using
‘contrast discourse markers. Fourth, in the result of the difference between various
situations of discourse markers (phone call, school, daily life, family), both groups showed
significant differences in inferential questions by situations. Both groups showed the
highest average scores in the phone call situation. Conclusions: It is suggested that
constant education is needed since both literal and inferential conversation listening
ability has continuously improved as the ages of the intellectually-disabled group
increased.
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AR Qo] E7]= A Hola 9v] Q= ¥ ATk
F5AQ IFE 5P, 53] JAAEE ARE AdolE dEohe
ol 7HF F8% FEolgtar = Helo] ohriRenukadevi,
2014). €715k ojd 2|1 B[ddold HWAXE H 71&o] =1
71995k, skl JAst Qg mofslke= ofsiet sy IHgE A
A Wk3at H7tol oJsf AP EojA]= BRAela 5EAQl o]
oltiLee et al., 2019). E3, E71= olgj9 &A= olojdtt.
ofsfgr AHO| LAl 9w, Iy o=E olsfsl: Iolth
(Sweetow & Sabes, 2006). Kim¥} Jung(2003)2 SJAtAEOo|
F=7] HolAe WA o AR 22 =1 ofsfole 4TS
HFEA] AXok Fthy AR slgloH, AAES Y"sHA ol
Aol HA e EZ =1 olsiol: dlollA &Rkt ot
FoH, £7] 5004 oEZ HolH FFARI rtLE o]Fo]
271 JEGE 1 84S 7E5HHJang & Lee, 2012).
Lund(1991)= €719 717t olsigk= HolA fAMS AUH,
71 oleliz AXHCE AMIA ofsfet 24 oldjE YRE= A
o] UvkAolgtal s3irHLee et al, 2017). AHH olsfgt HIAE
of Uehd WS guisteto] ofsfeh= A& Lol (Kim, 2000),
FE24 oldlfgt AT EE9 £713P0lA &2 WEE HAY
HiFA| A AAE HOR S8, A&, dithe Z0EA A
o] T =1 ¢ T u|E Hofehal ofsfish= o4lo] Q= Adold
52 TetHChoi, 2006).

HelRAY 93tE Acks U E2E F= 58T HEeE
dislolA B 9T st diE E9 UF A, Bt
d, 12 REY o 5ol ARgEr: oldt wItHAE tiEt A
oA dojut= A BEE ofve} i3t B FES 4=
4 7] wRolct. =l HSlEA Y] thgh el wEW kA
W LoA Eo] ARET SlZol® Etotal HIlEA] H7t
TAE A= Ae gk 18y diskeelsEe] gof 71 3
7l @R EAE AR E7] WP AgEHIT Qo
Fraser(1990, as cited in Lim, 2003)°] ©W2¥ AAES T
o BAEe] ottt Psol Bk AAAHA olsfEEE 517 9
SAe o U2 5714 @3 29 olshE gt £8e FATt 7
5 122 g@3lo] degt §714 AZ A7 aFEA Y, "It
BA= "3t 5714 924 HE9 AAE BAZOEN ALH
ol &3} AZAS AAAIAZLE YoonT Kim(2015)00 olotd &
A= SHAY QAL 5 IS Slof BHEA] BRg Ao
2 QA= o] it 3 I HAE "HilolA o7 7HA] 7S &
Poln] e IR CRRE HIREoIA AREE oIt Lee,
2019). &d| @3k AAl AojygolA vhe- HIHSHA ARES!

At =3 R g3l ved "@3lRAE Fo '@k
= olsfotAY HatE AAAHEA Ay A 4 Sl HA
Wslol] AR EREAIE B9l SRl AT W o
AAAGA olsfd 4= Sitk. o]2et o|fE HIHA7F YTk
AAAY, ofsty, Feolal Mok 13 HECE wkd &
Q1O H(Brinton, 1996, as cited in Song, 2015), E3SF SR=
e oA HgotA] Eokal ol HATL HgsHA olsfishA]

SRR
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25lo] 9AAES WH(Svartvik & Stenstrom, 1985; Fraser,
1990, as cited in Song 2015)°] ¥ofd &= SQitt.

An(2010)3% Jeon(2002) H3HEA 715 IA AL 3t
A 2L, ARt A 27, 8l HA} SA 2E V)
592 YRt Son 5(2015)°] w2 H3kHAE= JHES X
A5t 9 53 5o dEAES =710 3830 9% vAH,
HeEA7F =719 mAle 9P BHE AT S "t
FA7F 2719 3BHeR {Yulgt A3Jung, 2003, 20006,
2010; Son, 2013; Uhm, 2001; Zang, 2012)2 Hti= A+
= B & Jth olEe o8 d+AEY AWM= Moreno%t
Eugenia(2001)0ll == goliA|o)7} et kA9 TA | 4
FAES YoU|= 8% 848 YIE o|of7k=t| Fa% AT
< oH, A9 AR HilEAY T2 A¥E & Sl
(Fraser, 1999). E3F @3kEA= 11 A4 9Jv] &2 HAE Yo
A 7150 wel 2538 4 9low, Halliday®} Hasan(1976, as
cited in Kim, 2013)2 H3IHEAE FA H7Hadditive), HiH
(adversative), 903 ZINcausal), Al7Htemporal)2] H 7}A]
FYow EFoIG.

SHH E9lEAE Kim¥% Lee(2005)0] W=, AAEe] 3¢
frot @AeINE B8 B3 AT ARSI 870 ol2w
ot B419 /3 BAE S5514A, "3 #AE Hrb dEE
o7 AR 5= QA "o gt} olE B, Aol Higsko]
ot "9k 14 P49 F50| o|FojA|H, @i #A]9 antE
Ql ARE 5ol IEdittar T &= 9l Zolth ¥ A &AofRle
7%, dutopsol Hlsf =3t #AE AA AR Parkd
Kim(2011)2 Ea59ic}. ol2fst Axk= dgtoksol Hlsh 227
ofilo] H3lHEA] ARgel Qo] R 3 Urshditk= Aot A
SltHBae 1996; Kim & Pae, 2002). A&AoQle Q1A 529
HEog Qs @3hEA] ARl of#eE 7MW (Boudreau &
Chapman, 2000), °l= °loF719] W82 olsfstal AdES] WA
2 AL o =24 £AYE Ydsk=t ofiel 7] Wi
AOoE Almgrty 3t ESF Kim(2014)0] W2 X 24 ofjok
=2 YAHoR AFgs] 1L olsfekA] &5, oldf Y= o]
SfEgolxe] AekE ofF] 2 2 59 dojols #F(Crasis &
Champman, 1987, as cited in Kim, 2014; Graybeal, 1981),
st 7153 A 7]9%8(Daneman & Carpenter, 1983;
Ellis Weismer, 1985, as cited in Kim, 2014) 181 oJq] &
I Slojof k= APHA|A|Y AR olE HIEOo® Sh= UAF
S 53t 3201819 A3 Bishop & Adams, 1992; Norbury &
Bishop, 2002, as cited in Kim, 2014) 5 Tfyst 8910z A
g3ttt ole}t Hste] APALollAE Kim(2002a)}> A&7l ot
T Yt AgolA oA TRt ARE HYSHA olsfisk=
g o8] o (Warren & Abbeduto, 1992, as cited in
Kim, 2002a), ¥to], 34 E= Y44 ¥d 5 A7 ddoetaxt
Sk 9ul7t A% HIRA dolE olsfstal siAfst=t] ool
Aokl HIs9itt. Kim(2017a)0] w2 A A&7gof sk
Uitols Wt AEHA] AR HehEo] Wokow, FA4dstA ALg:
Sk 471 =8kt gt} E710lsiet BekEAs YAtaEol Sl
A 9%t 985S sk, Polloway?} Smith(1983)2F Jo &
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(2014, as cited in Eom, 2017)°] w2 &0l ERRIC]
1o} olsfistA] Eoto] Aol ofEgo] A7, ofet AL A
2gofiQlEoe] ARRlell &ds] BE7] sl HoldoloF ske 7
2 AolE F shuEly Ayt Jey AS7R]e] g8k

2 FRlEAE ARRE 271008 s mofstaAt shal, HelEA]
£ 283t S710ls) w0 East 7|

£ a7 A dEAs v AT

A, GekEA] SHIFAEFELE, AMAR) A o Aol
€ Hole7i?

A, Aol AFEA0AL, 114, 124]) FebAl= Fe o 2}
olg Holerl?

AR, get#A 71sEGE7 gz, 90/23, ARD A 2kl
Alg Kol

A, EoREA (s}, s, 94, 7)) A 2ol Aol
€ Hole7i?

2 A7 2 KA At AFA N3l 15783 dytot
SRS 4~6319) 1570 E F 308 & Holqlth + I
2 & Hd o3 AAKREVDZT AojdF 104, 114, 1241
o] sFst= HIAE 2+ 5784 Akl

A Aol Ade] AA 712 o 2ok (DHY 82
o T 71elA 1Q AAF B Al 28 Ei= 3E0E W
Aok gzl ()48 - B8 olf¥  AAHReceptive &
Bxpressive Vocabulary Test: REVT, Kim et al, 20092},
48 0jglglo] dojdFo] 10~124] & TR, ()5S
£ ¥ KA9Y BAYnSYU] Ak F2A HLAF 18~224=
rtaEo] 7kt tdAl, (HBANSY EEAte] Halo] ofsto]
2N, AN, A 9 BEEAY AR AY 24 59 &
EANE kA =t 09T s9A40] 23 HEE
a1 ojgffst, At AR AAsct.

dojdAds AN dRlobs Mol AA Ve thaat &
ot (DF FSARRE REO] BHulo] ofs) &5} AdojsEo] &
4 duboks, Q58 - E2E of¥Y  HAHReceptive &
Bxpressive Vocabulary Test: REVT, Kim et al, 20092},
48 0389 dojdFgo] 10~124] =2 LHlols 3)F &
Aot Hrol Hio] ofsf A 2 5 AL} AZPlE SHkst
A o= dutols, (HESAT} AT Ao xFE HEE gu
olgfahH, Aek Yrtolzo R AAsHYh

X0 21| HolHXIS 018 2t8X £7] 7

B 1. AHZ0HgY 58

Table 1. Characteristics of 15 participants with intellectual

disability
Chronological ~ Language
NO. age : ag;ge : IQ Di?egél;ﬂs Gender
(yr;mo) (REVT-r)?
1 21,02 10 51 D3 F
2 20,06 10 52 D3 F
3 19,04 10 48 ID 2 M
4 19:05 10 57 ID 3 M
5 19;00 10 51 D3 M
6 21,02 11 49 ID 2 M
7 20;03 11 64 D3 F
8 20;05 11 52 D3 M
9 19;09 11 58 D3 F
10 21;05 11 53 D3 M
11 2105 12 63 D3 M
12 18:11 12 57 D3 M
13 20,10 12 65 D3 F
14 21;03 12 56 D3 F
15 21,05 12 57 D3 M
M=male; F=female; IQ=intelligence quotient; ID=intellectual
disability level.

*Receptive & Expressive Vocabulary Test-receptive.
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639 g Mgttt tigt B4 EEolE AR st
AE0] Hohgt AA| AgollA AMgShe A 2 ofRE WHISISIH:
g3t 538 92 FAe 15~1980% gsksd Al Folg
=71914 BRdske od A% 2 34 5 AFNEd Ad
T AojdHS LAAX Lutolse] Heto] ofsid 4= Sl A
Aol A&dt +29 oist A /HA(Hs, 248E, s, 7t
2)E A7goto] st W&o siglth

gt A= 7182 ‘25F0] Woprr] £7] 103 HOIA} 4
-5-6%Pd’ (Mother Tongue, 2019)A&2} Moon(2015),
Kim(2017b)<& 7122 sto, o3 ¥ & dolk, g} do], of
3t 8 59 8 Ax AL AR

LLJR

(2) g3t BX|09] 257 3 &Y

2 AL Halliday®t Hasan(1976, as cited in Kim,
2013)9] @3} #Ao] K3 ERol wet & 29 Zo] H7h "z,
A} A}, AE F ] 7 KBoE ERSHith

H 2. YolHX 8%
Table 2. Discourse markers type

Type Function
The ability to add other content
following the content already
mentioned in the text
The ability to direct content that is
Adversative: Yet type opposite to expectations from content
already mentioned in the text

Addictive: And type

Causal: So type function of causality

Functions that indicate the order of
occurrence between consecutive
sentences

Temporal: Then type

(3) HEHER| A3 et £719] 2t =7 Mt

£ ATE ARoRHel Wit ol UXIA7 Utlols
2 tigos YA A tst E718 Seld A o)
W FEA ol 5L weks Zo] Bl W A
-7 -0 S B B GARIGE ol 3w
@ A ol 32289 ol A4 B Agss o
A% 8 AElE A4S B F 16EYGE oldl, A ol
7 16EPe A5 ASAt Bl e oAE 55 13

200 AN

3. gEx

B A4 A4 qloiA et Bele A AFEE
o7] $J8 2 ehsto] chat AHA ofsh W 224 ol A
o $AE TANA AN

Aol 158, doldne A

30807 Z2oldl, AHoldl 7 189 Qe 184S A4ET
o Aslel WA WS $4 5 B S AAsrk

A ool thasl 289 Wolx EdoR AXsL
ARARHE 208 HEG. A7AE Rl
ohe, HeutAS SeFo AN A3 7y
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B 3. g3t A0 ME =7| Oloi ZAF HIZ Hit
Table 3. Procedures of the production of listening comprehension
tests according to discourse markers

NO. Procedure
1 Classification and Selection of Discourse Markers
) A research on the English listening comprehension

questions of Korean SAT between 2015~2019
Production of conversation contents after the selection

3 of four conversation situations
4 Supplementation of questions based on the related
researches,
5 Verification of contents validity by experts
6 The production of test materials divided by listening
categories
7 Implementation of the experiment
4, M=
SR RAE ARSRE gt 7] AAF =l digt AR=E AF
s7] fistol AE7H WS HEE ANsleltt YEREE oo

A 15 A45S AX% AoAEAY 109 oMl A=A 2
3} oA} 23 AAZL AT TjskIA 4o] ENIEE
ASotgon, o] HAF 328E 24 2% 9 58 WHOE stof
5d H=E AR A% 27 ¥t 458 oY 1683
2 A BgoR X% A%t

5. Xz 24

HSHEAS A8 Ho B9 ANA AR 9 FEH AR
S oldl e W) A Ao Ak dolee o
02 AHg3to]

Aol AFE0AL 114, 124) ERAE A& tiet £719]
A AR 9 24 ARl it ol 58S AYHEE Brlst
7] 9siM HES SAQ Kruskal-Wallis®k Mann-Whitney
TestE AASIAT Esh Qo] A3 2ZA o] Acky} Yubols
T A 2t B Hwsh] sl =9 35S AAsIgih 1A

o7 H@3HA 7158, dx, ¥Q/AT, AITh dEA
, S, Y, 7HY) A 1 AolE Hlwsh] Yol 4
| EAHLA(one-way analysis of variance), Duncan A7

Alsto] IS 245

£ g
O

o
i)

A7 2

YSIEX| SIUIEIHEEY TR, AN TS it
T 2t X01Z HOR=7R?

SO ARST TS E71014 AMA SRS 22Y 4BS
o} oleeAe] Tl AN olaFL YA



v

o5 Feke] Bie] Hol

i

ulawst 2k

B 49 Z.

r

B 4 FeEX| SIEAEFEN R, AN HRH|L
Table 4. The results of #test on the inference questions and
literal question by sub-items of discourse markers between
two groups
Group (N=15) M SD df t D
IDA 10.80 2.01
IQ 28
oC 14.33 1.44
IDA 14.13 1.73
Q ocC 1573 46 1596

IQ=inferential question; LQ=literal question: IDA=intellectual
disability adult; OC=ordinary child.
“p<.01, 7 p(.001

-5.530  .000™"

-3.469  .003"

1) HeEX| SIIGIHFEN EE, ARE Z2E) ]

HSSRAE AR tist E7]01A4 F24 AR o
237}, A&l A Bt 10.80(SD=2.01),
o] P 14.33(SD=1.44)0%, T Het 7Ho] {o
ERATHpC01). E3H SRS AR dist E7]0&
2o ol Hlmet Az, Aol [
14.13(8D=1.73), ¥ulobs A B2 15.73(SD=0.46)2.2,
Hlobs o] Bato] o w=A vehton, T Mo 7 /9
Zpo] 7k VFERETHp<0.01).
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2. CIOIFH10M, 14|, 12M) TSHEXA] HH| 2EEE
A AR, AA AP0 ME XIS 2ol=7R

AolAFE10, 11, 12A) GSFRA HA 3ol sl 227l
4Rl Hdd dplobs Y] Aol wHlwstr] s HES
Kruskal-Wallis A3 Mann-Whitney Test A4S AASHA
o} I A3k # 5, 63 Zrh

1) QIHAZE(T0ML, 114, 12M) SIAGA(FEN HE, ArX
Z2)0f et Bl

i

Adojolglo] WE Yol A4 BHEEA AR AA FR)
o] W2 xjolE vlwst Ay}, AZFofYA-Te] A F=24 A
EolA Aol ZTIsol| wet Hio] FUtehs e EHYoH,
EAZHo=z goujgt o]zt Uepdtiz?=12.442, p<.001). AH
2 ARANE A& k2 dAFo] Z7I5te] wet Buto] &

Bl m4g BRou 1 Aot fov] SAE siea’

jud

B 5 AOAZE(10M], 11M, 12M) FEEZ AME=ZY Hlw 21}

X0 21| HolHXIS 018 2t8X £7] 7

—

=1.701, p{01). oidFS DAAZ dutors e A2 o]
I

U, RoEIa Aol UERA gigtrha®=4.455, pCoD). ol
Ajo] i £ A% 25 224 Ago4e Ao Kt 3

3 Aolg BAAW, AHIH AT AFER Hol2 Holx]
e 7 2 4 9t

2) 210 AL = FHO| H Hlw

AojdgE F A 79| Ha2 vludt 23, FEH dEolA
= 10419 735 A2 e Hat 8.4(5D=.89), Yol
AR Ytobs Bt 12.6(5D-.89)0F UEhtoH, 1149
A% 27 Bt 11.2(8D=.45), 14.8(8D=.45), 12419] A% 22+
Hat 12.8(5D=.84), 15.6(5D=55)= EF dojdde LA

Quloko] Hito] o &7 Ushton] golulat jolg Lepit

(P01, AME ARAE AEgofdA  Ad H
13.6(50=1.94), <AojdxgE A7l LEbors By
15.4(5D=.54), 114 BFL 42 14(SD=1.58), 15.8(SD=.44),

124) BaF 14.8(5D=1.77), 16(SD=.00)2.2 tz7IA & dojdy

B 6. AAZE(I0M, 114, 124) F HTe Hjw 2t
Table 6. Comparative results of two groups by language age

Group (ME15) M SO MR RT U Z D
DA 84 .89 3.00 15.00 .
IQ .00 -2.730 .006
OC 12.6 .89 8.00 40.00
10L-y

IDA 13.6 1.95 3.90 19.50
LQ 450 -1.890 .059
OC 154 .55 7.10 35.50

IDA 112 45 3.00 14.00 .
Q .000 -2.785 .005
OC 148 .45 800 40.00

11L-y
IDA 14 158 3.70 18.50 .
LQ 3.50 -2.012 .044
OC 158 .45 730 36.50

DA 12.8 .84 3.00 15.00 .
IQ .00 -2.668 .008
12L-y OC 15.6 .55 800 40.00

IDA 14.8 1.79 4.50 22.50
LQ 7.50 -1.491 .136
oC 16 0 650 3250
RT=rank total; L-y=language years old: IQ=inferential question;
LQ=literal  question; IDA=intellectual ~ disability ~ adult;
OC=ordinary child.
"p.05, "pl.01

Table 5. Comparative results according to language codes (10years, 11years, 12years old) by group

Grotp 10L-y 11L-y 12L-y B -
M SD MR M SD MR M SD MR

IDA (IQ) 8.4 .89 3.00 11.2 45 8.20 12.8 84 12.80  12.442 .002"

ocC (1Q) 12.6 .89 3,00 14.8 45 8.80 15.6 .55 1220 11.858 .003"

IDA (LQ) 13.6 1.95 6.50 14.0 1.58 7.50 14.8 1.79 10.00 1.701 427

oC (LQ) 15.4 55 5.50 15.8 48 8.50 16.0 .00 10.00 4.455 .108

L-y=language years old; IDA=intellectual disability adult: OC=ordinary child: IQ=inferential question: LQ=literal question.

“p<.01
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= YA LetoRse] ol o A Yo, oy 11
AlellA ek 2t frofuigt Zolg HATHK. 05) ol éﬁ*’ﬂ ot
2d 104, 114, 124 dgE= Z4510e o, X dgelA
Aol o] F24 A=A ;_IJO}% | vl gato] W2
A& HoFa Qo

3. HSIEA| JISE(HL X, f0Zm, Ah mZ
ZI0ll Xf0IE HOp=7F?
AzAgolgel Wemt Ulols Wl weEA] J1SE(E,
iz, UQ/AT, ARbe] TE AnE Uohur] Slstel, A
B0 BAS A3 ¥ 73} 2ok

B 7. GRER| JISEGEPL OF 20z
7 Bl A

Table 7. The results of comparison between groups according
to function of discourse markers (addictive, adversative, causal,
temporal)

ARDo mE B

Add Adv Cau Tem

8{:;5) M M M M F df p Duncan
(SD (8D (D) (SD)
Adv#
IDA 273 193 3.07 3.07 5.052 3 Add,
IQ (1.10) (.80) (.70) (.96) 56 .03" Cau,
Tem
Adv=
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W@ o0 (20 (4D (oo 2% 56 P g
Tem
Add=addictive;  Adv=adversative; Cau=causal: Tem=temporal;

IDA=intellectual disability adult; OC=ordinary child; IQ=inferential
question; LQ=literal question.
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Table 8. Results of the comparison between groups according
to the situation of the discourse marker (telephone, school,
daily life, home) of the two groups

Pho Sch Dai Home

(GAFSIUSF; M M M M F df p  Duncan
D D D (D

Dai,Sch#S

IDA  3.13 240 226 3.00 071 3 017*ch,Home¢
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Sch,Dai

#Dai
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1Q (5D (79 (50 (4p) 017 56 01 Homer
ome,

Pho
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Q) ) (72 (@ (63 7 56 11 pus
Home

Pho=

OC 393 386 4.00 3.93 3 Sch=
(LQ (25 (35 (00) (25 L g6 01 i
Home

Pho=phone; Sch=school; Dai=daily life; IDA=intellectual disability
adult: OC=ordinary child: IQ=inferential question; LQ=literal
question.
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Appendix 1. Listening script example question

8. Wet fRloh shaolA figheia e ARAU & S0 FAI8.

RR: WOk 9% W SOl HEClof?
W4 S U ol GFE BeiF 4 UM WT 7. VIR, B AYE WelN A4uis Zopel,

$40: 9 29 W Aok A RE FFR, Wk A Hoig
wi% ok, ol WAl A Aol 971 ol

4 D27 19 $22 sk Aks melE

W g, ek

RCE R ESI

HE 2 S48 OA B2(1. 22X HE, 2. A 2B
Appendix 2. Student example question (1. inferential question, 2. literal question)

8. W%et flo]7} ol stst gl AU F B0l 248,

1 Q9] AHom g2 A7

© Wit @ AT @ ST @ RS

2. W47t @FBHE ol dure A

Dueled @EE @78 @ dohe
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