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Purpose : Reasoning ability to identify and apply various semantic relationships is closely
related to the acquisition of vocabulary. Therefore, this study intended to investigate the
characteristics of verbal analogical reasoning ability of children with developmental
language disorder (DLD) and to measure differences according to group and task type.
Methods: The subjects of this study were a total of 60 children including 20 children with
specific language impairment (SLD) with language age of 5 to 8, 20 children with
nonspecific language impairment (NLI), and 20 normal children (NC). The ability to
answer was evaluated by presenting a figurative picture that corresponds to four
relationships of function, opposition, category, and sequence.

Results: First, as for the performance ability of the verbal analogy, the percentage of
correct answers of the NC group was the highest at 63.12%, followed by SLI at 58.12%,
and NLI at 48.75%. Secondly, it was identified that the NLI group had significantly lower
performance capability than the NC group. Thirdly, it was identified that the performance
of sequential relationship analogy was the highest and the ability to infer category
relation was the lowest. Fourthly, verbal analogical reasoning ability and receptive
vocabulary showed the highest positive relationship, and showed a significant positive
relationship in the order of expressive vocabulary, sentence comprehension, and
nonverbal IQ.

Conclusions: Children with DLD may have more difficulty in verbal analogical reasoning
than NC. Therefore, this study suggests that it is necessary to evaluate the ability to infer
words using various semantic relationships and to establish arbitration objectives and
strategies based on them when evaluating and mediating semantic capability of children
with DLD.

Keywords: Specific language impairment, nonspecific language impairment, verbal
analogy

Correspondence : Wha Soo Kim, PhD
E-mail : whasoolang@hanmail.net

Received : August 31, 2022
Revision revised : September 18, 2022
Accepted : October 31, 2022

This article was based on the first author's
doctoral thesis from Daegu University (2022).

ORCID

Si Hyun Kim
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2476-4529
Wha Soo Kim
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4787-4824

.M 2 Aol F29 daded IAddle dolgs 2ol e,
A:B=C:D() ®H9 "olfF FEIAE Y] Al
THHOR Jdojiego] ofo] gt ddosde) WA Fa A A B C DO Z deld gid osiE HmEew, Ag B
03], FE, LB Ao gt WrE o|=olHrkBishop & ¥l ouE BAE mefsfor stal, ol Z-gsto] Co 7wt
Adams, 1992). T1#t} 2o dojelebga] okEo] olo] oA o st} DE R53fo F?_E]{Sternberg & Nigro, 1980).
Aol o]z o] 9] :[LEO] A% BUEEA IZAE 2 Dol FE2 Dol oulE Ao wEt o] det
2ro| A _u_o 7Eo0] WAL u QriBotting & A & ok AgAToM 83t 5 WA fF2 At o

Adams, 2005; Letts & Lemonen, 2001).

Ko2006/= Qlojd AAlat fisl 2EFAR dlolgS F2L
st o] FAE Sab] Al 95 BAC) dhat olalel

W BAP] mE onld wAE welior dohn s

Copyright 2022 © Korean Speech-Language & Hearing Association.

This is an Open-Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative
Commons Attribution Non-Commercial License (http://creativecommons.org/li-
censes/by-nc/4.0) which permits unrestricted non-commercial use, distribution,
and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

4 Zol= AL 715, S, BE A, "3 &4, /9, &
AA-HE 34 So] tiKang, 2019; Kim, 1986; Ko,
2006; Sternberg & Nigro, 1980; Yun, 2016). °©] oA 7|5,
g, W, /\/‘194 Y 714 §8E 7Y dRtHoR ARgRith

dojfE FE2EIA NS 7ls TA B g ot bE
ol9] Ay #AH Fog A ‘&o] At H £
o A= AdEs A Aoz, &I FE 4=
& otk X3 HE AL §F dofrt bE dolg 9uiE

b

oL,

ol
AR

][y = rf;

47



AN ZHA(H31H H4AS)

Zste WA=, 2 S8l dlAt He, &AM @A
ll

= 94 71Ed o=t A7t olojAAY UdEe AeE, ‘&
Aot Tl 7t o7t & 4 Utk o] ¥l |39 5 TAN
tiote] Yun(2016)2 4~5A19 W S0 AY¥E {5 A
2 HQIOW Kang(2019)2 5~6A1Y +8&ojdHo| oj2H
el AFskgI.

g7t HeRl v gle dofEolols dEHoE ©e

dofol AlE7E Qiet. &3] Tedoiol ofs2 Aofdidolwt 2
o2 Holw, A5 9 AHE, AT & 59 2AV 8l ofF
o7 Aodt. Leonard(1998)—‘E dedlopgole] A 71Ee
2 AR, 323k AojARlA -1.258D olsh, A, HI1o1A
AsAG7E 85 o, A, Ao olifo] glow, WA, &
g 9 ASHA ool glom, oA, R 4 Tlsol O]
/})1—0] g}\gu{ Cq/}‘luﬂ /\}—9,]}(4 /l]— X}.Q.-Eﬂoﬂ /1(:]71—’6}- ]
ofof Zith= H|AIY HHE AASIUTE o9t Z2 wedol
of ofz <Aoo AHEA AFAEY IS HoH
U Qo)A s A7t o]FolA fith

I8 Ak 7|2 o deddoidols AAsta Atohe
quﬂ"ﬂ o771 ofEl 9] A== ARIZE ok dlotsEle) Agt

< HoJHA TE A% 7|Ede B5F F6AN vdold A
A&7h 71~840) sfdsts obs e, Aol A4 HFetal B

719 ofgt}. &, dddoigolE Zdslr|o] R dstH, o] ofF
< AsAlg 70 olstol|e FRtetA| Yo A A= ERol7o=
A -5t American
Developmental Disabilities: AAIDD, 2010).

AofddolE Adoh= RS2 olAH" Aol ofs
% Tedoiol 2 A @A oftjox EF5l] ofHE ofsES
AFs] Yl HIEA Ao ol(nonspecific  language
impairment: NL)ZH= &01& ARSSItKBishop et al., 2006;
Catts et al., 2002; Leonard et al., 2009; Miller et al,
2008; Nippold et al., 2009' Rice et al., 2004).

I dojddHof AFoMs F2 edolgojel Unt ofs
< Hsks dA7F 6] oo Q=] Tddoidol A%
Il A Ht 7150 FeeHA] Foke HIEA dojgof ofs2
AollA A= e Aol Kim¥ Kim(2022) ol& A
Aol whedopgolet BlEY Aool, Ukt ofs9 Al HdE
7 Hlwele AT AAZE e AlRtelrt

olgfgt T o] At ool ofsS TRl
o H|EA ooz EFotal, Uyt ofsate] HolRE 25
E/43E vluste] AWECEHN, o‘i 58 &k ofUe} B|%lojy A
59 FF¥= A s,

dedololl  ofsZ dideE @ APAHKo, 2006
Masterson et al. 1993)01 A ool ofsol Okﬂﬂao?’—_]
Uit ofzI TolfFE FEIAY P50l fARITHE ik
UARE 39 A= fARI BhegEs etk -_rL(Lee,
2009), 1oiAH LA Uyt ofsol HIShA L Falo] Wiz A
(Shin & Kwon, 2008) 5 Z¥7} Aolsto] thedlojAfof o9
FEEA olsiE AT a7t B F¥E daUt glon, 59

HIEZ lojgof] ofg2 IA7|59 I 12FS o doli=

Association on Intellectual and

48

FE5E0] Zol7t 9l AR = ATHKang, 2019)

webA o] Aqte dofdEAof ol 25 A4S wHITt
NAE Wy} I ZA A pAS o) 7|z x}i% U}Edo}ﬂ
ste] Aojd= ~8*1l ool 9 HIER oo,
s OFE o] dolfF FE5Y B4 AuEIA Soitt

T EAo] g Al EAls o Atk

W’H Tedooll, HIEA doPgol], Urt oks FHHo] Holf
F FE5Y EAL oW

EZ’H A} stIAIC]s, B, ®F, eA)d I dolgs

FE5EY ol oHgT)?

"“Z’H Aolsd d H|lold A5 ol FE5E 1 A&
A ofuEdR

1. 97 ohy

o] A= ety a9
Board: IRB)ZHE AMIGRIE e F
1040621-202203-HR-020).

o] &9 i AolAH 5~8A1%1 Tl ¥ HIEA
Qlojoll, Ut ofs FHdol tiste] Z- 2084, F 60B= W
4oE slGirh wddoiel ofsY MY Ve AA, &
XA o33y HAHReceptive and Expressive Vocabulary
Test: REVT, Kim et al., 2009) AA] ZAy, & o3y ¢
HE ojFEo] BE 57}‘5 5~8Alol sligstaA ZF ol
AR HatolA -1.255D olst] sfdehs ofslE, &
A, = 7Remvt ZHARsAHAR2(Korean Kaufuman Brief
Intelligence Test-2: KBIT-2, Moon, 2020) Zx}, H]AoA
AsAG7E 85 oo, AA, HiAY o weh Azt
Al AAFEZE 9 7150l AASHE Ao, Aol
71 ol SHehA] ¥, WA, sy 4 59 £
A 9 9Jojd Zo|F 7HA]A] g o5 o= A5l

]EJQ 010121—0H O}E..Q_ _CHQ] /\‘]Xq 7].?% ZLQ.— Oﬂ% ]IH, 14—1:!1
A 2704z dedofgol ofsdt sUsh, =4 21 HI/IA
d AsAF7E 71~840] sl ofs o= St

Ut ofzk TR E A& W, YA 2hoA= &

|

¥3](Institutional Review
1P = AHNo.

=

Olrl ek

ool ofsat FYshE, AA 20 & 2 ®A ol
g AAlA EZEAL -15D ool sigstel AP Aol
g HFo| dgehs ofgo® atglth e Al w9 <ols
2 SAAML 9sto] REVI(Kim et al., 20092 ©i3] olsie
2 ol mHY Hpoh tiEo] FEuol|E HAKBae et
al., 20049 &4 olefd = YAAFLE ol AA 7]

o] W A7 ARE Table 17+ 2k

BYAHE W5 ool Taclopgol, Uit ol o
R4 ELOR(p.001), HIRloly Ae TQlojgol o
3 of5o] HIEA Qlojgol opgurct §olsA &L Ao U
o} 2ol 8 RGeHp(001).

k

b

Ruigyie)



Table 1. Participants’ information
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Note. SLI=specific langue impairment; NLI=nonspecific language
impairment; NC=normal children; CA=chronological age;
RV=receptive vocabulary; EV=expressive vocabulary;
SC=sentence comprehension: NVIQ=nonverbal 1Q.
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Figure 1. Examples of verbal analogical reasoning tasks
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Table 2. Analysis of the verbal analogical reasoning ability by
group

Function Opposition Category Sequence  Total

S 60.50 59.50 43.00 69.50 58.12
(15.38) (19.04) (17.50) (12.349  (12.249)

NLI 48.00 45.50 38.50 63.00 48.75
(17.65) (21.14) (19.54) (2054  (16.21)

NC 62.50 66.00 48.00 76.00 63.12
(20.48) (22.10) (20.67) (17.29  (16.64)

Note. The values are as mean (SD). SLl=specific langue
impairment; NLI=nonspecific language impairment; NC=normal
children.
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Note. SLI=specific langue impairment; NLI=nonspecific language
impairment; NC=normal children.
Figure 2. The verbal analogical reasoning ability by group
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Table 3. Repeated measure ANOVA according to group and task

S8 df MS #

Between groups

Group 8520.833 2 4260417 4.633
Error 52412.500 57 919.518

Within the group
Task 20830.000 3 6943333 417527
Task x Group 932.500 6 155.417 935
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<05, " pC.001
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Table 4. Analysis of the difference of the verbal analogical
reasoning ability according to groups
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Table 6. Correlation analysis between language ability and
nonverbal Intelligence and verbal analogical reasoning ability

Group MD SE D RV EV SC NVIQ VAR
SLI - NLI 9.37 479 157 RV

SLI - NC -5.00 4.79 584 EV 899™

NLI - NC -14.37 479 015 sC 5747 503"

Note. SLI=specific langue impairment; NLI=nonspecific language NVIQ 007 -.020 920

impairment; NC=normal children. "
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Table 5. Analysis of the difference of the verbal analogical
reasoning ability according to tasks

Task MD SE p
Function - Opposition .00 2.43 1.000
Function - Category 13.83 241 .000™
Function - Sequence -12.50 2.27 .000™
Opposition - Category 13.83 2.29 .000™
Opposition - Sequence -12.50 2.45 .000™
Category - Sequence -26.33 2.24 .000™

“p<.001
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Note. RV=receptive vocabulary; EV=expressive vocabulary; SC=
sentence comprehension; NVIQ=nonverbal 1Q; VA=verbal
analogical reasoning.
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Appendix 1. Examples of the verbal analogical reasoning ability evaluation tasks

HE A B C D) H 15
1 Plicly Ely gty &
o 2 s ks =) 3
=% 3 159 B17] HE7] A
4 Z3oHA A gotg] =
1 e e A} 2]
2 ct 2t e 7Ptk
3 Bt 7y 9= A2
4 o] el 230 i
5 Ll vtk H| g7 Cin=y
6 s Tzt z =55
7 Skt = S A&
8 Wt o e 7Vt
9 14 2¥ o 10¢
10 T+ & =y Iy
11 o} stk 9 o
12 A B q 2
13 E17] =4 Tole o]
14 20 <ot £ 7] 8t
15 2 A% % s
16 =% Az Az o
17 989 sad 209 Fag
18 39| = 9 =5
19 £71 Lol =5 o]
. 20 o olgth Ll=tey ot
21 odg 5 = A%
22 At ot =y e
23 oR3 A9 24 °%
24 7hdct =4t 123 =2
25 Y & 2|k o]/XJo}
26 Aot Sy o}l Shor|7]
27 E = otut At
28 HE7] P 5 Al
29 = ol& 7 AL
30 bl o = S
31 25 X pedy A9 +EE
32 ot Ely L= iy
33 109 509 1009 5009
34 e Z 3 A-
35 = AZ7 AZ b=
36 Azt =A% At =T}
37 A9 255 sk 155
38 N = At iy
39 7HAE A a9 AE7] e
40 1y Eol7|+ HA nEFH
v
4

54



20224 HM31¢H HM4& 047-055
OdO-IXlEEI:Il ISSN 1226-587X / elSSN 2671-7158

JSLHD (Journal of Speech-Language & Hearing Disorders)

Hedlopgol L M54 dlobge] ofse)

N, sk

! oj Aol Eeshi. glojA| = el w
? grdista Qlolxz st @4

B3 of9l9] 50le tifdt ool WAE Hefslal A8ste FEsHC] W Wslo] Stk o]
2 Ao dofdE ol ofsEd] dotir FEeY S vk, Fd 9 3 {3l o=t
Ao} OEIAIE Pots At SISt

e o dAe oldd 5~8A1/1 Eelofdol ofs 20, HISE debdel ofF 207, &t
°FF 20%, ¥ 60781t olEoAl 715, Wi, i el |l 7 BAN Sfeeks 5 I8
ARIste] dieshs s2e BRI

ik e W, dolfF 329 a2 Ot ok Hde ARkSEC] 63.12%= 7MY ¥4
Uehgon], 1 ooz wkelobdol 58.12%, IS dotdel 48.75% wolith. &4, Al ue
Aolz HIEA lobdol fdo] dut ol do] H[sle] fofushA o] W2 A0= et
AR, A 7l TE Aoks &AM WA f5 wR8E0] T w31, HE WA RE R w2
A0 Uehtt A, dotrs 3258 off] ofsfEo] 7HE w2 A4 AJHHAE BoH, off
2, 4 o, Bty Al 0= A4 AT Refeigit

FE: oMdolE A ofs2 Gut ofHT o dolRF 12O 90 oz FE 4
TR of2fet ojde el okes2l AqnEA 58 Bt H B4 Al Ut Avid WA A8t
ot FE5EE BRI ol AR T4 S H AE +HT 284S ARRI

ol : theclopgol, W57 dojgol, Hol g%

o
1—.1
M
rol

ORIGINAL ARTICLE
https://doi.org/10.15724/jslhd.2022.31.4.047
http://jslhd.org/

golfd 2859

FAAR : 187

A Y : whasoolang@hanmail.net

AAAHL @ 2022. 08. 31
$AAED : 2022. 09. 18
AAEAL @ 2022. 10. 31

o] =2 FAR(022)Y AR =2 4

 BUste] 2R A,

ORCID
Ard

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2476-4529

Aol

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4787-4824

7323] (2019). A2 L Z Aol oFE] dolasEsd. <o Add, 4%, 1743, A4, olFA (2009). +& - FF ojFF A
AZ AT, 28(2), 203-209. AL Mg AeAofETEAI T,
199 (2006). BEAolgof ofEe] Aol f2EEY. dEtislL EuS B4 (2020). 3= FR-I0t MRS AR 2. A2 AMolE,

st KAL) = HiA9, YA, o]A3], A3 (2004). TFELu[oTF AAL A& A&7l
TR, BEEL 7L23] oL (2016). 4-6M A ZHAof - Ao EFEA
otz Tolfs FE53. TRRAXFS SHEUEds] =F A%, Awst (2008). 7] Adotgolotss] f55E58 T 2Rol6sd
A, 2016(5), 51-55. 7o) A A BAE, 67, 17-31.
17 (1986). oFs9] AoigFFe9 Y2 HF L AR F d I+ 9% (2016). Ugt- FZYo] - ESPIF R0l dolfF: FEsEd
olstoizitsta Tl ALY =& TRt A SHYHst sty WA =7

AAIE, 73l (2022). HIEE doPgole] digt 9] £A1E. AodEd old7 (2009). &

WA B4

T, 31(2), 53-62. = FHeE. dasty E4uSTiste AR =&

55



	단순언어장애 및 비특정 언어장애 아동의 단어유추 추론능력
	Ⅰ. 서론
	Ⅱ. 연구 방법
	Ⅲ. 연구 결과
	Ⅳ. 논의 및 결론
	Reference
	참고문헌


