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Objectives: The present study investigated the relationship between working memory
and metaphor comprehension in children with specific language impairment (SLI) and
typical development (TD). Methods: A total of 30 children between 10 to 12 years old, 15
children with SLI and 15 children with TD participated in the study. The experiments con-
sisted of two working memory tasks (Competing Language Processing Task [CLPT] and
Matrix) and two metaphor comprehension tasks (sentence and advertisement). Perfor-
mance on the two working memory tasks and two metaphor comprehension tasks were
analyzed by using two-way mixed ANOVA and correlational analyses. Results: Results were
summarized as follows: There were significant differences between the groups on working
memory tasks (CLPT and Matrix), and metaphor tasks (sentence and advertisement), show-
ing that the SLI group had lower accuracy than TD group. There was a significant difference
within conditions in which verbal working memory task performance had lower accuracy
than the nonverbal working memory task. The correlational analyses were significant be-
tween metaphor tasks (sentence and advertisement) for both groups. However, correla-
tional analyses among working memory tasks (CLPT), and metaphor tasks (sentence and
advertisement) were significant for children with TD but not for children with SLI. Conclu-
sion: The study results indicate that children with SLI have more difficulties in working me-
mory and metaphor comprehension then children with TD. Although the working mem-
ory ability and metaphor comprehension ability were not significantly correlated for chil-
dren with SLI, the differences between two groups of working memory abilities showed
that difficulties in the metaphor comprehension for children with SLI may be involved with
working memory difficulties.
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Values are presented as mean (SD).

SLI=specific language impairment; TD =typical development; REVT =receptive and
expressive vocabulary test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009); TOPS = test of pro
blem solving (Pae, Yim, & Lee, 2000); K-WISC Ill=Korean-Wechsler intelligence
scale for children Il (Kwak, Park, & Kim, 2001).
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Figure 1. Working memory task performance (%) in specific language impair-
ment (SLI) and typical development (TD) group.
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Figure 2. Metaphor task performance (%) in specific language impairment
(SLI) and typical development (TD) group.
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Table 2. Correlations among various variables in children with SLI (n=15)

CLPT Matrix Metaphoric sentence
Matrix 0.235
Metaphoric sentence 0.72 -0.094
Metaphoric advertisement 0.210 0.236 0.569*

SLI=specific language impairment; CLPT =competing language processing task.
*p<.05.

Table 3. Correlations among various variables in children with TD (n=15)

CLPT Matrix Metaphoric sentence
Matrix 0.097
Metaphoric sentence 0.814* 0.182
Metaphoric advertisement ~ 0.563* 0.158 0.588*

TD=typical development; CLPT=competing language processing task.
*p<.05, **p< .01.
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