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Objectives: The present study aimed to discover whether specific variables correlated with
performance of non-word repetition (NWR) and fast mapping (FM) in each group, and
whether the mean score of correct response per non-word correlated with each biphone
phonotactic probability (PP) in the NWR and FM comprehension task of each group. Meth-
ods: Fifteen children with specific language impairment (SLI) and 20 age-matched children
with normal language (NL) from 4- to 6-year-old participated in this study. We performed
NWR and FM tasks according to wordlikeness by adjusting biphone PP. Two-way mixed
ANOVA and Pearson correlation coefficient were used to analyze the data. Results: The
main effect of the group was significant in all tasks. In NWR and FM comprehension, the
main effect of wordlikeness was significant. There was no interaction in any task. Also, the
SLI group showed significant correlation between NWR, age, receptive, and expressive vo-
cabulary. The NL and SLI groups showed significant correlation between mean score per
non-word item and each non-word biphone PP in the NWR, and only the SLI group showed
significant correlation between mean score per non-word item and non-word biphone PP
in FM comprehension. Conclusion: The results indicate that Korean language is also affected
by PP. In addition, an advantage of high wordlikeness is that the NWR and FM, which are
known to tap underlying language processing, are affected by Korean PP, and that both NL
and SLI are influenced by linguistic knowledge. These results suggest the need to consider
PP in evaluation and intervention with Korean non-words.

Keywords: Wordlikeness, Phonotactic probability, Linguistic knowledge, Nonword repeti-
tion, Fast mapping, Preschool-age
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Table 1. Participants’ characteristics

Characteristic '\(Ikl grgg)p S(L’\I‘ gr10 g)p

Age (mo) 68.25(95)  67.00(9.8) 382
Nonverbal 10° 10855(5.2)  105.13(7.5) 1.597
Receptive vocabulary® (raw score) 7280(10.0) 52.00(11.0) 5.829***
Expressive vocabulary® (raw score) ~ 78.00(10.8)  53.00(115)  6576***

Values are presented as mean (SD).

NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language impairment.
*Korean Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (Moon & Byun, 2003), °Recep-
tive & Expressive Vocabulary Test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009).
***p<.001.
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Table 2. Mean and variance of biphone probability for nonword repetition and
fast mapping tasks

Wordlikeness

t

High Low
Nonword repetition .0998 (.02323) 10229 (.00973) -9.662%**
Fast mapping .0915(.03993) .0206(.01113) -4.195%*

Values are presented as mean (SD).
“*p< 01, **p< 001,

H|=to] hat2tstr | 2hM|(Nonword repetition task)
lto] mleuksl) o] AAMPEE AT T (Lee etal,
2013)5 Farsto] A|2kstoiet HARE = o gl A gh=oi7} K=
ofel ol BHR7E AVe] 523k ko] 24 UL B F
o Seisa S0 el Wels Axjsiick Hwol B3t
L S HHE 62 AV -S4 Zo| 420 &2 A|A|EH, ZF-2F Zo]
o ol A0 -8 o] 7o} Bhol g Abo] WS ko] 2
Nz =0 ok oAl BHE A8l ] ffal] 254 o] Hief
*1% %H«] A= AAERAT Blgke] =3 T A 1HAE o)A
tholE B wpe} Wit & ohE 239 HITelE 717t
A| ] Tgof] Swek AlRHE AlEsl7] $18f 5329 2)( ause)g
AT BE o o WARE SE el ou 2 ARl Aol
EEW ]'HJ%E:]E e ﬁxé
E=NE AR
A= Ao Tk Z_}LL}%‘_%% Zﬂ%"OP 9«“1(01] Al

l‘
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics of nonword repetition scores (%) by subgroup

Wordlikeness

High Low Total
NL group (N=20) 57.00(15.9) 19.05(13.2) 38.25(14.5)
St group (N=15) 30.67(20.5) 333(4.9) 17.00(12.7)

Values are presented as mean (SD).
NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language impairment.
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Figure 1. Nonword repetition task scores (%) by group and wordlikeness.
NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language im-
pairment.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of comprehension scores (%) of fast mapping
task by subgroup
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Figure 2. Comprehension scores (%) of fast mapping task by group and word-
likeness.
NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language im-
pairment.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of production scores (%) of fast mapping task
by subgroup

Wordlikeness

Wordlikeness

High Low Total High Low Total
NL group (N=20) 67.50(18.3) 49.17(14.8) 58.33(16.6) NL group (N=20) 17.20(13.7) 17.02(12.2) 17.11(13.0)
St group (N=15) 46.67(16.9) 18.89(12.4) 32.78(14.7) St group (N=15) 12.20(13.0) 9.52(9.5) 10.86(11.3)

Values are presented as mean (SD).
NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language impairment.
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Values are presented as mean (SD).
NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language impairment.
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Table 6. Correlation coefficient among tasks in children with typical language development
Expressive Receptive Nonword Fast mapping Fast mapping
vocabulary® vocabulary® repetition production comprehension
Age in months 6897 8277 077 389 101
Expressive vocabulary? - 8217 248 292 115
Receptive vocabulary® - 134 260 121
Nonword repetition - 261 -072
Fast mapping production - 215
Fast mapping comprehension -
*Receptive & Expressive Vocabulary Test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009).
**p<.01,***p<.001.
Table 7. Correlation coefficient among tasks in children with language delay
Expressive Receptive Nonword Fast mapping Fast mapping
vocabulary® vocabulary® repetition production comprehension
Age in months 926%** 8297 594* A21 235
Expressive vocabulary? 840*** 693** 017 097
Receptive vocabulary® 864%** 115 061
Nonword repetition - 288 -022
Fast mapping production - - 178

Fast mapping comprehension

*Receptive & Expressive Vocabulary Test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009).
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Table 8. Correlation coefficient between average score per nonword repeti-
tion stimuli and biphone probability of nonword in children with NL

Table 10. Correlation coefficient between average score per fast mapping
stimuli and hiphone probability of nonword in children with NL

Average score per stimuli in children with NL

Average score per stimuli in children with NL

Biphone prabaility of nonword 704%*

Biphone probability of nonword 522

NL=children with normal language.
**p< 01.

Table 9. Correlation coefficient between average score per nonword repeti-
tion stimuli and biphone probability of nonword in children with SLI

NL=children with normal language.

Table 11. Correlation coefficient between average score per fast mapping
stimuli and biphone probability of nonword in children with SLI

Average score per stimuli in children with SLI

Average score per stimuli in children with SLI

Biphone prabability of nonword 640**
SLI=children with specific language impairment.
**p< 01.
# Performance in children with TD
10 B Performance in children with LD
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Biphone probability of nonword

Figure 4. Scatter plot of average score per nonword stimuli and biphone prob-
ability of nonword in children with NL and SLI.

NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language im-
pairment.
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Biphone probability of nonword 589*
SLI=children with specific language impairment.
*p< .05.
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Figure 5. Scatter plot of average score per nonword stimuli and biphone prob-
ability of nonword in children with NL and SLI.

NL=children with normal language; SLI=children with specific language im-
pairment.
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Appendix 1. 2} 2fA|9] H| o] =1t &=
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==

High word likeness Low word likeness
Nonword repetition
2 syllable =& 0.11264 = 0.00769
Ht 0.10942 2L 0.01785
3 syllable A 0.13611 LIoHE 0.00707
ety 0.07950 LR 0.02997
4 syllable Hete= 0.07085 2D 0.02650
SHCB A 0.07997 20 FE= 0.03417
5 syllable BUE0Y 0.07657 AR 0.01799
217184 0.11107 X 0.02726
6 syllable FUEHR| = 0.13001 WIOiEAE 0.03119
7|C|=2EfofLH 0.09233 L|BH2CH=eY 0.02944
Fast mapping

2 syllable g2 0.10825 7 0.00616
BHZ} 0.08518 Ss 0.02775
3 syllable ¢4 0.05670 THRIEL 0.02738
0|24 0.06039 L 0.00621
4 syllable JHiel 0.16364 IR 0.02810
7|=HE 0.07510 LGl 0.02772

Appendix 2, #F22|0| 2 Z1p4|9| D= =5 (Horst & Hout, 2016)

F=16%

F=28%

F=16%

F=19% F=19% F=13% F=19%
F=19% F=16% F=13% F=3%
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