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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to examine the characteristics of the
comprehension of causative and passive sentences in adults with developmental
disabilities, and to present basic data for research and intervention on the comprehension
of causative and passive sentences for this population.

Methods: The participants were 15 adults with developmental disabilities in the transition to
adulthood, with a language age of 7~9 years, and 15 typically developing children matched
for language age.

Results: First, there was a statistically significant difference in the overall scores of the
comprehension of causative and passive sentences between the groups. Additionally, when
comparing the mean difference in causative and passive sentences within each group,
both groups showed lower accuracy rates for passive sentences than causative sentences.
Second, when examining the differences in sub-areas of self-advocacy within the group of
adults with developmental disabilities, the comprehension was highest in the order of
being stolen) verbal attack and harassment ) physical bullying ) sexual molestation. Third,
among the error types in causative sentences within the group of adults with
developmental disabilities, voice errors were the highest, and in passive sentences,
thematic role errors were the highest.

Conclusions: These findings suggest that when teaching causative and passive sentences to
individuals with developmental disabilities, it is important to systematically instruct them
by understanding the differences in the syntactic structures. Additionally, when designing
programs to assess and improve self-advocacy skills for individuals with developmental
disabilities, it is necessary to consider the relationship between the frequency of exposure
to such situations and their text comprehension abilities.
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Table 1. Participants’ information

DD NC

CA Gender  REVT-r CA Gender  REVT-r
18;10 Female 7,0~5 6:10 Female 7,0~5
2406 Male 7:0~5 7:1 Male 7:6~11
24,09 Female  7,6~11 7:1 Male 7:6~11
20;07 Male 7:6~11 7:2 Female 8,0~5
19;00 Male 8:0~5 7:5 Female 8:0~5
19;00 Male 8,0~5 7.7 Female 8,0~5

Female 8:6~11
Female 8:6~11

20:07 Male 8:0~5 7:11
18:09 Male 8:6~11 83

24,01 Female  8;6~11 8.6 Male 9;:0~5
20;06 Male 9;:0~5 8.7 Male 9;,0~5
19;02 Male 9;:0~5 8.8 Female 9;:0~5
20;11 Male 9;0~5 8.8 Female  9:6~11
20,03 Male 9;0~5 8.8 Female  9:6~11
20;00 Male 9;:6~11 9;2 Male 9;:6~11

20,08 Male 9;6~11 9:5 Female 9:6~11

Note. DD=developmental disability; NC=normal children; CA=
chronological age; REVT-r=Receptive and Expressive Vocabulary
Test-receptive (Kim et al., 2009).




Table 2. Test of homogeneity

DD NC
¢ P
M SD M SD
REVT-r 8.13 .83 8.27 .80 -.447 .658
Note.  DD=developmental  disabilityy NC=normal children;

REVT-r=Receptive
(Kim et al., 2009).
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Table 3. Differences in causative sentence comprehension ability
scores between groups

DD NC
M SD M SD

CS 7.20 254 1093 1.28

t D

-5.082" .000

Note. CS=causative sentence; DD=developmental disability;
NC=normal children.

ol

<001

Table 4. Differences in passive sentence comprehension ability
scores between groups

DD NC
M SD M SD

PS 3.40 1.39 1073 1.33

t p

ol

-11.842 .000

Note. PS=passive sentence; DD=developmental disability;

NC=normal children.
"p(.001
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Table 5. Differences in comprehension ability of causative and
passive sentences among groups with developmental disabilities

CS PS
M SD M SD

DD 7.20 2.54 3.40 1.39

Note. DD=Developmental disability; CS=causative sentence;
PS=passive sentence.

Table 6. Differences in comprehension ability of causative and
passive sentences among groups with normal children

CS PS
M SD M SD

NC 10.93 1.28 10.73 1.33

Note. NC=normal children; CS=causative sentence; PS=passive
sentence.
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Table 7. Differences in sub-domain scores of self-advocacy
among groups with developmental disabilities

M SD F p
Physical bullying 2.40 91
Verbal attack and harassment 2.67 1.07

1.540 214
Being stolen 3.20 1.26
Sexual molestation 2.33 .93
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Table 8. Differences in error types of causative and passive
sentences among groups with developmental disabilities

CS PS

Frequency Percentage Frequency Percentage

SRE 17 23.29 78 60.47
SRE & WOE 11 15.07 20 15.50
VE 45 61.64 31 24.03
Total 73 100.00 129 100.00

Note. CS=causative sentence; PS=passive sentence; SRE=semantic
role errors; SRE & WOE=semantic role errors & word order
errors; VE=voice error.
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Appendix 1. Examples of task for comprehension of causative and passive sentences
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