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Purpose: A discourse analysis of a subtest of the Brief test of Cognitive-Communication
Disorders (BCCD) was applied to normal adults over 55 years of age to investigate
whether discourse performances differ according to age, years of education, and gender.
Methods: This study was conducted on 184 healthy adults aged 55 years or older. The age
groupings were divided into three groups, 55-64, 65-74, and =75, with 75, 65, and 44
participants, respectively. The subjects were also divided into four educational groups of
1-6 years, 9-11 years, 12 years, and =13 years, with 38, 32, 71, and 43 participants,
respectively. Eighty-eight subjects were male and 96 were female. The question of
discourse in the BCCD had a total of 8 points, and the scores of each sub-area consisted
of 3 points of coherence, 2 points of cohesion, 2 points of proposition, and 1 point of
pause. This study examined whether the sub-scores and the total discourse scores differed
according to age, years of education, and gender. Results: The coherence score and the
total discourse score decreased from 65 years, and the scores of cohesion and proposition
showed significant differences among the three age groups. In addition, the scores of
coherence, cohesion, and proposition, and the discourse total score showed that the
scores of the groups below middle school was lower than those of the groups above high
school graduation. Only the score of cohesion was higher in women than in men.
Conclusions: In normal adults aged 55 years or older, topic maintenance, the frequency of
cohesive ties, and the number of propositions were lower with age and lower education
levels. That is, when evaluating discourse performance, age and education level must be
considered.

A QIR]-JAEA ] 7HAAABrief test of Cognitive-Communication Disorders, BCCD)2J
SHIEgeREAMY B dot E3& 554 ol HA S thdeER AHEsio, ¥, wsys
/gdo] wet g3} o] Aot A Lokt sioith HEE: 2 s 55A] o9 1847
A AR ddes AAEQ dEEEE 55-644, 65-74Ml, 75A1 okl Al Fdoz

=9l0m, 27k 755, 65%, 44750loitt. £ MokE waesol wet YR, 1-64, 9-119, 124,
139 o] 43eo& Wslom, A7k 38, 327, 717, 43%0ISith 3 o] F HAd 8%,
o d2 96geI%iet. BCCDY |3t 32 ¥ 89 THoR off] g Mo B394 39, 34
274, A 24, d 1808 e 2 J5iER) ol 99 4 Y JElEHo] o, wsds
gde] w=t Aot YA AR A BIAH H4 2 I FER 65AE TRHeE
asigon, 384 Aot HAl Aes Al A9 Ad 7F fost AolE Bt F3E 5Y4,
S, HA H4 d H9Ee 259 ool Adat Fsty €Y Ado] 5y £ Jd ¥
ik Afe} ool HeETh "ol FRIsiitt &3 A mE Aole ool @] Hal
S AeolAet =00t BE: 554 oY A Y A FARA, EERAY NIk, HAL
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A2 HA(H29E H13)

3Q19] ddof Zgks EAslA & ) 55ke "BEk R /o] AR
o] 3t FEi=A, Y oR o] 9 Tok= HRE 5 Hvan
Dijk, 1997). 1oj9] 4] SHO=E HOkS o, loje] AT 4Ak&at
Ogf= W, Y79t 271= ARt @ik=
o] SiRE IAEA T FAHoN ek os TR dEe]
o] ARgell 48 AUHCannizzaro & Coelho, 2013). E3L @3}
£ AESP] SolAE ofg] 71A] o] AREE gt 84E, & 24
A&l APIE 24, BAF TR oftel Foid |3} Ao st
7] 98t AAFER(macrostructure), -54(cohesion) AH, 5Y4
(coherence, &, FA |AB NS G429 of2] 8471 FAll 24
3} =lofok dH(joanette & Brownell, 2012). WA 93t I3RS 4
FoPaA Bz AT ol2gt /o 7159 HEE v & Qlrk

Hol= Ot o] 2k 7= A 9 A1 tiides I o
7b olfolflct. Y Ldse HIE AuE Aol Ldlo] o
2} Y1& e9)(content unit, CU; Yorkston & Beukelman, 1980)2%
SHkE JHA(correct information unit, CIU; Nicholas &
Brookshire, 1993)°ll4 u3}e] &g/de] AskErta HE|Qith
T3l H@3E AESIES sk AREol 1”9 ARE 2 Al
Ae AL ddow, |3 IHE: Yegr, Oy 9 g%
Agsly], dist ek 'Cookie theft' I3 Awsly] A=
(Goodglass & Kaplan, 1983) CUE HASt o= 7541
71e® F2 ol Hls) CUZL o &A A== oH(Mackenzie,
1999), o2} AR 'Picnic scene’ 1% Asl] IA|(Kertesz,
1982)0-= FS =of wls) CIU 47 7541 ol wd=ojA
Ho|F3o] HIE|hMarini et al, 2005). ¥, CIU 49
olg%t FUATE oA 7IHCEE 65A oMY xwE
FA5Y Aot ko] EuEAriKwon et al, 1998, Lee &
Kim, 2001). °l= 654 7IHes I4%sk] IHAllx=
SlpFollAe] @olRlE9] ofgiZe] uERA| kol 75AIE
Home= I9 AEsh] IHAPIM doldlEe] ofEzem g
At SHEE AR A7) WEY Aol

235t IAl= B iS5 nAgk Aol 58 ASkE medt 4= 9l
< ¥t opet 27] A DAl Y= BEIRNmild cognitive
impairment, MC) & diifogw o|fojFct HIE 'Cookie
theft' I3 A%sl7] IAA MCl ] QJulgHeele] 47}
R Aok YAl Y=t Bl HE 9lou(Bschor et al.,
2001), 22 AR 93} EAS T H2T AfoMe ey 84
(& AL AL HBAY HIY A 8AE wEARRE €, 4,
4, w0 MCI #Rkto] /ol vlsl 4=5Jo] Hojzlrkal &
=YK Mueller et al., 2018). o3t Xjol= FolS ojmdt BA
Hog ZHsigi=rlol wt 71QIg Aeg Helrh FhH, MCI 2t
T WeEE o] Dolr] $8) dqtoxe Aol Hs) MCI &
Aol A ARE molsial ARARES 7|k S(recall)ollAl
A=A Chapman et al., 2002). IR A=t UgiglHo]
A MCTL k-2 Aol 43} 584, A2 FAREY A2
HHOom(Drummond et al., 2015), o3 AZAS7] Gjolale &
310} doje} FgHoflx Aol vl 4=¥2lo] HolfrhFleming &

N, ol
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Harris, 2008; Harris et al., 2008).

S, Al dideE ARKJoke gEslolw  W(Alzheimer's
disease, AD) TS tVdoR §F ©3} A= AdidoR w2y
I % vud 2] A4E AEE, AD TR0l AESH YgEE
oA FAlA] Hloid skt WA Drummond et al., 2015), & &
L HRE AESHAU(Duong et al, 2005 Lai, 2014), © 2 4
HEE 49 HtKde Lira et al, 2011; Gayraud et al., 2011).
9] Ags] IAPIAL AD ] B3k o A2 HHEE 26t
A Ahmed et al.,, 2013; Murray, 2010), § A 2HE A0S
ARSI Carlomagno et al., 2011; March et al., 2009).

gl 2olAA| X(dementia with Lewy bodies, DLB)| 3%
o= MY 7159 Ask= Qg W=EE ZAPA A §A] 590l
HojF Oom(Ash et al., 2011; Ash et al., 2012), A 34 A
o}Z(primary progressive aphasia, PPA)9] 7S¢ 13 A3}
WejelHojA Hol= H3l E4ow T o 3L molstAY
(Sajjadi et al., 2012), ¥s} 2= (logopenic variant) PPAS] 743
o= AT & HiE oR7F BuEtHHilger et al., 2014).
SHH, oA HEAtraumatic brain injury, TBI) X9 AL &
3} A=olA HAIARI do] 7150l EAEIT|Er= QIA9 <o
(interface)?] EFOR Qlol FUAIY Aot & FA §A9] oz
25 BYHle et al., 2014 Marini et al., 2014).

nREke 2 HE S (stroke) 02 QIgE AojFAte] @} A= IA
HE 2 SRR HE HE ST tigh SR Ul
o], SR &A42R '3 92 RIS v o, ARHE,
BAREA &40l HuERl= U9k Brady et al., 2005), WeEE
oA FRIERT FACIA BlofuAY, A7154AR] |elE AkEst
KBlake, 2006). FHE &4 Aol A1) WefgEot Asl
HolAe @il AXTRM e AdidoR BERgion)
Aol Wigo] 42t T B4 2 294 oR0N ARIE
9] 3} R o] Wkt (Ulatowska et al., 1983).

ofdolM Hiz Ht Zo] HIE EAsk: olfe HISE
(discourse leve)ollA oAt} et EAJS wmetslaat dlojot #
ofE Qdo] AN ogmEA Az AR o] §Ad(verbal
fluency)ZH, tiHolEHH7](confrontation naming) I, &3 2/
A 5oz meRsh = YA O WK(Taler & Phillips, 2008), E3lofA|
o] A fAl Ak, A3 24 FA(cohesive ties)2] AR, HE A
29l T84 (efficiency), F78"d(fluency) =& TIE 4= ¢tk
53], 93l ANE 2 tfdeEs FARA A= ST
3ol 249 Ars FPcks S0l lon, HREACE
AR EZPY, APA EA4o] sfgEt of2] 54811 F £9],
A B, 244, AE ALY 884, HolA mHEE <o
(subtle language impairment}& HoR= MCI TRET BAKE
ofst Jo7t AR CH(Kim et al., 2018; Kim et al., 2019), ]
4 B9, & T A, BA|, HY &S Sl AR
4 Sl AAAPE 470 v QItHKim & Lee, 2019b). & H3RE
A4 4714 82191 B, S, HAl, €2 o2 HEsE

rr
f

2

i
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[&, A BlE AR O 29 5 olFut), R
&, Wik, 4 Hl8)9 93t SH8RlE F Koo St
& FE5 9 Q210tKim et al., 2019).
A9 W5 EZ meleiAY, AE 83E SHT o, E=
ot EAZ 58 SRS HES o) H3 B4 olRoiATh
=3l FolA9] lof 715 &F5h] ol st T A L
FAZ ZAo, olE o B3I oA TFY Wol AREIRI,
Y o BYA, S, HARA, gl ol8E & U= Al
. Ol 9ol ZF Y= Asfste] A8t Aqelde B =dS,
12VdAB (amnestic) MCI SHE, Al SEAEe] ©3} 4=559] Ajo]
£ £ U 3999 HE B FHY Aol2 E2UiAtKKim &
Lee, 2019b). ol & e 'AA|-QAAEA o) HAAAKBrief
test of Cognitive-Communication Disorders, BCCD; 20204 &
gyl =g "3t EE SHeE, Y AR U3 =%
FEE BH], & 4] 999 e 2 S 9%, wsds
o] wet AXstaat et 471 P81y 4] 8%k o
ARE F4o] Agol wet Xor} QU=A, WSSl wet Alolrt
U=A, Ao o Zolrt SR AR & 2 A9 B3
< ot 2ok DAY Q19 HRMER off] Y BN
S, WA, ) AeUh A%, Zsds Aol web Zolrt 9l
A YolEth. ) 4899 H3HERel FHo] o, msdS

gEe] wet Aok A FARM

"W
2

A
o

o]

rloh

—Er&l‘t
(o)

N

1. g UE

1. g+ oy

£ o7 9 BCCDe AFEH Al 71913t QIA-dojd <F
A Aol guEom APEICHIRB No. HUGSAUD461850).
BCCDY| thiAk= 5541 o1l ARle= 20194 10¥ 71 &
18790] ZAEoM, BCCDOl= ¢7i9t 7] Eijo] =gl=m
7 S WSS A WA dskon, Fiolgld 3% Alfsha,
Z 184vo] mAEQE B Aol mekH 1842 At A7l
A9s ZRE FEEe k9, EXE, AojAEgdd, sl
A BYE 1427, FHE wslollA 227, Hefel] wkQlgolA 17
B, e Ageslaloly mydE 3ges AR 184789

1. %3, usds, 20| IE et 22

= oL 1o

AR 1) A AEE 9 ZAESE wEo] gly, 2) gt
o ZhogAlde] ArKthe Korean version of the mini mental
state examination, K-MMSE&GoA Ay wesEE 19
FE o AT HHol &otH(Kang, 2006), 3) AAE Z&sk]d
29 9 A=Y AV etk AARY A, wsds 2 g
of W Ex= 3 10 AXEUE 2 ol BHE 554 o
A9 AA A WHYE 55-88A olglem, A M9 B
A2 67.93(7.85)°134ck

3 19 ARXE HQF o], £ Atolis 55-64A41 ATolA
58 £4 ool gl A7t HAYEA] Qlskeh E3E 754 oM}

o] Aol wiskal Afet opdRl A BAEA] 9kt 55-6441
Ik 750" Bt A2 60.042.84A, 65-74A41 F 657

o8 Bt AYE 69.92Q2.904, 7541 oV H 4480% Bt
AL 78.45(2.80)4013ict

2. GshuH|

BCCDY |32 B9l 44919 dUsls Agdlole Zo] H&o
7] gi2oll #Fo] E 4 = FLE AR Yade 48]
piog WlE A 4= o= IAIE AHE 2ot Ak A
o] A3 9 B Aol it SAIE FaL oleplsh] Al At
S FESPolhs f8sht, A vitt oF 3&(Race et al., 2015
Robinson, 2013), 108(Lai, 2014), = A7t Aok £4] gAY
(Bridges & Van Lancker Sidtis, 2013), & 20719] ZsHES HA4
31=(Glosser & Deser, 1991) 5 1 4ds}o] <Jat AJ7lo] EA=7|7}
A oot EgL 9 Agsl| FAeAe gEleollAe] dof A
£9] ojgZolut BAEY EMIE oo -85k, E3 WY 84
A B0l ofEle 4 itk w2 A7 A AEES T
B SEFL o] EoP|(retelling¥HALE 35ttt & AdEsh=

F5 10] AAEA

=

Lo, i
L .
me
i

3. Ext

Qe WA AAE AT A AL a7 242 =
Sl Agalitt. HEF, 1, sk 1, o A8ls, Y
g W, 9, MCL 3 AT 59 A ™l 77 B 3 Al
opdol §i=A FRIgH & K-MMSEZF ARSIt 11 %, e

T R

Table 1. Distributions of participants according to age, education years, and gender

Bducation (yr)

1-6yr 9-11yr 12yr >13yr Total
Age(yr) Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
55-64 N/a 3 2 13 22 14 21 75
65-74 13 7 8 6 11 12 3 5 65
=75 5 13 8 5 10 3 n/a 44
Total 38 32 71 43 184

Values are presented as numbers. N/a=not available.
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HAYR|ZHAH29H H13)
BCCD 74} 3¢ 9 BCCDY] 319] 2o Telhle Saslsich
4. Xi2EA

=] dsls AR = 7 93E 594, 834, WAL 4
9] 47} FHo= Hgslolo] Aslglom, 7t 47 J9Y SRR
SelE8E Folsdh

7t 399 9] 9 S A6 AuEH, 54 (coherence)
ot A 4 S=(suprasentential level)olA] L&e] Aot
AHIES] HEARl 24 52(Joanette & Brownell, 2012), B3}t
E ok 74 I3t 23 Ul ol BxE HEg A4 §
AE Hol1 JYE=A|(Glosser & Deser, 1991), = 3t Y wspy}t
A FA} o- Fem I dEEl] SheAla, 2014F
Uehl= gojoltt. I &Yooz U5t 9 1~47 E= 1~5%0
E e Fo] "ugkE WA FAPRIA Hlold S| Higs
S5, A4 EE Hu FLE wik T, A 8
4 U89 WERE Ao 594 B=E &ET W] it
(Kim et al., 2018). o] % 44 HAwr} HAF Aol 2 MCl 3R+
9] g3t 209 A4 /A HrY ofEeE motks o §&
SI9tHKim et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2014). S84 (cohesion)
ofgt @3} QoA ofE 849 jHo] tiE 349 om|9 Add
o BAel= AoZ(Halliday & Hasan, 1976), @3l U 84E9]
Est oJu] IAE LHEHGlosser & Deser, 1991). ©[st
S S o= BE BAlcohesive tieg)d RleE Al
of Hlwskz "ol dYEHo, AL AXoe At

(reference), X (substitution), AJHellipsis), HEAL
(conjunction), AFZFoZ S =0l Hoi(lexical

cohesion)”} UrKHalliday & Hasan, 1976). °] & 7F¢ &3] &
Ql 24 A fAoEE WAL ARECE S =ole
o], H&AA oM (Mentis & Prutting, 1987), £3], tEA 539
2EIAe AotsAe] A EACN 2HE AB-Eol St
SIIcKElis et al,, 2005). BARE 9EIE 2= 7P A2 @99
HEe Wcks 8olE, St =ol9t 1 gold] &3k shit
= O o9 =gxE  AHo¥tHjoanette & Brownell,
2012). A HAY ol FAR] Jer M= BAE JAst
L 8-S vk HA Y% (propositional density)s BE Ag
o] 848 Uehf= XEE Lo YkBryant et al, 2013;
Law et al, 2015). "iAHeg, 2 o9 €2 FRAHo= <l
Ag £ Q= 22 ol 7 #2 gvusH(Dollaghan &
Campbell, 1992), & 3% o9 €& AF9 7IEe= Al
HHE SH890EQ1 Adol(filler), 4, ®HE, %(revision) &
7P R MCL St A4 Aol HIRA Aolg B
0% QRloJtiKim et al, 2019). E3L H3} £Fo)M9 AD 3
A2 BAEH ZARIAES § RIS dojolAe €2 Hlrt
(Gayraud et al., 2011).

mebA 2 AT AR oheat 2o ’A 58482 ol
39l 8ol g= FAE fASHAA A1 ARVt EREE, 37,
Wsl7h Ao AdE A Pr7E gl 4L 27, delt A9

Agaon dusi gout FHHE e 8Y A9 14, F
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At A B Qs TR B 089 44 Hew 4 dep He
Sl B Hae 7 gk Al ae® AXNE. =
A, I dBAL A BIAE H A BEAE 28R ofF] |
T 0] ASHAE F 40 oVdRl A% 24, 2SR 2~370%
A 13, 2FAPE VA o8]l Adeole 0des 349 A= A
ol A, BA 242 "ok Hellke] B Aol wet 1778
o] Foldl "okl WAl F o7l oVdE sWdstol Tt ¢ 27,
3~5705 shdote] Wik A% 14, 270 olets Shsto] Wet 49 0
Hom, 34 Axz HeoRiitt ve®, H2 3 Eel At
A] 52 ofdjos, F7oll 3z opde] 4ol §le e 14, A Wt
A 52 of ARt AA=AY, F7t] 32 o] Hol e ¢
039 24 A=g Mol & AR 55 20 AR

o

==

2 a7 Y F 10%8%0] sfdeis TR &4 18
BE tFoR AEA 7 AFmel AR i =S RARKY
ot AF=EE 7 siYE H49] Cronbach's ¢ #OE =4
ot AR 7F A== Cronbach's ¢ #eE 24, S84,
A, 4 Hee 47 0995, 0.944, 0.844, 1.0000194c A=
W A=zl 594, S84, BA, € ¥4Y Cronbach's ¢ #Z
Z¥z+- 977, 1.000, .942, 1.000°]ict.

6. SA=EM

o A%, wsde, AR wWE IF 3t vinE 9
4 SEAREA(ANCOVARSE 2ABIH: o= H3lsdel o
o mE vludie Y ISdsE JHFeR AR, 1%
g M OF 7 HnE e AR e SARIL
FHY| el e IF T vladke ¥ ¥sdsE 39
F AP M E3L A= Aol Z & e I
7t = A obdRl A BEC] vlnE {5 o e

v

AREA(MANCOVAYS AAsIIE &, @959 siofdedl &
9 e S8 A WA A | At 9%, asds 4
Hol we FD 2 Aok Y=AE EokEr] 918 MANCOVAS
ARSI

[¢]

. g7 Zut

1. 6F T ME H8EH A ol Hiw

BYY Hoolde 65-744 AHARAS D 754 ol
FHAFHDE 1ol 55-644 FHABHDE DEt |efobA *
UOHK.001, K.001), AHZR 19+ 11 Aelo] Felst o]
£ %tk 34 Aolde Al A 7 BFE /953t AolE
Fom, ¥l =2 Y AevE Woktk dEdd @ o
A I pC001, AFFS I3 AHAG I K01, AFFe

T



QUX[-QAASEON ZFHBA THES

9} A=A 1k p<.001. olet fARH, ARl E Al A

W Aol wE KRR Uskdth A¥UY I WL I
001, T b S I 0L, S 19 s

ShH, 4 Fgolale A9t fefgt ot ¢l
E}. Ao wE FlEHe AP I JHH 1Hoh W«M
Al W*Onﬁ(p< 05, QP 1Ilo] AFHYTE et [olopA @
UOLHpK.001), ABAS 19 A¥AS I 7+ /3t Aol ¢l
AHp.05). Aol W2 471 SHfEse] wWEEaer gl
2 ARl oJgh etk 2t Aol thee] 1 29 k.

& I pX.001.

1(1-69), = S
20109, TS FT B9 U 3029, T okl 9
o2 e FHoVI dit £ ol A% I 4134 ohe
RIS, B i 18499) Tl ol BotuE BE o
A, 2 BEE47E TdoAL 84Ul thiet TRt 2d xﬂfﬂ
oA 5 23UATE 1199 thiAbh BRE ek 28w
W W ] Seel B 9 AR o W
7+ Aol= Thee] F 30 AXIE:

7} Qo8 oA, BUH WS AR 12 A 2, 3, 4%

B 2. O T 7 EEEN U olol4 Hl

FISt GiH| A Bt 29| 82 HE

o foloHAl M4t Wokom(pX.05, pK.001, p<.001), Het 29] A
e A 33 A 450k [olobA] Wk (.01, p<001). -3
Hoolre Ad 1o] e 33 Y 4Ech |k wekeH
(pX.001), Het 27} ek 33 At 45} foloh] W2 A4S BY
THX.01, pX.001). BA] Haeolis Ak 19 57 e 39
49] Hgrtt GOl Wkl(.001), et 271 Ak 33 Aok 41

o SO RATHp0D. ER Aol ek 3] A4
M 49] g5urt s WSkp(0D). 4 Belie Wt 71
R0t Aol iglet. RO W 13 W 3, A% 1% 3

& 4 Aolol] Hofat A7k AACH (K001, X.001), Het 29
o 3, Adk 29} A 4 Aol golgt Horh AUTKAZ 01,
2X.001).

S 9 S9MES T

E

re

ol QAR 19] Tt o2 247} 30 457, A
o] gk ofg2 iz} 357, 307, AR 1M19] Wt of
b 2377 2178010n Rt A ol E/g 887,
et ofell, HelE N AT WS BRI A
Y Aole ZARE B, Al mhE Aol UEA|
oot E SRS Xﬂﬂoﬁf Zh Gl Ao e ot A
& Aot figiom, SR ol odol Wl wish folst
A e H5E E&’iﬂl(p<05) o] Te Hosd % 4 9
9] 319] B B 49 Uk

—
—

N
N

flo rlo it pp

Mg ox ox mX
oY
X
of
o

)
=
gl

Table 2. Total discourse scores and the scores of sub—areas according to age groups

55-64 65-74 =75
(ET5) (NE65) (Ne44) £ Post hoc
Coherence 2.64 (.39) 2.23 (.60) 2.12 (59) 17.36™
DI, I>1H“*
Cohesion 1.53 (.60) .83 (.86) 2 (.60) 44.21 DI H>HI D
Proposition 113 (62) 62 (.90) 27 (54) 2167 DI, IDIE, DI
Pause 0.92 (.27) .83 (.38) .80 (.41) 2.11
Total discourse 6.23 (1.24) 451 (1.97) 3.51 (1.48) 9.99™ DIT, DI

score

Values are presented as mean (SD). Group 1=55-64yr; Group 11=65-74yr; Group II=>75yr.

"£X.05, "pC.01, <001

B 3, DRV HE 2 HEEY U o0 bl

Table 3. Total discourse scores and the scores of sub—areas according to groups of education years

- = >
= = = ety £ post hoc
Coherence 1.87 (52) 2.19 (61) 2.55 (.46) 2.66 (37) 23.10™ 12, 1337, 14", 237, 24"
Cohesion 26 (55) .63 (.79) 1.23 (.81) 1.53 (.59) 26.77" 137, 147, 237, 2¢4™
Proposition 16 (.44) 38 (.55) 87 (67) 1.33 (.89) 24.29” 137, 14", 2337, 247, 347
Pause .79 (.41) .88 (:34) .86 (.35) 91 (.29) .79
Towl discourse 506 (118) 407 (150 551 (16D 643 (159) 1650 1637, 147, 237, 24”

SCore

Values are presented as mean (SD). Group 1=1-6yr; Group 2=9-10yr; Group 3=12yr; Group 4==13yr.

205, "p<01, T pC00l
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Table 4. Total discourse scores and the scores of sub-areas
according to gender

Male Female 7
(N=88) (M=96)
Coherence 2.33 (59) 2.41 (54 1.05
Cohesion .83 (.83) 1.15 (.85) 6.51"
Proposition .64 (.85) .84 (.73) 3.18
Pause .85 (.36) .86 (.34) .06
Total discourse 465 (36) 527 (1.86) 387

score

Values are presented as mean (SD).

=
= al
29] 712 95 A 9 WeY40] B mE B 4SS ®

off AAIBIAT.

E 5. 21F 3 usts0] 02 HalEd

Table b. Total discourse scores according to age and years of

education
1-6yr 9-10yr 12yr >13yr Total
) 6.10 6.14 6.34 6.23
5564 nfa .14 (1200 (132 (1.23)
64 30 3.82 5.27 7.37 451
(1.18) (1.07) (1.60) 1.74) (1.97)
2.89 3.56 3.91 3.45
=5 (s a4 (s M2 (4

.08 4.07 5.51 6.43 4.95
.18) (1.50) (1.62) (1.58) (1.99)

Values are presented as mean (SD). n/a=not available.
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Appendix 1. The item of discourse

A o7k oh e7hE Uige A W ole o) A miEeldt.

W 2 Folote Algo] 3 ol AuA 24 AZVIE W, AFoleh HEE U Hok AL W of ol 40| g,
oZfe AEE £9) BATOINL Atk BATE Fol| JE SHHE PRl FRH, Aolo] Sololt BA' HEE 37|
Bofdl Ato] o5 =oJ2] XA she Houte] Ags ottt

A olob|2 2 BOAT AZHAE T olob]E thA] SFAE B2 Seia))

8 2. 3ol 28 AEYY
Appendix 2. The scoring method of the discourse item

39 A7 A 5
WPt A, S AAY), A, A, AL, TAE, EBA 59 A HERE ek 3
3% 2 ot
E5PY WPt FA FAS} ATHA AFH JHIT F0UA B2 BS- 2 0~387H] Has
= z 3 hvz] o
(coherence)  wigly} ‘Zz)9} HHH 0T ATE|R= QFOL}, BRI RO & 1 L% % x%ir%é
(©f: E<1 oloF7I(BA} o7} ok=rt, B, A BHH), & W& = 5) AA3H
FA% A B gle We 0
EH“‘*K"ﬂ o|A, o), AATFAHC: o3k, o), HAFEANA: olFA, 1A, &HIE HIE )
34 (©f: o], SAD), H&EA] ALGA7L F 4 ol 76‘0
(cohesion) AL AAEFAL AABEAL SHIE HHE, HEAR AEGA7 & 2~37191 ¢ 1
AL, AAHGAL ANGEAL SHRE TS, HE4Ae] 27 5 1 ofskel A% 0
17719 A #3867 o3 sVdstol Lt 4 2
BA o o3 = o slod ws
(proposition) 17719 A /8 F 3~571E oV sdsted 2t 4 1
17719 Al #8 271 olske aldstol ot 4 0
2 A AAZHA] AlZEo] 52 olijoH, F3to]l 3% ol 4ol Sl B 1
(pause) A AMATA AZEe] 52 ol A=A, F3tel 3% oM 4ol U= 7 0
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