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iors, correlations were used. To analyze the mediation effect of pragmatic language abilities
This article is based on Jung A Kim’s doctoral in the relations between reading abilities and socio-emotional behaviors, SPSS PROCESS
dissertation from Ewha Womans University (2021). Macro (ver. 3.5) analysis method was used in Model 4. Results: The main findings of this
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ties mediated the relations between reading abilities and socio-emotional behaviors (emo-
tional difficulties and strengths). Conclusion: The significance of this study lies in verifying
that reading abilities and pragmatic language abilities play an important role in alleviating
socio-emotional problems and in increasing emotional strengths. These results can be
used as important basic data for reading and practical language intervention to reduce
emotional difficulties and to increase emotional strengths.
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Table 1. Participants’ demographic characteristics

Grade
Gender Lower grader Higher grader
Total
2 3 4 5
Boy 17(137) 14(11.3) 13(105)  8(65) 10(8.1)  62(50)
Girl 17(137) 14(11.3) 14(11.3)  9(7.3) 8(6.5) 62(50)
Total 34(274) 28(226) 27(218) 17(13.7) 18(145) 124(100)

Values are presented as number (percentage).

Table 2. Participants’ characteristics
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Lower grader (N=62) Higher grader (N=62) t
Age (mo) 102.90(9.57) 133.95(10.75) -16.98***
Nonverbal 10° 122.10(9.21) 118.81(10.77) 1.83
Receptive vocabulary® 101.16 (14.85) 131.84(16.56) -10.86%**
Reading fluency® 171.32(36.92) 215.63(34.52) -6.69%**

Values are presented as mean (SD).
2Korean comprehensive test of nonverbal intelligence-2 (Park, 2014).
*Receptive & expressive vocabulary test (Kim et al., 2009).

“Test of reading achievement & reading cognitive processes ability (Kim et al., 2014).

***p<.001.
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Table 3. ltem structure and reliabilities of SDQ-Kr

Sub-category [tem number ~ Number of items ~ Cronbach’s a
Emotionalstrengths

Prosocial behaviors 1,4,9,17,20 5 84
Emotional difficulties

Hyperactivity 2,10,15,21%, 25* 5 80

Emotional symptom 3,8,13,16,24 5 81

Conduct problems 5,7%,12,18,22 5 83

Peer problems 6, 11%,14*,19,23 9 82
Total 1-25 25 86
*Reverse-coded items.
Strengths and difficulties questionnaire-Kr (Ahn et al., 2003).

Pragmatic
language abilities
Reading > Socio-

abilities emotional behaviors

Figure 1. Mediation model of pragmatic language abilities.
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Table 4. Results of ttest according to grade and gender

Grade Gender
Lower grade Higher grade Boy Girl t

RA 181.38(29.85) 226.37 (27.59) 4.60%* 204.36 (39.24) 203.41 (45.34) 231
RF 171.32(36.41) 2155(34.79) -6.907** 193.89(38.81) 192.94 (44.96) 126
RC 10.06 (1.82) 10.87 (1.52) -2.679** 10.47 (1.73) 10.47(1.72) .000
PLA 64.00 (4.73) 69.32 (3.39) -7.202** 66.15 (4.49) 67.18(5.24) -1.477
CP 21.48(2.40) 23.47(1.99) -5.002%** 22.37(2.23) 22.58(2.60) -482
SC 10.69(1.24) 11.32(1.00) 3117 10.85(1.28) 11.16(1.03) -1.471
IE 21.76(1.83) 2252 (1.55) -2.489% 22.15(1.53) 22.13(1.92) 052
IM 10.05(1.89) 12.02(1.44) -6.526%** 10.77(1.93) 11.29(1.94) -1.487
ED 7.39(1.25) 9.44(1.96) -2.274% 8.46(1.22) 8.21(1.13) 1.741
ES 753(42) 7.39(.36) A1 7.26 (4.39) 9.58(3.38) .763**

Values are presented as mean (SD).

RA=Reading abilities; RF=Reading fluency; RC=Reading comprehension; PLA=Pragmatic language abilities; CP=Communication partners; SC=Situational context;
IE=Indirect expressions; IM=1Irony & metaphor; ED =Emotional difficulties; ES = Emotional strengths.

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.

Table 5. Results of correlation between variables

RA RF RC PLA CpP SC IE M ED ES
RA 1
RF 35 1
RC 62** 29%% 1
PLA 30 50 82 1
CpP A0 37 A3 69" 1
SC 37* 197 52 617" 29 1
IE A 247 63" B4 -06 217 1
M b7 A8 68" 82 38 SR 427 1
ED -48%* -06 -46™* 28" 02 -28"% -36* -23% 1
ES 20% 02 26™* 28%* 04 27 15 26 =[5 1

RA=Reading abilities; RF=Reading fluency; RC=Reading comprehension; PLA=Pragmatic language abilities; CP=Communication partners; SC=Situational context;
|E=Indirect expressions; IM=1Irony & metaphor; ED =Emotional difficulties; ES = Emotional strengths.

*p<.05, **p<.01.
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Figure 2. Mediation model of pragmatic language abilities in the relations be-
tween reading abilities and emotional difficulties.
*p<.05, **p<.01.

Path B se t D LLCI ULCl
RA > PLA 44 05 9.712** .000 352 532
RA > ED -32 13 -2.393* 018 -587 -.055
PLA > ED -53 20 -2.635% 010 -93 -132
LLCl=Lower limit of 95% confidence interval; ULCI=Upper limit of 95% confidence interval.
*p<.05, **p<.01.
Table 7. Test for mediation effect of pragmatic language abilities
Independent variable Mediator Dependent variable Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Reading abilities Pragmatic language abilities Emotional difficulties -234 102 -452 -.055

Boot LLCI=Lower limit of 95% bootstrap confidence interval; Boot ULCI=Upper limit of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Table 8. Test for the significance of each path

Path B se t D LLCI ULCl
RA > PLA 44 05 9.712** .000 352 532
RA > ES 07 02 3.313** 002 135 335
PLA > ES n 38 2.908** 004 351 1.849
LLCl=Lower limit of 95% confidence interval; ULCI=Upper limit of 95% confidence interval.
**p< 01.
Table 9. Test for mediation effect of pragmatic language abilities
Independent variable Mediator Dependent variable Effect Boot SE Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Reading abilities Pragmatic language abilities Emotional strengths 486 218 104 957

Boot LLCI = Lower limit of 95% bootstrap confidence interval; Boot ULCI=Upper limit of 95% bootstrap confidence interval.
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Pragmatic language

abilities
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Reading - Emotional
abilities B=.07* o strengths

Figure 3. Mediation model of pragmatic language abilities in the relations be-
tween reading abilities and emotional strengths.
**p<.01.
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Appendix 1. Examples of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ-Kr; Ahn et al., 2003)

sH-do] w2 mizf &t - ZHot @l

No e

& oL ct

Cia J=C

AT
ol
ol
|
o
o

21 )
AT v
_o'l_l
)
52 1o
H
Hr
=
a
=
to
Yy
ofn
re
AN
ra
ol

R
N
i
0
=l
c
o
njo
N
>
ol
N
c
o
=l
o
[H
il
[H]
ro
1

o U1 A W N

NN

og fu 4N 1z

ok HI  om
Ko
o T oy
-] A=
F wo HA
Fﬂ' i g
= o re
Z= N rE
rHF = on

T o
g2 ﬁu
S o
2o

uy

njo

I

=

o0
e Y 4N
Y
r~ ©

AR Rt

L S2 71740| CtE Ot =2t &7 Lhztt.

oo
o}
(NI
N
I~
il
|
rol
o
a2
o
N
40
kel
o
N
50
N

https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.240051

https://www.e-csd.org 575



COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

Jung AKim, etal. « The Mediation Effect of Pragmatic Language Abilities

oid7| ot32| 87| S} Af2lZM S| 2 E4: 280 SH2| o7 at

LRoF - ASA - Ugee

i % 254 7] S0l BT ] oF 5L St B L AT BA 502 SAee] Aot o] ofeie e A2 4 9
£ 42 G715, 3l ) el A5 94 ) AR st 2] S AN 5 B 518k
0] U 2HE HE5HaA Sk Wi: 258k 25PAolA] 651oN A} 50l 12489 o} - T 2 W 710] BAS AT
7] SIS AL S, 917 ST ASIAA 50| BACNA 382io] S52ie] vl A3t 2551] 915} SPSS PROCESS Macro

(ver. 3.5) 4] ] 5 9 45 A3}k Zik: ARFEA 23} 917] 522 B18<00] ol ASIAA ET S0l g ARRE Ut
S A8 B3} U ] S AL Leslch R Sl el IS A3 A o

ot B4 il 0l AL 2800 59l YRRl AR et ol U BB £ A7 B

7] 52} 81210} S 2fo] APBIIA] Aol FaFE w1 4 98- Belshgich uheba] 3

AN BE-2 27117 SR S 5 21019 A=) ATl 3410 5eto] S8 W 27} s

0 20240 I 515 19} 8 Fe1AEe] BETAUANEIS A ol S INRF 2023SLASAZAOSOSS474)

D23

J1F45 (2006). 97 S5 F A0S A% FAAE 22 I A7 Akl AR =

S (2015). 2015 013} WS, AllE: wlSE

71421, 7740} 012). 91715002 13 EA I 2 12 A W) o ) B FEAY RS, 46(), 157-180,

Holsk Ao, snlol 34 (2014). 671 3 H 2471 AAA D] 63 HAR Al AL

132, 2791 2007). 5349)7] 2 120] S5 of she] lofEReel ]2 4 Aol RAT, 164), 161-180.

e, +55} Aok AR (2018). 3h=tolE H|E}-3}-8-¢10] HAHKOPLAC) Q] 7l EFg =9} A2 %= B4, Communication Sciences & Disor-

ders, 23(1), 94-108.

ALGH, 5k Aot 17or (2022). g0k HEr-3H-8- A HAL A2 ahefrto] 2 Ex) 2

e, 578 1743], s, 015 (2009). =-8-- FH 13]F FAE A2 Aol lE A

AN 2009). ULV 55 53 AAFAE 57 thu-S ook w-Sosh Akl

&5 (2007). 37BN vl & SRS AT St el otal HAkeh el

53], 05 (2017). =012 1 T1RA 917171 Fote AL - A A B Eatt oAt E S ol vl A= gk of-olm|t o]\, 11(3), 315-333.
15 (2014). K-CTONI-2 3= H] 10 2|5 AL A2 A& ol se A

A4 (2009). 2539 AJE o shad 73} AR A<= 0] Zpo]. At otal w Tkl AARe el

/48 727 (2010). THAS B3 ojopr| U7t froke] Adofs Bt RfolEsatol nlA| = Gk SA1A 2 AT, 3(1), 121-138.

OFA) <, A A, SHET, i 73 Al, Robert Goodman (2003). 3H=-o]# 734  WH A5%](Strengths and difficulties questionnaire) 7j|4 TEFAIZZA AL

©J8k3]7], 42(1), 141-147.
o174 3] (2018). 5-94 117]5 AH|o}5-2] TS Th AR whE o 2 52, olstofAretal tjghd AARehel =

576 https://www.e-csd.org https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.240051



COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

s}g-910] s 2] wpas « 2Eot el

o141 2002), 7] 3t K10} SI7 st BA 22 T3] Aol 9 71 le] Al Kk 7HE ek ma st A skl R
o]|&7A, 71m]u (2015). 4-68Hd 97 H AolE2] & Goldl 52} o] 7|08l 5 2] AltaHA|. Communication Sciences & Disorders, 20(2), 331-343.
AFoF (2014). FHF-Ho uh2 G17|ofsf R loHg0] Sholsf. S o A 11(1), 291-305.

R3], AW (2016). THA S B-E-7F PG E-F0] frofe] Eal] oAk s A 2d o] v|A] = Atk FFAEEA| A, 34(D), 155-177.
ORCID

AGOFR| 142, H 14 https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4845-8187); ASM(SSAAf, 14 https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8254-9504);
LHEN (AR}, W4~ https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1738-6862)

https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.240051 https://www.e-csd.org 577



