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Purpose

How semaniic representations are stored and processed Is an
area of interest in aphasiology. Deficits In semantic
knowledge ase often 2 symptom of aphasia. Thus, the
present study investigated the nature of semantic feature
knowledge in persons with aphasia. The relationship between
feature knowledge and the ability to choose among
semanticaily related foils was also examined. In addition, the
relationship between semantic feature knowledge and
comprehension and naming abilities was investigated.

Participants

Ten aduits with aphasia resulting from no
more than two left-hemisphere
cerebrovascular accldents participated in the
study.

Participant Characteristics
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Methods

* Participants completed subtests from the
shortened version of the Boston Diagnostic
Aphasia Examination and the shortened version
of the Boston Naming Test to determine
comprehension and naming abilities.

Participants completed 1asks for choosing among
semantically unrelated and related foils and a
sorting task involving common and distinctive
features controlled for high and fow importance.
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Experimental Tasks

+ Stage 1. Target determination by choosing
among semantically unrelated foils

¢ Stage 2: Feature sorting task for correctly
identified targets

+ Stage 3: Choose targets from semantically
related foils

Example of sltimulus items
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Participant Groupings

Ability to choose among semantically related
foils was used to divide the participants into
groups. Five participants were grouped as
having the ability to cheose among related
foils and five participants were grouped as
having difficulty choosing among related foils.

ANOVA Results

Resulls from experimental tasks were computed using SP5S
software. A three-way ANOVA was used to investigate the
main elfects and interactions for group, commonatity versus
distinctiveness of features, and imporiance of features.
Results of the ANOVA showed a significant maia effect for
group, F{1,8)=17.33, p=0.00, impoartance, F{1,8)=11.11,
p=0.01, commonality versus distinctiveness, F{1,8]=8.10,
p=0.02 and a significant three-way interaciion between
importance and commonality versus distinctiveness and
group, F{1,8)=6.09, p=0.04,

Results of the Three-Way Mived ANOVA (N-10}
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Within and Between-Group
Differences

Wathin-group andbetweengroup differences for high- andiow-fmpartance
commonand dutinctive feature knowledge were Investigatedusing a series
oft-tests. Resulis showedsignificant diff bty groupsfor
Identdcation of high importance common features, 1f8)=4.14, p=0.0¢, high
importance distingtive leatures, t{8)=3.13, p=0.81, andlow importare
distinctive features, 1f8)=4.55, p=0.00. Resuhs showed signidicantwithin-
group differencesforthe groupwho were able to choose amongrelated foils
for high-importance commenversus law-imperiance common features,
1{1)=2.92, p~0.04, high-lnportance commonversus low-importance
distinktive features, 1{4)-5. 73, p=( 00, and high-importance gistindlive versus
low-Importance distinctive features, H{d)= 3,34, p=0.01. Inaddition, results
showed signifikant within-group d4ferencesforthe group who had difficulty
cheasing among related foils for highdmportance commaon versus low-
Importance distinetive features 4{4)=2, 22, p-0.05, high-mportange-
distinetive versus low-mpartance distingtive features, tf4)=3. 33, p=0.03, and
Rwlmportance commanvarsus ko e distinetive feat

t{4]=3.06, g-0.04.




Means and Standard Devigtions for Experimental Conditions by Group
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Features Correctly Identified

Group

HiC
EHID
LiC
LID

Abitty to 206 19.0 172 168
Choose
sp 05 19 22 15
HMean
138 132 128 9.0
Difficedy
Chooslng S
36 37 42 35
Betveeengroup
differences =000 p=0.01 Not significant B=0.00
Correlations

In addition, results also showed that feature knowledge correlated with
comprehensfon scores from the shortensd version of the Boston
Diagnostic Aphasia Examination and with naming scores from the
shortened version of the Boston Namdng Test. Specifically, high-
impartante common feature knowledge comrelated significantly with BDAE
scores (r=0.89. p-0.00) and BNT scores (r-0.77, p-0.01). Highimportance
distinctive feature knowledge correlated significantly with BDAE scores
{r-0:91, p- 0.00} and BNT scores {r=0.79, p<@01). in zddition, low-
importance distinctive feature knowledge corretated significantly with
BDAE scores [r-0.93, p=0.00} and BNT stores {r-0.85, p-0.00). In addition,
2t feature conditions, BDAE tcores, and BHT scores eorrelated significantly
with the identification of semantically related feils.

Cornrelations among Participants’ Scores
(N=10}

Discussion

Findings supportthat bothimportance and commonalityversus
distincliveness of faatures play a significant 1ol in the semanticiaature
knowiedge of personswith aphasia andimpact their ability to choose among
semanticallyselated Foils. Partitpants with aphasiawho have didbuly
choasingamong semanticalyrelated foils have greater deficits withhigh-
importance common and distinctive feature knowledge andlow-importance
distingtive f2ature knowledge than those who are able to choose among
semanticalfyeelated foils. [n addition, partitipants who have more intact
semantic representations in regard ta high-Tmportance tommon and
distinctive features and Jow-importance distincthee features appear to have
bettereomprehensionandnaming abitities. These participants are also
betterable to choose smong semanticalty retated foils, Clinicansshoulduse
thisinfarmation toinform treatmenttarzet selection and methodology.




