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Chapter 4 The Sharon and Paul Test

4.1 Introduction

In Levelt’s (1989) model, perspective-taking is said to be one of the essential tasks
completed at the conceptual level. It must occur in order for ideas to be expressed 1n
language, since the language Formulator cannot accept messages that are neutral as to
perspective. This 1s not just true in relation to events and states: perspective-taking occurs
whenever language 1s used for referring, from naming a simple, unified object to describing
a complex scene (Levelt, Roelofs and Meyer, 1999). However, the stakes are generally
higher in relation to the description of situations, which may involve a number of different
participant entities and many possible relations. As discussed in Chapter 1, the complexity of
perspective-taking 1s potentially linked not only with that of the situation being described,
but also with the complexity of the argument structure used to describe it.

The Sharon and Paul Test focuses on the 1ssue of perspective-taking within event
description, hypothesised to be particularly problematic for people with event processing
difficulties. It has two main aims. The first 1s to explore the kinds of cue that can help people
with aphasia access verbs to describe situations in which there 1s an obvious ‘perspective
dilemma’. The second is to investigate the perspective naturally adopted by both people with
aphasia and non-brain damaged speakers over this kind of situation, and the ease with which
they can be encouraged to shift from it. A subsidiary aim was to try to design a test that
would fill the gap between describing highly constrained, ‘pared down’ stimuli and talking
about the real world. The situations are therefore presented on film, rather than 1n static
pictures, and within more realistic settings, although the degree of visual complexity and
background detail are still limited. Each of the stimulus situations involves two main
participants playing roughly equally active roles, and from whose perspectives it could be
readily described. The stimulus format is varied among three conditions. The first presents
the situations in a ‘neutral’ way, unbiased as to perspective, while the second shows them
from the perspective of one or other of the main participants. The third condition increases

the level of constraint by adding a spoken language cue. In each case the task 1s simply to

produce a verb to describe what 1s happening.

The questions addressed by the Sharon and Paul Test may be summarised as follows:




- Do visual or syntactic cues help people with aphasia to access verbs relevant to
‘perspective-dilemma’ situations?
—  What perspective do speakers naturally adopt on this type of situation?

. — How loyal are they to their preferred perspective when visual or syntactic cues are

provided?

4.2 Test design

4.2.1 Test format

The format of the test was influenced by that devised by Fisher et al (1994). As described in
Chapter 1 (sections 1.8.4.2 and 1.9.3), Fisher et al’s study explored participants’ sensitivity
to syntactic structure by means of ‘perspective dilemma’ situations, where verbs focusing on
the two main participant entities are readily available. Like the Fisher et al test, the Sharon
and Paul Test also used a film format to elicit verbs. There were several reasons for this
choice. First, film enables language production to be more realistically probed than is
possibie with many picture-based assessments. For example, 1t allows events to be presented
within a ‘real world’ context, with a basic ‘script’ underlying each item. For instance, one
item from the Sharon and Paul Test represents borrowing/lending within a garden, with a
‘script’ of a woman borrowing some loppers from her neighbour. Film also permits events to
be presented in a dynamic and temporally extended manner, with different participants
potentially playing roles at different times. Pictures, by contrast, provide input to the speaker
that i1s almost inevitably more ‘pared down’. The perspective decision(s) required may be
less complex, since pictures necessarily offer a ‘snapshot’ of their targets, telescoping
dynamic events into a single static frame. Some verbs are also very difficult to represent
pictorially. For example, while a film makes 1t possible to show the subtle distinctions 1n

meaning between verb pairs such as give/take and lend/borrow, this 1s difficult to do in

pictures alone.

The issue of the effect of stimulus format on production is still under debate in the aphasia
literature. For example, Dean and Black (2005) argue that it has a potentially far-reaching
influence on the event descriptions produced. This effect should be particularly marked for
people who have difficulty in paring down conceptual mnformation into a language-ready
format, and less so for those whose main difficulty 1s in accessing output forms. As
described in Chapter 1 (section 1.5.3), Dean and Black’s study compared the event

descriptions produced by EM, a woman with hypothesised event processing difficulties, to




photographs versus simplified line drawings. Line drawings did not help EM to produce
significantly more target verbs, but they did appear to help her focus on the key event
participants, since her descriptions included fewer extraneous noun phrases. As a result,
Dean and Black argue that line drawings may place “fewer demands on processes that pare
down the full set of conceptual responses to an event into the schematic form necessary for

expression in language” (p. 534) (though see critiques in Chapter 1).

However, the suggestion that stimulus format affects ease of output, at least for people with
event processing difficulties, i1s not universally accepted. Nor 1s the idea that films
necessarily present more complexity than pictures. For example, Berndt et al (1997b)
hypothesised that pictures might be more problematic than films, since people with verb
problems might have difficulty in 1solating the part of a picture that must be packaged into a
verb, one of the essential tasks achieved by Levelt’s (1989) Conceptualizer. This might lead
to the production of nouns rather than verbs. In fact, stimulus format was not found to affect
either noun or verb production in Berndt et al’s study. Nor, 1n a later study (Berndt, Burton,
Haendiges and Mitchum, 2002), was the particular task used to elicit nouns and verbs found
to be influential. However, 1t 1s worth noting that the influence of these factors was not

specifically investigated with people who had already shown difficulty in processing events.

d’Honincthun and Pillon (2005) made a similar claim about the relative difficulty of verb
naming from pictures and films, 1n this case in relation to frontal variant-frontotemporal
dementia. They suggested that verb processing demands more executive resources than noun
processing, since verbs encapsulate a great deal of semantic and syntactic information. In
line with this hypothesis, JB, a woman with {v-FTD, showed significantly more difficulty in
naming actions than objects from static pictures. However, when she was asked to name the
same actions from films her performance improved to the extent that 1t was not significantly
different from her object naming. d’Honincthun and Pillon argue that, for people with
executive difficulties, naming from pictures is more difficult because it requires them to infer
an action’s temporal structure and movement features. This finding 1s not specifically related
to the relative conceptual demands imposed by the two formats, and JB was not tested in
relation to any hypothesised difficulty in conceptualising the nature of events. However, it
does indicate that pictures are not necessarily easier than films; rather it 1s a question of the
particular nature of the stimuli used. In this case, the film stimuli also offered very pared
down versions of the actions, with no distracting additional detail apart from the essential

clues to temporal structure and movement. Clearly, the specific demands of the task (both




conceptual and executive) need to be considered in relation to the particular skills of the

person doing it.

Finally, there 1s the issue of whether to use an input or an output task. As described in
Chapter 1 (section 1.5.4), a previous perspective task (Dipper, 1999) used a multiple choice
format, on the grounds that unconstrained responses are very difficult to analyse. Participants
in Dipper’s study saw films of perspective-dilemma scenes such as one person carrying
another (which could be described as either riding or carrying). Scenes were shown in two
conditions: ‘unbiased’, where the filming was neutral as to perspective, and ‘biased’, where
the film focused on one or other of the main entities. Biased stimuli were predicted to
determine the perspective adopted, which would be reflected in the verbs chosen to describe
the scene. Participants chose verbs from three options: the target (focusing on the highlighted
entity), a verb encapsulating the opposite perspective, and a related distractor. For example,

the options for an item representing giving/taking were give, take and feed.

A problem with this format, however, is that it penalises people who select the opposite-
perspective distractor. It therefore fails to credit those who can accurately analyse the
conceptual structure of the situation, and can 1dentify a verb encapsulating the target action
and its participants, but who do not respond 1n the predicted way to the filming. It 1s difficult
to say, for example, whether the selection of give should be counted as an error in response
to a scene which clearly shows a giving/taking situation but where the filming focuses on the
taker. A number of studies (e.g. Sridhar, 1988; Fisher et al, 1994; Lakusta and Landau, 2005)
have pointed to a natural bias towards Goal-directed actions, which goes along with a
preference for Goal-focused verbs (such as give or throw) that encode the Goal path (either
optionally or obligatorily) in a prepositional phrase. It 1s possible, depending on the nature of
the constraint provided, that a visual focus on the Goal participant (for instance, the zaker)
may not shift speakers away from their natural preference for encoding Goals. Instead, it
may reinforce the natural Goal-bias, leading to the selection of Goal-path rather than Source-

path verbs (e.g. give, throw, or sell rather than receive, catch or buy).

In a more general sense, this type of stimulus invites the question of which perspective is
encouraged by filming manipulations. Does a visual focus on one participant encourage the
selection of a verb highlighting that participant, or encourage the speaker to adopt the
‘viewpoint of the camera’, leading to the opposite perspective? A further problem with this
particular task was that only six verb pairs were explored, making rehable statistical analysis

difficult. The Sharon and Paul Test differs from Dipper’s task in that, rather than offering




choices, it invites free responses, with all the associated difficulties of interpretation and

SCOring.
4.2.2 Test conditions

Like Fisher et al’s (1994) test, the Sharon and Paul Test used short filmed scenes to elicit
verbs. After viewing each scene, participants were asked to describe the situation shown
using a single verb. (Clips were initially shown twice, but this made the test lengthy to
administer, and was consistently reported to be unnecessary.) The stimulus situations were
presented in four conditions, each of which was completed on a separate occasion, at least

one week apart:
1. Neutral

Here the situations were presented as neutrally as possible, with each of the main participants
shown equally 1n view. From the responses to this condition it was possible to establish for
each 1tem which perspective was preferred by the non-brain damaged controls. This became

known as the ‘dominant perspective’ for that item.
2. Perspective

In this condition the filming was manipulated to focus on one or other of the main
participants. Each situation was first shown from one perspective before the full set was
repeated with the filming manipulated in the opposite direction. For example, one item
represents a buying/selling situation. Here the first version focuses on the buyer, who is
shown 1n the middle of the screen, facing the camera. The seller 1s present, but stands with
his back to the camera. At the end of the scene the camera 1s moved so that only the buyer is
visible. In the second version the action is repeated, but here the seller stands in the middle

of the screen and facing the camera, with the buyer shown only from behind. In this version

the final shot shows the seller counting his money.
3. Perspective plus language
Here the perspective-manipulated stimuli were repeated with a spoken language cue

overlaid. The format was exactly the same as in condition 2, although the order of items was

changed in order to limit any practice effect. The cue was slightly different from that used in




the Fisher et al task. It consisted of a simple descriptive sentence with the verb replaced by a
non-verbal ‘buzzing’ sound, in order to avoid any possibility of phonological cueing. For

example, the cues for the buying/selling scenes were, ‘Sharon [ ...] the radio from Paul’ and

"Paul [...] the radio to Sharon’.

4. Neutral 2

This was an exact repetition of condition 1, included in order to assess whether the

participants with aphasia showed any practice effect.

4.2.3 Selection of stimuh

Twenty five ‘perspective dilemma’ situations were 1nitially selected. These included five of
the six situations used in the Fisher et al study, excluding ride/carry, which was too difficult
to film with adults. Twenty situations involved two animate participants (Sharon and Paul),
while five involved a person acting upon an inanimate object. In order to counter any natural
bias towards the person shown moving first, Paul and Sharon initiated roughly equal

numbers of events. This was also intended to mitigate any bias towards either the man’s or

the woman’s perspective.

A pilot study was first carried out to establish the viability of the stimuli. Ten non-brain
damaged speakers saw the Neutral and Perspective versions of the stimuli and were asked to
produce a single verb to describe each situation. The participants were all English-speaking
adults who knew nothing about the purpose of the test, but were not in other respects
matched to the participants with aphasia. From the 25 items, the final set was selected
according to three criteria. First, the situations must be cohsistently recognisable, and
describable by a single verb. The Neutral versions must therefore elicit a single verb from all
ten participants. Where participants produced more than one verb, they must be able to select
one that best fitted the scene. Secondly, the perspective manipulations must be at least
recognisably distinct. One way to establish this would be to stipulate that all participants
must produce different verbs in response to the two filmed perspectives. However, 1t was
also predicted that for each situation, one perspective would be naturally favoured over the
other. This made it unlikely that all speakers would shift from the preferred perspective to
follow that of the film. Since the aim was simply to establish the potential for such a shift, a

lower criterion was set by which at least four participants must produce different verbs to




mark the two perspectives. Finally, it must be possible to analyse the perspective represented

by participants’ responses.

All 25 items were found to be describable by a single verb. Four were removed on the

grounds that they consistently elicited the same verb in the Perspective condition despite the
filming manipulations. Two more were removed because it was impossible to analyse the
perspective of the responses. One of these represented either putting a cloth on a table, or
covering the table. This was frequently described as ‘laying’, which may have referred either
to the table or to the cloth. The second showed a man speaking and a woman listening, and

was described generically by many participants as ‘talking’.

The final stimulus set therefore contained 19 items. Eighteen involved two animate
participants, while the last showed milk being poured from a jug into a glass. Here the
human participant was relegated to the background, and the target verbs (‘pour/fill’)
described the situation from the perspectives of the milk and the glass. Unfortunately the
final stimuli were rather less evenly balanced than the original 25. Of the 18 items involving
Sharon and Paul, Paul initiated the action in seven, Sharon in 11. A final check was added to
the test stimuli in the light of the pilot participants’ responses. In the Perspective and
Perspective plus Language conditions, presentation was balanced so that respondents did not
always see the favoured (dominant) perspective first. Instead, dominant and non-dominant
perspectives alternated throughout. The full stimulus set is listed in Appendix 10, along with
the cues used for each item in the Perspective plus Language condition. Three of the items
are illustrated on the accompanying CD: buy/sell, push/pull and pour/fill — see Appendix 11
for details.

One criticism that may be levelled at the design is that 1t did not sufficiently control for the
accessibility of the verbs within each pair. For example, 1t might be argued that differences
in frequency may have influenced the selection of award over accept (frequency values of
22 versus 193: Francis and Kucera, 1982). This 1ssue 1s considered further 1n the Discussion
section. The relative accessibility of verbs between items, as opposed to within each pair,
was less important, since the scoring considers responses to complete conditions, rather than
to individual items. Since the test covered a wider range of situations than the six used by
Fisher et al, the cues used in the Perspective plus Language condition also included a wider
range of sentence structures. The possibility of difterent cueing effects from different

sentence structures is also considered in the Discussion.




4.3 Participants

Perspective-taking was hypothesised to affect a wide range of individuals with verb

difficulties, rather than just those with suspected difficulty in conceptualising events. The

test was therefore completed by all six of the participants with aphasia. Twenty non-brain

damaged control participants (all of whom were different from the pilot participants) also

completed the test. Seven were men, thirteen women, aged from 36 to 75 (mean = 58.85,

S.D. = 11.95). All were native English speakers. Their age on leaving full-time education

ranged from 12 to 22 (mean = 17.8, S.D. = 3.32). Table 4.3 summarises their details.

Table 4.3 Control participants

Ertﬂ:ipaﬁ { Ag_e———ﬂ_ Sex Age on leaving Most recent
| full time education | occupation

__1 ) b 3t_5 o F_ 4_22 _ u -(_Iha_rity_woi‘ke:

2 39 F 2] Charity worker
R LR SR AT Office adminfoiraior
4 |46 M |18 | Building surveyor "J
s 150 M l1e ) | Trades unionist
6 |50 [F 20 | Charity worker '”
7 152 M 16 - FC(_)rnpany director )
s |s6  |F |18 i Hospital administrator

9 | 58 ) J_FJ R - | Personnel officer
10 |59 |F |16 |Teacher )
11 [ 60 “F 22 B Civil servant
12 66  |M |22 |Lectwrer “
3 (66 (M [18 | Localgovt adminisimor
7 e [F |18 ISewemy
15 67 F |12 | Housekeeper
ri6ﬁ |7 M 22 " | Pensions aaﬁag& ) |
17 7 —T——L—D_— o J_H;)_u—s_ewéffeﬂ -
18 o E?i M 16 _ Transpart_manager
(19 74 |F 14 _—_I_E()‘okkeépef

20 75 TF |12 | Clerical worker
' Mean | 58.85 - -
SD. T11.95 [ -




4.4 Scoring system

4.4.1 Scoring of control participants’ responses

The control participants’ responses were used to establish the range of verbs produced by

non-brain damaged speakers to each stimulus situation. All verbs produced by the controls

were therefore considered acceptable. Table 4.4.1 presents the complete set of responses to

each item. In each case, the list includes verbs produced in any condition, out of a total of

120 responses (20 participants each completing four conditions, two of which involved

double stimuli). The two errors (items 10 and 18) were responses in which the person failed

to produce a verb.

| Item | Stimulus situation V_eer |
1 | give/take | give (81) receive (15) present (8) take (8) accept (5) offer |
(2) thank (1) !
2 T_];ugh/ﬁullr 1 push (63) pflll (35) move (14) shift (2) manoeuvre (2) |
L * drag (1) tug (1) help (l)measure(l)
3 pour/fill pour (88) fill (32) - -
4 | feed/cat  feed (85) eat (23) taste (7) swallow (3) spoon (1) give (1) |
5 | chase/flee — chase (62) threaten (21) run (19) hit (5) escape (5) quarre]
(2) assault (1) attack (1) flee (1) retreat (1) fight (1)
pursue (1)

: 6 throw/catch " | throw (75) catch (55) pl_ay_(S_) l?)bJ(lj - S

7] éw“ar_crl/arcgéﬁt i | award (3 4) eres_eh_t (3 2) receive (523 rewardﬁ(S_)—gi-veﬁ(S)

. | decorate (7) congratulate (4) accept (3) win (2)

& TKde | shoot (87) die (13) fall (8) collapse (4) Kill (3) wound (2)
get shot (2) murder (1)

9 sell/buy | buy (63) sell (45) pay (6) purchase (2) count (1) |

auctioneer (1) show (1) accept (1)

10 | impress/admire | give (29) show (24) admire (20) offer (7) surprise (6)

' (1) congratulate (1) show off (1) share (1) talk (1)

present (6) boast (3) accept (3) tempt (2) tempt (2) like (2)
bake (2) take (2) impress (2) display (1) donate (1) look

approach (1) recerve (1) extol (1) thank (1) (plus | error)

e

L

u— i — M I —

ol e

10




1] teach/learn teach (29) explain (20) ask (16) learn (15) help (9)
- 1nstruct (5) show (5) question (4) advise (4) answer (3)

' work (2) query (2) demonstrate (1) inquire (1) point (1)

discuss (1) receive advice (1) get information (1)

8 I 4
12 borrow/lend . borrow (64) lend (30) give (9) take (6) ask (3) loan (3)

i : lose (1) return (1) hand (1) cut (1) clip (1)

S U — —_—
13 push/fall push (77) fall (26) tease (5) shove (5) play (3) hit (1) !

. tumble (1) topple (1) joke (1)

14 ofter/accept ) offer (44) pour_(36) ;ccgpt_( lg) _gl;e ?1—3_5 receive ( (5) ask

' (4) take (3) drink (2) taste (2) wait (1) entertain (1)
15 lead/follow beckon (47) follow (42) lead (16r) crall“(3) entlge_(3)_cbr1;e |

|
(2) guide (2) encourage (2) invite (1) persuade (1) lure (1) |

16 show/examine examine (42) show (22) inspect (21) look (19) ask (6)

| point (2) touch (1) demonstrate (1) hold (1) doctor (1)
|

peer (1) complain (1) consult (1) investigate (1)

! |

17 | collect/donate | collect (42) donate (29) give (26) receive (6) request (5) |
| ask (4) contribute (4) accept (3) take (1)
18 | ask/tell [ ask (58) tell (35) check (11) compare (2) answer (2) |

" inform (2) inquire (2) give (2) point (1) explain (1)

synchronise (1) arrange (1) time (1) (plus 1 error) |
S R R - i

19 | amuse/en_]oy | laugh (35) entertain (34) clown (21) act (9) perform 8)
' dance (3) play-act (2) watch (2) amuse (2) joke (1) fool |

(1) enjoy (1) jest (1)

Table 4.4.1 Verbs produced by control participants (with number of instances across all

conditions)

4.4.2 Scoring of responses of participants with aphasia

For the participants with aphasia, the free response format made it more difficult to establish
which responses should be credited, since they produced a considerable number of verbs that
did not relate to the target situations. As a result, two methods of scoring were adopted. The
first does not play a large part in the analysis, but was included in order to give proper credit
to whatever language the participants were able to produce. This method credited all verbs,

whether or not they related to the stimulus situation, and including repeated (and possibly

11



perseverative) verb phrases. The second method aimed to give a clearer measure of the
number of relevant verbs produced. The scoring system used was still generous, since the
aim was to explore whether paring down the conceptual input would elicit more relevant
verbs, rather than to measure access to specific targets. It therefore credited any verb that
related to the overall situation, whether or not it matched the highlighted perspective of the
stimulus. For this second count, responses that included a verb falling into any of the

following categories were considered correct:

1. verbs produced by control participants in response to the same item in any
condition

2. synonyms of the control verbs as listed in the New Oxford Thesaurus of English
(2000)

3. verbs judged by a naive rater to be acceptable descriptions of the main action

shown

The naive rater knew nothing about the project or the test. After watching each Neutral film,
he was given a set of 15 verbs and asked to circle any that he considered to be acceptable
descriptions of the main action. In order to minimise any bias, he was not told that some of
the verbs were produced by people with aphasia. The verb set for each item included all the
responses of the participants with aphasia that did not fall into categories 1 or 2 above, plus
an equal number of control responses and distractor verbs. Distractor verbs bore some
relation to the action shown but were neither in the control set nor synonyms of the control
verbs. For example, the verb set for the throw/catch item included six verbs produced by the
participants with aphasia: save, have, shovel, push, pull and close. Control verbs tfor this item
were throw, catch, lob and play, while distractors were pass, offer, move, hold and joke. (In

this case, none of the additional verbs was judged to be acceptable.)

Verbs credited under categories 2 and 3 are listed in Appendix 12.

A final issue arose in relation to noun/verb homonyms. While the control participants’
responses were consistently inflected (in most cases in the form of present participles), a
number of the responses of the participants with aphasia were uninflected noun/verb
homonyms. Given the participants’ difficulty in producing verbs, there was a risk of
crediting nouns in place of verbs, if these were automatically allowed. All homonymous

credited responses were therefore screened according to the following criteria:

12



Names of concrete objects with a verb homonym that referred to the action shown (e.g.
spoon, gun) were only credited if the verb frequency was equal to or higher than that of the
noun. The same rule applied to abstract nouns relating to the action (e.g. surprise, quarrel).
Frequency ratings were established using Francis and Kucera (1982). Where the noun named
a concrete object that was present in the film, but the verb did nor clearly relate to the action
(e.g. change 1n a buy/sell scene), these were not credited. Where the noun referred to a

concrete object that was not present, the verb was always credited (e.g. shovel, court). The

sets of credited and excluded homonyms are again listed in Appendix 12.

Having established which verbs were considered to be correct, two main analyses were
carried out. The first (presented in section 4.5) considered the number of verbs produced by
the participants with aphasia in each condition. Here the aim was to explore the effect of the
various cues on their production of relevant verbs. The second (presented in section 4.6)
considered the responses of both the control participants and the participants with aphasia in
relation to their perspective. In this case the aim was to see which perspective was naturally

dominant, and to explore the effects of the various cues on the perspective adopted.

4.5 Number of verbs produced

4.5.1 Method of analysis

The analysis of the number of verbs produced by the participants with aphasia considered
their response to each condition against a predicted order, using the Page Test for Ordered
Alternatives (Page’s L; Siegel and Castellan, 1988). The Page test 1s used for analyses of
repeated measures (appropriate 1n this case since the same participants completed all
conditions). The power of the test derives from the fact that its alternative hypothesis makes
a clear prediction about the ranking of scores in the various conditions, rather than simply
hypothesising a difference between scores. Thus the null hypothesis states that there 1s no
difference between the median scores 1n each condition, while the alternative hypothesis

states that the medians increase 1n a predicted order.

It was difficult to make clear predictions 1n relation to the fotal number of verbs accessed in
the various conditions. One of the predicted effects of the perspective dilemmas posed by the
stimuli was to make it difficult for people to isolate a perspective on the situations that could
be packaged into a single verb. A possible response to this might be to try a number of

different verbs, or to fall back on ‘light’ general verbs, only some (or none) of which might

13



approach the target. Because of the difficulty of predicting an expected ranking for the total

number of verbs produced, this count was not analysed with the Page test.

It was possible, however, to make predictions about the number of relevant verbs produced.
When only verbs credited according to the scoring criteria were considered, the least
successful condition was hypothesised to be the first administration of the Neutral stimuli.
T'he repeated Neutral condition might be expected to show some practice effect, and was
therefore predicted to be slightly more successful. The visual manipulation in the Perspective
condition was predicted to lead to a greater improvement, while the double cue in the
Perspective plus Language condition was expected to offer the most support. It was therefore
hypothesised that the number of relevant verbs accessed would increase across conditions in

the tollowing order: Neutral, Neutral 2, Perspective, Perspective plus Language.

4.5.2 Results

Table 4.5.2 (a) shows the total number of verbs produced by the participants with aphasia in
response to each condition. For ease of comparison, scores for the conditions that included
double stimuli (Perspective and Perspective plus Language) are halved. Each score is

therefore presented as 1if out of a maximum of 19.

 Participant | Neutral | Perspective | Perspective + | Neutral2 |
(N=19) i (N=38/2) : Language ; (N=19)
(N=38/2) I
Carl 4 113 los5 117 |
Jack |6 1 5.5 13 7
Helen - | 18—_—_L18 ﬁ—_l_']_.g—_—_—_f_TS
| Ron | |
Ty
Melvyn
Mean
Fsin. 5.85
“Controls |19
(mean)

Table 4.5.2 (a) Total verbs produced

14



Table 4.5.2 (b) presents the number of verbs that were relevant to each target situation.

These were verbs credited according to the scoring system described above. Once again,

scores for the double-stimuli conditions are halved.

Participant ' Neutral F__Perspective - Perspective + Neutral 2
(N=19) (N=38/2) Language (N=19)
f (N=38/2)

Carl 2 Tg - 5 7
Jack J 7 '8 ) 4

Helen 16 14 17 17
Ron |6 |75 3 16
‘Harry |5 |55 s T4
h_l\—/_lelvyr; - :—1_2 - 1145 73_3_—__'_11——

Mean | 7.5 8.42 9.92 8.17
'SD.  |536 | 4.66 443 5.04 -
Controls 9 | 1898 T R T R
 (mean)

Table 4.5.2 (b) Number of credited verbs produced

The ordering of the credited responses is set out in Table 4.5.2 (¢), together with the

predicted order. Equal scores were given equal ranking.

L ki el i —— —1 — A L el - - T— o — L — A

Pm*ticipaht Neutral - Perspectiv Perspective + Neutral 2
| Language
- S G S
Carl ] 2.5 2.5 4
I I S \
5 h ! 2
“JaCk,____Lz_,__,__rz 4 |
Helen | 2 ] 3.5 3.5
—_—— e — SR D— — — —e e ___J________l
Ron 1.5 3 4 1.5
Harry 2 13 T4 ]
“Melvyn | 2 4 3 11
Total 105 [15.5 21 R
P —_— - —_— =
Predicted order | S E E
_ I S B !

A i L A e

Table 4.5.2 (¢) Ordering of credited responses
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The Page test indicated that the scores for credited verbs concurred to a significant degree

with the predicted order: L = 10.5 + 26 + 46.5 + 84 = 167 (significant at p < 0.01). The

changes in scores did not simply reflect a practice effect, since the second Neutral condition
was only a little more successful overall than the first, and less so than either of the
manipulated conditions. Indeed, only two of the six participants showed an increase in scores
between the two Neutral conditions. As a group, therefore, the participants responded in the

order predicted. Their scores also suggested that they were responding at least to some

degree to the cues provided.

Harry and Jack appeared to be most helped by the Perspective plus Language condition,
raising the possibility that it was the language cue rather than the visual manipulation that
had helped them. Ron also scored most highly on this condition, although his score was close
to that for the Perspective manipulation alone. These three individuals were therefore asked
to complete a fifth condition: Neutral plus language (N=38). Here the Neutral stimuli were
presented once again, this time with a language cue overlaid. The full stimulus set was
shown twice, each item appearing once with a cue that matched the naturally dominant
perspective, and once with a cue that went against it. Given that an over-riding practice
effect had been ruled out, this condition should demonstrate the usefulness of the language
cue alone. In order to reduce the degree of respondent burden, the other three participants did
not complete this condition, since there was no suggestion that they were especially helped
by the language frame. The Neutral plus Language condition therefore does not form part of
the main analysis. Results for Jack, Ron and Harry are presented in Table 4.5.2 (d). Their

credited scores from the previous conditions are also repeated for ease of comparison.

Participant Neutral | Perspective | Perspective + l Neutral 2 Neutra] +

| | |
(N=19) - (N=38/2) | Language - (N=19) Language
|

Jack 4
Ron T6

I B
| Harry 5
' Mean J
L

S.D. 1

Table 4.5.2 (d) Number of verbs produced in the Neutral plus Language compared to

previous conditions
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For each individual, the score for the Neutral plus Language condition was slightly above
that achieved on the Perspective plus Language condition, and markedly higher than either
Neutral score (mean = 8.83, S.D. = 0.58). This did indeed suggest that the syntactic frame
was offering the greatest support to these participants’ production. The explanation for this is

less clear; various possibilities are discussed in section 4.7.1.

Of course the Page test says nothing about the cause of an observed effect, or whether one
condition 1s particularly significant in determining the order. A Wilcoxon signed ranks test
was used to analyse the difference between pairs of mean scores. (This is again appropriate
since the stimuli are repeated measures.) The following pairs of conditions were considered:
Neutral versus Perspective, Neutral versus Perspective plus Language and Perspective versus
Perspective plus Language. In each case the Page test’s alternative hypothesis had made a
clear prior prediction about the expected order of scores. This meant that it was appropriate

to use one-tailed tests for the Wilcoxon analysis.

For the Neutral versus Perspective conditions, T = 3 (not sig.), indicating that there was no
difference between these conditions. For the Perspective versus Perspective plus Language

conditions, T = 2 (not si1g.), again indicating no difference. However, when the Neutral

condition was compared against the Perspective plus Language, T = 0 (significant at p <
0.025, one-tailed test). So, although the change in scores between consecutive conditions

was small, there was a significant change in the predicted direction between the original

Neutral and the Perspective plus Language conditions.

4.6 Adoption of perspective

Three analyses of perspective were performed. The first (presented 1n section 4.6.1) aimed to
establish which perspective was dominant for each item in the Neutral condition. This

simply involved a count, for each item, of the number of control verbs that took the
perspective of each main participant. The perspective represented by the majority ot control
responses was subsequently known as the dominant perspective for that item. The second
analysis (presented in sections 4.6.2 and 4.6.3) considered the effect of the different cues on
the perspective of responses. The aim here was to investigate the power of visual or visual-
and-linguistic cues to ‘shift’ respondents from the naturally-preferred perspective. Responses
of both the controls and the participants with aphasia were therefore considered 1n relation to
the dominant perspective for each item. The third analysts (section 4.6.4) looked at the effect

of cueing within rather than across conditions, by considering the number of items on which
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respondents produced both perspectives within a condition. This was obviously only possible

where both main perspectives were cued (i.e. in the Perspective and Perspective plus

Language conditions). In each case, results for the control group are presented before those

for the participants with aphasia.

4.6.1 Analysis of dominant perspective

Table 4.6.1 gives a breakdown of the perspectives adopted by the majority of control

participants in the Neutral condition. For each item, the dominant perspective reported is the
verb from the stimulus pair that corresponds to the group’s most popular perspective. So, for
instance, the dominant perspective for item 1 is reported as give. Under this are subsumed all

responses whose perspectives correspond with that of give, i.e. give, present and offer.

‘Item | Stimulus situation m‘? - | No. of corresponding
number | perspective responses (N=20)
S -_ ‘. - —_ ]
] give/take g1ve 19
S — - — S —
2 push/pull push 11
(3 T p_z)u17ﬁli ) ] anr R 120
4 feed/eat " feed |17
r_. R B
S chase/flee chase | 20
6 throw/catch | throw 19 )
‘ 7 | award/ accept award 20 “
I Rk | B e
8 kill/die | kill 20
— -
9 sell/buy buy 17
10 impress/admire Impress 19 )
11 | teach/learn ' teach 14
12 [lend/borrow | borrow | 14
13 |push/fall  |push |17
14 offer/acce})t_ o Er 4 118
S O I
15 lead/follow lead 15
L 16 ] show/examine examine 1 19
— _
17 { donate/collect collect 13
| —— e
18 ask/tell | ask 16
—_—_——————— —
19 amuse/enjoy amuse 19

Table 4.6.1 Dominant perspectives for items in the Neutral condition
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Most of the preferred verbs took the perspective of either Cause or Source. This was
consistent with the findings of Sridhar (1988) and Fisher et al (1994) pointing to the same
perspective preference. However a small number of situations did not fit the expected
pattern. Three of these involved transactions (items 9, 12 and 17). Here, there was either
some uncertainty over which participant was the causal agent (as in the buy/sell scene, where
both parties could be seen as initiating the action), or else there was a mis-match between
Causal agent and Source. The lend/borrow scene was filmed in such a way that the borrower
appeared much more instrumental in causing the event, while in the donate/collect item the
collector was clearly shown as causing the action. Two further items (items 2 and 11)
involved situations in which there was some uncertainty over the causal agent, with both
participants appearing to take active roles. Here, though, there was no doubt about the source
of the action, which was duly reflected in the majority of control responses, though to a less
strong degree. One other item (item 16) produced a surprising result. Here, Paul (the shower)
was clearly playing the more causal role and initiated the action, while Sharon (the
examiner) responded. However the controls almost all described this situation from Sharon’s
perspective, selecting verbs such as ‘inspect’, ‘look’ or ‘examine’. It is not clear why this
was, although it may have reflected the fact that that the two roles did not occur

simultaneously, Sharon’s action being the last seen.

There were two situations for which the target perspectives highlighted participants’
psychological states (items 10 and 19). Here the controls overwhelmingly preferred the
perspective of the intended Stimulus over that of the Experiencer. However it proved
(perhaps unsurprisingly) very difficult to elicit psychological state verbs. While verbs
representing the psychological state of each participant were present in the total set, they
were only produced in response to the manipulated-perspective stimuli. In the Neutral
condition, controls interpreted these situations as actions, for which they consistently
adopted the perspective of either Cause or Source. For example, in the case of
impress/admire, where Sharon is shown admiring a cake that Paul has baked, all controls
produced verbs like ‘show’, ‘give’ or ‘offer’ in response to the Neutral film. Only when
constrained by the visual or linguistic perspectives did they consistently produce verbs such

as ‘impress’, ‘amaze’, ‘surprise’, ‘tempt’, ‘admire’ or ‘extol’.
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4.6.2 Maintenance of dominant perspective: Control participants

Here responses to each item are considered in relation to the perspective that was dominant

in the Neutral condition. The mean number of items on which controls adopted the dominant

perspective 1s first reported for each condition (Table 4.6.2 (a)). For the double-stimuli

conditions, the total score is again halved. These results are then broken down, for the

Perspective and Perspective plus Language conditions, according to whether the stimulus

matched or went against the dominant perspective (Table 4.6.2 (b)). Scores for this analysis

are no longer halved, since the number of stimuli in each case was only 19.

A small number of responses adopted a neutral viewpoint, rather than taking the perspective

of either of the main participants. For example, in response to item 2, several controls

responded with ‘move’ or ‘shift” rather than ‘push’ or ‘pull’. Since the main aim was to

explore the controls’ loyalty to the dominant perspective, these neutral verbs were also

classed as non-dominant.

i —

| Mean

—

S.D.

e———— I — I

Perspective +

| Language

_ . Neutral Perspectivé )
| a
(N=19) (N=38/2)
1 16.35 13.35
[1.63 194

| (N=38/2)
" ‘ 9.63 15.7

0.28

| Neutral 2
| (N=19)

|

1.11

S R S S

hi— I

Table 4.6.2 (a) Control responses maintaining the dominant perspective: Mean and S.D.

Perspe_ctW WL&H gdagmrﬁh
"~ | Dominant- | Non-dominant | Dominant- | Non-dominant |
| " perspective perspective perspective perspective
I stimuli | stimuli stimuli stimuli
"Mean 16.15 1055|189 | 035 '
SD. (330 435 |oa5 |04

Table 4.6.2 (b) Control responses maintaining the dominant perspective: Dominant and non-

dominant stimuli

The control participants produced a large number of dominant-perspective responses 1n the

Neutral condition, with a mean of 16.35 out of 19 verbs (S.D. = 1.63). This was
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unsurprising, given that the dominant perspective was defined as that represented by the
majority of control participants’ responses in this condition. In the Perspective condition the
mean number of dominant-perspective verbs dropped to 13.35 (with S.D. of 1.94), possibly
suggesting a degree of responsiveness to the perspective of the films. In the Perspective plus
Language condition, the mean fell again to 9.63 (S.D. = 0.28), suggesting that the controls
were more strongly constrained by the double cue in this condition. In the second Neutral

condition the mean was 15.7 (S.D. = 1.11), close to the number for the first condition.

With stimul that matched the dominant perspective, it was expected that responses would be
likely to maintain that perspective. With non-dominant perspective stimuli, responses were
expected to be less consistent, some participants being predicted to follow the perspective of
the stimulus. These predictions were borne out when the control responses were further
broken down. In the Perspective condition, where perspective was constrained by filming
alone, the controls produced a mean of 16.15 dominant-perspective verbs (S.D. = 3.30) to
dominant-perspective stimuli. In response to the non-dominant perspective films, the mean
fell to 10.55 (with S.D. of 4.25). When constrained by both film perspective and a language
cue, the controls responded very consistently to the stimulus perspective. Now the mean
number of dominant-perspective responses to dominant-perspective stimuli rose to 18.9
(S.D. = 0.45). The controls were very unlikely to produce dominant-perspective verbs in

response to doubly-cued non-dominant items, achieving a mean score of 0.35 (S.D. = 0.49).

Since the dominant-perspective stimuli matched the controls’ natural perspective
preferences, they might have been expected to evoke rather more dominant-perspective
verbs than the Neutral items. In fact, the number of dominant-perspective responses to
dominant-perspective stimuli in the Perspective condition was similar to that in the Neutral
condition. One possibility was that the perspective manipulations were not sufficiently
distinct to prompt a change. However, the non-dominant perspective stimuli elicited
considerably fewer dominant-perspective responses, suggesting that they were 1n fact
perceptibly different. It seems more likely that the controls essentially perceived the Neutral
and dominant-perspective stimuli 1in the same way. Their response to the Neutral items was
so strongly constrained by the dominant perspective that there was little room for increase

when they saw stimuli that reinforced this viewpoint. Only when the films were manipulated

in the opposite direction did they start to take notice of their perspective.

The controls’ responsiveness to the perspective manipulations may also retlect the influence

of previous responses. For both dominant- and non-dominant perspective stimuli, they would
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already have seen the opposite-perspective version of half the items. In the case of dominant-
perspective stimuli, this may have led them to produce slightly more non-dominant
responses, and fewer dominant-perspective verbs, than they would naturally have done. With

the non-dominant stimuli, on the other hand, the number of dominant-perspective verbs may

have been slightly raised.

It was possible that the mean scores were not in fact very informative about the control
participants’ pattern of responses. For example, they would make no distinction between
groups of scores that were essentially clustered around the mean and those that were evenly
split between very low and very high scores. The group scores for dominant-perspective
responses were theretore broken down to show the distribution of individual responses, as
1llustrated in Figure 4.6.2. This represents the number of participants whose scores fell into
each of four groups (low, low-middle, high-middle and high). To simplify matters, the
breakdown was only completed for certain key sets of responses, as follows: Neutral,
Perspective (dominant and non-dominant stimuli) and Perspective plus Language (dominant

and non-dominant stimuli).

i. Neutral condition
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Score for realisation of dominant perspective
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