
QUICK TIPS 

(--THIS SECTION DOES NOT PRINT--) 
This PowerPoint template requires basic PowerPoint (version 

2007 or newer) skills. Below is a list of commonly asked 
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Using the template 
 

Verifying the quality of your graphics 

Go to the VIEW menu and click on ZOOM to set your preferred 

magnification. This template is at 50% the size of the final 

poster. All text and graphics will be printed at 200% their size. 

To see what your poster will look like when printed, set the 

zoom to 200% and evaluate the quality of all your graphics and 

photos before you submit your poster for printing. 

 

Using the placeholders 

To add text to this template click inside a placeholder and type 

in or paste your text. To move a placeholder, click on it once 

(to select it), place your cursor on its frame and your cursor 

will change to this symbol:         Then, click once and drag it to 

its new location where you can resize it as needed. Additional 

placeholders can be found on the left side of this template. 

 

Modifying the layout 

This template has four different  

column layouts. Right-click your  

mouse on the background and  

click on “Layout” to see the layout  

options.  The columns in the provided layouts are fixed and 

cannot be moved but advanced users can modify any layout by 

going to VIEW and then SLIDE MASTER. 

 

Importing text and graphics from external sources 

TEXT: Paste or type your text into a pre-existing placeholder or 

drag in a new placeholder from the left side of the template. 

Move it anywhere as needed. 

PHOTOS: Drag in a picture placeholder, size it first, click in it 

and insert a photo from the menu. 

TABLES: You can copy and paste a table from an external 

document onto this poster template. To adjust  the way the 

text fits within the cells of a table that has been pasted, right-

click on the table, click FORMAT SHAPE  then click on TEXT BOX 

and change the INTERNAL MARGIN values to 0.25 

 

Modifying the color scheme 

To change the color scheme of this template go to the “Design” 

menu and click on “Colors”. You can choose from the provide 

color combinations or you can create your own. 
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This PowerPoint 2007 template produces a 42”x72” 

professional  poster. It will save you valuable time placing 

titles, subtitles, text, and graphics.  

 

Use it to create your presentation. Then send it to 

PosterPresentations.com for premium quality, same day 

affordable printing. 

 

We provide a series of online tutorials that will guide you 

through the poster design process and answer your poster 

production questions.  

 

View our online tutorials at: 

 http://bit.ly/Poster_creation_help  

(copy and paste the link into your web browser). 

 

For assistance and to order your printed poster call 

PosterPresentations.com at 1.866.649.3004 

 

 

Object Placeholders 
 

Use the placeholders provided below to add new elements to 

your poster: Drag a placeholder onto the poster area, size it, 

and click it to edit. 

 

Section Header placeholder 

Move this preformatted section header placeholder to the 

poster area to add another section header. Use section headers 

to separate topics or concepts within your presentation.  

 

 

Text placeholder 

Move this preformatted text placeholder to the poster to add a 

new body of text. 

 

 

Picture placeholder 

Move this graphic placeholder onto your poster, size it first, 

and then click it to add a picture to the poster. 
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• It has long been noted that persons with aphasia (PWA) seem to 

rely more on semantics than syntax in their comprehension 

(Caramazza & Zurif, 1976). 

Introduction 

• Participants 

– Persons with aphasia 

• N = 8 (5 male), aged 29-67 (M = 55.9) 

– Younger neurologically healthy adults 

• N = 11 (6 male), aged 19-40 (M = 27.2) 

– Older neurologically healthy adults 

• N = 7 (3 male), aged 56-69 (M = 62.1) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Stimuli 

– 80 total experimental sentences (dative alternation)  

– 20 sentences per version (counterbalanced across participants) 

• 5 plausible double-object sentences 

The girl gave the boy the bike. 

• 5 implausible double-object sentences 

The girl gave the bike the boy. 

• 5 plausible prepositional-object sentences 

The girl gave the bike to the boy. 

• 5 implausible prepositional-object sentences 

The girl gave the boy to the bike. 

– 20 filler sentences (active/passive) 

• 5 plausible / 5 implausible active 

• 5 plausible / 5 implausible passive 

Methods 

Results Discussion 

• Hypothesis confirmed 

• Within framework of noisy channel hypothesis: 

– Like normals, PWA integrate likelihood of noise with prior 

knowledge and expectations. 

– PWA show exaggeration of effects of noise compared with 

normals 

• Lesion may be an additional source of noise 

– Older adults show exaggeration of effects of noise compared 

with younger adults 

• Age may be an additional source of noise 

• DOP performance in older adults is lower than expected 

– most likely due to use of NP vs. usual pronoun; 

therefore cues point toward PO interpretation 

(Bresnan et al., 2004) 

– According to Gibson & Bergen (2012), increased 

implausible/plausible ratio creates higher expectation of 

implausibility which leads to increased reliance on syntax 

• Even with 50/50 ratio, PWA still relying less on syntax than 

normals (esp. for POI)  

– Current ERP study provides further evidence of the noisy 

channel explanation (Stearns, Fedorenko, Bergen, & Gibson, 

in progress) 

• N400 = semantic incongruity 

• P600 = error correction rather than syntactic incongruity 

– No P600 for jabberwocky incongruencies 

– P600 for plausible errors with correct syntax 

» Alteration vs. altercation 

• Future work 

– Explicitly test noisy channel hypothesis in PWA using Gibson & 

Bergen (2012) paradigm 
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Comprehension Performance 

• Noisy Channel Hypothesis (Levy, 2008; Levy et al., 2009) 

– When meanings are uncertain, prior knowledge and the 

knowledge that speakers make errors come into play. 

• Gibson and Bergen (2012)  

– Comprehenders of English integrate the likelihood of noise 

with prior knowledge and expectations. 

– 5 sentence types; 2 with major alternations, 3 with minor 

alternations (only applicable ones shown here). 

– Found that: 

1. More changes leads to a greater reliance on the syntax of 

the current structure. 

2. Deletions more accepted as mistakes than insertions. 

3. Exp2 vs. Exp1: When more syntactic errors are expected, 

reliance on syntax decreases. 

4. Exp3 vs. Exp1: When more implausible sentences are 

expected, reliance on syntax increases. 

– Materials 

• Major alternations 

– active → passive (2 insertions) 

The ball kicked the girl. →  

The ball was kicked by the girl. 

– passive → active (2 deletions) 

The girl was kicked by the ball. →  

The girl kicked the ball. 

• Minor alternations 

– prep.object (PO) → double object (DO) (1 deletion) 

The nephew gave the niece to the bike. →  

The nephew gave the niece the bike. 

– DO → PO (1 insertion) 

The nephew gave the bike the niece. →  

The nephew gave the bike to the niece. 

• Aim: Determine the effect of plausibility on the comprehension of 

DO and PO constructions in persons with aphasia.  

– Neurologically healthy older and younger adults included as a 

comparison. 

• Hypothesis: Plausibility will affect comprehension in persons with 

aphasia differently depending on sentence structure according to 

the noisy channel hypothesis.  

– If PWA assume more noise in the input, then they should rely 

less on syntax, especially in the minor change alternation. 

• Like normals, PWA should be less likely to follow syntax 

1. For implausible DO/PO (minor change) than 

implausible active/passive (major change) 

2. For implausible DO (deletion) than implausible PO 

(insertion) 

• Clinician reads sentence 

“The nephew gave the bike the niece.” 

• Participant shows comprehension through object manipulation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Note: POP=prepositional object plausible, DOP=double object plausible, POI=prepositional object 

implausible, DOI=double object implausible, AP=active plausible, PP=passive plausible, AI=active 

implausible, PI=passive implausible 

 

• As expected, PWA follow syntax less for implausible than plausible 

for all structures. 

– For young normals, this is only true for DO structure 

– For older normals, this is true for both PO and DO 

1. PWA follow syntax less for minor than major change 

– DOI/POI < AI/PI 

– For normals, only affects DO structure 

2. PWA follow syntax less for deletion than insertion 

– DOI < POI 
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The Effect of Plausibility in Sentence Processing: Evidence from Sentence Comprehension 

Construction Changes 
(from 
plausible) 

Exp1: 
Baseline 
(N=300) 

Exp2: ↑ 
syntax error 
(N=300) 

Exp3: ↑ 
implausible 
(N=300) 

Active implausible 2 deletions 98.6% 90.0% 94.8% 

Passive implausible 2 insertions 96.8% 85.9% 92.0% 

PO implausible 1 insertion 62.0% 58.2% 79.9% 

DO implausible 1 deletion 47.8% 36.4% 69.0% 

Background 

Aim and Hypothesis 
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