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• Researchers have described how people with aphasia (PWA)
typically use gesture (Rose, Raymer, Lanyon & AKard, 2013; Sekine & Rose,
2013).
• Researchers have demonstrated that gesture by PWA can be a
useful communicaQon tool for potenQal interlocutors (Hogrefe, et al.,
2013).
• For gestures to be useful in communicaQon, they must be salient
enough to draw visual aKenQon.
• We have some idea of what interlocutors look at when typical
communicators use gesture (Gulberg & Kita, 2009).
• We do not yet understand what communicaQve or gestural features
most successfully draw aKenQon to gestures by PWA.
• A beKer understanding of how speech and gestures of people with
aphasia interact to draw visual aKenQon to the hands would help
guide treatments that use gesture to improve communicaQon for
people with aphasia.

Research Questions
• Do typical interlocutors look more at gestures than faces of people
with aphasia?
• How do typical interlocutors rate the communicaQon eﬀecQveness
of speakers with aphasia and typical communicators?
• What do typical interlocutors describe as “memorable” aaer looking
at videos of people with aphasia and typical communicators?

Methods
S$muli: Videos of six individuals with non-ﬂuent aphasia and six
age-matched, typical adults responding to the prompt: “Tell me how
you would make a peanut buKer and jelly sandwich.” Videos were
downloaded from AphasiaBank (MacWhinney, et al., 2011).
Par$cipants: 22 typical communicators between 22 and 57 years of
age (mean age = 35.5) with typical or corrected hearing and vision
parQcipated in this study. Eight of the parQcipants viewed both
people with aphasia and typical communicators.

Results

Analyses
Areas of Interest (AOIs): Each video was coded for three AOIs: the speaker’s
lea hand, right hand and face. The dependent variable was the percent of
Qme (Net Dwell Time) each parQcipant spent looking at the hands vs. face of
the total Qme they spent looking at all three AOIs for each video.
A one-way ANOVA was used to compare Net Dwell Time for parQcipants who
viewed videos of people with aphasia and videos of typical communicators.
Other Analyses:
Speaking rate was obtained through CLAN on AphasiaBank (MacWhinney,
2000). DescripQve data were calculated for parQcipants’ raQngs. Open-ended
responses were coded by the primary author.
The ﬁgures illustrate video sQmuli along with transcripQons of speech and
gesture and proporQon of gaze to hands.
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Participants look at the hands more for those with lower
communicative effectiveness (r(10) = -.732, p < .005).
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Participants look at the hands of people with aphasia
more than the hands of typical communicators
(F(1,233) = 8.225, p=.005).
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Procedure: ParQcipants provided consent and watched videos. Viewers
were told that the speakers might have trouble communicaQng and that
we were interested in their impressions of the speakers. Eye tracking was
calibrated by the parQcipants watching a moving dot on the monitor,
although they were not told that we were collecQng eye-tracking data unQl
aaer the experiment.
Ques$onnaire: Aaer each video, parQcipants indicated their agreement
with six statements about the speakers on a 7-point scale. Statements
relaQng to the communicator included:
S/he was easy to follow.
Talking was easy for him/her.
S/he was a competent communicator.
Statements relaQng to the parQcipant included:
I would be comfortable talking with her.
I understood him/her.
I would be willing to have a conversaQon with him/her.
Open-ended Ques$on: ParQcipants also answered the quesQon, “In a few
words, what was the most memorable part of the story you just saw?”
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Discussion
• A general assumpQon is that visual aKenQon to speakers is directed almost exclusively
to the face, but this is not the case for people with aphasia.
• When viewing videos of people with aphasia and typical speakers describing a task,
interlocutors directed their gaze toward the hands of people with aphasia more than
they did for typical speakers. This does not appear to be related to the quality of
gesture employed by the PWA, as many of them had relaQvely poor gesture skill.
• The amount of gaze to hands appears related to speaking rate, with more gaze
directed towards the hands of slow than fast speakers.
• There was a strong negaQve correlaQon between communicaQve eﬀecQveness and
gaze to hands, insofar as parQcipants looked at the hands of poor communicators more
than the hands of beKer communicators.
• When asked what was “memorable” about the videos, parQcipants reported more
gesture-related comments for the people with aphasia than for typical communicators,
suggesQng that gaze to the hands of PWA reﬂects deeper processing of the gestures
produced by PWAs.

