Evaluating discourse coherence in latent aphasia
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e Due to their high-level language deficits, PwLA often do not
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e Discourse analysis has emerged an important tool in (n = 38) (n = 38) » Significant group differences on microlinguistic measures (all p < .006)
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e To date, our understanding of discourse coherence in latent
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aphasia remains limited. or interpreted by the listener. This is not a measure of information content, although omitted information may Discussion and Conclusion
influence the understandability of a retelling.
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