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RQ1: What are the differences between controls and PWA in processing across all tasks?
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PWA’s anomia rendered the PN-N tasks the most difficult of the three task
types, but PWA also struggled with tasks that just required phonological

Experimental Tasks

Category Coordinate

= The experimental tasks were nine computerized tasks with stimuli divided into six
semantic categories (vegetables, fruits, birds, furniture, transportation, and clothing)
with equal numbers of typical and atypical items

" |n each task, yes/no judgments of the target(s) were made via a button press
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PWA: separate clusters for SEM & PN
tasks

Controls: Most tasks (excluding two PN-N

tasks) contained within a single cluster

= PWA: Three PN-N tasks contained
within a single cluster while SEM and
PN-P tasks clustered together

=  Controls: Clustering similar to PWA

J For PWA, accuracy was highest for SEM tasks and lowest for all PN tasks; for controls,
accuracy also was high for SEM tasks with comparable accuracy on four of six PN tasks

J Both groups required more time to make judgments when lexical access, phonological
processing and segmentation were required (i.e., as in the PN-N tasks)

manipulation and segmentation (i.e., PN-P tasks)

* The challenge of segmenting the targets in the PN-N tasks may have overridden
the effects of the inherently semantic variables of category and typicality

" Further study including a semantic (no-

name) condition that also examines the effects

of phonological factors on semantic processing may further elucidate the discrete or
interactive processes involved with lexical processing in PWA
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