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The Prosodic Characteristics of Utterance of Sentences with Ambiguous Word in Patients with

Neurogenic Communication Disorders
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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to examine the characteristics of prosody of utterance of ambiguous sentences in patients
with neurogenic communication disorders. Ambiguous words on which prosody may have an impact were used to investigate
this matter. The characteristics of tone duration, pitch and intensity were analyzed to examine the characteristics of prosody in
patients with lesions in the left or right hemisphere and normal controls. The whole process was recorded using a Praat 4.3.14
and for statistical analyses, two-way Anova and multiple comparative analyses were carried out using SPSS10.0 for Windows.

The conclusions of this study are as follows: The length of vowel in homograph in Korean was different depending on the
meaning and the duration of vowel was the longest in patients with lesions in the left hemisphere. There was agreed that they had
problem of timing of prosody(Danly & Shapiro, 1982). On the other hand, there found that patients with lesions in the right
hemisphere had deficiency of changeability in pitch. Among various acoustic parameters, this study focused on the duration which are
closely related to suprasegmental characteristics of prosody. More acoustic parameters should be taken into account in future studies.

Keywords: ambiguous words, tone, duration, pitch, homograph
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d#Eo] e RS ¢ F AUTHBeeman, 1993).

e & g & A7 Pkt &% dEE oy
&85 (aprosody)®] AHEolt} HX] |zto] Fbrct ubpe <
&) o ¥ deTiMilner, 1962). 124, 2-§o] ubpnle] X0
2 BA] 43 AofdA $79] $-88 o= Ak bl HAsly
o] Qltkar Fgghcl(Pell, 1998; Behrens, 1985). E3), &wh &4
F &84 dolS(motor aphasia)oll X YePE & Folie AI7HEY
& oll(ili-timed prosodic)®] £/3-& BLITH(Danly & Shapiro, 1982).
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Table 1. Information of Subjects

(e

o)

rr o

dg e 98 owa 5 ww
1 M 53 Lt basal ganglia 888  127]9
2 M 53 Lt pons 71.0 6714
3 M 44 Lt temporal 84.4 6714Y
4 M 47 Lt MCA infarct 64.7 584
5 F 41 Lt MCA infarct  66.0 6714
6 F 49 Lt basal ganglia 90.0 670
7 F 56 Lt basal ganglia 63.5 10784
8 F 53 Lt basal ganglia 56.2 6732
9 M 48 Rt. basal ganglia 83.4 6714
10 M 56 Rt MCA infarct 923 7784
11 M 40 Rt basal ganglia 888  770€¥
12 M 53 Rt white matter 94.7 675¥
13 F 69 Rt basal ganglia 729 671
14 F 42 Rt basal ganglia 910  67]9
15 F 68 Rt white matter  75.9 6714
16 F 45 Rt basal ganglia _95.0 5714

*MCA: middle cerebral artery
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Figure 1. Spectrogram of short vowel in sentence
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Figure 2. Spectrogram of long .vowel in sentence
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Table 2. Duration of vowel
A] o
g 3 =
et EFHEx P xFAR}
k- 176 86 160 84
Sk 138 52 113 45
Ak 146 52 103 37
3} 154 67 126 64

olFol i Wi BA A3 Ade) mel &AL §9
& o]z} VERSI(F(1, 320)=68.498, p<.001)5t3 A 7rolx
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Table 3. Two-way ANOVA on duration of vowel
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wed Age s g F
AF T
Aok 0.110 68.498 L000***
Ak 0.085 10.571 001+
A% x A 2 0.012 6.864 L000k**
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Table 4. One-way ANOVA on duration of vowel

W AeE B P 9
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2 2 0.0451 10779 000%**
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4 001
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Table 5. Range of pitch
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2oub 15327 9.179 15.018 12.990
A 19.224 14.242 17.801 16.736
A 17.671 12.842 17.138 14.785
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Table 6. Two-way AVONA on range of pitch
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*p<.05
¥ 7. AZe Wl g3 Hix
Table 7. Frequency on tone
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s 18 32 36
A o 9 32 36
% 27 39 40
-
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