COMMUNICATION SCIENCES & DISORDERS

| ISSN 2288-0917 (Online) | Commun Sci Disord 2020;25(3):640-650

Original Article
https://doi.org/10.12963/csd.20749

Effects of Stimulus Presentation Method on Discourse
Comprehension in Healthy Elderly Adults

JeHo Song?, Hyunjoo Choi®
"Buldang Hana 365 Clinic, Cheonan, Korea

hDepm‘tment of Communication Disorders, Korea Nazarene University, Cheonan, Korea

Correspondence: Hyunjoo Choi, PhD
Department of Communication Disorders, Korea
Nazarene University, 48 Wolbong-ro, Seobuk-gu,
Cheonan 31172, Korea

Tel: +82-41-570-1677

Fax: +82-41-570-7846

E-mail: hjchoi@kornu.ac.kr

Received: July 5, 2020
Revised: August 11, 2020
Accepted: August 11, 2020

This work is based on the master’s thesis of the
first author.

Objectives: Although the ability of discourse comprehension in the elderly may vary de-
pending on the method of stimulus presentation, relevant research into this topic is lim-
ited. The purpose of this study was to examine the differences in ability of discourse com-
prehension in healthy elderly adults according to the discourse stimulus presentation
method, and to determine whether the effects of the discourse stimulus presentation
method are different depending on the question type; for example literal information or
inference. Methods: Forty-eight healthy elderly adults participated in this study. To exam-
ine the ability of discourse comprehension, a recall task was used to listen to the story and
answer the questions. As methods of presenting discourse stimulus, telling a story once,
telling it twice, and presenting it with a picture were used. The question types consisted of
the literal information (LI), text-connecting inference (TC) and gap-filling inference (GF)

types. Results: First, the discourse comprehension scores were higher in telling a story
twice and presenting it with a picture than in telling a story once. Second, performance of
LI was the highest in telling a story twice, while performance of TC was the highest in pre-
senting story with a picture. Third, in the case of GF, the difference in ability of discourse
comprehension according to the stimulus presentation method was not significant. Con-
clusion: These results suggest that it is more effective to present the discourse repeatedly
to improve the superficial comprehension of discourse for the healthy elderly, and visual
stimulus to improve logical reasoning for connection and integration between texts.
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CHChoi & Yi, 2019; Small et al., 1997).
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Table 1. Mean (SD) of age, education level, and K-MMSE score in participants

Male (N=16) Female (N=32) Total (N=48)
Age (yr) 73.93(3.25) 75.93 (4.50) 75.27 (4.20)
Education level (yr) 9.25(3.78) 6.15(3.58) 7.19(3.90)
K-MMSE score 24.87(2.27) 2359(3.35) 24.02 (3.08)

K-MMSE = Korean version of Mini-Mental State Examination (Kang, 2006).
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Table 2. Mean (SD) of scores for stimulus presentation methods on discourse
comprehension

Once Twice
22.70(3.43)

With pictures
22.58(3.16)

Discourse comprehension score  19.39(3.18)

Table 3. Mean (SD) of scores for stimulus presentation methods on discourse
comprehension by question type

Question type Once Twice With pictures
Ll 6.33(1.66) 7.66(1.29) 7.16(1.47)
TC 4.77(1.61) 6.14(1.85) 6.66(1.73)
GF 8.39(1.26) 8.97(1.39) 8.72(1.21)

LI=literal information; TC = text-connecting inference; GF=gap-filling inference.
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A 40194 ABAL g IR W A1) A9 18] Al K]

s AL R RolSLne] A7t 7H shol Sk v, %)
9090 43, 82 QR EM0S] B A ol 714 2

o} ghato] Itk
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5191 A 4l T HSfolal 1) R Al
7] Slstel kAol gk A1) el ke 18] A )
o gatolaf F4} HHE AA|, 17 3 Ao A EItol
3] A4~ 2 27 9] Pearson AL A2 AA|6aL 1 A}E Table 4

ol AAJBFRATE. At A 23t 19] AAS w2 Hefols) S}

— Once — Twice Wiht picture

90 | /
\

(%)
3

40 L L L
LI TC GF

Figure 1. Percentage of correct answers to discourse comprehension tasks
according to stimulus presentation method and question type.

LI=literal information; TC=text-connecting inference; GF=gap-filling infer-
ence.

Table 4. Result of correlation of discourse comprehension scores on stimulus
presentation method by question type

Twice With picture
I T7C GF Total Ll TC  GF Total
316* .368* 0.179 .456**  537** 538** 0.253 .652**

Total discourse
comprehension
score in telling
a story once

LI=literal information; TC=text-connecting inference; GF = gap-filling inference.
*p<.05, **p< .01.
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g 2|uf 2hae] 73 Hhop2h 7] (Sung, 2010)0f| 4] o] H3F =]
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