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Introduction Results
 Pragmatic communication = social use of communication in . . .

context! Subject 1 Subject 2 Subject 3

o Domains: Quantity, Quality, Relation, Manner?

* Executive functions = ability to regulate thoughts and beghaViOI‘SB * Had trouble with turn taking and the flow of  Had trouble with turn taking, abruptly changing the « Did not have conversational /narrative samples due

g SUbC‘imponentS: _Inhtz_bztzgn,fﬁi_:éf t’”]q' tW(t)r king Mte_mogy P discourse unless it directly pertained to him topic in discourse, and using inappropriate language to augmentative communication = did not have PP
« Pragmatic communication deficits relate to executive dysfunction . ) ” . . . . e i o

in pgeople with TBI Y * Repeatedly referred to himself as “broken” and in a professional and clinical environment data, making it difficult to determine if self-reports
 Current research looks at this relationship generally - limited would stop himself to point out his difficulties * Scored clinically significant on shifting on both the were an accurate representation of pragmatic

reSPeal‘Ch aCCOUﬂ}tlST%)IFdSUbCOmPOclllekfllts of each e « Demonstrated inconsistencies across self-report NIHTB-CB and the BRIEF-A communication abilities

° p?;tglggﬁ?tgo";ggms of quantity, selation. onic conversationa ' ¢ ltolﬁleleﬁlte}fym and examiner-scored measures (i.e., inhibition) - Demonstrated inconsistencies across self-report and

Cfilflt}I;OlS‘* . 1 red with * Seemed hyperaware of deficits; may explain examiner-scored measures (i.e., quantity, inhibition)
o All three pragmatlc omains were StI‘OHg y corre ated wit executlve
function subcomponents of inhibition and working memory* poorer self-report scores
- uantit ....;';.....: JESEEEEEEEEEEE, : FUEEEEEEEEEEEE,
Research Question & Hypotheses ey Inhibition e SO = Inhibition : sy x Inhibition :

: .. . o : : . . o - LCQ:2.8 * NIHTB-CB:106 :. LC.'18 3 ...."""‘ NIHTB-CB: 70 * . / "« NIHTB-CB:74* -
Will deficits in specific pragmatic domains relate to deficits in specific - BRIEF-A: 69 * o 1CQ:1.8 . ", BRIEF-A:61 " - LCQ:1.4 . oirso0 -
executive function subcomponents in three adults with TBI? Qualit ¢ TammssssEEsmmas _ S SssmmmssEmEEas

Quantity will be most related to inhibition. . PP:yN /A QU%IIIDFYN A .0’

Quality will be most related to shifting. . LCQ: 1.5 Shifting Shifting . LCQ- { : ’o Shifting
 Relation will be related to inhibition, shifting, & working memory. * NIHTB-CB: 94 * NIHTB-CB: 74 * — Re « NIHTB-CB: 79
« Manner will be related to inhibition, shifting, & working memory. Relation : BRIEF-A: 84 * Relation * BRIEF-A: 74 * Relation - * BRIEF-A: 44

 PP:2o0f4  PP:3of4 « PP:N/A .0’
Methods + LCQ:2 _ .+ 1.CQ: 1.33 . LCQ: 1.33 ™
Working Memory Working Memory m—— Working Memory
Participants Manner * NIHTB-CB:116 Manner * NIHTB-CB: 122 :Manner i  NIHTB-CB: 86
Subject 1 2 3 « PP:1o0f3 * BRIEF-A: 90 * « PP:0of3 * BRIEF-A: 57 =+ PP:N/A ¥ * BRIEF-A: 43
Sex Male Male Female ° LCQ:2.42 * LCQ:1.43 "« LCQ:1.71
Race Caucasian | Caucasian Caucasian nERRRRREREE
A 49 36 45 . ol pilses . . ol pilees . . .
BE Augmenative * Quantity seemed to be connected with inhibition * Quantity might be connected with inhibition (unclear) * Relation seemed to be connected with working
C"m“;/[“on(;zat“’“ Verbal | Verbal |Communication * Relation seemed to be connected with inhibition, * Quality seemed to be connected with shifting memory and possibly shifting (BRIEF-A), not
Device shifting, and manner * Relation (PP) seemed to be connected with inhibition inhibition
Time Post Onset Re;l)\loortte { | 12Years 21 Years  Manner seemed to be connected with inhibition, (unclear) & shifting (NIHTB-CB), not working memory * Manner might be connected with inhibition (NIHTB-
Procedure shifting, and working memory  Manner seemed to be connected with working memory CB) (unclear), not shifting or working memory

* Standardized/informal assessments and questionnaires administered across
1-2 sessions in the Communication Sciences and Dlsorders Research Lab

Measures
« Pragmatic Protocol (PP)>: examiner-coded

Conclusions Limitations References

rating system where 30 behavioral parameters Based on the three case studies, preliminary data suggests: Small sample size . Turkstra, L. S,, Clark, A, Burgess, S., Hengst, ]. A., Wertheimer, J. C,, & Paul, D. (2016).

are labeled appropriate, inappropriate, or not . . Pragmatic communication abilities in children and adults: Implications for

able to be obggrvg)d based ngconlzlersational and Quantity S_eemed to be connected to inhibition in at least one Lack of diversity rehabilitation professionals. Disability and Rehabilitation, 39(18), 1872-1885.
case (possibly two) * Structured measures 2. Grice, P. (1975). Logic in conversation. In P. Cole & P. Morgan (Eds.), Studies in

narrative samples (i.e., Cat Rescue Narrative)® / _ o . P tic Protocol based 1l 1 t able to be rated ; i NY- )

. La Trobe Communlcatlon Questlonnalre (LCQ)7 se]f-report questlonnalre ° Quahty Seemed to be Connected to Shlftlng In at least one case I‘agma 1C FTOCOCOl1 was pased on sma Samp eS/nO dapble t0 be rate Sy.ntaX and Sem.antlcs, 3, 41-58. New Yor , NY: Academic I?res.s. . o
g how often 3 given commanicanon el occurs (L6, “When WIkig. | |- Relatio seemed to be connected 0 in people who use lternative modes of ommunicaton (e - M A& eieman 1 E2V12, Toe e s rprttion ol
to others [how often] do you answer without taking time to think about what e : augmentative communication device) ' yenoiog ’ ‘
the other person has said?”) © Inhibition in atleast one case (possibly all three) * Bias self-report measures (comparison to before accident/focusing ol - —

« NIH Toolbox Cognition Battery (NIHTB-CB)8 standardized measure of o Shifting in at least two cases (possibly all three) o g 4. Douglas, ]., B.racy,.C., & Snow., P (ZOQO). The La Trobe Communication Questionnaire.
executive functions delivered on a tablet that targets specific executive Worki . on the negative consequences) La Trobe University, Australia: Publisher. | |
functions: O Yvorking memory in two cases  Environment bias (participants trying harder than in daily life) 5. Prutting, C.A, & Kirchner, D.M. (1987). A clinical appraisal of the pragmatic aspects
o Inhibition: Flanker Inhibitory Control and Attention Test * Manner seemed to be connected to: « Co-existing conditions of language. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 52, 105-119.

o Shifting: Dimensional Change Card Sort Test 6. Nicholas, L.E., & Brookshire, R.H. (1993). A system for quantifying the

o Inhibition in at least one case (possibly two)

o Working Memory: List Sorting Working Memory Test
o Shifting in one case
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