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194 Two auditory parallels to deep dystexia

system to the output logogen system would be blocked but that to
the cognitive system left intact. This meaning could be accessed
even though no phonemic code was available. Note that this code
does not account for the patient’s inability to produce a full semantic
description. By analogy with the deep dyslexics we might expect
better — that is more complete as well as more accurate — semantic
readings. Cruse’s account of this is that with the critical words (-8,
%2M) the phonological representation is lost very quickly, and the
semantic processing is interrupted prior to completion. He could not
find convincing evidence to support his account but it remains
highly plausible. Certainly we need to account for the patient’s
inability or unwillingness to attempt to respond on the basis of the
semantic information he had. This is most comfortably considered
in terms of loss of the phenomenal aspect of the stimulus — being
aware only of meaning without stimulus (c.f, Marcel, in press).

2 Michel (1979)

"This patient suffered a left temporal lesion in 1973 at the age of 45 as
the result of a fall. He did not have any particular problems apart
from linguistic ones, preserving, for example, good arithmetic ability
from the beginning, and no visual or motor problems. His audio-
gram was almost normal and he had a performance 1.Q. of 104, The
main contrast in this patient’s language function is in the mode of
output, his writing being relatively good but his speech being highly
aphasic. The outstanding feature of his performance from our
current viewpoint is his repetition behaviour. First of all he was
completely incapable of repeating nonsense words. He could only
repeat concrete nouns and adjectives, with any degree of success,
had a lot of difficulty with abstract nouns, verbs and adverbs and
would rarely attempt pronouns, prepositions, conjunctions, or
articles. With concrete nouns his repetition attempts were typified
by semantic paraphasias. In one session where he attempted 50
concrete nouns, he managed to repeat only 24 per cent correctly and
made 58 per cent semantic errors. These errors included:

‘buffet’ — ‘divan’
‘jumeau’  —» ‘bébé’
‘ballon’ —» ‘cerf~volant’

‘mendiant’ — ‘clochard’
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‘noyau’ - ‘péche’
‘chaussons’ — ‘pantoufle’
‘sommeil’ — ‘paupiére’

Of a set of 23 adjectives 10 were correct and o.f 21 |\r¢-:rbs only three
were repeated correctly. All three were in the infinitive form of the
verb, though not all the infinitives were repeated correctly. There
were a couple of derivational errors

‘mangerais’ — ‘manger’
‘v’ -~ ‘lire’

where the responses were in the infinitive. The semantic errors
included

‘coucher’ — ‘dormir’.

In one of the earlier examinations this feature of the paticnt.’s
behaviour surprised his examiners and they explair}ed the task again
to him, emphasising that he should repeat the stimulus word and
not give free associations. Michel reports that the patient was
perplexed at this and almost annoyed that they should suspect him
of not following instructions. At a later stage he was asked to free
associate to the stimulus words and, not unexpectedly, he took
longer to produce responses under these condition:ls than. when
producing equivalent kinds of responses under tihe instructions to
repeat the words. This confirmed that the semantic errors under the
repetition conditions were not strategic but involuntary. .

In contrast to the patient’s performance in the repetition task,
Michel reports that he could read any word or nonsense syllablc.. In
these respects, then, the patient conforms precisely to the require-
ments set out at the beginning of the chapter.

Not unexpectedly, the patient pre.sented‘ a number of other
symptoms. His speech was paraphasic; object-naming was very
difficult, and the patient preferred to spell_thc word out loud rathv_:r
than grope around trying to find phonological form. Pcl:rforn_lancc in
a dichotic task was quite dramatic. Four years after his acc;dcnt he
showed a total suppression of the right ear with monosyllabic words
or disyllabic words. In addition his responses to the 'lcft ¢ar, whether
spoken or written, included a number of semantic errors. These
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disconnection of the direct route between the auditory logogen
system and the output logogen system. A case as pure as this would
be too much to hope for and we wouid expect to find other problems
present for anatomical reasons rather than functional ones, as with
most of the deep dyslexics,

It is possible that qualifying cases could be found in the literature
under the headings of word deafness or conduction aphasia, To
attempt to include such patients would involve a lengthy discussion
of taxonomy and so I prefer to describe briefly two recent cases who
contain the elements of the syndrome I wish to illustrate.
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1 Cruse (in press)

This patient has a ‘left-sided posterior lesion . . . confirmed by EMI
scan’, caused by a cerebro-vascular accident ‘presumed to be
embolic in nature’. This occurred at age 46. A history of his early
treatment can be found by Byers Brown and Ives (1g6g). The
patient showed severe problems in auditory recognition and com-
prehension together with a severe word finding difficulty. Speech
was fluent with severe paraphasia.

Cruse did two experiments with this patient. In the first experi-
ment he spoke individual words, all concrete nouns, one at a time to
the patient ‘whose task was first to attempt to repeat the word, then
to give a gloss of its meaning sufficiently detailed to confirm that it
was not being confused with any other word’. If the patient failed to
repeat the word he was presented with it in written form and was
asked first to read it and then to paraphrase its meaning. In all cases
but one the patient succeeded in reading the words at hand and
supplying a satisfactory definition. The interest lies in his response
to spoken words. '

The patient’s attempts at repetition were classified in three groups:

+8 — unambiguously identifiable;

%8 ~ an attempt at the word;

—=S - no attempt (usually) or an attempt with no relation to the
target word.

A score was also given to the patient's attempt at the definition of
each word. Again there were three categories used:

+M - a full account of the meaning, e.g.
E: ‘herring’
S: ‘sea fish . . . very nice grilled . . . the best . . . used for
kippers . . . North Sea . . . trawlers’
%2 M — the subject gave a partial account of the meaning or made
some reaction indicating that the meaning had been accessed.
There were three main kinds of response:
(a) a verbal indication of the correct semantic field, e.g.
(i) E: ‘pheasant’
S:‘some kind of large bird’
(ii} E: ‘fertiliser’
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9 Two auditory parallels
to deep dyslexia

John Morion

In spite of their trouble with reading, their agrammatism and non-
fAluency the deep dyslexic patients in Cambridge do not, in general,
have any problem with the repetition of words. Their repetition of
nongense words is slightly impaired — about 75 per cent correct with
monosyllabic nonsense words (Patterson and Marcel, 1977) — but
contrasted with their total inability to read nonsense words this is
approaching normality. For these reasons Morton and Patterson
(Chapter 4, this volume), in their description of the functional
problems of the deep dyslexics, regard the auditory half of the
system as untouched. This is clearly shown in their Figure 4.3,
which is reproduced here. No attempt is made here to explain the
model: it is assumed that the reader will have read Chapter 4.

The symmetry of the underlying model with respect to modality of
input leads one naturally to speculate as to whether patients can be
found with, roughly speaking, the mirror syndrome to the deep
dyslexics. This would constitute:

1 No semantic paralexias.

2 No problém with reading nonsense words.
3 Semantic errors in repetition of words.

4 Inability to repeat nonsense words.

This pattern of problem would correspond to a disruption of the
path involving the auditory-phonological conversion together with a

My thanks are due to Dr D. A. Cruse and Dr F. Michel for allowing me
to report work in press and allowing me to use some unpublished data. I
am grateful to Marie-Claire Goldblum for discussing some of the issues
raised.
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