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Abstract

Deficits observed in Broca's aphasia are much more getharalGrodzinskyacknowledges. Broca'saphasicshave abroad
range of problems in lexical and morphological comprehendiothermore, the classic "agrammatisyntactic profile is
observed over manyopulations. Finally, Broca's area isimplicated in theperformance of manyinguistic and non-

linguistic tasks.

Yosef Grodzinsky (YG) has penned a highly
imaginativeaccountof aphasiadeficits andtheir neural
correlates, the latest anseries oproposals that he has
put forward in the last 15years for agrammar-specific
faculty in the human brain (e.gGrodzinsky, 1984).
His proposalsarefamous for theirstrength, clarity and
falsifiability. Below we provideevidencethat falsifies
his latest stand.

First, YG claims that thereceptive deficit in
Broca's aphasia isrestrictedprimarily (perhapsexclu-
sively) to grammar(e.g. “the patients seem thave no
impairment to their lexicoiin comprehension, namely,
the part of thelexicon that interacts with sentence
grammar isintact.” Section2.1). This ismisleading.
It is well establishedhat Broca’'saphasics havenarked
deficits in both phonologicaland lexical processing,
receptively and expressively (Goodglak393). In fact,
some of thefirst demonstrations ofmpaired lexical
priming in Broca’'saphasiawere conducted ghe same
institution where YG conductshis English-language
work (e.g.reduced, delayed ateviant word-word prim-
ing in PratherShapiro, Zurif, & Swinney, 1991; see
also Milberg, Blumstein & Dworetzky, 1988).

Second, YGasserts (Sectio2.1) that thegram-
matical conprehensiondeficit in Broca’'s aphasia is
quite restricted, affectingyntacticmovementoperations
while leaving other aspect®f grammarintact (such as
computation ofagreementand case). This is simply
untrue. There isnow alarge cross-linguisticliterature
showing thatBroca's aphasics(and other groups as
well) are markedly impaireih the use ofagreement and
caseinformation to assignagent-patientroles (Bates,
Friederici, & Wulfeck,1987; Heeschen1980; Mac-
Whinney, Osman-Sagi, &lobin, 1991). Furthermore,
although these patients oftperform abovechance on
grammaticality judgmentasks, theyare significantly
lessaccurate indetectingsubject-verbagreementerrors
than violationsof movement(Devescovi etal., 1997;

Woulfeck, Bates, & Capasso, 1991).

Third, the core of YG’s argument revolvasund a
specifictype of syntactiaeficit that is supposed to be
unique toBroca’'s aphasia: adeficit in the movement
operationsassociatedvith (inter alia) the processing of
non-standard wordrder. This is supposed taesult in
chance performance on passives ahjct cleftsdespite
above-chance performance aantivesandsubject clefts.
In fact, this very pattern haseenobserved inall forms
of aphasia. Foexample, Dick,Bates, Wilfeck and
Dronkers(1998) compared darge number ofanomics,
Wernicke's, conductionand Broca's aphasicsand found
caseswith YG's signature*agrammatic profile” in all
aphasicgroups,including anomics (i.e. patientswith
word-finding deficits who do not display clinically
significant signsof expressiveagrammatism). The
presence or absence tfis agrammatic profile also
failed to correlatewith any particular lesion site, and
appearedften in patients with lesions sparifigjoca’s
area. Wenote that thesame profile isobserved in
children who are still acquiring their languageand it
can bereproduced incollege studentsvho have to
perform exactlythe same taskunder “stressful” con-
ditions (e.g. a combinatioof low-pass filtering and
compression ofspeech). Inshort, this profile has
absolutely no localizing value.

Finally, YG insiststhat theneuraltissue in and
aroundBroca'sarea isspecializedfor and dedicated to
these syntactic operationdgclaring that “the neuro-
linguistic localizing schema of language perception may
not have permeatedthe clinical literature, yet it is
currently accepted incognitive neuroscience.” In fact,
very much the opposite is true. Not only fdactional
imaging studies show language-relatechctivation in
widely distributed and overlapping networks (see
Mdiller, this volume, for further comments), but a
steadily increasing number efudiesshow thatregions
in and around Broca'sarea areactivated during non-



linguistic tasks, such asbject manipulation, rental
imagery oftools, andsequential fingetappingcued by
a drawn handKrams, Rushworth,Deiber, Frackowiak,

& Passingham, 1998; Rizzolatti & Arbib, 1998). Such

"promiscuity” of activation does ndénd nmuch support
to a language-specific role for Broca's area.

To summarize: Thé'’core data” of agrammatism
that YG uses talefinethe putative role oBroca’sarea
is observed in awide range ofpopulations, withdif-
ferent etiologies, including normal adults processing
understress. Patients withamage in androundthis
regiondisplay arange ofdeficits inside and outside of
the grammar. Finally, imaging studies of normals
show that Broca's areaitself is involved in many
different linguistic and nonlinguistic tasks. In short,
the patterrof selectivedeficits and activations that are

essential to YG's proposal are not so selective after all.
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