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Purpose : Agrammatism is one of main symptoms of Broca's aphasia that it often appears
in shaping of sentence. In the 1980s to the early 2000s have been many theories
developed to explain how agrammatic patients active and passive sentence understand.
This study tried to analyze many agrammatic related studies of published in international
and korean journals, master's and doctor's dissertations. The goal of this paper was to
review many theories of agrammatism and to propose future direction of korean
agrammatic research. Methods: A total of 51 articles related to theory of agrammatism
were selected. These articles were analyzed by types of agrammatic theory and results of
tested hypothesis per each theory. The tasks used in the studies were also classified by
types. Results: There are two positions to explain of agrammatism, one is a linguistic
deficit, the other is a strategic use as compensation. Many theories treated agrammatic
comprehension than the agrammatic production. To explain of agrammatism were used
many tasks like comprehension of active and passive sentence, picture description and
story telling, spontaneous speech including interview, as well as use of tense, use and
comprehension of functional categories(Tense, Complimentizer, Agreement), and
completion and use of grammatical morphemes. Conclusions: This paper reviewed articles
about many theories of agrammatism, studies of hypothesis test per each theory, and
types of used tasks in the studies.
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AEHZ(agrammatism} B4 1RE tF+= Eofoltk
oA Aols SHoEs T #4, AR
(paragrammatism), (AIRHHLR) AL(argon)S &
AZA S04 7P & dEA T 7R dols S A
3} ZEHZo|tHas cited in Bae et al., 2007). o3t A&EH
T T2 5ol HErl Aol TAECAA Wol yEhdt
Menn¥}+ Obler7} 199049 147] AolE o= AEHS &4
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Dittmann, 1990; Tesak & Niemi, 1997).

ATHA 7139 EAL 750 A, Aq THIHAY A,
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ATHA olsle] Sdome Aol IH-SAEH A AR
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1980 R e 55 Wolglth. g2 ATS0lA AEHS SAE
2 SEEET 55EE o # olgdtHGrodzinsky, 1986;
Linebarger et al, 1983; Schwartz et al, 1980;
Shankweiler et al., 1989). AEZHS IAE9 528 T8
9] olsg Xjolg AWstr] fsto] B 7HEE0] A= o
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A AR olgfeln, YR= AEHTE JAAES o HAAH
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AR, &4 AA $4 7HI(R-TDH, revised trace deletion
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A, ol 9& 7Md[DDH, double dependency
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Mauner, 1989; Cornell et al., 1989, 1990)°l &} A7|1€ A
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hypothesis)& HHAFHLH, ol 19909 Rizziol 2Jal =dd
A S35k oA EE), AEl(Government)?t A<4(Binding) A
OH TEo] 7]t} A& AJAIH @40 olso] SJsiA], AJul

HIZAIH @480] olFof ofsix Pt At "Which
cat did the dog chase?' 4% Which-HAk= Z|A]Z{0]7] wj&o]
A4S PAokal, "Who did the dog chase? AH Who-7+= H]
AAXZo7] wgo] AuiE FAgT. AHf 2ol FSsHH Who
RS ZAQlo] ol 7hssith

oA, ¥  7HRA7] 7FE(TPH,  tree-pruning
hypothesis)> AEHE I} THAH A2 Friedmanndt
Grodzinsky(1997; 19947} FAsE  7Hdolth
Friedmann®} Grodzinsky(1997)° <Jshd, (1) AEHZOIA B
FA(C, complementizer), AAA(T, Tence), 32 YX|A(agr,
Agreement)= BAIRPE @ Eo SQItK'C, T,
underspecified in agrammatism."). (2) @ BAISE Ul
(node)= A9 =2 EARE 4 Iti("An underspecified node
cannot project any higher."). TFA] @, $PEAOIA HE
&, AAlL, A7 BFE EEE AHol 7M &40] Alsha,
I the HEalt AlAA &4, rRAYeR HEARE &AEE A
ol 7V Andt &S Btk HEA, AAlA, YAA 7HA7E
&4 A S48 7Y ARFHeEE s HE A &
HE HolAY E&= 7|5 3L A ok X3 7 HEE
Zolls Bugh 94 &4 7L Jeus ARHS B2
AA Aol wEb AEARl 715 WEA &S YErdh ok
7HAOIA ZERA 717} H S 73“?‘01]‘1: 7150l ARES] &4o] Azt
St A7 S4ESE A= oY TS ddEeE &
AFEE ou)gtHas cited in Bae, 2004).

U&A4|,  Pifiango(2000)7t FEE =% A4 7}”(ALH
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Al A5 714, A3 o]&0] itk

A, Pick(1913)° Y&l A71” AA 7HH(EH, economy
hypothesis)Z AEHZL 25 AolZ(motor aphasia) TAE0
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T YA T R AAF olfolA AEZ AMEE AA

71 8% W&ofdt ARgRITE 1Eu e o] 7HEE A
Aotz k= A9 gl Aotk Tt ARHEZ A=
= o g YepdtiSchlenck et al., 1995).

EA, A AE 7FA(SSH, stress-saliency-hypothesis)@ A

THE2 e ARl fA6] ek HAAgAR | ZA7F A
oJA AZItHGoodglass, 1968). °] HAIAXE ZEslal £
HEsl] oA AHojF FAEL 159 dsiA Fx"
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Al ‘agrammatism’, ‘Broca’s aphasia’, ‘language deficit’,

‘compensatory ~ strategy,  ‘active-passive  sentence
comprehension’ & AAo|2 ARESITE 1 A, =9 shex|=
Brain and Language, Aphasiology, Cognition Sol4 A&
52 Aichke et ol2oly 7Hde] dief LS == A5t
Pt FY AFEL MAoAFEAF,, "Communication &
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TS AL =12 kG g SheA|9] el AR
HE, BHErMolE, Qlofegd A, ‘T5Ed ew olH,
‘TRE XA M S AMoE ARSI, FUME 2004
ATHSY 3" FUe AsE P

olFigt S AA & A9 W& YAske =9 =& 45

Y =2 WS B4 tjitog st A WA A4 7%

119



AX|ZHAA(H27H HAS)

l

P

AENZe ojsy AYon B BAA HoR Mus

L 23 Ao dve A2 AT 5L
Qw27 glele] APUFL AYSHe ol25o] U @7 o]
A BHEY A9 AVlo] guglel Agslr HH) %3

FU

riﬂ —{ru

A oyl e BB A% 7 440 Ane
BTl ANBISI T242 3 4 4%, 8 o] = 7
olAJe] T UG Aol A7) T Golo] B2 mat
so] BBl o2 S, & ATOl SEEY S5E0 o))
SRl A B BAZ FA) AN A SFEI} £58
oIl £ et 3K Akl A B 5 45
59 ofd] IAZ AWE ATE F 59 A} oI el A

é
i1

i

[e)

i 491 7 ke ERea
ll. ez
1. A2HE o2 B4

ot S9jo) A7 o) AEHES Yk 025 oA
Az AEAL A 01_0 % 107

dgos 4gek i
ol X A
S P, 4 A 4 71, 3
M, Sgw A 4, = 9 Fho] 9L, TRl 7
A 7ML, A BB M, A4S olgo] Stk BH Sof Yk %
A 7} Hdoie} e =8 WS Uepd Rl

B 1. 42HES 488 012 24

Table 1. Analysis of explanatory theory in agrammatism

Language deficit Compensatory strategy

MH (3) EH (4)
TDH (9) SSH 3)
R-TDH (3) AT (12)
Agrammatism DDH (4)
DCDH (2)
TPH (9)
ALH (1)

Total 7 (32) 3 (19
MH=mapping hypothesis; TDH=trace deletion hypothesis;
R-TDH=revised-trace deletion hypothesis; DDH=double
dependency  hypothesis; DCDH=differential ~ chain  deficit

hypothesis; TPH=tree pruning hypothesis; ALH=argument linking
hypothesis;  EH=economy hypothesis;  SSH=stress saliency
hypothesis; AT=adaptation theory.

120

B 2. Q010 93t 0JF 24
Table 2. Analysis of theory by language modality

Agrammatic Agrammatic Agrammatic
theory production comprehension
MH (0]
TDH (0]
R-TDH 0]
DDH O
DCDH (0]
TPH (0] (0]
ALH (0]
EH O
SSH (0]
AT O
MH=mapping hypothesis; TDH=trace deletion hypothesis;
R-TDH=revised-trace deletion hypothesis; DDH=double
dependency  hypothesis;  DCDH=differential ~ chain  deficit

hypothesis; TPH=tree pruning hypothesis; ALH=argument linking

hypothesis;  EH=economy  hypothesis; ~ SSH=stress  saliency
hypothesis; AT=adaptation theory.
2. 2t Ol HE 97 =M

oA AAZE 10714 ol2e] tisf o]Fold AF A+te] A
£ 3 30 AT ofe 3ol AARE Hiel o], Z} o]2d A
% o7 239 F 40 B4 £E o Sk 2 Yo E 3ol
g AET =B A7 NS NSl ARUE 4Ye

A3l 7ML AR =22 ol EA0IA A

B 3. Z 0|28 43 o7 2t &4
Table 3. Analysis of hypothesis test per each theory

Agrammatic theory Match Mismatch Total
MH 1 1 2
TDH 0 8 8
R-TDH 1 0 1
DDH 3 0 3
DCDH 2 0 2
TPH 6 2 8
ALH 1 0] 1
Total 14 11 25
EH 1 2 3
SSH 1 1 2
AT 12° 0 12
Total 14 3 17°
MH=mapping hypothesis; TDH=trace deletion hypothesis;
R-TDH=revised-trace deletion hypothesis; DDH=double
dependency  hypothesis;  DCDH=differential ~ chain  deficit

hypothesis; TPH=tree pruning hypothesis; ALH=argument linking
hypothesis;  EH=economy  hypothesis; ~ SSH=stress  saliency
hypothesis; AT=adaptation theory.

®1 study partially match

PThe total of the Table 3 is not the same as the total number of
journal articles (51).

4= 3 39 AFfo] thsf A8 7&tt ZA0E 7t o]2HRE
7HaE HSSP] 98l olFold At EEIW AT s AN
Aoltt. diFE 3 7HE EYE AT dAFE o AY 29,
Kelter(1990), Hickok 5(1993), Beretta® Campbell(2001),
Kim(2015)& & 714 o9 7HdE Atsalct
71} Wol A8H 742 Kolk 5(1985)° g3 A71E &-&- o]



208 1289 A7t AASMAL, Grodzinsky(1995)9] &2 A 7¢
A 8H, Friedmann® Grodzinsky(1997)9] $3% 71A2|7] 714
8Ho| 1 HE ot &F ol HFT AT=2 AY HEE
A3 0|29 FgH DAok= AL UEolt, &4 AA 7Hd
< A5 A7=Y AS 25 7Ha DA5HA] okttt

54 7 0|2 75 07 2= 2N
Table 4. Study lists and results per each theory

Hypothesis Author(s) Years Results
MH Kelter & Drews 1984 Match
Kolk & van Grunsven 1985 Mismatch
Kelter 1990 Mismatch
Lonzi & Luzzati 1993 Mismatch
Hickok et al. 1993 Mismatch
D Druks & Marschall 1995 Mismatch
Beretta & Munn 1998 Mismatch
Beretta & Campbell 2001 Mismatch
Lee 2009 Mismatch
Kim 2015 Mismatch
R-TDH Hickok et al. 1993 Match
Beretta et al. 2001 Match
DDH Beretta & Campbell 2001 Match
Kim 2015 Match
Saddy 1995 Match
DCDH Hickok & Avrutin 1996 Match
Bastiaanse & van 1998 Match
Zonneveld
Arabatzi & Edwards 2000 Match
Penke 2000 Match
TPH Halliwell 2000 Mismatch
Friedmann 2001 Match
Lee 2003 Mismatch
Hwang et al. 2003 Match
artiall
Oh 2004 (pMatChY)
ALH Pifiango 2000 Match
[sserlin 1922 Match
EH Tesak & Dittmann 1990 Mismatch
Klann 2001 Mismatch
SSH Goodglass 1968 Match
Kelter 1990 Mismatch
Kolk et al. 1985 Match
Heeschen 1985 Match
Nespopous et al. 1988 Match
Caramazza & Hillis 1989 Match
Miceli et al. 1989 Match
Kolk & Heeschen 1990 Match
AT Hofstede & Kolk 1994 Match
Kolk 1995 Match
Hohle 1995 Match
Heeschen & Schegloff 1999 Match
Springer 2002 Match
artiall
Bae 2003 (pMatChY)
MH=mapping hypothesis; TDH=trace deletion hypothesis;
R-TDH=revised-trace deletion hypothesis; DDH=double
dependency  hypothesis;  DCDH=differential ~ chain  deficit

hypothesis; TPH=tree pruning hypothesis; ALH=argument linking

uPYSs Mol O120) it 23 X

— [

hypothesis;  EH=economy hypothesis;  SSH=stress  saliency

hypothesis; AT=adaptation theory.

B 5. N9 R0 ME A o=
Table 5. The number of agrammatic studies by types of tasks

Types of subjects Inter Kor Total %
Understanding of reversible 1 1 2.8
compound nouns :
Semantic reversible sentence 1 1 28
comprehension and production :
Relevance of adverb distribution 1 1 2.8
Active and passive sentence
comprehension 3 2 5 138

Comprehension of wh-questions

(which+N, who-phrase) 1 1 28
Sentence-picture matching 2 2 5.6
Grammatical judgement 1 1 2 5.6
Comprehension of psychological 1 1 28
verbs ’
Comprehension of ambiguous 1 1 28
sentence/ambiguous which-NP :
Use of verb inflection and verb 1 1 28
position :
Use of Tense 3 3 8.3
Use and understanding of
functional categories (tense, 1 2 3 8.3
complementizer, agreement)
Canonicity in sentence 1 1 2.8
comprehension
Spontaneous speech (interview) 2 1 3 8.3
Picture description/story telling 3 1 4 11
Completion/use of grammatical 3 3 8.3
morphemes
Free talking 2 2 5.6
Sentence writing 1 1 2.8
Total 29 7 36 100

Kor=Korean: Inter=international.
“The total of the Table 5 is not the same as the total number
of journal articles (51).

3 0|25 F 4Vt 4RWE BAEY ofsidlols ATs]
o oAt Tel3 & 4o B A5 @77 A go] o]

Foj4] o]Zo] #go|207 ARHZ FIXE0 HHE H5F
7] Q18] 2% Aoyt olopy] Waly], RSt A% IHAIS thRE

Ag317] TEel o] HAS) A g G 7 Lehd AL
2 molrk

V. =2 & 22

£ 7 AdEe AYste ot o25e AE] g3t
of A wEE 29| =B 458, ) £ 6, F 51ue)

JEu giF2e] Aol AR osiE HEL Qlof #AW

gt dddol st I#A Berndt 5
(1996)2 1599 =&2 At 24 didol & e &
4279011, 24 il | AdEF2 F o4l 2l A7
2 #30] 2AHY, s ew d-orde wE IAL
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AEQlch. 1 A, AT SAE0] Hole AT E5gt &
T2 7Hoks 2 2 7MEEY FEET A g AL
2 YeEPgTHCornell et al, 1993;
Mauner et al., 1993).

AEHSO] YeA] g SRS ofo] v ogolA] AH
A ogeg Hole HLEL RHIUEI(Caramazza & Zurif,
1976), /4 olzo] obd & A7t E7bedt A=l dish B
o= AF= QtHBlossom-Stach, 1986; Caramazza &
Miceli, 1991; Martin & Mitchum et al., 1995). Berndt 5
(1996} AFHFS HolA| Y= et AEHS S 719 o]
S Agke] f3o] =R F=rkar 7HYgith

2 A9 24 2y, ARHSE BAE dAgos griske o]
EHT} gojsky Aoz HYsie o|Eo] Wolth. I8 AR

% olzse Yini AEYd EEun ojsE 49 gt

)

Grodzinsky, 1986,

A71ERZE ERIgE 4= QISleh. S 7+ o|2HE HT ATE
15 A3 Kolk 5(1985)9 &g o2& EYE T A7t 7t

F WSHL, S ol29 A% T YA Bac2003)9) A7E

Aot wE g o|2e] Fge SIS B 4RWE
P4 A7 BacQ003ME A3 o2 Fyrlz Arus

SA7E ApEA dStE HAE Ao et LE2 ¢ Ho
ARESRlou, AREHS S AARIES RS AUAA
A ARSI AE ol2Y s YA gtk F WA
2 o] AyHE 7ML Grodzinsky(1995)2] &4 A 7Hdat
Friedmann® Grodzinsky(1997)2] —’F T 7FNA7] 7M(TPH)
2 et TDHE A3 9759 3% Grodzinskyd ol2&
% SEESH] ogkou, TPHE AETH :l'—E% 8H F 2@
7Hdel 4T dASHA] 9, YAl YRSkl

AEHSS Ash] Yol ARSE T REEE 55T
=Y olsf IAZE 71 Wk, ol ARHS TS ]OH
QlojE Mgt oj2o] § Wol7| fEoE AZHn 1 thgoR

£ J284d™oly olopr] sl AlAl AR, 715 WE ARG H O]
off, 7Lt ol QIERE B9 AT A, Y FEla A
ot ARG THAZL weokth 1" AT, °1°F71 o] 9 xpdst
AbE 9] Hlgo] 2 A2 FJol&
9] #FAE A7e =EE0] Lo ‘Iﬂ Ql Ao HAl,

99 AT S & o, AEHSE Hole $EY 4
< QojHolut o] k4], Al fFoll wet oefskA veRdth
A E9, gojo AL of&o] SVOo]L BAl g Foiet &
2o]9] TS Kot EHw ofjgAtRof| AoRZ Wol Hh=t}. o]
o] vl goj= SOV ofetEt TAAE ARgsiH, TAARI
ZAL ARgOl| Qs AE FofolA HERE Fhgol: ofetRol Al
okg 9 Wheth #h oyt SAAL AREOE QlSf ofzo] F4]
ol @4o] HIHs] dojdrt. Olﬁi OJOW £ 94'5]1 st
FEw oo AZHT £
Al @F RlEPy 0F %"éoﬂlﬂ golgt A3 E"e
21l gh=ole] AS AUt AE Al £4 ARt 33-417—13

il

= A}sq
A2 Qe WIS uhgo] AzAle] AMgo] QAT Edolel
M3 A] 2 o]k At thAl %%}Eﬂ dele] 2% 245l

sl A8HY] WRo] ZASt B
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