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Individuals with aphasia compensate
for language processing difficulties
by reliance on motor stereotypes
(Dragoy et al., 2016; Luria, 1962)
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® Russian-American bilingual speakers
resided in the U.S. and had at least
one Russian parent

6. Conclusions

® The sentences following motor stereotypes got processing advantage in monolingual speakers.
In contrast, bilingual speakers demonstrated a significant WO effect.

® These results suggest that linguistic processing can be shaped by sensorimotor experience
during monolingual acquisition If a language makes contrast between the sensorimotor and the
reversed scenarios (such as Russian). But this pattern can be abandoned or not emerged under
the influence of a more dominant language, which does not encode the difference (such as

English).

® Each completed a cloze test (max
score 25). Mean score = 20.36
(~Intermediate High level of
ACTFL)

® Two subgroups: with higher (> 21 )
and lower (< 21) Russian proficiency
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