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Abstract

Discourse analysis is useful for examining discourse characteristics of dementia patients and
differentiating them from normal adults. However, inconsistent tasks, transcription methods and
measures have been utilized, thus analyses were inevitably unsystematic. The purpose of this
study was to investigate tasks, transcription methods and measures of discourse studies in
dementia. Studies on dementia discourses written in English were collected via Scopus database
containing abstracts and citations from 2005 to 2014, and were analyzed in detail. From the
results, the most frequently used task was ‘storytelling-topic’. It was observed that use of
consistent transcription conventions rendered more reliable transcription data. Measures could be
categorized into coherence, cohesion, productivity, propositional - syntactic - lexical analysis, and
fluency, and each category belonged to discourse processing levels (i.e., processing of conceptual
networks, propositions, and natural language units). In conclusion, future research warrants not
only utilization of discourse tasks depending on dementia types and features, but also application
of consistent transcription conventions. Additionally, measures based on the discourse processing
theory would enable us to systematically interpret discourse studies.
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sl2Ex Zoo|Al 201E H0| Me &4, o [SCh7 [oflAf Y Yooz #A 8l AT . Dz
2%e o] SN Fx| XIAlICHA(Sl, ‘Ol ), |HHO2IE ofEi@S |THHORIE XK HY =m0 E}_“ET'
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other tests(2)
ZH| olop7[st71(5) -
= a8 MEa7((2) =
mE IR _ o g ==
Pl :El%aalwi(el;)} 15) | ey =H) 0lop[371(1) :'ﬁ(ﬁm sl Trip to New 0|0F7E|§+7I(2)
(=) i X oloF7[st71(1) | =Rt HHsH7|(1) el o1t = York' (4) = =
CH3K3) 2t 348517((1 =X olok7[st7 | ZH| olop7Iat7 (1)
ZEERI(2) o=

AD: Alzheimer’ s disease; FTLD: frontotemporal lobar degeneration; FTD: frontotemporal dementia; SD: semantic dementia; PPA:
primary progressive, aphasia; MCI: mild cognitive impairment; PDD: Parkinson’ s disease with dementia; nfvPPA: nonfluent variant
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SIATH39L = thE AgdATt= nfvPPA, IWPPA,

mixed PPAS] 1§ Ara7|o} FAloll thel] o]of7] s}
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