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Characterizing narrative discourse in individuals with latent 
aphasia: An analysis of microlinguistic and macrolinguistic 
abilities
Manaswita Dutta a and Melissa Ugianskisb

aDepartment of Speech and Hearing Sciences, Portland State University, Portland, USA; bAudiology and 
Speech-Language Pathology, VA Portland Health Care System, Portland, USA

ABSTRACT
Background: Individuals with latent aphasia frequently experience 
persistent communication challenges despite scoring above the 
cut-off ontraditional aphasia assessments, often resulting in 
reduced life participation and lower self-confidence (Armstrong 
etal. 2013; Cavanaugh & Haley, 2020). Due to their high-level lan
guage deficits, people with latent aphasia often do not meet the 
criteria for aphasia services, resultingin a lack of essential treatment 
(Richardson et al. 2021). Effectively identifying language impair
ments in latent aphasia is crucial and discourse analysis has 
emerged as a key tool, with recent research highlighting a range 
of linguistic deficits in this population (Fromm et al. 2017; Stark et al. 
2025). Continued research should prioritize identification of more 
sensitive discourse analysis tools and metrics to improve the detec
tion and accurate characterization of language abilities in latent 
aphasia.
Aim: This study investigated narrative abilities of individualswith latent 
aphasia who score within normal limits on the Western Aphasia 
Battery-Revised (WAB-R; Kertesz, 2007) by comparing their perfor
mance to non-brain-injured control participants without aphasia. 
Specifically, we examined narrative coherence – a macrostructural 
feature of language – in relation to microlinguistic abilities.
Method: The study evaluated data from 118 age-, education-, 
andgender-matched participants from AphasiaBank: 59 with latent 
aphasia and 59 non-brain-injured control participants without 
aphasia. Cinderella story narratives of all participants were analyzed 
for microlinguistic features including productivity,lexical diversity, 
and verb production. Coherence was assessed using an adapted 
transcription-free version of the rubric developed by Linnik and 
colleagues. Group differences in discourse scores were examined 
using Mann-WhitneyU tests. Additionally, Spearman’s rank correla
tions were conducted to explore relationships among narrative 
variables.
Results: Significant group differences were noted on all microlin
guistic measures. Importantly, both participant groups showed 
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marked differences across all four coherence domains, with the 
latent aphasia group scoring consistently lower than controls. 
Correlational analyses revealed few, weak associations between 
microlinguistic and coherence variables in both the latent aphasia 
and control groups.
Conclusions: Discourse analysis is a valuable tool for examining 
language characteristics in latent aphasia. Microlinguistic measures 
capture structural language deficits; however, they may have lim
ited reliability in distinguishing the subtle impairments associated 
with latent aphasia. In contrast, coherencevariables more consis
tently and effectively capture these subtle deficits. In individuals 
with latent aphasia, breakdowns in coherence are less likely to be 
explained solely by microlinguistic features. Therefore, 
a comprehensive approach that integrates both micro- and macro- 
linguistic measures is necessary to enhance the diagnostic sensitiv
ity of language assessments for latent aphasia.

Background

Language is an integral part of our lives. Personal, academic, and professional success is 
reliant upon language. As such, when there is a breakdown in the linguistic system, it can 
have a significant impact on a person’s life participation (Wallace, 2010). This is commonly 
seen in aphasia, a communication disorder commonly caused by an acquired brain injury 
that can affect language comprehension and expression in terms of speaking, listening, 
writing, and reading (Murray & Clark, 2015). Moreover, the ability to engage in discourse - 
language use that extends beyond individual words and sentences to convey information 
for specific purposes – is crucial for everyday communication and maintaining one’s 
societal role (Dipper et al., 2021). Limitations in discourse can have a negative cascading 
effect on individuals’ life participation and rehabilitation outcomes and are linked to 
increased depression, social isolation, and a shrinking social network (Code & Herrmann,  
2003; Hilari & Northcott, 2017).

Latent aphasia and associated cognitive-linguistic deficits

Latent aphasia is characterized by very mild language difficulties that can significantly 
impact communication and quality of life. Unlike more severe forms of aphasia, where 
impairments in speaking, understanding, reading, or writing are noticeable, latent aphasia 
presents more subtly. Individuals with latent aphasia may not always exhibit marked 
deficits on standardized language assessments like the Western Aphasia Battery-Revised 
(WAB-R) or discrete tests (e.g., object naming, verbal fluency) that are designed to 
evaluate basic language functions and estimate aphasia severity (Martzoukou et al.,  
2023). Despite scoring above cut-offs on standardized language tests, this group – 
often labeled “subclinical aphasia” (Olsen et al., 1986), or “not aphasic by the WAB” 
[NABW] (Fromm et al., 2017; Richardson et al., 2021) – still experiences persisting language 
and cognitive-linguistic difficulties. Documented impairments include challenges in audi
tory comprehension, word finding, spoken discourse, and conversation (Armstrong et al.,  
2013; Boller, 1968; Fox et al., 2009; Salis & De De, 2022), as well as deficits in attention and 
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executive functioning (Frankel et al., 2007; Laks et al., 2025; Silkes et al., 2021). These 
cognitive-linguistic impairments interfere with reengagement in pre-injury activities and 
community reintegration, often leading to frustration (Cavanaugh & Haley, 2020; 
Richardson et al., 2021). For example, they may encounter challenges in navigating 
communication demands in the workplace, participating in group conversations with 
friends and family, meeting the expectations of communication partners, and forming 
new relationships (Armstrong et al., 2013; Cruice et al., 2006; Hickin et al., 2015; Marshall,  
1993; Morris et al., 2011). Commonly used aphasia assessments fail to capture these daily 
challenges experienced by individuals with latent aphasia, yet they are frequently used as 
the primary criteria for determining eligibility for speech and language services. As 
a consequence, these individuals may lack needed access to treatment or be prematurely 
discharged from treatment if they do not receive a formal diagnosis. Therefore, there is 
a critical need to move beyond traditional assessment approaches and implement effi
cient, accurate, and ecologically valid methods to effectively identify language challenges 
in individuals with latent aphasia.

Discourse analysis as a tool to identify language impairments in latent aphasia

Discourse assessments are increasingly employed in research and clinical settings as 
a way to move beyond impairment-focused evaluations and comprehensively character
ize language impairments as well as assess treatment related effects in aphasia (Dipper 
et al., 2021; Mayer & Murray, 2003; Prins & Bastiaanse, 2004). Spoken narratives, 
a discourse genre involving monologue-based tasks that incorporate spatial and temporal 
information, are frequently utilized as clinically useful opportunities for linguistic exam
ination in aphasia (De De & Salis, 2020; Dutta et al., 2025; Leaman & Archer, 2023; Salis & 
De De, 2022). Story retelling can be used to elicit narrative discourse by using wordless 
picture books (Kintz, 2024). The production of narrative discourse is a cognitively and 
linguistically demanding task as it relies on the integrity of the language and extralinguis
tic cognitive systems. It involves processing at the microlinguistic (i.e., phonological, 
lexical, semantic, morphological, and syntactic) as well as macrolinguistic (i.e., information 
content, cohesion, and coherence) levels. Cognitive functions such as processing speed, 
attention, working memory, and executive functioning are closely linked to the successful 
production of narrative content. Impairments in any of these domains can significantly 
impact the quality of the language output of individuals with aphasia (Cahana-Amitay & 
Jenkins, 2018; Dipper et al., 2021; Dutta et al., 2024).

Recent advancements in spoken discourse analysis have demonstrated significant 
effectiveness in assessing and documenting language impairments among individuals 
with latent aphasia. For example, Dalton and Richardson (2015) used main concepts and 
core lexicon analysis to assess discourse informativeness in 235 AphasiaBank participants 
(MacWhinney et al., 2011), including 25 with latent aphasia (i.e., classified as NABW based 
on WAB-AQ scores above the cutoff). Transcripts from the Broken Window picture 
sequence task were extracted and analyzed. They found that the NABW group performed 
significantly differently compared to neurotypical adults without aphasia and from parti
cipants with other types of aphasia on CoreLex (i.e., the number of core lexicon words 
used based on normed core lexicon lists; Dalton et al., 2019) and main concept (i.e., the 
number of key ideas relevant to the discourse prompt) measures. Unsurprisingly, the 
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discourse scores of those in the NABW group showed no significant correlations with their 
WAB-AQ scores. Fromm et al. (2017) compared narrative performances of individuals 
classified as NABW to anomic aphasia and control groups using Cinderella narrative 
transcripts from AphasiaBank. Findings revealed that the NABW group participants 
showed higher speech rate, lexical diversity, and propositional density, fewer word errors, 
more main concepts, and longer MLU than those with anomic aphasia, but still under
performed compared to controls.

De De and Salis (2020) compared Cinderella story retellings among individuals with 
latent aphasia, anomic aphasia, and no aphasia. Those with latent aphasia showed worse 
performance than individuals with no aphasia on word count, pause duration, speech 
rate, and formulation time. Their narratives were slower and less detailed, with deficits in 
articulation rate, and episode continuation. The findings highlight impaired planning, 
lexical retrieval, and processing speed, supporting the use of temporal metrics in asses
sing latent aphasia. Recently, Stark et al. (2025) examined discourse in individuals with 
latent aphasia and mild cognitive impairment (MCI) by analyzing core lexicon use across 
three tasks (Sandwich Procedure, Cat Rescue, and Cinderella) using TalkBank data. Both 
clinical groups produced fewer core lexical items than cognitively healthy controls in the 
Cinderella task, with the latent aphasia group showing slower production than the MCI 
group across all tasks. In the Sandwich task, the latent aphasia group used significantly 
fewer core items than both other groups. Sensitivity analyses showed the Sandwich task 
best distinguished latent aphasia from controls, while the Cinderella task best differen
tiated latent aphasia from MCI, supporting core lexicon as a sensitive metric for detecting 
subtle lexical-semantic deficits.

Recent research has substantially advanced our understanding of language impair
ments in latent aphasia, revealing distinct spoken discourse deficits compared to both 
non-aphasic adults and those with other aphasia types (De De & Hoover, 2021; Dutta et al.,  
2024). While most studies have centered on microlinguistic and propositional aspects – 
such as syntax, lexical access, semantics, and phonology – fewer have examined macro
structural features like main concepts and story grammar (e.g., Main Story Sequence 
Grammar [MSSG; Richardson et al., 2021]). Notably, to date, no studies have specifically 
examined narrative coherence in individuals with latent aphasia.

Discourse coherence

Coherence is a macrolinguistic discourse feature that refers to the ability to 
logically organize verbal content, enabling listeners to easily follow and interpret 
the overall message or meaning conveyed by the speaker (Kintz, 2024). This 
measure reflects semantic connectedness across multiple propositions and the 
overall discourse. Coherence is often studied at two levels – local and global 
coherence – both of which individuals with aphasia frequently experience impair
ments in (Christiansen, 1995; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Wright et al., 2013). Local 
coherence refers to how well each adjacent proposition or utterance produced 
during discourse are connected. Global coherence focuses on the overall organiza
tion of the discourse, such as the clarity of the main topic or theme and how well 
the speaker maintains a coherent storyline or argument (Glosser & Deser, 1992). 
Most commonly, rating scales have been used to judge the overall coherence of 

4 M. DUTTA AND M. UGIANSKIS



a speaker’s discourse, assessing whether the message is clear and logically orga
nized (Coelho & Flewellyn, 2003; Pallickal & Hema, 2020). For instance, Wright et al. 
(2010) developed a 4-point scale to assess global coherence in adults with and 
without aphasia. The scores can range from 1 through 4 wherein a score of “4” 
indicates clear and specific mention of elements of the stimulus (e.g., actors, 
actions, objects) related to the main details of the stimulus and thus requires no 
inferencing by the listener; whereas a score of “1” indicates the utterance is 
entirely unrelated to the stimulus and may be a comment on the stimulus item. 
Participants with aphasia and controls without aphasia completed two storytelling 
tasks, with individuals with aphasia scoring significantly lower in global coherence 
than the control group. A few other studies have evaluated coherence using error 
analysis to look for markers of incoherence, such as tangential speech, illogical 
connections between ideas, idea repetitions, or irrelevant utterances (Andreetta 
et al., 2012; Dutta et al., 2024; Hazamy & Obermeyer, 2020; Leaman & Edmonds,  
2021). Andreetta and Marini (2015) found that individuals with fluent aphasia 
produced significantly more local and global coherence errors in narratives than 
adults without aphasia. Local coherence errors involved ambiguous or omitted 
referents or topic shifts, while global coherence errors included fillers, repetitions, 
semantically incongruent or off-topic remarks.

Individuals with latent aphasia have not been included or minimally represented in 
discourse coherence studies, limiting insight into their discourse abilities and high
lighting the need for systematic investigation in a larger sample. Further, as noted 
above, traditional definitions and assessments of coherence have largely emphasized 
thematic relatedness and topic maintenance. However, these definitions and rating 
scales do not fully capture the multidimensional nature of discourse coherence and 
overlook other crucial linguistic factors that contribute to it. In response, Linnik et al. 
(2022) examined Russian speakers with and without aphasia to investigate how 
language impairments relate to various aspects of discourse coherence and to identify 
the linguistic mechanisms that support its establishment and maintenance. They 
operationalized coherence in terms of four key factors: informativeness, clarity, under
standability, and connectedness. Informativeness pertains to the amount of relevant 
content within the discourse. Clarity refers to the semantic cohesion of the discourse, 
achieved through the organization of its components in relation to the overall pur
pose, goal, or topic. Understandability refers to the subjective evaluation of commu
nicative competence, encompassing the interpretation of nonverbal behaviors, 
whereas connectedness captures the local semantic and pragmatic relationships 
between elements of the discourse output. Linnik and colleagues also developed 
a rating scale based on this updated definition to rate transcribed narrative produc
tions from a video retelling task and demonstrated that the narrative retellings 
produced by speakers with aphasia were rated lower than those without aphasia 
across all aspects of coherence, providing further evidence of coherence impairments 
in aphasia. Thus, whereas existing metrics such as Wright and colleagues’ rating scale 
offer a fine-grained linguistic measure of topic maintenance and a single overall rating 
of how well a narrative relates to the topic, Linnik’s system provides a broader 
assessment of narrative coherence across multiple dimensions of discourse quality 
that can be evaluated simultaneously.
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The current study

The present study aimed to investigate narrative coherence in individuals with latent 
aphasia by applying the rubric developed by Linnik et al. (2022) to capture the multi
faceted nature of coherence impairments in this population. Specifically, we examined 
whether narrative retellings from individuals with latent aphasia differ in coherence across 
four dimensions – informativeness, clarity, understandability, and connectedness – com
pared to those produced by individuals without aphasia. We were particularly interested 
in how individuals with latent aphasia scored on the narrative coherence metric relative to 
microlinguistic variables compared to the control group. For the purposes of this study, 
we used an adapted version of the measure developed by Linnik et al. (2022). Our 
adaptation of the original framework excludes multimodal communicative cues, does 
not rely on transcribed samples, is applied to English-speaking participants, and is used 
with the Cinderella narrative task.

Beyond theoretical inquiry, our study aimed to address a critical gap in clinical practice: 
existing discourse analysis methods frequently rely on transcription and require substan
tial time and specialized training, limiting their feasibility in everyday clinical settings 
(Stark, Dutta et al., 2021). These demands create significant barriers to the widespread 
assessment of discourse-level impairments. Transcription-less tools offer several advan
tages – such as enabling clinicians to score discourse in real time from audio or video 
recordings and increasing the likelihood of broader clinical adoption (Stark & Dalton,  
2024). Yet few have been optimized for clinical use (e.g., Casilio, Dutta et al., 2025). By 
testing the clinical applicability of Linnik et al.’s rubric, our goal was to evaluate its 
potential as a practical and efficient tool for identifying and documenting language 
impairments, particularly in milder aphasia, in a more accessible and clinically workable 
manner. Based on previous research that highlights distinct discourse patterns in latent 
aphasia (e.g., Fromm et al., 2017; Salis & De De, 2022), we hypothesized that this group 
would exhibit differences in their narrative abilities, particularly in terms of narrative 
coherence, given their high-level language challenges.

Method

Participants

Spoken discourse samples of 118 individuals were obtained from AphasiaBank, a shared 
database that provides a repository for discourse data and standardized testing results 
from people with and without aphasia who have been enrolled in research studies 
(Forbes et al., 2012; MacWhinney et al., 2011). We included a latent aphasia group and 
a control group of non-brain-injured individuals without aphasia, each comprising 59 
participants. All participants were fluent English speakers with adequate vision and 
hearing abilities and matched for age, gender, and years of education.

All participants in the latent aphasia groups had sustained a stroke and completed the 
WAB-R. An aphasia quotient (AQ) of greater than 93.8 on the WAB-R was used to classify 
individuals with latent aphasia. AphasiaBank categorizes this group as “not aphasic” 
based on their WAB-R performance.

Clinical impressions regarding the presence or absence of apraxia of speech (AOS) and 
dysarthria were available for 27 of the 59 participants in the latent aphasia group in 
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AphasiaBank and were independently confirmed by author MD, a certified and licensed 
speech-language pathologist. In addition, all participants in the aphasia group were rated 
independently by the author MD on the 5-point motor speech scale (0 = severe, 1 =  
marked, 2 = moderate, 3 = mild, and 4 = normal) from the Quick Aphasia Battery (Wilson 
et al., 2018) that is designed to assess connected speech features. Across the full aphasia 
sample, AOS was identified in five participants, dysarthria in four participants, and co- 
occurring AOS and dysarthria in one participant; all were rated as mild (i.e., a rating of 3). 
No participants were excluded on this basis, as these mild motor speech features were not 
clinically judged to significantly compromise speech intelligibility or task performance.

All individuals in the control group reported a negative history of stroke, head injury, or 
neurological condition, and no diagnosis of communication disorders. See Table 1 for 
summary of participants’ demographic, clinical assessment information, and statistical 
comparisons. Individual demographic and clinical information about all study participants 
are provided in Supplementary Material 1.

Discourse samples

Discourse samples of the first narration of the Cinderella storytelling were downloaded 
from AphasiaBank. As per the elicitation procedures outlined on AphasiaBank, partici
pants were instructed to narrate a story after viewing a wordless picture book. As the book 
was presented, the examiner prompted, “I’m going to ask you to tell a story. Have you ever 
heard the story of Cinderella? . . . Do you remember much about it? These pictures might 
remind you of how it goes. Participants were then given time to review the pictures at 
their own pace. Once the participant indicated they had finished, the clinician provided 
the following instruction: “Now tell me as much of the story of Cinderella as you can in 
your own words. You can use any details you know about the story, as well as the pictures 
you just looked at”. Author MD verified that all downloaded transcripts met the document 
formatting guidelines (i.e., they included the accurate data headers, punctuation marks, 
and the label of various error words), and that the transcribed text included the %mor 
tagging to mark the parts of speech.

Discourse data coding and analysis

Transcripts coded by trained AphasiaBank raters using CHAT software were extracted for 
microlinguistic analyses. Transcripts captured many aspects of spoken language 

Table 1. Demographic information for the latent aphasia and healthy controls groups.

Variable
Latent Aphasia 

(n = 59)
Controls Without Aphasia 

(n = 59) Group Comparison Statistic

Mean ± SD (range) Mean ± SD (range)
Age 59.33 ± 13.98 

(25.00–79.80)
59.50 ± 14.10 
(25.00–80.07)

U = 1707.50, z = −.178, p = .859

Education 16.41 ± 3.34 
(10.00–24.00)

16.72 ± 2.93 
(10.00–25.00)

U = 1394.50, z = −.688, p = .491

Gender 25 males, 34 females 26 males, 33 females χ2 (2, 118) = 1.015, p = .602
WAB-R AQ* 96.77 ± 1.77 

(93.80–100)
– –

Note. WAB-R = Western Aphasia Battery-Revised; AQ = Aphasia Quotient; SD = Standard Deviation.
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production, including utterances, dysfluencies, and word- and utterance-level errors. All 
samples were evaluated for coherence using Linnik et al.’s (2022) analysis rubric. We 
selected this framework because it comprehensively addresses the intricate aspects of 
coherence. The four aforementioned aspects align with established definitions of coher
ence found in prior research (e.g., Ulatowska et al., 2004; Wright & Capilouto, 2016). As per 
the rubric, coherence is operationalized in terms of informativeness, clarity, understand
ability, and connectedness (see Figure 1). To further operationalize informativeness (i.e., 
essential information), we used the key events central to the Cinderella story as defined by 
Richardson and Dalton’s (2016) framework, which identifies 34 main concepts in the 
Cinderella narrative (see Supplementary Material 3). In our analysis, narratives that con
veyed most or all of the core events (approximately ≥ 70% of concepts) were assigned 
higher informativeness scores (3–4), with scores of 4 reflecting narratives that included 

Figure 1. Rubric used to evaluate coherence of story narratives (adapted from Linnik et al., 2022).
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nearly all core events. Narratives that included fewer core events (<70%) received lower 
informativeness scores (1–2), reflecting increasing omissions of essential information. In 
particular, narratives containing very few core events (approximately < 40%) were 
assigned the lowest informativeness score, as they lacked sufficient information to convey 
a coherent version of the story. These percentage ranges served as guidelines to support 
rubric-based judgments rather than strict numerical cutoffs. Episodes were operationally 
defined as discrete, goal-directed events within the narrative that included a clear initiat
ing event (e.g., the king decides the prince must marry) and outcome (e.g., a royal ball is 
announced to find a suitable wife). Episodes were considered out of order when the 
temporal sequence of events in the participant’s narrative deviated from the canonical 
chronological order of the stimulus story. Coders determined order by referencing the 
stimulus event timeline and evaluating whether an episode was recounted earlier or later 
than its correct position. In Linnik’s work, understandability was defined broadly to 
include nonverbal communication following Holland (1982). However, our study did not 
include nonverbal communication and operationalized understandability solely on the 
basis of verbal output. Linnik and colleagues reported moderate inter-rater agreement 
across the four domains, as measured by Kendall’s coefficient of concordance (W): 
informativeness (W = 0.715), clarity (W = 0.710), understandability (W = 0.648), and con
nectedness (W = 0.763).

To note, we applied Linnik et al.’s rubric as a transcription-free measure, assigning 
coherence ratings based on direct review of the video samples. Author MU served as the 
primary coder. Video recordings of each participant’s language sample were first reviewed 
by the coder, and the instructions encouraged the coder to watch each video at least once 
before beginning to code. Following this initial viewing, the coder watched the recordings 
again to score the discourse sample produced by each participant. Coders were encour
aged to rewatch the video to assign scores for all four coherence domains. Each narrative 
was rated holistically, by reviewing the full sample and assigning one numerical score for 
each of Linnik’s rubric components for the entire narrative. Prior to scoring all samples, 
authors MD and MU collaboratively coded the first two samples from AphasiaBank from 
the latent aphasia group (ACWT04a and adler03a) for scoring calibration and discussion. 
Each sample required approximately 5–7 minutes to code on average.

Additionally, the selected narrative samples were analyzed for microlinguistic (i.e., 
word and sentence level) features using productivity, lexical, and syntactic variables. 
The transcriptions were extracted and examined using the Computerized Language 
Analysis (CLAN) program (MacWhinney et al., 2011; v25, downloaded in April 2023), the 
accompanying analysis program to CHAT. Checking of each downloading transcript and 
extraction of microlinguistic variables was conducted by author MD. See Table 2 for 
definitions and reported psychometric properties of the extracted discourse variables.

Reliability

Twenty percent of the samples from each participant group were re-rated independently 
by a different rater (author MD) to establish inter-rater reliability, and again by the same 
rater (author MU) to establish intra-rater reliability. Reliability analysis was conducted for 
the hand-scored coherence ratings. Any disagreements in scoring were resolved through 
discussion. Inter-rater and intra-rater reliability were determined using Kendall’s tau 
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correlations, accounting for our sample size and the non-normal distribution of the 
coherence ratings with bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals (CIs) (Higgins, 2004). As 
documented in Table 3, Kendall rank correlations suggested that the inter and intra-rater 

Table 2. Definitions and published psychometric properties of extracted discourse variables.
Variable Description Psychometrics

Speech rate The number of intelligible words produced in 
a minute

Test-retest reliability ICC = .97 for PWA, .79 
for controls; Stark et al. (2023) 
Construct validity: Expected group 
differences p < .0001 with controls >  
PWA, Stark et al. (2023)

Mean Length of 
Utterance 
(MLU)

Average number of words per utterance Test-retest reliability ICC = .94 for PWA, .66 
for controls; Stark et al. (2023) 
Construct validity: Expected group 
differences p < .0001 with controls >  
PWA, Stark et al. (2023)

Type-token ratio 
(TTR)

Ratio of unique words in a sample (types) to the 
number of words produced (tokens)

Test-retest reliability ICC = .91 for PWA, .76 
for controls, Stark et al. (2023) 
Intra- and inter-rater reliability Stark 
et al. (2023) 
Minimal detectable change at 90% 
confidence Stark et al. (2023)

Verbs per 
utterance

Average number of verbs per utterance (including 
verbs, copulas, and auxiliaries followed by past or 
present participles)

Test-retest reliability ICC = .91 for PWA, .56 
for controls; Stark et al. (2023)

Informativeness The amount of relevant content within the discourse Inter-rater agreement = 0.715 Linnik et al. 
(2022)

Clarity The semantic cohesion of the discourse, achieved 
through the organization of its components in 
relation to the overall purpose, goal, or topic.

Inter-rater agreement = 0.710 Linnik et al. 
(2022)

Understandability The subjective evaluation of communicative 
competence

Inter-rater agreement = 0.648 Linnik et al. 
(2022)

Connectedness The local semantic and pragmatic relationships 
between elements of the discourse

Inter-rater agreement = 0.763 Linnik et al. 
(2022)

Note. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient.

Table 3. Reliability estimates for inter-rater, intra-rater, and test-retest reliability of coherence rubric 
scores, reported using Kendall’s tau (τ) and Spearman’s rho (ρ) correlations with corresponding 95% 
confidence intervals. Systematic differences were estimated by Wilcoxon’s signed-ranks test (z) for 
paired data.

Inter-and Intra-Rater Reliability

Inter-rater τ value Intra-rater τ value

Informativeness .815 [.658, .938], p < .001 .897 [.716, 1.000], p < .001
Clarity .805 [.660, .913], p < .001 .891 [.754, 1.000], p < .001
Understandability .797 [.675, .901], p < .001 .866 [.578, 1.000], p < .001
Connectedness .784 [.610, .915], p < .001 .807 [.603, 1.000], p = .001

Test-Retest Reliability

Group Spearman rho (ρ) Systematic difference (Z)
Informativeness Aphasia 

Control
ρ = .580 [.112, .807], p = .005 
ρ =.826 [.529, 1.000], p < .001

Z = −2.333, p = .068 
Z = .000, p = 1.000

Clarity Aphasia 
Control

ρ =.693 [.479, .823], p < .001 
ρ =.700 [.154, 1.000], p = .012

Z = −2.887, p = .050 
Z = −.447, p = .655

Understandability Aphasia 
Control

ρ =.594 [.298, .801], p < .001 
ρ =.596 [.000, .913], p = .034

Z = −2.615, p = .106 
Z = .000, p = 1.000

Connectedness Aphasia 
Control

ρ =.587 [.104, .785], p = .003 
ρ =.742 [.398, .964], p = .007

Z = −2.244, p = .212 
Z = .000, p = 1.000
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reliability across the four coherence domains ranged from good to excellent. Additionally, 
consistent with prior discourse reliability studies in aphasia (e.g., Boyle, 2014; Capilouto 
et al., 2006; Stark et al., 2023), we assessed test-retest reliability for the coherence variables 
for those samples that had the Cinderella narratives from a second testing timepoint (n =  
19 in the latent aphasia group; n = 12 in the control group) on AphasiaBank. To measure 
the strength of association between two variables (i.e., consistency), we computed 
Spearman rho on measures between test and retest. All coherence variables demon
strated a significant Spearman rho, however the values indicate moderate test-retest 
reliability for the aphasia group compared to good-to-excellent reliability for the control 
group across both timepoints. To evaluate if there was a systematic difference between 
test and retest on the coherence variables (e.g., to identify significant changes between 
testing timepoints), we employed the Wilcoxon signed-ranks test. Results indicated no 
significant differences between test and retest for all coherence domain scores across 
both groups, suggesting stability. The informativeness and clarity domain scores for the 
latent aphasia group showed borderline differences (see Table 3).

Statistical analysis

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS IBM 
Statistics) Version 31.1. Normality was assessed using Shapiro – Wilk tests and Q – 
Q plots. Most discourse variables were not normally distributed; therefore, non- 
parametric tests were used. Group differences were examined using Mann-Whitney 
U tests. An analysis of coherence z-scores was conducted to evaluate overall discourse 
performance across both groups. It is expected that the control group would demonstrate 
above-average performance, indicated by mean z-scores greater than zero. To examine 
the relationship between microlinguistic discourse variables and coherence scores, 
Spearman’s correlation analyses were conducted for both latent aphasia and control 
groups. Prior to conducting the correlational analysis, the assumptions of monotonicity 
and linearity were examined using scatterplots with fitted lines in SPSS. Visual inspection 
of the scatterplots indicated that the relationships between variables were both mono
tonic and approximately linear, supporting the use of correlation analysis. The significance 
threshold used for all statistical tests was p < .05, two-tailed. Multiple comparisons were 
corrected for by using False Discovery Rate (FDR; Benjamini & Hochberg, 1995). Effect sizes 
were calculated using Cohen’s d to quantify the magnitude of group differences across 
variables extracted from the narrative discourse task, with values of 0.2, 0.5, and 0.8 
interpreted as small, medium, and large effects, respectively.

Results

Microlinguistic and coherence analysis results

Results from the analysis of the microlinguistic and coherence variables are outlined in 
Table 4. In terms of productivity, individuals with latent aphasia demonstrated slower 
speech rates and produced shorter utterances than controls. Additionally, those in the 
latent aphasia group demonstrated a lower type-token ratio than controls. There was also 
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a significant group difference noted for verbs per utterance between the latent aphasia 
and control groups.

Groups differed significantly across all four coherence domains: individuals with latent 
aphasia scored significantly lower than controls in terms of informativeness, clarity, 
understandability, and connectedness (Figure 2). The effect sizes for group comparisons 
of microlinguistic variables ranged from small to large (Cohen, 1988), whereas coherence 
rubric scores consistently showed large effect sizes.

Table 4. Results from the Mann-whitney U tests to compare performances of the latent aphasia (n =  
59) and control (n = 59) groups on spoken discourse variables.

Variable

Latent 
Aphasia 
(n = 59)

Controls Without 
Aphasia 
(n = 59) Group Comparison Statistic Cohen’s d

Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Microlinguistic Variable Scores (CLAN)
Speech rate (Words/min) * 100.35 

(36.88)
160.79 (31.50) U = 392.00, z = −7.258, p  

< .001
1.762

Mean Length of Utterance 
(MLU) *

8.53 (1.91) 10.12 (2.28) U = 1048.50, z = −3.725, p  
< .001

0.756

Type-token Ratio (TTR) * 0.37 (0.09) 2.00 (0.81) U = 1252.00, z = −2.502, p =  
0.012

0.819

Verbs per utterance * 1.48 (0.34) 1.73 (0.32) U = 1007.00, z = −3.838, p  
< .001

0.757

Coherence Rubric Scores (Linnik et al., 2022)
Informativeness * 2.35 (0.73) 3.57 (0.62) U = 432.00, z = −7.413, p  

< .001
1.801

Clarity * 2.25 (0.65) 3.45 (0.62) U = 415.00, z = −7.519, p  
< .001

1.889

Understandability* 2.47 (0.62) 3.67 (0.53) U = 364.50, z = −7.862, p  
< .001

2.080

Connectedness* 2.22 (0.72) 3.67 (0.50) U = 266.00, z = −8.359, p  
< .001

2.339

Note. * = variables with statistically significant group difference; WAB-R AQ = Western Aphasia Battery – Aphasia 
Quotient; SD = standard deviation; reported p values are corrected for multiple comparisons using false discovery rate.

Figure 2. Coherence rubric scores for latent aphasia (n = 59) and control (n = 59) groups.
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An analysis of the coherence z-scores showed that the control group performed above 
average (i.e., composite score above 0), while the latent aphasia group scored below 
average although this group remained within one standard deviation below the mean 
(See Figure 3).

Relationship between microlinguistic variables and coherence scores

In the latent aphasia group, both clarity (ρ =0.379, p = .024) and connectedness (ρ =0.338, p  
= .036) domains of the coherence rubric were positively correlated with mean length of 
utterance (MLU). Comparatively, for the control group, the same coherence domains – clarity 
(ρ =0.332, p = .030) and connectedness (ρ =0.334, p = .030) were significantly positively 
correlated with speech rate. Overall, the strength of all significant correlations ranged as 
weak across both groups. No additional significant correlations were observed (refer to 
Table 5 and Supplementary Material 2 for the full correlation results).

Discussion

The current study aimed to evaluate and characterize spoken discourse abilities of indivi
duals with latent aphasia, with a focus on examining narrative coherence in relation to 
microlinguistic variables. We compared spoken discourse productions of the latent aphasia 
group to those without aphasia. Our findings add to the extant literature and demonstrate 

-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

Latent Aphasia (n = 59)

Controls without Aphasia (n = 59)

Connectedness Understandability Clarity Informa veness

Figure 3. Mean composite z-scores for informativeness, clarity, understandability, and connectedness 
for the latent aphasia and healthy control groups, presented relative to the overall performance across 
both groups.
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the effectiveness of discourse analysis in identifying language deficits in individuals with 
latent aphasia. Below, we present a detailed description and discussion of the results.

Discourse-level differences on microlinguistic and coherence variables between 
latent aphasia and control groups

Individuals with latent aphasia exhibited clear differences in storytelling performance 
compared to individuals without aphasia, supporting previous findings in this population 
(De De & Salis, 2020; Fromm et al., 2017). Specifically, for the microlinguistic variables, the 
latent aphasia group demonstrated significantly reduced discourse productivity – char
acterized by lower speech rate and MLU – relative to the control group. Significant group 
differences emerged in terms of lexical diversity (i.e., lower type-token ratio) as well. These 
findings align with previous research demonstrating lexical impairments in individuals 
with latent aphasia compared to neurotypical controls (Fromm et al., 2017; Stark et al.,  
2025), suggesting that reduced lexical diversity are common among these individuals, 
even when surface-level fluency may appear intact. The number of verbs produced per 
utterance significantly differed between both groups, suggesting reduced syntactic com
plexity in individuals with latent aphasia. A more nuanced analysis of verb usage such as 
examining the proportion of light versus heavy verbs (e.g., Cruice et al., 2014; Park et al.,  
2023) may offer deeper insights into lexical and syntactic patterns associated with latent 
aphasia compared to neurotypical controls.

In addition to microlinguistic analysis, this study examined narrative coherence – 
a critical macrolinguistic feature that had not been previously sufficiently explored in 
individuals with latent aphasia. In the current study, coherence was evaluated in terms of 
four distinct domains – informativeness, clarity, understandability, and connectedness, as 
operationally defined by Linnik et al. (2022). Consistent with prior findings in broader 
aphasia populations (Kong et al., 2018; Wright et al., 2010), the analysis revealed signifi
cant differences across all four coherence domains between both groups. These results 
not only reinforce existing evidence that coherence deficits are a common feature of 
aphasic discourse (Linnik et al., 2022; Wright & Capilouto, 2012), but also extend this 
understanding to latent aphasia, highlighting that even subtle language impairments can 
disrupt higher-level discourse organization.

Notably, while significant group differences emerged across most microlinguistic and 
coherence variables, the patterns of effect sizes differed – suggesting that these two levels 
of discourse analysis may vary in their sensitivity to underlying language impairments. The 

Table 5. Significant Spearman rank correlations (ρ) between microlinguistic discourse variables and 
coherence scores for the latent aphasia and control groups.

Discourse Variable Informativeness Clarity Understandability Connectedness

Latent Aphasia (n = 59)
Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) n.s ρ = 0.379, p = .024 n.s ρ = 0.338, p = .036

Controls Without Aphasia (n = 59)
Speech Rate n.s ρ = 0.332, p = .030 n.s ρ = 0.334, p = .030

Note. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed); reported p values are corrected for multiple comparisons using 
false discovery rate. 

n.s = correlation not significant 
Please refer to Supplementary Material 2 for all reported correlations between microlinguistic discourse and coherence 

variables.
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variation in effect sizes for microlinguistic variables – ranging from medium to large – 
suggests that not all aspects of microlinguistic performance equally distinguish between 
groups. Some variables may reflect subtle differences, while others show more pro
nounced group-level contrasts. Comparatively, the consistently large effect sizes 
observed for coherence rubric scores indicate that coherence may be a more robust 
and sensitive indicator of group differences. Overall, while microlinguistic features varied 
in their discriminative power, coherence measures reliably capture the underlying dis
course-level impairments across groups.

Correlational patterns between microlinguistic measures and narrative coherence 
in latent aphasia and control groups

When microlinguistic measures were correlated with coherence rubric variables for both 
latent aphasia and control groups, only a few correlations emerged as significant. 
Specifically, for the latent aphasia group, in line with Dutta et al. (2024), greater clarity 
and connectedness of narrative output were associated with longer MLUs. In contrast, for 
the control group, higher scores on clarity and connectedness domains of the coherence 
rubric correlated with faster speech rate. Collectively, these findings differ from previous 
studies on more severe or overt forms of aphasia (Andreetta & Marini, 2015; Wright & 
Capilouto, 2012), which report stronger and more consistent relationships between 
microlinguistic and macrolinguistic variables. In the current study, both latent aphasia 
and control groups showed fewer and less robust correlations between microlinguistic 
measures and coherence ratings. In fact, both groups showed similar patterns of associa
tion, with discourse productivity variables mainly being linked to narrative coherence. 
These results build upon the findings of Linnik et al. (2022), suggesting that in speakers 
with latent aphasia, the relationship between microlinguistic features and coherence may 
be weaker – resembling patterns observed in individuals without aphasia (Dutta et al.,  
2024) – or that other factors not captured by the measures used here may play a more 
significant role in shaping their narrative performance. Importantly, these findings pro
vide preliminary evidence that the relationship between microlinguistic and macrolin
guistic measures may differ in latent aphasia. These links potentially may also be 
influenced by the nature of the discourse task. Notably, most studies examining the 
interplay between these levels have used on narrative or picture description tasks 
(Andreetta et al., 2025; Dutta et al., 2024; Marini et al., 2011; Wright & Capilouto, 2012). 
Thus, future research should investigate these relationships across a broader range of 
discourse genres in latent aphasia.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to examine the relationship 
between microlinguistic and macrolinguistic discourse levels in latent aphasia. Our 
study findings imply that while microlinguistic features are important for maintaining 
narrative coherence (Wright & Capilouto, 2012), their impact may vary between different 
severities of aphasia and may be influenced by factors beyond the linguistic elements. The 
limited number of significant correlations in the latent aphasia group further suggests 
that the dynamics of narrative production in this group may be more complex and not as 
strongly tied to the specific microlinguistic variables assessed. Future research should 
explore these microlinguistic-macrolinguistic interactions by incorporating additional 
linguistic variables. It is also possible that cognitive factors such as processing speed, 
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attention, executive functioning, working memory may contribute to and better explain 
the breakdowns at the discourse level in individuals with latent aphasia (Salis & De De,  
2022) as has been documented in previous aphasia studies (Cahana-Amitay & Jenkins,  
2018; Dutta et al., 2024). For example, individual analyses of some participants in the 
latent aphasia group revealed difficulties in organizing and recalling elements of the 
Cinderella story. They frequently exhibited coherence violations, such as tangential or 
abandoned utterances (Andreetta et al., 2012). While studies have examined discourse 
characteristics in latent aphasia (e.g., Dalton & Richardson, 2015; Richardson et al., 2021), 
these impairment patterns are potentially suggestive of challenges with memory for story 
episodes, inhibition of irrelevant details, and planning of utterances for coherent story
telling. Investigating cognitive assessment scores and their relationship to discourse 
performance could provide insight into these difficulties.

General discussion and clinical implications

Our findings demonstrate that individuals with latent aphasia exhibit measurable dis
course deficits despite scoring above standard aphasia assessment cutoffs. Beyond tradi
tional language testing, analysis of their discourse abilities allowed us to examine the 
exact nature of their language difficulties and differentiating them from neurologically 
unimpaired individuals without aphasia. Our analysis revealed that, compared to controls, 
the latent aphasia group exhibited significantly lower productivity, distinct lexical and 
syntactic differences, a higher frequency of word errors, and reduced narrative coherence.

Although the microlinguistic analysis revealed performance differences between the 
two participant groups, the effect sizes associated with these group differences varied. 
Thus, relying solely on microlinguistic variables may therefore increase chances of missing 
important discourse-level deficits experienced by individuals with latent aphasia. These 
results underscore the need to broaden assessment procedures for individuals with 
aphasia, especially those with latent aphasia, to encompass macrolinguistic aspects of 
discourse organization. In our study, we focused on evaluating narrative coherence. 
Although the rating rubric developed by Linnik and colleagues (2022) was originally 
designed based on research with Russian speakers, it proved to be an effective tool for 
identifying coherence deficits in English speakers with aphasia, particularly in individuals 
with subtle language impairments. This scale enabled a comprehensive assessment of 
linguistic aspects contributing to coherence and revealed that individuals with latent 
aphasia consistently differed from controls across four key variables – informativeness, 
clarity, understandability, and connectedness – indicating reduced narrative coherence. 
Unlike prior studies that examined these components separately, this integrated rating 
scale provided a unified evaluation of how coherence is affected in aphasia and how its 
components collectively influence spoken discourse. Different from other coherence 
scales that rely on broad, less-specific rating definitions, Linnik et al.’s rating rubric offers 
a more detailed and precise assessment. However, although the Linnik et al.’s rating 
captured narrative coherence impairments in latent aphasia and differentiated them from 
controls, it is important to interpret these findings in light of the moderate test – retest 
reliability reported for these measures. Moderate stability indicates that while the mea
sures are reasonably consistent across administrations, they do not demonstrate the level 
of robustness typically desired for strong inferential conclusions. As a result, the strength 
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and precision of the relationships observed in the present data should be viewed with 
appropriate caution. Overall, a comprehensive discourse analysis approach that integrates 
both micro- and macro-linguistic measures is essential for improving the diagnostic 
sensitivity of language assessments in latent aphasia. When assessments are conducted 
accurately and impairments are properly identified, clinicians can effectively document 
these challenges and tailor aphasia therapy to address the right areas. In addition to 
structural language components (e.g., improving productivity, word retrieval), macrolin
guistic skills should be a key focus in language therapy, as strengthening these abilities 
can significantly enhance everyday communication, enabling individuals to better 
engage in meaningful activities and social participation – aspects that are often challen
ging for individuals with milder forms of aphasia (Cavanaugh & Haley, 2020).

This study reasserts the fact that the inclusion of spoken discourse tasks in aphasia 
assessments is critical as standardized aphasia assessments alone are often insufficient 
and may fail to capture deficits. Furthermore, the findings of this study highlight the value 
of narrative-based evaluations in assessing language abilities in individuals with latent 
aphasia – a discourse genre widely used in clinical practice. Consistent with previous 
research (Richardson et al., 2021; Salis & De De, 2022), the Cinderella storytelling task 
proved to be sensitive in detecting linguistic deficits in the latent aphasia group com
pared to controls. Unlike simpler tasks such as picture description, which may overlook 
the subtle impairments that are characteristic of latent aphasia, narrative tasks elicit richer 
language output and require individuals to integrate multiple linguistic and cognitive 
processes, including lexical retrieval, syntactic structuring, and discourse organization. 
Although different from more functional real-world tasks such as spontaneous conversa
tions, narrative tasks allow for a more structured assessment of monologic language 
production for individuals aiming to strengthen their narrative skills which are often 
required for activities that involve organized storytelling such as videoblogging or telling 
bedtime or personal stories (Dutta et al., 2024; Whitworth et al., 2015). Importantly, 
evaluating discourse through multiple tasks or genres is recommended to provide 
a more comprehensive assessment of language abilities and to accurately capture the 
various types of discourse that individuals with aphasia may wish to improve (Armstrong,  
2000; Dipper et al., 2018; Dutta et al., 2025; Leaman & Archer, 2023; Stark, 2019).

Relating our study’s findings to contemporary discourse models, such as the Linguistic 
Underpinnings of Narrative in Aphasia (LUNA) framework (Dipper et al., 2021), offers 
a theoretically grounded lens for interpreting the linguistic profiles of individuals with 
latent aphasia. The LUNA framework outlines four core components of discourse produc
tion: (1) linguistic, (2) propositional, (3) macrostructure planning, and (4) pragmatic – each 
of which may be selectively disrupted in aphasia. The impairment patterns identified in 
our study – reduced lexical access, limited utterance formulation, and diminished narra
tive coherence – align with disruptions in the linguistic, propositional, and macrostructure 
planning components of the LUNA model. However, our findings also revealed that not all 
microlinguistic impairments equally predicted coherence outcomes, providing limited 
evidence for a straightforward interaction among LUNA components. The weak correla
tions between micro- and macrolinguistic measures instead suggest a more complex, 
potentially non-linear relationship between levels of discourse processing in latent apha
sia. Collectively, this study reinforces the LUNA framework’s emphasis on assessing multi
ple discourse components and underscores the importance of including narrative-based, 
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discourse-level analyses in the evaluation of individuals with latent aphasia, who may 
otherwise be overlooked by standard language assessments.

Limitations and future directions

This study examined a limited set of discourse variables, highlighting the need for more 
comprehensive assessment of microlinguistic and macrolinguistic abilities and their 
relationship in latent aphasia. Consistent with previous studies that included individuals 
with latent aphasia (e.g., Cunningham & Haley, 2020; Fromm et al., 2017; Richardson et al.,  
2021), our research primarily focused on storytelling, yet we know that discourse out
comes vary depending on the task used (Fergadiotis & Wright, 2011; Stark, 2019). To fully 
understand the extent of impairments in latent aphasia, future studies should examine 
diverse discourse genres. Furthermore, emerging evidence suggests a strong link 
between cognitive processes – such as attention and executive functioning – and dis
course production in aphasia (e.g., Cahana-Amitay & Jenkins, 2018; Dutta et al., 2024). 
Individuals with latent aphasia may experience extralinguistic cognitive deficits (Salis & De 
De, 2022; Silkes et al., 2021), which, alongside language impairments, can affect discourse 
coherence and overall communicative effectiveness. However, due to the lack of cognitive 
testing data on AphasiaBank, our ability to investigate this relationship was limited. Future 
research should examine how cognitive impairments influence discourse coherence in 
latent aphasia to inform underlying mechanisms and targeted interventions.

Discourse features such as coherence can be culturally and linguistically influenced, 
and their manifestation can vary significantly across cultural backgrounds, languages, and 
dialects. While our study utilized data from AphasiaBank due to its accessibility and 
established use in aphasia research, we acknowledge its limited demographic diversity. 
This presents a constraint on the generalizability of our findings and underscores the need 
for more research to examine coherence across a broader range of languages and cultural 
contexts to ensure more inclusive and representative discourse assessments. Relatedly, 
the choice of the Cinderella narrative task – selected for its prevalence in prior aphasia and 
narrative research – may not be equally appropriate across all linguistic and cultural 
contexts. It may also introduce biases related to gender and age (Dutta et al., 2025; 
Fromm et al., 2011; Kevická et al., 2025). Future work should explore the use of more 
culturally diverse narratives. These limitations highlight the need for future research to 
examine discourse coherence using more culturally diverse populations and narrative 
stimuli, ensuring that discourse assessments are both inclusive and representative. 
Moreover, the instructions used in AphasiaBank to elicit the Cinderella narrative do not 
explicitly prompt participants to structure their retelling with a clear beginning, middle, 
and end. The absence of such instructions may have influenced narrative organization 
and, consequently, performance on the Clarity and Understandability components of the 
coherence measure, which rely in part on story grammar elements (Olness, 2006; Wright & 
Capilouto, 2009). Although participants were not instructed to produce the story in 
chronological order, deviations from the canonical sequence of events were considered 
within the clarity dimension of Linnik et al.’s rubric when they affected the ease with 
which the narrative could be followed. While temporal organization is often assumed in 
discourse studies using the Cinderella narrative stimulus, narratives may remain under
standable even when events are presented nonlinearly. In addition, storytelling 
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conventions vary across cultures; thus, evaluating narratives against the canonical tem
poral structure of the stimulus story may disadvantage storytelling styles that are less 
strictly chronological. Our results were restricted to English speakers in the United States; 
however, future research should examine how this framework and elicitation procedures 
apply across diverse cultural and linguistic contexts where narrative organization may 
differ.

A further limitation is that the coherence metric employed was developed specifically 
for storytelling narratives. As such, it is not suitable for evaluating coherence in other 
forms of discourse, such as procedural explanations, expository texts, or spontaneous 
conversations, which differ substantially in structure and communicative intent. 
The second author was not blinded to participant group during the coherence scoring 
process and was aware of the study’s goals. We acknowledge that this introduces 
a potential source of rater bias in the coherence assessment. While efforts were made 
to ensure consistency through the use of a detailed rubric and interrater reliability checks, 
the lack of blinding remains a limitation. We recommend that future studies implement 
blinded scoring procedures to reduce the risk of expectancy effects in discourse evalua
tions. Although no significant test – retest differences were observed, borderline effects 
for informativeness and clarity in the latent aphasia group may reflect measurement 
variability or practice effects; thus, findings should be interpreted cautiously. The current 
study represents an initial exploration. The patterns identified here warrant further 
investigation using controlled retest intervals and through multi-session data collection 
that allows for modeling of stability-related variance of this coherence measure.

As the first application of a transcription-free perceptual method for coherence, its 
correspondence with traditional transcription-based scoring has not yet been empirically 
established. Additional work is needed to directly compare perceptual and transcription- 
based approaches to evaluate convergence and to examine how this time-efficient metric 
compares with other coherence analysis systems, including its potential for routine 
clinical use (Dutta et al., 2025; Linnik et al., 2022). Relatedly, the moderate test – retest 
stability reported for Linnik’s rating scale suggests that reliability may differ when applied 
using transcription-based methods, highlighting an important direction for future work.

Conclusion

The current study adds to the extant literature by providing compelling evidence that 
individuals with latent aphasia – despite scoring within normal limits on standardized 
assessments – exhibit measurable deficits in both microlinguistic and macrolinguistic 
aspects of discourse, particularly in narrative coherence. By applying Linnik et al.’s 
(2022) multidimensional rubric, we demonstrated that coherence impairments in latent 
aphasia are not only detectable but are also consistently present across the domains of 
informativeness, clarity, understandability, and connectedness. These coherence deficits 
were distinct from, and in some cases more pronounced than, differences in traditional 
microlinguistic measures, highlighting that macrolinguistic coherence measures may 
offer greater sensitivity than microlinguistic variables in distinguishing subtle language 
impairments in this population. The limited and inconsistent correlations between micro
linguistic and coherence variables further suggest that these levels of language produc
tion may be influenced by different underlying mechanisms that are not fully captured by 
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linguistic analysis alone. Taken together, this study emphasizes the need for more 
comprehensive assessments that extend beyond isolated language components to cap
ture the complex, integrative nature of discourse. Selecting appropriate assessments to 
evaluate discourse-level impairments in latent aphasia can enhance diagnostic precision 
and enable clinicians and researchers to more effectively support individuals in achieving 
meaningful communicative outcomes.
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