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Supplemental Material S6. Comparisons of the individual scores to the scores of the control 
group.  
 

For the comparison of each individual with the control group in each task separately, we 
used the software SINGLIMS.EXE (1998). In Supplemental Material S7 and S8, we report 
the (one-tailed) p values for the difference of each participant with respect to each class 
separately and with respect to the overall score in Experiment 1 and Experiment 2, 
respectively. For Experiment 1, all patients except for SD6 differed from the control group in 
the overall score, and SD1 presented marginal difference from the group. Concerning 
unergatives, only three patients differed from the control group (SD1, SD2, and SD3). This is 
also the case for unacusatives, with only three patients differing from the control group (SD2, 
SD3, and SD4). For transitive verbs, all patients differed from the control group. This is in 
accordance with the group results, which showed a marginal difference between the control 
groups for unergative and transitive and a large difference for unaccusatives. Interestingly, 
only SD2 and SD3 were impaired across verb classes.  

Concerning Experiment 2, recall that there was significant difference between the two 
groups for the overall score, for unergatives and unaccusatives. The comparison of individuals 
to the controls showed that only three patients had significantly lower performance than the 
control group in the overall score (SD2, SD3, and SD5). Concerning unergative verbs, only 
SD4 performed within the normal range, whereas all other patients performed either 
significantly worse (SD2, SD3, and SD5) or marginally within the normal range (SD6 and 
SD7). All patients performed worse than the control group for unaccusative verbs (except for 
SD6 and SD7). This indicates that most of the patients fall in the group pattern for these two 
verb classes. Finally, for transitives, only three patients performed worse than the control 
group (SD2, SD3, and SD5), which probably explains why the difference failed to reach 
significance. In sum, SD2, SD3, and SD5 seem to be consistently challenged by the task.  

Following this, we tested whether each patient differed from the control group in terms 
of the difference between the scores in each task. We used the RSDT_ES.EXE (2005). In 
Supplemental Material S9, we present the two-tailed p values for the comparisons, as we are 
interested in whether there was a change in the performance at all. For both groups, there was 
not a difference between the two tasks with respect to the overall scores. At the individual 
level, only SD3 differed significantly from the control group, which means that her 
performance dropped to a greater extent than in the control group. SD2 and SD7 differed 
marginally from the control group with one difference: SD2 was impaired in both tasks, 
whereas SD7 had a good performance in both tasks. The difference for all other patients was 
within the normal range. Concerning each verb class separately, recall that there was no 
difference for the control group for none of the classes between the two tasks. This was the 
case also in the SD group with the exception of unaccusative verbs. At the individual level, 
the difference in the scores between the two experiments was significantly different from that 
of the control group for SD3 and SD5 for unergatives. For unaccusative verbs, there was no 
significant difference for none of the patients. This is probably because the difference for each 
participant individually is minimal but all of them scored worse in Experiment 2 than in 
Experiment 1, which caused the effect at the group level. Finally, for transitives, there was 
significant difference for patients SD2, SD3, and SD7. 
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