The Effect of Feedback Frequency on the Treatment of Acquired AOS

Shannon N. Austermann?, Edwin Maas!, Donald A. Robint2, Kirrie J. Ballard3, Richard A. Schmidt4

Pathogenesis of Acquired AOS ) T Lo ) ) . . - Bl

1San Diego State University/University of California, San Diego Joint Doctoral Program in Language and Communicative Disorders -
= Current research strongly supports the notion that AOS is a
disorder of motor control (toh & Sasanuma, 1987 Hageman, Robin, Moon & 2San Diego State University SUniversity of lowa 4University of California, Los Angeles & Human Performance Research

Folkins, 1994; McNeil, Robin & Schmidt, 1997, Clark & Robin, 1998)

= Specifically, AOS is related to difficulty programming and/or
planning kinematic patternsjused during speech production
(McNeil, Robin, & Schmidt, 1997)

= Thus, application of principles of motor learning to treatini i 2 ‘ = i
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= Which variables affect:

Acquisition (i.e., temparary performance enhancement during . .
treatment or practice) ' Interpretation:

Learning (i.e., long-term retention and generalization of Subj. 1 . | B CQUISITION:
improved performance) . with HEF in
=E.g:
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= Target complexity

= complex (e.g. clusters) vs. simple (e.g. singleton consonants)
(e.g. Maas et al., 2002)

= Practice sequence

= random (practice multiple stimuli in random order) vs.
blocked (practice one stimulus before moving on the next) (e.s
Li & Wright, 2000; Schmidt & Bjork, 1992; Wright et al., 2004)

= Frequency of feedback

=low (known to enharjce error detection and promote increases
in processing load) vs. high (known to reduce processing load
during learning) (e.g. Bfuechert et al., 2003; Wuf et al., 1993)

Principles of Motor Learning
Applied to Speech
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> High-freGuéncy LRl V Reduced-frequency HFF was not cdnsistently associated with better temporary

performance enhancement than LFF during speech skill acquisition
feedback Adams & Page (2000); feedback
Ad: &P 2002) .| .
S ., ) LFF was associated with enhanced long-term retention and/or
generalization in at least 2 subjects (severe and moderate)

Current Study Subj. ) : . and may be a factor in the remajning 2 cases (mild)

= Question:

What is the effect of relative feedback frequency on
the learning of speech skills in adults with AOS?

= Predictions (based on li
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b literature):
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onclusions
Reduced feedback frequency may enhance retention and
generalization of speech skills in adults with AOS

Acquisition performance does not predict retention and
generalization, the hallmarks of{true learning

Independent of [feedback manipulations, these data contribute to
the growing bodly of literature sypporting the efficacy of treatment
for chronic AOS
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