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Practicing with BEARS: active ingredients in semantic feature analysis
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Introduction Findings
Relationship between treatment components and treatment response
Motivation Feature Verification Facilitated Retrieval Effortful Retrieval Discussion
1. Ongoing need to specify active ingredients and g 1 -+ = * More successful feature verification attempts were
mechanisms of aphasia treatments' g 0.8 I % not associated with any SFV outcomes (may be
2. In semantic feature analysis (SFA)?, retrieval of 8 I = affected by speed-focus of treatment)
target words & features may strengthen 'g 06 I * More successful retrieval practice attempts
connections within the lexical-semantic network § 0.4 (facilitated & effortful) were associated with greater
3. Thus improvement expected on trained & “ 02 I I odds of retrieval at exit, follow-up.
semantically related words with shared features. 0 = é e I * Weak and uncertain evidence that facilitated or
4. In Evans et al.,3 we found that the number of effortful retrieval is associated with related word
patient-generated features per trial moderated 1 ® outcomes (posterior probability < 0.75)
treatment response; may be an essential active 08 g e Successful effortful retrieval practice effect may
ingredient o more important for people with more severe
5. Semantic feature verification (SFV) is a modified 06 anomia; or items were overtrained for milder
SFA: features are verified in a yes/no task 0.4 participants (not as effortful).
(“Knives, used for cutting?”), with similar results* 02 e Words produced correctly during effortful retrieval
6. However, unclear whether feature verification 0 Exx} Exx 3 h component may have been more stimulable
similarly moderates treatment response baseline exit followup baseline exit followup baseline exit followup e Test-exposure effect during probes potentially
7. Retrieval practice® may also engender treatment confounds results
response in SFV. Number of correct attempts (z-score; sd) - -1 - 0 - 1 e Correlational findings: cannot distinguish practice-
.. . . . . . related and individual-level effects without
Purpose Individual differences in practice-related interaction effect experimental control
Evaluate the role of semantic feature verification Facilitated: Exit Facilitated: Follow-up Effortful: Exit Effortful: Follow-up Conclusions
and retrieval practice treatment components in | |
SFV. cda005 P 3004 cda005 cda010 e These findings are inconsistent with the hypothesis
. cda001 e — 12005 cda010 cda005 PNT that successful feature verification was an active
Hypothesis 1: If SFA and SFV operate under the cda006 A‘_ cda012 cda001 cda001 140 ) dient in this impl ) FSEV
same mechanism, successful feature verification ¢da010 A—‘_ cda010 cda011 cda012 ingre |en't in this implementation of SFV.
should be associated with improvement on treated cda0ll —— —e— (2006 cda003 cda004 120 * Bothretrieval components.appear to moderate
and semantically related, untreated words. cda002 cda011 cda002 cda002 100 treatment response for trained but not related
. ‘ ‘ ¢da003 . ¢da003 cda006 cda006 80 words; but not enough information to suggest
Hypothesis 2: If SFV improves lexical access via cda012 cda002 cda012 cda011 causal relationship.
retrieval-practice, successful retrieval practice cda004 : cda001 cda004 cda003 * Future work should focus on comparative
should be associated with naming outcomes for 21001 2 3 21001 2 3 2101 2 3 2901 2 3 effectiveness of different treatment components,
treated, but not related, untreated words. participant adjusted retrieval x timepoint interaction term treatment follow-up, and stimulus generalization.
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treatment called BEARS for 25 hours over 9-10 sessions (3-5
baseline probes).

relationship between the number of correct attempts during
treatment for each component and naming performance from
baseline to the last 3 treatment probes (noted ceiling effects).
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e 40 treated; 20 semantically related words were also probed before
treatment each session, the week following treatment, and at 1 o
month followup.

Near maximal random effect structures (increase uncertainty but

protect against type-1 error)

* The treatment included 3 major components: an effortful naming
attempt, feature verification questions, and a second (facilitated) .
naming attempt.

Covariate: Aphasia Severity (CAT mean T-score)

Posterior predictions visualized participant-level relationships
between baseline naming severity and effect of each component.



