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Abstract

Background—Performance variability in individuals with aphasia is typically regarded as a 

nuisance factor complicating assessment and treatment.

Objective—We present the alternative hypothesis that intra-individual variability represents a 

fundamental characteristic of an individual’s functioning and an important biomarker for 

therapeutic selection and prognosis.

Methods—Nineteen individuals with chronic aphasia participated in a 6-week trial of imitation-

based speech therapy. We assessed improvement both on overall language functioning and 

repetition ability. Further, we determined which pre-treatment variables best predicted 

improvement on the repetition test.

Results—Significant gains were made on the Western Aphasia Battery (WAB) Aphasia Quotient, 

Cortical Quotient, and two subtests, as well as on a separate repetition test. Using stepwise 

regression, we found that pre-treatment intra-individual variability was the only predictor of 

improvement in performance on the repetition test, with greater pre-treatment variability 

predicting greater improvement. Furthermore, the degree of reduction in this variability over the 

course of treatment was positively correlated with the degree of improvement.

Conclusions—Intra-individual variability may be indicative of potential for improvement on a 

given task, with more uniform performance suggesting functioning at or near peak potential.
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INTRODUCTION

Therapeutic research in aphasia typically characterizes baseline and improved language 

skills in terms of mean scores on a specific task or assessment battery. Whereas this 

approach succeeds at capturing variability across individuals, it fails to capture such 

variability within individuals. Performance fluctuations within a single individual (intra-

individual variability) are typically perceived as an inconvenient impediment to reaching the 

desired general conclusions about a new therapy. But treating intra-individual variability as a 

nuisance parameter or measurement error, e.g., of the same magnitude and significance as 

inter-individual variability1, may be giving up important and highly relevant information 

about the therapy. In fact, short-term performance inconsistency on a particular task may 

represent a characteristic feature of – and a metric to gauge – an individual’s functional 

status. Particularly in the context of large variability, mean performance may oversimplify 

the true nature of behavior and inadequately capture the range of ability2, obscuring insight 

into potential therapeutic benefit and outcome assessment on an individual basis.

Existing limited research on intra-individual variability in cognitive and perceptual-motor 

function in healthy aging3–6 and dementia7–9, suggests a relation between increased intra-

individual variability and decreased performance. Yet other, seemingly contradictory, 

findings suggest that greater intra-individual variability has positive implications for 

acquiring skills with practice or training. For example, increased intra-individual variability 

in a cognitive or motor skill during learning precedes (and presages) mastery of that skill 

during development,10 and in cognitive training of healthy older adults, the pre-treatment 

degree of intra-individual variability predicts higher response accuracy and performance 

improvement11.

These data suggest that performance variability may suggest susceptibility to change and/or 

the potential for learning. Fluctuations representing adaptive variability12 may be conceived 

of not as vulnerability, but as potential. Further, distinguishing between adaptive and 

maladaptive variability may be key to understanding the significance of these measures in 

predicting future outcomes.

In the realm of stroke recovery, extensive investigation has addressed differences between 
individuals, yet little work studying performance variability within individuals (although 

important work has explored the role of attention in intra-individual variability in 

aphasia13,14). In the recovery of language functions after stroke, intra-individual 

performance variability has not been investigated, either as a correlate of present functioning 

or as a predictor of post-treatment ability (but see15 for a theoretical study). The implications 

are far-reaching. From a research standpoint, our knowledge of language recovery in aphasia 

is limited to mean scores and effect sizes using pooled standard deviations, thus neglecting 

individual parameters of variability. Such data may represent fundamentally incomplete 

metrics, substituting a crude numerical proxy for the more nuanced complexity of 

performance, and thus profoundly affecting our understanding of recovery. From a clinical 

standpoint, such omission could have graver consequences, since the most desirable measure 

of rehabilitation success is a patient’s consistent performance in the real world, not maximal 

performance in the clinic or the possibility of good performance under ideal conditions.
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We hypothesize that intra-individual variability on a language task is predictive of the ability 

of an individual with aphasia to improve mean performance on that task through training. 

We investigate this hypothesis in a clinical trial of an intensive, imitation-based aphasia 

therapy motivated by neurophysiological evidence16,17. The therapy uses a computer 

interface to prompt repetition of words and phrases to engage a frontal-parietal motor 

cortical network involved in both observation and execution of speech18. Nineteen subjects 

with ischemic stroke received imitation-based therapy involving repetition of words and 

phrases. In this paper, we report on an experiment testing the hypothesis that pre-treatment 

intra-individual variability would predict therapeutic outcome.

METHODS & MATERIALS

Participants

Nineteen native English speakers with aphasia following single, left hemisphere ischemic 

stroke, confirmed by neurological examination and MRI, were recruited (age range 31–72; 

mean = 53.5; SD 11.7; 4 female (21%)). All had sustained a single stroke 5 to 130 months 

prior to enrollment (mean = 41.6; SD 42.9). Demographic and neurological information are 

in Supplemental Table 1. The Institutional Review Boards of The University of Chicago and 

University of California, Irvine approved the study. Consent was obtained according to the 

Declaration of Helsinki.

Experimental Summary

The intensive imitation-based therapy, administered 6 days per week for three 30 minute 

sessions each day, required participants to listen to words and phrases presented by six 

different speakers and to repeat them either once or multiple times. Half of the participants 

also saw a video of the speaker during the presentation. Because there was no statistical 

difference in any measure between those subjects who saw the speaker and those who did 

not, all data have been aggregated for this report. Complete details about the IMITATE 

therapy system can be found in Supplemental Material and in earlier work16,17.

Over the six-week therapeutic period (Weeks 1–6 of the overall study), participants 

undertook the specialized speech therapy on a preprogrammed, dedicated laptop. 

Participants underwent two behavioral assessments (WAB, repetition test) that were 

administered twice before and twice after therapy, with all evaluations six weeks apart 

(Weeks −6, 0, 6, and 12). These measures were administered twice pre-therapy to establish a 

stable baseline, and twice post-therapy to establish immediate changes and maintenance.

Figure S1 in Supplemental Material depicts the timing of these assessments relative to 

therapy.

Western Aphasia Battery

The Western Aphasia Battery-Revised (WAB)19 was used as the primary outcome measure, 

as it was anticipated that benefits of our imitation-based therapy would generalize to other 

domains of language16,17,20. The WAB was administered at each of the four main behavioral 

assessment sessions by a speech-language pathologist (SLP) blind to treatment group. We 
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analyzed the WAB Aphasia Quotient (WAB-AQ), Cortical Quotient (WAB-CQ), and the 

four subcomponents of the WAB-AQ (Spontaneous Speech, Auditory Verbal 

Comprehension, Repetition, and Naming and Word Finding). There was no significant 

difference in any of these measures between the two pre-treatment sessions or between the 

two post-treatment sessions (p > 0.05 on two-tailed paired t-tests).

Repetition Test

Tests of repetition accuracy were administered during all four pre- and post-treatment 

behavioral assessments. These were administered by an SLP using words and phrases 

randomly selected from the pool of IMITATE therapy stimuli. Repetition tests and 

behavioral assessments were performed by different SLPs, blinded to the other’s findings. 

One subject (2) was excluded from this analysis due to missing data, leaving 18 subjects.

Repetition test stimuli consisted of words and phrases of high difficulty, based on the level to 

which the subject was expected to advance. Each block of words contained 10 words. Each 

block of phrases contained 10 phrases with a varying number of words (2–6) depending on 

level. For both blocks, each word was scored on a 5-point scale (0 signifying no 

vocalization; 5 indicating accurate, prompt repetition). Scoring was performed once offline 

by a single SLP for all subjects, and therefore reliability rates are not reported. Performance 

on these measures was combined in a single repetition score for each time point (mean score 

for Words and Phrases). There were no significant differences between Week −6 and Week 0 

repetition scores, or between Week 6 and Week 12 repetition scores (p > 0.05 on two-tailed 

unpaired t-test).

Changes in Behavioral Performance

Seven measures of language performance were studied: WAB-AQ, WAB-CQ, the four 

subcomponents of the WAB-AQ, and the score from the repetition test. For each measure, 

the pre-treatment score was taken to be the mean of Week −6 and Week 0 scores (see 

Supplemental Materials for details of weighting the repetition test), and the post treatment 

value is the Week 6 score (post-therapy repetition). We did not use scores from Week 12 

(fourth behavioral assessment) as two subjects missed this assessment. Therefore, our 

definition of improvement, for all measures, is the Week 6 score minus the mean for Weeks 

−6 and 0.

Pre-treatment and post-treatment scores were compared using two-tailed paired t-tests. All 

significance tests use α = 0.05. Due to the nested nature of the WAB measures (i.e., four 

subcomponents of the WAB-AQ are used, which also contribute to WAB-CQ), Bonferroni 

correction with n = 5 was applied for the repetition assessment and the four subcomponents 

of the WAB-AQ (Spontaneous Speech, Auditory Verbal Comprehension, Repetition, and 

Naming and Word Finding).

Intra-individual Variability as Predictor of Improvement

The repetition test based on stimuli from the pool of IMITATE items was used to test 

directly the hypothesis that intra-individual variability in a language task is predictive of the 

ability of an individual with aphasia to improve performance on that task through training. 
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This single measure was selected for two reasons: (1) there were two days on which the 

repetition test was administered at least twice (Week 0 and Week 6), allowing a robust 

assessment of individual variability before and after treatment, and (2) these stimuli were 

developed to be grossly equivalent in complexity, in contrast with the hierarchical ordering 

of increasing complexity on the WAB subtests. We chose not to pool data from Weeks −6 

and 0 when computing intra-individual variability to avoid confounding variability on 

different time scales; our intra-individual variability scores measure performance variability 

within a given day only. We computed a repetition intra-individual variability measure 

pooling variances of Words and Phrases blocks. Details can be found in Supplemental 

Materials.

Our specific question was the extent to which pre-treatment repetition intra-individual 

variability predicted improvement in repetition Mean, which we determined by computing a 

Pearson correlation coefficient. We used Week 0 and Week 6 repetition Mean scores as the 

pre-and post-treatment values, ignoring Week −6 scores for consistency with intra-individual 

variability calculations. There was no significant difference between pretreatment repetition 

Mean calculated with and without Week −6 repetition test (two-tailed paired t-test, p > 0.05).

We used stepwise linear regression to identify those pre-treatment variables that best 

predicted improvement. In addition to pre-treatment repetition intra-individual variability, 

these variables included participant age, months post stroke onset (MPO), number of 

sessions completed (NSC), aphasia type (fluent vs. nonfluent), and pre-treatment repetition 

Mean. NSC was tracked by automated video recording of patient participation during each 

session via the built-in laptop camera, and then verified by review of these recordings. 

Stepwise regression was performed with the MATLAB stepwise function, using the default 

settings: a new predictor is selected if its regression coefficient would be significantly 

nonzero at the 0.05 level, and an existing predictor is removed if its coefficient is not 

significantly nonzero at the 0.10 level.

RESULTS

Changes in Behavioral Performance

Statistically significant improvements were demonstrated in five of the seven language 

measures assessed, with correction for multiple comparisons. Results of two tailed t-tests are 

summarized in Table 1 with uncorrected p values. We used Bonferroni correction (n = 5) for 

the six WAB-Revised measures vs. repetition test to determine significance. Significant 

improvement was measured for the repetition test, WAB-AQ, WAB-CQ, and two of the four 

WAB-AQ subcomponents (Repetition, Naming and Word Finding). The two remaining 

subcomponents of the WAB-AQ (Spontaneous Speech, Auditory Verbal Comprehension) 

did not demonstrate significant change.

Intra-individual Variability as Predictor of Improvement

In this section, only the repetition test results are used. In contrast to Table 1, pre-treatment 

results are from Week 0 only, for reasons explained above. Pre-treatment repetition Mean 

ranged from 20.5% to 99.5% (overall mean 79.4%, SD 18.8%). Improvement in repetition 
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Mean from pre-treatment to post-treatment (Week 0 to Week 6) ranged from −3.8% to 

16.5% (median 5.3, mean 6.7, SD 5.7), representing a mean improvement of 0.34 points on 

the 5-point scale used to rate the repetition performance.

Fig. 1A shows pre-treatment intra-individual variability versus Improvement in repetition 

Mean performance, and Fig. 1B shows pre-treatment repetition Mean vs. pre-treatment intra-

individual variability.

We removed several subjects from further analysis due to outlier status (4) and possible 

ceiling effects (i.e., subjects near threshold pre- or post-therapy: 10,11,12,16), as detailed in 

Supplemental Materials. For the remaining subjects, there is a positive correlation (r=0.68, 

p=0.01 uncorrected) between pre-treatment intra-individual variability and improvement, i.e. 

higher pre-treatment intra-individual variability is associated with greater improvement. We 

then considered all of the pre-treatment variables listed earlier (Age, MPO, NSC, aphasia 

type, pretreatment intra-individual variability and pre-treatment Mean) as possible predictors 

of improvement in post-therapy repetition accuracy. In a stepwise regression, the optimal 

regression model found intra-individual variability to be the only predictor of improvement 

(p = .01, as noted above). With all subjects included, the relationship remains highly 

significant (p = .0001), with no additional predictors selected. Repeating this stepwise 

regression without variability included in the model resulted in the selection of no variables, 

whether for the entire group or with near-threshold subjects excluded.

Finally, we examined intra-individual variability in repetition accuracy immediately post-

treatment (Week 6). This decreased significantly over the course of treatment (two-tailed 

paired t-test, p < 0.05), regardless of whether we consider all subjects or exclude near-

threshold subjects (as detailed in Supplemental Materials). Post-treatment intra-individual 

variability in repetition accuracy is positively correlated with change in repetition Mean 

when we consider all 18 subjects (Pearson’s r = 0.49, p = 0.04 in a 2-tailed t-test). However, 

it is no longer significant when we exclude subjects who were near-threshold either before 

or after therapy (r = 0.25, p = 0.41). The change in intra-individual variability in repetition 

accuracy over the course of treatment has a significant negative correlation with 

improvement, whether considering all subjects (r = −0.48, p = 0.053) or excluding near-

threshold subjects (r = −0.57, p = 0.04). See Fig. 2. This effect remains if we control for all 

of the confounding variables (Age, MPO, NSC, aphasia type, pre-treatment Mean, pre-

treatment intra-individual variability; r = −0.69, p = 0.018). Put another way, reduction in 

intra-individual variability is positively correlated with improvement.

DISCUSSION

The present study reviews outcomes of a clinical trial of imitation-based therapy for chronic 

aphasia, and explores a new hypothesis about the role of intra-individual variability in 

predicting benefit from language therapy following stroke.

This study showed positive effects of the IMITATE system of repetition based, computer 

assisted speech/language therapy for patients with chronic aphasia. In particular, participants 

undergoing the therapy had statistically significant gains on composite language and 
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cognitive measures on a standard test for aphasia (WAB-Revised), as well as on two 

repetition accuracy measures. Significant gains were made over a relatively short treatment 

period (6 weeks) in subjects who, in some cases, were more than a decade removed from 

their stroke. Future investigation will refine the IMITATE therapeutic protocol in view of the 

results from the current study, related research21, and other theoretical considerations.

Our analysis suggests that subjects demonstrating higher levels of performance variability 

prior to therapy are likely to experience greater improvement over the course of treatment. 

Specifically, subjects demonstrating greater intra-individual variability during repetition 

before therapy demonstrated greater improvement in repetition than those with lower intra-

individual variability. Perhaps most interestingly, intra-individual variability declined over 

the course of treatment, and there was a significant correlation between performance 

improvement and intra-individual variability reduction.

The finding that intra-individual variability is a positive predictor of language improvement 

appears to conflict with existing literature on the relation between intra-individual variability 

and task performance in cognitive and perceptual-motor domains. In healthy aging and 

dementia, intra-individual variability has generally been negatively correlated with both 

short-term performance22 and long-term variables5, including time until death23. On the 

other hand – and perhaps most relevant here – evidence also suggests that increased 

variability in a particular cognitive or motor domain may be associated with greater potential 

for change following training specific to that domain12.

Correlation of task-specific variability with performance improvement has been attributed to 

influences of learning and strategy use in development24. During skill acquisition, changes 

occur in execution of strategies, even in the absence of changes in strategy selection25. These 

subtle changes may result in adaptive variability while learning specific tasks. Thus as an 

individual achieves maximal potential on a task, variability decreases. In expert motor 

control, when an individual is performing a highly practiced skill at or near peak level, 

performance variability is reduced, and this consistency is reflected in precise activation of 

neural networks during motor planning26. Our finding that intra-individual variability 

decreased over the course of therapy provides further support for this proposition, especially 

given the significant correlation between improvement on the repetition test and intra-

individual variability reduction. Within the limitations of their language impairment, our 

participants became more expert at the practiced task, thus demonstrating more consistent 

and more accurate performance. Although it is impossible to determine from the present 

study, it would be of great interest to explore whether such variability might continue to play 

a predictive role in the outcome of further therapy or with the introduction of new or more 

difficult tasks.

That increased variability has been found at dynamic periods of cognitive decline and 

development suggests, not surprisingly, that these transitions do not occur uniformly. It 

seems probable that such variability indicates a lack of system stability that is influenced by 

opposing tendencies. On one hand, in a progression towards overall decline, increased 

variability results as the valleys of performance drop more deeply; on the other, in the case 

of development, or recovery, the heightening of peaks is responsible for the observed 
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fluctuation. In support of this, increasing latency for an individual’s slowest reaction times is 

related to increasing variability for older adults27. Nevertheless, cognitive enhancement can 

occur with training and stimulation programs, with functional gains reported in daily life 

despite increasing age28. As in development and recovery, when older subjects realize 

increased potential, greater intra-individual variability is correlated with improved 

learning12.

In the present study, it is possible that individuals demonstrating less variability are at or 

near an asymptote of their abilities, given their neurological status, the extent of lesion 

damage, and the degree to which they have already experienced recovery. While it is 

generally accepted that individuals with aphasia encounter a plateau within the first year 

following stroke29. Intra-individual variability may serve as a more sensitive, individualized 

measure of potential than time post stroke, as well as an immediate and cost efficient means 

of prediction.

The implications for language rehabilitation are of great significance, as predictors of 

response to aphasia treatment are presently limited. Specifically, it may be productive for 

clinicians to target skills in which patients demonstrate high performance variability prior to 

treatment, rather than areas in which limited variability suggests a reduced capacity for gains 

with therapy. It may also be productive to periodically re-assess patient performance on a 

variety of tasks, in order to determine whether cycling through treatment goals, selected on 

the basis of variability as a proxy for potential, may be beneficial. However, such 

possibilities should be interpreted with caution, as the present study represents a new avenue 

of inquiry, and little is yet known about how intra-individual variability changes over the 

course of recovery. Although the present analysis considered time post onset, subjects 

participating in this study were all at chronic aphasia stages. Therefore, there is no 

suggestion that findings would be identical or even similar in acute phases of recovery. 

Additionally, several measures that may impact variability in task performance were not 

included in our assessment, such as attention, mood, and fatigue. Future studies would 

benefit from operationalization and inclusion of these variables.

Further limitations of our study include the potential for practice effects, given the relatively 

short time over which these tests were administered. However, we believe that the lack of 

significant differences between the two pre-therapy time points and the two post-therapy 

time points suggests that this is not a major confound for the present study. While our 

inclusion of fluent vs. nonfluent aphasia classifications did not indicate significant 

differences in benefit between these groups, there was not adequate power in our sample to 

address the differential effects of repetition therapy that may exist for different aphasia 

types. It is also worth noting that our imitation-based therapy was heavily dependent on 

motor processes, as was our repetition outcome measure. Therefore, it is not possible to 

definitively state that intra-individual variability would predict improvement on purely 

cognitively-based tasks.

While extrapolation from the present study to clinical guidelines would be premature, if the 

relationship between behavioral intra-individual variability and post treatment performance 

withstands further exploration, it may suggest that those demonstrating higher levels of 
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baseline variability are good candidates for intervention. Intra-individual variability, in this 

conception, could represent a measure of plastic potential, the extent to which an 

individual’s present neurological status is conducive to the kind of recovery or 

reorganization necessary to manifest improvement with practice and stimulation. However, 

individuals performing consistently at the same level may require different types of 

intervention if they are to realize enhanced function, and these patients may be better 

candidates for referral to clinical trials, pharmacology or more invasive forms of treatment.

Supplementary Material

Refer to Web version on PubMed Central for supplementary material.

Acknowledgments

This research was supported by the National Institute of Deafness and other Communication Disorders (NIDCD) of 
the National Institutes of Health (NIH) under Grants R01-DC007488 and R33-DC008638, the James S. McDonnell 
Foundation under a grant to the Brain Network Recovery Group (A.R. McIntosh, PI), and Mr. William Rosing, Esq. 
All speech and language evaluations were coordinated by Dr. Leora Cherney at the Rehabilitation Institute of 
Chicago (RIC), and performed by her staff at RIC. The research staff at The University of Chicago included Blythe 
Buchholz and Robert Fowler, who helped coordinate the project, and Dan Rodney, who authored the IMITATE 
software. Dr. Ana Solodkin supervised the drawing of lesion masks. The support of these individuals is gratefully 
acknowledged, as are the patients and families who generously participated in this research.

References

1. Van Geert P, Van Dijk M. Focus on variability: New tools to study intra-individual variability in 
developmental data. Infant Behav Dev. 2002; 25:340–374.

2. Nesselroade JR. Elaborating the differential in differential psychology. Multivar Behav Res. 2002; 
37:543–561.

3. Li SC, Lindenberger U, Sikström S. Aging cognition: from neuromodulation to representation. 
Trends Cogn Sci. 2001; 5:479–486. [PubMed: 11684480] 

4. Nesselroade JR, Salthouse TA. Methodological and theoretical implications of intraindividual 
variability in perceptual-motor performance. J Gerontol B-Psychol. 2004; 59:P49–P55.

5. Lövdén M, Li SC, Shing YL, Lindenberger U. Within-person trial-to-trial variability precedes and 
predicts cognitive decline in old and very old age: Longitudinal data from the Berlin Aging Study. 
Neuropsychologia. 2007; 45:2827–2838. [PubMed: 17575988] 

6. Garrett DD, MacDonald SWS, Craik FIM. Intraindividual reaction time variability is malleable: 
feedback- and education-related reductions in variability with age. Front Hum Neurosci. 2012; 
6:101. [PubMed: 22557954] 

7. MacDonald SW, Hultsch DF, Dixon RA. Performance variability is related to change in cognition: 
Evidence from the Victoria Longitudinal Study. Psychol Aging. 2003; 18:510–523. [PubMed: 
14518812] 

8. Duchek JM, Balota DA, Tse CS, Holtzman DM, Fagan AM, Goate AM. The utility of 
intraindividual variability in selective attention tasks as an early marker for Alzheimer’s disease. 
Neuropsychology. 2009; 23:746–758. [PubMed: 19899833] 

9. Gamaldo AA, An Y, Allaire JC, Kitner–Triolo MH, Zonderman AB. Variability in performance: 
Identifying early signs of future cognitive impairment. Neuropsychology. 2012; 26:534. [PubMed: 
22746310] 

10. Courage ML, Edison SC, Howe ML. Variability in the early development of visual self-
recognition. Infant Behav Dev. 2004; 27:509–532.

11. Allaire JC, Marsiske M. Intraindividual variability may not always indicate vulnerability in elders’ 
cognitive performance. Psychol Aging. 2005; 20:390–401. [PubMed: 16248699] 

Duncan et al. Page 9

Neurorehabil Neural Repair. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2017 October 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



12. Li SC, Lindenberger U, Hommel B, Aschersleben G, Prinz W, Baltes PB. Transformations in the 
couplings among intellectual abilities and constituent cognitive processes across the life span. 
Psychol Sci. 2004; 15:155–163. [PubMed: 15016286] 

13. Tseng CH, McNeil MR, Milenkovic P. An investigation of attention allocation deficits in aphasia. 
Brain Lang. 1993; 45:276–296. [PubMed: 8358600] 

14. Erickson RJ, Goldinger SD, LaPointe LL. Auditory vigilance in aphasic individuals: Detecting 
nonlinguistic stimuli with full or divided attention. Brain Cognition. 1996; 30:244–253. [PubMed: 
8812002] 

15. Small SL, Holland AL, Hart J, Forbes MM, Gordon B. Response Variability in Picture Naming: A 
Computational Study. Clin Aphasiol. 1995; 23:25–38.

16. Small SL. A Biological basis for Aphasia Treatment: Mirror Neurons and Observation-Execution 
Matching. Poznań Stud Contemp. 2009; 45:313–326.

17. Lee J, Fowler R, Rodney D, Cherney L, Small SL. IMITATE: An intensive computer-based 
treatment for aphasia based on action observation and imitation. Aphasiology. 2010; 24:449–465. 
[PubMed: 20543997] 

18. Nishitani N, Hari R. Viewing lip forms: cortical dynamics. Neuron. 2002; 36:1211–1220. 
[PubMed: 12495633] 

19. Kertesz A. Western Aphasia Battery–Revised (WAB-Revised) Pearson. San Antonio. 2006

20. Duncan, ES.; Small, SL. Imitation-based aphasia therapy. In: Hickok, GS.; Small, SL., editors. The 
Neurobiology of Language. Elsevier Health Sciences; 2015. 

21. Fridriksson J, Hubbard HI, Hudspeth SG, Holland AL, Bonilha L, Fromm D, et al. Speech 
entrainment enables patients with Broca’s aphasia to produce fluent speech. Brain. 2012; 
135:3815–3829. [PubMed: 23250889] 

22. Hultsch DF, MacDonald SW, Hunter MA, Levy-Bencheton J, Strauss E. Intraindividual variability 
in cognitive performance in older adults: comparison of adults with mild dementia, adults with 
arthritis, and healthy adults. Neuropsychology. 2000; 14:588–598. [PubMed: 11055261] 

23. MacDonald SW, Hultsch DF, Dixon RA. Predicting impending death: inconsistency in speed is a 
selective and early marker. Psychol Aging. 2008; 23:595–607. [PubMed: 18808249] 

24. Siegler RS. Cognitive variability. Developmental Sci. 2007; 10:104–109.

25. Siegler RS, Lemaire P. Older and younger adults’ strategy choices in multiplication: Testing 
predictions of ASCM using the choice/no-choice method. J Exp Psychol Gen. 1997; 126:71–92. 
[PubMed: 9090145] 

26. Milton J, Solodkin A, Hluštík P, Small SL. The mind of expert motor performance is cool and 
focused. Neuroimage. 2007; 35:804–813. [PubMed: 17317223] 

27. Williams BR, Hultsch DF, Strauss EH, Hunter MA, Tannock R. Inconsistency in reaction time 
across the life span. Neuropsychology. 2005; 19:88–96. [PubMed: 15656766] 

28. Willis SL, Tennstedt SL, Marsiske M, Ball K, Elias J, Koepke KM, et al. Long-term effects of 
cognitive training on everyday functional outcomes in older adults. JAMA-J Am Med Assoc. 
2006; 296:2805–2814.

29. Pedersen PM, Jørgensen HS, Nakayama H, Raaschou HO, Olsen TS. Aphasia in acute stroke: 
incidence, determinants, and recovery. Ann Neurol. 1995; 38:659–666. [PubMed: 7574464] 

Duncan et al. Page 10

Neurorehabil Neural Repair. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2017 October 01.

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript

A
uthor M

anuscript
A

uthor M
anuscript



Figure 1. 
Relationships between Pre-treatment Intra-Individual Variability, Pre-treatment Mean and 

Improvement in Mean for the repetition test. Subject 2 was excluded due to missing data, 

leaving 18 subjects. Subjects marked with black crosses are excluded from further analysis 

(see main text).
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Figure 2. 
Relationship between change in Intra-Individual variability and change in Mean for the 

repetition test. Subjects shown are as in Figure 1.
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Table 1

Performance measures for all subjects

MEASURE Mean Pre (SD) Mean Post (SD) Mean Improvement (SD) p value (uncorrected)

WAB-AQ 67.72
(20.00)

70.34
(18.33)

2.61
(3.73)

.0068*

WAB-CQ 71.27
(16.50)

73.89
(15.44)

2.62
(2.72)

.0005*

WAB-SS 12.42
(4.49)

12.81
(3.89)

0.47
(1.36)

.1460

WAB-AVC 164.40
(26.94)

166.42
(25.78)

2.02
(7.67)

.5186

WAB-Rep 67.16
(26.64)

72.00
(24.85)

4.84
(6.49)

.0044*

WAB-NWF 64.61
(29.21)

67.00
(29.19)

2.39
(3.13)

.0037*

Repetition Test 79.40
(19.03)

86.19
(19.11)

6.58
(5.90)

.0002*

The asterisk (*) marks significant values after Bonferroni correction for 2 comparisons (*p < 0.01/2). SD: standard deviation; WAB: Western 
Aphasia Battery; AQ: Aphasia Quotient; CQ: Cortical Quotient; SS: Spontaneous Speech; AVC: Auditory Verbal Comprehension; Rep: Repetition; 
NWF: Naming and Word Finding.
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