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    Background

! A large percentage of children with autism
have insufficient functional speech in order to
meet their daily communication needs.

! Hence, these children are candidates for
augmentative and alternative communication
(AAC) methods

! When families consider the introduction of
AAC, they are often concerned that this may
hinder their children’s speech production.

3

    Handouts?

http://www.slpa.neu.edu/people/schlosser.html
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Purpose

The purpose of this systematic review was to
determine the effects of augmentative and
alternative communication (AAC)
intervention on speech production in children
with autism.
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Methods
! Design
! Criteria for Inclusion

! the intervention had to be classified as within
the scope of AAC as defined by ASHA (2002)

! the intervention did not involve functional
communication training with AAC

! the participants were not functionally speaking
! speech production was monitored as a

dependent variable
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! Speech production data need to permit calculation of
ES or Percentage of Non-overlapping Data

! participants had a diagnosis of autism or PDD-NOS
! quasi-experimental designs such as selected group

designs or single-subject experimental designs were
used for evaluating an intervention

! in a group design, all subjects had to be classified as
autistic or PDD-NOS and more than 90% of the
enrolled subjects had to enter statistical analyses

! the study was published in a peer-reviewed journal or
approved as a dissertation or thesis

! the study had to be in English and dated between
1975 and 2006



2

7

!  Locating Studies
! Ancestry search of published reviews
! Pearl growing
! General-purpose database searches

! CINAH, ERIC, Medline, LLBA, PsycINFO

! Proquest Digital Dissertations
! Platforms of specific journals

! (sciencedirect.com, springerlink.com,
metapress.com)

! Contacting researchers in AAC and Autism
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!  Data Extraction
! Coding categories

! Participant characteristics
! AAC approach used,
! Methods (# of sessions, designs)
! Type of speech
! Speech measure and technique
! IOA, % of  IOA sessions, IOA observer
! TI, % of TI sessions, TI observer
! Outcomes (speech production, AAC acquisition),
! Quality appraisal.
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Results

! Nine SSED studies met the criteria (27 participants)
! 33 - 144 mo (M = 81 mo); Male (n = 23); Female (n = 4)
! Most participants had little or no functional speech
! 4(5) studies reported no speech imitation levels
! 4 studies evaluated PECS; 3 studies evaluated SGDs; 2

studies evaluated effects of speech output
! Multiple baseline design most often used design
! Half of studies measured AAC-mode related speech
! Speech measurement technique varied across studies

10

Results

! Requesting most often taught AAC skill
! Percentage of Non-overlapping Data (PND), interpreted

according to Scruggs et al. (1987):
!  > 90 = highly; 90-70 = fairly; 70-50 =questionable;< 50=

unreliable

! 16 out of 21 mean PND values (or 76.1%) =  unreliable
! 1 mean PND values = fairly effective range
! 3 mean PND values = highly effective range
! For none of the participants was a decline is speech

reported
! A baseline floor effect precluded a decline (Schlosser et al., 2007)
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Results

! Two RCTs (96 participants).
! 60 mo (Yoder & Layton); 33 mo (Yoder & Stone, 2006)
! High vs. low imitators (Yoder & Layton)
! Any speech was measured, but had to be child-initiated
! CohenÕs d or HedgesÕ g was calculated.

! One RCT showed no difference
! among four modes of intervention (Yoder & Layton, 1988).
! pre-treatment speech imitation predicted speech production

! The second RCT indicated that
! PECS yielded more speech than Responsive Education and

Prelinguistic Milieu Teaching early in the study, but these
differences disappeared later (Yoder & Stone, 2006). 12

Discussion and Conclusions

! Results suggest that AAC intervention does not
hinder but increase speech production.

! The magnitude of increases, however, seems to
be rather modest

! Two studies showed no gains (Olive et al., 2006;
Schlosser et al., 2007)
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Discussion and Conclusions

! Results suggest that AAC intervention does not
hinder but increase speech production.

! Results suggest that AAC interventions increase
speech

! However, the magnitude of increases, however,
seems to be rather modest

! Two studies showed no gains (Olive et al., 2006;
Schlosser et al., 2007)
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Future Directions

! Need to identify which child characteristics serve as
predictors

! Future research should be hypothesis-driven (see
Blischak et al., 2003):

! Òpressure-reduction hypothesis,Ó
! Òconsistent acoustic exposure hypothesis,Ó
! Òautomatic reinforcement hypothesisÓ

! A more consistent measurement approach to speech
production is needed

! Researchers need to evaluate treatment integrity
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