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Analysis of Auditory Evoked Late Latency Potentials
in Stuttering
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ABSTRACT

Objective: Our aim is to evaluate and compare the cortical responses of stutterers and fluents by using auditory late latency responses with the hypothe-
sis of stuttering may result with the auditory feedback delay. The relationship between the auditory late latencies and stuttering durations were also inves-
tigated. Material and Methods: Fifteen male right-handed stutterers aged between 18 and 43 years without any hearing loss and neurological problems,
and 15 male fluents participated in this study. Immitansmetric evaluation, distortion product otoacoustic emission, and pure tone audiometry were perfor-
med to all fluent and stutterer individuals after otoscopic examination. Auditory late latency responses were obtained for those with normal audiological
findings. Click stimulus was given to their right ears. Silent images on the computer were shown to the subjects during the test. Results: P1 wave of the
auditory evoked late latency potential latencies were found as 56.68+7.37 msec for stutterers, and 57.36+7.74 msec for fluents. P1 amplitudes were
0.71+0.53 nV for stutterers, and as 0.73+0.51 pV for the control group. Stuttering duration of stutterer subjects ranged from 11 to 33 years (mean 20.2 years),
and was not correlated to P1 latencies. Conclusion: Stutterers and fluents were not significantly different regarding the P1 latency or amplitude of the au-
ditory evoked late latency potentials. This shows that stutterers have no problem of realization of sounds. Absence of any relationship between stuttering
duration and auditory late latency responses is another result of our study.
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OZET

Amac: Kekemeligin isitsel geri bildirimde gecikmeye sebep olabilecegi hipoteziyle, isitsel uyarilmig geg latans potansiyeller kullanilarak kekemelerde ve
akic1 konusanlarda kortikal cevaplarin degerlendirilmesi ve karsilastirilmast amaglanmustir. Ayrica isitsel geg latanslar ve kekemelik siiresi arasindaki iligki
de incelenmistir. Gere¢ ve Yontemler: Calismaya 18-43 yas arasinda sag elini kullanan, isitme kayb1 ve norolojik problemi olmayan 15 kekeme ve 15 nor-
mal konusan (kontrol grubu) erkek birey alindi. Akic1 konusan ve kekeme bireylere otoskopik muayene sonrasinda immitansmetrik inceleme, distorsiyon
tirtinii otoakustik emisyon ve saf ses isitme testleri yapildi. Normal odyolojik bulgular elde edildikten sonra geg latans potansiyel kayitlart alindi. Katilimei-
larin sag kulaklarmdan klik uyaran verildi. Bireylere test esnasinda bilgisayar araciligs ile sessiz resimler gosterildi. Bulgular: fsitsel uyarilmis geg latans
potansiyellerinden P1 dalga latansi kekemelerde 56,68+7,37 msn, akici konusanlarda ise 57,36+7,74 msn olarak bulunmusgtur. P1 dalga amplitiidii kekeme-
lerde 0,710,531V, akici konusanlarda ise 0,734+0,51 pV olarak bulundu. Kekeme bireylerin kekemelik stireleri 11 ile 33 yil arasinda (ortalama 20,2 yil)
degismekte olup P1 latanslari ile korelasyon gostermemektedir. Sonug: Kekeme ve akici konusanlar arasinda isitsel uyarilmis geg latans potansiyellerinden
P1 dalgasinin latans ve amplitiidleri agisindan istatistiksel anlamli fark yoktur. Bu bulgu, kekemelerin sesleri anlamalarinda herhangi bir problemleri ol-
madigmi gostermektedir. Kekemelik siiresi ve isitsel geg latans cevaplar arasinda herhangi bir iliski bulunmayisi ise ¢alisgmamizin bir diger sonucudur.

Anahtar Sozciikler
Isitsel uyarilmis potansiyeller; konusma bozuklugu; kekemelik

Calismanin Dergiye Ulasti§i Tarih: 20.05.2016 Calismanin Basima Kabul Edildidi Tarih: 04.10.2016

This paper was presented as a poster in 3" Congress of European ORL-HNS, Prague, 2015.

Correspondence
Mesut KAYA, MD
Turgut Ozal University Faculty of Medicine,
Department of Otolaryngology Head & Neck Surgery,
Ankara, Turkey
e-mail: mesutkaya78@yahoo.com




66

INTRODUCTION

Stuttering is a speech disorder characterized by in-
voluntary stoppages in the stream and rhythm of per-
son’s speech, not in compliance with the age. It usually
begins between the ages of 3 and 8 years with an un-
certain cause, and can recuperate frequently in the
preadolescence.!*

In stuttering, there is psychological, physiologi-
cal and neurological rhythm disturbances such as rep-
etitions of sounds and syllables, prolonging sounds,
hesitations, exclamation, substituting other words in-
stead of jawbreakers, and stuttering words with phys-
ical strain.>”’ Despite a large number of brain and
behavioral research, the cause of the stuttering has not
been proven, and it is not known whether it is envi-
ronmental or anatomical. Psychological, neurological,
genetic and biomechanical causes, language and
speech are the research topics for this interesting en-
tity 348

Auditory evoked potentials are the wave forms
that rises from pathway along cochlear to cerebral cor-
tical area as an electrophysiological response of central
nervous system to different stimuli such as click, tone
burst, tone bip.”!° The auditory evoked late latency re-
sponses (ALR) are the first auditory electrical re-
sponses that have been obtained from central nervous
system, thalamic and auditory cortical areas.!!"!3 P1
wave of the ALR take source from secondary auditory
cortex (lateral Hechl’s Gyrus), and N1 wave from
several distinct generators (lateral supratemporal) lo-
cated in primary auditory cortex, frontal lobe and mid-
brain.'

Auditory processes that are in cerebral cortex are
screened by ALR." The waves which occur between 50-
300 msec are defined as P1, N1, P2 and N2. The waves
are observed are P1 between 50 and 80 msec, N1 be-
tween 80 and 100 msec, P2 between 180 and 200 msec,
and N2 between 200 and 300 msec. The titles express
positive and negative voltage polarity of the responses
recorded from vertex.!%!416-18 Exposure to repetitive
stimuli result in decrease of the negative (N1) and pos-
itive (P1) components’ amplitudes.'”

In our study, we aimed is to investigate and com-
pare the cortical responses of stutterers and fluents by
using auditory late latency potentials, and hypothesized
that stuttering may result from an auditory feedback
delay.
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MATERIAL AND METHODS

This study was performed in the Audiology Unit
of a tertiary academic center. The study protocol was
approved by Institutional Clinical Research and Ethics
Board (Feb 09, decree no: 9). All individuals partici-
pated in the study were informed about the study, and
they provided their verbal and written informed con-
sents. The study population composed of 15 right-
handed stutterers between the ages of 18-41 years
(mean age 30.6+3.2 years) without any hearing loss or
neurological problems; and 15 fluent right-handed
males between the ages of 19-43 years (mean age
27+4.6 years) without any hearing loss or neurological
problems. After all of the participants have ear, nose
and throat examinations, the immitansmetric study, dis-
tortion product otoacoustic emissions (DP-OAE) and
pure tone audiometry were performed. The individuals
with normal audiological examinations were, included
in the study.

Stimulus type and properties used for late latency recordings

Medelec Synergy T-EP system (Medelec Synergy,
Oxford Instruments Medical, Surrey, UK) ABR device
was used to give click stimuluses, through TDH-49
headphones, and to record cortical auditory evoked late
latency responses. The repetition of stimulus was deter-
mined as 1.1 pulse per second (pps).

Recording the late latencies

The cortical potentials were recorded in a silent
chamber in the audiology unit. During the test, the sub-
jects were exposed to soundless pictures on the com-
puter screen in a sitting position. P1 and N1 waves of
the auditory evoked late latencies are to be expected
in the first 100 msec of the recording. Therefore, the
analysis interval was determined as -100 msec and
+100 msec. The electrodes were placed according to
the international 10-20 system to record evoked po-
tentials. Vertex for (Cz) noninverting electrode, fore-
head for (Fpz) ground electrode and right mastoid for
(M1) inverting electrode were the installation points
(Table 1).

The testing period for each patient including audi-
ological evaluation, electrode assembly and recording
of the evoked potentials was approximately 60 minutes.
Verbal and written descriptive information was pre-
sented to the subjects about the test.



Table 1. Parameters used in late latency recordings.

Parameters
Analysis interval
Frequency Click
Stimulus intensity level 75 dB SPL
Filtering 1-30 Hz
Number of channels One
Averaging 250 sweep
Repetition of stimulus 1 pps

Electrode assembly

Artifacts Rejection +/- 100 »V

Statistical Analysis

SPSS for Windows 12.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL,
USA) was used for statistical analysis. Student’s t test
was used to compare normally distributed parameters
between the groups while Mann-Whitney U test was
used to compare abnormally distributed parameters. The
results were evaluated at 95% confidence interval, and
considered as statistically significant if p<0.05. In addi-
tion, correlation between the P1 and N1 wave latency
and duration of stuttering were analyzed with Pearson
(1) test.

RESULTS

Latencies and amplitudes of P1 wave of the fluent
subjects are shown in Table 2, and of the stutter subjects
are shown in Table 3.

P1 wave latencies of fluents were found between
42.00 and 66.00 msec, and the mean latency was
57.36+7.74 msec while the latencies of stutterers were
found between 41.70-72.00 msec with a mean latency of
56.68+7.37 msec. No statistically significant difference
was found between P1 wave latencies of stutterers and
their fluent peers (p>0.05).

P1 wave amplitudes of fluents were found between
0.96 and 1.90 uV with a mean amplitude of 0.73+0.51
uV; and the amplitudes of stutterers were between 0.16
and 2.20 pV with a mean amplitude of 0.71+0.53 pV.
Similarly, no statistically significant difference was
found between P1 wave amplitudes of stutterers and flu-
ents (p>0.05).

Mean stuttering duration of the stutterer subjects
was 20.2 years, and ranged between 11 and 33 years.
The stuttering durations and P1 wave latencies of stut-
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100 msec before the stimulus, 100 msec after stimulus

Vertex (Cz), Forehead (Fpz), right mastoid (M1)

Table 2. The latencies and amplitudes of the fluent subjects.

Fluents (Name) Age P1latency (msec) P1 amplitude (pV)
KF 19 64.20 0.19
BM 20 49.80 0.19
FU 25 60.20 0.51
OK 27 62.80 0.26
uT 27 64.80 1.10
VD 29 42.00 0.54
GK 29 48.60 1.90
CG 31 66.20 0.43
AC 31 60.20 1.00
SuU 35 53.40 0.31
BE 35 62.00 1.00
NY 35 60.80 1.50
MEC 36 44.40 0.96
RD 37 62.20 0.23
MO 43 58.80 0.77

ters were compared. No correlation was detected be-
tween stuttering time and P1 wave latencies (1= -
0.07).

DISCUSSION

Despite a great number of neurologic and behav-
ioral studies, the cause for stuttering is still not known.?
Various theories have been proposed about causes of
stuttering including cerebral dominance theory, func-
tional disability of the basal ganglion which provides
motor coordination, theory of learning, diagnosogenic
theory, psycholinguistic theory, and psychological and
organic theories.>*

In our study, we aimed to investigate and compare
the cortical responses of stutterers and fluents by using
auditory late latency potentials, and hypothesized that
stuttering might result from an auditory feedback delay.
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Table 3. The latencies and amplitudes of the stutterer subjects.

Stutters (Name)  Age P1 latency (msec) P1 amplitude (uV)
HA 18 58.60 0.16
AC 18 49.20 0.22
HG 19 49.60 0.44
AA 23 61.00 0.56
SM 23 41.40 1.20
SA 24 66.40 0.48
M$S 25 55.80 1.30
DO 25 52.40 0.38
AS 25 53.60 220
MOD 27 59.60 0.70
EA 30 58.20 0.72
CG 35 61.20 0.93
IT 35 53.80 0.65
ES 37 72.00 0.54
TY 41 57.40 0.20

Genetic studies reported that stuttering was more
common among males, and it occurred more frequently
if there is a positive family history.?! It has been shown
that stuttering is observed in 10% of the daughters and
20% of the sons of stutterer individuals.

The results of imaging studies indicated abnor-
malities in the primary auditory cortexes of the stutter-
ers.?!"? It has been supposed that insufficiency in speech
and motor skills arise from the left hemisphere. Those
were tried to demonstrated with positron emission to-
mography (PET) and magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI). The brain imaging studies of the stutterers
pointed out the difference of right and left hemispheric
areas. Both hemispheres of brain take charge in pro-
duction of speech. Left hemisphere adjusts the transi-
tion of the sounds while the right hemisphere is
associated with integrality, music and emotions.

According to the theory of cerebral dominance, left
hemisphere that provides fast pass of signs during con-
versation is not dominant enough in stutterers. In addi-
tion, decreased dominance of the left hemisphere
indicates the cause of the increase in emotional activity
is associated with stuttering. Insufficient activation of
the left hemisphere’s temporal lobe, which involves
motor and language areas, and the abnormalities in right
fronto-temporal network anatomy have been shown in
functional magnetic resonance imaging (f-MRI) and
other neuroimaging studies performed on stutterers.?!->*
In contrast, MRI, f-MRI and PET studies suggest that
there are failure of activation in those areas of brain, and
biochemical failure.
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Sharma et al found mean P1 wave latency 59 msec,
and the mean amplitude of P1 wave as 1.2 pV, with
using /ba/ sound on 10 fluent adults between the ages
of 21-27 years with normal hearing.” Poulsen et al. re-
ported that P1-N1 wave latencies decreased with age in
normal-hearing adults aging between 19 and 45 years.!'!
In that study, they reported the P1 wave latency as 58
msec. They also found mean P1 amplitude as 0.76 pV.
Hung Jang et al. studied the individuals between the
ages of 2-17 years with normal hearing, found P1 wave
latency as 122 61 msec, and indicated that the wave
length decreased with maturation.?®

In our study, P1 wave latency was 57.36 msec in
individuals having normal speech, and 56.68 msec in
stutterers. P1 amplitude was as 0.73 pV in fluents, and
as 0.71 pV in stutterers.

Auditory evoked cortical potential studies on male
adults with normal hearing found mean P1 latency as
50 msec.?”?® The results of the auditory evoked late la-
tency potential records in stutterers and fluents were
consistent with the literature in our study.

Click, tone burst and speech stimulus have been
used in cortical potential recordings. In our study, we
found that the results of cortical potentials obtained with
click stimuluswere similar to the results obtained with
tone burst and speech stimulus.'>!¢1928 Click stimulus can
also be used reliably for recording cortical potentials.!”

We designed a study to investigate the thalamo-
cortical and primary auditory areas of male stutterers
using late latency potentials. We compared the latencies
and amplitudes of auditory evoked late latency poten-
tials of 15 male stutterers and fluent subjects. We did
not find any statistically significant difference between
normal speakers and stutterers. The results of our study
did not show any difference arising from hearing and
speaking centers in the responses of auditory evoked
late latency potentials.

Both our results and results of late latency poten-
tials in Weber-Fox and Hampton et al.’s study indicated
normal responses in primary and secondary auditory
areas in stutterers.?’2? In contrast MRI, f-MRI and PET
studies suggested failure of activation in those areas of
brain, and biochemical failure.?!-?*

The differences between the results of those stud-
ies may be due to analysis of one particular problem af-
fecting obvious parts of brain with different methods.
Therefore, further studies on neuroimaging and auditory
evoked potentials are needed.



No statistically significant difference was detected
between the auditory evoked late latency potentials of
stutterers and fluents. Our results may be interpreted as
such the stutterers have the same functions of the hear-
ing and speaking centers with the fluents.

Stuttering duration was compared with P1 wave la-
tency in stutterers. No correlation was detected between
stuttering duration and P1 wave latency. This is the first
study that compared stuttering duration and P1 wave la-
tencies.
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Studies with more participants and different stuttering
times are needed. No studies n the literature have investi-
gated P1 component of auditory evoked late potentials in
stutters. This study is particularly important for indicating
no abnormalities in the P1 wave of secondary auditory cor-
tex (lateral Heschl’s Gyrus) of the stutterers. Stutterers re-
alize the sounds as good as fluents. Therefore, further
studies on the upper cortical pathways and areas are
needed. We may suggest that auditory late latencies do not
have any relationship with stuttering duration.
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