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Fig. 5: Relation between LSI
and patient-dependent
factors.

delay in implantation between each ear, which was compounded when patients acquired
deafness <5 years (Table 1).

2. Localization sensitivity index was highly correlated with RMS error.

3. Logistic regression showed shape of localization varies across patients, but may not be
related to the patient-specific factors investigated in this study (Fig. 6).

4. Novel approach: Machine classification showed high variability in localization
responses at lateral locations for patients that acquired deafness <5 years, and
heterogeneous outcomes for patients that acquired deafness >5 years (Fig. 8).

» Localization patterns influenced by patient-dependent factors

« Patient care might be optimized by considering these characteristic differences in
localization performance.

« Each approach has different strengths that should be considered depending upon

Delay (Years)
Fig. 4: Relation between RMS
error and patient-dependent
factors.

Each curve shows changes in the parameters
of the four-parameter logistic equation on the
right. x, and X; are defined in RMS caption.

Panels show different categories
of response based on mean or
variance at each target angle.

e Sort into previously described
categories [6]

e Model to describe localization

K function shape [7]

* Results with overall RMS error (Fig. 4) or LSI (Fig. 5) show no relationship with
patient-dependent factors
* High correlation between average RMS and LSI (R? = .88)
* Previous report shows relationship with RMS across central target angles [7]
» Lack of effect due to failure to account for changes with target angle?

/

Significance: Each statistical approach indexes different aspects of
performance (i.e., accuracy, confusions, and shape of function).

Alternative to correlation analysis: multi-level, quadratic regression
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Dataset & Methods
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