Isolating sources of acoustic variability that diminish spectral contrast effects 5pSC3
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Spectral contrast effects (SCEs) are context effects that bias Motivation: S tine the individual contributi ££0 and eend iability to d J ral context effect SCEs In vowel categorization are sensitive to variability in
speech perception. They occur when the auditory system otivation: Separating the individual contributions of fO and gender variability to decreased spectral context effects talker’s mean f0, but not mean F1 or gender
perceptually magnifies spectral differences between sounds: Experiment 1: Gender variability by fO variability * A strong negative relationship exists between SCE
. magnitude and f0 variability (r=-0.81, p <.01)
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compared to a single talker (Assgari & Stilp, 2015, JASA) Sentence Mean 0 Sentence Mean f0 S0 p
* The underlying mechanism was unclear because talker . . R . s o A
yine n . Discussion: f0 variability modulated the magnitude of spectral context effects, but talker gender did not Bot
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Experiment 2: fO variability SD of Sentence Mean 0
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We investigated whether fO variability and/or F1 variability High Variabiliy - " ich Variabiliy . Results parallel findings that 0 variability influenced talker
modulate the magnitude of spectral context effects in vowel w — — —") " n=20 normalization effects (Goldinger, 1996, JEP:LMC)
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categorization Low Variability: Mean f0 = 164.81, SD = 9.78,
v o SCEs in vowel perception are not affected by mean F1
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Vowels Discussion: High f0 variability decreases the magnitude of spectral context effects, even when talker gender is mixed :
 Natural vowels interpolated from [1] to [¢] using PRAAT £ o
« Same stimuli as used in Assgari & Stilp (2015) — —7 Eoz R
Procedure CURRE UDY Qo
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* Practice: 20 sentences from the AzBio corpus (Spahr er effects for these vowels? Sentences from Experiment 2 were rearranged into groups based on F1 SD of Sentence Mean F1

al., 2012 Ear Hear) paired with endpoint vowels; >80% N

i i Vi 20 o Future directions

accuracy needed to continue to test session g Vriapiy | COMEB2ONOmEN) L . Sy | ected based on 10 and
 Test: 2 or 4 blocks of 160 trials (each talker repeated 4 wn) Zor n=20 n the current study, sentences were selected based on f0) an:

times per block) Mean FI E rearranged based on F1. This may not capture the full range
Analyses : _ Low Variability: Mean F1 = 523.37, SD = 16.16, E = of F1 variability.
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