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= 8 native speakers of Dutch (4 female & 4 male) producing a range of carefully to casually
articulated sentence-length utterances about vacation trips

= 3 Speaking Styles — Unique utterances from a Read Text, a Retold Story, or an Informal Story Conclusions

= 3 Cl Simulation Conditions — No simulation (None) and 2 different Cl simulations varying by :

Research Questions

= Can listeners reliably perceive differences in speaking styles?

simulation condition

sharpness of the synthesis filters
* CI-NB: 16 channel ClI simulation with narrowband filters (Advanced Bionics settings with

12t order filters) * Overall, listeners were able to reliably perceive differences among 3 speaking styles
*  CI-BB: 16 channel Cl simulation with broadband filters (Advanced Bionics settings with 4t * How does simulated Cl hearing affect the perception of speaking styles?
order filters) * Although performance varied by task, response patterns and RT were not greatly affected

by Cl simulation
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= Do differences in the simulated Cl device influence the perception of speaking styles?

*  Performance differed the most for the less favorable CI-BB condition, compared to the Cl-
NB condition and the no simulation condition
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' . filters in the perception of different speaking styles (narrow spread of excitation)

Female Speaker, Read Text: Het was een heel leuke dag. (It was a very nice day.)

0

NH listeners were able to make reliable judgements about speaking style in normal and Cl

Listeners simulated conditions. Although performance varied by task, judgements may only have suffered
* 6 young, normal-hearing native Dutch speakers (6 female) when listening conditions were substantially degraded. These findings suggest that Cl listeners
may be able to perceive and use information about speaking styles in real-life speech
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* Larger listener group with diverse language backgrounds and hearing status
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