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INTRODUCTION

Objective

To examine the impact of visual cues, speech materials
and age on the frequency bandwidth necessary for
optimizing speech recognition performance in listeners
with normal hearing.

Question 1:
 How do visual cues impact the frequency bandwidth

METHODS & PROCEDURES

Filtering

Thirteen low-pass (LP) filter conditions of each material
were randomly presented to the participants in noise at
the first session and in quiet at the second session.

Question 1:

 The effect of visual cues was significant [F ; 1,7
=10.40; p=0.0015]. That is, In general the availability

of visual cues reduced required BW.
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o Tests were scored based on number of target words
correctly repeated and reported as a percentage.
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RESULTS RESULTS

Question 3:

 The interaction of age and condition was also
significant [F ; 1,7y =11.09; p=0.0011] That is,
children required significantly more BW than
adults In noise.
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