Toward understanding the limiting factors in speech auditory-motor adaptation:
A new look at perceptual targets
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Introduction and Methods

 Typical speakers monitor their acoustic speech output and Pre-test: Auditory-motor Post-test:
dually adaot t to f tered audit taedback finding medians adaptation target shift test
gradually adapt to compensate for altered auditory feedback. GROUP (180 trials) (195 trials) (30 trials)

* It remains unclear why speakers only partially compensate for
such auditory perturbations.

* Altered feedback may change the speaker’s intended perceptual
targets. Shifts in perceptual boundaries between speech sounds
have been shown to occur in parallel with motor adaptation.'?
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Results and Discussion

Auditory-motor adaptation task: Participants who heard their own typical production before each trial showed no improvement in adaptation.
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Post-adaptation perceptual task: A small perceptual shift immediately following speech auditory- Results also show that there is nho correlation between
motor adaptation may be prevented with target anchoring. the overall extent of auditory-motor adaptation and
"ETs =18 the average “best” perceptual target.
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Conclusions

 Target anchoring did not substantially increase auditory-motor adaptation.
* Post adaptation, participants preferred their own productions with a small formant upshift (~25 cents).

* When considering only the first post-adaptation judgment, small perceptual shifts in the direction of the m gf;gnggngfiga?oE%ﬁgzzzr’&lDCD)
applied perturbation were prevented by target anchoring.
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