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Dpen-canal devices allow sound from the
haided air-conduction and delayed. hearing-

aid paths to interaet over a Widé‘ bandwidth.

Verification

For this study, 32-channel ADRO® was set to linear-gain mode with a maximum output limiter in each channel

(250-Hz spacing). Figures 2 and 3 show group delay measurements with the aids set to the mean 2-cc

coupler gain to achieve the insertion gain used in this study.

Results

Figures 5, 6 and 7 show the results from Experiments 1, 2 and 3 respectively. Non-parametric two-tailed sign

tests and Wilcoxon signed rank tests were performed. The only significant result was that ULD+2ms was

preferred to LD for the Borodin sample and vice-versa for the Pergolesi sample (sign test, p<0.04).

Significant phase preference depends on music sample
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Figure 1. Signal-processing architecture of the DSP software used in this study. « DFBC On vs. DFBC Off for each of the three processing conditions
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