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 However, studies showing a benefit of voice differences have typically used
linguistically similar streams, which may also challenge selection

Does the benefit of different voice characteristics for auditory attention
depend on selection difficulty?
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Behavioral Analysis
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If selection Is easy, talker differences have no benefit;
If selection is hard, talker differences benefit performance
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Results

BioSemi system

o Data were preprocessed in EEGLAB
(bandpass filtered at 0.1-50 Hz, down-

rejected, eye/muscle components
removed using ICA) and epoched
Y, (baselined to syllable onset)
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Event-Related Potentials Analysis
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Q ERP responses to target stimuli (always syllables spoken in
male voice) differed based on whether temporally offset

distractors were similar or different
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0 We observed large peak-to-peak differences in P1 and N1
amplitudes to target stimuli when distractors differed from the
target, and smaller differences when they were similar.

Q Distractors that are linguistically similar to targets drive
stronger, earlier neural responses (but this may be driven

Selection is Hard
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volce differences nonetheless

selection was easy, but
preliminary ERPs indicate

alter neural coding
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ERP responses at sample electrode (Fz) by syllable position
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Q Data collection Is ongoing

Q Future work might consider

When selection is
difficult, hearing the same
voice In both streams leads
{0 an accuracy cost
/

(target N = 30)

which aspect of voice
differences (e.g., pitch,
accent) influence listener
ability to selectively attend
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