EXP1: DOES PHONOLOGICAL AMBIGUITY
IMPAIR RECALL?

Can speech perception de cits cause
phonological impairments? Evidence from short
term memory for ambiguous speech sound

Levenshtein-Damerau distance: a string metric for
quantifying the di erence between two sequences
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Poor performance on phonological tasks is
a key feature of neurodevelopmental
language disorders (Snowling, 1998; Ramus
et al., 2013).
Perceptual de cit model

We used an automated audio-morphing method
(Rogers and Davis, 2014) to create intermediate speech
tokens that are a blend of two natural speech signals,
for letter-letter (e.g. ‘B’ / ‘D’) and letter-word (e.g. ‘B’ /
‘we’) pairs.
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EXP1: Letter span task. Participants (N = 36 typical adults)
recalled lists comprised of either high-ambiguity or lowambiguity letter sounds, which were 6 or 8 items long
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NO retroactive or
prospective e ects of
phonological ambiguity

CONCLUSION: Ambiguous speech
sounds are harder to maintain in STM if
responses are confusable. But, these
e ects are insu ciently general to support
perceptual de cit accounts
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Replicated
letter-letter
ambiguity
cost for
recall
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8 letters

Q: Are more ambiguous speech
sounds harder to maintain in
short-term memory?

EXP2: Participants (N = 26) recalled lists with 5
combinations of high- and lowambiguity items (letter-letter only)
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6 letters

We also tested if phonological ambiguity
has retroactive e ects on recall, as
observed for speech-in-noise (Rabbitt,
1968).
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We disrupted speech-sound discrimination
in a phonological short-term memory task in
typical adults.

We chose letter stimuli
with high and low
ambiguity from each
continuum (probability of
correct response = 0.99
for low ambiguity items,
0.9 for high ambiguity).

6 letters

We pretested identi cation accuracy for the novel tokens
in a two-alternative forced choice task (N=28).

Is this pathway cognitively realistic?
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EXP2: IS THE EFFECT OF PHONOLOGICAL
AMBIGUITY RETROACTIVE?
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