The benefit of binaural hearing to spatial perception in normal and hearing impaired listeners
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Experimental Set-up Results: Hearing-impaired listeners get no SRM when

only limited spatial cues are available

Introduction
Hearing-impaired listeners complain of difficulty understanding speech in

noisy environments. This difficulty is partly due to a diminished ability to use NO <batial
spatial location for segregating target speech from interfering speech (Noble spatial sep%ra’rion Subjects were not able to obtain any spatial release from masking
and Gatehouse, 2000). Benefit in speech perception achieved from spatial separation when spatial cues were limited to ILD only.

separation is known as spatial release from masking (SRM). Certain auditory
deficits and/or hearing aid processing could alter acoustic cues for spatial
separation, and thus, potentially reduce SRM. Previous research has shown
that normal hearing listeners get SRM even when given limited spatial cues.
This study investigates SRM in hearing-impaired listeners when spatial cues
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