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Introduction Results
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Discussion & Conclusion

Methods

Participant A: This participant’s results are most aligned with our hypothesis that the “Digit Memory Task”

condition (Block 2) would show a decrease in articulatory effort compared to the “No Distraction” condition
(Block 1). Participant A’s entire tongue was higher in Block 2 than at baseline which corresponds to less
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The participant sat next to the Field Generator so 153 el Familiarization BLOCK 1 BLOCK 2 _
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B Stimuli (phrases) were adapted from Participant C: This participant showed significant differences in lateral position of the lips and tongue. This
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Stimuli Formula: “He said a kV quietly.”
(V = vowel) Participant D: This participant showed no changes between the two blocks. This is not surprising and may
imply that some people do not change in their articulatory strategy regardless of multiple cognitive
- Stimuli Formula: “He spoke Vk again.” demands.
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Field Generator i‘l’llf’:.’;ii.f:i?ll%’ S ’ Block 2 included a digit memory task future research, it would be important to verify that acoustic intelligibility matches up with what we see in
stimuli ’ articulation. We want to see if we yield the same results (Participant A and Participant C get less intelligible;
Participant D has no change) when we measure acoustic intelligibility (asking people to listen and respond).

Conclusion: Articulatory effort looks different for different people when speaking while doing another task.
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