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INTORUCTION METHOD

Matrix-sentence tests are an established and validated tool to evaluate
speech reception thresholds and intelligibility (Kollmeier et al. 2015).
They use non-predictable sentences, which are combinations of 5 words
(name-verb-number-adjective-object, e.g. Peter kauft drei teure Dosen).
In (audio-only) matrix sentence tests, speech intelligibility is relatively
homogeneous among words. This is done to improve the precision of the
test when measuring speech reception thresholds (Kolimeier 1990).

OLSA matrix sentence test:
Lists of 20 sentences in audio-only, audiovisual and visual-only
modalities with test-specific noise. Closed response type (10
possible answers per word).
Adaptive procedure to achieve 80% Speech Reception Threshold
(SRT) i.e. 80% of each sentence should be understood.
28 NH participants (14 female, mean age 24.9 years - range 20-29)
MOTlVATlON 2-6 audiovisual, 2 audio-only and 2 visual-only lists per subject.

Speech is multimodal: lip movements and facial expressions improve RESULTS — HOMOGENEITY
speech perception (MacLeod and Summerfield 1987).

Adding visuals to matrix sentence tests is a step towards ecological validity. Word category intelligibility of audio-only and audiovisual trials
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Some pairs of words are acoustically similar (schone-schwere), visually
similar (griine-rote) or audiovisually similar (Peter-Britta). This work has received funding from the EU's H2020 research and innovation

programme under the MSCA GA 675324 (ENRICH) and the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, Cluster of Excellence EXC 1077/1 “Hearing4all” and
SFB1330 Project B1 and C4).
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