TRV TH 1984 dE Yt e RN 29 (1984, 5. 25)
g gre =7 Jze Froglvge gy o«
o
7 o e & Z i, o o 8
=] — = hed < [=]
gii :-‘:ll Cix'.% EL]_XF
Perfcrmance Comparison of 3Several Pit
Detection Algorithms in 3peech Signal
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A3STRAST
Several pitch detection algorithms

are studied and compared with the sta-

ndard zitch detector in a term of some

kinds of errors and each of spea:ers,

Jarious types of errors are defined,
ard rank the performance of pitch

detectors,
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F 1. Two waveform measurements which can be used to define pitch

ers.
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