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Electrical Compound Action Potential: Effects of different parameters

35
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A7l A= A7 EgE5 A 9] (electrical compound action potential; ECAP)E= ¢1@9t$-2 HA 48 #
Fa3 B0l W AT o) AT AT ECAPS FEAL wol7l flate] AFH 7)1 5o
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ABSTRACT

Electrical compound action potential (ECAP) can be recorded on cochlear implant. This study will
investigate stimulation and recording to enhance the efficacy of ECAP. 34 articles was used. We
analyzed pulse and stimulating condition, artifact suppression, recording condition. The cathod-leading
biphasic pulse was used with as short as possible pulse width and inter phase gap for the efficacy of
neural firing, stable threshold and preventing neural degeneration. Around C-level was stimulated to
apical, middle and basal turn of cochlea. Artifact was eliminated by forward-masking,
template-subtraction technique. For clearer waveform, we need to change distance between stimulating

and recording electrode, the gain of amplification, number of average.
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1. 4= Ao uwhe} 993 A ¥ (endocochlear potential; EP),
9k$- =& Y (cochlear microphonic; CM), 7F& 4
9 (summating potential; SP), &3 FEAY

ANAe ¢ FRAXF AL FAYRE o
o (compound action potential; CAP) 5°] it}
¥ AdAge B dH nuEd. of W o pound action pe et
= 3 % I Z=7HAE Ao
o AR weelA wAnE 4A A A ¢ oo A A Asw SUAS A 6l
= yzole] S JFe Wi
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SPE A FEAXY AAH7|Ls FFolH,
SP= CM¥ &8 F+ 914& Aol AH&she ald
FE AFsto] ol A= S HAist & A

CAPS A4 dedo A dAsts AAldefolH,
285 A3 acoustically CAP (ACAP)9} # 7]
= AFsl= electrically CAP  (ECAP)o] 9t}
ECAPS o 77 Sol  vhs A5 e A3
& T3 HVIE AT AAE V15T 5 Ak

ECAP2 ¢b-o] 744 AE7F 54 drestiA
YA d AEE E3A1A LS, 44 AR
b AEZ e mdatr] A FAE7] SR 9E A9
T ox3d & odrh dPAA B 4 =(NDH
W F9-PD7F AHE JEhd FEAR
N1°o] 260 us(Brown et al., 1990), P1¢] 250-550 pus
(Miller et al., 1998)¢]™, N1-P1 =& 50 @wHrt}
g o) 600 VN A= o] 2tH(Abbas et al., 2004).

ECAPE 4 4 Vv AL 73 Ao Hojo] 1}
Bty 253 9bg Alo]l A& 100-300 us 8=
2 ghobA o -9F HAA e Fx7F AddA
ZE o] A3, whgo] A A&} Ao]lE Kl
ot 33 o2 Nlo] yehtr] d A7 &9
dste] N1e® AAsty] Z3d BRYs Hs7|=
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Ao 2 FE HE X o (Hong et al, 2010)

=8, ael 2 o] W W7 wuel sYw

ATt A= FTH/ S ugt Ao B4 A4
FH A7 dthHHeo, 2009; Heo et al., 2009).
o]y 3 FAZ FEslL ECAPO t¥3d #H4S &
|317] fdiAe A=2 71E =20 T8 WIAA
a7k gk

o] A= AT HAAGAA VFolv A=
T vhFe A AFelA ECAP &% 84S
Eol7] fsted Y] A=FH HY 71F W T
e ARE FdE T3 nEsta, A &7
Al oS Wl tg dieks gAstaxl st

A
TAAT, ZANAT, AT 5 A9 ECAPS
ATg ] 69, 9] 289 T ET 34HEo=R JTh
U = FIEAR Y S| RA
T A AR ‘EIREFHL,  ‘ECAP,
‘electrical compound action potential, ‘NRT,

‘neural response telemetry’ T2 A, AT
4o Hggsta, stedsAd SAXA AN =
oo g &t Iy =Ee BT oyets #H

AFA 9] =2 ‘science direct’ ol A] ‘electrical
compound action potential & A3t =& 22414%H
% ‘action potential’, ‘electrical stimulation’, ‘brain
research’, ‘cochlear implant’, ‘auditory nerve'® =7
Agto], A EA Agsta, 7@ 2IQIRo R
HAE F50] 71s39 " ‘Hearing Research’ A& =
i 28HOFE FALE o]E =i FEAY =i 15
<l F oA =i 12, cat 2 Q1FS o] =&
o]t} AHFEL cato] 3, guinea pig7t 10,

o}
=

383 cat?} guinea pigE =T ol &% A9-7t 3A
A

=& Cochlear Ltd.e] CI247} 17, CI 5127} 1#
2 ABA} CI II+HiFocus®t HiRes 90k +HiFocus”}
7k 3#l4 otk AdFsE A5 WaPtn) AE
o] F#3& H=(ball electrode)e] 14, Cochlear Ltd. 8
Ad A=o] 2, AB9 HiFocus¥ Cochlear Ltd.
Cl24 4 n4A A9 A8 A=(wire electrode) &
o] 7} 1e1® EESIATE ol =2 1 #9 catol
A A9, 1919 guinea pigoll A vz 95 9§
AH 2 FhFo 47 9 AL AQsta BF 1

AA WEE AYgskah

1=}
A oo iy 2dA B zvizd
g4 A=y FEd W ¥ v|FE AFE o] &35
o] Y=(mono-polar) &2 23141t}

TES 2(Ageld Mg AAe] F
kel diiTh A= 287F 9%
7V A UE, 9dl7t HAlAEE 7] Zb2 el A8t

o
o
¥ A= (plate electrode) S ©] &3
v A
-
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712 Fx 2 AZEYSE Cochlear Ltd.7}
SPrint, PCl(processor control interface), IF5 %
NRT (6#])3} Freedom, programming Pod, Custom
Sound EP (9#))E, AB7
CPI(clinical programming interface), Bionic Ear
Data Collection System(2d)S, & A3A
Cochlear Ltd. NRT(1#)$} MatLab (MathWorks,
USA) % Boland Delphi 522 A}A] A 2F3F A
Edoj(16d)E 77 o] &3

Platinum  Series,
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My AT HAY SegsHel: Hel I8 11
715 21 & 44 2489 A5 "2 Abole] AIZE ZHA(inter  pulse
A2 HAZ(pulse width; PW), (+)v (—) & interval; IPI, ©]&} IPD), "2 A= HE, AL
£ 4+ (mono-phase), 4217 (charge balanced (continuous stimulation) ¥+ train stimulation, &
bi-phase), 1% 7+2 (inter-phase gap; IPG), 12 1 F A=, AT B9 52 B4
$1A4 2= <=4 (phase order) & #2353t}
1 AT age] AF L % FAh £8 LZE o]
. stimulating recording
company electrode site electrod site
Cochlear Implantee
1 Akhoun et al(2013). HR * Vol 302, 60-73 CSEP "  Cochlear’ CI24°® Scala Tympani  MP2 ' Scala Tympani
2 Cohen(2003). HR Vol 179, 72-87 NRT v3 ' Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
3Cohen(2009). HR Vol 247, 100-11 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
4 Cohen(2009). HR Vol 247, 112-21 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
5Cohen(2009). HR Vol 247, 87-99 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
6 Cohen(2009). HR Vol 248, 1-14 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
7Cohen(2009). HR Vol 248, 15-30 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
8Heo(2009). Kspeech sci. # Yol 1,203-7 CS EP Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
9Heo(2009). Kspeech sci, Vol 1,25-30 CS EP Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
10Hughes et al(2012). HR Vol 285, 46-57 BEDCS"* AB T o ** Scala Tympani M ' Scala Tymoani
CS EP Cochlear E}’?élz Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
11Kim et al(2010). korl™ 53, 470-4 CS EP Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
12Kim et al(2011). Korl 54, 688-92 CS EP Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
13McKay et al(2003). HR Vol 181, 94-9 CS EP Cochlear  CI24 Scala Tympani  MP2 Scala Tympani
140h et al(2006). Korl 49, 274-8 CS EP Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
150h et al(2006). Korl 49, 892-6 CS EP Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
16Polak et al(2004). HR Vol 188, 104-16 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
17 Undurraga et al(2010). HR Vol 269, 141-61 RENCS AB T TT Scala Tympani MP Scala Tympani
BEDCS 90k
18 Undurraga et al(2012). HR Vol 290, 21-36 BEDCS AB S(T)KTT. Scala Tympani MP Scala Tympani
Animal experiment
Cat
19Mi1l et al(2008). HR Vol 175, 200-14 Self#  Cochlear  cretom 8ch® Scala Tympani  ball *** nerve trunk
20 Stypulkowski et al(1984). HR Vol 14, 205-23 Self Self ball Seala Tvmmani — MP nerve trunk
extra (RW)
Guinea Pig
21 Hu et al(2003). HR Vol 185, 77-89 Self Self ball Scala Tympani ball nerve trunk
22 Jeng et al(2009). HR Vol 247, 47-59 Self Self ball Scala Tympani ball nerve trunk
23Killian et al(1994). HR Vol 81, 66-82 Self Self ball extra ball extra
(RW, apex)
24 Matsuoka et al(2000). HR Vol 149, 129-37 Self Self ball Scala Tympani  ball nerve trunk
25Matsuoka et al(2000). HR Vol 149, 115-28 Self Self ball Scala Tympani  MP nerve trunk
26 Nourski et al(2005). HR Vol 202, 141-53 Self Self ball Scala Tympani  MP nerve trunk
27Nourski et al(2007). HR Vol 232, 87-103 Self Self wire Scala Tympani  MP Scala Tympani
28 Prado-Guitierrez et al(2006). HR Vol 215, 47-55 NRT v3 Cochlear CI24 Scala Tympani MP2 Scala Tympani
29 Stronks et al(2010). HR Vol 259, 64-74 Self Self ball Scala Tympani ball extra
30Westn et al(2011). HR Vol 280, 166-76 Self AB HiFocus Scala Tympani MP Scala Tympani
Cat & Guinea Pig
31 Mill et al(1998). HR Vol 119, 142-1%4 Self Self ball Scala Tympani ball Scala Tympani
32Mill et al(2001). HR Vol 151, 79-94 Self Self ball Scala Tympani  ball nerve trunk
33 Runge-Samuelson et al(2004). HR Vol 194, 1-13  Self Self ball Scala Tympani ball Scala Tympani
Cochlear Implantee & Cat
34Mill et al(2004), HR Vol 198, 75-86 NRT v3  Cachlear (24 Seala Tvmnani  MP2 Seala Tyvmnani
Self Cochlear  custom 8ch Seala Tvmmani  RP ¢ Srala Tvmnani.
Scala Tympani  ball nerve trunk
*. Hearina Research @ : (netom Samd FP T : (nchlear TtAd S AMMHOIAMRFR] Nuelens OT240IM straiaht ~mved ZaF 1: plate
electrode(MP2) & araimd2 AKREH= (T249] mna-mlar X2 HIAI 7. Nenral Resmnse Talemetrv version 3 0 #: OFAZIQL M5+ *
*: Rionie Far Nata (nlleatinn Suatem : Advanced Rinning - 0T TTQF HiFams  %: HiRes Ok QF HiFaes ' momn milar “j:* o

stoluloIS WS- SRS ISeIRl 77 oiEl Ze@ RpF| K&, U ATE Qs TR KAE 8 A QI3 HLH0IMAA,
& 24ZHRound Window), ; FEAZ, % pi polar.
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2 27 715 H 2719 (template  subtraction),
2 e} &A= Abole  Z+A(masker-probe interval;
MPD& i Asshe WAk Y (forward
masking) 5] AH& W& A8t

[¢)
A9 S FE Aw

b & 71E A 5 B
ol Ztzte]l ZHEL A AV], = BF3
59 @AV doiA wEHREA dial Ve BARS

SREE
4. 9+ A3

41 QBG4S ol A%

411 2~ =1

PWE CI IO@3#)¢t HiRes 90k(3#)7F =%
21.55, 32, 64, 86, 129 us&, CI249] 163 < 152<
CI512 18 % 2% 16d904 25 4s(69.6%)=, CI24
18l A 26, 52 usE 424 AF&-38kdt

742 CI T HiRes 90koll Al 7HzE 1817 49
AS ¥3teleo] w943 pseudomono=, CI O ¢+
HiRes 90k 2z} 249} CI24 168 2 CI512 18] & %
T 2181(91.3%) N A FdE A2 ARE-SEA T

IPGE CI T ¢ HiRes 90kell Al 0 pset Aol 2.0
ms=, CI2490 A 7 ps7} 24, 25 ps7F 34, 58 pus7F 1
g, 283l 84, 45, 100 pusE BF AFgI FA$7H 1
%, CI5I2004 7 ps7b 14 =7 #=E Ak 100
ps olUle] PG+ EF 8u(34.8%)Z uyElstth IPG
2 AFsA &= 49$E= CI O9 HiRes 90kel A 1
#2, CI2491 4 9l 71 ATt

A4 A= 4= CI D9 HiRes 90kl A ‘—/+
o} ‘+/—="7} z+z+ 2# ¢ 1&4, CI24 187} “+/—,
U= 158 ¢k Ch12 18+ —/+'9 &A1 2 Ay
ATk G ASFES /479 =A47F 238 5 209
(86.95%) 2 @z = At

412 A5 =4

IPIE CI24 189k 200 ps= 28k ue x|
228(9B.7%) M M= At A ekokth A v &S
CI ¢ HiRes 90ke] 3@ & 2#€7F 2442 1, 14 Hz
2, CI24%¥ 11, 35, 40, 55, 55, 559+ 80, 80, 80, 80,
250, 250, 250, 250 HzZ Zzt AMg3t9a, ol &9
A= AlE WFS 9912983 Hzelth AB 1#E9t
CI24 38+ AF3HA 2dtt

A5 w2 7b7y 3el9] ClI D9 HiRes 90k &

Zyzb 287} train WA, CI24 187 A&w2, 59

7} train ¥E 149 CI512—‘: train A& 77 Z)

F8t9laL, AB 1419 CI24 108 A3k 2 3kh
A5 At gyge] REAEA gy W A

o -1

ol A} A3kl C-level, maximal C levelZb# =t

= Hol= AB7} 99 ﬂ‘i (apical turn)®-€ 1,
8 19 == 14 Wl A5 55, Cochlear Ltd.7} w3
A2 HEHEEH 20, 11(12*15), 53) ¥ AT 5=
22y A=k

413 &3 2A

#3427 ClI 09 HiRes 90k7} AHFab#®,
AFZE2ANE 22 1498 AREskATh 189
CI512¢} 118l CI247F A at#AE S AME-SF9 A,
C1249] 3#d7F AFHEAHE, 187 AFF =AY
I AAHAE S B ARSI 1ElE dEshA
R UTE. ol Az 23# F 17#(73.9%)7F A=Ak
He AR A Al A MPI= 7#17F 500
ms, 5&17F 400 ms, Z+ 1&7F 3002 120 ms& A}-&3}

9, 3 QA ek

414 715 =4

A9+ 1038 56 HzE sampling 3t 3L, CI
O ¢ HiRes 90k7} 400 Hz¥El 6 k2 JElg3t%]
a, Y RlE AFHA kgt

A9 FE2 40 dBe] 28, 50 dBo] 6dl, 60 dBe]
12#], 409} 60dBS W #ol AR 2@, 503 60dB<
Hzkol AL 1#4 7hz} 7= Qo).

AYE 50 ws22), 50, 75, 100, 125 ps(1]) 122
ps(11EM7HA] FR38HA Frhrt o] F2HE 1.6 ms7t
Ao] FEAZ Ft 325E FHdl 400(143+89.7) %17}
A G 7k

42 449 &

421 H2~ =3

PWe 8 A Q1&g cat 2d¢F T HAFE A
& cat 48 S 28, FEAFE AES guinea
pig 104l = 74, 4P HA=E A& guenia pig 1
g 5 12dolA 40 ps(63.2%)E A&k, 8
=& A8 cat 2804 40 2 160 us<}F 26, 39, 76
us=, HiFocus guinea pig 1d 50 us, CI24 guinea
pig 1&olA 104 us, 73 A= guinea pig 3¥ F 2
ol A 40 2 160 us 26, 39, 76 usS AHESIF L
U ym A 18 daol 9oh



2 "2z BY
pulse width phase e * phase order
25 40us mwno  bi Tus  2Bus  NC VS
etc etc etc etc
n 1 n n n n n n n n
implantee
AB
21 55us
CI II mono. bi, Ous
. 3 32.6418 2 ¥ 1 . 2 1
+HiFocus 32,86, 1205 RPsMo NC, 2. 9ms
. 21 5518 .
HiRes90k mono. bi. Ous
? 3 326415 2 1 ) 2 1
+HiFocus 32,86, 1205 RPsMo NC, 2. 9ms
cochlear
58us
CI24 16 15 26,525 16 2 3 9 8.4,15,1004s 15 1
CI 512 1 1 1 1
16 0 7 0 21 2 3 3 11 6 20 3
Sbtowl @ m___ _____________m 5 ]
animal experiments
cat
cochlear
custom mono. bi
8ch 2 2 om0, bi 2 2
self *
sine
ball 4 e 1 om0, bi 3 o 1 2 alternate
-39, 1048 mono, bi
guenia pig
AB
HiFocus 1 50us 1 1 1
cochlear
CI124 1 104 s 1 1 1
self
Ne NC Ous alternate
ball 10 7 40.160us 1 6 pseudomono 8 8 58 3 5 -
26,39, 7618 pseudomono Bl ’
wire 1 1 1 1 1
12 7 2 9 8 16 3 8 8 3
Sbtowal 19 ________ 19 ______ i v B
O TR Mo 2 ® 103 3 @ 3 B _3_8 ___ 3
Total 42 42 42 42 42
*; inter phase gap, ' no comments, ' reverse pseudo mono phase, '; XA ME L= =2 HE
9S8 A= catd guinea pig 247 187 @ o2& 8dl(421%)7F ‘—/+'E AHEsded, A
$742, HiFocus, CI24, AdH=(2]% guinea pig) = AF3 =89 72.7%°l 33}
zv7; 1489k T8 A= 69l (guinea pig) 5 E=F 94

(47.4%)7F ¥4, 8 Ad A3 F(cat)ot +HH
F(guinea pig) 244 287 @94 FHEE BT
Abgatgdth. AAFcRE weato] 48, %ol
1181(57.9%)% #a=Ach o]efol FHHASF cat 1
g7k sine #BZ, FEHS guinea pig 2#7F
pseumonos 7t AF§38FS1aL, guinea pig 117} 1
e gk AFstA st

IPGE cat 187} 0 ps, guinea pig 2#7F 0 usét
8, 58 usE AHESAAL, UM A= AFetA &kt

A A M= cato] 8 AE dFetg 249
TPAF 1A ‘—/+5, wdd 189k AF3HA
e 2d17F AT}, guinea pigol Al HiFocus$t CI24
Zkzy 19 aela FEAs 3#EF 47 /408, 1
e =/ E A ARS AU 7
194 a8l AFsHA &2 647 A AAH

i

[¢]

422 A=+ 24

IPIE cat®] AE A&7t 28 B 30 ws, T
Ao 120 gs, 0.15%E 4 ms, 60 ms, 121 A
a4 = 184 Zh2F UEbwth guinea pigell Al
HiFocus 187} 03%¥ 59 msE& AFE319 L, CI24
18 & dFstA gt FFA59 F9 120 s, 1
FH 6, 30, 60, 111, 209, 100-500, 500 msE, A3 =
=o°] 0%E 150 msE ZH7F 1#4 A&3t AAJx
TPAFY 28 = AFEA FUrh

Catdll Al #= Hl&2 2#9 A2 AF457F A
kA &gt FE AL 1677 100 Hz7b 7P7—,L
g Asla, 28= AFsHA &9kt guinea pigoll Al
I H]%T: 18] HiFocus 1534 eFtar, Cl24
7} 33 HzE& AR&STh FEASLS 167, 33, 100,
1,000, 1,000, 1,000, 5,000 HzE Z}Z} AF&3F3 A, 14

ol

N
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i

ol

o] APd=o| 5 Hz& AH&Ath A= A& HA
3 + 1,534 Hz2 B&E )

Ad 28 25 train WA S

10 T
Abgad AL, 48 9 ?‘@ﬁ% T 285 ASEA, Y
M2 2dE AFSHA L UTE guinea pigel H5
HiFocus& A&W41S CI24e AF3HA &ttt 10

glo] FEAS AT o] 24, traino] 5, 3 @

2]
= AFEA &gt = 14 AFHAFL train
2 5

A= Are 95 7|22 6 dB SL(sensation
level), 900 A, 1, 1.23, 1.75, 2.8, 5-55, 6 mA o=
SAE gt A=A

2= Fe e ATy AAE ol & AS A=
e Veer Y a¥A @ A HEs
7] A F-(basal turn)iﬂ Zn 2o AT Eﬂﬂ‘/} o]
T REo 4SS YA (cochleotomy) = 7] A5
= AYESs 5% A=E AbdskaAch

423 3t ~A

A A2AE AWAH el 78, AFHLAE] 3
A9 U= AFsHA &dth MPIE F el
]_

A 500 msE ARESHIL, A AFEA sk,

fFEbdE 4958 100 HzE  sampling 3F$ L,
200 HzH-El FHdl 30 W7tA9] e EHE A3}

A

A9 FZ2 20 dBo] 15#, 60 dBe] 2, 40
50, 100 dBo] z}z} 1@, 203 40dBS WHzo} A}-g3k
7%-7F 184 #E=E A

AYE 122 psF8 A 12 ms7hA FEA|7F H9)
A= 32%E HW 4,000 H7A @ T sHaek

= PW7} th=d 2
eH Tt W% A=t FAl A B s o
s, A= F7H = A psA

o M2 o

o[tk PWE 27 s AA #7155 obd A
3 s g7 obAm, AW Wl

°f, PWE + "2 33s weot 2 Az d7st
A slEE AF FEE 2-59 dB A= Fojof
(McKay & McDermott, 1999). 181 PW7} A4
AA Wom 274 wa g8 dolHA 9 3
Zholl Aol H7 = spH, o] AE #HANA W=
=7b vhwpReh AT ES] PWE 30 ps olshrt

238 F 18#(783%)°l o2& AL ASAHE 77}
8 st A AHg8t= A FHSHA ZFow 40 ps o]
HFEE50] 199 T 163(84.2%)2 AL o]
5}

7] 715 ECAPL ‘— A=A @579 o
ol A W =rE =X vH(Miller et al., 1999),
‘+ AFA FFEAIZe] AojAa, G )T 7]
T A (Heo, 2009; Heo et al., 2009; Miller et
al,, 2004). FA4e] A = A AFL FHAIL
o] w2t} (Briaire & Frl]ns, 2006). o]l nls] ‘+ A
& e FHAE Aojx A= 1HAe] Ao =
g Bl fFE it a2 4+ EE o e
|3 AF A7 A kHed EAE A, kS
BAs7] YA ‘+'= & Z23}7](Undurraga et
al,, 2010) ®&o F9dE ARESh -
A= v A Hmo Blete] 207 dB BA
Wi, A A5S Fol veve A3 A 89
43 QA Fee 7 Ay P27 35 dBE, ¥
) B2~ 57 dBETE STH(Smit et al, 2010). 413
oA o] A}t i A= AlAEE HeE &
slel = o F(Undurraga et al, 201002 A 9stx
FAF091.3%)S ArEstdnt 5 A4S E
vt 7o) mAE FTFS dolrREHe= A
7 Wol 9ol Ao wgkrt 1
Fode 198 F 114d(57.9%)°l o2l
A=Y dxaes oAxe AdEE EF 4
86.95%, 72.71%=Z =A #ZHJH + A& &
|2 APH EAHd Fgkstn AMEE Y A
Hhed s,
IPGE H=9 HF4 g, F3+ &9, MAP &
‘d(strategy) 274 Tol o Fad 94T& ot
(Prado-Guitierrez et al., 2006). IPGZ 0 us& 3t
A=l 9%k o] A, 0 sl THhEFE A
sl g 8&do] WolX AT 8-48 ps WHEAdAE o
Ay F34 A7)(oudness) WIS =714 font
(McKay et al, 2005), PW7} §<& wrt F5 o
IPG ¥gtd & A7) A2 =7 AR (McKay
& Henshall, 2003). PWE 0%-E 100 ps7hA A x}=
Walw X7k Aol 1 dB T L o] Sropx| =],

>

N
>| 0.
T

o &

CAy B

O

2 1o dn
>
!

RS- D R LA o A o AR A 5
X -

=

o

Ll

IPGE 100 gs ooz =ZA 3d ANAE Af7t
A e v mE o e Bz wkgd
T} Shepherd & Javel, 1999). AFATEL 100 s
ol3l IPGE olAAtel 8#(348%), TE< 3d
(15.8%)°ll &#stdrt. 1ev IPGE Aw38hA] &
o] 21 zk9] 13#(56.5%)9 & &2 168(84.2%)F EF
IPG7} &2 R 718 g& AHEstAs 7hs

ol s = olE

melsE R A7Eol



=
o AA gt PW7F Azl =4
W IPI7F #olx A ECAP
Ha FlFo] vrolzith ECAP
&5 =4 std B34 9
et 900 pps7hA = Wskrt
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maximal C-levelZ #8331, AP eEE A=
7o 2 AU 900 A, 1, 1.23, 1.75, 2.8, 5-55, 6
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