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* Electroencephalography (EEG) using 32
active electrodes

20 healthy native speakers of German
(mean age: 25.5), 50% female

o Stimuli: 6 vowels of the German vowel
inventory ([ax It ocer yr o ul),

Highlights:
Spectral and periodicity properties of vowels
are investigated using EEG.

Figure B: Averaged ERPs and topographies for the categories close
vowels with natural pitch, close vowels with manipulated pitch, open
vowels with natural pitch, and open vowels with manipulated pitch
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iIntervals, total duration: 30 min

« The analysis of the event-related
potentials (ERPs) was done in MATLAB
(FieldTrip and EEGIab) and the statistical
analysis in R

Figure C: Averaged ERPs and topographies for the vowel categories front
vowels with natural pitch, front vowels with manipulated pitch, back vowels
with natural pitch, and back vowels with manipulated pitch



