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Figure 1 shows ITD just noticeable differences (JNDs) vs BMLDs measured in
the same children (figure from Todd et al., 2016). It can be seen that some CONCLUSIONS
children with measurable BMLDs do not show sensitivity to ITDs. _ _ _
 Measurement of binaural hearing thresholds can be influenced by the task.
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Because ITD and BMLDs both depend on binaural Analvsis: « Contrary to initial expectation, children with ITD sensitivity had elevated thresholds in
processing, this study aims to understanding why some nawysis. _ . the 31-2AFC compared to the 2I-2AFC task. This difference in performance may be
- e A psychometric function was fitted to the ILD and ITD - - -
children showed sensitivity to BMLDs but not ITDs. data to obtain a IND threshold at 70.7% corrects due to a higher auditory memory load in the 3I-2AFC task.
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