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The contribution of CI technology to this sound quality degradation is well documented; = The first experiment explored how shifting the first formant (F1) affects sound quality, aiming to § : § » - § 2f § .
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Representation of The results revealed different patterns across participants in both experiments. Specifically, different
an acoustic signal F1 shifting values were found to induce optimal sound quality for each participant, suggesting
variability in how individuals adapt to FTPM and/or differences in the quality of the ENI. However, the _ C| USER 4 _
second experiment did not help us to clearly differentiate between these two factors.
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information conveyed by a given electrode and the transmission between a given EYPERIMENT 1
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Aushciated with & placeithe sachles Bglam stimulated by that electrode. neuronal interface it stimulates.
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