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|. OVERVIEW

Creaky voice differs from modal voice in acoustic & phonatory properties, but how subtypes of creaky voice differ is less clear.

Existing classification of creak subtypes are mainly based on acoustic waveforms (Hedelin & Huber 1990, Redi & Shattuck-Hufnagel 2001)

Q: How do subtypes of creaky voice differ in their acoustic and phonatory properties?
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After Keating et al. 2015, Huang 2022

Goal: evaluate the importance of source and filter characteristics in distinguishing between vocal fry, period doubling (PD), and modal voice
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Simultaneous recordings of audio and electroglottography (EGG) of

oortant acoustic measures: f0, H1-H2, H1, SoE, H2, H4, and HNR (0-500H2z)

oortant phonatory measures: duration of the glottal opening phase and contact quotient of the glottal pulse

) , , Acoustics dataset
continuous read speech in Mandarin (Huang 2024)
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Tokens of vocal fry, PD, and modal voice were located using EGG
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Top 15 important acoustic measures

Top 15 important acoustic + EGG
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Phonatory measures such as EGG contribute to the separation of subtypes

of creaky voice

Voicing types have stronger ties to the source dynamics associated with
our vocal folds than the filter

Mapping between perception and acoustics is direct, but what about

phonatory characteristics? How are they accessible to listeners?
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