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Previous studies

Introduction
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Listeners use spatial information provided panel of Fig. 1A). < fordifferent SOAs «  actual target location subrun

In Kopco et al. (2007), shifts in localization
responses were found not only in trials in
which the target was preceded by a priori-
known distractor, but, surprisingly, also in
iInterleaved control trials in which target was
presented alone (Fig. 1A). This latter shift
was referred to as “contextual plasticity”.

on the context trials by the distractor to im-
prove their localization performance.

We analyzed whether presence of context:
- reduces bias in responses,

- reduces temporal drifts in respones,

- reduces standard deviations of responses,

Results

Standard deviations and correlations

Temporal drifts

- increases correlations of responses with
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1) to the left of distractor
2) to the right of distractor
3) to both sides of distractor

Experimental run consisted of pre-
adaptation adaptation and post-adaptation
part (dotted lines in Fig. 4). Distractor trials
were presented only in adaptation part.
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- OFF context (responses to targets
from subregion in which no context
was presented)

- ON-context-all (responses to tar-
gets when context was presented on
both sides off the distractor).

Summary and Discussion

Discussion
In current study target location computed:
1) based on absulte target ITD/ILD info,

Data analysis

- consider only no-distractor trials from
all runs.

- analyze differences between no-distractor
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combine absolute and relative localization
info. Contextual plasticity might be a result of
this combined computation, which initially in-

Context improved localization performance
In several conditions and several measures:

Experiment 1
- it did not always counteract drift in baseline

- frontal distr. at edge of speaker array

- proportion of distractor trials within
distractor run varied between 50%, 75%
or 90% (fixed withi run).

Experiment 2

- frontal or lateral distr. in midle of array
- targets in distr. trials restricted to one of

trials in distractor runs and no-distractor
(baseline) runs in terms of temporal
drift/bias, standard deviations in responses,
and correlation coefficients between re-
sponses and actual locations.

Exp2 data regrouped (Figure 2) into:
- ON-context (responses to targets from
subregion in which context was presented)

All graphs show across-subject mean
and standard error of mean.

Notes:

Exp1 - 11 subjects; distractor-to-target onset
asynchrony varied between 25, 100, and
400 ms

Exp2 - 8 subjects; distractor-to-target onset
asynchrony fixed at 25 ms

(only “repulsed” responses from distractor),

- it often reduced drift in responses,

- it tended to reduce response variability,

- it increased consistency of responses in
several conditions.

These improvements were mainly observed

for ON-context data (small improvement was

found when context was presented on both

sides off the distractor) of Exp. 2.

2) based on relative info (ITDs/ILDs relative
to distractor ITDs/ILDs, which acts as a
stable anchor because it is repeatedly pre-
sented from fixed position),

3) combination of 1 & 2.

When there was no anchor (distractor), sub-
jects used only absolute localization, which
underwent spontaneous adaptation.

When distractor was present, subjects could

duced bias in responses, but which provided

more stable and more correlated mapping
between stimulus and response locations.

Reasons why improvements were smaller in
Exp. 1 might be:

- targets further from distractor were consid-
ered, for which the anchoring is weaker,

- contextual bias reduced response range

(data not shown), causing lower correlations.
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