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paradigm. The dashed line indicates the noise floor. Right: Model SFOAE for three different ears (i.e., roughness patterns). Bundle stiffness
(k,) was assumed constant and filter order varied as the power law m(CF)=4.5 CF%3> [150 bundles with CFs from 0.3-5 kHz; 512 stimulus fre-
qguencies linearly spaced from 0.3-6 kHz].

QUESTION: What is the mechanism that gives rise to significant delays observed in OAEs?
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Inset: Estimated variation in gammatone filter order (m) with respect to fiber CF Frequency (kHz)
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