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An attempt was made to explore the influence

of a superior temporal lobe lesion upon the dicho-

tic listening test (DLT). For this purpose the
DLT as well as the nonsense monosyllable discri-
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mination test (NMDT) was performed in nine
patients with left superior temporal lobe lesion
(group 1) and in six patients with left frontal
and/or parietal lobe lesion(s) (group 2). The
tape-recorded nonsense monosyllables were pre-
sented to the unilateral ear of the patients through
audiometer and a receiver at 50 dB above patient’s
subjective threshold of 1000Hz. Three-digit nu-
mbers were used as dichotic stimuli. The results
obtained were as follows :

1) The nonsense monosyllable discrimination
was significantlly poorer in the ear contralateral

FEROEYE E1EH2E

to the temporal lobe lesion in the group 1, while
no significant asymmetry of the nonsense mono-
syllable discrimination between both ears was
demonstrated in the group 2.

2) The DLT demonstrated that there was the
left ear advantage in the group 1, while no signi-
ficant asymmetry between both ears was demo-
nstrated in the group 2 by the DLT.

These findings suggest that the left ear advan-
tage which was demonstrated by the DLT in the
group with the superior temporal lobe lesion may
be due to lesion effect.



