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Conclusions and Outlook

Conclusions -
EMA data: Similar listening tasks, noisiness, and sound levels, but OHI TPs
perceived hearing in these situations as more difficult.

Retrospective assessments: OHI TPs report significantly more avoidance of
loud (e.g., concert) or noisy (e.g., multiple talker) situations.

Outlook -
Data for young normal-hearing TPs have been collected as part of this
study, and age effects will be analyzed.

More research needed to find outcome dimensions that may indicate
avoidance patterns and other important group differences in AR.

Additional research needed to understand the impact of avoidance of
certain listening situations.

Sound levels (Fig 6)
Long-term average C-weighted
sound levels

« Median sound level: 58 dB(C)

 No significant difference between
groups (p>0.05)

Avoidance (Fig 7)
Both groups reported avoidance
«  70% of OHI participants

«  24% of ONH participants

Most commonly reported

avoided situations

» Focused listening to live
sounds (concert etc.)

* Multiple talker / noisy ¢

Situations

CoSS task category

LCeq per participant group

|

60

50
40

OHI ONH

LCeq (dB)

Type of avoided situation (exit-interview)

6
| I 3 3 3
o > o < G NS e
o o o ™ > P
>t Q 2° ¢
o NS o N
o\)\ <C «*®
\3

®OHl ®ONH

'Jensen, Hau, Lelic, Herrlin, Wolters, Smeds, (2019). Evaluation of auditory reality and hearing aids using an Ecological Momentary Assessment (EMA) approach. 23rd International

Congress on Acoustics (ICA), Aachen, Germany.

2Smeds, Gotowiec, Wolters, Herrlin, Larsson, Dahlquist (2020). Selecting scenarios for hearing-related laboratory testing. Ear Hear, 41, 20S-30S.
3Wolters, Smeds, Schmidt, Christensen, Norup (2016). Common sound scenarios: A context-driven categorization of everyday sound environments for application in hearing-device

research. /] Am Acad Aud, 27(07), 527-540.

4 Leijon, von Gablenz, Holube, Taghia, Smeds (2023). Bayesian analysis of Ecological Momentary Assessment (EMA) data collected in adults before and after hearing rehabilitation. Front

Digit Health, 5, 16.

ORCA’/.)

(/Europe

WSAudiology


mailto:firstname.lastname@orca-eu.info

	Slide 1

