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Efficacy of Individual Computer-Based Auditory Training
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Abstract

Background: Auditory training involves active listening to auditory stimuli and aims to improve performance in auditory
tasks. As such, auditory training is a potential intervention for the management of people with hearing loss.

Objective: This systematic review (PROSPERO 2011: CRD42011001406) evaluated the published evidence-base for the
efficacy of individual computer-based auditory training to improve speech intelligibility, cognition and communication
abilities in adults with hearing loss, with or without hearing aids or cochlear implants.

Methods: A systematic search of eight databases and key journals identified 229 articles published since 1996, 13 of which
met the inclusion criteria. Data were independently extracted and reviewed by the two authors. Study quality was assessed
using ten pre-defined scientific and intervention-specific measures.

Results: Auditory training resulted in improved performance for trained tasks in 9/10 articles that reported on-task
outcomes. Although significant generalisation of learning was shown to untrained measures of speech intelligibility (11/13
articles), cognition (1/1 articles) and self-reported hearing abilities (1/2 articles), improvements were small and not robust.
Where reported, compliance with computer-based auditory training was high, and retention of learning was shown at post-
training follow-ups. Published evidence was of very-low to moderate study quality.

Conclusions: Our findings demonstrate that published evidence for the efficacy of individual computer-based auditory
training for adults with hearing loss is not robust and therefore cannot be reliably used to guide intervention at this time.
We identify a need for high-quality evidence to further examine the efficacy of computer-based auditory training for people
with hearing loss.
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Introduction

Background

The World Health Organization [1] reported in 2004 that over
275 million people worldwide had a significant hearing impair-
ment. Adult-onset hearing loss is highly prevalent, whereby 27% of
males and 24% of females aged 45 years and over experience mild
hearing loss (defined as a pure-tone hearing threshold of 26
decibels (dB) average across 0.5, 1, 2, 4 k Hz) or greater in the
better hearing ear. Hearing loss is currently estimated to be the
13" most common disease burden worldwide, and it has been
predicted that by 2030 adult-onset hearing loss will be the seventh
leading disease burden, above diabetes and HIV [1]. Hearing loss
can lead to additional difficulties with employment, depression,
social isolation, and reduced quality of life [2]. Untreated hearing
loss has a substantial social impact on the person with hearing loss
and for those with whom they communicate [3,4].
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For adults who gradually acquire a hearing loss, their first
complaint is unlikely to be ‘I cannot hear’. More often they report
‘I can hear but I cannot understand what is being said’,
particularly in noisy listening environments [5]. Hearing aids are
the most common management option for people with hearing
loss, yet uptake is low, with just 20% of people with hearing loss in
the UK [6,7], and just under 30% in the US [8] owning them.
Furthermore, of those who do own hearing aids, between 15% and
30% do not wear them regularly [6,9]. It has become apparent
over the last decade that the challenges faced by people with
hearing loss cannot be explained by the audiogram alone [5,10].
Difficulties in hearing may be exacerbated by, or masquerade as,
reductions in cognitive ability such as problems in remembering or
comprehending speech [11,12]. Although hearing aids may help
people with hearing loss fear speech, their ability to lsten to and
make sense of speech may still be sub-optimal. Cognitive function
plays a significant role in listening, whereby greater working
memory capacity is associated with improved language compre-
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hension [13], and selective attention has been shown to be central
to following multi-speaker conversations (see [14] for a review).

The 2012 British Society of Audiology guidance for adult
hearing rehabilitation [15] states that successful rehabilitation
should be based upon, ‘identifying individual needs, setting specific
goals, making shared informed decisions and supporting self-
management — steps that are important for helping the client to
overcome his/her difficulties in everyday life’ [15]. To enable this,
clinicians may need to consider interventions that are comple-
mentary or alternative to the provision of hearing aids (or cochlear
implants where hearing loss is severe to profound). Auditory
training is one such clinical intervention, which promotes self-
management of hearing difficulties, and is aimed at improving
speech intelligibility through the development of auditory percep-
tual skills. Typically, listeners learn to make perceptual distinctions
between sounds presented systematically [16]. Studies of auditory
perceptual learning demonstrate the potential for training to
improve auditory perceptual skills over the course of an adult’s
lifespan (see [17] for a review).

Auditory Training as an Intervention for People with
Hearing Loss

Historically, a distinction has been made between bottom-up
sensory refinement (analytic training) and top-down improvement
of spoken language comprehension (synthetic training) [18]. In
2005, Sweetow and Palmer published a systematic review of
studies that assessed the efficacy of individual auditory training for
adults with hearing loss [18]. These studies assessed clinician-
delivered training, an intervention which is time-, resource-, and
cost-intensive. Six articles, published between 1970 and 1996 [19—
24], met the criteria for inclusion, which were; Participanis: adults
with hearing loss with or without hearing aids, who were not
cochlear implant users; Intervention: analytic or synthetic auditory
training, or combination of the two; Controls: with or without a
control group comparison; Oufcomes; one or more measure relating
to communication skills (e.g. understanding speech, self-perception
of ability); Study designs: randomized controlled trials, nonrando-
mized controlled trials, cohort and repeated measures designs with
or without a control group. The authors concluded that speech
recognition skills, particularly in noise, may be improved by
synthetic training, whereas the contribution of analytic training
remains uncertain. Yet, more recently, bottom-up (analytic)
auditory training using phoneme discrimination has also shown
improvements in top-down cognitive processing, which may offer
additional benefit to people with hearing loss, particularly in
adverse listening situations [25]. Finally, a meta-analysis of six
studies assessing the benefits of (primarily clinician-delivered)
auditory training for people with hearing loss published between
1970 and 2009, (including those reviewed by Sweetow & Palmer
[18]), suggested a reliable but small post-training improvements in
speech recognition performance (Cohen’s d=.352) [26].

Over the last two decades, the emergence of individual (non-
clinician delivered), computer-based auditory training (CBAT)
packages has resulted in a resurgence of interest in auditory
training as an intervention for people with hearing loss. The key
benefits of CBAT include home-delivery, the potential to tailor
training packages to individual needs, and the ability to remotely
monitor and capture trainee data over the internet. Thus, CBAT
is an intervention that is time-, resource- and cost-effective, and
can be conveniently accessed by the user [27]. There are several
key considerations in using individual CBAT as an intervention to
improve speech intelligibility for people with hearing loss. First and
foremost, the intervention should be demonstrated to be effective,
whereby any on-task learning should generalise to functional
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benefits in real-world listening ability. Improvements in behav-
ioural measures of speech intelligibility in noise are typically
considered by researchers and clinicians to be the ultimate aim of
CBAT, as this is the most common complaint of people with
hearing loss. However, as speech intelligibility has been shown to
be mediated by cognition, particularly where the speech signal is
degraded, training-related improvements in cognition (e.g. atten-
tion and working memory) are also likely to reflect functional real-
world benefits to listening. Second, for auditory training to be
accepted by an individual and therefore undertaken, the individual
must be able to identify tangible benefits from the training. Thus,
improvements in self-reported communication abilities are also
important to the success of CBAT. Nevertheless, evidence from
studies of alternative interventions suggest that improvements in
self-reported outcomes alone may simply reflect expectations
created as a result of receiving an intervention [28,29]. Ideally, any
improvements in self-reported outcomes should therefore be
accompanied by functional benefits, as indexed by behavioural
tasks of speech intelligibility or cognitive performance. Third, for
auditory training to be a successful intervention for people with
hearing loss, any CBAT related improvements should persist over
time. Finally, individuals must comply with CBAT, as an
intervention can only be effective when individuals conform. This
final point is of particular importance where CBAT is used as an
unsupervised, home-based intervention.

Research Aims

A systematic review aims to identify, appraise and synthesize all
the empirical evidence that meets pre-specified eligibility criteria in
order to answer a given research question [30]. The primary aim
of the present review was to examine the evidence for individual
CBAT as an effective intervention for people with hearing loss.
The evidence-base in the published literature was evaluated for
both on-task learning for trained stimuli, and generalisation of
learning to improvements in untrained measures of speech
intelligibility, cognition and communication. Secondary aims
sought to examine the feasibility of individual CBAT as an
intervention for people with hearing loss by examining (i) the long-
term retention of training-related improvements, and (i1) levels of
compliance with CBAT programmes.

Specific Research Questions

1. Does evidence exist to support improvements in trained and
untrained measures of speech intelligibility, cognition or
communication (either behavioural or self-reported outcomes)
as a result of individual computer-based auditory training
(CBAT) in people with hearing loss?

2. Do any improvement(s) in communication, speech intelligibility
or cognitive abilities remain for people with hearing loss after
CBAT has ceased (retention of learning)?

3. What are the levels of compliance with individual CBAT?

To address these questions, data from 13 published articles that
met the criteria for inclusion were reviewed and quality assessed.
Evidence for the efficacy of CBAT for people with hearing loss was
extracted from included articles and the quality of evidence
examined. Findings are presented together with recommendations
for future research.

Methods

The Centre for Reviews and Dissemination, University of York
[31], part of the National Institute for Health Research (NIHR),
and the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
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Meta-analyses (PRISMA) statement [32], which offer guidance for
undertaking and reporting of systematic reviews in health care,
were used to inform the methodology, the systematic search
procedure, and the reporting of this systematic review (Checklist

S1).

Systematic Search Strategy and Study Selection

Methods of data extraction, data analysis, and inclusion and
exclusion criteria were pre-specified and documented within the
systematic review protocol. This is important in providing
transparency in the review process by ensuring that the objectives
of the systematic review and methods of data identification and
extraction are clearly defined prior to any data being collected.
Details of the systematic review protocol have been registered with
PROSPERO, the International prospective register of systematic
reviews. The protocol is available online at: http://www.crd.york.
ac.uk/prospero/display_record.asp?’ID = CRD42011001406. In-
clusion criteria were formed using the Participants, Intervention,
Control, Outcomes, and Study designs (PICOS) strategy [33]. PICOS
inclusion criteria are presented in Table 1. Exclusion criteria
included articles that were published prior to 1996 (i.e. those
included in the previous review of auditory training for people
with hearing loss by Sweetow and Palmer, [18]), studies presenting
pilot data, studies that were not peer reviewed and those not
available in English.

Study identification. Eight eclectronic databases (Embase,
Medline, Pubmed, Web of Science, Applied Social Sciences Index
and Abstracts (ASSIA), Science Direct,/Cumulative Index to
Nursing and Allied Health (CINAHL) and PsychINFO) were
initially searched in August 2011 using the terms hearing loss OR
hearing aid* OR hearing impair* OR cochlear implant* AND
auditory training OR auditory learning OR perceptual training
OR perceptual learning. Search terms were always combined in
an attempt to limit identified papers to those reporting adult
subjects with hearing loss. An example search string is provided
(Example Search Terms S1). Additional articles were identified
through the systematic snowballing of all 349 articles reference
lists, and a related article search for each author of an article which
met the PICOS criteria for inclusion. Three further articles were
identified through ongoing hand-searches of audiology journals,
up to the date of first submission of this article (December 2012), to
ensure an up-to-date review.

Screening. The database searches returned a total of 349
articles. A further 27 articles were identified through the additional
journal searches. A total of 229 articles of potential relevance
remained after the removal of duplicate articles (n=147).
Abstracts of the 229 identified articles were independently assessed
by the two authors relative to the PICOS criteria for inclusion
(Figure 1), of which, 201 failed to meet the inclusion criteria. In
cases where insufficient detail was available in the abstract to make

Table 1. PICOS criteria for inclusion.
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a decision, the full-text of the article was retrieved and assessed
against the PICOS criteria. A total of 28 abstracts either met the
PICOS criteria for inclusion, or contained insufficient information
from which to make a judgement, and progressed to a second stage
of screening where the full-text articles were obtained.

Eligibility. A second stage of assessment, a full-text review of
the 28 potentially relevant articles, revealed 15 articles that failed
to meet the PICOS criteria for inclusion. For cases where multiple
publications arose from the same participant data, only the first
publication was included in line with the Centre for Reviews and
Dissemination guidelines [31]. A total of 13 articles were eligible
for inclusion in the systematic review.

Data Extraction and Data Synthesis

Data to be extracted were pre-specified within a data extraction
and quality assessment form, piloted by the two authors and
amended as necessary. Final study data extraction was conducted
independently by the same two authors and included details of
study design, participants (number, age, sex and hearing loss),
training stimuli, amount of training and training duration,
outcome measures, main findings (both trained and untrained),
compliance and follow-up. Where any instances of non-agreement
on the extracted data occurred, the article was jointly revisited
until a consensus was reached.

Study Quality and Potential Sources of Study Bias

Scientific study quality and potential sources of study bias were
assessed using five independent measures; randomisation, controls,
sample size and power calculation, blinding, and outcome
measure reporting. Low scores on these measures indicate less
information, thus a higher potential for bias in results. Five
additional measures, which were all highly specific to training
intervention studies, aimed to capture the quality of the
intervention study designs. Measures included; generalisation of
learning to functional benefits in real-world listening (outcome
selection), training feedback, which has been previously shown to
maximise auditory learning in auditory training [33,34], ecological
validity, compliance with training protocols, and long-term follow-
up of improvements. Scores for each of the study quality measures
ranged from 0-2. A score of 0 indicated flawed or no information
from which to make a judgement, a score of 1 indicated weak
information or lack of detail and a score of 2 indicated appropriate
use and reporting.

Individual measure scores were summed to form an overall
study quality score that was then used to inform the level of
evidence attributed to each study. Levels of evidence were adapted
from the 2004 Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) Working Group guide-
lines [35] and provide an indication of confidence in the
estimation of effect (Table 2). Studies that represent a low-level

Participants
Intervention Individual computer-based auditory training.
Control

Outcomes
outcomes).

Study designs
post-training comparisons).

Adult (18+ years) humans with any degree of hearing loss

Comparison with a control group or repeated measures [pre- and post-training comparison].

1+ outcome measure(s) related to speech intelligibility, cognition or communication (either behavioural measures or self-reported

Randomised controlled trials, non-randomised controlled trials, cohort studies (with a control comparison), and repeated measures (pre- and

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0062836.t001
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Figure 1. Flow diagram of the study identification, eligibility, and inclusion process.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0062836.g001

of evidence offer results that are likely to vary should the A meta-analysis of results from comparable studies was not
experiment be repeated, whereas a study offering a high-level of  possible due to the heterogeneity between studies in terms of
evidence provides greater confidence that the data are represen- differences in participant samples (people with hearing loss,

tative of valid results.

hearing aid users, and cochlear implant users), training stimuli,
training protocols, and outcome measures adopted. As such, study

Table 2. Level of evidence by study quality score (Adapted from the GRADE Working Group, 2004 [35]).

Study quality score Level of evidence Confidence in estimation of effect

0-5 Very low The estimation of effect is uncertain

6-10 Low Further evidence is very likely to impact on our confidence in the estimation of effect and are likely
to change the estimate

11-15 Moderate Further evidence is likely to impact on our confidence in the estimation of effect and may change
the estimate

16-20 High Further evidence is very unlikely to change our confidence in the estimation of effect

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0062836.t002
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findings and study quality were incorporated within a narrative
synthesis to aid interpretation of findings and to examine any
differences in outcomes across the 13 articles included in the
systematic review.

Results

Table 3 summarises the data extracted from each of the 13
articles. Where publications reported more than one study or
training protocol these are presented separately in the table.

Study Characteristics

Data extracted from the 13 articles are presented in terms of the
PICOS criteria (Participants, Intervention, Controls, Outcome measures,
Study designs).

Participants. Participant samples included people with
hearing loss without hearing aids or cochlear implants
[37,40,42], new [38] and existing hearing aid users [38,41,46],
experienced cochlear implant users [36, 41 43-45, 47], and
bimodal (cochlear implant plus hearing aid) users [48]. However,
samples were not always consistent. Participants in the study by
Burk et al. [37] were not all regular hearing aid users, and the
participant sample in Sweetow and Henderson-Sabes [39]
included nine participants who reported difficulty understanding
speech in adverse listening environments, but did not use hearing
aids. Participant sample sizes ranged from n =3 [44] (Experiment
1) to n=69 [46], with a median sample of 9.5 (mean=17.75,
SD =20.33).

Intervention. Training stimuli, training frequency, and
training duration varied substantially between studies. Several
studies trained participants on small parts of speech, such as
phonemes [36], monosyllabic words, vowels or consonants
[37,40,42,47,48], spondee words [44], and nonsense syllables
[38,41]. Other studies trained participants using digits [45], words
or sentences [41,43]. The remaining studies trained their
participants using hybrid communication training packages such
as the Listening and Communication Enhancement (LACE)
program [39], which included a variety of listening and cognitive
tasks alongside interactive communication strategies, and ‘I hear
what you mean’ [46], that comprised several listening compre-
hension tasks. Training sessions ranged from 30 minutes [39] to 2
hours per session [41], and occurred daily to twice-weekly.
Training duration ranged from four days [47] to three months
(44].

Controls. Ideally a systematic review would assess only high-
level evidence arising from randomised controlled trials as
randomisation, rather than between-group differences, substan-
tially increases our confidence that any observed effects are
attributable to the intervention. Nevertheless, inclusion of only
randomised controlled trials in this review would have served to
eliminate the majority of published evidence assessing the efficacy
of auditory training for people with hearing loss. As such, other
study designs were considered. However, only studies that
reported direct comparisons between control and trained groups,
or between control and trained periods within a subject group,
were included in the review. Repeated measures design (where
participants act as their own controls) was the most commonly
identified study type.

Outcome measures. There were no outcome measures that
were common to all training studies. The majority of studies
assessed measures of speech intelligibility using validated speech
tests such as the Hearing in Noise Test (HINT) [68], the Revised
Speech in Noise test (R-SPIN) [71], IEEE sentences [64], and the
Nonsense Syllables Test (NST) [70]. The study by Sweetow and
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Henderson-Sabes [39] also included behavioural measures of
cognition (working memory: Listening Span [11], and attention:
Stroop Task [75]) and self-report of hearing (cither the Hearing
Handicap Inventory for the Elderly (HHIE) [67] or the Hearing
Handicap Inventory for Adults (HHIA) [67], and the Communi-
cation Scale for Older Adults (CSOA] [60]). The study by
Ingvalson et al. [47] was the only other study to include a self-
report measure of hearing (Speech and Spatial Qualities of
Hearing Scale (SSQ) [74]), whereas Stacey et al. [43] assessed self-
report of health status using the Glasgow Benefit Inventory (GBI)
[65].

Study designs. Some articles reported more than one study.
There were 11 repeated measures designs [36-38,40,42-48], two
non-randomised controlled trials [37,44] and three randomised
controlled trials [38,39,41].

On-task Learning

On-task learning was defined as any improvement in perfor-
mance on a task or stimulus that had been directly trained. This
was almost always reported in studies assessing the efficacy of
auditory training for people with hearing loss (10/13). Nine articles
reported significant on-task learning for trained stimuli. Despite
trends towards improvement, Stacey et al. [43] did not show
significant on-task learning for trained words in a group of 10
cochlear implant users. Barcroft et al. [46], Ingvalson et al. [47]
and Zhang et al. [48] did not report any on-task learning results.

Burk and colleagues were the only authors to report multiple
outcomes from variations in training protocols using the same
word training stimuli. Humes et al. [42] reported significant and
considerably smaller improvements (20%) in open-set word
recognition for trained words presented in larger sets (600 words)
than Burk and Humes, (40-55%) who presented words in smaller
(150 words) sets [40].

Generalisation of On-task Learning

Generalisation of learning was defined as an improvement in
performance on a task or stimulus not directly trained. Outcomes
that measured the generalisation of learning were divided into
three sub-groups; improvements in speech intelligibility, cognition
and self-report of communication.

Speech Intelligibility. All studies reported at least one
measure of speech intelligibility. Table 4 provides a summary of
these outcomes and any significant post-training improvement.
Results are presented for untrained speech stimuli only, thus
generalisation to improvements in performance for trained stimuli
produced by different talkers is not considered here (refer to
Table 3).

A number of studies reporting untrained speech intelligibility
measures identified measures that had a degree of overlap between
the lexical content of the trained and outcome stimuli. For
example, Burk et al. [37] reported a 6-9% overlap and tested
trained word recognition embedded in untrained sentences.
Humes et al. [42] reported substantially greater overlap between
the lexical content of trained and outcome stimuli of 50-80%. For
some studies the degree of overlap was unclear, for example, the
‘Four Choice Discrimination Task’ reported by Barcroft et al. [46]
appears to be very similar in nature to a trained exercise, although
no details about any lexical overlap are provided.

Results revealed mixed findings for all participant groups,
training stimuli, and study designs, whereby generalisation of
learning to untrained measures of speech intelligibility did not
always occur. For example, Burk et al. [37] reported that training
on words generalised to improvements in untrained words and to
trained words by untrained speakers, but did not generalise to

May 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 5 | 62836



Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

‘JUBWISSSSe

dn-moj|o4 yoom g ue 1e
uonesynuap! d|qe|ihs 1SN
1oy aduewiopad bujulesy

*¢xxS19Y|€1 paulesun Aq
pajuasaid |SN paulen
1oy aduewiopad

ul Juswanoidwii
wedyubIs *(100">d)

-150d wouy (sU ‘91" L —) S9I0A paulesun pakepg ‘gL =u
JUBWRIDAP JuedYIUbIS Jamod Jo >oe| 01 0} asijesduab 01 umoys (1) Burureny ‘(puodas
ON "OF =9pow ‘/¢ = sAep painqune (su) %E’s Jo 219Mm sjuswarosdwi S1eIpaWW| pauresy
bujuiesy uealy ‘skep ot Juswanosdwi sbelany 1SN paues| 'S}99M 8 10} ‘3asiou ul ‘9]ewsy 0 's19sn ple dnoib [8€] L
paiinbai e jo 1no buuien ‘NIdS-Y @Y1 uo pa1sal JUBWRA0IAWI 44x%8'8 Soam Jad uonesynuapl ‘Slew €z ‘sieak buueay maN ]0J3u0d) JudwLRdX]
Jo skep y-6g pa1s|dwod a1om dnoib 1@ ay1  :dnoub | "uonedynuapl SUOISSS (1SN) 3[qelAs 0'69=UeaW  “THNS [eJ431e|lq JSAOSSOID |el) 900C
syuedidiied "panodal wolj 9 pue dnoib 1SN Ul 444%9°01 JO {1nuIw asuasuou ‘s1eak 91eI9pow pa|josuod ‘e 19
dueldwod abeiane %5z6 11 ®Y1 wouy s13fgns G Juswanoidw :dnoub || ‘NIdS-Y ‘LSN SWoH 0/-SEXS aAndepy 08-0G ‘€=U 0} pPIIN  pasiwopuey JENBEIN
‘weiboipne
'S9OUUSS | |NIL sjenpiAlpul
ul spiom gy pauieny 'S9DUIIUSS 01 dAne[3I ‘bunieay
ul syuswaAoadwil LIWIL Ut spiom Aujigipne Joy Ajlew.ou
uedyiubis gy paulenun paisnipe “(4YNS *(z Juswiadxy ‘s1aua1s|
ON ‘(z uawadx3) S9OUUDS gp 0) asiou woly Bunok
s2102s buiuien-1sod LIWIL ul spaom ul spiom gy Olewy € sjuedpied 6=dnoib
ajelpawiwi Jo gay paulen slqe|jAsouow ‘Slew g ‘sieak £/S) THNS  |0J1u0D) |euy [£€] €l
'S9OUDUSS [|NIL OURIIYIP [BINID %56 ‘uoniubodai (19s-paso)d 0'LL=ueaw |esale|iq pajjo;uod  uawRdxg
JuaWssasse dn-moj|o} oN ul spJom gy paulesun ulylm 01 pauinial spiom ‘(buiuresy dn-doy) Jo -uado) ‘s1eak 9jelopow  pasiwopuel 900T
‘pauodas Jou dueldwod ul syuswanoadwi oN SpIOM gy paulel] gV paulea] Aiojejoge]  Junoy | ueyy ssa7  ‘Ajuo uea by /-89 'G=U 03 Pl -UON ‘e 19 jIng
PEN[=a
pautesy e Aq pauasaid
'sjpAd| buluren-isod spiom gy paulenun ‘weiboipne
91eIP3WWI UBY] 3SI0M 01 uonesijeisusb 'SJ93|e1 paulesiun s|enpiAlpul
Apuesyiubis 194 “(4%€°ST) ueoyiubis oN Aq payussaid 0} aA1e[3I
SpJIOM gy 195-usdo  *(SU ‘€S = JudWaAoIdwl Spiom gy paulesy ‘(suoissa Aupgipne Joy
paules] 10} duljeseq Woly abesane) 0] uonesijessusb s usamiaq  paisnipe ‘(YNS
panosdwi Ajpuedsyiubis uoniubodas piom gy uedubis skep ¢ dp 0) asiou
pauleWwal 9dUBWIONSd  Pauleslun 135-paso|d Joy ON "uoniubodai 60331 piom "Xew) sya9m ul spiom gy dlewsy ¢
‘(€ Juswiadx3) JudwdAoIdWI OU “(,9%6°9) piom gy pauies) gy paulenun z 'xoidde JigejiAsouow ‘alew ¢ ‘sieak “THNS [£€] T
buiuren-1sod syuow uoniubodal pIom  (x9%0°L 1) 195-PIso]d pue ‘uoniubodaa J3A0 [e10) (19s-pasopd 9'69 = Uesaw Juswiadxy
9 pauinial syuedpiued //g gy paulesiun 3as-usdo (x%x%€ G) 19s-uado piom ul SUOISS9S 10 -uado) ‘sieak d)esspow sainseawl 200C
‘pauodas Jou ddueldwo) ul syuswanoidw) ul syuswanoiduw) gy pauiea) Kiojeloqge oy |x/  ‘Auo Jes by G/-S9 "/=u 0l Pl pajeadsy  ‘|e 19 yung
((Po1S91 OL/L '%E0) ‘aduewiopad
uoHub0334 J9puab 310 aulaseq 01 *s1asn juejdwi
ur JuswaAoldwi oN 'S92ULIULS | NIH paJojiel ‘piom Jeajydod
‘(pa1sa} syuedidiied  ‘uolubodal (P3ISDY OL/L ‘uoneulwdsIp ‘pavodas J1qe|Asouow ‘9lewdy 9 Bunsixy ‘synpe
OL/€ "xx%6°LT) '+x%0’E 1) JUBUOSUOD J3puab ad10A jou uoneinp yum bujuresy ‘S)ew ¢ ‘sieak pauajeap
1INIH uo uoniubodas  pue (paisal syueddiued ‘uoniubodai “joam Jad skep ¢ (3sesuod 7 =ueaw Ajlenbur
"Juswssasse dn-mojjoy oN 9OUSIUSS-UI-PIOM 135 OL/OL “sxx%b L) [PMOA [9MmoA ‘Aep Jad suoISSaS  JuBUOSUOD pue ‘s1eak -1sod € pue sainseaw [9€] +00¢|
‘panodas Jou ddueldwod uado ui syuswanosdw| 104 syuswanosdw pue jueuosuod SWoH JnoY g-LX | [9MOA) d11duoyd 09-GZ '0L=u  Ajenbuy-aid /£ pajeaday ‘le 3@ n4q
IInwns paulenun IInwns paules) (1Inwis paures iburureny uoneinp pue 1nwns p'cH adInsp
sajedipul pjoq) paseq K>uanbaig pue abe ‘u Bunieay
-awoy 10 pue ssoj|
-fi0jeroqe BurieaHy
dn-mojjo} sbuipuyy urepy sswonnQ Bujures) syuedpnied ubiseq Apms

pue a>uejdwo)

‘S9DIME PIPNPUL €1 Y} WOl elep pardenxd jo Alewwns aandudsaqg € ajqel

May 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 5 | 62836

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org



Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

‘weiboipne
9y 01 aAnedl
Aujqipne
‘s19y|| e} Jeljiwejun 1oy paisnipe
Aq pajuasaid uaym pue asiou
(x%x%0'GE) SpPIom Ased ul pajuasaid
PUB (44x%T 0F) SPiOM ‘(uiod
piey 1oy syuswaroidw] -piw Bujuies)
“(xxx%C £ 1) UORIUHOI3I 18 paydUMS
195-Pasojd pue Kynoyip)
‘(pauodai (x%x9%%7'0) 19s-uado splom
S1S9) [EDI1S11RIS OU) SY99M 'S9DUUDS | SYA y1oq o4 panoidwi J1gej|Asouow
8-/ 1o} bunse| pue buiuiesy ulyum pappaquid os[e spiom Ases JAD
-150d sy@am £ Buluuibaq SPIOM paules} uo K11BIXT “(xx2%7791) Asea K|eoixa)
sjuswssasse dn-moj|o) syuswanosdwi dnoib uoubod3. 135-paso|d 'S9DUDUSS | SYA EEEIY G/ pue piey ‘S)eway
Apj99Mm SSOIDe paulelulew  Ou INQ [eNPIAIPUl WOS PUB (xxx%% L) ‘uoniubodal piom Z1 xoidde Aj|e21xa| 5/ jo ¥ ‘dlew i
219m uonjubodal piom 'SpJOM paulesun jo 195-uado Joj spiom JAD pautenun JITRIFEETNY uoniuboday 's1eak 669 = “THNS [ov] 800¢]
paures) ul spuswaAodw| uonubodas 10y umoys paules) piey A|jedixs  ‘uoniubodas piom Jad ¢ abeiane) - Kluo ueaw ‘sieak {1elapow sainseaw ‘sswny
‘pauodal Jou duedwo)  3uom sjuswasrosdwi oN ul Juswanosdw) DAD paulea] Kiojeloge SUOISSSS +7-0C Je3 by 8/-8S '8=U 0} pIIN pajeaday pue ying
‘(Auawanoidwi pamoys
‘pauodal osje dnoib |o1u0d
s1s91 |edfisiels oN buiulen QY1 2I9YyMm) INIH Ul (50 >d)
-1s0d yuow | (paisal §9  juswaAoidwi Juediyubis Jaxeads bunadwod
/LE=U) YOSD pue 3/VIHH ON “(x«¥1) VOSD pue s|qqeg/y>aads ul ‘pamiodal
‘(p21591 §9/Z¥=U) INIH pue (44%¢/L/swuiod Apuedyiubis panoidwii 10U X35 ‘s1eak
pue NISYIIND uo paissy §'£) A/VIHH ‘(sxs3ulod Aluo (6=u) s1asn pre Y9 =29b6e ueaw
sjuedpined 1oy paujeluiew  G/) doons ‘(4S9duUdUDS buneay uop ‘(50" >d ‘c€ =u (1@) dnoib *(puodas
aJe syuswarosdw| G") ueds Buiuaisi] 11e) plopn Buissiy buluien pakejag 's19sn pauleny
((€€/£7=u dnoib “(xxxdNS 9P S'L—) pue Alowsa A10upny ‘pauodai Jou xas pie buueay dnoib
Buiutesy pakesp ‘95/8€ =u gpP 0 NIS¥INO ‘19xeads Bunadwo)d 'YOSD ‘s1eak g9 =abe Bunsixa |03u02) [6€] 9007|
dnoib Bujuiesy areipawwi (xxxdNS 9P TT—) gp ‘uoissaidwo) awi| ‘3/VIHH ‘doons ESEENY ‘(3DV1)  ueaw ‘9g=u (1)) 96=u JDNOSSOID ‘saqes|
‘buluies ayy pawjdwod G NISYIIND Joj (8E=U  ‘9|qqegd/y>93ds :|jesano ‘ueds buiulsI] ¥ 104 YoM JusWadUeyU] dnoib Buuresy “THNS 2J9A3s |el} -UOSISPUIH
pajjoiua syuedpiyed ‘L dnoio) dnoib pauresy saJnseaw 3Dy ||e 4oy ‘s90U3USS INIH Jad SUOISSSS  UONEdIUNWIWOD  dleIPaWW| 'sIeak 01 buueay pa|joJuod pue|
68/59) dduel|dwod %g/ 2yl ul syuswanosdwi umoys syuswanoidu ‘NISH2IND “3OV1 SWOH ulw 0EX§ pue Buiuaisi] G8-87 '68=U |[eWION  pasiwopuey MO1IIMG|
's19sn
‘dn-moj|0y ‘| JuswiRdxg pie buuesy
Buiuren-ysod syyuow ul s1asn pie buuesy ‘pauodal Bunsixg
T B 3 uonesyiuap! d(gel|As M3U uey aaibap ENEETN | 10U X35 “THNS [8€] |
1SN 404 dduewiopad 13ss39| e 01 ybnoyye 8 J1oj y9am Jad (LSN) 3[qelAs 'sieak £'/9= |esaie|iq JuswiLRdxy
ul 3sealdap edyubls oN ‘uoiedYIUSPI 1SN SUOISSas AINUIW asuasuou ueaw ‘sieak ?jelapow sainseaw  900¢ ‘[e 19|
"payiodai jou sdueldwo)d - ul (107>d) uswanoidw “LSN SWoH 0/-SEXS aAndepy S/-19 '8=U “PIIW pajeaday 192918
IjInwi3s paulenun IInwils paujed) (1Inwis pauen ¢buluren uoneinp pue IInwns p’cH dIrsp
sajedipul pjoq) paseq £>uanbaiy pue abe ‘u Bunieay
-awoy 10 pue ssoj|
-fi1ojeroqer] Buriesy
dn-mojjoy sBuipuyy utep sswodnQ pujures ) syuedidiied ubisag Apms

pue a>uejdwo)

0D *g d|qel

May 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 5 | 62836

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org



Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

Lyl

as “H gp
$'97 = ueaw
V1diH ¢
|j0>0104d Buisn
paules; 9=u

'9'6 A4S “H 9P
L€ =ueaw
‘009 jo s30|q ZHA ¢
ul pajeadal ‘T 'L ssoue
17 [000101d  '9leWR) | ‘O]ew G (VLd4H) 2besone
JuUaWIssasse dn-mo||o4 ON «SNVY ‘00tZ 40 $320[q s1eak 9/ =Qs suol-aind
‘sasAjeue ulew ul pauielal 0Z-7L udaMmiaq jo ul pajeadas ‘gz =9be ueapy Kousnbayy
sjueddiied juiejdwod-uoN  syuswaAoidwl abeiany «(SNVY) seuun 1l [02010ld  '9=U :Z |02010id ybiH :L
'sjod0j0.4d Buuesy omy 'saseayd jusnbauy Qulsdie pasijeuoiies g| ‘saseayd ‘(si9)eads ) "3eway € ‘sjew £ |odojoud Buisn
ssoloe (uoneinp Buluresy pue S9JUSIUSS  PuNOJe JO UOIEdYNIUSP!  IuSNbII4 ‘SOUBUSS asiou ul bujureny 's1eak g'9=(Qs paules) gL =u
paisanbai ay) paivjdwod 1SVA ‘saduajuas plom juanbaly 1o} [SYA ‘s9dUUBS J[D "SY99M Z|-8 Jano [TTA=RTITRIVET ]} ‘70, =9be juswuredw [z¥] 600¢]
syueddiued 91/g1) amn ur syuswaoidwi umoys sjuswanoidwi  ‘uoniubodal piom SUOISS9S NUIW piom uesly ‘oL =u Buueay yum sainseaw ‘e 19
pawuodas adueldwod 9|8 wedubis wedyiubls  juanbaay paureay Kiojeloqe 06-S.%X¥C 135 PasO|) il |02010id 9L =U synpe 1ap|0 pajeaday sawnH
'S2JNSE3W dW00IN0
|enpiAlpul 1oy pajuasaid
10U 5159} |ednsnels
'S|0J1U0D O} SAIIR[I
S9WO21IN0 paulesun
uo 90| abesane uo
panosdwi syuedpied
pauies) psjood
'S|0J1UOD O} dAIIR|DI
%€l Aq panoisdwi
s19sn juejdwi Jesjydod 'S|0J3U0D 0] dANe[3I
paules ‘||esdAQ “18Inb ul ‘(esiou ul %G| pue ‘ssaujesp
1INIH 404 suieb 1sa1e216 13Inb ul Juswanoidwi 19sU0
yum ‘siasn jueidwi %/ 9be1ane) 9| | pIY2 9=u
1e3|Yy20> 40 saInsesaw Jo syueddiued pauren ‘pauiodal ‘}9suo ) npe
e ul syuswanoidw| juedwi Jes|yd0d> pue J0U X3S ‘sieak 0L =U :s19sh *(sjo1u0d
's|0J3u0d 0} pasedwod pre buuesy pajood ‘(3199eq S§'GG=ueaw jueidwi  g=u ‘paulen
%8 Aq panoidwi 10} Juswanoidw ul pue 13inb ui) ‘sieak |8-G¢ Jes|yd0d g=u :siasn
s19sn ple buueay ‘(quawanoidwi S9DUIUSS pue :s19sn juejdwi Bunsixg uedw
paules} ‘sainseaw 99 abelane) SJUINUISUOD Jed|yd0d 9L =u 'sa1pUaNbaly 1ea|yd0d
||e 19A0 pabeiany %01 s19sn juejdwi Jeajydod d|qe|lAs  "pauodal 10u xS MOJ 1B SSO| S|OJIU0D {y=U
punoJe jo (paAOWSI elep 10} pue ‘Quawanoidwi “JND ‘spiom (S1VdS) W1sAs ‘s1eak paxiw L =u ‘paules} g=u
V-1SD pue INIH usaym) 98 abelane) siasn pie TTM ‘s90Ud1ULS EEEI Buiuresy pue €9/ =ueaw “IHNS LL=Uu :s19sn ple
s19sn pie buueay Joy Buueay 1oy pue 13inb an ‘v-1sd 9 10} oM JUDWISSISSE ‘s1eak 06-92 s19sn Buueay) ey
JUsWIssasse dn-mo|[o4 ON JND ‘TZM diD ‘AV-1SD ul (13SUO pue 1I9PNU)  ‘AY-1SD ‘S9OUIUSS J3d suoissas uondadiad  :siasn pie buuesy ple buuesy pajjonuod  [L] 800T
‘pauodais Jou ddueldwod ul syuswaAoldw|  S1YdS ul stuswanosdw) INIH ‘SLVdS Kiojeloge Jnoy gxg [VREETe[S ZL=Uu‘gz=u bunsixy  pssiwopuey ‘[e 13 JIIN
Inwis paulenun Ijnwinls paulel) ()Inwins paures iBururen uoneinp pue IInwns xas EXIVET
sajedipul pjoq) paseq K>usnbaig pue abe ‘u Bunieay
-awoy 10 pue ssoj|
-f1o3eioqe] BuniesHy
dn-mojjoy sBuipuly urepy sswodnQ Bujues) syuedpiied ubiseq Apms

pue asuejdwo)

0D '€ 9jqel

May 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 5 | 62836

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org



Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

(L00">d) sainsesaw

"(x%T'6) @199eq ul
pue (;%G’L J0 1291100

panosdwi [je 1oy dn-mojjoy % Ul JuswaAoidwi) 's1asn
Bujuren-1sod yuow | e asiou Apeais wxxdP ¥— JO (3|19qeq) ‘(asiou ‘9lews) 9 juejdwi
1e 3uljaseq woiy parosdul ul S9JUIUSS 33| pue as|ou-ul-s)bip pue gp 'S9OUDIUSS EEEI Apeals pue ‘3w ¢ ‘sieak Je3]yd0d
Apuedyiubls paulewal (44 1YS 9P 6°7—) 3|q9eq *x8'C— JO 1YS (ssiou 333 ‘sedusiuas ¥ 104 3j@9M  B|qqeq ydaads) 99 = uesw Bunsixg
9dUBWIONR "paiodal ul S9dULUS INIH Apeais) asiou-ul-subip 1INIH ‘“(e199e9) Jad suoissas  asiou-ul-subig ‘s1eak ‘pauajesp sainseaw [s¥] L10T]
2dueljdwod %001 104 syuswanosdw| ul syuswaAoidw| asiou-ui-161q SWOH dINuIW OEXS  :ssaldx3 punos 8/-9% '0L=U A|lenbuil-3sod pajeaday  °|e 1@ eqQ
"(50>d) olewsy €
€ 13[gns pue (50 >d) ‘Slew ¢ ‘pauodal
1 123[qns 10} UMOYS d1oMm j0u 3byY '9=u 's19sn
'9|qQeq Ul iS|0JIU0D) "djewd) uejdw
syuswanoidwi Juediubis spiom a9puods T '3jew | ‘sieak 1e3|Yy20d
((L0'>d) z pue (100 >d) *uonubodai pue uolieziedo| £'89 =ueaw Bunsixy |euy [¥¥] T
L s19[qns 1oy umoys piom aspuods punos ‘s1eak ‘synpe pajjo;uod  uswRdxg
JuaWssasse dn-mojjo} oN 9J9M S$210DS UOI1eZI|edO| ‘uonezijeso| jo uonejuasaid [/-€9 ‘€=U pausjesp  pasiwopuel 0L0¢|
‘pauodas jou ddueldwod - ul syuswanosdw) punos SWoH ‘syjuow ¢—| J9yeadspnol-g paulel] ‘6=u A|lenbuil-3sod -UON  ‘|e 19 19K
(Lo0>d)
‘pauodal s1s9) |ed1sIels *z 13[gns Joy Z Pa(gns pue (oo >d
ON "Pa3s31 Jou syuedpdiued (x%x%9E) SIDUUDS -10">d) | 3lgns 104 'S9OUDIUDS *3|qqeq 's1asn
Jay10 ‘L 193[gns o) 1INIH Pue (+9%t) 159} aslou-ul-sapuods 1INIH ‘saduaiuas ul SpIom juejdwi
bujuiesy-1sod syyuow / pue uoniubodas asiou ul aandepe ay) u| ANND DOND 29puods pue EIEEN Je3]yd0d
Z 18 INIH pue uonesijedo| DND Ul suswaAoidwl]  SIUBWBAOIAW] “(xxxol JO ‘uonjezijesxoj ‘pauodas 10u uoljezi|edo| T '9jew | ‘sieak Bunsixy [t] L
punos ul syuswanoidwi ‘L 123fgns  Joud SNY Ul uondNpai) punos suolssas Bujuiesy punos €09 =Uueaw ‘synpe pUETIIE Ve |
JO uonuaRY 104 (x£49%C€) INIH L 323[gns Joj uonesijeso| ‘uoniubodai Jo s|ieya@  jo uonejuasaid ‘sieak pauajesap sainseaw 010z
‘pauodas Jou ddueldwo) ul JuswaAoidw|  puUNOS Ul JudWSAoIdW| piom @3puods SWOoH ‘syjuow ¢-|  Jayeadspnol-g €9-€p ‘€=U A|lenbuil-3sod pajeaday  °|e 19 49K
's1asn
juedwi
JLET[Vpleb]
JuaWISsasse dn-moj|o} ON Bunsixy
*Bujuesy sinoy ‘19D ‘1591 |9MOA ‘Ajjlensia 'synpe
G| paisanbai ay3 jo sinoy ‘1591 JURUOSUOD) pajuasaid pauajeap
oAl 1snf pais|dwod buiney ‘(sysenuod [elwoukjod EERVEMIEN suondo wouy Kjlenbuy
papnpxa syuedpiyed UM payiauapl ayg ‘sadusiuas A|leonsnooe E]EEN -3sod/aud
92.y] “(uoneinp Buluresy S9OUIUSS paules  J3J| ‘uoniubodaa pajuasaid G ‘Sjew 9 'sieak L =u ‘lenbuy|
paisanbai ay) paivjdwod *(x9%90°8) ul Juswanoldwi Joy (NIdS/3331) spiom jo 8'yG =ueaw -1sod gL =u
syuedpiyed |1/8) 153} JUBUOSUOD puai) [jnwns paulesy dduuUSS pue 'SY9IM € 10} UOIBUIWLIISIP ‘sieak ‘lenbui) sainseaw [ev] 0L0T]
payodas sdueldwod 9%g/ ul Juswsanosdwi ul Judwsanoldwi oN piom paulea) SWoH Kep 1ad unoy | J4v-T L/-€C°LL=Uu -aid z=u pajeaday °|e 19 A3kl
IInwis paulenun Ijnwils paulel) ()Inwins pauresy iBururen uoneinp pue 1Inwns Xas adIrsp
sajedipul pjoq) paseq K>uanbaig pue abe ‘u Bunieay
-awoy 10 pue ssoj
-Ki0jeroqe Burieay
dn-mojjoy sBuipuyy urepy sswodnQ Buures) syuedpiied ubisaq Apms

pue a>ueidwo)

0D '€ 9jqel

May 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 5 | 62836

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org



Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

€00Y'9£87900 3uod [euInol/LLE L0 LIOP

'[8£] uorubod3.

[9MOA ‘[£/] 3591 9OUDUSS pUe QUIA = [SYA [9/] S92UUS ||INIL ‘[S/] 3593 PIOAA 40j0D dooas ‘[i/] Bleds BuueaH jo saiend pue |eneds ‘Yosaads =SS ‘[€/] 1591 asiou ul uondadiad ydaads = NIdS ‘[z/] =S1VdS ‘[L£] 359} asiou
uondadiad ydaads pasinay = NIdS-Y ‘[0£] NISH2IND ‘[0/] 3593 3|qe||As asuasuoN = 1SN ‘[1 1] 3591 ueds Bujualsi] {[6€] ‘JUdWSdURYUT UOKEIIUNWWOY) pue BuludlsiT= 3DV [69] 1S9} JUBUOSUOD BMO] {[89] 153} dslou Ul BuleaH = | NIH
‘[£9] Apapld aya 4oy Kioluaaul dedipuey buuesH = 3|HH ‘[99] synpe 1o} Aiojuaaul dedipuey buuesH = y|HH ‘[§9] A101uaAul 1yauaq mobse|n = gD ‘[9f] 1591 UOIIRUIWLIDSIP 9210Yd-IN04 [+9] S92UUIS 3| ‘[€9] 1531 UOIIRZIEDO|
spunos AepAIang ([g9] S2UUIS NIOA MIN 4O ANsIoAIUN AUD = ANND ‘[L9] 1591 [[ensia-oipne] yoaads paldsuuo) = Ay-1SD ‘[19] 1591 [olpne] ydeads pardauuod =y-1SD [09] SHNPY J9P|O 10} 3]edS UoKEedIUNWWO) = YOS ‘[6S]
uolub031 JueUOSUO) ‘[8S] SPAIOM DND ‘[£S] $9]|Ce||ASOUOW JUBUOSUOI-SNI|INU [SMOA-JUBUOSUOD =N ‘[95] S1SI| PIOM Je3q dY) Joj 31NIsU| [BUS) = ZZM dID ‘[§S] s9ouauas AepAIana jeaq oyl J0j 91NISU| [BIIUDD = SIDUSIUIS,
KepAiang @D ‘[iG] 1591 9duUIS-e-p|INg ‘[€G] SISI| DIUIUSS YdUIG-|eMOY-plojweg = gyg [gS] s9oua1uds oigzy [1S] 1591 siowwel aidinw yum spiom sapuods ad10yd-z| aaidepy ‘[0G] 1591 djqgeq ul spiom aspuods|

anndepy [6f] 1uUN duisdie pasijeuolel = NyyY ‘Ploysalyl uodadal yoaads = JyS ‘onel asiou o} [eubis = yNS ‘sso| Buueay |einauniosuas = THNS ‘9jqqeq Jaxeads-inw =g "100 >dyxx ‘L0 >4y ‘S0">d, ‘po1I0das eI1Ep OU= —
‘[z¥] @19e3 SIy} wouy paniwo ale syuedpdiued buesy Ajjewsou Joy eyeq

(uonedynuspl
uofows pue Jspusb
9210A) @duewlopuad

123(qns
auo 1o} 3|qqgeq

‘(JuswIssasse paieja.-ydud 4oy Jou Jaxeads-nnw
dn-mojjoy ay3 1e sa10ds ‘(SU ‘9%€°g) SaIUNUD ul uonedyUSp!
aujaseq ueyl (50 >d) s olgzy o} umoys piom 's19sn
1318916 Ajpuesyiubis 2I9M SsjuswaAosdwy ‘uonedyusp! Jige|jAsouow pue jueldwi
219m $2102s dn-mojjoy ON "(x%6'%1) Spiom uonows s123[gns xis oy Jea|yo0d
uonubodas piom JND DND ‘uonesynuap! pue Japuab ‘(s3URUOSUOD pue pie
pue JUBUOSUOD ‘[SMOA) (x%8'6) JURUOSUOD 9210/ ‘S3DUBUIS pue S|9MOA) buueay
dn-moj|o} yruow-auo pue (,9%9°8) [9MOA olgzy ‘spiom Buiureny 9leway G ‘Ofew |epowiq
e 1e paulejuiew Ajabue| 60231 yoaads 1oy DND ‘uoniubodas 'S}99M 1 40} 15eJ3U0D T 'siedf 9= Bunsixg [8¥]
syuswanoidw] ‘papodal syuedidiued usAss Jo 1no 1URUOSUOD 3oam e shep ¢ swauoyd ueaw ‘sieak ‘pausjesp sainseaw  z10Z ‘|e 19|
oueldwod %001 XIS 10} syuswarosdw| pue [9MOA SWoH ‘Aep 4ad unoy |  :ssaudx3 punos 8/-1G L=u A|lenbuil-3sod pajeaday bueyz
‘(3199eq 19%eads
-Ijnw ur sasesyd
INIH pue sasudluas
‘NISH2IND ‘DSS ‘splom *s1asn
‘Juawssasse dn ‘S9dU3USS pue ul uonedyUSP! CIEEN juedw
-moj|o} Buluten-isod Kep-t saseayd ‘spiom JUBUOSUOD pue € 'dlew ¢ 1ea|yd0d
e 1e paulelulew NISHIIND “*NISY2IND pue . YNS ul uoniubodal 'skep unoj Jsno  [9moA) wesboid siedk pL L= Bunsixg [Z¥]
pue INIH ul stjuswanosdw|  gp GL+ 38 INIH ‘x«3dInb jueuosuod peaids suoissas  yoaads BuuesH ueaw ‘sieak ‘paudjesp sainsesaw  zL0Z ‘e 19
‘pauodas Jou ddueldwo)  ul INIH Ul lJuswanoidw) pue [omop Kiojeloqge noy | xy pue buraag G8-0S 'g=u Kjlenbuil-1sod pajeaday uosjeabu|
‘sieak
9 =ueaw ‘sieak
£8-TT 's9lewaS
*s1edk 0/ = ueaw
‘sieak 63-9¢
REIARET[=WET]
€L dew 1z
‘pauodas 10u “FE€=U :(D]S)
S9WODINO J9Y10 WOl dnoib Buiuien
syinsay ‘dnoib Bujuiesn 193[e3-3]6ulS "sieak
DIN/DLS JO 12943 79=ueaw ‘sieak
ON *(L00'<d) uolsidaA 68-€T ‘sdewaS
J3¥|e1-INW ay1 uo Isoy 9|qgeq  'sieak L9 =uesw 's19sn
ueyy Jarealb Apuedyiubis '159) 133[e3-1N0Y ‘sieak /8-81 pie buuesy
UOISIIA Jj|e) 9)buls uoleuIwLISIp ul SaIUANDR REI-RET[WEY] Bunsixg
9yl J0J $2103S YlUM 9310Yy>-In04 'sy99m  uolsusyaidwod /1 ‘Slew g| “THNS
‘(xxxS3UI0d 05/°€1) 1591 ‘159) 3dUSUIS 9 Ioj YoM e buiusis)| ‘GE=U(D1N) |esaleiq [ov]
JuawWissasse dn-mo||o4 ON uoleUIWLIISIP dd10Yd -e-p|ing 1591 92IM] ‘SUOISSIS - ueaw nok dnoib Buiuren 91e19pow sainseaw 10T ‘|e 19|
‘pauodai Jou ddueldwod -Inoj ul Juswanoidw| 1URUOSUOD BMO| Kiojeioqe oy LxglL 1eym Jeay | JNeHYNIN 69 =U -PIIN paieaday Jyoudleg
IInws pauleiun IInwns paules) (1Inwis pauiesy ibuuren uoneinp pue IInwns p'cH adInsp
sajedipul pjoq) paseq K>uanbaig pue abe ‘u Bunieay
-awoy 10 pue ssoj|
-f10jeiroqe] Buriesy
dn-mojjoy sswodno Buules) syuedpiied ubisag Apmis

pue asuejdwod

o) "g 9|qel

May 2013 | Volume 8 | Issue 5 | 62836

10

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org



Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

Table 4. Improvements in untrained measures of speech intelligibility by participant type.

Laboratory- or

Training Outcome home- based Significant
Study stimulus measures Outcome stimulus training? improvement?
A. People with hearing loss
Burk et al. 2006 [37] Monosyllabic Word (SSN) Untrained monosyllabic Laboratory Y
words recognition AB words
TIMIT (SSN) (Untrained AB) keywords N
in sentences
Burk and Humes, 2008 [40] Monosyllabic Word (SSN) Untrained monosyllabic Laboratory N
words recognition CVC words
VAST (SSN) (Trained CVC) keywords N
in sentences
Humes et al. 2009 [42] Frequent words  CID Everyday (ICRA 6) Sentences Laboratory Y
Sentences
VAST (ICRA 6) Sentences Y
sentences
Frequent (ICRA 6) Sentences Y
phrases
B. Hearing aid users
Stecker et al. 2006 [38], Experiment 1 Nonsense R-SPIN (MSB) Final keyword Home N
syllables in sentences
Sweetow and Henderson LACE QuickSIN (MSB) Sentences Home Y
Sabes, 2006 [39]
HINT (SSN) Sentences N
Miller et al. 2008 [41] SPATS syllables HINT (Q) and (SSN) Sentences Laboratory N
CST-A (Q) and (MSB) Sentences N
CST-AV (Q) and (MSB) Sentences N
CID-w22 (Q) and (MSB) Words N
CNC (Q) and (MSB) Monosyllables N
Barcroft et al. 2011 [46] | hear what you Four-choice (MSB) Words Laboratory Y
mean listening discrimination
comprehension test
C. Cochlear implant users
Fu et al. 2004 [36] Phonemes HINT (SSN) Sentences Home Y
Miller et al. 2008 [41] SPATS syllables HINT (Q) and (SSN) Sentences Laboratory N
CST-A (Q) and (MSB) Sentences N
CST-AV (Q) and (MSB) Sentences N
CID-w22 (Q) and (MSB) Words N
CNC (Q) and (MSB) Monosyllables Y
Stacey et al. 2010 [43] Words Vowel test (Q) h-vowel-d words Home N
Consonant test (Q) a-consonant-a Y
nonsense words
BKB (Q) Sentences
|IEEE (Q) Sentences N
Tyler et al. 2010 [44] Experiment 1 Spondee words CNC (Q) CNC Home
monosyllabic words
CUNY (MSB) Sentences N
HINT (SSN) Sentences Y
Oba et al. 2011 Sound Express HINT (SSN) and (MSB) Sentences Home Y
digits
IEEE (SSN) and (MSB) Sentences Y
Ingvalson et al. 2012 [47] Seeing and QuickSIN (MSB) Sentences Laboratory Y
Hearing Speech
monosyllabic
words
HINT (MSB) Sentences Y
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Table 4. Cont.

Auditory Training for People with Hearing Loss

Laboratory- or

Training Outcome home- based Significant
Study stimulus measures Outcome stimulus training? improvement?
D. Bimodal (cochlear implant and hearing aid) users
Zhang et al. 2012 [48] Sound Express Vowel (MSB) h-vowel-d words Home Y
phonemes recognition
monosyllabic
words
Consonant (MSB) a-consonant-a nonsense Y
recognition words
CNC words (MSB) Words Y
AzBio sentences  (MSB) Sentences N

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0062836.t004

trained words embedded in TIMIT [77] sentences. Similarly
Zhang et al. [48] showed post-training improvements in the
intelligibility of untrained vowels, consonants and words, but no
improvements in performance for untrained sentences. Typically,
where improvements were reported, the magnitude of improve-
ment for people with hearing loss was small. For example, older
hearing impaired listeners in Burk et al. [37] improved on
untrained word recognition by an average of 6.9% compared to
45.3% in younger normally hearing listeners. Average improve-
ment in untrained measures of speech intelligibility in people with
hearing loss, ranged from 3.3% for sentences [38], to 14.9%
average for words [48]. Sweetow and Henderson-Sabes, [39] were
the only authors to report effect sizes for improvements in speech
outcomes for people with hearing loss following training using
LACE. Despite small reported effect sizes (£S) for an untrained
measure of speech intelligibility, (QuickSIN: improvement of
—1.5 dB signal to noise ratio (SNR) when presented at 70 dB,
E$§=0.23, improvement of —2.2 dB SNR when presented at
45 dB, ES=0.31) [70], the authors suggested that 46% of
participants achieved clinically significant post-training improve-
ments (defined as an improvement of —1.6 dB or greater in the
SNR). No significant improvements were shown for HINT
sentences, which the authors attributed to improvements also
being shown in the control group, suggesting likely test-retest
improvement effects.

Cognition. The study by Sweetow and Henderson-Sabes
[39] was the only study to include cognitive outcome measures.
Significant post-training improvements were shown for measures
of attention (Stroop, 7.5 points) and working memory (Listening
Span, 0.5 sentences). However, unlike the results for speech
intelligibility measures in the same study, effect sizes were not
presented for these cognitive outcomes. Furthermore, due to the
hybrid (auditory-cognitive) nature of the training stimuli, it is not
clear which element(s) of LACE contributed to the improvements
In cognition.

Self-reported communication.
Sabes [39] demonstrated significant post-training improvements in
self-reported hearing handicap using the HHIE and HHIA [67]
and the GSOA [60], with effect sizes of around.4. However,
Ingvalson et al. [47] did not report statistically significant post-
training improvements for the SSQ [74].

Sweetow and Henderson-
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Significant improvement Y =yes, N=no. (Q) stimuli presented in quiet; (SSN) stimuli presented in speech-shaped noise; (ICRA 6) stimuli presented in ICRA (track 6) two-
talker noise-vocoded competition; (MSB) stimuli presented in multi-speaker babble.

Retention of Learning

Retention of learning was defined as (i) the maintenance of a
significant improvement from pre-training baseline performance,
or (ii) a non-significant decrease in post-training performance, at a
delayed post-training follow-up assessment. Follow-up assessments
were reported in 8/13 articles, ranging from 4 days to 7 months
post-training.

Retention of on-task learning. Burk et al. [37] reported
that trained word-recognition performance at baseline (37.6%)
was significantly improved six months post-training (62.9%,
p<<.05), but significantly worse than immediate post-training
performance (83.5%, p<<.05). The authors reported that partici-
pants were returned to peak post-training performance levels with
as little as one hour of top-up training, although no additional
follow-up was conducted to identify for how long peak perfor-
mance was maintained. Stecker et al. [38] reported that Nonsense
Syllable Test (NST) scores for new hearing aid users, showed no
significant decrement from immediate post-training performance
(9.8%) at an eight week follow-up (8.7%). For existing hearing aid
users, the same was true, despite a smaller post-training
improvement. Burk and Humes [40] tested participants on the
same outcomes once a week for seven weeks after completion of
two training protocols (easy and hard words), with no significant
reduction in performance over the seven week period (Table 3).
Tyler et al. [44] reported retention of trained sound localization
and spondee-in-noise performance at two and seven months post-
training, although no statistical tests are reported due to the small
sample size. Finally, Oba et al. [45] reported retention of trained
digit recognition performance at a one-month post-training that
was significantly better than pre-training baseline, with no
significant reduction from post-training performance levels.

Retention of generalised improvements in untrained
Sweetow and Henderson-Sabes [39] reported that
at the time of publication, 65% (42/65) of trained participants had
completed both QuickSIN and HINT sentences, and 48% (31/65)
of participants had completed the HHIE, HHIA and the CSOA
questionnaires, at a four-week follow-up. Post-training improve-
ments were reported to be maintained for all measures, although
no statistical analyses were presented. Tyler et al. [44] reported
retention of improvements for HINT sentences seven months post-
training for subject 1 (of 3) only. However, the authors also
reported a gradual improvement in performance over time at pre-
training assessments for subject 1, suggesting that some degree of
post-training improvement in this measure may be attributable to

outcomes.
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test-retest improvement effects. Oba et al. [43] reported retention
at one month post-training was significantly greater than pre-
training baseline performance for both HINT and IEEE sentences
(in steady noise and in babble) with no significant change between
immediate post-training and follow-up performance. Ingvalson
et al. [47] reported no significant performance differences four
days post-training for HINT and QuickSIN sentences. Zhang
et al. [48] reported maintenance of a significant increase from pre-
training baseline at a one month post-training assessment, for
measures of vowel, consonant and CNC word recognition.
However, no information was provided as to whether performance
on these measures was significantly reduced from immediate post-
training levels.

Compliance with training

Compliance was defined as the percentage of participants
completing the requested training duration in each study.
Compliance was reported in less than half of the articles (6/13)
and the method of identifying those participants who did not
achieve 100% compliance differed between studies. Stecker et al.
[38] reported that on average, participants achieved 37 of the
requested 44 days of training (92.5%). Sweetow and Henderson-
Sabes [39] reported overall compliance of 73% (65/89 partici-
pants completed the training) although no details of training
duration were provided for those who had completed. Humes
et al. [42] reported that 13/16 participants (81%) completed the
requested training duration. The remaining three participants
completed 92%, 75% and 50% of the requested training. As these
participants did not significantly differ in performance on the post-
training outcomes compared with fully-compliant participants
(CID Everyday Sentences [55], frequent words and phrases [42],
and VAST sentences [78]), data from these low-compliant
participants were included in the main analysis. In the article by
Stacey et al. [43], compliance was 73% and three participants who
completed only five of the requested 15 hours of training were
excluded from the main analysis. Oba et al. [45] reported that
100% of participants achieved the required training duration of
600 minutes, despite reported training durations ranging from
583767 minutes. Similarly, Zhang et al. [48] stated that 100% of
participants completed the 20 hours requested training, but
reported a mean training duration of 18 hours (range 15.4-21.2
hours).

Quality Assessment

Study quality was assessed using five measures of scientific study
validity, and five training-specific study quality criteria (each
scoring 0-2), resulting in a possible maximum study quality score
of 20. Table 5 shows individual study validity ratings and overall
study quality scores for each of the 13 articles. Overall study
quality ranged from very low (lowest score for Barcroft et al. [46],
scoring 1/20) to moderate study quality (highest score for Sweetow
and Henderson-Sabes, [39], scoring 13/20).

Scientific study quality. Out of a maximum 10 points for
the scientific study quality, the highest scoring article achieved a
total of five points [39]. None of the included articles reported
participant or tester blinding, or a power calculation to determine
the required participant sample size. Where participant randomi-
sation was used, there was often a lack of detail on how
randomisation was conducted [38,39,46]. However, more than
half the articles (8/13) scored 2 points for the adequate reporting
of all included outcome measures in their studies.

Training intervention-specific study quality. The major-
ity of articles (10/13) reported the use of performance feedback in
their training protocols. Reporting of participant compliance with
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training regimens occurred in almost half of the included articles
(6/13). However, definitions of non-compliance varied. For
example, some studies reported this as the number of participants
remaining in the study irrespective of whether they had completed
the requested amount of training, e.g. [39]. Others considered this
to mean to completion of the requested training duration, e.g.
[43]. Follow-up assessments were reported in 8/13 articles, and
ranged from repeated testing of participants at weekly intervals
[40] to single follow-up assessments [37-39,44,45,47,48]. Training
in the participant’s home environment occurred in approximately
half of the studies [36,38,39,43-45,48], while the remaining
studies delivered training in the laboratory [37,40-42,46,47].
Although the majority of studies (11/13) assessed and reported the
generalisation of learning to untrained measures of speech
intelligibility, some to cognition or communication, outcome
measures were not always reported in adequate detail [37,38,44].
Furthermore, there were frequent reports of test administration
inconsistencies whereby not all participants were administered all
outcome measures [36,38,46], training stimuli varied between
participants [48], and findings from some outcome measures were
omitted from the results [46,47].

Risk of funding bias. Sweetow and Henderson-Sabes [39]
acknowledged a potential conflict of interest in funding. They
reported a financial interest in Neurotone, Inc., the company
licenced by the University of California, San Franscisco to produce
LACE training software.

Discussion

The primary aim of this systematic review was to examine the
evidence for individual computer-based auditory training (CBAT)
as an effective intervention for people with hearing loss. Secondary
aims sought to examine the feasibility of individual CBAT as an
intervention for people with hearing loss by examining (i) the long-
term retention of auditory training-related improvements at post-
training follow-ups, and (ii) levels of participant compliance with
individual CBAT protocols.

Efficacy of Individual Computer-based Auditory Training
as an Intervention for People with Hearing Loss

Following a program of individual CBATT, significant improve-
ments on the trained task (on-task learning) were shown for all but
one of the articles that reported on-task outcomes [9/10].
However, evidence for the generalisation of learning to functional
benefits (i.e. speech intelligibility) for people with hearing loss was
mixed. A narrative synthesis and quality assessment of included
articles suggested that evidence was not robust, and a number of
confounding factors contributed to the inconsistency in reported
effects. First and foremost, a lack of homogeneity in training
protocols (training stimuli, duration or frequency), outcome
measures, participant samples (sample size, hearing loss) and
study designs may have resulted in variations in reported
outcomes. Second, where generalisation of learning was shown
to untrained measures, improvements were often highly variable
between trained individuals [36,42,43,48] and not everyone was
shown to benefit from auditory training [39-41,44,45,48].
Previous research into the neurophysiological changes resulting
from auditory perceptual learning for normally hearing adults
suggests that although the auditory system is responsive to training,
there is a substantial degree of variability across individuals in their
ability to make use of physiological cues [79].

In a previous review of the efficacy of auditory training for
adults with hearing loss [18], the authors concluded there was little
evidence for real-world effectiveness, but some evidence for
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within-study efficacy, of individual auditory training for people
with hearing loss. A more recent meta-analysis of six (predomi-
nantly clinician-delivered) auditory training studies published
between 1970 and 2009 [26] suggested reliable but small
improvements in speech recognition (Cohen’s d=.352). Findings
from the present review are similar in that on-task learning nearly
always occurred for people with hearing loss following individual
CBAT. Furthermore, there was some evidence for the generalisa-
tion of that on-task learning to untrained measures of speech
intelligibility, cognition and self-reports of communication. How-
ever, the magnitude of improvement for untrained outcomes is
small, and reported improvements are shown to be inconsistent
across different studies, and within studies across individual
trainees.

Feasibility of Individual Computer-based Auditory
Training as an Intervention for People with Hearing Loss

Feasibility was considered in terms of the retention of training-
related improvements and compliance with individual CBAT.
Although retention of post-training improvements was shown for a
range of on-task and untrained measures at follow-up assessments
up to 7 months post-training, the definition of retention varied
across studies. The majority focused on the retention of
improvements for trained tasks, not the retention of generalised
improvements in untrained measures of speech intelligibility,
cognition and communication. It is the latter that holds the most
promise for individual CBAT to improve the everyday listening
abilities of people with hearing loss.

Details of participant compliance with training were often
underreported, appearing in less than half of the articles included
in the review (6/13). Where reported, participant compliance rates
were high. However, these reports of high compliance with
training were not consistent with a large-scale study of more than
3000 clinical LACE trainees [80], where compliance (defined as
completion of 10 or more training sessions) was around 30% [81].
This may suggest that rates of compliance with individual CBAT
may be greater in smaller, controlled research-settings than may
be typically expected in clinical environments.

Study Quality and Evidence of Bias

Study quality scores suggest that the articles included in this
review offer very-low to moderate levels of evidence. None of the
studies reported participant or tester blinding. Thus, where
between-groups designs are employed and the control group
received no intervention [38,39,41,44|, we cannot be confident
that any training improvements were not biased by placebo effects.
The study by Sweetow and Henderson-Sabes [39] that obtained
the highest quality score was the only study to report cognitive
outcomes. Results showed significant generalisation of learning
from trained stimuli (LACE) to untrained measures of speech
mtelligibility (QuickSIN), cognition (attention: Stroop Task, and
working memory: listening span), and self-report of communica-
tion (HHIE, HHIA and CSOA).

The majority of studies failed to account for test-retest
improvements in reported outcomes. When administering the
outcomes across multiple test sessions, there is a possibility that
improvement will occur as a result of procedural rather than
perceptual learning [82,83]. It has been recommended for the
HINT and QuickSIN sentences that practice with at least two
sentence lists is needed to eliminate procedural learning effects at
baseline sessions [83]. Only two of the articles repeated outcome
measure assessments at baseline sessions. Studies by Fu and
colleagues [36] administered outcomes for a minimum of two
weeks prior to training, and Stacey and colleagues [43] repeated
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baseline measures for approximately three hours per participant,
both until a performance asymptote was reached. The total
number of occasions outcomes that administered was not reported
in either study. Finally, two articles omitted findings from some
outcome measures included in the studies [46,47]. Selective
outcome reporting is likely to lead to inaccurate and misleading
conclusions being reached [84].

Lack of High-quality Evidence as a Barrier to

implementation

Results from this systematic review demonstrate robust on-task
learning following individual CBAT. Generalisation of on-task
learning to functional benefits for people with hearing loss is less
robust. Evidence for the generalisation of on-task learning to
improvements in speech intelligibility, cognition and self-report of
hearing suggests that improvements are both small and inconsis-
tent across studies and individual trainees. Inconsistencies in
reported effects may in part be associated with inconsistencies in
study designs, training protocols, participant samples, and
outcome measures adopted. However, analysis of study quality
has demonstrated some fundamental issues with scientific control,
which may result in a range of biases in reported effects.
Nevertheless, retention of learning from both trained and
untrained stimuli was shown to persist where reported, up to
seven months post-training. Furthermore, where participant
compliance was reported, rates were high. This suggests that
individual CBAT has the potential to be a feasible intervention,
which may offer benefit to the auditory-perceptual abilities of
people with hearing loss.

Nevertheless, some of the questions posed by Boothroyd [85] in
a discussion of the potential role of formal training in adapting to
changed hearing, remain unanswered in the current evidence-
base. First, where benefits occur, what are the mechanisms of
benefit of auditory training for people with hearing loss (i.e. where
generalisation of learning is shown, what elements of on-task
learning are these attributable to)? How do individual character-
istics interact with training outcomes? And, do training-induced
changes influence participation and quality of life for people with
hearing loss? Although many of these questions are currently being
explored in normally hearing listeners [86-88] there is a need for
further research designed to specifically address these issues in
people with hearing loss.

Recommendations for further research

Based on the reviewed evidence we propose key recommenda-
tions for future research:

1. High-level evidence. High quality studies that are
randomised, blinded, with a sample size dictated by a power
calculation, are crucial to adequately assess the efficacy of
individual computer-based auditory training for people with
hearing loss. Furthermore, the possible inclusion of an ‘active’
control group (that is a task comparable to the training group task,
but for which no improvement in performance is expected), may
help enable participant blinding to help ensure any training-
related improvements are not influenced by placebo effects. Future
research would ideally be reported in accordance with the
CONSORT statement [89], which offers guidelines for the
reporting of randomised controlled trials. This would result in
sufficiently detailed reporting to allow for an adequate appraisal of
the quality and applicability of published results. It is also
important that future studies consider key factors pertinent to
training intervention studies, including ecologically valid training
environments, performance related feedback, and follow-up
assessments to ascertain the long-term benefits of auditory training
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and adequate reporting of participant (non-) compliance as
interventions can only ever be beneficial if individuals comply
with them.

2. Outcome selection. Measures that are appropriate for
and sensitive to CBAT effects should be adopted to allow accurate
assessment of training efficacy. This includes a consideration of the
magnitude of effect required for those outcomes to represent
clinically significant improvements in listening abilities for people
with hearing loss, for example, combining behavioural outcomes
with questionnaires to assess self-reported benefits in everyday
listening. In addition, the inclusion of cognitive outcomes in future
studies assessing the efficacy of individual CBAT for people with
hearing loss may be informative given that the only study to
include such measures in this review reported significant post-
training improvements in attention and auditory working memory
[39]. Evidence from a study of LACE training with normally
hearing adults suggested that training improves the neural
representation of cues important for speech perception [86].
However, Tremblay and colleagues argue that at least that some of
the physiological changes as a result of auditory training may not
reflect sensory-specific fine-tuning, but other top-down modulato-
ry influences that are activated during focused listening tasks, such
as stimulus exposure, attention, memory, decision-making and task
execution [88]. Thus, measurement of both auditory and cognitive
outcomes may help to characterise the mechanisms of benefit for
people with hearing loss following auditory training.

3. Standardisation of outcome measures. Standardisation
of outcomes across auditory training studies would enable
comparisons to be made between different training protocols.
Furthermore, common outcome measures would enable meta-
analyses of data from future training intervention studies.

4. Candidature. Published evidence suggests that post-
training improvements in untrained outcomes are highly variable,
and not everyone benefits from auditory training [39-41,44,45].
Thus, identification of those individuals most likely to benefit from
auditory training would be of substantial clinical importance,
enabling clinicians to individually target those for whom CBAT
would be most effective, and consider alternative interventions for
those who are least likely to benefit from training.
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Summary and Conclusions

Individual computer-based auditory training (CBAT) is a time
and cost efficient, flexible self-management intervention that has
the potential to be delivered to people with hearing loss in their
home environment. It is easily accessible to the target population
via PCs and the internet [27], and can be tailored to individual
needs. The present review identifies scientific, methodological and
study quality issues in each of the 13 articles included in this
systematic review. Our findings demonstrate that although
individual CBAT is a feasible intervention for people with hearing
loss, published evidence for the efficacy of individual CBAT to
mmprove speech intelligibility, cognition and hearing abilities for
adults with hearing loss is neither consistent nor robust. As such,
the evidence cannot be used reliably to guide intervention at this
time. Future high level evidence and the standardisation of
outcome measures across different training studies will provide an
evidence-base from which to adequately assess the efficacy of
auditory training as an intervention for people with hearing loss.
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