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Common Sound Scenarios (CoSS) framework
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Non-specific

Task 2 people
2 people

More than Through

device
Live sounds

Two people having a

conversation

Several people

having a shared

conversation

Two or more people

having a shared

conversation through

a communication

device

Focused listening to

sound without being

able to control the

sound source

Focused listening to

sound while being

able to control the

sound source

Conscious or

unconscious

screening of sound of

relevance to current

activity

surroundings

Unconscious

perception of

environmental

sounds, without

relevance to current

activity

media device listening

MonitoringThrough Passive

Speech communication Focused listening

(Wolters et al. JAAA, 2016 )



Traditional Laboratory Tests and CoSS
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Method evaluation study

• 19 hearing-impaired test participants (avg. 74 yrs)

• Fitted with test HAs, two settings

• Smartphone questionnaire

– Paired comparisons of preference

– CoSS data

Setting A – Setting B, 55 dB SPL
Setting A – Setting B, 65 dB SPL
Setting A – Setting B, 80 dB SPL  

Which program 
did you prefer?

 Program 1
 Program 2
 No 

preference
 No 

difference



Methodology

EMA in field

• 1-week field-trial period

• Alarm prompt every 2 h

– Paired Comparisons

– CoSS

• Self-initiated responses (optional)

LEAP in lab

• Simple lab setup

– Office space

– Dialogue cards

• 6 test scenarios (based on CoSS) + EMA

– Communication 2 people in “quiet”

– Communication 2 people in car noise

– Communication 3 people in restaurant noise

– Focused listening to TV

– Focused listening to radio

– Passive listening, sorting paper

• 3 repetitions of each set of scenarios/visit 
– 3 visits

http://www.google.se/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&uact=8&ved=0CAcQjRw&url=http://sv.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hagaparken&ei=ucddVcjJC6P_ygP9p4CQCQ&psig=AFQjCNEz5K7wE_eReVlQqNWxMBl6Sx3sXw&ust=1432295661324631


Results

LEAP Lab EMA Field 



Results

EMA Field 

LEAP Lab 

Speech Communication Focused list. Non-specific



Summary and conclusions

Focus on ecological validity  potential to reproduce real-life preference
– Focus on realistic communication aspects (e.g. social pressure)

– Uses audiovisual communication cues

– Evaluation of own voice

On the other hand
– Passive scenarios difficult to include

– Resource heavy if communication with several people included



Thanks for 
listening!


	Default Section
	Slide 1:  Live Evaluation of Auditory Preference (LEAP)
	Slide 2: Common Sound Scenarios (CoSS) framework
	Slide 3: Traditional Laboratory Tests and CoSS
	Slide 4: Method evaluation study
	Slide 5: Methodology
	Slide 6: Results
	Slide 7: Results
	Slide 8: Summary and conclusions
	Slide 9: Thanks for listening!


