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Abstract

Background: Internet-based interventions are emerging as an alternative way of delivering accessible healthcare
for various conditions including hearing and balance disorders. A comprehensive review regarding the evidence-base
of Internet-based interventions for auditory-related conditions is required to determine the existing evidence of their
efficacy and effectiveness. The objective of the current protocol is to provide the methodology for a systematic review
regarding the effects of Internet-based interventions for adults with hearing loss, tinnitus and vestibular disorders.

Method: This protocol was developed according to the Preferred Reporting ltems for Systematic reviews and
Meta-analyses for Protocols (PRISMA-P) 2015 guidelines. Electronic database searches will include EBSCOhost,
PubMed and Cochrane Central Register performed by two researchers. This will be complemented by searching other
resources such as the reference lists for included studies to identify studies meeting the eligibility for inclusion with
regard to study designs, participants, interventions, comparators and outcomes. The Cochrane risk of bias tool (RoB 2)

meta-analyses were defined.

stakeholders.

review, Protocol

for randomised trials will be used for the bias assessments in the included studies. Criteria for conducting

Discussion: The result of this systematic review will be of value to establish the effects of Internet-based
interventions for hearing loss, tinnitus and vestibular disorders. This will be of importance to guide future
planning of auditory intervention research and clinical services by healthcare providers, researchers, consumers and

Systematic review registration: PROSPERO CRD42018094801
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Background

Chronic auditory conditions can be debilitating and
greatly reduce quality of life [1]. They generally fall into
three broad categories, namely hearing disability, tin-
nitus and vestibular disorders. The impact of hearing
loss is often multifactorial and not isolated to reduced
hearing and increased listening effort. For example, it
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can negatively impact on the ability to communicate,
which amplifies social isolation, and can lead to relation-
ship difficulties and reduced well-being [2, 3]. In
addition, the presence of uncorrected hearing loss in-
creases the risk of cognitive decline and dementia [4, 5].
For those with troublesome tinnitus, many aspects of
daily life may be disrupted, leading to sleep and concen-
tration difficulties, and indirect psychosocial effects, in-
cluding feelings of hopelessness, irritability, frustration,
anxiety and depression [6, 7]. Loss of vestibular function
can cause imbalance, dizziness and an increased risk of
falls [8]. This can affect the ability to carry out activities
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of daily living such as walking and driving. There is
an increased dependence on others and decreased life
satisfaction [9].

Auditory-related conditions are prevalent with around
15% of the world’s population having some degree of hear-
ing loss [10]. In addition, hearing loss of greater than 20
dB was found to be the second most common impair-
ment, from a systematic review investigating 310 diseases
[11]. At least 10% of the adult population have tinnitus, as
seen from studies across the globe, for example from Italy
[12], Korea [13], New Zealand [14], the UK [15, 16] and
the USA [17, 18]. The prevalence of dizziness has been re-
ported to be 20-30% among adults [9, 19]. Although hear-
ing loss, tinnitus and vestibular disorders can occur in
isolation, they often co-occur and are associated with oto-
logical pathologies such as otosclerosis, Méniére’s disease,
cerebellopontine angle lesions (such as vestibular schwan-
noma) and superior semicircular canal dehiscence [20]. In
addition, the prevalence of auditory-related conditions
generally increases with age [21-23]. This is a concern as
the proportion of elderly people is rising [24]. These dis-
abilities add to the healthcare and societal economic bur-
den. Unaddressed hearing loss poses an annual global cost
of $750 billion dollars [25]. The annual cost of tinnitus in-
terventions in the UK was calculated to be £750 million in
total and the annual societal costs relating to tinnitus was
calculated at £2.7 billion [26]. In the USA, the annual eco-
nomic burdens of unilateral and bilateral vestibular disor-
ders were found to be $3531-$13,019 per patient [27].

As these are chronic long-term conditions, ongoing
management over a period of years or decades is often
required [25]. Interventions to prevent, identify and ad-
dress hearing loss, tinnitus and vestibular disorders can
be cost-effective [28—30] and can bring great benefit to
individuals in reducing the adverse impact these difficul-
ties have [31-33]. The standard intervention for hearing
loss involves the provision of hearing aids within an
audiology clinic [34]. Although hearing aids can help re-
duce the negative consequences of hearing loss, the up-
take and adherence are suboptimal, even in countries
where the provision of hearing aids is free at the point
of use [35]. Despite moderate-to-strong evidence that
vestibular rehabilitation is an effective treatment for per-
ipheral vestibular disease [36], less than 3% of eligible
primary care patients with dizziness ever received ves-
tibular rehabilitation [37]. Moreover, the structure,
provision of, and access to tinnitus services vary greatly
depending on demographic location [38].

In an attempt to increase access to treatments and im-
prove outcomes of rehabilitation for auditory-related dis-
abilities, Internet-delivered interventions have been
developed [39-42]. These interventions have generally fo-
cused on providing self-help techniques for behavioural
change by means of a structured programme. Within the
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field of audiology, they have been developed to improve
hearing aid use and/or reduce hearing disability [43]; re-
duce tinnitus distress through techniques such as cogni-
tive behavioural therapy [44]; or improve balance function
through vestibular rehabilitation [45]. These programmes
generally last 6-10 weeks and may be independent of pro-
fessional support (unguided) or offer some form of sup-
port (guided). The intervention content usually consists of
a range of modules (6-21 chapters) with interactive ele-
ments such as quizzes and worksheets. Internet interven-
tions for auditory-related conditions have a relatively
short history with the first trials conducted in the field of
tinnitus [42]. As such, evidence of their efficacy and effect-
iveness is still being sought. In 2010, Swanepoel et al. [46]
conducted a broad-spectrum systematic review to identify
telehealth applications for screening, diagnosis and inter-
ventions in audiology. In this review [46], the use of
Internet-based interventions was only identified for tin-
nitus and not for hearing loss and vestibular disorders.
Since then, additional studies related to Internet-based in-
terventions in the fields of tinnitus have been published as
well as in the fields of hearing loss and vestibular disor-
ders. With this emergence of new evidence, an updated
review is warranted. Within the hearing domain, there has
been a systematic review investigating the efficacy of
computer-based auditory training [46], but not Internet-
based training. Reviews in the field of tinnitus have inves-
tigated the efficacy of cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT)
for tinnitus [47], tinnitus management [48] or self-help
tinnitus interventions [49]. No recent review has focused
solely on Internet interventions for tinnitus. Moreover,
systematic reviews for vestibular rehabilitation were found
[50], but these were not specific to Internet-based inter-
ventions. Reviews that have investigated Internet interven-
tions have either explored a specific health conditions (e.g.
anxiety) or a variety of general health problems [51]. In
view of the lack of an up to date and comprehensive re-
view of the role of Internet interventions for auditory con-
ditions, the current review protocol was designed. The
aim of this protocol is to investigate the effects of
Internet-based interventions for adults with hearing loss,
tinnitus and vestibular disorders. This will include deter-
mining the efficacy of Internet-based interventions, refer-
ring to the extent to which an intervention produces a
beneficial result under ideal conditions, as well as their ef-
fectiveness, which is the extent to which a specific inter-
vention, when used under ordinary circumstances, does
what it is intended to do [52]. The main research question
was formulated following consultation with researchers in
the field: what is the effect of Internet-based interventions
for adults with hearing loss, tinnitus and vestibular dis-
order? Taking this broad-spectrum approach has disad-
vantages such as mixing different disorders which may
have different intervention effects [53]. This approach is
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required due to the more recent nature of audiological
Internet interventions and to provide a more comprehen-
sive overview of these interventions and to identify whether
further reviews with a narrower scope are indicated.

Objectives

A systematic review related to Internet interventions for
chronic auditory conditions of hearing loss, tinnitus or
vestibular disorders will be undertaken to answer the fol-
lowing questions:

(i) What are the effects of Internet-based interventions
post-intervention to reduce hearing disability, tinnitus
distress and vestibular disorders in adults?

(if) What are the effects of Internet-based interventions
for adults post-intervention on associated difficulties
of anxiety, depression, insomnia, and quality of life,
often related to having a hearing loss, tinnitus, or
vestibular disorders?

(iii) What are the effects of Internet-based interventions
post-intervention to reduce hearing disability, tinnitus
distress and vestibular disorders in adults one year
after undertaking the intervention?

Methods

This systematic review was prospectively registered with
the International Prospective Register of Systematic Re-
views (PROSPERO number CRD42018094801). The
methods selected were guided by the Preferred Reporting
Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-analyses for Proto-
cols (PRISMA-P) [54, 55] (see Additional file 1). In the
event of differences between the protocol and the com-
pleted review, these amendments will be presented to-
gether with the date of amendment, description of the
change, rationale and consequence of these modifications.

Eligibility criteria

Table 1 lists the study eligibility criteria. Consistent with
the PRISMA-P statement, the inclusion criteria has been
selected with reference to Participants, Interventions,
Comparators, Outcomes, Timing and Study designs (PI-
COTS) [56] as well as criteria for the publication lan-
guage and setting.

Information sources

Electronic databases

A systematic search strategy will be used to search the
following electronic research databases with no date re-
strictions for manuscripts published or accepted for
publication in peer-reviewed academic journals:

e EBSCOhost including Allied and Complementary
Medicine (AMED), Cumulative Index to Nursing
and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL)
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e PubMed (including MEDLINE)

e Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials
database

e Embase

Other resources

Manual searches will be implemented to increase the
comprehensive coverage of the available literate to en-
sure that all potentially eligible records will be identified.
This will include:

e Trial registers and trial result registers at clinical.gov
and Cochrane Ear, Nose and Throat Disorders
Group Trials Register for completed trials that may
be accepted for publication

e Hand-searching key journals and the reference lists
from the included studies

e QGrey literature will be searched in Google Scholar

e Contacting stakeholders such as researchers and
experts in the field if any further records were
outstanding or they have any manuscripts that have
been accepted for publication

Search strategy
The search strategy was developed together with an in-
formation specialist at Anglia Ruskin University to im-
prove search quality [57, 58] and peer reviewed. A
search strategy using medical subject headings (MeSH)
terms to target four key domains—(i) condition (e.g.
hearing loss, tinnitus and vestibular disorders); (ii) treat-
ment (e.g. intervention, rehabilitation, self-help); (iii)
mode of delivery (e.g. online, Internet-based, web-based);
and study designs (randomised)—was identified. The use
of search terms and its Boolean combination was
adapted for each search engine to suit its requirements.
Table 2 provides the MEDLINE search strategy that will
be used to search titles and abstracts. The final search
strategies will be included in the completed review. The
literature searches will be conducted independently by
two researchers, namely the first author and a research
assistant independent of the review for comparative pur-
poses. A pilot search test was undertaken for the tinnitus
category first to ensure that the search strategy was
effective.

Limitations of this search strategy include the language
restrictions and financial constraints preventing an ex-
pert to do the database searches.

Study records

Data management

Identified records will be downloaded into a master file
using RefWorks that will enable records to be tracked
through the screening and data collection process and
will remove duplicate records. Only exact duplicates will
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Table 1 Review eligibility criteria
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Study Inclusion criteria
characteristic

Exclusion criteria

Study designs + Randomised controlled trials (RCT) (both efficacy and
effectiveness trials)

- Crossover designs where data from before the cross-over
are extractable to avoid the potential for a carry-over

phenomenon

Participants All adults (aged = 18 years) from both clinical and non-clinical
samples (self-referred due to response from study advertisement)
with acute or chronic complaints of hearing loss, tinnitus and/or
vestibular disorders and meeting the Intervention studies'
eligibility criteria. Adults with significant levels of disability as
defined by the individual studies’ inclusion criteria to include:

- A significant global score on a multi-item questionnaire
(Table 3)

- Presenting with hearing loss of at least a mild degree as
measured by an audiologist using pure tone audiometric
testing

-Significant levels of hearing loss, tinnitus and/or dizziness

diagnosed by an Ear Nose and Throat consultant, audiologist

or clinical psychologist following clinical examination

This assumes that those with significant co-existing

conditions and undertaking co-interventions

(excluding hearing aid fittings) will be excluded.

All ethnic and social-economic groups will be included

Interventions « Internet-based interventions as a structured form of self-help
aimed at reducing difficulties related to hearing loss, vestibular
disorders, and tinnitus

« Both guided and self-guided interventions will be included

+ An element of blending may be involved such as
introducing the intervention during a face-to-face
consultation. However, the Internet-intervention part needs
to be 70% or greater than the face-to-face part

- There are no limitations based on the starting point of
interventions or their durations

« There should be a minimum of at least one
Internet-intervention

- Internet interventions running concurrently with hearing aid
fittings will be included as this forms part of standard
audiological care

Comparators At least one comparator is required this may be either an
inactive control (e.g. no treatment, standard care, waiting list
control, discussion forum, information only, usual care) or
active control (e.g. different variant of the same intervention,

a different kind of therapy)

Outcomes Reporting results from a self-reported outcome measure
related to the main difficulty targeted e.g. hearing loss,
tinnitus, or vestibular difficulties

Timings At least two data points are required for pre and
post-intervention or follow-up (e.g. baseline and 1 year

post-intervention) endpoint outcomes
Additional inclusion criteria

Language English only

Setting All settings including clinics, hospitals (private, public,
university) and/or home-treatments in all geographic

locations

« Cluster randomised RCTs

+ Non-randomised trials

« Repeated measures designs (pre- and post-intervention)
unless this is for the long term outcomes after group
cross- over has taken place or control conditions are no
longer available

« Quasi-experimental controlled trials

- Case studies

« Observational studies

- Purely qualitative studies

« Expert options

« Cross-sectional studies

- Trials were participants have not been randomly assigned

« Data focused on children and adolescents

- Studies not defining the eligibility criteria to undertake the
Internet interventions for hearing handicap, tinnitus distress
and vestibular difficulties, such as tinnitus of at least 3
months duration of moderate severity as measured by a
self-reported assessment measure

« Predominantly app-based interventions

« Solely computer-based programmes not accessed via the
Internet (e.g. provided on disks/DVDs)

« Interventions using a predominantly blended approach with
30% or more face-to-face input

+ Online discussion forums provided in isolation and not as
part of a structured programme

« Internet interventions running concurrently with additional
treatments (excluding hearing aid fittings) will be excluded
as the effects of the Internet intervention will not be
isolated.

+ No comparison (single group designs) unless this is for the
long term outcomes after group cross-over has taken place
or control conditions are no longer available

- Comparators comparing the role of guidance using the
same Internet-based intervention in both the experimental
and the control groups

« Primary outcome reported not related to hearing loss,
tinnitus, or vestibular difficulties
« Primary outcome, not a self-reported measure

No post-intervention follow-up period
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Table 2 Search strategy for PubMed (MEDLINE) database
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Condition Search strategy

For hearing (hearing loss OR deafness OR hearing impairment OR deaf* OR hard of hearing OR hear*) AND (intervention OR treatment OR
loss therapy OR program OR strategy OR self-help OR rehabilitation) AND (Internet* OR online* or web*)

For tinnitus (tinnitus®) AND (intervention OR treatment OR therapy OR program OR strategy OR self-help OR rehabilitation) AND (Internet*

OR online* or web*)

For vestibular
disorders
(Internet* OR online* or web¥)

Limiters English Language; Human

Search modes: Boolean/ phrase

(vestibular® OR dizziness* OR balance* OR Méniere* OR labyrinthitis OR neuritis OR benign paroxysmal positional vertigo OR BPPV OR
endolymphatic hydrops) AND (intervention OR treatment OR therapy OR program OR strategy OR self-help OR rehabilitation) AND

be removed. Multiple publications of the same study will
be checked for relevance as different study characteris-
tics may be reported in each publication. Included re-
cords will be allocated a study identification code to link
each record with its corresponding full text and data col-
lection sheet. The title and abstracts of the publications
will be assessed against the inclusion criteria. Reasons
for including or excluding publications will be docu-
mented and presented in a PRISMA flow diagram.

Selection process

Materials downloaded from electronic sources will
include details of authors, journal and the abstract.
Where in doubt, the full article will be sought. Arti-
cles appearing to meet the inclusion criteria will be
retrieved to ensure they meet the inclusion criteria
for this review. Two reviewers (EB and VM) will in-
dependently select articles for inclusion. Any dispar-
ities will be run by a third reviewer (GA). For any
remaining disparities, the full team will discuss these
to reach a conclusion (EB, VM, PA, DB, GA). A flow
diagram will be used to summarise the studies in-
cluded and excluded from the review. Excluded arti-
cles and the rationale for exclusion will be presented
in the completed review. Study selection methods
were conducted on a pilot group of studies to cali-
brate reviewers (EB and VM) and to fine-tune eligi-
bility criteria.

Data collection

Data from selected studies will be recorded on a data ex-
traction form using the PICOTS format (Participants,
Interventions, Comparators, Outcomes, Timing and
Study design) [56, 59]. The form was piloted by EB and
VM and verified by VM. Following piloting, the need to
extract additional study characteristics (e.g. duration of
disorder and mean pure tone average data) was identi-
fied. Data will be extracted by one reviewer (EB) and
verified by another reviewer (VM). The complete
extraction sheet will be provided to all other authors for
cross-checking.

Data items

The Cochrane data collection form for intervention
studies with a randomised controlled trial format was
used during the development of the extraction forms.
The forms were tailored for the research questions of
this review. The data items that will be collected can be
found in Additional file 2. If both intention-to-treat and
per-protocol data were presented, the intention-to-treat
estimation will be used.

Outcomes and prioritisation

As assessing disability associated with auditory con-
ditions is generally through use of patient-reported
outcome measures (PROM), these questionnaire re-
sults will be used in assessing the outcome regarding
each intervention type. For each outcome measure,
there is more than one possible method of assess-
ment. Those measuring similar domains have been
selected for this review which will allow for later
data synthesis if there are sufficient studies with
comparable data. The PROMs used in each study
will be documented. The effects of Internet interven-
tions will be assessed in terms of the following out-
comes, in order of prioritisation, as identified
following consultation with experts and researchers
in the field. Otological conditions and related health
problems often co-occur and can be regarded as
composite health problems [60]. As the interventions
for this review are focused specifically on either
hearing difficulties, tinnitus or vestibular difficulties,
it is unlikely that they will include composite out-
comes. This review will focus only on the following
primary and secondary outcomes:

Primary outcomes

The effects of Internet-based interventions will be
assessed by comparing the mean difference at post-
intervention (immediately after the intervention has
been completed) between scores for the experimental
and control groups for hearing disability, tinnitus dis-
tress or dizziness as indicated by a PROM detailed in
Table 3.
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Table 3 Examples of questionnaires measuring primary outcomes for this review. This list will be updated if other questionnaires are

introduced

Measurement instrument (author, year)

Number of items and subscales

Internal consistency (Cronbach’s alpha for the global score)

Hearing handicap

Hearing Handicap Inventory for the Elderly [85] 25 items, 2 subscales

Hearing Handicap Questionnaire [86] 27 item, 3 subscales

Tinnitus distress/severity

Tinnitus Handicap Inventory [87] 25 items, 3 subscales

Tinnitus Questionnaire [88] 52 items, 5 subscales
Tinnitus Reaction Questionnaire [89] 26 items, 4 subscales
Tinnitus Functional Index [90] 25 items, 8 subscales

Tinnitus Handicap Questionnaire [91] 27 items, 3 subscales

Vertigo/dizziness

Vertigo Symptom Scale-Short Form [92] 36 items, 2 subscales

Vestibular Rehabilitation Benefit Questionnaire [93] 36 item, 4 subscales
Dizziness Handicap Inventory [94] 25 items, 3 subscales

25 items, 4 subscales

Vertigo Handicap Questionnaire [95]

a=093
a=094

a=093
a=094
a=096
a=097
a=094

a=090
a=073
a=0389
a=093

Secondary outcomes

The effects of intervention-based interventions by com-
paring the mean difference immediately after the inter-
vention has been completed (post-intervention) between
scores for the experimental and control groups for diffi-
culties often related to having a hearing loss, tinnitus or
vestibular disorders namely:

e Anxiety as measured by a validated instrument such
as the anxiety scale of the Hospital Anxiety and
Depression Scale (HADS) [61] or the Depression,
Anxiety and Stress Scales (DASS) [62], the
Generalised Anxiety Disorder [63] or the Beck
Anxiety Inventory [64]

e Depressive symptoms or depression as measured by
a validated instrument such as the depression scale
of the HADS [61] or the DASS [62], Patient Health
Questionnaire [65] or the Beck Depression
Inventory [66]

e Insomnia as measured by a validated instrument
such as the Insomnia Severity Index [67]

e Quality of life as measured by a validated instrument
such as the Satisfaction With Life Scales [68],
Quality of life Inventory [69] or The World Health
Organization Quality of Life assessment [70]

Long-term outcomes

To determine the long-term outcomes, 1year or longer
post-intervention for hearing disability, tinnitus distress
and dizziness using a PROM from Table 3. This is likely
to be comparing the mean difference scores between
pre-intervention and 1 or more year’s follow-up as
crossover designs may have been used where the control

groups would have had treatment by this point. Long-
term outcomes will be divided into subgroups according
to the time points for measuring these outcomes, e.g. 12
months, 18 months, 24 months post-intervention.

Risk of bias in the individual studies

The risk of bias for the included studies will be assessed
using the Cochrane Collaboration’s tool (RoB 2) for ran-
domised trials [71]. Included studies will be assessed for
bias across the following five domains: (1) bias arising
from the randomisation process; (2) bias due to devia-
tions from intended interventions; (3) bias due to miss-
ing outcome data; (4) bias in measurement of the
outcome; (5) bias in selection of the reported result.
Each item will be judged as yes, probably yes, probably
no, no and no information by two reviewers (EB and
VM). Any discrepancies will be resolved by discussion
and then by consulting with a third reviewer (GA). An
overall risk of bias judgement will be made as low risk
of bias, some concerns or a high risk of bias.

Data synthesis
The criteria for conducting a quantitative synthesis will
include:

Each included study addresses the same question
A low risk of bias in the included studies
Consistent outcomes between studies

Low publication bias

A high number of included studies and

Low heterogeneity

A N e
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These criteria will be collectively analysed when decid-
ing to undertake a meta-analyses or not. We will apply
the random effects model, as study heterogeneity is ex-
pected. We will explain the rationale for a possible
change from the random effects to the fixed effect model
in the completed review. Comprehensive Meta-Analysis
software version 3 [72] will be used to conduct the
meta-analyses.

Summary measures

Studies with more than one active treatment arm will be
aggregated and analysed separately. The characteristics of
the included studies will be summarised according to the
characteristics of the study designs, participants, interven-
tions, comparators and outcomes and timings. The stan-
dardised mean difference (Cohen’s d effect size) will be
used when different scales of measurements have been
used to measure the same outcome. A positive effect size
will indicate that the Internet-intervention group achieved
better outcomes than the control group. A forest plot will
be constructed to visualise the effect sizes, confidence in-
tervals and heterogeneous nature of the included studies
where 10 or more studies are included [73].

Unit of analysis issues

Unit of analysis issues could arise due to (1) the level
of randomisation, (2) use of multiple observations and
(3) trials with multiple groups. To address the first
unit of analysis issue, the primary analyses will be per
randomised individual and cluster-randomised trials
will be excluded. To address multiple observations, a
single time point at immediately post-intervention has
been selected for the secondary outcomes to avoid
this issue. For the primary outcomes, a single time
point at immediately post-intervention is selected and
the longest follow-up, only if this is at least 1year
post-intervention to reduce analysis issues. For trials
with complex data structures such as multiple inde-
pendent subgroups within a study, multiple outcomes
or time-points within a study, or more than one com-
parison group within a study, we will consult the
various statistical approaches described by Borenstein
et al. (2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2009d), Higgins et al.
(2011) and Shuster (2011) [74—79] and guidance from
a statistician will be sought and a rationale will be
presented for the methods implemented.

Missing data

Where data is missing or unclear from the published
studies, an effort will be made to obtain this infor-
mation from the trial authors to a maximum of
three attempts. When authors do not reply or are
unable to provide us with this information, we will
assess whether data were missing at random or not.
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Sensitivity analyses will be performed to assess the
potential impact of missing data and how best to ad-
dress these missing data [79].

Clinical heterogeneity

The psychometric properties of the outcome measures
used will be considered with regard to their suitability
for pooling. Data will only be pooled if the assessment
measures have the same underlying constructs regarding
participants, interventions, comparators, outcome mea-
surements, timing, setting etc. If appropriate, the mean
difference with 95% CI will summarise the pooled ana-
lyses for the included studies using the mean between-
group post-intervention scores (or mean change from
baseline to follow-up for 1year + outcomes) and stand-
ard deviations [80].

Statistical heterogeneity

Consistency between studies will be explored using
the Q value and I° statistic values. The I* statistic re-
sults will be broadly categorised as suggested by Hig-
gins [81] on a range of 0-100% (25% low, 50%
moderate and 75% high). A p value <0.1 will be con-
sidered statistically significant. If substantial hetero-
geneity is identified, this will be explored through the
pre-specified subgroup analyses and sensitivity ana-
lyses, where sufficient data permits. Tau® will be used
to measure variance.

Additional analyses
If sufficient data are available, subgroup analyses will be
performed for the categorical variables:

o Study designs: effectiveness and efficacy, separating
those with inactive and active comparators.

e Participants
Age: young adult, adults, the elderly.
Populations: veteran versus non-veteran

o Intervention type: hearing loss, tinnitus, vestibular

o Outcomes: primary and secondary (anxiety,
depression, insomnia, quality of life) at post-
intervention and long-term outcomes for the primary
outcomes (= 1 year outcomes)

A sensitivity analyses will be conducted by excluding
those studies with a high risk of bias, thereby determin-
ing the robustness of the conclusions from the included
studies. Assessing how outcomes of studies from specific
(collaborating) research groups influence the summary
effect size is also planned.

Meta-regression
Meta-regression will be used to investigate statistical
heterogeneity. Meta-regressions will be conducted to
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examine the impact of different study characteristics on
the study effect size. Meta-regressions will be considered
where there are ten or more studies.

Qualitative (narrative synthesis)

If a quantitative synthesis is not appropriate, a system-
atic narrative synthesis will be provided to explain the
characteristics and findings of the included studies using
text and tables to aid conceptual understanding of the
data for each research question. The narrative synthesis
will explore the relationship and findings both within
and between the included studies.

Meta-biases
The following strategies for assessing and dealing with
selective outcome reporting will be applied:

1. The protocols of eligible studies will be assessed
Differences between protocols and the final study
will be identified

3. Authors will be contacted to obtain additional
information where required

4. Missing data will be analysed to determine whether
it is missing at random or not. This will determine
the most appropriate way of dealing with the
missing data [74].

Publication bias will be explored using funnel plots.
Asymmetry in the funnel plots will only be assessed
when ten or more eligible studies are identified, because
with fewer articles, the power of this statistic is too low.
Orwin’s fail-safe N procedure will be used to numerically
identify bias. Duval and Tweedie’s trim and fill iterative
procedure will be used to remove the most extreme
studies from the positive side of the funnel plot and
re-compute the effect size [82].

Confidence in the cumulative estimate

Judgements about the quality of the evidence for each
research question will be rated according to the Grading
of Recommendations Assessment, Development and
Evaluation (GRADE) protocol [83]. The level of evidence
will be scored to be either high quality, moderate quality,
low quality or very low quality. These judgements will
be made independently by two reviewers (EB, VM). The
lower the score the less confidence in the effect estimate,
the higher the score the more confidence can be applied
that the true effect lies close to that of the estimate of
the effect.

Discussion

The limited availability, accessibility and affordability
of hearing healthcare have recently been highlighted
[84]. Applications of technological advances have been
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incorporated as a way of improving healthcare. Inter-
net interventions are one such example that have
been used recently for auditory-related conditions. In
view of recent developments, assessing the evidence-
based supporting an Internet-based intervention for-
mat is important. This planned review is thus of
value to establish the current effects of Internet inter-
ventions within audiology. This information is re-
quired to assist the future planning of accessible
evidence-based audiological healthcare services. This
review will thus be of value to stakeholders and clin-
ical services and help guide further research. It is also
important to help consumers of these interventions to
know their possible effects. The previous review con-
ducted in 2010 [46] included all telehealth application
within the scope of audiology from screening through
to diagnosis and treatment. This present review will
focus only on Internet-based interventions within
audiological telehealth applications. Although this
scope is more focused, it is still a broad-spectrum ap-
proach by including Internet-based interventions for
hearing loss, tinnitus and vestibular disorders. Mixing
different disorders which could have different inter-
vention effects is a limitation but was selected as
audiological Internet interventions do not have a long
history. There is therefore the possibility that there
will be too few studies available to draw valid conclu-
sions from if the focus is on individual disorders. If
enough studies are found further suggestions for
follow-up reviews with a narrow scope will be made.
Due to the relative newness of audiological Internet
interventions, treatment credibility may not yet be
established from both patients’ and clinicians’ view-
points. This review may aid knowledge regarding the
effects of these interventions. There is also the danger
that optimal sample sizes have not being recruited as
treatment credibility may not yet be established.
Hence, the review will include the reporting of low
powered studies. The drop-out rates in the included
studies may also be high, introducing further bias.
Moreover, the possibility that the interventions will
have been developed and conducted by the same re-
search groups and this potential source of bias will
be considered. This review will be limited to English
due to time and financial constraints. This may intro-
duce the risk of publication bias, and the results need
to be interpreted with this consideration. Limitations
of this search strategy include the language restric-
tions and financial constraints preventing an expert to
do the database searches. Despite these limitations,
this review is important for the future planning of ac-
cessible, affordable and evidence-based interventions
for distressing symptoms related to having hearing
loss, tinnitus or vestibular disorders.



Beukes et al. Systematic Reviews (2018) 7:205

Additional files

Additional file 1: PRISMA-P 2015 Checklist for reporting of systematic
reviews (DOCX 29 kb)

Additional file 2: Data items that will be collected (DOCX 33 kb)

Abbreviations

AMED: Allied and Complementary Medicine; CINAHL: Cumulative Index to
Nursing and Allied Health Literature; PRISMA-P: Preferred Reporting Items for
Systematic reviews and Meta-analyses for Protocols; PROM: Patient-reported
outcome measures; PROSPERO: Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews;
RCT: Randomised controlled trial

Acknowledgements
Not applicable

Funding
Not applicable

Availability of data and materials
Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no datasets were generated
or analysed during the current study.

Authors’ contributions

EB and VM conceptualised this study, contributed to the design and provided
input across all sections. EB drafted the manuscript. All authors read and
approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable. Ethical approval is not required.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details

'Department of Vision and Hearing Sciences, Anglia Ruskin University,
Cambridge CB1 1PT, UK. “Department of Speech and Hearing Sciences,
Lamar University, Beaumont, TX, USA. 3Depar‘[mem of Speech and Hearing,
School of Allied Health Sciences, Manipal University, Manipal, Karnataka,
India. 4Audio\ogy India, Mysore, Karnataka, India. °National Institute for Health
Research, Nottingham Biomedical Research Centre, Ropewalk House, 113 The
Ropewalk, Nottingham, UK. 6Hearing Sciences, Division of Clinical
Neuroscience, School of Medicine, University of Nottingham, Nottingham,
UK. "Vision and Eye Research Unit, Anglia Ruskin University, Cambridge, UK.
8Department of Behavioural Sciences and Learning, Linkdping University,
Linkdping, Sweden. 9Department of Clinical Neuroscience, Division of
Psychiatry, Karolinska Institute, Stockholm, Sweden.

Received: 27 April 2018 Accepted: 8 November 2018
Published online: 23 November 2018

References

1. Miura M, Goto F, Inagaki Y, Nomura Y, Oshima T, Sugaya N. The effect of
comorbidity between tinnitus and dizziness on perceived handicap,
psychological distress, and quality of life. Front Neurol. 2017,8:722.

2. Nordvik @, Heggdal POL, Brannstrém J, Vassbotn F, Aarstad AK, Aarstad HJ.
Generic quality of life in persons with hearing loss: a systematic literature
review. BMC Ear, Nose and Throat Disorders. 2018;18(1):1.

3. Ciorba A, Bianchini C, Pelucchi S, Pastore A. The impact of hearing loss on
the quality of life of elderly adults. Clin Interv Aging. 2012,7:159-63.

4. Loughrey DG, Kelly ME, Kelley GA, Brennan S, Lawlor BA. Association of
age-related hearing loss with cognitive function, cognitive impairment,

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Page 9 of 11

and dementia: a systematic review and meta-analysis. JAMA
Otolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery. 2017.

Gonzales SC, Proctor D, Mandavia R, Evans H, Goman AM, Lin FR, et al.
Hearing loss and risk of incident cognitive impairment and dementia: a
meta-analysis of cohort studies. Alzheimers Dement. 2017;13(7):P1422.

Hall DA, Fackrell K, Li AB, Thavayogan R, Smith S, Kennedy V, et al. A
narrative synthesis of research evidence for tinnitus-related complaints as
reported by patients and their significant others. Health Qual Life
QOutcomes. 2018;16(1):61.

Langguth B. A review of tinnitus symptoms beyond 'ringing in the ears” a
call to action. Curr Med Res Opin. 2011,27(8):1635-43.

Agrawal Y, Pineault KG, Semenov YR. Health-related quality of life and
economic burden of vestibular loss in older adults. Laryngoscope
Investigative Otolaryngology. 2018;3(1):8-15.

Benecke H, Agus S, Goodall G, Kuessner D, Strupp M. The burden and
impact of vertigo: findings from the REVERT patient registry. Front
Neurol. 2013;4:136.

Olusanya BO, Neumann KJ, Saunders JE. The global burden of
disabling hearing impairment: a call to action. Bull World Health
Organ. 2014;92:367-73.

Vos T, Allen C, Arora M, Barber RM, Bhutta ZA, Brown A, et al. Global,
regional, and national incidence, prevalence, and years lived with disability
for 310 diseases and injuries, 1990-2015: a systematic analysis for the global
burden of disease study 2015. Lancet. 2016;388(10053):1545-602.

Gallus S, Lugo A, Garavello W, Bosetti C, Santoro E, Colombo P, et al.
Prevalence and determinants of tinnitus in the Italian adult population.
Neuroepidemiology. 2015;45(1):12-9.

Kim H, Lee H, An S, Sim S, Park B, Kim SW, et al. Analysis of the
prevalence and associated risk factors of tinnitus in adults. PLoS One.
2015;10(5):e0127578.

Wu B, Searchfield G, Exeter D, Lee A. Tinnitus prevalence in New Zealand. N
Z Med J. 2015;128(1423):6683.

Dawes P, Fortnum H, Moore DR, Emsley R, Norman P, Cruickshanks K, et al.
Hearing in middle age: a population snapshot of 40- to 69-year olds in the
United Kingdom. Ear Hear. 2014 May-Jun;35(3):e44-51.

Davis A, Rafaie EA. Epidemiology of tinnitus. In: Tyler RS, editor. Tinnitus
Handbook. San Diego, CA: Singular, Thomson Learning; 2000. p. 1-23.
Shargorodsky J, Curhan GC, Farwell WR. Prevalence and characteristics of
tinnitus among US adults. Am J Med. 2010;123(8):711-8.

Bhatt JM, Lin HW, Bhattacharyya N. Prevalence, severity, exposures,
and treatment patterns of tinnitus in the United States. JAMA
Otolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery. 2016;142(10):959-65.

Agrawal Y, Carey JP, Della Santina CC, Schubert MC, Minor LB. Disorders
of balance and vestibular function in US adults: data from the National
Health and nutrition examination survey, 2001-2004. Arch Intern Med.
2009;169(10):938-44.

Baguley D, Andersson G, McKenna L. Tinnitus, a multidisciplinary approach.
2nd ed. Wiley-Blackwell: Chichester; 2013.

McCormack A, Edmondson-Jones M, Somerset S, Hall D. A systematic
review of the reporting of tinnitus prevalence and severity. Hear Res.
2016;337:70-9.

Jonsson R, Sixt E, Landahl S, Rosenhall U. Prevalence of dizziness and
vertigo in an urban elderly population. J Vestib Res. 2004;14(1):47-52.
Bainbridge KE, Wallhagen MI. Hearing loss in an aging American population:
extent, impact, and management. Annu Rev Public Health. 2014;35:139-52.
World Health Organization. World report on ageing and health. World
Health Organization; 2015. Geneva: WHO. ISBN: 9789241565042.

World Health Organization. Deafness and hearing impairment: Fact
sheet No. 300. Geneva: World Health Organization.http://www.who.int/
mediacentre/factsheets/fs300/en/index.html 2018.

Stockdale D, McFerran D, Brazier P, Pritchard C, Kay T, Dowrick C, et al. An
economic evaluation of the healthcare cost of tinnitus management in the
UK. BMC Health Serv Res. 2017;17(1):577.

Sun DQ, Ward BK, Semenov YR, Carey JP, Della Santina CC. Bilateral
vestibular deficiency: quality of life and economic implications. JAMA
Otolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery. 2014;140(6):527-34.

Cima R, Joore M, Maes |, Scheyen D, Refaie AE, Baguley DM, et al.
Cost-effectiveness of multidisciplinary management of Tinnitus at a
specialized Tinnitus centre. BMC Health Serv Res. 2009,;9:29-6963-9-29.
Yardley L, Barker F, Muller I, Turner D, Kirby S, Mullee M, et al. Clinical and
cost effectiveness of booklet based vestibular rehabilitation for chronic


https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-018-0880-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-018-0880-9
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs300/en/index.html
http://www.who.int/mediacentre/factsheets/fs300/en/index.html

Beukes et al. Systematic Reviews

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41,

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

(2018) 7:205

dizziness in primary care: single blind, parallel group, pragmatic, randomised
controlled trial. Br Med J. 2012 Jun 6;344:22237.

Vuorialho A, Karinen P, Sorri M. Counselling of hearing aid users is highly
cost-effective. European Archives of Oto-Rhino-Laryngology and Head &
Neck. 2006;263(11):988-95.

Porciuncula F, Johnson CC, Glickman LB. The effect of vestibular
rehabilitation on adults with bilateral vestibular hypofunction: a systematic
review. Journal of Vestibular Research. 2012;22(5,6):283-98.

Hesser H, Weise C, Westin VZ, Andersson G. A systematic review and
meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials of cognitive-behavioral
therapy for tinnitus distress. Clin Psychol Rev. 2011;31(4):545-53.
Chisolm TH, Johnson CE, Danhauer JL, Portz LJ, Abrams HB, Lesner S, et
al. A systematic review of health-related quality of life and hearing aids:
final report of the American Academy of Audiology task force on the
health-related quality of life benefits of amplification in adults. J Am
Acad Audiol. 2007;18(2):151-83.

Pronk M, Kramer SE, Davis AC, Stephens D, Smith PA, Thodi C, et al.
Interventions following hearing screening in adults: a systematic descriptive
review. Int J Audiol. 2011;50(9):594-609.

Barnett M, Hixon B, Okwiri N, Irungu C, Ayugi J, Thompson R, et al. Factors
involved in access and utilization of adult hearing healthcare: a systematic
review. Laryngoscope. 2017;127(5):1187-94.

McDonnell MN, Hillier SL. Vestibular rehabilitation for unilateral peripheral
vestibular dysfunction. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2015;1:CD005397.
Yardley L, Donovan-Hall M, Smith HE, Walsh BM, Mullee M, Bronstein AM.
Effectiveness of primary care-based vestibular rehabilitation for chronic
dizziness. Ann Intern Med. 2004;141(8):598-605.

Hoare DJ, Broomhead E, Stockdale D, Kennedy V. Equity and person-
centeredness in provision of tinnitus services in UK National Health Service
audiology departments. Eur J Pers Cent Healthc. 2015;3(3):318-26.

Beukes EW, Vlaescu G, Manchaiah V, Baguley DM, Allen PM, Kaldo V, et al.
Development and technical functionality of an internet-based intervention
for tinnitus in the UK. Internet Interv. 2016:6:6-15.

Thorén E, Svensson M, Térnqvist A, Carlbring P, Lunner T. Rehabilitative
online education versus internet discussion group for hearing aid users: a
randomized controlled trial. J Am Acad Audiol. 2011;22(5):274-85.

Pyykkd |, Manchaiah V, Kentala E, Levo H, Juhola M. Internet-based self-help
for Méniére’s disease: details and outcome of a single-group open trial. Am
J Audiol. 2017;26(4):496-506.

Andersson G, Stromgren T, Strom L, Lyttkens L. Randomized controlled trial
of internet-based cognitive behavior therapy for distress associated with
tinnitus. Psychosom Med. 2002 Sep-Oct;64(5):810-6.

Thorén ES, Oberg M, Wanstrdm G, Andersson G, Lunner T. A randomized
controlled trial evaluating the effects of online rehabilitative intervention for
adult hearing-aid users. Int J Audiol. 2014;53(7):452-61.

Andersson G, Kaldo V. Internet-based cognitive behavioral therapy for
tinnitus. J Clin Psychol. 2004;60(2):171-8.

Geraghty AWA, Essery R, Kirby S, Stuart B, Turner D, Little P, et al.
Internet-based vestibular rehabilitation for older adults with chronic
dizziness: a randomized controlled trial in primary care. Annuals of
Family Medicine. 2017 May;15(3):209-16.

Henshaw H, Ferguson MA. Efficacy of individual computer-based auditory
training for people with hearing loss: a systematic review of the evidence.
PLoS One. 2013;8(5):e62836.

Hesser H, Gustafsson T, Lundén C, Henrikson O, Fattahi K, Johnsson E, et al.
A randomized controlled trial of internet-delivered cognitive behavior
therapy and acceptance and commitment therapy in the treatment of
tinnitus. J Consult Clin Psychol. 2012;80(4):649.

Hoare DJ, Kowalkowski VL, Kang S, Hall DA. Systematic review and meta-
analyses of randomized controlled trials examining tinnitus management.
Laryngoscope. 2011;121(7):1555-64.

Nyenhuis N, Golm D, Kréner-Herwig B. A systematic review and meta-
analysis on the efficacy of self-help interventions in tinnitus. Cogn Behav
Ther. 2013;42(2):159-69.

Ricci NA, Aratani MC, Dond F, Macedo C, Caovilla HH, Gananga FF. A systematic
review about the effects of the vestibular rehabilitation in middle-age and
older adults. Brazilian Journal of Physical Therapy. 2010;14(5)361-71.
Andersson G, Cuijpers P, Carlbring P, Riper H, Hedman E. Guided
internet-based vs. face-to-face cognitive behavior therapy for psychiatric
and somatic disorders: a systematic review and meta-analysis. World
Psychiatry. 2014;13(3):288-95.

52.

53.

54.

55.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

Page 10 of 11

Green S, Higgins J. Glossary.Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews of
Interventions 4.2.5 [updated May 2005] 2009.

O'Connor D, Green S, Higgins JP. Defining the review question and
developing criteria for including studies. Cochrane handbook for systematic
reviews of interventions. 2008:81-94.

Shamseer L, Moher D, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al.
Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols
(PRISMA-P) 2015: elaboration and explanation. Br Med J. 2015;350:g7647.
Moher D, Shamseer L, Clarke M, Ghersi D, Liberati A, Petticrew M, et al.
Preferred reporting items for systematic review and meta-analysis protocols
(PRISMA-P) 2015 statement. Systematic reviews. 2015;4(1):1.

Dissemination systematic reviews: CRD's Guidance for Undertaking Reviews
in Health Care. Layerthorpe: University of York, Centre for Reviews and
Dissemination; 2009. 978-1-900640-47-3.

McGowan J, Sampson M, Salzwedel DM, Cogo E, Foerster V, Lefebvre C.
PRESS peer review of electronic search strategies: 2015 guideline statement.
J Clin Epidemiol. 2016;75:40-6.

Rethlefsen ML, Farrell AM, Trzasko LCO, Brigham TJ. Librarian co-authors
correlated with higher quality reported search strategies in general internal
medicine systematic reviews. J Clin Epidemiol. 2015;68(6):617-26.

Schardt C, Adams MB, Owens T, Keitz S, Fontelo P. Utilization of the PICO
framework to improve searching PubMed for clinical questions. BMC
medical informatics and decision making. 2007;7(1):16.

Cordoba G, Schwartz L, Woloshin S, Bae H, Gotzsche PC. Definition,
reporting, and interpretation of composite outcomes in clinical trials:
systematic review. Br Med J. 2010 Aug 18;341:c3920.

Zigmond AS, Snaith RP. The hospital anxiety and depression scale. Acta
Psychiatr Scand. 1983,67(6):361-70.

Lovibond PF, Lovibond SH. The structure of negative emotional states:
comparison of the depression anxiety stress scales (DASS) with the
Beck depression and anxiety inventories. Behaviour Research Therapy.
1995;33(3):335-43.

Spitzer RL, Kroenke K, Williams JB, Lowe B. A brief measure for assessing
generalized anxiety disorder: the GAD-7. Archives of International Medicine.
2006;166(10):1092-7.

Beck AT, Epstein N, Brown G, Steer RA. An inventory for measuring clinical
anxiety: psychometric properties. Journal of Consultant Clinical Psychology.
1988,56(6):893.

Lowe B, Kroenke K, Herzog W, Gréfe K. Measuring depression outcome with
a brief self-report instrument: sensitivity to change of the Patient Health
Questionnaire (PHQ-9). Journal of Affective Disorders. 2004;81(1):61-6.

Beck AT, Steer RA, Brown GK. Beck depression inventory-Il. San Antonio.
1996;78(2):490-8.

Bastien CH, Vallieres A, Morin CM. Validation of the insomnia severity
index as an outcome measure for insomnia research. Sleep Med. 2001;
2(4):297-307.

Diener E, Emmons RA, Larsen RJ, Griffin S. The Satisfaction With Life Scale.
Journal of Personality Assessment 1985 02/01; 2014;49(1):71-75.

Frisch MB, Cornell J, Villanueva M, Retzlaff PJ. Clinical validation of the
Quiality of Life Inventory. A measure of life satisfaction for use in treatment
planning and outcome assessment. Psychological Assessment. 1992;4(1):92.
Whogol Group. Development of the World Health Organization
WHOQOL-BREF quality of life assessment. Psychol Med. 1998;28(3):551-8.
Higgins JPT, Sterne JAC, Savovic J, Page MJ, Hrébjartsson A, Boutron |,
Reeves B, Eldridge S. A revised tool for assessing risk of bias in randomized
trials In: Chandler J, McKenzie J, Boutron |, Welch V (editors). Cochrane
Methods. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews 2016, Issue 10 (Suppl
1). dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD201601.

Borenstein M, Rothstein D, Cohen J. Comprehensive meta-analysis: a
computer program for research synthesis [computer software]. Biostat:
Englewood; 2005.

Egger M, Davey Smith G, Schneider M, Minder C. Bias in meta-analysis
detected by a simple, graphical test. Br Med J. 1997;315(7109):629-34.
Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. Chapter 23:
independent subgroups within a study. In introduction to meta-analysis.
Edited by Borenstein M, hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. Chichester:
John Wiley & Sons; 2009a.

Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. Chapter 24:
multiple comparisons within a study. In: Borenstein M, Hedges LV, JPT
H, Rothstein HR, editors. introduction to meta-analysis. Chichester: John
Wiley & Sons; 2009b.


https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD201601

Beukes et al. Systematic Reviews

76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

(2018) 7:205

Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. Chapter 25: multiple
outcomes or time-points within a study. In: Borenstein M, Hedges LV, JPT H,
Rothstein HR, editors. introduction to meta-analysis. Chichester: John Wiley
& Sons; 2009¢.

Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. Chapter 26: notes on
complex data structures. In: Borenstein M, Hedges LV, JPT H, Rothstein HR,
editors. introduction to meta-analysis. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons; 2009d.
Higgins JPT, Deeks JJ, Altman DG (editors). Chapter 16: Special topics
in statistics. In: Higgins JPT, Green S (editors), Cochrane Handbook for
Systematic Reviews of Interventions Version 5.1.0 (updated March
2011). The Cochrane Collaboration, 2011. [online] Available from:
https://handbook-5-1.cochrane.org/. (Accessed 30 October 2018).
Shuster JJ. Cochrane handbook for systematic reviews for interventions,
version 5.1. 0, published 3/2011. Julian PT Higgins and Sally Green, editors.
Res Synth Methods 2011;2(2):126-130.

Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. In: Borenstein M,
Hedges LV, JPT H, Rothstein HR, editors. Chapter 41: reporting the results of
a meta-analysis. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons; 2009.

Higgins JP, Thompson SG, Deeks JJ, Altman DG. Measuring inconsistency in
meta-analyses. Br Med J. 2003;327(7414):557-60.

Borenstein M, Hedges LV, Higgins JPT, Rothstein HR. Chapter 29: power
analysis for meta-analysis. In: Borenstein M, Hedges LV, JPT H, Rothstein HR,
editors. introduction to meta-analysis. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons; 2009f.
Balshem H, Helfand M, Schunemann HJ, Oxman AD, Kunz R, Brozek J, et al.
GRADE guidelines: 3. Rating the quality of evidence. J Clin Epidemiol. 2011;
64(4):401-6.

Donahue A, Dubno JR, Beck L. Guest editorial: accessible and affordable
hearing health care for adults with mild to moderate hearing loss. Ear Hear.
2010;31(1):2-6.

Newman CW, Weinstein BE, Jacobson GP, Hug GA. The hearing handicap
inventory for adults: psychometric adequacy and audiometric correlates. Ear
Hear. 1990;11(6):430-3.

Gatehouse S, Noble W. The speech, spatial and qualities of hearing scale
(SSQ). Int J Audiol. 2004;43(2):85-99.

Newman CW, Jacobson GP, Spitzer JB. Development of the tinnitus
handicap inventory. Archives of Otolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery.
1996;122(2):143-8.

Goebel G, Hiller W. The tinnitus questionnaire. A standard instrument for
grading the degree of tinnitus. Results of a multicenter study with the
tinnitus questionnaire. HNO. 1994 Mar;42(3):166-72.

Wilson PH, Henry J, Bowen M, Haralambous G. Tinnitus reaction
questionnaire: psychometric properties of a measure of distress associated
with tinnitus. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research. 1991;
34(1):197-201. https;//doi.org/10.1044/jshr.3401.197

Meikle MB, Henry JA, Griest SE, Stewart BJ, Abrams HB, McArdle R, et al. The
tinnitus functional index: development of a new clinical measure for
chronic, intrusive tinnitus. Ear Hear. 2012,33(2):153-76.

Kuk FK, Tyler RS, Russell D, Jordan H. The psychometric properties of a
tinnitus handicap questionnaire. Ear Hear. 1990;11(6):434-45.

Wilhelmsen K, Strand LI, Nordahl SHG, Eide GE, Ljunggren AE. Psychometric
properties of the Vertigo symptom scale-Short form. BMC Ear, Nose and
Throat Disorders. 2008:8(1):2.

Morris AE, Lutman ME, Yardley L. Measuring outcome from vestibular
rehabilitation, part II: refinement and validation of a new self-report
measure. Int J Audiol. 2009;48(1):24-37.

Jacobson GP, Newman CW. The development of the dizziness handicap
inventory. Archives of Otolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery. 1990;
116(4):424-7.

Yardley L, Putman J. Quantitative analysis of factors contributing to
handicap and distress in vertiginous patients: a questionnaire study. Clin
Otolaryngol Allied Sci. 1992;17(3):231-6.

Page 11 of 11

Ready to submit your research? Choose BMC and benefit from:

e fast, convenient online submission

o thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

 rapid publication on acceptance

o support for research data, including large and complex data types

e gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations
e maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year

K BMC

At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions



https://handbook-5-1.cochrane.org/
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshr.3401.197

	Abstract
	Background
	Method
	Discussion
	Systematic review registration

	Background
	Objectives

	Methods
	Eligibility criteria
	Information sources
	Electronic databases
	Other resources

	Search strategy
	Study records
	Data management
	Selection process

	Data collection
	Data items
	Outcomes and prioritisation
	Primary outcomes
	Secondary outcomes
	Long-term outcomes

	Risk of bias in the individual studies
	Data synthesis
	Summary measures
	Unit of analysis issues
	Missing data
	Clinical heterogeneity
	Statistical heterogeneity
	Additional analyses
	Meta-regression
	Qualitative (narrative synthesis)

	Meta-biases
	Confidence in the cumulative estimate

	Discussion
	Additional files
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

