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Effect of Tinnitus and Duration
of Deafness on Sound Localization
and Speech Recognition in Noise in
Patients With Single-Sided Deafness
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Abstract

Patients with single-sided deafness (SSD) often experience poor sound localization, reduced speech understanding in noise,

reduced quality of life, and tinnitus. The present study aims to evaluate effects of tinnitus and duration of deafness on sound

localization and speech recognition in noise by SSD subjects. Sound localization and speech recognition in noise were

measured in 26 SSD and 10 normal-hearing (NH) subjects. Speech was always presented directly in front of the listener.

Noise was presented to the deaf ear, in front of the listener, or to the better hearing ear. Tinnitus severity was measured

using visual analog scale and Tinnitus Handicap Inventory. Relative to NH subjects, SSD subjects had significant deficits in

sound localization and speech recognition in all listening conditions (p< .001). For SSD subjects, speech recognition in noise

was correlated with mean hearing thresholds in the better hearing ear (p< .001) but not in the deaf ear. SSD subjects with

tinnitus performed poorer in sound localization and speech recognition in noise than those without tinnitus. Shorter dur-

ation of deafness was associated with greater tinnitus and sound localization difficulty. Tinnitus visual analog scale and Tinnitus

Handicap Inventory were highly correlated; the degree of tinnitus was negatively correlated with sound localization and

speech recognition in noise. Those experiencing noticeable tinnitus may benefit more from cochlear implantation than those

without; subjective tinnitus reduction may be correlated with improved sound localization and speech recognition in noise.

Subjects with longer duration of deafness demonstrated better sound localization, suggesting long-term compensation for

loss of binaural cues.
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Introduction

In normal-hearing (NH) individuals, stimulation pat-
terns across ears are fused, sound subjectively similar,
and provide similar intelligibility. With both ears, NH
listeners experience better sound localization and can use
spatial cues to better understand speech in noise, particu-
larly when speech and noise are spatially separated.
In patients with asymmetric hearing loss, binaural cues
are distorted due to the difference in stimulation patterns
between ears. The most extreme variant of asymmetric
hearing loss is single-sided deafness (SSD), in which
patients have NH in one ear and a severe to profound
hearing loss in the contralateral ear. In SSD patients,
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binaural cues used for sound localization and spatial
speech recognition in noise, including interaural differ-
ences in latency and intensity, are lost (Arndt et al., 2011;
Buechner et al., 2010; Chan, Freed, Vermiglio, & Soli,
2008; Jacob, Stelzig, Nopp, & Schleich, 2011; Vermeire
& Van de Heyning, 2009). SSD has been associated with
derangements in functional synaptogenesis in develop-
ment (Kral, Hubka, Heid, & Tillein, 2013). In children,
SSD has been associated with increased rates of grade
failures, behavioral issues, and lower intelligence quo-
tient (Culbertson & Gilbert, 1986; Lieu, 2004). In
adults, SSD is associated with significantly worse
speech understanding in both noise and quiet, worse
sound localization, and increased listening effort
(Dwyer, Firszt, & Reeder, 2014).

A significant portion of SSD patients (54%–84%)
may have debilitating tinnitus in the deaf ear
(Quaranta, Bartoli, & Quaranta, 2004; Wie, Pripp, &
Tvete, 2010). Debilitating tinnitus is often reported to
affect daily quality of life negatively (Tyler & Baker,
1983), and tinnitus may result in emotional distress, clin-
ical depression, and communication problems (Jakes,
Hallam, Chambers, & Hinchcliffe, 1985). Tinnitus is
often accompanied by hearing loss (Kim et al., 2011)
but may even play a significant role in auditory percep-
tion irrespective of hearing loss. This is because tinnitus
may result from deafferentiation of peripheral input
to the central auditory system, which may or may not
be reflected by a measurable change in auditory thresh-
olds (Diges, Simon, & Cobo, 2017). Mertens,
Kleine Punte, De Ridder, and Van de Heyning (2013)
evaluated the association between tinnitus severity in
the deaf ear and speech recognition in noise in the NH
(nontinnitus) ear by turning on or off the external coch-
lear implant (CI) processor in SSD patients with CI.
They found that after turning on the external CI proces-
sor in the deaf ear, tinnitus loudness was reduced, even
though there was no acoustic input to the CI processor.
Speech recognition in noise in the NH ear was also
improved when the external CI processor in the deaf
ear was turned on. These data suggest that speech rec-
ognition in noise may be associated with severity of tin-
nitus in SSD patients.

However, unilateral tinnitus severity following sudden
sensorineural hearing loss likely decreases over time in a
subset of patients even if left untreated (Muhlmeier,
Baguley, Cox, Suckfull, & Meyer, 2016). This is related
to the observation that the loss of unilateral peripheral
input in SSD is associated with spatial reorganization of
the auditory cortex in both hemispheres over time
(Chang et al., 2016). Hearing optimization in the only
hearing ear in SSD patients may require remediation of
these central auditory changes. While SSD patients gen-
erally have difficulty with sound-source localization
(i.e., Wie et al., 2010), Yu et al. (2018) reported that

sound-source localization with one hearing ear may be
improved by active training.

The interplay between tinnitus, hearing loss, and audi-
tory perception is complex, and this interplay may be
further complicated by the duration of deafness. It has
been shown that unilateral tinnitus severity following
sudden sensorineural hearing loss likely decreases over
time in some SSD patients (Muhlmeier et al., 2016), and
SSD patients may adapt to the loss of binaural cues over
time via the remediation of both spatial and temporal
central auditory processing (Chang et al., 2016). The pre-
sent study aims to evaluate the association or effect of
tinnitus and duration of deafness on sound localization
and speech recognition in noise with and without spatial
cues in a cohort of SSD subjects. Because tinnitus may
represent a deafferentiation of peripheral input, it is rea-
sonable to hypothesize that a greater degree of tinnitus
may be associated with worse auditory perception,
including worse speech reception and worse sound local-
ization. Because unilateral tinnitus severity following
sudden sensorineural hearing loss decreases over time
in select SSD patients, and because SSD patients may
adapt to the loss of binaural cues over time, we hypothe-
sized that SSD subjects would demonstrate better sound-
source localization with an increasing duration of
deafness.

Materials and Methods

Participants

The study and the informed consent procedures were
approved by the institutional review board (Ethics
Committee of Eye and Ear, Nose, Throat Hospital of
Fudan University, approval number: KY2012-009),
and written informed consent was obtained from all par-
ticipants. Twenty-six SSD subjects (15 male and 11
female) and 10 NH listeners (5 male and 5 female)
were recruited to participate in a prospective fashion at
a tertiary referral medical center, and air conduction
pure tone thresholds were measured for each ear at
0.125, 0.25, 0.5, 1.0, 2.0, 4.0, and 8.0 kHz. Inclusion cri-
teria for the SSD group included a pure-tone average
(PTA) threshold, calculated using 0.5, 1.0, and 2.0 kHz,
of 430 dB HL in the NH ear and 570 dB HL in the
worse-hearing ear. In 4 of 26 SSD subjects, the PTA in
the better ear was greater than or equal to 25.0 dB. The
comparison NH group demonstrated PTA 425 dB HL
bilaterally. Mean age at testing was 31.1� 12.0 years
(range¼ 15–55 years) for the SSD group and 26.7� 2.0
years for the NH comparison group. Mean duration of
hearing loss was 7.8� 9.7 years (range¼ 3 days to
36 years). Subjects were dichotomized into ‘‘short’’
and ‘‘long’’ durations of deafness, corresponding to
<1 year and >2 years, respectively. This threshold was
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specifically selected because most patients with a dur-
ation of SSD of less than 1 year are subjectively still
adapting to their deficits, while by the 2-year mark,
many patients have demonstrated significant accommo-
dation in home and work settings to account for their
deficits. Table 1 presents the demographic information of
the SSD group. Figure 1 shows hearing thresholds for
SSD subjects, demonstrating both the better hearing
(BH) ear and deaf ear.

Sound-Source Localization

For both SSD and NH subjects, localization was mea-
sured in the sound field using stimuli and methods similar
to Chan et al. (2008). Loudspeakers were at ear level and
spaced 15� apart behind the subject, 1 meter from the
center of the subject’s head. The stimulus was a broad-
band impulse sound (a gunshot) presented at 65 dBA; the
presentation level was randomly varied over a range of

6 dB (i.e., �3 dB) to reduce the availability of loudness
cues for localization. Prior to formal testing in each con-
dition, subjects were given a preview of the auditory
stimulus from each of 12 sound-source locations in
order. During testing, a sound source (loudspeaker) was
randomly selected, and the stimulus was delivered from
that source. The subject responded by clicking on one of
the loudspeakers shown on a computer screen that repre-
sented the speaker locations, after which a new stimulus
was presented. Each subject was instructed not to move
his or her head during testing. Stimuli were presented
twice from each sound source (24 trials in each test
block). Localization accuracy was quantified in terms of
root mean square error (RMSE), which was calculated
according to the following equation:

RMSE ¼

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiPN
i¼1 ATi � ARið Þ

2

N

s

Table 1. Subject Demographic Information.

Subjects

Age at

test Gender

Duration

of deafness

(years) THI VAS

Deaf

ear Etiology

PTA (dB HL;

DEAF ear)

PTA (dB HL;

BH ear)

S1 24 M 0.01 50 5 R Sudden 93.33 13.33

S2 21 M 0.07 — — L Unknown 101.67 15.00

S3 27 F 0.12 40 4 R Sudden 80.00 11.67

S4 44 M 0.18 46 5 R Trauma 120.10 21.67

S5 37 M 0.18 56 6 R Sudden 75.00 15.00

S6 54 M 0.26 42 6 R Sudden 80.00 13.33

S7 36 M 0.30 18 3 L Sudden 86.67 13.33

S8 42 F 0.75 56 6 L Sudden 90.00 25.00

S9 16 F 0.82 — — L Unknown 101.67 16.67

S10 42 F 0.89 38 6 L Sudden 88.33 15.00

S11 51 M 2.45 — — R Sudden 113.33 26.67

S12 29 F 3.00 — — R Cochlear nerve dysplasia 120.10 18.33

S13 31 F 3.01 72 8 R Trauma 120.10 20.00

S14 16 M 5.00 — — L Mumps 83.33 16.67

S15 32 F 5.90 26 4 R Otitis media 118.37 18.33

S16 16 M 7.00 28 3 R Unknown 93.33 25.00

S17 27 M 8.00 — — R Unknown 110.00 15.00

S18 37 F 10.00 — — L Sudden 120.10 15.00

S19 15 F 10.00 — — L Middle ear cholesteatoma 118.37 8.33

S20 31 M 10.00 44 6 R Unknown 111.67 26.67

S21 16 F 12.00 — — L Unknown 116.70 15.00

S22 15 M 15.42 — — R Mumps 120.10 13.33

S23 51 M 20.00 54 7 R Rubella virus 120.10 15.00

S24 20 M 20.24 — — R Unknown 120.10 16.67

S25 30 F 30.32 — — L Cochlear nerve dysplasia 91.67 13.33

S26 36 M 36.21 30 4 R Unknown 110.00 15.00

Note. THI¼Tinnitus Handicap Inventory; VAS¼ visual analog scale; PTA¼ pure-tone average; BH¼ better hearing.
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where N is the number of trials (24), i is the individual
trial number, AT is the angle in degrees relative to the
target speaker location, and AR is the angle in degrees
relative to the speaker location selected by the subject.
All subjects were tested twice or more with the exception
of one subject, who was only tested once due to time
constraints.

Speech Recognition in Noise

For both SSD and NH subjects, speech understanding in
noise was measured in the sound field with and without
spatial cues. Speech (S) was always presented directly in
front of the listener. For SSD subjects, noise (N) was
either presented to the deaf ear at an azimuth of 90�

(S0NDEAF), in front of the listener (S0N0), or to the BH
ear at an azimuth of 90� (S0NBH). For NH subjects, noise
was presented to the left ear at an azimuth of 90�

(S0NLEFT), in front of the listener (S0N0), or to the
right ear at an azimuth of 90� (S0NRIGHT). Speech recep-
tion thresholds (SRTs), defined as the signal-to-noise
ratio (SNR) producing 50% recognition of words in
sentences (Plomp & Mimpen, 1979), were adaptively
measured using Rule 3 from Chan et al. (2008), in
which scoring was based on keywords instead of
sentences. For keyword-based scoring, a response was
designated as correct if more than 50% of keywords
were correctly recognized; for sentence-based scoring,
a response was designated as correct if all keywords
(or the whole sentence) were correctly recognized.

SRTs were adaptively measured by adjusting the noise
level according to the correctness of the response. During
each test run, a sentence was randomly selected (without
replacement) from the 20-sentence stimulus set and
presented from the front speaker at 65 dBA; noise was
presented at the target SNR to one of the three loud-
speakers, depending on the spatial condition. The initial
target SNR was 0 dB for all the listening conditions.
If the subject repeated 50% or more of words correctly,
the noise level was increased by 2 dB; if the subject
repeated fewer than 50% of words correctly, the noise
level was reduced by 2 dB. The final six reversals in SNR
were averaged as the SRT. Speech materials consisted of
the Mandarin speech perception sentences produced by a
professional single female talker (Fu, Zhu, & Wang,
2011; Li, Wang, Su, Galvin, & Fu, 2017); speech-
shaped steady-state noise was employed, filtered to
match the spectrum across all Mandarin speech percep-
tion sentences.

Tinnitus Severity

Tinnitus severity was measured using a visual analog
scale (VAS). Subjects were asked to mark tinnitus sever-
ity on a 10-cm line anchored with the extreme labels No
tinnitus at all corresponding to a score of 0 and Worst
tinnitus imaginable corresponding to a score of 10. Based
on this response, subjects were then stratified into ‘‘with-
out tinnitus’’ (VAS 0) and ‘‘with tinnitus’’ (VAS 1
through 10) categories. In addition to a VAS, the

Figure 1. Hearing thresholds for single-sided deafness subjects, demonstrating both the better hearing (BH) ear and deaf ear.
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Tinnitus Handicap Inventory (THI) was also admini-
strated in each subject (Newman, Jacobson, & Spitzer,
1996). The THI is a validated subjective self-
administered test that aims to determine the degree of
distress suffered by the tinnitus patient. It consists of
25 questions divided into 3 subgroups: functional, emo-
tional, and catastrophic. Eleven items are included in the
functional scale, 9 in the emotional scale, and 5 in the
catastrophic scale. A score of 100 indicates maximum
tinnitus severity and impact, and a score of 0 indicates
no tinnitus.

Statistical Analyses

Speech recognition in noise (S0NDEAF/S0NLEFT, S0N0,
S0NBH/S0NRIGHT) and sound-source localization were
analyzed using one-way analysis of variance
(ANOVA). Several variables were used as the independ-
ent variable in analyses, including subject groups (NH,
SSD); presence of tinnitus (with, without); and duration
of deafness (short, long). Tinnitus severity (THI, VAS),
duration of deafness, and mean hearing thresholds
across all tested frequencies in the SSD and BH ear
were compared with sound-source localization and
speech recognition in noise (S0NDEAF, S0N0, S0NBH)
using Pearson correlation analyses. The significance
level was adjusted after Bonferroni adjustment for mul-
tiple comparisons.

Results

SSD Subjects Versus NH Controls

Sound-source localization and sentence recognition in
noise at three spatial listening conditions were measured
in 26 SSD subjects and 10 NH controls. Figure 2 shows
boxplots of sound localization and sentence recognition
in noise for both the NH listeners and the SSD subjects.
For sound localization, mean RMSE was 12.4� � 2.4�

and 45.1� � 12.8� for both the NH listeners and the
SSD subjects, respectively. A one-way ANOVA was per-
formed with subject groups (NH, SSD) as the independ-
ent variable. Mean RMSE was significantly worse in
SSD subjects than NH listeners, F(1, 34)¼ 63.16,
p< .001; �2¼ 0.650. For speech recognition in noise,
mean SRTs were significantly poorer in SSD subjects
than NH listeners for all three spatial conditions:
S0NDEAF, F(1, 34)¼ 31.64, p< .001; �2¼ 0.482; S0N0,
F(1, 34)¼ 43.76, p< .001; �2¼ 0.563; and S0NBH condi-
tion, F(1, 34)¼ 136.41, p< .001; �2¼ 0.800.

With Tinnitus Versus Without Tinnitus

To understand whether the presence or absence of tin-
nitus affects sound-source localization and speech

recognition in noise, SSD subjects were further dichoto-
mized into ‘‘with tinnitus’’ (VAS 1 through 10) and
‘‘without tinnitus’’ (VAS 0) groups according to the
VAS scores. Figure 3 shows boxplots of sound-source
localization and sentence recognition in noise in SSD
subjects with tinnitus (N¼ 14) and without tinnitus
(N¼ 12). For sound-source localization, mean RMSE
was 50.5� � 13.5� and 38.7� � 8.7� for those with tinnitus
and without tinnitus, respectively. A one-way ANOVA
was performed with presence of tinnitus (with tinnitus,
without tinnitus) as the independent variable. Mean
RMSE was significantly worse in SSD subjects with tin-
nitus than without tinnitus, F(1, 24)¼ 6.72, p¼ .016;
�2¼ 0.219. For speech recognition in noise, mean SRTs
were significantly poorer in SSD subjects with tinnitus
than without tinnitus for S0NDEAF condition, F(1,
24)¼ 4.74, p¼ .040; �2¼ 0.165, and S0N0 condition,
F(1, 24)¼ 6.10, p¼ .034; �2¼ 0.173. However, in the
S0NBH condition, the mean SRT in SSD subjects with
tinnitus was similar to that in SSD subjects without tin-
nitus, F(1, 24)¼ 0.314, p¼ .580; �2¼ 0.013.

Short Versus Long Duration of Deafness

SSD subjects were also dichotomized into ‘‘short’’ and
‘‘long’’ durations of deafness, corresponding to <1 year
and >2 years, respectively. Figure 4 shows boxplots of
sound-source localization and sentence recognition in
noise in SSD subjects with short (<1 year; N¼ 10) and
long (>2 year; N¼ 16) duration of deafness. For sound-
source localization, mean RMSE was 55.9� � 11.2� and
38.3� � 8.4� for SSD subjects with short and long dur-
ation of deafness, respectively. A one-way ANOVA was
performed with duration of deafness (short, long) as the
independent variable. Mean RMSE was significantly
worse for SSD subjects who lost their hearing within 1
year than for SSD subjects who lost their hearing for
greater than 2 years, F(1, 24)¼ 20.78, p< .001;
�2¼ 0.464. For speech recognition in noise, there was
no significant difference in the mean SRTs between
short and long duration of deafness for the S0NDEAF

condition, F(1, 24)¼ 0.797, p¼ .381; �2¼ 0.032; the
S0N0 condition, F(1, 24)¼ 0.748, p¼ .396; �2¼ 0.03;
and the S0NBH condition, F(1, 24)¼ 0.002, p¼ .966;
�2¼ 0.000.

Pearson Correlation Analyses

For speech recognition in noise and sound-source local-
ization measures, SRTs among different spatial listening
conditions were highly correlated (p< .001 in all cases),
but there were no significant correlations between sound-
source localization and speech recognition in noise at
different spatial listening conditions (p> .05 in all
cases). For tinnitus severity measures, VAS and THI

Liu et al. 5



scores were highly correlated when all SSD subjects
(N¼ 26) were included in the Pearson correlation ana-
lyses (r¼ .979, p< .001). For the 14 SSD subjects who
reported having tinnitus, Pearson correlation analyses
also showed a highly significant correlation between
VAS and THI scores (r¼ .879, p< .001).

To better understand the association between tinnitus
severity/duration of deafness and sound-source
localization/speech recognition in noise, tinnitus severity

(THI, VAS), duration of deafness, and mean hearing
thresholds across all tested frequencies in the deaf ear
and BH ear were compared with sound-source localization
and speech recognition in noise (S0NDEAF, S0N0, S0NBH).
Figure 5 shows RMS error (first column) and SRTs as a
function of THI scores (first row), VAS scores (second
row), duration of deafness (third row), mean hearing
thresholds at the BH ear (fourth row) and deaf ear (fifth
row) for the three spatial listening conditions: S0NDEAF

Figure 2. Boxplots of localization RMSE scores and SRTs in noise for the different spatial conditions as a function of subject groups (NH

controls and SSD subjects). Top left, RMSE. Top right, SRTs for S0NDEAF condition. Bottom left, SRT for S0N0 condition. Bottom right, SRT

for S0NBH condition. Boxes represent 25th and 75th percentiles, error bars represent 5th and 95th percentiles, circles denote outliers,

solid lines show the median, and dashed lines show the mean.

RMSE¼ root mean square error; SRT¼ speech reception threshold; NH¼ normal-hearing; SSD¼ single-sided deafness.
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condition (second column), S0N0 condition (third
column), and S0NBH condition (fourth column).

For sound-source localization, RMS errors were
positively correlated with tinnitus severity measured
by either THI (r¼ .530, p¼ .005) or VAS (r¼ .567,
p¼ .003) and negatively correlated with duration of
deafness (r¼�.499, p¼ .009). However, no significant
correlations were observed between sound-source local-
ization and mean hearing thresholds of either the deaf
ear or the BH ear (p> .05). For speech recognition in

noise, significant correlations between SRTs and mean
hearing thresholds of the BH ear were observed at all
listening conditions (p< .001 in all cases). However,
there was no significant correlation between SRTs and
mean hearing thresholds of the deaf ear at all listening
conditions (p> .05 in all cases). Some positive correl-
ations were observed between tinnitus severity and
S0NDEAF/S0N0 conditions but failed to reach signifi-
cance level after Bonferroni adjustment for multiple
comparisons.

Figure 3. Boxplots of localization RMSE scores and SRTs in noise for the different spatial conditions as a function of the presence or

absence of tinnitus in SSD subjects. Top left, RMSE. Top right, SRTs for S0NDEAF condition. Bottom left, SRT for S0N0 condition. Bottom

right, SRT for S0NBH condition. Boxes represent 25th and 75th percentiles, error bars represent 5th and 95th percentiles, circles denote

outliers, solid lines show the median, and dashed lines show the mean.

RMSE¼ root mean square error; SRT¼ speech reception thresholds.

Liu et al. 7



Discussion

In this study, subjects with SSD demonstrated significant
deficits in sound-source localization and speech recogni-
tion in noise when compared with NH listeners, consist-
ent with previous findings in the literature (Arndt et al.,
2011; Buechner et al., 2010; Jacob et al., 2011; Van de
Heyning et al., 2008; Vermeire & Van de Heyning, 2009).
In addition, we found that sound-source localization was
significantly correlated with tinnitus as well as duration

of deafness; speech recognition in noise was also affected
by tinnitus.

Tinnitus and Auditory Perception

A majority of SSD patients (54%–84%) have debilitat-
ing tinnitus, which can negatively impact daily living
(Quaranta et al., 2004; Wie et al., 2010). Most
CI studies demonstrate positive results in reducing
tinnitus severity in SSD patients (Arts, George,

Figure 4. Boxplots of localization RMSE scores and SRTs in noise for the different spatial conditions in SSD subjects with ‘‘short’’ (<1

year) or ‘‘long’’ (>2 years) duration of deafness. Top left, RMSE. Top right, SRTs for S0NDEAF condition. Bottom left, SRT for S0N0

condition. Bottom right, SRT for S0NBH condition. Boxes represent 25th and 75th percentiles, error bars represent 5th and 95th

percentiles, circles denote outliers, solid lines show the median, and dashed lines show the mean.

RMSE¼ root mean square error; SRT¼ speech reception threshold.
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Stokroos, & Vermeire, 2012; Cadieux, Firszt, & Reeder,
2013; Dillon et al., 2017; Finke, Strauss-Schier, Kludt,
Buchner, & Illg, 2017; Firszt, Holden, Reeder,
Waltzman, & Arndt, 2012; Grossmann et al., 2016;
Kitoh et al., 2016; Mertens, De Bodt, & Van de
Heyning, 2017; Mertens, Kleine Punte, De Bodt, &

Van de Heyning, 2015; Nawaz, McNeill, & Greenberg,
2014; Rahne & Plontke, 2016; Tavora-Vieira, De
Ceulaer, Govaerts, & Rajan, 2015; Tokita, Dunn, &
Hansen, 2014; Van de Heyning et al., 2008; Vermeire
& Van de Heyning, 2009; Zeitler et al., 2015). Indeed,
one of the first indications for cochlear implantation in

Figure 5. RMS error (first column) and SRTs in noise for the different spatial conditions (S0NSSD: second column; S0N0: third column;

S0NBH: fourth column) as a function of THI scores (first row), VAS scores (second row), duration of deafness (third row), mean thresholds

of the BH ear (fourth row), or deaf ear (fifth row). Open circles denote the individual data points, while the lines show the linear

regression. The correlational coefficients and significance level were also displayed in each panel.

RMS¼ root mean square; SRT¼ speech reception threshold; THI¼Tinnitus Handicap Inventory; VAS¼ visual analog scale; BH¼ better

hearing; SSD¼ single-sided deafness.

Liu et al. 9



SSD patients was tinnitus and the reduction of its sever-
ity (Van de Heyning et al., 2008). In the present study, 14
out of 26 SSD subjects (54%) had noticeable tinnitus.
For these 14 listeners, tinnitus severity, measured by
VAS, was highly correlated with THI questionnaires,
as similarly reported in the literature (Figueiredo,
Azevedo, & Oliveira Pde, 2009).

Tinnitus associated with SSD has been demonstrated
to correlate with speech recognition in the BH ear
(Mertens et al., 2013). For example, Mertens et al.
(2013) reported better speech recognition in noise in
the BH ear (via insert earphone) when the loudness of
tinnitus in the deaf ear was reduced by turning on the
external CI processor in the deaf ear without any acous-
tic signal to the CI processor. The data from the present
study showed significantly poorer performance in SSD
subjects with tinnitus than subjects without tinnitus
when noise was presented to the front or the deaf ear,
analogous to the findings of Mertens et al. (2013). The
performance deficit due to tinnitus was also dependent
on the spatial condition. The largest difference (2.4 dB)
was observed when noise was presented to the deaf ear,
and the smallest difference (0.7 dB) was observed when
noise was presented to the NH ear. Positive correlations
were also observed between tinnitus severity (either mea-
sured by VAS or THI) and speech recognition in noise at
two spatial listening conditions (S0N0, S0NDEAF).

However, the effects of tinnitus on sound-source
localization have not yet been explicitly demonstrated
in the literature. A prominent finding in the present
research is the observation that tinnitus is negatively
correlated with sound-source localization. The mean
RMSE (50.5�) for SSD subjects with tinnitus was signifi-
cantly poorer than that for SSD subjects without tinnitus
(38.8�). The correlational analysis also confirmed a sig-
nificant correlation between sound-source localization
and the tinnitus severity measured by either THI
(p¼ .005) or VAS (p¼ .003). Because most CI studies
demonstrate positive results in reducing tinnitus severity
in SSD patients (Van de Heyning et al., 2008; Vermeire &
Van de Heyning, 2009), these results from the present
study suggested that cochlear implantation may not
only provide the binaural cues necessary for sound local-
ization and speech recognition in noise but may also
improve the sound localization and speech recognition
in noise by reducing tinnitus, potentially through central
pathways. This lends credence to the thought that SSD
patients with tinnitus may benefit more from cochlear
implantation than SSD patients without tinnitus.

It must be emphasized that any inverse correlation
observed between severity of tinnitus and auditory per-
formance may be secondary to other effects not investi-
gated or measured by the current work. For example,
worse subjective tinnitus may reflect a relatively higher
degree of auditory degradation, irrespective of PTA

results or duration of deafness, and this underlying audi-
tory degradation may in fact be the predominant cause
of poor auditory performance.

Duration of Deafness and Auditory Perception

In the present study, 10 out of 26 subjects had a relatively
short duration of deafness (<1 year). Interestingly, 8 out
of 10 SSD subjects (80%) with short duration of deafness
(<1 year) have tinnitus while only 6 out of 16 SSD sub-
jects (38%) with long (>2 years) duration of deafness
have tinnitus. This may suggest that tinnitus is more
prevalent in the short term in SSD patients. The trend
is consistent with the observation that unilateral tinnitus
severity following sudden sensorineural hearing loss
likely decreases over time in a subset of patients even if
left untreated (Muhlmeier et al., 2016). The mean RMSE
was 38� for subjects with a longer duration of deafness
(>2 years), which was significantly better than subjects
with a shorter duration of deafness (<1 year), whose
mean was 56�. Correlational analysis also showed a sig-
nificant correlation between sound-source localization
and duration of deafness (p¼ .009). The longer the dur-
ation of deafness, the better the sound-source localiza-
tion. Two factors may contribute to the improvement
over time for sound-source localization. One factor is
that, over time, SSD patients adapt to compensate for
the loss of hearing by using other cues for sound local-
ization. This is supported by studies that have demon-
strated that SSD patients may adapt to the loss of
binaural cues over time via the remediation of both spa-
tial and temporal central auditory processing (Chang
et al., 2016), and sound localization with one hearing
ear may be improved by active lateralization training
(Firszt, Reeder, Dwyer, Burton, & Holden, 2015; Yu
et al., 2018). The second factor is the reduction in tin-
nitus severity for SSD subjects with a longer duration of
deafness. As mentioned earlier, a significant correlation
was observed between tinnitus severity and sound-source
localization, suggesting that better sound-source local-
ization may be associated with reduced tinnitus severity
in SSD subjects with longer duration of deafness.

Performance Deficits in SSD Subjects
Comparing With NH Listeners

Previous studies have revealed significant deficits in
sound localization and speech recognition in noise in
SSD patients compared with NH controls (Agterberg,
Hol, Van Wanrooij, Van Opstal, & Snik, 2014; Arndt
et al., 2011; Buechner et al., 2010; Jacob et al., 2011;
Van de Heyning et al., 2008; Vermeire & Van de
Heyning, 2009). However, it has also been shown that
SSD patients demonstrate variable sound localization
abilities, with some SSD patients demonstrating excellent
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sound localization (Rothpletz, Wightman, & Kistler,
2012). In the present study, NH listeners scored signifi-
cantly better than SSD subjects in localizing sound (12.4�

vs. 45.1� RMSE). Mean RMSE in our SSD subjects
population was consistent with data in other SSD sub-
jects who participated in cochlear implantation clinical
trials (Galvin et al., 2018). Despite this statistical signifi-
cance, it is interesting to note that there was significant
intersubject variability of sound localization in SSD sub-
jects, ranging from 24.1� to 82.2�.

In SSD subjects, speech recognition in noise depended
heavily on the spatial configuration of the noise source.
When noise was presented to the deaf ear, SRTs were
about 5.6 dB worse in SSD subjects compared with NH
listeners. Similarly, a 5.8 dB deficit was observed in SSD
subjects when noise was presented to the front. The dif-
ference (5.8 dB) between NH listeners (two NH ears) and
SSD subjects in the present study was significantly larger
than that between monaural listening (simulated SSD by
presenting speech and noise to one NH ear only) and
binaural listening in NH listeners in a previous study
(Zhou, Li, Galvin, Fu, & Yuan, 2017) using the same
testing materials (estimated at 1.4 dB). Such a discrep-
ancy could potentially be explained by any impairment
of hearing in the better-hearing ear in SSD subjects in the
present study. Indeed, Figure 5 showed a significant cor-
relation between speech recognition in noise and mean
hearing thresholds at the BH ear for all the spatial lis-
tening condition, suggesting that speech recognition in
noise may be driven by the hearing thresholds in the
BH ear. A similar phenomenon was observed in previous
studies (Agterberg et al., 2014; Firszt et al., 2015), in
which localization performance in subjects with SSD
depended greatly on high-frequency hearing in the BH
ear. Localization may improve over time and may also
be aided by localization training of the BH ear (Firszt
et al., 2015; Yu et al., 2018).

Clinical Interventions for SSD

Several interventions have been proposed to improve
SSD patients’ sound localization and speech recognition
in noise. Noninvasive interventions include contralateral
routing of signal (CROS) hearing amplification, in which
a microphone on the deaf side routes the acoustic signal
to the contralateral hearing ear, and bone-anchored
hearing devices (BAHD), in which a receiver and stimu-
lator implanted on the SSD side stimulates the contra-
lateral hearing ear via bone conduction. Both CROS and
BAHD systems improve speech recognition in noise, at
least subjectively, especially when speech is presented to
the deaf ear (Bosman, Hol, Snik, Mylanus, & Cremers,
2003; Peters, Smit, Stegeman, & Grolman, 2015).
However, speech recognition in noise worsens when
noise is presented to the deaf ear, due to the loss of head

shadow benefit. Furthermore, binaural cues may be fur-
ther distorted due to the routing of binaural signal to a
single ear, resulting in even poorer sound localization
than the unaided condition. Neither the CROS nor the
BAHD system is effective for tinnitus relief, as the deaf ear
is not stimulated. While some studies have shown a gen-
eral benefit in SSD patients using the CROS and BAHD
systems (Faber, de Wolf, Cremers, Snik, & Hol, 2013),
other studies have shown that patient acceptance of the
CROS and BAHD is relatively poor (Linstrom,
Silverman, & Yu, 2009; Martin et al., 2010; Yuen,
Bodmer, Smilsky, Nedzelski, & Chen, 2009).

More recently, CI has been proposed as a surgical
intervention for SSD patients. The initial indication for
CI in SSD patients was to reduce tinnitus severity (Van
de Heyning et al., 2008). The vast majority of studies
confirm that CI reduces tinnitus severity (Arts et al.,
2012; Cadieux et al., 2013; Dillon et al., 2017; Finke
et al., 2017; Firszt et al., 2012; Grossmann et al., 2016;
Kitoh et al., 2016; Mertens et al., 2015, 2017; Nawaz
et al., 2014; Rahne & Plontke, 2016; Tavora-Vieira
et al., 2015; Tokita et al., 2014; Van de Heyning et al.,
2008; Vermeire & Van de Heyning, 2009; Zeitler et al.,
2015). In addition, previous studies have also shown sig-
nificant improvement in some other measurements, such
as sound localization and speech recognition in noise.
However, such benefits are highly variable across studies.
The data from the present study showed that sound
localization and speech recognition in noise was nega-
tively correlated with tinnitus. The observed improve-
ment in the sound localization and speech recognition
in noise in SSD post-CI may be related to the reduction
of tinnitus, particularly through changes in central pro-
cessing, but this does not imply causation. Rather, a sig-
nificant reduction in tinnitus severity in certain patients
following CI for SSD may reflect a greater degree of
afferent auditory input regained by these individuals,
whose performance may then be demonstrably better
than those who receive little, or no, tinnitus benefit
from implantation. The data from the present study
bring up the question of whether SSD patients with tin-
nitus may benefit more from CI than those without
tinnitus.

The long-term effects of deafness should be carefully
considered before recommending CI in SSD patients.
As shown in the present study, SSD patients who
have longer duration of deafness are more likely to
have less tinnitus and better sound localization. Prior
research showed that those with earlier age at onset
localized better than those with recent onset; however,
age at onset did not differentiate the groups for speech
understanding in noise (Firszt, Reeder, & Holden,
2017). The better sound localization in our SSD
patients with longer duration of deafness is likely
explained by adaptation using other cues for sound
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localization to compensate for the loss of binaural hear-
ing. The lower incidence of tinnitus in these SSD
patients with a longer duration of deafness is also asso-
ciated with better sound localization, possibly reflecting
long-term adaptation. Because tinnitus severity and
sound localization may improve once SSD patients
adapt to the hearing loss in one ear in the long-term,
the relative benefits of CI may diminish with increasing
duration of deafness; future criteria for CI in SSD
should take this into account.

Conclusion

In the present study, sound localization and speech rec-
ognition in noise was evaluated in SSD subjects. Beyond
confirming VAS and THI correlation in SSD subjects
with tinnitus as well as the significant deficit in SSD sub-
jects with regard to sound localization and speech recog-
nition in noise when compared with NH individuals, we
observed that SSD subjects with tinnitus performed more
poorly than SSD subjects without tinnitus in localization
and recognition in noise. A shorter duration of deafness in
SSD subjects was associated with a greater incidence of
tinnitus and worse performance in sound localization, and
speech recognition in SSD subjects was highly dependent
on the mean thresholds of the BH ear.

Acknowledgments

The authors thank all the SSD subjects who participated in this
study.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests

The authors declared no potential conflicts of interest with
respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication of this
article.

Funding

The authors disclosed receipt of the following financial support
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this article:
The research was supported in part by the National Natural

Science Foundation of China (81570914, 81700925) and by the
United States of America National Institutes of Health
(NIDCD-R01-DC-004792).

ORCID iD

Bing Chen http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0988-9534

Qian-Jie Fu http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3494-7633

References

Agterberg, M. J., Hol, M. K., Van Wanrooij, M. M.,
Van Opstal, A. J., & Snik, A. F. (2014). Single-sided

deafness and directional hearing: Contribution of spectral
cues and high-frequency hearing loss in the hearing ear.
Frontiers in Neuroscience, 8, 188. doi:10.3389/fnins.

2014.00188

Arndt, S., Aschendorff, A., Laszig, R., Beck, R., Schild, C.,
Kroeger, S., . . .Wesarg, T. (2011). Comparison of pseudo-
binaural hearing to real binaural hearing rehabilitation after

cochlear implantation in patients with unilateral deafness
and tinnitus. Otology & Neurotology, 32(1), 39–47.
doi:10.1097/MAO.0b013e3181fcf271

Arts, R. A., George, E. L., Stokroos, R. J., & Vermeire, K.
(2012). Review: Cochlear implants as a treatment of tinnitus

in single-sided deafness. Current Opinion in Otolaryngology
& Head and Neck Surgery, 20(5), 398–403. doi:10.1097/
MOO.0b013e3283577b66

Bosman, A. J., Hol, M. K., Snik, A. F., Mylanus, E. A., &
Cremers, C. W. (2003). Bone-anchored hearing aids in uni-
lateral inner ear deafness. Acta Oto-Laryngologica, 123(2),

258–260. doi:10.1080/000164580310001105
Buechner, A., Brendel, M., Lesinski-Schiedat, A., Wenzel, G.,

Frohne-Buechner, C., Jaeger, B., & Lenarz, T. (2010).
Cochlear implantation in unilateral deaf subjects associated

with ipsilateral tinnitus. Otology & Neurotology, 31(9),
1381–1385. doi:10.1097/MAO.0b013e3181e3d353

Cadieux, J. H., Firszt, J. B., & Reeder, R. M. (2013). Cochlear

implantation in nontraditional candidates: Preliminary
results in adolescents with asymmetric hearing loss.
Otology & Neurotology, 34(3), 408–415. doi:10.1097/

MAO.0b013e31827850b8
Chan, J. C., Freed, D. J., Vermiglio, A. J., & Soli, S. D. (2008).

Evaluation of binaural functions in bilateral cochlear
implant users. International Journal of Audiology, 47(6),
296–310. doi:10.1080/14992020802075407

Chang, J. L., Pross, S. E., Findlay, A. M., Mizuiri, D.,
Henderson-Sabes, J., Garrett, C., . . .Cheung, S. W. (2016).

Spatial plasticity of the auditory cortex in single-sided deaf-
ness. Laryngoscope, 126(12), 2785–2791. doi:10.1002/
lary.25961

Culbertson, J. L., & Gilbert, L. E. (1986). Children with uni-

lateral sensorineural hearing loss: Cognitive, academic, and
social development. Ear and Hearing, 7(1), 38–42.

Diges, I., Simon, F., & Cobo, P. (2017). Assessing auditory pro-

cessing deficits in tinnitus and hearing impaired patients
with the auditory behavior questionnaire. Frontiers in
Neuroscience, 11, 187. doi:10.3389/fnins.2017.00187

Dillon, M. T., Buss, E., Rooth, M. A., King, E. R., Deres, E.
J., Buchman, C. A., . . .Brown, K. D. (2017). Effect of coch-
lear implantation on quality of life in adults with unilateral

hearing loss. Audiology and Neurotology, 22(4–5), 259–271.
doi:10.1159/000484079

Dwyer, N. Y., Firszt, J. B., & Reeder, R. M. (2014). Effects of
unilateral input and mode of hearing in the better ear: Self-
reported performance using the speech, spatial and qualities

of hearing scale. Ear and Hearing, 35(1), 126–136.
doi:10.1097/AUD.0b013e3182a3648b

Faber, H. T., de Wolf, M. J., Cremers, C. W., Snik, A. F., &
Hol, M. K. (2013). Benefit of Baha in the elderly with single-
sided deafness. European Archives of Oto-Rhino-Laryngology,

270(4), 1285–1291. doi:10.1007/s00405-012-2151-z

Figueiredo, R. R., Azevedo, A. A., & Oliveira Pde, M. (2009).
Correlation analysis of the visual-analogue scale and the
Tinnitus Handicap Inventory in tinnitus patients. Brazilian

Journal of Otorhinolaryngology, 75(1), 76–79. doi:10.1016/
S1808-8694(15)30835-1

12 Trends in Hearing

http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0988-9534
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0988-9534
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3494-7633
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-3494-7633


Finke, M., Strauss-Schier, A., Kludt, E., Buchner, A., & Illg,
A. (2017). Speech intelligibility and subjective benefit in
single-sided deaf adults after cochlear implantation.

Hearing Research, 348, 112–119. doi:10.1016/j.heares.2017.
03.002

Firszt, J. B., Holden, L. K., Reeder, R. M., Waltzman, S. B., &

Arndt, S. (2012). Auditory abilities after cochlear implant-
ation in adults with unilateral deafness: A pilot study.
Otology & Neurotology, 33(8), 1339–1346. doi:10.1097/

MAO.0b013e318268d52d
Firszt, J. B., Reeder, R. M., Dwyer, N. Y., Burton, H., &

Holden, L. K. (2015). Localization training results in indi-

viduals with unilateral severe to profound hearing loss.
Hearing Research, 319, 48–55. doi:10.1016/
j.heares.2014.11.005

Firszt, J. B., Reeder, R. M., & Holden, L. K. (2017). Unilateral

hearing loss: Understanding speech recognition and local-
ization variability-implications for cochlear implant candi-
dacy. Ear and Hearing, 38(2), 159–173. doi:10.1097/

AUD.0000000000000380
Fu, Q. J., Zhu, M., & Wang, X. (2011). Development and

validation of the Mandarin speech perception test. Journal

of the Acoustical Society of America, 129(6), EL267–EL273.
doi:10.1121/1.3590739

Galvin, J., Fu, Q.-J., Wilkinson, E., Mills, D., Hagan, S., Lupo,
E., Shannon, R. (2018). Benefits of cochlear implantation

for single sided deafness: Data from the House Clinic-
University of Southern California-University of
California, Los Angeles clinical trial. Ear and Hearing.

Advance online publication. doi:10.1097/AUD.000000000
0000671

Grossmann, W., Brill, S., Moeltner, A., Mlynski, R., Hagen,

R., & Radeloff, A. (2016). Cochlear implantation improves
spatial release from masking and restores localization abil-
ities in single-sided deaf patients. Otology & Neurotology,

37(6), 658–664. doi:10.1097/MAO.0000000000001043
Jacob, R., Stelzig, Y., Nopp, P., & Schleich, P. (2011).

[Audiological results with cochlear implants for single-
sided deafness]. HNO, 59(5), 453–460. doi:10.1007/s00106-

011-2321-0
Jakes, S. C., Hallam, R. S., Chambers, C., & Hinchcliffe, R.

(1985). A factor analytical study of tinnitus complaint

behavior. Audiology, 24(3), 195–206. doi:10.3109/
00206098509070103

Kim, D. K., Park, S. N., Kim, M. J., Lee, S. Y., Park, K. H., &

Yeo, S. W. (2011). Tinnitus in patients with chronic otitis
media before and after middle ear surgery. European
Archives of Oto-Rhino-Laryngology, 268(10), 1443–1448.
doi:10.1007/s00405-011-1519-9

Kitoh, R., Moteki, H., Nishio, S., Shinden, S., Kanzaki, S.,
Iwasaki, S., . . .Usami, S. (2016). The effects of cochlear
implantation in Japanese single-sided deafness patients:

Five case reports. Acta Oto-Laryngologica, 136(5),
460–464. doi:10.3109/00016489.2015.1116046

Kral, A., Hubka, P., Heid, S., & Tillein, J. (2013). Single-sided

deafness leads to unilateral aural preference within an early
sensitive period. Brain, 136(Pt 1), 180–193. doi:10.1093/
brain/aws305

Li, Y., Wang, S., Su, Q., Galvin, J. J., & Fu, Q. J. (2017).
Validation of list equivalency for Mandarin speech

materials to use with cochlear implant listeners.
International Journal of Audiology, 56(sup2), S31–S40.
doi:10.1080/14992027.2016.1204564

Lieu, J. E. (2004). Speech-language and educational conse-
quences of unilateral hearing loss in children. Archives of
Otolaryngology–Head & Neck Surgery, 130(5), 524–530.

doi:10.1001/archotol.130.5.524
Linstrom, C. J., Silverman, C. A., & Yu, G. P. (2009).

Efficacy of the bone-anchored hearing aid for single-sided

deafness. Laryngoscope, 119(4), 713–720. doi:10.1002/lary.
20164

Martin, T. P., Lowther, R., Cooper, H., Holder, R. L., Irving,

R. M., Reid, A. P., & Proops, D. W. (2010). The bone-
anchored hearing aid in the rehabilitation of single-sided
deafness: Experience with 58 patients. Clinical
Otolaryngology, 35(4), 284–290. doi:10.1111/j.1749-4486.

2010.02177.x
Mertens, G., De Bodt, M., & Van de Heyning, P. (2017).

Evaluation of long-term cochlear implant use in subjects

with acquired unilateral profound hearing loss: Focus on
binaural auditory outcomes. Ear and Hearing, 38(1),
117–125. doi:10.1097/AUD.0000000000000359

Mertens, G., Kleine Punte, A., De Bodt, M., & Van de
Heyning, P. (2015). Binaural auditory outcomes in patients
with postlingual profound unilateral hearing loss: 3 years
after cochlear implantation. Audiology and Neurotology,

20(Suppl 1), 67–72. doi:10.1159/000380751
Mertens, G., Kleine Punte, A., De Ridder, D., & Van

de Heyning, P. (2013). Tinnitus in a single-sided deaf

ear reduces speech reception in the nontinnitus ear.
Otology & Neurotology, 34(4), 662–666. doi:10.1097/
MAO.0b013e31828779f0

Muhlmeier, G., Baguley, D., Cox, T., Suckfull, M., & Meyer,
T. (2016). Characteristics and spontaneous recovery of tin-
nitus related to idiopathic sudden sensorineural hearing

loss. Otology & Neurotology, 37(6), 634–641. doi:10.1097/
MAO.0000000000001081

Nawaz, S., McNeill, C., & Greenberg, S. L. (2014). Improving
sound localization after cochlear implantation and auditory

training for the management of single-sided deafness.
Otology & Neurotology, 35(2), 271–276. doi:10.1097/
MAO.0000000000000257

Newman, C. W., Jacobson, G. P., & Spitzer, J. B. (1996).
Development of the Tinnitus Handicap Inventory.
Archives of Otolaryngology–Head & Neck Surgery, 122(2),

143–148. doi:10.1001/archotol.1996.01890140029007
Peters, J. P., Smit, A. L., Stegeman, I., & Grolman, W. (2015).

Review: Bone conduction devices and contralateral routing
of sound systems in single-sided deafness. Laryngoscope,

125(1), 218–226. doi:10.1002/lary.24865
Plomp, R., & Mimpen, A. M. (1979). Speech-reception thresh-

old for sentences as a function of age and noise level.

Journal of the Acoustical Society of America, 66(5),
1333–1342. doi:10.1121/1.383554

Quaranta, N., Bartoli, R., & Quaranta, A. (2004).

Cochlear implants: Indications in groups of patients with
borderline indications. A review. Acta Oto-Laryngologica
Supplementum, 552, 68–73. doi:10.1080/03655230410017120

Rahne, T., & Plontke, S. K. (2016). Functional result after
cochlear implantation in children and adults with single-

Liu et al. 13



sided deafness. Otology & Neurotology, 37(9), e332–e340.
doi:10.1097/MAO.0000000000000971

Rothpletz, A. M., Wightman, F. L., & Kistler, D. J. (2012).

Informational masking and spatial hearing in listeners with
and without unilateral hearing loss. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research, 55(2), 511–531.

doi:10.1044/1092-4388(2011/10-0205)
Tavora-Vieira, D., De Ceulaer, G., Govaerts, P. J., & Rajan,

G. P. (2015). Cochlear implantation improves localization

ability in patients with unilateral deafness. Ear and Hearing,
36(3), e93–e98. doi:10.1097/AUD.0000000000000130

Tokita, J., Dunn, C., & Hansen, M. R. (2014). Cochlear

implantation and single-sided deafness. Current Opinion in
Otolaryngology & Head and Neck Surgery, 22(5), 353–358.
doi:10.1097/MOO.0000000000000080

Tyler, R. S., & Baker, L. J. (1983). Difficulties experienced by

tinnitus sufferers. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders,
48(2), 150–154. doi:10.1044/jshd.4802.150

Van de Heyning, P., Vermeire, K., Diebl, M., Nopp, P.,

Anderson, I., & De Ridder, D. (2008). Incapacitating unilat-
eral tinnitus in single-sided deafness treated by cochlear
implantation. Annals of Otology, Rhinology & Laryngology,

117(9), 645–652. doi:10.1177/000348940811700903
Vermeire, K., & Van de Heyning, P. (2009). Binaural hearing

after cochlear implantation in subjects with unilateral
sensorineural deafness and tinnitus. Audiology and

Neurotology, 14(3), 163–171. doi:10.1159/000171478

Wie, O. B., Pripp, A. H., & Tvete, O. (2010). Unilateral deaf-
ness in adults: Effects on communication and social inter-
action. Annals of Otology, Rhinology & Laryngology,

119(11), 772–781.
Yu, F., Li, H., Zhou, X., Tang, X., Galvin, J. J. III, Fu, Q. J.,

& Yuan, W. (2018). Effects of training on lateralization for

simulations of cochlear implants and single-sided deafness.
Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 12, 287. doi:10.3389/
fnhum.2018.00287

Yuen, H. W., Bodmer, D., Smilsky, K., Nedzelski, J. M., &
Chen, J. M. (2009). Management of single-sided deafness
with the bone-anchored hearing aid. Otolaryngology–Head

and Neck Surgery, 141(1), 16–23. doi:10.1016/
j.otohns.2009.02.029

Zeitler, D. M., Dorman, M. F., Natale, S. J., Loiselle, L., Yost,
W. A., & Gifford, R. H. (2015). Sound source localization

and speech understanding in complex listening environ-
ments by single-sided deaf listeners after cochlear implant-
ation. Otology & Neurotology, 36(9), 1467–1471.

doi:10.1097/MAO.0000000000000841
Zhou, X., Li, H., Galvin, J. J., Fu, Q.-J., & Yuan, W.

(2017). Effects of insertion depth on spatial speech per-

ception in noise for simulations of cochlear implants
and single-sided deafness. International Journal of
Audiology, 56(sup2), S41–S48. doi:10.1080/14992027.
2016.1197426.

14 Trends in Hearing


