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audiological research, there is a lack of validated
Danish language questionnaires. We present the
first stage in such a process by describing the k ) k )

; . . | |
translation of the Hearing Handicap for the

HA

Elderly and Adult (HHIE/HHIA, Ventry and Test-retest | Test-retest 2

Weinstein, 1982) and the Social Participation and Eighty-seven adult hearing aid users were recruited in connection to a larger study. Approximately half
Restriction Questionnaire (SPaRQ, Heffernan et were first-time hearing aid users (intervention group, N= 37), and half were experienced hearing aid

al, 2019). Translations were done following the users with a minimum of one year of hearing aid use (control group, N=50). Study data were collected
guidelines described by Hall et al (2018) which and managed using REDCap electronic data tools hosted at Region Hovedstaden. Participants were
includes forward and backward translation ana asked to fill out the SPaRQ and HHIE/HHIA questionnaires five times over the course of the approximate

committee review. 14 weeks.

Translation method Test participant completion rate

Intervention Control

Test-retest analysis

Inspired by Hall et al (2018) SPaRQ and Recruited 37 20 SPaRQ Behaviour SPaRQ Perception

HHIE/HHIA was translated in these steps: Completed R i 47 , 100 . , o0
1.Translated to Danish independently by three Completed R2 q % é %
native Danish speakers. The three translators gomp ezeg Ei %Z £af 4 £ -
met to agree on one version. | CEQE rod RE e T e R Ee e
2.Danish version was back-translated to English 0 20 40 60 8 100 120 0 20 40 60 8 100 120
by two professional fluent English speakers. Table 1: Fortyfive test participants completed the
3.All five translators met to discuss study. For test-retest analysis three comparisons oo oo
dis/agreements between the two English are possible, R1-R2 for both groups, and R3-R4 § o0 § o
versions and to agree on the best possible for the control group. Common for these are that 2 O T 60 Test Group
Danish version. they are recorded at an approximately one-week ¢ ¢ 40 I
4.The translated version was pilot tested on three interval, and that no test intervention was o~ ~ s
hearing impaired test participants, tasked with ongoing. Thus, in total, 32+43+36=111 test-retests TP Runddscore PP Randseore
reporting any understanding difficulties. data points were inlcuded in the analysis (as high
5.Translation disseminated on this poster. lighted in green). L. RIE/JHAIA Social oo IETRAIAEmotional
o 50 o 50 7
5 20 5 20
| ICC Coefficients " 10- " 0-
Three questions differ between the original Round1 vs Round 2 Round 3 vs Round 4 —— T
HHIE/HHIA. In this work, we fused the two SPaRQ-B [95% CI] 0.86 [0.75 - 0.92] 0.91 [0.81 - 0.96] round 2 Score round 2 Score
questionnaires into a single questionnaire of 28 SPaRQ-P [95% C] 0.01[0.86-095]  0.90 [0.74 - 0.97 " -
items and used it for all participants. > | o
HHIE/HHIA-S [95% CI]  0.90 [0.84 - 0.95] 0.92 [0.87 - 0.97 o 20
For four select items the option “not relevant” was |\, ic/iiiae95% ] 0.93[0.89-096]  0.95[0.91 - 0.98] 3% 5% > Contl Growp
added. These items address situations that some . N
participants may never encounter: religious o 10 20 3 4 0 o 0 2 0 4 s 6
ceremonies, conversations with clients, colleagues Table 2. ICC results. Interpretation: < 0.5 is poor;
or customers, cinema and theatre. 0.50 < ICC<0.75is moderate; 0.76 < ICC<0.90 is ?‘nizazgdceonrlsi;teshgf_t(\)/\ler(;;ngéaéeesrzzai_zio(%l;i be analyzed
. . I VI I .
good; and ICC > 90 Is excellent (Koo &Li, 2016). * HHF}E / HHI:A similarly consists of su%scales Social (S) and
Emotional (
e e T s ——— Both the Danish SPaRQ and HHIE/HHIA show
e g e st e s o, o i i i good-to-excellent test-retest reliability indicating
e . jj%mjfje‘fjf:j“e’fj“f;‘ gj:fj’:ﬁ"";”fir L that the questionnaire translations can reliably
S éw:e?ﬁiz:eé | [ e e score feelings of social restrictions and hearing
A= " I handicap.
< [ EEEE%‘E%%ZE%QZTZ;“Zjf;fi‘.f;‘:':;iiﬁ;"”"""e"“ T | | e st vt » Poster and questionnaires are available at
T o ::ﬁ:"d‘l’l Vendsiden " e tsore r:irjegmdesmedggm:pzaffamme;uervemer. science.wsa.com.
= I — o
< e e G et s s s mate ol e o bk Recommendation for future work
5 I e
S ffvif’éiméiif?éda:ifn:e?:“'ifffif:? i * Avalidation, indicating sensitivity to known
o s gttt il o 5 e e S e e experimental contrast, would be beneficial for
%Fﬁiiﬁgigfigﬂiiéiaﬁ;ii iiﬂTf!f!r"n‘ifi?’e”é‘?f!?fwener e st s it et i the SPaRQ.

dine kollegaer, klienter eller kunder?
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