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ABSTRACT

I ntroduction Understanding how listeners execute a dual-task paradigm for listening effort
would provide a benchmark for future studies and clinical implementations. Therefore, this
study aimed to examine the impact of instructions on the prioritization strategy employed by
individuals during a dual-task paradigm for listening effort by assessing dual-task

interference.

Methods The dual-task paradigm consisted of a primary speech understanding task in
different listening conditions and a secondary visual memory task, both performed separately
(baseline) and simultaneously (dual-task). Twenty-three normal-hearing participants (mean
age: 36.8 years; 14 females) were directed to prioritize the primary speech understanding task
in the dual-task condition, whereas another twenty-three (matched for age, gender, and
education level) received no specific instructions regarding task priority. Both groups
performed the dual-task paradigm twice (mean interval: 14.8 days). Dual-task interference
was assessed by plotting the dual-task effect of the primary and secondary task against each

other. Participants were classified based on their patterns of interference.

Results The prioritizing group had more participants who achieved stable or better scores on
the primary task in the dual-task condition compared to baseline. However, there was
considerable variability in the prioritizing strategy employed at the individual level across

listening conditions and test moments, regardless the given prioritization instructions.

Conclusion Providing prioritization instructions was insufficient to ensure that an individual
will mainly focus on the primary task and will stick to this strategy across listening conditions
and test moments. These results raised certain reservations about the current usage of dual-

task paradigms for listening effort.
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INTRODUCTION

Increased listening effort — defined as the deliberate allocation of mental resources to
overcome obstacles in goal pursuit during a listening task (Pichora-Fuller et a., 2016) —isone
of the main complaints of individuals with hearing loss and plays a vital role in listeners’
communication and quality of life (Cafiete et al., 2023; Pang et al., 2019). One commonly
reported approach to measure listening effort is a dual-task paradigm (Gagne et a., 2017). In
the context of listening effort, a dual-task paradigm evaluates an individual's ability to
understand speech (primary task) while concurrently performing another task (secondary
task). Both tasks are performed separately and concurrently, denoted as baseline and dual-task

condition, respectively.

Dual-task paradigms are based on Kahneman’s theory that the available resources to
perform atask are limited in capacity (Kahneman, 1973). When the attentional and cognitive
resources required for performing the primary and secondary tasks concurrently are lower
than the total available resources, both tasks can be handled effectively. However, if the
required resources to simultaneously perform the primary and secondary task exceed the
listeners' maximum cognitive capacity, the processing system will prioritize one of the tasks
under the dual-task condition. In the context of listening effort, it is traditionally instructed to
prioritize the primary speech understanding task (Gagne et a., 2017). One might assume that
providing this prioritization instruction will result in stable scores on the primary task in the
baseline and dual-task condition. When this assumption is met, the dual-task effect (DTE) of
the secondary task (i.e. change in secondary task performance from the baseline condition to
the dual-task condition) can serve as a measure of listening effort, calculated through the
formula DTE = 100 x [score in dua-task condition - score in baseline condition]/score in
baseline condition (Gagne et al., 2017). Negative DTE values imply a decrease in

performance in the dual-task relative to the single-task (i.e. dual-task cost), whereas positive
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DTE values suggest an advancement in performance in the dual-task (i.e. dual-task benefit)

(Plummer & Eskes, 2015).

Within the traditional approach, dual-task interference is not taken into account. Dual-
task interference encompasses the DTE of both the primary and secondary tasks (Plummer &
Eskes, 2015). For example, a dual-task cost in the secondary task (indicating listening effort)
may occur with a reciprocal dual-task cost, no change, or a dual-task benefit in the primary
task. Due to the prioritization instruction, no change in the primary task is expected. However,
a previous study with children has shown that instructions alone were ineffective to ensure
that a participant will mainly focus on the primary task (Choi et al., 2008). There is currently
alack of results on adults in this regard. Moreover, the assumption of stable primary speech
understanding scores between the baseline and dual-task condition is mostly evaluated on a
group level (e.g. Degeest et a., 2022). This approach neglects individual differences as they
might be smoothed out through averaging (Ceuleers et a., 2024). Hence, it remains unclear
which prioritization strategy individuals employ when their total cognitive capacity is

exceeded.

Because of its ecological validity, implementing a dual-task paradigm for measuring
listening effort in clinical practice seems valuable, emphasizing the need of reliable individual
measurements. Results from cognitive-motor dual-task studies already showed that evaluating
dual-task interference can deepen our understanding of individual prioritization strategies as it
provides insights into changes in attention allocation as well as dual-task capacity (Plummer
& Eskes, 2015; Yogev-Seligmann et a., 2012). Hence, dual-task interference has been
suggested as a possible metric to measure listening effort (Degeest et al., 2021; Gagne et al.,

2017) though it has received limited attention in audiological research to date.

Therefore, the current study aimed to examine the prioritization strategy employed by

individuals during a dual-task paradigm for listening effort by assessing dual-task
4
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interference. Specifically, this study sought to determine the potential impact of instructions
on the individuals' chosen prioritization strategy as well as whether participants maintained
their preferred strategy consistently across different listening conditions and test moments.
The strategy to perform a dual-task is determined by the drive to minimize risk and maximize
pleasure (Williams, 2006). Those aspects are individualy driven and can vary over time. In
the context of listening effort, it has been shown that various aspects related to the listener
(e.0. age, hearing sensitivity, personality, motivation) and listening environment (e.g.
background noise and reverberation) can impact how a listener will recruit the attentional and
cognitive resources to understand speech (Peelle, 2018; Pichora-Fuller et al., 2016; Strand et
al., 2018). Likewise, when performing a listening effort dual-task paradigm, a large
interindividual variability in chosen prioritization strategy is hypothesized across different

listening conditions and test moments, regardless of the given prioritization instructions.

MATERIALSAND METHODS

The current study was approved by the local Ethics Committee and was conducted in
accordance with the Helsinki Declaration. Prior to participation, an informed consent was

signed. No financial reward was given to the participants.

Participants

Normal-hearing adults between 18 and 69 years of age were recruited through
convenience sampling. All participants were native Dutch (Belgium) speakers who had
completed a minimum of 12 years of education (equivalent to high school graduation). All
participants had either normal or corrected-to-normal vision, as assessed by the Near Vision
Snellen Eye Chart (Snellen, 1873). Exclusion criteria encompassed tinnitus, self-reported
excessive noise exposure within the past 72 hours, attention deficits, as well as learning,

psychiatric, or (a history of) neurological disorders. For participants aged 60 years and older,
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the Montréal Cognitive Assessment (with a cutoff score of 26) was administered to screen for

potential cognitive impairment (Nasreddine et al., 2005).

Bilateral normal middle-ear status was confirmed for all participants through otoscopy
and 226 Hz tympanometry (TympStar Pro). Air-conduction pure-tone thresholds were
obtained bilaterally through headphones for octave frequencies between 250 and 8000 Hz
using the modified Hughson-Westlake method (Equinox 2.0 audiometer with TDH39
headphone, Interacoustics). Pure-tone audiometry, performed in a sound-treated booth,
adhered to the International Organization for Standardization (1SO) 8253-1 guideline for
ambient sound pressure levels, ensuring accurate testing ((1SO, 2010). Participants were
included when air-conduction thresholds at each tested octave frequency were symmetrical
and when the better-ear audiometric threshold averaged over 0.5, 1, 2, and 4 kHz was equal or
below 20 dB HL (World Health Organization, 2021). Asymmetric hearing was identified as a

difference of 15 dB or more between the right and left ears at three consecutive frequencies.

Dual-task paradigm

A dual-task paradigm, based on that reported in Degeest et al. (2015), was used. The
primary and secondary task consisted respectively of a speech understanding and visual
memory task, and were both performed separately (baseline condition) and simultaneously

(dual-task condition).

Baseline condition

The primary task was a speech understanding task presented in different listening
conditions, varying in listening demand. Words of the Brugge-Leuven-Utrecht (BLU) list
were used as speech stimuli. This BLU list is endorsed by the Belgian National Institute for
Health and Disability Insurance in, among other things, the context of hearing aid

reimbursement. Consequently, in Belgium, this word list is considered gold standard within
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daily audiological practice and was, therefore, used within the current study. The BLU list
contains two-syllable words. All words were spoken by a native Flemish female speaker
without coarticulation. A steady state noise was generated and spectrally shaped to reflect the
long-term average speech spectrum of the speech material. Words and noise were digitally
mixed to create different signal-to-noise ratios (ranging from +8 dB SNR to -4 dB SNR in
steps of 4 dB) whereby a constant noise level (i.e. 65 dB SPL) was utilized to which the
intensity level of the speech stimuli was altered. Before stimulus onset, 10 seconds noise
followed by a one second attention pure-tone of 1000 Hz were played to adapt to the noise
and to focus participants’ attention to stimulus presentation, respectively. In addition to these
noise conditions, a quiet listening condition without background noise was used. Within each
listening condition, three trials of five words were presented. The words and background
noise were presented through two loudspeakers, positioned at 45° and 315° azimuth at a
distance of 90 cm from the participant’s ear. After each trial, participants verbally repeated

the words. A word scoring was used, leading to a total score of 15 per listening condition.

The secondary task was a visual memory task in which a raster (i.e. 12 separated
squares) was shown on a white standard computer screen (see example in Degeest et al.
(2015)). Participants were seated on a chair and sat 70 cm in front of the computer, positioned
at eye height. Within the raster, series of five identical blue filled circles appeared
successively for 1 s each. Participants had to memorize the squares in which the circles
appeared and had to indicate the position on a score form. It was obligated to indicate five
squares, even if guessing was necessary. For each square correctly designated, one point was
assigned. Fivetrias of five circles were presented. To determine the secondary baseline score,
only the score of the fourth and fifth trials were used in order to control for learning effects
(Degeest et a., 2015). Eventually, this score on ten was multiplied by 1.5, to reach a score on

15, making it comparable with the primary scores.
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Dual-task condition

In the dual-task condition, participants underwent three trials where sequences of five
words were presented alongside the appearance of five circles. This occurred under each of
the five fixed listening conditions (quiet, SNR +8 dB, SNR +4 dB, SNR 0 dB, SNR -4 dB
SNR), mirroring the approach used in the baseline conditions. To mitigate any potential
conditioning effect, it was ensured that the auditory presentation of a word and the visual
appearance of a circle did not happen simultaneously. Participants had to verbally repeat the
words, after which the position of squares was assigned on the score form. For each correctly
repeated word and correctly designated square, one point was counted for the primary and
secondary task respectively, leading to a total score of 15 per listening condition for both

tasks.

Dual-task interference

Each participant’s dual-task interference was measured by calculating the DTE for
both the primary and secondary task separately (DTE = 100 x [score in dual-task condition -
score in baseline condition]/score in baseline condition) (Gagne et al., 2017; Plummer &
Eskes, 2015). By plotting the DTE of the primary and secondary task against each other
(Figure 1), nine distinct patterns of dual-task interference can be identified: (1) speech priority
trade off (+DTE in speech understanding task, -DTE in visual memory task), (2) mutua
facilitation (+DTE in both tasks), (3) visua priority trade off (+DTE in visual memory task, -
DTE in speech understanding task), (4) mutual interference (-DTE in both tasks), (5) visual
memory facilitation (zero DTE in speech understanding task, +DTE in visual memory task),
(6) visual memory interference (zero DTE in speech understanding task, -DTE in visua
memory task), (7) speech facilitation (zero DTE in visual memory task, +DTE in speech

understanding task), (8) speech interference (zero DTE in visual memory task, -DTE in
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speech understanding task), and (9) no interference (zero DTE in both tasks) (Plummer &

Eskes, 2015).

Test procedure

The dual-task paradigm was carried out in a quiet, non-reverberant room illuminated
with daylight and standard room lighting. At the beginning of each test, a practice trial was
performed to verify whether the task was understood. If not, additional instructions were

given until the participants fully understood the task.

To assess the effect of instructions on the prioritization strategy, participants were
divided into two groups: the prioritizing and non-prioritizing group. The instruction provided
during dual-task testing varied between the groups. In the prioritizing group, participants were
directed to prioritize the primary speech understanding task (Gagne et al., 2017). Conversely,
the non-prioritizing group received no specific instructions regarding task priority. The initial
participants were randomly assigned to either the prioritizing or non-prioritizing group, after
which matching participants were selected for the other group. To account for influencing
factors, one-on-one matching was conducted based on age (+2 years), gender, and educational
level (< 12 years of education or > 12 years of education). The test sequence of the dual-task
paradigm (primary baseline, secondary baseline, and dual-task testing) as well as the sequence
of the listening conditions within the primary baseline and dual-task testing were randomized.
An identical test sequence was used for matched participants. After two weeks (mean interval:
14.8 days, range: 9 — 23 days), al participants re-executed the dual-task paradigm using an

identical test sequence.

Statistical Analysis

The prioritization strategy employed by individuals during a dual-task paradigm for

listening effort was assessed through dual-task interference. Descriptive analysis (SPSS
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version 29) was performed to assess which prioritization strategies were preferred across
listening conditions and test moments as well as whether those strategies differed between the

prioritization and non-prioritization groups.

RESULTS

Participants

Out of the 48 participants involved, one exhibited hearing loss. Consequently, this
participant and his/her/them matching person were excluded, resulting in a total of 46
included participants. Table 1 shows the demographic data of the prioritizing and non-

prioritizing group which were matched for gender, age, and educational level.

Dual-task interference

The direction of the dual-task interference was assessed by plotting the DTE of the
primary and secondary task against each other for both groups at the first (Figure 2) and
second (Figure 3) test moment. Note that markers (circle or rhombus) may overlap if multiple
participants exhibited the same outcome. Table 2 displays the number of participants
corresponding to each dual-task interference pattern across al listening conditions and test

moments.

When assessing the first test moment, descriptive analysis revealed the application of
diverse strategies for executing the dual-task. Overall, the prioritizing group exhibited a
higher occurrence of visual memory interference (pattern 6) and speech priority trade-off
(pattern 1) compared to the non-prioritizing group. Conversely, the non-prioritizing group
employed mutual interference (pattern 4) and speech interference (pattern 8) more frequently
than the prioritizing group. Notably, almost all participants of both the prioritizing and non-
prioritizing groups used different strategies across the listening conditions within the first test
moment (Table 3).

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528; this version posted June 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

When descriptively analysing the dual-task interference across the two test moments, a
shift in the pattern distribution was apparent (Table 2). In both the prioritizing and non-
prioritizing group, a notable shift was observed, characterized by a decreased number of
participants grappling with mutual interference (pattern 4) across nearly all listening
conditions. Hence, participants showcased improved scores in at least one aspect of the dual-
task condition during the second test moment compared to the first test moment. Furthermore,
the prioritizing group tented to employ visual memory interference (pattern 6), speech
interference (pattern 8), and no interference (pattern 9) more often during the second test
moment, while the non-prioritizing group leaned more towards speech priority trade-off
(pattern 1) than during the first test moment across nearly all listening conditions. As within
the first test moment, the majority of participants in both the prioritizing and non-prioritizing
group employed varied strategies across the listening conditions during the second test

moment (Table 3).

DI SCUSSION

Understanding how listeners execute a dual-task paradigm for listening effort would
provide a benchmark for future studies and clinical implementations. Therefore, this study
aimed to examine the prioritization strategy employed by individuals during a dual-task

paradigm for listening effort by assessing dual-task interference.

Within the current study, the prioritizing group had more participants who achieved
stable or better scores on the primary task in the dual-task condition compared to the non-
prioritizing group. This observation might indicate an influence of instruction that does cause
attentional and cogpnitive abilities to be more allocated to the primary task in the prioritizing
group. However, there was considerable variability in the prioritizing strategy employed at the

individual level across listening conditions and test moments, regardless the given
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prioritization instructions. Hence, in line with previous research on children (Choi et al.,
2008), providing prioritization instructions was insufficient to ensure that an individual will
mainly focus on the primary task and will stick to this strategy across listening conditions and
test moments. This finding has important implications for the commonly used formula when
evaluating listening effort through a dual-task paradigm. More specifically, the DTE of the
secondary task is traditionally used as a measure of listening effort, under the assumption of
stable primary scores in the baseline and dual-task condition (Gagne et a., 2017). Based on
the current results, however, stable primary scores can not be guaranteed through instructions.
If only the DTE of the secondary task is taken into consideration, disregarded the DTE on the
primary task, incomplete conclusion will be made. For example, when evaluating the impact
of hearing rehabilitation on listening effort through the standard formula, no change in the
dual-task cost of the secondary task would be interpreted as an indication that the hearing
rehabilitation had no effect on listening effort. However, no change in the dual-task cost of the
secondary task following rehabilitation may occur with a decrease in the dual-task cost of the
primary task. This scenario implies that, due to rehabilitation, more attentional and cognitive
resources were accessible which were directed towards the primary speech understanding
task, suggesting a decline in listening effort (Gagne et al., 2017). This example emphasizes

how an incomplete evaluation of the dual-task performance can offer misleading information.

While a dual-task paradigm for listening effort is frequently used for its ecological
validity, the present study raised certain reservations about its clinical applicability. First, the
standard formula provides an insufficient or partial representation as it does not take dual-task
interference into account. Second, evaluating dual-task interference provides insight into the
used strategy to perform a dual-task paradigm for listening effort but cannot serve as a real
metric for listening effort. Third, there seems to be no singular strategy when performing a

dual-task paradigm for listening effort, not even within the same individual. Fourth, alearning
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effect might be present since a reduced number of participants handling mutual interference
was observed when comparing the performances on the second and first test moment. Hence,
some participants scored better on at least one aspect of the dual-task condition during the
second test moment. Last, some participants exhibited no interference. This suggests that for
both the primary and secondary tasks, there were no differences in performance between the
baseline and dual-task conditions. For these participants, the dual-task may have been
insufficiently challenging, implying that their cognitive capacity was not exceeded, thereby

eliminating the necessity to prioritize between tasks.

Strengths, limitations and futur e per spectives

While the concept of integrating dual-task interference into research on listening effort
was put forth years ago (Degeest et d., 2021; Gagne et a., 2017), this study is, to the best of
our knowledge, one of the first to actually implement it. The results provided essential
information on how normal-hearing listeners execute a dual-task paradigm for listening effort,
guestioning its clinical applicability as a metric for listening effort. The current study
population does not represent the entire audiological target population. Hence, the current
results can be considered a first exploration and should, therefore, be further investigated
within diverse populations (such as individuals with hearing loss and/or hearing devices) as
well as with diverse dual-task paradigms. Apart from assessing the dual-task paradigm's
reliability as a metric of listening effort, dual-task interference can be used as a counseling
tool to enhance listeners comprehension of the limited capacity theory and the subsequent

experienced listening effort.

Conclusion

Providing prioritization instructions when performing a dual-task paradigm for

listening effort was insufficient to ensure that an individual will mainly focus on the primary
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task and will stick to this strategy across listening conditions and test moments. These results

raised certain reservations about the current usage of dual-task paradigms for listening effort.

14


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528; this version posted June 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

References

Canete, O. M., Nielsen, S. G., & Fuentes-LOpez, E. (2023). Self-reported listening effort in adults with
and without hearing loss: the Danish version of the Effort Assessment Scale (D-EAS). Disabil
Rehabil, 45(1), 98-105. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638288.2021.2022781

Ceuleers, D., Degeedt, S., Swinnen, F., Baudonck, N., Kestens, K., Dhooge, 1., & Keppler, H. (2024).
Dual-task interference in the assessment of listening effort: results of normal-hearing adults,
cochlear implant users and hearing aid users. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research.

Choi, S, Lotto, A., Lewis, D., Hoover, B., & Stelmachowicz, P. (2008). Attentional modulation of
word recognition by children in a dual-task paradigm. J Speech Lang Hear Res, 51(4), 1042-
1054. https.//doi.org/10.1044/1092-4388(2008/076)

Degeest, S., Corthals, P., & Keppler, H. (2021). A Dutch version of a dual-task paradigm for
measuring listening effort: apilot study regarding its short-term test-retest reliability. B-ent.

Degeedt, S., Keppler, H., & Corthals, P. (2015). The Effect of Age on Listening Effort. J Speech Lang
Hear Res, 58(5), 1592-1600. https://doi.org/10.1044/2015 jslhr-h-14-0288

Degeedt, S., Kestens, K., & Keppler, H. (2022). Listening Effort Measured Using a Dual-task
Paradigm in Adults With Different Amounts of Noise Exposure. Ear Hear, 43(3), 899-912.
https:.//doi.org/10.1097/aud.0000000000001138

Gagne, J.-P., Besser, J., & Lemke, U. (2017). Behavioral assessment of listening effort using a dual-
task paradigm: A review. TrendsHear, 21, 2331216516687287.

ISO. (2010). Acoustics—Audiometric test methods—Part 1: Pure-tone air and bone conduction
audiometry. In: International Organization for Standardization Geneva, Switzerland.

Kahneman, D. (1973). Attention and effort (Vol. 1063). Citeseer.

Nasreddine, Z. S., Phillips, N. A., Bédirian, V., Charbonneau, S., Whitehead, V., Callin, 1.,
Cummings, J. L., & Chertkow, H. (2005). The Montreal Cognitive Assessment, MoCA: a
brief screening tool for mild cognitive impairment. J Am Geriatr Soc, 53(4), 695-699.

Pang, J., Beach, E. F., Gilliver, M., & Yeend, |. (2019). Adults who report difficulty hearing speech in
noise: an exploration of experiences, impacts and coping strategies. Int J Audiol, 58(12), 851-
860. https.//doi.org/10.1080/14992027.2019.1670363

Peelle, J. E. (2018). Listening effort: How the cognitive consequences of acoustic challenge are
reflected in brain and behavior. Ear Hear, 39(2), 204.

Pichora-Fuller, M. K., Kramer, S. E., Eckert, M. A., Edwards, B., Hornsby, B. W., Humes, L. E.,
Lemke, U., Lunner, T., Matthen, M., Mackersie, C. L., Naylor, G., Phillips, N. A., Richter,
M., Rudner, M., Sommers, M. S, Tremblay, K. L., & Wingfield, A. (2016). Hearing
Impairment and Cognitive Energy: The Framework for Understanding Effortful Listening
(FUEL). Ear Hear, 37 Suppl 1, 55-27S. https://doi.org/10.1097/aud.0000000000000312

Plummer, P., & Eskes, G. (2015). Measuring treatment effects on dual-task performance: aframework
for research and clinical practice. Front Hum Neurosci, 9, 225.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2015.00225

Snellen, H. (1873). Probebuchstaben zur bestimmung der sehschérfe. H. Peters.

Strand, J. F., Brown, V. A., Merchant, M. B., Brown, H. E., & Smith, J. (2018). Measuring listening
effort: Convergent validity, sensitivity, and links with cognitive and personality measures.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 61(6), 1463-1486.

Williams, L. M. (2006). An integrative neuroscience model of "significance" processing. J Integr
Neurosci, 5(1), 1-47. https://doi.org/10.1142/s0219635206001082

World Health Organization. (2021). World Report on Hearing.

Y ogev-Seligmann, G., Hausdorff, J. M., & Giladi, N. (2012). Do we always prioritize balance when
walking? Towards an integrated model of task prioritization. Mov Disord, 27(6), 765-770.
https://doi.org/10.1002/mds.24963

15


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528; this version posted June 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

List of Figures

Figure 1. Framework of the dual-task interference patterns by plotting the dual-task effect

(DTE) of the primary and secondary task against each other.

Figure 2: Framework of the dual-task interference patterns for the non-prioritizing and

prioritizing groups at each listening conditions at test moment 1.

Figure 3: Framework of dual-task interference patterns for the non-prioritizing and

prioritizing groups at each listening conditions at test moment 2.
List of Tables
Table 1: Demographic data of the prioritizing and non-prioritizing group.

Table 2: The number (n, %) of participants (NP = non-prioritizing group, P = prioritizing
group) corresponding to each dual-task interference pattern across all listening conditions and
test moment 1 (T1) and 2 (T2). Note that red-marked numbers indicate a decrease, while

green-marked numbers indicate an increase compared to test moment 1.

Table 3: The number of strategies (n,%) used across listening conditions by the participants

for test moments 1 and 2.

16


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528; this version posted June 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 1: Demographic data of the prioritizing and non-prioritizing group.

Prioritizing group Non-prioritizing group

Gender (n, %) Male 9 (39.13%) 9(39.13%)

Female 14 (60.87%) 14 (60.87%)
Age (years) Mean (SD) 36.79 (13.66) 36.74 (13.92)

Range 18.83-59.09 18.08 —59.50
Educational level (n, %) <12years 3(13.04%) 3 (13.04%)

>12years 20 (86.96%) 20 (86.96%)
Hearing sensitivity* Mean (SD) 4.24 (5.51) 5.05 (4.98)
right ear (dB HL) Range -2.00-16.00 -2.00-16.00
Hearing sensitivity* Mean (SD) 4.13(5.95) 413 (4.51)
left ear (dB HL) Range -5.00-19.00 -5.00-10.00

* the audiometric threshold averaged over 0.5, 1, 2, and 4 kHz
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Table 2: The number (n, %) of participants (NP = non-prioritizing group, P = prioritizing group) corresponding to each dual-task interference pattern across all listening conditions and test i
Quiet SNR +8 SNR +4 SNR O SNR -4 >3

NP NP P P NP NP P P NP NP P P NP NP P P NP NP P P 38

T1 T2 T1 T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 Tl T2 Tl T2 T1 T2 23

@) Speech | 3 4 8 2 0 3 4 4 3 8 8 5 1 2 6 3 1 0 2 2 a8
priority trade | 13.0% 17.4% 348% 87% |00% 13.0% 174% 174% | 13.0% 348% 348% 217% |43% 87% 261% 13% 43% 00% 87% 87% 2z
off 23
2 Mutual | O 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 g5
facilitation 00% 00% 00% 00% |00% 43% 00% 00% |00% 43% 00% 00% |43% 00% 00% 00% |00% 00% 43% 00% 3 g
® =

~Q

©) Visual | 0 1 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 e8
priority trade| 0.0% 43% 87% 00% |00% 00% 43% 00% |00% 00% 43% 00% |00% 43% 00% 00% |43% 87% 43% 0.0%>2 E
off =75
(4) Mutual | 9 5 6 6 11 7 9 3 7 4 6 4 4 2 3 9 2 1 6 4 §38
interference 391% 21.7% 26.1% 26.1% |478% 304% 39.1% 13.0% | 304% 174% 261% 174% |174% 87% 13.0% 39.1% |87% 43% 26.1% 17.40@ 2 .g
bS50

(5) Visual | 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 259
memory 00% 00% 00% 43% |43% 00% 00% 43% |00% 00% 00% 0.0% |00% 00% 00% 00% |00% 00% 00% 439 o_czég
facilition Z23
FER

[oe]

(6) Visual | 3 3 4 6 4 7 7 10 |4 2 4 7 4 3 6 1 2 3 3 6§34
memory 13.0% 13% 17.4% 261% | 174% 304% 304% 435% | 174% 8.7% 174% 304% | 174% 13.0% 261% 43% |87% 130% 130% 261% 3 z
inter ference 29a
RN

223

(7 Speech | 3 0 3 1 1 0 0 1 4 3 3 2 3 3 4 4 8 3 3 0 27
facilitation 13.0% 0% 13.0% 43% |43% 00% 00% 43% |174% 13.0% 130% 8.7% | 13.0% 13.0% 174% 174% @ 348% 13% 13.0% 0.0%§ i%
- D

(8) Speech | 5 5 0 4 4 3 1 1 1 2 0 2 6 9 2 3 5 5 3 4 2ZE
interference 217% 21.7% 00% 174% | 174% 13.0% 43% 43% |43% 87% 00% 87% |261% 391% 87% 13.0% |21.7% 21.7% 13.0% 17.40/33';_’_3
S2o

9) No | 0 5 0 3 2 2 1 3 4 3 1 3 4 3 2 3 4 9 4 6 % S
interference 00% 21.7% 0.0% 130% |87% 87% 43% 130% |174% 13.0% 43% 13.0% | 174% 13.0% 8.7% 13.0% | 174% 39.1% 174% 26.1% S+
moment 1 (T1) and 2 (T2). Note that red-marked numbers indicate a decrease, while green-marked numbers indicate an increase compared to test moment 1. §§

<8

33

°s

8=

=Ne}

2o

52

EE]

53

Eo

18 <3

5’.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.26.24309528; this version posted June 26, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 3: The number of strategies (n,%) used across listening conditions by the participants for test moment 1

and 2.
Test moment 1 Test moment 2

Prioritizing  Non-prioritizing  Prioritizing  Non-prioritizing
group group group group

1 strategy used 0 (0.0%) 1(4.3%) 2 (8.7%) 0 (0.00%)

2 strategiesused 7 (30.4%) 4 (17.4%) 6 (26.1%) 5(21.7%)

3strategiesused 9 (39.1%) 9 (39.1%) 8 (34.8%) 11 (47.8%)

4 strategiesused 7 (30.4%) 8 (34.8%) 5(21.7%) 6 (26.1%)

5 strategiesused 0 (0.0%) 1 (4.3%) 2 (8.7%) 1(4.3%)
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