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The Abbreviated Profile of Hearing Aid Benefit (APHAB) is a self-assessment scale which can be used for quantifying the disability
associated with a hearing loss and the reduction of disability associated with a hearing aid. The original English of the APHAB was directly
translated into Polish and administered to sixty-six native Polish speaking young adults. Significant differences were noted between the normative

data for the English and Polish versions.
Introduction

The Abbreviated Profile of Hearing Aid Benefit (APHAB) was
developed by Cox et al. [1] at the University of Memphis Hearing
Aid Research Laboratory in order to more accurately measures the
benefits of wearing a hearing aid. The APHAB was normalized on
English speaking adults during acts of communication with other
people, or perceived difficulty with sound recognition in various
conditions. The APHAB method consists of twenty-four elements
(questions) divided into four subgroups (six questions per groups).
The subgroups include:

e Ease of communication (EC — Ease of Communication),

e Communication in rooms with echo and/or reverberation (RV —
Reverberation),

e Communication in the presence of high pitch sounds in the
background (BN — Background),

e Lack of acceptation of unexpected sound coming from the
environment (AV — Aversion)

Each question can be responded to by the hearing impaired
individual in two ways. One way as if the individual was wearing a
hearing aid and secondly as if they were not wearing a hearing aid.
By the comparing the two responses, it is hoped that the scale can be
used as a measure of efficacy for the hearing aid fitting, that is, does
a reduction in disability across the four subgroups occur as a result
of hearing aid fitting (Fig.1) [1]
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Fig.1. Diagrammatic representation of the APHAB

Each item is in the form of a question. For example, “I am
able to understand my family when we are sitting at a table”.
The task of hearing impaired individual is to decide how often the
situation described in the question is true for them. The response to
each question is made on a seven point scale ranging from never to
always. If a question describes a situation which the hearing
impaired person has not experienced, a similar situation which has
been experienced can be substituted.

An individual profile of responses is constructed which
can be compared to typical responses from any of three normative
groups. The normative groups include:

1. Elderly users of hearing aids (moderate hearing loss; binaural
hearing aid fitting, wore aids for at least one year, wore aids at least
four per day)

2. Elderly individuals with little or no hearing problem (as
determined by self-report);

3. Young individuals with normal hearing.

The purpose of this study was to compare the English normative
data on the APHAB with a Polish translation of the APHAB using
young adults with normal hearing.

Methods and Procedures

Sixty-six normal hearing people aged (20 — 25) (30 women and 36
men) were administered the APHAB according to instructions by
Cox et al. [1]. An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was calculated
between obtained results and published English normative data. It
should be noted that the English normative data is only available
collapsed across men and women so direct comparisons of Polish
and English versions could only be made on the collapsed data.
These results are presented in Table 1. Succeeding columns of the
table contain: scale name, problem percentage, results gained for
women, men and all the Polish students together, standards for
English language.

Table 1. The results of Polish and English normative date for young
people with normal hearing

MEDIAN
Scale | Percentage POLISH
women men together English

5th 1 1 1 1

20 th 1 1 1 1

35th 1 1 1 1

EC 50 th 1 1 1 4
65 th 1 1 1 4

80 th 12 12 12 9

95 th 25 25 25 20

5th 1 1 1

20 th 1 1 1 2

35th 1 1 1 6

RV 50 th 6,5 12 12 12
65 th 12 12 12 14

80 th 12 12 12 19

95 th 25 25 25 28

5th 1 1 1 1

20 th 1 1 1 9
35th 1 1 1 10

BN 50 th 12 12 12 17
65 th 12 12 12 18

80 th 25 25 25 21
95 th 75 50 50 34

5th 1 1 1 1
20 th 12 12 12 10
35th 12 12 12 16
AV 50 th 50 25 25 20
65 th 75 75 75 33
80 th 87 87 42
95 th 929 929 99 54

“APHAB — The Abbreviated Profile of Hearing Aid Benefit
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Results and Discussion

A significant difference was found between the Polish and
English versions of the APHAB, with the greatest differences found
in the BN and AV sub-scale (see Table 1). It is speculated that these
differences may be related to how Polish and American people
perceive background noise and how they perceive adversity of noise
in the environment. This interesting difference will require further
study. Another interesting difference was found when Polish men
and women responses were compared. Figures 2 and 3 show the
APHAB profile for women and men respectively.
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Fig.3. Polish standards for men

Why should Polish men and women respond differently to
background noise and adversity of noise? Hypothetically one might
suggest that women might be better listeners and so background
noise would noise would affect them more and environmental
sounds might be more irritating or adverse for them. Again further
study is needed to clarify the reason for difference.

General conclusions

The research of APHAB method resulted in the following
conclusions:

1. The normative data for English language are not appropriate for
Polish language for each scale.

2. The Polish version of the APHAB result in two separate standards
for women and men.
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