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Lyric shows significant psychological benefits
This study aimed to investigate the qualitative impact of Lyric extended-wear hearing aids on patients’ daily lives compared to
daily-wear hearing aids. The hearing aids were evaluated using psychosocial and satisfaction measures. The results showed that
Lyric provides enhanced psychosocial benefits in comparison to conventional hearing aids.

Introduction
Recent estimates from the World Health Organization (WHO)
place the number of individuals with disabling hearing loss at
over 360 million worldwide (WHO 2017). Each year, untreated
hearing loss results in an annualized global cost of 750 billion
international dollars (WHO 2017). Hearing aids are considered
the gold-standard of care for the treatment of hearing loss,
and can provide considerable benefits to the wearers across
many different listening environments. In 2016, more than
3.65 million hearing aids were dispensed in the United States
alone (Hearig Review 2017). Since the introduction of digital
signal processing in the late 1990s, two styles comprise a
significant majority of the hearing aid market: in-the-ear (ITE)
and behind-the-ear (BTE; Hearing Review 2017). While each
style has associated advantages and disadvantages, both styles
require daily insertion and removal, battery changes several
times per month, regular cleaning, and are typically not worn
when showering or sleeping. The introduction of Lyric in
2007 brought a completely new and unique concept into the
hearing aid market: an invisible device seated deeply in the ear
canal that is worn 24 hours a day for months at a time.

Lyric is an FDA-approved hearing aid for individuals with
mild to moderately-severe hearing loss. By limiting the space
between Lyric and ear drum, the wearer can take advantage of
important acoustic cues provided by the outer ear. The deep fit
also results inthe need for less gain than a traditional hearing
aid, minimizing issues related to feedback.
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of
Lyric on the self-esteem, competence, and adaptability of
those people fit with the device. Anecdotal evidence collected
prior to the study consistently showed that patients wearing
Lyric devices felt ‘normal’ and wearers reported a significant
‘wow’ effect in response to the overall fitting and sound
quality. Additional reports suggested Lyric patients typically
exhibited high levels of satisfaction with their devices and
reported fewer complaintes than those not fit with Lyric
(Sanford, Anderson, & Sanford, 2014). It was these reports
that motivated an investigation of the psychosocial benefits
of Lyric in contrast to those of conventional daily-wear
hearing aids.

Methodology
Participants
The sample comprised 10 (3 females; 7 males) older adult
hearing-impaired participants (mean age = 66. 1 years; SD =
6.7; MIN = 58 years; MAX = 77 years), 8 of whom were new
users of hearing instruments and 2 of whom were experienced

users of daily-wear hearing instruments. The results from
pure-tone audiometric threshold testing at standard octave
and inter-octave test frequencies are shown in Figure 1. The
mean speech reception threshold (SRT) for the sample was 34
dB HL (SD = 11.2) and 36 dB HL (SD = 6.0) and 90% (SD = 9.3)
for the left and right ear, respectively.
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Results
On the PIADS, it was observed that the group of participants
reported significantly more positive scores on all three subscales. Specifically, participants provided a mean Adaptability
rating of 1.3 (t[1,9] = 3.47, p = 0.007; SD = 1.2, Min = 0.2,
Max = 3.0), mean Competence rating of 1.4 (t[1,9] = 4.02, p
= 0.003; SD = 1.1, Min = 0.3, Max = 3.0), and a mean SelfEsteem rating of 1.4 (t[1,9] = 3.87, p = 0.004; SD = 1.1, Min =
0.1, Max = 3.0). Importantly, all participants reported positive
ratings following the hearing instrument fitting.
On the SADL, significantly more satisfaction was observed
with extended-wear devices compared with normative data
collected with individuals wearing conventional hearing aids
on both the negative features and personal image sub-scales
(see Table 1). This suggests that participants fit with Lyric may
be significantly more satisfied regarding undesirable sideeffects associated with hearing instruments (e.g. background
noise, feedback, etc) and significantly more satisfied with
psychosocial self-perceptions associated with the device
intervention (e.g., appearance, stigma, etc) than individuals fit
with traditional hearing aids.
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The results obtained in this study suggest that patients fit
with Lyric show more positive outcomes than those who
wear conventional daily-wear hearing aids on psychosocial
measures assessing benefit. There are several possible reasons
why more positive self-report outcomes were observed with
Lyric fittings. Such effects may arise from eliminating the need
for frequent intervention and maintenance of the hearing
aids (insertion/removal, batteries, cleaning). Additionally,
unlike conventional hearing aids, a first-time Lyric wearer
does not have to adjust their habits to accommodate their
hearing aids when holding the telephone, wearing a hat or
glasses, or exercising. As a result, treatment with Lyric more
closely resembles the experience of having normal hearing
than treatment with a conventional, daily-wear hearing aid.
The emotional impact of this benefit cannot be overlooked,
especially for those patients who experience a significant
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