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Abstract
Current methods of olfactory sensitivity testing are logistically challenging and therefore in-

feasible for use in in-home surveys and other field settings. We developed a fast, easy and

reliable method of assessing olfactory thresholds, and used it in the first study of olfactory

sensitivity in a nationally representative sample of U.S. home-dwelling older adults. We vali-

dated our method via computer simulation together with a model estimated from 590 nor-

mosmics. Simulated subjects were assigned n-butanol thresholds drawn from the

estimated normosmic distribution and based on these and the model, we simulated admin-

istration of both the staircase and constant stimuli methods. Our results replicate both the

correlation between the two methods and their reliability as previously reported by studies

using human subjects. Further simulations evaluated the reliability of different constant sti-

muli protocols, varying both the range of dilutions and number of stimuli (6–16). Six appro-

priately chosen dilutions were sufficient for good reliability (0.67) in normosmic subjects.

Finally, we applied our method to design a 5-minute, in-home assessment of older adults

(National Social Life, Health and Aging Project, or NSHAP), which had comparable reliabili-

ty (0.56), despite many subjects having estimated thresholds above the strongest dilution.

Thus, testing with a fast, 6-item constant stimuli protocol is informative, and permits olfacto-

ry testing in previously inaccessible research settings.

Introduction
Current standardized, validated olfactory tests to determine olfactory sensitivity using psycho-
physical measures require many repeated and varied dilution presentations depending on the
subject’s sensitivity. A common method for evaluating olfactory sensitivity is the Sniffin’ Sticks
n-butanol threshold test (Burghart GmbH, Wedel, Germany; see [1,2]). This test uses a 3-
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alternative, forced-choice, single staircase method to determine sensitivity [1,3]. The time re-
quired to administer the threshold test depends on a subject’s performance and may be pro-
longed, particularly for those with olfactory dysfunction. In particular, population-based
epidemiological studies—often conducted in the home by interviewers without specialized
training in administering psychophysical measures—impose constraints of time and resources
that preclude the use of gold-standard measures of olfactory assessment such as the
staircase method.

Successful efforts to shorten the Sniffin’ Sticks olfactory sensitivity protocol using the meth-
od of constant stimuli [4] have been made [5,6]. While these methods have advanced the field
of olfactory testing, they still require presentation of at least 16 dilutions and are therefore not
practical in most field or survey settings due to time constraints and both subject and
interviewer burden.

Sniffin’ Sticks Threshold Test
The Sniffin’ Sticks threshold test involves 16 distinct dilutions administered using the staircase
method. The test begins at one of the two weakest dilutions (pen 15 or 16), chosen randomly.
During each presentation three felt tip pens are offered to the subject: one pen contains the tar-
get odor (a specific dilution of n-butanol) while the other two are blank, with the relative posi-
tion of the target rotated with each presentation. Subjects are asked to indicate which of the
three pens contains the target odor. Each time a subject correctly detects the odor at a given di-
lution, that same dilution is presented a second time in case the original correct response was
due to chance alone (as expected at least one third of the time). Following a second consecutive
correct response at a given dilution, the test is made more difficult by presenting a weaker dilu-
tion that is half the strength of the previous one. If at any point the subject gives an incorrect re-
sponse, the test is made easier and a stronger dilution that is twice the strength of the previous
is presented. Each change from weaker to stronger or stronger to weaker is considered a “rever-
sal.” The Sniffin’ Sticks staircase protocol is administered until 7 reversals are observed. The di-
lutions presented at each of the last 4 reversals are then averaged to estimate that subject’s
threshold [1,3] (hereafter referred to as the staircase-estimated threshold). This method is ac-
curate and reliable for subjects whose thresholds fall within the range of dilutions used, but
also time and labor intensive which is prohibitive in many settings.

Staircase Method vs. Method of Constant Stimuli
The staircase method is dynamic, requiring the experimenter (or interviewer) to modify which
dilutions are presented based on the subject’s previous responses, and similar to other psycho-
physical methods relies on the subject’s response history to determine when the procedure
ends [1,3,7,8]. Although yielding a reliable threshold estimate, the method is relatively complex
and requires significant time (up to 20 minutes) and training to administer [1].

In contrast, the method of constant stimuli uses a fixed number of presentations. Each sub-
ject receives the same set of stimuli, though their order may be varied between subjects (ideally
in a random manner) to avoid bias due to possible order effects. While this method is typically
less efficient than adaptive methods (which administer a higher proportion of stimuli near
each specific subject’s threshold), it is considerably easier to administer and, unlike the staircase
method, administers the same total number of stimuli to each subject.

Lötsch and colleagues [6] demonstrated that thresholds obtained using the method of con-
stant stimuli with 16 dilutions are strongly correlated with those obtained using the staircase
method (r = 0.84). Further, the method of constant stimuli exhibited similarly good test-retest
reliability (0.79 versus 0.82 for staircase). They administered the Sniffin’ Sticks threshold test
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utilizing the staircase method to 100 subjects using phenyl ethyl alcohol (PEA), another odor-
ant commonly used in this staircase threshold test. To the same 100 subjects, they also adminis-
tered a constant stimuli version of the threshold test using 16 dilutions. Each dilution was
administered once in random order, and the threshold (defined as the dilution yielding a cor-
rect response probability of 2

3
) was estimated separately for each subject using an Item-response

Theory (IRT) model (described below).
Lötsch et al. demonstrated that the method of constant stimuli can be applied to olfaction

threshold testing yielding reliable validated data. Although shorter than the staircase method,
testing 16 dilutions still requires the presentation of 48 separate pens (16 targets and 32 blanks).
See also Wise et al. [9] who investigate two alternative methods for reducing the time required
to measure olfactory sensitivity, both of which still require a relatively large total number
of stimuli.

Study Overview
Our goal was to design a shorter, easier olfactory threshold test suitable for survey studies and
yet accurate and reliable enough for scientific research. Such a test would permit incorporating
olfactory threshold assessment into existing large, population-based studies, thereby allowing
olfaction research among both the general population and previously understudied subpopula-
tions, as well as interdisciplinary research on the relationships between olfactory function and
physical and mental health. We accomplished this goal in three steps: (1) We developed an IRT
model for estimating olfactory thresholds using data from either the staircase or constant sti-
muli protocols, and validated it using previously collected staircase data from 590 normosmics;
(2) We used computer simulations based on the model to replicate the results of a previous
study in human subjects comparing staircase and constant stimuli protocols, and to examine
the effects of reducing the number of constant stimuli (dilutions) used; and (3) We developed
and administered a 6-dilution constant stimuli protocol to a representative sample of the
home-dwelling, older adult population of the United States, and used the simulation-based
method in (2) to evaluate the accuracy and reliability of the resulting data.

Methods

Item Response Theory (IRT) model
As described above, the staircase method is usually scored by averaging the dilutions corre-
sponding to the last four reversals to estimate an individual’s true underlying threshold—an
approach not available following the administration of constant stimuli. An alternative ap-
proach, applicable to data from either the staircase or constant stimuli method, is to fit a statis-
tical model to the data from which an estimate of the true underlying threshold may be
obtained. When used with staircase data, this approach is more efficient because it uses a sub-
ject’s entire response history (instead of just the last four reversals) to estimate his or
her threshold.

A common model for such data is a logistic IRT model in which the probability of correctly
identifying the odorant pen increases monotonically with increasing concentration, from a
lower asymptote of 1

3
(for concentrations that are undetectable by the subject and therefore

equally likely to be selected as each of the two blank pens) to an upper asymptote of one (for
concentrations that are always detected). This model may be written as

PðYij ¼ 1Þ ¼ 1

3
þ 2

3
Logit�1ðai � bdijÞ ð1Þ
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where Yij denotes the response (1 for correct or 0 for incorrect) by the ith subject for the jth
presentation with dilution step dij, β is a slope parameter describing the rate at which the prob-
ability of a correct response decreases with increasing dilution, αi is a subject-specific intercept
describing the subject’s underlying olfactory ability, and Logit−1(↺) is the inverse logistic func-
tion. For the Sniffin’ Sticks threshold test, dij ranges from 1 (4% solution) to 16 (4% × 1/215 =
1.22 ppm). The model may be fit separately to each subject’s data (as in [6]) or simultaneously
to the data from multiple subjects. The latter involves modeling the parameters αi as drawn
from an underlying probability distribution (typically taken to be the Normal distribution); the
resulting model is known as a Generalized Linear Latent and Mixed Model (GLLAMM) [10].
In the analyses reported below, this model was fit in Stata release 13 [11] using the gllamm
package release date September 11, 2011 [12].

Setting P(Yij = 1) to 2
3
in Equation (1) and solving for dij yields αi / β, which corresponds to

the threshold for subject i. Thus, threshold estimates can be obtained after fitting the model by
using estimates of each individual’s underlying olfactory ability (α̂i) (obtained, for example, via
empirical Bayes methods) and the estimated slope (β^). Thesemodel-estimated thresholds repre-
sent the point on the dilution-response curve corresponding to a 2

3
probability of a correct re-

sponse, and are therefore comparable to the staircase-estimated threshold, which estimates the
same point on the dilution-response curve by taking the average of the last four reversals.

We fit the GLLAMMmodel described above to previously collected n-butanol Sniffin’ Sticks
threshold data obtained via the staircase method from 590 normosmic subjects (all of whom
were tested at the ENT-Department of the TU Dresden) [13]. Normosmic subjects were identi-
fied based on a cumulative “TDI score,” a summation of the scores of the Threshold task, a De-
tection task, and an Identification task [14].

Examining the Properties of Alternative Protocols Using Computer
Simulation
Lötsch et al. [6] demonstrated that constant stimuli administration of 16 dilutions may be used
to shorten and simplify the assessment of olfactory threshold and still achieve high reliability,
which raises several additional questions. Among these are: (1) Can the instrument be short-
ened further, for use in settings with stringent time and/or other constraints; (2) Given a fixed
(possibly smaller) number of stimuli, what is the optimal subset of dilutions to choose relative
to the distribution of olfactory abilities in the population being studied; and (3) Can one esti-
mate the reliability of a given constant stimuli protocol without conducting a separate human
subjects validation study?

To answer these questions, we developed software for simulating the administration of both
the staircase method and the method of constant stimuli to a sample of virtual subjects with ol-
factory abilities drawn from a specified distribution. By using a distribution chosen to match
that of a target population (ideally estimated from previously collected data or from the exist-
ing literature) and by varying the number and dilutions of the stimuli used, we can evaluate
and compare the measurement properties of several constant stimuli designs. This procedure
can thus be used both to design a new study and to evaluate the properties of protocols used in
previous studies.

Application to a Population-Based Study of Aging
The National Social Life, Health and Aging Project (NSHAP) is a U.S. national longitudinal
study of health and aging, with baseline data collected from a probability sample of 3,005 adults
aged 57–85 in 2005–6 (Wave 1). A follow-up including all respondents still living and their
spouses/partners was conducted in 2010–11 (Wave 2). Waves 1 and 2 of NSHAP were
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approved by the Institutional Review Boards of The University of Chicago and the National
Opinion Research Center (NORC); all respondents provided written, informed consent. The
weighted distributions of demographic variables in the NSHAP sample closely match those
from the U.S. 2002 Current Population Survey, confirming that the NSHAP sample is repre-
sentative of the U.S. population of home-dwelling, older adults [15].

Odor identification was measured in Wave 1 [16,17]. At Wave 2 we again measured odor
identification and added a threshold measurement to permit the first ever estimates of olfactory
threshold for this population. Unfortunately, the omnibus nature of the study which includes a
lengthy questionnaire, several physiological measurements and collection of several biological
samples, all conducted in the home, precluded use of the staircase method. Specifically, the
study did not allow the time required for the interviewers—who did not have training or expe-
rience in the administration of psychophysical measurements—to administer the staircase
method or even a 16-dilution constant stimuli protocol, both of which would have exceeded
the 5 minutes available. Further, the interviewers were limited in their ability to transport addi-
tional supplies to respondents’ homes, given all of the other materials necessary to complete
the interview. Thus, we had to develop a shorter and simpler method of olfactory threshold
that reduced both interviewer and respondent burden.

NSHAP Threshold Protocol
Although there were no existing data on olfactory sensitivity in the U.S. population of older
adults, based on previous threshold testing in this age group [13,18] and results from the odor
identification data in Wave 1, we anticipated that the distribution of thresholds would have a
considerably lower mean than for younger adults. Thus, we selected the following 6 dilutions
of n-butanol to target the expected distribution of thresholds: 0.13%, 0.25%, 0.50%, 2.0%, 4.0%
and 8.0%, which correspond to dilution steps 6, 5, 4, 2, 1 and 0 in the Sniffin’ Sticks threshold
test. Although pen 1 (4% n-butanol) is the strongest dilution used as part of the Sniffin’ Sticks
threshold test, given the expected prevalence of olfactory dysfunction in NSHAP’s older adult
population, we added the 8% n-butanol pen (pen 0) into our protocol to enhance our ability to
discriminate among those with dysfunction.

These target dilutions were each administered along with two additional blank pens, in
order of increasing concentration (from pen 6 to pen 0) to minimize the possibility that a rela-
tively strong concentration might subsequently make it more difficult to detect a weaker con-
centration (habituation) [19]. The position of the target pen as either the first, second, or third
pen for a given presentation was varied across the six presentations, but uniform for all respon-
dents. Although randomizing both the order in which the dilutions were administered and the
position of the target pen would have been ideal, this additional complexity would have in-
creased the time and the risk of administration error.

Unlike clinical or laboratory settings, in order to maintain cooperation and a good rapport
throughout the interview, respondents in survey studies are typically permitted to refuse to an-
swer any question, or to respond by indicating that they don’t know. Thus, although NSHAP
interviewers were instructed to encourage respondents to do their best to select a pen even if
they were not sure which was the target, some respondents still insisted that they didn’t know
or refused to answer. Not surprisingly, such responses were more common at the weakest con-
centrations. Treating such responses as incorrect would create a negative bias in the threshold
estimates, since had these respondents guessed, they would have been correct at least one-third
of the time by chance. Thus, in order to obtain a more accurate estimate of the threshold distri-
bution for use in the work described below, we used multiple imputation with an imputation
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model which specified that the probability of a correct response in these cases was 1
3
[20]. This

approach could also be used when generating estimates of individual thresholds.

Results

Validation of IRT Model Among Normosmics
Among the normosmic sample, the estimated slope parameter (β) was 1.12 (SE = 0.06), and
the mean and variance of the αi were estimated as 10.5 (SE = 0.55) and 16.6 (SE = 2.0), respec-
tively. Fig. 1A shows a histogram of the 590 staircase-estimated thresholds determined from
the average of the last four reversals, together with a Normal density curve with the same mean
and standard deviation (solid black). In addition, the distribution of thresholds (obtained by di-
viding αi by β

^) estimated from the IRT model is also plotted (grey dashed). The means of the
two distributions are nearly identical, demonstrating excellent correspondence between the
model-estimated thresholds and threshold estimates obtained using the staircase method,
thereby validating the model. As expected, the variance of the model-estimated distribution is
slightly greater, because the staircase method does not permit threshold estimates outside of
the range of dilutions administered (1–16).

Fig. 1B shows a Bland-Altman plot [21] comparing the two sets of estimates (difference be-
tween staircase-estimated and model-estimated thresholds versus the model-estimated thresh-
old) together with a LOWESS smoother. For those in the middle 50% of the model-estimated
threshold distribution (7.0–11.2), the average difference between staircase and model-estimat-
ed thresholds is only 0.16 with a standard deviation of 0.80, reflecting a relatively close corre-
spondence between the two measures despite a small, positive bias in the staircase estimates.

Fig 1. Histogram and Bland-Altman plot. A. Histogram of 590 normosmic staircase-estimated thresholds (as determined by the mean of the last 4
reversals), together with a normal density curve with the samemean and standard deviation (solid black). In addition, the distribution of estimated thresholds
from the fitted model is also plotted (dashed grey).B. Corresponding Bland-Altman plot comparing staircase-estimated thresholds and model-estimated
thresholds among the 590 normosmics together with a LOWESS smoother.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.g001
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At the high end of the distribution of model-estimated thresholds where the odorant con-
centrations are weakest, the staircase estimates demonstrate a clear negative bias. This is due to
the fact that the maximum possible value of the staircase estimates is 16, even among those
whose true threshold may be even higher. In contrast, at the low end of the distribution where
the odorant concentrations are strongest, the staircase-estimated thresholds exhibit a positive
bias. This is due to the fact that the staircase protocol begins at the weak end of the dilutions
and works its way toward the strong end; erroneous reversals early on to a weaker dilution (re-
versing to a weaker dilution despite having a true threshold at a stronger dilution) can then re-
sult in a misleadingly weak dilution being included when computing the staircase-
estimated threshold.

Replicating Lötsch et al.
To demonstrate that our computer simulation method yields similar results to those from a
study using human subjects, we used our method to replicate the results of Lötsch et al. [6]. Fol-
lowing their protocol, we simulated the administration of both the staircase and constant sti-
muli methods with 16 dilutions to 100 subjects. Although Lötsch et al. utilized a general sample
of adults including both normosmics and those with olfactory dysfunction (approximately
18%), their publication did not report an overall mean and standard deviation of the estimated
thresholds, and thus we drew abilities for our simulated subjects from the distribution of abili-
ties estimated from the 590 normosmics described above. Given these abilities, responses were
then simulated from the model above using the estimated value of 1.12 for β. Five hundred rep-
lications were performed, each with a sample of 100 subjects.

Our simulations yielded mean reliabilities for the staircase and constant stimuli methods of
0.86 (not shown) and 0.84 (Table 1), respectively, only slightly higher than the test-retest

Table 1. Reliability of several constant stimuli protocols based on simulated administration to the 590 normosmic distribution, n = 100 subjects
with 500 replications.

Number of Stimuli 16 12 8 6 (6)x2a

Evenly Distributed Dilutions Administered 1–16 1–3, 5–7, 9–11, 13–16 2–16 (Even)b 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15 (2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15)x2

Mean Reliability (SE)c 0.843 (0.001) 0.794 (0.002) 0.706 (0.003) 0.649 (0.003) 0.805 (0.002)

5%, 50%, 95% 0.789, 0.844, 0.889 0.720, 0.797, 0.850 0.607, 0.711, 0.787 0.538, 0.657, 0.741 0.739, 0.809, 0.859

% of Convergence Failures 0.2% 2.6% 29.8% 24.6% 0.6%

Centered Dilutions Administered NAd 5–16 7–14 8–13 (8–13)x2

Mean Reliability (SE) 0.805 (0.002) 0.732 (0.002) 0.660 (0.002) 0.776 (0.002)

5%, 50%, 95% 0.739, 0.807, 0.863 0.657, 0.736, 0.801 0.568, 0.668, 0.736 0.712, 0.781, 0.827

% of Convergence Failures 1.4% 1.2% 8.2% 0.0%

Tails Dilutions Administered NA 1–6, 11–16 5–8, 13–16 5–7, 14–16 (5–7, 14–16)x2

Mean Reliability (SE) 0.719 (0.003) 0.684 (0.002) 0.551 (0.003) 0.723 (0.002)

5%, 50%, 95% 0.616, 0.725, 0.802 0.586, 0.687, 0.770 0.435, 0.550, 0.660 0.645, 0.726, 0.800

% of Convergence Failures 6.0% 11.8% 29.2% 1.2%

Shifted Dilutions Administered NA 1–12 1, 3, 5, 7–11 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11 (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11)x2

Mean Reliability (SE) 0.795 (0.002) 0.732 (0.002) 0.642 (0.002) 0.783 (0.002)

5%, 50%, 95% 0.735, 0.798, 0.853 0.658, 0.735, 0.798 0.551, 0.645, 0.730 0.715, 0.789, 0.836

% of Convergence Failures 2.4% 10.0% 29.2% 0.8%

aThis configuration presents the identical 6 dilutions used for a given protocol twice for a total of 12 stimuli
bA configuration using 8 odd dilutions yielded similar results
cSE = standard error
dNA = not applicable.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.t001
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reliabilities reported by Lötsch et al. of 0.82 and 0.79, and nearly identical to results reported by
Haehner at al. [22] who estimated a test-retest reliability of 0.85 for the staircase method when
administered to human subjects. In addition, the mean correlation between the staircase and
constant stimuli methods was 0.86, as compared to 0.84 for Lötsch et al. Of note, Lötsch et al.’s
reliability estimates were based on a single sample of 100 subjects, and may therefore reflect
some random variation (compare the sampling variability represented by the 5th and 95th per-
centiles of the reliability distributions reported in Table 1) as opposed to our estimates obtained
by averaging the results from 500 independent replications.

Our reliability estimates may also be slightly higher than their test-retest reliability estimates
due to one or more of the following: (1) variability across days in both the administrator and
the subject that is not captured in our simulation (though prior work has shown that the Snif-
fin’ Sticks are reliable with repeated testing and across days [23]), (2) possible variation in effec-
tive pen concentrations with repeated use, also not captured in our simulation (though a recent
publication [24] has demonstrated that this effect is relatively small), and (3) potential differ-
ences in reliability between PEA and n-butanol (though a publication by Croy et al. [25] sug-
gests that these odors exhibit similar reliability). In light of these differences, our results are
quite consistent with those of Lötsch et al., demonstrating the ability of our method to repro-
duce reliability estimates from studies of human subjects.

Reducing the Number of Stimuli
Next, we used our method to examine the effects of reducing the number of stimuli and of the
choice of dilutions relative to the threshold distribution of the population. We evaluated de-
signs using 12, 8, and 6 stimuli, carefully selecting their dilutions to cover the range of thresh-
olds, as well as targeting specific areas of the distribution. Like before, a sample size of 100
subjects with 500 replications was used.

As expected, reducing the number of stimuli reduced the reliability from 0.79 for 12 evenly
distributed dilutions down to 0.65 for only 6 dilutions (Table 1). This was due entirely to reduc-
ing the number of stimuli presented (as opposed to reducing the number of distinct dilutions),
since presenting 6 dilutions each twice (12 stimuli total) yielded nearly identical reliability
(0.81) as 12 distinct dilutions. Interestingly, the reliability is relatively robust to differences in
the selection of dilutions, such as using a smaller range of dilutions under the center of the abil-
ity distribution or shifting the dilutions to one end of the distribution. Only the scenario in
which the dilutions were located exclusively at the tails of the distribution (with none in the
center) yielded a significant decrease in reliability.

Although data from 16 dilutions can be analyzed by fitting the model separately to each sub-
ject’s data (as done by Lötsch et al.), a smaller number of dilutions requires using a random effects
model as we have done here. Still, as seen in Table 1, we were unable to obtain threshold estimates
in a substantial fraction of replications when using 8 or fewer stimuli, due to the model’s failure
to converge. This problem was nearly eliminated in all but one case (Tails) by moving to a sample
size of 1,000 subjects (Table 2). Similar convergence problems could be avoided in smaller studies
by using Bayesian methods to fit the model, ideally basing the priors on existing data [26].

A plot showing the relationship between the model-estimated threshold and the true thresh-
old for a single replication (n = 100) of both the full 16-dilution design and the 6-dilution de-
sign (with dilutions evenly distributed over the range of dilutions) is shown in Fig. 2 (Panels A
and C). Corresponding Bland-Altman plots (model-estimated threshold minus true threshold
plotted versus true threshold) depicting the difference between the model-estimated and true
threshold together with a LOWESS smoother are also shown in Fig. 2 (Panels B and D). The
correlation between the model-estimated and true thresholds for the 6-dilution design is 0.78
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for this replication, only slightly below the average of 0.81 across all replications. The biggest
difference between the two designs is the conditional bias (i.e., conditional on the true thresh-
old) for the 6-dilution design, which increases toward the tails of the distribution. This condi-
tional bias is a property of the empirical Bayes method we have used to estimate the individual
thresholds, and is due to the individual estimates being shrunk toward the overall mean. The
amount of shrinkage decreases as the reliability of the estimates increases; it is, for example,
substantially reduced if each of the 6 dilutions is presented twice. Despite this, the empirical
Bayes estimates are unconditionally unbiased, thereby permitting estimation of the mean
threshold for the population [27].

Importantly, this shrinkage is beneficial when using the estimated thresholds as a covariate
in the analysis of other variables. Consider an analysis examining the relationship between ol-
faction and another health outcome (for example cognitive function) in which the outcome is
regressed on olfaction threshold, perhaps adjusting for additional covariates. If threshold esti-
mates obtained using the average of the last four reversals (as in the staircase method) or by fit-
ting an IRT separately to the data for each individual (as in Lötsch et al.) are used, the
estimated slope will be biased downward in magnitude, with the amount of bias increasing as
the reliability decreases. This well-known phenomenon is known as regression attenuation or
dilution. However, using the empirical Bayes estimates to measure olfactory threshold can
eliminate this bias [28]. As noted above, this advantage can be achieved regardless of whether
the data are collected using the staircase or constant stimuli methods.

Estimates of Threshold for the U.S. Population of Older Adults
Two-thousand two-hundred and seven NSHAPWave 2 respondents, aged 62–90 at the time of
the interview, completed the 6-dilution n-butanol constant stimuli detection task. Comments

Table 2. Reliability of several constant stimuli protocols based on simulated administration to the 590 normosmic distribution, n = 1,000
subjects with 500 replications.

Number of Stimuli 16 12 8 6 (6)x2a

Evenly Distributed Dilutions Administered 1–16 1–3, 5–7, 9–11, 13–16 2–16 (Even)b 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15 (2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15)x2

Mean Reliabilityc 0.844 0.797 0.709 0.651 0.806

5%, 50%, 95% 0.828, 0.845, 0.860 0.775, 0.796, 0.817 0.682, 0.709, 0.736 0.616, 0.652, 0.680 0.787, 0.806, 0.825

% of Convergence Failures 0.0% 0.0% 6.6% 4.2% 0.0%

Centered Dilutions Administered NAd 5–16 7–14 8–13 (8–13)x2

Mean Reliability 0.809 0.732 0.665 0.772

5%, 50%, 95% 0.791, 0.809, 0.826 0.708, 0.731, 0.755 0.637, 0.664, 0.694 0.753, 0.772, 0.791

% of Convergence Failures 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Tails Dilutions Administered NA 1–6, 11–16 5–8, 13–16 5–7, 14–16 (5–7, 14–16)x2

Mean Reliability 0.727 0.687 0.555 0.725

5%, 50%, 95% 0.697, 0.727, 0.754 0.662, 0.688, 0.713 0.507, 0.558, 0.597 0.698, 0.725, 0.750

% of Convergence Failures 0.0% 0.0% 31.8% 0.0%

Shifted Dilutions Administered NA 1–12 1, 3, 5, 7–11 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11 (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11)x2

Mean Reliability 0.796 0.733 0.644 0.783

5%, 50%, 95% 0.775, 0.796, 0.815 0.709, 0.733, 0.755 0.614, 0.644, 0.672 0.761, 0.783, 0.803

% of Convergence Failures 0.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.0%

aThis configuration presents the identical 6 dilutions used for a given protocol twice for a total of 12 stimuli
bA configuration using 8 odd dilutions yielded similar results
cAll reliabilities have a standard error � 0.001
dNA = not applicable.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.t002
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from field interviewers indicated that respondents reacted favorably to the olfactory protocol
[29].

As expected, the estimated mean threshold for older adults in the U.S. was substantially
lower than for the normosmic sample (2.4 vs. 9.4), while the estimated standard deviation was
only slightly smaller (3.0 vs. 3.6). The estimated slope parameter was 0.76, indicating that the
probability of a correct response increases less quickly with increasing concentration than for
the normosmics (for whom the slope was estimated to be 1.12). This is due to the fact that
some respondents in this older adult sample may be completely anosmic, and therefore for
them, an increase in concentration does not increase the likelihood of a correct response. Al-
though this could be accommodated by extending the model, fitting such a model would re-
quire more extensive data than are available here (see discussion).

Accuracy and Reliability of the NSHAP Protocol
To evaluate the measurement properties of the NSHAP protocol, we performed a computer
simulation study in the same manner as described above. Although the GLLAMMmodel fit to
the NSHAP data assumes a Normal distribution of olfactory thresholds, the estimated Normal
distribution with mean 2.4 and standard deviation 3.0 corresponds to 12% of the population
having a threshold of 16% n-butanol (pen-1) or stronger and 7% of the population having a
threshold of 32% n-butanol (pen-2) or stronger.

Fig 2. Scatter and Bland-Altman Plots for Normosmics. A. Scatter plot (plus regression line) of the relationship between the model-estimated thresholds
and the true thresholds for a single replication of the 16-dilution constant stimuli design, with thresholds drawn from 590 normosmic distribution (n = 100). B.
Corresponding Bland-Altman plot with LOWESS smoother of the 16-dilution constant stimuli design, with thresholds drawn from 590 normosmic distribution
(n = 100). C. Scatter plot (plus regression line) of the relationship between the model-estimated thresholds and the true thresholds for a single replication of
the 6-dilution constant stimuli design, with thresholds drawn from 590 normosmic distribution (n = 100). The 6 dilutions are evenly distributed across the
range of possible thresholds and the administered dilution steps are noted on the lower x-axis. D. Corresponding Bland-Altman plot with LOWESS smoother
of the 6-dilution (evenly distributed) constant stimuli design, with thresholds drawn from 590 normosmic distribution (n = 100).

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.g002
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Given that thresholds of 4% n-butanol or greater are often considered indicative of func-
tional anosmia, we substituted a three-parameter gamma distribution with shape parameter
3.35, scale parameter 1.61 and location parameter-3 (Fig. 3). This distribution has the same
mean and standard deviation as the estimated Normal distribution, but its positively-skewed
shape is more likely to match the distribution of actual thresholds in this population. In partic-
ular, according to this distribution, 9% of the population has a threshold of 16% n-butanol or
greater, only 1% has a threshold of 32% or greater, and none has a threshold of 64% or greater.
The estimated slope parameter of 0.76 was used to simulate individual responses. A sample
size of 2,000 respondents was used to approximate the NSHAP sample, and as before, 500 rep-
lications per condition were performed.

The mean correlation between the model-estimated thresholds from data collected using
the NSHAP protocol and the true thresholds was 0.75, yielding an estimated reliability for the
NSHAP protocol among older adults of 0.56 (Table 3, row 3). Surprisingly, the reliability was
only slightly higher when administering the full 16 dilutions used by Lötsch et al. (0.65;
Table 3, row 1). This is due to the fact that many of those dilutions are far from the center of
the threshold distribution for older adults. However, reliabilities for other possible 6-dilution
protocols were considerably lower; for example, 6 dilutions chosen evenly from across the full
range of standard dilutions (a plausible approach in the absence of any information about the
study population) yielded a reliability of only 0.36.

A plot showing the relationship of the model-estimated thresholds for the NSHAP 6-dilu-
tion constant stimuli protocol and the true thresholds for a single replication is shown in
Fig. 4A, and a corresponding Bland-Altman plot with LOWESS smoother is shown in Fig. 4B.
The model-estimated thresholds are unconditionally unbiased (that is, for the sample as a

Fig 3. Distribution of Thresholds for Normosmics and NSHAP. Threshold distributions used for simulations, based on model-estimated distributions for
the 590 normosmic sample and the NSHAPWave 2 sample (n = 2,207) of older adults. The means and standard deviations for both samples are as
estimated by the IRT model; the Normal distribution for the NSHAP sample has been replaced by a gamma distribution with identical mean and standard
deviation, to more closely approximate the likely distribution of thresholds in the population.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.g003
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whole), but as with the evenly distributed 6-dilution design administered to normosmics
(Fig. 2, Panel D), the conditional bias increases toward the tails of the distribution—especially
at the weak end, due to the lack of pens with weak concentrations. As a result, the method un-
derestimates the ability of the best smellers, though these represent a relatively small propor-
tion of the population of older adults.

Note that the apparent gap in Fig. 4A between a model-estimated threshold of 6.1 and the
next highest estimated threshold of 4.4 (as well as the corresponding gap in Fig. 4B) is an arti-
fact of the inherent discreteness in using only 6 stimuli, yielding a total of only 64 possible re-
sponse patterns. Although the 63 response patterns corresponding to 0–5 correct items yield
estimated thresholds which overlap (for example, a response pattern with 5 dilutions correctly
detected may yield an estimated threshold similar to a response pattern with only 4 dilutions
correctly detected, depending on where the correct responses appear), with only 6 stimuli there
are no response patterns to fill the gap between 6 correct and the next highest pattern (5 correct
responses with one error at the weakest dilution).

Finally, when the full staircase method (with 16 dilutions) is administered via simulation to
the NSHAP distribution and scored in the standard way (average of the last four reversals), the
reliability is actually lower than for the NSHAP 6-dilution protocol (reliability = 0.41; Fig. 4,
Panel C), and the conditional bias at the low end of the threshold distribution where the odor-
ant concentrations are strongest is greater (Fig. 4, Panel D). This results from the limitation in
the standard scoring method identified above, by which two or more erroneous reversals early
on among the weaker dilutions can lead to respondents with relatively poor olfaction receiving
relatively high threshold estimates representative of better smellers (Fig. 1, Panel B)—a tenden-
cy that is exacerbated in the NSHAP sample due to the high proportion with poor olfaction. It
is important to recognize that this is a limitation of the scoring procedure only, and that apart
from the time and training required, there is no problem in principle with using the staircase

Table 3. Reliability of constant stimuli protocols based on simulated administration to the NSHAP Wave 2 distribution, n = 2,000 respondents
with 500 replications.

Number of Stimuli 16 6

Evenly Distributed Dilutions Administered 1–16 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, 15

Mean Reliabilitya 0.648 0.358

5%, 50%, 95% 0.622, 0.648, 0.671 0.321, 0.361, 0.395

% of Convergence Failures 0.0% 9.2%

Centered Dilutions Administered NAb 8–13

Mean Reliability 0.125

5%, 50%, 95% 0.065, 0.126, 0.172

% of Convergence Failures 60.2%

NSHAP Protocol Dilutions Administered NA 0, 1, 2, 4, 5, 6

Mean Reliability 0.558

5%, 50%, 95% 0.534, 0.558, 0.581

% of Convergence Failures 0.0%

Shifted Dilutions Administered NA 0, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10

Mean Reliability 0.486

5%, 50%, 95% 0.458, 0.486, 0.515

% of Convergence Failures 0.0%

aAll reliabilities have a standard error � 0.001
bNA = not applicable.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.t003
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method to collect data from a sample of older adults (although the addition of one or more
pens with stronger concentrations would increase the ability to discriminate among the poorest
smellers). However, once the data have been collected, using the IRT model to estimate individ-
ual thresholds will reduce bias and increase precision.

Public Availability of Data and Software
The method described here for estimating the performance of a specific staircase or constant
stimuli protocol intended to assess olfactory threshold can be easily applied by researchers who
wish to evaluate or design a specific assessment (not limited to olfaction) for their own pur-
poses. As illustrated here, the first step in designing a new protocol is to acquire information
about the threshold distribution in the target population. Hummel et al. [13] provide norma-
tive data for n-butanol threshold, including means, standard deviations and percentiles for
threshold distribution by age and gender. The NSHAPWave 2 data described here are publicly
available through the National Archive of Computerized Data on Aging (NACDA, https://
www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/NACDA/) [30], and provide data for the general population of
home-dwelling, older adults up through age 90. Even if one is focusing on a unique or narrowly
defined subpopulation for which he or she already has data, consulting publicly-available re-
ports and data sources is encouraged, especially if one’s own data are from a small sample. Al-
though data on n-butanol threshold may be informative in planning a threshold testing

Fig 4. Scatter and Bland-Altman Plots for NSHAP. A. Scatter plot (plus regression line) of the relationship between the model-estimated thresholds and
the true thresholds for a single replication of the 6-dilution NSHAP constant stimuli protocol (dilutions administered are noted on the lower x-axis), with
thresholds drawn from a gamma distribution with mean and variance matching those estimated from the NSHAP sample (n = 2,000). B. Corresponding
Bland-Altman plot with LOWESS smoother of the NSHAP 6-dilution protocol, with thresholds drawn from a gamma distribution with mean and variance
matching those estimated from the NSHAP sample (n = 2,000). C. Scatter plot (plus regression line) of the relationship between the staircase-estimated
thresholds and the true thresholds for a single replication of the 16-dilution staircase design, with thresholds drawn from a gamma distribution with mean and
variance matching those estimated from the NSHAP sample (n = 2,000). D. Corresponding Bland-Altman plot with LOWESS smoother of the 16-dilution
staircase design, with thresholds drawn from a gamma distribution with mean and variance matching those estimated from the NSHAP sample (n = 2,000).

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589.g004

Olfactory Thresholds of U.S. Older Adults: Development and Validation

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589 March 13, 2015 13 / 17

https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/NACDA/
https://www.icpsr.umich.edu/icpsrweb/NACDA/


protocol to be used with a different odorant, potential differences between odors in sensitivity
should be considered.

The software used here to simulate both the staircase and constant stimuli protocols is avail-
able at http://rcg-software.uchicago.edu/stata in a package called olfactsim for use with Stata,
and includes a description of the steps necessary to evaluate a new or existing protocol [31].
Given a pre-specified threshold distribution, this package is able to simulate the administration
of both the staircase and constant stimuli protocols, each with an arbitrary set of dilutions (rep-
etition of one or more dilutions when simulating the constant stimuli protocol is also possible).
In addition to exploring several designs of the maximum length that can be administered to ac-
tual subjects, we also recommend trying several threshold distributions with mean and vari-
ance varied around the values estimated for the target population. Doing so facilitates an
examination of the sensitivity of the results to miss-specifying the population distribution.

Discussion
We have shown here how computer simulation can be used to evaluate the measurement prop-
erties of tests of olfactory threshold without the cost or time required to conduct a study with
human subjects. This method is capable of reproducing estimates of reliability obtained from
human subjects studies, with the possible exception of a relatively small component of variabil-
ity due to short-term variation within subjects themselves and/or in the physical administra-
tion of the test (due to slight variations in the pens or the way in which they are administered).
This additional variability could be estimated by comparing the test-retest reliability estimated
from human subjects studies to the reliability estimated from simulation, and incorporated
into the reliability estimates generated from the latter, if desired.

Unlike the staircase method, assessment based on the method of constant stimuli requires
using an IRT model to obtain individual threshold estimates. This model can also be fit to data
collected using the staircase method to obtain less biased and more precise threshold estimates
than the standard scoring method. Although such a model can be fit separately to the data for
each subject if the number of stimuli is large, a random effects version of the model must be
used when the number of stimuli is small.

Moreover, the shrinkage estimates of threshold—obtained either by using empirical Bayes
methods following maximum likelihood estimation of a random effects model, as done here, or by
using a hierarchical Bayesian model—yield threshold estimates which, when used as a covariate in
a subsequent regression model, eliminate attenuation bias due to measurement error. Still, for those
researchers who want an immediate measure of olfactory performance without having to fit a sta-
tistical model, the correlation between the model-estimated thresholds (with multiple imputation
for non-response) and the number of correct responses (0–6, treating don’t know and refused as in-
correct) in the NSHAP dataset is 0.92. Thus, the latter may be adequate in certain cases, such as
when the objective is merely to demonstrate a relationship between olfaction and another variable.

There are ways in which the IRT model used here might be extended. For example, we do
not consider a learning effect, though estimating such an effect would require that the order of
presentation of dilutions be varied across subjects, and any learning effect is likely to affect only
the first few presentations. More important, perhaps, is the fact that both the IRT model and
our simulations assume that everyone has an actual threshold value (a dilution which they are
able to detect with probability 2

3
), therefore excluding the possibility of subjects who are truly an-

osmic (unable to detect the odor at any concentration). A mixture model [32] in which a propor-
tion of subjects (to be estimated from the data) are truly anosmic may match reality more closely
—especially among older adults—however estimating such a model would likely require several
additional dilutions, possibly with repetition, at the low end (high concentration).
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To our knowledge, our results show for the first time that home-dwelling older adults have
substantially worse olfactory sensitivity, a finding that has important implications for the health
and safety of older adults and the resulting public health burden. Further, these results confirm
the value of the constant stimuli method for obtaining valid and reliable estimates of olfactory
threshold in cases where restrictions on the length and/or complexity of the test preclude ad-
ministering the staircase method. We have demonstrated that even with only 6 dilutions each
presented once, reliabilities in the range of 0.56–0.67 can be achieved, thereby extending the pos-
sibility of olfaction threshold measurement to a much wider range of research settings. When
possible, however, higher reliability is generally desirable, and may be achieved even with only
6 dilutions by presenting each dilution twice. Finally, it should be noted that we did not examine
the reliability of model-based estimates using data collected with the staircase method, nor other
areas in which the staircase method may have an advantage due to its dynamic presentation of
dilutions. For example, the staircase method has successfully been employed using the Sniffin’
Sticks in a wide range of clinical research [33–35]. Thus, when possible, researchers may still
wish to use this method, though ideally with model-based threshold estimates.

Doty et al. [36] called attention to the importance of reliability in olfaction assessments, fo-
cusing on the relationship between reliability and the number of stimuli administered. The re-
sults reported here underscore the critical importance not only of the total number of stimuli,
but also of the choice of dilutions relative to the threshold distribution of the population. This
is evident in the fact that for the NSHAP population, 6 dilutions spread evenly across the range
of dilutions yielded considerably lower reliability than 6 dilutions concentrated under the larg-
est area of the NSHAP threshold distribution (0.36 versus 0.56). Further, 6 dilutions picked
from the center of the dilution range with only minimal coverage of one tail of the NSHAP dis-
tribution yielded the lowest reliability reported (0.13). Lastly, even 16 dilutions when spread
across the full range only increased the reliability to 0.65. Thus, researchers designing their
own measurement protocol should consider carefully the olfactory ability of the population to
which it will be administered.

In this investigation we have focused on overall reliability, since a main goal of the NSHAP
study is to examine the relationship between olfactory threshold and other variables. However,
those wishing to use olfactory threshold measurement for other purposes (for example, in a clinical
setting) will probably want to focus on other performance aspects, such as bias for individual
threshold measurements and the sensitivity and specificity associated with specific cutoffs. The
computer simulation method described here could be used equally well to examine these quantities.

Acknowledgments
We thank the operations team of the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) for their sup-
port while developing the NSHAP threshold protocol. We gratefully acknowledge the partici-
pation of the NSHAP respondents.

Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: DW LPS. Performed the experiments: DW LPS TH.
Analyzed the data: DW LPS KW JP THMM. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools:
DW LPS THMM.Wrote the paper: DW LPS KW JP THMM.

References
1. Hummel T, Sekinger B, Wolf SR, Pauli E, Kobal G (1997) “Sniffin” Sticks’: Olfactory Performance As-

sessed by the Combined Testing of Odour Identification, Odor Discrimination and Olfactory Threshold.
Chem Senses 22: 39–52. doi: 10.1093/chemse/22.1.39 PMID: 9056084

Olfactory Thresholds of U.S. Older Adults: Development and Validation

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589 March 13, 2015 15 / 17

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/22.1.39
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9056084


2. Kobal G, Klimek L, Wolfensberger M, Gudziol H, Temmel A, et al. (2000) Multicenter investigation of
1,036 subjects using a standardized method for the assessment of olfactory function combining tests of
odor identification, odor discrimination, and olfactory thresholds. Eur Arch Otorhinolaryngol 257: 205–
211. doi: 10.1007/s004050050223. PMID: 10867835

3. Doty RL (1991) Olfactory System. In: Getchell TV, Doty RL, Bartoshuk LM, Snow JB, editors. Smell and
Taste in Health and Disease. New York: Raven Press. p. 1803.

4. Fechner GT (1860) Elemente der Psychophysik. Leipzig: Breitkopf & Härtel.

5. Kobal G, Palisch K, Wolf SR, Meyer ED, Hüttenbrink KB, et al. (2001) A threshold-like measure for the
assessment of olfactory sensitivity: the “random” procedure. Eur Arch Otorhinolaryngol 258: 168–172.
doi: 10.1007/s004050100328 PMID: 11407447

6. Lötsch J, Lange C, Hummel T (2004) A simple and reliable method for clinical assessment of odor
thresholds. Chem Senses 29: 311–317. doi: 10.1093/chemse/bjh034 PMID: 15150144

7. CainWS, Gent J, Catalanotto FA, Goodspeed RB (1983) Clinical evaluation of olfaction. Am J Otolar-
yngol 4: 252–256. doi: 10.1016/S0196-0709(83)80068-4 PMID: 6625103

8. Cornsweet T (1962) The Staircase-Method in Psychophysics. Am J Psychol 75: 485–491. doi: 10.
2307/1419876 PMID: 13881416

9. Wise PM, Bien N, Wysocki CJ (2008) Two Rapid Odor Threshold Methods Compared to a Modified
Method of Constant Stimuli. Chemosens Percept 1: 16–23. doi: 10.1007/s12078-008-9010-8

10. Skrondal A, Rabe-Hesketh S (2004) Generalized Latent Variable Modeling: Multilevel, Longitudinal
and Structural Equation Models. Boca Raton, FL: Chapman & Hall/CRC.

11. StataCorp (2013) Stata 13 Base Reference Manual. College Station, TX: Stata Press.

12. Rabe-Hesketh S, Skrondal A, Pickles A (2004) GLLAMMManual. UC Berkeley Div Biostat Work Pap
Ser Pap 160.

13. Hummel T, Kobal G, Gudziol H, Mackay-Sim A (2007) Normative data for the “Sniffin’ Sticks” including
tests of odor identification, odor discrimination, and olfactory thresholds: an upgrade based on a group
of more than 3,000 subjects. Eur Arch Otorhinolaryngol 264: 237–243. doi: 10.1007/s00405-006-0173-
0 PMID: 17021776

14. Wolfensberger M, Schnieper I, Welge-Lüssen A (2000) Sniffin’Sticks: a new olfactory test battery. Acta
Otolaryngol 120: 303–306. doi: 10.1080/000164800750001134 PMID: 11603794

15. O’Muircheartaigh C, Eckman S, Smith S (2009) Statistical design and estimation for the national social
life, health, and aging project. J Gerontol B Psychol Sci Soc Sci 64 Suppl 1: i12–i19. doi: 10.1093/
geronb/gbp045 PMID: 19567827

16. Schumm LP, McClintock M, Williams S, Leitsch S, Lundstrom J, et al. (2009) Assessment of sensory
function in the National Social Life, Health, and Aging Project. J Gerontol B Psychol Sci Soc Sci 64
Suppl 1: i76–i85. doi: 10.1093/geronb/gbp048 PMID: 19549923

17. Boesveldt S, Lindau ST, McClintock MK, Hummel T, Lundstrom JN, et al. (2011) Gustatory and olfacto-
ry dysfunction in older adults: a national probability study. Rhinology 49: 324–330. doi: 10.4193/
Rhino10.155 PMID: 21858264

18. Doty RL, Kamath V (2014) The influences of age on olfaction: a review. Front Psychol 5: 20. doi: 10.
3389/fpsyg.2014.00020 PMID: 24570664

19. Doty RL, Diez JM, Turnacioglu S, McKeown D a, Gledhill J, et al. (2003) Influences of feedback and as-
cending and descending trial presentations on perithreshold odor detection performance. Chem
Senses 28: 523–526. doi: 10.1093/chemse/28.6.523 PMID: 12907589

20. Schafer JL (1999) Multiple imputation: a primer. Stat Methods Med Res 8: 3–15. doi: 10.1177/
096228029900800102 PMID: 10347857

21. Altman DG, Bland JM (1983) Measurement in Medicine: The Analysis of Method Comparison Studies.
Stat 32: 307. doi: 10.2307/2987937

22. Haehner A, Mayer A-M, Landis BN, Pournaras I, Lill K, et al. (2009) High test-retest reliability of the ex-
tended version of the “Sniffin’ Sticks” test. Chem Senses 34: 705–711. doi: 10.1093/chemse/bjp057
PMID: 19759361

23. Albrecht J, Anzinger A, Kopietz R, Schöpf V, Kleemann AM, et al. (2008) Test-retest reliability of the ol-
factory detection threshold test of the Sniffin’ sticks. Chem Senses 33: 461–467. doi: 10.1093/chemse/
bjn013 PMID: 18390818

24. Denzer MY, Gailer S, Kern DW, Schumm LP, Thuerauf N, et al. (2014) Quantitative Validation of the n-
Butanol Sniffin’ Sticks Threshold Pens. Chemosens Percept 7: 91–101. doi: 10.1007/s12078-014-
9168-1 PMID: 24883171

Olfactory Thresholds of U.S. Older Adults: Development and Validation

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589 March 13, 2015 16 / 17

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s004050050223.
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10867835
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s004050100328
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11407447
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/bjh034
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15150144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0196-0709(83)80068-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6625103
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1419876
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1419876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13881416
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12078-008-9010-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00405-006-0173-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00405-006-0173-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17021776
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/000164800750001134
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11603794
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp045
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19567827
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbp048
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19549923
http://dx.doi.org/10.4193/Rhino10.155
http://dx.doi.org/10.4193/Rhino10.155
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21858264
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00020
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00020
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24570664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/28.6.523
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12907589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/096228029900800102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/096228029900800102
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10347857
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2987937
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/bjp057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19759361
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/bjn013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/bjn013
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18390818
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12078-014-9168-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12078-014-9168-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24883171


25. Croy I, Lange K, Krone F, Negoias S, Seo H-S, et al. (2009) Comparison between odor thresholds for
phenyl ethyl alcohol and butanol. Chem Senses 34: 523–527. doi: 10.1093/chemse/bjp029 PMID:
19525318

26. Fox J-P (2010) Bayesian Item Response Modeling: Theory and Applications. New York: Springer.

27. Skrondal A, Rabe-Hesketh S (2009) Prediction in multilevel generalized linear models. J R Stat Soc
Ser A (Statistics Soc 172: 659–687. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-985X.2009.00587.x

28. Whittemore AS (1989) Errors-in-Variables Regression Using Stein Estimates. Am Stat 43: 226. doi:
10.2307/2685366

29. Kern DW,Wroblewski KE, Schumm LP, Pinto JM, McClintock MK (2014) Field Survey Measures of Ol-
faction: The Olfactory Function Field Exam (OFFE). Field methods 26: 421–434. doi: 10.1177/
1525822X14547499

30. Waite L, Cagney K, Dale W, Huang E, Laumann E, et al. (n.d.) National Social Life, Health, and Aging
Project (NSHAP): Wave 2 and Partner Data Collection. doi: Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium
for Political and Social Research [distributor], 2014-04-29. doi: 10.3886/ICPSR34921.v1

31. Schumm LP, Kern DW (2014) Simulation protocols. Available: http://rcg-software.uchicago.edu/stata.

32. Cohen AS, Bolt DM (2005) A Mixture Model Analysis of Differential Item Functioning. J Educ Meas 42:
133–148. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-3984.2005.00007

33. Landis BN, Marangon N, Saudan P, Hugentobler M, Giger R, et al. (2011) Olfactory function improves
following hemodialysis. Kidney Int 80: 886–893. doi: 10.1038/ki.2011.189 PMID: 21697812

34. Schreder T, Albrecht J, Kleemann AM, Schöpf V, Kopietz R, et al. (2008) Olfactory performance of pa-
tients with anorexia nervosa and healthy subjects in hunger and satiety. Rhinology 46: 175–183.
PMID: 18853867

35. Rupp CI, Kurz M, Kemmler G, Mair D, Hausmann A, et al. (2003) Reduced olfactory sensitivity, discrimi-
nation, and identification in patients with alcohol dependence. Alcohol Clin Exp Res 27: 432–439. doi:
10.1097/01.ALC.0000057945.57330.2C PMID: 12658108

36. Doty RL, McKeown D a, LeeWW, Shaman P (1995) A study of the test-retest reliability of ten olfactory
tests. Chem Senses 20: 645–656. doi: 10.1093/chemse/20.6.645 PMID: 8788098

Olfactory Thresholds of U.S. Older Adults: Development and Validation

PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0118589 March 13, 2015 17 / 17

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/bjp029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19525318
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-985X.2009.00587.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2685366
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1525822X14547499
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1525822X14547499
http://dx.doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR34921.v1
http://rcg-software.uchicago.edu/stata
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-3984.2005.00007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ki.2011.189
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21697812
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18853867
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.ALC.0000057945.57330.2C
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12658108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/chemse/20.6.645
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8788098


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


