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Supplementary Table 2. Examples of studies providing retest reliability coefficients for the same cognitive tests. HL = hearing loss;
MMHL = mild-to-moderate hearing loss; HA = hearing aid users; NH = normal hearing; ICC = Intraclass Correlation Coefficient, PPMC =

Pearson’s Product-Moment Correlation; ? = information not provided

Test Mode of Sam | Age range Group tested Time between Type of test- | Value Systematic Reference
administra- ple administrations retest difference
tion Size (mean/median) coefficient between sessions
N (e.g., Practice /
memory effects)
Digit Span (forward & Face-to-face | 21 50 - 74 Mild HL 4 weeks ICC 0.88 No Ferguson and Henshaw
backward) 65.0 (mean) (2015)
Ferguson, Henshaw, Clark,
and Moore (2014) for
information on
demography, design,
practice effects
Digit Span forward Face-to-face | 24 50.1 (mean) | Hypertensives 7-10 days PPMC 0.78 No McCaffrey, Ortega, Orsillo,
Digit Span backward 24 0.85 Yes Nelles, and Haase (1992)
Digit Span Face-to-face | 122 | 57 -85 Healthy 3 administrations, | ? 0.64 (Y1-Y2) |? Mitrushina and Satz (1991)
70.4 (mean) 1 year apart 0.64 (Y2-Y3)
Letter Number Face-to-face | 30 50 - 74 MMHL, HA users | 1 week ICC 0.83 ? Ferguson and Henshaw
Sequencing 67.4 (mean) (2015)

Henshaw and Ferguson
(2014) for information on
demography and design
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Test Mode of Sam | Age range Group tested Time between Type of test- | Value Systematic Reference
administra- ple administrations retest difference
tion Size (mean/median) coefficient between sessions
® (e.g., Practice /
memory effects)
Letter Number Computeri- | 15 23.9 (mean) | Healthy 10-12 days ICC 0.65 No Vora, Varghese,
Sequencing zed Weisenbach, and Bhatt
assessment (2016)
Phonological fluency Face-to- 99 39-75 Healthy 1 month PPMC/ 0.63 Yes Bird, Papadopoulou,
(letter S) face, 1min Spearman Ricciardelli, Rossor, and
Semantic fluency 0.56 Cipolotti (2004)
(animals)
Phonological fluency 3 Face-to- 90 Working Healthy 1 — 8 weeks PPMC 0.82 ? Harrison, Buxton, Husain,
letters (letters F, A, S) face, 1min age and Wise (2000)
Phonological fluency 90 0.73
letter B
Semantic fluency (animal) 90 0.68
Category naming Computeri- | 15 23.9 (mean) | Healthy 10-12 days ICC 0.78 No Vora et al. (2016)
(Semantic fluency) zed
assessment,
1 min
Trail Making A Face-to-face | 25 50. 1 (total Hypertensives 7 —10 days PPMC 0.80 No McCaffrey et al. (1992)
Trail Making B 24 group mean) 0.92 No
32 59.1 (total Chronic cigarette 0.49 Yes
group mean) | smokers
Trail Making A Face-to-face | 122 | 57 -85 Healthy 3 administrations, | ? 0.53(Y1-Y2) |? Mitrushina and Satz (1991)
70.4 (mean) 1 year apart 0.56 (Y2-Y3)
Trail Making B 0.67 (Y1-Y2)
0.67 (Y2-Y3)
Trail Making Test A Computeri- | 16 18-34 Healthy 3 administrations, | PPMC/ 0.52 (W1-W2) | No Palmer, Langbehn, Tabrizi,
zed 24 (mean) 1 week apart Spearman 0.55 (W2-W3) and Papoutsi (2018)
Trail Making Test B assessment 0.76 (W1-W2) | No
0.66 (W2-W3)
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