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To answer the first research question, the EMA ratings were averaged for each
participant across the trial. The overall mean EMA ratings and the SSQ-Speech
scores were moderately correlated (Spearman’s rho =-0.41, p = 0.04).
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* The EMA question and questions in SSQ use different wording. The EMA question is a

* Aided response matched to that of own devicesin s . To determine if there is a recency effect (stronger correlations between EMA general statement whereas the SSQ questions are scenario specific (e.g., watching TV,
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" Procedures: trial. The correlations between EMA and SSQ were then examined day by day which is similar to Tindings from previous research ( asan etal,, ). This, to
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