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Abstract: This study aims to explore the effect of cochlear implantation on tinnitus perception.
A prospective study was conducted on 72 adult hearing-impaired patients to evaluate tinnitus
perception before and after cochlear implantation, using standardized tinnitus questionnaires (the
tinnitus sample case-history questionnaire, tinnitus functional index (TFI), and tinnitus handicap
inventory (THI)). A large variety of demographic and hearing- and implant-related data was collected
from patient hospital records to explore possible associations with the implantation effect. The
prevalence of tinnitus complaints before implantation was 58.3%. The temporary induction or
aggravation of tinnitus immediately after surgery was noted in 20% and 46.7% of patients, respectively.
When evaluated 3 months after implantation, 60% of tinnitus patients experienced a clinically
significant reduction in their complaints; most of the improvements were experienced immediately
after activation of the implant. Only the scores for TFI and THI at baseline were found to be
significantly correlated with a reduction in TFI scores after implantation. In 80% of tinnitus patients,
the tinnitus remained suppressed for some time after taking off the device. The large subset of
patients with residual inhibition supports the involvement of central pathophysiological processes in
implantation effects on tinnitus, which are explored in this paper.

Keywords: cochlear implantation; tinnitus; neuromodulation

1. Introduction

The prevalence of tinnitus in the general population is reported to be 10–15% [1–4].
However, tinnitus is present in approximately 80% of patients with bilateral profound
sensorineural hearing loss (SNHL) [5], and tinnitus is reported in 66–100% of adult patients
receiving cochlear implantation (CI) [6–12].

As CI is considered the standard treatment for bilateral profound hearing loss [13],
reports have been published on the effect of implantation on accompanying tinnitus com-
plaints. Starting from the very first report in 1976 [14], divergent reduction effects of CI on
concomitant tinnitus perception have been reported [6,15–17]. The effect of implantation
on reducing tinnitus perception ranges from 46 to 95% [7,10,15,16] and from 15 to 83%
regarding total tinnitus suppression [9]. This beneficial effect has led to the use of CI
for unilateral hearing loss (single-sided deafness, or SSD), with tinnitus as the primary
indication [18–21]. CI may, thus, be seen as an effective tinnitus treatment strategy for
patients with severe SNHL. However, the worsening of tinnitus post-implantation (4–26%),
as well as the occurrence of new tinnitus complaints post-surgery (0–23.5%) [7,8,21–23],
have been reported as well.

The limitations of previous research indicate the need to address these bottlenecks:
many studies have adopted a retrospective or cross-sectional design using non-validated
measuring tools (e.g., patient reports instead of the tinnitus functional index (TFI) [24–26]),
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and only a few studies have investigated possible effect-associated demographic, implant-,
tinnitus-, or hearing-related factors [8,10,11,27,28]. Most studies focus on subjects with
single-sided deafness rather than on the classic candidates for CI: those with bilateral severe
to profound SNHL [18].

The objectives of the current study were, first, to investigate the possible effects of
CI on tinnitus (suppression, aggravation, and induction) in a prospective way, studying
a patient group implanted according to classic reimbursement criteria. Second, our goal
was to collect quantitative and effect-sensitive data by using the tinnitus functional index
(TFI) [29] for tinnitus evaluation pre- and post-implantation. Also, a large variety of
possible effect-associated factors were included for analysis, including sociodemographic
and hearing-, implant-, and tinnitus-related factors. Finally, we wanted to describe possible
implant-induced changes that could underlie tinnitus modulation post-implantation.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. General Study Design

This prospective, mono-centric study included 72 adult patients receiving a CI at
Ghent University Hospital, irrespective of their tinnitus complaint prior to implant. The
subjects were primarily implanted for uni- or bilateral severe-to-profound SNHL, whether
congenital or acquired. Of these 72 patients, 5 exhibited SSD and 67 exhibited bilateral
severe-to-profound SNHL. Their accompanying tinnitus complaints were assessed by
presenting tinnitus-specific questionnaires (see Section 2.2, Questionnaires), given at 3 test
time points: at baseline (during the pre-implantation assessment) and at 3 and 6 months
post-implantation. Furthermore, demographic, hearing-related, and implant information
were gathered from the patients’ hospital files.

Implantation was performed by the same surgeon for all patients. Different types of
electrodes (i.e., straight or modiolus-hugging) from Cochlear, Advanced Bionics, Oticon, or
MedEL were used.

2.2. Questionnaires

To assess the characteristics and severity/handicap of tinnitus complaints, each patient
(irrespective of the presence or absence of a tinnitus complaint) completed a validated
Dutch-language version of the tinnitus sample case-history questionnaire (TSCHQ) [30],
the tinnitus handicap inventory (THI) [31], and the tinnitus functional index (TFI) [25,32]
at baseline and at 3 months postoperatively. Non-applicable questions (e.g., for patients
without tinnitus) were left blank. Patients with tinnitus at baseline or complaining of
newly induced tinnitus after implantation were given questionnaires again at 6 months
post-implantation. Those patients who did not report tinnitus complaints at baseline and
at the first evaluation 3 months after implantation were not invited for an evaluation at
6 months postoperatively. During the evaluations, patients were also questioned about
the exact timing of suppressed, newly induced, or aggravated tinnitus, the masking of
their tinnitus by environmental sounds, and the occurrence of residual inhibition (RI) after
removal of the CI (or hearing aid at baseline). RI was reported as being present as soon as
a mitigating effect on tinnitus loudness was experienced. This could range from a small
reduction in intensity to a complete suppression of perception. Tinnitus patients were
divided into 2 groups post-implantation: ‘remitters’ and ‘nonremitters’, according to the
difference in their total TFI score. If the patient exhibited a positive score difference of
13 points or more [25] at 3 months post-surgery compared with baseline, this was labeled
as a clinically significant difference, and the patient was categorized as a ‘remitter’.

2.3. Demographic and Hearing- and Implant-Related Factors

Patient age, sex, hearing-loss etiology, onset, laterality, and duration information were
collected from some items of the TSCHQ or from patient files and were used for analysis.
The type of electrode and its effect on tinnitus, as well as whether a bimodal fitting was
used, were also analyzed.
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Unaided hearing thresholds were collected at baseline and at one month postoper-
atively to assess residual hearing and hearing preservation, respectively. Aided hearing
thresholds for the implanted ear were noted at the 6-month follow-up, together with
speech audiometry.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Data processing and statistical analysis were performed with SPSS version 23.0 (SPSS
IBM Inc., Chicago, IL, USA). For all statistical analyses, a significance level of 0.05 was used,
unless otherwise indicated. Descriptive parameters were calculated, and tests of normality
(i.e., the Shapiro–Wilk test, histograms, Q-Q plots, and box-and-whisker plots) were applied
to ensure the correct use of parametric versus nonparametric tests. For inferential statistics,
Fisher’s exact and χ2 tests were used to compare categorical variables, and Student’s t-test
and the Mann–Whitney U test were used for the parametric and nonparametric testing
of 2 independent samples of continuous variables, respectively. The correlation between
possible associated variables was quantified using the Spearman correlation coefficient. To
assess the variability of the THI and TFI scores over time, the nonparametric Friedman
test was applied. Post hoc pairwise comparisons were carried out using the Wilcoxon
signed-rank test with the Bonferroni correction applied, resulting in a significance level set
at p < 0.017.

3. Results
3.1. Study Population

In total, 72 subjects with a mean age of 55.7 years (±17.3, range 20 to 85 years) were
included in the study. Forty subjects were female (55.6%). The average duration of hearing
loss was 26.3 years (±15.2, range 3 to 60 years), and most of the study subjects exhibited a
post-lingual hearing loss onset (72.2%, n = 52). The distribution of hearing-loss etiologies is
displayed in Figure 1.
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3.2. Characteristics of the Tinnitus Population

The prevalence of tinnitus complaints pre-implantation was 58.3% (42/72 subjects).
All the patients with tinnitus suffered from a subjective, non-pulsatile form. The mean
duration of the tinnitus was 10.9 years (±10.2, range 1 to 35 years). The mean severity of the
tinnitus was significant according to the TFI questionnaire (total mean score of 38.1 (±27.6,
range 0 to 93)), and mild when measured by the THI (total median score of 22 (range 0
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to 96)). The scores are displayed in Figure 2. The tinnitus was most frequently described
as a noise-like sound (54.8%, n = 23), ipsilateral (28.6%, n = 12) to the ear considered for
implantation, or bilateral (54.8%, n = 23), and with a mid-frequency pitch (38.5%, n = 15).
In total, 12 patients (28.6%) indicated that their tinnitus could be masked by environmental
sounds, while 12 out of 34 (35.3%) patients who had a hearing aid before implantation
experienced an on/off phenomenon, whereby the tinnitus was suppressed while wearing
the hearing aid and immediately returned to baseline after taking off the device. Three of
them exhibited some form of RI (in one patient, lasting more than 30 min).
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The baseline characteristics of the CI population are shown in Table 1, subdivided
according to the presence of tinnitus before implantation. For the groups of patients
with and without tinnitus pre-implantation, no significant differences could be identified
concerning demographic or hearing-loss characteristics.
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Table 1. Baseline characteristics in the population with cochlear implantation.

Tinnitus (n = 42) No Tinnitus (n = 30) p

Age at implantation (±SD) 58 yrs (±14) 51 yrs (±21) 0.140

Sex (n)
0.873Female 54.8% (23) 56.7% (17)

Male 45.2% (19) 43.3% (13)

HL duration (±SD) 26 yrs (±17) 27 yrs (±12) 0.714

HL laterality (n)
0.071Unilateral 11.9% (5) 0

Bilateral 88.1% (37) 100% (30)

HL onset (n)
0.155Prelingual 21.4% (9) 36.7% (11)

Postlingual 78.6% (33) 63.3% (19)

PTA Implant Ear (±SD) 96 dB HL (±15) 98 dB HL (±13) 0.709
PTA Contralateral Ear (±SD) * 87 dB HL (±16) 93 dB HL (±15) 0.177
LFPTA Implant Ear (±SD) 86 dB HL (±23) 82 dB HL (±19) 0.464
LFPTA Contralateral Ear (±SD) * 78 dB HL (±21) 80 dB HL (±20) 0.652

Tinnitus (n = 42)

Tinnitus severity TFI score 38.1 (±27.6, range 0–93) THI score 22 (range 0–96)

Tinnitus main phenotype Noise-like sound (54.8%, n = 23), ipsilateral to implanted ear (28.6%, n = 12) or bilateral
(54.8%, n = 23), mid-frequency pitch (38.5%, n = 15)

Tinnitus duration 10.9 y (±10.2, range 1–35 y)

* Calculated only for the group with bilateral hearing loss. The average PTA of the contralateral ear in patients
with unilateral hearing loss at baseline was 15 dB HL (±2) and the average LFPTA was 7 dB HL (±8). dB HL,
decibel hearing level; HL, hearing loss; LFPTA, low-frequency pure tone average of 0.25, 0.5, and 1 kHz; PTA,
pure tone average of 0.5, 1, 2, and 4 kHz.

3.3. Effect of Implantation

Postoperative data at the 3- and 6-month follow-ups were collected from 30 (71.4%)
and 27 (64.1%) tinnitus patients, respectively. Not all tinnitus patients completed the
questionnaires at all different time points, usually due to practical considerations.

Using a cut-off value of 13 points as a clinically meaningful change in TFI score,
60% (18/30) exhibited a clinically significant tinnitus improvement at 3 months after
implantation, compared to pre-implantation, with the subjectively largest improvement
recorded close to the time of activation of the implant, approximately 4 weeks after surgery.
At the 6-month evaluation, the remitter rate was 70.4% (19/27).

Scores for the change-in-tinnitus questionnaire across the three testing time points in
the overall group with tinnitus before implantation were evaluated. Only patients with
full data sets were included for analysis. There was a statistically significant difference
in TFI score over time using the Friedman test [χ2(2) = 28.382, p < 0.001] (Figure 3). Post
hoc pairwise comparisons revealed significant differences between the scores at baseline
(pre-implantation) and at 3 months (Z = −3.744, p < 0.001) and between baseline and
6 months post-implantation (Z = −4.349, p < 0.001). No significant differences in TFI scores
were seen between 3 and 6 months after implantation at follow-up (Z = −0.085, p = 0.932).
Average scores evolved from 41.2 (±29.3) at baseline to 13.0 (±18.4) and 10.3 (±14.6) at
3 and 6 months postoperatively, respectively.

Comparable effects were seen regarding the total THI score: a statistically significant
difference over time was found [χ2(2) = 25.268, p < 0.001], with post hoc testing revealing
significant changes between the baseline and the 3-month scores (Z = −3.655, p < 0.001) and
between the baseline and the 6-month scores (Z = −4.198, p < 0.001). The THI score again
remained stable at follow-ups between 3 and 6 months post-CI (Z = −1.530, p = 0.126).
The median THI scores for the 3 evaluation time points were 24, 4, and 1, respectively.
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The improvements in THI sub-scale scores (functional, emotional, and catastrophic) were
comparable with changes in the global THI score over time.

Some form of RI after removal of the CI was present in 24/30 (80%) and 21/27 (77.7%)
of patients at 3 and 6 months post-implantation, respectively. This was more than the
suppression rate of 3/34 (8.8%) in patients with hearing aids when they removed their
devices in the pre-implantation period. The duration of the RI response varied from less
than one minute to tinnitus suppression that persisted until the CI was again switched on
(e.g., after a night of sleep) (Figure 4).
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Based on a description of tinnitus complaints during the evaluation at the 3-month
follow-up, newly induced tinnitus appearing during the first postoperative weeks was
reported by 5 patients (i.e., 20% of patients with no tinnitus at baseline), and the aggravation
of pre-existing tinnitus was reported in 14 patients (i.e., 46.7% of tinnitus patients). Three
months after implantation, only one and four subject(s) still experienced tinnitus induction
or aggravation, respectively. At the 6-month follow-up evaluation, there remained only
1 patient who exhibited newly induced tinnitus perception, which was of low burden (a
TFI score of 13 points).

3.4. Associated Factors

The ‘remitter’ and ‘non-remitter’ groups were not significantly different with regard
to age, sex, bimodality, or CI electrode configuration, or with regard to their hearing loss
characteristics or their tinnitus duration or type (Table 2). There were also no significant
differences in hearing preservation, as measured by an LFPTA of unaided post-implantation
hearing thresholds or CI performance (aided thresholds and phoneme score at 70 dB SPL).
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Table 2. Comparison of remitter and non-remitter groups at 3 months after implantation: predictive
factors for the effect on tinnitus perception.

Remitters (Total n = 18) Non-Remitters (Total n = 12) p

Age at implantation (±SD) 63 yrs (±13) 58 yrs (±12) 0.352
Sex (n)

0.765Female 55.6% (10) 50.0% (6)
Male 44.4% (8) 50.0% (6)

HL duration (±SD) 22 yrs (±17) 31 yrs (±19) 0.204

HL laterality (n)
0.622Unilateral 22.2% (4) 8.3% (1)

Bilateral 77.8% (14) 91.7% (11)
HL onset (n)

0.184Prelingual 11.1% (2) 33.3% (4)
Postlingual 88.9% (16) 66.7% (8)

Tinnitus duration (±SD) 11 yrs (±9) 9 yrs (±12) 0.738

Tinnitus type (n)

0.726
Tonal 16.7% (3) 25.0% (3)
Noise-like 55.6% (10) 58.3% (7)
Other 27.8% (5) 16.7% (2)

Tinnitus laterality (n)

0.198
Ipsilateral 38.9% (7) 16.7% (2)
Bilateral 55.6% (10) 58.3% (7)
Unclear 5.6% (1) 25.0% (3)

Electrode configuration (n)
0.193Modiolus hugging 66.7% (12) 91.7% (11)

Straight 33.3% (6) 8.3% (1)

Bimodality (n)
0.232Yes 44.4% (8) 66.7% (8)

No 55.6% (10) 33.3% (4)
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Table 2. Cont.

Remitters (Total n = 18) Non-Remitters (Total n = 12) p

PTA Implant Ear baseline (±SD) 101 dB HL (±16) 100 dB HL (±15) 0.880
LFPTA Implant Ear baseline (±SD) 90 dB HL (±22) 94 dB HL (±15) 0.922
PTA Implant Ear post-CI unaided (±SD) 101 dB HL (±13) 82 dB HL (±7) 0.096
LFPTA Implant Ear post-CI unaided (±SD) † 88 dB HL (±20) 89 dB HL (±11) 0.052
PTA Implant Ear post-CI aided (±SD) 26 dB HL (±4) 24 dB HL (±5) 0.221
Phoneme score at 70 dB SPL post-CI aided (±SD) 75 dB SPL (±18) 76 dB SPL (±15) 0.895
TFI total score baseline (±SD) 58 (±21) 13 (±15) <0.001 *
THI total score baseline (±SD) 42 (±27) 12 (±16) <0.001 *

* indicates statistically significant results; † = only measured in a subset of patients, when there was interest in
residual hearing; CI, cochlear implantation; dB HL, decibel hearing level; dB SPL, decibel sound pressure level;
HL, hearing loss; LFPTA, low-frequency pure tone average of 0.25, 0.5, and 1 kHz; PTA, pure tone average of 0.5,
1, 2, and 4 kHz.

However, there was a significant difference between the remitter and non-remitter
groups in terms of baseline TFI scores [t(28) = 6.487, p < 0.001], as also indicated in Table 2.
Furthermore, there was a moderately to strongly significant correlation in TFI and THI
scores at baseline, and an improvement in TFI score after implantation (r = 0.834, p < 0.001
and r = 0.653, p < 0.001, respectively) (Figure 5). Thus, patients who experienced debilitating
tinnitus with a severe impact on daily functioning had a greater chance of experiencing a
substantial change in their perception of tinnitus after implantation.
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In the subgroup with the (temporary) induction or aggravation of tinnitus post-
implantation (n = 19), analyses were also performed to identify possible associated factors.
This patient group was compared to the group with stable or suppressed tinnitus at the
3-month follow-up or to the group without any tinnitus at all at baseline and at 3 months
post-implantation (n = 35). We observed a significantly shorter duration of hearing loss
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[t(52) = −2.584, p = 0.013] and a higher TFI score at baseline [t(52) = 2.512, p = 0.015] in
the subgroup with worsening tinnitus. Additionally, the aggravation/induction group
had more post-lingual than pre-lingual hearing loss [χ2(1) = 4.349, p = 0.037], as well as
more ipsilateral tinnitus and hearing complaints [χ2(1) = 6.100, p = 0.047 and χ2(1) = 10.150,
p = 0.001, respectively]. The groups did not differ in age, sex, tinnitus duration or type, CI
electrode configuration, severity of hearing loss, performance with CI (hearing thresholds
or speech understanding), or bimodality or hearing preservation.

4. Discussion

The current study assessed the effect of CI on tinnitus perception in a population of
72 subjects receiving implants to treat severe to profound hearing loss.

4.1. Effect of Implantation

We observed a statistically significant tinnitus reduction (TFI score difference > 13 points)
in 60% of our population at the 3-month follow-up, which remained stable at the 6-month
follow-up. Complete suppression rates of 15–83% or a partial reduction of the tinnitus in
46–95% [6,7,9,10,12,16,17,33,34] after CI have been reported in the literature. Our findings
are consistent with these results and are quite similar to the effect size of 66.7% that was
observed in the prospective study conducted by Kim et al. [11], using a THI score with a
clinically meaningful reduction of ≥10. The THI score in our population was reduced by
23.9 points on average at 6 months post-implantation. This result was somewhat larger
than the mean range of 13.6–19.5 reported in previous studies [15] and the mean 11.66-point
score reduction in a recent meta-analysis [16], although the baseline scores were comparable.
As our study is the first to report on TFI score reductions, a comparison with the literature
was not possible.

Twenty percent of our patients reported the temporary emergence of new tinnitus
complaints immediately after the surgery, whereas 46.7% of the tinnitus patients exhibited
a temporary aggravation of symptoms. These numbers were higher than we expected,
based on previous results. Usually, induction or aggravation rates vary between 0–23% and
4–26%, respectively [8,15,21–23]. These results might have been influenced by recall bias,
especially given the possibly increased attentiveness of the study participants regarding
possible tinnitus fluctuations as a result of the pre-implantation tinnitus investigations.

However, similar to the observations by Quaranta et al. [6], our finding was that
tinnitus aggravation was temporary in the majority of the patients. Tinnitus was still
present in only one patient at the last follow-up.

4.2. Associated Factors

We included a large variety of possible demographic and hearing-, implant-, and
tinnitus-related factors that might be associated with the suppressive effect of CI on tinnitus.
We were only able to show a link between the TFI and THI scores at baseline and an
improvement in TFI scores after implantation. Our finding that the severity of complaints at
baseline is correlated with the implantation effect confirms previous observations [11,17,28],
although Ramakers et al. [24] were not able to reproduce this finding.

With regard to preoperative hearing function, our study was not able to identify any
significant variables associated with the effect of implantation on tinnitus, which is in
accordance with other studies [8–10]. In contrast, others have found a lower preoperative
speech recognition score [24] and a lower preoperative auditory steady-state response
threshold in patients with tinnitus suppression, compared to patients without tinnitus
reduction [11]. With regard to postoperative hearing function, no significant factors were
found for the tinnitus implantation effect in our study, nor were they found in the study
by Kim et al. [11]. However, Ramakers et al. [24] did find a larger deterioration of residual
hearing at 250 Hz that was associated with tinnitus softening. A recent retrospective study
by Dixon et al. also found worse residual hearing to be associated with higher odds of
tinnitus improvement in a logistic regression model of 24 characteristics [17].
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In accordance with the literature, no association was found between a tinnitus implan-
tation effect, on the one hand, and age, sex, duration or severity of hearing loss, tinnitus
duration [9–11,24], surgical approach or insertion depth [11,24], or CI performance (speech
discrimination/aided hearing levels), on the other hand [9–11], as well as for implant
type [35].

As associated factors for the temporary) aggravation or induction of tinnitus after
surgery, we found a shorter duration of hearing deprivation, a higher TFI score at baseline,
post-lingual onset of hearing loss, and more ipsilateral hearing and tinnitus complaints
in this subgroup. This subgroup has not been extensively investigated before, mainly
because of its low prevalence. Our finding confirms the results of Pan et al. [8], who
reported shorter hearing-loss duration. The latter research also describes an older age at
implantation, on average, in patients with induced tinnitus (11/91 patients), compared to
those patients whose tinnitus was unchanged or suppressed after CI, or who did not have
tinnitus pre- or postoperatively, although this tendency was not statistically significant [8].
Ramakers et al. [24] reported differing, and sometimes contradictory, results. More patients
of the female sex, who were of a younger age at onset, and with pre-lingual hearing loss,
lower speech recognition scores preoperatively, and lesser deterioration of residual hearing
after CI were seen in the group with tinnitus induction after CI (n = 7), compared to the
group without tinnitus induction after CI (n = 43). However, this was again investigated
retrospectively and while using only descriptive data. Kompis et al. [10] found lower
speech-recognition scores post-CI in the newly induced tinnitus group, as had also been
previously observed in 1993 [36]. However, this should be seen as a consequential, rather
than a preceding factor.

4.3. Mechanisms Underlying the Effect of Cochlear Implants on Tinnitus

Numerous hypotheses have been postulated to explain the suppressive effect of CI on
tinnitus complaints [6,7,9,11,37,38].

The most classic theory is focused on peripheral auditory input changes. By enhancing
their hearing capacities through CI, patients can focus on masking sounds and distract
their attention toward auditory stimuli other than the perception of tinnitus. This masking
mechanism suggests a short-term and transient effect, lasting only as long as the stimulation
occurs. This hypothesis may be supported by our finding that most of the suppressive
effects occur immediately after the activation of the implant, which is also supported in the
literature [9,38]. The minority of patients exhibiting no residual inhibition after removal of
the implant also underscores this hypothesis.

However, increasing research interest is focusing on the possibility of implantation
modulating the tinnitus-related activity in the central neuronal system [34,39].

First, since auditory as well as non-auditory (emotional) pathways are involved in
tinnitus perception, the improvement in hearing capacity brought by CI may reduce the
stress and anxiety experienced by the patient and, thus, improve their tinnitus coping
abilities. Consequently, the reporting of a tinnitus handicap in specific questionnaires (TFI
and THI) might be significantly reduced, even though the induction of tinnitus might
remain unchanged [6,11,23].

Second, direct stimulation of the cochlear nerve might disrupt its disturbed neuronal
synchrony or even central auditory processing in general [40]. Moreover, the fact that a
large proportion of our study group (80% after three months) exhibited some form of RI
after removing the implant could be an illustration of implantation-induced, long-term
neuroplasticity changes, even in the absence of cochlear nerve stimulation. RI responses
have been reported frequently in tinnitus research [41] and within the CI population, with
prevalence figures ranging from 25% to 92% [5,11,21,24,28,42,43]. Moreover, previous
studies have shown that bilateral implantation does not provide an additional reduction
in tinnitus compared to unilateral implantation [44,45]. Our study could not reproduce
this finding; however, this does strengthen the hypothesis that implantation affects central
neuronal activity more than masking or peripheral neuromodulation, wherein we would
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expect lateralized effects. Also, in most cases, the effects of implantation on tinnitus
are bilateral.

This suggests that implantation induces bottom-up processes and dynamic neuroplas-
ticity along central tinnitus-related neuronal networks, as has been shown previously for
hearing loss [46]. The exact mechanism and the corresponding neuronal correlates still re-
main under investigation. In a study by Osaki et al. [47], cerebral PET scans were performed
on three tinnitus patients after cochlear implantation. During RI, the anterior and superior
temporal gyrus were activated, while the right cerebral hemisphere was activated at base-
line (tinnitus being ‘on’ without CI activation). Similar findings were postulated by Giraud
et al. [48]. More recently, Song et al. [49] described qEEG results in a small study group
with SSD, proposing preoperative cortical oscillation measurement to predict the effect of
implantation on tinnitus in SSD. They suggest that different functional non-overlapping
brain networks are responsible for an improvement in tinnitus intensity (based on the
auditory cortex and posterior cingulate cortex), versus tinnitus-related distress (based on
the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, parahippocampus, and orbitofrontal cortex).

To summarize, arguments can be made for masking as well as for central neuroplas-
ticity changes to account for how implantation might influence tinnitus perception. Most
likely, both mechanisms play a role to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the individual
tinnitus patient. This is possibly supported by the great heterogeneity seen in the clinical
expression of tinnitus. However, the high prevalence of RI in our study reflects long-term
changes and strengthens the possibility of implantation-induced modifications to central
neuronal tinnitus pathophysiology.

4.4. Strengths and Limitations of the Study

The added value of our paper in comparison with the available literature is (1) the
prospective design, with fixed follow-up times, and (2) the use of TFI as an evaluation
method, stated to be sensitive when assessing subtle effects in terms of tinnitus percep-
tion [25,26]. Additionally, we analyzed a large variety of possible factors associated with
the effect of CI on tinnitus. Also, by including the CI population as a whole, we were able
to compare the tinnitus population with patients without tinnitus, and we were able to
investigate the development of new tinnitus complaints.

However, our large patient group also incorporated many heterogeneous characteris-
tics and included uni- and bilaterally implanted patients, patients with uni- and bilateral
hearing loss and/or tinnitus complaints, and those with pre- and post-lingual hearing
losses, among others. These factors might mask specific effects in certain subgroups.
An analysis of homogeneous subgroups would be useful to draw definitive conclusions.
However, this was not feasible in our study due to the resulting small study samples.

Also, future research can focus on an exploration of the RI response elicited by electrical
versus acoustic stimulation [50], to gain more insight into the main mechanism underlying
the implantation effect on tinnitus. Subgroups of interest would be a population with
electric-acoustic stimulation or patients with hearing aids who showed an RI response pre-
implantation. As the latter subgroup only involved three subjects in our study, who were
also not extensively surveyed, the current study could not investigate this topic further.

For a complaint as subjective as tinnitus, one should always interpret results with
caution and bear in mind a possible placebo effect. However, the proportion of responders
in our study appears to exceed the classically reported placebo effect (30% vs. 60% and 70%
responders at 3 and 6 months, respectively). Moreover, we would expect an overreporting
of tinnitus complaints in the context of a study where there is more focus on tinnitus and
where the subjects are more driven toward it. The reported tinnitus suppression rates could,
thus, even be an underestimation of the true effect.

The study of effect-associated variables was rather exploratory, focusing on a prospec-
tive investigation, outlining the potential effects, the variables, and the observation of
residual inhibition, which, in turn, was suggestive of centrally induced changes. How-
ever, this implies that the variables described herein cannot be considered independent
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predictors for the outcome of implantation on tinnitus until this finding is confirmed by
subsequent analysis in future studies.

Another limitation of the current study is that the first postoperative evaluation of
tinnitus complaints took place three months after surgery. Based on the patient reports,
most of the tinnitus modulation occurred closer in time to surgery and implant activation;
these changes were, thus, noted in a descriptive, retrospective manner. Future research
would benefit from the introduction of earlier assessment time points (e.g., immediately
after surgery/activation and/or one week thereafter).

5. Conclusions

The prevalence of tinnitus before implantation was 58.3% in our study population.
In 60.0% of patients, a significant tinnitus reduction could be obtained at three months
after implantation. This effect was correlated with tinnitus severity at baseline. Eighty
percent of these patients with tinnitus reduction exhibited temporary, or even long-lasting,
suppression after removal of the implant. This indicates the importance of considering
sustainable central pathophysiological mechanisms by which CI might influence tinnitus
perception compared to immediate effects achieved by enhancing auditory input or the
electrical stimulation of the acoustic nerve.
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BDI Beck depression inventory
CI Cochlear implantation
dB Decibel
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SNHL Sensorineural hearing loss
SPL Sound pressure level
SSD Single-sided deafness
TFI Tinnitus functional index
THI Tinnitus handicap inventory
TSCHQ Tinnitus sample case-history questionnaire

References
1. Coles, A.; Davis, A.C.; Haggard, M.P. Medical Research Council’s Institute of Hearing Research. Epidemiology of tinnitus. CIBA

Found. Symp. 1981, 85, 16–34.
2. Coles, R.R. Epidemiology of tinnitus: (1) prevalence. J. Laryngol. Otol. 1984, 98, 7–15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1755146300090041
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6596362


Brain Sci. 2023, 13, 1484 13 of 14

3. Axelsson, A.; Ringdahl, A. Tinnitus—A study of its prevalence and characteristics. Br. J. Audiol. 1989, 23, 53–62. [CrossRef]
4. McCormack, A.; Edmondson-Jones, M.; Somerset, S.; Hall, D. A systematic review of the reporting of tinnitus prevalence and

severity. Hear. Res. 2016, 337, 70–79. [CrossRef]
5. Hazell, J.W.; McKinney, C.J.; Aleksy, W. Mechanisms of tinnitus in profound deafness. Ann. Otol. Rhinol. Laryngol. 1995, 166,

418–420.
6. Quaranta, N.; Wagstaff, S.; Baguley, D.M. Tinnitus and cochlear implantation. Int. J. Audiol. 2004, 43, 245–251. [CrossRef]
7. Baguley, D.; Atlas, M.D. Cochlear implants and tinnitus. Prog. Brain Res. 2007, 166, 347–355.
8. Pan, T.; Tyler, R.S.; Ji, H.; Coelho, C.; Gehringer, A.K.; Gogel, S.A. Changes in the tinnitus handicap questionnaire after cochlear

implantation. Am. J. Audiol. 2009, 18, 144–151. [CrossRef]
9. Bovo, R.; Ciorba, A.; Martini, A. Tinnitus and cochlear implants. Auris Nasus Larynx 2011, 38, 14–20. [CrossRef]
10. Kompis, M.; Pelizzone, M.; Dillier, N.; Allum, J.; DeMin, N.; Senn, P. Tinnitus before and 6 months after cochlear implantation.

Audiol. Neurootol. 2012, 17, 161–168. [CrossRef]
11. Kim, D.-K.; Moon, I.S.; Lim, H.J.; Yoo, S.-Y.; Heo, K.W.; Bae, S.-C.; Moon, K.R.; Lee, J.J.; Choung, Y.-H.; Park, S.-N. Prospective,

Multicenter Study on Tinnitus Changes after Cochlear Implantation. Audiol. Neurootol. 2016, 21, 165–171. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Ramakers, G.G.J.; Kraaijenga, V.J.C.; Smulders, Y.E.; van Zon, A.; Stegeman, I.; Stokroos, R.J.; Free, R.H.; Frijns, J.H.M.; Huinck,

W.J.; Van Zanten, G.A.; et al. Tinnitus after Simultaneous and Sequential Bilateral Cochlear Implantation. Front. Surg. 2017, 4, 65.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Copeland, B.J.; Pillsbury, H.C., 3rd. Cochlear implantation for the treatment of deafness. Annu. Rev. Med. 2004, 55, 157–167.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. House, W.F. Cochlear implants. Ann. Otol. Rhinol. Laryngol. 1976, 85 (Suppl. S27), 1–93. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Ramakers, G.G.; van Zon, A.; Stegeman, I.; Grolman, W. The effect of cochlear implantation on tinnitus in patients with bilateral

hearing loss: A systematic review. Laryngoscope 2015, 125, 2584–2592. [CrossRef]
16. Borges, A.L.F.; Duarte, P.L.E.S.; Almeida, R.B.S.; Ledesma, A.L.L.; Azevedo, Y.J.; Pereira, L.V.; Bahmad, F., Jr. Cochlear implant

and tinnitus—A meta-analysis. Braz. J. Otorhinolaryngol. 2021, 87, 353–365. [CrossRef]
17. Dixon, P.R.; Crowson, M.; Shipp, D.; Smilsky, K.; Lin, V.Y.; Le, T.; Chen, J.M. Predicting Reduced Tinnitus Burden After Cochlear

Implantation in Adults. Otol. Neurotol. 2020, 41, 196–201. [CrossRef]
18. Van de Heyning, P.; Vermeire, K.; Diebl, M.; Nopp, P.; Anderson, I.; De Ridder, D. Incapacitating unilateral tinnitus in single-sided

deafness treated by cochlear implantation. Ann. Otol. Rhinol. Laryngol. 2008, 117, 645–652. [CrossRef]
19. Buechner, A.; Brendel, M.; Lesinski-Schiedat, A.; Wenzel, G.; Frohne-Buechner, C.; Jaeger, B.; Lenarz, T. Cochlear implantation in

unilateral deaf subjects associated with ipsilateral tinnitus. Otol. Neurotol. 2010, 31, 1381–1385. [CrossRef]
20. Peter, N.; Liyanage, N.; Pfiffner, F.; Huber, A.; Kleinjung, T. The Influence of Cochlear Implantation on Tinnitus in Patients with

Single-Sided Deafness: A Systematic Review. Otolaryngol. Head. Neck Surg. 2019, 161, 576–588. [CrossRef]
21. Quaranta, N.; Fernandez-Vega, S.; D’Elia, C.; Filipo, R.; Quaranta, A. The effect of unilateral multichannel cochlear implant on

bilaterally perceived tinnitus. Acta Otolaryngol. 2008, 128, 159–163. [CrossRef]
22. Arts, R.A.; Netz, T.; Janssen, A.M.; George, E.L.; Stokroos, R.J. The occurrence of tinnitus after CI surgery in patients with severe

hearing loss: A retrospective study. Int. J. Audiol. 2015, 54, 910–917. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
23. Kloostra, F.J.J.; Arnold, R.; Hofman, R.; Van Dijk, P. Changes in Tinnitus after Cochlear Implantation and Its Relation with

Psychological Functioning. Audiol. Neurotol. 2015, 20, 81–89. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Ramakers, G.G.J.; van Zanten, G.A.; Thomeer, H.; Stokroos, R.J.; Heymans, M.W.; Stegeman, I. Development and internal

validation of a multivariable prediction model for tinnitus recovery following unilateral cochlear implantation: A cross-sectional
retrospective study. BMJ Open. 2018, 8, e021068. [CrossRef]

25. Meikle, M.; Henry, J.; Griest, S.; Stewart, B.J.; Abrams, H.; McArdle, R.; Myers, P.J.; Newman, C.W.; Sandridge, S.; Turk, D.C.;
et al. The Tinnitus Functional Index: Development of a New Clinical Measure for Chronic, Intrusive Tinnitus. Ear Hear. 2012, 33,
153–176. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Hall, D.A.; Haider, H.; Szczepek, A.J.; Lau, P.; Rabau, S.; Jones-Diette, J.; Londero, A.; Edvall, N.K.; Cederroth, C.R.; Mielczarek,
M.; et al. Systematic review of outcome domains and instruments used in clinical trials of tinnitus treatments in adults. Trials
2016, 17, 270. [CrossRef]

27. Ramakers, G.G. Tinnitus following cochlear implantation; 10-year results of a tertiary care center. In Tinnitus and Cochlear
Implantation: Impact and Outcomes; GildePrint: Enschede, The Netherlands, 2018; pp. 1–179.

28. Souliere, C.R., Jr.; Kileny, P.R.; Zwolan, T.A.; Kemink, J.L. Tinnitus Suppression Following Cochlear Implantation: A Multifactorial
Investigation. Arch. Otolaryngol. Head. Neck Surg. 1992, 118, 1291–1297. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Meikle, M.B.; Vernon, J.; Johnson, R.M. The Perceived Severity of Tinnitus: Some Observations Concerning a Large Population of
Tinnitus Clinic Patients. Otolaryngol. Neck Surg. 1984, 92, 689–696. [CrossRef]

30. Langguth, B.; Goodey, R.; Azevedo, A.; Bjorne, A.; Cacace, A.; Crocetti, A.; Del Bo, L.; De Ridder, D.; Diges, I.; Elbert, T.;
et al. Consensus for tinnitus patient assessment and treatment outcome measurement: Tinnitus Research Initiative meeting,
Regensburg, July 2006. Prog. Brain Res. 2007, 166, 525–536.

31. Newman, C.; Jacobson, G.; Spitzer, J. Development of the Tinnitus Handicap Inventory. Arch. Otolaryngol. Head. Neck Surg. 2014,
122, 143–148. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.3109/03005368909077819
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heares.2016.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/14992020400050033
https://doi.org/10.1044/1059-0889(2009/07-0042)
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anl.2010.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1159/000335126
https://doi.org/10.1159/000445164
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27161899
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsurg.2017.00065
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29167796
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.med.55.091902.105251
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14746514
https://doi.org/10.1177/00034894760850S303
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/779582
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.25370
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bjorl.2020.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0000000000002481
https://doi.org/10.1177/000348940811700903
https://doi.org/10.1097/MAO.0b013e3181e3d353
https://doi.org/10.1177/0194599819846084
https://doi.org/10.1080/00016480701387173
https://doi.org/10.3109/14992027.2015.1079930
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26402713
https://doi.org/10.1159/000365959
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25531170
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2017-021068
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0b013e31822f67c0
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22156949
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-016-1399-9
https://doi.org/10.1001/archotol.1992.01880120017004
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1449687
https://doi.org/10.1177/019459988409200617
https://doi.org/10.1001/archotol.1996.01890140029007


Brain Sci. 2023, 13, 1484 14 of 14

32. Rabau, S.; Wouters, K.; Van de Heyning, P. Validation and translation of the Dutch version of the Tinnitus Functional Index.
B-ENT 2014, 10, 251–258. [PubMed]

33. Di Nardo, W.; Cantore, I.; Cianfrone, F.; Melillo, P.; Scorpecci, A.; Paludetti, G. Tinnitus modifications after cochlear implantation.
Eur. Arch. Otorhinolaryngol. 2007, 264, 1145–1149. [CrossRef]

34. Assouly, K.K.S.; van Heteren, J.A.A.; Stokroos, R.J.; Stegeman, I.; Smit, A.L. Cochlear implantation for patients with tinnitus—A
systematic review. Prog. Brain Res. 2021, 260, 27–50.

35. Ruckenstein, M.J.; Hedgepeth, C.; Rafter, K.O.; Montes, M.L.; Bigelow, D.C. Tinnitus suppression in patients with cochlear
implants. Otol. Neurotol. 2001, 22, 200–204. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Dauman, R.; Tyler, R.S.; Aran, J.M. Intracochlear electrical tinnitus reduction. Acta Otolaryngol. 1993, 113, 291–295. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

37. Knopke, S.; Szczepek, A.J.; Haussler, S.M.; Grabel, S.; Olze, H. Cochlear Implantation of Bilaterally Deafened Patients with
Tinnitus Induces Sustained Decrease of Tinnitus-Related Distress. Front. Neurol. 2017, 8, 158. [CrossRef]

38. Gomersall, P.A.; Baguley, D.M.; Carlyon, R.P. A Cross-Sectional Questionnaire Study of Tinnitus Awareness and Impact in a
Population of Adult Cochlear Implant Users. Ear Hear. 2018, 40, 135. [CrossRef]

39. Idriss, S.A.; Reynard, P.; Marx, M.; Mainguy, A.; Joly, C.A.; Ionescu, E.C.; Assouly, K.K.S.; Thai-Van, H. Short- and Long-Term
Effect of Cochlear Implantation on Disabling Tinnitus in Single-Sided Deafness Patients: A Systematic Review. J. Clin. Med. 2022,
11, 5664. [CrossRef]

40. Tyler, R.S.; Rubinstein, J.; Pan, T.; Chang, S.A.; Gogel, S.A.; Gehringer, A.; Coelho, C. Electrical Stimulation of the Cochlea to
Reduce Tinnitus. Semin. Hear. 2008, 29, 326–332. [CrossRef]

41. Hu, S.; Anschuetz, L.; Hall, D.A.; Caversaccio, M.; Wimmer, W. Susceptibility to Residual Inhibition Is Associated with Hearing
Loss and Tinnitus Chronicity. Trends Hear. 2021, 25, 2331216520986303. [CrossRef]

42. Ito, J.; Sakakihara, J. Suppression of tinnitus by cochlear implantation. Am. J. Otolaryngol. 1994, 15, 145–148. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
43. Valles-Varela, H.; Royo-Lopez, J.; Carmen-Samperiz, L.; Sebastian-Cortes, J.M.; Alfonso-Collado, I. The cochlear implant as a

tinnitus treatment. Acta Otorrinolaringol. Esp. 2013, 64, 253–257. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
44. Summerfield, A.Q.; Barton, G.; Toner, J.; McAnallen, C.; Proops, D.; Harries, C.; Cooper, H.; Court, I.; Gray, R.; Osborne, J.; et al.

Self-reported benefits from successive bilateral cochlear implantation in post-lingually deafened adults: Randomised controlled
trial. Int. J. Audiol. 2006, 45 (Suppl. S1), 99–107. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. van Zon, A.; Smulders, Y.E.; Ramakers, G.G.; Stegeman, I.; Smit, A.L.; Van Zanten, G.A.; Stokroos, R.J.; Hendrice, N.; Free, R.H.;
Maat, B.; et al. Effect of unilateral and simultaneous bilateral cochlear implantation on tinnitus: A Prospective Study. Laryngoscope
2016, 126, 956–961. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Giraud, A.L.; Truy, E.; Frackowiak, R. Imaging plasticity in cochlear implant patients. Audiol. Neurootol. 2001, 6, 381–393.
[CrossRef]

47. Osaki, Y.; Nishimura, H.; Takasawa, M.; Imaizumi, M.; Kawashima, T.; Iwaki, T.; Oku, N.; Hashikawa, K.; Doi, K.; Nishimura, T.;
et al. Neural mechanism of residual inhibition of tinnitus in cochlear implant users. Neuroreport 2005, 16, 1625–1628. [CrossRef]

48. Giraud, A.L.; Price, C.J.; Graham, J.M.; Frackowiak, R.S. Functional plasticity of language-related brain areas after cochlear
implantation. Brain 2001, 124 Pt 7, 1307–1316. [CrossRef]

49. Song, J.J.; Punte, A.K.; De Ridder, D.; Vanneste, S.; Van de Heyning, P. Neural substrates predicting improvement of tinnitus after
cochlear implantation in patients with single-sided deafness. Hear. Res. 2013, 299, 1–9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Perez-Carpena, P.; Bibas, A.; Lopez-Escamez, J.A.; Vardonikolaki, K.; Kikidis, D. Systematic review of sound stimulation to elicit
tinnitus residual inhibition. Prog. Brain Res. 2021, 262, 1–21.

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25654947
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-007-0352-7
https://doi.org/10.1097/00129492-200103000-00014
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11300269
https://doi.org/10.3109/00016489309135811
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8517130
https://doi.org/10.3389/fneur.2017.00158
https://doi.org/10.1097/AUD.0000000000000601
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm11195664
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0028-1095892
https://doi.org/10.1177/2331216520986303
https://doi.org/10.1016/0196-0709(94)90064-7
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8179106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.otoeng.2013.08.013
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23507664
https://doi.org/10.1080/14992020600783079
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16938781
https://doi.org/10.1002/lary.25493
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26255618
https://doi.org/10.1159/000046847
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.wnr.0000183899.85277.08
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/124.7.1307
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heares.2013.02.001
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23415916

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	General Study Design 
	Questionnaires 
	Demographic and Hearing- and Implant-Related Factors 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Study Population 
	Characteristics of the Tinnitus Population 
	Effect of Implantation 
	Associated Factors 

	Discussion 
	Effect of Implantation 
	Associated Factors 
	Mechanisms Underlying the Effect of Cochlear Implants on Tinnitus 
	Strengths and Limitations of the Study 

	Conclusions 
	References

