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= Abstract=

A Pilot Study of the Korean Version of Speech Handicap Index (SHI)

Sung Shin Park, MS', Seong Hee Choi, PhD’, Wonjae Cha, MD?, Young Hye Hong, MS',
Nyun Gi Jeong, MS', Myung-Whun Sung, MD** and J. Hun Hah, MD**

'Department of Speech & Hearing Clinic, Seoul National University Hospital, Seoul; and ’Department of Audiology and
Speech-Language Pathology, Catholic University of Deagu, Gyeongsan, and *Department of Otorhinolaryngology,
Seoul National University Hospital, Seoul; and *Cancer Research Institute, Seoul National University College of Medicine,
Seoul, Korea

Background & Objectives : The Speech Handicap Index (SHI) is used to assess speech problem of head and neck cancer patients.
The aim of this preliminary study was to evaluate the reliability and validity the Korean version SHI. Materials and Methods :
Sixteen patients with oral cavity cancer and 26 normal control were participated in the study. Test-retest reliability of the Ko-
rean version of SHI was completed by 20 out of 42 subjects after 2weeks. Mann-Whitney U test was used to compare the Korean
version of SHI scores between normal population and patients group. The relationship between the Korean version of SHI
and diadochokinesis (DDK) was investigated using Spearman correlation coefficients. Results : The Korean version of SHI
provided a high internal consistency (0.=0.99) and test-retest reliability (Spearman rf0 0.98). The mean SHI scores [total (7),
speech (S), and psychosocial (P)] in normal population were 0.8 (7), 0.2 (S) and 0.4 (P), whereas those in patients group were
58.1(T), 27.9 (S) and 27.0 (P) respectively. There were significant differences in total SHI score as well as in all of the sub-SHI
scores between two groups. Moreover, significant correlation between the Korean version of SHI parameters (7, S, P) and sequen-
tial motion rate (SMR) were yielded in patients group. Conclusion : The Korean version of SHIwas reliable and valid. It can be
useful as a supplementary clinical tool for diagnosing and measuring treatment efficacy of speech problems related to oral cav-

ity cancer.

KEY WORDS : Speech Handicap Index (SHI) - Oral cancer - Speech.
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AR7IA] T 2ol 4He) A(life quality)e 871k
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Neck(FACT-HN), Health Related Quality of Life instrument
(HRQOL), University of Washington Quality Of Life ques-
tionnaire(UWQOL) 501 Itk Rt A ol AEA]
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Table 1. Gender and age distribution of participants

Normal population Patients group

(n=26) (n=16)
Male Female Male Female
Gender 11 15 9 7
Mean (+SD) 52.4 (+7.2) 55.9 (£13.8)

Table 2. Characteristics of 16 oral cavity cancer patients

Characteristic No. (%)
T1 9 (56.3)
Tstage 12 3(18.7)
T3 4 (25.0)

Only surgery 12 (75)
Treatment Surgery+radiotherapy 2 (12.5)
Chemoradication 2 (12.5)

Mean follow-up (month) 5.6 (range 3—-22)
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A 5943 AS<S 98l SPSS 19.0 software(SPSS
Inc., Chicago, USA)E ©]-8-51itk W& Ux|%+= Cronbach’s
alphas AHESFAAL, AARR} AL A2 == Spearmans
AHgBEo] ARt TAIE Bt WA eApEe] gharol
WA= [F A1), ' A4=(S), A=Ak X4=(P)2] Z}o)
= Mann-Whitney U testE ©]-83F%a1, SER}-2] wAof ]
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= Cronbach’s alpha 0.99911, & =H-2 0,99, A2 }3] =
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Table 3. Reliability analysis in the Korean version of SHI
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Table 4. Results of mean (+SD) and Mann-Whitney U test in the
Korean version of SHI

NP (n=26) PG (n=16)  p-value
Total score 0.8 (£2.1) 58.1 (£11.9) .000*
Speech score 0.2 (£0.6) 27.9 (+ 8.6) .000*
Psychosocial score 0.4 (£1.1) 27.0 (£12.2) .000*

NP : normal population, PG : patients group

Table 5. Results of correlation analysis in patients group

Total® Speech®”  Psychosocial®
169 ESIES 175
/pa/
rho=—.472  rho=—-.234 rho=—.465
9 207 611 218
AMR /ta/
rho=—.436 rho=—.184 rho=—.427
SIS .740 .322
/ka/
rho=-2356 rho=—.120 rho=-.350
o .026 0.44 .030
SMR /pataka/
rho=—.694* rho=-.645* rho=—.682*

# 1 p<.05.0) T: totalscore (& A4, b) S : speech score (F A|4),
c) P : psychosocial score (42]At3] 2]42), d) AMR : alternating
motion rate (AH-&-54%), ) SMR : sequential motion rate (&
ALEHE)

N. of items Internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) Test-retest reliability (Spearman correlation)
Total 30 0.99 (p=.000) 0.98** (p=.000)
Speech 14 0.99 (p=.000) 0.99** (p=.000)
Psychosocial 14 0.98 (p=.000) 0.97** (p=.000)
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Questions in bold are the one used to calculate scores of speech domain.

0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
L}5(100)

Questions not in bold(except with *) were used to calculate scores of psycho—social domain.
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