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Variables for Predicting Speech Acceptability of Children with Cochlear Implants
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ABSTRACT

Purposes: Speech acceptability means the subjective judgement of listeners regarding the naturalness and normality of the
speech. The purpose of this sudy was to determine the predicting variables for speech acceptabilities of children with
cochlear implants. Methods: Twenty seven children with Cl participated. They had profound pre-lingua hearing loss without
any additiond dissbilities. The mean of chronological ages was 8,9, and mean of age of implantation was 2;11. Speech
samples of reading and spontaneous speech were recorded separately. Twenty college students who were not familiar to the
speech of deaf children evaluated the speech acceptabilities using visud andog scde. 1 segmental (articulation) and 6
suprassgmental features (pitch, loudness, quality, resonance, intonation, and spesking rate) of speech were perceptualy
evduaed by 3 SLPs Corrdation and multiple regression analysis were performed to evaluate the predicting variables .
Results: The means of speech acceptability for reading and spontaneous speech were 73.47 and 71.96, respectively. Speech
acceptability of reading was predicated by the severity of intonation and articulation. Speech acceptability of spontaneous
speech was predicated by the severity of intonation and loudness. Discusson and conclusion: Severity of intonation was the
most effective variable to predict the speech acceptabilities of both reading and spontaneous speech. A further study would be
necessary to generdize the result and to apply this result to intervention in clinical settings.

Keywords children with cochlear implants, predicates, segmental, suprasegmental, gpeech acceptability
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Table 1. Demographic data of children with cochlear

implants(N=27)

M SD Range
CA (m) 104.04 15.09 84-140
ACl (m) 3581 17.11 16-72
WRS (%) 80.23 13.33 53-100
PCC (%) 95.64 4.47 86-100

CA: chronologicd age, ACl: age a cochlear implantation,
WRS: word recognition scores, PCC: percentage of correct
consonants
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Table 2. Descriptive data of speech acceptabilities and severities
of segmental and suprasegmentd features(N=27)

reading pontaneous speech

M SD Range M SD Range
SA | 7347 | 18.92 | 34.30-96.20 | 71.96 | 15.60 | 32.00-91.88
P|1035| 892 | 002817 | 911 | 825 00-29.17
L | 323 | 469 | 001667 | 354 | 581 00-23.50
Q| 1240 | 1009 | 00-3533 | 845 | 6.93 00-24.33
R | 1223|1270 | 004533 | 1001 | 1227 | 00-46.33
| |11.98| 1206 | 00-3650 | 820 | 839 00-27.83
SR| 1048|1092 | 00-37.00 | 3.23 | 462 00-18.33
A | 347 | 422 | 001883 | 3.35 | 569 00-24.50

SA: speech acceptability, P. pitch, L: loudness, Q: qudity,
R: resonance, |: intonation, SR: spesking rate, A: articulation
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Figure 1. A scatter plot of speech acceptabilities of reading vs.
spontaneous speech
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Table 3. Correlation of speech acceptability and severities of
segmental and suprasegmentd  features in reading

A P L Q R | R
P | -3
L| 0o 4
Q|-m s 23
R |-68* T+ 13 8
|| -7 T B 8 gp
R| -7 B D T T
Al-72% -9 o B8 2 4 &

SA: speech acceptability, P: pitch, L: loudness, Q: qudity,
R: resonance, |: intonation, SR: spesking rate, A: articulation

*p<.05, +p<.01
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Table 4. Coefficients of speech acceptability and severities of
segmental and suprasegmentd features in reading

B Sd. Error K t
Constant 90.75 2.87 31.59**
Intonation -8.41 1.86 -5.36 -4.52%*
Articulation | -20.79 531 -4.64 -3.91%*
R? =738
*p<.01
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Table 5. Correlation of speech acceptability and severities of
segmental and suprasegmental features in spontaneous speech

A P L Q R | R
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SA: speech acceptability, P: pitch, L: loudness, Q: qudity,
R: resonance, |: intonation, SR: spesking rate, A: articulation

*p<.05, *+p<.01
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Table 6. Coefficients of speech acceptability and severities of

segmental and suprasegmental features in spontaneous speech
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B Sd. Error 6 t
Constant 84.28 242 34.85**
Intonation -11.43 257 -6.15 -4.49%*
Loudness -8.35 370 -311 -2.25%

R? =.699

*p<.05, *+p<.01
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