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The Effect of Vocal Hygiene for the Female Elementary School Teachers

Sung Shin Park, MD', Hyun Sub Sim, MD?, Sung Min Chung, MD’,
Young Hak Park, MD' and Seung Ho Cho, MD'

'Department of Otorhinolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery, School of Medicine, The Catholic University of Korea, Seoul;” and
*Interdisciplinary Program of Communication Disorders, The Graduate School, Ewha Womans University, Seoul,” and
'Department of Otorhinolaryngology-Head & Neck Surgery, School of Medicine, The Ewha Womans University, Seoul, Korea

Background and Objectives : The purpose of the present study is to investigate the effect of vocal hygiene education for the

female elementary school teachers.

Materials and Method : Thirty healthy female elementary school teachers were enrolled for the study. We provided a vocal

hygiene education to the half of them. Voice handicap index and acoustic parameters were measured before and 4 week after the
education. The efficacy of vocal hygiene education was analyzed by Wilcoxon Signed-rank test.

Results : The vocal hygiene group showed significant improvement both in the subjective and objective data after the edu-
cation. However, the non-vocal hygiene group failed to show any improvement. In functional score, emotional score, jitter,
shimmer, only Junior Class (JC) could find significant after the education. Only low career (L.C) could find significant in

subjective data..

Conclusion : Vocal hygiene education may be useful in reducing vocal misuse and abuse associated with teaching, and can be
an effective method to maintain and improve the vocal health of teachers.

KEY WORDS : Vocal hygiene - School teachers - Acoustic analysis
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Table 1. Subject characteristics

NVH group (n=15)
41.7x7.66 41.4+8.08

Year in occupation 151+£7.28 16.9£8.21

Data are expressed as means +S5.D, VH : vocal hygiene treai-
ment group, NVH : non-vocal hygiene freatment group

VH group (n=15)

Age (year)

Table 2. Distributions in laryngeal stroboscopic examination

Number
Laryngitis 11
Reinke’s edema 9
Vocal cord nodule 8
Vocal cord polyp 2
Total 30
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Table 3. Check list of vocal hygiene
Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri

Sat  Sun

Speech rate
(slow-norm-fast)

Loud speaking
Telephone time
Throat clearing
Caffeine
Smoking
Alcohol

Water
Hydration
Remarks

Table 4. Vocal Hygiene(VH) vs Non-VH(NVH) in voice handi-
cap index and acoustic parameters

Group Before After p-vaiue

Physical score VH 13.73+8.86 7331544 p>0.05*
NVH  12.53+6.97 1460+7.08 p<0.05

Functional score VH 847+7.08 520+4.12 p>0.05*
NVH  13.40+552 1573+739 p<0.05

Emotional score VH 8.67£792 340+356 p>0.05*
NVH 7.60+244 7271221 p<0.05

Jitter(%) VH 1.43+0.91 1256067 p>0.05*
NVH 167063 1.60+0.62 p<0.05

Shimmer (%) VH 449+145 3.55+069 p>0.05*
NVH 3.88+0.73 4101058 p<0.05

NHR VH 0.19+£0.04 0.17+0.03 p>0.05*
NVH 0.18+0.03 0.18+0.03 p<0.05

Data are expressed as means*S.D, * : p>0.05, VH : vocal hygi-
ene treatment group, NVH : non-vocal hygiene treatment group
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Table 5. Junior Class (JC) vs Senior Class(SC) in voice handicap
index and acoustic parameters

Group Before After p-value

Physical score JC 12.00t804 522+3.11 p>0.05*
SC  16.33=10.17 1050+6.89 p>0.05*

Functional score JC 7221559 478+4.49 p>0.05*
sC 10.33+640 583%+381 p<0.05

Emotional score JC 6784570 233:155 p>0.05*
SC 11.860%=7.74 500221 p<0.05

Jitter(%) JC 1.40£093 110057 p>0.05*
SC 146097 1481080 p<0.05

Shimmer (%) JC 442+172 3.41£086 p>0.05*
SC 460170 3.77£0.19 p<0.05
NHR JC 019+£005 0.17+0.03 p<0.05
SC 020004 0.18£0.03 pP<0.05

Data are expressed as means+S.D, * : p>0.05, JC : junior class
(1-3 grade). SC : senior class(4—6 grade)

Table 6. Low Career(LC) vs High Career(HC) in voice handicap
index and acoustic parameters

Group Before After p-value

Physical score LC 16881061 8.62+6.07 p>0.05*
HC 10144 491 586+4.63 p<0.05

Functional score LC 1225+ 745 6.88+4.88 p>0.05*
HC 414+ 333 3294197 p<0.05

Emotional score LC 11.88+ 739 525+t3.80 p>0.05*
HC 500+ 430 1.29+1.00 p<0.05

Jitter (%) LC 1.23%= 092 116060 p<0.05
HC 1.65+ 092 1.36*+0.74 p>0.05*

Shimmer (%) LC 428+ 1.10 3.41+058 p>0.05*
HC 474+ 184 372+081 p>0.05*

NHR LC 020+ 0.04 0.18+0.03 p<0.05
HC 0.18x 005 0.17x003 p<0.05

Data are expressed as means+3.D, = : p>0.05, LC : low career

(under 1 year in occupation), HC : high career(over 25 years in
occupation)
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