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Advance of Speech Perception Ability aftrer Cochlear Implantation in Elderly Adults

Dae Jin Sah, MD, Jeon Ha Choi and Choon Dong Kim, MD
Department of Otolaryngology-Head and Neck Surgery, VHS Medical Center, Seoul, Korea

—ABSTRACT —

Objective : To assess changes in the speech perception ability of patients (=65 years) with cochlear implantation.

Subjects Methods :

26 patients with cochlear implantation at the Seoul Veterans Hospital; all patients suffered

from profound hearing loss. Cochlear implant users were recorded before implantation and after operation with
speech processor. The speech assessment of patients (monosyllabic word, bi-syllabic word and sentence test) were
done at the 1, 3, 6 and 12 months postoperative follow-up intervals. Results : The significant improvement in
speech understanding was demonstrated in performance scores using bi-syllabic words and sentences at 1, 3, 6, and
12 months after cochlear implantation, compared with pre-implantation. Especially Bi-syllabic word perception

score was higher than other test score at all time. Conclusions :

The elderly population showed significant im-

provement in auditory performance tests following cochlear implantation compared to their pre-implantation, and
the improvement appeared remarkably within 6 months with speech processor. (J Clinical Otolaryngol 2015;26:48-52)

KEY WORDS : Cochlear implantation - Speech perception.
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Fig. 1. Speech perception score (%) over a period of time.
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Table 1. Characteristics of each participant before cochlear implant

" PTA (4freq) ABR Speech perception
Participant  Age Sex RI@B) Lt (dB) Rt (MHL) Lt (nHL) (sentence)
1 68 M 116/61 85/58 =) 90 15
2 83 M 71770 74/74 80 75 25
3 68 M 76/61 88/70 80 =) 30
4 65 M 80/76 120/76 80 (=) 40
5 68 M 120/76 116/76 =) =) 0
6 80 M 80/76 78176 85 85 37.5
7 65 M 91/76 89/76 =) -) 25
8 69 M 95/74 81/74 =) 95 7.5
9 79 M 71/68 70/68 90 80 17.5
10 85 M 116/76 89/66 =) -) 0
11 78 M 106/74 91/74 =) 80 25
12 76 M 86/72 105/72 95 =) 27.5
13 79 M 82/75 108/75 90 =) 15
14 73 M 112/76 96/76 70 70 0
15 65 F 120/80 119/80 =) =) 0
16 69 M 88/74 94/79 90 90 42.5
17 67 M 119/79 118/79 =) =) 0
18 68 M 74/66 80/74 75 80 45
19 66 M 70/69 78172 70 80 30
20 66 M 74/71 119/76 80 ) 35
21 70 M 80/76 120/76 80 (=) 45
22 82 M 64/58 71/65 85 90 0
23 69 M 76/74 104/76 70 (=) 47.5
24 68 M 55/55 94/76 65 85 40
25 72 M 70/69 82/76 70 80 40
26 82 M 120/76 79/60 (=) 80 45
Table 2. Mean value and standard deviation of speech perception scores over a period of time
speech Interval
Pre-op. 1 month 3 month 6 month 12 month
1 syllable 24.62+18.60 31.96+21.58 41.73£22.09 44.81+23.89 50.38+£24.90
2 syllable 31.25+£22.90 42.42+29.60 62.50+26.66 65.38+27.09 70.58+23.29
Sentence 24.42+17.09 35.29£31.11 53.75+£35.61 61.25+35.74 64.52+31.10
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