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Abstract

To establish normative nasalance values for Irish English-speaking adults. Thirty men
and 30 women with normal resonance read aloud 16 sentences from the Irish nasality
assessment protocol (1), the Zoo passage, and the Rainbow passage. The speech
samples were recorded using the Nasometer II 6400. Results of a mixed between-within
subjects ANOVA indicated no significant gender effect on nasalance scores. The
speakers showed significantly higher nasalance scores for high-pressure consonant
sentences than low-pressure consonant sentences, and for the Rainbow passage than
Total test sentences. There was no significant difference between high-pressure
consonant sentences and the Zoo passage. Compared to previous studies, the Irish
young adults had lower nasalance scores than Irish children and than young adults with
North American dialects.

Keywords: nasalance, Nasometer, resonance, Irish English, normal adults, gender effect
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Introduction
Nasometry is a non-invasive, computer-based procedure that quantifies acoustic
consequences of velopharyngeal function by means of an index. It is the most
frequently used instrumental technique in both research and clinical settings for
assessing resonance disorders due to anatomical or physiological abnormalities of
maxillofacial structures and for evaluating treatment outcome (2-4). Amongst the
available systems, the Nasometer (KayPENTAX, Lincoln Park, NJ) is the most widely
used (5). The Nasometer calculates a nasalance score, which is a ratio of nasal to nasalplus-oral acoustic energy during speech. In principle, the higher the degree of nasality,
the higher the nasalance score. Standardised speech stimuli for nasometric evaluation
have been developed for various languages (see 6,7 for a review). There are three
categories of stimuli: oral sentences or passage, which are devoid of nasal sounds, allow
an examiner to assess for hypernasality as a result of inadequate velopharyngeal closure
during speech; oronasal sentences or passage, which contain both nasal and non-nasal
speech sounds, are useful for evaluating the impact of velopharyngeal dysfunction
(VPD) in normal conversation; and nasal sentences or passage, which are heavily
loaded with nasal speech sounds, are used to assess for hyponasality that is usually
associated with nasal obstruction (6,7). The nasalance scores obtained from a patient are
generally compared to published normative scores (8), hence, information on nasalance
norms is important.
Normative nasalance data have been established for different languages and
many studies have investigated the influence of language/dialect, age, gender, and
phonetic content of speech stimuli on nasalance scores (5). Overall, the findings show
that regional norms are necessary for nasometric evaluation because speakers of some
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languages or dialects tend to show higher nasalance scores than others (6). For example,
Van Lierde et al. (9) reported that adult speakers of Canadian English and North
American English had significantly higher nasalance scores than Flemish and North
Dutch speakers for oronasal and oral speech stimuli. Age may have an effect on the
nasalance scores – generally speaking, children tend to have lower nasalance scores
than young adults (10), who tend to have lower nasalance scores than older adults (11).
Previous studies that have included children from a wide age range reported that
younger children showed lower nasalance scores than older children on some speech
stimuli (5,12). Speech stimuli that are loaded with a higher proportion of nasal speech
sounds (13,14) or high vowels (15) are associated with higher nasalance scores. As for
the effect of gender, mixed results have been reported. While a number of studies found
negligible or no significant gender difference (1,5,16-21), other studies reported
significantly higher nasalance scores for women than men (10,11,22-25), one reported
significantly higher nasalance scores for school-aged boys than girls for oral speech
stimuli (12), and one found significantly higher nasalance scores for women than men
for a nasal sentence but significantly lower nasalance scores for women than men for an
oral sentence (26).
To date, normative nasalance scores for Irish English-speaking children have
been published (1) but there have not been published norms for Irish English-speaking
adults. Sweeney et al. (1) reported the mean, standard deviation, and range of nasalance
scores for four categories of speech stimuli collected from 70 typically developing
children – 34 boys and 36 girls aged from 4 years 11 months to 13 years. The speech
stimuli were 16 sentences adapted from the GOS.SP.ASS (Great Ormond Street Speech
Assessment), which is widely used in the United Kingdom and Ireland with children
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with cleft palate and VPD (27,28). Five of the sentences belonged to the High-Pressure
Consonant Sentence category (oral sentences loaded with high-pressure consonants),
two to the Low-Pressure Consonant Sentence Category (oral sentences devoid of highpressure), and one to the Nasal Sentence Category (contains 55% nasal consonants).
The rest of the sentences were mixed (oronasal) sentences and were included to ensure
that the whole set of stimuli (i.e., the Total Sentence Category) contain 11% nasal
consonants, which represents the frequency of occurrence of nasals in English (29). The
stimuli were culturally appropriate for the Irish population and were intended for use in
perceptual analysis of nasality, nasal airflow, and nasometric evaluation in Ireland (1).
In their study, Sweeney et al. found no significant difference in nasalance scores
between boys and girls across the different categories of stimuli. The nasalance scores
of the nasal sentence were significantly higher than those of the Total Sentence
Category and oral sentences. However, there was no significant difference between the
high-pressure and low-pressure consonant sentences. The nasalance scores of the Irish
English-speaking children were lower than those of the American English-speaking
children, reported by Fletcher et al. (30) and Watterson et al. (14), by 6-10% for
oronasal stimuli but there was no difference between the speakers of the two dialects for
oral stimuli containing high-pressure consonants. For oral stimuli containing highpressure consonants, the nasalance scores of the Irish speakers were higher than those of
the Brazilian Portuguese-speaking children reported by Trindade et al. (31) by 6%.
As indicated above, normative nasalance data for both paediatric and adult
populations are necessary for conducting nasometric evaluation with individuals with
resonance disorders. Therefore, the primary aim of the present study was to establish
nasalance norms for Irish English-speaking adults. In order to determine whether norms
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should be reported separately for the male and female speakers, the effect of gender on
nasalance scores was examined. Finally, the study investigated whether the findings on
the influence of speech stimulus on nasalance scores reported for Irish children by
Sweeney et al. (1) hold true for Irish adults. The speech stimuli developed by Sweeney
et al. were used in this study. In order to make cross-dialect comparisons, the Zoo
Passage (oral stimuli) (32) and the Rainbow Passage (oronasal stimuli) (29) were also
included as they have often been used in previous nasometric studies for Englishspeaking adults.
Materials and methods
Sample size was calculated prior to data collection, based on the standardised
difference which was derived from the standard deviations (SDs) reported in previous
studies and the smallest true difference of nasalance scores (33). The SDs for the
various speech stimuli reported in the studies by Sweeney et al. (1) and Seaver et al.
(22) were used because the former employed Irish children and the latter was with adult
speakers of English. The smallest true difference was defined as 6% nasalance score, as
Watterson et al. (34) recommended that standard test-retest variability should be five
nasalance points for typical speakers. The results of the calculation indicated that 30
participants per group was required to detect a difference of one standard deviation
between the male and female speakers for all types of speech stimuli (detailed below) at
a power of 0.9 and 5% significance level. Ethical approval was granted by the Clinical
Research Ethics Committee of the Cork Teaching Hospital in January 2008, and written
consent was obtained from each subject prior to data collection. Thus, 30 male (mean
age = 21 years) and 30 female (mean age = 20 years) native speakers of Irish English
between the ages of 18 and 28 years were recruited from University College Cork
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(UCC) via email. In order to control for possible influence of dialect on the nasalance
scores, only individuals from County Cork (south Ireland) were included. All subjects
had normal hearing ability and no history of speech, language, voice, or hearing
disorders and oro-craniofacial anomalies, according to self-report. They did not have a
cold or nasal blockage on the day of data collection. Furthermore, they were judged to
have normal resonance by the second author based on conversation.
The speech stimuli were the 16 sentences used in the nasometric study for Irish
English-speaking children (1), the Zoo passage (32), and the first paragraph of the
Rainbow passage (29). The subjects were instructed to read aloud the stimuli at their
habitual level of loudness, pitch and rate. The speech samples were acquired using the
Nasometer II Model 6400 (Kay Pentax, Lincoln Park, NJ) in a quiet room – the
Phonetics Lab in the Department of Speech and Hearing Sciences, UCC. The
Nasometer was calibrated according to the user manual at the start of each day before
recording.
A mixed between-within subjects analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted
using SPSS (version 16.0) to test the difference in nasalance scores between the male
and female speakers across the six types of speech stimuli – High-pressure consonant
sentence, Low-pressure consonant sentences, Nasal sentence, Total test sentences, the
Rainbow passage, and the Zoo passage. A Bonferroni post hoc analysis was carried out
to identify which speech stimuli showed significant differences (p < 0.05).
Results
The results of the mixed between-within subjects ANOVA indicated no
significant main effect for gender (F(1,58) = 0.053, p = 0.819) but a significant effect
for speech stimulus (F(5,54) = 0.059, p = 0.000). The interaction effect of gender and
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stimuli was not significant (F(5,54) = 0.401, p = 0.846). Bonferroni post hoc analysis
revealed significant differences between all types of speech stimuli (p = 0.000), except
between the high-pressure consonant sentences and the Zoo passage (p = 1.000). Since
there was no significant difference in nasalance scores between the male and female
speakers, the results of all subjects were combined and they are summarised in Table I.
Insert Table 1 about here
Discussion
The present study aimed to establish normative nasalance values on a variety of
standardised speech materials for Irish English-speaking adults and to examine possible
differences in nasalance scores due to gender of speakers and speech stimulus type. The
sample size was calculated before data collection in order to ensure the validity of the
conclusions drawn from the results (35). Since, it was found that a total of 60
participants are required for detecting a difference of six nasalance points between two
independent groups at a power of 0.9 and 5% significance level, the discussion that
follows only compared the current results to past studies that had 30 or more speakers in
each gender group.
First, this study found no significant gender effect for nasalance scores across
the different categories of speech stimulus. This is consistent with the results reported
by van Doorn and Purcell (19) with 122 boys and 123 girls of Australian English,
Tachimura et al. (21) with 50 male and 50 female Japanese adult speakers, Sweeney et
al. (1) with 34 boys and 36 girls of Irish English, and Brunnegård and van Doorn (5)
with 104 boys and 71 girls of Swedish. However, significantly higher nasalance scores
in the females than males were reported in studies conducted by Hutchinson et al. (11)
with 30 men and 30 women (they found a difference of 10.6% for the Zoo passage,
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8.5% for the Rainbow passage, 9.3% for the nasal sentences, and 7.4% for sustained
vowel /a/), and Mishima et al. (25) with 31 men and 37 women (the difference ranged
from 4.6% to 6.2% for four oral sentences and ranged from 7.1% to 13.7% for five oral
vowels). There are a few studies that also reported significant gender effect on
nasalance scores but the difference in mean nasalance scores between the male and
female speakers was less than 6% – the smallest true difference. For example, Seaver et
al. (22) found a difference of 2% for nasal sentences between 56 men and 92 women;
Rochet et al. (24) reported a difference of 1.6% for the Rainbow passage between 149
male speakers and 166 female speakers of English, and a difference of 2.3% and 3% for
a mixed passage and a nasal passage respectively between 60 male speakers and 93
female speakers of French. An unpublished study by Cafferky and Sweeney (36) with
32 male and 34 female Irish English-speaking adults found a difference of 3.25% for the
Total test sentences. It is likely that the significant results reported in these study were
due to large number of participants. Since the difference was less than 6%, Cafferky and
Sweeney (36) did not consider this small difference as clinically significant.
Previous studies that found a significant gender effect have attributed the
findings to the differences in the structure and/or function of speech production
mechanism between men and women, particularly the differences in velopharyngeal
valving mechanism (37) and velopharyngeal closure timing (38) during speech
production (9,22). However, the findings of no significant gender effect in the current
and some previous studies do not support this hypothesis. It might be argued that, in the
studies that found no significant gender difference, the extent of structural and
functional differences between the males and females was relatively less compared to
those studies that have shown significant differences in nasalance scores. For example,
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before puberty, boys and girls do not differ as much as men and women in terms of the
structures and function of the larynx, velopharynx, and vocal tract (39) and, therefore,
no significant gender difference on nasalance scores were found for school-aged
children (1,5,19). However, it is uncertain whether this could also explain the results of
the young adult males and females in this study and Tachimura et al.’s study (21).
Another possibility for the contrasting findings regarding gender effect on
nasalance scores for typical adults is that those studies that found significant gender
differences included subjects from a wider age range or from different regions of a
country. For example, the speakers in Hutchinson et al.’s study (11) ranged in age from
50 to 80 years and those in Seaver et al.’s study (22) ranged from 16 to 63 years. The
study by Cafferky and Sweeney (36) recruited participants from different parts of
Ireland – Cork, Dublin, and Galway. Hence, the possible effect of confounding factors
(i.e., age and dialect) should be taken into account.
The second finding of this study is that, regarding the difference in nasalance
scores between different categories of speech stimuli, it was not surprising to find that
nasalance scores were significantly higher for the sentence heavily loaded with nasal
consonants, followed by stimuli with both oral and nasal speech sounds (i.e., the Total
sentences and the Rainbow passage), and the stimuli that are devoid of nasal consonants
(i.e., the sentences loaded with either high-pressure or low-pressure consonants and the
Zoo passage) (14). It was also expected that the same type of stimuli would yield
comparable nasalance scores but this is true for the high-pressure consonant sentences
and the Zoo passage only. Although both Total Sentences and Rainbow passage contain
the same proportion of nasal consonants (11%), the mean nasalance score for the
Rainbow passage was significantly higher than that for the Total Sentences. This might
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be due to the different proportion of high and low vowels, and voiced and voiceless
consonants present in the two stimuli (7,15). Lewis et al. (15) found that sentences that
contain high front vowels (/i/ and /ɪ/) were associated with significantly higher
nasalance scores than sentences that contain low front (//) or low back vowels (/a/).
The relatively higher level of nasal resonance for high vowels is related to the high
tongue position, which creates a higher acoustic impedance to sound transmission into
the oral cavity. In contrast, the acoustic impedance is low for low vowels due to the low
tongue position and, therefore, the oral resonance is more pronounced for this type of
speech sounds (7,40). The findings of significant difference between the high-pressure
and low-pressure consonant sentences contrasts with that reported by Sweeney et al. (1)
and Watterson et al. (41). Sweeney et al. reported a mean nasalance score of 14% for
the high-pressure consonant sentences and 16% for low-pressure consonant sentences
for the Irish children; Watterson et al. found 30.28% and 28.98%, respectively, for 25
school-age American English-speaking children. Note that although the present study
found significant difference between the two sentence types, the difference was small –
about 3% on average. Typical speakers may show a difference of three to five nasalance
points across repeated readings of the same stimulus within the same session (22,34).
This means a difference in nasalance scores of around 5% between the two sentence
types is expected in typical adults.
Thirdly, although not tested statistically, the young adults in this study showed
lower nasalance scores than the children reported in Sweeney et al.’s (1) study for all
stimuli. This contradicts with the results of Van Lierde and colleagues (10) that children
had lower nasalance scores than young adults and the general findings that nasalance
scores seem to increase with age (5,10-12). There are a few discrepancies between the
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two Irish English studies – different versions of the Nasometer were used; different
methods for eliciting the speech samples were used; and the speakers were recruited
from different regions of Ireland. Sweeney et al. used model 6200, which is an older
version of the Nasometer, compared to model 6400 used in this study. There are a
number of differences between the two models in terms of the handling of the audio
signal and calibration, which might lead to different nasalance results (24,34).
Watterson et al. (34) compared the nasalance scores obtained from 60 adults using the
two models and found significantly higher mean nasalance scores with model 6400 for
an oral passage and oronasal passage. However, the opposite was found in the present
study. Model 6400 was used in Cafferky and Sweeney’s (36) study with Irish Englishspeaking adults and the present scores compare favourably with their findings. Different
methods were used for obtaining speech samples from the speakers in the two Irish
English studies – in Sweeney et al.’s study, the children repeated the test sentences after
the examiner; whereas in the present study, the adult speakers read aloud the sentences.
However, it is uncertain whether the different methods could have an effect on the
nasalance scores; further investigation of this area is warranted. A possible reason for
the lower nasalance scores for Irish adults compared to Irish children is the different
Irish accents spoken by the participants in the two studies. According to Sweeney
(personal communication, February 25, 2010), the majority of children in their study
had a south Dublin accent, while the young adults in this study had a Cork accent. To
the best of our knowledge, there has not been published literature that compared the
nasalisation in Dublin and Cork accents; further research on this issue is needed to
support this hypothesis. Previous studies have shown that speakers from different parts
of a country could speak with a different amount of nasality. For example, Seaver et al.
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(22) found that Mid-Atlantic speakers showed significantly higher nasalance scores than
speakers from the Mid-western and Southern part of the USA and Ontario in Canada.
Finally, the young adults of Irish English in this study showed lower nasalance
scores than those with North American English accent. For example, Seaver et al. (22)
reported an average of 16% for the Zoo passage and 36% for the Rainbow passage,
while the speakers in this study had 11.5% and 29.6% respectively. This finding is
consistent with Sweeney et al.’s (1) conclusion in comparing the mean nasalance scores
of Irish children and children from North America reported in the studies by Fletcher et
al. (30) and Watterson et al. (14). American dialects have been described as nasal by
phoneticians (1,42,43) and this might be related to the increased anticipatory nasal
coarticulation (44).
Conclusion
There was no significant difference in nasalance scores between the Irish
English-speaking males and females for a variety of speech stimuli – high-pressure
consonant sentences, low-pressure consonant sentences, mixed sentences, nasal
sentence (1), the Zoo passage (an oral paragraph) (32) and the Rainbow passage (a
mixed paragraph) (29). Perhaps due to different Irish dialects, the nasalance scores of
the young adults in this study were lower than those reported for the Irish children (1),
as oppose to the general findings that nasalance scores increase with the age of the
speakers. Finally, the results of this study supported the hypothesis on dialectal
difference on nasalance scores – young adults of North American dialects had higher
nasalance scores than the Irish English-speaking young adults, possibly because of their
increased nasal anticipatory coarticulation (44). The finding further highlights the need
for regional norms (6). It is important to bear in mind that nasometry is a useful addition
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to perceptual evaluation of resonance disorders and direct instrumental assessment of
velopharyngeal dysfunction. Nasometric measure is useful for documenting progress or
change, especially within an individual, but clinical decision, such as whether surgery is
needed or not, should never be made on the basis of nasalance scores alone (7).
Furthermore, it is recommended that clinicians should use standardised speech stimuli
for assessment and, if possible, to compare their patients’ results to normative scores
that have been collected from control speakers from a similar age range, using the same
speech stimuli.

14

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to thank the speakers for their participation, Professor
Tara L. Whitehill for her invaluable comments on an earlier version of the manuscript,
and the anonymous reviewers for their useful suggestions. Part of the study was
presented at the American Speech-Language-Hearing Association (ASHA) Convention,
Chicago, USA, 21 November 2008.

15

Declaration of interests
The authors declare no conflicts of interest. The authors are responsible for the data
collection and preparation of the manuscript.

16

References
1. Sweeney T, Sell D, O’Regan M. Nasalance scores for normal-speaking Irish
children. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 2004;41(2):168-74.
2. Kuehn DP, Moller KT. Speech and language issues in the cleft palate population:
The state of the art. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 2000;7:348.
3. Zajac DJ. Translating principles of speech science to clinical practice: Current and
future trends in craniofacial disorders. Perspectives on Speech Science and
Orofacial Disorders. 2008;18(1):31-40.
4. Haapanen ML, Rintala AE. Comparison of Sanvenero-Rosselli and modified Honig
velopharygoplasties in the secondary treatment of cleft palate speech stigmata in
cleft patients. Scand J Logoped Phon. 1992;17:119-27.
5. Brunnegård K, van Doorn J. Normative data on nasalance scores for Swedish as
measured on the Nasometer: influence of dialect, gender, and age. Clin Linguist
Phon. 2009;23(1):58-69.
6. Dalston RM. The use of Nasometry in the assessment and remediation of
velopharyngeal inadequacy. In: Bzoch KR, editor. Communicative disorders related
to cleft lip and palate. 5th ed. Austin: Pro-ed; 2004. p. 493-516.
7. Kummer AW. Cleft palate and craniofacial anomalies: the effects on speech and
resonance. 2nd ed. New York: Thomson Delmar Learning; 2008.
8. Watterson T, Lewis KE. Test-retest nasalance score variability in hypernasal
speakers. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 2006;43:415-9.
9. Van Lierde KM, Wuyts FL, De Bodt M, Van Cauwenberge P. Nasometric values
for normal nasal resonanace in the speech of young Flemish adults. Cleft Palate
Craniofac J. 2001;38:112-8.

17

10. Van Lierde KM, Wuyts FL, De Bodt M, Van Cauwenberge P. Age-related patterns
of nasal resonanace in normal Flemish chidlren and young adults. Scand J Plast
Reconstr Surg Hand Surg. 2003;37:344-50.
11. Hutchinson JM, Robinson KL, Nerbonne MA. Patterns of nasalance in a sample of
normal gerontologic subjects. J Commun Disord. 1978;11(6):469-81.
12. Prathanee B, Thanaviratananich S, Pongjunyakul A, Rengpatanakij K. Nasalance
scores for speech in normal Thai children. Scand J Plast Reconstr Surg Hand Surg.
2003;37:351-5.
13. Anderson RT. Nasometric values for normal Spanish-speaking females: a
preliminary report. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 1996;33:333-6.
14. Watterson T, Hinton J, McFarlane S. Novel stimuli for obtaining nasalance
measures from young children. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 1996;33:67-73.
15. Lewis KE, Watterson T, Quint T. The effect of vowels on nasalance scores. Cleft
Palate Craniofac J. 2000;37(6):584-9.
16. Litzaw LL, Dalston RM. The effect of gender upon nasalance scores among normal
adult speakers. J Commun Disord. 1992;25:55-64.
17. Kavanagh ML, Fee EJ, Kalinowski J, Doyle PC, Leeper HA. Nasometric values for
three dialectal groups within the Atlantic provinces of Canada. J Speech Lang Path
Aud. 1994;18(1):7-13.
18. Mayo R, Floyd LA, Warren DW, Dalston RM, Mayo CM. Nasalance and nasal area
values: cross-racial study. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 1996;33:143-9.
19. van Doorn J, Purcell A. Nasalance levels in the speech of normal Australian
children. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 1998;35(4):287-92.

18

20. Nichols AC. Nasalance statistics for two Mexican populations. Cleft Palate
Craniofac J. 1999;36(1):57-63.
21. Tachimura T, Mori C, Hirata S, Wada T. Nasalance score variation in normal adult
Japanese speakers of mid-west Japanese dialect. Cleft Palate Craniofac J.
2000;37(5):463-7.
22. Seaver EJ, Dalston RM, Leeper HA, Adams LE. A study of nasometric values for
normal nasal resonance. J Speech Hear Res. 1991;34(4):715-21.
23. Leeper HA, Rochet AP, MacKay IRA. Characteristics of nasalance in Canadian
speakers of English and French. Presented at the International Conference on
Spoken Language Processing. Banff, Canada; 1992.
24. Rochet AP, Rochet BL, Sovis EA, Mielke DL. Characteristics of nasalance in
speakers of Western Canadian English and French. J Speech Lang Pathol Audiol.
1998; 22(2):94-103.
25. Mishima K, Sugii A, Yamada T, Imura H, Sugahara T. Dialectal and gender
differences in nasalance scores in a Japanese population. J Craniomaxillofac Surg.
2008;36:8-10.
26. Gauster A. Yunusova Y, Zajac D. The effect of speaking rate on velopharyngeal
function in healthy speakers. Clin Linguist Phon. 2010;24(7):576-88.
27. Sell DA, Harding A, Grunwell P. A screening assessment of cleft palate speech
(Great Ormond Street Speech Assessment). Eur J Disord Commun. 1994;29(1):115.
28. Sell D, Harding A, Grunwell P. GOS.SP.ASS.’98: an assessment for speech
disorders associated with cleft palate and/or velopharyngeal dysfunction (revised).
Int J Lang Commun Disord. 1999;34:17-33.

19

29. Fairbanks G. Voice and articulation drillbook. 2nd ed. New York: Harper & Row;
1960.
30. Fletcher SG, Adams LE, McCutcheon MJ. Cleft palate speech assessment through
oral-nasal acoustic measures. In: Bzoch KR, editor. Communicative disorders
related to cleft lip and palate. 3rd ed. Boston: College-Hill Press; 1989.
31. Trindade IEK, Genero KF, Dalston RM. Nasalance scores of normal Brazilian
Portuguese speakers. Braz J Dysmorphol Speech Hear Disord. 1997;1:23-34.
32. Fletcher SG. Contingencies for bioelectronic modification of nasality. J Speech
Hear Disord. 1972;37:329-46.
33. Altman DG. Practical statistics for medical research. London: Chapman & Hall;
1999.
34. Watterson T, Lewis K, Brancamp T. Comparison of Nasalance scores obtained with
the Nasometer 6200 and the Nasometer II 6400. Cleft Palate Craniofac J.
2005;42:574-9.
35. Nelson LK. Research in communication sciences and disorders: methods for
systematic inquiry. San Diego: Plural Publishing; 2009.
36. Cafferky L, Sweeney T. Normal nasalance for adult Irish speakers. Presented at the
Annual Scientific Conference of The Craniofacial Society of Great Britain and
Ireland. Dublin, Ireland; 2007.
37. McKerns D, Bzoch KR. Variations in velopharyngeal valving: the factor of sex.
Cleft Palate J. 1970;7:652-62.
38. Zajac DJ, Mayo R. Aerodynamic and temporal aspects of velopharyngeal function
in normal speakers. J Speech Hear Res. 1996;39(6):1199-207.
39. Kent RD. The speech sciences. San Diego: Singular; 1997.

20

40. Jones DL. Velopharyngeal function and dysfunction. Clin Commun Disord.
1991;1:19-25.
41. Watterson T, Lewis KE, Deutsch C. Nasalance and nasality in low pressure and
high pressure speech. Cleft Palate Craniofac J. 1998;35:293-8.
42. Hajek J. Universals of sound change in nasalization. Oxford: Blackwell; 1997.
43. Wells J. Accents of English: beyond the British Isles. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press; 1982.
44. Clumeck H. Patterns of soft palate movement in six languages. J Phon. 1976;4:33751.

21

Table I. Mean, standard deviation (SD), and range of nasalance scores for each speech stimulus type for the 30 male and 30 female Irish
English-speaking adults. There was no significant difference in nasalance scores between the high-pressure consonant sentences and the
Zoo passage.
Speech stimulus

Mean (%)

SD (%)

Range (%)

High-pressure consonant sentences (n = 5)

11.6

4.0

6.0–31.0

Low-pressure consonant sentences (n = 2)

14.9

5.4

6.0–31.0

Nasal sentence (n = 1)

47.6

6.6

23.0–72.0

Total test sentences (n = 16)

22.2

4.0

12.0–32.0

Zoo passage (oral; no nasal consonants)

11.5

2.9

7.0–24.0

Rainbow passage (oronasal; mixed)

29.6

5.0

19.0–47.0
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