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Abstract
Background: The Voice Handicap Index-10 (VHI-10) is used 
in clinics because of its validity and ease of use by patients. 
Objectives: The aim of this paper was to evaluate the inter-
nal consistency, reliability, and clinical validity of the Serbian 
version of the VHI-10. Method: In this cross-sectional study, 
we translated the original English version of the VHI-10 into 
Serbian, after which it was back-translated into English. The 
Serbian version of the VHI-10 was completed by 161 patients 
with voice disorders, divided into 4 groups according dis-
ease etiology (structural, neurological, functional, and in-
flammatory) and 73 healthy control subjects. Results: The 
VHI-10 internal consistency was 0.88. Spearman’s rank cor-
relation coefficient for VHI-10 test-retest reliability was ρ = 
0.991 (p < 0.001). Patients with voice disorders had higher 
median total VHI-10 scores compared with controls (p < 

0.001). The patients’ Grade, Instability, Roughness, Breathi-
ness, Asthenia, and Strain (GIRBAS) scale scores were signifi-
cantly correlated with the VHI-10 test scores (ρ = 0,682, p < 
0.001) and VHI-10 retest scores (ρ = 0.716, p < 0.001). Conclu-
sion: The Serbian version of the VHI-10 had good validity and 
reliability and can be used by Serbian patients with voice 
disorders. © 2019 S. Karger AG, Basel

Introduction

It has been widely accepted that voice disorder sever-
ity cannot be fully expressed by instrumental, aerody-
namic, and perceptive measures, but only in combination 
with changes that are self-reported on voice handicap 
questionnaires [1]. There is no absolute positive correla-
tion between voice disorder severity and its influence on 
everyday activities. Voice expectations are extremely in-
dividualized and depend on social and occupational con-
ditions. Older individuals worry about loudness, teachers 
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are often not satisfied with the strength of their voices, 
while professional singers are interested in whole-voice 
quality and range [2].

General (i.e., non-voice-specific) quality-of-life (QOL) 
questionnaires such as the Short Form Health Survey (SF-
36) are insufficient for the clinical management of pa-
tients with dysphonia [3]. Consequently, researchers 
have developed several voice disorder-specific instru-
ments to measure QOL in this patient population [3–6].

The Voice Handicap Index (VHI)-30 questionnaire is 
one such voice-specific QOL questionnaire [4]. In spite of 
its limitations [4], it is the most widely used voice-specif-
ic QOL instrument [5, 6]. The short form of the VHI-30 
is the VHI-10 [2], and there is also a pediatric version [7]. 
Nawka et al. [8] even constructed an internationally ap-
plicable short scale. Their study included 1,052 patients 
from 8 different countries, with 5 different types of voice 
disorders. Various 9- and 12-item subsets were selected 
from the VHI-30, and country-specific subsets were com-
pared to international subsets. The authors concluded 
that all important features of the VHI-30 were retained in 
the international 9-item subsets [8]. Following analysis of 
9 contemporary voice-related self-assessment question-
naires (VHI-30 and VHI-10 were considered separate 
questionnaires), no single questionnaire has been found 
sufficiently robust, sensitive, comprehensive, disease-
specific, and reflective of patients’ health concerns [9]. 
Although some authors found no significant differences 
between the VHI-30 and the Voice-Related QOL ques-
tionnaire [10], others concluded that the VHI-30 is the 
gold-standard voice-specific QOL instrument [11]. 

The VHI-30 and VHI-10 have been validated trans-
lated into many languages [1, 12–15]. Considering prob-
lems arising from questionnaire translation, Verdonck-
de Leeuw et al. [16] assessed the equivalence of the Eng-
lish language VHI-30 and translations from 8 European 
countries. They concluded that all versions of the VHI 
were equivalent, therefore enabling direct comparisons 
across the various versions of the questionnaire. In a pro-
spective study, Forti et al. [13] found that the Italian ver-
sions of the VHI-10 featured high reliability and validity. 
In their study, the control group’s scores were significant-
ly lower with respect to all diagnostic subgroups; further, 
the ratio of the VHI-10 and VHI-30 scores was higher 
than expected in all subgroups [13]. Li et al. [17] investi-
gated 2 simplified Chinese versions of the VHI-10 (10 
items) and VHI-13 (13 items) in 3,825 patients with dys-
phonia and 120 controls. The resultant scores were com-
pared with the original version of the VHI-30. They con-
cluded that both simplified Chinese versions had good 

reliability and validity and could be used by patients with 
dysphonia. They found the VHI-10 to be more concise 
and widely applicable than the VHI-13. The Portuguese 
version of the VHI-10 [12] was also proven valid, reliable, 
and feasible for use with patients with dysphonia. The au-
thors determined questionnaire validity by comparing 
the total score with vocal self-assessments and found sta-
tistical differences among the 5 self-assessment catego-
ries. Participants who classified their voices as bad had the 
highest total scores, whereas those who classified their 
voices as excellent had the lowest scores [12]. Additional 
confirmations of questionnaire validity and feasibility are 
available for the Hebrew [18] and Spanish versions of the 
VHI-10 [14].

The Serbian version of the VHI-30 has been validated 
[19] and has demonstrated excellent internal consistency 
and strong test-retest reliability for patients and controls. 
In patients with dysphonia, the mean scores of all 30 items 
were significantly higher than in controls. A good correla-
tion was also obtained between the VHI-30 total scores 
and the patients’ perceptions of the overall severity of their 
voices. The authors stressed the need to validate the Ser-
bian version of VHI-10, as this shorter version is easier to 
use in clinical practice settings. The aims of the present 
study were therefore to (a) cross-culturally adapt the VHI-
10 into Serbian and (b) validate the Serbian VHI-10.

Materials and Methods

Translation and Transcultural Adaptation of the VHI-10 
Questionnaire
We used the Serbian version of the VHI-10 after receiving the 

permission from the author [2] of the original VHI-10. Using the 
Minimal Set of Translation Criteria [20], the first version of the 
Serbian VHI-10 was back-translated into English by another pro-
fessional translator unfamiliar with the original English version. 
According to the Cognitive Debriefing Method, both phoniatri-
cians and translators compared the original and translated English 
versions of the VHI-10 and then made adjustments to the Serbian 
version (Appendix). 

The next step involved a pilot investigation of 20 patients who 
presented to our Phoniatric Department with voice complaints. 
All patients exhibited dysphonia and were native Serbian speakers. 
The meanings of each sentence were discussed by patients and 
phoniatric team members. Once consensus was established, cor-
rections were incorporated into the questionnaire. Following ad-
ditional analyses by both translators, the final version of the Ser-
bian VHI-10 was created. 

Assessment of VHI-10 Validity and Reliability 
To assess the validity and reliability of the VHI-10, 2 groups of 

participants were recruited from October 2014 to March 2015. The 
first group consisted of patients presenting for an initial phoniatric 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
: J

. M
ilo

va
no

vi
c 

- 
53

02
36

17
8.

14
8.

83
.1

09
 -

 5
/2

8/
20

19
 3

:3
1:

32
 P

M



Serbian Version of the Voice Handicap 
Index-10

3Folia Phoniatr Logop
DOI: 10.1159/000499927

examination because of a voice complaint. Diagnosis was estab-
lished following a clinical ENT examination and endoscopic vide-
olaryngostroboscopy. The patients were further subdivided into 4 
groups: (1) patients with space-occupying vocal fold lesions; (2) 
patients with neurological voice disorders; (3) patients with func-
tional voice disorders; and (4) patients with inflammatory or vas-
cular vocal fold lesions.

Sample size was defined on the basis of other similar studies [1, 
13, 15, 18, 19]. Control subjects were individuals with no diagnosis 
of dysphonia.

All participants filled in the Serbian VHI-10 questionnaire on 
their first visits, following a short introduction and explanation, 
and acquisition of written informed consent. Questionnaire 
completion took no longer than 2 min, and the phoniatrician was 
present if any additional explanations were necessary. In addi-
tion, during this visit, every patient’s voice was perceptually eval-
uated using the Grade, Instability, Roughness, Breathiness, As-
thenia, and Strain (GIRBAS) scale by 2 experienced phoniatri-
cians (with 20 years of working experience in the field of 
communication disorders). Phoniatricians calculated each GIR-
BAS scale score, ranging from 0 to 4, and total score, ranging 
from 0 to 24. Higher GIRBAS scores indicated more severe dys-
phonia [21].

After 2 weeks, each participant completed the Serbian VHI-10 
a second time. Patients with worsening symptoms and/or clinical 
signs were excluded from further participation. No participants 
were allowed to access his/her previous answers, or the answers of 
others. 

Statistical Analysis
Demographic characteristics and voice-related data were ana-

lyzed for patients with dysphonia, including the 4 subgroups and 
the control group. According to the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, 
VHI-10 test, VHI-10 retest, and GIRBAS test scores were non-
normally distributed. We used medians and interquartile ranges in 
addition to mean ± standard deviation. 

Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was used to determine the inter-
nal consistency of the VHI-10. The maximum value of the coeffi-
cient is 1, with > 0.9 considered excellent, > 0.8 considered good, 
and > 0.7 considered satisfactory [22]. Test-retest reliability was 
assessed by Spearman’s correlation coefficient, which was also 
used to estimate correlations among VHI-10 scores, GIRBAS 

scores, and age. To compare VHI-10 test and retest median scores 
and GIRBAS median scores between males and females, the non-
parametric Mann-Whitney test was used. For comparisons of the 
GIRBAS median scores in the voice disorder subgroups, we used 
the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test.

Results

Demographic characteristics of the study participants 
are presented in Table 1. There were initially 161 pa-
tients, divided among 4 subgroups. The dysphonia sub-
groups included (1) patients with space-occupying le-
sions such as vocal nodules, polyps and edema, vocal fold 
cysts, contact granulomas, and reactive lesions (n = 74); 
(2) patients with neurological voice disorders such as 
unilateral or bilateral paralysis, spasmodic dysphonia, 
and vocal tremor (n = 20); (3) patients with functional 
voice disorders such as muscle tension dysphonia, hypo-
kinetic dysphonia, presbyphonia, and functional dys-
phonia (n = 47); and (4) patients with inflammatory or 
vascular vocal fold lesions such as acute and chronic lar-
yngitis, monochorditis, reflux laryngitis, sulcus vocalis, 
hematoma, ectasiae, and varices (n = 20). Following re-
administration of the Serbian VHI-10, individuals with 
worsening symptoms and/or clinical signs were exclud-
ed, leaving 60 patients within the dysphonia group. The 
control group (n = 73) were healthy volunteers, mostly 
consisting of relatives and friends of patients, without 
histories of dysphonia. The oldest participants were pa-
tients in the group with neurological voice disorders. The 
mean age was nearly the same between patients and con-
trols.

Total and item-related internal consistency measures 
of the Serbian VHI-10 in patients, expressed by Cron-

Table 1. Demographic characteristics of patients and their controls

Participants n Female Male Mean 
age ± SD

Range

Patient groups
Space-occupying 74 57 17 45.54±11.68 (16–69)
Neurological 20 17 3 58.70±12.76 (31–78)
Functional 47 30 17 50.17±16.84 (25–80)
Inflammatory 20 13 7 51.70±15.44 (23–71)

Total 161 117 44 49.29±14.49 (19–80)
Control group 73 55 18 49.23±13.06 (30–81)

SD, standard deviation.
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bach’s alpha test, are presented in Table 2. The total VHI-
10 internal consistency was 0.88, and item-related inter-
nal consistency ranged from 0.86 (question 10) to 0.89 
(question 5).

Total VHI-10 test scores for both dysphonia and 
healthy control groups, including the 4 dysphonia sub-
groups, are presented in Table 3. 

For the dysphonia group, the median total VHI-10 
scores were significantly greater compared with those of 
the controls (p < 0.001). By group, the inflammatory and 
vascular lesion dysphonia subgroup exhibited the highest 
median VHI-10 score, and the functional dysphonia sub-
group exhibited the lowest median score. With regard to 
individual scores, the lowest VHI score was 4 and was 
obtained by a patient within the space-occupying lesion 
subgroup. The highest score was 38, obtained by the 
space-occupying lesion and functional dysphonia sub-
groups. Differences in VHI-10 scores between voice dis-
order subgroups were significant (p < 0.001).

The VHI-10 retest scores of 60 patients are presented 
in Table 3. Retest scores were identically distributed 
among subgroups, from the highest to the lowest score, 
as they were in the test groups. Differences among the 
dysphonia subgroups were nonsignificant (p = 0.119). 
Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient indicated that the 
test-retest reliability of the VHI-10 was ρ = 0.991 (p < 
0.001).

GIRBAS scores in a group of 161 patients (Table 4) 
significantly differed between the various dysphonia 
subgroups (p = 0.007). The neurological voice disorder 
subgroup exhibited the highest median VHI-10 score, 
and the functional dysphonia subgroup had the lowest 
median score. With regard to individual GIRBAS scores, 
the highest was 21 and linked to a member of the in-
flammatory and vascular lesion subgroup. The lowest 
GIRBAS score was 4, produced by individual members 
of the other 3 dysphonia subgroups. The GIRBAS me-
dian scores were significantly correlated with VHI-10 

Table 2. Internal consistency of the VHI-10 in patients, total and item relateda

VHI-10 Q-1 Q-2 Q-3 Q-4 Q-5 Q-6 Q-7 Q-8 Q-9 Q-10

0.88 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.87 0.89 0.87 0.88 0.87 0.87 0.86

VHI, Voice Handicap Index. a According to Cronbach’s alpha.

Table 3. Mean, SD, median, range, and IQR of the VHI-10 test and retest scores

Participants Mean ± SD Median Range IQR p value

A In patients and controls
Patient groups

Space-occupying 17.76±7.35 17.5 (4–38) 11
Neurological 22.50±8.53 20.5 (10–36) 17
Functional 17.13±7.73 16.0 (5–38) 13
Inflammatory 21.50±8.97 23.0 (6–36) 15 <0.001*
Total 18.85±7.93 13.0 (4–38) 20

Control group 1.10±1.81 0.0 (0–7) 2.0 <0.001**

B In the group of 60 patients
Patient groups

Space-occupying 18.85±7.31 19.0 (6–36) 8
Neurological 23.70±8.39 21.5 (11–36) 14
Functional 16.35±7.87 15.0 (6–40) 11
Inflammatory 19.90±8.58 22.0 (8–31) 18 0.119*
Total 19.0±8.09 18.5 (6–40) 10

SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range. * For differences between diagnostic subgroups of patients. ** For differences 
between all patients and controls.
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test scores (ρ = 0.682, p < 0.001) and VHI-10 retest 
scores (ρ = 0.716, p < 0.001). Sex and age were not cor-
related with VHI-10 scores (p = 0.269 and p = 0.822, 
respectively) or GIRBAS scores (p = 0.151 and p = 0.349, 
respectively).

Discussion/Conclusion

The internal consistency of the Serbian VHI-10 was 
good, with an overall Cronbach alpha coefficient of 
0.88. This value was lower in comparison with the Cron-
bach alpha coefficient for the English VHI-30 [1, 19, 23, 
24] and Hebrew [18], Chinese [17] and Italian [13] ver-
sions of the VHI-10, but similar to the Spanish version 
[25]. The Serbian VHI-10 had excellent test-retest reli-
ability, which is in agreement with findings of other au-
thors for both the VHI-30 and VHI-10 [1, 13, 15, 19, 23, 
24].

Similar to past studies involving the VHI-30 [13, 23], 
VHI-10 scores in this and other investigations [15, 17, 18] 
were significantly higher for patients with dysphonia in 
comparison with controls. The VHI-10 is therefore a val-
id, sensitive tool for identifying voice-specific impair-
ments of QOL. The Serbian VHI-10 scores significantly 
correlated with GIRBAS scores, which additionally sup-
ports the validity of its use in clinical practice.

VHI scores are affected by the type of dysphonia [15, 
18, 23, 24], and Lam et al. [15] concluded that the Chi-
nese VHI-10 could be used to distinguish different types 
of dysphonia. The only consistent finding across studies 
was that the neurological voice disorder subgroup had 
the highest VHI score (mean or median, depending on 
the study). In the studies by Lam et al. [15], Amir et al. 
[18], Helidoni et al. [24], and Schindler et al. [23], the 
neurological voice disorder subgroup had the highest 
VHI scores, and the lowest scores were associated with 

the inflammatory and vascular lesion subgroup. A study 
that used the Croatian VHI-30 [1] found no significant 
differences among the various dysphonia subgroups; 
however, the authors found that scores were highest in 
the neurological voice disorder subgroup and lowest in 
the inflammatory and vascular lesion subgroup. Sotirović 
et al. [19] found no significant between-group differenc-
es in the total VHI-30 scores; however, the highest scores 
were found in the functional dysphonia subgroup, and 
the lowest scores in the inflammatory and vascular lesion 
subgroup. 

In the present study, when patients were grouped ac-
cording to dysphonia type, the highest median VHI-10 
score was found in the inflammatory and vascular lesion 
subgroup, followed by the neurological, space-occupy-
ing, and functional dysphonia subgroups. Further, be-
tween-group differences were significant. GIRBAS score 
also significantly differed between the various dysphonia 
subgroups, but the median score was the highest in the 
neurological voice disorder subgroup, followed by the in-
flammatory and vascular lesion, space-occupying lesion, 
and functional dysphonia subgroups. Further investiga-
tions are needed to prove that the VHI could be used to 
differentiate different types of dysphonia. As with other 
VHI validation studies, the Serbian VHI-10 test and retest 
[1, 18, 19, 23] did not significantly vary according to age 
or sex.

Besides being valid and reliable, the Serbian VHI-10 
was easy to complete over a short time (typically 2 min). 
The Serbian version of VHI-10 is easy to self-administer 
and features adequate validity and reliability. It is a use-
ful tool for use during voice disorder assessments, or 
prior to commencing therapy. The VHI-10 can be used 
for clinical tracking of voice disorder-related impair-
ments of QOL. QOL measures are recommended for in-
clusion in clinical assessments of patients with dyspho-
nia.

Table 4. Mean, SD, median, range, and IQR of GIRBAS scores in the four subgroups of patients

Patient groups Mean ± SD Median Range IQR p value*

Space-occupying 13.39±2.86 14.0 (4–20) 3
Neurological 15.25±3.35 16.5 (9–20) 6
Functional 12.47±3.58 12.0 (4–20) 5
Inflammatory 14.65±4.50 15.0 (4–21) 7 0.007

Total 13.51±3.47 14.0 (4–21) 5

SD, standard deviation; IQR, interquartile range. * For differences between diagnostic subgroups of patients.
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The main limitation of this study was group heteroge-
neity, and our study cohorts were small. According to 
Anthoine et al. [26], there is a lack of clear, scientifically 
sound recommendations for sample size determination 
in psychometric validation studies. Their review of arti-
cles published in PubMed from January 2009 to Septem-
ber 2011 found that out of over 114 published studies, 
approximately 92% reported a subject-to-item ratio ≥2, 
whereas 25% had a ratio ≥20. This study produced a sub-
ject-to-item ratio of 16 for the initial test, and 6 for VHI-
10 retest scores, although these scores were lower for the 
dysphonia subgroups.
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Appendix

Serbian Version of the VHI-10

F1 Ljudi me slabo čuju zbog moje promuklosti. 0 1 2 3 4
F2 Ljudi me teško razumeju kada smo u bučnoj sredini. 0 1 2 3 4
F8 Problemi sa glasom ograničavaju moje lične i društvene  aktivnosti. 0 1 2 3 4
F9 Zbog promuklosti mi se čini mi se da sam potpuno nesposoban / nesposobna za razgovor 0 1 2 3 4
F10 Preti mi gubitak posla zbog poremećaja glasa. 0 1 2 3 4
P5 Osećam napor kada hoću nešto da kažem. 0 1 2 3 4
P6 Ne mogu da predvidim kakav će mi biti glas. 0 1 2 3 4
E4 Problem sa mojim glasom me uznemirava. 0 1 2 3 4
E6 Osećam se hendikepiranim/hendikepiranom zbog moga  glasa. 0 1 2 3 4
P3 Ljudi me pitaju: “Šta je to sa tvojim glasom?” 0 1 2 3 4

0, nikad; 1, skoro nikad; 2, ponekad; 3, skoro uvek; 4, uvek.

References

 1 Bonetti A and Bonetti L. Cross-Cultural Ad-
aptation and Validation of the Voice Handi-
cal Index into Croatian. J Voice. 2013 Jan; 

27(1): 130.e7–130e14.
 2 Rosen CA, Lee AS, Osborne J, Zullo T, Murry 

T. Development and validation of the voice 
handicap index-10. Laryngoscope. 2004 Sep; 

114(9): 1549–56.
 3 Deary IJ, Wilson JA, Carding PN, MacKenzie 

K. VoiSS: a patient-derived Voice Symptom 
Scale. J Psychosom Res. 2003 May; 54(5): 483–
9.

 4 Jacobson BH, Johnson A, Grywalsky C, Sil-
bergleit A, Jacobson G, Benninger MS, et al. 
The Voice Handicap Index (VHI): Develop-
ment and Validation. Am J Speech Lang 
Pathol. 1997 Aug; 6(3): 66–70.

 5 Hogikyan ND, Sethuraman G. Validation of 
an instrument to measure voice-related qual-
ity of life (V-RQOL). J Voice. 1999 Dec; 13(4): 

557–69.
 6 Ma EP, Yiu EM. Voice activity and participa-

tion profile: assessing the impact of voice dis-
orders on daily activities. J Speech Lang Hear 
Res. 2001 Jun; 44(3): 511–24.

 7 Zur KB, Cotton S, Kelchner L, Baker S, Wein-
rich B, Lee L. Pediatric Voice Handicap Index 
(pVHI): a new tool for evaluating pediatric 
dysphonia. Int J Pediatr Otorhinolaryngol. 
2007 Jan; 71(1): 77–82.

 8 Nawka T, Verdonck-de Leeuw IM, De Bodt 
M, Guimaraes I, Holmberg EB, Rosen CA, et 
al. Item reduction of the voice handicap index 
based on the original version and on Euro-

pean translations. Folia Phoniatr Logop. 
2009; 61(1): 37–48.

 9 Branski RC, Cukier-Blaj S, Pusic A, Cano SJ, 
Klassen A, Mener D, et al. Measuring quality 
of life in dysphonic patients: a systematic re-
view of content development in patient-re-
ported outcomes measures. J Voice. 2010 
Mar; 24(2): 193–8.

10 Portone CR, Hapner ER, McGregor L, Otto K, 
Johns MM 3rd. Correlation of the Voice 
Handicap Index (VHI) and the Voice-Related 
Quality of Life Measure (V-RQOL). J Voice. 
2007 Nov; 21(6): 723–7.

11 Schneider S, Plank C, Eysholdt U, Schützen-
berger A, Rosanowski F. Voice function and 
voice-related quality of life in the elderly. Ger-
ontology. 2011; 57(2): 109–14.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
: J

. M
ilo

va
no

vi
c 

- 
53

02
36

17
8.

14
8.

83
.1

09
 -

 5
/2

8/
20

19
 3

:3
1:

32
 P

M



Serbian Version of the Voice Handicap 
Index-10

7Folia Phoniatr Logop
DOI: 10.1159/000499927

12 Costa T, Oliveira G, Behlau M. Validation of 
the Voice Handicap Index: 10 (VHI-10) to the 
Brazilian Portuguese. CoDAS. 2013; 25(5): 

482–5.
13 Forti S, Amico M, Zambarbieri A, Ciabatta A, 

Assi C, Pignataro L, Cantarella G. Validation 
of the Italian Voice Handicap Index-10. J 
Voice. 2014 Mar; 28(2): 263e17–263e22.

14 Núñez-Batalla F, Corte-Santos P, Señaris-
González B, Llorente-Pendás JL, Górriz-Gil 
C, Suárez-Nieto C. [Adaptation and valida-
tion to the Spanish of the Voice Handicap In-
dex (VHI-30) and its shortened version 
(VHI-10)]. Acta Otorrinolaringol Esp. 2007 
Nov; 58(9): 386–92.

15 Lam PK, Chan KM, Ho WK, Kwong E, Yiu 
EM, Wei WI. Cross-cultural adaptation and 
validation of the Chinese Voice Handicap In-
dex-10. Laryngoscope. 2006 Jul; 116(7): 1192–
8.

16 Verdonck-de Leeuw IM, Kuik DJ, De Bodt M, 
Guimaraes I, Holmberg EB, Nawka T, et al. 
Validation of the voice handicap index by as-

sessing equivalence of European translations. 
Folia Phoniatr Logop. 2008; 60(4): 173–8.

17 Li H, Huang Z, Hu R, Zhang L, Xu W. Study 
on the simplified Chinese version of the voice 
handicap index. J Voice. 2012 May; 26(3): 

365–71.
18 Amir O, Tavor Y, Leibovitzh T, Ashkenazi O, 

Michael O, Primov-Fever A, et al. Evaluating 
the validity of the Voice Handicap Index-10 
(VHI-10) among Hebrew speakers. Otolaryn-
gol Head Neck Surg. 2006 Oct; 135(4): 603–7.

19 Sotirović J, Grgurević A, Mumović G, 
Grgurević U, Pavićević L, Perić A, et al. Adap-
tation and Validation of the Voice Handicap 
Index (VHI)-30 into Serbian. J Voice. 2016 
Nov; 30(6): 758.e1–6.

20 Medical Outcomes Trust. Trust introduces 
new translation criteria. Med Outcomes Trust 
Bull. 1997 Jul; 5(4): 1–4.

21 Hirano M. Clinical examination of voice. New 
York: Springer-Verlag; 1981. pp. 81–4.

22 Dejonckere PH, Remacle M, Fresnel-Elbaz E, 
Woisard V, Crevier L, Millet B. Reliability and 

clinical relevance of perceptual evaluation of 
pathological voices. Rev Laryngol Otol Rhinol 
(Bord). 1998; 119(4): 247–8.

23 Schindler A, Ottaviani F, Mozzanica F, Bach-
mann C, Favero E, Schettino I, et al. Cross-
cultural adaptation and validation of the 
Voice Handicap Index into Italian. J Voice. 
2010 Nov; 24(6): 708–14.

24 Helidoni ME, Murry T, Moschandreas J, Lionis 
C, Printza A, Velegrakis GA. Cross-cultural ad-
aptation and validation of the voice handicap in-
dex into Greek. J Voice. 2010 Mar; 24(2): 221–7.

25 Hakkesteegt MM, Brocaar MP, Wieringa 
MH, Feenstra L. The relationship between 
perceptual evaluation and objective multipa-
rametric evaluation of dysphonia severity. J 
Voice. 2008 Mar; 22(2): 138–45.

26 Anthoine E, Moret L, Regnault A, Sébille V, 
Hardouin JB. Sample size used to validate a 
scale: a review of publications on newly-de-
veloped patient reported outcomes measures. 
Health Qual Life Outcomes. 2014 Dec; 12(1): 

176.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
: J

. M
ilo

va
no

vi
c 

- 
53

02
36

17
8.

14
8.

83
.1

09
 -

 5
/2

8/
20

19
 3

:3
1:

32
 P

M


