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Abstract—Up to 90 % of patients with Parkinson’s disease
(PD) suffer from hypokinetic dysarthria (HD). In this work,
we analysed the power of conventional speech features quan-
tifying imprecise articulation, dysprosody, speech dysfluency and
speech quality deterioration extracted from a specialized poem
recitation task to discriminate dysarthric and healthy speech.
For this purpose, 152 speakers (53 healthy speakers, 99 PD
patients) were examined. Only mildly strong correlation between
speech features and clinical status of the speakers was observed.
In the case of univariate classification analysis, sensitivity of
62.63 % (imprecise articulation), 61.62 % (dysprosody), 71.72 %
(speech dysfluency) and 59.60 % (speech quality deterioration)
was achieved. Multivariate classification analysis improved the
classification performance. Sensitivity of 83.42 % using only two
features describing imprecise articulation and speech quality
deterioration in HD was achieved. We showed the promising
potential of the selected speech features and especially the use of
poem recitation task to quantify and identify HD in PD.

Keywords—acoustic analysis; binary classification; hypokinetic
dysarthria; Parkinson’s disease; poem recitation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Parkinson’s disease (PD) is a frequent neurodegenerative
disorder [1]. Prevalence rate of PD was estimated to approxi-
mately 1.5 % (people aged over 65 years), whereas the risk of
PD onset increases with age [2]. The exact pathophysiological
cause of PD is still yet to be found, however the most
significant biological finding associated with the disease is
a rapid degeneration of dopaminergic cells in substancia nigra
pars compacta [3]. The cardinal motor symptoms of PD
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comprise tremor in rest, progresive bradykinesia, muscular
rigidity/stiffness [4], etc. Patients with PD often develop sev-
eral non-motor symptoms [5] such as sleep disorders, cognitive
deficits, depression, dementia, etc.

According to [6], up to 90 % of PD patients suffer from
motor speech disorder named hypokinetic dysarthria (HD) [7].
HD affects different subsystems involved in the formation
of speech [8], [9] such as articulation, phonation, prosody
and speech fluency [4]. Increased acoustic noise, reduced
voice intensity, harsh breathy voice quality, increased voice
nasality, reduced variability of pitch and loudness, speech rate
abnormalities, imprecise articulation, unintentional introduc-
tion of pauses, rapid repetition of words or syllables and
sudden deceleration/acceleration in speech have been observed
in patients with PD [5], [10]–[12].

For quantification and identification of HD in PD, a wide
range of speech tasks such as sustained vowel phonation [13],
[14], fast syllable repetition tasks [15], [16], read text [12],
[17]–[19], and running speech [10], [17], [20], etc. has been
employed. Additionally, HD has been analysed using conven-
tional, clinically interpretable speech processing techniques
based on the description of: a) articulation (reduced mobility
of the articulatory organs) [15], [21]–[23], b) speech prosody
(reduced variability of pitch and loudness) [10]–[12], [17], c)
speech fluency (speech rate and pausing abnormalities) [10],
[12], [17], [22], d) speech quality (increased level of voice
tremor) [13], [14], [23], [24]. Further information can be found
in our recent article [5].

To our best knowledge, despite our previous work [12],
quantification and identification of HD in PD using acous-
tic analysis of a poem recitation has not been performed.
Therefore, the aim of this work is to follow and extend our
previous research and evaluate a potential of conventional
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speech features describing imprecise articulation, dysprosody,
speech fluency deficits and speech quality deterioration in
HD extracted from a specialized poem recitation task, which
requires additional rhythmical patterns, stress and intonation,
to discriminate between healthy and dysarthric speech in
patients with idiopathic PD.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS

A. Dataset

For the purpose of this study, 152 Czech native speakers
were examined. The group of speakers consisted of 53 healthy
controls (HC) with (mean ± std) age: 63.87 ± 9.28 years
and 99 PD patients with (mean ± std) age: 67.50 ± 8.08
years, PD duration: 7.47 ± 4.17 years, UPDRS III (Unified
Parkinson’s disease rating scale, part III: evaluation of motor
function) [25]: 23.58 ± 12.16 and LED (L-dopa equivalent
daily dose) [26]: 1002.74 ± 557.25 mg. All study participants
were enrolled at the First Department of Neurology, St.
Anne’s University Hospital in Brno, Czech Republic. The
PD patients were examined approximately 1 hour after their
regular dopaminergic medication (L-dopa dose [26]). All PD
patients signed an informed consent form approved by the
local ethics committee.

B. Data acquisition

During the speech signals acquisition, all speakers per-
formed the specifically-designed poem recitation task [12]:
Czech (original) version – Chcete vidět velký lov? Budu lovit
v džungli slov. Osedlám si Pegasa, chytı́m báseň do lasa!,
English (translation) version – Would you like to see a big
hunt? I will be hunting in a jungle of words. I will saddle the
Pegasus, I will catch a poem into a lasso. All speakers were
asked to first read and try to recite a poem for themselves.
They recited the poem into a microphone afterwards.

C. Speech features

To robustly and complexly describe HD, We extracted
a variety of conventional speech features [5], [10]–[12]: a) im-
precise articulation – first three formant frequencies (F1 – F3)
and their bandwidths (B1 – B3); b) dysprosody – fundamental
frequency (F0), pitch period entropy (PPE), short-time energy
(STE), and Teager energy operator (TEO); c) speech rate
and fluency deficits – number of voice breaks (NVB), degree
of voice breaks (DVB), total pause time (TPT), total pause
time (pauses longer than 50 ms) (TPT 50), articulation rate
(AR), and speech index of rhythmicity (SPIR); and d) speech
quality deterioration – harmonics-to-noise ratio (HNR), median
of power spectrum density (MPSD), spectrum flux (SF), zero-
crossing rate (ZCR), and voice turbolence index (VTI). For
further information, see [11].

Next, we described the statistical properties of the features
using: range (R), interpercentile range (IPR), interdecile range
(IDR), interquartile range (IQR), mean, median, std, skewness,
kurtosis, coefficient of variation (CV), 5th percentile (5th p),
1st quartile (1st q), 3rd quartile (3rd q), 95th percentile (95th

p) and slope of linear regression (sLR) [11].

D. Statistical analysis

After the feature extraction step, we investigated the strength
of a linear/monotonic relationship between the speech features
and clinical status of the speakers using Pearson’s correla-
tion coefficient (rp) and Spearman’s correlation coefficient
(rs). The significance level of correlation α = 0.05 was
selected. Next, to evaluate individual discrimination power of
the features, univariate binary classification (PD/HC) models
(stratified 10-fold validation with 20 repetitions) based on
random forests (RF) [27] classifier were designed.

Consequently, to propose the classification models with the
maximum discrimination power (HD is a multimodal speech
disorder), multivariate binary classification (PD/HC) models
(stratified 10-fold validation with 20 repetitions) using RF
classifier [27] were designed. To select the most suitable
combination of the features [28], sequential floating forward
selection (SFFS) algorithm [29] was used.

RF classifier was selected considering its ability to deal with
high-dimensional and highly correlated data with complex
interactions, which is often the case in this field of science.
The training and testing features were normalized before
classification on a per-feature basis (µ = 0, σ = 1). The
classification performance was evaluated by Matthew’s cor-
relation coefficient [30], [31], classification accuracy (ACC),
sensitivity (SEN) and specificity (SPE) [12], [32].

III. RESULTS

The results of the univariate/multivariate analysis are sum-
marized in Table I (the table shows the features with the
highest MCC for each speech dimension, see Section II-C).
Regarding the correlation analysis, only mildly strong cor-
relation between speech features and clinical status of the
speakers (PD/HC) was observed. Regarding the univariate
classification analysis, the following results were achieved
(SEN): a) features based on the quantification of imprecise
articulation – F1 (IPR) = 62.63%; b) features based on quan-
tification of speech prosody impairment – TEO (R) = 61.62%;
c) features based on quantification of speech rate, regularity
and fluency deficits – TPT = 71.72%; and finally d) features
based on quantification of voice and speech quality deteri-
oration – ZCR (IQR) = 59.60%. Box plots of the features
with the highest MCC (univariate models) for each speech
dimension are visualized in Figure 1. With respect to the
multivariate classification analysis, the SEN of 83.42% using
the combination of MPDS (median), F1 (IDR) was achieved.

IV. DISCUSSION

Results of this work confirm our previous findings [12] of
a promising potential of the poem recitation task to describe
HD in PD. Here, we showed that in addition to prosodic
impairment, the poem recitation task is capable of sufficient
quantification of reduced mobility of the articulatory or-
gans, speech dysfluency and also speech quality deterioration
present in HD. Therefore an inclusion of the poem recitation
task in the standardized speech examination protocol is likely



TABLE I. RESULTS OF THE CORRELATION AND UNIVARIATE/MULTIVARIATE CLASSIFICATION ANALYSIS.

Univariate analysis
speech dim. speech feature rp pp rs ps MCC ACC [%] SEN [%] SPE [%]
A F1 (IPR) -0.1428 0.0791 -0.1288 0.1136 0.2558 63.16 62.63 64.15
P TEO (R) -0.0886 0.2776 -0.1049 0.1982 0.2459 62.50 61.62 64.15
S TPT -0.1141 0.1616 -0.1757 0.0303 0.3129 67.76 71.72 60.38
Q ZCR (IQR) -0.2158 0.0076 -0.3027 0.0002 0.3347 65.13 59.60 75.47

Multivariate analysis
speech dim. speech features MCC ACC [%] SEN [%] SPE [%]
Q, A MPDS (median), F1 (IDR) 0.5699 79.72 83.42 74.02

1 speech dim. – speech dimension impaired by the presence of hypokinetic dysarthria; rp – Pearson’s correlation coefficient; rs – Spearman’s correlation
coefficient; pp – significance level of correlation (rp); ps – significance level of correlation (rs); MCC – Matthew’s correlation coefficient; ACC – accuracy;
SEN – sensitivity; SPE – specificity; A – articulation; P – prosody; S – speech fluency; Q – speech quality; F1 (IPR) – interpercentile range of the first formant
frequency; TEO (R) – range of Teager energy operator; TPT – total pause time; ZCR (IQR) – interquartile range of zero-crossing rate.
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Fig. 1. Box plots of the features with the highest MCC for each analysed speech dimension (articulation, prosody, speech fluency and speech quality) for HC
and patients with PD. Speech features notation: F1 (IPR) – interpercentile range of the first formant frequency; TEO (R) – range of Teager energy operator;
TPT – total pause time; ZCR (IQR) – interquartile range of zero-crossing rate; HC – healthy controls; PD – patients with idiopathic Parkinson’s disease.

to provide additional clinical information about speech disor-
ders associated with HD in patients with PD.

Based on the results summarized in Figure 1, we confirmed
the previous findings of impaired mobility of the articula-
tory organs (imprecise articulation of consonants), reduced
variability of speech intensity (monoloudness), speech rate
deficits (speech dysfluency) and speech quality deterioration
(increased voice tremor) in patients with PD compared to
healthy speakers [5], [11], [12], [16], [33]. However, the results
need to be verified by subsequent studies.

Furthermore, important observation regarding the multivari-
ate analysis is the fact that multivariate classification model

designed using only two speech features, selected by SFFS
algorithm, describing imprecise articulation and speech quality
deterioration in HD was able to outperform the results of
our previous study [12] investigating prosodic speech features
extracted from the same poem recitation task in patients with
PD. The next step is the analysis of speech features extracted
from a complex speech protocol consisting of classical speech
tasks including the poem recitation task.

V. CONCLUSION

With respect to the results presented in this work, we
conclude that the poem recitation task is capable of precise



and robust quantification and identification of HD in PD using
a reasonable number of clinically relevant speech features
commonly used in this field of science [5], [11], [15], [33].

Nevertheless, to generalize these results another study
comparing the classification performance of these features
using standardized reading tasks and monologue should be
performed. Furthermore, the results presented in this paper
are based on the analysis of conventional speech features.
Investigation of novel, non-conventional features is likely to
improve the discrimination power of the classification models.
Moreover, gender-differentiated analysis should be considered
to emphasize gender-specific aspects of HD in PD.

In our future studies, we aim to perform a complex analysis
of speech tasks including a poem recitation task and novel,
non-conventional speech features to design classification mod-
els capable of precise, reliable quantification and identifica-
tion of HD in PD. Furthermore, we aim to use the same
methodology to design regression models capable of objective
PD severity estimation, which could provide clinicians with
additional power to diagnose, rate and monitor PD.
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