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' .‘[: SRR lf&f Abstract —_ AR
. e A “f\\\, YL

ThlS study examlnes the relatlonsh1p between language

"and readlng scores obtalned‘by hear1ng\1mpa1red students who ‘ﬁ

'f;those not shar1ng that part1culaf background factor.!fThe*ff‘

~in W1nn1peg vere . 1ncluded 1n this study.; The students were S

* oy

share a partlcular background factor and scores obtajned by

'Manltoba School for the Deaf and Govsenor Elementary School : '

| between 9,5 and T1.7 years.old, All of the students used
- the tqtal communjcation method at school}and»haa hear;ng

parents. L e T T e R -7

-whereﬂmales scored higher than females. - Thlsdf;ndlng is. .

‘opposite' to the results'generally reported\in.thqﬂw“w’

'sten backgrodnd fac;ors used to group students were age, sex,.,
cause, age at onseth age at d1agn051s, language models, ;f_“j»

‘ ’ _
.1ntervention school status, hearlng a1d use and method of |
commun1catlon.‘ The language and éead1ng scores were those v *
achleved on the Test of Syntactic Ablllty (T. S A, ) and the i

Stanford D1agnost1c Readlng Test (S D R T De '4' f v

Elghteen profound prel1ngually deaf students at thejb* _f?

- < 3

R

No background factor was found to 1nfluence scores

consrstently on both the T S.A. and the S.D. R T.

The scores obtalned on the T. S. A 1nd1cated‘only”one"

:':51gn1f1cant dlfference‘for the. background factor of’ sex, v

biterature;

;":M R

The scores obtalned on the S. D R.T. resulted in nb_

.\ '
23

.
—m

B
P

"51gn1f1cant dlgference for ‘the word readlng subtest. On\”‘ ?i

: comprehen51on the subtest 51gn1f1cant d1fferences were

v
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qroup and the group wh1ch used no formal commuﬁicat1en
' s A v : .
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‘v,Power,'1976)

_students..1) the hard o

'n_deaf to perform well durlng read1ng and language tests. s

";}lo'g~:“r; xnmnonUcmlou

(\ Vo

The severe delay o@»the languag? and read1ng ab1l1tres.
of deaf sﬂhdents 1s»a well establlsh d phenomenon._ Many
1

'1nvestlgators have demonstrated that the prellngually deaf 1.‘

N :
. rarely\étta}n h1gh 1evels of proflcrency in. the Engllsh
.language (anrad 1979 Myklebust 1964 Russel Qu1gley and;}

Deaf students can be grouped on'the ba51s-of hearlng

-_loss. The degree of hearlng {oss, when tested 1n the better-’r

ear’ at 500 1000 and 203? Hz,_ldentlfr;ﬂ two groups of

hearlng, who have an average loss

. of 'less than 70 dB;- and 2) the deaf,'who have san average

o loss of greater than 90 dB. Students whose losses 1n the

kS .
better ear are from 71 dB to. 90 dB (severe loss) are in the~

: trans1tlonal category (Q@&gley and Kretschmer, 1982Lr

."Students who are ‘able t”‘g@evthelr re51dual hear1ngsto

2 "."'

process llngu15t1c 1nformat10n when flfted w1th hearlng a1ds

are referred to as the hafd of hear1ng Others, who have S

\

the same hear1ng‘&oss and wear 51m11ar hear1ng a1ds but do

-’/

not use resrdual heaﬁg_g, can be referred\to as deaf

g or wear

v o

Although these students do not use res1dual hear'

hear1ng aids at home, they may wear hearlng a1dt‘at school'f

i

'because the school requ1res that they do. l-v‘f. o fdgfﬁfij* -

3,

“A better understand1ng of deaf students low level o{":

prof1c1ency in readxng and language can be ga1ned by

exam1n1ng factors whlch may 1nfluence ehe ab1l1t1es of the . .

ST _b,&,j.a,;égﬁv}, .



Factors such as age, degree of hearlng Idss, cause, age at
. onset and age at d1agn051s are known to affect readlng and

language scores ?Conrad 1979 Qulgley and Kretschmer, e

1982) cher factors such as language models, part1c1pat1on

J'!3_1n pnnschoolrlnterventlon programs (Freeman, Ma1k1n and

Hastlngs 1975 Lev1ne, 1981) hear1ng a1d use, method of
commun1cat1on and sqhool placement are assumed to affect
: ) ‘-A' kg

,_readlng and languagevscores (Rogers, Leslle, Clarke, Booth .

e and Horvath -197&)L;qIn-thls studytvstudents were grouped on
the bas1s of ten background‘factoss, and the readlng and |
language scores achleved by these groups were examlned 1n 1"4
- rder to determlne whether or not there is a relatlonsh1p
/iétween part1cular backgrou d factors and read1ng‘and |
languagedscores. Four‘of t ese facf%rs wh1qh may be
:cla551f1ed'as personal factors are age, sex, cause and age
at onset The rema1n1ng factors ‘%hlch are. 1nf1uenced by
the soc1a1 m111eu and parent chlld&lnteractlon, are age at;
dlagn051s, language models, 1ntervent1on, hearing. a1d*u““
‘school status,-and method,of,commun1cat1on. '

A Personal Factors B o N

Generally 1t ‘has been found that after reathng a grade

three readlng level, deaf students progress very slowly in
[
read1ng - approxlmately 2 of~a grade level per. year f

rarAvn—

(D1France5aca, 1972'«Furth 1966 ), and that fewer than 12%
e e N
of .deaf students can: read at or: above a grade four level at

ANy
16'years_of.age'(Conrad 1979 Myklebust 1964)

\ L o \
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A 51m11ar phenomenom ar1ses 1n language deve&opment. f-y

Read1ng and language scores of deaf students 1ncrease slowly
w1th age and tend to plateau'after age 10 to an. approx;mate
rate of .2 grade levels per year (Klng and Qu11&ey,~1985)

When readlng'and language scoqes ‘age compared on the

B bas1s of sex, generally no dlfference 1s found There are

; accompan1ed by other handlcaps fx?_' e

(. » S _‘r .
however sllghtly more males than females 1n the deaf v' i*'~
populatlon > 54% are,males (Qulgley and Kretchmeq, 1982)

When the=loss of hearlng is felated to prenatal T
Q - R V,.“\‘

rubella, other han%1cap§'wh1ch also affect read1ng and
S o';_ : . .
language ab111ty are frequently présent.- Another common *
: e, T -
~ g
cause ‘oF hear ng loss is menlngptIS, wh1ch31s usu;flyonot o

- When the hear1ng loss occurs before the age o 3'

'(prellngually deaf) language developmen; 1s 1mpa1red to a,;

greater degree tHan 1f the age at onset is latew (Conrad
1979). Thls may be expected because some language" e A
development ‘would’ have occurred before éﬁg 3§e of } - h«“v

e L
:

. Factors InfluencedﬂBy Soc1a1¢M1lxeu .f. .'f

i | “

‘ .
) S1nce approxlmately 90% of deaf students have hearlng

parents (ScHles1nger and Meadow, 1972 Sbuckless and ézrch

' 1966) and vocabulary development is, to a great extent,

-

>

based on parent ch11d 1nteract1ons, normal vocabulary oy

Q

development 1s d1ff1cu1t for deaf chzldren.' Parent-ch1ld

1nteractlons are severe,“}affected espec1ally 1§ the parents'

%ave d1ff1culty acceptlng thelr ch;ld s handzcap. ;-;_fc—;*:ﬁh

v

ot
-
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| results. in delayed dlagn051s and a551stance,'and the use of
only very bas1c gestural communlcatlon (Grego?y, 1976-

T Moores, 1982) Under such cond1t10ns,'the chlld may develop

Y

'7n severe emotlonal problems ‘and acqulre very llmlted Engllsh

vocabulary before enterxng school (Levrne, 1981).

Although parents may accept their child' S hand1cap and

. earlleF‘dlagnos1s and a551stange is made avallable,,there

-~

.with the déaf a dec151on frequently made in the face of

G

confllotlng profe551onal op1n10ns and fam1ly pressures .
hand, advocates of théhoral approach Wlll p01nt out that
speech and lip readlng are cruc1al for succeﬂsful »

1ntegrat10n w1th the hearlng populatlon, whlle on the other

) The lack of acce%tance of the hearlng loss frequently -

’ must dec1de between the two approaches toward commun1cat1on

(Gregory, 1976; Lev1ne, 1981':Moores, 198?) On the one T

~

are Stlll ser10us barrlers to normal commun1cat1on., Parents _

hand advocates of tﬂl’use of 51gn language w1ll p01nt out : \\_.

that oni: 5 percent of speech can be llp-read and that

v manual‘ mmun1cat10n is more. 1mportant than speech (Vernon
: S p o :
~and Koh 1971). R S e,
q ' It has been shown that deaf chlldren expﬁsed to.an

-

. approach u51ng 51gn language at an early age acquire

o

- :
llﬂgUlSth competence and have an educat10na1 achlevement

/
2]

superlor to that of their peers educated u51ng an ordl
approach (Brasel and Qu1gley, 1977 Stuckless and B1rch
19663 Vernon and Koh, 1971) Chlldren usrng«the oral |

approach have smaller vocabularles when enterlng school and



often do not acqu1re l1ngu1st1c competence (Holmes and

Holmes, 1981 Kreﬂschmer, 1982). S1nce the f1rst learned

~and’ natural languagg\of _the deaf is a- gestural system

: (Stokoe, 1972) the choice of the approaches u51ng s1gn

fjlanguage is thought to be . preferable bz’many authorltles

e
-;\“\most prevalent ch01ce today 1s to use a- total

' . communlcatlon approach, whlch 1ncludes thé§use of both 51gn,"‘

I

- language and speech »s;nce all possxble modes of developlng

e vocabulary are used o , = . -
.:?{;ﬂ.\,’ . . " - ‘ \ .

Even when the total communlcatlon approach 1s chosen, f

-vocabulary development contlnues to be 11m1ted by several

:'other factors.» (1) Many parents are 11m1ted 1n th81r

vab111ty to-sign. (Freeman, Malkln, and Hast1ngs,v1975) and

»consequently communlcatlon 1s usually restr1cted to short

N 4
declaratlve and one-word sentences (Baker and Cokely, 1980).

*

:(2) In some cases- the Chlld may be 1solated due to over -

' protectlon (Moores, 1982 Schle51nger and Meadow, 1972)

"‘,children} (4) Frequently the language developed at’ home is -

‘different language models ava11able to most hear1ng

(3) Even when parents attend sign- language classes,-the
“emphasis on ba51c vocabulary prevents the ch11d from hav1ng

ra-broader l.hgu1st1c experlence and the beneflt of several

a pidgin, 1ncorporat1ng the fam1ly s own pecul1ar s1gns, and

therefore, szgned Engl1sh vocabulary must be reiearned upon L

' enterlng school (Conrad, 1979 Lev1ne, 1981° Qu1g1ey and

' Kretschmer, 1982)



e .

{1In some;cases, vhen signed English isyadequately

lear ed'at°hcme,:the'reléarning.of'language upon entering

- school 1s m1n1mlzed ~Since thé ability to .use signed

,Engl sh is an 1mportant sk111 the Chlld requlres to succeed

in’ a spec1a1 educatlon class in a regular school the degree

to wh ch 51gned Engllsh has been learned before enterlng ’

school.1nfluences the dec151on as to whether or: not a Chlld

.w1ll be placed in: a regular schooL or be sent to a’
\ L
prov1nc1 1 school Q IR

S1l erman Dresner and Gu11folye (1972) found that ~when

‘,tested wi th words common to hear1ng chlldren aged six to '

. seven, dea

.180 out of V 300 words.l This flndlng shows that the deaf
- have a very low formal Engllsh vocabulary, but 1t does not

necessarlly show a lack of p1dg1n language vocabulary or

,_exper1ence.' For the deaf, Engllsh could be v1ewed as a

second language. ThlS view 1s SUpported by Hammerme1ster s

(1971) finding that, un11ke hear1ng adults, deaf adults

_'word read1ng voéablary scores on ‘the Stanford Achlevemgpt

. Test (S.A.T.) continued to 1ncrease 51gn1f1cantly after
. graduat1on. o
A large vocabula y,‘however, does not assure readlng
success for a den{ chi d ‘Moores (1970) po1nted out that

5Gnless a child understan‘s and gan use pronouns,
IS 4

«conjunctlons and artlcles, a

A -

wr1tten text could not be u\derstood regardless of the v

?

prépos1tlons, aux1lar1es,

number of vocabulary words k

W Bedause some parts of .

DRI -

ch1ldren aged elght to n1ne could 1dent1fy only .



’comprehen51on of

speech have}no'tangible referents, they'must~beilearned'

-

'formally by deaf Chlldren, who are. ralely exposed to them

through natural 1nteract1ve communlcatlons w1th adult

_.language models. These parts of speech are used to organlze

-words to form sentences, and, 51nce the ‘deaf. are usually not

)F“
exposed to Comgilzfted sentences requ1r1ng them, B

omplicated sentences.is dlfflcult;‘uThF
lack of hearing and of exposure to communication with peers

and language models3requires that deaf children'learn'syntax'

'_separately, and unfam111ar1ty w1th syntax rules makes

i1nterpretatlon of some sentences d1ff1cult. _For examplev' 1ju"
, . - ..

'"The hunter-who shot. the bear ran toward the truck" may be

. 1nterpreted by a deaf student as "The bear ran toward the

-

“truck", 111ustrat1ng that, although the deaf can relate

their vocabulary and experlence to a sentence, they may not

comprehend 1ts true meanlng because of a fa1lure to

v

'vrecognrze the syntacgég structure.

Qulgley, Stelnkemp, Power and Jones (1978) eXamlned
readlng and wr1t1ng .errors .made by the deaf over a 10 year

perlod and concluded that deaf chlldren could not comprehend:

' materlal they had read because they could not understand
. complex sentences due to the1r 11m1ted ab111ty in the use of

syntax. = Many statements that appeared grammatzcally correct

to the deaf were identified as grossly incorrect by hearing

o . B . o A
~children. Quigley et al. (1978) also found that certain

English structures such as the passive tense, which are '

rarelywused by the deaf, were fot understood by the‘majority_;
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of deaf nineteen year olds when they were compared w1th

: Q .
eight year old hearing children.. Quigley and Kretschmer
(1982) point out that most traditional reading series have-'

controlled vocabularies, but complex syntax and figurative

language occurs frequently at early levels. -However, in the’

case of deaf children, such trad1t10na1 reading series are
~not ‘the mostlappropriate materlals to'use‘51nca it is

important to identify and matCh*the‘children's ability to

~ eomprehend syntax w1th the syntactic complex1ty of the _
-,reading material in order to ensure good eomprehen51on

(LaSasso, 1982).

*C. The Purpose o B - .[
'?'The‘burpose of this study was t% examine the
relatiOnship betweenfscores obtained by profound .

‘prelingually deaf studentS'on language and reading tests and

-~the background factors common to the students tested in® *

order to determine whether or not some background fadtors
may 1nfluence reading\and language scores.
VD Ob]ect1vesv

. The objectives of this study are. to examine the eﬁfect
if anyﬂvof each'of the ten background factors on the scores-
vobtained on‘the Test of Syntactic Ability'(TQS.A.)_and the

Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (S D.R.T.). The 10

backgroundvfactors are age, sex, cause, age at onset, age at.

diagn051s, language‘models, intervention, hearing aid use,



vvnull hypothe51s

school status and method of communication. -

-E. Hypotheses

'1.

‘ due to other causes.

X

'The follow1ng tenwhypotheses are stated 1n the form of the: |

'

Scores obta1ned on the T.S. A. 'Screening'Test and thé

dS .D. R T. word reading and comprehen51on subtests wll;

not 51gn1f1cantly change w1th age. S vih ‘;7

No sxgnlflcant difference in the T S. A. and the S. D R T
;scores wrll.be found.when comparrng males and females. A

¥ §tudEnts who lost their hearing duerto prenatal rubella' B

will: ‘not have 51gn1f1cant1y dlfferent T, S.A. and

S.D. R T. test scores than those who lost thelr hearlng

L 4

1Prel1ngually deaf students who lost thelr hearlng before ’

the age of two will not have 51gn1f1cant1y d1fferent

T.S.A. and S D. R-T. scores than those who lost the1r

-hear1ng after the age of two, but before the age of.

three.

-~

'»Stud_nts d1agnosed before the age of -two w111 not have -

Slgn1f1cant1y dlfferent T.S.A.~and S.D:R,Tt'scores than

tho e dlagnosed later.'

.. St dents who have good language models at home w111 not

‘obtain 51gn1£1cantly d1f£efent T S A, and S D'R T.

sgores thanyfhose wlthout such language models.'bi
tudents who part1c1pated 1n a preschool 1nterventzon'

rogram will not have s1gn1f1cant1y dlfferenttw S.A, and
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.;such a program.f

'will not obtain

S.D.R. T. scores tha

'S.D.R. .T. scores. than those who - d1d not part1c1pate in

° . ) '

Students who wed _hearing'aidS’at'home and at school
"nifiCantly different T;S.A.¢and‘

those wearing‘them“at school'only,f”

Students who- are enrolled in a spec1al educatlon class

in a regular school w1ll not obtaln 51gn1f1cantly

d1fferent T. S A and S. D R T scores “than students

enrolled at the prov1nc1al school for the deaf and
l1v1ng in re51dence. i ’ o hi‘. YT
Students who were exposed to a total commun1cat1on_

approach before enter1ng school wlll not have

A51gn1f1cantly d1fferent T S A. and S. D R. T. scores than

students who were . exposed to the oral approach only, orv

: students who vere’ exposed to no formal communlcatlon

..3“7

approach-t S

a a

F. Delimitations

1". .

" researcher. ' : {vw

program,

 All tests were administered andfscored'byhthe

The sample included students from onlyxone geographic

'regioh; that is,vthoSe‘enrolledfat the.Manitoba-School-

for The Deaf and the Govsenor Elementary School,

All students were enrolled ‘in the total commdn1cat1on'

_The students'"ages ranged from 9.5 to_f1;7ﬂyears.

.
P

" All the students had hearing parentsgf
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1,

Limitations -

<
~

The’T.S.Aj is_normed forfAmericanedeafﬂstudentsv(QOVdB,
hearing'lOSS or_greater) who have no»additional

A

'handicaps and are aged between’lo and“12'Years.;-f'J_'

vStudents used in thlS study were aged between 9.5 and

11 7 years. F1ve sbudents had add1tlona1 hand1caps with-

two of these students hav1ng less severe hearlng 1osses L

'“(less than 90 4B). These handlcaps were not severe'

enough to warrant eXCludlng them from the sample. .

fAlthough the f1ve students vere con51dered to have

perceptual d1ff1cult1es and emot10na1 or behav1ora1

:problems, ‘they were very cooperatlve and eager to.
_complete the tests. HoweverJ the 1nc1u51on of the ot
-~ students with handicaps resultedjln lower mean,testlh

'scores. - RO

" Sinde'the majority:of the students were half a yeap

-vyounger than the age norm for the T. SaA.,Vand f1ve of

the students had add1t1onal hand1caps, the: stat1st1ca1

-valldlty of the T.S. A.-results 1s quest1onable ’and these/
’results are consequently 1nterpreted w;th caut1on and-
‘presented -as descr1b1ng trends rather than as def1n1ng

'ﬂconclu51ons. R -'?_ug e

s

The S.D.R.T, is. normed for low ach1ev1ng hearlng .
students,’and not for the deaf; Also, the results of

th1s test becomes less rel1ab1e when read}ng scores fallt

outs1de the range of: grade 1 5 to 3. 5

_ The sample of on1y=18 students 15 small,rffurthermore}u '
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2.

-

'for'some'of theuanalyses,'data-for particular students\vﬁi

_7was not'available due to'omissions on the’backgroundu

(SRR,

factors quest;onnalres.: Three questlonnalres were not
: returned and the number of- students fn\most groups was
.flower;than}hB, I o L ':' “3

«

Def1n1tlons g DR . *:vV.- ‘:}

x\READING is a receptlve commun1cat10n process u51ng pr1nt
. N . A
‘as a med1um.'
SYNTAX 1s the. way 1n whlch words are organlzed to form

"grammatlcal structures such as phrases, clauses °E§

. 'sentences. o T

r

- HEARING IMPAIRMENT i's .a hearlng dlsablllty Whlch may

'rzrange in. se&erlty from m11d to profoundo 1t 1ncludes

. DEAF and 'HARD OF HEARING

_e, A DEAF person is one whose hearlng dLSablllty

| vprecludes successful proce551ng of l1ngu1st1c ' e
'1nformat1on through aud1t1on‘ Wlth orgy hout a
hearzng a1d (Rodda and Grove, 1987)

b.t;A HARD OF HEARING person is one who generally WJth

'-,the use of-a hearlng aid, has re51dual hear1ng -

suff1c1ent to enable successful proce551ng of
langulstlc 1nformat10n through aud1tlon.‘ |

‘HEARING LOSS 1s deflned ‘as follows:

a. Hearlng Threshold m1n1mum effect1Ve sound pressure
3

:}/a st1mulus that is capable of evok1ng an audltory :

ensation (unalded 1n a better ear) broken down’ as

o
§



follows: . , 7
- Moderate severe (56 - 70 dB ISO)
- Severe (71 - 90 dB ISO)
- Profound (91 aB ISO and greater) )
- b. ISO Ca11bratlon--the audrometg1c standard developed

by the Internatlonal Standards Organlzatlon.

5. 'TOTAL COMMUNICATION 1s the phllosophy 1ncorporat1ng many X

aspects of communlcatlon fon the deaf 1nto a s1ngle~'
happroach whlch is best sulted for a part1cu1ar=-’ o
1nd1V1dual.‘ Lo ‘:.v o : | » ', ':h o
»6.' SIGNED ENGLISH is a term referrlng to the var1ous 'sign o
| ‘language systems based on Engl1sh language structure.. _
7. CAUSE is a term used to descrlbe how a hear1ng 1055 1s€'
“acqulred. In the group of students used in this study,
"the:most common prenatal»gause_1s rubella.whereas the .
‘most cOmmonlpostnatal Cause.is meningitis. 'I'n this o
) study,'éausefrefers to whether or not the hearlng loss .
was a result of prenatal rubella._f | |
'dr | GE AT ONSET.refers to the t1me at wh1ch a hearlng loss'/
s 1ncurred , I :::"é?_!7_r ' '

9, 'AGE AT DIAGNOSIS refers ‘to the tj

profess1ona1 dlagnosed the hea_-ng_loss;' o )
f10, LANGUAGE MODEL refers to- a si§i1f1cant 1nd1v1dual such ,

’i1s;a159tdeaf4 who acts as'é:di




s

Yo

setting, or to approfessional beconing involwed by.
"teachlng 51gn language to the famlly._ v .
12..SCHOOL STATUS refers to the type of program in which a
student 1s enrolled such as a spec1al class 1n a publlc

'.. school or 11v1ng 1n re51dence at a prov1nc1al school

1. Summary R S L

ThlS chapter presents the d1ff1cu1t1es deaf students

' encounter whtle acqu1r1ng readlng and language skllls, as

welI as the relatlonshlp between ten-background factors and

4 Adeaf students readlng and-language ab111t1es as measured by

the T. S A and the S.D. R T.

‘The ten background factors are notdlndepéndent frdm one
-another. ' The d1ff1cult1es a deaf ch11d encounters wh1le
learnlng Engllsh may or1glnate w1th the parents ,;gn;:ancel
or lack of acceptance of deafness, whlch 1n turn,‘may'

affect when diagnosis occurs, the method of commun1cat1on

used hear1ng a1d use and the nature of profe551onal

_1ntervent1on. The- level of language prof1c1ency reached at o
'home may well determine whetherpor hot the child wlll,be
enrolled at afregional center or in a special‘education S

class. ;hll of_thefbackgrOUnd'factors‘have beendlnveStigated

.‘8‘

in”previous studies with sometimes'seemingly.contradictory

to affect language and readlng scores is sex.’

Because of . 11m1tat10ns 1n the ch0051ng of the sample,

. the sample size, and dlfferences between the character1st1cs“

7

-

- . ) . . . . . - . . . " .\'

'results., ‘The only factor wh1ch generally has not been foundv,



“of students Used 1n th1s sﬂudy and those used when

;estab11sh1ng norms for the ‘T, S A., the results are

1nterpreted W1th cautlon and presented as descr1b1ng trends‘—

.rather than def1n1ng conclus1ons._; ‘ f, ;y

| f_ Spec1f1cally; thls study exa_vnes the relat10nsh1p
4between ten background factors and scores obta1ned by
‘hearlng 1mpa1red students on the Test Syntactlc Ab111ty and

~-on- the Stanford Dlagn051t1c Readlng Test. .-1'«

v .

¢ G

¥
.



the 11m1tat10ns of the tests used in thlS studf,and

‘and_language’ ab111ty (ab111ty to use

'complex) : Although the process of. le'r

1 I ’ REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
) - .
ThlS chapter 1s an overv1ew of. stud1es 1n wh1ch the 10 o

- background factors have ‘been 1nvestlgated The flrst fourv'

factors, con51dered to be personal factors, are age sex,_ff

’gcause,fand age at onset of the hearlng loss.a The remalnlng

< .
six® factors, con51dered to be 1nf1uenced by soc1al m111eu,

Ajare age ‘at diagn051s, language models, 1nterventron,»hear1ng
- aid use,‘school status, and method of communlcat1on. A

’_brlef dlscussron of language theory and how structure and

hd

syntax affect language and readlng scores follows. -Lastly,_

_ g
tudents answer1ng strateg1es are dlscussed

-

Readlng has been deflned ‘as a receptlve communlcatlon

¢4

- process that uses pr1nt-asva'med1um.- ThlS process depends o

¢

on the reader s ab111ty to decode v1sual symbols into.
_mean1ng A reader 1s requ1red to relate what has been read

,?to grev1ous knowledge rather than decodlng symbols into =

{SP&ECh to obtaln meanlng (Smlth 1977) Read1ng

ucomprehen51on depends’on the\{/ader s p'rceptlon (what a

reader- is. look1ng for) cogn1t1on (what {s already known)

byntax when the text 1s

-

the same. progre551ve sequence as does learnlng fhe spoken

‘»form of language for all students 1nclud1ng the deaf deaf

lstudents rarely atta1n the levels of 1anguage prof1c1ency

\. [}

"necessary for readlng (Russell,,Qu1gley and Power, 1976--'

Levine, 1981; Rodda and Grove, 1987). Surveys'offreadlng .
SR oo T ' ‘ v,

- e

B g'to read‘follows e



ach1evement show that’deaf students‘ read1ng ﬁevels are \

' retarded when compared to thelr hearlng peers.

L4
-y

:" > 1

Age . T . it

Pugh (1946) was one of thé f1rst researcﬁers to regort

°

-fé' on the readlng ab111t1es of . the deaf u51ng the Iowa Sllent

J‘ Read1ng Test and the Durrell Sull1van Read1ng Achlevement \ \_ﬂ

Test. She found thab the hlghest readlng 1eve1‘%Pta1ned on

any subtest was at a grade 6 level and that scores from the

<

_ vocabulary and sentence meanrng subtests leveled.off with-
B ' B /(0
'age‘ Scores 1ncreased slowly w1th age from the‘seventh to’

5-l» the thlrteenth year of schoollng. ;_ ' :-'Sv;;-

Furth (1966) used data on 5 307 hear1ng 1mpa1red

.1 students between the ages of 10.5 and 16. 5 and found results_ _

¥

-51m11ar to Pugh S.. Students:between the 7§es of 10 and 11
- obta1ned a mean grade score of 2. 7 and. the grade score o

-"1ncreased to 3. 5 for students between the ages of 15 and 16.

The 1ncrease rg scores was less than one grade level over a
5 year per1od of - tlme. AR '» L vv"J. _'”] ! ,'f'.qJ;<
"a D1Francesca~(1972) found that the scores from the ’ )

paragraph mean1ng subtest aof- the S A T for approx1mately
17 000 hearlng 1mpa1red studeﬁts age 6 to 21 1ncreased only

.2 of a grade level per year. Conrad (1979) c1ted readlng

' ~

stud1es he COndacted in England Wales, Sweden Denmark and
S
. New Zealand concludlng that a low read1ng ab111ty appears to

be a typlcal character1st1c of most deaf students.'

B

Alfhough the studxes c1ted used d1fferent tests and

L .procedures, the1r results were cons1stent.J It ‘was, found> J:j

NN
S

R Y
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"that deaf'students read1ng s;f?éi)were retarded and tended
'to level off at the age of 10, while. those of . hear1ng |
'Students werg/advanced and contlnued to 1ncrease.A The low_:
‘.;read1ﬁg levels of the deaf students seem to 1nd1cate an
~;1nab111ty to use wrlttéﬁ language to obta1n meanlng, a task
.whlch requlres the adequate development of language skllls
isuch as syntactlc ablllty. ¢'~', }7_ R ”"'T;f -

e

S

Generallyﬁnogslgnificant'differences?invlanguage.scores
dde_to sex have.bEEnhfound; vHowever,QﬁraSel and;Quigleyg

' thatjfemales of'the sam€A§g~/5cored hlgher than‘
t1on test- of the T.S.A. Females also

(i977)'fou

_males on the ne
SifrEd hlgher than males on the paragraph subtest of the

};S A. T R (Rogers, Lesl1e, Plarke, and Horvath 1978)

' ﬂbe at” Onset _‘:d: ,;,'l | |
N | Profound prellngually deaf stude ts were found to
‘ obta1n lower readlng scores oh vocabulary, but not on
comprehension, ‘than those who ‘suffered the 1955 after the
agevof three (Rogers, ﬁeslie;hclarke}'Booth and Horvath,
-~ -1978) . . This f1nd1ng 1s con51stent w1th the results of otherfv.,
| studles as summarlzed by Conrad (1979) . | |
'Qause o .'h;A - ~-,;hu,ﬁ
o ' v . o
_ The cause of héarihg loss wasfselected as a background
riactd% because it has been reportedrthat as’ many as 25
percent of the . deaf populatlon have One Qor. more addltlonal

l.

handlcaps (Qulgley and Kretschmer, 1982), and when the cause L



s related to prenatal rubell;, addltloﬁal handlcaps are'Ao_'

h frequently present.

P

“-It has also been found that students whose hear1ng loss o

L resulted from prenatal rubella scored 51gn1ficantly lower on
language and readlng tests that oﬂher prel1ngually deaf
students w;th the same hear1ng loss (Conrad 1979 Moores,

. 1982).

—

.

; Age at blagnosls”
? The d1ff1cult1es a deaf person exper1ences vhlle
learn1ng Engllsh begin at a very early age Slnce only a.
small percentage of the populat1on has a hearlng 1mpa1rment

‘H
is not surprlslng that parents and doctors are not

: and only 1/1000 of the populatlon have profound losses, it

susp1c1ous of a hearlng_loss, especlally when the child

appears perfectly healthy. The average delay between _h;
susp1c1on and conflrmatlon of th; hear1ng 1mpa1rment is 8.5
months: w1th the majorlty of the students be1ng dlagnosed at |
: the . age of two (Freeman, Malkln and Hastlngs, 1975)
| - In order for a ch11d to rece1ve profe551onal help and
be fltted wlth hearlng a1ds as early as p0551ble, parents
must be made aware of and”’ accept thelr chlld's handrcaﬂ

The 1mportance of prompt dlagn051s and 1nterVent1on can be
i
seen when ‘one considers Burtomls (1983) f1nd1ngs that ="

hearlng 1mpa1red 1nfants began to babble shortly after

rece1v1ng a hearlng a1d and that such 1nfants followed the .

same language ach151tlon stages as hear1ng chxldren.‘
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Language Models‘
' Regardless of the communication approach used by -
'parentsﬁ it has been found that commun1cat1on exchanges

.

‘those

.betweenlparents and deaf chlldren are d1fferent fro

lused‘betweenvparents and'hearing-children.‘ Gross,(19 0),
who examlned deaf chlldren s conuersatlons ‘with thelr
mothers, found that the mothers were less llkely to use
verbal pralse and more. llkely to show verbal antagonlsm.'
They were also found to use -less- language than parents of

hearlng chlldren. l | R

It has been fdund that deaf students with deaf parents

vscored 51gn1f1cantly hlgher in readlng and language than

ts w1th hearlng parents (Qu1gley and Frls1na, 1961°
.'St ess and B1rch 1966; Meadow, 1968). The hlgher scores'
were attrlbuted to the natural and cont:;zzus use of sign
’language, which usually does not occur with students who

have hear1ng parents. It has been found that in as few as 8_~
47percent of hearlng parents, both parents could slgn'r
(Freeman, Malkln, ‘and- Hastlngs \4975)-ﬁand that in 22 ’
’percent of. the caseé of ‘hearing pdrents,'only one parent
.usually the mother, could s1gn- and 1n 27 . percent of the
cases of hearing parents only the child ¢ould s1gn. Most
'parents, who are the ch11d s pr1nc1pal language models, were
"found to prefer talk1ng to s1gn1ng, w1th half of these
parents us1ng gestures as well. ..

~ Gregory (1976) found that 57 percent of the hear1ng

impaired students parents she studled.relled exclusively on



gesture} showing,'andbpointlng,fand were’not able-to explainp
'things‘to their child:; ConSequently, in a 51tuat10n, for.
: examp1°, when the Chlld was in danger, these parents
phy51cally moved the1r Chlld and frequently used pun1shment
' 1nstead of communlcatlon., Sl Lo e kS .
| K1ng and Qu1gley (1985) when‘eaamining the
-commun1cat1on exchanges between mothers and teachers of
hearing: 1mpa1red children, and when compar1ng these with
.exchanges between mothers and teachers of- hearlng ch1ldren~
found Ehat in the case of the hearlng 1mpa1red chlldren, the“'
exchanges were rarely 1n1t1ated by the ch1ld and: con51sted
of l1mlted use of language. .For-example, teachers were
found to initiate‘theueachanges 90'percent Of'the time.
 When parents, students and school adm1n1stratorsvare
"~act1vely 1nvolved ‘in a reading program’the scores tend to
_1ncrease regardless of the method of communlcatlon used.
For example, Lane and Baker (1974) observed that parents,"
teachers and students expected low readlng scores before |
v the1r study,'however,‘durlng the study,‘read1ng was
'empha51zed at school and at home and the readlng scores
consequently 1mproved In four years,,the average read1ng

score had 1ncreased 2.5 grade levels as compared to the

expected .8 of a grade level. Thls 1ncrease in read1ng

- scores was attributed to the cont1nuous program and ,////ff”"g

'-att1tudes -of thq;people 1nvolved Slmll‘ “to Lane and Baker"
‘(1974) Serwatka Hesson and Graham (1984), a resource ‘team -

'.who helped teachers, parents and dorm1tory personnel become
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‘involved in the students' readlng program, also found

s1gn1f1cant 1ncreases 1n readlng scores over a three year

’perlod of time.
The results(from the above studles 1llustrate the
.1mportance of a good reading. and language currlculum and

5
_1nvolvement of language models. ) S '"J‘__'

lIntervention‘§ D h”'_} o ) S ;

Interventlon refers to the sevices and programs offered~”
to parents and their - hearlng 1mpa1red chlldren from the tlme_u
the near1ng,1mpa1rment is diagnosed untll‘the ch11d reaches
school age at slx‘years.' Intervention“includes'diagnosis,
the prov151on and fitting of hearing alds, speech and
1anguage development 1nvolv1ng audlologlsts and speech
therapists, and counsell;ng and 1nstructlon_for'parents.-

Many intervention programanere:developed_along
_vacademic\linesdand emphasized-langnage derelopment;
reflecting a modified version of‘grade one (Moores,'1982)
Moores (1982) reported that ch11dren ‘who partlcxpated in
such a program before school did not perform s1gn1f1cantly
better in. language and read1ng after ‘they had entered
schiool. 'The‘only-exception was foundﬂwhen comparing hearing
impaired children'who had hearingbimpaired parents, infwhich
~case the children of-hearingiimpaired parents scored
51gn1f1cantly higher on 1anguage and readlng tests, as well'
as . 1n other academlc areas.

“Burton (1983) 1ntroduced~a one session per week

intervention program for ch1ldren 1.5 year¥ of age in wh1ch
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7ch1ldren were encouragéd to play w1th sound L1p read1ng

- was not empha51zed before the age of two because chlldren

and linguistically competent.

-

'cannot cope w1th the compet1ng sensory modalltles of look1ng

“‘

and llstenlng The exposure to~ language ‘and sound was

1ntreased graduallynfrom once-a week to dally by the t1me

the chlldren reached ‘the age of 5. /Older ch1ldren were

encouraged to play w1th hearlng students and part1c1pate 1n f

the ‘same" nursery school program. A tutor recorded

& A

'unfamlllar vocabulary words and language content and then

worked w1th the ch11dren and their parentsﬁ Students who |

part1c1pated 1nkth1s program were reported t0~become'orally"

Hearing Aid Use - T T
/ - .
Rogers, Leslle, Clarke,.Booth and Horvath (1978) found

that’ students ‘who wore hear1ng a1ds at home and school

'vobta1ned 51gn1f1cantly h1gher vocabulary and paragraph '

<

'_meanlng scores on the Stanford Achlevement Test foyr the

tHear1ng Impa1red KS.Afo-H,I.) than_those~who did ‘not wear

hearing aids.

. Mark1des (1988) found that when 1nfants were dxagnosed

- early and were fitted w1tb heér1ng a1ds before the age of 6

Hmonths,.SO percent of the 1nfants were able to speak

1ntell1gently by the t1me they entered school When hearing

axds were fitted durlng the second’ six months of. l1fe, and

‘at age 2 and 3, very few of the chlldren were rated by thezr

.

.teachers as having 1ntell1g1ble speech when they entered

school. : v'fé‘r. S d.- ;\5
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. School Status » , . _ v o
R Rogers, Lesl1e, Clarke, Booth and Horvath I1978) found
_ that. students who were enrolled in a regular or spec1al

educat1on class in a publ1c school obta1ned h1gher readlng

. ) ,
'and language scores than those students who attended a .

'prov1nc1a1 school for the ‘deaf. . t
Qu1gley and Kretschmer (1982) also found. that hear1ng i
,1mpa1red students attendlng a regular school scored
51gn1f1€antly hlgher on . language and- readlng tests, than
hear1ng 1mpa1red students ‘with g 51m11ar hearlng loss

attend1ng a school for the deaf.

Method of Communlcatlon

. LN
, 4

The background factor of communlcatlon approach used e
refers to whether the empha51s in early communlcatlon was
placed on an oral apﬁroach or on 51gn language. The
communlcatlon approach used in preschool years was foundbto
affect ‘the language and readlng scores of deaf students aged
'.10 to 18 years (Brasel and Qulgley, 1977) Brasel and
‘Qu1gley tested four groups of students’ a manual Engllsh an
average manual group, an 1ntense oral group and an average'
.oral group u51ng the T S A. and the S A.T. They found that
ﬂlwhen comparlng the manUaﬂ Engl1sh group w1th the oral .
groupsi the manual group s¢ored 51gn1f1cantly h1gher,
suggesting that the manual appggach may be preferable for'
deaf students. A e

~In contrast, Rogers, Leslle, Clarke, Booth and Horvath

_(1978) found that a group using the oral approach scored



'_51gn1ficantly hlgher than a group u51ng the manual approach
.However, students used 1n the1r study were not all deaf but
1nc1uded students w1th a w1de range of hearlng losses.

Whlte and Stevenson (1975) examlned the effects of the
total»communlcatlon, manual communlcatlon and oral" |
- communication approaches and reading on the'learningvoffv
factual 1nformat10n.. Forty f1ve hearing 1mpa1red students

.Wlth a greater than 65 dB loss in the better ear, aged 11 to-
18 7 years,'who had an I Q score between 60 to 140 were
.asked to read passages or watch an 1nterpreter present

. passages, and to answer a standard set of quest1ons .f

“assoc1ated w1th them. The results 1nd1cated that read1ng
was a sighfficantlv»superlor method for presentlng,factual
1nformatlon when compared to the oral and total d "
communlcatlon approach However, no 51gn1f1cant d1fference _

a'was found beggeen the manual method ‘and. read;hg, although

;;the readrngggcore was hlgher. Students in the manual and

total communlcatlon groups vere able to a551m11ate more

"1nformat1on than students in the oral group. ThlS f1nd1ng
lends support to the notion that students u51ng_the‘total |

f/communlcatlon approach cannot sh1ft the1r fdcuS’from<speech‘i':

‘to 51gns WIthOUt los1ng some 1nfo?mat1on. The i.Q.‘scores
did not affect: the oral students’ ab111ty' to as'sfmnaee
_1nformat1on- however, the studdlts with average or above o
average I Q scores could a551m11ate s1gn1f1cantly more
1nformat1on than students w1th lower 1.Q. scores when the‘

-llnformatlon was presented through a total or manual |

R
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B,
very early age-(3 fionths), Holmes and Holmes (1981) found

v .

!hat a deaf child had a 1arger vocabulary of 117 s1gns ‘than »
1 B3 ‘ "v

B

| a hearing peer who had an average of 50 words.

Other Factors- .

The materla2§‘used:inoa programlcan also‘affect reading-f
and language scores.‘ LaSasao~(l987)Afound that | |
approxlmately 80 percent of the 478 programs she surveyed
%sed a basal Jeader as ‘the primary 1nstructlonal method or'

vas a supplementary approach to: readlng. The languageA
exper1ence approach was also used by many programs at all of
the school;levels. The most. frequently used basal serles

. waa‘reported tO‘be the‘Readlng Milestone (Dormac) Thas

| reading ser1es has a controlled- vocabulary and syntax. lt;
has been. de51gned for profoundly hearlng 1mpa1red students

..\ .

y/
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~ -aged 6 to 12. However,,this~series’is belng Used at a highv'

‘school level The read1ng series. was developed from stud1es -

~

7wh1ch show that low comprehen51on scores are affected by

jsyntax.f

Robblns and Hatcher (1981) asked 36 deaf studehts aged
nine to twelve to match a sentence to an approprlate»

picture. Many of the sentences whlch were pa551ve rather

" than act1ve were more d1ff1cult to comprehend (Qu1gley,;-

”vMontanell1 and wllbur, 1976) ; Half the students in the

study were taught all the vocabulary words in the test

sentence before be1ng tested . It was found that word order

.(syntax) affected readlng comprehens1on, whereas vocabulary

— . 0

Qulgley, Montanell1, and Wllbur (1976) also tested deaf [

'ﬂstudents comprehens1on of a pass1ve sentence by ask1ng

students to rewrlte a pass1ve sentence 1nto an act1ve one.ﬂ

A large number of 18 year old deaf students could not

‘complete thls task and the resultlng low score vas .

¢

-_attrlbuted to the complexlty of the syntax._;_ -’:'v L T

Chomsky (1965) advocated that the most important

component of language is syntax because it permlts a person

w1th an 1nf1n1te amount of knowledge to generate or.

comprehend an 1nf1n1te number of sentences. A gener&ted
s,

'sentence is compr1sed of a deep structure (the person s

‘1dea) and a surface structure (the spoken form of the 1dea).'

When both structures OCCEr toge&her in a sentence the

"sentence 1s,referred to as a_ke?ﬁbl sentence, A kernel

S



sentence con51sts of a noun phrase and a verb phrase.-

~vapp11cat1on of Chomsky s theory, wh1ch marnta1ns that the

,syntact1c component of ‘language g1ves language meanlng -

iThe noun and the verb form the base for phrase markers.

phrases can be extended to produce longer sentences.

yHowever, the general rules cannot be applled in cases when‘

used s1nce such cases requlre spec1f1c transformat;onal

rules. These rules are used to rewr1te the sentence from

7»the deep structure, whlch contalns the semant1c component,
to the surface structure, wh1ch conta1ns the syntactlc

: component. A person who applles only the general rules and

o]
does not 1nclude the transformatlonal rules would 1nterpret

j"The hunter who'shot t“’,bear ran toward the truck"’as "The

‘bear ran toward the truck". Thls is an: example of the

L]
[

N 51mplest kernel sentence contalns only a noun and a verb o

_ v
, General rules determlne the order of the phqgses and hoggfhe ,

1rregular verbs,.aux1lary verbs or negat1on sentences are p

T .

A
,

Although Chomsky s theory of generatlé@ grammar focuses

on the many ways sentences can be wr1tten, grammar 1s

‘usually taught to deaf students w1th 51ngle sentences.

' Kernel sentenaes are taught f1rst and are then extended into

'the'current language curriculum for the hearlng 1mpa1red

(Blackwell Engen 4Fischgrund Zarcadoola, 1978).

- Wilbur (1977) found that deaf students do not learn the

‘fundamental noun phrase and verb phrase until the age of 10

whereas hearing students'learn this af the age'of tyo.
. . R v ‘_:?.H' T . 4 ] . .

.1onger.and more complex ones. Thus sequence can-be found in

R
iR j’ ,'v'_
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v1ncreased w1th age and the d1ff1culty of learnlng var15us

_the surface structure were the’ most d1ff1cult for both

Qu1gley, Power, Stelnkamp (1977) summarlzed the results

- of. a 51x year study of -eight common syntactlc structureS'
‘used by 450 deaf students aged 10 to 18 and 60 hear1ng

: students, aged 8 to 10. The scores for both groups fy rv

syntactlc structures was s1m11ar but not - 1dent1cal he'

structures that requlred the least number of rules to

lfound to be the least dlffrcult for both groups, whereas, R

transform the deep structure 1nto the surface Structure were‘

the structures that requlred-more transformatlonS'and *_'~f'

resulted in changlng the order of Fhe subject-verb ob]ect i

groups.‘ The three eas;est structures were.negatlon, s
'conjunctlon,.ASf question fbrmation, whereas-the th_mOStfd
difficult stru tures were relat1v1zat10n and o R gf

<
‘e .

: 10
complementat1on?’ An example of a relat1v1zat1on sentence is

g helped the student yhopé father was 111" and an example

of a complementat1on structure 1s."Sally s_h1tt1ng:the ball -

urprlsed Mary."

Qu1gley, W11bur, and Montanell1 (1976) reported.that

. the most frequently occurrlng syntactlc structures 1n the

' verbé and quest1on format1on. The order of d1ff1culty of

and although deaf students are. be1ng taught the wr1tten and
spoken language s1mu1taneously, they do not necessarxly

apply learned language to sentences found in: a reader

/"

Readlng for Meanlng Ser1e7 vere negatlon, conjunctlon .modal

_these structures is the same for wr1tten or spoken language,v,

ag
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comprehension scores.

(Bryan, 1979) h‘u o ; 1‘_ B . - 'f . >

' Maeder (1980) compared the read1ng performance_of two
groups of deaf students who were presented with a typ1cal
. 750 word passage found 1n a reader or the same passage that |
had been rewrltten W1th short declaratlve sentences.' When |
thevstudents comprehen51on scores vere compared 1t was'
found that the complex1ty of syntax had no effect on 'ﬁ_,
comprehen51on.f ThlS f1nd1ng suggests that the length pégtheg<
text has a greater effect on comprehen51on than the
complexlty of- syntax used in the text. Cummlng, Grove, and.
Rodda (1985) compared the results of forty 12 to 16 year old_.:v
students comprehen51ondscores on two rewrltten passages

that were concrete and abstract and two passages that were

\concrete and abstraét that were not rewrltten. The results

v

v1nd1cated that the content and level of syntax had no effect
v “
»on_theideaf-students _comprehens;on scores, and_that ‘deaf

students use the entire text rather thanfindividUalr

sentences for comprehension.  This finding suggests that -
deaf students canfbypass the syntactic struCtures and
proceed dlrectly to meanjing, a result wh1ch 1s con51stent.

w1th ‘the’ f1nd1ngs of Yurkowsk1 add Ewoldt (1986) Gormleyf‘
R

gﬁhd MCGlll Fransen (1978), and Sm1th (1975) ¥he results, .
,aﬂso indicate that readlng materials may not have to be
rewritten, since the level of syntax does}notvaffect reading

B

In summary, the background factors Qj gause, age at

v

- d1agn051s, age. at onset, hearlng a1d use, communlcatlon
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‘ aPPEOach used’“lanéuage models, interventionvand school*

. status all have been found to affect language and readlng'

b'w',sgores. Changes in language and readlng scores over t1me :
“have’ been found to be 1ns1gn1f1cant Sex has usually been

' found not’ to have an 1nf1uence on. language and readlng

scores. ' C T e
| S TR
Test Problems o ST
K{ Ewoldt (1982) examlned a varlety of tests. She'
l reported that answers to a 51ngle sentence such as those.
_Aused in the T S. A vere more d1fﬁ1cu1t because these
sentences were not related to context u}th1n a: passage.' v
Although the~T~S'A is not a readlng test, it has been used
in the d1agn051s of. syntactlc errors. 1n language wh1ch have L
been erroneously related‘to readlng d1ff1cu1t1es (wOod '

. 3. o. T e
. 1984) The s D R.T. a;g;sses a varlety of readlng skills. .
A l1m1tat10n of thlS tes.s that very 11 tle?ntextfls

ﬂpr ded for comprehen51on.. Sometlmes the fil¥-in- the blanku?"

quest1ons may have more than one loglcal response or ‘may
v‘ appear syntact1cally or semantlcally correct.»;'ffﬁ" S
Wood Gr1ff1ths, and Webster (1981) found fhat deaf d»’.fb

students who obtalned the same readxn%ﬁfcore as hear1ng

students answered 51gn1f1cantly more tést quest1ons and.made_h’

"s1gn1f1cantly more. errors than hear;ng students in achxevxngl‘*’

the same reading score.f The errors made by the deaf =

udents Were conslstent whereas the errors made by the s
hearlng students were not cons1stent.- It was found that the
L (o)
¢ deaf students were usxng a‘cons1stent‘answer1ng strategy
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'such as selectlng 51m11ar words ‘on ‘the ba51s of common
spatlal p051t10n 1n the questlon.. A second strategy was to

'assoc1ate a. word in the test sentence to an answer word for

examﬁie, "Blrds are covered w1th

itrees/sklrts/sky/nests/feathegs | The answer selected
'whlch was- nests , -may Just as ea51ly be assoc1ated w1th

blrds as "feathers : Thls strategy 1nadvertently helped the_

student answer d1ff1cult questlons correctly. The second

,strategy demonstrates that semantlcs may be used more
1frequently than syntax by deaf students. However, the fact_

fthat'deaf students answer more questfons than.hearlgg‘

students and that they use a nonlinguistic strategy to

answer test questions'indicates thatfstandardized reading

‘tests for hearlng students are mea5ur1ng d1fferent processes't
<%

when such tests are g1ven to hearlng 1mpa1red students'
@

: (Wood 1984) Therefore, readlng scores from the Stanford
'Dlagnostlc-Readlng Test may not be va11d or rellable when

used to assess.deaf students.



111, zm-monox.ocv -
_This chapter is a descrlptlon of the 1nstruments and
the sample usedfln the study as well as the procedures for

T collectlon and ana1y51s of data. R

. “,.

" A. Description of the-lnstruments_h,i

1. - The Test of Syntact1c Ab111t1es>
; Qu1g1ey, Stelnkamp, Power,'and Jones (1978) developed a
dlagnostlc screenlng ‘test of syntactlc ab111ty for profound
prellngually deaf ch11dren between the ages of 10 and 19
The 1ntent of thlS test was pr1mar11y to help teachers
de51gn 1nd1v1dual1zed readlng and wr1t1ng programs._'The
Test of Syntactlc Ab111ty (T.S.A. ) is theoretlcally based on
| transformat10nal grammar and assesses the use éf the more |
| frequentlf occurr1ng syntactlc structures, detectlng typ1ca1
language errors of deaf students.-¥w: ’:" - ‘r' N
The T.S. A. cons1sts of 20 1nd1v1dual t/}ts (a screen1ng -
'_ test and 19 d1agnost1c tests) which assess n1ne syntact1c .
. structures. A llst of the n1ne syntact1c structures
progre551ng from the easxest to the most d1ff1cu1t to learn
1s as follows. Negatlon, Con3unct1on, Determ1ners‘fQuest1on
Formatlon, Verb Processes, Pronom1nal1zatzon, |
Relat1v1zatlon, COmplementat1on and Nom1na11zat1Qn.-‘Theu»
screenlng test 1s comprlsed of 120 recogn1t10n and
comprehen51on quest1ons that were selected from the 19
d;agnost;c.tests.v Four types of mult1p1e cho1ce quest1ons

Y

,"-3.3'-._':5 L



i message (recogn1t1on) or select a sentence that conveys the

are used to assess a student s syntactlc abllltles.'

The first type of quest1on assesses ‘only the
recognltlon of syntactlc structures._ Typ1ca1 questions
found on the T,S.A. Screenlng Test require the student to
'select a grammatically'correct sentence.from f0ur cho1ces. ?%?va;
" An example from the Screening Test of a recognltlon questlon.‘;r{f
;:for a complementatlon structure is 1llustrated below. |
' A. The chlldren ran home to eat. |
The children ran home eat.

: The children ran home até.
.. The children-ran home to eating. (p. 5)

onOw

.. The second type of'questiqn assesses only the
\ ' :
comprehen51on of the syntactlc structures. A student 1is o

required to read a sentence and select an answer that best
conveys the mean1ng,of;that‘sentence from-four ‘choices. An_ff"
example from the Screening Test of a comprehension question

for a syntactic structure such as relativization is as

follows: L STy
1 found the. boy Dad gave the money to. 4 .
A. I found the money. o
B. The boy gave the money. - - ¢
C. Dad gave the money. S ’ i
D. ‘1 found-Dad. (p. 10) . oy

» Theﬁthirdftypetof question that assesses both
recognition and comprehensiOn reﬁuires'a studéht'tO'read‘two'

sentences and select an answer that best conveys the same *

©

'L‘best meanlng (comprehen51on) _ The - ‘following 1s an example

' of a recogn1t10n questlon for a con]unctlon structure (and)

s
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. < Tom bought ‘a hat _ Tom bought a coat. .
<, . &. Tom bought: a hat,bought a coat..

. ¢ . B. Tom bought a hat Tom bought a coat.
C. Tom bought a hat a coat) - -
_.D... Tom bought a ‘hat: and agtoat. .(p;'BO)

The followlng 1s an: example of a comprehens1on questlon for

a relat1v1zatlon structure (whom)
~ . e o 3
You walted for the boys. " You . sent a letter to the
. boys. - ‘ . fi _
K o 1
.. «A,  You waited' for the boys to whom you sent,a I
" [ letter to them. : '
(B. . You walted for .the boys to whom you-sent a
. letter. -
.C. " Yol waited: for whom you sent a 1etter to. the
- . boys. . : ‘
D.  You waited for the boys ‘to whom you sent a
« letter to the boys._ (p.. T1) ‘ 4

D + The fourth type of quest1on wh1ch assesses both B

9

recogn1t1on and comprehens;on requlres a student to select a

B word -from- four ch01ces that would best complete a sentence.

Sl The screenlng test uses thas type of quest1on .only for the
QQ recogn1t1on of syntactlc structures and not for the

A'T,lfcomprehens1on of syntactlc struc%urgs. " An example of a.»'

recogn1t1oﬁ questlon for a conjunct1on structuref

(dls]unction) is. 111ustrated below. S
2 w111¢—— walk or rlde the blcycle
Ao both . e
" .*.- B. neither ‘h_ 7w,. .jﬂﬁ;ff; i
C: but’ - I : ﬁ?g

";D, elther (p 77

Ll .

%a

;5, ”44 The scores from the scree mg test are grouped
4" —
accord1ng to the n1ne syntactlc structures. When a score of
780 percent or better 1s obtarned on a’ syntactlc structure,

thlS structure 1s cons1dered to be learned.' If none of the'

’ »

'"_: nLne syntact1c structure’scores are above 80 percent the IR

I
N



. 36”> |

4

hlghest score obtalned op a- syntactlc structure is selected
. e . .
for diagnostic testlng

Each 1ndlv1dual test takes 30 minutes to complete.. The
entlre T.S.A. may take up to 10 hours to complete, therefore
most educators admlnlster only the screenlng test and the

o -

| approprlate dlagnostlc test.v o ‘ S

The flrst d1agnost1c test is negatlon. It consists of '

~70 multlple cholce questlons, of which forty six test the

use of negaflon?w1th a Be verb Do support, Have verb, or

1
. .r
b 4'

5 with modals'*ﬂThﬂre'afe twenty four negat1on comprehens1on'

Mm’questions hbat,use the Be verb and the Do support. The

&

-follow1ng is an. example of a negatlon recognltlon guestion
" of the contracted modal (should)

The'cat,not should chase b1rds.

- The cat not chase birds.

. The cdt no should chase birds. A .
The cat should not chase blrds. (p. 4)

The follow1ng is an example of a negatlon comprehen51on
: quest1on for the uncontracted Be verb (1s)

" Mother has a new baby. The baby is not .a boy.
“A. Ebe baby is a girl. '
.. Mother does not. ‘have a new baby.
. The baby is not a girl. .
. The baby is a boy. (pr 4) -

oOw

The " 1nformat10n obtained from the d1agnost1c test is help{ul

for teachers in developlng 1nd1v1dua1 language programs.

Norms

The T.S. A. was normed u51ng 411 deaf students between

v

thevages of 10 and 19, They were selected from educat1onal

;'pfogramsxfor the deaf-1n~the~U}S.A, with enrollments'of,more

v
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‘ thanﬁa‘100 students;, The sample was.stratified on the’basis"“

N

of: nine geograph1c reglons and day vs re51dent1a1 programs.
Select1on of students was made on the baS1s of the follow1ng,

crlterla- 1) an average of 90 4B hearlng 1oss in the better

o ear at 500, 1000,_and 2000 Hz, 2) age at onset of hearlng

!phﬁ

loss Vas before 24 months of age, 3) IQ scores were greater

than 80 (WISC R or WAIS R); and 4) no d15ab111ty other than

a

corrected v1s1on ‘was noted._

Y

Norms are presented as age equ1valents and percent1les.

' Validlty

fﬁl Content val1d1ty was establlshed by showxng that the

tested structures were. systemat1ca11y chosen from the

framework of English syntax as descrlbed by transformat1onal‘
T e A

Items for the test were selected on the bas1s of a

¢10 year pllot study 1nvest1gat1ng typlcal errors made by

deaf students attempt1ng to use these l1ngu1st1c structures.v

’Test questlons used vocabulary typlcally found in a grade

one reader.,_“; R a

Cr1ter1on related va11d1t¥1was estab11shed by

.1ntercorrelat1ng the T.S A. with the Stanford Achlevement

N Test (s.a, T, ). The 1ntercorrelat1og$ ranged from .49 to'

".76;' The correlat1on between the T S A. negat1on d1agnost1c A

,test on the one hand and the S. A T word meanlng subtest and ?

‘the paragraph mean1ng subtest on the other hand was .53 and f"
. .

49 respectuvely.f These correlat1ons are moderately low

'ngbecause the T S A. measures only syntactlc structures

*ffwhereas the S A T measures word meanlng and comprehen51on.-
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© Reliability

The internal consistency_reliabilities for the 19

d1agnost1c tests were above 95 with the exceptlon of- the"

A

first relatlvlzatlon Subtest' Comprehen51on (. 94),

That—Complements (.94), Inf1n1t1ves and,Gerunds (.94), and

'Relative‘éronouns and'Adverbs (. 93)‘ The'standard error of
measurement which ranged from 2. 62 to 3. 86 “1is reported for
three age groups (10—12), (13-15), (16- 18) on. each test. -
' The re11ab111ty coefficient for the. negatlon d1agnost1c

test was .96. Although the reliability of the test was
i high, the‘standard error of.measurement of 3.5 is large,h
since scores Obtalned on this test by deaf stdBents
“increased very slowly with age. The standard error of
measurement*is greater than the average annual increaSe_in
score for the deaf mak1ng the T. S A an 1na€Propr1ate
1nstrument for measurlng changes 1n 1anguage scores of the
~deaf on an annual_basis. |

| Test-retest reliability coefficients for individual
subtests'rahged-from&a63 to‘;94. The rellablllty
_ coefficfent for the negation testrwas. 71, When this test
fwas admlnlstered to Canadlan and Australlan students,
'rel1ab111ty coeff1c1ents and’ mean rav scores were found to

be similiar to the american students' norm score (Qu1gley,

Steinkamp} Power and-jones- 1978),‘ind1cat1ng that the test'

rema1ns rellable when: admlnxstered to English language deaf

: students in other countrles as well,



',riés_”
2. The Stanford D1agnost1c Reading- Test

The Red Level of the Stanﬁord Dlagnostlc Readlng Test
(S D. R T.) for grades 1. 5 to 3.5 was’ developed for Tow .
"achlev1ng readers. ThlS test, wh1ch cons1sts of mu1t1p1e |
| ch01ce questlons, was . selected for th1s study because 1t was
hfelt to be. more rellablelthan the S.A. .T.-H.I. since it
'.con!a1ns more questlons 1n “the’ vocabulary and comprehen51on

.areas. Students are famlllarlzed with test- tak1ng
procedures and quest1onf typlcally found on the S D. R T. by
startlng w1th a Pract1ce Test. The.S. D R. T 1s also
crlterlon referenced and 1nd1cates students' strengths and
weaknesses in. spec1f1c areas.

| The word readlng subtest cons1sts of forty two
'qﬁestlons wh1ch must be completed in ten minutes. .The .
‘student is- requ1red to look at a p1cture and select an
apﬁroprlate word that descr1bes the p1;kure.- There arev
three questlons related to each p1cture._ | o

The Readlng Comprehens1on subtest cons1sts of two

parts.. Part A, thch cons1sts of th1rty two quest1ons and

o must-be completed in twenty mlnutes, requ1res the student to

,read a sentence and choose one of three p1ctures. PaS;kiL\§°
con51sts of 51xteen questlons wh1ch must be completed in ten
mlnutes. The student - ‘is- requ1red to read a sentence and

choose one of three words that completes the sentence._
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Norns - | |
.Using.a stratifieg;random sampling“technique; 31, 000.. o
students were selected from 55 school dlstrlcts and the _
-sample was strat1f1ed on the ba51s of soc1o economic status,
school system enrollment and geographrc reglon. The.
chools that were selected for norming the S.D.R.T. were
requested to adm1n1ster the test to all of the students
enrolled at'a-part1clar grade level. Handlcapped students
o were not excluded from test1ng: e | |
| Norms are glven as percentlle ranks, stanlnes; and

grade equivalents. -

_ ‘ o
validgity . o |

| ~Content va11d1ty was establlshed by show1ng that the - _//(f
ab111t1es measured by the Red Level subtests and the skill ) B

,domalnslof the’ test'reflect the content of read1ng programs :

and currlculum materlals used in the Un1ted States.

'Therefore, the test ~measures the fundamental skills thought

to be necessary for successful progress 1n a developmental
readlng program.

| Crlterlon related validity was establlshed by

R y
-intercorrelat1ng the.subtests of the S.D.R,T w1th the

2

correspond1ng subtests of the S. A T These
: ntercorrelatlons, reported in the S. D R. .T. test manual and

‘rang1ng from .61 to 95.are as follow5° auditory vocabulary
(S D, R T ) and vocabulary 82 word readlng an63vocabulary f'

\

'.g‘70 word reading and readlng .91, readlng comprehen51on andfﬂ

;read;ng 93, and comprehens1on total and total read1ng 95.,

LY



Rellab111ty "" :"B'a: i
The 1nternal consistency- reliability'coefficientS'forff
the subtests of the S.D.R.T., as reported in the test ‘
manual, ranged from 85 to .98. The<coeffc1ents for thefJ
audltory vocabulary, word read1ng and. read1ng comprehen51on

subtests are 85, 95 and 96 respectlvely : The 1nternal

_ con51stency coeff1c1ent for comprehen51on total 1s .98 and

l

the standard error of measurement is 3. 1. The standard
. ‘b:.

‘error of measurement for the audltory vocabulary, word

readlng and readrﬁ§<compehen51on subtest5«1s 2.3, 2 3 andf'>
- o . ' g
- 2.6, respectlvely. ‘ -

The re11ab111y coeff1c1ents for the alternate form of

the S.D.R.T. ranged from .75 to #94 and the standard error
of measurement for raw scores ranged from 2, 0 to 3. 3

‘3._ The Quest1onna1re
| A form, cons1st1ng of 25 quest1ons.requ1r1ng short
answers or the checklng of alternatlves,’was completed by
parents or guardlans of the students 1nc1uded 1n th1s study
A copy of the questlonna1re, wh1ch was developed by the‘

researcher, 1s 1nc1uded 1n ‘the”’ appendlx. o L 0

% order to verlfy the 1nformat1on, answers obta;ned

- Y

from th\ quest1onna1re were compared w1th the: school records-
and no 1ncon51stenc1es were found Quest1onna1re
1nformat1on was: used to group students for a stat15t1cal

analys1s of the 10 background factors. The 10 background

K ,,"" .9

[
\‘m
MR .

factors are age, sex, cause, age of d1agnoS1s, age at onset,:7“



language'models,tintervention, school status: hearing aid

~use, and method of communication.

‘B,:Subjects

The choice of studen;s for this study.uas restricted to:
'-only those students»enrolied at theIManitoba'Schoolvfor‘the
Deaf and students in a spec1al educatlon class at the |
Govsenyor Elemetary School‘;n Wlhnlpeg, All of the students .
had been enroifed in‘school*tor at least two years.‘«All had‘
hearing parents and used theatotal communlcatlon approach
The students hearlng losses .ranged from moderately severe
(hard of hear1ng),to‘proﬁound (deaf). ' The youngest age
group selected for this study (9 to 11’Years) was similar in
age'tovthe.students’used to'establish-the T.S.A. normsf |

. The aoes of students selectéd ranégd:from 9.5 to 11.7

“years; mithLT1 of the eighteen students beihg yoUhger thah‘
10, | o |

" The small number of - students ava1lab1e requ1red that
: the 9.5 year old students be 1ncluded in order to max1m1ze
the 1nformat10n avallable;hmaklng the study a’s mean1ngful ‘as
p0551b1e. The limited aggzlablluty of students and some
'_partlally completed quest1onna1res resulted 1n very small
 numbers, be1ng 1ncluded in some groups for the ana1y51s of

data._, e | h
The number of students’gr0uped accordlng to each
‘)

baquround factor is -found .in Table III 1

gy
O A



TABLEvIll.I

"The,Distribution,of]EachiBackground Factor  , o
BACKGROUND FACTORS ~ , . .o TOTAL

Age . _ - 9 years L 1" 18

SRR o o+ C 7 - L
oSex. - Male ‘ 8 18

E e "+ 'Female R _ 10 .-

Cause . Rubella ' 3 171,

- C Other | 8

Age at onset - Early - , 7 12
R L '.vLat’% 5.

'Age ‘at dlagnosis 0-2 years ‘8 14

. S T 6

Language models ’Deaf'relative o e 7 15 . "

i, e " None - | ' 5 o

Intervention' : Before school B 10 - 13

' ,"15*' , _ None - 3

School'sg%tua_s" Resident 6 11 %

S o Integrated 5 , ; o

Hearing aid use Home and school 10 15 .

B N T School only . 5 -

Method of e Oral only : 6 13 o

Commd@xcat1on ;‘ v Total_communicationv 4 3

CEL No formal:approach 3 .

B T

. C The Procedure For Data Collectxon and Analysxs . ‘
| W1th the needs of thlS part1cu1ar group of students 1ne
' m1nd decod1ngj whlch 1ncludes audltory dlscr1m1nat1on,
--phonet1c ana1y51s and audltory vocabulary, was deleted from ﬂ”
‘the S D. R T. Only the word read1ng subtest and the, I

comprehens1on subtest scores were used to calculate the

‘wtotal comprehen51on score. The rellablllty scores of 95

. ]
.



‘forjthepWOrd reading'subtest; .95 for thedcomprehension

-

subtest and\ .98 for the total comprehénsion'score indicate

that each su test can be used meanlngfully on its own.v The
" instructions from the S.D;R.T. were s1mp11f1ed and . 'i;
.Ecommunicated'tO'the studentlusing‘the total communicaiign'
'approach to ensure maxlmum comprehen51on. Care was taken to
' ensure that the 51gn language used by the res‘a:cher was

‘ycons1stent with that of the students’ _teachers. All tests

wer&'administered by the researcher at-GoVSenor‘Elementary-~
.‘. v

_gbhool or at Manitoba School for the Deaf.
Perm1551on to carry out this study was obtained from :
the pr1nc1pal of the Man1toba School for ‘the Deaf. ConsentA
was obta1ned from 15 parents or guardlans of the students
using a consent form wh1ch was returned to the school with
the completed questlonnalre. Three parents who d1d not
-return the consent forms were contacted by telephone and“
. consent was obta1ned Elghteen students -aged 9.5 to. 11, 7
years, who had@hearlng parentsk were: 1nc1uded in the study.
The-students hearlng losses ranged from moderately severe
(hard of hearlng) to profound (deaf) ‘

The S.D.R.T. was adm1nlstered f1rst because 1ts short
4subtests and practlce test famlllar1zed the‘students w1th
the testlng env1ronment : The T.S.A. screen1ng test was thenf
adm1n1stered and ored and based.on an 80% mastery level
, students were then g1ven the approprlate d1agnost1c tests.

’ W1th the;exceptlo. of three students who were tested 1n the'

Y

»wh1ch 1ncludes?dlsjunct1on'and,

area of ctonj



.o ot o R
alternation?‘students-reached avmasteryrleyel requiring,the'
B adninist tion~of‘only.the'negation testtxﬁDepending on c
| in‘di‘vidﬁ?néeds such as perceptual ‘d'iffic'ulties and.
'.vdlstract1b111ty, some students were tested 1nd1v1dually

wh11e others were tested in groups of three. Ty

'D. The Procedure for Analysis ofiData o

Analysis

Three—of the elghteen students were.not requlred to.
write the T.S.A. negatlon d1agnost1c test because they
achleved more.than 80% on the negatron questrons on the
screen1ng test » \ o

Students were grouped on the bas1s of the1r status w1th
’respect to each background factor Nine of the factors had
- only two groups and a comparlson between group percent
hscores was made us1ng t- test for small groups w1th uneven
'numbers. A mean grade equ1valent score was. - used 1n the
v analy51s of the S.D.R.T. word read1ngsand read1ng | ‘
Jcomprehen51on subtests.g'A mean percent‘score tgs used 1n;
'the analys15~of fhe T. S.A. screenlng test. " The number off"
students placed 1nto groups each background factor was * |

~ .

prev1ously presented 1n Table III.1,

woo o
‘The»tenth'factor, the’method of commun1catlon,_resulted -

Y : o . , &%
':_in’three groups and the results were analyzed w1th an

—

' Analys1s dE Var1ance. Students were placed 1nto three

'groups' those us1ng the total commun1cat1oh approach those

"fus1ng the oral approach and those usxng ne: formal approach. ll .

&': y [N

v



. IVV_- ﬁESULTs AND’»mscussron S
szteen of ‘the elghteen questlonﬁalres were returned

and the 1nrormatlon obta1ned was used to group scores 1nto
thevapprqprlate background factor.- Informatlon that could
vnot be ébtalned from the questlonnalre or student records
affected the number of students 1n each group. The mlss1ngv_i‘
data 1ntroduces error, therefore a: comparlson of test

- results w1th backgroumd factors must be 1nterpreted w1th
’s;cautlon and used only in a descr1pt1ve sense,‘,f’
) The analys1s of the effects of nlne of the ten‘
background factors 1s presented together in Tables IV 1
IV 2 and IV 3 The remalnlng factor, method of

‘ commun1cat1on, 1s treated separately and the results are
'f,p;esented 1n:Tables IV.4 IV 5 and IV.6. T”_'y j%h¥5.°
A, Discussion ofvthe Resultsfbydﬁackground.Factorj
hge
| Hypothes1s 1 The null hypothes1s proposed that thf'
scores obtalned on the T S A, Screenlng Test and tne
S D R T Word Readlng ‘and Comprehen51on subtests Wlll not
hange s1gn1f1cantl¥ wlth'age. h: v | S H l o
' Scores ob¢a1ned on the T S A | Screenlng Test by the 9
year old group and the 10 11 year.old group are presented rn‘
Table IV 1 f The mean percent score obtalned by the older 4ﬂvh“
group of student% was. e1ght percent h1gher ‘than. the score..
obta1ned by the younger group of students, however, th1s

i

| .f;nd1ng_1s not-51gn1f1cant.f The small d1fference between :



+ . TABLE'IV.1. 2
- The Efféct35f Back§roﬂﬁd'FaCtOﬁS Oﬁ,Méan PéfEeﬁ£3"f*ff”
~iScores Obtained on the T.S.A. Screening Test

Ty

. BACKGROUND FACTORS- .~ &~ 'SD t-value

Codee  Coyears msil 3500 7310
: Sex' _: ;f}» “” Mal¢:i.”v1L ”' Qi8if74é:§87 5i7?$0g3;i48¥5v7V
. memle ne10 3020 a6
 cause SN Rubéiia*lf'i",n%3 .f$4}333*r 9;297T.j4sﬁ'37'
L | '.“  S ' =°tHér'7<?"  ’ffﬁ%év':35,13;??»7‘74;1 " :
_‘;;.Agé:at dhsét o Eéf1Y * ,"f._'n=7f }35;86;.ﬂf7F05':@858;  f 

o ¢ © . Late - n=5. 37.60  7.99
. Age at diagnosis 0-2 years ~ n=8 . 32.63 .8.73 .992

D

2+ 0 neg’ 36.67 -5.47

' Language models - Deaf relative n=7 40.86  16.62 1.225

S No 4732l6§ ' f8,73* RERT
',_,Intefygdkiéﬁ >7 §93e;o;eﬂs¢hq5ikjﬁé1oj'33.50‘r¢ 7i34' §56é
S v None . ne3 36,33 10.69
 school status. ' Residence i n=6 34,17 7 5,08 .396.
.»'»"'  . : :-vflﬁfégféteag f_ n=5';Q%6Q00 ‘f 9;§5{; >;.' 
,Hearing aid use Home & school n=10 40.10 14.94 1,225 .
SN ‘ ‘ LT  ':S£hQ§1'6niY}ﬂf:hé51_531.4b*?' 6{621ﬂ'. ,

o

B

" ap <.01
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' 11terature states the 1ncrease 1n scores 1s slow w1th age

4

%0 -

-~

-

group scores 15 not surprlslng sinCe"there'is-a small

dlfference between the ages of the two groups and: the

(Qu1gley, Stelnkamp, Power and Jones,_1978 yand Wllbur,v,*?
Qu1gley and Montanelll,_1975)~g The results of th1s study

'_71nd1cate that the null hypothe51s cannot be rejected.ta

'g7j" Scores obtalned on the S D. R T word readlng subtest

are presented in Table IV 2. The score 1nd1cates that the

10 11 year old group s word readlng score was only 29 of a

F3

ntxdfh;gth than the scores obtalned bY the 9 year

» fGenerally, scores obta1ne& on the word readlng
(vocabulary) subtest by both groups are at’ the same " grade
level All of/the vocabuﬂary scores were above a grade two
level but 1ess than a grade three level There was no o

s1gn1f1cant dlfference between the scores obta1ned by the

‘1two age groups, a f1nd1ng wh1ch is con51stent w1th the

i re]ected.

e normatlve studles.‘ The null hypothe51s that the S D R T

word readlng scores would not be af{ected by~ age cannot be .

s
-

B Scores obtaxned on bh..‘ .D.R. T. comprehen51on subtest

are presented 1n Tﬁble IV.3.

. - . . . o

P

- When the scores obtalned on ‘the S D.R. T ComprehenSiOn'

. r/“"

i

) there was:éhiy a"2 grade 1evel dlfference between the 9

year o;ﬁ group and the 10~ 11 year old group " The low

reagmdgflevel and the small 1ncrease in scores may 1nd1cate

g
¢

N : : 0’.~ R !
: subtest by the age. groups were. compared, 1t was found that{v?’
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TABLE IV 2

e

T TR
€ .

5 T e

‘ The Effect of Background Factors On Mean Grade Equzvalent

!’

~

Scores of the S DmR T

wgrd Read1ng Subtest

.

Age ':F>f?

;'Age at onset

ol

VA

L e S e

. Language mddels

A4

. ‘Intervention =

' @IQtegrated

rHeariﬁg"aideSe

fﬁAZfOther

. o ‘.'._‘ o . 5y "‘.
. . ‘Age at-diagnosis

. 3 %
-~ .None

~ School stdtus .

X BACKGROUND EACTORS (;fz-’
4 é . .
s 9 years

©40- 11 years

» Ma1e‘

;Femalg B

X -

. WR

:ﬂEarly

.Late‘

oo

i N?he ﬂ;'ﬁ

- Before.school 1

Hd.e & school
Schoel only

 Rube11a‘,‘

0-2 yearév._ e

Deqf;cclativet“

l-Residence'

fif'né11
.:{n 7
" n= 8
{n#ﬁoc
.chégﬁ
s
;fnéﬁ-

" n=5

n 10
~; n 5

2,33

_{;; \SD¥

”2"6&3_

2 531

;2.13.

:;2,4pg

z 687

,.990

j{;903

2. 37;,*[.633

-'!

. 851

ch634 

zgjzf“

i85
LAoe

R

7

LG

2,27 %
2 52

683

' 731

H

.aseif.

590,

.883 .

667

c ;f74$":'

571

I

874

. 13

.409

T,Bogv;

?}882  f{;

T 0\427

“x;.

0,
n
P

o

1. 574 Ry

S
LI

-

Ly

AE’..:
t—value:_'

--A.,z7‘3. o

T

1,733
.396

(443

T4



TABLE 1V, 3 -

: The Effect of Background Factors On Mean Grade Equ1valent

Scores of the S. D R ‘T.

' Comprehens1on Subtest

FACTORS

'BACKGROUND

Age
v; Sex

..Cause

'eMaie

g yeéfsf

bei0711_yeérs L

\

'FEmale'

‘Rubellav'

o Other

~ Age at onset

nge_at'diagnbsis

Early

Late

0?2 yéaré- L

C 2+,

: tangUagefmodels'

‘Deaf Trelative

.. None

Intervention

2

' Schoblestatus-

‘Hearing aid use

. Before &chool.

'None' '

Re51dence

_Integrated
" Home &.schooi

+ School only

n=5.
n=10

n=5

b

1 2.00

2.

P
a2,
2.

2
1.86

S2.17

14

“ -1.9§;¢ef
1,63
99
94
51
16
78

.96
14
A3
T
1.88
Xz;o9e'
221

sD

.362

- t-value

:1 .08

.490 -

.353

.322
.251

1,397

.479
<293

275"
.252
.355
323
440
207

0.90

L 2.03%
0236

0.28

.485

2.42%% -

'**pﬁ<.05
‘-iepﬂ<0.i B



% that the sample 'S scores had begun to level off, wh1ch would
be characterlst1c of deaf students.- A comparlson of the
fgrade equlvalent scores obtalned by the two age groups on-:"
'the S. D R T..comprehen51on subtest resulted 1n no y-'l

'f51gn1f1cant d%ffE?Eﬂge and the null hypothe51s cannot be :

nejected o

vSex 0 - " : B : o : : = o a
"pothe51s 2. The null hypothe51s proposed that no.‘
s251gn1f1cant dlfference between scores obta1ned by males and.\;‘
';females on the T S A._and the S. D R T. w111 be found. ﬁ"‘ N

A compar;son of the T S A mean percent scores obta1ned
: by students of dlfferent sex. 1s presented in Table IV 1
.nTh1s comparzson 1nd1cates that males scored 51gn1f1cantly_jﬁj'
'_hlgher than females (p < 01) In general the 11terature"'
“*yreports that the scores obtalned by the<males and females {’bv
vare 51m111ar, however, when a S1gn1£1cant dlfference has
A been reported usually the females scored h1gher than males,'7“
v.a f1nd1ng wh1ch is opp051te to the results of thlS study
'i(Brasel and Qu1g1ey, 1977) i |

Qu1gley and Kretschmer (1982) observed that there were"”

5 ally 46 to 54 percent more males than females in the df
deaf populatlon, however 1n th1s sample; the opposite was

: t{ true- there were only 8 males and 10 females.. Furthermore,f}'

f’*s]* 70 percent of the females 1n thlS sample belonged to the

_';l,y younger 9 year old group Although all the students had

‘hear1ng parents, 60 percent of the females, as compared to'_ff

'ﬁxj only 25 percent of the males,'dld not have deaf relat;ves.f“l



oon. the T, S A. and the S D R T. word readlng subtest

’tli bi aompar1ng4st

?ifference due to sex was 1nvestlgated furtheriﬁ-

€

’3e§ts w1th1n the same age group, the
. A
d1ffe§endhs st11f§%ema1ned s1gn1f1cant.v The n1ne year old

- a L
Pgroup 5cores are as f‘llows females X = 31.71,.SD;2'4.57;

- E
>

S 7; males & = 40.75, 8 18, ngk 4, t = 2.39,

4&

i I

- ‘p < .05. The ten tg=eleven year grodﬁ SCores are as g?f‘b

."_follows- female§c i?g'sf% SD =3.91, n = 4 males x s{;;"'

D= 19, s,° “no= 3, t =377, p< oz Based on these -

: f1nd1ngs the null hypothe51s, that no 51glf1cant d1fference

tbetween scores obtalned by males and females on’ the~T S K. v:"'

| “screenlng test,,can be re]ected | | - | ‘

A compar1son of the grade equ1valent scores obta1ned byhn;f

: students of dlfferent sex on the S.D. R T vord readlng and -
‘uicomprehen51on subtests 1s presented in Tables IV.2 and IV 3

"The results 1nd1cate that there 1s no s1gn1f1dvpt dlfference
:between male and female scores,” and - the null hypothes1s .

} . N . \,'3
’ AR .

~ cannot ‘be rejected.vbgv

”Cadse"
| Hypothe51s 3 The null hypothe51s proposed that
'istudents whose hearlng loss was due to prenatal rubella w1lli'
vnot have 51gn1f1cant1y dlfferent scores on the T S. A.'and
_'the S D R. T. from students whose hearlng loss was due to d

"some - other cause. | 'ﬂtf.vs”' R B

LT

The effect of cause of hearlng loss on- scores ob'a1ned o

‘presented in Tables IV 1. and v 2 - The results show that

"T:the rubella group d1d not have s1g1f1cantly d1fferent scoresu'f



C ey

| from other students,,and the null hypothe51s cannot be
:»rejected | | | e |
' The effect of .cause’ of hearlng loss on the grade
equ1valent score obtalned on the §.D. R T. comprehenslonh'h
_ subtest is: presented ﬁiﬁTable IV 3. The results show that
.‘. the students whose hear1ng loss was due prenatal rubellaf"A
scored 51gn1f1cantly lower than the othé/p

_,..——

and the;null hypothes1s can be rejected The 11terature

students (p <0 1)

: '@{ "".

' T_'reports that students whose hearlng loss is caused by .f.§1v

prenatal rubella freguently suffer from addltronal handzcaps
wh1ch 1nf1uence ‘theit rgadsng compr!i§n51on scores._ The '
students in. the rubella group were known to have perceptual
- and emot1onal problems.’ For example,'students fn the
rubella group were tested 1nd1v1dually because they were TYT
ea51ly d1stracted by the presence of others, and they were
ji“ observed to pse wha emed to be a systematlc answer1ng
tstrategy, 1nvolv1ng the use of an alphabet1cal sequence or'a hf
spec1al patt\Bn when choosxng answers. These observat1ons l _
| concur wzth those of Wood Gr1ff1ths, and Webster (1981) who f‘
..found students us1ng a cons1stent answer1ng strategy } 'fﬂ,_ij
o Age at Onsetirih . _ . _
B Hypothe51s 4. The null hypothe31s proposed that
pre11ngually deaf students who lost thezr hear1ng before the
age of two w111 not have szgn1f1cantly d1fferent T S. A and
.S, D R T .scores than the students who lost thelx hear1ng

~t_ after the age of two but before the age of three.-,'f
DR o ‘ _ S . o



.

iﬁyq‘_ : : Age ‘at onset was: not found to affect the language or _ﬂ
' :'readlng scores obta1ned on the T. S A or ‘the S. D R.T.

_ht~;; i51gn1f1cantly, and the null hyp_the51s cannot be rejected
"’uThIS may be due to the fact thaé\all of the students tested

ihad lost the1r hear1ng before the\age of three.; W1th theﬂ

of ,one student, all of
._'. ged be&re the a‘é_.,,% R
YR cd that the cr1t1® years"for

~adﬁu1qgng language ar@ he‘;Vz'_:T;ijfof three and most.'
A L e ..

he students tested were

)

t'ree.

1

»studles 1nve;tlgat1ng this factgr_gg;¢36 months and.under-as
ifthe age for def1n1ng the prellngually deaf The age of two
'-}was selected for t;¢5 study because the T. S A..was’normed '
..LWIth students who lost the1r hear1ng beforea24 months of
‘;age. That no . s1gn1f1cant Qlfference was found between
jgstudents who lost the1r hear1ng before 24 months and

istudents who lost thelr hear1ng before 36 months 1s not
';isurpr151ng, 51nce both groups are con51dered to be

j'prel1ngually deaf

"Age at Dlagn051s :‘f | |
_ Hypothe51s 5. The null hypothe51s proposed that _th
.lstudents d1agnosed before the age of two wlll not have
>51gn1ficantly d1fferent T. S A. and S D R T. scores than
tthose dlagnosed later.a_r,:" f.;,hlér S
' A comparlson of scores. obtafnedvon the T. S A screen1ng
'_itest and the 'S.D.R. T.‘word read1ng subtest 1s presented 1n

'H;Tables IV.1 and v. 2 and no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences vere

o found. However, there was ‘a 51gn1f1cant difference between."



S

.‘the scores of the ‘two groups on the S. D R.T. comprehens1on ~fﬂ:f

subtest, as presented in Table IV 3.

-

O

Students who were d1agnosed before the age of two PRI

. Lo

»

obta1ned s1gn1f1cantly higher readlng comprehens;on scores. o

than students who were dlagnosed after ‘the age o. two. ThlS‘

\ .

'f1nd1ng 1s cons1stent w1th the 1mpl1catlons from Burton s
(1983) f1nd1ngs that early dlagn051s, wh1ch results 1n the

early 1nvolvement of profe551onals and 1ntervent1on

.l’\

n.prqerams, is. 1mportant.i Based on- th1s f1nd1ng the nuli

' fhypothe51s can ‘be rejected._ '*f,_

'f'.'JLénguaeéfModelsf" N ool
- ”‘HypotheSislslufThe nullvhjpotheSis.proposed that_
hstudents who have good language models w111 not obtaln
51gn1f1cantly h;gher T. S A. and S D. R T scores than those
”hvw1thout good language models.“ ”hﬂm ; |

No sﬂﬁp1f1cant d1fferences were“found‘hethenlthe
R - itk e

:'students who had deaf relat1ves and'those uho'dfdinot;”when-

"._compar1ng the scores that these two groups obta1ned on the

T S.A. and the S. D R T. word readlng and comprehen51on

' subtests.. These scores are presented in Tables IV, 1 Ivtz_i}

"and'IV'3 . When 51gn1f1cant d1fferences due to th1s factor

‘,;ggh.f

"were found 1n the llterature, the language model was a deaf:;f

BERRRY ,parent, however, 1n th1s study,‘the language model was a g

%ﬂrelatlve, not a parent, and a deaf relat:ve may not be as

-F"-

o good a language model as a parent. Based on these f1nd1ngs,

'fthe null hypothes1s cannot be rejected Vu;tm']f’ﬂ ff



Intervent 1on

Hypothe51s 7 The null hypothe51s proposed that

:['students who were placed in a preschool 1nterventlon program

iw1r$.not have s1gn1f1cantly d1fferent T S A andhg D, R T
'gdscores g%om those who d1d not part1c1pate 1n 5uoh a progrém
'» When comparlng the scores obtalned on the T SuA. _and -

the S D. R T word readlng subtest by - students who were
placed 1n -a preschool program w1th the scores obtalned by
‘studentos. who~ were not%placed in’ such a program no j
: s;gnlficant'drfferences were\found These scores.are:dv'
presented:in?Tables'Iv 1'andflV'2 However, when comparlngl

the scores obtalned by these two groups of students on the

T

1'_S D. R T. comprehen51on subtest students who part1c1pated 1n ';

. an early 1nterventlon program scored 51gn1f1cantly hlgher

e

»

d‘than those'who dld'not (p <0 1) Based on. :hls f1nd1ng the—- bh

e

null hypothe51s can . be rejected Tth f1nd1ng 1nd1cates

that the preschool 1ntervent10n program offered by thevu

'Manltoba School for the Deaf beneflted those students who .

a0

part1c1pated in it. This’ f1nd1ng confl1cts w1th the Moores
(1982) 1nvestlgatlon, but 1s cons1stggt w1th f1nd1ngs of

‘ Burton (1983) that 1ntervent10n programs helped students

become 11ngu1st1cally competent..

School Status ‘ o
y SRR R L
Hypothe51s 8. The null hypothes1s proposed that 4$M

students who are enrolled in a regular school w111 not

QJ »
G

obtain 51gn1f1cantly d1fferent scores on the S. D R.T. and

the T.S.A. than students enrolled at the prov1nc1a1 school

.
bod

d



foggthe deaf and 11v1ng in re51dence.‘ When the scores that f
these two groups of students obtalned on the T S A, and

ﬁg/D R T word read1ng and&comprehensqon subtests were o

i -
compared no s1gn1f1cant d1fferences were found. Flndlngsv ‘

'd.-reported 1n the llterature con51stently state Ehat students

P -5..\ —
ERANES

who are 1ntegrated 11 a reahlar school sc‘ge 51gn1f1cantly
| ’fl hlgher than those 1n a re51dent1al school Although the
o results in thgﬁ,study are not 51gn1f1cant tstudents who were
"s1ntegratedlscored h1gher on all the tests adm1n1stered
ul--These scores are- presented in. Tables IV 1 IV 2 and IV 3.
'}TThese results 1nd1cate that the null hypothes1s cannot be
rejected S i L | -
' e o e T R S
i Hearlng Al Use _'_s»i"' o ‘__4f ef\ - ”'“, e
| ; Hypothe51s 9 The nul} h}pothe51s proposed that
students who wore hear1ng a1ds at home and school w111 not'-"'
j-obtaln 51gn1f1cantly dlffere?; T S A and S.D. R T scores ﬁ_..
'lfrom those who wore them at school only.;_;' | |
A compar;son of/scores obtalned by the swo groups on.“‘“
iffthe T.S.A. and the S.D.R. T. word readlng anc comprehens1ondi»
ﬁf.ersubtests are presented 1n Taples IV 1, Iv 2 and IV 3. i
ihnContrary to the results found by Rogers, Leslxe, Clarke,.'

w,;oth and Horvath (197&) the c0mparlson resulted 1n no

51gn1f1cant dlfference and the nu11 hxpothe51s cannot be

i g,,f
.mvé%ghould be noted that students used 1n the

rejected

= Rogersfét al study 1ncluded those w1th a w1de range of .
f*bearlng losses.< Therefore some students 1n the1r study had -

:l more hearlng than students used 1n thlS study._ It should




'also be. noted that although the: f*ndlngs in thlS study seem
1'contrary to those of the Rogers et al study, a trend is.
"1ey1dent,;s1nce those who_wore hear;ng,aqu in thls:study-v*v

hsCOTed;hifher'on»ali the test administered.®

-'hethod of- Commun1catson
--Hypothe51s-10' The pull hypothe51s proposed that
_3students who were exposed to a. total commun1cat1on approadh
hbefore e%ferlng school wz&% not have 51gn1f1cant1y d1fferent e
scores than those students who were exposed to the oral
'approach only or those students who were exposed to no -
formal ;ommunlcatlon approach lf:‘7.> . fﬂ'h” -

HThexeffects of the method of communlcatlon used before_-
jfstarting school on the T.S. A, screen?ng test scores are’ -
]fshown‘in'Table 1V, 4 | | B

f_fhexresults from the ana1y51s of var1anc%lfor the

’effects of the method of communlcatlon on. the mean perabnt

"scores 1nd1cate that there 1s no 51gn1f1cant dlfference

”ng groups who used a partlcular commun1cat1on approach
"’*the null hypothes1s cannot be reJected ThlS f1nd1ng
;suggests that other factors such as- peers, teacher pup11 4‘
d1nteract1on, extra currlcular 1nvolvement and school .
§?’ : jCUrrlculum may have a more 1mmed1ate 1nf1uence on iahguage

@ Tmoe
"ﬂscores.

-



CmABLe v L

Results of the Analjsls of Var1ance for the Effectsa'e

of Method of Communlcatlon on. Mean Percent Scores N o

‘ _Obtalned ongthe T.S.A, 'Screenlng=Test-

GROUP .- .a % - sp . .

- oral only e 387 9,43
-fTotal Communlcatlen"4:'336-001., : 5,23 “'A
' No Formal Approach - 3 31,67 9.29

Souree~ L ss

o 1@
N * ]
2]

 Between - .. 32,19 2301
CWithin - O ¢ 699,50 . 10

Cmeet st 12

The effecgs Qf the method of commun1cat10n used»beforef€
startlng school on the S.D. R T. wdrd readlng vocabulary

' f»score are shown 1n Taple IV 5



TABLE IV.5

¥

-‘Results of the Analy51s of Varlance for the Efiects
3 ?

af the Met!bd of Commun1cat10n on the Mean S D. R T

hn' u-b;-Word_Bea 1ng Grade Equ1va1ent Scores_v

.

lpq. |

GROUP - o m " sD-

o

Total Communication 4 2.4 - L9810 L

5N°fF°fméi.5§PF°éch 3 2.267 “- LT3 oy
'_Withini | : :7"; o 5.5067 ’;-;TQ‘ - ' S

“Total . .. 5.617 12

‘
\ SN

[P

The results of the analy51s of var1ance for the effects~:‘“

of the method of commun1cat1on .on mean grade equ1va1ent word .

’

h'._read1ng scores - shdw no 51gn1f1cant dlfferences and the null

3 ] e 3

hypothe51s cannot be re]ected ST R e

A

P L



L .*p‘,‘<_,01~ v‘ i R r. :

. '." '~.\ : G 5% ° ﬁ.éﬁ S RO
The effeoxs of the method of communadétlon u§g‘ before

/‘ - "4

startlng schapl on -the: S D R T..cd\_rehensupn seores. arefly' |

111ustrated in- Table IV 6

o ) S o o R
(O N ,’ ‘_ ol v e ’ ’ .".

TABLE I“‘G' SR S fl.mleg~

ReS\.Pts of the Ana1y51s of %’a;\;%‘nce for the Effet:tﬁj;?f;s‘..-:u'r

of Method of Communlcatlon onﬁﬁ%%&” '2

. ! ; Y . a3
Comprehenszon Grade Equ1va1ent Sgore%?;,?'- u_f“
T - TR S o

- T . ’ . . -

W

GROUP , . .. .na ‘X . sp. .7 %

oral only 6 2.217 S 181 Vo

‘Total Communication 4 1.7 J'vt-i'{”}%zd'

w
—
.

‘No ForméL'ApofoaCh' 8
f:Source '1._ ' .:‘{.-’4'> 58 e i df'j'v‘ .‘- '§ . N
Within . S ' L488t”5”f‘;'10‘

Total 2312

x‘bﬂ .

“

.results of the analy51s of varlance for the effects

of the“method of commun1catlon 1nd1cate a s1gn1fxcant C
\ LN N

difference.' Students who were exposed‘to the oral approach

before startlng school scored s1gn1£1cantly hzgher than



. gsp-:_ o Tﬁ. o e,
‘students who uSed a total commun1cat10n approach or. . no

.1 ’J'

formal approach : A closer.examlnatlon of the background
j':factors that are common to a}l three groups may explaln why

hthe oral only group scored 51gn1f1cantly/h1gher. The

students who used the ort,

Y.

of two,

‘only approach vere all dlagnose%‘

. only two of the seven
. C ~ _ :
students in both the tota““%ommpnlcatlon-and the no. fdrmalv

approach group comblned were dlagnosed before the age of

_before the age

two. F1ve of the 51x oral only students wore the1r hear1ng
aids all the t1me, as compared to only three of the seven
.students from the other two groups.' Those who wore hearlng .
a1ds also had\attended a spec1al language program,.whereas ”
only ‘two of the students from ‘the total communlcatlon group
and one of the no formal approach gr}wtended such a .
hpprogram. Slnce the age at dlagn051s, e use of hearlng

a1ds and 1nterventlon were common, factors to the oral only.

"_‘.group, 1t is 1nappropr1ate to attr1bute the- 1ncrease 1n

_hcomprehens1oﬁ scores to.the early method of commun1cat1on =
.alone. ‘ S B

Rogers, Leslle, Clarke, Booth and. Horvath (1978))found
that oral only students scored 51gn1f1cantly hlgher on the
'word readlng ‘and" comprehenslon.subgﬁsts.on.the S.A.T.*H.I.,
~"However}‘only.the'comprehensionhscore was significantly
ghigher here,ra finding which’may.be-explained'by several
ffactors. Flrstly, the . sample size used 1n thls study was
much smaller than the sample size 1n the Rogers et al.
Estudy; Secondly, Rogers et al.:used the-S.A.T,-H.Ir,

8



' whereas the S. ﬁ R T, was used in thls study.'yThirdly,‘

‘ Rogers et al controlled the1r groups so that students 1n ‘

any part1cular group were exposed to only one communlcatlon e
'b_agproach both before and after enterlng school Whereas 1n N

thls sEUdy, students were grouped accordlng to- the method offfg

' commx-fmca&“ used before school only B o ,g _

B. Summary _'lh . *_'f | ’;'af

,The only factor wh1ch was obServed to have a’ i

",51gn1f1cant effect on T S A, scores was sex, where males

" scored h1gher than females..

The four background factors whlch were found to have a

's1gn1f1cant effect on comprehen51on scores, but not on word
)

readlng vocabulary scores on the S. D R. T., were cause, age

- at dlagn051s, 1nterventlon, and methdd of commﬁn1cat1on.

Students’ whose hearlng lqss_was dUe to\prenatal rubella.

sdored 51gn1f1cant1y lower ‘on- the comprehens1on subtest than-
-7 B -

students who lost the1r hearinq as a result of other causes."‘

! LAY &

'Students dlagnosed before the age of two scored

) sxgn1f1oantly hlghe; than those d1agnesed after the age of

,twoa Student?‘lnvolved 1n a pr&SchOol 1ntervent1on program

"scored 51gqlf1cantﬂy hxghervon the comprehensxon subtest

;’pthan stu&ents whb d1d not part1c1pate 1n such a program.‘;-

v Students expo§ed tO?the oral onl? method of commun1cat1on'

°3,scored 51gn1f1cantly h1gher than students exposed to the

‘ method

ftotal communlcatfpn method and students exposed to no*fdrmal

:.,,-'».' : B o ‘47

e



'Itfwas-observed'thét the students ‘who were exposed to

"nthe oral: only method were the same students who were
1jd1agnosed early, part1c1pated 1n an 1ntervent1on prggram and’f{
'wore hearlng azds at home and at school |
_ Generally,‘the scores obta1ned on both the T S.A.. and
the-S. D R.T. do not dlffer from the results c1ted in. the
lltd'%ture. _bl't o
Although the results are presented in the form of
- conclu51ve stat15t1ca1 tests, the,11m1tations dlscussed 1n'

‘,f rst chapter w1th respect to the nature of the sample,'

ias sample size. and age, perm1t the: results to be
1*mintérpreted only as a portrayal of the character15t1cs of ,;
‘this partlcular group of students," |
C. Implications for Parents and Educators
Parents “j R
-In the past technology for d1agn051ng a hear1ng Loss'

‘was not as ref1ned as it is today.- The ‘use of modern mw

:vte;hnoﬂogylallows for verg early d1agnos1s. Parents who_

‘tech 61%gy1501that the dragnosrs cannbe made asvearly as_
.possible. Studies have'shown that the fltting of'hearing
a1ds on 1nfants before the age of “six months greatly “
-enhanced thelra1anguagendeve16pment. This stresses the

ﬁ'impcrtance of’earlyvdiagnosis.'



) It has;been shown that the read1ng comprehens1on scores
.of students who part1c1pated in an 1ntervent1on program;f
vbefore schoob were h1gher than those of students who d1d
not, rnd1cat1ng that parents should enroll the1r chxld 1n an
"'1nterventlon program whenever p0551ble. Generally,i the :

‘ N\
-'l1terature shows that when chlldren are enrolled 1n

1ntervent10n programs where parents and other good language
v,_models are: act1ve1 1nvolved ~the effectlveness of the

| 'program is -1mprove B - o SEE

| In thls study, students who were in anllnterventlon
-.program and were ExpOSed to the oral approach in an. 1ntense
language program were found to have hrgher read1ng S

f'comprehens1on scores than those who were. exposed to a total

~

‘;ommunlcatlon approach or no- formal communlcatlon approach
_fAlt"ugh the 11terature generally states that total |

,ﬁcommun1c .1on 1s preferable, the approach selected may be s‘
less 1mportant than the 1nten51ty of the language experlence
‘"and the 1nvolvement of parents and other good languagee: L
| :models._ The students in- thlS study who were 1n the oral

d-“group also benef1ted from early d1agnos1s and the cons1stent

'use of hear1ng a1ds. 'Parents should reallze that the1r

':; Chlld Wlll beneflt the most if all ava11able resources and

-profe551ona1 a551stance are used »Thelr 1nvolvement may be
4 v o
the most 1mportant factor contr1but1ng to thelr ch1ld s

E e T el R . F

success.,




;Educators ly;‘tff~>; - | |
‘In the past there has been.some controversy as to wh1ch
' commun1catlon approach 1s preferable. Educators sh0uld be
fw1lllng to use any method‘that w1ll 1mprove a Chlld 'S b;;{;.
1language and readlng SkllJS.v In th1s study,‘students o ‘
:.exposed to the oral approach before sshool and the total ;fl :
commun1catlon approach at school obtaxned the hlghest |
’,‘read1ng comprehensmon scores.é.It is);mportantlthat jyiﬁlﬁﬂ:;
edud;/ors-not dlSCOUﬂt anyvparglzular‘approagh*.espe.‘ ly o
| if it encourages Ehe 1nvolvement of pdients 39& othgr good

- .v" b 5 ! -
R o ,.4._ U R P
language models. \”gi;_'_ g'l m%'y’ kY f J&,gi AT e e

a2

Edycators should be aware of the medlcal hist%?y of the

.,L‘

A

-Chlld s hearlng loss. If the loss was due to prénatal

e

_rubella, for example, other handlcaps such as d1abetes,p;
.bep1lepsy, or heart problems, wh1ch a&so affect a Chlld'

g{ ‘ab111ty to learn, may be present. : AlSO,:lf there ‘was~a long’
Ty ¢ : R

’;delay between the onset of a hearzng loss and the d1agn051s;

£

jf;the ch11d may have more severely delayed language and

-f,readlng ab111t1es, and the reason for suéh a delay should be

¥

”examlned ' The cause and any delay 1n the d1agn031s of a

hear1ng loss are 1mportant factors for edUcators to cons1der'

- ..--o e

when des1gn1ng spec1al programs.<‘A
Many educators belleve that the use of standard1zed

-test results 1s the most 1mportant component when de51gn1ng

l’ N
v

v

-.-spe:1a1 programs and evaluatlng a ch11d S ab111t1es.. Most

h'rs' ard1zed tests wvere or1g1nally developed for hear1ng

oy

}cstudents and have been mod1f1ed for the hearlng 1mpa1red

#s 7 \“. Vot



. . ;v.}67"

"Howe"v“er,- ‘the rate '~¢f 'léarn-ings fa'r“hq;rii'ng ii}ip'a‘ir'ed' students' :
'l‘has been shown to be smaller than the standard error of the

ltest, thereby maklng the test an 1nappropr1ate 1nstrument

-

for measurlng annual 1mprovement 1n achlevement for the
(9 “-.1

S deaf- Furthermore, students in thls study and other @ﬁudles.*
' -c1ted were observed to use a systematlc answerlng strategy N
“'_durlng test1ng. A cr1ter10n referenced test or checklast

may be a more approprlate 1nstrument because the educator

ymust observe partlcular behav1ors in a varlety of
'_‘51tuatlons, el1m1nat1ng the problems 1ntroduced by the use

_'of a systematlc answer1ng straﬁ!gy and the 1nterpretat1on of'»
q',"test scores.‘ | S o LT

f;f e The Stanford Achlevement Test for the Hear1ng Impa1red

: :pj(s A. T -H.I.) 1s the 1nstrument wh1ch is most wldely used
: ¥

;for testlng hear1ng 1mpa1red students. It was not chosen

—

for thlS study because it IS a norm-referenced test.

AN -

TInstead the S D R T. was. selected because 1t 1s crdter1on
"‘hyreferenced and was therefore felt to be a more approprxate -
';Qilnstrument for asSe551ng students functlonlng at a low," |
P?lf;facademlc level, although no other studles in the 11terature
ff;f;f'have reported 1ts use wlth profound prellngually deaf
iﬁ?ihfjﬁtudents.»ﬁn{f7“f“ .”~ﬁr T~q‘ | ) .
T The second 1nstrument used in thzs study, the T S¢A.,f;c
. tbﬂ;1s a cumbersome 1nstrument :!ou1r1ng approxamately ten hours
".ffto admln;ster 1n 1ts entlrety and many more hours to score.;y'

¢75}Furthermore, to use the results of thxs test approprxately,

h3npthe educétOY mwgt have the necessary theoret1ca1 knowledge

“




of Chomsky S . transformat1onal grammar, knowledae wh1ch is’
not common to the average educator. s

As w1th the S A T. H I., the standard eﬂror of

'fmeasurement of the T. S Kﬁ'ls greater than the expected ' ﬁ~"
annual 1ncrease 1n language'scores"and bgcause rt con51s;sl'

of. multlple ch01se questhéns, students can use/a systematlc_

' answerlng strategy, makrhg thlS test an 1nappropr1ate‘

1nstrument for asse551ng knowledge of bas1c syntactlc'

operatlons by;the hearlng 1mpa1red s '”f

)
B

A crlterron referenced teSt or checkllst prov1de§ a

. more accurate descrlptldh of a Chlld s ab111t1es and

J

'itherefore 1nd1cates the sk1lls a»dhlld must develop in the

/

future.. Such results are more useful f1rstly, for the .

v’ I ”/ e

,educator,>when de51gn1ng§1nd1v1dual,programs and secondly,

—

'for parents, when explalnlng achlevement and- future'

i

78
educat10nal goals.

Educators should be aware that the f1nd1ngs of th1s '
[ '-study are generallzable only to the profound prehlngually

¢ deaf students. Educators'should also be aware that ‘the true..u
language and readlng’ab111t1es of deaf students are very |
dlfflcult to measure accurately, and scores obta1ned on ;Q;h
readlng and language tests should not be 1nterpreted 1n 2N
-1solat10n; but that behav1ors éPd background factors must

“also be consxdered %



' D.;Future Studies'“ ’

Slnce the technology for very early d1agn051s 1s

not deaf teachers have a more p051t1ve effect than hearlng

teachers on academ1c achlevement would be useful Further.

:1nvestlgat10ns 1nto the effect of programs and act1v1t1es

whlch 1nvolve other good language models would also be

useful for educators.-f

Another worthwhlle study may be an 1nvestlgat10n 1nto

the use of 1nteract1ve computer programs des1gned

R .

_f*’r

spec1f1cally for teach1ng language and read1ng sk1lls
through the“use of absorblng and challeng1ng compuﬁer games.
Future studles exam1n1ng the relat1onsh1p between f
language and read1ng ab111t1es and background factors would
produce results wh1ch havejgreater emp1r1cal val1d1ty than:
the results of thls study, 1f 1ssues such as sample s1ze, v

N

tester rel1ab111ty, test 1nstruments and quest1onna1res, and

. o

the deflnxtlon of background factors are taken 1nto account.

N Results from an 1mproved study would be more general1zab1e

o and useful to the deaf communlty.
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\Whlch playschool d1d your ehlld attend7 “'

e an. oral/ahral playsdhool
(' M K . )

~

f‘ b.> ‘a to;al communlcatlon pLayschool

»

ubf_ a regular play5chool . ,') | ."~i e'v3;d

- d. d1d not attend a playschoolf

24,

'.ye._s.' — No — ..'f" \ v

25,

Do . you read to your deaf ch11d7 Yes -'Nb —

’Has your child attended a summer camp for the deaf?

-

1

Does’ your ch11d 11ve 1n re51dence whlle he/she a
: . . e

-

o §Ch001? Yes —_— No —_ o N o

4 ) . ‘ .
. . \
: . N
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