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Abstract

-rus study investigated the pragmatic language competencies of eight hearing
impaired preschool children. An organizational framework by Roth and Spekman
(1384a/b) was presented and described, used to organize the literature review, and
formed the basis of the data collection procedures and the development and/or
refinement of the research questions and instruments. Six Oral program children
between the ages of 3.3 and 5.10 years, and two Sign Assist program children of
approximately 4.7 years of age were chosen as subjects. The subjects’ language
samples were videotaped within their classrooms while participating in Lesson and
Snack activities. The two 20 minute language samples per subject were transcribed
after being scored on two general protocols to establish environmental parameters and
basic profile information. The transcripts became the basis for evaluating the
pragmatic language skills using four checklists which scaffold the organizational
framework. The subjects' skills with communicative intentions supported the
findings of previous researchers by demonstrating a range similar to hearir{: chiidren
with a variety of form strategies. The study of presupposition indicate~- {a) strong
message information skills; (b) minima! use of deictics, articles, and cohesive
structures; and (c) a developed sensitivity to the communicative partner and social
coritext. The study of social organization of discourse found the subjects’: (a)
intentions to be primarily social; (b) turntaking skills similar to previous studies;
(c) conversational skills reflecting strong skills at maintenance and less developed
skills at initiation, termination, and shift; and (d) general weakness at conversational
repair. The results reveal the need for more exploratory research and a series of
focused investigations addressing the relationship between pragmatic language

competencies, method of communication, and the teaching/educational environment.
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i. INTRODUCTION
This dissertation is a descriplive study designed to investigate the pragmatic
language competencies of eight hearing impaired preschool children in the areas of
comraynicative intentions, presupposition, and social organization of discourse.
Furthermore, differences in these competencies on the basis of age, method of
communication, and educational environment were considered. The background and
rationale for the study, the objectives, an overview, and terminology will be

presented in this chapter.

A. Background and Rationale for the Study

Traditionally, linguists have viewed, with equal importance, the five aspects of
language--syntax, morphology, phonology, semantics, and pragmatics. However,
recent theorists have assigned a more important role to pragmatics, and there is
increasing evidence to support the usefulness of this perspective from the descriptive
and experimental literature (Owens, 1988; Kaiser & Warren, 1988). Owens
reports that linguists have found language to be heavily influenced by context, thus, a
need to communicate and knowledge of how to communicate, must exist prior to the
selection of syntax, morphology, phonology, and semantics.

The knowledge of how to communicate within a context encompasses the area of
pragmatics. Muma (1978) defined pragmatics as a set of sociolinguistic rules one
knows and uses in determining "who" says "what" to "whom", "why", "when" and "in
what situations”. With this definition Kaiser and Warren (1981) suggest that
pragmatics is a way of describing language, a relatively functional approach that

recognizes the use of language in action. Owens (1988) refers to theorists who



champion the importance of pragmatics as functionalists. The functionalists see
pragmatics as the overall organizing principle of language and it is only when a need to
communicate exists that the rules of syntax, morphoiogy, phonology, and semantics
are employed to address this need.

As early as 1971 Hymes outlined the importance of a child mastering the rules
that underlie how language is used for the purpose of communication. Without the
mastery of these pragmatic rules any competencies attained with the phonologic,
semantic, and syntactic rules may be significantly restricted. By the mid 1970s Dore
{1974), Halliday (1975), Bruner (1975), Bates, Camaioni, and Volterra (1975)
and Bates (1976) illustrated the importance of pragmatics in early communication
and language with hearing children, by studying the acquisition process. These
researchers demonstrated that pragmatics, along with early phonology, is the first
psychosociolinguistic component to emerge, and it serves as the foundation for the
later development of semantics, syntax, and morpt slogy.

This information on the importance of pragmatics caused a significant
re-evaiuation of the methods of teaching language and the sequence in which various
language components are taught to special needs children. Gallagher and Darnton
(1978), Snyder (1978), and Miller (1978) began to study pragmatic skills of
languzge delayed and language disordered children, and Skarakis and Prutting (1977),
and Curtiss, Prutting, and Lowell (1979) applied these studies to young hearing
impaired children.

Prior to these formal investigations of hearing impaired children's pragmatic
language competencies, there was a common belief that such children had deficits in

this area. Individuals working with the hearing impaired suggested that difficulties



3
existed in (a) the comprehension and production of speech acts, (b) considering the
listener's perspective, (c) taking sufficient communicative responsibility, and
(d) monitoring the adequacy of previous messages. These common beliefs also
received some support in early research of Hoemann (1972), Schlesinger and
Meadow (1972), and Wedell (1975). Hoemann reported that deaf children
frequently responded to requests for clarification by signing “"can't” or "don't know",
while Schlesinger and Meadow found the communicative exchanges between deaf
children and their hearing mothers were of shorter duration than exchanges between
hearing children and their mothers. Not surprisingly, Wedell reported that the deaf
subjects produced very few question forms. Given these commonly held beliefs and
early research findings it is easy to see why researchers would be interested in
investigating the pragmatic language competercies of hearing impaired children.

Skarakis and Prutting (1977) suggested that the research interests may be
motivated by a general need to identify the basic parameters of the hearing impaired
child's acquisition of, and competencies in pragmatics, due to observed pragmati
deficiencies. However, Kretschmer and Kretschmer (1978) and Curtiss et al.
(1979) also considered more specific reasons for conducting research in this area.
Kretschmer and Kretschmer stated that pragmatics is the most logical framework both
for examining communication ability and for developirg intervention strategies to
alleviate communication deficits in hearing impaired infants and preschoolers.
Curtiss et al. reinforced this point by itlustrating that previous remecial programs
had taught syntax in isolated language exercises, but the hearing impaired child's
ability to use this knowledge in conversation was still lacking in many instances. "In

order to best meet the needs of the hearing impaired preschool child it is important to



determine what and how much the young hearing impaired child learning spoken
language knows about communication” (p. 548).

To suppurt these positions, Ling (1880) indicated that for the hearing impaired
child to master the pragmatic components, as well as the semantic and syntactic
components of language, it is essential that the teacher have diagnostic information
which assists the formulation of individual speech acquisition programs. Thus,
diagnostic tests or procedures to assess pragmatic function need to be developed. Ling
also suggested that it is likely that the range and proportion of pragmatic categories
developed and used by hearing impaired children will be found to vary according to the
type of program in which they are enrolled. "it is quite possible that certain language
functions wouid be more difficult to develop in the classroom than in the home, in
group situations than in individual interaction, and of course vice versa" (p. 158).

Nevertheless, in 1981, Spekman concluded that the development of pragmatic
skills in handicapped children had not received sufficient attention despite the
recognition by practitioners that these children frequently have sccia! interaction
difficulties which cannot be directly tied to their other linguistic skills or the amount
of language training they have received. Kaiser and Warren (1988) suggested that
the rather bleak situation has continued because a cencise taxonomy of pragmatic
components, the rules governing its use, and the processes that characteriz» its
acquisition are only beginning to be identified and studied in the normal populaticn.
Thus, in the absence of a full description of pragmatic competence in the normal child,
it is not surprising that the understanding of pragmatic deficits in special populations

is very limited.
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To this point in time, research on the pragmatic language competencies of young
hearing impaired children has primarily focused on the range and form of
communicative intentions (Skarakis & Prutting, 1977; Curtiss et al., 1979:
Schirmer, 1985; Day, 1986; and Verlaeten, 1985). The hearing impaired preschoo!
child's competencies in the area of presupposition and social organization of discourse
have not been reported, but MacKay-Soroka, Trehub, and Thorpe (1987) considered
certain features of presupposition and socia! organization of discourse using
referential meaning tasks with hearing impaired school aged children.

Thus, the rationale for this present study involves contributing information on
a group of children whose needs in the area of language acquisition have long been

recognized as wanting.

B. Objectives

With this background information in mind, the study had both a general and
several more focussed objectives. The general objective, as stated in the rationale,
involves contributing to the kncwledge base of young hearing impaired children's
skiils in the area of pragmatic language competencies. The specific objectives include:
(a) building on the data coliection methods of previous researchers such as Skarakis
and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), Schirmer (1985), and Day (1986) to
expand the knowledge about the hearing impaired child's competencies with
communicative intentions; (b) developing new procedures for collecting diagnostic
information on a large number of pragmatic language skills, so that the access to
information outlined in the Roth and Spekman (1984a/b) organizationa! framework

will be available for hearing impaired preschool children; (c) identifying areas of
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pragmatic assessment which could assist with subject identification and placement, as
suggested by Schirmer (1985) and Day (1986); and (d) providing information on
pragmatic competencies which have implications for pedagogical practice with hearing
impaired preschool children at either an individual or group level, as suggested by
Ling (1980).

Thus, there are several general objectives motivating this investigation of the
pragmatic language competencies of hearing impaired preschool children. Together,
these objectives, the review of the literature in Chapter i, and the recommendastions
of previous researchars played significant roles in the eventual choice of the specific

research questions which will be outlined in the next chapter.

C. Outline

The review of the literature will be presented in Chapter lI. The review will
discuss the organizational framework, developed by Roth and Spekman (1984a/b), to
address a wide variety of pragmatic language skills. This organizational framework
will then be used to present the research which has focussed on the pragmatic language
skills of young hearing impaired children. In summary this chapter will consider
how the results and recommendations of these studies have been used (i} 1o formulate
the research questions which address the objectives of the present study, and (b) to
enhance the previous research methods.

Chapter Il will outline the method and procec.ures which were used to conduct
the study. Specifically, the research design, the subject characteristics, and the
methods of data collection and analysis, will be discussed in detail along with the

procedures undertaken to establish the reliability and validity of the study.
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Chapter IV will present the results of the study as they relate to ihe research
questions, and Chapter V will discuss the findings presented in Chapter IV with

suggestions for pedagogical practice and future research in the area.

D. Definition of Terms
As introduced in the overview, this study focuses on preschool hearing impaired
children's linguistic competencies in the area of pragmatics. Several terms will be
defined at this time to clarify their application in this study.
Pragmatics is the component of language concerned with language use within a
communicative context. Thus, this study focuses on those ruies which

govern the use of language in the social context of the classroom.

Given this definition and the organizational framework of Spekman and Roth
(1982), it is important to present severai other terms which will occur frequently
in this study since the framework divides these pragmatic rules into three
areas--communicative intentions, presupposition, and social organization of
discourse.

Communicative Intentions (Cls) are messages that a speaker wishes to convey.

For example, a message may be used {o comment, request, greet, protest,
or direct the behavior of others. Furthermore these messages may be
expressed in a number of different forms, including physical body
larquage, gesture or formal sign, vocalization, verbalization, or some
combination of the avaiiable forms. Thus, communicative intention may

be s@éen as a more encompassing term than that of "speech act", as
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specified by Searle (1965), which usually refers to a verbally encoded
message. Generally the term communicative intention(s) will be
abbreviated Cl or Cis.

Presupposition encompasses a speaker's message in relation to the specific
information needs of a listener. Thus, presupposition involves the
process of assuming which information a listener possesses or may need,
and showing consideration to contextual variables of communication
partner and the social context.

Social Organization of Discourse involves the skills of initiating and
maintaining a dialogue between and among cornmunicative partners over
several conversational turns. Thus, social organization of discourse
involves the rules or skills of being "social”", taking turn, using the
conversational skills of initiation, maintenance, shift, and termination,
and managing conversational breakdowns.

Context involves the situation in which an interaction occurs. For the
purposes of this study the data collected on the children’s pragmatic
language competencies has been limited to two common educational
"contexts". The "Language Lesson" context, which will be referred to as
the "Lesson" context was taken to represent a more formal instructional
situation. and the "Snack Time" context, or "Snack”, was taken to

represent a more informal educational situation.



Il. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A. Introduction

Although the amount cf literature focussing on the language competencies of
hearing impaired children is voluminous, the research which has considered the
pragmatic language competencies of preschool-aged hearing impaired children is
relatively small. The limited amount of literature likely reflects several facts: (a)
the basic ground work is as recent as case studies from the mid 1970's; (b) a
theoretical framework upon which research could be based was absent until recently;
and (c) the methods of investigating pragmatic skills have, and continue to be, labor
and time intensive. Nevertheless, it is widely believed that research in this area will
make a significant contribution to the well being of hearing impaired children.

The first part of this review will outline the organizational framework of
Spekman and Roth (1982), which reflects an extensive review of early research. The
second part will present those studies which have investigated the pragmatic language
skills of hearing impaired children. The final part of this review will (a) discuss
how the pertinent studies may be conceptually organized, according to Marx (1963),
from a perspective of theory construction and basis of knowing, (b) identify
recommendations from previous researchers, and (c) outline the research questions

which stem from this review of the literature.

B. Perspective of the Organizational Framework
Roth and Spekman (1984a/b) have suggested that the development of formalized

pragmatic assessment instruments must await a clearer delineation of a normal
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developmental sequence. However, it is possible to draw on empirical and theoretical
literature to construct an organizational framework for analyzing performance in this
area. This framework would aid in fulfilling the two main objectives of an assessment
(a) to determine the effectiveness of a child as a communicator, and (b) to provide
recommendations regarding appropriate intervention strategies.

The Spekman and Roth (1982) framework consists of "context" and three main
components (a) communicative intentions, (b) presupposition, and {c) the social
organization of discourse. These components will b. elaborated upon in the text

following the illustration of the framework in Figure 1.

(This Figure has been deleted because of the unavailability of copyright permission.)

Figure 1. Organizational framework for assessing pragmatic abilities (Spekman &

Roth, 1982).
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Communicative Intentions

This component of pragmatics involve the information which a speaker wishes
to convey and may be described in two ways. The "range” of the message may include
comments, requests, greetings. protests, or attempts to direct the behavior of others.
Each of these informational packages may be transmitted to the communicative
partner in a variety of "forms” including informal gestures, formal signs,
vocalization, verbalization, or some combination. Thus, at the level of the Cl or
individual speech act, the focus is on the speaker and the single message, which is

encoded in some form by the speaker, and eventually interpreted by the listener.

Range of Communicative Intentions

The different ranges of Cls or speech acts have been identified for normal
children at different developmental levels. Dore (1974), Bates et al. (1975), and
Halliday (1975) identified seven intentions which preverbal children express
through gestures and early vocalizations: Attention seeking, Requesting, Greeting,
Transferring, Informing, Protesting/Rejecting, and Responding/Acknowledging.
While at the single word level Dore (1974, 1975), Halliday (1975), and Dale
(1980) identified nine intentions in the communicative efforts of young children:
Naming, Commenting, Requesting (object, action, information), Responding,
Protesting/Rejecting, Attention seeking, and Greeting. Finally, at the multi-word
level the work of Dore (1978a/b} and Halliday identified six categories of Cis:
Requesting (Information/Action), Responding to requests, Stating/Commenting,

Regulating conversational behavior, and other Performatives.



12
Table 1 outlines Day's (1986) Cls. This system includes the six categnries of
speech acts Dore (1978a/b) found in the utterances of three-yea. v'd hcaring
children, as well as those intentions which Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et
al. (1979), and Day have been found in the communication o! hearing impaired

children.
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Table 1

Communicative Intentions (Cls) as Described by Day (1986)

intention Description

CONVERSATIONA! DEVICE C!HINITIATE OR CONTINUE SCCIAL CONTACT.

1. Check - action to see if partner's attention is still directed to self.
2. Comment - expression without specific infermation... "There!”

3. Direct Attn (object) - direcis partner's attention to object.

4. Direct Attn (self) - device used in an attempt to get partner's attention.

5. Imitate - imitates partner for practice or to fuifil turn.

6. Ofier - gives indication of willingness to share or give.

7. Polite - uses politeness markers... "sorry, please, thank you..."

DESCRIPTION CIFUNCTION ESSENTIALLY AS LABE!L.

8. Event - describes an event, activity, or behavior.

9. ldentity - labels a person or object.

10. Location - indicates objects or persons not present.

11. Possession - indicates the owner of a particular object.

12. Property - refers to a property of an object..."hot, cold, empty..."

REQUEST CIHAS A GOAL OF OBTAINING A RESPONSE FROM PARTNER,
13. Action - expression's goal is action on the part of the partrer.
14. Obiject - expression’s goal is obtaining an object or substance.

15, Wh - inquires about what, where, when, why.
16. Yes/no - requests to be aliowed to do something.

PERFORMATIVE CI PERFORMS FUNCTIOM OF THE INTENTION.

17. Claim - establishes right to have centrol of an object or activity.
18. Game - behaviors in a sequence of amusing behaviors.

19. Greet - acknowledges arrival of a person.

20. Joke - initiates humorous sequence and shares with others.

21. Pattern - rote counts or signs a sequence.

22. Proiest - indicates dispieasure over person, eveni, or situation.
23. Role play - establishes an imaginary role or identity.

24. Scoid - reprimands another for an action or event.

25. Warn - alens or reminds partner of possible harm.

RESPONSE EXPRESSION CONTINGENT ON EARLIER EXPRESSION OR ACTION
26. Agree/Disagree - notes agreementdisagreement with preceding message.
27. Attend - looks/listens to partner with no other response.

28. Attribute - attributes feeling/affective state to other personsobject.

29. Clarify - repeats or modifies misunderstood statement.

30. Explain - knowledges relationship (object, action, & event).

31. Express/Evaluate - exprasses feslings about an occurrence or situation.

32. Statement - expressions code information or feelings.

33. Wwh - responds to a Wh question from partner.

34. VYes/no - responds to a yes/no question from partner.
UNINTERPRETABLE EXPRESSION NOT FITTING OTHER DESCRIPTIONS.

35. Unknown - as above...




14

Form of Communicative Intentions

The form of Cls involves the way communicative intentions or speech acts are
conveyed. At the simplest level the Cl is expressed through motor activity
encompassing a large variety of body movements. More sophisticated levels of form
would involve facial expressions, formal gestures, signing, voicing, and/or
paralinguistic changes in stress patterns, duration, intonation, pitch, and intensity
levels. Eventually the intentions can be expressed linguistically through words,
phrases, and sentences, or the equivalent in sign language. For the more syntactically
advanced child, the messages can be coded by sentence types (e.g., declarative,

negative, passive, imperative, conjoined, interrogative, & embedded).

Presupposition

Presupposition involves, informativeness, the understanding that information
is not necessarily explicit in a stated message, but must be shared if the message is to
be understood by the communicative partners in a given social context. Thus,
presupposition encompasses a speaker's message in relation to the specific
information needs of a listener and the situation.

In order to demonstrate competencies in this area individuals must have the
ability to take the perspective of their communicative partner and participate in
role-taking. The speaker must be able to share information about the partner and the
context in order to determine the content and form of the message. Thus the notion of
presupposition includes the ability to make appropriate inferences regarding shared

knowv:ledge and the partner's needs.
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A competent language user realizes that certain information becomes redundant
in a conversation and may be omitied as the conversational exchange continues because
it is possible to presuppose that the listener shares this information with the speaker.
Furthermore, individuals must be aware that if a conversation is to emerge one
partner must assume the speaker's role and the other, the listener's role and the
petential for role reversal must exist.

The listener must also infer a speaker's intent rather than relying exclusively
on a literal interpretation of the message. This shared information can be established
between communication partners by: (a) mutually monitoring some shared aspect of
the physical setting; (b) sharing some general knowledge of the speech situation
itself, or of one's communicative partner (e.g., age, status, cognitive level, past

experiences); and (c) mutually monitoring the preceding discourse.

Informativeness

Iinformativeness is the first aspect of presupposition to be considered and
involves having a general knowledge of the speech situation and preceding discourse.

It also involves understanding that new information once articulated becomes old
information, which can be used {o generate additional new information.

At the "message information level" the individual must be able to make explicit
and implicit semarntic connecticns in =oth the speaker and listener roles. At the
"linguistic information level" the individual must understand the syntactic principles
which are used to encode old and new aspects of knowledge for the listener.

In the area of informativeness, the linguistic components of deictics, articles,

and cohesive devices are considered. With deictics, the communicative partners must
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realize that personal and demonstrative pronouns, adverbs of time and location, and a
targe number of verbs all have a shifting reference feature relating to the "speaker
principle”. Thus, to correctiy use and understand personal pronouns, the
conversational participants must realize that "I" and "you" change reference with each
change in speaker. In the case of articles. the speaker and listener must both
recognize that in order to be maximinaily informative the articles "a" or

"an” are used to initially designate an item, but in subsequent references to that item
the article "the” can be used. And finaliy, with cohesive devices, the listeners must
realize that redundant information from questions and statements need not be repeated
from the point of linguistic economy when it is the listener's turn to speak. For
example, if the speaker asks how his listener is feeling, the normal response would be
"fine” or "ok". Thus the new speaker does not need to repeat information of the old

speaker by saying "I am feeling fine" or "I am feeling ok".

Communicative Partner

This second major area of presupposition involves having the skills to
formulate messages which consider the characteristics of the listener: age, status,
level of familiarity, cognitive ievel, linguistic level, and shared past experiences.
For example, the classroom teacher might assume that a hearing impaired student
shares very little of the cther students' background knowledge; thus, the teacher
makes modifications to the language patterns such as lengthy explanations in order to
compensate for this lack of shared information. In contrast hearing impaired
classmates in a familiar situation may say very little because much information is

common knowledge. Conversely, the listener must attempt to keep the speaker
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informed of the status of the communication. If the listener doesn't understand or 1s

confused, a quizzical expression or a verbal "Huh?" may be given as feedback.

Social Context

With the social context area of presupposition, message modifications indicate
that the speaker has the ability to monitor the shared aspect of the physical setting.
The speaker must know how to compensate the listener for a reduction in the

communicative channels by making the message as clear and explicit as possible.

Social Organizaticn of Discourse

This component of pragmatics relates to initiating and maintaining a dialogue
between and among partners over several conversational turns. Roth and Spekman
(1984a/b) identify (a) turntaking, (b) topic initiation, maintenance, shift, and

termination, and (c) breakdown/repair, as subareas for consideration.

Turntaking

Turntaking is one of the most important features of this component. By
necessity each individual must be able to function, and assume the responsibilities, in
both the speaker and listener role. Bruner (1975) and others have demonstrated that

this activity occurs very early in mother-infant interactions.

Topic Initiation, Maintenance, Shift, and Termination
Initiation, Maintenance, Shift, and Termination are skills that a competent

communicator must be able to perform. Specifically, individuals must know how to:
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{(a) address one another; (b) agree upon a topic; (c) take turns developing a topic;
(d) make their contributions intelligible, relevant, truthful, unambiguous, and
appropriate to the situation and partner; (e) make shifts to new topics if and when

necessary; and (f) end a conversation appropriately.

Breakdown and Repair

Breakdown and repair is the final skill that a competent communicator must
know about the social organization of discourse. The communicative partners must be
able to (a) recognize when communication is breaking down, (b} inform the speaker

of the problem, and (c) know what stralegies can be used tc save the interaction from

total collapse.

Context

The final element of the framework is context. The context in which an
interaction occurs, must be considered in conjunction with ail other components. This
is a critical variable because it affects the type and form of the Cls conveyed, the

information that must be presupposed, and the manner in which the conversation is

organized.

C. Research with Hearing impaired Chiidren

In reference to the framework of Spekman and Roth (1984a/b) the studies of
the pragmatic language competencies of young hearing impaired children has focused
primarily on Cls. Five studies have addressed this area (Skarakis & Prutting, 1977;

Curtiss et al., 1979:; Schirmer, 1985; Day, 1986; and Veriaeten, 1985). At this
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time the pragmatic abilities of presupposition and organization of discourse with
preschool hearing impaired children has received limited attention. However, a study
by MacKay-Soroka, Trehub, and Thorpe (1837) with hearing impaired school aged
children has been included in this review, since the investigation corsidered ceitain
features of presupposition and social organization of discourse using ieferential

meaning tasks.

Studies of Communicative Intentions

Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1978), Schirmer (1985), Day
(1986), and Verlaeten (1985) all conducted studies on the Cis that hearing impaired
preschool children use when communicating with other people. Each study differed on
a number of aspects. In some cases the age of the children varied and in others the
linguistic environment of either the home or educational institution differed. In all
five studies the systems used to categorize the Cls was subject to variability.
However, even with these differences an important corpus of information about the
language competencies of hearing impaired preschool children has been garnered.
Table 2 summarizes the information of the five studies under the headings of purpose,
subject characteristics, linguistic environment of home/school, data collection,
recording/data analysis, reliability, and results. The work of Skarakis and Prutting,
Curtiss et al., Schirmer, and Day hzve been grouped together in the table since these
studies focused on the range of Cls. The study of Verlaeten has been separated since the

study only considered the form of Cis.
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In considering the purpose for conducting these investigations, it is possible to
see that the researchers had different motivations and interests. Skarakis and
Prutting (1877), Curtiss et al. (1979), and Day (1986) were primarily interested
in identifying the range of Cls that hearing impaired children use, with a secondary
interest of determining whether these intentions differed from hearing children. On
the other hand, Schirmer (1985) was interested in the acquisition of Cls in two
different groups of hearing impaired children. And finally, Veriaeten (1985) was not
directly studying Cls but was interested in using statistical tools to illustrate that the
hearing impaired and hearing used different forms to express their intentions, which
has implications for integrating hearing impaired students into hearing schools.

On the criteria of subject characteristics, the children in all five studies appear

handicaps, and normal intelligence. However, even though the majority of the
children were in the preschool age group of three to six years, the variability of
competencies within this span of three years inay reduce the usefulness of using
"preschoo!" as a descriptor of a group of hearing impaired children.

On the level of linguistic environment there was considerable diversity in the
various studies. The subjects of Skarakis & Prutting (1977), Curliss et al. (1979)
and the orai hearing impaired subjects of Schirmer (1985) all had similar "oral”
cnvironments. Similarly, Schirmer's group using Signed English, and Day's (1986)
subjects who were using a Manually Coded English (MCE) system, are relatively
homogeneous since both groups were using a Sign Language system with English word
order. On this factor Verlaeten's (1985) subjects would have to be considered unique

since they appear to be using an unusual combination of French Sigh Language (FSL),
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which is a manual communication system with its own syntax, and Cued Speech
(Cornett, 1967) an oral miethod designed to aid the comprehension of a spoken
language. In view of these differences, generalizing the results to other preschool
subjects may be a problem.

With respect to data collection, the observational procedures of the Verlaeten
(1985) study remain a major weakness. Roth and Spekman (1984a/b) have
suggested that in order to perform multiple levels of analysis on the same corpus of
behaviors, a permanent auditory and visual record is necessary. And although the
other studies employed videotaping, the research designs differed considerably in the
choice of the site for filming. Schirmer (1985) used a clinic setting with a speech
clinician, and Day (1986) filmed the children at home with their mothers. Only the
studies of Skarakis and Prutting (1977) and Curtiss et al. (1979) could be
considered comparable where a classroom context with teachers was used.

Even at the basic leve! of categorizing the different kinds or range of Cis, each
study has used different data analysis procedures. The studies by Skarakis and
Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), and Day (1986) all used modified versions
of the systems developed by Dore (1 974,1978a/b). However, comparing the results
of even these studies is difficult for two main reasons. First, Dore's systems,
consisting of six to nine main categories of Cls, were not based on the productions of
hearing impaired children, rather the categories developed out of case studies of
hearing children from infancy through three years of age. Thus, the early
researchers were required to modify the Dore system to accommecdate the
competencies of the hearing impaired. Secondly, the earliest studics applied Dore's

system in its simplest form and it wasn't until the preliminary results were available
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that researchers recognized the need for the more sophisticated categorization
systems. The results indicated that the more complex systems were necessary because
the hearing impaired children were using the same Cls as hearing children--differing
only in form and possibly frequency of application. The Schrimer (1985) study
using Halliday's system also suffers from a lack of sopiiistication at least with the
older children in the study, and it was also unfortunate that the author did not
elaborate how Halliday's categories were adapted for the hearing impaired subjects.

When considering the form of the Cls, the three studies which considered this
feature, Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979) and Verlaeten (1985)
all differed in their categorization criteria. Skarakis and Prutting, and Curtiss et al.
defined their categories, but the classification criteria of the Verlaeten study were not
described in detail.

in the very important area of reliability, only three of the studies reported
their procedures and findings. Of the three, Day (1986) and Skarakis and Putting
(1977) considered, respectively, only 3 and 4 percent of the total number of speech
acts in their study of reliability. This can be seen as an important weakness given the
difficuities of classification and the uniqueness of the research. On the other hand, the
rigorous procedures of Curtiss et al. (1979) illustrate that identification,
classification, and designation of range and form can be accomplished in an effective
and accurate manner. The failure to report reliability procedures in the studies of
Schirmer (1985) and Verlaeten (1985) poses a sericus threat fo both internal and
external validity since the accuracy of their findings is unknown.

With regard to the results there was a general agreement in the findings of

Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), Schirmer (1985), and
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Day (1986). In each study the hearing impaired children were found to exhibit the
full range of Cls which were included in the investigation, and with the exception of a
delay in using the intentions, the development appears to parallel that of normal
children,

The results of the studies of form also presented a fairly unified position that
hearing impaired children are able to code their Clis effectively in means other than in
verbal form, if they lack the necessary syntactic, morphologic, and phonemic
Structures of the spoken language. It would appear that the hearing impaired child
use prelinguistic gestures and other paralinguistic structures to a greater degree than
do hearing children, regardiess of their formal knowledge of sign language systems.
Thus these complimentary strategies are likely responsible for the children's

effective coding of their Cl transmissions.

Studies of Presuppositional Skills

As mentioned earlier, no published studies involving preschool hearing
impaired children have addressed the Presuppositional areas of pragmatic language
abilities. However, the study by MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) with school aged
hearing impaired children likely has important tenets for the competencies that
hearing impaired preschool children may exhibit.

The purpose of this study was to provide a preliminary description of
referential communication skiils and strategies deaf children use to interact with
their mothers. In this case the referential message involved the children accurately
describing an illustration so that their mothers, the listeners, would be able to

correctly select one item from a four set array. The specific objectives were to
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examine the nature and quality of deaf children's referential messages to their
mothers along with the outcomes of these messages. The study involved two groups of
15 hearing impaired children who ranged in age from 6 to 10 years. Subjects from
one group were in oral environments and the other group attended schools where a
bimodal method of communication was used. The data were collected using 8-four
choice referential communication tasks.

The adequacy of the child's message was assesed by a rating system. A message
was given a score of "1" if it described the target referent uniquely. A score of "2"
was assigned if the message was ambiguous between the target referent and one
nonreferent. A score of "3" or “4" was assigned if the message could refer equally to
three, or all four pictures. The total adequacy score was then subtracted from 32 to
arrive at an adequacy measure. independent ratings on all trials were made by an
observer who was not present during the test session, and the interobserver
reliability (number of agreements divided by number of ratings) was .89 for both the
bimoda! and oral groups.

In this study bimodal children were found to have provided more differentiated
messages, which allowed the mother to more accurately select the described picture,

than did orally educated deaf children, a finding that remained when age was covaried.

Studies of Social Organization of Discourse Skills
Again no published studies were found which directly addressed this area of
pragmatic lainguage competencies in preschool aged hearing impaired children.

However, the previously discussed study of MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) did consider
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the ability ¢f the schooi-aged hearing impaired child to repair a message, one of the
skills invoived with Social Organization of Discourse as outlined by Roth and Spekman
{1t984a/b).

The study of the children’'s ability to repair "failed” messages involved an
examination ¢f the nalure and Gueaiiy of the reformulations in comparison 1o neir
original messages. When the mother was unable to choose the correct picture the
child was asked to provide another description of the target referent. The child's
reformulations were then rated using the same "1" to "4" point scale described
earlier, and a mean reformulation adequacy score was calculated for each child by
averaging the ratings across his or her reformulations. A seoarate interobserver
reliability was not carried out on this part as it was included in the overall rating,
but interobserver reiiability on the categorization of whether the reformulations
were (a) task-relevant (i.e., adding differentiating information) or
(b) task-irrelevant (i.e., adding non-differentiating information or repcating all or
part of the initially inadequate message} was found to be .92 and .89 for bimodal and
oral children respectively. A Mann-Whitney U test indicated that the mean
reformulation adequacy score of the bimodal group was significantly lower than for
the orai group. Thus, the bimodal group were found to have provided more
differentiated reformulations.

MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) also found that the hearing impaired chiidren
frequently responded to mother's requests for additiona!l information by repeating
their initially inadequate message (37% of all reformulations). More specifically,
simpie repetition was the major reformulation strategy of 27% of the bimodal

children and 46% of the oral children.
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An unpublished study of 4 orally educated hearing impaired children between
5.6 and 6.6 years of age, also found the use of repetition in 37% of ali reformulaticns
(Beattie, 1987). However. the results of MacKay-Soroka et al. {1987) may be
somewhat misleading about the reformulation ability of orally educated hearing
impaired children because their criteria for evaluating reformulations were not
sufficiently discriminating. Beattie's results suggested that oral children may indeed
repeat the same linguistic structures, but extralinguistic features such as pitch,

volume change, or siress, may be added for clarification.

Conclusions from the Review
To summarize the results of this literature review on the pragmatic language
competencies of hearing impaired preschool children using the Koth and Spekman

(1984a/b) organizational framework. The following conclusions can be drawn:

Communicative Intentions

1. A hearing impairment by itself does not limit the possibility for the
hearing impaired child to develop a full range of Cis.

2. The hearing impaired child acquires and uses the same range of inientions
that have been found in hearing children and these intentions can be
identified by the communicating partner.

3. Insofar as it is possible, the hearing impaired child’'s expression of Cls is
best described as delayed in comg arison to hearing children.

4. There is evidence to support the view that the amount of communication is

suppressed in the hearing impaired child, as compared to the hearing
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chiid, but this amount of communication varies considerably with context
and discourse partner.

There is tentative evidence supporting the position that hearing impaired
children use some Cls to a greater or lesser degree than a hearing child.
Regarding form, the hearing impaired child uses prelinguistic gestures

and paralinguistic structures to a greaier degree than do hearing children.

Presupposition

1.

There is limited information on the preschool hearing impaired child's
abilities in the area of presupposition.

Ditferences in presupposition likely vary with educational modality.
There is tentative evidence to suggest that bimodally educated hearing
impaired children may be more effective at communicating their
intentions and taking into account the needs of the listener than orally

educated hearing impaired children.

Social Organization of Discourse

1.

There is limited information on the preschool hearing impaired child's
abilities in the area of social organization of discourse.

Differences in social organization of discourse skills likely vary as a
function of modality of education.

There is some evidence to suggest that bimodally educated hearing
impaired children may be better at reformulating or repairing failed

messages than orally educated hearing impaired children.
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D. Summary

This summary will (a) outline how the present research has contributed to the
body of knowledge by considering the formal modes of theory construction by Marx
(1963), (b) discuss implications for research as identified in the literature,

(c) present the recommendations of previous researchers, and (d) identify questions

pertinent to future research and the present study.

Theoretical Basis

When the studies of pragmatic language competencies are considered with
reference to the modes of theory construction by Marx (1963), the four primary
studies of Cls, Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), Schrimer
(1985), and Day (1986) were using as a "basis for knowing” a "level 1" analysis
based on observation. In each study the researchers were counting the number and
kind of intentions and/or the form that the children were using. With regards to the
"mcde of theory construction”, the research on pragmatic language competencies has
taken a "functicnal approach” in Marx's classification. Each study has built on the
next, and the position or theory that hearing impaired preschool children can have
normal Cls has emerged from the studies. In addition, the functional building
approach can be clearly seen in the use of increasingly more complex systems to
categorize the Cls once it was evident that simple organization systems were
inadequate tools to fully explore the hearing impaired child's range of intentions.

When the MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) study is considered on the Marx
(1963) criteria, it is possible that even though the researchers are taking a

functional approach to theory construction, the "basis of knowing” involves a
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"level 2" analysis where the researchers speculate that the difference in pragmatic
language skills may be related to the communication modality.

In light of these considerations, the present study has been designed to continue
the building of the functional theory concerning the pragmatic ianguage competencies
of young hearing impaired children. Furthermore, these contributions to the theory
will extend beyond the range and form of the Cis and inciude observational or "level 1"
analysi= of the skills these children demonstrate in the areas of presupposition and

social organization of discourse.

Implications Identified in the Literature

This review of the literature on pragmatic language competencies of hearing
impaired preschool children has raised important implications and/or
recommendations. In most cases the implications have focused on how present
knowledge can be used in assessment and remediation, but several potential areas for
research have also been outlined.

Skarakis and Pruiting (1877) suggested that the analysis procedure they
developed to investigate Cls could be used as an assessment tool to describe the hearing
impaired child's early communication. Furthermore, they suggested that the finding
of paralle! development of communicative intentions in hearing impaired and hearing
children could suggest guidelines for the content and sequencing of language
remediation programs. Schirmer (1985) who concurred with Skarakis and Prutting
(1977) on the delayed language findings, suggested that these findings have three
important implications for language curricula: (1) Hearing impaired curricula

should incorporate all components of language. (2) Hearing impaired children should
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be immersed in a language-rich environment. (3) Young hearing impaired children

should be given the freedom to use non-adult forms of the language.

Recommendations of Researchers

Curtiss et al. (1979) indicated that even thcugh their subjects were able to
code pragmatic and semantic behaviors using primarily a non-verbal modality, the
amount of communication was suppressed in comparison to normal hearing chiidren.
The reasons why these children are communicatively suppressed is open to question.
Curtiss et al. recommended that comparative, in depth, linguistic studies be conducted
to investigate deaf children learning sign as a first language with deaf children
learning spoken English as a first language to differentiate the effects of auditory
deprivation from specific educational remedial procedures employed. The researchers
suggested that it is essential o move research in this direction to meet the
educational-psycho-social needs of the hearing impaired.

Schirmer (1985) recommended that the investigation of hearing impaired
children's language be comprehensive with regard to syntax, semantics, and
pragmatics. However, Schirmer suggested that further research is needed to develop
thorough and efficient methods of analysis, for evaluating all three components.

Day (1986) recommended that it is important to foliow the development of
groups of hearing impaired children to determine whether early citferences in
patterns of language use are predictive of differences in later language and academic
functioning. Furthermore, if pattern differences are predictive of later problems,
then early interventions should be designed to provide young hearing impaired

children with models of language that afford the best opportunity for the development
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of well-integrated language systems, thus improving their chances for developing to

their maximum potential.

MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) also made a suggestion for further research after

they found that there were differences in deaf children's message-sending skills as a

function of modality of education. They suggested that is it important to ascertain the

extent to which hearing status, educational placement, or communication modality

contribute to children's ignorance of effective communication strategies and their

deficiencies in language or speech.

Research Questions Stemming from Review

1.

Are there differences in the teacher/subject communication within
different classroom environments which may account for variation in
pragmatic language competencies in the hearing impaired preschoo!
subjects?

Are there comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic language
competencies of hearing impaired preschool children with regard to age,
methods of communication, and educational environments?

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments exhibit the same range of
Cls in the sophisticated categorization system used by Day (1986)?

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments show different
developmental sequences or patterns regarding Cl Range and Form

characteristics?
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Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educatioral environments show different pragmatic
language competencies in the area of presupposition?
Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments show different pragmatic

language competencies in the area of social organization of discourse?
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. METHODOLOGY

A. Introduction

This chapter will present information pertaining to the (a) research design,
(b) subjects, (c) collection of language samples, (d) instruments and data analysis,
(e) observer training and reliability, (f) internal and external validity, and (g)

limitations.

B. Research Design

The research study could be considered to be a particular type of descriptive
study; a pre-experimental case study repeated over multiple subjects (G. M. Kysela,
peirsonal communication, April 6, 1987). The study has the characteristics of case
studies since it is based on extensive observations and descriptions of the subjects. As
well, the study carries the pre-experimental label since exiraneous factors were not
entirely ruled out. The research design was chosen so that specific research questions
might be developed for future investigations involving true experiments. Thus, the
aim in this study is hypothesis development--rot hypothesis testing.

The range of control in case studies may vary greatly depending upon the type of
data and method of data collection. Anecdotal information from subjects or significant
others and objective measurement of overt behaviors represent the extremes of the
data spectrum in case study research. While there was an attempt in this study to
establish a significant level of control through (a) selecting educaticnal conioxts
which have a degree of commonality across settings, (b) videotaping the language

samples to improve reliability, and (c) structuring the assessment instruments to
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make the study of the pragmatic language components as discrete as possible, factors
such as individual therapy, unscheduled visits, childhood ilinesses, and the weather

made the conditions somewhat variable.

C. Subjects

Fourteen hearing impaired preschoo! children between 3 years 3 months and 5
years 10 months of age were considered as pcssible subjects. The children were
attending an early intervention/preschool program at a rehabilitation hospital in a
large urban area. Initially the study intended to investigate the competencies of two
equal groups of hearing impaired preschool children--one group participating in an
Oral educational program and the other participating in a combined Oral/Sign Assist
program. This plan was modified because of subject characteristics and availability.
The sections discussing "permission to participate” and “"characteristics of subjects”

will clarify issues which led to the design modification.

Locating Subjects

The study was initially proposed to a classroom teacher and speech therapist
who worked in the preschool program. Subsequently, a formal research request was
made to the Research Committee of the hospital. The preschool program was chosen as
the research site for several reasons:

1. There was a reasonable number of appropriately aged children

participating in programs using the different methods of communication.
2. There was a recognized consistency of programs between the classrooms

and teachers.
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3. Interest in the research topic and the information which might be
collected from this study was expressed by members of the teaching staff.
4. The communication system of the Sign Assist program--Manually Coded
English (MCE)by Bornstein, Hamilton, Saulnier, and Roy (1975) would
be less problematic for transcription, coding, and analysis by the
researcher.
5. The facilities at the hospital included observation rooms which would
allow minimal disturbance of normal classroom activities while

collecting the language samples.

Permission to Participate

Permission for the potential subjects to participate was solicited from the
parents or guardians by a letter which explained the nature, purpose, and
implications of the study. Specifically, the letter discussed (a) the aspects of language
that would be studied, (b) the videotape data coliection procedure, (c) how the
information from this study could have important implications for developing
evaluative tools and teaching techniques for hearing impaired children, and (d)
assurance of confidertiality and the right to withdraw at any time. Written
permission was secured for 13 of the 14 children initially considered as potential

subjects. A copy of the explanatory letter/consent form may be found in Appendix A.

Characteristics of Subjects
Permission to participate was secured for 13 children. Ten subjects were

enrolled in the Oral program and eight had had no formai sign language instruction,
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The remaining three subjects were in the Sign Assist program, but came from a
hearing home environment. The initial subject parameters for participation in the
study were, normal intelligonce, a prelingua! hearing loss in the severe or profound
range, and no additional handicaps which could complicate the acquisition and use of
language and communication. In this study a prelingual hearing loss was defined as a
hearina loss which occured before the onset of speech at approximately eighteen
months (Moores, 1978).

Four of the subjects were excluded because of hearing acuity better than the
severe category and a fifth child was not included because of physiological probler:s
which may be complicating the acquisition of language skills. In the attempt to select
subjects with as many similar characteristics as possible the initial proposed design
of two equal groups was not possible. However the eight children, selected to serve as
subjects, serendipitously provided an interesting research design which has been
illustrated in Figure 2. In addition to the subjects, the class arrangements included
two additional children, for a total of four, in the three Oral environments and three

additional children, for a total of five in the Sign Assist setting.

Number of Subjects per Linguistic Environment

Age (years) Oral Sign Assist

<35 I 2 - -
"""" D T
"""" s | |

Eigure 2. Research design: Subject arrangement.
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The eight children selected as subjects, five female and three male, were all

healthy Caucasians from middle to low income families. The subjects lived in the

urban area and were unknown to the researcher. The subjects lived with either one or

both natural parents. The parents of all the subjects in both programs were hearing.

The sign skills of the parents whose children were using the manually coded English

Sign system varied considerably. Table 3 summarizes the subjects’ characteristics.

Table 3
risti
Linguistic Day Cares
Hearing Enviornment Active Kinder-
Subject Sex Age BEA* AA@ Status Home/School Program garten
1 F 3-3 107 67 Profound English Long Yes/No
Prelingual Oral Term
2 F 3-5 112 63 Profound English Long Yes/No
Prelingual Oral Term
3 M 4-5 105 40 Profound English Long Yes/No
Prelingual! Oral Term
4 F 4-6 87 38 Severe English Short Yes/No
Prelingual Oral Term
5 F 5-7 98 32 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingual Oral Term
6 M 5-10 108 43 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingual Oral Term
7 M 4-8 127 65 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingua! Sign Term
8 F 4-9 113 75 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingual Sign Term

BEA = Better Ear Average--average hearing threshold for 500, 1000, and 2000 Hz.

Collection of audiological information involved co-operative play audiometry and standard

pure tone audiometric procedures.

@ Estimated Aided Audiogram--average hearing thresholds for 500, 1000, and 2000 Hz.
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D. Collection of Language Samples

The decision to record the language samples on videotape was made (a) to assist
the transcribing of the complex linguistic interactions, (b) to allow a multi-level
analysis on the same corpus of behaviors, and (c) to allow the findings to be verified
by independent raters. This decision was reinforced by Cole and St. Clair-Stokes
(1984a/b) who suggested that repeated examination may be necessary in order to

discern meaning based on a composite of social, physical, and linguistic contexts.

Schedule of Recording Sessions

The subjects' language samples were recorded over a five week period from
January 23, 1989 to February 22, 1989. The recordings were collected in a three
week period, but the time span was interrupted by inclement weather and schedule
conflicts. A schedule indicating the dates on which the subjects’ language samples
were recorded may be found in Appendix B.

There was an attempt to collect the subjects' language samples on two different
days so that the sample wouid not be unduly influenced by a particular event or
transient emotional/physical states. However, for four subjects the samples, for both
contexts, were collected on one day due to scheduling difficulties. In these four cases
the language samples did not appear to be affected by either outside influences or
emotional/physical irregularities.

In general, it was harder to achieve a consistent arrangement for the Lesson
context because of individual therapy sessions with other rehabilitation professionals,
but the consistency of the Snack context allowed for the simultaneous collection of

samples on two subjects at a time, in each of the four age/environment settings.
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This collection procedure not only resulted in a saving of time in the collection
process, but aiso afforded a considerable saving of time in the editing and

transcription stages.

Recording Session Parameiers

in order to achieve a degree of equality in the language samples several factors
were considered: (a) situation, (b) setting, (c) timing, (d) permanency, and (e)
¢..asistency. The Lesson and Snack contexts were chosen as acceptable "situations”
since they are generally components of preschoo! programs for hearing impaired
children. Furthermore, it was felt that these contexts account for some of the
variation in the educational communricative environment of a hearing impaired chilc
in a preschool program. The Lesson context was taken to represent a more formal
instructional situation where both teacher and cohort interaction were possible, and
the Snack context allowed for the same interaction, but in a more informa! manrer.
The regular classroom, where group activities and formal instruction were conducted,
was chosen as the setting to facilitate the collection of natural teacher/child
communication and the timing of the recording sessions was scheduled to correspond
with: ;h= normal clas7-oom routine. The choice of permanent video recording was
made to enhance the accuracy of transcrip* Hn and coding, and the data collection was
completed by the researcher to maintain consistency.

There was an attempt to collect 30 minute language samples, from each subject,
in both contexts. Not only was the goal of collecting 30 minute language samples an
attempt at improving on the samples of earlier researchers, but it was realized that

in this study, the contexts involved more participants than just the subject and
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teacher of previous studies. It was felt that the contexts which generally involved one
teacher and three or four chiidren would lead to a reduction in *the number of
communicative events that a given participant would make. Because of a variety of
factors, including teacher/subject characteristics, it was not always possible to
collect 30 minutes of interaction for each subject, in each context. The samples from
the Lesson context ranged from 20:10 to 50:12 minutes in length with a mean of
24:46 minuies, while the samples from the Snack context ranged from 15:00 to
25:00 minutes with a mean length of session being 20:39 minutes.

For the sake of continuity two 20 minute samples were selected for each
subject, one from each context. In only two instances the maximum sample was 15
minutes. Thus, the combined sample of 40 minutes was collecied for six subjects, and
samples of 35 minutes, for the remaining two subjects.

In the Lesson contexts, discourse generally involved concrete teaching materials
and a teacher directed plan. This context often involved seat work on the floor or at
tables and chairs, but for the six youngest subjects movement and changes of location
did occur. In the Snack context the arrangements usually involved sitting at tables and
chairs for a significant portion of the time. Generally, the discourse in the Snack
context focused on events leading up to snack, discussion about the food, the process of
cleaning up, and the transition fo other aciivities.

All of the language samples were recorded from the observation rooms, through
one-way glass windows, using the audio system designed for the observation room.
These conditions rasulted in a lower quality audio/visual signal, but still produced a
product which was acceptable for language transcription and coding. The benefits of

recording the natural classroom interactions with minimal disrupticn were thought to
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outweigh the poorer audio/visual signal. The recording of the language samples from
the observation rooms eliminated the need to condition the participants to the presence
of the camera. Although the teachers were informed of the recording schedule, the
subjects were generally unaware of the data collection.

Prior to each recording session the researcher informed the teacher of the
recording schedule, identified the subjects of interest, and ensured that the equipment
was in position. The teachers were asked to carry on with their usual or planned
routine, and not to direct any special attention to the subjects of interest. During the
recording the researcher’'s involvement was kept to a minimum. Only in a few
instances was an interjection require . when the subjects were obscured or the

teacher queried the adequacy of the seating or positioning.

Equipment

The language samples were recorded on Sony ES-HG, VHS videocassette tapes
with a Panasonic Industrial color camera and video recorder. A small, sensitive,
clip-on lapel microphone was "loose coupled" to the existing audio equipment of the
observation rooms to improve the audio signal. The playback equipment used for
transcription and coding procedures was an RCA Stereo video cassette recorder and a

40 centimeter Sony Trinitron television monitor.

Editing
Following the recording of the language samples for each child, the samples
were dubbed onto a composite tape to prevent loss or damage to the original

recordings. Beyond this duplication to a _cond tape there were no alterations made
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to the recordings. The transcription and subsequent analysis were completed by using
the composite tapes. The originals were not used because the need for multiple

viewing gave rise to some concern of tape deterioration.

E. Data Analysis and Instruments

Order of Analysis

The analysis procedures of the study consisted of six sieps. These six steps will
be discussed under subsequent subheadings of (a) pretranscription protocols, (b)
transcription, and (c) posttranscription checklists. The first two sieps involved the
scoring of the General Aspects Protocol (GAP) and the Pragmatic Protoco! (PP) from
the videotape. The third step involved the transcription of the videotape, and Steps 4,
5, and 6 involved the analysis of the transcript in the areas of Cls, presupposition,

and social organization of discourse using the appropriate checklists.

Pretranscription Protocols

The preiranscription protocols consisted of the General Aspects Protoco! (GAP)
by Cole and St. Clair-Stokes (1984a/b) and the Pragmatic Protoccl (PP) of Prutting
and Kirchner (1983). In this study, these two instruments were adapted to address
the first and second research questions.

The GAP was adapted for use in this study, to ensure that there was a similarity
in the educational environments and teacher/subject interactions. Specifically, the

GAP was adapted to highlight differences in the teacher/subject communication, in the
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different classroom envi-~=" ents, which may account for variations in the pragmatic
language competencies o\ . 2 hearing impaired preschool subjects.

Tk ten aspects included in the GAP are those features of mother/child discourse
which promoie the child's awareness and use of the auditory-verbal channe! for
communication. For this study, nine of the ten aspects were adapted to the
teacher/subject situation with only minor editorial changes. The sixth aspect which
considered the mother's style of interacting with her child, was rewritten for this
study, to identify differences in the language samples which reflected such educationa
style features as classroom structure and type of lesson/teaching format. It was
expected that the completion of the GAP would require muitiple viewing of the
videotapes, however, in practice one or two viewings of the 20 minute Lesson
segments was sufficient. A copy of the GAP may be found in Appendix C.

The purpose of the PP was to address the second research question which
considered comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic language
co™petencies of the hearing impaired preschool subject with regard to age, method of
communication, and educational environment. Thus, the PP was adapted for this study
to provide an overali communicative index for each subject, and iike the GAP, to
identify specific pragmatic features of the subjects' communication worthy of further
or more specific investigation. The PP was included since it represents one of the few
formal instruments for studying pragmatic language skills with demonstrated clinical
application (Duncan & Perozzi, 1987; Prutting & Kirchner, 1987).

The PP consists of 30 pragmatic components of language extrapolated from the
developmental child language literature. These pragmatic components were included

since they are focund in the speech and language of normal children five years of age or
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older. Thus, for this study, the scoring instructions were modified to direct the
evaluator in a consistent manner, in those cases where the child did not demonstrate
the parameter in question. A copy of the PP may be found in Appendix D.

The assessment of the teacher/subject communication and the subject, in
particular, using the GAP and the PP was based on the videotaped language sample
from the Lesson context. The Lesson context was selected because (a) the language
sample best reflected the parameters used by Cole and St. Clair-Stokes (1984a’b)
and Prutting and Kirchner (1982}, (b) in each classroom the Lesson context was
directed by a teacher of the hearing impaired, (c) the rouline of the Snack context
does not always demonstrate or allow for the demonsiration of the items covered in the
protocols, and (d) using the same context simplified the reliability procedures.

To score the GAP and the PP the researcher and the independent cbserver viewed
the videotapes. After watching the videotape the protocols were completed for each
subject. (The complete information on scoring of the GAP and PP may be found in
Appendix C and D.) Like the GAP, the PP was scored after one or two viewings.

in order to complete the PP on each subject it was important that judgements of
appropriate or inappropriate ware made relative to the subject, partner, chronology,
and the context. The parameters were coded as appropriate if they were judged to
facilitate the communicative interaction or were neutral. inappropriate parameters
were those which detracted from the communicative exchange and penalized the
individual, or were absent. It was necessary to be cognizant of the fact that the PP was
designed to be used with children five years of age or older. Thus, it was understood
that some of the parameters would not be present in the vounger subjects and in this

study they would be marked as "inappropriate".
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Transcription

The process of transcription followed the viewing of the selected segments and
scoring of the GAP and PP. The first step was to record the most obvious productions
of the subjects, teachers, and other participants. Once this draft was available, the
next step was to enter the more subtle Cls, which may or may not have had an auditory
component. The following requirements were considered when identifying the Cls:

1. A social contact was in progress, (i.e., the attention of the participants
was directed toward each other, another individua!l, or mutual object), or
the subject was attempting to establish a contact through obtaining or
directing another's attention, or talking to sulif

2. The behavior was discrete, that is, the behaviors had a definable
beginning and end.

3. The behavior included one or more of tiie following elements: formal sian,
gesture, change in facial expression, change in direction of gaze,
vocalization, and verbalization. No responses, where responses would be
appropriate, were also noted.

Once the participants’ Cis were recorded, the transcript was formatted so the
intentions could be numbered o assist in later counting and coding procedures. This
format: (a) identified the temporal relationship of the subject's, teacher's, and other
participants' communicative acts; (b) elaborated on contextual situations; and
(c) clarified gestures, signs, actions, vocalizations, and verbalizations. Examples of
the transcripts and a full description of the transcription conventions may be found in

Appendices E and F.
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Posttranscription Checklists

Step four of the data analysis invoived classifying each subject's Cls for the two
independent criteria of range and form. Day's (1986) system of categorization was
used to categorize range since it represented the most detailed system, and the form
categorization system of Skarakis and Prutting (1977) was also selected for its
comprehensiveness.

As discussed in the review of the literature, Day's (1986) compilation of the
range of Cls include six major categories of speech acts: Conversational Device,
Description, Request, Performative, Response, and Uninterpretable. These six
categories include those speech acts that Dore (1977, 1978a/b) found in the
utterances of three-year-old hearing children, as well as those intentions which
Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), and Day found in the
communication of hearing impaired children. A tota! of 35 differeni Cls, within the
six major categories, were considered in this study.

in the case of the form of the subjects’ Cls, this study employed the Skarakis and
Prutting (1977) system with five defined categories: Motor Activity, Gesture/Sign,
Combination, Vocalization, and Verbalization. As in the scoring of the subjects' Clis for
range, each Cl was assigned to one of these five categories. In no instance were the
intentions assigned to two categories, rather a decision was made as to which category
was most applicable. Copies of the categorization system for range and form, along
with information to assist scoring may be found in Appendices G and H.

The Presupposition Checklist (PC) was completed as the fifth step in the data
analysis. This checklist was developed to quantify the subjects' ability to take the

perspective of their communicative partner and to reflect these specific informational
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needs of the partner in their Cls. (A copy of the PC and information to assist scoring
may be found in Appendix I.) The PC is based on the Roth and Spekman (1984a/b)
framework and examines aspects of:

1. Informativeness , the understanding that information is not necessarily
explicit in a stated message, but must be shared through the linguistic
structures of (a) deictics--words which have a shifting reference with
each communicative turn, (b) indirect/direct reference involving the
correct use of articles to introduce and sustain a discussion, and
(c) cohesive structures which contain information which becomes
redundant in a conversation and may be omitted as the conversation
continues for the sake of linguistic economy.

2. Consideration of the partner , whereby the speakers Clis reflect an
understanding of the speech situation and the communicative partner with
regards to age, status, cognitive level, and past experiences.

3. Consideration of the social context, where the speaker's Cls reflect an
awareness in changes of the social context, for example, the speaker who
compensates or assists the listener by speaking louder when the
environment is noisy.

The Social Organization of Discourse Checklist (SODC) was the final
instrument, and sixth step, in the data analysis procedure. (A copy of the SODC and
information to assist scoring may be found in Appendix J.}) Like the PC, the SODC was
developed so the discourse regulating behaviors, identified by Roth and Spekman
(1984a/b}, could be quantified. Thus, the subjects’ Cls were analyzed for skills in

the areas of:
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1. Turntaking , where the individual must be able to function in both the

speaker and listener role.

2. Conversational skills , which include (a) initiating a suitable topic, (b)
taking turns at maintaining that topic, (c) shifting to new areas as
necessary, and (d) terminating or ending the conversation appropriately.

3. Breakdown/repair , the skill of having and knowing how to prevent a
conversation from ending prematurely because of a misunderstanding on

behalf of the listener or a lack of clarity on the part of the speaker.

F. Observer Training and Reliability

Reliability refers to consistency in measurement. Wolery, Baily, and Sugai
(1988), and Kazdin (1977) describe four sources of error in measurement (a) the
complexity of the measurement system, (b) observer drift, (c) observer bias or
expectancies, and (d) observer reactivity. To minimize these sources of error in this
study interrater reliability checks were necessary. Observer training and reliability
studies were conducted in three different areas (a) the rating of the General
Assessment and Pragmatic protocols from the videotaped language samples, (b) the
transcription/identification of the Cls frorn the videotapes, and (c) the accuracy of
scoring the four checklists from the transcript, to investigate range and form of the

Cls, presupposition, and social organization of discourse.

Protocols
The researcher taught an assistant the basic procedures bSehind the GAP and PP

by (a) reviewing the instructions outlined by the origina! authors, (b) reviewing
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examples pertinent to each item, and (c) clarifying the definitions and terms.
Practice occurred whiie observing and scoring language samples not included in the
study.

A minimum criteria of 80% agreement (mean reliability) was required
between the researcher and assistant. Reliability scores were calculated by dividing
the number of agreements by the total number of agreements plus disagreements.
Reliability figures for the GAP considered the four educational/linguistic
environments, and the reliability study of the PP involved four subjects, one from
each of the age/method of communication categories. Reliability for the GAP averaged
97.5 % with a range of 90.0 to 100.0 percent, and the reliability of the PP averaged
87.5% with a range of 80.0 to 100.0 percent. Tables 4 and 5 present the interrater

reliability scores for the GAP and PP.

Table 4

Interrater Reliability for the General Aspects Protoco! (GAP)

Age/Environment Category

Protocol Oral 3.5 Oral 4.5 Oral 5.5 Sign 4.5 X

GAP 90.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 97.5%
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Table 5
n r iability for
Age/Environment Category
Protocol  Oral 3.5 Oral 4.5 Oral 5.5 Sign 4.5 X
PP 100.0% 90.0% 80.0% 801.0% 87.5%

Transcription

The complete corpus of the transcription was done by the researcher. The
accuracy and detail of the transcript were enhanced by the overlapping and repetitive
procedures. Generally, the transcription of the language samples for the subjects in
the Oral environment required 15 minutes per minute of videotape, whiie the
transcription of the subjects from the Sign Assist program requirec' 30 minutes per
minute of tape. Transcription took approximately 140 hours.

Reliability was also evaluated for identifying the subjects’ Cls from the
videotape. Analysis was completed by comparing the accuracy of the researcher's
transcript with that of a speech-language pathologist who was familiar with general
transcription procedures and had received instruction on the procedures developed for
this study.

Reliabilify scoring employed a time sampling method where the assistant
randomly selected three consecutive minutes (15%) of the Language context and
transcribed only the Cls of the subject in question. The accuracy of the transcript was

then compared to the principal researcher's transcript. Reliability was calculated by
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dividing the number of agreements by the total agreements and disagreements in the
three minute segment. Reliability checks were done on each of the eight subjects’
language sample from the Lesson context. The interrater reliability ranged from
77.8% to 100.0 % with a mean of 85.83 percent. Table 6 presents the interrater

reliability scores for the identification/transcription of Cls.

Table 6

Subjects

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 Range X

77.8 81.3 80.0 100.0 84.0 82.4 90.0 86.7 77.8--100.0 85.3

Checklists

Since the complete scoring of the checkliists was conducted by the principal
researcher, the reliability for the scoring of the checklists was accomplished by
having an independent rater score between 10 and 15% of the Cls, for each of the
subject, on each of the checklists.

The training procedures for the research assistant included familiarization,
discussion, and clarification of the coding procedures for each instrument. The
pre-training also included independent practice using examples from the transcripts.
The hours of training for the research assistart were found t. vary with the nature of
the pragmatic aspect being considered. The CI Form checklist, and most of the aspects

on the PC and and SODC required little practice to acquire acceptable levels of



54

agreement between the researcher and independent rater. However, the reliability of
the scoring on the Cl Range took approximately 5 hours of training and high levels of
reliability were particularly difficult to achieve with two of the Oral subjects and the
two Sign Assist subjects. The point-by-point reliability was calculated by the
formula previously described, and an overall reliability of 80% was judged an

adequate level of consistency. The reliability measures for the 4 checklisis are

presented in Tal.' =~ 7.

Table 7

rrater lighili r ih heckli
Checklist
Subject Ci-Range Ci-Form PC** soDCr**
% Yo % %

S1 78.6 81.3 77.5 93 .4
§2 84.0" 83.3 87.5 94 .4
S3 77.8 94.4 82.5 100.0
S4 85.4" 100.0 85.0 83.3
S5 80.8 84.0 85.0 87.0
S6 88.9 941 85.0 84.6
87 73.1 82.0 80.0 76.3
S8 72.3 90.5 65.0 82.3

Average 180.1 89.9 82.2 87.7

-

First attempt to estabiish reliability resulted in percentages of agreement of
73.4 and 68.3, retraining and practice were necessary.

Based on results of Message Information, and sensitivity to Communication
Partner and Social Context Variables.

* * * Based on results of Social/Nonsocial Speech, identification of Conversational
Skills, and Cause, Initiator, Attempt, Strategy, and Outcome of
Breakdown/Repair sequence.

**
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G. Internal and External Validity
Internal and external validity are important considerations for the

generalization of findings. Wolery et al. (1988) define internal validity as being
how well the design of a study contrels for potential explanations fer changes found in
the dependent variable. Furthermore, Wolery et al. have indicated that external
validity considers the extent to which the findings of a study are generalizable tc other
subiects, behaviors, settings, measurement differences, and situations. Descriptive
studies, by their nature, obtain observations without manipulation of the independent
variables, so il is hoped that passive observers, their instruments, and techniques,
will have a minimum of effect on the phenomena under investigation. Nevertheless,
each of the possible threats to internal and externel validity will be addressed
separat. ; and the measures taken to control, minimize, or eliminate them as threa‘s

to this study, wiil be discussed.

Threats to Internal Validity
Wolery et al. (1988) identified history, maturation, and instrumentation, as

threats to internal valiidity in, non-testing, non-intervention, descriptive studies.

History

History refers to the possibility of external events, which occur before or
during a study, having an influence on the results. Thus a study which extends over a
substantial period of time is particularly susceptible to the history threat. However,
for this study the data were collected over the relatively short period of time of five

weeks, so this should have minimized the influence of "history"”.
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Maturation

The maturation threat refers to any changes that occur within the subjects
themselves during the duration of the study. These changes could be phvsical or
mental growth as well as fatigue, habituation, or adaptation to the situriion. In this
study, the relatively brief time frame for data collection should have protected agains!

maturation posing a threat to internal validity.

Instrumentation

Any change in a measuring instrument or assessment procedure during the
course of a study is considered in the instrumentation threat. Human observation and
judgement of behavior are particuiutly prone tc this threat. In this study the use of
videotape equipment to record the communicative discourse was chosen to improve the
researcher's accuracy of the transcription and data analysis. Furthermore. the use¢ 0!
an independent! observer tc monitor the agreement was empioyed 1o ensure against

observer drift.

Threats to External Validity

Wolery et al. (1988) identified, generality across subjects, generality across
settings, responses, and time, and reactive assessment, as threats 1o external valdity
in non-testing, non-intervention, descriptive studies. The nature and purpose of
descriptive studies are such that generalization of results is not a primary goal.
However, it is stili important to be aware ¢f the potential restrictions that exist
since this type of research is frequently used to develop hypotheses for future studies

and investigations.



Generality Across Subjects

Generality across subjects refers to the extent that the results of one study can
apply to others. Specific characteristics of the subjects such as age, inteliigence,
socio-economic status, and the educational background of parents may all limit the
extension of the results to other populaticns. It was recognized in this study that it
was impossible to have a homogeneous group of subjects. Although efforts were made
to consider age, pure tone hearing loss, and intelligence, other factors such as parent
education, socio’economic level, etiology of hearing loss, diagnoses of hearing loss,

application of hearing aids, and remedial activities history, were difficult to coniro!.

Generality Across Settings, Responses, and Time

The degree to which any of these factors will influence this study will likely be
reflected in the reliability of the results. The standardization of the contexts and the
videotaping of the language samples were efforts to improve the resulis in this area.
To a degree, the concern with this threat was minimized by the choice of collecting the
responses within the familiar setting of the classroom, while the chiidren were

engaged in regular classroom activities, at appropriate times.

Reactive Assessment

Reactive assessment refers to the extent to which participants are aware that
they are being assesed or observed and the extent to which this awareness influences
the way the participants behave or respond. The problem of reactive assessment in
this study was greatly minimized for the subjects, since the language samples were

collected from t: .2 -~ - vation room. The teachers were aware of the data collection
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process, but it is unlikely that the collection of the language samples had much
influence on their behaviors given their experience with numerous observers

walching their performance from the observation rooms.

H. Limitations

Since the intention of this study was to present a more comprehensive
perspeciive on the pragmatic language competencies of hearing impaired preschool
chiifren, the time invested per subject in transcription and analysis was significant.
However, the labor intensive procedure limited the data collection to cn.y eight
subjects. It is recognized that considerable differences in the competencies of the
subjects still exist even though there was an attempt to find children who were
similar. Given the pre-experimental design and the small number of subjects, it was
not the intention to statistically demonstrate differences between subjects or groups
on the basis of ages, communication method, or educational environment. Rather the
aim was to (a) identify or highlight possible differences which could be investigated
in future =vperimental studies, and (b) to consider the implications that ine subjecls

cors- - iee may have for educational programming.

1. Summary

The chapter presented information on the {(a) research design, (b) subjects, (c;
data collec*or, (d) instruments and data analysis, (e) observer training and
reliability, (f) internal and external validity, and (g) limitations of the study. The

tollowing chapter will present the resuits of the study.
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IV. RESULTS

A. Introduction

The results of the study are presented in six sections. The order of these
sections correspond to both the sequence of the research questions and the steps
involved in data analysis using the various protocois and checklists. The first two
sections focus on the results from the General Assessment Protocc! (GAP) and the
Pragmatic Protoco! (PP). The third and fourth sections outline the results
considering the range and form of the Cls, and the fifth and sixth sections present the
results from the studies of presupposition and social organization of discourse. These
last two sections are further subdivided into a series of subheadings which reflect the

components considered in these areas. Each section will conclude with a summary.

B. General Aspects Protoco! (GAP)

As discussed in Chapter I, the GAP was inciuded in this study to provide, in a
global manner, objective information on the interactive behaviors of the teac. ‘s =nd
subjects. It was hoped that the GAP would demonstrate similarities or differences in
the interactive environment, either of which, couid have a significant effect on how

subsequent results would be viewed. Thus, the following research question was posed.

Question 1.
Are there differences in the teacher/subject communication within different
classroom environments which may account for variations in the pragmaeatic language

competencies of hearing impaired preschool children?
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The four interactive environments or classrooms were evaluated on the 10
items in the GAP. The results of the eight subjects and four teachers on the GAP are

summarized in Table 8.

Table 8

! fth neral A r 1 {(GAP
Subject/Teacher
T1 T2 T3 T4
Aspect S1 82 83 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8

1.  Teacher communicates within sensory Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
range of subject (vocal intensity, pitch,
visual field, level).

2. Teacher communicates in a normal Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
unexaggerated fashion.

3. Teacher uses amount of gesture Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
appropriate for the age of the subiect.

4. Teacher generaily avoids use of and/or Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
elicitation of single words/signs.

5. Teacher pauses long enough for subject Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
to {ake a communicative turn.

6. Teacher accepts communication from Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
subject through verbal, visual. smiling,
touching responsiveness.

7. Teacher mostly communicates about Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
events, people, and objects in the
immediate environment.

8. Teacher generally uses sentences of an Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
appropriate length and complexity in
communicating.

9. Teacher uses audition/vision maximizing Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
strategies.

10. Lesson/Teaching activities for context S S o 0 S S 0 0

of language sample. Structured
versus Open-ended format.

Y = Yes, N = No, S = Structured, 0 = Open-ended
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The consistently positive reports on the GAP aspects suggested that the teachers
are very sensitive to those factors which promote the use of the auditory/oral and
visual channels for communication, although the emphasis on the visua! is more
noticeable with the Sign Assist subjects. Furthermore, the consistency of these
results would also suggest that the classroom/educational environment of the eight
subjects would be very similar given the aspects considered in the GAP.

The differences in the language samples of the Lesson context, relative to the
structured versus open-ended activity, is worthy of further study. From a qualitative
point of view, it appears that the different formats support the development or
consolidation of different pragmatic language competencies. The language samples
from the structured lesson format appeared to contain a high number of clear, social
Cls with a number of repetitive forms, however the language samples from the
open-ended lesson format had fewer turns, while addressing a larger number of
topics. The possible relationship between lesson format and pragmatic language skills
will be discussed in Chapter V along with the results of subsequent and related

investigations.

Summary of Results--GAP
i. The consistency of the scores for teacher/subject interaction on the GAP
supports the position that the interactive environments for the subjects
is similar.
2. The large number of positive reports suggest that the teachers are very
sensitive to those factors which promote the use of the auditony/oras

channel as well as the visual channel for communication.
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3. The structured versus open-ended format of the lesson/teaching context
appears to support the developmen: or consolidation of different

pragmatic language competencies.

C. Pragmatic Protocol (PP)

The evaluation of the subjects' pragmatic language competencies using the PP
had the following purposes (a) to provide an overall communicative index for each
subject. ’b) to highlight the range and pattern of pragmatic deficits that the subjects
of dif:=z-~n' :ges and educational/linguistic environments may present, and (c) to
identify ..o -.c pragmatic features of the subjects’ communication which may

require more specific investigation. Specifically, the following research question was

asked.

Question 2.
Are there comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic languags

competencies of hearing impaired preschool children with regard to age. method of

communication, and educational envirchment?

To consider the comprehensive communicative index the subjects’ percentage of
"appropriate” and "inappropriate” pragmatic parameters was calcuiated. As a group,
the range of "percentage appropriate" was 40.0 to 83.3 with a mean of 62%, and
conversely the range of "percentage inappropriate” was 16.7 to 60.0 with a mean of
38 percent. Table 9 summarizes the number and percentage of the pragmatic

parameters marked appropriate or inappropriate for the eighi subjects.
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The communicative indices suggest differences in the youngest and oldest Oral
subjects in favor of a developmental progression to improved scores with increased
age. This trend is even more evident when the extreme score of S4 is removed.
Differences in the communicative index with regard to method of communication or
educational environment were not demonstrated.

At an individual level the communicative index and display of parameters
marked inappropriate in Figure 3 clearly identify S4 and S7 as having the
considerably weaker skills than their age and educational/linguistic environment
cohorts--S3 and S8. Thus, the protocol would appear to be useful at identifying

individuals with strengths or wezknesses in a variety of pragmatic language areas.

Table 9
rcen nd Number Pragmatic Parameters Marked Appropri r
in ropri for h i in the Thr r nd Two Linguisti
Environmenis
Appropriate Inappropriate
Group Age Subject Number Percentage Number Percentage
| St 18 60.0 12 40.0
Oral < 3.5 |
| S2 16 §3.3 14 46.7
| S3 19 63.3 11 36.7
Nral = 4.5 |
| S4 12 40.0 18 60.0
| S5 25 83.3 5 16.7
Oral > 55 |
| Se 22 73.3 8 26.7
i S7 14 46.7 16 53.3

Sign Assist =4.5 |
| S8 23 76.7 7 23.3
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descriptive analysis involved a study of the subjects' performance profiles across all

30 communicative parameters. Figure 3 illustrates the patterns of pragmatic deficits

at the group and/or subgroup level.

Linguistic Envircnment

Oral Sign Assist
Age < 3.5 ~ 4.5 >55 ~ 45
Subject St S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 s7 S8
VERBAL ASPECTS

Speech act pair analysis
Variety of speech acts

Topic selection

Topic introduction

Topic maintenance

Topic change

Turntaking initiation
Turntaking response
Turntaking repair/revision
Turntaking pause time
Turntaking interruption/overiap
Turntaking feedback to speaker
Turntaking adjacency
Turntaking contingency
Turntaking quality/conciseness
Specificity/accuracy

Cohesion

Varying communicative style

PARALINGUISTIC ASPECTS
Intelligibility ;

$—8-6—0-0-6-0-

6-6-¢

Vocal intensity
Vocal quality
Prosody
Fluency

NONVERBAL ASPECTS
Physical proximity
Physical contacts
Body posture
Foot/leg & handrarm movements
Gestures
Facial expression
Eye gaze

¢ —6—88¢ 8 —8—0-0—0¢06

<
6600 00060636 60606000

‘
~——0—90—

9000 900 000 — 0 500

0

.-

Figure 3. Pragmatic parameters marked inappropriate for the eight subjects in three age

groups and two educational/linguistic environments.
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The visual analysis of the Nonverbal Aspects suggests all of the subjects
regardless of age, method of communication, or educational environment, have
acquired appropriate skills in this area. However, the Paralinguistic and Verbal
areas contained a substantial number of inappropriate ratings for six of the eight
subjects.

in the Paralinguistic aspects only Fluency was consistently rated as appropriate
across all individuals and groups, while Vocal Quality received the most inappropriate
ratings regardless of the groups and subgroups. Intelligibility was a problem area for
all but the oldest Oral subjects.

With the Verba!l Aspects, the younger Oral subjects appear to have weaker skills
than either the older Oral or Sign Assist subjects in (a2) speech acts, (b) topic, and
(c) turntaking, whereas the repair/revision parameter seemed 1o be a common
problem for most subjects. Each of the presupposition aspects of (a) cohesion,

(b) specificity/accuracy, and (c) varying communicative style demonstrated a
different pattern. The younger Oral subjects were again rated as having more
problems with specificity/accuracy than either the older subjects or those in the Sign
Assist group. The use of cohesion was a weakness for all subjects, and conversely
varying the communicative style did not appear to be a problem for any subject.

With one of the purposes of the PP being that of identifying specific pragmatic
features of the subjects’ communication which may require more specific
investigation, the descriptive analysis included highlighting the pragmatic parameters
most frequently marked inappropriate for all of the subjects. The resulis of this
ranking are presented in Table 10. It was found that 13 of the 30 parameters

accounted for 82% of the inappropriate ratings of the eight subjects regardless of age,
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method of communication, or educationa!l environment. Furthermore, six of these
parameters--cohesion, topic change, revision/repair, vocal quality, intelligibility,

and topic selection, accounted for 46% of the inappropriate ratings.

Table 10
i r 1 roRri f

Subjects
Rank Pragmatic Parameter Frequency of Nomination

1 Cohesion, Topic Change 8/8

2 Turntaking Revision/Repair, Vocal Quality 7/8

3 Topic Selection, Intelligibility 6/8

4 Variety of Speech Acts, Topic Introduction, Adjacency, 5/8

Specificity/Accuracy, Vocal Intensity
5 Quality/Conciseness, Prosody 4/8

Summary of Results--Pragmatic Protocol

1. The protocol fulfilled the desired purposes of the study by providing
over-all communicative indices, highlighting ranges and patterns of
pragmatic deficits, and by helping to identify pragmatic features which
require more specific investigation.

2. Although the subjects’ communicative index on the PP did not identify
consistent group or age differences, the index was helpfu! in identifying
those individuals who are generally weaker in the area of pragmatic

competencies, in this case S4 and S7.
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3. Visual analysis showed: (a) S4 and S7 with the largest number of
inappropriate parameters and S5 and S8 with the fewest, (b) few
problems with Nonverbal aspects; (c) the oldest oral subjects had the
fewest problems with Paralinguistic aspects while the Sign Assist
subjects showed consistent weaknesses; and (d) the younger Oral subjects
appeared weaker than either the Older Oral or Signh Assist subjects with
the Verbal areas involving speech acts, presupposition, and social
organization of discourse.

4. Thirteen parameters accounted for 82% of the inappropriate ratings and

six of these parameters accounted for 46% of the inappropriate ratings.

D. Communicative Intentions--Range (Cl Range)

The ranges of the subjects’ Cis, from both contexts, were categorized according
to the criteria of Day (1986). This system consists of 6 general and 35 specific
subcategories. An elaboration of the criteria for the Cl Range categories may be found

in Appendix G. The third and fourth research questions address the topic of Cl Range.

Question 3.
Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods oi
communication, and educational environments exhibit the same range of Cls on the

categorization system used in the Day (1986) study?
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Question 4.
Do hearing impaired preschool children of diiferent ages, methed of
communication, and educationa! envirormenis show differert frequency of usage of the

Cl Range and Form categories?

Prior to presenting i1e r::sulis of Cl Range and the other checklisits some
overview information may be useful. The eight subjects produced a total of 1,325 Cls
in the 310 minutes of videotaped language samples. The number of Cis per Lesson and
Snack context was 704 and 621 respectively; however, with a correction for the 10
minute time difference between the two contexts, the estimated number of Cls for the
Snack context would b2 aoproximately 680. Thus, a similar number of Cls were
produced in both contexts, with a slightly higher number being found in the Lesson
context. Figure 4 illusiraies the subjects' individual production of Cls in the two
contexts. This figure ideniifics, S4 as having a very low production of Cls in both
contexts--a fact which likely reflects a late diagnosiz of the hearing loss, and a
restricied ianguags experience background, and S6 who also has a lower production
than the Oral "age mate”, a youniger Oral necr--33, and the younger Sign Assist
subjects--87 & S8. A reason for this lower production may refiec! individual
differences and an environment where the classmates are very demanding of

communicative participation.
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Figure 4. Subjects’ production of Cls in the Lesson and Snack contexts.

1o address Question 3, the 1,325 acts were studied for their range
characteristics at group and individual levels. As a group, the subjecis’ demonstrated
the abilitv to produce all of the Cls considered in the Day (1986) categorization
sysiem. Furthermore, visual inspection indicates that virtually all of the range
ca'egories are also found in both contexts. Table 11 presents the number and
percentage of Cis in each of the range category, and Table 12 illusirates each
subject’s individual C! range when the Lesson and Snack contexts were combined.

Table 12 identities several important teatures at the subgroup and individual
level. All of the major categories of Cls were found in the communicative sample of
the subjects regardless of age, method of communication, and educational environment.
However, some subjects did not demonstrate all the subcategories in every context.
S4, with the lowest Cl precduction, demonstrated the most restricted range, while, S5,

with a much higher Cl production, demonsirated the most extensive range of Cis.



Table 11
mber and Percen fCls Found in h of the Ran ri
Category Lesson Snack Total
Number % Number % Number %
CONVERSATIONAL DEVICE 173 24.1 166 26.2 339 5.1
1. Check 3 ¢.4 1 c.2 4 0.3
2. Comment 15 2.1 10 1.6 25 1.8
3. Direct Attn (obi.) 20 2.8 12 1.8 32 2.4
4. Direct ANnn (seif) 42 5.9 38 6.0 8¢ 5.8
5. Imitate g1 12.7 90 14.2 181 3.4
6. Offer 2 0.3 S 0.9 7 0.5
7. Polite 0 0.0 10 1.8 12 0.7
DESCRIPTION 67 9.3 42 6.6 109 8.1
8. Event 18 2.5 10 1.6 28 2.1
S  ldentity 17 2.4 12 1.6 z9° 2.1
10. iocation 18 2.5 6 c.9 24 1.8
11. Possession 4 0.6 5 c.8 g 0.7
12. Property i0 1.4 g 1.4 19 1.4
REQUEST 47 6.6 83 13.1 130 8.6
13. Acuon 18 2.5 14 2.2 32 24
14. Object ) 1.3 48 7.6 57 4.2
15. "Wn- 1 1.8 14 2.2 27 2.0
6. Yes/no 7 1.0 7 1.1 14 1.0
PERFORMATIVE 48 6.7 56 8.8 104 7.7
17. Claim 4 0.6 3 0.5 7 C.5
18. Game S 1.3 13 2.1 22 1.6
i18. Greet 5 c.7 2 c3 7 0.5
20. Joke 8 1.1 9 1.4 17 1.3
21. Pattern 2 0.3 0] 0.0 2 0.1
22. Protest 11 1.5 17 2.7 28 z.1
23. Role play 5 0.7 6 0.9 11 0.8
24. Scold 0 0.C g 0.8 5 0.4
25. Warn 4 0.6 1 0.2 z 0.4
RESPONSE 354 49 .4 269 42.4 623 6.1
26. Agree/disagree 88 12.3 5i 8.0 135 03
27. Attend 54 7.5 36 5.7 80 6.7
28. Aitribute 0 0.0 1 0.2 1 0.1
29. Clarify 12 1.7 21 3.3 33 2.4
30. Explain 1 0.1 2 0.3 3 0.2
31. Express/evaluate i5 2.1 13 2.1 28 2.1
32. Statement 40 5.6 46 7.6 88 6.5
33. "Wh" 85 11.9 31 4.9 116 8.6
34. Yes/no 59 8.2 66 10.4 125 9.3
UNINTERPRETABLE 28 3.9 18 2.8 46 3.4
35. Unknown 15 2.1 5 0.8 20 1.5
TOTAL 704 621 1325
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Table 12
Produyction of Cls in Each Range Category--Combined Lesson and Snack Contexis
Communication System Oral Sign Assist
Age < 3.5 =45 >55 =4.5
Subject St S2 S2 sS4 S5 se ST Sg
CONVERSATIONAL DEVICE
1. Check - - - - 1 - - 3
2. Comment 1 4 11 - 3 3 2 1
3. Direct Attn (obj.) 9 2 5 - 5 1 2 8
4. Direct Attn (self} 3 18 9 4 15 6 19 6
S. Imitate 25 23 20 7 19 14 25 48
6. Offer 2 - 1 - 1 3 - -
7. Polite - 1 2 1 3 - 3
DESCRIPTION
8. Event 3 4 14 - 3 1 1 3
9. Identity 3 4 1 - 6 1 13 ;
10. Location 4 4 5 - 3 3 2 3
11. Possassion - - 2 - 2 5 - -
12. Property 2 5 0 4 3 3
REQUEST
13. Action 3 4 2 - 8 6 8 K
14. Object 3 9 9 3 12 z 8 1T
15. "Wh-~ 1 3 4 1 7 (53 2 3
16. Yes/no 1 5 1 3 2 1 1
PERFORMATIVE
17. Claifh 3 - - - 2 - 1 -
18. Game 1 8 2 4 - 4 4 1
19. Greet - 1 - - 1 2 3 -
20. Joke 1 1 c - 7 2 2 Z
21. Pattern - - - 2 - - -
22. Protest 3 2 1 5 7 4 3
23. Role play 5 - - - - - 4 2
24. Scold - - - - 2 2 - 1
25. Warn - - 1 - 3 i - -
RESPONSE
26. Agree/disagree 14 18 13 6 18 25 9 36
27. Attend 11 7 7 11 5 8 16 25
28. Atiribute - - - - 1 - - -
29. Ciarify 3 1 8 2 6 2 3 8
30. Explain 1 - 1 - 1 - - -
31. Express/evaluate 2 4 2 - 4 - 13 3
32. Statement 2 11 14 8 26 5 14 8
33. "Wh" 16 12 10 1 19 16 17 25
34. Yes/no 12 11 38 11 18 5 18 12
UNINTERPRETABLE
35. Unknov:n 8 - 5 - - 2 2 3
MISSING Cl| CATEGORIES 8 11 7 19 2 8 9 8
TOTAL Cis 143 157 199 6 1 215 136 196 221




The following section focuses on the fourth Research Question, i.e., do the
hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of communication, and
educational environments show a different frequency of usage of the Cl range
categories? In order to investigate whether the subjects have a similar frequency of
Cl usage under similar environiments, the rank order of the subjeclts’ use of Cl Range
categories was compared using Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance (Ferguson,

1981). A coefficient of w = 0.763 (p < .01) was obtained, which supported the
position that the subiects do indeed use a simiiar arrangement of Cl! categories within
similar contexts, regardless of age and method of communication. Table 13 indicates
the percentage of each major Cl Range category found in the subject’s total language

sample, and the rank order of the Cl FRange categories which is based on these

percentages.



Table 13.

Percentage of Sample and Rank Qrder for Major Cateqories of Cls for Each Subiect

Subjects
S1 Se S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8
Ra nge Y %o %e % e °/o % Yo
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank
Res. 421 40.5 46.0 62.9 45.6 42.7 44.3 51.8
1 1 b 1 1 1 1 1
Con. 27.6 3C.4 23.8 19.4 21.8 18.9 23.6 30.5
2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Ren. 5.4 10.1 8.9 8.1 14.0 11.2 9.4 7.1
6 3 4 3 3 4 3 3
Per. 8.C 7.6 2.0 8.1 1.2 12.€ 9.4 4.9
3 5 6 3 4 3 3 q
Des. ¢.¢ 8.2 13.4 0.0 5.4 9.1 9.4 2.7
3 4 3 6 5 5 3 6
Uni. 6.9 0.6 4.0 1.6 0.0 6.3 4.4 3.5
5 6 5 5 6 6 6 5

A correiation across subjects for

Res. = Response
Req. = Reques.
Des. = Description

rank order of Cl categories w = 0.763 (p > .01).

Con. =

Per.
Uni.

il

C

:rsaticnal Device

mative
~retabie

Given that the rank order of the major categories, by freguency of use, is

similar for the subjects regardless of their other characteristics, it is important to

consider some patterns which occur in the subjects’' use of the subcategories within

each of the general categaties.

The Ci range category of Response accounted for the largest percentage of the

subjects’ Cls in both the Lesson and Snack contexts. Within this range category, the
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subcategories of “Agree/Disagree Response” and "Wh question Response” were the
mos! frequent in the Lesson context. While the subcategaories of "Yes/No Response”
and "Agree/Disagree Response” were the most frequ.~nt in the Snack context. These
finding suggests discourse differs substantially from one context 1o another.

The second largest category of Cl produced by the subjects was that of
Conversational Devices. In this case, the specific subcategories of "Imitation™ and
"Directing Attention to Self* were the most common intentions regardiess of linguistic
context.

The third largest category of Cl produced by the subjects was that of Description
in the Lesson context and Request in the Snack context. These two categories were both
found to be in fifih piace when the other context was corsidered. In both cases the
results would appear to be appropriate. A larger number of “Requests” fits
intuitively in the Snack context, while "Describe" intentions would not be unusual in
the Lesson context.

Performative was the fourth largest category of Cl produced by the subjects.
Regarding the specific intentions, the subcategories of "Protest” and "Game" provided
the bulk of the instances in both contexts. The smallest category of Cl produced by the
subjects was that of Uninterpretable. The finding of Uninterpretable being the ieast
frequent major category suggests that regardless of age or method of communication,
the subjects are capable of producing a large number of Cis to a level so that an

average of 97 % can be interpreted by a practiced listener.

Summary of Results--Cl Range

1. The subjects as a group produced similar numbers of Cls in both contexis.
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2. The subjects as a group demonstrated the full range of categories in both
contexts.
3. All six categories were demonstrated by the group, subgroup, and

individual, but it was not uncommon for certain individual Subcategories
to have a high frequency of use within the general category.

4. The rank order of frequency of use was found to be similar for each
subject. Thus, differences in the frequency of category use, on the basis
of age, and method of communication, were not demonstrated. The Sign
Assist subjects and their Oral peer r. ~“uced similar numbers of Cls and

also demonstrated a simiiar Range.

(5]

Individual strengths and weakness were clearly evident certain subjects

who han . . 3Stantially restricted range or a low total number of Cls.

E. Communication Intentions--Form (Cl Form)

The subjects' Cis from both contexts were described in terms of the form in
which they were expressed. In this study, each Cl was categorized as one of the
following forms extracted from the Skarckis and Prutting /1577) system: (a) motor
activity, (b) gesture/sign, (c) combination of gesture/siqn and vocaliz .tion or
verbalization, (d) vocalization, and (e) verbalization. An elaboration of the criteria
for the ©1 Form categorization may be found Chapter HI under Posttranscription
Checklists or Appendix H . The fourth research question considered in the study of ClI

Range also applies to the study of Cl Form.



Question 4.

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments show different developmer:tal patterns

or frequency of usage of the C! Range and Form categories?

Considering the results with regards to method of communication used by the
subjects, several distinctions were noted. The Oral subjects were found to use all five
form categories, with -4 of the 6 subjects using the verbalization category most_
frequently, followed by 5 of the 6 subjects using the combination form as the second
most frequent method of expressing their Cls. In contrast, the Sign Assist subjects
most frequently used the combination form, follov:s ¢t © tegories of gesture’sign
and motor activity. Only in a few instances were ¢ » < ;- .. subjects found to use
either the vocalization or verbalization forms i 2~ ation.

The effecis of age were difficuit to ascertain in this group of Oral subjects.
There may well be a developmental trend toward increased use of verbalization as a
form for expressing the Cls, but this trend is not clear given the variable resc'is of
the subjects. Furthermore, it appears that the form used to express ihe Cls is also

interrelated «wiin other faciors such as instruction, the context, and the indivigual.

Figure 5 illustrates \iie forms subjects used to express their Cls in the combined

Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Considering the relationship between Cl Form and the educational environment,
the youngest Oral subjects in the Snack context were found to have a higher percentage
of verbal forms with a decreasing number of combination and motor activity forms,
when compared to the Lesson context. In contrast, the older Oral subjects produced a
considerably higher perceniage of verbal forms in the more structured Lesson
context, wnile in the Snack context the combination and gesture/sign forms increased.
In a similar fashion, the Sign Assist subiects had higher percentages of combination
forms in the Lesson context, and inen a higher number of gesture/sign forms in the

Snack context. Figure 6 iillustraies the forms the subjects used to express their Cls in

the Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Figure 8. Subjects' use of Form to express Cls: Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Summary of Results--Cl Form
1. The oral subjects' most frequent form for expressing their Cls was
verbalization, while the Sign Assist subjects’ used a combination form
consisting of gesture/sigh and vocalization/verbalization.
2. For the Oral subjects, matur-:tion and a structured educational Lesson
context appear to support an increased use of verbalization as the
primary form for expressing their Cls.

3. Subjects’ method of expressing their Cls was found to change with changes

in context.

F. Presupposition Checklist (PC)

The information in the area of presupposition was acquired by examining the
subjects' Cls against the Presupposition Checklist (PC) whose components address the
fifth research question. An elaboration of the contents of the PC may be found in

Chapter lil, while the checklist and scoring information is located in Appendix |.

Question 5.

Do hearing impaired children of different ages, methods of communication, and
educational environments show different pragmatic language competencies in the area

of presupposition?
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For organizational purposes the following headings and subheadings will be used
to present the results in the area of presupposition:
1. Informativeness.
(a) Message Information/Characteristics of Cls,
(b) Deictics,
(c) Articles, and
(d) Cohesive Structures.
2. Communication Partner.
(a) Cl's Relationship to Audience, and
(b) Subject's Insensitivity to Audience.
3. Social Context.
(a) Subjects’ Cl Awareness/Feedback Channels, and

(b) Cls and Context Changes.

informativeness

Message Information

To study the message information content of the subjects’ Cls were categorized
in one of four groups, (a) Novel--added new information, (b) Redundant--repeated
information, (c) Unrelated, and (d) NA--no inforration (but subject showed
continued attention or demonstrated behavior approwri-te to the context).

As a group, the largest number of Cls were found io be Novel, followed by
Redundant and NA, with the unrelated category being the: most infrequent. Since Novel
and Redundant messages are generally considered necessary for the promotion of

communication, all subjects showed a developed awareness in this area. The Message
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Informatdon content of the subjects’' Cls in both contexts are summarized in the box
and whisker display of Figure 7. In these box plots, the subjects’ with the highest and
lowest percentage of Cl category would be represented by the circles at the 10th and
90th percentile, and the three horizontal lines on the box represent the 25, 50, and

75th percentiles.

ICIJ1
90 ]
804 (o)
20] ] L

: 9 A »

‘é 50 o .

B L L :
30] - 4 T
20, é % o
10 T -

N =5 L

Context L S L S L S L S

Category Novel Redundant Unrelated NA

Figure 7. Box plots summarizing the Message Information content of the subjects Cls

in Lesson and Snack contexts.

The subjects’ Novel and Redundant messages w:: - *~und to account for an
average of 80.5 percent (range 73.9 to 88.1) of their .= number of Cls. it would

seem that all of the subjects have acquired a genera i< of competency in the
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Abstract

-rus study investigated the pragmatic language competencies of eight hearing
impaired preschool children. An organizational framework by Roth and Spekman
(1384a/b) was presented and described, used to organize the literature review, and
formed the basis of the data collection procedures and the development and/or
refinement of the research questions and instruments. Six Oral program children
between the ages of 3.3 and 5.10 years, and two Sign Assist program children of
approximately 4.7 years of age were chosen as subjects. The subjects’ language
samples were videotaped within their classrooms while participating in Lesson and
Snack activities. The two 20 minute language samples per subject were transcribed
after being scored on two general protocols to establish environmental parameters and
basic profile information. The transcripts became the basis for evaluating the
pragmatic language skills using four checklists which scaffold the organizational
framework. The subjects' skills with communicative intentions supported the
findings of previous researchers by demonstrating a range similar to hearir{: chiidren
with a variety of form strategies. The study of presupposition indicate~- {a) strong
message information skills; (b) minima! use of deictics, articles, and cohesive
structures; and (c) a developed sensitivity to the communicative partner and social
coritext. The study of social organization of discourse found the subjects’: (a)
intentions to be primarily social; (b) turntaking skills similar to previous studies;
(c) conversational skills reflecting strong skills at maintenance and less developed
skills at initiation, termination, and shift; and (d) general weakness at conversational
repair. The results reveal the need for more exploratory research and a series of
focused investigations addressing the relationship between pragmatic language

competencies, method of communication, and the teaching/educational environment.
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i. INTRODUCTION
This dissertation is a descriplive study designed to investigate the pragmatic
language competencies of eight hearing impaired preschool children in the areas of
comraynicative intentions, presupposition, and social organization of discourse.
Furthermore, differences in these competencies on the basis of age, method of
communication, and educational environment were considered. The background and
rationale for the study, the objectives, an overview, and terminology will be

presented in this chapter.

A. Background and Rationale for the Study

Traditionally, linguists have viewed, with equal importance, the five aspects of
language--syntax, morphology, phonology, semantics, and pragmatics. However,
recent theorists have assigned a more important role to pragmatics, and there is
increasing evidence to support the usefulness of this perspective from the descriptive
and experimental literature (Owens, 1988; Kaiser & Warren, 1988). Owens
reports that linguists have found language to be heavily influenced by context, thus, a
need to communicate and knowledge of how to communicate, must exist prior to the
selection of syntax, morphology, phonology, and semantics.

The knowledge of how to communicate within a context encompasses the area of
pragmatics. Muma (1978) defined pragmatics as a set of sociolinguistic rules one
knows and uses in determining "who" says "what" to "whom", "why", "when" and "in
what situations”. With this definition Kaiser and Warren (1981) suggest that
pragmatics is a way of describing language, a relatively functional approach that

recognizes the use of language in action. Owens (1988) refers to theorists who



champion the importance of pragmatics as functionalists. The functionalists see
pragmatics as the overall organizing principle of language and it is only when a need to
communicate exists that the rules of syntax, morphoiogy, phonology, and semantics
are employed to address this need.

As early as 1971 Hymes outlined the importance of a child mastering the rules
that underlie how language is used for the purpose of communication. Without the
mastery of these pragmatic rules any competencies attained with the phonologic,
semantic, and syntactic rules may be significantly restricted. By the mid 1970s Dore
{1974), Halliday (1975), Bruner (1975), Bates, Camaioni, and Volterra (1975)
and Bates (1976) illustrated the importance of pragmatics in early communication
and language with hearing children, by studying the acquisition process. These
researchers demonstrated that pragmatics, along with early phonology, is the first
psychosociolinguistic component to emerge, and it serves as the foundation for the
later development of semantics, syntax, and morpt slogy.

This information on the importance of pragmatics caused a significant
re-evaiuation of the methods of teaching language and the sequence in which various
language components are taught to special needs children. Gallagher and Darnton
(1978), Snyder (1978), and Miller (1978) began to study pragmatic skills of
languzge delayed and language disordered children, and Skarakis and Prutting (1977),
and Curtiss, Prutting, and Lowell (1979) applied these studies to young hearing
impaired children.

Prior to these formal investigations of hearing impaired children's pragmatic
language competencies, there was a common belief that such children had deficits in

this area. Individuals working with the hearing impaired suggested that difficulties
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existed in (a) the comprehension and production of speech acts, (b) considering the
listener's perspective, (c) taking sufficient communicative responsibility, and
(d) monitoring the adequacy of previous messages. These common beliefs also
received some support in early research of Hoemann (1972), Schlesinger and
Meadow (1972), and Wedell (1975). Hoemann reported that deaf children
frequently responded to requests for clarification by signing “"can't” or "don't know",
while Schlesinger and Meadow found the communicative exchanges between deaf
children and their hearing mothers were of shorter duration than exchanges between
hearing children and their mothers. Not surprisingly, Wedell reported that the deaf
subjects produced very few question forms. Given these commonly held beliefs and
early research findings it is easy to see why researchers would be interested in
investigating the pragmatic language competercies of hearing impaired children.

Skarakis and Prutting (1977) suggested that the research interests may be
motivated by a general need to identify the basic parameters of the hearing impaired
child's acquisition of, and competencies in pragmatics, due to observed pragmati
deficiencies. However, Kretschmer and Kretschmer (1978) and Curtiss et al.
(1979) also considered more specific reasons for conducting research in this area.
Kretschmer and Kretschmer stated that pragmatics is the most logical framework both
for examining communication ability and for developirg intervention strategies to
alleviate communication deficits in hearing impaired infants and preschoolers.
Curtiss et al. reinforced this point by itlustrating that previous remecial programs
had taught syntax in isolated language exercises, but the hearing impaired child's
ability to use this knowledge in conversation was still lacking in many instances. "In

order to best meet the needs of the hearing impaired preschool child it is important to



determine what and how much the young hearing impaired child learning spoken
language knows about communication” (p. 548).

To suppurt these positions, Ling (1880) indicated that for the hearing impaired
child to master the pragmatic components, as well as the semantic and syntactic
components of language, it is essential that the teacher have diagnostic information
which assists the formulation of individual speech acquisition programs. Thus,
diagnostic tests or procedures to assess pragmatic function need to be developed. Ling
also suggested that it is likely that the range and proportion of pragmatic categories
developed and used by hearing impaired children will be found to vary according to the
type of program in which they are enrolled. "it is quite possible that certain language
functions wouid be more difficult to develop in the classroom than in the home, in
group situations than in individual interaction, and of course vice versa" (p. 158).

Nevertheless, in 1981, Spekman concluded that the development of pragmatic
skills in handicapped children had not received sufficient attention despite the
recognition by practitioners that these children frequently have sccia! interaction
difficulties which cannot be directly tied to their other linguistic skills or the amount
of language training they have received. Kaiser and Warren (1988) suggested that
the rather bleak situation has continued because a cencise taxonomy of pragmatic
components, the rules governing its use, and the processes that characteriz» its
acquisition are only beginning to be identified and studied in the normal populaticn.
Thus, in the absence of a full description of pragmatic competence in the normal child,
it is not surprising that the understanding of pragmatic deficits in special populations

is very limited.
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To this point in time, research on the pragmatic language competencies of young
hearing impaired children has primarily focused on the range and form of
communicative intentions (Skarakis & Prutting, 1977; Curtiss et al., 1979:
Schirmer, 1985; Day, 1986; and Verlaeten, 1985). The hearing impaired preschoo!
child's competencies in the area of presupposition and social organization of discourse
have not been reported, but MacKay-Soroka, Trehub, and Thorpe (1987) considered
certain features of presupposition and socia! organization of discourse using
referential meaning tasks with hearing impaired school aged children.

Thus, the rationale for this present study involves contributing information on
a group of children whose needs in the area of language acquisition have long been

recognized as wanting.

B. Objectives

With this background information in mind, the study had both a general and
several more focussed objectives. The general objective, as stated in the rationale,
involves contributing to the kncwledge base of young hearing impaired children's
skiils in the area of pragmatic language competencies. The specific objectives include:
(a) building on the data coliection methods of previous researchers such as Skarakis
and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), Schirmer (1985), and Day (1986) to
expand the knowledge about the hearing impaired child's competencies with
communicative intentions; (b) developing new procedures for collecting diagnostic
information on a large number of pragmatic language skills, so that the access to
information outlined in the Roth and Spekman (1984a/b) organizationa! framework

will be available for hearing impaired preschool children; (c) identifying areas of
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pragmatic assessment which could assist with subject identification and placement, as
suggested by Schirmer (1985) and Day (1986); and (d) providing information on
pragmatic competencies which have implications for pedagogical practice with hearing
impaired preschool children at either an individual or group level, as suggested by
Ling (1980).

Thus, there are several general objectives motivating this investigation of the
pragmatic language competencies of hearing impaired preschool children. Together,
these objectives, the review of the literature in Chapter i, and the recommendastions
of previous researchars played significant roles in the eventual choice of the specific

research questions which will be outlined in the next chapter.

C. Outline

The review of the literature will be presented in Chapter lI. The review will
discuss the organizational framework, developed by Roth and Spekman (1984a/b), to
address a wide variety of pragmatic language skills. This organizational framework
will then be used to present the research which has focussed on the pragmatic language
skills of young hearing impaired children. In summary this chapter will consider
how the results and recommendations of these studies have been used (i} 1o formulate
the research questions which address the objectives of the present study, and (b) to
enhance the previous research methods.

Chapter Il will outline the method and procec.ures which were used to conduct
the study. Specifically, the research design, the subject characteristics, and the
methods of data collection and analysis, will be discussed in detail along with the

procedures undertaken to establish the reliability and validity of the study.
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Chapter IV will present the results of the study as they relate to ihe research
questions, and Chapter V will discuss the findings presented in Chapter IV with

suggestions for pedagogical practice and future research in the area.

D. Definition of Terms
As introduced in the overview, this study focuses on preschool hearing impaired
children's linguistic competencies in the area of pragmatics. Several terms will be
defined at this time to clarify their application in this study.
Pragmatics is the component of language concerned with language use within a
communicative context. Thus, this study focuses on those ruies which

govern the use of language in the social context of the classroom.

Given this definition and the organizational framework of Spekman and Roth
(1982), it is important to present severai other terms which will occur frequently
in this study since the framework divides these pragmatic rules into three
areas--communicative intentions, presupposition, and social organization of
discourse.

Communicative Intentions (Cls) are messages that a speaker wishes to convey.

For example, a message may be used {o comment, request, greet, protest,
or direct the behavior of others. Furthermore these messages may be
expressed in a number of different forms, including physical body
larquage, gesture or formal sign, vocalization, verbalization, or some
combination of the avaiiable forms. Thus, communicative intention may

be s@éen as a more encompassing term than that of "speech act", as
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specified by Searle (1965), which usually refers to a verbally encoded
message. Generally the term communicative intention(s) will be
abbreviated Cl or Cis.

Presupposition encompasses a speaker's message in relation to the specific
information needs of a listener. Thus, presupposition involves the
process of assuming which information a listener possesses or may need,
and showing consideration to contextual variables of communication
partner and the social context.

Social Organization of Discourse involves the skills of initiating and
maintaining a dialogue between and among cornmunicative partners over
several conversational turns. Thus, social organization of discourse
involves the rules or skills of being "social”", taking turn, using the
conversational skills of initiation, maintenance, shift, and termination,
and managing conversational breakdowns.

Context involves the situation in which an interaction occurs. For the
purposes of this study the data collected on the children’s pragmatic
language competencies has been limited to two common educational
"contexts". The "Language Lesson" context, which will be referred to as
the "Lesson" context was taken to represent a more formal instructional
situation. and the "Snack Time" context, or "Snack”, was taken to

represent a more informal educational situation.



Il. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

A. Introduction

Although the amount cf literature focussing on the language competencies of
hearing impaired children is voluminous, the research which has considered the
pragmatic language competencies of preschool-aged hearing impaired children is
relatively small. The limited amount of literature likely reflects several facts: (a)
the basic ground work is as recent as case studies from the mid 1970's; (b) a
theoretical framework upon which research could be based was absent until recently;
and (c) the methods of investigating pragmatic skills have, and continue to be, labor
and time intensive. Nevertheless, it is widely believed that research in this area will
make a significant contribution to the well being of hearing impaired children.

The first part of this review will outline the organizational framework of
Spekman and Roth (1982), which reflects an extensive review of early research. The
second part will present those studies which have investigated the pragmatic language
skills of hearing impaired children. The final part of this review will (a) discuss
how the pertinent studies may be conceptually organized, according to Marx (1963),
from a perspective of theory construction and basis of knowing, (b) identify
recommendations from previous researchers, and (c) outline the research questions

which stem from this review of the literature.

B. Perspective of the Organizational Framework
Roth and Spekman (1984a/b) have suggested that the development of formalized

pragmatic assessment instruments must await a clearer delineation of a normal
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developmental sequence. However, it is possible to draw on empirical and theoretical
literature to construct an organizational framework for analyzing performance in this
area. This framework would aid in fulfilling the two main objectives of an assessment
(a) to determine the effectiveness of a child as a communicator, and (b) to provide
recommendations regarding appropriate intervention strategies.

The Spekman and Roth (1982) framework consists of "context" and three main
components (a) communicative intentions, (b) presupposition, and {c) the social
organization of discourse. These components will b. elaborated upon in the text

following the illustration of the framework in Figure 1.

(This Figure has been deleted because of the unavailability of copyright permission.)

Figure 1. Organizational framework for assessing pragmatic abilities (Spekman &

Roth, 1982).
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Communicative Intentions

This component of pragmatics involve the information which a speaker wishes
to convey and may be described in two ways. The "range” of the message may include
comments, requests, greetings. protests, or attempts to direct the behavior of others.
Each of these informational packages may be transmitted to the communicative
partner in a variety of "forms” including informal gestures, formal signs,
vocalization, verbalization, or some combination. Thus, at the level of the Cl or
individual speech act, the focus is on the speaker and the single message, which is

encoded in some form by the speaker, and eventually interpreted by the listener.

Range of Communicative Intentions

The different ranges of Cls or speech acts have been identified for normal
children at different developmental levels. Dore (1974), Bates et al. (1975), and
Halliday (1975) identified seven intentions which preverbal children express
through gestures and early vocalizations: Attention seeking, Requesting, Greeting,
Transferring, Informing, Protesting/Rejecting, and Responding/Acknowledging.
While at the single word level Dore (1974, 1975), Halliday (1975), and Dale
(1980) identified nine intentions in the communicative efforts of young children:
Naming, Commenting, Requesting (object, action, information), Responding,
Protesting/Rejecting, Attention seeking, and Greeting. Finally, at the multi-word
level the work of Dore (1978a/b} and Halliday identified six categories of Cis:
Requesting (Information/Action), Responding to requests, Stating/Commenting,

Regulating conversational behavior, and other Performatives.
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Table 1 outlines Day's (1986) Cls. This system includes the six categnries of
speech acts Dore (1978a/b) found in the utterances of three-yea. v'd hcaring
children, as well as those intentions which Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et
al. (1979), and Day have been found in the communication o! hearing impaired

children.
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Table 1

Communicative Intentions (Cls) as Described by Day (1986)

intention Description

CONVERSATIONA! DEVICE CHNITIATE OR CONTINUE SCCIAL CONTACT.

1. Check - action to see if partner's attention is still directed to self.
2. Comment - expression without specific infermation... "There!”

3. Direct Attn (object) - direcis partner's attention to object.

4. Direct Attn (self) - device used in an attempt to get partner's attention.

5. Imitate - imitates partner for practice or to fuifil turn.

6. Ofier - gives indication of willingness to share or give.

7. Polite - uses politeness markers... "sorry, please, thank you..."

DESCRIPTION CIFUNCTION ESSENTIALLY AS LABE!L.

8. Event - describes an event, activity, or behavior.

9. ldentity - labels a person or object.

10. Location - indicates objects or persons not present.

11. Possession - indicates the owner of a particular object.

12. Property - refers to a property of an object..."hot, cold, empty..."

REQUEST CIHAS A GOAL OF OBTAINING A RESPONSE FROM PARTNER,
13. Action - expression's goal is action on the part of the partrer.
14. Obiject - expression’s goal is obtaining an object or substance.

15, Wh - inquires about what, where, when, why.
16. Yes/no - requests to be aliowed to do something.

PERFORMATIVE CI PERFORMS FUNCTIOM OF THE INTENTION.

17. Claim - establishes right to have centrol of an object or activity.
18. Game - behaviors in a sequence of amusing behaviors.

19. Greet - acknowledges arrival of a person.

20. Joke - initiates humorous sequence and shares with others.

21. Pattern - rote counts or signs a sequence.

22. Proiest - indicates dispieasure over person, eveni, or situation.
23. Role play - establishes an imaginary role or identity.

24. Scoid - reprimands another for an action or event.

25. Warn - alens or reminds partner of possible harm.

RESPONSE EXPRESSION CONTINGENT ON EARLIER EXPRESSION OR ACTION
26. Agree/Disagree - notes agreementdisagreement with preceding message.
27. Attend - looks/listens to partner with no other response.

28. Attribute - attributes feeling/affective state to other personsobject.

29. Clarify - repeats or modifies misunderstood statement.

30. Explain - knowledges relationship (object, action, & event).

31. Express/Evaluate - exprasses feslings about an occurrence or situation.

32. Statement - expressions code information or feelings.

33. Wwh - responds to a Wh question from partner.

34. VYes/no - responds to a yes/no question from partner.
UNINTERPRETABLE EXPRESSION NOT FITTING OTHER DESCRIPTIONS.

35. Unknown - as above...
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Form of Communicative Intentions

The form of Cls involves the way communicative intentions or speech acts are
conveyed. At the simplest level the Cl is expressed through motor activity
encompassing a large variety of body movements. More sophisticated levels of form
would involve facial expressions, formal gestures, signing, voicing, and/or
paralinguistic changes in stress patterns, duration, intonation, pitch, and intensity
levels. Eventually the intentions can be expressed linguistically through words,
phrases, and sentences, or the equivalent in sign language. For the more syntactically
advanced child, the messages can be coded by sentence types (e.g., declarative,

negative, passive, imperative, conjoined, interrogative, & embedded).

Presupposition

Presupposition involves, informativeness, the understanding that information
is not necessarily explicit in a stated message, but must be shared if the message is to
be understood by the communicative partners in a given social context. Thus,
presupposition encompasses a speaker's message in relation to the specific
information needs of a listener and the situation.

In order to demonstrate competencies in this area individuals must have the
ability to take the perspective of their communicative partner and participate in
role-taking. The speaker must be able to share information about the partner and the
context in order to determine the content and form of the message. Thus the notion of
presupposition includes the ability to make appropriate inferences regarding shared

knowv:ledge and the partner's needs.
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A competent language user realizes that certain information becomes redundant
in a conversation and may be omitied as the conversational exchange continues because
it is possible to presuppose that the listener shares this information with the speaker.
Furthermore, individuals must be aware that if a conversation is to emerge one
partner must assume the speaker's role and the other, the listener's role and the
petential for role reversal must exist.

The listener must also infer a speaker's intent rather than relying exclusively
on a literal interpretation of the message. This shared information can be established
between communication partners by: (a) mutually monitoring some shared aspect of
the physical setting; (b) sharing some general knowledge of the speech situation
itself, or of one's communicative partner (e.g., age, status, cognitive level, past

experiences); and (c) mutually monitoring the preceding discourse.

Informativeness

Iinformativeness is the first aspect of presupposition to be considered and
involves having a general knowledge of the speech situation and preceding discourse.

It also involves understanding that new information once articulated becomes old
information, which can be used {o generate additional new information.

At the "message information level" the individual must be able to make explicit
and implicit semarntic connecticns in =oth the speaker and listener roles. At the
"linguistic information level" the individual must understand the syntactic principles
which are used to encode old and new aspects of knowledge for the listener.

In the area of informativeness, the linguistic components of deictics, articles,

and cohesive devices are considered. With deictics, the communicative partners must
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realize that personal and demonstrative pronouns, adverbs of time and location, and a
targe number of verbs all have a shifting reference feature relating to the "speaker
principle”. Thus, to correctiy use and understand personal pronouns, the
conversational participants must realize that "I" and "you" change reference with each
change in speaker. In the case of articles. the speaker and listener must both
recognize that in order to be maximinaily informative the articles "a" or

"an” are used to initially designate an item, but in subsequent references to that item
the article "the” can be used. And finaliy, with cohesive devices, the listeners must
realize that redundant information from questions and statements need not be repeated
from the point of linguistic economy when it is the listener's turn to speak. For
example, if the speaker asks how his listener is feeling, the normal response would be
"fine” or "ok". Thus the new speaker does not need to repeat information of the old

speaker by saying "I am feeling fine" or "I am feeling ok".

Communicative Partner

This second major area of presupposition involves having the skills to
formulate messages which consider the characteristics of the listener: age, status,
level of familiarity, cognitive ievel, linguistic level, and shared past experiences.
For example, the classroom teacher might assume that a hearing impaired student
shares very little of the cther students' background knowledge; thus, the teacher
makes modifications to the language patterns such as lengthy explanations in order to
compensate for this lack of shared information. In contrast hearing impaired
classmates in a familiar situation may say very little because much information is

common knowledge. Conversely, the listener must attempt to keep the speaker
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informed of the status of the communication. If the listener doesn't understand or 1s

confused, a quizzical expression or a verbal "Huh?" may be given as feedback.

Social Context

With the social context area of presupposition, message modifications indicate
that the speaker has the ability to monitor the shared aspect of the physical setting.
The speaker must know how to compensate the listener for a reduction in the

communicative channels by making the message as clear and explicit as possible.

Social Organizaticn of Discourse

This component of pragmatics relates to initiating and maintaining a dialogue
between and among partners over several conversational turns. Roth and Spekman
(1984a/b) identify (a) turntaking, (b) topic initiation, maintenance, shift, and

termination, and (c) breakdown/repair, as subareas for consideration.

Turntaking

Turntaking is one of the most important features of this component. By
necessity each individual must be able to function, and assume the responsibilities, in
both the speaker and listener role. Bruner (1975) and others have demonstrated that

this activity occurs very early in mother-infant interactions.

Topic Initiation, Maintenance, Shift, and Termination
Initiation, Maintenance, Shift, and Termination are skills that a competent

communicator must be able to perform. Specifically, individuals must know how to:
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{(a) address one another; (b) agree upon a topic; (c) take turns developing a topic;
(d) make their contributions intelligible, relevant, truthful, unambiguous, and
appropriate to the situation and partner; (e) make shifts to new topics if and when

necessary; and (f) end a conversation appropriately.

Breakdown and Repair

Breakdown and repair is the final skill that a competent communicator must
know about the social organization of discourse. The communicative partners must be
able to (a) recognize when communication is breaking down, (b} inform the speaker

of the problem, and (c) know what stralegies can be used tc save the interaction from

total collapse.

Context

The final element of the framework is context. The context in which an
interaction occurs, must be considered in conjunction with ail other components. This
is a critical variable because it affects the type and form of the Cls conveyed, the

information that must be presupposed, and the manner in which the conversation is

organized.

C. Research with Hearing impaired Chiidren

In reference to the framework of Spekman and Roth (1984a/b) the studies of
the pragmatic language competencies of young hearing impaired children has focused
primarily on Cls. Five studies have addressed this area (Skarakis & Prutting, 1977;

Curtiss et al., 1979:; Schirmer, 1985; Day, 1986; and Veriaeten, 1985). At this
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time the pragmatic abilities of presupposition and organization of discourse with
preschool hearing impaired children has received limited attention. However, a study
by MacKay-Soroka, Trehub, and Thorpe (1837) with hearing impaired school aged
children has been included in this review, since the investigation corsidered ceitain
features of presupposition and social organization of discourse using ieferential

meaning tasks.

Studies of Communicative Intentions

Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1978), Schirmer (1985), Day
(1986), and Verlaeten (1985) all conducted studies on the Cis that hearing impaired
preschool children use when communicating with other people. Each study differed on
a number of aspects. In some cases the age of the children varied and in others the
linguistic environment of either the home or educational institution differed. In all
five studies the systems used to categorize the Cls was subject to variability.
However, even with these differences an important corpus of information about the
language competencies of hearing impaired preschool children has been garnered.
Table 2 summarizes the information of the five studies under the headings of purpose,
subject characteristics, linguistic environment of home/school, data collection,
recording/data analysis, reliability, and results. The work of Skarakis and Prutting,
Curtiss et al., Schirmer, and Day hzve been grouped together in the table since these
studies focused on the range of Cls. The study of Verlaeten has been separated since the

study only considered the form of Cis.
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In considering the purpose for conducting these investigations, it is possible to
see that the researchers had different motivations and interests. Skarakis and
Prutting (1877), Curtiss et al. (1979), and Day (1986) were primarily interested
in identifying the range of Cls that hearing impaired children use, with a secondary
interest of determining whether these intentions differed from hearing children. On
the other hand, Schirmer (1985) was interested in the acquisition of Cls in two
different groups of hearing impaired children. And finally, Veriaeten (1985) was not
directly studying Cls but was interested in using statistical tools to illustrate that the
hearing impaired and hearing used different forms to express their intentions, which
has implications for integrating hearing impaired students into hearing schools.

On the criteria of subject characteristics, the children in all five studies appear

handicaps, and normal intelligence. However, even though the majority of the
children were in the preschool age group of three to six years, the variability of
competencies within this span of three years inay reduce the usefulness of using
"preschoo!" as a descriptor of a group of hearing impaired children.

On the level of linguistic environment there was considerable diversity in the
various studies. The subjects of Skarakis & Prutting (1977), Curliss et al. (1979)
and the orai hearing impaired subjects of Schirmer (1985) all had similar "oral”
cnvironments. Similarly, Schirmer's group using Signed English, and Day's (1986)
subjects who were using a Manually Coded English (MCE) system, are relatively
homogeneous since both groups were using a Sign Language system with English word
order. On this factor Verlaeten's (1985) subjects would have to be considered unique

since they appear to be using an unusual combination of French Sigh Language (FSL),
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which is a manual communication system with its own syntax, and Cued Speech
(Cornett, 1967) an oral miethod designed to aid the comprehension of a spoken
language. In view of these differences, generalizing the results to other preschool
subjects may be a problem.

With respect to data collection, the observational procedures of the Verlaeten
(1985) study remain a major weakness. Roth and Spekman (1984a/b) have
suggested that in order to perform multiple levels of analysis on the same corpus of
behaviors, a permanent auditory and visual record is necessary. And although the
other studies employed videotaping, the research designs differed considerably in the
choice of the site for filming. Schirmer (1985) used a clinic setting with a speech
clinician, and Day (1986) filmed the children at home with their mothers. Only the
studies of Skarakis and Prutting (1977) and Curtiss et al. (1979) could be
considered comparable where a classroom context with teachers was used.

Even at the basic leve! of categorizing the different kinds or range of Cis, each
study has used different data analysis procedures. The studies by Skarakis and
Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), and Day (1986) all used modified versions
of the systems developed by Dore (1 974,1978a/b). However, comparing the results
of even these studies is difficult for two main reasons. First, Dore's systems,
consisting of six to nine main categories of Cls, were not based on the productions of
hearing impaired children, rather the categories developed out of case studies of
hearing children from infancy through three years of age. Thus, the early
researchers were required to modify the Dore system to accommecdate the
competencies of the hearing impaired. Secondly, the earliest studics applied Dore's

system in its simplest form and it wasn't until the preliminary results were available
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that researchers recognized the need for the more sophisticated categorization
systems. The results indicated that the more complex systems were necessary because
the hearing impaired children were using the same Cls as hearing children--differing
only in form and possibly frequency of application. The Schrimer (1985) study
using Halliday's system also suffers from a lack of sopiiistication at least with the
older children in the study, and it was also unfortunate that the author did not
elaborate how Halliday's categories were adapted for the hearing impaired subjects.

When considering the form of the Cls, the three studies which considered this
feature, Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979) and Verlaeten (1985)
all differed in their categorization criteria. Skarakis and Prutting, and Curtiss et al.
defined their categories, but the classification criteria of the Verlaeten study were not
described in detail.

in the very important area of reliability, only three of the studies reported
their procedures and findings. Of the three, Day (1986) and Skarakis and Putting
(1977) considered, respectively, only 3 and 4 percent of the total number of speech
acts in their study of reliability. This can be seen as an important weakness given the
difficuities of classification and the uniqueness of the research. On the other hand, the
rigorous procedures of Curtiss et al. (1979) illustrate that identification,
classification, and designation of range and form can be accomplished in an effective
and accurate manner. The failure to report reliability procedures in the studies of
Schirmer (1985) and Verlaeten (1985) poses a sericus threat fo both internal and
external validity since the accuracy of their findings is unknown.

With regard to the results there was a general agreement in the findings of

Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), Schirmer (1985), and
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Day (1986). In each study the hearing impaired children were found to exhibit the
full range of Cls which were included in the investigation, and with the exception of a
delay in using the intentions, the development appears to parallel that of normal
children,

The results of the studies of form also presented a fairly unified position that
hearing impaired children are able to code their Clis effectively in means other than in
verbal form, if they lack the necessary syntactic, morphologic, and phonemic
Structures of the spoken language. It would appear that the hearing impaired child
use prelinguistic gestures and other paralinguistic structures to a greater degree than
do hearing children, regardiess of their formal knowledge of sign language systems.
Thus these complimentary strategies are likely responsible for the children's

effective coding of their Cl transmissions.

Studies of Presuppositional Skills

As mentioned earlier, no published studies involving preschool hearing
impaired children have addressed the Presuppositional areas of pragmatic language
abilities. However, the study by MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) with school aged
hearing impaired children likely has important tenets for the competencies that
hearing impaired preschool children may exhibit.

The purpose of this study was to provide a preliminary description of
referential communication skiils and strategies deaf children use to interact with
their mothers. In this case the referential message involved the children accurately
describing an illustration so that their mothers, the listeners, would be able to

correctly select one item from a four set array. The specific objectives were to
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examine the nature and quality of deaf children's referential messages to their
mothers along with the outcomes of these messages. The study involved two groups of
15 hearing impaired children who ranged in age from 6 to 10 years. Subjects from
one group were in oral environments and the other group attended schools where a
bimodal method of communication was used. The data were collected using 8-four
choice referential communication tasks.

The adequacy of the child's message was assesed by a rating system. A message
was given a score of "1" if it described the target referent uniquely. A score of "2"
was assigned if the message was ambiguous between the target referent and one
nonreferent. A score of "3" or “4" was assigned if the message could refer equally to
three, or all four pictures. The total adequacy score was then subtracted from 32 to
arrive at an adequacy measure. independent ratings on all trials were made by an
observer who was not present during the test session, and the interobserver
reliability (number of agreements divided by number of ratings) was .89 for both the
bimoda! and oral groups.

In this study bimodal children were found to have provided more differentiated
messages, which allowed the mother to more accurately select the described picture,

than did orally educated deaf children, a finding that remained when age was covaried.

Studies of Social Organization of Discourse Skills
Again no published studies were found which directly addressed this area of
pragmatic lainguage competencies in preschool aged hearing impaired children.

However, the previously discussed study of MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) did consider
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the ability ¢f the schooi-aged hearing impaired child to repair a message, one of the
skills invoived with Social Organization of Discourse as outlined by Roth and Spekman
{1t984a/b).

The study of the children’'s ability to repair "failed” messages involved an
examination ¢f the nalure and Gueaiiy of the reformulations in comparison 1o neir
original messages. When the mother was unable to choose the correct picture the
child was asked to provide another description of the target referent. The child's
reformulations were then rated using the same "1" to "4" point scale described
earlier, and a mean reformulation adequacy score was calculated for each child by
averaging the ratings across his or her reformulations. A seoarate interobserver
reliability was not carried out on this part as it was included in the overall rating,
but interobserver reiiability on the categorization of whether the reformulations
were (a) task-relevant (i.e., adding differentiating information) or
(b) task-irrelevant (i.e., adding non-differentiating information or repcating all or
part of the initially inadequate message} was found to be .92 and .89 for bimodal and
oral children respectively. A Mann-Whitney U test indicated that the mean
reformulation adequacy score of the bimodal group was significantly lower than for
the orai group. Thus, the bimodal group were found to have provided more
differentiated reformulations.

MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) also found that the hearing impaired chiidren
frequently responded to mother's requests for additiona!l information by repeating
their initially inadequate message (37% of all reformulations). More specifically,
simpie repetition was the major reformulation strategy of 27% of the bimodal

children and 46% of the oral children.
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An unpublished study of 4 orally educated hearing impaired children between
5.6 and 6.6 years of age, also found the use of repetition in 37% of ali reformulaticns
(Beattie, 1987). However. the results of MacKay-Soroka et al. {1987) may be
somewhat misleading about the reformulation ability of orally educated hearing
impaired children because their criteria for evaluating reformulations were not
sufficiently discriminating. Beattie's results suggested that oral children may indeed
repeat the same linguistic structures, but extralinguistic features such as pitch,

volume change, or siress, may be added for clarification.

Conclusions from the Review
To summarize the results of this literature review on the pragmatic language
competencies of hearing impaired preschool children using the Koth and Spekman

(1984a/b) organizational framework. The following conclusions can be drawn:

Communicative Intentions

1. A hearing impairment by itself does not limit the possibility for the
hearing impaired child to develop a full range of Cis.

2. The hearing impaired child acquires and uses the same range of inientions
that have been found in hearing children and these intentions can be
identified by the communicating partner.

3. Insofar as it is possible, the hearing impaired child’'s expression of Cls is
best described as delayed in comg arison to hearing children.

4. There is evidence to support the view that the amount of communication is

suppressed in the hearing impaired child, as compared to the hearing
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chiid, but this amount of communication varies considerably with context
and discourse partner.

There is tentative evidence supporting the position that hearing impaired
children use some Cls to a greater or lesser degree than a hearing child.
Regarding form, the hearing impaired child uses prelinguistic gestures

and paralinguistic structures to a greaier degree than do hearing children.

Presupposition

1.

There is limited information on the preschool hearing impaired child's
abilities in the area of presupposition.

Ditferences in presupposition likely vary with educational modality.
There is tentative evidence to suggest that bimodally educated hearing
impaired children may be more effective at communicating their
intentions and taking into account the needs of the listener than orally

educated hearing impaired children.

Socia! Organization of Discourse

1.

There is limited information on the preschool hearing impaired child's
abilities in the area of social organization of discourse.

Differences in social organization of discourse skills likely vary as a
function of modality of education.

There is some evidence to suggest that bimodally educated hearing
impaired children may be better at reformulating or repairing failed

messages than orally educated hearing impaired children.
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D. Summary

This summary will (a) outline how the present research has contributed to the
body of knowledge by considering the formal modes of theory construction by Marx
(1963), (b) discuss implications for research as identified in the literature,

(c) present the recommendations of previous researchers, and (d) identify questions

pertinent to future research and the present study.

Theoretical Basis

When the studies of pragmatic language competencies are considered with
reference to the modes of theory construction by Marx (1963), the four primary
studies of Cls, Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), Schrimer
(1985), and Day (1986) were using as a "basis for knowing” a "level 1" analysis
based on observation. In each study the researchers were counting the number and
kind of intentions and/or the form that the children were using. With regards to the
"mcde of theory construction”, the research on pragmatic language competencies has
taken a "functicnal approach” in Marx's classification. Each study has built on the
next, and the position or theory that hearing impaired preschool children can have
normal Cls has emerged from the studies. In addition, the functional building
approach can be clearly seen in the use of increasingly more complex systems to
categorize the Cls once it was evident that simple organization systems were
inadequate tools to fully explore the hearing impaired child's range of intentions.

When the MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) study is considered on the Marx
(1963) criteria, it is possible that even though the researchers are taking a

functional approach to theory construction, the "basis of knowing” involves a
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"level 2" analysis where the researchers speculate that the difference in pragmatic
language skills may be related to the communication modality.

In light of these considerations, the present study has been designed to continue
the building of the functional theory concerning the pragmatic ianguage competencies
of young hearing impaired children. Furthermore, these contributions to the theory
will extend beyond the range and form of the Cis and inciude observational or "level 1"
analysi= of the skills these children demonstrate in the areas of presupposition and

social organization of discourse.

Implications Identified in the Literature

This review of the literature on pragmatic language competencies of hearing
impaired preschool children has raised important implications and/or
recommendations. In most cases the implications have focused on how present
knowledge can be used in assessment and remediation, but several potential areas for
research have also been outlined.

Skarakis and Pruiting (1877) suggested that the analysis procedure they
developed to investigate Cls could be used as an assessment tool to describe the hearing
impaired child's early communication. Furthermore, they suggested that the finding
of paralle! development of communicative intentions in hearing impaired and hearing
children could suggest guidelines for the content and sequencing of language
remediation programs. Schirmer (1985) who concurred with Skarakis and Prutting
(1977) on the delayed language findings, suggested that these findings have three
important implications for language curricula: (1) Hearing impaired curricula

should incorporate all components of language. (2) Hearing impaired children should
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be immersed in a language-rich environment. (3) Young hearing impaired children

should be given the freedom to use non-adult forms of the language.

Recommendations of Researchers

Curtiss et al. (1979) indicated that even thcugh their subjects were able to
code pragmatic and semantic behaviors using primarily a non-verbal modality, the
amount of communication was suppressed in comparison to normal hearing chiidren.
The reasons why these children are communicatively suppressed is open to question.
Curtiss et al. recommended that comparative, in depth, linguistic studies be conducted
to investigate deaf children learning sign as a first language with deaf children
learning spoken English as a first language to differentiate the effects of auditory
deprivation from specific educational remedial procedures employed. The researchers
suggested that it is essential o move research in this direction to meet the
educational-psycho-social needs of the hearing impaired.

Schirmer (1985) recommended that the investigation of hearing impaired
children's language be comprehensive with regard to syntax, semantics, and
pragmatics. However, Schirmer suggested that further research is needed to develop
thorough and efficient methods of analysis, for evaluating all three components.

Day (1986) recommended that it is important to foliow the development of
groups of hearing impaired children to determine whether early citferences in
patterns of language use are predictive of differences in later language and academic
functioning. Furthermore, if pattern differences are predictive of later problems,
then early interventions should be designed to provide young hearing impaired

children with models of language that afford the best opportunity for the development
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of well-integrated language systems, thus improving their chances for developing to

their maximum potential.

MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) also made a suggestion for further research after

they found that there were differences in deaf children's message-sending skills as a

function of modality of education. They suggested that is it important to ascertain the

extent to which hearing status, educational placement, or communication modality

contribute to children's ignorance of effective communication strategies and their

deficiencies in language or speech.

Research Questions Stemming from Review

1.

Are there differences in the teacher/subject communication within
different classroom environments which may account for variation in
pragmatic language competencies in the hearing impaired preschoo!
subjects?

Are there comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic language
competencies of hearing impaired preschool children with regard to age,
methods of communication, and educational environments?

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments exhibit the same range of
Cls in the sophisticated categorization system used by Day (1986)?

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments show different
developmental sequences or patterns regarding Cl Range and Form

characteristics?
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Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educatioral environments show different pragmatic
language competencies in the area of presupposition?

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments show different pragmatic

language competencies in the area of social organization of discourse?
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. METHODOLOGY

A. Introduction

This chapter will present information pertaining to the (a) research design,
(b) subjects, (c) collection of language samples, (d) instruments and data analysis,
(e) observer training and reliability, (f) internal and external validity, and (g)

limitations.

B. Research Design

The research study could be considered to be a particular type of descriptive
study; a pre-experimental case study repeated over multiple subjects (G. M. Kysela,
peirsonal communication, April 6, 1987). The study has the characteristics of case
studies since it is based on extensive observations and descriptions of the subjects. As
well, the study carries the pre-experimental label since exiraneous factors were not
entirely ruled out. The research design was chosen so that specific research questions
might be developed for future investigations involving true experiments. Thus, the
aim in this study is hypothesis development--rot hypothesis testing.

The range of control in case studies may vary greatly depending upon the type of
data and method of data collection. Anecdotal information from subjects or significant
others and objective measurement of overt behaviors represent the extremes of the
data spectrum in case study research. While there was an attempt in this study to
establish a significant level of control through (a) selecting educaticnal conioxts
which have a degree of commonality across settings, (b) videotaping the language

samples to improve reliability, and (c) structuring the assessment instruments to
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make the study of the pragmatic language components as discrete as possible, factors
such as individual therapy, unscheduled visits, childhood ilinesses, and the weather

made the conditions somewhat variable.

C. Subjects

Fourteen hearing impaired preschoo! children between 3 years 3 months and 5
years 10 months of age were considered as pcssible subjects. The children were
attending an early intervention/preschool program at a rehabilitation hospital in a
large urban area. Initially the study intended to investigate the competencies of two
equal groups of hearing impaired preschool children--one group participating in an
Oral educational program and the other participating in a combined Oral/Sign Assist
program. This plan was modified because of subject characteristics and availability.
The sections discussing "permission to participate” and “"characteristics of subjects”

will clarify issues which led to the design modification.

Locating Subjects

The study was initially proposed to a classroom teacher and speech therapist
who worked in the preschool program. Subsequently, a formal research request was
made to the Research Committee of the hospital. The preschool program was chosen as
the research site for several reasons:

1. There was a reasonable number of appropriately aged children

participating in programs using the different methods of communication.
2. There was a recognized consistency of programs between the classrooms

and teachers.
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3. Interest in the research topic and the information which might be
collected from this study was expressed by members of the teaching staff.
4. The communication system of the Sign Assist program--Manually Coded
English (MCE)by Bornstein, Hamilton, Saulnier, and Roy (1975) would
be less problematic for transcription, coding, and analysis by the
researcher.
5. The facilities at the hospital included observation rooms which would
allow minimal disturbance of normal classroom activities while

collecting the language samples.

Permission to Participate

Permission for the potential subjects to participate was solicited from the
parents or guardians by a letter which explained the nature, purpose, and
implications of the study. Specifically, the letter discussed (a) the aspects of language
that would be studied, (b) the videotape data coliection procedure, (c) how the
information from this study could have important implications for developing
evaluative tools and teaching techniques for hearing impaired children, and (d)
assurance of confidertiality and the right to withdraw at any time. Written
permission was secured for 13 of the 14 children initially considered as potential

subjects. A copy of the explanatory letter/consent form may be found in Appendix A.

Characteristics of Subjects
Permission to participate was secured for 13 children. Ten subjects were

enrolled in the Oral program and eight had had no formai sign language instruction,
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The remaining three subjects were in the Sign Assist program, but came from a
hearing home environment. The initial subject parameters for participation in the
study were, normal intelligonce, a prelingua! hearing loss in the severe or profound
range, and no additional handicaps which could complicate the acquisition and use of
language and communication. In this study a prelingual hearing loss was defined as a
hearina loss which occured before the onset of speech at approximately eighteen
months (Moores, 1978).

Four of the subjects were excluded because of hearing acuity better than the
severe category and a fifth child was not included because of physiological probler:s
which may be complicating the acquisition of language skills. In the attempt to select
subjects with as many similar characteristics as possible the initial proposed design
of two equal groups was not possible. However the eight children, selected to serve as
subjects, serendipitously provided an interesting research design which has been
illustrated in Figure 2. In addition to the subjects, the class arrangements included
two additional children, for a total of four, in the three Oral environments and three

additional children, for a total of five in the Sign Assist setting.

Number of Subjects per Linguistic Environment

Age (years) Oral Sign Assist

<35 I 2 - -
"""" D T
"""" s | |

Eigure 2. Research design: Subject arrangement.
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The eight children selected as subjects, five female and three male, were all

healthy Caucasians from middle to low income families. The subjects lived in the

urban area and were unknown to the researcher. The subjects lived with either one or

both natural parents. The parents of all the subjects in both programs were hearing.

The sign skills of the parents whose children were using the manually coded English

Sign system varied considerably. Table 3 summarizes the subjects’ characteristics.

Table 3
risti
Linguistic Day Cares
Hearing Enviornment Active Kinder-
Subject Sex Age BEA* AA@ Status Home/School Program garten
1 F 3-3 107 67 Profound English Long Yes/No
Prelingual Oral Term
2 F 3-5 112 63 Profound English Long Yes/No
Prelingual Oral Term
3 M 4-5 105 40 Profound English Long Yes/No
Prelingual! Oral Term
4 F 4-6 87 38 Severe English Short Yes/No
Prelingual Oral Term
5 F 5-7 98 32 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingual Oral Term
6 M 5-10 108 43 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingual Oral Term
7 M 4-8 127 65 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingua! Sign Term
8 F 4-9 113 75 Profound English Long Yes/Yes
Prelingual Sign Term

BEA = Better Ear Average--average hearing threshold for 500, 1000, and 2000 Hz.

Collection of audiological information involved co-operative play audiometry and standard

pure tone audiometric procedures.

@ Estimated Aided Audiogram--average hearing thresholds for 500, 1000, and 2000 Hz.
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D. Collection of Language Samples

The decision to record the language samples on videotape was made (a) to assist
the transcribing of the complex linguistic interactions, (b) to allow a multi-level
analysis on the same corpus of behaviors, and (c) to allow the findings to be verified
by independent raters. This decision was reinforced by Cole and St. Clair-Stokes
(1984a/b) who suggested that repeated examination may be necessary in order to

discern meaning based on a composite of social, physical, and linguistic contexts.

Schedule of Recording Sessions

The subjects' language samples were recorded over a five week period from
January 23, 1989 to February 22, 1989. The recordings were collected in a three
week period, but the time span was interrupted by inclement weather and schedule
conflicts. A schedule indicating the dates on which the subjects’ language samples
were recorded may be found in Appendix B.

There was an attempt to collect the subjects' language samples on two different
days so that the sample wouid not be unduly influenced by a particular event or
transient emotional/physical states. However, for four subjects the samples, for both
contexts, were collected on one day due to scheduling difficulties. In these four cases
the language samples did not appear to be affected by either outside influences or
emotional/physical irregularities.

In general, it was harder to achieve a consistent arrangement for the Lesson
context because of individual therapy sessions with other rehabilitation professionals,
but the consistency of the Snack context allowed for the simultaneous collection of

samples on two subjects at a time, in each of the four age/environment settings.
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This collection procedure not only resulted in a saving of time in the collection
process, but aiso afforded a considerable saving of time in the editing and

transcription stages.

Recording Session Parameiers

in order to achieve a degree of equality in the language samples several factors
were considered: (a) situation, (b) setting, (c) timing, (d) permanency, and (e)
¢..asistency. The Lesson and Snack contexts were chosen as acceptable "situations”
since they are generally components of preschoo! programs for hearing impaired
children. Furthermore, it was felt that these contexts account for some of the
variation in the educational communricative environment of a hearing impaired chilc
in a preschool program. The Lesson context was taken to represent a more formal
instructional situation where both teacher and cohort interaction were possible, and
the Snack context allowed for the same interaction, but in a more informa! manrer.
The regular classroom, where group activities and formal instruction were conducted,
was chosen as the setting to facilitate the collection of natural teacher/child
communication and the timing of the recording sessions was scheduled to correspond
with: ;h= normal clas7-oom routine. The choice of permanent video recording was
made to enhance the accuracy of transcrip* Hn and coding, and the data collection was
completed by the researcher to maintain consistency.

There was an attempt to collect 30 minute language samples, from each subject,
in both contexts. Not only was the goal of collecting 30 minute language samples an
attempt at improving on the samples of earlier researchers, but it was realized that

in this study, the contexts involved more participants than just the subject and
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teacher of previous studies. It was felt that the contexts which generally involved one
teacher and three or four chiidren would lead to a reduction in *the number of
communicative events that a given participant would make. Because of a variety of
factors, including teacher/subject characteristics, it was not always possible to
collect 30 minutes of interaction for each subject, in each context. The samples from
the Lesson context ranged from 20:10 to 50:12 minutes in length with a mean of
24:46 minuies, while the samples from the Snack context ranged from 15:00 to
25:00 minutes with a mean length of session being 20:39 minutes.

For the sake of continuity two 20 minute samples were selected for each
subject, one from each context. In only two instances the maximum sample was 15
minutes. Thus, the combined sample of 40 minutes was collecied for six subjects, and
samples of 35 minutes, for the remaining two subjects.

In the Lesson contexts, discourse generally involved concrete teaching materials
and a teacher directed plan. This context often involved seat work on the floor or at
tables and chairs, but for the six youngest subjects movement and changes of location
did occur. In the Snack context the arrangements usually involved sitting at tables and
chairs for a significant portion of the time. Generally, the discourse in the Snack
context focused on events leading up to snack, discussion about the food, the process of
cleaning up, and the transition fo other aciivities.

All of the language samples were recorded from the observation rooms, through
one-way glass windows, using the audio system designed for the observation room.
These conditions rasulted in a lower quality audio/visual signal, but still produced a
product which was acceptable for language transcription and coding. The benefits of

recording the natural classroom interactions with minimal disrupticn were thought to
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outweigh the poorer audio/visual signal. The recording of the language samples from
the observation rooms eliminated the need to condition the participants to the presence
of the camera. Although the teachers were informed of the recording schedule, the
subjects were generally unaware of the data collection.

Prior to each recording session the researcher informed the teacher of the
recording schedule, identified the subjects of interest, and ensured that the equipment
was in position. The teachers were asked to carry on with their usual or planned
routine, and not to direct any special attention to the subjects of interest. During the
recording the researcher’'s involvement was kept to a minimum. Only in a few
instances was an interjection require . when the subjects were obscured or the

teacher queried the adequacy of the seating or positioning.

Equipment

The language samples were recorded on Sony ES-HG, VHS videocassette tapes
with a Panasonic Industrial color camera and video recorder. A small, sensitive,
clip-on lapel microphone was "loose coupled" to the existing audio equipment of the
observation rooms to improve the audio signal. The playback equipment used for
transcription and coding procedures was an RCA Stereo video cassette recorder and a

40 centimeter Sony Trinitron television monitor.

Editing
Following the recording of the language samples for each child, the samples
were dubbed onto a composite tape to prevent loss or damage to the original

recordings. Beyond this duplication to a _cond tape there were no alterations made
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to the recordings. The transcription and subsequent analysis were completed by using
the composite tapes. The originals were not used because the need for multiple

viewing gave rise to some concern of tape deterioration.

E. Data Analysis and Instruments

Order of Analysis

The analysis procedures of the study consisted of six sieps. These six steps will
be discussed under subsequent subheadings of (a) pretranscription protocols, (b)
transcription, and (c) posttranscription checklists. The first two sieps involved the
scoring of the General Aspects Protocol (GAP) and the Pragmatic Protoco! (PP) from
the videotape. The third step involved the transcription of the videotape, and Steps 4,
5, and 6 involved the analysis of the transcript in the areas of Cls, presupposition,

and social organization of discourse using the appropriate checklists.

Pretranscription Protocols

The preiranscription protocols consisted of the General Aspects Protoco! (GAP)
by Cole and St. Clair-Stokes (1984a/b) and the Pragmatic Protoccl (PP) of Prutting
and Kirchner (1983). In this study, these two instruments were adapted to address
the first and second research questions.

The GAP was adapted for use in this study, to ensure that there was a similarity
in the educational environments and teacher/subject interactions. Specifically, the

GAP was adapted to highlight differences in the teacher/subject communication, in the
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different classroom envi-~=" ents, which may account for variations in the pragmatic
language competencies o\ . 2 hearing impaired preschool subjects.

Tk ten aspects included in the GAP are those features of mother/child discourse
which promoie the child's awareness and use of the auditory-verbal channe! for
communication. For this study, nine of the ten aspects were adapted to the
teacher/subject situation with only minor editorial changes. The sixth aspect which
considered the mother's style of interacting with her child, was rewritten for this
study, to identify differences in the language samples which reflected such educationa
style features as classroom structure and type of lesson/teaching format. It was
expected that the completion of the GAP would require muitiple viewing of the
videotapes, however, in practice one or two viewings of the 20 minute Lesson
segments was sufficient. A copy of the GAP may be found in Appendix C.

The purpose of the PP was to address the second research question which
considered comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic language
co™petencies of the hearing impaired preschool subject with regard to age, method of
communication, and educational environment. Thus, the PP was adapted for this study
to provide an overali communicative index for each subject, and iike the GAP, to
identify specific pragmatic features of the subjects' communication worthy of further
or more specific investigation. The PP was included since it represents one of the few
formal instruments for studying pragmatic language skills with demonstrated clinical
application (Duncan & Perozzi, 1987; Prutting & Kirchner, 1987).

The PP consists of 30 pragmatic components of language extrapolated from the
developmental child language literature. These pragmatic components were included

since they are focund in the speech and language of normal children five years of age or
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older. Thus, for this study, the scoring instructions were modified to direct the
evaluator in a consistent manner, in those cases where the child did not demonstrate
the parameter in question. A copy of the PP may be found in Appendix D.

The assessment of the teacher/subject communication and the subject, in
particular, using the GAP and the PP was based on the videotaped language sample
from the Lesson context. The Lesson context was selected because (a) the language
sample best reflected the parameters used by Cole and St. Clair-Stokes (1984a’b)
and Prutting and Kirchner (1982}, (b) in each classroom the Lesson context was
directed by a teacher of the hearing impaired, (c) the rouline of the Snack context
does not always demonstrate or allow for the demonsiration of the items covered in the
protocols, and (d) using the same context simplified the reliability procedures.

To score the GAP and the PP the researcher and the independent cbserver viewed
the videotapes. After watching the videotape the protocols were completed for each
subject. (The complete information on scoring of the GAP and PP may be found in
Appendix C and D.) Like the GAP, the PP was scored after one or two viewings.

in order to complete the PP on each subject it was important that judgements of
appropriate or inappropriate ware made relative to the subject, partner, chronology,
and the context. The parameters were coded as appropriate if they were judged to
facilitate the communicative interaction or were neutral. inappropriate parameters
were those which detracted from the communicative exchange and penalized the
individual, or were absent. It was necessary to be cognizant of the fact that the PP was
designed to be used with children five years of age or older. Thus, it was understood
that some of the parameters would not be present in the vounger subjects and in this

study they would be marked as "inappropriate".
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Transcription

The process of transcription followed the viewing of the selected segments and
scoring of the GAP and PP. The first step was to record the most obvious productions
of the subjects, teachers, and other participants. Once this draft was available, the
next step was to enter the more subtle Cls, which may or may not have had an auditory
component. The following requirements were considered when identifying the Cls:

1. A social contact was in progress, (i.e., the attention of the participants
was directed toward each other, another individua!l, or mutual object), or
the subject was attempting to establish a contact through obtaining or
directing another's attention, or talking to sulif

2. The behavior was discrete, that is, the behaviors had a definable
beginning and end.

3. The behavior included one or more of tiie following elements: formal sian,
gesture, change in facial expression, change in direction of gaze,
vocalization, and verbalization. No responses, where responses would be
appropriate, were also noted.

Once the participants’ Cis were recorded, the transcript was formatted so the
intentions could be numbered o assist in later counting and coding procedures. This
format: (a) identified the temporal relationship of the subject's, teacher's, and other
participants' communicative acts; (b) elaborated on contextual situations; and
(c) clarified gestures, signs, actions, vocalizations, and verbalizations. Examples of
the transcripts and a full description of the transcription conventions may be found in

Appendices E and F.
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Posttranscription Checklists

Step four of the data analysis invoived classifying each subject's Cls for the two
independent criteria of range and form. Day's (1986) system of categorization was
used to categorize range since it represented the most detailed system, and the form
categorization system of Skarakis and Prutting (1977) was also selected for its
comprehensiveness.

As discussed in the review of the literature, Day's (1986) compilation of the
range of Cls include six major categories of speech acts: Conversational Device,
Description, Request, Performative, Response, and Uninterpretable. These six
categories include those speech acts that Dore (1977, 1978a/b) found in the
utterances of three-year-old hearing children, as well as those intentions which
Skarakis and Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (1979), and Day found in the
communication of hearing impaired children. A tota! of 35 differeni Cls, within the
six major categories, were considered in this study.

in the case of the form of the subjects’ Cls, this study employed the Skarakis and
Prutting (1977) system with five defined categories: Motor Activity, Gesture/Sign,
Combination, Vocalization, and Verbalization. As in the scoring of the subjects' Clis for
range, each Cl was assigned to one of these five categories. In no instance were the
intentions assigned to two categories, rather a decision was made as to which category
was most applicable. Copies of the categorization system for range and form, along
with information to assist scoring may be found in Appendices G and H.

The Presupposition Checklist (PC) was completed as the fifth step in the data
analysis. This checklist was developed to quantify the subjects' ability to take the

perspective of their communicative partner and to reflect these specific informational
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needs of the partner in their Cls. (A copy of the PC and information to assist scoring
may be found in Appendix I.) The PC is based on the Roth and Spekman (1984a/b)
framework and examines aspects of:

1. Informativeness , the understanding that information is not necessarily
explicit in a stated message, but must be shared through the linguistic
structures of (a) deictics--words which have a shifting reference with
each communicative turn, (b) indirect/direct reference involving the
correct use of articles to introduce and sustain a discussion, and
(c) cohesive structures which contain information which becomes
redundant in a conversation and may be omitted as the conversation
continues for the sake of linguistic economy.

2. Consideration of the partner , whereby the speakers Clis reflect an
understanding of the speech situation and the communicative partner with
regards to age, status, cognitive level, and past experiences.

3. Consideration of the social context, where the speaker's Cls reflect an
awareness in changes of the social context, for example, the speaker who
compensates or assists the listener by speaking louder when the
environment is noisy.

The Social Organization of Discourse Checklist (SODC) was the final
instrument, and sixth step, in the data analysis procedure. (A copy of the SODC and
information to assist scoring may be found in Appendix J.}) Like the PC, the SODC was
developed so the discourse regulating behaviors, identified by Roth and Spekman
(1984a/b}, could be quantified. Thus, the subjects’ Cls were analyzed for skills in

the areas of:
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1. Turntaking , where the individual must be able to function in both the

speaker and listener role.

2. Conversational skills , which include (a) initiating a suitable topic, (b)
taking turns at maintaining that topic, (c) shifting to new areas as
necessary, and (d) terminating or ending the conversation appropriately.

3. Breakdown/repair , the skill of having and knowing how to prevent a
conversation from ending prematurely because of a misunderstanding on

behalf of the listener or a lack of clarity on the part of the speaker.

F. Observer Training and Reliability

Reliability refers to consistency in measurement. Wolery, Baily, and Sugai
(1988), and Kazdin (1977) describe four sources of error in measurement (a) the
complexity of the measurement system, (b) observer drift, (c) observer bias or
expectancies, and (d) observer reactivity. To minimize these sources of error in this
study interrater reliability checks were necessary. Observer training and reliability
studies were conducted in three different areas (a) the rating of the General
Assessment and Pragmatic protocols from the videotaped language samples, (b) the
transcription/identification of the Cls frorn the videotapes, and (c) the accuracy of
scoring the four checklists from the transcript, to investigate range and form of the

Cls, presupposition, and social organization of discourse.

Protocols
The researcher taught an assistant the basic procedures bSehind the GAP and PP

by (a) reviewing the instructions outlined by the origina! authors, (b) reviewing
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examples pertinent to each item, and (c) clarifying the definitions and terms.
Practice occurred whiie observing and scoring language samples not included in the
study.

A minimum criteria of 80% agreement (mean reliability) was required
between the researcher and assistant. Reliability scores were calculated by dividing
the number of agreements by the total number of agreements plus disagreements.
Reliability figures for the GAP considered the four educational/linguistic
environments, and the reliability study of the PP involved four subjects, one from
each of the age/method of communication categories. Reliability for the GAP averaged
97.5 % with a range of 90.0 to 100.0 percent, and the reliability of the PP averaged
87.5% with a range of 80.0 to 100.0 percent. Tables 4 and 5 present the interrater

reliability scores for the GAP and PP.

Table 4

Interrater Reliability for the General Aspects Protoco! (GAP)

Age/Environment Category

Protocol Oral 3.5 Oral 4.5 Oral 5.5 Sign 4.5 X

GAP 90.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 97.5%
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Table 5
n r iability for
Age/Environment Category
Protocol  Oral 3.5 Oral 4.5 Oral 5.5 Sign 4.5 X
PP 100.0% 90.0% 80.0% 80).0% 87.5%

Transcription

The complete corpus of the transcription was done by the researcher. The
accuracy and detail of the transcript were enhanced by the overlapping and repetitive
procedures. Generally, the transcription of the language samples for the subjects in
the Oral environment required 15 minutes per minute of videotape, whiie the
transcription of the subjects from the Sign Assist program requirec' 30 minutes per
minute of tape. Transcription took approximately 140 hours.

Reliability was also evaluated for identifying the subjects’ Cls from the
videotape. Analysis was completed by comparing the accuracy of the researcher's
transcript with that of a speech-language pathologist who was familiar with general
transcription procedures and had received instruction on the procedures developed for
this study.

Reliabilify scoring employed a time sampling method where the assistant
randomly selected three consecutive minutes (15%) of the Language context and
transcribed only the Cls of the subject in question. The accuracy of the transcript was

then compared to the principal researcher's transcript. Reliability was calculated by
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dividing the number of agreements by the total agreements and disagreements in the
three minute segment. Reliability checks were done on each of the eight subjects’
language sample from the Lesson context. The interrater reliability ranged from
77.8% to 100.0 % with a mean of 85.83 percent. Table 6 presents the interrater

reliability scores for the identification/transcription of Cls.

Table 6

Subjects

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 Range X

77.8 81.3 80.0 100.0 84.0 82.4 90.0 86.7 77.8--100.0 85.3

Checklists

Since the complete scoring of the checkliists was conducted by the principal
researcher, the reliability for the scoring of the checklists was accomplished by
having an independent rater score between 10 and 15% of the Cls, for each of the
subject, on each of the checklists.

The training procedures for the research assistant included familiarization,
discussion, and clarification of the coding procedures for each instrument. The
pre-training also included independent practice using examples from the transcripts.
The hours of training for the research assistart were found t. vary with the nature of
the pragmatic aspect being considered. The CI Form checklist, and most of the aspects

on the PC and and SODC required little practice to acquire acceptable levels of
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agreement between the researcher and independent rater. However, the reliability of
the scoring on the Cl Range took approximately 5 hours of training and high levels of
reliability were particularly difficult to achieve with two of the Oral subjects and the
two Sign Assist subjects. The point-by-point reliability was calculated by the
formula previously described, and an overall reliability of 80% was judged an
adequate level of consistency. The reliability measures for the 4 checkiisis are

presented in Tal.' =~ 7.

Table 7

rr r lighili r_th heckli
Checklist
Subject Cl-Range Cl-Form PC** 510] 0] Ohhay
% % % %

S1 78.6 81.3 77.5 93 .4
52 84.0" 83.3 87.5 94 .4
S3 77.8 894 .4 82.5 100.0
S4 85.4* 100.0 85.0 83.3
S5 80.8 84.0 5.0 87.0
S6 88.9 g4.1 85.0 84.6
S7 73.1 82.0 80.0 76.3
S8 72.3 90.5 65.0 82.3

Average 1 80.1 89.9 82.2 87.7

-

First attempt to estabiish reliability resulted in percentages of agreement of
73.4 and 68.3, retraining and practice were necessary.

Based on results of Message Information, and sensitivity to Communication
Partner and Social Context Variables.

* * * Based on results of Social/Nonsocial Speech, identification of Conversational
Skills, and Cause, Initiator, Attempt, Strategy, and Outcome of
Breakdown/Repair sequence.

**
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G. Internal and External Validity
Internal and external validity are important considerations for the

generalization of findings. Wolery et al. (1988) define internal validity as being
how well the design of a study contrels for potential explanations fer changes found in
the dependent variable. Furthermore, Wolery et al. have indicated that external
validity considers the extent to which the findings of a study are generalizable tc other
subiects, behaviors, settings, measurement differences, and situations. Descriptive
studies, by their nature, obtain observations without manipulation of the independent
variables, so il is hoped that passive observers, their instruments, and techniques,
will have a minimum of effect on the phenomena under investigation. Nevertheless,
each of the possible threats to internal and externel validity will be addressed
separat. ; and the measures taken to control, minimize, or eliminate them as threa‘s

to this study, wiil be discussed.

Threats to Internal Validity
Wolery et al. (1988) identified history, maturation, and instrumentation, as

threats to internal valiidity in, non-testing, non-intervention, descriptive studies.

History

History refers to the possibility of external events, which occur before or
during a study, having an influence on the results. Thus a study which extends over a
substantial period of time is particularly susceptible to the history threat. However,
for this study the data were collected over the relatively short period of time of five

weeks, so this should have minimized the influence of "history"”.
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Maturation

The maturation threat refers to any changes that occur within the subjects
themselves during the duration of the study. These changes could be phvsical or
mental growth as well as fatigue, habituation, or adaptation to the situriion. In this

study, the relatively brief time frame for data collection should have protected agains!

maturation posing a threat to internal validity.

Instrumentation

Any change in a measuring instrument or assessment procedure during the
course of a study is considered in the instrumentation threat. Human observation and
judgement of behavior are particuiutly prone tc this threat. In this study the use of
videotape equipment to record the communicative discourse was chosen to improve the
researcher's accuracy of the transcription and data analysis. Furthermore. the use¢ 0!

an independent! observer tc monitor the agreement was empioyed 1o ensure against

observer drift.

Threats to External Validity

Wolery et al. (1988) identified, generality across subjects, generality across
settings, responses, and time, and reactive assessment, as threats 1o external valdity
in non-testing, non-intervention, descriptive studies. The nature and purpose of
descriptive studies are such that generalization of results is not a primary goal.
However, it is stili important to be aware ¢f the potential restrictions that exist

since this type of research is frequently used to develop hypotheses for future studies

and investigations.



Generality Across Subjects

Generality across subjects refers to the extent that the results of one study can
apply to others. Specific characteristics of the subjects such as age, inteliigence,
socio-economic status, and the educational background of parents may all limit the
extension of the results to other populaticns. It was recognized in this study that it
was impossible to have a homogeneous group of subjects. Although efforts were made
to consider age, pure tone hearing loss, and intelligence, other factors such as parent
education, socio’economic level, etiology of hearing loss, diagnoses of hearing loss,

application of hearing aids, and remedial activities history, were difficult to coniro!.

Generality Across Settings, Responses, and Time

The degree to which any of these factors will influence this study will likely be
reflected in the reliability of the results. The standardization of the contexts and the
videotaping of the language samples were efforts to improve the resulis in this area.
To a degree, the concern with this threat was minimized by the choice of collecting the
responses within the familiar setting of the classroom, while the chiidren were

engaged in regular classroom activities, at appropriate times.

Reactive Assessment

Reactive assessment refers to the extent to which participants are aware that
they are being assesed or observed and the extent to which this awareness influences
the way the participants behave or respond. The problem of reactive assessment in
this study was greatly minimized for the subjects, since the language samples were

collected from t: .2 -~ - vation room. The teachers were aware of the data collection
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process, but it is unlikely that the collection of the language samples had much
influence on their behaviors given their experience with numerous observers

walching their performance from the observation rooms.

H. Limitations

Since the intention of this study was to present a more comprehensive
perspeciive on the pragmatic language competencies of hearing impaired preschool
chiifren, the time invested per subject in transcription and analysis was significant.
However, the labor intensive procedure limited the data collection to cn.y eight
subjects. It is recognized that considerable differences in the competencies of the
subjects still exist even though there was an attempt to find children who were
similar. Given the pre-experimental design and the small number of subjects, it was
not the intention to statistically demonstrate differences between subjects or groups
on the basis of ages, communication method, or educational environment. Rather the
aim was to (a) identify or highlight possible differences which could be investigated
in future =vperimental studies, and (b) to consider the implications that ine subjecls

cors- - iee may have for educational programming.

1. Summary

The chapter presented information on the {(a) research design, (b) subjects, (c;
data collec*or, (d) instruments and data analysis, (e) observer training and
reliability, (f) internal and external validity, and (g) limitations of the study. The

tollowing chapter will present the resuits of the study.
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IV. RESULTS

A. Introduction

The results of the study are presented in six sections. The order of these
sections correspond to both the sequence of the research questions and the steps
involved in data analysis using the various protocois and checklists. The first two
sections focus on the results from the General Assessment Protocc! (GAP) and the
Pragmatic Protoco! (PP). The third and fourth sections outline the results
considering the range and form of the Cls, and the fifth and sixth sections present the
results from the studies of presupposition and social organization of discourse. These
last two sections are further subdivided into a series of subheadings which reflect the

components considered in these areas. Each section will conclude with a summary.

B. General Aspects Protoco! (GAP)

As discussed in Chapter I, the GAP was inciuded in this study to provide, in a
global manner, objective information on the interactive behaviors of the teac. ‘s =nd
subjects. It was hoped that the GAP would demonstrate similarities or differences in
the interactive environment, either of which, couid have a significant effect on how

subsequent results would be viewed. Thus, the following research question was posed.

Question 1.
Are there differences in the teacher/subject communication within different
classroom environments which may account for variations in the pragmaeatic language

competencies of hearing impaired preschool children?
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The four interactive environments or classrooms were evaluated on the 10
items in the GAP. The results of the eight subjects and four teachers on the GAP are

summarized in Table 8.

Table 8

! fth neral A r 1 {(GAP
Subject/Teacher
T1 T2 T3 T4
Aspect S1 82 83 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8

1.  Teacher communicates within sensory Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
range of subject (vocal intensity, pitch,
visual field, level).

2. Teacher communicates in a normal Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
unexaggerated fashion.

3. Teacher uses amount of gesture Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
appropriate for the age of the subiect.

4. Teacher generaily avoids use of and/or Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
elicitation of single words/signs.

5. Teacher pauses long enough for subject Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
to {ake a communicative turn.

6. Teacher accepts communication from Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
subject through verbal, visual. smiling,
touching responsiveness.

7. Teacher mostly communicates about Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
events, people, and objects in the
immediate environment.

8. Teacher generally uses sentences of an Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
appropriate length and complexity in
communicating.

9. Teacher uses audition/vision maximizing Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y
strategies.

10. Lesson/Teaching activities for context S S o 0 S S 0 0

of language sample. Structured
versus Open-ended format.

Y = Yes, N = No, S = Structured, 0 = Open-ended
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The consistently positive reports on the GAP aspects suggested that the teachers
are very sensitive to those factors which promote the use of the auditory/oral and
visual channels for communication, although the emphasis on the visua! is more
noticeable with the Sign Assist subjects. Furthermore, the consistency of these
results would also suggest that the classroom/educational environment of the eight
subjects would be very similar given the aspects considered in the GAP.

The differences in the language samples of the Lesson context, relative to the
structured versus open-ended activity, is worthy of further study. From a qualitative
point of view, it appears that the different formats support the development or
consolidation of different pragmatic language competencies. The language samples
from the structured lesson format appeared to contain a high number of clear, social
Cls with a number of repetitive forms, however the language samples from the
open-ended lesson format had fewer turns, while addressing a larger number of
topics. The possible relationship between lesson format and pragmatic language skills
will be discussed in Chapter V along with the results of subsequent and related

investigations.

Summary of Results--GAP
i. The consistency of the scores for teacher/subject interaction on the GAP
supports the position that the interactive environments for the subjects
is similar.
2. The large number of positive reports suggest that the teachers are very
sensitive to those factors which promote the use of the auditony/oras

channel as well as the visual channel for communication.
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3. The structured versus open-ended format of the lesson/teaching context
appears to support the developmen: or consolidation of different

pragmatic language competencies.

C. Pragmatic Protocol (PP)

The evaluation of the subjects' pragmatic language competencies using the PP
had the following purposes (a) to provide an overall communicative index for each
subject. ’b) to highlight the range and pattern of pragmatic deficits that the subjects
of dif:=z-~n' :ges and educational/linguistic environments may present, and (c) to
identify ..o -.c pragmatic features of the subjects’ communication which may

require more specific investigation. Specifically, the following research question was

asked.

Question 2.
Are there comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic languags

competencies of hearing impaired preschool children with regard to age. method of

communication, and educational envirchment?

To consider the comprehensive communicative index the subjects’ percentage of
"appropriate” and "inappropriate” pragmatic parameters was calcuiated. As a group,
the range of "percentage appropriate" was 40.0 to 83.3 with a mean of 62%, and
conversely the range of "percentage inappropriate” was 16.7 to 60.0 with a mean of
38 percent. Table 9 summarizes the number and percentage of the pragmatic

parameters marked appropriate or inappropriate for the eighi subjects.
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The communicative indices suggest differences in the youngest and oldest Oral
subjects in favor of a developmental progression to improved scores with increased
age. This trend is even more evident when the extreme score of S4 is removed.
Differences in the communicative index with regard to method of communication or
educational environment were not demonstrated.

At an individual level the communicative index and display of parameters
marked inappropriate in Figure 3 clearly identify S4 and S7 as having the
considerably weaker skills than their age and educational/linguistic environment
cohorts--S3 and S8. Thus, the protocol would appear to be useful at identifying

individuals with strengths or wezknesses in a variety of pragmatic language areas.

Table 9
rcen nd Number Pragmatic Parameters Marked Appropri r
in ropri for h i in the Thr r nd Two Linguisti
Environmenis
Appropriate Inappropriate
Group Age Subject Number Percentage Number Percentage
| St 18 60.0 12 40.0
Oral < 3.5 |
| S2 16 §3.3 14 46.7
| S3 19 63.3 11 36.7
Nral = 4.5 |
| S4 12 40.0 18 60.0
| S5 25 83.3 5 16.7
Oral > 55 |
| Se 22 73.3 8 26.7
i S7 14 46.7 16 53.3

Sign Assist =4.5 |
| S8 23 76.7 7 23.3
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To highlight the differences in the range or pattern of pragmatic deficits the
descriptive analysis involved a study of the subjects' performance profiles across all
30 communicative parameters. Figure 3 illustrates the patterns of pragmatic deficits

at the group and/or subgroup level.

Linguistic Envircnment Oral Sign Assist
Age < 3.5 ~ 4.5 >55 ~ 45
Subject S1 S2 S3 S4 Ss S6 s7 S8
VERBAL ASPECTS

Speech act pair analysis
Variety of speech acts

Topic selection

Topic introduction

Topic maintenance

Topic change

Turntaking initiation
Turntaking response
Turntaking repair/revision
Turntaking pause time
Turntaking interruption/overiap
Turntaking feedback to speaker
Turntaking adjacency
Turntaking contingency
Turntaking quality/conciseness
Specificity/accuracy

Cohesion

Varying communicative style

PARALINGUISTIC ASPECTS
Intelligibility ;

$—8-6—0-0-6-0-

o-G-¢
.-

Vocal intensity
Vocal quality
Prosody
Fluency

NONVERBAL ASPECTS
Physical proximity
Physical contacts
Body posture :

¢-0—6——8-88 8 ——3 088606
e
6600 —0606 60600 66006000
*—e—9
———0—90—
2000000 ©—0—0— 06 600 —
P

Foot/leg & handrarm movements
Gestures

Facial expression

Eye gaze

Figure 3. Pragmatic parameters marked inappropriate for the eight subjects in three age

groups and two educational/linguistic environments.
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The visual analysis of the Nonverbal Aspects suggests all of the subjects
regardless of age, method of communication, or educational environment, have
acquired appropriate skills in this area. However, the Paralinguistic and Verbal
areas contained a substantial number of inappropriate ratings for six of the eight
subjects.

in the Paralinguistic aspects only Fluency was consistently rated as appropriate
across all individuals and groups, while Vocal Quality received the most inappropriate
ratings regardless of the groups and subgroups. Intelligibility was a problem area for
all but the oldest Oral subjects.

With the Verba!l Aspects, the younger Oral subjects appear to have weaker skills
than either the older Oral or Sign Assist subjects in (a2) speech acts, (b) topic, and
(c) turntaking, whereas the repair/revision parameter seemed 1o be a common
problem for most subjects. Each of the presupposition aspects of (a) cohesion,

(b) specificity/accuracy, and (c) varying communicative style demonstrated a
different pattern. The younger Oral subjects were again rated as having more
problems with specificity/accuracy than either the older subjects or those in the Sign
Assist group. The use of cohesion was a weakness for all subjects, and conversely
varying the communicative style did not appear to be a problem for any subject.

With one of the purposes of the PP being that of identifying specific pragmatic
features of the subjects’ communication which may require more specific
investigation, the descriptive analysis included highlighting the pragmatic parameters
most frequently marked inappropriate for all of the subjects. The resulis of this
ranking are presented in Table 10. It was found that 13 of the 30 parameters

accounted for 82% of the inappropriate ratings of the eight subjects regardless of age,
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method of communication, or educationa!l environment. Furthermore, six of these
parameters--cohesion, topic change, revision/repair, vocal quality, intelligibility,

and topic selection, accounted for 46% of the inappropriate ratings.

Table 10
i r 1 roRri f

Subjects
Rank Pragmatic Parameter Frequency of Nomination

1 Cohesion, Topic Change 8/8

2 Turntaking Revision/Repair, Vocal Quality 7/8

3 Topic Selection, Intelligibility 6/8

4 Variety of Speech Acts, Topic Introduction, Adjacency, 5/8

Specificity/Accuracy, Vocal Intensity
5 Quality/Conciseness, Prosody 4/8

Summary of Results--Pragmatic Protocol

1. The protocol fulfilled the desired purposes of the study by providing
over-all communicative indices, highlighting ranges and patterns of
pragmatic deficits, and by helping to identify pragmatic features which
require more specific investigation.

2. Although the subjects’ communicative index on the PP did not identify
consistent group or age differences, the index was helpfu! in identifying
those individuals who are generally weaker in the area of pragmatic

competencies, in this case S4 and S7.
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3. Visual analysis showed: (a) S4 and S7 with the largest number of
inappropriate parameters and S5 and S8 with the fewest, (b) few
problems with Nonverbal aspects; (c) the oldest oral subjects had the
fewest problems with Paralinguistic aspects while the Sign Assist
subjects showed consistent weaknesses; and (d) the younger Oral subjects
appeared weaker than either the Older Oral or Signh Assist subjects with
the Verbal areas involving speech acts, presupposition, and social
organization of discourse.

4. Thirteen parameters accounted for 82% of the inappropriate ratings and

six of these parameters accounted for 46% of the inappropriate ratings.

D. Communicative Intentions--Range (Cl Range)

The ranges of the subjects’ Cis, from both contexts, were categorized according
to the criteria of Day (1986). This system consists of 6 general and 35 specific
subcategories. An elaboration of the criteria for the Cl Range categories may be found

in Appendix G. The third and fourth research questions address the topic of Cl Range.

Question 3.
Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods oi
communication, and educational environments exhibit the same range of Cls on the

categorization system used in the Day (1986) study?



68

Question 4.
Do hearing impaired preschool children of diiferent ages, methed of
communication, and educationa! envirormenis show differert frequency of usage of the

Cl Range and Form categories?

Prior to presenting i1e r::sulis of Cl Range and the other checklisits some
overview information may be useful. The eight subjects produced a total of 1,325 Cls
in the 310 minutes of videotaped language samples. The number of Cis per Lesson and
Snack context was 704 and 621 respectively; however, with a correction for the 10
minute time difference between the two contexts, the estimated number of Cls for the
Snack context would b2 aoproximately 680. Thus, a similar number of Cls were
produced in both contexts, with a slightly higher number being found in the Lesson
context. Figure 4 illusiraies the subjects' individual production of Cls in the two
contexts. This figure ideniifics, S4 as having a very low production of Cls in both
contexts--a fact which likely reflects a late diagnosiz of the hearing loss, and a
restricied ianguags experience background, and S6 who also has a lower production
than the Oral "age mate”, a youniger Oral necr--33, and the younger Sign Assist
subjects--87 & S8. A reason for this lower production may refiec! individual
differences and an environment where the classmates are very demanding of

communicative participation.
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Figure 4. Subjects’ production of Cls in the Lesson and Snack contexts.

1o address Question 3, the 1,325 acts were studied for their range
characteristics at group and individual levels. As a group, the subjecis’ demonstrated
the abilitv to produce all of the Cls considered in the Day (1986) categorization
sysiem. Furthermore, visual inspection indicates that virtually all of the range
ca'egories are also found in both contexts. Table 11 presents the number and
percentage of Cis in each of the range category, and Table 12 illusirates each
subject’s individual C! range when the Lesson and Snack contexts were combined.

Table 12 identities several important teatures at the subgroup and individual
level. All of the major categories of Cls were found in the communicative sample of
the subjects regardless of age, method of communication, and educational environment.
However, some subjects did not demonstrate all the subcategories in every context.
S4, with the lowest Cl precduction, demonstrated the most restricted range, while, S5,

with a much higher Cl production, demonsirated the most extensive range of Cis.



Table 11
mber and Percen fCls Found in h of the Ran ri
Category Lesson Snack Total
Number % Number % Number %
CONVERSATIONAL DEVICE 173 24.1 166 26.2 339 5.1
1. Check 3 ¢.4 1 c.2 4 0.3
2. Comment 15 2.1 10 1.6 25 1.8
3. Direct Attn (obi.) 20 2.8 12 1.8 32 2.4
4. Direct ANnn (seif) 42 5.9 38 6.0 8¢ 5.8
5. Imitate g1 12.7 90 14.2 181 3.4
6. Offer 2 0.3 S 0.9 7 0.5
7. Polite 0 0.0 10 1.8 12 0.7
DESCRIPTION 67 9.3 42 6.6 109 8.1
8. Event 18 2.5 10 1.6 28 2.1
S  ldentity 17 2.4 12 1.6 z9° 2.1
10. iocation 18 2.5 6 c.9 24 1.8
11. Possession 4 0.6 5 c.8 g 0.7
12. Property i0 1.4 g 1.4 19 1.4
REQUEST 47 6.6 83 13.1 130 8.6
13. Acuon 18 2.5 14 2.2 32 24
14. Object ) 1.3 48 7.6 57 4.2
15. "Wn- 1 1.8 14 2.2 27 2.0
6. Yes/no 7 1.0 7 1.1 14 1.0
PERFORMATIVE 48 6.7 56 8.8 104 7.7
17. Claim 4 0.6 3 0.5 7 C.5
18. Game S 1.3 13 2.1 22 1.6
i18. Greet 5 c.7 2 c3 7 0.5
20. Joke 8 1.1 9 1.4 17 1.3
21. Pattern 2 0.3 0] 0.0 2 0.1
22. Protest 11 1.5 17 2.7 28 z.1
23. Role play 5 0.7 6 0.9 11 0.8
24. Scold 0 0.C g 0.8 5 0.4
25. Warn 4 0.6 1 0.2 z 0.4
RESPONSE 354 49 .4 269 42.4 623 6.1
26. Agree/disagree 88 12.3 5i 8.0 135 03
27. Attend 54 7.5 36 5.7 80 6.7
28. Aitribute 0 0.0 1 0.2 1 0.1
29. Clarify 12 1.7 21 3.3 33 2.4
30. Explain 1 0.1 2 0.3 3 0.2
31. Express/evaluate i5 2.1 13 2.1 28 2.1
32. Statement 40 5.6 46 7.6 88 6.5
33. "Wh" 85 11.9 31 4.9 116 8.6
34. Yes/no 59 8.2 66 10.4 125 9.3
UNINTERPRETABLE 28 3.9 18 2.8 46 3.4
35. Unknown 15 2.1 5 0.8 20 1.5
TOTAL 704 621 1325
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Table 12
Produyction of Cls in Each Range Category--Combined Lesson and Snack Contexis
Communication System Oral Sign Assist
Age < 3.5 =45 >55 =4.5
Subject St S2 S2 sS4 S5 se ST Sg
CONVERSATIONAL DEVICE
1. Check - - - - 1 - - 3
2. Comment 1 4 11 - 3 3 2 1
3. Direct Attn (obj.) 9 2 5 - 5 1 2 8
4. Direct Attn (self} 3 18 9 4 15 6 19 6
S. Imitate 25 23 20 7 19 14 25 48
6. Offer 2 - 1 - 1 3 - -
7. Polite - 1 2 1 3 - 3
DESCRIPTION
8. Event 3 4 14 - 3 1 1 3
9. Identity 3 4 1 - 6 1 13 ;
10. Location 4 4 5 - 3 3 2 3
11. Possassion - - 2 - 2 5 - -
12. Property 2 5 0 4 3 3
REQUEST
13. Action 3 4 2 - 8 6 8 K
14. Object 3 9 9 3 12 z 8 1T
15. "Wh-~ 1 3 4 1 7 (53 2 3
16. Yes/no 1 5 1 3 2 1 1
PERFORMATIVE
17. Claifh 3 - - - 2 - 1 -
18. Game 1 8 2 4 - 4 4 1
19. Greet - 1 - - 1 2 3 -
20. Joke 1 1 c - 7 2 2 Z
21. Pattern - - - 2 - - -
22. Protest 3 2 1 5 7 4 3
23. Role play 5 - - - - - 4 2
24. Scold - - - - 2 2 - 1
25. Warn - - 1 - 3 i - -
RESPONSE
26. Agree/disagree 14 18 13 6 18 25 9 36
27. Attend 11 7 7 11 5 8 16 25
28. Atiribute - - - - 1 - - -
29. Ciarify 3 1 8 2 6 2 3 8
30. Explain 1 - 1 - 1 - - -
31. Express/evaluate 2 4 2 - 4 - 13 3
32. Statement 2 11 14 8 26 5 14 8
33. "Wh" 16 12 10 1 19 16 17 25
34. Yes/no 12 11 38 11 18 5 18 12
UNINTERPRETABLE
35. Unknov:n 8 - 5 - - 2 2 3
MISSING Cl| CATEGORIES 8 11 7 19 2 8 9 8
TOTAL Cis 143 157 199 6 1 215 136 196 221




The following section focuses on the fourth Research Question, i.e., do the
hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of communication, and
educational environments show a different frequency of usage of the Cl range
categories? In order to investigate whether the subjects have a similar frequency of
Cl usage under similar environiments, the rank order of the subjeclts’ use of Cl Range
categories was compared using Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance (Ferguson,

1981). A coefficient of w = 0.763 (p < .01) was obtained, which supported the
position that the subiects do indeed use a simiiar arrangement of Cl! categories within
similar contexts, regardless of age and method of communication. Table 13 indicates
the percentage of each major Cl Range category found in the subject’s total language

sample, and the rank order of the Cl FRange categories which is based on these

percentages.



Table 13.
Percentage of Sample and Rank Qrder for Major Cateqories of Cls for Each Subiect

Subjects
S1 Se S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8
Ra nge Y %o %e % e °/o % Yo
Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank
Res. 421 40.5 46.0 62.9 45.6 42.7 44.3 51.8
1 1 b 1 1 1 1 1
Con. 27.6 3C.4 23.8 19.4 21.8 18.9 23.6 30.5
2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Ren. 5.4 10.1 8.9 8.1 14.0 11.2 9.4 7.1
6 3 4 3 3 4 3 3
Per. 8.C 7.6 2.0 8.1 1.2 12.€ 9.4 4.9
3 5 6 3 4 3 3 q
Des. ¢.¢ 8.2 13.4 0.0 5.4 9.1 9.4 2.7
3 4 3 6 5 5 3 6
Uni. 6.9 0.6 4.0 1.6 0.0 6.3 4.4 3.5
5 6 5 5 6 6 6 5

A correiation across

Res. = Response
Req. = Reques.
Des. = Description

Con.
Per.
Uni.

il

C

:rsaticnal Device

mative
~retabie

Given that the rank order of the major categories, by freguency of use, is

subjects for rank order of Cl categories w = 0.763 (p > Reh iy

similar for the subjects regardless of their other characteristics, it is important to

consider some patterns which occur in the subjects’' use of the subcategories within

each of the general categaties.

The Ci range category of Response accounted for the largest percentage of the

subjects’ Cls in both the Lesson and Snack contexts. Within this range category, the
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subcategories of “Agree/Disagree Response” and "Wh question Response” were the
mos! frequent in the Lesson context. While the subcategaories of "Yes/No Response”
and "Agree/Disagree Response” were the most frequ.~nt in the Snack context. These
finding suggests discourse differs substantially from one context 1o another.

The second largest category of Cl produced by the subjects was that of
Conversational Devices. In this case, the specific subcategories of "Imitation™ and
"Directing Attention to Self* were the most common intentions regardiess of linguistic
context.

The third largest category of Cl produced by the subjects was that of Description
in the Lesson context and Request in the Snack context. These two categories were both
found to be in fifih piace when the other context was corsidered. In both cases the
results would appear to be appropriate. A larger number of “Requests” fits
intuitively in the Snack context, while "Describe" intentions would not be unusual in
the Lesson context.

Performative was the fourth largest category of Cl produced by the subjects.
Regarding the specific intentions, the subcategories of "Protest” and "Game" provided
the bulk of the instances in both contexts. The smallest category of Cl produced by the
subjects was that of Uninterpretable. The finding of Uninterpretable being the ieast
frequent major category suggests that regardless of age or method of communication,
the subjects are capable of producing a large number of Cis to a level so that an

average of 97 % can be interpreted by a practiced listener.

Summary of Results--Cl Range

1. The subjects as a group produced similar numbers of Cls in both contexis.
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2. The subjects as a group demonstrated the full range of categories in both
contexts.
3. All six categories were demonstrated by the group, subgroup, and

individual, but it was not uncommon for certain individual Subcategories
to have a high frequency of use within the general category.

4. The rank order of frequency of use was found to be similar for each
subject. Thus, differences in the frequency of category use, on the basis
of age, and method of communication, were not demonstrated. The Sign
Assist subjects and their Oral peer r. ~“uced similar numbers of Cls and

also demonstrated a simiiar Range.

(5]

Individual strengths and weakness were clearly evident certain subjects

who han . . 3Stantially restricted range or a low total number of Cls.

E. Communication Intentions--Form (Cl Form)

The subjects' Cis from both contexts were described in terms of the form in
which they were expressed. In this study, each Cl was categorized as one of the
following forms extracted from the Skarckis and Prutting /1577) system: (a) motor
activity, (b) gesture/sign, (c) combination of gesture/siqn and vocaliz .tion or
verbalization, (d) vocalization, and (e) verbalization. An elaboration of the criteria
for the ©1 Form categorization may be found Chapter HI under Posttranscription
Checklists or Appendix H . The fourth research question considered in the study of ClI

Range also applies to the study of Cl Form.



Question 4.

Do hearing impaired preschool children of different ages, methods of
communication, and educational environments show different developmer:tal patterns

or frequency of usage of the C! Range and Form categories?

Considering the results with regards to method of communication used by the
subjects, several distinctions were noted. The Oral subjects were found to use all five
form categories, with -4 of the 6 subjects using the verbalization category most_
frequently, followed by 5 of the 6 subjects using the combination form as the second

most frequent method of expressing their Cls. In contrast, the Sign Assist subjects

most frequently used the combination form, follov:+ ¢t - o legories ot gesture’sign
and motor activity. Only in a few instances were ¢ » < ;- .. subjects found to use
either the vocalization or verbalization forms i 2~ ation.

The effecis of age were difficuit to ascertain in this group of Oral subjects.
There may well be a developmental trend toward increased use of verbalization as a
form for expressing the Cls, but this trend is not clear given the variable resc'is of
the subjects. Furthermore, it appears that the form used to express ihe Cls is also
interrelated i other faciors such as instruction, the context, and the individual.

Figure 5 illustrates \iie forms subjects used to express their Cls in the combined

Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Considering the relationship between Cl Form and the educational environment,
the youngest Oral subjects in the Snack context were found to have a higher percentage
of verbal forms with a decreasing number of combination and motor activity forms,
when compared to the Lesson context. In contrast, the older Oral subjects produced a
considerably higher perceniage of verbal forms in the more structured Lesson
context, wnile in the Snack context the combination and gesture/sign forms increased.
In a similar fashion, the Sign Assist subiects had higher percentages of combination
forms in the Lesson context, and inen a higher number of gesture/sign forms in the

Snack context. Figure 6 iillustraies the forms the subjects used to express their Cls in

the Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Figure 8. Subjects' use of Form to express Cls: Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Summary of Results--Cl Form
1. The oral subjects' most frequent form for expressing their Cls was
verbalization, while the Sign Assist subjects’ used a combination form
consisting of gesture/sigh and vocalization/verbalization.
2. For the Oral subjects, matur-:tion and a structured educational Lesson
context appear to support an increased use of verbalization as the
primary form for expressing their Cls.

3. Subjects’ method of expressing their Cls was found to change with changes

in context.

F. Presupposition Checklist (PC)

The information in the area of presupposition was acquired by examining the
subjects' Cls against the Presupposition Checklist (PC) whose components address the
fifth research question. An elaboration of the contents of the PC may be found in

Chapter lil, while the checklist and scoring information is located in Appendix |.

Question 5.
Do hearing impaired children of different ages, methods of communication, and
educational environments show different pragmatic language competencies in the area

of presupposition?
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For organizational purposes the following headings and subheadings will be used
to present the results in the area of presupposition:
1. Informativeness.
(a) Message Information/Characteristics of Cls,
(b) Deictics,
(c) Articles, and
(d) Cohesive Structures.
2. Communication Partner.
(a) Cl's Relationship to Audience, and
(b) Subject's Insensitivity to Audience.
3. Social Context.
(a) Subjects’ Cl Awareness/Feedback Channels, and

(b) Cls and Context Changes.

informativeness

Message Information

To study the message information content of the subjects’ Cls were categorized
in one of four groups, (a) Novel--added new information, (b) Redundant--repeated
information, (c) Unrelated, and (d) NA--no inforration (but subject showed
continued attention or demonstrated behavior approwri-te to the context).

As a group, the largest number of Cls were found io be Novel, followed by
Redundant and NA, with the unrelated category being the: most infrequent. Since Novel
and Redundant messages are generally considered necessary for the promotion of

communication, all subjects showed a developed awareness in this area. The Message
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Informatdon content of the subjects’' Cls in both contexts are summarized in the box
and whisker display of Figure 7. In these box plots, the subjects’ with the highest and
lowest percentage of Cl category would be represented by the circles at the 10th and
90th percentile, and the three horizontal lines on the box represent the 25, 50, and

75th percentiles.
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Figure 7. Box plots summarizing the Message Information content of the subjects Cls

in Lesson and Snack contexts.

The subjects’ Novel and Redundant messages w:: - *~und to account for an
average of 80.5 percent (range 73.9 to 88.1) of their .= number of Cls. it would

seem that all of the subjects have acquired a genera i< of competency in the
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Message information area given thair high percentage of intentions which wonid
support 6r promote continued discourse.

By visually analyzing Figure 8, which presents ...e Mescsage Information rating
of each subjects' Cls in the Lesson and Snack contexts, there are indications that the
Oral subjects’ Novel intentions may increase with age, but this is difficult to ascertain
given the variation that the subjects show as ina.wviduais in different contexts. Little
difference in the percentage of Novel and Redundant intentions for method of
communication, was demonstrated by the simifar aged Oral (S3 & S4) and Sign Assis!
(S7 & S8) subjects, although the Oral subjects had fewer Unrelated intentions when
the contexts were combined. It is also possibie that the educational environment, with
the structured lesscn format increased the number of Redundant Cis for S5 and S6.

Figure 8 presents the Message Information of each subject's Cis in both contexis.
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Figure 8. Message information ratin j of subjects’ Cls in the Lesson and Snack contex!s
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Characteristics of Subjects Ci's

The subjects’ intentions, which were categcrized as Novel, Redundant, or
Unrelated for Message Information, were then rated as being either Intormative/Clear
or Vague/Ambiguous. On average, over 70% of the subjects' Cls were found to be
Informative/Clear, with a slightly higher number of informative Cl's being found in
the Snack context for six of the eight subjects.

Some subtle variation was noted for communication method and educational
environment. The Sign Assist subjects were found to have a higher percentage of Cis
rated as Informative than did their similar aged Oral subjects (74.1 & 74.0 for
S7 & S8, versus 66.1 & 63.0 for S3 & S4). With respect to environment or context
differences, the cldest Oral subjects had substantially higher numbers of
informative/Clear intentions in the Lesson context where & more structured activity
format was used (83.1 & 95.3 for the Lesson context and 70.5 & 56.0 for the Snack
coniext). Figure 9 summarizes the Informative/Ciear and Vague/Ambiguous rating of
all the subjects' Cls i~ both contexts by box and whivxer displays, and Figure 10
illustrates each individual subject's Ci characteristics in both contexts by stacked bar

graphs.



100]
90 T
o]
80 T T
70
s 60 BN __L
- [e} o]
€ S50
S c o
4G
& L T
30
20< _l_
101 l [5)
. o
O‘L— T T ! S T
Lesson I/C Lesson V'/ A Snack 1/C Snack ¥/ A
Figure 9. Box plots of the characteristics of the subjects’ Cls for informative/Clear

and Vague/Ambigucus: Group results.

100 - P T Or i r
o 80 - E E ! ’ : ; : ;
£ 1B ' § ik EE B} © g BB informative
o 40 1l , 1 P8 EE ER K} ‘
€1 2F &R |
20 E ' X
o It R 5 B - ‘R
LS LS LS LS LS Ls Ls LS
S S2 83 84 S5 S6 sS7 Se
SubiectiContext
Figure 10. Characteristics of subjects’ Cls for Informative/Clear and

Vague/Ambiguous in the Lesson and Snack contexts.
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Deictics

In this study, the subjects' use of the deictics, including personal and
demonstrative pronouns, adverbs of location and time, and shifting reference verbs,
were either absent or found only infrequently in the Cls that made up the language
samples. Personal pronouns had the greatest number ¢f inciances with 87
occurrences in over 1300 intentions. Interestingly, four subjects, one from each age
and educational "~ ~uistic environmeni, were responsible for 77% of those instances
of personal proniv.. use.

With regard to the other forms of deictics considered in this study, the findings
suggest a developmental sequence. It appears that along with personal pronouns,
demonstrative pronouns represent an earlier developing deictic skill, while adverbs
of location and time, and the shifting reference verbs develop later. Similarly, it
weuld appear acguisition of deictics follows the usua!l developmental segquence with
imitation preceding spontaneous production. In this study the younger subjects' use of
deictics favored imitative production, while the older subjects produced more
spontaneous examyies. Table 14 summarizes the subject's use of deictics. In this case
the numbers in the Table represent the actual number of times the subjects’ used

these linguistic cdevices.



Table 14
icii h 4
Spontaneous
Personal Demonstrative Adverb Adverb Imitative
Subject Pronouns Pronouns Location Time Verbs Ratio
S1 10 0 1 0 0 3:8
S2 5 0 0 0] 0 1:4
S3 13 4 5 0 2 16:8
S4 3 0 0 0 0 1:2
S5 26 8 2 0 0 31:5
S6 4 2 4 0 2 8:4
S7 8 2 0 0 4] 7:3
S8 18 4 1 4] 0 21:2
Total 87 20 13 0 4 £8:36
Articles

Like deictics, the articles "a" and “the" were found infrequently in the Cls of the
subjects. Of those instances of article use, the two oldest Oral subjects wure
responsible for 72% of the spontaneous production and 52% of tr.e total production,
while the six younger subjects were responsible for 48% of the total and 81% of the
imitated production. This imitative versus spontaneous finding would again support
the usua! developmenta!l sequence of imitation preceding spontaneous production.

An additional finding regarding the subjects' use of articles involved the
educational environment or context where the fanguage samples were collected. The

maijority of article use (76 percent) was found in the Lesson context where more



838

inrmay production of language is encouraged, while the use of articles in the more
informal educational environment or context of Snack was limited to 24 percent.
Table 15 summarizes the individual results for the use of articles with regard to total

number of occurrences, type of production, and the context of occurrence.

Table 15

Total Production Context of Occurrence
Subject Occurrences Spontaneous  Imitated Lesson Snack
S1 8 0 8 5 3
82 1 0 1 1 0
S3 4 1 3 0 4
S4 1 0 1 0 1
S5 7 6 1 5 2
S6 17 11 6 17 0
S7 0 0 0 0 0
S8 2 3 5 7 1
Total 46 21 25 35 11
Percent 46 54 76 24

Cohesive Structures

In this study, the use of the cohesive structures of Reference, Substitution, and
Conjunction was minimal. Only the Ellipsis form of cohesive structure was found in
significant numbers, with almost twice as many occurrences being found in the more

structured educational environment of the Lesson context. It appears that certain
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types of Ellipsis, especially those relating to question responses, represents an early
developing skill, while the use of Reference, Substitution, and Conjunction are later
developing for hearing impaired children.

It would aiso appear that age and maturation are censiderations within the
acquisition of cohesive forms. Generally the younger subjects’ use of Ellipsis did not
equal the production of the older subjects. Table 16 summarizes the number of

cohesive structures the subjects use in both the Lesson and Snack contexts.

Table 16
Subijects' use of Cohesive Structures in the Lesson and 5 & % Contexts
Reference Substitution Ellipsis Conjunction

Subject L S L S L S L S Total
St 0 0 G 9] S O O 15
sS2 0 0 o 7 9 0 0 18
S3 0 0 4 12 20 0 0 36
84 0 0 o 3 1 0 0 4
S5 2 - 0 o 25 4 0 0 25
S6 2 1 G 0 16 2 v 0 21
S7 4 0 0 0 16 & 0 0 28
S8 1 1 1 1 18 8 0 3 33
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Communication Partner

Cli's Relationship to Audience

The subjects’ Clis were evaluated for their sensitivity to the communicative
partner. The three categories--Sensitive, Insensitive, and NA/Neutral, considered
such things as degree of politeness, correctness of form, appropriateness of dialect,
degree of famiiiarity, inappropriate lack of response, inconsiderate timing, excessive
repetition, and inappropriate conversational skilis relating to the discourse topic.

As a group, the subjects’ Cls were found to be Sensitive or NA/Neutral
(conditions considered necessary to support ongoing discourse) 92% of the time, with
range 83 to 97 percent. At the individual level, the subjects' percentage of Sensitive
Cls showed a variety of levels, with S4 showing a very low percentage of Sensitive Cis
and very high percentage of Neutral Cls, a fact which may reflect a lack of linguistic
experience. The highest total number of Insensitivities, which may reflect an
interaction of individual personaiities and education:! enwv:ironmental influences,
occurred in the two oldest Oral subjects and one of the Sign Assist subjects during the
Snack context. Ficdre 11 illustrates the sensitivity of the subjecis' Tis to the

audience variables in each context.
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Fiqure 11. Sensitivity of subjects’ Cls to audience variables in the Lesson and Snack

contexts.

Subjects’ Insensitivity to Audience

Once the subj: ts' Cls had been identified as being insensitive towards the
communicative partner, a decision was made as 1o what audience variable had been
violated. The most frequent forms of audience insensitivity, in the most subjects,
were: (a) NR, inappropriate lack of response--26%; (b) Off Topic, discourse
regulation problems--23%; (c) Degree of Politeness--18%; and (d) |nappropriate
Repetition--11%. !t is important to note in Table 17, which summarizes the
insensitivity in the subjects’ Cls, that two subjects in particular each had two forms
of insensitivity which inflated the results. S5 had a high number of insensitivities

relating to degree of politeness and topic/discourse requlation, and S7 had a high
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number of insensitivities involving inappropr’ 2 lack of response as well as

topic/discourse regulation problems.

Table 17
Subjects' Insensitivities o _Communicative Partner
Identified Insensitivity
Poiite Form Dialect Degree  Absent Timing Excessive Off

SS Forms Used Used Known Speech  Wrong Repetition Topic Tota!
S1 2 - - - 5 - 1 1 9
g2 - 3 - 3 2 - 2 - 10
S3 2 1 - 1 4 2 - 3 13
sS4 - 1 . - 1 1 - - 3
S5 13 - - 3 - 3 4 11 34
S6 8 - - - 7 1 2 1 19
s7 - - 12 4 5 12 35
S8 1 - 1 - 1 5 18
Totals 286 5 1 13 37 11 15 33 = 141
Percent 18 4 >1 9 26 8 11 23 = 100

Social Context

Subjects’ Cl Awareness/Feedback Channels

This investigation considered whether the subjects could make modifications to
their Cls to reflect their awareness to changes in the channels available for
communication. Thus, the subjects’ Cls were scrutinized for evidence of "sensitivity"

or "insensitivity" when the auditory and visual communication channels were



impaired through inadequate amplification, obscured or blocked vision, or ger:
interference and distractions.

The number of Cis demonstrating sensitivity or insensitivity was small for the
eight subjects. At a group level, the subjects' percentage of Cls showing sensitivity to
inadequate feedback channels was 4.6% with a range 2.5 to 8.1, while the percentage
of Cls showing insensitivity was 2.8 % with a range of 0.0 to 9.9.

At an individual level, three of the Oral subjects, S2, S84, and S6 were found io
be the least sensitive to instances where the feedback channel was inadequate. S2 in
particular had difficulty in this area for unknown reasons. Table 12 presents the

number of intentions which were considered to be sensitive or insensitive.

Table 18

Number of Sensitive_and Insengitive Cls to the Social Context Varigble of Feedback

Channel

Subject
Cls St S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 Total
Sensitive 8 3 20 2 6 4 10 6 59
Insensitive 4 10 12 3 2 5 1 2 39

Cls and Context Changes
For the most part the study of this aspect of presupposition was minirmized by
the research design which considered only two specific contexts of Lesson and Snack.

However, a number of isolated instances appeared to support the position that the
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subjects had acquired at least the basic understanding of this skill required to

demonst-ate sensitivity to context charges. It was not possible to ascertain the degree

of refinement the subjects had at this skill given the constraints of the study.

Summary of Results--Presupposition

Informativeness

1.

All subjects showed a developed skill at Message Information, with the
older subjects demonstrating a better facility. Evidence to suggest a
difference on the basis of communication method was not supported. The
structured educational environment may be responsible for increasing
the number of Redundant Cls.

On average, over 70% of subjects’ Cls were found to be
informative/Clear, with better results generally favoring the Snack
context, the Sign Assist method of communication, subject age/maturity,
and a structured educational environment.

Subjects' use of deictics was found to be very restricted. Limited
examples suggest a developmental sequence for deictics of
personal/Jemonstrative pronouns, followed by adverbs of location/time,
and finally shifting reference verbs. Acquisition apparently follows a
developmental sequence of imitation preceding spontaneous use.
Subjects’ use of articles was also found to be very restricted. Acquisition
appears to follow a developmental sequence of imitation before
spontaneous use, and production favored the Lesson context where

structured language is more in evidence.
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5. Subjects’ use of cohesive structures was minimal. The developmental
sequence appears to start with Ellipsis which is followed by Reference,

Substitution, and Conjunction, among which the order is unclear.

Communicative Partner

1. As a group 92% of the subjects' Cls were found to be sensitive to the
audience and supportive of the ongoing discourse.

2. Individuals showed varying degrees of sensitivity to the audience, with
linguistic experience possibly decreasing sensitivity along with increased
age and Sign Assist communication method.

3. The most frequent type of insensitivity included (a) inappropriate lack of
response, {b) discourse regulation, (¢} degreec of politeness, and

(d) inappropriate repetition.

Social Context

1. The number of Cls demonstrating Sensitivity/insensitivity to the
inadeguacy of the communication channel was small, but favored more
sensitivity than insensitivity in the majority of the subjects

2. The younger subjects were less likely to demonstrate sensitivity 1o
inadequate channels of communication.

3. The subject's ability to monitor changes in context is likely a developed

skill but level of skill was neither studied nor evident.
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G. Resuits in the Social Organization of Discourse
The area of social organization of discourse was investigated using the Social
Organization of Discourse Checklist (SODC) whose components addressed the sixth
research question. An elaboration of the components of the SODC may be found in

Appendix J.

Question 6.
Do hearing impaired children of different ages, methods of communication, and
educational environments show different pragmatic languag > competencies in the area

of social organization of discourse?

in orde: to address this multifaceted question the results of the SODC will be
presented under the following the headings and subheadings:

1. Socialized/Nonsocialized Speech.

2. Turntaking/Talking Time.

3. Conversational Skills.
{a) Initiation,
(b} Maintenance,
{(¢c) Shift, and
{d) Termination.

4. Breakdown/Repair Sequences.



Socialized/Nonsocialized Speech

Within a communicative situation, children engage in a variety of
communicative behaviors, only a portion of which can be considered conversational.
Currenily, information on the typical proportion of "social/nonsocial" communicative
behavior preschool children exhibit is limited, but may be of considerable importance
in the assessment situation. To investigate this area the subjects’ Cls in both contexts
were evaluated on the social/nonsocial criteria. The group resuits will be presented
first, folilowed by the individual results.

When the subjects' Lesson and Snack language samples were combined, 88% of
ihe communicative behaviors were considered to be social and 12% were identified as
nonsocial, such as talking to self. When the group's results were considered with
regard to context, the percentage of Cls rated social in the Lesson context averaged
83% with a range of 64 to 92% and a standard deviation of 8.8, while the percentag.
of Cls rated social in the Snack context averaged 90% with a range of 76 to 99%, and a
standard deviation of 8.2. This higher social rating of communicative behavior in the
Snack context was also found in seven of the eight subjects.

It would appear that age, as considered in this present study, is not a facter in
the percentage of social and nonsocial communicative behavior. In this stur+ = ¥wo
youngest subjects along with one of the oldest subject were found to have the highest
percentages of social communicative behavior (S1 = 22%, S2 = 28%, & €8 = 219
Similary, visual inspection of the results consideiing method of communication or
educational environment did not show notable differences for this sample of preschool
hearing impaired children. Figure 12 shows the subjects’ percentage of

social/nonsocial communication behavior in both contexts.
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Figure 12. Subjects’ perceniage of Social/Nonsocial communicative behavior in the

i esson and Snack contexts.

Turntaking/Talking Time

The eight subjects produced from 1.4 to 6.3 expressions per minute for
communicative purposes. An average number of expressions per minute was 4.5
considering all 8 subjects, and 4.8 Cls per minute when S4's particularly low
production is excluded. As a group the subjects were found to produce the same
number of Cls per minute in both the Lesson and Snack contexts.

At an individual level, the subjects were usually found to have a higher
production of Cis in one or the other context, a finding which may reflect individual
differences. educational environment, and activity format of the educational
environment. In the case of S1, S2, S5, and S6, the educational environment with the

structured Lesson context appeared to be responsible for the higher production, while
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the three of the remaining four remaining subjects showed a higher production rate in
the Snack context.

The combined results for each subject suggest the possibility of a developmental
trend to increased Cls per minute, but this is not clearly indicated with the present
results. Furthermore, any relationship between Cls per minute and communication
method has yet 10 be established. Table 19 outlines the subjects’ rate of Cls in both

the Lesson and Snack contexl.

Table 19

Subiects' Cls Per Minyte in_the Lesson. Snack, and Combined Contexts

Subject
Context i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 X
lesson 3.9 4.4 4.3 1.4 6.3 4.2 6.2 5.4 4.5
Snack 3.4 3.5 5.8 1.7 5.9 4.0 4.0 6.0 4.5
Both 3.6 4.0 5.1 1.6 6.1 4.1 5.1 5.7 4.5

Conversational Skills

In this area of social organization of discourse, the general findings of the

conversational skills will be presented first. Subsequently, the convers<tional skills

of Initiation, Maintenance, Shift, and Termination, will be addressed under separate

headings.

The subjects' Cls were studied to see how they applied their range of intentions

to conversation. Of interest here was knowing whether or i~ot the subjects could use

the Clis to star, continue, change, and end a conversation. The results indicated that
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seven of the eight subjecis had a basic ability to use their Cis to fulfill the roll of the
four conversational skill categories, however S4 did not demonsirate an identifiable
shift intention in either of the contexts considered in this study. It would appear that
S4's underdeveloped skills could be attributed to the twe interrelated factors of, (a)
the late identification of the hearing loss, and (b) the subsequent delay in acquiring
appropriate amplification and participation in an early stimulation program.

The conversational skill of "maintenance” was the subjects' most frequent
application of subjects’ Cls in the Lesson context and for seven of the subjects in the
Snack context. Generally the subjects' second most frequent application was the
conversational skill of "initiation", followed by "termination”, and almacst exclusively
the conversational skill of "shift" was the subjects' least frequant C! application.

A significarat Kendall's correlation of concordance for the rank order of the
conversational skills favored the order of Maintenance, Initiation, Termination, and
Shift, in both the Lesson and Snack contexts. Thus, the subjects' use of the
conversational catenories fell into similar rank orders, but the proportion of each
category was found to differ considerably from subject to subject. Figure 13
summarizes the subjects' application of Cis to each conversational category, and Table
20 presents the rank order of each subject's use of the conversationai categories in

the two contexts.
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Figure 13. Subjects’ percentage of use of each conversational skill category.

Table 20.

Rank Order of Subjects’ Use of Conversational Skill Categeries in the Lesson and Snack

Contexis
Subject/Context
Device 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

L--S L--S L--S iL--S L--S L--S L--S L--S

Termination - 2--3 3--4 4-2.5 3--2 3.5-4 3--3 3--3 3--3

Shift 4--4 4--3 3--4 4--4 3.5-3 4--4 4--4 4--4
Maintenance 1--1 1.-1 1--1 i--1 1--2 1--1 f--1 1--1
Initiation 3--2 2--2 2-2.5 2--3 2--1 2--2 2--2 2--2

Coefficient of concordance w = 0.916, (p < .01) for Lesson context.

Coefficient of concordance w = 0.819, (p < .01) for Snack context.



Initiation

The Form of the conversational skill of initiation was investigated by
categorizing all of the subjects’ iniliations by how they chose 1o express those
intentions. The various forms of initiations considered were auditory, visual,
physical, and combined. Figure 14 illustrates the types of initiation forms that each
of the subjects used.

All subjects were found to use a variety of forms to express their initiatior:s.
Four of the six Oral subjects demonstrated skilis with all four categories, with four of
the six favoring the auditory form. The two youngest Oral subjects had very different
distributions of initiation forms from ore coniext to another, while the four older
Oral subjects had a similar distribution in each context. The Sign Assist subjects
were found to favor the Combined form of initiatina a conversaiion, and like their

older Oral peers, the subjects showed a consistency of form use in both contexts.
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Figure 14. Forms use to express Initiation Cls in the Lesson and Snack contexts.
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The Nature and Result of the initiation involved (a) evaluating whether or not
the initiations that the subject used were appropriate given the form, the partner, and
the context, and (b)) whether or not the initiation attempt was successful.

The subjects' percentage of appropriate initiations were found to average 85%
with a range of 70 to 100 percent. However, the reasonably high percentage of
appropriate initiations did not foilow through with a simiiar success rate. In this
study. the success rate of the initiations was found to average 51% with 2 range of 0 to
73 percent. Differences with regard to age, method of communication, or educational
environment were not evident in this study given the random nature of individual
sirengths and weakness found in the data. Table 21 presents the findings for nature

and result of the initiation in both contexts, while Figure 15 illustrates the findings

regarding nature ard result for each subject when the coniexts were combined.
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Table 21.
"_Initiati Kills i nan nack ntex
Number of Nature Result
Subject Context Initiations Appropriate Inappropriate Successful Unsuccessful
°/O °/° °/O o/o
S1 L 2 100 0 0 100
S 10 100 0 70 30
S2 L 20 80 20 20 80
S 16 75 25 56 44
s3 L 15 73 27 67 33
S 21 76 24 62 38
sa L 6 100 0 50 50
S 9 100 0 73 27
S5 L 22 91 g 55 45
S 42 98 2 50 50
s6 L 17 71 29 53 47
S 16 81 19 25 75
S7 L 25 80 20 52 48
S 20 70 30 70 30
s8 L 8 75 25 50 50
19 89 11 56 44

Total/Mean 268 85 15 51 49
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Maintenance

As discussed earlier, the conversational skill of maintenance was found to be the
most frequently used skill by the eight subjects in each of the educational contexts. As
with the conversational skill of initiation the strategy of how the subjects' encoded
their Cis along with the nature and resuit or outcome were studied.

The Forms of the conversational skill of maintenance used in this study were:
Significant Contributions, Simultaneous Speech, Nonverbal Devices, and Combined
Forms. The significant contributions involved Cis which added new or repeated
information. Simultaneous speech were those minimally contingent responses which
added little to the conversation such as "uh huh” or “yes". The nonverbal devices were
forms of minimally contingent responses such as head nods.

All of the subjects were found to use a variety of forms to express their
maintenance Cls, with each reflecting a difierent pattern of usage. The four youngest
Oral subjects’ most frequent maintenance efforts involved the minimally contingent
responses of simultaneous speech and nonverba! devices, whereas the older Cra!
subjects and the Sign Assist subjects had a more equal distribution of maintenance
strategies involving significant contributions and minimaliy contingent responses. In
general the number of combined forms of maintenance was minimal.

Any developmental trends or differences based on the method of communication
and educational ~rvircnment would be purely speculative given the findings of the
present study, atinrcugh there may be a trend for the number of significant
contributions to increase with age. Figure 16 illustrates the types of maintenance

forms that each of the subjects used.
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Figure 16. Conversational strategies employed by the subjects’ to maintain a

conversation.

The Nature and Result of the maintenance inv.aved (a) evaluating whether or
not the maintenance strategy that the subject used was appropriate given the form, the
communicative partner, and the context, and (b) whether or not the maintenance
effort was successful.

With regard to appropriateness/inappropriateness of the maintenance skills,
the subjects’ maintenance efforts were found to be on average 93% appropriate, with
a range of 79 to 100 percent, and in this case, the success rate of the maintenance
effort was found to average 86% with a range of 63 to 100 percent. Differences with
regard to age, communication method, or educationai ament were not evident in
this study, as it appears that the conversational skill of maintenance represents an

area where the hearing impaired preschooler has acquired a substantial level of
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competency. Table 22 presents the findings for nature and the result of the
maintenance effort in both contexts, while Figure 17 illustrates the nature and result

for each subject’'s results when the contexts were combined.

Table 22.

N | Result of Subjects' Mai Skills in the | | Snack C

Number of Nature Result
Subject Context Initiations Appropriate Inappropriate Successful Unsuccessful

Y% Y% % %

S1 L 59 100 0 93 7
S 45 100 o] 98

s2 L 53 93 7 91 9

S 46 a8 2 83 17

s3 L 33 91 9 79 21

S 50 96 4 86 14

sS4 L 9 100 0 67 33

S 10 90 10 100 0

S5 L 68 99 1 96 4

S 27 93 7 74 26

s6 L 43 93 7 91 9

S 19 79 21 63 37

s7 L 52 87 13 81 19

S 27 89 11 93 7

s8 L 73 85 15 95 5

Total/Mean 679 83 7 87 13
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Shift

As discussed earlier, the conversational skill of shift was found to be the most
infrequent used skill by six of the eight subjects, and in the case of the other two
subjects the number of shifts was approximately equal to the skil! of terminaion
which was generally the second most infrequently used skill. Like the skills of
initiation and maintenance, the nature and result of the shift attempts were studied.

With the conversational skill of shift, six of the eight subjects demonstrated an
emerging or basic skill with five or more identifiable occurrences. When the nature
of these shifts was taken into account the six subjects were able to make these shifts
appropriately 83 % of the time with a range of 55 to 100 percent. However, a lower
percentage of the shift attempts were found to be successful, that is an average of 64%%
and a range of 55 to 83 percent.

The study of shifts also encountered a series of irregularities. In addition to the
fact that not aii e subjecis’ appropriate shifi atiempls were "picked up” by lhe
communication partners as topics, there are also cases where the shift attempt was
considered inappropriate, yet it was still successful at being selected as a new topic of
conversation. !t may be the case that the subjects’ unrefined skills at shifting a topic
may make identification of the shift by the communicative partner difficutt and this in
turn leads to the irregular selection pattern of which shifts are selected as topics of
conversation.

The subjects’' combined shift results, from both contexts, will be presented in
Table 23. In this case the results will indicate the actual number of Cls involved

rather than the percentage given the very small number of shifts produced.
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Table 23
Number, Nature, and R it of i ' Shift Skiil
Number of Nature Result

Subject Shifts Appropriate  Inappropriate Successful Unsuccessful
S1 1 0 1 1 0
S2 7 7 0 4 3
S3 31 25 6 20 11
sS4 0 0 0 0 G
S5 20 17 3 11 9
S6 5 5 0 3 2
S7 20 11 9 13 7
S8 12 S 3 10 2

Total 86 74 22 62 34

Percent 77 23 35

Termination

As discussed earlier, the conversational skill of termination was found to be the
majority of the subjects' second most infrequently used conversational skill. As with
the conversational skill of shift the number of incidents, along with the nature and
result or outcome were studied.

All eight subjects demonstrated an emerging or basic competency with the
conversational skill of termination, with eight or more instances each. When the
nature of these terminations is taken into account the subjects were found to be

appropriate 91% of the time, with a range of 79 to 100 percent. However, the
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percentage of the termination attempts found to be successfu! varied considerably with
an average of 67% with a range of 38 t0 10C percent.

In this study, many of the success preblems with terminations appeared to be
related to the use of the Yes/No question where the termination was aborted in favor of
a shift by the teacher. It is difficult to identify whether skills at termination favor
any of the subjects of different ages, method of communication, or educational
environment. In this study, strengths and weaknesses seemed to be centered within
the individual for the conversation skill of termination.

The subjects’ termination efforts from the Lesson and Snack contexts combined
are presented in Tabie 24. In this table the resuits represent the actual number of

terminations rather than the percentage given the small numbers terminations found.

Table 24.
mber, Natur It of i ' Termination Skill
Number of Nature Result
Subject Terminations Appropriate  Inappropriate Successful Unsuccessfu!
S1 15 12 3 7 8
sS2 8 8 0 3 5
S3 33 29 4 19 14
S4 13 13 0 8 5
S5 16 15 1 12 4
S8 14 11 3 11 3
S7 25 22 3 19 6
S8 i2 12 o 12 0
Total 136 122 14 91 45

Percent 90 10 67 38




Breakdown/Repair Seguences

To study the area of breakdown/repair a decision was made to focus on only the
"classic™ breakdown/repair sequences. Thus, the subjects' transcripts were studied
for instances where either they, or the communicative pariner, indicated that the
preceding message was inadequate by saying, What? Fardon? Excuse me? | didn't hear
you? etc. The decision to use the classic definition of a breakdown/repair sequence
centered on the fact that each subject was apparently invelved in many more
breakdown/repair sequences but it is very difficult to identify where these sequences
begin and end.

In general there were two types of breakdown sequences considered in this
section: (a) those sequences where the cause of the breakdown was the subject as
speaker; and (b) those where the breakdown occurred with the subject as listener.
All eight subjects were found 10 be involved in both types of breakdown sequences. For
sequences with the subject as speaker (a) Articulation/Intelligibility, (b)
Completeness of Information, and (¢) Volume/Visual Adequacy were the most frequent
factors contributing to the breakdown for the Oral subjects, while Completeness of
Information in the Sign Assist subjects appeared to cause the most breakdowns. For
those sequences with subject as listener (a) Absence of Mutual Desire, (b) Attention,
and (c) Comprehension, were found to be the most frequent causes of the Oral
subjects' breakdowns, while (a) Absence of Mutual Desire, and (b) Attention, were
the most frequent causes for the Sign Assist subjects.

In considering for further analysis only those breakdown sequences where the
subject was the speaker, 88% of the time or in 43 of the 49 cases, the communicativ~

partner was the one to initiate the repair sequence and in the remaining 6 cases, the



subject self-initiated the repair sequence. As for the study of the repair attempt,
41 of the 49 cases or B4% of the time, the subject attempted a repair when one was
requested. Table 25 summarizes the information on type of breakdown, repair
initiator, and the presence of a repair attempt for each subject. Owing to the
relatively small number of breakdown/repair sequences the Lesson and Snack
contexts have been combined, and the results repiesent the actual number of

sequences that were identified in the language samples.

Table 25.

Number of Bregkdowns, the Repair Initiator, Presence of Repair Attempt, and Repair
Quicome for Each Subject

Breakdowr Positive

Subject Subject as Subject as Repair Initiator Repair Repair

Listener Speaker Other Self Attempt  OQutcome
St 2 | 6 3] ¢] 4 2
S2 1 | 6 5 1 5 5
S3 3 | 15 15 0 14 8
S4 1 | 3 3 0 3 2
S5 3 i 3] 3 3 5 2
S6 o | 3 2 1 3 2
S7 10 ] S 8 1 6 1
S8 1 | 1 1 0 1 0




The subjects were found to attempt a variety of repair strategies, often in

combination, when a sequence was initiated. However, the strategies most often

selected were (a) repetition, (b) phonologic reformulation , and (c) elaboration.

As a result of these strategies, the subjects were able to successfully repair,

22 of the 41, or 54 % of the identified communication breakdowns. With regards to

the type of strategy that the subjects used to repair the conversation, Figure 18, a

stem and leaf display, illustrates the frequency of the repair strategies that each

subject used.

Repair Strategy

Frequency of strategy used

Type Subtype for subjects--S1 to S8. Total
| Phonologic 11133333344 10
Linguistic | Morphologic | -
Structure | Lexical 137 2
| Syntactic 13 1
| Repetition |111122222333333334445556667 27
Linguistic | Confirmation |1 1
Content | Specification 1337 3
| Elaboration 133344578 8
| Pitch | -
Extra ! Stress i55 2
Linguistic | Volume 111445 5
| Demonstration |335677 6

Figure 18, Stem and leaf display, illustrating subjects' use of repair strategies.



Summary of Results--Social Organization of Discourse

Social/Nonsocial Speech

1.

2.

Between 83 and 90% of the communicative behavior was rated as social.
The Snack context promoted a higher percentage of social comm nicrtive
behavior for most subjects.

Differences in the percentage of sccial versus nonsocial communicative
behavior was not evident on the basis of age, method of communication. or

educational environment.

Turntaking/Talking Time

1.

The subjects’ average production of Cls per minute was similar in both
contexts.

A modest developmental trend to increased Cls per minute wa

(%]
(4]
C:
(9]
«?
(0]
w

A relationship between Cls per minute and communication method was not
demonstrated, however the subjects' production in different contexis
appears to be related to the educational environment/lesson/activities

format.

Conversationai Skills

1.

Seven of eight subjects showed a b: sic ability to use the four
conversational skills.

The most frequent application of the Cls involved maintenance followed by
initiation and then termination. The conversation skill of shift was

generally the least frequent application of the Cis.
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3. The Oral subjects favored an auditory initiation strategy, while the Sign
Assist subjects favored a combination strategy. Eighty five percent of all
initiations were considered appropriate with a 519% success rate overall.

4. All subjects demonstrated a variety of maintenance forms, which were
described as appropriate 93% of the time, with a success rate of 87%.

5. The skill of shift in a conversation appears to be a recently developed or
emerging skill described as appropriate 83% of the time with a success
rate of 64 percent.

6. The subjects demonstrated a basic competency at termination with 91%

appropriate ratings and a 67% success rate.

Breakdown/Repair

1. Subject's breakdown/repair sequences occurred in both speaker and
listener roles.

2. Primary factors contributing to breakdowns with subject as speaker
involved intelligibility, incompleteness of information, and lack of
volume. Major factors for breakdowns as listener involve lack of desire,
attention, and comprehension.

3. Primary repair strategies involved repetition, phonologic change, and
elaboration.

4. In 88% of the repair sequences, the sequence was initiated by others, but
84% of the time an attempt was made, if requested, with an approximate

50 percent success rate.



V. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

A. Introduction

Santrock (1988) indicates that the role of pragmatics pertains to the social
context of language and to how people use language in conversation. This study has
attempted to contribute to the knowledge of conversation as it pertains to young
hearing impaired children.

The first three chapters of this thesis have discussed the rationale behind the
study, a framework for organizing and studying the pragmatic language areas, the
background research, and the methods which were used in the present study. The
fourth chapter described the data which were acquired through videotaped language
samples on the eight subjects. Although the conclusions must be tentative and tne
application of the results to other hearing impaired children is limited, the
descriptive data provide a rich source of information on the pragmatic language
competencies of the subjects who participated in the study. As an addition to the
findings outiined in the review of the literature, this present study nas either
confirmed or elaborated upon these areas and added a significant number of findings to
identified pragmatic areas which were in need of attention.

This chapter will focus on relationship of these findings and the implications of
this study. The subheadings will consider (a) the instruments and the areas of
pragmatic language competencies addressed, and (b) how the findings relate to the
developmental literature outlining the competencies of hearing children. The
concluding sections of this chapter will 'a) consider implications the results may

have for pedagogical practice with preschool hearing impaired children, (b) identify
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areas for further descriptive or experimental research, or directions the present

study could be extended, and (c) a final summary.
B. Discussion of the Results

The Protocols

The study of the pragmatic language competencies of the hearing impaired child
in the classroom has only recently been a topic of intensive investigation (Wood,
Wood, Griffiths, & Howarth, 1986). Much of the information on these competencies
has been adapted from studies of mother/child dialogues. As Owens (1988) indicates,
much of the hearing preschool child’'s conversation still occurs within the
mother-child dialogue, and the linguistic environment of the home is a significant
factor.

In contrast to a hearing preschool child, the hearing impaired child frequently
attends an educational environment, which involves a teacher/student dialogue, from a
very early age. Furthermore, the linguistic environment of the educational setting
may or may not be the linguistic environment of the home. Major portions of language
development for the hearing and hearing impaired child may remain parallel, since in
either case, the teacher, like the mother, is very much in control. This type of
conversational asymmetry in favor of the adult continues for some time but
differences occur because of differences in structure and context.

The use of the GAP in this study acted, in scme respects, as a bridge between the
dialogue of mother/child and teacher/student discourse. Cole and St. Clair-Stokes

(1984a/b) developed the protocol by identifying ten aspects of mother/child
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communication which support the use of the auditorysverbal channel. In this present
study the same aspects, with minor editorial changes, were considered for the
teacher/student communication. The results clearly indicated that the teachers adhere
to these aspects. In fact, the aspects could be considered requirements of good teaching
practice with hearing impaired children. The large number of positive reports
suggest that the teachers in this study are consciously aware of those important
factors which promote the use of the auditory/oral channel for communication.

The GAP, besides acting as a general consistency measure of the teacher/subject
dialogue in the educational environment, also clearly addressed the first research
question. Are there differences in the teacher/subject communication within the
different classroom environments which may account for variation in pragmatic
language competencies of hearing impaired preschool children?

Clearly, the aspect of the GAP which considered the differences in the degree of
structure in the lesson/teaching format identified an area where differences in the
children's pragmatic language competencies may be found. For example, the siudents
in the more structured lesson activities and teaching situations participated in the
highest number of turns, had the largest numbers of clear/informative intentions,
had a large percentage of social Cls, but also demonstrated a large number of imitative
turns and a slightly more restricted range of conversational skills. In contrast the
subjects in the less structured Language Lesson had fewer turns, did not have as many
clear Cls, but showed a greater percentage of novel Cls, and a greater variety of
conversation skills with initiations and terminations.

Thus, it appears that the effects of the activities of the educational environment

and instructional format must become two more factors that the teacher must take into
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account when designing instructional programs. |f the educational goal involves
practicing a recently acquired linguistic skill--the structured instructional
activities may afford this practice. If however the goal is to expand the child's
conversational skills--a less structured activity involving conversation or discussion
may be a better approach.

The degree of structure within ithe teaching approaches likely vziiected a
number of factors including the personalities of the children and teachers, the age and
level of ability of the children, and the teaching/language objectives in place. Thus,
the instructional format and the activities used by the teacher of young children may
not entirely reflect the teachers individual style. The activities and format may
reflect approaches which are effective for enculturating very young children to the
educational environment, or preparing older children who will be making a transition

to a more formal public education system.

Pragmatic Protoco! (PF)

The protocol in this study was used to address the second research
question--are there comprehensive or pattern differences in the pragmatic language
competencies of the hearing impaired preschool childrer with regard to age, method of
communication, and educational environment?

From the outset, the protocol was found to have value even though the subjects
were younger than the recommended age. The protocol provided an estimate of the
subjects' communicative index relative to one another, if not to other populations, and
highlighted a number of areas which may represent common areas of deficit for

hearing impaired preschool children.
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As a general communicative index the PP has value as a descriptive taxonomy
with young hearing impaired children. Once specific parameters were identified as
deficient, clinical clusters emerged and these were useful in directing the
investigation in specific pragmatic language areas. The identification of intact
abilities was also important. It is from this basis of knowing that the protocol should
have a clinical application to the design of treatment strategies.

In this study the protocol indicated that the nonverbal aspects did not present
difficulty for any of the subjects regardless of age or method of communication, while
the strongest skills in the paralinguistic areas were demonstrated by the two oldest
Oral subjects. It was within the verbal areas invnlving speech acts, presupposition,
and social organization of discourse that the PP may have the most application.
Clearly, the protocol demonstrated individuals' strengths and weaknesses in a efficient
manner, but the protocol was also successful in identifying a dozen individual aspects
which accounted for over 80 percent of the inappropriate ratings for the subjects as a
group. In fact, six of these parameters, cohesion, topic change, revision/repair,
vocal quality, intelligibility, and topic selection accounted for 46% of the
inappropriate ratings. These findings suggest important educational implications for
instruction and planning.

Recognizing that the PP has fulfilled the initial purposes of the study bv
providing an ovér all communicative index and highlighting a number of pattern
differences which were useful at directing more specific investigation. I is also
interesting to note that the protocol provided some of the first information to several

of the research questions which form the basis of the study involving the checklists.
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To Question 3 which considered the range of Cls, the protocol, as evidenced by
the scoring of the "Speech act pair analysis" and "Variety of speech acts” parameters,
indicated that the subjects do differ. The results suggested that the younger subjects
have a more restricted Range and/or they have a grealer difficulty selecting the
correct Cl for the context and dialogue.

To the fifth Research Question addressing the skills in presupposition. It would
appear that the protocol's presuppositional parameters of "Cohesion” and "Varying the
communicative style" show a consistency for the group of hearing impaired children.
All of the subjects were marked inappropriate for "Cohesion" and appropriate for
"Varying the communicative style". This leads to the speculation that for hearing
impaired children the skill of "varying the communicative style" mirrors the normal
developmental sequence regardless of such factors as method of communication. And
conversely, with cohesion it may be that either this presuppositional competency is a
later developing skill, or a hearing impairment, regardiess of other factors, has a
negaiive effect on its acquisition.

The sixth Research Question which addresses the pragmatic language
competencies in the area of social organization of discourse, the protocol consistently
found that the subjects were rated as inadequate in the parameters of topic selection,
topic change, and repair/revision. In fact these areas were consistently marked
inappropriate, regardiess of age, method of communication, or educational
environment, a finding which may reflect a difficulty related to normal acquisition or

use of these skills within the context considered.
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Communicative Intentions--Range (C! Range)

Thne third research question was interested in the range of Cls that the hearing
impaired children might exhibit with regard 1o age, methed of communicaticn, and
educational environment. 3ince the subjects as a group were found to produce all of
the Cis considered in Days' system, it would appear that the hypothesis that hearing
impairment alone does noi limit the acquisition of the complete range of Cls has been
supported. Simply, the findings in this study are in agreement with Skarakis and
Prutting (1977), Curtiss et al. (19798), and Day (1986). This study, like the
earlier studies, found hearing impaired children capable of producing a wide rangz and
a substantial number of Cls within different contexts.

individually, the subjects demonstrated the six basic categories of Cls, but at
the subcaiegory level the children's individual profiles demonstrated substantial
ditfferences in both variety and quantity. In this study, these differences could not be
attributed to specific factors such as age, communication method, or educational
environment in all cases. Not surprisingly, the subject with the fewest number of Cls
aiso had the most restriclted range, while the subject with the largest number of Cis
demonstrated the greatest range. To this point, competency in the range of Cls appears
to have a chronological relationship, but individual differences do exist.

The fourth research question, the second to focus on the range of Cls, was
interested in the developmental sequences or patterns of Cl Range usage in the hearing
impaired subjects, again with consideration to the effects of age, communication, and
environment. When the subjects use of the six major categories of Cls were
investigated, the frequency of category use was found to have a high degree of

similarity as demonstrated by a significant Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance.
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This degree of similarity has been taken to support the position that members cf a
group produce a certain type of response, but alternatively the similar rank order
may also be taken to support the position that a certain type of context produces a
certain type of response. In order to clarify this situation it will be necessar - to lcok
at the C! rank order of other subject groups in contexts similar to those of this study.
Within the clinical setting, Prutling, Bagshaw, Goldstein, Justowitz, and Umen
(1978) found that the most prominent pattern of interaction was for clinicians to
request and for the children to respond to the request. This Cl Range pattern also
received support in this study, especiaily for interactions in the Lesson context.
However in the Snack context, there was an increase in the subject's requesting and a
decrease in the number of response Cis. Thus, this finding may be taken as support
for the use of a variety of contexts within the communicative and educational
environment, especially if the educational goals involve developing a greater range of
Cls. Furthermore, within different contexts, it is likely that certain Cls will develop
naturaily, while other coniexts wili be necessary in ordes 1o suppori a different
group of Cls. For example, the Snuck context was found to support the use and
development of the Politeness Cl, where as this same Cl was not found in the language

samples of the children in the Lesson context.

Communicative Intentions--Form (Cl Form)

As with the study of C! Range, Cl Form was considered in the fourth research
question which was interested in the children's paitern of usage or developmental
sequences. The results from the study of form followed a pattern which might have

been predicted from experience with hearing impaired children, especially in the
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Lesson context. Verbaiization was found to be the most frequent form for the older
Oral subjects and those with apparently stronger Ci Range skills, whereas the Sign
Assist subjects favored some combination of gesture/sign and
vocalization/verbalization.

interestingly, the subjects were found to shift their form of expression with a
change in context--perhaps to a degree greater that might be expected. In this case,
the change to the Snack context found the Ora! subjects increased the number of Cls
expressed by combination while decreasing the number of verba! forms. In a similar
fashion, the Sign Assist group produced an increased number of gesture/sign forms at
the expense of combined forms in the Snack context. It has been long noted that
hearing impaired children have used different forms of communication in the
classroom and residence or school yard. But in the present case, this shift in forms
often only involved minor context changes within the same classroom. Thus, the
children’s shifting of forms should not be judged negatively, rather the shifting
represents a continuum of form styles.

Developmentally, maturation and instruction may be responsible for the Ora!
subjects’ increased use of verbalization as a form for expressing their Cis. This
finding was evident in the Cl Form checklist where a difference in the percentage of
verbal forms was noted in the oldest and youngest Oral subjects. This finding also
received suppo}t from the Pragmatic Protocol where the oidest Oral subjects were
found to have fewer probiems with the Paralinguistic parameters.

It was not possible to consider the direction that form usage may take in the Sign
Assist subjects. Informal anecdotal reports of hearing impaired children using a

combined communication system have suggested that the number of combined forms
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decrease with age, while the number of gesture/sign forms increase. Although this
may reflect the overall trend, this present research would suggest that the pattern of
form usage is heavily influenced by the context, so additional factors such as subject

motivation, parental influences, and education methods would also be importar:t

considerations.

Presupposition Skills

The investigation of the presuppositional skills of hearing impaired preschool
children involved a considerable number of areas. However, the focus of ali these
investigations returns to the central theme of the fifth research question which was
interested in whether the hearing impaired child demonstrates different pragmatic
language competencies in the area of presupposition when age, communication, and
environment are considered. In addition to the focus of the hearing impaired child's
competencies relative to other hearing impaired children, it is natural to have an

interest in how these competencies relate to hearing children, because of the

educational implications.

Informativeness

Bretherton and Beeghly (1982) and Shatz, Wellman, and Silber (1983) have
found that the éverage hearing child of three years usually mentions the most
informative item first and is generally able to determine the amount of information
the listener needs. During the preschoo! years and extending well into the school age

years, the child becomes increasingly more adept at knowing what information to
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include, how to arrange it, and which particular lexical items and linguistic forms to
use (Dehart & Maratsos, 1984; Owens, 1988).

This developmental progression with hearing impaired children was supported
in this study. All of the subjects showed a developed skill at Message Information,
with the older subjects demonstrating a better facility. There was liitle evidence to
suggest differencer. 2n the basis of communication method, although the educational
environments, especially those of a more structured lesson format, may cause the
number of "novel” messages to decrease, while increasing in the number of
"redundant” intentions.

Mackay-Soroka et al. (1987) found bimodally educated children were better
than orally educated children at message-sending skills, which the authors attributed
to differential message formulation skills. In this study, the subjects’ Cis on average,
were found to be informative and clear over 70% of the time with the Sign Assist
subjects again performing slightly better that their Oral age mates. However, besides
method of communication, better results were also found in the Snack context and
those educational environments with structured educational activities. Thus, it may
well be that the a high percentage of informative and clear messages are a result of
these variables, rather than the method of communication, however a controllied study
would be needed to clarify this issue.

On the topic of deictics, i.e., words that shift reference with each change in the
speaker, Owens (1988) noted that by two years of age, the hearing child uses
pronouns. However, the child, in using of these pronouns, freqQuently does not identify

the entity to which they refer. By three years of age, the hearing child is able to
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correctly use deictic terms, such as 'here/there’ or 'this/that’. In any case the
development of these concepts is gradual due to their shifting reference/boundaries.

Considering this outline of deictic developmental milestones, their restricted
use in this group of hearing impaired children suggests a significant developmental
delay, in some cases, of two or more years. Regardless of the time involved in the
delay, it would not appear that the subjects’ use of deictics is deviant given the fact
that the children appear to be acquiring the deictic forms in the usual sequence, first
pronouns, then adverbs of place and time. The normal sequence of acquisition of these
skills is also supported by the fact that the children are able to imitate the correct
usage of the deictic forms prior to their spontaneous use.

The hearing impaired subjects use of articles was also found to be very
restricted. Again, this restricted usage suggests a delay in comparison to hearing
children of approximately two years in some cases. As Santrock (1988) noted, three
year old children follow part of the rule of using "a" or "an" to refer to an item
initially, and then by "the" for later reference, to enhance understanding. And, by
four or five years of age the child shows a remarkable sensitivity to article use with
only a few occasions where the usual convention is not followed. It was difficult to
ascertain the competencies of the hearing impaired children in this study, given the
limited number of occasions that articles were spontaneously used. What was evident
was that increased production of article usage favored the Lesson context where more
formal and structured language is frequently requested.

For Cohesive structures the subjects' use was again minimal, but there was
some evidence to suggest the developmental sequence starts with Ellipsis and is

followed by Reference, Substitution, and Conjunction, in a yet, undetermined order.
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Communicative Partner: Sensitivity to Audience Variables

The ability of hearing children to adapt their speech style to the listener has
been well documented. The child of approximately three years demonstrates a form of
motherese and by five, the child is able to cloak his intentions more skillfully (Shatz
& Gelman, 1973, as cited in Owens, 1988). However, the children in this age range
do show some deficiencies in communicating with very young children. Santrock
(1988) reported hearing four year old children to use fewer conversational devices
when talking with infants thar aduilts, and to be less adept at providing an infant with
nonverbai/cues (gestures) which enhances the meaning of what they are saying. Also,
a four year old frequantly ignores the infant's most recent utterance, or at least fail to
continue conversing about the topic of this utterance. Although five year old children
can comprehend and produce basic requests, they are unlikely to generate politely
worded requests, for someone to help them with some difficulty they face, at this time.

Of the two linguistic groups in this study, the Sign Assist subjects presented the
highest percentage of Sensitive Cis and the lowest percentage of NA/Neutral Cls. In
this regard there may be a complex relationship between a variety of variables
including subject, meihod of communication, teacher, and instructiona! activities and
method. For the Oral group the effects of structured activities within the classroom
seemed 1o be very important. In this case, the youngest and oldest Oral subjects
showed the higher number of Sensitive Cls when compared to the middie group. In
both cases the youngest and oldest groups were involved in more structured activities,
and the middie group was participating in a more open-ended conversation.

Interestingly, this middle group of Oral subjects, along with the youngest Oral
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subjects had fewer incidences of Cls being rated as Insensitive than either the older
Oral or Sign Assist subjects.

In this area, the study supports the subjects' having similar competencies to
hearing children. As a group 92% of the subjects’' Cls were found to be sensitive 1o
the audience and supportive of the ongoing discourse. The individuals showed varying
degrees of sensitivity to the audience, with linguistic experience possibly decreasing
sensitivity along with increased age and Sign Assist method of communication. This
possibility is quite puzzling in both instances, but it may be that the older Oral
subjects' insensitivities are simply more evident when they have acquired better
expressive skills. In the case of the Sign Assist subjects, the insensitivities
identified may not reflect an inherent lack of sensitivity to the audience, but may be
related to an interaction of a visual communication system in a context with an strong
auditory component.

There were some basic commonalities in the types »f insensitivity that the
subjects demonstrated regardless of age, communication, and environment
(a) inappropriate lack of response, (b) problems of discourse regulation relating to
topic, (c) inappropriate degree of politeness, and (d) inappropriate repetition. In
total, Politeness, No Response, and Topic Problems were responsible for the largest
percentages of insensitivity to audience variables. In each of these cases it may well
be that the insensitivity has a different basic cause. Politeness may reflect
differences in the socialization process or communication modality incompatibility,
while No Response could be directly related to the hearing deficit, and Topic Problems

may reflect underdeveloped linguistic skills secondary to the hearing impairment.
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Social Context

There is an absence of published information on the hearing child's sensitivity
to the adequacy of the communication channel and changes in context. Quite simply
there may be little reason to study the topic. However, with the hearing impaired
child, this topic can be very important. In this study, the number of Cis
demonstrating Sensitivity or Insensitivity to the inadequacy of the communication
channel was small, but favored more sensitivity than insensitivity, with the younger
subjects being less likely to protest the inadequacy of the channel of communication.
In contrast to the weaker skills at monitoring of the inadequary of the communication
channel, the subjects’ ability to monitor changes in context would appear to be
somewhat stronger, but the degree to which this skill is developed was not studied or

evident, given the constraints of the present study.

Social Organization of Discourse Skills

The investigation of the social organization of discourse skilis of the hearing
impaired preschool children, like the investigation of presupposition, involved a
considerable number of areas. In this case, the focus of these investigations addressed
the sixth research question which was interested in whether the hearing impaired
chiid demonstrated different pragmatic language competencies in the area when age,
communication, and environment were considered. Again, the interest in these
competencies extends beyond the subjects and other hearing impaireci children, to

include an interest in how these competencies relate to the skille of hearing children.
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Socialized/Nonsocialized Speech

Within a communication situation, children engage in a variety of
communicative behaviors, only a portion of which can be considered conversational.
Currently, information on the typical proportion of "social/nonsocial” communicative
behavior preschool children exhibit is limited but this information may be of
considerable clinical importance in the assessment situation. As Day (1986)
suggests, the analysis of the hearing impaired child's functional use of communication
may provide a potential source of data for making a decision on whether there are
additional problems due to undiagnosed organic or emotional factors.

in this study, it would appear that hearing impaired preschool children, as a
group, demonstrate communicative behavior in the social category between 80 and
90% of the time when involved in educational contexts such as Lesson and Snack.
Differences in the amount of communication were not evident on the basis of age or
method of communication, rather it appears that contexts like Snack naturally

promote, by nature, a higher percentage of social communicative behavior.

Turntaking/Talking Time

The information collected on this pragmatic language skill did not clarify
differences on the basis of age, or linguistic/educational environment. A
developmental brogression with the number of Cls per minute increasing with age is
likely, but it is obvious that there are considerable indiviaual differences relating to
hearing loss, linguistic skills, environment, mode of communication, context, and in
the case of instructional processes, on the basis of teaching/learning activities. It

might be said that hearing impairment need not limit the amount or quantity of
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communication between the subjects’ and their teacher. Furthermore, this
information should be conveyed to other adults who may interact with a hearing
impaired child, either through the specialized classroom teacher or the informed
parents and advocates of hearing impaired children.

The subjects demonstrated turntaking of 1.7 to 6.1 Cls per minute with an
average production of 4.5 Cls per minute, in both contexts. The obtained rate for
turntaking in this study was similar to Day's (1986) reported rate for children at
home with parents, to that of Meadow et al. (1981) in a clinical therapy room with
one subject and a speech clinician, Wedell's (1975) study with signing deaf chiidren,
and that of Curtiss et al. (1979) with oral deaf children interacting with peers.

It is acknowiedged that the presence or absence of turntaking should be
documented. Quite simply, this measure identifies an individual's base level of
competency within the communicative environment. With hearing impaired children
the incompetent subject generally participates in the discourse to a substantially
lesser amount than do other subjects. For example, in this study, S4's turntaking
rate indicated that the degree of participation was substantially below the other
children of similar ages. Given these findings it is obvious that investigations must
identify whether the basis of the subjects' low production is related to not knowing or
using the turn allocation techniques of (a) asking questions, (b) manipulating
intonational contour, (c) adding facial cues, and/or (d) pausing.

Owens (1988) summarized the hearing child's developmental progressior: of
turntaking by noting that the two year old is able to respond and to engage in short

dialogues of a few turns on a given topic, and by three years, the dialogue can be
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extended beyond a few turns. By five years of age 80% of the children can sustain
certain topics through about a dozen turns.

The questions raised concerns about the appropriate amount of teacher/child
interaction necessary to accomplish specific goals during a particular phase of
remediation/development. Prutting et al. (1978) found that clinicians were
occupying more of the communicative space than the children with a ratio of 2:1 for
communicative acts. In this study, the contexts involving 5 participants (4 children,
1 teacher); the ratio of adult communication to child communication was found to be
5.9:1 on average, while in a setting of three participants (2 children, 1 teacher) the
ratio was 2.6:1.

The percentage of turns as it relates to holding the conversational floor is also
important. The results in this study show that the smaller the number of participants
the higher the percentage of turns. Now, while this finding may be used to support a
low teacher/pupil ratio, it must be remembered that language practice may be
reduced to artificiality if the ratio is too small and the honesty of conversation is lost.

An informal finding arising from the study of the children's turntaking skiils
reiated to turns consisting of several Cls. Not only were the younger children less
likely to have fewer communicative turns, but they also had very few turns consisting
of more than one Cl. The more competent subjects were more likely to have more
turns and turns consisting of more thiai one Ci. When the teachers were considered on
this point, not only did they have more turns than the children, but they were likely
to have more turns consisting of multiple Cis. This aspect would be an interesting

direction to take this research.
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Conversational Skills

In this study, seven of the eight subjects showed a basic ability to use the four
conversational skills. As in several other instances, the skilis of S4 were
substantially behind those of either the similar-aged or younger children in this
study. Nevertheless, with all of the subjects the most frequent conversational skiil
involved "maintenance” followed by "initiation”, "termination”, and "shift".
Generally, this concurred with Prutting et al. (1978) who found that the children
were primarily engaged in continuous discourse, that is, sustaining a prior discourse
topic. Only infrequently did Prutting et al. find the children to initiate new topics.
The subjects in this study did have a significant number of initiations which may
reflect the fact that the subjects were older. Furthermore, the contexts contained
more participants which may afford the opportunity to start more conversations.

Speaking specifically to the topic of initiation, Owens (1988) noted that by two
years the child can introduce a new topic. In this present study the Snack context was
found to be more conducive for five of the eight subjects to produce initiations, while
ihe context for the other three had littie effect on the production of initiating Cls. In
regard to how the subject presented the initiation, the strategy employed seemed to be
related to mode of communication. The younger oral subjects used a variety of
strategies with a tendency toward more zuditory forms, whereas the Sign Assist
subjects were most likely to use a combined or visual strategy. Regardiess of the
strategy used to present the initiation, 85% of alil initiations were considered
appropriate to the context and listener, but the success rate for all initiations was

limited to 51 percent.
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Owens (1988) reported that as the hearing three year old becomes more aware
of the social aspects of discourse, the child acknowledges the partner's turns with
fillers, such as 'yeah' and 'uh huh'. On a similar focus, Bloom, Rocissano, and Hood
(1976) established that between three and four years of age about 75% of the
children's utterances are on the established topic. Repetition is one tactic used by
preschoolers to remain on topic but Owens suggests that hearing five year old children
continue to use frequent repetition to acknowiedge, provide cohesion, and to fill turns.
The subjects in this study demonstrated a variety of maintenance forms, which were
described as appropriate 93% of the time and had a success rate of 87 percent. Thus,
it appears that the skill of maintenance in the hearing impaired child mirrors that of
the hearing child.

Owens (1988) noted that by two years of age the hearing child can change the
topic of discussion. For the subjects in this study, the skills of shifting a conversation
could at best be called "recently developed" or "emerging”, given the overall success
rate of only 64 percent. The subjects demonstrated a similar basic or emerging
competency at termination with 91% appropriate ratings, and an overall success rate

of 67 percent on the limited number of examples identified.

Breakdown/Repair

The areé of conversational breakdown/repair is traditionally noted to be an area
of concern with the hearing impaired. Interestingly, Bearison and Levey (1977)
found thé hearing preschooier is not aiways successful in getting his message across
because of difficulty detecting ambiguity. Pratt, Scribner, and Cole (1977) as cited

in Owens (1988) found that the hearing preschooler is unable to reformulate his
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message in response to a facial expression of noncomprehension and must be directly
requested to clarify. The most common clarification strategy among preschoolers is a
simpie repetition, especially if the request is nonspecific, such as "what?" or "huh?".
The ability to clarify and to organize information more systematically in a repair
seguence does not develop until mid-elementary school. "it is not until middle
elementary gran2s that a chiid develops the skill to make specific requests for
clarification” (lronsmith & Whitehurst, 1978 as cited in Owens 1988, p. 291}).

The present study has added information to the skills hearing impaired
preschool children demonstrate with breakdown and repair sequences. First, the
subjects were found to be involved in communication breakdown/repair sequences in
both the speaker and listener roles with the greater number occurring when they
were in the speaker role. Furthermore, it is those sequences where the hearing
impaired child is the speaker which are likely to be pursued when the child is in the
educational environment. These breakdowns are featured because the teacher wiil
start the repair sequence by indicating a iacn of comprehension and formaily make a
request of the ch’’d * .r a repair.

The most frequent factors contributing to breakdowns with the subject as
speaker involve intelligibility, incomplete information, and lack of volume. The
major factors for breakdowns as listener involve lack of desire, attention, and
comprehension.

in those sequences with subject as speaker, 88% of the repair sequences were
initiated by the listener, and only 22% were self repairs. Cf the sequences where a
repair was requested by the listener, the subject attempted a repair 84% of the time,

but overall if an attempt was made the success rate was still 50 percent. Like the
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hearing children described earlier, the hearing impaired subjects’ most frequent
repair strategy involved repetition, with attempts at phonologic correction and
linguistic elaboration being the second and third most frequent strategies.

In the study considering conversational repairs in hearing impaired children,
MacKay-Soroka et al. (1987) found bimodally educated subjects better at providing a
more differentiated message when a repair was requested. At a syntactic level this
would appear to be a reasonable conclusion since the bimodal children were more
likely to vary their "repair” message, in comparison to the Oral subjects who would
use repetition as their repair strategy. The present study suggests that the Qral
children's repairs also show consideratle differentiation but the differences may
occur at the paralinguistic and nonverbal levels with changes of inflection, intonation.
facial expression, and eye gaze. This concurred with the findings of Beattie (1987)
where hearing impaired children in integrated Oral educational settings were found to

contribute information to the conversational repair in the paralinguistic areas.

C. Implications for Pedagogical Practice

The results of this study have indicated that the hearing impaired preschool
child's competencies may be described as either being delayed or "parallel” to hearing
children of similar ages. What is evident is that the profile of skills as identified for a
single child, or.features common to hearing impaired children as a group, can sugges!
guidelines for the content and sequencing of tanguage remediation programs. Schirmer
(1985) suggested that the finding of delayed rather that deviant language abilities

implies that the language curricula should parallel normal language acquisition in at
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least three important ways. These three suggestions are again supported by the
findings in this study along with two more additional implications which may be
considered.

1. The language curricula should incorporate alli components of language. In
general, the importance of the immediate environment, as a language fccus, remains
in the preschool program for hearing impaired children. A certain amount of
discourse can focus on an abstract topic, but the teacher must closely monitor the
children's comprefiension, or conversely the children will need to learn the skilis of
self monitoring when complex or abstract conv: ;sations may increase the number of
misunderstandings.

2. Hearing impaired children should be immersed in a language rich
environment. This general position continues to form the basis of early intervention
programs. In the case of hearing impaired children, teachers need to be cognizant of
the role their language plays in this environment. A primary consideration in
providing a language rich environment involves turntaking and discourse. Educators
must be aware that assuming a larger portion of control within a conversation likely
decreases the richness of the environment for the other participants. Presently the
optimal ratio for teacher/pupil talk is unknown, but it is likely that the portion of
teacher speech is frequently too high.

3. Chfldren should be given the freedom to use nrnadult and acceptable
incomplete cohesive language forms. There is some degree of artificiality in the
instructional environment when natural conversation is considered, but efforts must
be made to allow the discourse to be as honest anc .atural as possible. In general, the

educational environment, teaching formats, and evaluation procedures focus too often
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on " the complete forms of language”. To this point, the teacher must be aware that
the "one word" elliptical response may be the natural and correct form of language in
a given context, especially if the previous turn involved a Yes/No question or
Agree/Disagree statment.

4. Educationa! planning must consider the interrelationship between
educational methodology, educationaV/linguistic goals, and context. The pedagogical
issues involve -ecognizing that planning for a child's linguistic target includes
decisions on {a) how io achieve the target, (b) what manner may be the most
effective, and (c) what context would be most conducive to acquiring that skill.
Prutting et al. (1978) found that the most prominent pattern of interaction was for
clinicians to request and for children to respond to the request. It is of interest to
know whether this occurs because it is a procedure useful in remediating syntactic
structures, or if this is a characteristic of adult-child discourse. Regardless, what is
evident is that certain educationa! contexts and procedures may not support the
acqui.tion or development of certain pragmatic competencies. For example, the
Snack context, appears to naturally support the reinforcement of politeness marker
Cts, while the structured situation may encourage a child to produce a large number of
clear and infcrmative utterances.

5. The effects of the teacher's shifting attention and language level between
the children and other adults within the context needs to be considered for the possible
confusion children may encounter. Frequently, educational programs for hearing
impaired children include, as an integral feature, concurrent parent guidance or adult
educatior. Presently little is known of how children cope with shifts in level, but

there is some basis for concern about the child's ability to cope with situation.
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D. Suggestions for Future i .arch

The design =* a good research study on pragmatic language competencies in
hearing impaired children is compiex. One problem involves the vast number of
issues which need to be addressed, while another involves dealing with the reality of
balancing efficiency of evaluation or measurement against time and cost effectiveness.
In the future, one of the primary tasks for researchers interested in the development
and assessment of pragmatic language skills should be deciding which variables can be
meaningfully studied and by what methods.

Notwithstanding the problems of conducting this type of language research, the
importance of continued study in the area of pragmatics is underscored by findings
from a study by Mueller (1983) as reported by Prutting and Kirchner (1987).
When profiles of pragmatic, semantic, phonologic, and syntactic abilities were
correlated with overall societal likeability ratings the results were +.8Q, +.40,
+.20, and .00 respectively. Thus, these results suggest that pragmatic competencies
may play the greatest role in societal competence and remediation of the pragmatic
aspects of communication may contribute most to a level of social acceptability.

The following are suggestions for future studies based on this present study:

1. In order to give an additional dimension to the subjects’ Cls, it would be
helpful to look at the relationship between the teacher's and child's productions.
Although a research design similar to the present study could be used it would
probably be more effective to use a smaller number ot participants and collect longer
communicative samples. Thus, to minimize individual differences it may be best to
limit the study to one teacher and one child, or possibly one teacher and the children

who make up the small ciass or group.
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2. Day (1986) reported that hearing impaired children’s skills in using
language to acquire information or for heuristic purposes, deviate from those
reported for hearing children. This study, in part, supported these conclusions, but
did not clearly identify reasons for these findings. An interesting study could be
developed in which the hearing impaired child's language skills could be investigated
in a number of divergent conitexts where hearing children are known to frequently use
these language functions.

3. As Klecan-Aker and Lopez (1984) suggest, future research should
include analysis of data on the differences between males and females. References to
the superiority of females with respect to almost all aspects of language development
abound in the literature. The present study did not examine the data relative 10 sex
differences since the distribution of males and females was not equal or large enough
to make an accurate evaluation.

4. Future research should address the performance of well defined groups to
clarify patterns or clusters of dimensions on which the subjects perform well or
poorly. In particular this research could focus on research question such as... Why do
hearing impaired preschoo! children have such limited success with initiating a new
topic of discussion when they apparently have the skills to introduce the topic in an
acceptable form at an appropriate time? or... What relationships may exist between
the form a child chnoses to express their Cls, the presuppositional skills of Message
information, and the social organization skills of Breakdown and Repair? or... What is
the relationship between the a child's attempts to terminate a conversation and the
Response Cl to Yes/No questions or Agree/Disagree statements? This kind of specific

research would allow us toc better understand the nature and impact of a pragmatic
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deficit in the hearing impaired population. Furthermore, the information from this
type of study would be useful for planning curriculum, rather than individual
programs.

5. To clarify the differences in acquisition of Cls it will be useful to conduct
a iongitudinal study to follow the development of groups of hearing impaired children
to determine (a) the sequence of acquiring Cls, and (b) whether early differences in
patterns of ianguage use are predictive of differences in later language and academic
functioning. This type of study could be focused on the development from several
different contexts--home, schooi, and other social environments, or limited to one
specific setting.

6. As Prutting et al. (1978) indicated, there has been little attention to the
amount of verbal communicative interaction during particular points in the remedial
process. Thus the topic warrants exploration to specify general guidelines for
instructional approaches at particular intervals in the remedial process.

7. The reasons why hearing impaired children are communicatively
suppressed remain open to question. It will be necessary to do comparative, indepth.
linguistic studies to investigate deaf children learning sign as a first language, deaf
children learning spoken English as a first language, and deaf children learning two
languages in a Total Communication environment, to differentiate the effects of
auditory deprivation from specific educational remedial procedures employed.

8. An interesting study, perhaps of a qualitative nature, could be designed to
look at the eifects of “cultural clash"” where hearing impaired or deaf children of deaf
parents are participating in an educational environment using a different linguistic

system. Hoemann (1972) suggested that the ability to pick up cues about how a
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message is to be understood constitutes part of what is included in sociolinguistic
competence in a language. Such ability is not conferred automatically, it must be
tearned. This means that one must be a member of a particular culture or society to
know how to distinguish and interpret these cues.

9. Perhaps one of the most important areas to consider in future studies of
pragmatic language competencies with hearing impaired children is the degree of
hearing impairment itself. To this point in time, studies have generally focused on
children with severe or profound hearing losses, but the number of children with
significantly better, but still impaired hearing, are much higher. It may well be that

remedial programs to minimize or eliminate pragmatic deficits in this population will

meet with a high degree of success.

E. Concluding Remarks

The results of this study support the position that a wide variety of pragmatic
language functions can be examined reliably within the context of ongoing classroom
instruction. It appears that using the procedures described in this study and
comparing the results with the data gathered on normal hearing subjects, can provide
preliminary information for identifying the strengths and weaknesses in the hearing
impaired child's pragmatic language skills.

The reséarch questions in this study address the need for examination of the
relationships that exist between the many interactive characteristics that influence
and support language acquisition. The survey nature of this study has been successiul
in the identification of certain pragmatic competencies as targets for further study. It

has provided no conclusive evidence for any of its questions but a number of trends



146
have been identified. The advantage of this pre-experimental design has been its
ability to survey many goals at once and to provide a framework for more specific
queastions and tighter methodclogies in future studies. It is clear that additi~.:al
focussed research is necessary to determine the extent of the relationships that exist
between the many linguistic, cognitive, and cultural characteristics of pragmatic
language competencies.

The results of the study support the need expressed by several authors for the
establishment of further exploratory and descriptive research in this area. The
study indicated that in overall pragmatic language competencies, hearing impaired
children, whether they are using different methods of communication, are capable of
very divergent individual skilis. These findings add an interesting overlay to the
notion of hearing impaired children's language being delayed relative to the hearing
child. It would appear from the results of this study that the delay is far from being of
a global nature. Rather, certain elements of pragmatic language competency would
appear to parallel that of hearing children while others exhibit *he delay sc frequently
discussed.

By taking time to consider the implications of pragmatic research it is
encouraging to note that assessment and treatment from a pragmatic framework
provides an alternative tc the structure of traditional language measurement and
prograrnming. VBedrosian and Willis (1987), in a clinical study, have found changes
in the overall language performance of a child by focussing on communication in a
functional manner without spending time on syntactic and semantic drills. Using a
pragmatic assessment/treatment framework for a six month period, Bedrosian and

Willis found the subject had increased the variety of topics initiated, as well as a
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clinically significant increase in general level of syntactic development as reflected
by post-treatment mean length of utterance (MLU) and demonstrated mastery of
additional morphemes. Findings such as these lend further support to those interested
in studying pragmatic language competencies in general and the possibie effects of
pragmatic intervention.

Assessment in the area of pragmatics is still very much in the experimental
stages and the knowledge of normal developmental sequences is far from complete.
However, the ever increasing evidence of the importance of social language
competencies, and encouraging preliminary results such as those demonstrated by
Bedrosian and Willis (1887) afford the possibility of interesting educationai

developments for hearing impaired children.
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Department of Educational Psychology
Facully of Education

6-102 Education North

University of Alberta

Eamonion, Alberta, 76G 2G5

December 1, 1988
Dezr Parent or Guardian:

This is a letter to ask ycur permission to have your son or daughter participate in a
research study investigating the pragmatic language competencies of preschool hearing
impaired children. Specifically, the study will investigate, (a) the different types of language
patierns the chiidren speak and/or sign. (b) how these language patterns change when they
communicate with different people, (c) how the children start, maintain, change, and end
conversations, and (d) how the children repair a conversation when a misunderstanding has
occurred.

The study will invcive videotaping the children's natural classroom language in such
educatonal activities as Sharing Time, Group Lesson, Snack Time, and Structured Play. It is
necessary to videotape the sessions so that important language behaviors will not be missed.
The information from this study does not pose any risk to the children and no staindard
treatment will be withheld. The childrer wiii not be required to complete any other tasks or
tests. Thus, the study should not significantly disrupt the regular classrcom routine. |t has
been estimated that the total data cotllection procedure will take three weeks.

I wou's like tc inform you that this study has been passed by the Ethics Review
Commitiees at the University of Alberta and the Glenrose Hospital. | can assure you that the
children's names will not be used in the written research report. Furthermore, participaticn
in the study is voluntary and you may withdraw you child at any time without fear of
recrimination.

In order to insure that | am operating in accordance with your understanding and consent
would you please complete and return the bottom portion of this letter. 1f you would itke
further information | may be reached at 432 5138 (W) or 482 3457 {H).

Thank you in advance for your consideration.

Sincerely, Rod Beattie, Ph.D. Candidate

| give my permission for (Child's Name) to participate in the
videotaped research study--Pragmatic Language Compeitencies of ~earing Impaired Preschool
Children. | understand that these recordings will only be used for the purposes of this study,
and will only be viewed by the principal researcher, two research assistants, officials of the
Glenrose Hospital, and the members of the dissertation committes.

Name: Date:

Address:

Please return this form to the Classroom Teacher or the Coordinator of the H! Program.
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APPENDIX B

SCHEDULE--COLLECTION OF LANGUA'IE SAMPLES



SCHEDULE--COLLECTION OF LANGUAGE SAMPLES

Language Length of Snack Lenagth of

Subject Sex Age Lesson Session Time Session
(date) (minutes) (date) (minutes)

1 F 3-3 89/01/24 20:10 89/01/24 21:55
2 F 3-5 89/01/24 20:10 89/01/24 21:55
3 M 4-6 89/01/30 21:51 85/01/30 206:00
4 F 4-7 89/01/30 21:51 89/01/30 20:00
5 F 5-8 89/02/13 20:27 89/02/13 15:00
6 M 5-9 89/01/13 21:05 89/02/13 15:00
7 M 4-9 89/02/22 50:12 89/02/22 25:00
8 F 5-0 89/02/16 21:04 89:/02/22 25:00
Range 20:10--50:12 15:00--25:0C

Mean 24:46 20:39
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APPENDIX C

GENERAL ASPECTS PROTOCOL (GAP)



GENERAL ASPECTS PROTOCOL (GAP)

Subject Context Examiner Date
Aspect Yes No Specific Comment
1. Teacher communicates within 0O ¢

160

sensory range of subject (vocal

intensity, pitch, visual field, level).

2. Teacher communicates in a normal, o 0

unexaggerated fashion.

3. Teacher uses amount of gesture 0O ©

appropriate for the age of the

subject.

4. Teacher generally avoids use of 0O O0

and/or elicitation of single words

or signs.

5. Teacher pauses long enough for o 0

subject to take a communicative

turn.

6. Teacher accepts communication 0 0

from subject through verbal, visual,

smiling, touching responsiveness.

7. Teacher mostly communicates o o

about events, people, and objects

in the immediate environment.

8. Teacher generally uses sentences of o o

an appropriate length and ccmplexity

in communicating.

3. Teache: uses audition/vision 0 0

maximizing strategies.

10. Lesson/Teaching format for context S o

of language sample. Structured

versus Open-ended activities.

* Adapted from Cole and St. Clair-Stokes (1984a/b).
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INFORMATION TO ASSIST SCORING--GAP

the purpose of the GAP is to identify some general features of the teacher/subject

communicatior. style of discourse as it occurs in the educational environment.

. the GAP should be completad for each teacher/subject communicative environment.
the items in the GAP will be completed by examining the videotlaped interaction in

order to evaluate each specified aspect.

the completion of the GAP may require repeated viewings of the taped interactions.

- decision should be supported with comments.
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APPENDIX D

PRAGMATIC PROTOCOL (PP)



Subject

I. VERBAL ASPECTS

PRAGMATIC PROTOCOL (PF)

Context

A. Speech acts

1.
2.

Speech act pair analysis
Variety of speech acts

B. Topic

3.
4.
5.

Selection
Introduction
Maintenance

6. Change
C. Turn taking

7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

initiation

Response
Repair/revision
Pause time
interruption/overlap
Feedback to speakers
Adjacency
Contingency
Quantity/conciseness

D. Lexical selection/use

16.
17.

across speech acts.
Specificity/accuracy
Cohesion

E£. Stylistic variations

18.

The varying of
communicative style

il. PARALINGUISTIC ASPECTS
F. Intelligibility & prosodics

19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Intelligibility
Vocal intensity
Vocal quality
Prosody
Fluency

Ill. NONVERBAL ASPECTS
G. Kinesics & proxemics

24.
25.
26.
27.

28.
29.
30.

Physical proximity
Physical contacts
Body posture
Foot/leg &
hand/arm movements
Gestures
Facial expression
Eye gaze

* Adapted from Prutting (1982).

Appropriate

o
0

0O o0O0O0

000000000

0000

[e e o)

o000

Examiner

Inappropriate

o O

000000000 O O00O0

@]

[eleNeloNel

[e o]

Q00O

Not
Observed
(0]

(0]

o0 000000000 0000

OO0 000

o

oo

0O0O0O0
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Date

Comments
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INFORMATION TO ASSIST SCORING--PP
. VERBAL ASPECTS

A. Speech acts
1. Speech act pair analysis
- abilty to take both the speaker and listener role appropriate to the context.
Appropriate behaviors.

- subject initiates directives, queries, and comments; responds to
directives by complying; responds to questions with answers, responds
appropriately to requests; and acknowledges comments made by the
speaker. Appropriate behaviors can be verbal or nonverbal as in the case
of taking appropriate action to a directive or request.

Inappropriate behaviors.

- subject does not initiate directives, queries, and comments; does not
respond to directives, requests, or queries by the speaker; and/or does
not use acknowledgements made by the speaker either nonverbally or
verbally.

2. Variety of speech acts
- relates to the variety of speech acts or what one can do with language such as
comment, assert, request, promise, and so forth.
Appropriate behavijors.

- subject shows both appropriate use of and diversity in the number of

different speech acts he/she can accomplish.
Inappropriate behaviors.

- subject shows inappropriate use of, or a reduced range of, diffe-ent
speech acts which he/she can use (e.g., a particular child whose
axpressive language is restricted to requests for objects with no other
observed speech act types).

B. Tepic
3. Selection
- involves the ability to select a topic appropriate to the multi-dimensional
aspects of context.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject is able to select appropriate topics for discussion given the
context and participants.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject is unable to select appropriate topics for discussion given the
context and participants.

4. Introduction
- involves the ability 1o introduce a new topic in the discourse.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject is able to introduce new topics at appropriate times.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject is unable to initiate a new topic for discussion or introduces too
many topics within a specified time limit.
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5. Maintenance
- involves tha ability to m

Appropriate pehaviors.
- subject i3 able to make relevant contrisuiions 1o a topic.

aintain a coherant ionic across the discourse.

Inappropriate behaviors.
. subject is unable to make relevant coniributions tc a topic.

Note: The inability tc maintain topic may fraquently co-occur with a
high number of new topic introguctions.

6. Change
. involves the ability to change the topic within the discouisa.

Appropriate behaviors.
- subject is able to make smonth changes in iopic at appropriate times and
is able to end a topic at a1 appropriate place in the discourse.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject is unable to make sm.noth changes in topic at appropriate times
and is unable to end a discuz=ion of & topic at an appropriate place.

C. Turn taking
involves smooth interchanges betweer the speaker and iistener roles.

Note: in all of the following categories, appropriate and inappropriate behavior
is judged in relationship o poth the speaker and listener rcles in the dyad.

7. Initiation
. involves the initiation of speec™ acts.

Appropriate behaviors.
subject is able to initiate speach acts to address ¢
speaker.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject makes little i
partner to take on the

omments rnade by the

nitiation in the conversation, which forces the
burden of moving the conversation forward.

8. Response
involves responding as a listener 10 speech acts.

Aprropriate behaviors.
=uojent respends to comments made by the speaker.

Inappropnate belaviuis.
- subject does not respond 10 ¢

a response.
Note: This does not include those insiances whare the problem

involves hearing reception.

omments made by the speaker which require
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9. Repair/revision
- nVOWES th€ abiily 1o repair a convarsalion when a breakdown occurs, and ine
ability to ask for a repair when misunderstanding or ambiguity has cccurred.
Appropriate behaviors.

- subject asks for clarificatior - nen a portion of the message is
misunderstood and revises one's own message to facilitate unders:z ~ding
when the listener requests ciarificatiorn.

inappropriate behaviors.

- subject doces not ask for a repair/clarification, or makes no response, or

an inappropriate respense to requests for clarification by the partner.

10. Pause time
- refers to the time between each communicative partn.r's spsech acts.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject demonstrates appropriate length of pauses in the conversation tc
support timing relationships in the conversation.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's pauses are either tco long or toc short and interrupt the timing
relationship in the conversation.

11. Interruption/cveriap
- interruptions between speaker and listener involve violation of norma!l turn
taking rules, and overlap refers to two people talking at once.
Appropriate behaviors.
subject avoids interrupting cr talking before the other partner is finished.
Inappropriate behaviors:
subject's pause time is oo short arid results in overlap or interruptions.

12. Feedback lo speakers
- refers to verba!l feedback behavior such as "yeah" and “really” or nonverbal
behaviors such as head nods to show positive reactions and side to side
movements 1o express negation or disbelief.
Appropriate behaviors.
- tubject gives feedhack ic the speaker as a way of moving the
conversation ferward.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject provides little or no feedback to the speaker.

13. Adjacency
- refers to utterances that occur immediate'y after the pariner's turn.
Appropriate behaviors.
- the sequence of utterances follows an alternating progression between
the participants in the conversation.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- balince of speaker time is uneven and does not show an alternating
progression between the participants.
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14. Contingency

referc to uterarces that share the same topic with a preceding utterance anc
that add information to the previous communicative acts.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject's utterances are related to the topic of the preczding utterance
and adds information to the discourse.
inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's utterances are unrelated to the topic of the preceding
utterances and do not add information to the discourse.

15. Quantity/conciseness
- refers to the fact that the contributions should be as informative nis reguired bu!

not too informative.

Appropriate behaviors.
- subject makes relevant and informative commenis.

Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject is noted to produce comments that a‘e not relevant to the

discourse or lack sufficient information.

Lexica! selection/use across speech acts.
- individual descriptions tc follow.

16. Specificity/accuracy
- refers to lexical items of best fit considering the text.
Appropriate behaviors.

- subject makes appropriate !exical choices in order to clearly convey
information in the discourse.

inappropriate behaviors.

- subject is noted to overuse unspecified referents that resull in ambiguous
message. Subject is also noted to chose inappropriate lexical items tnat
do not facilitate understanding.

Eg. "The thing on top of the thing.”

17. Cohesion

- refers to the recognizabie unity or connectedness of text. Types:
(a) Reference.
- semantic relation whereby the information needed for interpretation of
some item is found elsewhere in the text.
(b) Substitution.
. cohesive bond is established by the use of a substitute itern of the same
grammatical class.
(c) Ellipses.
- substitution by zero and refers to sentences or clauses whose structure
is such as to presuppose the missing information.
(d) Conjunction.
- logica! relation between clauses. Lexical cohesion--achievec through
vocabulary seiection.
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Appropriate behaviors.
- subject's speech acts exhibit relatedress ard unity--z listerner is
able to follow the conversation, because the ideas are expressed in
a logical and sequential way.

Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's conversations are disjointed, and the utterances do not

appear to be related in a logical and sequential fashion. A listener
frequently misinterprets the speaker because of the ambiguiy and
difficulty in following the line of thinking expressed by the
spezker.

E. Swlistic variations
- this refers to adaptations used by the speaker under various dyadic conditions
(e.g., polite forms, different syniax, changes in vocal guality).

18. The varying of cemmunicative style
- as described.

Appropriate behaviors.
- subject is able to adjust the speech stvle to the listener.

Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject is unable to adjust the speech style to the listener or there s a

mismatch between style and status of listener.
Il PARALINCUISTIC ABPECTS

F. Intelligibility and prosodics
- individual descriptions to foliow.

19. Intelligibility
- this considers * : extent to which a message is understood.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject’s speech is clear, not noticeably different from an average
speaker.

Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's speech is so unclear that it causes difficulties for the listerer

or is significantly different from the average speaker.

20. Vocal intensity
- this feature considers the loudness or softness of the message.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject’s voice is neither too foud nor too soft--pleasant sounding.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's speech is either too foud or too soft--listening is uncomfortable.



169

21. Vocal quality
- this involves the resonance and/or laryngea! characteristics of the
voca: tract.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject's *~ice is appropriate in quality and not significantly
diifereni :irom the average speaker.
Inappropriate behaviors.

- subject has =z quality of speech tha! is inappropriate to age or sex, and
interfares with communication.

22. Prosody
this refers to the intonaticn and stress patterns of the message. which is a
function of variations in loudness, pitch, and duration.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject shows an appropriate use of intonation, stress, and pitch to
suppert the communicative:linguistic intention of the messag~
Inappropriate behaviors.

- subject's speech acts lack the prosodic variation that supports affect and
the linguistic aspects of the message.

22. Fluency
i-is refers to the smoot~ness. consistercy, and rate of the message.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject's speech is not marked with breaks or blocks which interiere
with communication.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- the breaks or blocks in the subject’s speech interferes with

communication
It NONVERBAL ASPECTS

G. Kinestics and proxemics
- individua! descriptions to follow.

24. Physical proximity
- this refers to the distance bz.ween the speaxer and iistener.
Appropriate behaviors.
- the distance between partners is "natural” and facilitates dialogue.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- the distance between partners is either to close or too removed. Thus
the interpersonal/social aspects of communication are affected or
accurate reception is difficult.

25. Physical contacts
- this refers to number of times and the piacement of contacts between

speaker/listener.

Appropriate behaviors.
- subject’s contact or absence of contact with the listener is appropriate to

the context.

inappropriate behaviors.

- subject's contact with the listener violates "personal space” .
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25. Body posture
- this refers to stance and has been categorized into...
(a) Forward lean.
- when the speaker or listener moves away irom a 90-degree angle
toward the other person.
(b) Reciine.
- a slouching down from waist and moving away from the partrer.
(c) Side to side.
when a persons moves tc the right or left.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject’s stance is unobtrusive and does not affect dialogue.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject’s stance is inappropriaie so that the speaker or lisiener is
detracted frcm the content of the message.

27. Footlleg an. aand/arm movemaents
- ref. 5 to any movement of the foot/ieg or hand/arm (touching self or moving arn
object or touching part of the body, clothing. or self).
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject's movements, if evident, are unobtrusive and do nat negatively
affect communication.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subjeci's .novements detract from the ccntent of the message for either
the speaker or listener.

28. Gestures
- movemefnts that support, complemenrt, or replace verbal behavior.
Appropriate bekaviors
- subjects gestures aid in regulating discourse and may supplement or
support linguistic aspects of the message.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's gestures detract from antent o! e rmessage rather than
supporting and regulating the e,

29. Facial expression
- refers to facial features--in positive expressions the corners of the mzuth turn
upward; in a negative expression the corners of the mouth turn downwarc: in a
neutral expression the face is resting.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject’s facial expressions aid in regulating discourse and may
supplement or support the linguistic aspects of the message.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's facial expre=sio. detracts from the content of the message
rather than supporting and regulating the discourse.
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32. Eye gaze
- refers 1o where the eyes are pointing--generally one locks directly at the
other's face in a conversation--thus mutual gaze is wi'zn both members of the
dyad look at the other.
Appropriate behaviors.
- subject's eye gaze aids in regulating discourse and supplements or
supporis the linguistic aspects of the message.
Inappropriate behaviors.
- subject's eye gaze detracts from the content of the message rather
than supporting and regulating the discourse.
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TRANSCRIPTION GUIDELINES

. GENERAL INFORMATION

the communicative intentions, vocal/nonvocal (utterance, gesture, facial,
expression, body move ment, sign or vocalization/verbalization) of the subject!.
teacher. and others were included, and arranged to show their temporal sequence, in
the transcript.

the transcript did not completely take the place of the original recording for coding
purposes, however, the transcript did present the material in an efficient fashion,

and the tape was only used to clarify points of uncertainty when scoring the
checklists.

II. TRANSCRIPTION CONVENTIONS

A.

Order
- the videotapes were viewed as soon as possible after recording. Brief notes and
a rough transcription of cbscure parts were made.

the sentence-per-line convention ensured efficient identificat,on of the samp'e's
COmponents.

- within each speaker, a new line per C! simplified }-. ., ~tinc nrocedures.

Margins’Columns

- the left-:and margin was reserved for time desig~" ~r =~ . snthe
videotape.
- the first indent irom the left-hand margin was t¢ .- . a for the subject's Cis. In

this study the subject's ware by the identified by the iD numbers "S1" through
"S87.

. the second indent from ihe teft-nand margin was reserved for tne teacher or
adult who was in charge of the session. The adult figure was identified by the
letter "T".

. the third indent frocm the left-hand margin was used to record the remaining

participants iri the context--generally a single letter identified these
participants.

Script Codes & Conventions

- capital isters were not gererally used at the beginnings of utterances, but they
were kup! for ease of reading proper names, abbreviations, and the pronoun (l).

- a period (.), question mark (?) and exclamation mark {!} were used at the end ¢!
a vocal utterances if appropriate.

- acomma (,) was used in an utterance to show utterance timing and to avoid
possible confusion in reading the transcript.

- circumflexes (***) were used at points where vocal or sign ulterances were not
in parallel forms within contexis while simultaneous communication was being
used.

- vocal utterances were recoraad in regular font.
Example: | want the toy.

- eign utterances were recorded in ragular font, but enclosed in slashes.
Example: /A want the toy/



- fingerspelled utterances were recorded in regular font--capital letters.
Example: /are there any CAVITIES/
- round brackets ( ) were used to enclose information important to the
conversation.

Example: (points to self)

- a series of three periods "..." indicated...
{(a) a relationship between utterance and information contained in round

brackets.

Example: (nod -ive, plus)... I'm not a boy.
(b) unfinished Cls.

Example: down the...
(c) carrier phrases.

Exampie: say..., show me the..., tell me...

Identification of Cis
- lag questions were considered as 2 Cls.
Example: _____ He's already hot for this one...
_ lguess.

- questions with a name tag were considered as 2 Cls.
Example: how about you?...

174

- repetition of a sentence fragment of approximately 2 words/syllables or less

(generally non meaningful) was kept as one Cl.

Example: that's white, white.
or | have white pants, white pants.
or put on boy, on boy.

- repetition of a sentence of more than 2 words (generally meaningful) was
considered to be two Cls.

Example: ____on boy's head...
____on boy's hecd.
or __ lwantboy...
___ 1 want boy.

- long narratives, joined by conjunctions were divided into separate Cls if each

segment of the utterance was meaningful.
Example: ! was getting in the car...

an.i | went outside...

and tried the car door...

and it was stuck.

- utterances in a series generally stayed as one Cl.
Example: she wore here hearing aids all day Friday, all day
Saturday, and zll day Sunday.

- politeness markers weve corsidered as separate Cls.
Example: may i have some cheese...
____please.
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APPENDIX F

EXAMPLES OF TRANSCRIPTS
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EXAMPLE OF TRANSCRIPT--SUBJECT IN ORAL PROGRAM

S1 - Lesson Time (0000} to (10Q0)--89/02/24--Part 1.
0000 S 1 _(unintel. syils., plus waves hand at M2 in a dismissal fashion after T
telis S1 to tell M2 something).

M2 1__ (poor production to S1)... at home mom, at home... (plus,
nod +ive).
T 1_M----'s mom is working.

2 M----'s mom is working at home.
M2 2_ (nod +ive).

T _3 M----'s mom could not come today... (plus, nod -ive).
4 M----'s mom is working at home, at home.
5_(after organizing materials)... oK.
6_ (aside to TA--comment about materials to be used).
7 _{present figure for S1 to view, plus)... who is this?

8 _(present figure for A and M2 to view, plus)... who is this?
S1 2 (pointing to self, ncd -ive, plus several unintel. sylis.).
T 9 _(pointing t6 S1, nod -ive, plus)... you're not a boy.

M2 3__ (nod -ive).

T 17 _(pointing to self, nod -ive, plus)... I'm not a boy.
S1 3 (point to self, nod -ive, plus several unintel. sylls. representing a

better approx. of "I'm not a boy").
T 11__(point to S1, nod -ive, plus)... you're not a boy.
12 _(point to self, nod -ive, plus)... I'm not a boy.
13 _(pointing to A, plus)... A----- is a boy.
M2 4 (nod -ive, recognizes joke).

T 14 (rising intonation, pointing to A, plus)... A----- is a boy?

TA 1_(to A)... not a boy.

T 15 (aside to TA about A's level of involvement).
0100 16 _(to 82, rising intonation)... A----- is a boy?
17 (moves A's hands, plus unintel. sylls. urging A to "look or wake
up").

A 1 _(buries head in hands on table).
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EXAMPLE OF TRANSCRIPT--SUBJECT IN SIGN ASSIST PROGRAM

S7 - lLesson Time (2830) to (3830)--89/02/22--Part 1.
2830 TA 1 (to E1, wa.e, plus)... bye.
E1 1 _(to TA, wave, plus)... bye.
S7 _1 (to TA, wave).
T _1_(to 87. E1, & E2)... you can sit down there.

/yo'. can sit down there/
2 (aside to self & TA)... there, here.
3 (aside to self & TA)... lats see if anyone else would like to be the
dentist now.
4 uhm who wants to be the dentist now?
/mann who wants to be the dentist now/

S7 _ 2 (2 unintel. sylls., repeated 2x, plus)... /my, my/
3 (1 unintel. syll., nod +ive, plus)... /me/

T 5 /me/

6 (rising intonation, plus)... you want to be the dentist?
/you want to be the dentist/

s7 4 (nod +ive, unintel. sylis., plus)... /my dentist/

T 7__{rising intonation, plus)... the dentist?
/the dentist/

S7 5 (nod +ive, pius unintel. syll.)... /my, my, my/

2900 T 8 ok.
/ok/

S7 6 (points to TA).
T 9 __say...
/say/
i0 I want the shirt.
/1 want the shirts
s7 7 _ (unintel. syll., ptus)... /1 want shirt/

E1 2 _(laughs when TA puts shirt over S7's head).

T 11__ (to E1 & E2)... ok who is the dentist?
/ok who is the dentist/
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APPENDIX G

CCMMUNICATIVE INTENTIONS--RANGE (Cl| RANGE)
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INFORMATION TO ASSIST SCORING--CI RANGE

- to attribute communicative intentionality Dors (1874) used the following benhavioral
eviderice to help assign the appropriate function or intent; (a) the child's utterance; (b)
gestures, facial expressions, intonation and body orientations; (¢) the adult's or other's
response; and (d) the logical relaticn between the uttaranc- and the context.
Furthermors, contextual features such as, (a) activites, {b; nbjects present, and

physical or psychclogical characteristics of the interactants will have to be taken into
account.

A. Conversational Device

- are Cls which attempt tc begin or coatinue social co >tact but do not express speciiic
information. Subcategories are used alone when no more specific code is appropriate.

1. Check
- after a social contact has been established and the subject has looked away from
the partner, the subject changes direction of gaze to look again at the partner.
The goal of this action is to maintain contact or to check to see that the partner's
attention is still directed to the subject or the object of mutual attention.

2. Comment

- an expression or act without specific informational content which serves to mark
the completion of an activity or to acknowledge to others that an event, situation.
or message has been noticed.

Example: "Therea”, "wow", "aw", "awk"”, "hum"”, "oh".
3. Direct Attention {(object)
- 1ne subjecl SNOWS Or NOIES L an object, or poinis to an object 1o airect INe
partner’'s attention to the object.
4. Direct Attention (self)
- the subject attempts to summon or attract the partner's attention by waving,
taping/touching, or addressing in a loud voice (i.e. calling).
- the subject addresses partner in loud voice marked by characieristic adult-iie
prosodic contour for calling.
- verbal or sign use of own name, points to seif.
5. Imitate

- the subject spontaneously utters words/syllables/signs in a rote fashion without
addressing a partner or awaiting a response--specifically the activity is an
imitation of an act or utterance performed by someone else.

Note: It:s assumed that these Cl's function either as a practice as the child trics
to remember the cign or word or as a device to fill the child’s
conversational turn. When possible, this category is doubie-coded with the
C! which the imitation serves. However, if no other function can be
ascertained the imitation is coded in this subcategory oniy.
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6. Offer
- ihe supbject indicales the wiliingness to share or give.
Example: "Here you are.”
7. Polite
- the subject uses a specific politeness marker.
Exarrple: "sorry”, "please”, "your welcome”, "thank you", etc.

B. Description

- expressions which furiction essentially as labels. The expression may identify or
‘abe! objects, actions, properties, locaticns, and possessicn ;.

8. Event
- the subject describes an event, activity, or behavior.
Example: "It fell down”, "He ran”, "Party”, "On bus iong time", etc.
9. ldentity
- the subject gives a label for a person or object.
Example: "That's a chair®, "Hera's Joe", "This is a bird", etc.

10. Location

- the subject uses a formal linguistic elemer’, or pointing, to indicate objects or

persons that are not present in the immediate environment or are at a distance
from the child.

Note: Pointing serves a formal linguistic function in sign language and may either
represent a demonstrative and not fit in this subcategery, or may be uzsed
to represent locaticons.

11. Possession i

- the subject indicates the ownership or lack of ownership of a particular object.
Example: "That's my Mom", "Mom's", "N 'ne", "That's my name", etc.

12. Property

- the subject refers tc a propaerty of an object, person, or activity. The Cl may be
expressed in single words or very short phrases.

Example: Subject points to the whee!l on a toy to show teacher that it is
broken.
"hot", "cold”, "fempty”, "He's tall", "My schoo! is two hlocks
away”.

"fast”, "he bad", "not struck”, "sore", etc.

C. Request

- expressions coded as request have as their goal obtaining a response from the

communication partner. Depending upon the subcategory, that response could be
verbal or nonverbal.
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13. Action

- the subject attempts to control the behavior of the partner. The goal of the
expression is act-on or activity on the part of the communication partner.

Example: Child hands beok to adult to have story read.
"Come here”, "Look at me”, "More”, "Give me the doll", "Stop
it", etc.
14. Object

the subject aitempts to obtain an object or substance. However, the acquisition of

the object or substance does not necessarily involve action on the part of the
communicative partner.

Example: Child points to toy animal that he wants. "l want juice”.

15. "Wh"
- the subject inquires about "what", "where", "when", or "wky". T4Ye purpose of
the expression is to gain information or elaboration.

Example: Subject points to usual location of cookie jar (which is not there)
and simuitaneously secures eve contact with other to determine
its whereabouts. "Who was that?” "What happened?” "Where's
Mary?" "How was your bus ride?"” "Will they come back?". etc.

16. Yes/no

- the subject requests information or permission to be ailowed toc do something--in
all cases the expected response of the communicative rartner can be made with
either a "yes”™ or "no".

Example: “Is that okay?" "Can | come?" "Do you want this?" "Was that all
right?", "ls it ckay for me to do this?" "Do y~ 1 understa~d?”
"Did you hear me?", "ls it broken?” "Can | have some?”

Performative
- the expression performs the function of the CI.

17. Claim
- the subject establishes the right to have contro! of an object or activity.
Exampile: "That's mine.” (or equivaient physical activity).
"I'm first", "I'll pour™, "Let me".
18. Game
- the subject exhibits behaviors in a sequence of amusing behaviors--sometimes
teasing.
Example: i Spy, Peek-a-boo, Drop & retrieve, etc.
19. Greet

- the subject acknowledges the arrival/departure of a person. Subject addresses
partner or object in an initiatory or ending manner.
Example: Subject waves "hi" or "bye". "Hil" "Bye!”
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2:3. Joke
- the subject does something he/she considers to be funny and shares it with others
or responds to a joke.
Example: "The dcg said ‘'moo’.”
Subject "hides” another individual's possession for the sake of
the reaction of that individual and not the acquisition of the

object.
21. Pattern
- the subject! rote counts or signs a sequence of related items.
Exampie: Suiject repeats the "Alphabet Song”.
22. Protest
- the s.t through activity or language, indicates his dissatisfaction with the
events v ch have occurred or will occur. Subject resists or denies partner’s
actior:.
Example: A tantrum ove & ~2anding or imposed change in routine.
Subject cries when teacher takes away toy.
(Negative nod) to indicate "not enough” or "don't touch me".
23. Role play
- the subject establishes an imaginary role or identity.
Example: The subject pretends to be a doctor, teacher, or parent.
24. Scold
- the subject reprimands another for an action or event.
Example: Tne supbject scoids anotner chiic for not adnering to the ruies of a
game.
25. Warn
- the subject alerts or reminds partner of possible harm.
Exampie: "Hot--don't touch” "Watch out.” (in reference to a stove or

cooking appliance which someone else is approaching). "Don'
move any further” or "Leave me alcne”.

E. Response
- these expressions are contingent upon a preceding expression or action by the
partner.

26. Agree/Disagree
- the subject expresses agreement or disagreement with preceding message.
- complies with agree/disagree action-request.
Example: Subject responds appropriately to directions.
Partner: "Mary likes ali types of cookies.”
Subject: "Except the ones with dates.”
*"Ok", "Yes", "yeah", "no".

27. Attend
- the subject looks at and/or listens to partner or object, but makes no other
response.
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28. Attribute
- the subject attributes feeling or affective state to another person or object.

Example: "She's sad”, "The doli is hurting”, "She is sick”, "She is lonely".
29. Clarify
- the subject repeats or modifies misunderstood statement of partner or self.
Example: Partner: "Pick up your toys."

Subject: "Pick up the toys?”

30. Explain

- the subject expresses knowledge of causal relationship (object, action, & avent).
Example: "Mary burnt her hand--the siove was hot.”

31. Express‘evaluate
- the subject expresses feelings about an occurrence or situation.
Example: "I don't like the swimming lessons”, "I don't know", "l can't". |
need more”, "I don't think so”, This is funny”. "Yuk" (subject
pushes away unwanted food!

32. Statement
- the subject codes informaticr or feelings in a Cl genera'ly longer that one word.
Example: "I'm happy”, "She is six years old", "She has cups”.

33. "Wh"
- the subject supplies a response to a "Wh" question from the partner.
Example: "Who's turn?" "What are you doing?" "Where are you going?”
Partner: "What time is it?"
Subject: “lt's dinner time.”
34. Yes/no
- the subject supplies a response to a "ves/no" question from the partner.
Example: Partner: "Did you go to school today?”

Subject: "Yes."

F. Uninterpretable

- this category is used to code those expressions for which no meaningful intention
could be inferred from the context of the behaviors produced.

35. Unknown
- as above.
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APPENDIX H

COMMUNICATIVE INTENTIONS--FORM (Cl FORM)
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COMMUNICATIVE INTENTIONS--FORM (CI FORM)

Date

Examiner . -
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C! No. Form of CI
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Combination, 4 = Vocalization, 5 = Verbalization

Motor Activity, 2 = Gesture/Sign, 3 =

1

Percentage: 1 =

* Adapted from Skarakis and Prutting {1977).
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INFORMATION TO ASSIST SCORING--CI FORM

- the comunicative intentions will be described in terms of the form in which the
intentions are expressed.

- tne following categor. :s will be used to specify the forms used to express
communicative intentions.

1. Motor Activity.
- eye or limb movement to object or communicative partner.
- manipulation of body or clothing by tapping, stroking, hitting, poking.
- moving self or object into line of sight.
- manipulating object within others field of view.
- piaying with objecis.

2. Gesture/Sign.
- pointing, nodding, facial expressions.
- manual/visual demonstration, pantomime, or use of recognizable signs to express
communicative intentions.

3. Combination of Gesture/Sign and Vocalization/Verbalilzation.
- gestural or pointing response toward ob,2ct and/or communicative partner, plus
vocal/verbal activity to ex” ress the comm-:nicative intention.

4. Vocalization.
- vocal activity, laughing, or proto speech.
- generally unrecognizable spoken language wiir 1 expresses th., communicative
intention.

5. Verbalization.
- generally recognizable conventional oral linguistic forms, true words, phrases,
and sentences which express the communicative iritention.
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APPENDIX |

PRESUPPOSITION CHECKLIST (PC)
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PRESUPPOSITION CHECKLIST (PC)

Subject _ Countext

Subject's Communicative Intention's
ILINFORMATIVENESS

A. Message information.
1. Relationship of subject's Cls to
preceding discourse,
(M) Novel, (R) Redundant
(UJ) Unrelated

2. Characteristics of subject's Cls
(I) Informative/Clear
(V) Vague/Ambiguous

B. Subject's use of "deictics".
1. Personal pronouns.
Example: lyou
(C) Correct, (l) Incortect
(-) Not Applicable

2. Demonstrative pronours.
Example. this/thal.
(C) Correct, (1) Incorrect
{(-) Not Applicable

3. Adverbs of location.
Example: here/there
(C) Correct, (1) Incorrect
(-) Not Applicable

4. Adverbs of time.
Example: befcre/after
{C) Correct, (I) Incorrect
{-) Not Applicable

5. Verbs.
Example: come/go, bring/take
(C) Correct, (I) Incorrect
{-) Not Applicable

C. Indirect/Direct Reference.
1. Articles.
Example: a/the
(C) Correct, (1) Incorrect
(-) Not Applicable

Examiner Date
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Subject's Communicative Intention's
D. Cohesive Structures.

1.

4.

Reference
(P) Present, (A) Absent
(-) Not Applicable

Substitution.
(P) Present, (A) Absent
(-) Not Applicable

Ellipsis.
(P) Present, (A) Absent
(-) Not Applicable

Conjunction.
(P) Present, (A) Absent
(-) Not Applicable

1I. COMMUNICATION PARTNER

A. Relationship of subject's Cls to
audience variables of age, status,
familiarity, cognitive/linguistic
level, shared past experiences, efc.
(SE) Sensitivity Evident
(IE) Insensitivity Evident
(-} Unremarkable

B. Insensitivity to audience involved...

abhon

Degree of politeness/intimacy.
Inappropriate linguistic form.
Inappropriate dialectal registrar.
Degree of explicitness.

Other.

ill. SOCIAL CONTEXT VARIABLES

A. Relationship of subject's Cis and
awareness of communication and
feedback channels.

(SE) Sensitivity Evident
(IE) Insensitivity Evident
(-) Unremarkable

B. Relationship of subject's Cis and
changes in social settings
(SE) Sensitivity Evident
(1E) Insensitivity Evident
(-) Unremarkable

e
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INFORMATION TO ASSIST SCORING --PC
1. INFORMATIVENESS

- presuppositional skills can be studied by examining the information contained in the
message, how this information is reflected in linguistic devices, such as deictics,
indirect/direct raferanca forms, and other forms of cohesion.

A. Message Information.
1. Relationship of subject’s Cls to preceding discourse.
- of interest here is the subject's ability to monitor the preceding discourse.
- (N) Novel
- the subject's Cl will be recorded as novel if they, (a) add new information
and differ significantly from the previous Cl, (b) are appropriate
introduction of new topics, or (c) are a response to a question.
- (R) Redundant
- if the subject simply encodes the given or known then the CI will be
recorded as redundant. Thus, a repetition whether intelligible or
unintelligible is redundant.
- (U) Unrelated
- if the subject's Cl is not directly related to the previous utterances the Cl
will be recorded as unrelated. This may be an interjection into an ongoing
conversation, which may or may not lead to a shift in topic.
- (NA) Not Applicable
- the subject’'s Cl wili be score NA if the communicative turn is simply an
attend, look, turn to view, no response, etc.
2. Characteristics of subject's Cls.

- the information that the subject chooses to encode should be maximally
informative otherwise the effectiveness of the discourse will diminish. Note Cls
scored NA are not included in this evaluation.

- () Informative/Ciear
- an informative/clear Cl will have the greatest chance of permitting a
continuation of the discourse. Nods positive or negative are scored as 1.
- (V) Vague/Ambiguous
- A vague/ambiguous CIl has a greater chance of initiating a communicative
breakdown/repair sequence. Unintelligible syllables generally call for V
classification unless accompanying visua!l components clarify the intention.

B. Subject's use of "deictics”.

- deictics, of themselves, are empty of meaning. Their interpretation depends on
knowing something about the communication act in which they play a role. Deictics
are frequently contrastive, and may be assessed with regards to: (a) the "speaker
principle,"which has to do with the shifting nature of reference {(e.g., I & you,), and
(b) the "distance principle,” that requires understanding of a proximal/distal
distinction (e.g., here & there, this & that). To score the subject must intelligibly
produce orally or manually the deictics considered. Inferred use will not be
considered in this situation.
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1. Personal pronouns. £xample: Ifyou
- the subject's use of the personal pronouns "l/you” will be categorized on the
basis of correct/incorrect usage.
- (C) Correct
- the subject uses the correct pronoun with consideration to the "speakar
principle”.
Example: | am going home.
You are going home.
- (I) Incorrect
- the subject does not apply the "speaker principle” correctly and uses the
wrong pronoun.
Example: Did | have a good time? Intention--> Did you have a good
time?
Mom and you went home. Intention--> Mom and | went
home.
- (-) Not Applicable
- the personal pronouns "l/you” were not present in the Cl.

2. Demonstrative pronouns. Example: this/that.
- the subject's use of the demcnstrative pronouns "this/that” will be categorized
on the basis of correct/incorrect usage.
- (C) Correct
- the subject uses the correct pronoun with consideration to the "distance
principle”.
Example: This is fun.
Ihat is boring.
- (h Incorrect
- the subject does not apply the "distance principle” correctly and uses the
wrong pronoun.
Example: Bring me this. Intention--> Bring me that
Thatis mine. Intention--> This is mine.
- () Not Applicable
- the demonstrative pronouns "this/that" were not present in the Cl.

3. Adverbs of location. Example: here/there
- the subject's use of the adverbs of location "here/there” will be categorized on
the basis of correct/incorrect usage.
- (C) Correct
- the subject uses the correct adverb of location with consideration to the
"distance principle”.
Example: | am here.
| am going there.
- (1) Incorrect
- the subject does not apply the "distance principle” correctly and uses the
wrong adverb of distance.
Example: I'm there. Intention--> I'm here.
| am going here. Intention--> | am going there.
- (-) Not Applicable
- the adverbs of location "here/there” were not present in tha Cl.
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4. Adverbs of time. Example: before/after
- the subject's use of ine adverbs of time "before/after” will be categorized cn the
basis of correct/incorrect usage.
- (C) Correct
- the subiect uses the correct adverb of time.
Example: i arrived before Mary.
Open the door after you turn the key.
- {l) Inccrrect
- the subject does nct use the adverb of time correctly.
Example: Mary arrived before me. lIntention--> Mary arrived after
me.
Open the door before you turn the key.
- -) Not Appliczble
- the adverbs of time "befcre’/after” were not present in the Ci.

5. Verbs. Example: come/gc. bring/take
- 1the subject’'s use of the verbs "come/go. bring/take” wiil be categorized on the
basis of correct/incecrrect usage.
- (C) Correct
- the subject uses the correct verb.
Example: Come with me.
Can we go to the circus.
| will bring filcwers.
Please take me to the store.
- () Incorrect
- the subject does not use the verb correctly.

Example: Go with me. Intention--> Come with me.
Please hring me to the store. Intention--> Please take
me...

- (-} Not Applicable
- 1ne verps ‘come/go, or bring/take” were not present in tne Ci.

C. Indirect:Direct Reference.
- are lingu ~tic teatures which refer to referents that are external or internal to the
ciscours o score the subject must intelligibly prcduce orally or manualiy the
arlicles _onsidered. Inferied use will not be corsidered in this situation.

1. Articles. Example: a/the
- the subject’'s use of the articles "a/the”™ will be categorized on the basis of
correct/incorrect usage.
- (C) Correct
- the subject uses the articles "a/the” correctly.
Example: Bring me a cup of tea.
| am going to a Staniey Cup game.
- () incorrect
- the subject dces not use the articles "a/the” correctly.
Example: Turn g radio on. Intention-->Turn the radio on.
I am going to the Stanley Cup game.
- {-) Not Applicable
- the articles "a/the” were not present in the CI.



D. Cohesive Structures.
-  these devices establish linguistic reiations that are entirely within the discourse.

1. Reference
- use of personal pronouns serve as a cue...
- (P) Present
- the subiect uses a personal pronoun to replace the noun of a previous
sentence.
Example: The boy went to the stcre. He bought some milk.
- (A) Absent
- the subject repeats the noun of the previous sentence, rather than
replacing it with a nersonal pronoun.
Example: The boy went to the store. The boy bought some milk.
- {(-) Nct Applicable
- reference would not be present in this Cl sequence.

2. Substitutior:.
- words like "ones, those, these, them, that, it” may serve as a cue...
- (P) Present
- a proform replaces a nour from the previous sentence.
Example: | have several sweaters. | like the blue gnes best.
- (A) Absent
- the subject repeats the noun of the previous sentence rather than
replacing it with the proform.
Example: i have several sweaters. | like the blue sweaters best.
- () Not Applicable
- substituiion would nect be present in this Cl sequence.

3. Eilipsis.
- shortened response to a "wh” or Yes/No questiocn may serve as a cue...
- i) Present
- the second sentence presumes information from the first sentence
Example: | was born in Los Angeles. Were you?
- (A) Absent
- the subject repeats, in the second sentence, the information contained in
the first sentence, rather than presuming the information in the second
sentence.
Example: i was born in Los Angeles. Were you born in Los Angeles?
- {-) Not Applicable
- ellipsis wou!d not be present in this Cl sequence.
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4. Conjunction.

- conjunctions like "and, but, or, nor, for, yet, so” may serve as a cue...
- (P) Present
- the subject uses a conjunction to connect two ser‘ences as cause and
eiiect.
Example: John was tired. Thersfore, he went to bed.
- (A} Absent
- the subject does not use a conjunction to connect the two sentences
which are related by cause and effect. Thus the subject repeats
unnecessary inforn ion.
Example: John was tired. He went to bed because he was tired.
- (-) Not Applicable
- cause and effect are not a feature of this Cl sequence.

1. COMMUNICATION PARTNER

A. Relationship of the subject’'s Clis to audience variables of age, status, familiarity,
cognitive/linguistic level, shared past experiences, etc.
- for this presuppositional skill it is important to decide whether or not the subject
adjusts his Cls 1o accommodate different communication partners.
- {SE) Sensitivity Evident
- the subject's Cis reflect sensitivity to audience variables through appropriate
changes in (a) degree of politeness, (b) degree of intimacy, (c) linguistic form
used to code a particular intent (e.qg., a hint vs. a direct imperative),
(d) repeating when asked to repeat, (e} responding to gquestions, etc.
Example: When talking to a younger or less advanced child, the
subject uses a higher pitch, exaggerated intonation,
syntactic simplification, a greater proportion of questicns

and directives, and a greater degree of redundancy.
- (1E) Insensitivity Evident

- the subject's Cls reflect an insensitivity to audience variables
Example: When talking to an slder, the subject's Cls reflect a degree

of politeness which would be appropriate for a peer.
- {(-) Unremarkable

- subject's Cls reflect neither a sensitivity or an insensitivity--changes in
audience variables not a significant factor at this time.

B. Inadequate responses or insensitivity to audience involved...
1. Degree of politeness’intimacy

Exampile: Subject addresses elderly neighbour with... "How you doing Mary?"
2. Inappropriate linguistic form.
Example: Subject addresses teacher with a direct imperative... "Close the

window!" rather than a suggestion..."Could you close the window?"
3. Inappropriate dialectal registrar.

Example: Subject uses a "baby” register to address a peer or aduit.
4. Degree of explicitness.
Example: Depending on whether a partner knows the speaker had gone to the

zoo on the preceding day, the subject might say..."That sure was
fun yesterday” versus "The zoo sure was fun yesterday"”.
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5. Other.
- may include, (a) inappropriate "no response”, (b) inappropriate timing reiating to
discourse regulation, (c) inappropriate repetition, or (d) inappropriate Cls
reiating to topic.

1ll. SOCIAL CONTEXT VARIABLES

A. Relationship of subject's Cls and awareness of communication and feedback channels.
- of interest here, is knowing whether or not the subject can make modifications to
the Cls which reflect awareness to changes in the channels available for
communication and feedback. This awareness is directly related to
breakdown/repair sequences.
- (SE) Sensitivity Evident
- the subject demonstrates sensitivity by making additions to the Cls which
compensate for a reduced number of channels available for communication.
Example: In a telephone conversation as opposed to a face-to-face
conversation, the subiect attempts to be as clear and
explicit as possibie.
- {IE) Insensitivity Evident
- the subject demonstrates an insensitivity by not making modifications to the
Cis when the number of channels available for communication is reducec.
Example: In a telephone conversation the subject's Cls do not take
into account that the listener cannot see the subject.
- (-) Unremarkable
- subject's Cls reflect neither a sensitivity or an insensitivity--changes in
communication and feedback channels not a significant factor at this time.

B. Relaticnship of subject's Cls and changes in social settings.

- of interest here, is knowing whether or not the subject recognizes that rules
governing ccmmunicative behavier may change in different social ervirenents such
as home, playground, and classroom.

- (SE) Sensitivity Evident
- the c.ibject demonstrates sensitivity when the Cls are modified to refiect
changes in the social setting. Spontaneous use of politeness markers shows a
sensitivity to social setting.

Example: Subject displays appropriate behavior in the presence of
the teacher and keeps the inappropriate behavior out of
sight. Subject conveys conventional greetings to the
arrival and departures.

- (IE) Insensitivity Evident
- the subject demonstrates an insensitivity when the Cls do not contain
modifications which reflect changes in the social setting.

Example: Subject performs inappropriate actions withiout regard to
the teacher's presence or absence. This may be roticeable
in excessive atte:npts 1o introduce a new topic, or make a
request.

- {-) Unremarkabie
- subject's Cis reflect neither a sensitivity or an insensitivity--changes in
social settings not a significant factor at this time.
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APPENDIX J

SOCIAL ORGANIZATION OF DISCOURSE CHECKLIST (SODC)
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SOCIAL ORGANIZATION OF DISCOURSE CHECKLIST (SODC)

Subject Context

Subject's Communicative Intentions

1. SGTIALIZED/NONSOCIALIZED SPEECH

A. Proportion of each type of speech.

{S) Social
{(U) Unsocial

. TURN TAKING/TALKING TIME

A.

B.

Number of turns.

Length of each turn.

C. Time subject heid fioor.

il. CONVERSATIONAL SKILLS

A.

Initiation.
1. Number of the subject's
Clis initiating topics.

2. Initiation strategy subject used.

(A) Auditory
(V) Visuai

{P) Pnhysical
(C) Combination

3. Nature of "initiation™.
(A) Appropriate
(1) Inappropriate

4. Result of initiation attempt.
(S) Successiul
{U) Unsuccessfu!
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Subject's Communicative Intentions

B. Maintenance.
1. Number of maintenance Cis
used by the subject.

2. Strategy used by subject.
(SC) Significant Contribution
Minimally Contingent Response
- (S8) Simultaneous Speech
- {ND) Nonverbal Devices

3. Nature of strategy.
(A) Appropriate
(1) Inappropriate

4. Result of maintenance attempt.
(S) Successful
(U) Unsuccessful

C. Shift.
1. Number of "shifts” used
by the subject.

2. Nature of shift.
(A) Appropriate
(1) Inappropriate

3. Result of shift attempt.
(S) Successful
(U) Unsuccessful

D. Termination.
1. Termination Cls by subject.

2. Nature of termination.
(A) Appropriate
(1) Inappropriate

3. Result of termination attempt.
(S) Successful
(U) Unsuccessful
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IV. BREAKDOWN/REPAIR
Script No.

A. Cause of breakdown by subject.
1. Articulation/Intelligibility
Volume/Visual Adequacy
Completeness of information
Degree cof complexity
Appropriateness
Relevance
Absence of mutual desire
Listener variables

NG AWN

B. Cause of breakdown for subject.

Comprehension
Volume/Visual Adequacy
Attention

Degree of complexity
Appropriateness
Relevance

Absence of mutual desire

Noudswh

C. Repair attempt by subject.
(P) Present
(A) Absent

D. Repair initiator.
(C) Other
(S) Self

E. Repair strategy.
1. Linguistic structure
(P) Phonologic
(M) Morphologic
(L) Lexical
(S) Syntactic
2. Linguistic content
(R) Repetition
(C) Confirmation
(S) Specification
(E) Elaboration.
3. Extra linguistic
(P) Pitch
(S) Stress
(V) Volume
{D) Demonstration

F. Outcome.
(S) Successful

(U) Unsuccessiul
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INFORMATION TO ASSIST SCORING--SODC

[. SOCIALIZED/NONSOCIALIZED SPEECH

within a communication situation, children engage in a variety of verbal behaviors, only
a portion of which can be considered convarsational.

A. Proportion of each type of speech.

- currently, it is not possible to specify the proportional use of each category
(social/nonsocial) that would be considered normal or abnormal (Roth & Spekman,

1984).
- (8) Social
Example: Cls that address or respond to a listener are considered social
speech. This would inciude ritual verbal play and imitative
sequences.
- (U) Unsocial
Example: Cis that do not explicitly address a listener, and thus the

pariner is not obliged to respond, are considered tc be nonsocial.
No response, attending for self interest, and manipulating an
item are also considered unsocial.

Il TURN TAKING/TALKING TIME

the focus is on the subject's role in the conversational discourse in the context under
consideration.

A. Number of turns.

- of interest here is the total number of Cls the subject contributed and what
percentage this number of contributions represents relative to the contributions of
the Teacher or others in the context. This information suggests whether the
conversation is dominated by one of the participants or is egalitarian in nature.

B. Length of each turn.

- the length of the subject's Cls will be measured to the nearsst second. This will
provide information about the Mean Length of the subject's Clis, the typical range
within the subject’'s Clis, anc the subject's role in the conversation.

C. Time subject held floor.

- the time the subject held the conversational floor will be calculated by totalling the
subject's contributions and then compared to the other participants in the context.

. CONVERSATIONAL SKILLS

the skills of initiating, mainiaining, terminating, and shifting topics are essential
components of discourse.

A. Initiation.

- one is interested in determining whether the subject initiates conversational topics,
has initiation strategies, and what is the level of competency in this skill,
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1. Number of the subject's Cls initiating topics.
- the number of Cls which the subject uses to introduce a new topic will be
subsumed from tha total number of Cls that the subject produced during the

context.

2. Initiation strategy subject used.

- for those Cls which initiate a new topic, the strategy the subject used will be
categorized under the following headings so a percentage and rank order can be

established...

- (A) Auditory
Example:

- (V) Visual
Exampile:

- (P) Physical
Example:

- (C) Combination
Exampile:

3. Nature of "initiation”.

"Hey,” "Susan, ...", banging/ncise making, laughing.
Eye contact, waving, signing, gesturing, nodding.
Touching, pushing, hitting with object, turning self or other.

The simultaneous use of two or more of the above categories.

- for those Cls which initiated a topic of conversation, the question is whether or
not the "initiation” fit the context.

- (A) Appropriate
Example:

- () Inappropriate
Example:

Initiations which are relevant to context and the listener's
interest, and where the subject has first secured the
listener's attention will be considered appropriate.

Initiations which are not relevant to the ongoing activities,
and listener interests, or those attempted without securing
the partner's attention will be considered inappropriate.

4. Recsult of initiation attempt.

- for those Cis which initiate a new topic, the question is whether or not the
attempt was successful. In in addition to establishing the overall ability to
initiate a new topic of conversation, further analysis may be carried out to
establish the effectiveness of the various strategies which the subject

employed...
- (S) Successful
Example:

- () Unsuccessful
Example:

B. Maintenance.

An initiation attempt will be considered successful when the
new topic is "picked up" by the participants and a series of
communicative exchanges results.

The initiation attempt will be considered unsuccessful if the
new topic is ignored or deferred by the other participants.

- this area focuses on the subject's ability to keep a conversation going. Maintenance

is generally dependent upon the contingency of a response to the preceding message.
Thus imitation is a maintenance Cl.
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1. Number of "maintenance™ Cls used by the subject.
- the total number of Cls the subject used to maintain a topic will be subsumed
from the tota! number of Cls that the subject produced during the communicative
context.

2. Strategy used by subject.
- for those Cls which maintain a topic, the questior. centres on which
communication activity the subject used to accomplish this goal.
- (SC) Significant Contribution
- a contribution which maintains the topic as well as adds new
information--includes elaboration of any preceding contribution to allow
semantically or grammatically complete sentence.
- Minimally Contingent Response
- a contribution which maintains the topic but does not add new information.
Thus, the conversational responsibility is not transferred to the partner
or returns to the partner very quickly. Includes partial or full repetition
of the preceding utterance.
- (88) Simultaneous Speech
Example: Use of "yes", "yeah”, "uh-huh", and "okay" while
someone else is talking. Also includas laughs and
imitation sequences.
- (ND) Nonverbal Devices
Example: Head nods, facial expressions, turns to attend, looks at
speaker, and body postures.

3. Nature of "maintenance"” strategy.
- for those Cls which "maintained” the topic of conversation, the question here is
whether or not the maintenance strategy was appropriate.
- (A) Appropriate
Example: An appropiiate maintenance would be one that fit the
communicative partners, the context, and the time.
- (1) Inappropriate
Example: An inappropriate maintenance would be one that did not fit the
communicative partners, the context, or the time, and likely
caused a communicative breakdown/repair sequence.

4. Result of "maintenance” strategy.

- for those Cls which were identified as maintenance Cis, the question is whether
or not tha strategy was successful. In addition to establishing the overall ability
to mai.ixi a topic of conversation, further analysis may be carried out to
establist: ihe effectiveness of the various strategies which the subject
employed...

- {8) Successful
Example: A successful maintenance strategy is one where the discourse
continues naturally, without a communicative breakdcwn.
- (U) Unsuccessful
Example: An unsuccessful maintenance strategy is one where the
communication between the participants broke down and a
conversational regair was necessary by one of the participants.
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C. Shift
- involves the subject's ability to "shift" the topic of conversation to a new topic.

1. Number of "shifts” used by the subject.

- the total number of Cls the subject used to shift a topic will be subsumed from

the total number of Cls that the subject produced during the communicative
context.

2. Nature of shift.
- for those Cls which "shifted” a topic of conversation, the question is whether or
not the "shift” was appropriate.
- (A) Appropriate
Example: An appropriate shift would be one that fi* the communicative
partners, the context, and the time.
- (I) Inappropriate
Example: An inappropriate shift would be one that did not fit the
communicative partners, the context, or the time.

3. Result of "shift".
- for those Cls which were identified as an attempt to "shift” a topic, the question
here is whether or not the shift was successful...
- (S) Successful
Example: A successful shift would be one where the participants picked
up the new topic of conversation and the exchange continued
over several turns.
- (U) Unsuccessful
Example: An unsuccessful shift wouid be one where the participants
ignored, rebuked. or deferred the new topic and continued on
with the previous topic.

D. Termination.
- this area of conversational skill is concerned with the subject's ability to end a topic
of discourse or conversation. Often connected to Yes/No questions. Politeness
markers especially "thank you" are often terminating sequences.

{. Termination Cls by subject.
- the total number of the Cls the subject used to "terminate” a topic will be

subsumed from the total number of Cls that the subject produced during the
communicative context.

2. Nature of "termination”.
- for those Cls which "terminated” a topic of cor 'an, the question is whether
or not the "termination” was appropriate.
- (A) Appropriate
Example: An appropriate termination would be one that fit the
communicative partners, the context, and the time.
- () Inappropriate
Example: An inappropriate termination would be one that did not fit the
communicative partners, the context, or ths time.
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3. Result of "termination”.
- for those Cis which were identified as termination attempts, the question is
whether or not the attempt was successful...
- (S) Successful
Example: A successful termination would be one where the participants
willingly ended the tonic of conversation.
- {(U) Unsuccessful
Example: An unsuccessful termination would be one where the
participants ignored the termination attempt and continued on
with the topic of conversation.

IV. BREAKDOWN/REPAIR

- breakdowns are interruptions in the exchange of information. Breakdowns that are not
ultimately resolved result in communication failure. A breakdown/repair sequence is
"classically” identified when either communicative partner indicates a misunderstanding
has occurred by expressing "pardon, what, sorry, excuse me, huh, | didn't hear you, |
don't understand”, etn.

A. Cause of breakdown by subject.
- in this case the breakdown/repair sequence has been caused by the subject in the
"speaker” role.
1. Articulation/Intelligibility
Example. The uiterance of the subject may be so poorly articulated that the
"listener” is unable to comprehend the intended meaning.
2. Volume/Visual Adequacy

Example: The subject’s utterance may have insufficient volume for the
“listener™ or the subject's signing was not clearly visible for the
“listener".
3. Completeness of information
Example: The subject's utterance may not contain sufficient information to

make it meaningful to the "listener”.
4. Degree of complexity
Example: The subject has used an utterance so grammatically complex that
the "listener” is unable to follow its intended meaning.
5. Appropriateness
Example: The subject's utterance may be inappropriate to the setting and thus
the "listener” lacks a reference point to facilitate meaning.
6. Relevance
Example: The subject’s utterance is not relevant to the conversation so again
the “listener” lacks a reference point.
7. Absence of mutual desire
Example: The subject’s inattention, inappropriate eye contact, or lack of
desire has made it difficult for the "listener" to follow the meaning
of the utterance.
8. Listener variables
Example: All other causes of breakdown appear to be adequate--thus the
problem appsars to be based in the listener's reaim. ie.
developmental level does not include responding, etc., or the
listener was paying attention 1o another speaker.
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B. Cause of breakdown for subject.

in this case the breakdown/repair sequence has been caused when the subject is ir
the "listener” role.

Comprehension/intelligibility
Example: The speaker's message did not contain sufficient information to
make it meaningful to the subject.
Volume/Visual Adequacy
Example: A lack of volume or a blocked visual path prevented the subiject
from receiving the speaker's utterance.
Attention
Example: inattentiveness or inappropriate eye contact prevented the subject
from focussing on the speaker.
Degree of complexity
Example: The subject's ability to comprehend the speaker was exceeded
because of the linguistic complexity of the speaker's utterance.
Appropriateness
Example: The speaker's utterance was not appropriate to the setting, so the
subject lacked a refere~ce point
Relevance
Example: The speaker's utterance was not relevant to the conversation, so
the subject lacked a reference point.
Absence of mutual desire
Example: The lack of desire for the topic of conversation lead to the
breakdown.

Repair attempt by subject.

the point of interest here is whether or not the subject attempted to repair a
conversational breakdown.
- (P) Present
Example: A repair is considered to have been present if the subject
employs some strategy in an attempt to continue the
conversation after the breakdown has occurred.
- {A) Absent
Example: A repair is considered to be absent if the subject does not
employ a repair strategy once the breakdcwn has occurred.

Repair Initiator.

here interest will focus on who initiated the repair once both the subject and listener
are aware that a conversational breakdown has occurred.

- (O) Other
Example: A listener-initiated repair sequence would occur when the
communicative partner indicates to the subject that the message
was inadequate for full comprehension.
- (S) Self
Example: A seif-initiated repair would be one where the subject, in

monitoring his own uiterance, realizes that the information is
inadequate for comprehension and must be modified if the
listener's comprehension is to be assured.



E. Repair strategy.
here irterest focuses on how the subject attempts to make a conversationa! repair.
The three taxonomies are not mutually exclusive; any one repair strategy may be
coded for form, content, and’/or extralinguistic information.

Lingurstic structure
repairs reflected by changes in "form".

- {P) Phonologic
Example:

- (M) Morphologic
Example:

- L) Lexical
Example:

- (8} Syntactic
Example:

Linguistic content
repairs reflected by changes in "content”.

- {R) Repetition
Example:

- {C) Confirmation
Exampie:

- (S) Specification
Example:

- (E) Elaboration.
Example:

Extralinguistic
repairs reflected in changes other than form or content.

- (P) Pitch
Example:

- (S) Stress
Example:

- (V) Volume
Example:

Where's tha: spoo? --> Where's that spoon?

He's sleep. --> He sleeps .
She’s my daddy. --> He's my daddy.

Cats scare me. --> Big cats scare me.
! got shozs. --> New shoss.

Is that hers? --> That's her doil?
She has toys. --> These are her toys.

I'm going to the store. {What?)
I'm going to the store.

I'm going to school. (Where?)
To school.

/ have cookies. (Where? In the closet?)
Yes.

He never calls me. (He doesn't?)

N2

I think I'll go there. (Where?) To the movies.
He knows that woman. (Who?) That tall lady.

| have some cookies. (Where?) In the closet.
I saw Harriet. (When?) Last night.

Subject talks in a pitch different from earlier utterance.
! want that magic tube.

Subject talks more loudly or softly for increased emphasis.

- {D) Demonstration

Example:

Play the drum like this. (demonstrates)
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F. Outcome.
- the focus is on the effectiveness of the subject's repairs.
- (S) Successful
Example: A successiul repair sequence occurs wher the subjec! corrects
the amkbiguity of the previous utterance anc the conversation is
able to continue.
- (U) Unsuccessiul
Example: An unsuccessful outcome occurs when the subject’s repair
attempt does not rectify the communication problem and thus
another repair sequence is necessary or a complete breakdown
in communication occurs. Furthermore, if the subject does not
attempt a repair the outcome is considered unsuccessful even
though no repair was attempted.



