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NTID's principal goal in doing research.is to influence
the educstion, training and career placement of deaf citizens :
through systemitic examination of -issues related to deafness. ’
As one part of NTID's total research effort, the Department .
of Research and Development conducts descriptive and experi-
mental research. ,Research findings are used in the developument
of programs and neterlell in the areas of learning and
tnstruction, personal and ‘social jﬁowth. and career development

of deaf etudentl. This document was’ developed in the course

of an agreement with the U, 8. Depertnent of Heelth Education




4 . Educstional Implications of a Study on P
Relations between Word Meanings and ldentification of >
- vord: in Spoken Sentences by Hearing-Impaired Children

» R .
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The papéer engi;led "Relations between Word Meanings and Identificazf VA

N .

conducted in a éLntrolled experinental setting. This ‘addendum consid’

for the classroon. liberty is taken to be somewhat apeculative. i%f

The regults fhicate that hearing-impaired children vwith suffﬁggpt . -

[} .

residual hearing do use sentence context to identify words in sentences ~

-

that are not clearly inte}ligible. Moreover, childrgn can use cohtext even
R . & . A\
wvhen there is not an opporgn;Z;y‘for lipreading. -, .,

Making childrén aware of-how they can use context to befqir understand

sentences may' improve gheir iistening skills. Sdch awareneasfxmy also help

fiprove reading and notetaking,because these are activitie;51n vhich anticipating

words on tpe basis of context may 1m§r;ve performance. e -
A possible exercise the teacher cogld use in the clas?room would be to '

read aloud to the children sentences #imilar to the ones used in the investi~ -

gation.” These sentences may help children discover how they use context ¢

s,
/

1istening to iente;c;s.' Two kinds of sentences can be used:. (a) Senten
" that contiin contextual cues. (e.g. The little dog ﬁi; a gafl.) (b)
Sentenpgs that do not contain eontextual cue.. (e.g. fhe tail was_grey.)
After hearing one‘xf thele sentences, the child can ‘be asked which of the’
_sinilar sounding altqrnatives is correct (g.g. pail vs. tail.). :

2

Word discrimination training seems to play a key role in the use of contextual

o
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. In !xperxucnt 1, 4 nor-al—henrxn; chxldreﬁ read 1nconple:e sentences
and chose alaug two alternatives the wbrd-pxcture that best conpletzd the
sentence. From these responses, 12 sentences vere‘kdent;fxed (4 péirs in
vhich rhy-ing fest words were predictable from the context and four in which

one fxo- the test-word plxr vas not ‘predictable). These 12 sentences were'

3

. then prelented to 26 henr;ng-xlplxred children who relponded in the same \\\

general manner as the normal-hearing children. In Experiment 2, 21 of the

. : ’,
-

same 26 hearing-impaired children, who met strict lpeech dilcrinination training
crxteria, helrd variations oe the lz—tentencel over headsets .in vhxch the ,

rellttonlhxp betueen a context word and ‘one of a rhynxng telt-wotd plxr vas

) either reasonable, unreasonable, or neutral. Aft‘? ench sentence, the child
I'4

* decided uhether ‘he had henrd the test vord-or its llternntxvg uhxch dxffered

. in either the initial or fxnll consonant. Significantly more correct 1dent1f1-

.
o~

)
cations were made on the: rellonnble and neutral sentencds thln on thu unrenlonnble

ohel. Ayerlge means were 812 on” the renlonable :entencé, 6&2 on the neutrll

\ o
ones and 341 of the unrgnsonable ones.
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Relations between Word Meanings and Identification

of Words in Spoken Sentences by Hearing-Impaized Children

, ¢ : : . <
Psycholinguistic studies vith.nor-llihelrink persons indicate that contex-

tusl cues facilitate the identification of other words by resPricting the*./
number of possible rcsponles (e.g., Miller and Isard, 1963; Leventhal, 1973).

For example, the sentence context, "The cup vas placed on the '

prqrfdes 1n£ornltxon that can be used in recognizing the next word (i.e.

%tnble"). COQtexr includes both the syntactic and semantic information in

Pl

a sentence that prx-es 8 lxttener to expect plrtxcul://-e-ber vords (Miller “r

and I'er 1963). The prelent study exanines a le-antxo aspect of context,

.

and relltxonlhxpl betveen word meanings.

Benrzng-lnpaxred persons often have dxffxculty fo{ﬁgvxng lpﬁfch because

s
"they cannot hear or lxpread certlxn lpeech sounds that permit the 1dent1f1ca-
possible, however, for i-plxred hearers °

tion 8f particular words. It may

|
to extract le-lntic and s yntactxcfxnforlltxon from 1ntellxgxble words that
j

partly cogpenlltes for wordl that’ are not intellxgible. Recent work with

the Speech’ Perception in Noise ( Pll)'tggt has, in fact, demonstrated use

\
of contextual cues by adults with mild or moderate hearing losses. (Kalikow,
a\Y »
Ssevens, and Elliott, 1977; Kalikow, Stevens, GCerstman, and Morrison, 1976).
- X ,
The extent to uhxch a hear}ng-xnplxred/child can use contextual cues

is not clear, howevér, for twvo reasons. First, if the chxld losel his hearing

early in life, he may acquire a different lxngu;.tft base than the normal-

U
-

]
<

/

-
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hearing cﬁild. Conleq?ently, the child may' experience di&ficulty using syntac- g'
tic and semantic information that can facilitate understanding difficult
to hear speech. 1In addition, the decrement in hearing ability may forc;
the listener 'to code each word -as he hears it because he cniﬁﬁt identify

enough words to_fofn,n useful contextual base.

-

The perception of spaken sentences. by hearing-impaired children has

3

received little research attentiJn, with stydies by Wilcox and Tobin (1974),

A

Davis and Blajsdell (1975) and Erber andMcMahon (1976) being exceptions.

’ ‘ o M 3 o & . '
None of these studies, however, investigated effects of sentence context

upon identification of a particular word in a sentence. *y of the extent

)
to which hearing-impaired children use context in listening to sentences
may -suggest procedures that will help them comprehend speech thai_i; difficult
to ﬁelr'clelrly.
The present study examined the extent that heariqg-impaire& cﬁ}lpren
use contextyal cues governéd by relations between word meanings to facilitate
the identificnti;n of cefflin words in spoken sentences. Experiment 1 measured
the predictability of to-be-identified wordl.(telt words) in the context
of printed sentences. Experiment 2 deternineé the extent to which heasring-
‘i-;li}ed children could identify thé same test words in an luéitory presentation
‘ conlitéing q{ sentences e-ploying'diffefent contextual words. _The intent
? «_ of these experiments was to observe the. effects of manipulating semantic
s ninfor-ntion‘up?n ehli in identifying a particular word; it was not ;o.develop

1

materials for testing.




‘ Experiment 1 ) -

¢ ¢ - .
.

The primary purpose of Experiment 1 was to identify sentences in which——

pormal-hearing children judged either A(a) that the test word‘was predictable.
from the context, .61' (b) that the test word was not prefiﬂlble from the
> 1

cont_exv; An additional pugpose of .!Txpex"i-ent 1 vas to compare the sentence~

- .
cuple\tign responses of normal-hearing and helrit&inplired children.
5 - . * f

’ ’

Y

Method ‘ ' -

B ‘ .
Subjects:  Subjects were 44 normal-hearing third and fourth graders

and 26 hearing-impaired- obi{dren enrolled .in programs for the hearing-impaired

at local public lchooll. The ages of the helnng-mpured children unged

from 7 to 12 yéars (mean 9.9), and the ages of the nomll-henrmg chxldren

ranged fro-. 9-11 years (mean 9.8).

4
impaired, as measured-by the average of the pure-tone ﬂu‘uhaldl/for the
7

, 500-2000 Bz range in the bettex; ur, varied fro- 60 to 103 dB, with a meanm

i’ -

of 79.8 dB.

The severity of loss for ;Jhennng- -

4

All had neuuuble helrmg in the bqtter ear lt 500, 1000 md'

2000 Hz. .

.
Incomplete séntences:

-

There were 11 three-sentence sets such as:

~ 5

? ‘qlnco-pllete Sentence Sentence ‘_'ryin - -lelpcmul. -
Inye little g has a . leuonll;le Ex_l/t_e_x_l .
2. The little ggsrhn a .. Reasonable N 'f. - :
. 3. The : vas- grey. Neutral Ay
. . ’- B , . o '
* ¢ ¥ * -
. o ' Y i 7 ]




4 . . .

.Ior each of the 11 sets, there were two llternltive résponseé The
reasonable sentences were written with the expectltan that they would providej
contextual cues. (They are called "reasonable” in order to contrast them

_with the "unrelsonlble" sentences -vhich did not make sense and vhich were
used in Experiment 2.) The neutrnlgleﬂtgﬂ:es wvere vrxtten with the expectation -,

-

.- that contextuif'cues would be absent. - . .

The incomplete senterces of the ll sets vere rlndonly distributed and
prxnted in a booklet vxth two sentences per page. For ench 1nconplete sdn-.
"’ tence, the two alternative words for completing the sentence: (e.gey ggxl/tnxl)

. wede printed below the sentence, with a picture for‘elch llternltxve.,

2

The experimenter read each incomplete lenteneg out loud, and then the

»

. child read the sentence sxlently and checked the word pxcture llternatxve

. that best completed the sentence. Three prlcttce items preceded the 33 test

v

Ay

items.

. The normal-hearing chxldren were tested as a group in theirgélhllrooug.

* The helrxng-tnpaxred chxldren vere tested- 1nd1v1dullly in 8 quiit room.

U

For the latter group, the experxnenter uled exther speech or speech’ with’

signs, the communication lode’being based upon that ordx!&r;ly.uled in the

classroom. | . . . :
. N 4

* .
- <

v )

i OCIhUIIYx test: A vocabulary test wvas administered to the hearing-

~h 1lpaxred chxldren prior to the lentence-co-pletion test tB insure that they

. knev the meanings of all the wotds. The vocabulary test consxated ‘of the X\

alternative vordl for co-phetxn; the “sentences (e.8., gaalltaxf) and of the

key words in ‘the 1nco-plete sentencés that poxnted out the appropriate alter=

.
.
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from among three sentences VW

..in percentages,

.1,

-

‘

ith distributions of

64%/36%. The distnibutions,

for the retained gentences are 1ited below:
The (glil}tail) vas grey- »53/47
2. Please give b his the nlg/natch) ; 50/50 '
" 3. "Look at the (goa /boat) over there. 59/41_’ ’
goes on the shelf.” ‘ " eul3 .- )

&, The (cln/gsnz

T .

-

[] k]

for .the seven sent

ences that were discar

ded ranged £7bm

The diltribuCionl

1Y

the,afore-entxoned 64%/36

girst when the d;ltrtbutlon is not 50%/50%) -, ,'

The et;ht reasonlble

. three-septence

of rea ble sentences

7 of reasonsble léd}encel

"(The appropriate }elpon
Y 3 )
sentences vas

tions for the retnincd

Note that the gelection of

ﬁltn nunmlrx:xng nornnl

identiffe? sentences ' v;th contextu

o
recognized.

whildren's relponlcs to contextunl_;nel ;enernlly recog

children

Thus, it va

sets as did the retained neutral

ire shown rin Table l.

, the

se is

actuslly blled~solely upon the neutrnl on

and dxscnfﬂed re,sonsblaxlenteﬁCel were similar.

-henr;n; chzldgen 's relponsel.

r
with the reta;ned lentencel,

" the retained nod dincnrdcd s

.
-
?

k)

% to 891/111.

sentences

® lubiequentiy possxble to evaluate helring-xmpaxred

(study ofvthe hepr;ng—xnpltred chil

>

(The more frequent, réspon;x is listed

that vwere retltned ﬁelonged to the same
.

sentences. These fourl pllts

For the seven discarded plirs

distributions ranged ftrom 98%/02% to 100%/00% .
listed first. ) thul, gelection of the retained .

es since the distribu~ _

.

o .
ntences,jor further ltudy vas blled upon

»
This lelectxon proced\

& cues &hlt the nornll-helrtngjchxldren -

nized by qorfrl-heari.
‘dren’ . relponsel dp¢1t only

even thou;h they hnj/gctuglly completed bogh
-

entencean
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nagive {(e.g., "girl" in-the sentence, "The little gir1<hli a - M)
T

¢ . ’ .
-’ Por elc& vocnbullgyltest item, a response form provided four pictures, one

of which depicted the test word. After the experimenter had given a word

) o

by saying it and pointing to it on a lift of pginied words, he asked the
child .to point to the cotgsct slternative on the four-picture form. ‘Tﬁe

children gave correct responses to all of the words. The vocabylary test .

vas_not administered to the pornal-hearing children, on the assumption that

) .
they were fagpiliar with all the words. \' ’ =
* - -
) AN .
Results ‘ . .

Selection of three-sentence sets with reasonsble and’ neutral senténces:

=

The procedure for selegting the ;rea;onable":and neutral sentencés bad two
steps: (a) Céicullting, for elch‘leﬁtence, the percentage of conpletion;
vith each of the twp}llternltive vords; and (b) leleEtizi the senteﬁ;es
with rélntively optimal re;ponle dilttib&tionl; For the 11 neutral sentences,
the ;ptilll distribution vas a 502/50% split.® This distribution would verify
that contextual bhes were absent for the sentence; therefore, if the sentence
wvas presented in an acoustical.mode, perfornaﬁce should depend golel;'uﬁon'
the lFoultitll cueclof the test vora. For the 22 reasonable sentences, the
optimal distribution Hl; 100%2/0% inqilésr of the lpp;oprilte dlternative
(e.g., "The little dog hés a tail (vs. p_!i_l).‘")" This distribution-would
dicate that context governed selection ;f'the test wvord.

[

Three of the four neuégll sentences’ that were retained for ‘further study

4

_had ‘distributions that were closer to 50%/50% than did the eight other ‘sen-

tences,. The fourth neutral sentences that vas retained was randonl{:E)lected

* ¢
.
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'Coﬁperieon of responses of normal-hearing-and hedring-impgired children

to reasonable, and neutral sentences: Table 1 also shows the responses of

S—
Y

the heenng-mpnred chxldren to the reasonable lentencee in the three-sen-

" tence sts that were retained for further study. Statistically ugmfxcent

-~ "

A .

E] >

Insert Table 1 ebout here
\ . ¥ [ * 5
e N , - —

differencel in the dietribution of 'responses for tne two, grOups were observed

! . '

.

for three of the eight reasonable and one of the:four neutral eentences.

The normel-heenng children gave the appropriate complenon elternetxve nore

t

® frequently then did the hearing-impaired chxldren for (a) "The lxttle girl

hed a (pail),” ¥ Y1) =11, 56, p € .001; (b) "The cook took the coffee .

" from the (can)," Z *(1) = 20. 81, p €.001; and (c) "You find (beets)

on the sea,"” zz (1) - 3, 48, 2(.05. For one neutrel sentence, “Pleue
give lu- the (match/map), " the selection pattérn of the nomel-heenng chxldren

was ecloler to 50 lplxt than wvas the pattern of the heenng—impeued .

children, z.:'(l 6. 53, p € .02, (nomel-heenng = 50% match/50% map,

heenng—mpured - 812 letch end 192 map). Although there were these few

dxffereneu m the responses of the two groups, the oveull response petter?e-

of the two groups were similar in the following ree‘peote: (a) For the reagon-

/
able sentences, the heenng-xnpured cﬁxldren, generelly lelected the elterne-

L

tkve*t the normal-hearing children ‘considered appropriate. (b) For the

- -
neutral sentences, both groups distributed their selections among the two

/

alternatives closer to a 50-50 résponse pattern:than for the reasonable sen-

-

tences: ] . i . :

.
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N | Experiment 2 .
NI . . - .
! B -
! ) , 3

A »
‘rhe purpose of Expen-ent 2 vas to oburve the eft'ects of manipulating

-

uhanul mf?r-auon -upon ducn-mnnen of altelnative words \utty high acous=

tic con uubxl\uy by hearing-impaired chxldren. “Three predictions were made:

-~

1.} ucn-matmg between two similar sounding words is more difficult

1
vhen ‘these vbrds are presented in a \entem:e vith neutral context than vhen

0

they are r'esenéed in a’lentedce with a biu’ing vbrd that is relatively easy
to discr 1Plte from a cornipondmg word in a aecond lentence. For example,
it shoul “be telnuvely ‘casy f;r a chxld to ducnnmate between. E.Ll. and
, sg_l:»;f ihey occu: in'the respective sentences: °
- e little gl- has & peil. A ) | R

r‘tﬁtleﬁ& has & tail. h ‘ R 4 . !

L d

o 4
After hearing one of these ugntences, the ¢hild is asked vhether he heard

pail or. tail. ln' ‘this cug{5 the chxld will usually select the correct .alter— -

]
native because its -eanmg is comutent with that of the' biuing word.

On the other hand, it #hould be relluvely dfffxcult for the child to dilcfi-i-

nate - between Eil‘and tail i:f he hean one of then in the—seutral_ conte;t,
- a L] -
"*The vas grey. Sunhr sounding pun of vords,‘.uch as pail ..

4 .
o«

and tail, are likely to be confuled by impaired listeners. In Experiment
2 the‘ altegnltivel for the test word alvays differed by one conlc;nnnt and N

were based on consonant confusions ,for i-plir'ed hearers reported by Owens,
c

Benedict and Schubert (1972). _ ‘.

*

2. Children will -ore frequently identify. the correct word in 8 pair*
when it is ig a .enteqcer vhere . the relationship between the biumg and test

\ ¢ 1

' ° :‘ . . - ‘

. . - .“:12 7’ - . '

el
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I vord is rcuonnbl'e than in one «Aere the relationship is- unreuonnbte, as
"ig,&m A .

in, "The little !xrl has & tli}." If listeners perform better on sentences ’

s

vith a reasonable ulntxo&bip Qegcn_the biasing and the test word than

‘“,, sentences vith sh unreasodable rglationskip, this ,gnttém would suggest
B . / . .

o that biasing words are 'bc‘in; accurately ngiltered and relatéd to the test

vord, ‘Pu)u-ably, listeners would do worse on the unreasopable sentences
“bec,us‘e the biasing word would induce the listeners to ignore 'tl}e. acoustical

information in the test word. | ‘

3. Children wvill less frequently identify the test word correctly
( N [ . - .
when it  is_in a sentence with an unreasonable reiatidnship between the biasing’

] and the test vox;gl than wvhen it is in a sentenéde with neutral context.
» - . » . . -

-

’He'thod > - B
Ovérvie\;:

: word-ducnnmlnon training folloded by sentence tutmg.

!ua of the tvo periods in Experiment 2 wvas co-priceil of

The word-discrimin-

ation training was conductod to imure that the children coulJ aiscn-mlto

“.

the biuin; words in ilolltion.

-

to observe effects of manipulating the Piuin; words upon

) [l

of acoustically confuung vordi\ In one period, thxp tesfing inciuded sentens

LI

,tr imination

’

ces with a reasonable relationship bo;vumthe biumg and- test vord,

-
1n 2
¥7

v

the other period, the testing included leﬁtencel with an unreasonable relation-

-ship ‘between the words.

rd
L]

ssparately.

]

(Both periods included sentences with neutral context.)

The word-discrislination training and the sentence testing will be described

- . -

[4 '

The lubuquent sentence testing vu’conducted T

»




. : v
Word-discriminstion training : 7 e \ .
terials: - ' :

| 38 Two word lists were recorded on’tapu by a male .talker.” Each had

pucticc vor’ folloved by 12 words to be used subsequéntly in reasonable

—

!orl.ut 1, the training words were selected -

) lor unreasonable sentences. ‘

from thc pairs chxckcn-coffn and !ir‘l-do!, with each word being preunted

three times in the liu in nndo.uod order. ¥Yor Liu 2, the trnnmg words.

-

were selected from the pain u'e-trig amd farm-sea. . . .
. 2. Yor each list, a npaute sheet shoved the words in type},cnd corre-
« Y

lpondm; pikctuses.

"3, There were hve nlponu cudl per list. Each card had four pic- 1

’

tureﬂ\ ;wo depicting 'words on the 1ist cnd two 'depxctmg foil words. For
L3
example, one bf the cards had pictures of Ydog," ngiri,” "star,” and "broo-,

vith the vo:dl from the 1liks bcmg "girl" and }‘dog. ,
Al tutin; vas conducted "face-to-face.” !xrlr., the child vas lhovn

[Tt

the shd:t:?;; a ando-ly selected list and asked to u?“!ﬂ _sign each yord
) - 1 - ¢
<as he wintﬁhc ‘corrn\yondm; picture. All child’;ﬁdid this task cor- _ -
rectly. - . ’ - !
[ g ~ - s
Next, the child vas instructed to listen over headsets to words from

. | )
«, the 12-item list and to point- tq the picture for the word onm the relponu

card. Whenever the child was correct, the trainer said "right." - The criterion

“for co-plctmg training vas 12 conucutivc correct discriminations.
Subjects? gSubjects were the same 26 huring-mpaircd children who ;lrticx-y-
”ﬁ‘*‘@ltod in Experiment 1. Twenty-one children met criterion by the hfth presenta-
tion of the 12-item list. The five children who did not meet cntcrion by

the fifth presentation wvere deoppod from the study.

*
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. ancing and to vary the presentation order of test items.

:lﬂd the former

‘in a list.

In sentence testing, the bxasxn; words were identical

Sentence tésting:

to those used in discrimination testing. ror exn-ple, if a child rece{v€/4

word-discrimination training with a list thst 1ncluded the word dog, he vas

N

subsequently tested vith a set of sentences that included, "The little dog

had a tail.”

N . 7

(1f the period included reasongble sentences.)

The reasonable and neutral sentcnces‘tlined from Experiment 1 were
also used in Experiment 2. Im addition, g'lltching set of unreasonable sen-

tences ‘vas generated by substitutipg the alternate response as the test word.

(e.g. Inserting pail for tail, to make, “"The little dog had a pail.") By
ulinglthe ‘same word in each of the;e‘fBr-s, it vas possible to control for

the effect of variation in test vordl. \d

i

<!xperilent 2 vas delxgned»lo thlt children did not helr the same- sentence

L3
in each of the two periodl. In one period, they heard four.of the test words
in reasonable sentences and the giher four words in neutral sentenses. n

the other period, they heard the -latter four words in uﬁréisonable sentences,
g
four in neutral ones. #The presentation of reasonable or unrea-

sonable sentences was counterbalanced across periods. /

.

Eight lists vere prepared for recording in order to achieve the counterbal-
’

Each of these lists

had 32 sentencea, broken down into: (a) Two practice sentences, (b)- six

foil lan;nces, «and (c) 24 test sentences. Each of the eight te:j/lentpnccs

(four neutral, four reasonable or four unreasonable) was used thrée times ¢

The foil sentences were inserted in order to provide some relatively
easy items and to increase the interval betveen repetitions of & test item.

Por each sentence, there vas a ;nrd'that depicted the test word and a similar

- &

sounding word (e.g., pictures of pail lnd tail).

oy ]

»
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lﬁctruct}xo?u were ;wcn fac cf\i}dren were told that some

e-to-fcce.
in addition, before : {

¢
t _ _ of°the sentences u;ht be hard for thet to uudentmd;
~ 2,
muvm the unuuonlble sentences, they were’ told that lo-e of the lentencev |
ke uns'e. : R . ?

would bo -funny” lnd not ma

er headsets. ‘{mmediately after

JA
The untencu were again presented ov

/
sav .one of ‘the cards depxctmg a test word

.’

. hunn; uch“ untcnce ’ children

and the othcr word i.n the pair. Selecti

ence conuxtuted the measure of
ct® In each peruf, cl_\ilélren heard

ons of a second list

on of the picture for the word in

the justﬁ-pulented unt perf'orna'nce. Sentencé-

! puununon ute vad paced by the lub;e

one 32-item list and three repetiti

tbree repetitions of

ontnned the u-e items nrunged in a different order.

_thlt c
- Resolts . ‘
A et accompanied. the

énces were divided into the ‘et that

‘l'he neutral sent
accompanied the unreasonable ones.

I

reuombtﬁ lentencel and the let that
(a) Reasonable/unrea~ -

cuentnl deugn had three factors?
sonsble and lcco’pﬁ\xin; neutral sen~

es, and (c) pairs-

(‘.onuquently, the cxp

) . loubli v, neutul sentences (b) rea

neutral sentenc

A tences vs. um'euonnble and accompanyi
of tr{lli. ,;rlb‘le 2 shows the mean per ent correct for reasonable, unreasonab

I'd

(with the dats digplayed leplutely. for the 2 sefts

and neGtra] sentences

1 . -
These data are the proporti of correct selections of. -

/\- of n;u!nl ones) .
. ‘ 2 ,
irs of trials. Smce in respo

the test word for three \
the child alvays decided between two alternatives, chance performance level

®
*

>nding to a sentence,

D wiks .50,
A

v




. . o .. Insert Table 2 about here /\/ ‘(
'J N - : : - - . L4

% ~

¢

. It vas .predicted tlut .children would ulect the correct word more fre-'

‘quently vhcn the buung unt(ncu vere réuouble thén \’kﬁ they were unre&-

>

-mcble. It vas also pndxctg_d that chxld‘ren would not dxffer in the frequency

in wvhich they sélected the correct word ‘'when the two sets of sentences were
» * -

neutral. Gii‘e'h these predictioms, the analysis of variance vas expected

-

to yield a liinificant intirgction of the two re_leﬁnt factors (reasonable/

* r

unreasonable’ vs. neutral and reasonable/neutral vs. unreasonable/neutral

w ¢

sentences). In fact; this was the outcome, PON,19) = 49.89, p £.001. Follov-
up ani'l?us vith Tukey's HSD test showed that children selected the correct
word more fuq.u‘ently vhen the sentences were rgnAlonnble than vhen they were

L

‘unreasonable (p ¢ '.01). Purthermore, there was not a significant diff/éfencg
-~

in performance.vhen the two sets were neutral. . !
PurQ-ner nulyul nth the HSD test showed that children made more correct

nlectxom vhen 'the sentences were neutul than vhen they were unru\lonnble ﬂ

(p <€.01), as had been predicted. l!pvevcr, children did not make u;mhcantly

more correct gelectim in the reasonable sentences than in the neutral ones,

. . L

although the means wece in the predicted direction. ¢
The ahalysis of variance yielded only one other li;nifiui:t' effects
Children selecteéd ‘th& correct word more frequently when the -intencel were

the reasonable and lccmp.nymg ncutul ones than vhen they were the unreason=

adle aud ncco-plnyiu; mutul ones, F(1,19) = 44. Olo, P g .001.

o ' ) . -]3= - . -+
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Discussion

N .
' -L . * Ve

The principle findings were (a) that the hearing-impaired children | ,"
sade '-ou.eornct se nom of .the test word in the uuonable untenceq
then in the unreasonable ones; and (b) they made fever correct ulecuom
iu'tln unreasonable sentences than: in the neutral one-. Furthermore, cirildren

sade more correct selections in the ressonable sentences than in 'Ehe neutral
ones , althoumis diffcr'bnce vas oot statistically significant.

The finding that cluldrtn did better on the reuomble sentences than
on the unreasonable ones_suggests that, in ;eneul, cluldun extracted meaning

from the b,inin;' context and used this information to select the test word.

In hearing a sentence such as, "The little dog has & tail,” tHe¢hild -;y

have registered all the words but the test one, for vhich he could not tell
acoustically whether he had heard a /%/ or a /t/j however, he could compensate
for this confusion using semantic knowledge that indicated that tnl vas
the approprutc} word. \On the other hand, the poor perfonance on the uhreason-

able senten wuuts that, in this case, the conwextual information overrode

the acoustic cuu. of couru, if tlu tut-altcrnativu had not been so similar

sounding, contcxt -igbt not have had as ltm; an effect.

The intenedutc perforlancc vhen ge sentences were ncutul is also
consistent vith the intorptcution that relations between word meanings governed
selection of the test word. “These sentences did not have word-meaning informg~

s

tion that could either facilitate or interfere with ulcgtion of the correct

_ test word.

A ]




This emphasis on the role of word 'Iuning“l;u-eo that words serving
as cues for normal-hearing children can also serve as cues for helring-iipai;ed
childre#. This assumption is necessary because the sentences used to examine

the effects of context\wu' identified on the basis of normal-hearing ¢hildren's

' ucogmtxon of theu contextual cues. On the. vhole, the data from both Experi-

ments ] lnd 2 mdxcatcd that the hearing-impaired hildren also recognized

thné cues.

]

- ¥
The discriminstion tnining for the biasing words may have played an

essential role in tbe -lmpulnuon of context to influence selection of the -

telt word. For the reuonlble sentences, the ducn-mltxon 'iummg may
(4

have mcreued the extent children reguteud the biasing words in subsequent

sentence testing; conaequently, more gues were available for inferring the
7"
correct test word. On the other hand, for the unreuonlble sentences, the

discrimination training nay luve made more cues available that were -ulendmg.

Consequently, the listener was more lxkely to unore the lcountxc cues m . -

the test word. Results from a pilot ltudy lu;geu that tthord-ducnnu-

" tion training played an essential role (Stinlon; 1976). This study did not

include pnor discrimination tnmmg for the biasing words, and the results

L}

indicated thlt, without- the dilcrmnlnon traiping, -lmpullnon of context

-

did not mfluence idéntxhcnnon of the test word.

‘l'he findings of the prelent ltudy are com\ent vigh the propoutxon

that un_tence’ comprehension involves an intricate interplay betwgen linguistic

and perceptual processes. While there seem to be many techniques avaiable . ‘

for dilgnontn;:_ef;i:)du in the suditory-perceptual process, there are
[4

fev techniques for diagnosing and remediating the'lkilll that link percepfugl

R :




&

‘and ligiuiltic processes. Further descr{ptio; and u_ndeutandi‘ng of these

..
H ‘ \ - Ld
“Yinking" skills .is needed since they are crucial in sentence comprehension,

9

N N
e and consequently, in communication. .-
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~Table 1

-

- MNormal-Hearing and Hearing-Impaired Children's

t_e'lp;moeo to Incomplete Sentences
, . o
L

,

‘ - L 2 .
-paire of incomplete sentences with ‘Percentage of Appropriate
possible responses in ( ) and the . and Inappropriate Responses
appropriate one underlined -

L 3 |
N . . — ’
Wormal ~ Bearing, °
. & . 3D
Hearing™ ‘Ingnred-

Approp. Inapp. Approp. . Ilnapp.
Y

4

<

The little girl has &’ ,
(pail/tail). 82. 12 , 42 58

e little 'dog has &

The cook took the coffee
from the (can/pan). 98

The k took the chicken .
frow the (pan/can). %
We need a (match/map) for o

1 fire. ¢

We need a (ng/utch) for
trip. . .

You find (goat s/boats) .on
famm.

’ g find gboau/:oata) on

=4
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" Table 2 -
Mean Percent Correct for , "y
. ' - R ‘ < +
, - . Reasonable, Unreasonadble ‘
‘ i
!

" and Neutral 8¢ntencel5

\ , [ 4
* . . ' P \
. ‘ Biasing -Sentences . » \ , ‘
. * ’ ~ . i “\*
L U Y . ; ks
. . Pairs of Trials ' e
| o7 > s T W
1-2 . - 3 -4 \ 56 '*’ﬁslw
%, e
¥ 8D X SD " 8 B
u,...omble ..3 .lk ’ ' .w\.PG ‘ i .80 .16 ) ‘ = -al
g Unreasonable . .35 .20 33 .21 .33 .26
Neutral Sentences ‘ %\\~/_// -
) Set accompanied .65 .14 .65 M4 . © .63 .16
by reasonadble .
Set accompanied .63 .16 .65 .17, .63 .16
by unreasonable . -
. . , -
L3 ‘ ‘
M.Stinso-2 ' . )
r(1/7/80)310 o -21- 25 /- <
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