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i Abstract

The purpose of this research was to study the relationship between the

hearing impaired child's family environment and his or her academic

achievement:  The research probler was derived from a consideration of both

press-needs theory and a social learning theory of family environments. ;

within this framework, family environment is .considered one of the most
pervasive influences on a child's development, and Specific characteristics of

S~ L3

outcomes: —

N o 3 o , ) L
Through focused intetviews of 124°families with hearing impaired 9.5 to

ch examined 'what parents do with their children, how
S - . I
they interact (the social-psychological family environment) as well as certain
&

-

13 year-olds, this re

status characteristics in relation to their childrens' academic achievement.

Specifically; the study addressed six problems: 1) the underlying

constructs of the family environment of hearing impaired children; 2) the

achievement; 3) the relationship of the underlying constructs of the family
environment and academic achievement of hearing impaired children; 4) the

relationship of demographic classification variables and academic achievement

of hearing impaired children; 5) the relationship of family environment

O
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constructs and academic achievement compared to the relationship of

demographic variables and academic achievement of hearing impaired children;

and 6) the differences in family learning environments of “hearing impaired and

{
héaring children.
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Studies of sthool learning of the past twenty-five ycars have demon- -
strated that 'the major variable that explains much of the difference: in the

Variation among the téééhéis;rtﬁé ééééiéﬁiﬁ and the ééﬁééié is féiéii§§i§
small when comparcd to the differences among the home environfents (Coleman,
1966; Plowden, 1967; Bloom, 1974; Walker; 1976). The purpose of this study of
famiiy'iéérniﬁé environments for aégf children was to demonstrate the ré-
: : b

lationship bctween the deaf child's social—psychological family environment
and his/her academic achicvement and affective development.

Family environment research that considers Sbtﬁ'éiésai classificatory
variables, such as social status indicators and sex, as well as réfihéé
' social-psychological measures, such as a péréhf‘é aspirations fbr;iﬁéir child,
haslprbvidea information on how specific characteristics of the home-and
- family relate to the child's ccéﬁitivﬁ abilities and affective character-
istics: Studies in the area of families as learning énvitghmehté have,

. e

therefore, become more sensitive and valid and E@id greater promise of having
diagnostic value for the practitiomer or policy-maker: = _ o

Family environment research of this nature did not exist in the

~

literature on the development of hearing impaired children's cognitive and
affective behaviors. It was proposed that the inclusion in the family.of a
: 1

child with early profound hearing impatirment is related to a family learning
environment for the child unlike that of the ﬁééiiﬁg child's, and that the
deaf child's learning environment is related to differences in the éﬁiia'éz

cognitive and affective development.
r ( e

-~



Kimpetus for educational tesearch on family sotiéi:ﬁsythologioé5

B o~ . . _
L : 2
‘ .

The notion of the impact of early childhood dcafness on thc family is not

consequently, suffcr great anxiety and sorrow. Meadow and Trybus (1979) go’

fartlier--they propose that the prevalencc and the nature of emotional/

':'bchnviorni disturbances observed in<deaf children ‘suggest- that the impact of

dcafncss on the home environment is significant and cr ét 5 ﬁéttéfns of

parental behaviors dctrimental to the child 8 development.

Theoretical

"The theoretical positions aaaéifaéiéa by Lewin (1934), Murray (1938) and
Bloom (1964) form the conccEtuai\basxs for this study. Lewin's work in the B

arca of pcrsonality stresseﬁ the need to understand behavior (B) 88 an outcome
" of the relationship beﬁycen the person gP) and hIs/her enyironment (E), or

B=f(P,E). Murray furthéf oropoeed that an éﬁviiéﬁagﬁi has a directional
tendency 1in that it cgg}%é classified as harmful or beneficial as 1t effecth

the person. Murray's framework is called the press of the environmeng and has

both a qualitative and quantitative aspect. 'Bloom provided much of

- v
-

as being composed of several siub-environmerits. To understapd the déiéioﬁﬁént

research task was to identify and measure that sub-environment of press

variables which potentially 1s related to the characteristic.

- - .
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Review of Selected Literature

it 1s what the parents do rather than their socio-economic status or ethnicity
that accounts for these outcomes in their children. On the basis of the
literature, Dave hypothesized that the home environment relevant to edu-
cational achievement might be studied in terms of the following home environ-
mental variables:

2. Language models

3. Academic. guidance

4. Activeness of the family

5. Intellectuality in the home

6. Work habits of the family: .

These varisbles vere each broken down into specific process character-
istics which defined and delineated the variable: Then sets of interview
iﬁééiiéﬁélaéEé constructed for each éﬁéfééiéffsiic: On a nine point scéie;
ratings were made on the basis of interview and observational data for each
characteristic following specified criteria for evaluation: A list of the

variables and their process characteristics follows.




b

a. Parental aspirations for the education of the <hild
: o)

N

b. Parents own aspirations

c. Parents' interest in academic achievement

d. Social press for academic achievemerit

e. Standards of reward for educational attainment

f. Knowledge of the educational progress of the child

g: Preparation and planning for the attaibgent of educational gbgis;

a. Quality of the language usage of the parents

b. Opportunities for the enlargg¢ment and use of vocabulary and

Cc.

b.

c.

school learning

Activeness of the family

d. The extent and content of the indoor activities of the family

" b. The extent and content of the outdoor activities during weekends

and vacations

c. Use of TVsand such other media
d. Use of books, periodical literature, library and such other

facilities 5



N 5
5. home n
a. Nature and quality of toys, games, and hobbies made available to
. the child . . &
a b. Opportunities for thinking and imagination in daily activities

6. Work habits in the family

a. Degree of structure and routine in the home management

b: Preference for educational activities over other pleasurable

things : ' i

When an overall index of the home environment was correlated with the
results of a fourth grade battery of achievement. tests (ﬁéi?éﬁaiiiéﬁ) the
iélééibﬁéhiﬁ was found ia be very high (+.80): Generally; the correlations
were highest with tests of word knowledge and lowest with spelling and
arithmetic computation. These results suggest that the home has greatest

computation. [

The Dave and Wolf §tudié§ have been replicated in a number of gther
countries and cultiral settings with very similar findings (e.g., Dyer, 1967;

o _ I o R . - R 77] - - e e - -
Kellaghan, 1977; Marjoribanks, 1979). 1In addition, the research that followed
built on their approach and further developed and refined their conception of
the environment. Overall, this line of research demonstrated that parents

learning.
Over the years research on family environment and learning has resulted

in increasingly more precise outcomes as it moved beyond using primarily

< 1s
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. 6
social-economiic status indices to represent the home environment. At the same
time, however, many of the 'studies have been limited by restrictions in

~N

“-«statistical tethniqoes;-~1iiperhaps the most completeipresentation of the

major research in family learning environments, Marjoribanks (1979) described
the effects of these limitations and reviewed research; including his own
extensive work; that has attempted to go beyond these reétrictioné to achieve

more accurate observations of the interactions and characteristics of the
family that account for children's academic and cognitive behavior.
Two of Marjoribanks' studies will be summarized here: Wanting to test

examine the proposition that family social status is related to children's
school~related outcomes at different levels of refined family environment
measures. Included in the results of the regression surface analyses Gas thie
finding that at each sbciai status level, increases in family environment are
associated with sizeable increases in intelligence scores and also English
achievement scores; and at each level of family environment, changes in social
status are associated with changes in English achievement.

In a path analysis study, Marjoribanks (1979) examined' the effects of the
fémiiy;s social- psychological environment on achievement a?d affective

outcomes when measures of social status, previous achievement, 1nte11igence,

peer-group orientations, and teacher attitudes are included in the analysis.

reading and parents' aspirations,; with teacher attitudes operating for the




o _ L . P
younger (7-year-old) group. For the 8 and ll-year-olds, reading was a
relatively more important influence on the academic outcome in the girls'
samples, while intelligence and parents’ é§§%tétibﬁ§ were more important
. .

——

variables for boys than for girls.
Throughout Marjoribanks' analyses it is shown that there exists a complex

network of interrelated family environment variables that are associated with

children's academic and cognitive performance. Further, the family
environment variables which are related to children's school performance are

B R _ - v oL - - N
associated also with the psychological or "person" variables of the children:

the individual's intelligence, attitudinal and personality characteristics as
- ] : o ) 6
well as prior academic achievement levels.,

.Apart from the studies focusing primarily on mother-child {nteraction
. ,
represented best by the work of Schiesinger and Meadow (1972) and those

8nvestigating segments of the family environment, e.g:; Greenberg (1980),
there has been virtually no effort to systematically observe the imbagt of a
deaf child on the Eéaiiy. Because of a lack of information about the
rélationships between deaf children as family members 'and the family learning
environment, explanations of differences found between deaf children with
hearing parents and deaf children with deaf parents must be made cautiously
(Moores, iééi).,,?&r example, the consistent finding that the performance of

deaf children wzzh deaf parents is superior to that of deaf children with

hearing parents on academic achievement, social development and English

language measures (e.g., Meadow, 1968) cannot be explained by the parents' use

of sign language: Certainly other factors should be considered as potential

predictors of this comparatively, superior performance by deaf children with
o .

of S 17
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deaf parents: the reduction of the traumatic reaction to deafness that
I !

effects the ﬁétéﬁts;‘téiatibﬁsﬁiﬁ to the child; and the likelihood that these

parents interact with their deaf child in ways consistent w1th behavior of
parents of normally hearlng children. ) '
»

?amiiy environment research examining the. relationship between éééiﬁi-

structure variables and CHflthﬁé'Aschool and affective behavior holds promise

r

regardlng how we might conceptuallze the effects of the handlcapping condition

on the development of the deaf child. On the basis of the literature, it _wa,s&g

suggested that the social-psychological environment measure for deaf children

N

should include a variable, thus, process characteristics for parents' inte-
gration of "hearing impairment” into the home The thrust of this tﬁébtétitéi,

the effects they have on the deaf child's behavior:

Definitions of Key Concepts
Environment:
The conditions; processes and external stimuli that impinge on the

individual and interact with him/her. This definition is dérived from the

The coticept of thé\znvironment in this étﬁdy includes 1living beings as well as
physical objects and occurrences. The environment's boundaries are determined

by the extent of active interaction between the person and the outstde world.

~

18
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the total environment in the home which affect the academic achievement of the

. -

chiid: Whiié the ;learning éﬁbifo?neni may be present in the school, iﬁ the
classroom; in the home and also in the community, the home produces the first;
and probably most insistent and subtle influence on the child. This study
focused entirely on the home: The learning environment (perhaps it could be

described as the "academic achievement" environment) in the home was

Academic achievement:

The child's performance on the different academic gubjects in the school.
The performance is generally estimated by a suitable battery of standardized
achievement tests=—to insure uniformity and reliability. The academic
achievemenit 1s considered an index of :he'chilqis educational behavior:
X

characteristics:

Environmental process variables and proces
 As discussed earlier, the learning environment in the home is described

in terms of the specific processes, interactions and forces, and not social

status characteristics. These are called the{environmental process variables.
_ I : oN < .
They are obtained from the thebrética} and research literaturg’on learning,

child development; ¥he education of the deaf and other pertinent ﬁgﬁé%. Each

process variable is then further defined and delipeated in.terms of ﬁrbc**F

‘

characteristics in order to make them more operational.

v

F |
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The overall intended outcome of this research was to be able to identify

Objectives

a significant impact on the child's school iéa;;iﬁg and development. ‘Tﬁé{
results of the study will enable professfonals working with parents to gf;%g-
late imto specific, practical applications the heretofore unspecified;
knowledge that specifis;famiiy characteristics-are éigﬁifiéaﬁt éSﬁttiSﬁtiﬁg
variables in a child’'s life.
The sé;dy had five primary ijeétives:
1. To examine the relationship between family environment and academic
achievement given differences in family socio-economic level, I.Q.,}
family size; ordinal position, sex; communication mode used in

school and type of student:

2. To assess the relafionship between family environment of hearing
impaired children and academic achievement.

3. To assess the relationship between status characteristics and
academic 7a'i:h'iéiiéi‘ﬁéi'it of hearing impaired EBH&E&E;

4. To compare the relationship between family environment and academic

-

achievement with the relationship betweauigtatus characteristics and.

academic achievement.
5. To cempare the family learning environment of families with hearing
impaired children with the family learning environment of families

with hearing children.:

Q |
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Family Environmént Measure

11

!

Method

! \ ~
_ i 3 — // o ,
* The research project .describ@® ip this 'report was preceded by a © '

=

.preliminary preparatipn phase during which Marjoribanks' Family Environment

Interview Instrument was adapted and pilot tested along with the interviewing

protocol. The environment measure was in the form of a semistrucgured home

\ i~

interview schedule and elicited responses from parents; for most iteds a set

of alternate responses was

supplied SQ the interviewer. In addition; an.

~

Ty T S R
"other dnswer" was provided so the interyiewer could record any response

and/or comments the parents made. The schedule obtained a measure of the

intensity of the present environment 6§érétiﬁg in the family 2nd attempted to

L

{

[ 4 _

gain a measure of the cumulative natire of the environment. For example; as

well as asking '"how much education do youfexpect your child to receive?" the
)

\gthedule also included a question to estimate how long the expectations had

been held. The adapted instrument used 'in this study is -contained in Appendix

‘Marjoribanks' family environment variables, which this study prefers to

refer to as "dimensions'" of the family environment, the process

characteristics and interview iééék were based on those developed by Dave

(1963), and others, e.g.; Walberg & Marjoribanks (1973): Thus, the interview

instrument used in this study closely followed the conceptualizations of this

earlier research but was adjusted for use in this gtudy to accommodate a

population from the United
hearing impaired child and

iwas expanded to include an

States and a family situation which included a
possibly hearing impaired parents. The schedule

additional environment variable (dimension) called,



: 12

adaptations included: the addition of genetal information items such as £§pé/;

of school program placement and schooling history; age of diagnosis of the

hearing loss, communication competence and mode of communication and thg use

and effectiveness of -the child's hearing aid(s). a .
: L ST B | - 7
'+ This study's additional dimension, parental integration of hearing :

1964; Dave; 1963): The parEhggi integration of heaning impairment dimension
and the characteristics that comprise it are listed below. Interview !
questions were constructed for each characteristic.

erit into the Family Environment

a. '"Adaptive" reaction to hearing impairment
b. Knowledge of child's hearing loss and development of hearing

¢. Keen parental interest in communicating with the deaf child

d. Keen parental intefest in the deaf community

6. Eaphasis on parity in child-rearing orlentatioh regarding superbision
and discipline

The family environment dimensions, called variables by Dave (1963), and

instrument to generate data in this study for the analysis of the deaf child's

family learning environment are listed below. It should be noted that) these




19 P

N ~

. were hypothesized dimensions used to define the family envidonment. Six of

these were baded on earlier learning environment research; the seventh

dimension was constructed to re{iect the pre®nce of a deaf child in the home.

: .

The family learning énvironments of deaf children have not been measured prior )

-

AN

1. Parents' aspitations for the child , o ;

~ - i

a: kﬁéﬁié&éé of- the child's current school work and activities

=5 b: Standards and expectations for the child's school work

c: E&dééfiéﬁé% éﬁébéécupéiioﬁai level aspirations and expectations )
for the child . ' .

Q;L ?éféﬁfé':ééﬁi;éfiéﬁé fé% Eﬁéﬁééi}éé

- e
a.  Educational level of close friends and relatives

b. Occupation level of parents' father

c. Occupation level of parents

|9

d.- Parents' job satisfaction

a. Family use and discussion of books and tWagazines -

oL e , -7
b. Family concern and help for correct‘'and effective language use

c. Opportunities for ernlargement of vocabulary-and sentence patterns
d. Interaction with other adults and child i

went_of aspirations

¢

c. Preparation and planning for the child's higher education

;T

LY
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5. knowiedge;giiphiid;g educatichal progress ' \\\

a. Parfntal knowledge of school subjects content and strengthi and

weaknesses in the child 8 sdhool progress

b: Frequency parents discuss child's progress 4n school

'6: Family involvement ir educational activities
s a. Sibling Interactions involving a teaching-learning orientation #

. ~»
b: Parent invciéemeng in child's hobbies :

N -

3 ;// tagether - A ‘
. ) o - o 7 ) { e ) ) R
e. Frequency farily plans and goes on weekend outings
f. Parents' involvement in courses outside the home

g: ,'ﬁiidié in voivement in 1essons outside of school

y

b. Knowledge of child's hearing loss and development of hearing

~ c. Keen parental intereat in c0mmunicating with the hearing impaired

.
- \
+

child
‘ - d. Keen parental intéiifsti in the hearing impaired community/culture
e. Emphasis on pariti in child rearing orientation re: supervision

and discipline \r v;

Ll
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A4 large number of families with deaf children were required for this

[adl

statistical techniques. This report will present research results based on

124 interviews with 119 families who have children who are severely to
profoundly-deaf:.  The families were located in seven states in the
northeastern region of the United States and in the District of Columbia.
The following criteria were followed in éeieé;ing families to participate
in this study: the child's hearing level was to be no better than 80 or 70 dB
average in the speech range in the better ear; age at onset of iﬁebhéariﬁg

loss was to be no later than 18 months of age; there were to be no known

females; their ages range

a standard deviation of §.é{£”Twéhfy:tﬁ6 or nearly 18% of the children had two
ggag parents. This pértéhtégé:far surpasses the U.S. £igures for the 1§7é#79
school year: 2.6% of tﬁévﬁééf Students had two deaf parents (Karchmer,
et.al., 1961). Of the children with deaf parents, approximately 40% (N=9)
were boys and 60% (ﬁ-ijj girls while the reverse was true for the deaf
children with hearing pér%;ts approximately .60% of whom were boys and the rest

Five familiec had two study children;and were interviewéd twice.
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~girls. Ninety-seven or 78.2% of the children had hearing parents ahd five
children had at least one parent who was hard of héaring.

Although a majority (78.2%) of the families who wefe?inierviewed were

white, nearly 22% (N=27) belonged to minority racial/ethnic groups inciuding

Afro-American (black), Spanish-American, Eastern Indlan, ndﬂHaitian. This is o

slightly above the.national estimate of 18;5% ‘minority membership in the .
general population. Nineteen of the minority children in this study w were
black and all had,hearing parents. All 22 children with deaf parents were.

white as were: the 70 chlldren,with hearing parents and the five chiidren withw

hard of hearlrg parents

Y/ Of the stud) children; approximately 82% had entered some type of school

program before or at age three years. At the time of the study, half of the
cliildren were enrolled in a residential school for the deaf although only 342
of the children were residential studentsf The next largest group of

children, 40 in all, attended a day school for the deéaf. ;Tﬁéfféﬁaiﬁiﬁg 22 -

some degree:. Although over 82% of the children were 1in special school
programs for the deaf, only eﬁﬁfbxiﬁétély 77% of the children had a totally
segregated school day. The rest, 29 children (23. cz), were mainstreamed for

P.E.; lunch; recess, and/or some academic subjects (N-l&) or for most all
academic subjects (N=15).
Over B2% of the children spent most of their school day Giiﬁ ﬁéé;iﬁé

teachers* approximately 12% or 15 children spent their days with botﬁ deaf and

hearing teachers and seven families reported they did nov know 1if their

child's teacher was deaf or hearing: ) -
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Sixty-nine percent of all the study children came from intact families.

Of the families with deaf parents, a relatively high rate of .B2% were intact,

¥ructures, a percentage which 1s closer to theé national average.

Close to 14% of the;study children had no siblings and none had more than

seven: The mean family, size was 2;?gchiidreng SD=1. 3. Ninety-three (75%) of
the §53&§ children Géfé first born, 13 were second born aﬁa;if-ﬁéré»tﬁitd.
There were three fourth born study children and one each at the fifth; sixth
and seventh ordinal position. The mothers' ages were in the range of 27 to 60
years; 1=37.5;. SD=6:3; andthe father's ages ranged from 26 to 57; Mel0.6,
sp-5.5. .
‘The data on child"s primary mode of communication at home and at school
may be of ﬁéftiéﬁiéf interest: A§§56§i65E6i§ 73% of the 124 children used a
simultaneous (oral and manually %3&&& English) mode of communication at
school. ‘Of those, 38% came from homes where simultaneous communication was
generally used, 51% came from oral homes and the remaining families reported
using primarily manual. Of the 27% who used an oral mode of communication in
school, a surprising 18% were in a simultaneous communication home,
“éﬁvitﬁﬁmeﬁt._ \\(/
 The father's occupational level ranged from jobs requiring the highest
education level, e.g.; Ph:D.; M.D. (scale value = 1) to jobs requiring little

some college or training: Only one father was not employed. Sixfy-five
percent_of . the mothers had occupations other than housewife. The range of

¥ ] ’ ) ;

- 27
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sD=1.5 (job requiring high school degree or some high school) meant more

mothers than fathers were employed in jobs requiring less formal education and
'3

training.

“ . . .
Family SES levels in this study ranged from a high of 1 (jobs requiring
highest educational level) to a low of 5 (jobs requiring little or elementary

were in the first, second and third SES 1évels. -

Appendix B contains a comparison of this stidy's sample and the nation's

families based on socio-economic and demographic characteristics.

Communication Competence

e

Family Environment

Family environment data comsist of mother and father responses o
interview items rated on scales gemerated to measure each of the family
environment dimensions. An Index (éEBféf of the Family Environment for each
child hé§765£6iﬁéa by summing the §EBE§§/;§Eiﬁ§§ on the items that made up
each of the six factors resulting from the factor analysis. The scoring

system was such that a low score indicated a "favorable" environment whereas a

high score on the Index reflected an "unfavorable" environment.

Farmily Socio-Ecofiohic’ Level
Family socio-economic level was scored on Marjoribanks' five-step scale

of occupation-by-requisite-education as reported by the parents during the

. interview (High=1; Low=5). If both parents worked, the higher-level

occupation was used to score family SES. Occupation was chosen as thé primary

- 28 - .




index of SES because Hollingshead (1957) found occupation to be the best

single index of his highly detailed social class stratification. In addition,

occupation is more likely to be reported in a uniformly scaleable manner and
' ] _ -

occupation. level is more likely to have a stable meaning in terms of SES than

\\\axe income or education, for which levels have been changing drastically over

time and region:
Ethnicity is indicated by race in this study and the data were obtained
by observation during the home visit for conducting the interview.

Family Structure

Family structure is indicated by ordinal position of the study child and

responses to relevant questipns during the interview:
/

Academic Achievement

Academic achievement was obtained from each child's school records. For
I T R
this study, percentile scores for reading comprehénsion; math concepts an
math Cbﬁpﬁtétibﬁ comprise the academic achievement data. Over B84% of the

) >

academic achievement data received derive from the SAT-HI (Special Edition for

Hearifig Impaired Stiidefits). Other tests used were the California Achievement :

Test and the Metropolitan.

Intelligence data were also obtained from the child's school records.

The majority (92%) of the I.Q. scores received derive from the WISC-R:

Communication competence was determined from responses obtained during
the interview on questions to the parents regarding how they would rate the

4 Oy =

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ievel of understanding in the home in the communication process between child

and mother; child and father; and child and siblings and/or others.  For a

sub-sample;, videotaped observations were made of family interaction during
dinner in order to obtain a global rating of understanding between family

members during communication.

Procedure

The sample of families who participated in this study was identified and
obtained through the cooperation of the school programs the children attended.
The Schools were selected on the basis of expected number of children that met
criteria and to assure adequate representation on a number of characteristics:
type of schbéi prcqram;‘i:e:; oral versus total ééﬁﬁﬁﬁiééEi&é; residential

should be heeded.

since the interview data were to be related to school record data the
§EB$31§' cooperation was necessary. The superintendent or head of each
program was contacted by letter explaining the research and requesting the

o T S - o -
schools' participation. This was followed-up by a phone call from the
projett director. Specifically, the school was requested to release to the
pt;%’ct director the names, addresses and phone numbers of the families whose
children met criteria. In almost ﬁii cases when the school was interested in
the study, they first contacted the parents, gave them a brief explanation of

- . " . _ . - - - o - JE
the project and requested permission to release their names and other

; - 30
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“ .

and asked them to participate. This also provided an opportunity for the

parents to ask questions about the project. Essentially, they were informed
that the focus of the study was 6ﬁ.faaiiy:ééhaai relationships and on how the
family impacts om the child's learning. Only one family thag_wge called
declined to be interviewed. The schools also required the project to receive
parental permission to release their'child's I1.Q., academic achievement and
soclal-emotional data from the schools' records. In the event the child did

fiot have the particular social-emotional information required, the parents
wete requested to permit it be gathered and then released.
) ) ] k2 o

The parents were interviewed in their hoiies 2 by a trained interviewer

Marjoribanks (1979). Each family was visited at a prearrduged time. After

establishing rapport, the interviewer proceded ?ith_the:séﬁi 't:ﬁciﬁféd
interview. The iéngth of time of the iﬁé}tvie?ézianged;ftég 50 ﬁinqtés to
four hours per child, with a ‘mean and mode ‘time of ‘éﬁﬁfbximéf:éiyv two hours.
Care was taken to ﬁfdGi&é a focused but 6péﬁ—£o—diééuééion‘iimbsfhefe to the
famtltes during the interview: iﬁféf?iéﬁiﬁé took place from November; ¢1981

the telephone.
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Communicatiogeompetency was considered to be a potentially éigﬁifiéaﬁé‘g
characteristic ofs family environment. Care was taken; therefore; to
obtain reliable communication C6mpétéﬁ§? data. Parents were asked intfrview,
questions about these characteristics. Additionally, in an effort to valldgge
tﬁe parent report data concerning C6ﬁﬁﬁﬁiéatibﬁ competency between the deaf
child and his/her family members, videotaped observations were made of family
interaction of a sub-sample (N=19) of the study families. | . .

In order to capture a sample of "natural® family interaction, family
dinner time was chosen as the framework for the videotaped seséions. Also, it
is a &éii§ occurrence when most family members are likely to -be home. The

'i‘ﬁﬁ one four: The video technician with an aide arrived at a pre-arranged

[N

time; set up the equipment; instructed the mother or father how to turi the
“recorder off when they finished eatipg, turned it on when the family was

ready; and then left: The families were asked to call in the "crew" when
their meal was complete and were invited to view the ééﬁé: Caution was taken
to avoid intrusiveness of the equipment as much as possible, e.g.; lighting
equipment ﬁaé_képt to a minimum. Families were asked to try to go about their
normal business as if the cameéra was mot there: It was believed that the use
of videotape rather than trained observers minimized intrusiveness whiie

- making it possible to observe virtually all interactions between family °

members be it eye contact or an outright verbal harangue. Indeed, it appeared
‘ . - 5

that after a few moments the presence of the machinery was almost forgottenm:

Although an elevation of behavior may have occurred, the actual quality of the

off -probably did-not ¢hange.

32
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.0 The é:,chiiaren (19 families--three families had two study children) that

o oy ‘ R .\_\

xeport data thh vxdeo-obServatIOn expert ratlng data had the follow1ng
-

.\' 7777771\:77, N - le
haracter:thcs' In fxve of. the 19 ‘families, both parents were deaf, 13 of

Wfthe chlldren were boys' nine were girls, all but two fam111es were whlte,
7» \ T oos e

»

e
iy

for the observatxon whxch for the mdst pd?t corresﬂsnded to actual famlly

v
n

,size réﬁéea from. two to f1ve, with a ﬁééﬁ of. 3.637 ' Q‘

.

ORI

‘Results ef-EéﬁﬁﬁﬁiEéfiBh com petence vaixdatxon, Parents' eommunicatieﬁ

competence with the child was measured by a se1f-5§§é§§ﬁéﬁi iter (Part a; #44)

within the interview. Valldlty -of the seif-assessment was subsequentiy

éﬁéﬁiﬁéé, with aiééppblntlng results;,uslng»a sub-sample of 23 children from

19 families. Each family in the éﬁbZSéﬁpie QASJGiaéétébea aﬁa:iﬁéi;

i

Ehe “iaters; ﬁanuai: Instructlons for Ratlng,Commﬁnicatlon,Competency from

, .

-~ .
i L.

o4

Vldeotaped Families at D1nner“ is in Appendlx c. : g

.

One of these communication varlables, "level/ ﬁht-bf ﬁutuéi ﬁﬁéét:

Tau. It was felt that observations and ratinqs.bﬁ’Vériableé’l-IB were

prerequisite to rating tﬁe rééipiécai unaérstanaiﬁgz The correlat1on showed_

that mothers' Seilf-assessments were virtually nncotrelated with expert xatlngs

-

(Tau=:04) ; while fathers' seIf—assesqments and,expert ratings were Weakly
S . o - N . :
correlated (Tau=:20).. = #* ¥

the communication Self-assessment was not successfully validated it

Since

will not be used in further analyses for this report. ﬁ&HéGéf; two .conditions
4 R L : o ;

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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strongly suggest its potential and reasons for reintroducing it in subsequent

analysis of these data. First, Kendall's Tau is not a t ust measure, that is,
- S . . C
it is highly susceptible to the influence Of outliers. With a sample of this

size two or three aberrant cases are sufficient to discredit the entire

procedure. Second, judgments by the panel of experts were made on several

-

. communication variables. Others oX these, éithét‘éi&éiy or in combination,,
' - e ; ©o

may be more cioséiy related to the parent self-assessment tham Rl Qaé.

In summary; while parent self-assessment of communicaticn compétence will
not be used in this report it has not Beén ruled out as a useful éﬁé Ctitiégi
' measure: Analysis of the communication competency data will be explored

further and will be subsequently reported elsewhere

e

o
"
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Analyses, Results and Discussion

L Y

N 707 . I’ -
The findings will be presented in this section addressing t&? following

N ) B o o . o

questions which relate to the primary objectives of this study as described

‘previously in this report:

i;“fwﬁéigéié the underlying tructs of the family environment? The
results of data reduction procedures will refine the data (over 400 variables)
gafﬁéééa iﬁjiﬁé family interviews to a set of factors (constructs) which
dééétiﬁéitﬁé most salient family environment characteristics that represent
the faaiiy environment. |

2. What is the effect of differences in family socio—econoéﬁc levels;

1

mode in school on the strength of the relationship between the family ™

_énvironment and academic achievement? Certain demographic characteristics

have been shown to relate to academic achievement and to family éﬁﬁiibﬁﬁéﬁq;g/
The relationship of “environment and achievement in this study is expected to

be differentially effected by differerices in levels of status characteristics.

3. Which underlying:constructs of the family environment best predict

ment of hearing impaired children? This study proposed

that the family environment is comprised of a number of factors, i.e., a

sub-environment, which influence the hearing impaired cigild's &chool learning.

4. Which demographic cla

achievement of hearing impaired children? Previous research has demonstrated

the relationship between various status characteristics and a hearing child's

o .
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child's academic achievement to be similarly influenced.

5. Which set of variablesf family environmept characteristics or
i s 777777(7/7

demographic characteristics; is the better predictor of the academic

achievement of hearing impaired children? It is argued here that not only

will the set of family environment characteristics more successfully
(statistically) predict academic achievement than will demographic
characteristics but that the combined family environment and demographic
characteristics will result in substantially more meaningful and utilitarian

findings offering greater explanatory power, These results will have major
theoretical and practical significance for understanding variation in the deaf
child's school-related learning.

6. Do family learning environments of hearing impaired children differ

from family learning environments of hearing childrén? There was the

expectation that differences would exist since the inclusion of the hearing
impaired child in the family results in experiences, ﬁpﬁbrtunities; beliefs
and interactions not found in families with only hearing children. Fami{iés
with hearing children have as their frame of reference for behavior families
and children without hearing impairment.. In most families with hearing
impaired children this frame of Eé@%f&ﬁéé; which influences parental
expectations for the child; child-rearing orientations and parent-child

interactions,; is often no longer drawn on as a directing resource.-
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e ¢ 7
Note on Data Set 7//

The data set on which the majority of the analyses were performed
comprised family unit responses. This means that for family units consisting
of single-parent families, the responses used are those of the single mother

or single father head of family. In the family unit in which there was both a

mother and father 1iving, the responses used are the mothets. Thus, for those

questions to which mothers and fathers responded, only the mothers data have ..
been used in most cases (FAMSES is one exception). It could be argued that the
mother's influence on the family is the more éaiiéﬁt and the research Eéékiﬁgi
to defive the most advantageous influence on the child would uitiﬁatgi§ use

" the mother data anyway. That is purely hypothetical at this time, liowever,
and the reader is cautioned about the maternal bias on those questions where

it is pertinent.

;

p
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1. What ‘are the underlying constructs of the fémily environmernt?
- 13 :

The theoretical and research bases from which the objectives of this

study were formulated imvolve firsi;/;hé‘aerivacion and second; the analysis
of undeslying constructs in the family environment as they relate to the

child's academic performance. The gext several pages describe the first step,

the derivation of constructs of the family environment.

. Constructs of the Family Environment

Factor analysis was ﬁéfféfﬁéa on éﬁﬁibiiﬁ&féi?,iéé ééiééé%é%iéterview
instrument items to derive the underlying constructs or the factor SLructures
of the family environment. One-hundred items is ?ﬁé SPSS- sub-program FACTOR
limit for variable entry. ; |

The family environment interview questionnaire contained some 300 ftems:

set were highly related to each other conoeptually. These conceptualizations

were based on tﬁbse of Dave (1963) and ﬁérﬂbriﬁéﬁié (1979). ;I‘iiéi:éfbi"é; the

task of paring down thé 300 items to 100 in order to perform the factor
analysis involved selecting the best representative item from each set.

the researcher to detect any underlying pattern of relationships among the
variables; such that Eéé'&éia could be reduced to & smaller set of factors
; .
which account for the observed interrelations in the data. This factor
analysis ié;éiﬁié?&iéé?-iﬁ the sense that it included the "deafriess-related"
' . ]
riables and others considered by the researcher to reflect unique family

.

* 3
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environment characteristics due to the deafness: This resulted in the

.

B _ Ll oo_. Sl . . , L
structuring of variables and the development of new constructs unlike those of

Dave (1963), Marjoribanks (1979) and others:

The factor analysis was carried out using an SPSS program which derived

principal components with iterations (PA2) and orthogonal varimax rotation.

First; an unreduced factor solution was conducted for 4, 5; 6, 7 and~8

factors: These results; when combined with pattern and structure matrix

analysis; led to the deletion of 36 items/variables. Ultimately; a reduced

4 -

factor solution taken over 64 variables and 124 families was retained as the

theoretically strongest and most meaningful for interpretation purposes. This

analysis produced six factors with eigenvalues > 2.0 and accounted for 45% of. -

. the common and specific variance. Factor loadings of > .30:were accepted.

Table 1 displays the factor matrix of the reduced six factor terminal
solution. The factors wére named: Concern for School Progress and the Use -
and Development of Languageé and Communication, Parental Aspirations and

Expectations for Child's Academic and Occupational Achievements, Integration

L4 s

of Hearing Impairment into the Family Environment, Parents' Satisfaction with
Child's Schooling, Parents! Aspirations for Work and Leisure, Child-Rearing

v .

Orientation. The variable list of 64 variables is in Appendix D.
. o . o . . A L
The following discussion describes and interprets the variable clusters

that emerged from the rotated factor matrix. The variables having relatively
higher leadings on a given factor cluster under that factor and comprise’ a

hypothetical construct: Each of the six hypothetiCal constructs or factors
were named on the basis of the common elements underlying the content of all

or a majority of the variables determined by the given factor.
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and Communication (SCHLANCQM)‘ . : 3 :

VAR 230 Extent and content of recreational activities of parents and child
VAR 205 Frequency parents help child with English grammar

VAR 209 Frequency parents introduce child to a new word and/or sign

VAR 241 . Parenes' knowledge of content of child's school studies

VAR 242  Parents' knowledge of the child's grades/progress in Bchool studies
VAR 276  Frequency parents discuss child's progress at school

VAR 243 Encyclopedias in home and parents discuss them with child

VAR 254 Parent involvement in child's sporting activities,

VAR 289 Parents' knowledge of level and nature of child's ‘hearing 1oss

VAR 290 Parents' knowledge of type, function, and appropriateness of-child's

o hearing aid ) %
.- VAR 291 Parents' knowledge of content b.f child's speech and auditory .
' o training :
VAR 293 Frequency parents discuss child's progress in speech and auditory
o training A

VAR 294 freqnénty parents mieet with teacher to discuss child's progress in
B ~ speech and auditory training
VAR 295 Parents learned to sigh relative to when the need became apparent

VAR 298 Fretuency parents discuss child's general communication (receptive

and expressive language) progress (oral or manuai)

VAR 299 Frequency parents meet with teacher to discuss child's COmmnnication

o N progress
VAR 300 Parents' knowledge of child's general communication abilities

VAR 53 Parents' belief regarding child's time spent on special courses for
o deaf children o
VAR 260 Child's activities after evening meal

VAR 185 iFrequency parents give child articles from newspaper or magazines

VAR 188 Keenness of parents for correct and effective language usage

VAR 189 Quality of language usage of the parents

As they are presented here; variables 230 through 254 and variables 260

communication related activities. Parental encouragement of the,development

of the child's language skills (205, 209, 188) and of the chii'cii%,_takiﬁg
notice of items of interest in newspapers and magazines (185) are s’p’ecific

aspects of this construct. ‘The deafness related variables, as they are listed

above, 289 to 53, along with 189 relate to the parents' interest in knowing

about »their child's hearing loss which it is reasonable to expect; ﬁétinaféé
' ]
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the parents to get invoived with the disability that emerges from that hearing

<

loss; i.e.; the child's communication skills End progress. A parental

o langUage model for the deaf chiid press appears to be present in this

construct in that both the parents signrianguage 1earning variable (295) and

their qnality of English usage (189) toad or this factor:
The name of this construct gaggégiéa on‘thé'hasis of these variahies

child's school progress while, simultaneously; there is a developed knowledge

and involvement in dealing with the effects of the hearing loss. Perhaps

'exists the first, there is more likelihood of the second developing.

7 _ .

Factor 2: Parerital Aspirations and Expectations for Child s Academic and

Occupational Achievesents (PASPACOC)

VAR 164 Parental aspirations for child's education—level achievement
VAR 170 Parents' expectations or standard for child's current grades
VAR 200 Child reads to parents in any communication mode

VAR 204 Extent child reads books on his/her own N

VAR 213 Child brings books home to read from library, school or friend

VAR 231; Parents expect child to spend a regular amount of time daily
& 232 - doing homework outside of school

. VAR 234 Parental preparation and planning for the attainment of child's

educational goals

' =Ry sEraMiiaer oY

VAR 301 ; ‘Extent of parents’ participation in deaf community

VAR 56 Parental belief regarding how well deaf -and hearing children mix in

more mathematics

VAR 259 Child's activities after schooi

VAR 165 Parental expectations for child's education-level achievement g

VAR. 48 ' “'Parents' belief that the child's SChool curriculum should include

VAR 167 Parental aspirations for child's occupation-level achievement

VAR 237 Frequency parents praise or congratulate child

T 7 - .
This construct seems to have & more specific and focused influence on the:

variables than does Factor 1. Variables 164; 165, 167; 170; 234; 231; 232,
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237; 48; over half the varIables 1oading on Factor 2, appear to be determined

by a press for achievement exlsting in the family. Parents hope for, pian,

homework and grades are articulated and reinforced. This éaﬁéifﬁéf more than
any seems to reflect the parents' future orientation and academic insight:
Integrated with the parents' future orientation is their interest in the deaf
community (VKRrﬁﬁii in which tﬁéir child will soon 555&15155{& while at the

children (VAR 56).

;A complement to the achievement press is the child's activities during
unscheduled time and his/her specific reading habits. In each of these
‘variables (200, 204, 213, 259) the c¢hild's' internalized motivation for -
achievement is implied. ' ‘

Factor 3: Integration of Hearing Impairment into the Family Environment

. P

VAR 268 At what age parents expect/allow child to go around the neighborhood
to play where he/she wants

VAR 286 Parents' beliefs regarding their adaptation to their child's

deafness>

VAR 288 Parents' mahner of adapting to child's deafness

VAR 297  Parents' activities related to.dearning sign language

VAR 305 Frequency parents discuss deaf community

VAR 307 Parental belfef regarding supervision needs of deaf children

VAR 186 Extent of" parents English usage in the home

VAR 187 Extent of child's English usage in the home

This construct seems to reflect the parents' level and manner of adapting
to the child's hearing loss: variables 286 and 288: It is further suggested
that the extent of the adaptation manifests itself in variables 3065 and 297:

cpﬁgtrqct.v



Vartables 268 and 307 also fall within the ' conceptual spéte dfi}hié
construct and again seem to indicate the extent of the parents' integration of
hearing impairment into the family environment. It is suggested that parental

supervision beliefs and the age at which paren;s allow their deaf child out
into the neighborhood--and this usually means on his/her bicycle-=coincides
with and perbaps signals the adaptive behavior dimension and is conceptually
very much determined Ei the iﬁiegfationiof hearing impairment fECtbt., Vari-
whether orally or simuitaneously éé&ﬁpﬁiééied: How these relate to this
factor construct fs difficult to interpret; perhaps:later analyses will shed
light on their inclusion here.

Factor 4: Parents' Satisfaction with. Child's Schooling (SATSCHOL)

VAR 42 Parental satisfaction with child's school
VAR 43 Parental belief regarding amount of homework
VAR 46 Parental belief 'regarding amount of art; music and drama
VAR 47 Parental belief regarding amount of reading instruction
VAR 49 Parental belief regarding teacher's friendliness
VAR 50 Parental belief regarding teacher's fairness
VAR 51 Parental belief regarding teacher's interest in child s education

VAR 54 Parental belief regarding their welcomeness in the school

VAR 57 Parental belief regétding the amount of information they receive
about the child's school progress

Conceptually, this construct may be the least complex of all six. All
the variables-indicate the parents' level of satisfaction with various aspects
of the school curriculum; It should be nioted, however, that parents' satis-
faction Wif% child's schooling includes pa;reﬁtsi beliefs specifically about
the teacher's friendliness; interest; and fairness rather than teaching
wmethods or knowledge: féfhéﬁé this more academic concern is accounted for in
other variables in the factor analysis: Also; of interest; parental satis—
fééti&é here is interpreted as feeling welcome in the school and well-informed




re (PASPWORKLELS)

VAR 210 Extent parents read books

VAR 261 Parents' discussion with child of TV programs

VAR 173 Parents' jobs

VAR 174 Whether parents wish to change jobs

VAR 311 Parental belief regarding the need to explain discipline rules and o

techniques
This construct appears to be marginaiiy interpretable at this time: The

factor label suggests that an underlying determinant of the variables is a _

balance of parental job satIsfaction and the nature and extent of their

leisure events. This construct seems to influence primarily parents’ and not

the child's motivations regarding seieéiéd activities: When the eﬁii& is

involved (261, 311), it appears the child is less significant than the
parents' interaction with the activity or their perceptions.

Factor 6: Child-Rearing Orientation (CRORIEN)

_,VAR Zii Parents read to child at early age before preschool )

VAR 247 = Extent and content of educational activities parents and child
I __ engage in together

VAR 262 Time child watches TV on weekends o o
.VAR 266 At what age parents expect/allow child to earn spending money

VAR 271 At what age pareiits expect/allow child to make certain decisions

While Factor 6 is labeled &s an orientation to child-rearing conStruct it
is interpreted as including a press for independence and a press for
parent-child interaction regarding intellectually stimulating activities. All
the variables in Factor 6 reflect parental beliefs; customs and rules for
raising their childrén. A press for independence, it is suggested, influences
the particular parent response in variables 262, 266, and 271, while a press
for parent-child interaction in intellectually stimulating events; it is
~ :

believed; influences variables 21l and 247.

%
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The results of the factor analysis point out for the most part the
strengths of the conceptual anprqach applied in tnia étady;in developing a
measure of the faniiy iea&ning environments .of deaf children. ,Ehia aéé‘éﬁoﬁﬁ
most clearly by the concentuai cohesiveness found after factor analysis among
'most of the items identified from the theoretical and research literaturé and
selected to measure the constructs underlying the hypothesized learning

environment dimensions. In addition; the unambiguous factor loadings clearly

diétinéuiéﬁéd the factorsg ‘This provided significant guidance and

not remain intact under an Integration of Hearing impairment construct.
However,. the deafness-related variabies'concerning the important adaptive:
reaction as well as-those concerning the deaf community, sign language and
supervision remained together as aafai concepts contributing to a ESEEEEnéE'af
factor. This new configuration was named, based aﬁ'iﬁtéfﬁfétatiaﬁ;
intégration of Hearing Impairment into the Family Environment éfaétaf.s).

ﬁérentél knbwledge and activities moved over to the first factor. Factor 1
was interpreted as also having a heavy knowledge and involvement in child's
current school progress influence. Since the first factor 1s the princij al

factor, it is expected to have a largér numbel\of variables loadingﬁ Ké

interpreted here, the press for knowledge and involvement in school.progre§§
and the press for knowledge and involvement with the deaf child's handicap

(language and éommunication) are theoretical complements.

-~

*
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The child-rearing variabies joined w1th other variables of similar

37

: orientation to form their oum factor (6): The variables dEsigned to define

A

ﬁarents' 1eve1 of- school satisfaction (factor &) did so without interference
“f ~ 2 . -

from other var1ab1es. .Factor 4 is. uniquevto this study as Marjoribanks

analysis- did not identify a construct of this nature'as a dimension of the =
h@ﬁé lééfﬁiﬁg environment.

The salience of the deafness-related variables was a particularly

interestlng outcome of this factor analysis.' ‘Also, the nature of their

contribution to the variable Clusters on the first and third factors was

Ehe‘rééﬁits of the factor analysis ﬁroViaédsﬁroEiQe for further
development of the Family Epvironment inst}uaéni.' Aﬁ;é5iiy't$sk would be=tec
further refine’ the original input variable list of,LOU‘;téas in an attempt to
:sharpen’the factors.: For the present study the factorAanaiysis provided for

data reduction thereby fafilitating further analyses.

2. What is,the_e££ecteo£46i££ereﬁeesgiﬁgiamiiy~socio;éconoﬁic levels, sex,

v

used by the child in the schnolgon t}

s

" the family environment and educational achievembnt?

' The literature is replete with claims -that differences in certain‘status
characteristics of the child and his/her family play a role in accounting for
differences in acaoemic achievementias well as differences in interactions End
behaviors occurring in the family (fAmily environment): For example; one
explanation for differerces in academic achievement and family environment

ot

LS

t
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bccurring among chiiaréﬁ of different éaaily strdééuiég is that §5iéﬁfs ﬁibvide?

large numbers of children intérétt with théit children difféféﬁtly than 66!

[N . -
X g

‘families with fewer children.

One way to investigate this influence among th1s study sample is to
examine the differenttal effects of differences in these status f{; |
characterlstics on the stréngth of the relationship between family environment
and academic achiekement In the bivariate correlation analyses (zero—orde;5
performed to answer this study question; these differentiai effetté of
variability across status characteristics were “controlled” by examining, at
each status characteristic "level," the strength of the relationship befween
academic achievement aﬁa family énvironﬁent'an& by comparing the strength of

.the'reiationships aeross different levels of each characteristic.

The reader is reminded fifsi;.iﬁai the family environment index was the
score obtained by summing the values of the variables (item scores) ébmbfisiné
the six factors derived from the factor analysis procedure: Second, the
family énvitbnnEntiebnteﬁt for this study question vas represented equivocally

sy the six faetbrs:tcbﬁstructsj and mo efféit has yet Bééﬁ made in the

academic achievement. This will be done in subsequent analysis and the -
environment in the family then“is called the family learning environment.

For the examination of the effect of differences in status

characteristics on the strenmgth of the relationship between family

P




3

39
environment and academic achievement, subprogram PEARSON CORR of the SPSS was

used to compute Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients. The results
\

are presented,:n'Table 2. ' .
It can Bé‘Eéén by comparing correlation coefficients for family
environment and academic achievement across a11 five family socio-economic

, .
levels; for boys and girls; and'for etther first- or later-borns that the

strength of the relationship does not seem to be effected by differences in

these thréz\variabiés. That 1s; the correlation at any level is not

-substantively different than that at any other level within the same

characteristic.

On the other hand when the magﬁitude of the correlations for commuter or
residential stﬁdént, communication modes used in.school; 1:Q: level; and

faﬁily size are Comoarédr it can be observed that differences existed
. .

demographic characteristics with the relétionéhio of .family environment and

academic achievement. A pattern emerged especiai&y for the correlation of

reading comprehension and family environment. of all charaCteriStité,

differences in FAMSIZE, COM/MODE SCHOL, student type and I.Q. interacted most

_with the family and academic achtevement relationship.

s -

: : ' \
3. Which underlying constructs of the,famiiy environmentgbestepredictgthe5

' academic achievement of hearing impairedmchiidren9

The analyses of the relationship of the family environment constructs
(the six factors) to the hearing impaired child s academic achievement -are

- ' T




Table 2
Pearson Correlations Between Family Environment and
Academic Achievement Across Differences in
Status Characteristics

. Academic_Achievement . Demographic
Reading Math " Math ) Characteristic

j Comprehension Concepts Computation 7 Level

\\3:1062 0:1074- v -0.0085 . .
o4 ¢ 5 ¢ 5 | PAMSES®
P 447 P= .432 P= .437 :

n
-

0.0324 -0,1827 ' —6:3675 N » o
( 12) ¢ 12) ¢ 12) , .FAMSES
= ;460 :P= ;285 P= .120 :

ni
N

0.1622 * 0.2000 -0.0766 ‘
28y ¢ 28) ¢ 25) f FAMSES = 3
= .225 &° = .174 P=. .358 .

>
ae]]

=0.1586 0.0621 0.2039 '
1y 1. 1) - EAMSES =4
P= ,302 . P= ,410 P;'.225>

L]l
wn

) G o FadEs

% “0.1445  0.1108 ©  -0.0729 -
€ 59 _( 64) _(C 65) KRANK
P= ,137 P= ,192 pP= ,282

» O
Kl
-

-0.2019 -0.1856 -0.1180 I
( 23) (. 24) (1 28)  KRANK

P= ;178 P=.193 P= .292

[ ]
N




_ Academic Achievement  _ > . Demographic

Reading Math Math ' Characteristic
Comprehension Concepts Computation . . - Level

0.5253 0.6022%"  0:2170 ~
9 ( 10) (" 11) , FAMSIZE
P= .073 P= :033 P= [261 - :

n
[y

-0.1966 ~ 0.0354 -0.0736
( 3D) © (0 33) ¢ 33) FAMSIZE
P= (145 P= (422 P= (342 B

|
N

-0:0058 §a 0:0570 ~0.0270

1) ( 22) 2y FAMSIZE = 3

P= ;490  P= .40l P= (4527 <

~0:3634 -0.0721 20.0542 o

¢ 21) ( 23) ¢ 23) - FAMSIZE
P= .053 P= .372 P= .403

"o
oo

-0.6236%* ~0.6845%% —0.7378%% : g
¢ 16) ¢ 1y - _¢€ 11 COM/MODE™
p= .005 P= .010 P= .005 - SCHOL = 1
-0.2876%** -0.1022 -0.1366
~{  66) 077 _C 78) - COM/MODE
= .01D P= .188 P= .117

[%2)
(o]
ja o]
[e]
o
n
N

: 99.0000 99.0000 99.0000 e
(.0 C 0 « 0 COM/MODE

Pekkihx P=k*kkk | Pakkkkx SCHOL

N
w,

LA
[y

-0.2307 - -0.0748 ~0.0689 .
_ 35) - 40) _( 40) SEX
P= ;091 P~ .323 P= .336 .

LIl
N

~0.2995% -0.0743 -0.1454 ' .
(37 ( 37) ¢ 37 STUDENT
P= -.036 ‘P= .331 P= .195 TYPE

L}
—_ .
° )

~0.1311 0:0239 ~0.1058 S
C45) ¢ s  52) STUDENT
P= 195  P= .434 Pa .228) TYPE
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! Table 2 = Continued

1? __ Academic Achievement . Demographic
Reading " Math Math - " Characteristic
Comprehension  Concepts Computation e Level ,
: o e e - Ry o
99.0000 ° ° :99.0000 -  99.0000 . o
B R G 1)) (0 ) ¢ =1
P=%kkkkk P-***** P-***** .
-0.7079% 0.5222  0.3998 - .
(8 9 09 ' IQ =2
P= .025 P= .075 Pm 143 . -
0.0816  0.2289 o.o4. - I
_( 26) - O 26) ( oy IQ =3
P= .346 P= ;130 * P= :415
S -0.0876  0:1807 - -0.065 I
27 _( 30) - 30)° ‘ : IQ =4
P= :332 P= .170 P= .366 - ,
-0:4537*  -0.3636 -0.0495 o
( 17y . - ( 18) (19 e iIQ =5
Pe 034 P= .069 p= .420 ¥ ;
-0.7283 0:1315 ~0:1634 3 -
«C 3 ¢ W) K - 1q =6
P= .240 . P= (434 P= ;418
(Ccefficlent/(Cases)/Significance) (& value of 99,0000 s printed
) if a coefficient cannot be computed
* pe.05 _ )
** P.c 01 . - s
@ FAMSES = Family Socio-Economic Level (1 = high, to 5 = low)
by KRANK = Ordinal Position of Study Child a = first-born.
2 = later—born) ) .
¢ Féﬁéiiﬁ = Number of Children in Family
9 COM/MODE SCHOL = Primary Communication Mode generally .used in
school by child (1 = primarily oral, 2 = simultaneous,
3 - primarily manuc¢)
€ SEX (1= boys, 2 = girls)
f 'STUDENT TYPE (1 = residential, 2 = commuter) . "
& 1Q (I = low; to 6 = high) ’ . {




The Relationship of the Constructs of the Family

Environment and Academic Achlévement
Academic achievement for this study was comprised of percentile scores

":for reading comprehension, math concepts and math computation. Three
discriminant anaiyses; onie for each acaaéﬁic area, were conducted to answer

factor scales from-the,Family Environment Ins:rument;

Factor scale scores were computed for each case by summing his/her,raw‘

L
N

scéres on variables with rotated: factor loadings of .30 end above on a
particular factor. dThisﬁoptimxzed the internal consistency reliability of
each scale. Inter-scale cotrelation did not result from this procedure as
déﬁé&ﬁ by téérnitﬁin-grbups correiétién matrik’tébiesf

low group differences and for classifytng % ndividuals into high and 1ow_A”.’

achievenent groups. . ‘ -‘ S -

As 5or interpreting, the ways in which the groups differed were studted

family environment constructs (factors) by statistically testing how well
this set of discriminating variables (the six factor scales) distinguished the

groups, and byldéterﬁining which factors were the most powerful

discriminators. - -

‘Discriminant analyérs,ﬁas alsc used as & classification technique in this

t.x

study;- That is, as a check of the adequacy of the
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hearing impaired sEﬁdeﬁEs (cases) in this study with kiiowii high or low

membership; those Variabies can be used to predict the likely group membership

of new cases with unknOWU memberships, . , ‘
. ; N

as the step-wise criterion.

Reading Comprehension Resuits . )

Tabte 3 displays the means; standard &éviéiiéﬁé and univariate F-ratios-
for each of the six predictor variables. . Signiftcant univariate F-values were

found on three variables: Child-Rearing] Grientation, Parental Aspirations and
Expectations for-Child's Academic and Occupational Achievements; and Concern
for Stﬁédi Progress and the Use and ﬁéﬁéiéﬁﬁéﬁi of Language and Céﬁﬁﬁﬁiééfiaﬁ;

.y

group, hearing impaired children in the ﬁigﬁ reading achievement group came 7,;

déVélbpméﬁt. )

Recall that the Family Environment Interview Instrument is scored so that

1 = the desirable/favorable behavior or response and 6 = the least desirablp/ - *

favorable behavior or response. On the other hand, a high absolute value

reading score is desirable.
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Readiiig Group Means’, Staridatd Deviations; and Univariate F-Ratdos

Table )

- fot Six Fanily Environmerit Varisbles

Variable

.

High Reading Comprehension
(=28

Low Reading Comprehension

— (n=29)

~ Mean

S.D,

Mean 'S;D;

Univariage

F-Ratio

Chl1d-Redrltg Otfertation

Integration of Heartng
Inpairment

Parental Asplrations for
Child's Academic and

Occiipat ol Achievenents f

" Parents' Aspirations Work

and Leisure,

Concern for School,

Larigiage; Communication .

32,25
26,07
43,39

18,04

B2:14

Parenits’ School Satisfaction 25:39

7,58

4,08

' 19,36

il

28,59

35:17 5249

448 9.49

1921 2.9k

7669 21,73

25:00 2,71

3.51

g
1.45
025+

1.91

SRUNE **W

a

aScotingi

Dhegrees of Frecdon = 1, 56

bop&ibs

*k p ¢;01

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

¢

1 = favorable, desirable behavior, to § = unfavora

ble, undesitable behavior

St
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‘With the exceptton of SCHLANCOM; on each of the variables in Table 3 for
which the untivariate F-rattos were statistically significant; the group
differences were in directions predictable from eariler family environment
research: - While the aa&#a;&afé F's for the rematning three variables were
non-significant, the group means for two, Integration of Hearing Impairment

and Parents Asﬁirations for Work and Leisure; were also in directions

Table &. This step-wise discriminant analysis used the six Family Environment

Instrument factor scales to interpret group differences and to predict high or,
low reading group membership in the hearing impaired sample with reading

scores. The analysis was condUcted over 29 low achievers in reading

comprehension and 28 high achievers. From the 124 families, reading data were
received for éé children. Five of the six factor scales entered the equation
with an F to enter here and after set aty 1.0. The factors that entered were:

Environment; Parental Aspirations ard Expectations for Child's Academic and
-oééupationai Achievements, Parents' Aspirations for Work and Leisure, and

fd%mgunication.‘ The analysis Brodncéd an overall Wiiks lambda of :723 with an

associated chi square value of '17:03 with 5 degrees of freedom significant at

the .005 level and a canonical correlation of 526 for the discrimtnant -
function.
This solution explained 27.6% of the group variance and classified 72% of

the hearing impaired children used in’'the analysis correctly. Confidence

intervals, using - the t- statistic (t 01 55) and the standard error, were
¢



Table 4

Summary of Step-wise Discriminant Function Analysis® for Family Environment

Factor Scales Predicting High and Low Achievers .in Reading Comprehension

LS

S - Significance Within Structure
- : S Standardized Wilks: Change in of Change Coeffictient
Step Variable Coefficiernts Lambda Rao's V . itn V Function 1

1 CRORTEN 735 1936 3:76 053 422
i INTHI . 418 750 4.35 " Lo37 414
3 PASPACOC 609 g9 ( es2 0 Bes 29
5 ' PASPWORKLEILS 411 .723 2.75 .098 .272
2 ScHLANCOM _1.036 885 3.40 065 -.218

- SATSCHOLP ———- —= = - , .099

Canonical Correlatiom = :526 8 Minimum F to Enter = 1.0
Canonical R . = .276 ® This variable did not enter the equation

Centroids: Rending Comprehension Highs = =.619

Percent Correct Classification: Highs 64%
(Priors = :50) Lows  79%
Overall 72%

Improvement—-Over-Chance Index: 44%
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calculated at various levels to examine the statistical significance of the
hit rate. For reading achievement scores (N=57) the percentage of correctly

ctassified EasesTéieériy falls putside the 99% confidence iﬁtétﬁéi (since 72%
is greater than 67:8%) and is; therefore, significant.

' Klecka (1980) suggested calculating tau (a proportional reduction error
statistic) to get a standardized measure of improvement over chance of the
percent correct classification. Huberty. (1983) labeled this the
Improvement-Over—Chance Index: For reading éémfiéﬁéhsicn the iﬁpfdﬁéﬁéﬁ;-
Over-Chancé Index was I=44%; which means; that by using this classification
rule; the hivt rate was improved by 44% over éﬁéﬁéé or, from another

perspeftive; that 44% fewer classification errors resuited using this

¥ification rule than would have by chance.

The results of the stepwise selection of variables for dtscriminant
analysis will be interpreted by the within structure coefficients which
represent the variable to function ébiiélétiéﬁf. Unlike the standardized )
coefficients which take into consideration thé.éiﬁﬁitéﬁééﬁé contributions of
all the other variables, the structure coefficients are simple BiVAiiééég
correlations; thus, they are nbt affected by interrelationships among the
predictor variables: Notice the rather small structure coefficient of
SCHLANCOM which means it has fairly little iﬁ comtion with thé fuﬁCtibﬁ.‘ This
15 a &ifféiéﬁi impression than given by the éiéﬁdardized coefficient of
SCHLANEOM which was Eéiﬁéf large. As shown in Table 5, §6ﬁiéﬁ66ﬁ'i§ fairly
highly correlated with PASPACOC (.460) and with PASPWORKLEIS (.451) so they

'.' L] — -
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- Table 3

’

les

- Pooled Reading Comprehension WitﬁiﬁiCibﬁﬁé Correlation Hatrix
for Fanily Environment Varigbles

SCHLANCOM  PASPACOC  INTHL  SATSCHOL  PASPHORKLEIS CRORIEN .

o

o

-

SCHLANCOM

PASPACCC

INTH

SATSCHOL
PASPHORKLELS

CRORIEN

kS

1.000

0,460

"o

0.0
065

0.369

il

0
1,000,

0000 LoD

2000

0,295 0.19i

0000 L 0.0

1,000

0.128

0,258

o

1,000 “ »

0.090 . L00

e Tdl

il
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thé?true effect of SCHLANQOM upon the function.' Kiecka (1986) discusses ‘the. E'

;nr.

1

The within Structure coefficients which are corrélations between the
. X "! i

V:are grouped according to the“function with which: they are. most highly

. N #.'.v

correlated Cin this case: there was only One function). Within this gtbuﬁi the
variables are sorted in descending order by the magnitude of that largest

correlation (Hull & Nie,; 1981).

Exanination of the absolute magnitude of the structure coefficiefits
',m. . 7:5””: S o .” 7 7 o . L o 7 B 7- ) ) . :
iﬁ&ié‘%&éd i‘:hat Child—Rearing Orientation and Integration of Hearing Impairment
/

A g T

s A 2
Reiativeiy substantial reiationships derived from the Parentai Aspirations for. °

N

o

the Child s Academic and Occupational Achievements and from Parents

L

-Aspirations for Work and Leisure variables. A‘Eodest'réiitionshiﬁ; uﬁout'hiif
of CRORIEN, was derived from the SCHLANCOM iia;iaSIé; Given this Function

comprised primarily the CRORIEN and INTHI variables of the family énﬁiroﬁﬁént;
and given the diréctionaliti of the gtduﬁ means, this function might '

approﬁriately be named the "Piess for Interactive Child-Rearing" function. %s

This suggests that although the two variables were not correlated with each
-other (.077), they seem to be measuring a conceptually coﬁﬁiéﬁénzafy construct
‘best ciiai-éctérizé'ci by parental interaction with rather than to or for the

_chiid. This" w111 be discussed further in a later section.

=
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Math Concepts Results ' v ' _ o s

Table 6 presents the means ; standard deviations and univariate F-ratios

!

51

for each- of the six predictor variablesc sigﬁificant univariate F-value was

found on one variable: Concern for School Progress and the Use and

St

sL :

and communication development.

While the univariate F & for the remaining five variables were not

c

'y“environment

""‘n

constructs (low abSoluteﬂvalue of the four variables) were related to high

achievement in math concepts; -t

The ééégﬁ& step-wise discriminant analysis reported here’ used the same

six factor, scales derived from the fg_e':.or constitution of the Family

4 i L
Environment Instrument to interpret and predict high and low achievers in math

concepts. The analysis was conducted over 31 low acﬁiéGérs and 32 high

! ;. 3

a

scores were received. Four of the six factor scales entéred the equation (see

Table 95. The factors that‘entered were" Concern for: School Progress and the .

“°

Use and Development of Language and Communication, Parental Aspirations for

Work and Leisure' Integration of Hearirg Impairment into the Faxmily ,

2

Environment' and lastly, Child-Rearing Orientation. The analysis produced an={'

Smaw
overall wf1 s Lambda of .862 with an associated chi square value of B.64 with

J

63




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

| | Table 6

Math Concepts Group Means ) Standard Deviations, and Univarque F-Rntios |
for Six Family Fiiv1 tonment Variables '

- ' High Math Copcepts ~ Lbw Math Concepts' B o
 Varjable ;  (m=3) =3 Univariage
5 - Mean | S.D..  Mean $0,0  FeRatio -
s e B
* Concern for School, - o i 'J ? -
Language; Comunication -~ 80:19 18.89 Sokle 19; 00 RN
| “_Parents Kspirations Work . I o o ,‘ I »3? o o
and Leisure 145 . 35l 1835 %46 ok 3,09 i
Integration of Hearing D ' T 17
Impuirment ‘ 21:26 6.04 28 9(‘) R 1 AR 24
; “ - Stk T
Child-Rearing Orientatton 216 7 64 33 19 . 6.1 ¢ L3
) . e : ) ,?
Parental spirations for (7 ‘ &
thitd's Academtc and o e B
~ Occupational Achievements - 4h.8S 1.3 45,52 . 9.0 ‘5'%“,;
arents' School Satlsfaction  25.03 (X /S /T SR S T A
- . v : 7 *( T,
d Scoring: 1= favorable, desirable behavior, to 6\: unfavorable,jrndesirable behavior B °;{ | ‘/,W'
D Degrées of Freedon = 1; 61 m“ c o B
\;kq
N

" ERIC ",
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Tyble i “
Sun‘ary of Step—wise Discriminant Fnii'ctioh An 1@18 for Fanily Etwironment i
Factor Scales Predicting High and Low Rchi,nnérs in Math Conceptg ST
‘ _____ _‘ _
ey e T = —— N N ———
S Significance Within Structite
] R Stadardized Wilks ) Charige in of Change Coaf f1cient
Step  Varlable Coefficients Lambda / Rio's v ¥ . Fetdon |
L ' S L — — 7___./'“\___________
o smiew s e | TR
I PASPHORKLELS 665 %60 08 o
_ o . o S A .
3 INTHI . S .88‘,{, 289 089 I
. et LSt 208 207 |
! 1 '
- pasmacod] R - .03
. O e
B B ) o ) 7 ‘ ’ 7 _ _ V ) \
S T ) ‘ Da e |
- Canonical Correlation e ;372 . - Minimm F to Fnter = 1.0
T " S
Carionical R2 / e '138 B b This variable did not enter the equation
Centroids: Math Concepts Higns . -
B th Concepts Lows = 3%
| Percent Correct Classification: }lighs 691 |
~ (Priors = .50) | Lows 618 L
SR o Overall 658 T
. Inprovenent-Gver-Chance Index: 301
, ; o ;/ ‘?,f": i
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4 degrees of freedow, significant at the .07 level and a canonical correlation
of .372. This solution explained 13.8% of the group variation in the hearing
impaired math Eaﬁéépfé'sémpiE'éﬁ&,éorréEEi§ classified ‘65% of the studerits

,,,,,, A\

)

;“grror were computed to examine the statistical significance of the 65% hit

N

’ rdte'for math concepts. §Since the 95% confidence 1“‘¢?¢§£ ranged from 37:3%

to 62.7%, the observed overal} hit rate was statistically stgniftcant.

The improvemént:oVEr:cha”ce index was calculated to be 30%; this aéaﬁé
that 30% fewer classification errors resulted asiﬁgﬂz classification function
based on the discriminating vafiasiés than would have by éhanée;

4

The results of the step-wise discrimlnant analysis for predicting hth

and low group memb%iship for math concepts achievement were interpreted by :the

within structure coefficients rather than the standardized disctiminant e

o '.' \' AHR

"rvariables were low with the exception perhaps of CRORIEN and SCHLANCUM ( 431y °
. 3

(see Table 8): This means that the stahdardized coefficients Were probably‘
not affected by shared discriminating information and that the'réiétiVé.
absolute vaiues of the structure and standardized coefficient' can be

interpreted in a simiiar,straightforward manner. However. CRORIEN and

SCRLANCﬁﬂ's'Eeiationship to the function in opposite directions may accountlg__

for the net effect of reducing SGHEKNCOM'B relationship‘from over twice as ”~lfﬂ
great as CRORIEN's to less than haif GRORTEN s reiationship as indicated by

the structure coefficients.
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'# In descending order by magnitude of the Structure coefficients, the

: cbntributions of three variables seem to comprise this function. §éﬁiﬁﬁ66ﬁ;

-PASPWORKLEIS and INTHI. :Unlike its strengths for predicting high and low
L
A;rqading comprehension, Child- Rearing Orientation was of minor importance for 5

discriminating high and low achievers in math concepts. . - '*{ - _gé‘

S
.-y

© It is difficult to interpret and label this function because the
/structure coefficients of the three highest discriminating variables are

rather simiiar tn magnitude, and. the most powerini variables:- Concern for
Schooi, tanguage and Communication and Parents' Aspirattons for Work and
m

teisure axg,con%egtuaiiy tncqmpatibie exce perhaps that given their signs

t;;prcposed based on the author's :best Judgment, that given the magnitude of

e

\_-‘,‘, ) &z -
“,“-SCHEAN€0M and its negative sign, the dimensxon be named a "Press for
’ R

-

Direct}veness due to the nature of this variable 5 item content,.

ﬂath‘Cbmfutatibn Results

‘The group means, standard devigtioffs and univariate F-ratios for each of

. R oo _ _ R ool _ _ . t‘;' ,,”’
the six predictor variables are difplayed in Table 9. The only family
environment varigsie found.to fiave a significant univariate F was Parental

Aéﬁiratibné fbr the éhiidi§ Académic and Occuﬁational Achievements. " The:

hearing impaired ch+ ldren in the high achieving math computation group had

’7.4‘1'%"1',}; S i
""" : ;i"f '
& ) ‘

Even thoﬁgh the univartate F—vaiues for the other five discriminating

e

variables were dé& significant, the group means for three were in directions

T | .

A

' E ',-.71




, Math Computation Group Means®, Standard Devlatlons, and Univariate F-Ratios

Table. 9

L

-

for Six Family Environment Variables

Y

High Math Computation

~ (n=33

S.D..

Low Math Computation-

—  (n=30)

Mean S.D.

ﬁgi@ariége

F-Ratio

's Academic and
itional Achievements

n for School,
ige, Communication

s Aspirations Work
isure

ation of Hearing
ment

Rearing Orientation

's" School Satisfaction

41.87
75:68

17:97.

-27:19
33:19

25.32°

7:87
19.78

3:91

6:66H

;2?7il

668

tng: 1 = favorable; desirable behavior; to 6 = unfavorable, undesirable behavior

ees of Freedom = 1; 60

o F

Ls
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predictabie fraa‘zﬁéari and earlier study. That is, a favorable family
environment; as measured byftﬁese constructs;'was iikeiy to discriminate

Table 10 summarizes the third discriminant analysfs when the same six -
factor scales were used to 5;5&&&5,5&3& and low achievers in math computation. .

The analysis was conducted over 30 low achievers and 33 Bigﬁ achievers from an

overall data base of 94 students for whom math compntatiqn scores were .

received. One of the six factor scales entered the equation, Parental

Achiévements. The analysis produced an overall Wilks Lambda of :.837 with an
: , -
.37 significant at .001.

associated chi square value of 10
This solution found a ganonical correlation of .403 and it explained
16.2% of the grsup membership variance in the math computation sample. The
" oVerall correct classiflcation of the math computation high and low achievers
was 592, with the analysis showing that 64% of the high achievers and 53% of

the low achievers were-Correctly-classified. For math computation, the,

. o ». Tw

;

percentage of cases correctly classified. i. e., the Hit rate of 59%, did not

AR

Vdiffer in a statistically significant manner from chance. At the 952

confidence interval the hit rate would be statistically significaﬁt if it fell

outside th intgerval of 50%12.7 percent. However, the Computation of the

improvement-over-chance index showed that 18% fewer classification errors
fesulted using this classification rule than would have by chance:

.3?. The resultsiﬁf the step—wise giscriminant analysis for BEé&iéEiﬁg high
J~ nd low group membership in math computation achievement was interpreted

n = .
N

b? s&e*within s;ructure coefficfents. The within group variable to function

correlations aég shown.in Table 11.

BT




a ) . 7 Table 10
.Summary of Step-wise Discriminant Function Analysis® for Famjly Environment
Factor Scales, Predicting High and Low Achievers in Math Computation

- .:;h

| s - L .
. o . - Significance Within Structure
Standardized - WilRg .- Change in of Change Coefficient

Coefficients = Lambda Rao's V. in V Function 1

Step Variable

1 PASPACOC 1.000 .837 1.k . .0007 - . *1.000

- ‘%SCHfXNQOMb - ::::i. ——= ===== ===z .378 "

11
o
-
(7301
o~ N
5k
Q-
~
Fol
-
e
-
wn
[« 4
al
]

——==z R — === . Loz ‘ .232

INTHib 4 P —— === ——=== —fF‘; . . 205

t . [

CRORIEN” g e == o - : ~ -.069

. SATSCﬁOLbV . —==== N e e : | L e . —}665
- 7 o~

S —

a

Canonical Correlation = .403

canonical R - .162 R  This variable did not enter the equation

Minimum F to Enter = 1.0

N

‘ ¥ ~
Centroids: Math Concepts Highs = -.426
- Math Concepts Lowys = .440

Percent Correct Classification: Highs 64% _
(Priors = .50) . Lows 53% , -
) ' ' ' Overall 592 . . T

( 4 o

[mprovement-Over—Chance Index: . 18% ‘ i e : X

Ky

ki




Table 11

Pooled Math Computation Within-Groups Correlation Matrix
) for Fanily Environment Variables

SCHLANCOM PASPACOC = INTHI  SATSCHOL PASPWORKLEIS .  CRORI

PWORKLEIS

RIEN

a8 1000, ’
2% 305 Lo

190 ~5006 090 1.000 |
A0 w1 ks a3 Lo,

251 069 .06l 1225 068 1000

——

78 ¢

Ll
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‘ groups on each of the three separate distr

s eany
oA

61

The structure coefficients indicate how closely a predictor variable and

a fﬁnction are related When the absolute magnitude of the coeffictent is

“<

very largé»(ngér #1.0 or -1.0), the function and variable are_ carrying nearly

£

~ the same information. (Kiécka, iééé;. 51aiiarly; when the coefficient is near

r'

,;Achievements constrict of the family environment, which contributed from

almost thfee to five ‘times as much- discriminating power to the function as’ an&

achievers in-fath Computation. S o 3 _ ) (i
) ¢ Cw
For 1ilustrative purposes, the centrojds of the high and low ach&evement

"inant functions are displayed in.

5. e S

' Figure 1: It can be seen that each fnnctia ’resulting from three step—wise

discriminant analyses% Press for interactive ehild—Rearing for reading; Preés

”
K

eomputation; represented by'the axes; define a one-dimensionail space_with each

"and the improvement-over—chance indéx should be referred to in considering

of the two grauﬁs iacatéa on a point in §a§itivé or negative spééé;

» .‘, e

in the group means can be deceiving, depending on the seale units selected,

the reader 18 cautioned against attributing greater separation between the

oS4

centroids than is Garranted. The proportion of cases correctly classified

v h

 Figure 1 in that' they indirectly confirm the degree of group separation.
- T AR . , e : .
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By placing tHe ﬁi%toéféﬁé éBéﬁQKBne another, the denSIty,‘glstrlbutlon and . i
: ' L b - -
relative locations; of the centroids can be comparéd: Examlnatlon of: thé

i

plots reveals the degree of overlap Bé{&ééh_{ﬁé groups. The plot for hlgh and

A S -

“low math compﬁtéiibﬁ.qféﬁpé shows the most overiap and reading comprehenslon

1

thg least. Thls prov1des another way to percere the dIscrImlnatlnq power of
the di§¢timinant functions. i ' ’ ' ;¢

- . »

Dlscu551on of Results ? - .:1211'. .

-

,,,,,,, ;
>

73"‘,

o d1fferent1atlon%4?ere bosed on underlylng dlmen51ops of the gg’;;é
‘l . (the éiscriminant funCtiohé) ' thé,compo'éitiooé of which été; ;
, . _ K
_part, consistent with what theory and researoh’wouié predjict.
' also provided a means for ciassif;i;ﬁgl ihéif;iéuai 'c;as”es' ihtg“’thé, EChléVéﬁiéﬁt"

group.they most ciosely. resembled. . The Iﬁterpretatlon of these resuIts;

~ contributes ﬁﬁéﬁ to our understandxng of hearinq impaired chlldren.

«\z .
. What wé know about hearing Impaxred chitdren's academ1c 1earn1ﬁg and

Becausg of this, aahy of.the results from §Ei§ study S?é afaaaa-sfeakfag and
été,ihtétﬁiétéa 5§ way of ééékiﬁé‘éoﬁééﬁtﬁéi Eéﬁéiéiéﬁéy among - the fiﬁ;iﬁqs’.' '

and within a theoretical fiAﬁéwoiR. Coﬁﬁéhtlon in an exploratory study of |
. this nature dictated that an effort should bé made not to a§é§156£‘ié§aiig

s

FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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that might be lnter88ting and substantiwelyrmeaningful even when it meant
interpreting tcsts of significance lenien In all cases when this
occurred it is made»bbyious‘to the reader.j — >
Reading Comprehension 4

Eiamination 6f'théfitém content that maéé-up the factor scale structures
of CRORIEN anJ INTHI which comprised the "Press for Interactive Child- Rearing'
- function yields an interpretation of nature of the function and ﬁossiﬁle
Lfexplanations as to why it predlcted,hjgh and low reading comprehension. That
is the family environments of those children i the high reading group was
statrstically and substantively different than the family environments of
children in the low rEading group.n' o o . P o o ;
Several of the behaviors measured by CRORIEN and Iﬁfﬁl relate to the 4
parents and child doing activities :
educational activ1qaes parents-and child engage .in together," VAR 247. The o
A ﬂﬂ%: - ' \

important characteristic of- families with chiIdYen in the high reading groﬁpf
is that the pérents do things and are involved with their children rather than
directing activitiéé at; to, i’d around them"or the nature of the activity
itself is'interactiv as in "Parents read to their child at an early age.”
Related to thiS, the parents' behavior toward their child seems to be guided
by perceptions of him/her as an individdal of "equal status" to.the.ﬁarent
rather than as a child and a handicapped child with "child status" or status
different than other children would have in the familv. The child 5

independence as a person 15 recognized in "Age child is allowed ar expected to

earn spending money;"»-"Agé he/she is éxpectEd,-to maké;certain aé'cisian's;" and

early on in life when this independerice for the Child was first established

7

"Age when the child was expected or allowed to play around the neighborhood." .

N - o .
3
- . |



It is pfoposed here that the ﬁéiéﬁtéf'iﬁiéEééfivé; ?ééﬁééi-fé?—ﬁé?ééqé
behaviors toward their child were influenced further by the adaptat®in they .
have made to his/her déafﬁéss‘éVARAQB%;éVAR 288). Families with children inm

the high reading group reported hQViﬁg“déait'aith the reality of their chiid

as é'ﬁérébhrﬁitg deafniess. |

: . This interpretation 15 in consonance with Kelly's Constructive

systems (constructs) contribute significantly, guide, and are the directing

source of behaviors ih interactions with other people. Thus, the parents'
constructs of "child,” "child-rearing" in general, and of "hearing impaired

o .

41dY-particularly are taken to be sources of parental behaviors with their
. - ’ o NoE - . .

hearing impaired child. That this integration of constructs occurred, it 1s
suggested, 1s exemplified by the activity of parents reading to the child
. before preschool in spite of the difficulties recognized due to the éxisteénce

légl?%evere hearing loss. Effective application of the prineifigs'Eﬁtaiiga in
" constructionist theory té family intervention should increase parent-child:
iﬁiéiééiiéﬁ; Ai iéééé; the hypothesis is héiiﬁ; pf_fﬁfihéﬁ-investigation;\
As to why this "Press for Interactivé Child-Rearing" function predicted
high and lou readers; studies over the last three decades have shown ad
. association between various family resources and skiil in Eééaiﬁg;‘ Before
that research 1s summarized, a description of what reading comprehension

&

syntax. .In the gomprehension part of reading, the reader makes-the Bymbols

R
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understood.

meaningful 59 créating a context for the text within Eﬁiéﬁ it Beconee_;

*

and knowledge of the world to give meaning to the surface structures of Eﬂé

sentences. The meaning of a passage comes from active participation of the

,,,,, -

the act of reading (Hess, et al.,’ 1982)

K

found Eo‘ﬁgyiiiiate'reading-are: -

Re;dinggtogchildren;

4

Two of the family resources beLgnging to this function that HaVé_Bééﬁﬁff

e A T

at an early age (VAR 211 in CRORIEN) The tenﬁéncy of parents to read té

.,

their children has been correlated with perforgapce in measures of reading

This function comprised parent reading: o the éﬁiiaﬂv

ﬁroficiency (€tark; 1976). Reading aloud also ‘correlated with performance on

reading tests (Hansen; 1969) It is suggested here that reading to chiidréﬁ

not only mode

is reading behavior but the interaction--the activity of reading

td children--may be the means through -which tne;comprehension results were

flathieved.

e Exposure

/
J

to a variety of activities: Research suggests that childrgn s

réading skills ﬁrofit from ﬁrior'efﬁoéﬁré to varted experxences, Snperior

readers attended more cultural activities than average readers and |

participated in more varied activities (Miller, 1969).. This function

comprised an exposure to varied activities (VAR 247, CRORIEN):

“The activity of reading to their children and engaging in a wider vartety

of activities

think of them

R4 I ot

together: implies parents are involved with their children and.

a

as individuals with particular interests,; likes and abilities:
" r.3

., &;

L
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,They match the activities to the child. This relates to the firs: bart of

:

L 5

[ EEE

%ﬁ v this. discussion regarding the person-centered nature of the if\teraction.
0 &
2 ~

To judge the substantive utiiity of the "Press for Interactive Chi-l'd-‘ o o .-

Rearing" funceion for predicting high and low reading; the data in Table 4 - =

should be studied. Civen the results of the classification ‘analysis and. tha:
1

canonical correlation of the function with group membership, it is suggested

that this funCtion is moderately. powerfui and its Interpretation shouid be

-

considered adpalient finding of this study:. The outcome of this aﬁéi’yéié

contributed to our understanding and Rnowledge in t&e read:l.ng area and ‘does 'in

o r,}_ e

fact carry ksubstantive utilitarian information. i : 2

N L I . > TS

Math Concepts and Math Computgtion

@ The results of math concepts and math computation will be discussed - &~
together in this sec:iqn. o ‘ e ;,

*

s 7 S
 discriminating variablev on which this function "I ress fo‘r Directiiiénéés is '

+ o . & o R . ~ - -
labeled, and a leok at the nature of acl'fievi* in this aca@emic aréai alliﬁs e
. " R N 2Ta

posiibievresoiution of thg f1nding that hearing imp@ired chlldren who do well
- Pﬁ
S

4

" in math- é‘oncepts cbme from h‘&nes where there is a lack of behaviors described

N . » PR
\aaa Concern for Sahooi%%ess,{e and Bévelopment of Language <f - ST
< N , : * - ~ o

~ Communication. R e , ’ o
N - I PO - Ay

The cognitive pwbcesses and. 1eaminglsty1e required td do we,f:l in. IE’:ith .

’ ‘ L R /

conc’ef)ts‘in‘i}oii}e the abiﬁt& to de31 with abstractions and “e nged- to tgink W
# I - ”
» . in Y@nusual"ﬁs, that 1s, to deveior st&ems of thinki nqt necessarﬁ:yq o i

Aol -

tied tohﬁhat .can be obServed "These. abiii:ties on ’ég;’ 1eve§: impi?
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gtandard: ansvers ‘but t”a’ﬁ;gt"té ‘probe for .éai,iif:iaﬁé; L

b ' 'to develop these particular strategies of problem solviﬂ% as well as - ’ 'wui'q
creativity. An Invironment cﬁaracterized-by a'great deal of emphasislon
_ ' / e
immediate and speci 5 79 his and prob‘ems, such as correcting the- child ‘s

""' L ; . . ~ _ . R - ~ A
’ T S : ' {?4 ' ‘ | . I
Tt . < !

e other hand, the ability to’ achieve in math Computation involves

N R

cy'Ea fbllow rules, to apply,in a sysmematic fashion material that iégp

memoriEEd} Ehd to practice.. ﬁ%erall it-is suggested that math computation :
- o

AT l

.

~ . iachieVeﬂént requires mentai skiiis that
: 2"

éﬁqorEtdefined ””d Timited . ':igfm
In. this szudy, heﬂring,imﬁaired c ildren,w§o did well In math 'fmputéiibﬁ

o came from families characberized by

£ - t.(r'rvr

- - . o -_— ‘ 3’
A for the single&variable with which*it_ reiated E@ ﬁﬁﬁ), Eprentali§gyiggtipns

F S 3’@ &
€ e
ﬁ- Thég-hsre Samilies who have high and gpgcifip expectations and organized pians

\n

F Ui o 7g """ TR 4
: ' in-gla for the\ehild s future aﬂa AL and occupational 1ife.r Parents of

the high a%%:eving math computatigﬁ?ﬁwr
- 7.
- E pected theﬂggchi&dren.to speﬁﬂ more time daily doiﬁk homework and probabiy

o gelieve their dhildren J.Il achieve in life if they kniow math because th -~ i

%y ~—~" o~

f°3 reported\they believe‘their children' school curriculum shOuld Contain more
m(g; 'I‘her 1 refnfqreing events occurring here: Parents © _

o
4l

|

<
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“l!lw, - G ) g
computation homework Interacting thh this cYcie is the tendency for ;k%;‘ R

téaehers to give ﬁore math computétion.homework; Math eomputation homework
2, ° might be more p@uaar with teachers than giving the childrefi math 'e'o?epts
: prohlems fo work on outsideJof school becHusé first computation likes:

“”'”’tlceaégather than problem—solv1ng and. sétohd the childfen do well in

R~ . "&‘r o

71‘computation so the ﬁimework %s re1nforcing for the chiid and the _ ) , -

) . [ ' . ﬁl 77777 .-
vooE 'Tachievement ismggﬁnforcing foryéhe caacher and tﬁe parents. This hypothetical .

- o Tre

- <‘\pc1e is worthy o£ further ide

gt / '
Interpretaw;on of’the r

Rl

énnttiqﬁs forﬂﬁﬁgdicting_ﬁigﬁ and low acE&;veS%nt. the da@f in Tables 7 énd 10 i e
; [Py e emm
should be reviewed. Given the exploratory apprqaph of\this interpretation '5‘1”§§}
s o LA
- these soiutions are,studied f@%ﬁgheir potential interest, aS4uell as theit <
’ i ng . - S 54—/ - -t . “ b

\

‘applxcatxon vaiue. The reader.shjg::srecognize, however, that t

.carry substantive but reiatively m
. \ ‘}\

“characteristics of ther Igh and low achievers 1n the math areas wer;’”'”'fi

t d15criminating power. gye"‘
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o

‘ the discussion as i:iredictor variables *did §6 rather ’mq/d_gly. ~ For Zh S
B ' .

-~

e'qnétion for the diicriminating variables to ”make a decision" about which . Lok

N

group a specific case most,vclosely resemble_d-&f' Thnsg .t:he accuracy of the

: oo 4
'«, t - - . . .
L

. 4 . |- ¢
Cused i1 -thése analyses and their" ' 31 u)tacy '\?aried.,,relative to the :
K : o - 2 - -
.. 'part_icular h“igh or lbW. acadéemic a'c' € .‘Bnt ‘Krea being predicted In each of S
;-

L
1
e

7\ N i . K ' . ‘ / J .
function did, ii ce? substantdve utility,“Wilks lambdﬁ, the canonical

correiations al the e o

; carefuﬁ:y considered tr to j\udgment of rh'é Vf'oi‘th of Wé i
X 3 N .

W LI

funtt i n; givgn they were each stat, 511 ' sqignifitant to a great;r or e
a ea, i e‘{ '

'

lesser degree,
%

el

ding or ﬁath It 1is
given th% the same se rpredic T variables's s used -
A % s . _»;- :

_—/‘5'\ ix?feach analysis, dto eompare the three}anal"ses @ith gach other eﬁen though PO
*,"' W

ﬁ. the td’mposition (of the high andf&lov gtcmps ﬁ each a%lysfs Is in all
Probability, nbt identical —m \ i /— B .

alsblinteresti'

.“‘:

That is, ﬁ"le BWO reading groups ﬁere fo 3
E Ere “irther hm ?ow ma'h gr% on qpese yretdictc . B S

- "variables. fhis means that theﬁfamily envira-nment characte’:’

£o0 be, more different on this set £
N T <~s/'

Avariab es tha

” o «

i:nformationu e'gered . ‘ ﬂ . '
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two math areas. ’*he cha&ecteristiCs of families of children in t.he high

4

. reading group were substadf‘lveiy different than the l:haracteristic of families
P ] ' -

iof children in the iow/ reading group. : St R fjg, L

T

e Eviderte t‘hat the math cpn}:epts aqd computation ach1evement groups were
R : less differen} on theéfamily Environment variables analyzed is contained in
O Ly - l ' ‘

=
\he modest t&esults af the c.’cgss ficfti.on analyses and in the g odest Canonical '
5 ,

, N
=R 'B: specially those for
s | .%

analyses derived t

fath concept§ . However, it is suggested that the
e «’4 _ . ;
7 weakest solutions (Ganonical R2 's) in the meth eream .

P

g because of the sub ta\”_ive inf’lqeée of the school” on “the development of math
Y . N A';'-"la . . : ’ — v
. N - , T & .
;s‘kills. If this is}.‘rue, the family would have been iess important in u

‘s ‘@xXp laining the variance betwe&l the math groups. ) Since the school environment »

bé E 'ﬁ"e variance ac-counted for was confoundeci by
: T4, .’-- \ .

children who did well in mathw canfe from families with "unf
e ~A» . £ . = -
"‘nvir,o:i“fnents. . : - : , @ .

: 6 study/to verify. Overall it is probab‘ly trg ’, t the fami

/Bﬁ math computation in\g'x indirect ma“nﬁr 7/* found ir\'thif' _
Gt 7 )
mflies are more\"familiar or comfortable w1th what XomP

o s e N T

a"iso math compdtation.r 'fhe conterﬂ: is spetific, Limitel

777777777777 g Eﬁé ﬁa'(:ii coi-cepwi ‘%&

' ’ Y B S
] A feund to be iﬁm?porr@:t on this function and \labeled..PresZ for Interactive /7/‘\
L a ‘ wE '--:’" ;
ehild—Rea‘riggﬁvhad more powerful discriminating ability for separating out vt
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they wanted to encourage their child's school tearning: . Iﬂa’ey read to the

oo < ~ -
child, tlfey ‘make booRs available and theﬁ eii:iect the child to do hoﬁéwo <
o . o
(whi-ch maQ often be math computation) every &y.
' :ﬁj )

1
hg )

prerequisite skills, that is, the appllcatiorP' of one's persona&\ experiences’(

o

. and knowledge to give meﬁng to the symbols being processed in ‘c%g&ssage.

-

The family environment can prov e a variety of experiences on an ongoing

¢ ! - : P A ? gE s
”””” nd ¢an, thus, be impacting reading COmPfehe“Si"g‘deveu’pme“t‘ Personai
L ’\ L ﬁ

RN
N 4 jspecially the math°coni 77777777
1| T meaguré the und"iyﬁg"

“' ’SXMIes operati )

1mprove thi prédi'- t;'iv?o

'*,_— o*the funCtion for this study sampie. Tﬁ!g,__t/

i‘on} oI»h{.iously, is that the seIection of famiily variabies

2 hd ' LZ:_, S
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Further research will; expiorepthe outcome nL dis'

1 % and math‘ in a mmﬁ)er of ays. for examp e,
( . - ;\

patte?nsf of family\constructq will be analyzed and, aiso,
achievement groups will be selected on the basis of gender; ami
“ P . o B .
simllar patterns osf achievementpacross all three content areas; : . ¥, S '-;"i

v . 7 s Co o 3' S
- e - : ’ % r" ) R
EF Vh’ic,lg demograj)hié variables best predict the academic dchievement/of . c

{ e . [ o
- oo n ' * [
,,he\!ﬁting in’p’aired children" . Cf»“@ : 4 %-- o . % , -
*, '\i‘f- \‘; s T

The Relat onsh_p of Demo;raphic Vaﬁiables and Rcademic Achievement
: ~ : 5

I -
A

Eam:&ly soci"b-eeonopric level (FAMSES),-: scored on Marﬂoribanks m%e

"
\ - s . '33"* 3
cupa 2ion«-b?g-requisite-education (High = 1' Low = 5). IR S
p - - 1 . ‘\_ o B o -
> FAHSI%E) =‘§umber o?thildren in the family one child = 1., ]
. i
t -

t j"ee Ghiﬁ.dren « .3, and fou‘r to eight children = Rﬁ{

§in&ﬁ: neéu 5.

,rimarily\o\riij 1, p ima
i C

!
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3@ The p&r.e{;:s were asked what ﬁiode of commugication is general,lvy’,uSed-
; frim{?}y }ral. pri arily simultanedﬁié BE Bfiﬁéfii?rmanual 1f the ﬁ énts

) -‘rphrted ‘the’ communication mode most generaftiy used in the home wasa?pal, in

b
A all probability, alth@gh most of the communication was carried out using
speech, there was a 'c'o%p’o'ﬁéﬁt to a Bja'fi_él’aié degree of manuailness in the .
. _ Y T <

- communication-=formal or home made signs,. fingérspelling or gestures. 1£
would be exgyremely rare for the  communicatio
) g -ptior

ol

 absolutely oral;
1:€7; 100% oral)at all times at homé or at school. I1f the parents reported

.o

. . w
;{-they or the school used an “créi“ ﬁbdé of communication géﬁéiaiiy‘wiiﬁ their
deaf cﬁi}d;‘it was scored "1"ut31eanfﬁg/for interpretation purposes that the fi‘; i -
P p’rimari& Qral i.e., more oral thargmanual'. But it is 3 .
ably true that there wasra manual component in! t‘he oral coEmuéxicaiion. ¢
ati\‘fity concept should be ap’p’lied to tE "3 or p‘rimarily-,manual d ’

\. S

that the scale represent'v g a“iness" with e mean'ﬁh% "less man&’l more

’ '- oral;" "a¢ mdaning "Bﬁif'ﬁéﬁﬁ&i'lmif oral ;" and "3" meaning “fiore i‘anual less c

. CO} prehension. mat)l congepts and math compugtion. The uppér andflower tli\irds
~ -~ - / .
f\ the percentile s(bre istribution {or theé‘e three academfc

U

i :
'S provided the basis,for co ucting three step-yise discrim-
~ M e T e —

‘o

employing the five demographic varlables “t6 answeft. the fourth

7 —study. ™~ % = : - ; : 7
?

“r o

W‘Subp ogram DISCRIMINANT from tt
- )

tl}g shjﬁlse criterﬁ./d’
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|  .Reading Comprehension = Demographic Variables Resuits
“* 7 Table 12 displays the means; standard deviations and univariate F-ratios’
for each:of the five predictor variables: - Significant F-values were found for

FAMSES and COM/MODE SCHOL Compared’ to hé;—;fiﬁ'g iﬁﬁéi?éa ﬁﬁﬂféﬁ in the low

> high reading group came from‘j_gmﬁ:ies whose

[

7 'mmunication mode.’ ’The di'rection of the group difference on ,

L -

FAHSES was predic‘table from earlier studiés while the direc;ion of the group

~ . ;s ,P“
¥

d1fference on Céﬁ/i’iébﬁ SCHOL whs not a predicted result o! t.his stuﬂ?@ The '+

+
| uni&riate F's for the remaining three variai)i ; ere not significant,
. ‘?owev?r the group’ means for FAMSIZE ‘and KRANk'were 3150 in directions
# . .pf‘e-‘dic‘i:able from earlrier work. The d1rection‘(higher group was.vn‘on-oral) of
‘.‘";‘:“ ,\ the group difference on‘COM/M% HGM was not prediéstedi}a either direotion D
‘ - t:luec to t:he 1ac‘k of )ea_rlef resead;ch in tpiﬂﬁ area. " 1 . L Pi
a ;’ co $The resn’I'é - ‘,‘. ep-wise discriminant a’n’alysis of five @nmgraphicr "3
r ;' .‘ V;riebies topredid ‘; _' anr’iow regding comprehen&o )

f‘?”‘ﬁ Table 13 ‘The anaiysis as c'p ducted over - 2;9 1ow achiev" rs. and 39 hig/h

~ .
achle\}ers‘ i ;:§ding. Foug: oﬁ the variabiesﬁﬁtereé t

N scnony conm'o'm: HOM, FAMSES and xmx
‘ . * . -
lks lambda of " 763 with an associa.ted“ ch:t Squg_;e vqi;pe of 16 M‘ﬁth‘foﬁr
L -2_ 1 f . . -

T degrees of freedom sig?ificant ab the .OQB level and a canonicai c\orf&eiation

R

z

. of: .50, fmthe disorig

- jir?ﬁ%mction.

&p expia' ged 25. 1,4 o\f the {ance and ¢

e
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Summary of Step-wise Discriminant Function Analysis

Predicting High and Low Achlevers in Readiy

Gi Detiographic Variables -~ . - .
‘oniprehension : L tee

I

1

Standardized ~ Wilks
Coefficients . Lambda

, I Change 1in
) Variable

ignificance -

Within Structure
Coefficient
Function 1

of Cliange
inv

COM/MODE SCHOL C 842 .858 19:45

CON/HODE oM .763

FANSES 784

KRANK . . . . 281 S747
b

FAMSIZE

.002%
157 =
&
.012

219

N
e o

»

nical Correlation = ;501

~ . o

Cod aas L

rotds: Reading Comprehension Highs = .5
omprehenston Fows = -:5

Reading Comprehension Lows = -;

ntcal R”

ent Correct Classification: fﬂigﬁs@\y7z
riors = :50) Lows B6%
| Overall . 711 ' -
\”””mﬁz” ﬁ””r”ér' - ”7,7_ S . LT : .
'ovement-Over-CEange Index? 42%

. . H e
E h . . *
, .
N .

® Mintmum F to Enter = 1.0 & °

> This variable did not enter the equation:.

. o
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calculated at various levels to examine the statistical significance of the

hit rate. For reading achievement scores (N=59) the ﬁéfééﬁtégé of correctly
classifie cases clearly falls outside the 99% confidence interval (since 71%
ic greater than 67.6%) and is, therefore, significant.
that 17 actual errors were committed using the classification rule versus 29.5
errors by chance alone. | )
Using the within structure coefficients as a guide to interpret the
meaning of the canonical discriminant funetion, the magnitude of COM/MODL
SCHOL and COM/MODE HOM indicate they by far had the strongest relationship to
the function. FANMSES' fairly high interrelationship (.382) with COM/MODPE
SCHOL (see Table 14) may explain in part why its net effect was reduced; i:e:;

N

oh the function which again would explain the net effect of reducing its

appropriately be named the "Press for Simuitaneous Communication Mode"
‘function. These two variables seem to be measuring complementary behaviors

-

Math Concepts — Demographic Variables Results

Tabte 15 presents the means, standard deviations and univariate F-ratios
for each of the five predictor variables. Significant F-values were found for
FAMSES and COM/MODE SCHOL. Compared to hearing impaired children in the low

‘ -

£ g5



Table 14
Pooled Reading Comprehension Within-Groups Correlation Matrix
, for Five Demographic Variables

FAMSES FAMSIZE KRANK COM/MODE 1i6M COM/MODE SCHOL

NS TZE | 23 17600

CRANK -.060 V683 i.060

JOM/MODE HOM =025 .123 .031 1000
{0M/MODESCHOL 382 L 026 268 1.000

7




Table 15
‘ ' Math Concepts Group Means, Standard Deviations, and Univariate F-Ratios
for Five Demographic Variables -

o High Math Coucepts Low Math Concepts ,
Variable ' (n = 38) (n= 30)_ Univariate

Hean 5.0. Mean .~ S.D.- F-Ratio"

<

FAMSES o ‘ 3.35 1.57 . 3.93 1.51 6.56 *

F“7sxiﬁ\\\T 2.44 89 2.77 1.07

KRANK 111 .33 1:33 .48 2.38

.30

COM/MODE HOM | 1.74 :90 153 .86 « .03

COM/MODE SEHOL 1.94 .24 1.73 S s B.52 **
] [ S — ; , .- -

3 fegrees of Freedom = 1, 63
* p&a0s ¢

*%k p¢ .01 : . - ‘ ,
p< ) 7 X : . /

1 O O . Ll
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math concepts group; children in the high math concepts group came from

and in school used a non-oral communication mode. The direction of the group
difference on FAMSES was predictable from earlier work while that of COM/MODE
SCHOL was not due to lack of precedent. The univariate F's for the remaining
three variables vere not significant, however, the group means for FAMSIZE and -
KRANK were also ;; predicted directions. Again, the gr60§>ﬁééh differerce on
COM/MODE HOM is a "new" finding, éherefbre; not directly predictable from

earlier work.

The analysis was computed over 30 low math concepts achievers and 34 high

achievers. Three of the five variables entered the equation: COM/MODE SCHOL;
-

FAMSES and KRANK. The overall Wilks lambda was .788 with'an associated ﬁﬁi
. o Ll

square value of 14:41 with 3 degrees of freedom significant at the 002 level
L , - D I T
and a canonical correlation of :460 E?r the discriminant functibn 63ﬁe Table
. , ~ - I (
16) - . X ' .\\ '

‘This solution explained 21:2% of the group variance and classified 72% of

-

. the cases used 1n the analysis correctly. Confidence intervals using the t=

. : - : .
statistic (t,bi,sé) and the standard error; were computed to examine the
. » . . .

statistical significance of the 72% hit rate for math concepts. Since the 99%

confidence interval ranged from 33.2% to 66.8%, the observed overall hit rate
¢ T R .

was statistically significant.

The improvement=~over~chance index was calculated to be 44%; this means

that 44% fewer classification errors resulted using this classification
function badsgd on the discriminating variables than would have by chance

tual errors versus 32 expected by chance).

-

_—
=
DI,



' ' Tabte 16  ° .

Summary of Step—wise Discriminant Function Aﬁéi&éiéa‘Ebifﬁéﬁbgtépﬁic Variables
Predicting HIgh and Low Achievers in Math Concepts

- Significance Within Structure
) S Standardized Vilks Chahgé in of Change Coefficient
itep Variable Coefficients Lambda Rao's V . in v Function 1}
1 ,Cbﬁ/ﬁbbﬁ SCHOL -.864 .918 5.50 .018 -.575
3 KRANK - .428 . .788 3.00 .083 -520
- FAMSIéFb — — _— —_— ;441
2 FAMSES .764 .819 8.17 1004 -368
- COM/MODE HOM® === - ———- —— ~.174
larionical Correlation = ;460 8 Minimum F to Enter = 1:0
sanonical RZ = .212 b Ihis variable did not enter the equation
lentroids: Math Concepts Highs = —.480
Math Concepts Lows = .543
>ercent Correct Classification: Highs 68%
(Priors = :50) _ Lows 77%
' Overall 727%
Improvement—-Over-Chance Index: 44%
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The Withfn~structure coefficients indicate that COM/MODE SCHOL and KRANK

had the strongest relationships to the function. FAMSES was apparently

.

>

since‘%hey had a. 1arge correiation (: 469 see Table 12) The result'of this

) l R
high correiatxon;ls-that the twovyariabies were actually gﬁé?iﬁg .

'

diqcrlminating information. eéﬁééaﬁéﬁii§;;if only one of the vartables had

been used, its standardized coefficient would have been 1arger._ However, b tﬁ

-SCHOL had fairly large standardized coefficlents (made large contrlbutions), . ';;)_
their signs were in opp051te directions so the contribution of FAMSE§ in this '

case is partlally canceLled by the opposite contribution of COM/MODE SCHOL.

i

- 4‘

signify a substantive relatlonship to the. function. Note that the structure

coefficient of FAMSIZE is .441. Interpreting the meaning of this funCtion‘ o

from the within strictire coéfficiéntg cieériy points out the true net-effect

a

The d1rect1onality of the high and low group means and the 1ack of apparent
conceptual relatedness between the§€0M/MODE SCHOL and KRANK (FﬁMSiZE)

variabieé suggest the function name refiect a combination of -the presses in
effect: ihué;,tﬁéliébei; "Press for Simuitaneous GommunicatiOn Mode at Schooi.
and ?éﬁii§ Strs§ture" was given to this function for high'and low math conceﬁt

predictiomw
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Pooted Math Concepts Within-Groups Correlation Matrix

for Five Demographic Variables

FAMSTZE KRANK

COM/MODT. 'HOM

COM/MODE SCHOL

M/MODE iOM .133

M/MODE SCHOL ‘ 449

1.000

631 ' il.OOQ

S.006 0 -.148

046 -.123.

1.000

1245
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AN

';ﬁéth Cé@é@tﬁtién —"ﬁeﬁngranhic va;iasiéé Results

;

(cxcept }ANSES) follows that of-reading comprehension and math concepts.

A step-wise discriminant analysis using the same five demographic

viriables for math computation was c0nducted over 30 low achievers and 33 high

achievers. As can be seen in Table 19 only KRANK énté*éd the function. The
. Pl

. analysis aroauceafan overall Wilks iaﬁhda of .958 with an associdted chi

square of 2.58 with one degree of freedom significant at the .108 leyel and a

canonical correlation of .206. This solutigg explained 5 24 of (he group

F; s

y éavariati'o'n and correchy classified 612 of the cases in the analysis. ‘For

%chanc?gﬂykt the 95% confidence intervaa the hit rate would be statisticaiiy

significant 1if it fell oésside_the interval of 50 + 12:7 percent. After

\\\\ calcalating the impféﬂegent-over—chance index it was found that 25 -y
N classification errors were committed using this classification rutle versus 32

AN
v

by chance or 22% i 1:

Aithough a discriminant fnéytion was constructéd for high and low

achievers in math. computation; after consideration of the unacceptabie

statistical significance level; the very modest canonical correlation; the

iﬁﬁdrtance and interest. It is suggested the variables did not discriminate

between the high and low math computation groups substantively probably

- : 107
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tor rive vemograpnic variaoies

Variable

High

Math Computation

{h=233)

Mean

S:D.

Low- Math Computation °

(n = 30) Univariate

Mean

3.D. F-Ratio"

ODE HOM

ODE SCHOL

1.74
.97
42
.87

233

1.40 .06
1.06 .32

.50 2.66

rees of Freedom = 1, 62

08

N

109
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Table 19

Summary of Step-wise Discriminant Function Analysis® for Demographic Variables
Predicting High and Low Achievers in Math Computation

- - , Significance Within Structure
Standardized Wilks Change in of Change ~  Coefficient

. Variable Coeffictents Lambda Rao's V in V- Function 1

KRANK 1:000 .958 2.66 .102 1.000

FANSTZED - === === - .7

FAMSES? e — S J— .107
COM/MODE SCHOL® — — —_— — ~.073

COM/MODE HOM® Zo o Tskes — S =.061

1ical Correlation = .204 ' Minimum F to Enter = 1:0

idcal R?

[wa]

. 042 This variable did not enter the equation

roids: Math Computation Highs = =.196
Math Computation Lows = .216

.nt Correct Classification: Highs 79%
riors = :50) ~ Lows  42%
Overall 61%

svement—-Over—Chance Index: 22%

H\
PM
o
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because the group centroids were in all likelihood not Significantly distinct
r 2

low math computation groups in this analysis probably had similar demographic , 1'
characteristics.as used in this analysis. Alternatively, if the groups were .
significantly different, the KRANK variable provided insufficient

discriminating power to make the determination, i.e., was a weak

discriminating variable.

resiults of this discriminant analysis: Future research should study the

overall impact of d;mographic variables on this academic area by developing
éitérhative pétterhs'bfAvariabies tc'be“usea in the analysis. Table 20; the

correlation matrix, is provided for the reader's review:

x

- Reading Comprehension and Math Concepts

Unlike the interpretation of the Family environment variables and
academic achievement discriminant analyses which took an "exploratory"
approach,; the interpretation of the demographic variables and academic ] 7
M %
indicated previously, the results of the math computation group analysis will
not be interpreted. ; The primary interest’in this study was to examine the
family environment as it related to academic achiévement. The relationship of
demographic variables to academic achievement was examined for its own sake
but primarily it was studied for comparative purposes; this is addressed in
study question five. AlSc, even though discriminant analysis is a rather
robust technigue, a conservative approach is taken because the equal-interval

leve assumption applied to the fiode of communication data in the demographic

Nii1
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Pooled Math Computation Within-Groups Correlation Matrix
for Five Denographic Variables
|

FANSES FAMSIZE RRAN COM/MODE IOM  CON/HODE SCHOE

1,000

A7 1,000

KRk | | By B LI
COY/HODE T - 03 o -0 1:000

cowpuonE oL 76 S R a0 L0

13
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the reading comprehension and math concepts groups on demographic variables is

based on a;ﬁgégmentlihat the solutions are moderately powdrful (see Tables 13
. e , ™ ) - .

"and 16); and for comparative purpos;é\iﬁifr on in this report; will be

interpreted here as having salience: v

The results of these discriminant analyses indicated that it is possible

to classify into groups and to discriminate; on the basis of certain

demographic variables; between groups of 10-13 year old hearing impaired
children; classified into onme of two groups of high or. low achievement in®
reading comprehension and math concepts. The dimensions along which these
aiéfeféﬁiiéiiaﬁg were made are of interest and can contribute to one x'\
enderstanding of deaf children. | |
i "Press for Simultaneous Communication Mode" was the overriding
influence for predicting high and low group membersiip in reading and math

concepts.. Although FAMSES was in a strong position and entered both

equations; its correlation with COM/MODE SCHOL reduced its unique
discriminating 1ﬁ£iuéﬁg§. COM/MODE ééﬁg} was the more powerful and continued

to be so as shown by its net effect on both functiofis: Its relationship to

. theé funictions would have, im all likelihood,; increased had FAMSES not been

tised in either analyses: One might have reasonably iexpected FAMSES to
- maintain its power given what we know from years of SES research. Alse; it -

has been shown that FAMSES indicators such as parental income, have
cormistently correlated with academic achievement in deaf students, i.e., as
t

114
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achievement {e.gs; Rawi%ngs & Jensema, 1977). The nature of discriminant

Y 2 A R Lo
analysis; however; to consider the simultaneous contributions 6f all the
va?éables indicated that COM/MODE SCHOL had the most significant contribution

R - - - — : - -
on these functions and was most closely related to the funcgﬁons in spite of

vthe influence of another powerful variable namely, FAMSES. This means that

/
/

O

‘\
the differences in COM/MODE SCHOL (with COM/MODE HOM for readlng and KRANK for

math eonéeptﬁjwﬁere,ﬁoié_ﬁowérful discriminators of high and low achievement

than were the differences in FAMSES. From another persgective; this means
that thé high and low achievement groups were more different on the COM/MODE
SCHOL variible than they were on FAMSES.

An examination of what the functlon,dﬁéress for Simultaneous

Communication Mode" mlght mean helps to interpret these findings for reading

and math concepts. Three circumstances are probably true: 1) the high

achievement groups' mean scores on COM/MODE SCHOL and HOM indicated a trend

toward a "simultaneous" communication mode; 2) the majority of fam;lles in the

communlcatxon method used in Total Communlcatlon schools 1§ some form of

3

manual English. This leads to the proposition that another way to label or

ﬁééd in a Total Communication_ env1ronment. Iﬁ this is true, then the.finding

for_reading comprehension and math concepts achievement is partially supported

in the literature 1nd1rect1y by Brasel and Qulgley (1957) who -concluded that
manual communlcatlon prov1ded advantages over oralr;ommunication in early

léngﬁégé déVélopmént. As we Know; language development is an area related to
reading and the lahguage dependent math concepts area: ﬁiéé; both findings--

A .-

115

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



- > ’ . 92

better academic ac?ievement and language development were produced when a form '
4% manual English,?SEE II, which other research found tends to evolve into

Striictiite, ) an examination of the directionality of the high and low group

means showed that the ﬁigﬁiétﬁiéVéﬁéht group comprised children, the majority

concepts were children who tended to be first-born versus later-born is fairly

well supported by research on birth order effects of normally hearing children

research on ordinat pbéifiéﬁ effects is avallable in the area of deafness:

it was also concluded that the children in the high math concepts
achievement group came from relatively smaller families than did low
achievers. This conclusion was drawn from the Hiiéétibﬁéiitﬁ‘ of the iiiagiiitiiaé
of the group means on FAMSIZE and fiibii'i the frhei’c"t that KRANK was correlated to
FAMSIZE at a fairly high level (.631) for the cases used in this analysis.
This meant that FAMSIZE shared a great deal of its discriminating power with
KRANK. Although KRANK and not FAMSIZE entered the equation and was shown by
the wit§i§ stricture cosfficient to relate to the function, FAMSIZE was

-d

[ S5y
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from the relationship FAMSIZE had on its own to the function, -441.
The relation of family size to academic achievement has been studied for

B o B v B .
many years with unequivocal findings. Children from large families tend t

perforn more poorly on indices of academic achievement, I.Q., and verbal
& . - I P
ability (ggfjbribanks; Walberg, Bargen, 1975). There is a dearth of available

research literature in this area in the field of deafness: However; the
. . 4

finding in this study that high achievers in math concepts were first- or

based on the general population:

.

Overall, the pattern of discriminating power found in the five variables

used in these analyses for reading comprehension and math concepts varied for

the two content areas being predicted but the primary influence on the
functions in both cases was a primarily simultaneous communication modé in
school. For the high group in reading comprehension, a trend toward a
simultaneous communicatioh mode at school and at home were important
predictors. The high achievers in math concepts came from Simultanecus
communication school environments and were early-born and from small families:
The finding that the hearing impaired children achieving high reading
comprehension tended to use simultaneous communication modes at school and at
liome becomes richer and more meaﬁingfui when viewed in light of the family
learning environment results for reading: It is suggested that a simultaneous
cotmunication mode might reflect increased interaction between parent and

child (compared to a primarily oral mode) which wouild imply opportunity for

richetr and more numerous experiences and access to ideas. This is supported

RIC
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more compiex, and evidenced more cooperation and positive affect in ;
. , . .

. . ___ ® Ll oL M P
simultaneous communication mother-child dyads than in oral dyads. Again,

- exposure to experiences and ideas which social ihtéréctibh introduces, it can

be seen that a tendency toward a simultaneous communication mod§ courd !

, reasonably be expected to effect higher reading ability. N
Quigldy and Kretschmer (1982) raised this question concerning reading

development: Whether the communication System used by deaf children can serve
; .

as a base for their development of reading. Their question is based on the
fact that since reading is an auditorially based skill for hearing people, can '} ,//}
a visual-gestural language system (ASL or some form of manual English) provide

an effective base for the development of reading. The finding 3n ¢his study

that hearing impaired children who were high reading achievers used a

N

—
] L J R

The information in Table 21'gives the summary statistics from the

3

’

discriminant analyses considered important in making a judgment regarding the > I
reidfive substantive and utilitarian significance:of family environment ang
demographic characteristics for predicting reading and;m34£ achievergnt.
S S AR soos s S .
If the researcher is interested in how well the discriminant function diad. .
‘ ’ .

differences in the variables, the canonical correlation squared should be

-~ ) N,

-l

-
H |
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examined. Together with Wilks Lambda and the test of significance, which
tells if the function is statistically significant, the éénbﬁicéi R? tells

to study the multivariate

differences between the two groups. Obvicusly, the higher the canonical K™
is, the more meaning can be attached to.this interpretation activity. ' =

| ror the researcher whope primary interest is in.a mathematical model
which ééﬁ pﬁéaiéﬁ ﬁéll or serve as a téés;héblé description 6fjt5éﬁi§;i;§bfla;
the best guide is the percentage of correct classifications (Kleckd, 1980) ,

that is, the Hit .rate. This would suggest that of the two, -the hit.rate
:should be ‘the primary criterion. B : e

ST S : . P 2. ,
Table 22 gives the rank order listing of the Soliutions based on the

canonical R° and the hit rate. The'top three fiost powerful and accurate

solutions are for all practical purposes in the same order in both lists. Of
. - .

- - - - . S - S ‘ . I .
the three solutions, family environment variables came out &n top as the most

powerful and accurate set of predictor variables- for.predicting high and low
; Demographic variables

PR

reading comprehension group membership in thié»étuay b

did so less well when compared to family environment variables.
" If the hit rate is used as the ultimate criterion for judging the

substantive and utilitarian significance of a‘disirir.:int solution; most
envirorment variables predicting high and low math computation not
significant. However; of these, the more interesting solution and one which

- 12g
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Table 22

Rank Order of Discriminant Analysis Solutions by Canonical 8% and by Hit Rate

3

Discriminating

Vartables

Achievement
GCroups

Canogical
RE

Rank
Order

Discriminating
Variabled

Achievement

Groups

Hit
Rate

Family
Environment
L

géaagfaﬁﬁig'
Demographic

Family

Environment

Family
. _Eﬁﬁifdﬁﬁéﬁt

- Dempgraphic -

Reading
Comprehension

Reading

 Comprehension

‘Math Concepts

Math
Computation

Math Coticepts

"Math |,
- Computation

.276
.251
L .212

:162

CFantly
Environmeny ‘

Family
Environment
Demographic
Demographic

/
/

Demographic -

Family
Environment

»

Reading

Comprehension

. Math Concepts

Reading
Comprehension

Math Concepts

Math
Computation
Math
Cbﬁﬁﬁtétiéh

722

o

L6



computation.
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has potential exploratory value (if we were willing to be a little less

A

It was fairly clear in this study that the two functions derived for
predicting high and low math concepts achievement based on demographic and

family environment variables were both moderately powerful and accurate. of
the two, the function for demographic variables was the better on every
indicator: )

The purpose of comparing the discriminating accuracy and power of

solution but the solution based on demographic variables was almost as
effective. For math concepts, demographic variables clearly explained more of
the group differeénces than.did the family erVironment variables. And neither

set of variables did that well in deriving a function that could explain math

computation achievement group differences although the family environmgpt

variable seemed to hold the most promise and interest as a set of
discriminating variables if the accuracy of the hit rate could be bumped up.

family environment variables or demographic variables for predicting reading

comprehension group membership may be equivocal. The fact that both worked

fairly well enables a richer, more thorough understanding cf the

characteristick influencing achievement of hearing impaired children in this |

information about interactions and parent-child behaviors that intervention
Sy

- . -
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can perhaps influence rather than identifying classification-type information

again; the opportunity to intervene in areas in which change in a desired"

direction can be effected.

1f the overall goal is to derive a model that both predicts and explains
group merbership and does it well then it is proposed here that a set of

) |
combined family environment and demographic variables be used for the
analysis. Given the potentially campiéméﬁtary nature of the two "Presses” or
functions operating for reading comprehension, i.e., "Press for Interactive
Child-Rearing"” and "Press for Simultaneous Ebmﬁuﬁicétibn;“ it is reasonable to
expect an even more discriminating and accurate solution to result if the two

variables from each function, that were most related to the function and on

which the functions ("Presses") were named were used in a discriminant
analysis for predicting reading comprehension groups: This same procedure
could be employed in an attempt to derive a better model for predicting and

~ ‘ :
explaining high and Iow math concepts achievement: An alternative pattern of
— e
the best (from this study's solutions) of both family environment and

. . -

S
demographic variables could be used in a discriminant analysis. One
Eéﬁtibﬁéf& note: Independence of fé:ily'éﬁViiéhﬁént ar.d demographic variables

-

would need to be examined.

O

! :
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6. DﬁgfamilyglearningAenvironments of hearIng impaired chiidren differ

N -

statistxcai tests of dIfferences. Although the rese rdh in this study was

| .
ﬁar36riﬁaﬁk§>(1§7§); none were replication studies. However, there is much

merit to examining the findings for correspondlng dlfferencéé;aé well as for
similarities.

The following discussion compares flndlngs resultlng from two types of
research procedures: 1) the procedure for identifying the family environment;

and 2) the prbcééuré for réiatihg the famiiy environment to schJci iearniﬁé;

derive a valid representation of the famlly'eﬁvxronmEnt:‘ ﬁéGé drew from
SN .
theory and research to. 1dent1fy six famlly enVIronment varxabies and their

iaéhtlfylng characteristics: Each characterxstic was measured and a faﬁii§

environment index was; thus, obtained: Dave's overall result was that the

'correlatlon of the Index of Educational Envxronment, obtained from the simple
addition of the scores on the characteristics defining the six variables, and

the total academic achievement scores was :799. 1In an atteﬁﬁt.tb further

study performed factor analysis on the large ﬁﬁﬁber of interview variables

(characteristics in Dave's terminology); also derlved from earlier work, and

variables among the three studies fb}lbﬁg.
. AL S
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Since this study's interview items were Pssed on those Marjoribanks used. -

in his WAy on family and school environmental correlates of intelligence;

personality and school related affective characteristics which he-discussed

and reproduced in his text (1979) on the empirical analysis$ of families and
A T "

their learning environments; it is interesting to compare the results of his -

féété? analysis solution to the one derived in this study 56 the basis of
number of factors; the variables égEﬁ_fAEtéi comprised and Eﬁéif labels.: TB;E
, study produced a six factor solution which was discussed earlier in this
report under the "Method" section. The factor scales were labeled: Parents'
expectation for the child, Expectations for themselves, Concern for the use of
langiage witﬁih'tﬁé family, Reinforcement of educational éxgéctétibﬁg, S
Kniowledge bf-chiié;é educational progress, and Family involvement in
educatiocnal éYtivities. Of course, for Cbmpariédg purposes, any additional
items related to deafness, communication or any topi which were added to thqf?‘
interview schedule were ;;ciuaed from the comparison. Specifically, this
comparison excluded the 18 deafness-related variables and those in this
study's factor 4: Parents’ satisfaction with child's schooling; none of which
Marjoribanks used: |

solution showed that while some variables changed factor position; most were
retained in the solution under the .30 criterion. The exception to this is

-

.
Marjoribanks' factor 2: Parents' aspirations for themselves. Only the

"barents' occupational level" and "Parents' job satisfaction" items were
retained (VAR 173, 174) in thi§ Study's factor 5. This i understandable

-

a2r.. T
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Thls means that the Famlly Environment of Deaf Chlldren Instrument

‘tﬁéasuréa simnar charact_eriStics or interactions of the family as did

Mar)oribanks' 1nstrument but they were influenced by slightly dlfferent

:constructs\o}*factors/ Thls study s factor names reflect this difference But

1t is suggested the readqr ﬁbte the Concattual overlap (or complementarity) of

ar

th1s study s factors 1 and 6 Wlth Marifrlbanks facto s 3; 5 and 6;; ThlS is

-

-~also true for thxs study s factor 2 and Marjorlbanks 1 and 4.

O
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Making a similar coﬁparlson%pf the Variables in-DaVe's“study‘and #his |

M

. 3
- \

press Varlable were 51m11ar to those whlch rdentlfled the factor 2 construct.,

character1st1c under Academlc guldanpe we e slmllar to thpse items which

loaded on factor 1 in this staay; The character1st1cs under Activeness. of the

famlly were slmllar to those wh1ch loaded on factor 6 in thls study. The

character1st1cs under Dave s, f1fth and sixth variables had no . simllar ‘items ‘in

th1s study So were not examlned further.

Egaln, in a general serise, this means that the Famxly EDVv. onﬁent'of Deaf.
i
Chlldren Instrurient has conceptual overlap with prevxous research using th1s

S '
approach to study famlly enV1ronments. Thlsliends credlblllty and a sense of

’ J ;.

=
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the validity of the method. The differences that are observed are reéiecé%a -
in the factor names. Table 23 presents a iiiﬁiﬁq of the ¢bh§tructibr v;riabie
names that represented the family environment iﬁﬁsach of the three studies:

The remainder of this Aiscussion will focus an camparinq:the findings
derived from relatlng famlly environment to academic achievement:. As eiready
mentloned pave found a hlgh correlation (.799) between his famiiy environment
index and academic achievement. More spetiﬁjcéiiy heufoﬁﬁa Achievement Press
and Activeness in. the family to be most ﬁiqhiy_correiétéé with réééiﬁérf;fﬁis

supports the discriminant analysis results in this study that :found factor 6,

Child-Rearing Orieﬁtaticn;(similar to Activeness in the'famxiy) to be a

power ful preaictbr of high and low féééé;g;' The fxndlngs for math computatlon

environment factors predicted which areas of  academic achievement. The
complex nature of Méfjaiiséﬁié' findings prevents parallel comparison between
. . 2

studies. For example, his-studies having most relevance here examined the
- .

nature of the interaction between status characterlstlcs {e.g., fathers' ¢

occupation and birth order), acadenic achlevement and/or family environment

{and/or ihtelligehCE).: Has findlngs indicate the 1mportance of considering
both status thététtéristics aha family environment measures for a more
complete understanding of the variatiéh in children's academfc achievement:
At sach social-status level (from low to mgm; he found increases in family

>

environment scores (from low to high) were related. to increments in English

achievenent scores; and at each: level of family environment; increases in

Social-status were associated with increments in English performance
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Ligtig of the Fanily Enviromment Eonstructs Dertved for Three Stidies

L]

Tibte 2 \\

1

------ - |

Mat

Jorfbanks (1979)

Sodier=Jotiison (1983)

—

|, Kclileveneit press
), Laigiage wodels

1, Acadentc goldance

4 Act}venes; of the fanily
5 Intellectuality {n hone
. otk b I the fanly

1,

parents' expectations for the
child
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(Marjoribanks; 1979): 1In another study; Marjoribanks (1976) found. that

increases in math achievement were/related to more favorable family

env1ronments at different family size levels: but that math achlevement was not

0

related significantly to increases in family size at different’ gamlly

s

environment levels. For Engllsh achievement; however, he fOund at each family

size level; 1ncrements ‘in famlly environment were related to increases in

Qith aéErEﬁents in Enélish at different environment levels. o
. , g - ‘
-The findings. of the research on the family léarning environments of:deaf

¥

.Cbhglderéd, a ‘more éhthhéd éhd valid understanding of the de‘af chila’ S-,'; e

O
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for family learning environments for deaf and hearing children is shared. For

example, it appears that smaller families and first- or early-born chiidren

whether hearing or deaf under certain family environment conditions are likely

to do better in English achievement and E&EB achievement respectiveiy. It is

probably the case that the magnitude of the- COM/MGDE varxabies for reading

overcame the strenaths of the contrlbutlon of the family soc1o—econom1c level
variable: Coﬁ/ﬁbbﬁ ?CHOt and HOM are unique QariaEIes t6 this siuay and ' L ;
derive f:%ﬁ—tﬁe nature of the population under study. it-aésfsuggéstéa in the o

-

results that ?AMSES ﬁiént be an important tontributor along ﬁith‘certain
famlly environment cqnstructs labeled "Press for Interactive Child Rearlng

for reading. 1If thls assumption were made, this would be supported by the

~
— .

overall finaings from Marjorlbanks work. s
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This study showed that for deaf chlldren from 9.5 to 13 years of age;

differences in the quality of certain ébhétiﬁéte of the family environment

predicted differences in academic achievement.  Differences in certain status
characteristics also predicted differences in academic achievement. The
nature of the differentés in the environmental and status characteristics

o L

the predlctor varlables are supported by famlly learnlng enelronment research
condicted with young adolescent héérihé children.

That this study had findings unique to those in the literature of family
learning environments was expected die to the characteristic of hearing

impairment in the sample. These findings were related to the derivation of

riew family environment constructs (factors) and to new patterns within -

factors: Also, these new family environment constructs were identifjie

significant predictor variables for readlnq, i:e:, Integration of H

Impairment into the Family: Finaiiy, status characteristics other than the

expected socio-economic status were found to be significant predictors of

reading and math concepts:

'
-
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Summary of Major Findings

The results of this study can be summarized as follows:
1. The overall family environment of hearing impaited children was found
to consist of constructs, the compositions of which were generally consistent

or compatible to those reported by family environment research with hearing

impaired child is a relevant factor influencing the overall family
‘environment. | |

2. Generally, the correlation of the ovéré;i family envifonﬁént and
academic achievement was not consistent écfvégxiéveié of status
characteristics. ‘

.'éé; of the three academic areas; the family environment and Eéa&iﬁé:
Eéﬁﬁ?éﬁéﬁéiEE relattonship was most BEEéﬁgéfféEEéa by differences in |
iléi@lé of status characteristics. )

> Zb Of the status characteristics léiiélié examined; the féi’iiiif :

éﬁiii;i'bﬁiﬂéﬁt and academic achievement correlation was most influenced
in. order of magnitude by: commun{cation mode generally used in the
school, 1.Q., family size and student type with a trend found for

N

sex.
2c. Of the status characteristics that influenced the relationship

'was differential across academic areas and dcross levels of the .

characteristics.

’ -~ 134




108
] 7 '
3. The predlctlons of famlly learning env1ronment tZéory have been
supported in part as ev1denced in the-flndlng that generally a more favorable
_family learning environment predicted high achievement in hearing impaired

children in academic contént areas. It was.found that differeft constructs of

]

the family environment prééiCtéé éifféréﬁt'acaéémic areas; also the power aﬁa(

St

. 3a. A "Pzﬁss for Ihteractivejchiia-ﬁeariﬁg“ dimension of the family
ehvironmehtj comprising particular parent-child interactions,

behav1ors, and beliefs about child-rearing and about hearxng

"
'l
impairment; was found to predict high and low achievement in reading

comprelension with the hféh achievers coming from the more
interactive. familics: 2 |
3. A "Press for Directiveness" dimension, comprising certain parental
! : a
BéﬁaGiégé regarding the child's school bioéiéss;,laﬁghagé and
Eoﬁﬁﬁhiéétioh aégéfiﬁéa‘aé "directive;" was found to predlct hlgh

3c. A'"PiéSS for Achievement” dimension of the family environment,
comprlslng parehtal asplratlons and expectatlons for their |
child's academic and ooCupatlonal achlevements, was found to predlct
hlgh and low achlevement 1n math corputatlon with hlgh achievers

Comlng from fam111es who have higher asplrations and expectations.

4. The hlgh and low achievers in math concepts and math computation

O
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constructs than high and-low achievers in reading comprehension; the family

learning environment was better able to discriminate high and low reading °

achigevement than it was math achievement and especially math concepts

achievement.

5. The predictions wrought by years of research on demographic
characteristice and achievement were not fully supported as evidenced by the
finding that the typically powerful predicting ability of family socio-
ecanbﬁic status for academic achievement was not found for this sample of high
and low achievers in math and reading. Rather, it was found that in
mgderateiy powerful and accurate solutions, communication mode used by the
child in the home and/or school were the most influericial'variables. for

concepts:  Family structure was also a discrimgating variable for achievement
ini math concepts: | !
5a: Children who were high achievers in reading tended to use a
simultaneous mod®®f communication at home and at school; i.e.; they

were not in an oral-orly environment in either setting.

)

e ¥ S S S
simultaneous mode of communication at school aqd also came from
S S N SRR ‘ -
smaller families and were early-born. :
6. The demographic variables, in order of the power and accuracy of the

solutions, predicted high and low achievement better in rezéing comprehension
- - - - - - - - — - — R - - - - i PR .
than they did in math concepts (and had limited merit for predicting

achievement in math computation). Certain dempgraphic variables, it can be

O
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7. Overall; family environment variables were found to be the better
predictors of academic achievement than were demographic characteristics: By
academic content area the findings régarding the relatively better set of
predictors were differential: Family environment predicted reading

complementary and can likely enrich understanding of achievement in these
. P - :

academic areas. This is supported by family learning environment reseaftch- L

2

done with hearing children.

Conclusions

This study built on a line of theory (e.g., Lawin, 1934; Murray, 1938;

‘Bloom, 1964) based on the concepts of person-environment-behavior interaction,

environmental "presses," i.e., the environment has magnitude and .
directionality, and specific sub-environment to characteristic-development
relationships. This study was operationalized following the family

envirornment#measurement concepts and techniques modeled by the research of
Dave (1963) and Marjoribanks (1979) but making adaptations to accommodate a
hearing impaired sample and possibly hearing impaired parents:

It can be conciuded that the conceptual and methcdological bases on which

Y
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that attainment; they reinforced their child's school efforts while tending to

. s ‘ 111

" - ‘\/

fldentlfled to represent the hearlng 1mpa1red Chlld S faﬁily environment. At

,héériﬁg impaired children would also be different due to the presertice of the .

child in the famiiy was suppbrtea as evidenced by the derivation and salience

";ﬁtegraticn cf-hearing impairment into. the family and the emergence of

“subQCiustersﬁ of aeafness-reiatea'Gériéﬁies on several ééﬁéirﬁéié (see

related" envirornment constructs were found to predict academic achievement.

The obtained predictive reiationsh ips between family environment and
academic achievement were substantively as well as statistically significant. -‘X

Families with deaf children who read well, read to their children at an
early aggy spent more time interacting with their children exposing them to
new and varied experiences agé ideas, allowed their children greater
independence éﬁé weré niot then traumatized by their children's hearing loss.
They alsc tended toward the use of a simultaneous mode of communication with

the child at homie and enrolled the child in a school program in which the mode

of communication is primarily simultaneous:

Children who did well in math computation and concepts had parents who

had hiqh ‘expectations for their child's future and plans in place to assist

show less concern for the more specific; day-to-day school issues and less
0
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interest in a “%eaching“ role regarding the child's language. The Eiéﬁ—é&iﬁ
children, especially math “concepts; tended to be in a simultaneous -
communication mode school enviromment and to be early-born and from smaller
families:

The "Press for Directiveness" behaviors involving parental concern for

the hearing impaired child's school progress; use and development of language

and communication was found to have a negative infiuence on achievement in
math concepts. This finding is not supported by evidence from family
e P

enviromment research with hearing children. This dimension of the family

The results of this study increased our understanding of the
reiationships between family environment-child interactions and academic
achievement by showing that it does make a difference Now parents behave with
their children. One of the major findings is that the obtained relationships
are dependent on ihe academic content involved. The differential
relationships found between reading and math achievement $¥ynify the complex

nature of the learning process in these content areas: This does not mean

. generalizations regarding the influence of family learning enviromments are

not.possible but it does highlight the need for research being conducted to

O
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helgr explain the unaccounted for variance.
The key family learning environment dimensions across all three academic

and a mutual effort is made to attain understandable communication. Whether

by design or chance these families are practicing what has been shown to be

good child-rearing methods.

139



The reason this study sought to interpret the demographic characteristics
along with the family environment characteristics is based on the belief that
inter-relationships exist between a broad range of status characteristics,

Focial-psychological family environment variables and children's academic

achievement. This concept of a network of forces effecting academic

achievement provided an essential framework for thinking about the results of
~ Ld

\ this study. ) ,
S . L S T £ B

The findings of the present study show that the methodology;applied for

. S S oL . : S L

family environment measurement is likely to prove successful in explaining a

substantial proportion of the variability in the math and reading achievement

!

First, the results of this study should sensitize practitioners to the

r . oo _ . - . .
sidnificant and specific role of the family learning environment. There is

reason to recommend that practitioners develop systematic efforts to visit the
homes of hearing impaired students on an ongoing basis, and to interact with
the parent(s) in the home, in order to gain information leading to greaeer

Understanding of the

140
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intervention program.

f

The findings regarding the significance of specific dimensions of the
family environment for school achievement have direct implications for’
educational and clinical practitioners and parents. sigfé,it was found, for

example, that better readers have parents who hold cgrtain child-rearing
.o R .
ess, in working with
S . L ,,mw»—_ﬁg?ij R ‘
parents the practitioner should strive to identify the parents beliefs

P

and potential as a member of society. Helping parents extend their

e

perspectives and skills and/or gain more realistic views may provide an

-

appropriate introdiction o intervention and may initiate a trend in the

family toward more productive parent-child interactions:

The implications of this research for those working with hearing impaired
children is clear:. Since a "Press for Interactive Cﬁiia-ﬁééiiﬁg" and a "Press
for Achievement" did predict high ééé&éﬁié achievement; Eiéééiééﬁ teachers
might be encouraged to incorporate these findings into their own practice.

The negative outcomes of a "Press for Directiveness" have been identified

suggesting to teachers for the first time perhaps that we‘«' ed to ‘examine
ciosely the accepted principles and beliefs by which we operate. That is, |
what we perceive we are doing may be interpreted by the child as a negative: '

N




famliles to affect thldren s academlc achievement; 2) the skllls and

:\J‘

A?nowledge necesséry ‘to develop adul;»centered currlcula, and 3) the

5 *o

.;*“~9 .
characteristics sqch as parentiéiexpectatlons; the parent—chlld interaction
level within the family, or parents' beliefs about their child.

v

There is the possibility that it would be. financially and

administratively expedient to pass over the findings of this research. It is

considered desirable that classroom,teachers, who are willing and skilled

participants, (incliuding parent-infant teachers) rather than specially trained
professionals, who are fot involved éith aaiiy or frequent cl&ssroom

A
-

& . o Lol RS
act1v1t1es, be the people involved in the interaction with parents: For

édmihistratbrs (and teachers); thls means a number of changes will need to

occur: time schedules will be”re%iseaixteachefs will be accountable and

1

there will be new budget aéﬁ&ﬁaé. For teachers too; developing programs

with/for parents is a dIff:cuit tagiﬁéﬁa not easy to initiate and maintain.

However; in the many interviews with parents conducted by this researcher,
. " . :

o
-

.there usually was genuine interest in parents to talk about their children's

O s . . o
education and family life. The parents felt they had lost the contact with
the school they once enjoyed Gheh their chiié was ypunger. Eﬁéy were eager

- )

child's Séhbéliﬁé. The, task is to transform these parental interests and
beliefs 1nto behav1ors and to convince parents (and teachers) that the

y atlon will be related to gains in the

investment of féﬁll?:§ch661 coope

a

Pz . =t o —
child's academic achievement:

.
~

e

O
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FAMILY ENVIROBMENT OF DEAEACHILDRENglNSIRUMENT

_ af

To the parents: The presernt set of questions is part of a study examlning

relatlonshlps that exist betyeen famllles and the schools to which families Send
their ch11dren. :

We would 11ke to obtain some 1nformatIon from you regardIng your feellngs about the

about educatlon in general. It is hoped that the kind of information that is

' collected in the study will be used by schools when they, are planning their

programs. . As you know, we sre also interested in x's acadenmic; soc1a1 emotxonal

and 1nteliigence data: (In some cases; we seek permission from You to collect or
dccess that data from the school):

fheW7research guarantees anonymity of the family and confidentiality of all
responses. & ’ .
: - \

‘of X: Your separate, personal beliefs and op1n10ns~are important to us. When you

have responses dIfferent'than your spouse s; please feel comfortable in emphasizing
them for me: :

-

It is essential to have a verzraccurate response to each question. However, if you

"feel that a question is an invasion of Yyour privacy; feel free not to answer it.

We would rather have no response to some questions than responses that do not

reflect your real. feellngs. = , o
If gouuthlnk I am not understandlng what you mean by your response, please tell me.
We need to dlscuss &t. Aga;n, we hope to record accurately the lnformatlon you

The first set of questlons deals with certain aspects of the family. We ask them.,?
in order to provide some general. information for the study. Then the folIowxng

"“quéStiaﬁs are about your ch11d (name the ch11d) and the school she/he attends:

Q

ERIC
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To the interviewer: - b

LA

’%a) Each questlon should be asked of all parents, except where it IS obvious from,
a prev1ous answer that a question doesn't appiy.

ihi Where a questlon is asked of both mother and father, record each of their

' responses. separately.
{c) The guestions are assoc1ated with numbers. Piacé a circle (not a tlck) around

the number which is ctlosest to the answer supplied:

(d) For rost questions, allow parents to respond freely. ﬁ@uéyegj it “may be

hecessary to clarify by probing so our information is accurate. Q,Some

guestions reguire you to read response choices to parents.

(e) In the questlonnaire, whenever X appears piease gsubstitute the child's name.

ﬁf) An other answer' spage is provxded for most questions. If the responses that

are given do not fit easxly within the categories ‘that are supplied then write

S in the respornse. AISo please supply any cqmments You feel might be useful

" ‘'when the schedule is being scored.

(95, Oral mode of communication refers to the use of speech residual hearlng and

speechreadxng, simultaneous mode of communication refers to the use of specch,

residual hearing and lipreading’ . plus one of the artificial or constructed

manualiy—coded Engilish sign languages.

(h) American Sign Language (ASL) refers to:the standard: vafiqnt within thé manual

communication system(s) having®.a linguistic code with its own rules not

necessafigyiithose of a formal''English system; e.g.;, Ameslan. Usually

communication iIn Ameslan - relies minimally on oral input with the exception
perhaps of speechreading. o
Mn ‘

— - g L om S T ——— pryoves




Family Environment Schedule: Part.a

1. Date of iﬁ?ﬁi&iéﬁi 2. Name of interviewer:
3. Surname of family: - "4. First name of child:

5. Sex of child: M F 6. Date of birth of chilad: ‘
7. Address: #street».;z : NI
Clty, State, County o
Zip:
8. Phone: - . 9. . Race/ethnicity: (Do ot ask)
" o 3 r»l»- White
. i : 2. Black <
10. Type of dwelling: (Do not ask) 3. Spanish American
1: One-family house detached (Spanish surname or
2. One-family house attached Spanish speaking)
3; Mobile home 'or trailer 4: Orientatl (ksxan—ﬁmerxcan)
4. Boat, van, tent; etc: 5. American Indian '
5. Apartment wﬂth - units 6. Other
7. Unknown
11. Age at the time of dizgnosis: 12. Neighberhood: (bo not ask)
: 1. UU .. 4. UM 7. UL
. 2. MU 5. MM - 8. ML
13. Age when received hearing aidis): 3. LU 6. LM " 9. LL
14. Age at ‘éntrance into parent~-infant or school ?rdgrém:- "

15. Length of interview: time sférteé:

16. School currently attended by Chlld (name, city, state):

,

17: Type of school program (circle appropriate number):

T

residential school 1
. dy school 2
' special class in regular local school 3
regular local school with a resource room 4
regular "local school program 5
: ) Ly
o | _ S :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Q.
ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.




6. x isas - o
residential student 1
commuter student 2

19. The teacher x spends most of the school day with is:

hearing 1
deaf = 2
hard of hearing 3

. 20. x'is gg;nggreamed (c1rc1e all that apply)
for Eéﬁé acadenmic subjects
for most academic subjects
for all academic subjects

Otﬁéi (specify)

OV N b L NJ—‘

21. what special services does x recelve° (gircie all that apply):

none - 1
spec1a1 language trdlnlng 2 E
speech/auditory trainlng 3 ¢.
special academic tutoring 4
< all (x is in a special school) 5
. Other (specify) 6"
_ 7 .
—- .
22. Who was 1nterv1ewed (c1rc1e appropriate. number) : .
mother 1 .
father : P o
both pareﬁts -3 il
Oother (specify) 4 o o
23. a. What is the hearing éEatus of ‘parents and othere (riot 51b11ngs)'in71j
househola ' : ‘ 5 :
father mother others (specify who)
" deaf 1 1- 1
hea*Iné 2 2 2
hard of hearing 3 -3 3

b. what is the family status:

intact; both parents live at home

1.

2. divorced; single parent
3. divorced, reconstituted
4. other

54. 1In what courtry was the mother, father and x born?:

father  mother  child other
United States 1 1 1 1
Other country (name) 2 2 2 2
3




25. 1If the parents or child were not born in the United States, in what
year did they arrive?
1. father: -+ 2. mother: 3. chlld.

26. What language is generally spoken/used 1n the home’

English 1l '
ASL 2 .
Other (spec1fy) 3
27. Whav mode of communication is generally used in the home?
oral - -1
;slmultéﬁébus (oral and manually 2
coded English) ]
primarily manual (as with ASp) 3 ’

28:. Wwhat mode of communication is generally used in x's school?

orai - 1 .
sxmg%ggneous ?
primarily manual 3

29. when you are communicating/speaking with x what language would you
use most of the time?

_ father mother
'y English 1 1
g ASL 2 2
’ Other language: (spec1fVJ 3 3

30. When you are communlcatlng with x what mode of communlcation would

father mother
. - P 5.
oral 1 1 : . ;
simultaneous 2 . 2 Lo
prlmarlly manuai 3 - 3

31, When x is talking/communicating with brothers or sisters or with

other ;hlidren in the home what 1anguage does x generally use?
' Ergiish ‘ 1

X
3$
OB
e
N

other language (spec1fy)

32, when x is éBﬁﬁﬁhiéotihé with: brothers or sisters or with other
children in the home what mode of communlcatlon does x generally

- use?

2 L : :

. oral 21 )
simultaneous 2

primarily marual . 3

33. How satlsfled would you say you are with the school that x atténds’

very satlsrled B 1 very dissatlsfxed : 4

reasonably satlsfled 2 on't know or don't care 5

not really satisfied 3 other answer (spectify) 6
4

) . ’ : C - ,’ ,
Q ) 7 e . e

ERIC
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34. How do you react to the following statements about x's §Chbbli
would you 1) agree strongly, 2) agree, 3) don t know, 4) d<isagree, .
5) disagree strongly? Read the respot
In the school x attends:

agree agree don't disagree disagree does
strongly know strongly not
~ ' apply
a. There is not enough 1 2 3 4 5 6
homework
_ b: There is not enough 1 2 3 4 5 6
. dlsc1p11ne . .
c: Children are very 1 2 3 -4 5 6
friendly

d. Too much time is spent
. on subjects such as
art; music; drama

-
~w

w

IS

w
o

e. Not enough time is 1 2 3 4 5 6
spent on reading . ) B ) B B

f.. Not enough time is 1 2 3 : L 6
‘- spent on mathematics ~ B . ~

g. Teachers are very 1 2 3 3 5 6

) friendly .

h. Teachers seem to treat 1 2 3 4 L) 6

: all chlldren falrly 7 B 7 )

* i. Tedchers seem to be 1 2 3 4 5 6

very interested in X's
education | ]

j. The methods of teaching 1 2 3 4 -5 6

seem to be too progres-
sive, too modern )

k: Too much time is spent 1 2 3 4 5 6
on specxai courses for
hearIng Impaired chii-
dren such as speech and
auditory training
1. Teachers give impression 1 2 3 4 5 6
that they want to keep - 3
parents out of the ,
- school . . ) B B
m. Children from different .1 - 2 3 3 . 5 6
ethnic groups mix very ' . .
well - - L _ B B i
n. Children who are deaf 1 2 3 4 s 6
and hearing mix very
well ' . - , . .
©o. We dcrn't receive enough 1 2 3 4 5 6
: 1rfornat10n about how . :
. X is perforning at his/
hHer school work
35, How often docs X use hIs/her hearing aid at home’
' 2ll the time 1 rarely . . 4
most of the time 2 {iess than & the time)
- (over 4 the time) never or hardly ever )
sometimes 3 other (specify) 6
(% the time) -
5 . , ’ v




36.

38:

39,

'

From what you know; how often does x use hls/her hearlng aid_at school?

all the time 1 never; hardly evexr 5
most of the time 2 don't know < 6
sometimes | : 03 other (specify) 7
rarely 4

From what you know, how useful is x's hearing aid(s) for his/her use of
residual Hearing?

very useful 1 not at all useful 2
reasonably useful 2 don't know 5
not really useful 3 other (specify) 6

L
Do you notlce 'X'S con51stent use of hls/her hearlng aId(s) for

partiéular fuctlons in the home? Read the responses:

meal time 1 helping ("working") 6
family discussions 2 around the house

story telling 3 uses all“the time 7
play time (alone) 4 no. ) , 8
play time (with 5 other {(specify) 9

<

others)

Into which of the follow1ng school 51tuat10ns do you think deaf

iz

" children who are about 11 years old should be placed? (Ask the
question in two parts: first in relation to deaf children with
hearing parents; and second; for deaf children with deaf parents.)
Read the Alternatives:  peaf child with Deaf Chlld with

l : ﬁééfiné parents deaf parents

_ L N . ,

a.. Residential schools for the deaf 1 1

b. Day schools for the deaf ‘2 2

c. Redgular school but'in a special 3 ' 3

~ class for deaf (self-contained) :

d. Regiilar school with a. respurce - 4 : 4
roor {(fiainstreamed appropriately)

e. Regular local school (fully 5 5

] mainstreamed)|

f. Other (,sp"e'cif') 6 6

ii: when deaf chlldren start scﬁbdi péréntfihféht, preschool; first

grade, into whlch of the ‘ollow1ng school situations do you think
they shculd be placod’ {Ask the question in two parts: first in
relation to deaf children with hearing parents, and second, for deaf

chxidren with deaf parents:) _
~ Deaf child wit#: Deaf child with

Read the Alternatives: hearing parents deaf parents
a. Residential schools for the deaf 1 1
-b. Day schools for the deaf ' 2 2
€. Regular school but in a special 3 3
) class for deaf (self-contained) )
d. Regular school with a resource 4 L 4.
. room (mainstreamcg appropriately) =~ L
e. Regular lotal school (fully . 5 . 5. s -
mainstreamed) ‘. L - ‘ - ’
. § . e

f. Other (specify)




a1.

#

When deaf children start school: parent-infant program, preschool,

first grade, in what language and what mode of communication do you.
think the children should be taught? (ask qgg§EIonA1n4tucgparts v

fIrst, in relation to deaf children with hearing parents; then, for deaf
children with deaf parents.)

Read the Alternatives: Deaf children with Deaf children with

- hearing parents deaf parents
Language:
English - 1 i
ASL - 2 2
Other (specify) 3 3
Mode:
Oral .
Simultaneous -

Primarily Manual
Other (specify) -

W IN I

-

DWW N

When deaf children reach the age of 10 or 11 years, 1n what language and

what mode of communication do you think the children should be taught?

Ask gquestion in two parts: first; in relation to deaf chlldren with

hearlng parents; then, for deaf chlldren with deaf parents:

Read the Alternatives: '.Déaf children with Deaf children with
hearing parents deaf parents

English: 1 1
ASL , o 2 .2
Other (specify) 3 "3
Mode: ~

N Oral 1 , 1

) Simultzneous 2 ) 2 -
Primarily Manual 3 3
Other (specify) .4 g

If a regular pubiic school has a 1arge number of deaf chlldren, how much

erfort should be made to teach the hearing children and regular teachers

"sign language" and to prov1de them with information about deafness and

deaf people? (Read responses to parents) - !

a. an on-going school-wide; programmatic effort with 1
participation required o 7 -
b. an on-gcing school-wide; programmatic éfféft’with 2
. participation optional )
c. a sporadic effort, workshops and othér inservice or 3
7 lyceum-type activities,, participation required ] -
d. &a sporadic éffort, , workshops and cther inservice or 4
lyccum-type act1v1t1es, participation optlonal
e. rno effort : 5
6

"f. Other (specify)



43. At x's school, from what you know, how would your” rate the teaching of
the following subjects: 1) very good, 2) good, 3) don't know,
4) poor, 5) very poor. Read the respansds and force a choice:

L d

8 : very —good don't poor. very N/&

good know poor '
a. Mathematics 1 2 ° 3 4 5 26
b. Reading L 1 2 "3 4 5 6
c. English RIS 1 2 3 4 5 6

7 (literature) i ‘ '
a. Phy51ﬁal Education 1 2 3 5 6
e. Social Studies 1 2 3 4 5 6
(history, éééaféﬁﬁy) :

f. Art ; 1 2 3 4 5 6
g. Music 1 2 3 4 5 6
h. Speech Training 1 2 3 4 5 6
i. Auditory Training 1 2 3 4 5 ()
- j. Language (English) . 1 2 "3 3 5 6
- k. Language (ASL) 1 2 - 3 4. 3 6
*1. Science 1 2 /7 3 3 s 6

44. At home; how would you rate the level of understandlng in the
‘ communication process: 1) very high, 2) high, 3) don't know,
"4) low; 5) very low. _{(Complete_.for mother and father both).
Fead the responses and force a choice.

very high don't 1low very  N/A

high know Iow
a. betwecn x and mother 1 2 3 a 5 . 6
b. between X and father 1 2 3 4 5 6
c. Dbetween x and siblina(s) 1 2 3 4 5 6
d. between x and others in 1 2 3 4 5 6
the home (specify) ?j
45. At x's school, from what you know; how would you rate the level of
undggftdn§§gg in the communication process: 1) very high,; 2} high,
3) don't know; 4) 1low,; 5) very low. (Complete for both mother and
father): Read the responses and force a choice.
! t very high don't low very N/A
i high know low
a. betweer x and teacheér(s) 1 2 3 4 = 6
b. between x and othexr deaf 1 2 3 4 5 6
_ chiléren - o ) 7 7
c. between x and cther ' 1 2 3 4 5 6
. hearirg children , 7 7 o i
d. ™betveen x and other o 1 2 -3 4 5 6
, (specify whc) .
v : .
. v 8




R ) ',“ . . . . ’ .
- 77”.77'1777 C 7—&77"—7 . o - - -, R
Do you”have a decoder for your television?

2

-

DTH HH o S
1 2 ' .

1 3.1 2 T 2
©2 . 123 - 2 1 2 ‘
3 1 23 1 2. 1 2
4 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 - ;
5 i 2 3 1 2 1 2 s ]
6 1 2. 3 ‘ 1 2 1 2 g
7 1 2 3 1 2 1 255
8 1 2 3 1 2 1 2 ¢
9 12 3, 01 2 1 2
10 10203 1 % 2 1 2

For the pnrfose of thls study, we. need,tc have a' rougi indication of the
in which of these groups'dxd your total family

incomeé of vour family. hese groups’ did your tot
income, from all scurces, fall last year--before taxes? Just tell

me the number of the group: d to pare Clrcle number on

Hand card to parents.

1. SO - $9,999

2: 10,000 - $14,999

3. 515,000 - 519,999

4; $20,000 ~ $24,99°

5. $25,000 - $25,999 . ; - |
6. $30,000 - above PR . B
7: refﬁééa ) . -

- £ . . - El
1. Yes L2+ Moo ; ST
a. How many chxldren are in the fam:iy (Inciudlng the deaf chlld)?‘
‘1.2 3, 4% e~ 7. .89 10 - :
b. Then ask: ; ' .
T whét ‘are their ages (llstlng from eldest to youngest, .
, .. including x)? :
1. 2. . Are they-deaf or hearing?
3. “Where do the children live; at home or away?
4. Rre they male or female? .
5. What are their expected occupatlons if the chlldren are st111
in school (elementary or secondary)? (f111 in later for deaf
_chlld) ) >
6.,.Mhaq is- the chlld's pré§éht occupatlon 1f the chiIa has left
+ schopl (put university or college,’ 1f attendlng aQPOSt—secondary
. ;neaitutzon, #2) - : :»_,,ﬁﬁ“' e
Corplete the follow1ng table (include the deaf chIId) 3
Expected Present
. Childa . Ageegg Hearing Residence _Sex  .occupation - occupation
 punber child Status * Home Away M F name: rating name: Eétxﬁé



Family Environment Schediylé: Part B e A

1,2. How much educatzon do you uant,x to rece1ve§ B
{ , P
. > o ,
Mother Father - (/
1 .1 ' postgraduate ‘education (a hﬁqher degree) :
: :: MiA. (beyond 4 yeare of college/
o iVersity)
2 2 graduate from university ( a first degree) .

4 years of college/university)

CLTES 3 7 ' at least iome university or college -
: ‘ B S high school plus some other profess;eg§§ traIn—
ot B -ing. (printer; secretary, artist, nurse; e
. ) “. 5 5 finish high school; or as much ‘school as
R . - poSSIble -
' 6 6 leave school as soon as possible
7 7 other answer: .
3,4 How much education do you really expect X to receive?
' } - . Mother = Father 7 o o
S . I . 1 postgraduate education
: 2 graduate’ from university ,
: - 3 3 at Jeast some college Or unis -
A 4 4 . hxgh school plus professionz Efalnlng )
' 5 5" f;p;ehih;ghrschool or as much as. p0551b1e
N 6 6 leave school as soon as p0551b1e )
7 7 other answer:’ .
'5;6. How long have you had these ideas about the amount of educatIon you
expect X to receive? Probe for accuracy. .
. ° N . - B 7 ‘ i
Mother Father ‘ ~ S
1 1 since x was born «/
2 . 2 before x started school (pteschébl or kinder-
oo _ _garten) e :
3 3 - just after x started schooﬁ&(ﬁteschébl or .
. 7 ] _kindergarten) ' .
.4 : 4 . since last year N .
' 5 -5 just this year
ia
10
o )

ERIC
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-

Te

o : o

?;é: What klnd Qf Job would you llke or want x to have when she/he grows

up?

LI

J; 5
‘8

-

Mother
1:

8

Father

1

o

2

Other answer:

job requiring postgraduate education or long
period at university (doctor, lawyeér,

_ dantist, scientist, pr&essor, ...).

job requirihg university .degree (architect,
public servant, engineer, teacher, ...)

parents have high educational expectations |
(see questions 3,4) and they state that
"it is up to the ghild to decide."

opirequ1ring high school graduation and
some "Oilege,runlver51ty or professional
trg{ging (draftsman, artlst, prlnter,1

nurse, . ) G

job requiring high school degree or some high

schooi : v
Jdb requxr:ng 1Itt1e educat:on or, oniy

_have low educatlonal expeatatlon% {see

questions 3%4). and they .state that LT
is up to the child to deETQE" ér' "1 don't

u-;?
car s . ) L
. & E, ' Y

.A.‘ ;' \..‘

9;10: Do you really think (expect) that x w;ll become a (name thé. job just

 ﬁa' n@niloﬁedl?

Mother
1

2
3

1

~Father

‘v

Yee (enphatically)

‘Ihqmﬁo :
No (I donh't think so), or paren 'S 1nd1cate

théE‘It\rs_up to the child to deride, or

,-,parenss say they don't care

Gther answer

11,12. How -long have yod had these 1deas about the kind;of jOb you would

' like or want x to have? Y , B
Mother Father .
, "1 1 since x was born ’
g ’ 2 2 ‘before x started school {preschcol or klnder-
o ~  garten) . M
3 3 just after x started school,(preschool or’
i - C " kindergarten) .
v 4 3 ‘since last year
5 5 just this year

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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13.

‘A
N . :

.

What grades (or marks) do you ‘expect x to receive 1n hls/her sthbblihg
exper::.ence'> {elementary school)

. [}
: A ‘Mother Father
All A's . . 1 N §
Malnly A's with some B's " 2 2 .
All B's Tk 3 4 3 E '
Mainly B's with some C's or ¥ B's & & Cvs 4 # -4
Mainly C's or, as long as x passes, ori $ ) ? - )

14,15

do the best x can . .
very low expectatlons, or I don't care :
Other answer:

N
L3

s

what level of educatlon would you say most of ycur ciose frIends and-

relatives reached? : ; : i .
s : . \ A

Mother Fa&her : . ) ;{?

1 : All or most of them have graduated from N

university or college N

_Most have some college; unlvers;ty or training:
Most have completed high .school . . :
Most dropped out of high school L o
<. Most of them completed elementary school e
’ Most of them left school before the end‘o ’

eleqentary school - fﬁ’
Other answer: ‘ T PR
" R ' \ -

." ’ i

U bW N
=
o]
0
t

~

12

[y
3.
o




. . B S i _
16. a. What type of job did/do the parents' father have?

2 ' Mother Father

1 1 job requiring highest education level (doctor,
: ) ) dentist, professor, ...)
e, 2 5 2 job requiring university degree (architect,
) ) ~ teacher, .::) -
3 3 job requiring hlgh school pIu% sone coliege,
. university or prcfes:xonai training (nurse,-
! ‘ draftsman; ::.)
_ 4 ' 4 job requiring high school @;&Eéé or some high
N school
5 5 job requiring little education or only ele-

-mentary school (construction worker; farm
+ laborer; ...)

.

’

6. Name the job: tdescribe if necessary)

- .-’/,\

b. ' What johs do thé parents have?

Mother . Father ' -
. 1 S § - 332 requ1r1ng hlghest educatlon level l
: , 2 ’g requ1r1ng university degree. -
QP =—— 3 3 - job requiring high schosl. plns Some collpge,
R ) university or professional training &
. 4 4 job reguiring hlgh school degree or some hlgh
) S . school
5 4?’5 : job requiring little educatlon or Only ele-
” . E 7 o, mentary schooi R -
6 zx 6 no job

7. Name 'the job: (describe if ﬁééééé&??)

17,18. a. ' Would th parent like to change her/hxs job,; or 15 she/he happv

to stay’ *ih present job?

. Mother Father
1 o 1 Yes: would like to change y
2" 2 - No: 1is content to stay in pres’ft job
3 3 No job '
s b. EE XEE' ask: Hééigaﬁ parent made any plans whzch mlght allow
‘ D him/her to change 3Bbs?
1 1 Yes
2 "2 . No

c. 1I1f yes; ask: What are the plans’

1 1 already attending courses (school,
~ t  college, .-:) :
2 2 taking correspondencgicoggses
3 3 has enrolIed in courses to take in the
’ IR _ B future 777777777777777
4 ' 4 4 plans to take courses in the future
5 ) no plans ‘ 7
.6 6 other answer . :
i - _
o o 13 : ol
}\? . 1 60 T T T T




19. a. What newspapers do you get regUIarEY ”;<, \

o

None

'b. How mary magazines or 3ournals do you', have del;vered to your home

v 1. 2. Oﬁe to several (Llstgehemi =

each month? Ca g ] L
' ' News General “Trade/Prof child

I

more than six

" five or six e © 2 ' ) .

*  three or four - 3 . =
" one or two C

none st
list the maga21nes

(SR~
CT———

Iy

52, .
- ‘-‘ . .
e . . .

g
c. How often do you glve X an article from a newspaper or a magazine
to read? - .
Mother Fa;her
1 1 nearly every day .
2 2 once or twice a week
< 3 3 o¢c351onally (less than once a week)
- 4 4 rarely gives an article
5 5 ' never gives an article

L - o
' . . - - -

. v

20,21, a. -How often is Engixsh vsed orally and/or sxmultaneousiy in the

horie by:

Mother © Father chiid
1 1 1 " all the time .

1 . 2 2 2 over half the time ‘(most 6f Eﬁe
A . tlme) :

3 3 3
4 . 4 . A=
5 5 =

correct grarriar, ...)

Mother Father ,
' 1 1 very strict
2 2 quite strlct
3 "3 rot too particular
- 4 4. don't reaiiy care
5 5 unakle tc help S
6 6 Other answer: 7

( |

ERIC
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22,23. For the interviewer:

From your conversatton with the parents, rate

the’ qualxty of the use of English language (oral and/or simultane-

ous) accordlng to tbe following criteria:

Fluency of

‘Pronunciation/

Vocabulary "

expression

sign configuration

guality of

Mother Father

English Mother - Father Mother Father
excellent 6‘ 6 - 6. 6 6 6 h
very good 5 5 5 5 5 5 °
good 4 4 4 3 3 1
fair 3 3 3 3 3 3
poor 2 2 2 2 2 2
very poor « 1 1 1 1 - 1 1 '
24,25. For ASL-using families:
a. How often is ASL used in the home?
Mother Father child i
1 1 1 all the time
2 2 2 over half the time (most of the tlme)
3 3 3 "half the time (sometimes)
, 4 4 4 less than half the time (rarely)
Yo 5 5 5 never or ﬁé?&i§ ever ,
. : - RN .
b. How particular would you say §66 are abdut the way (the quaiIty)
X uses ASI? . _
~ * Mother Father
1 1: very strict
2 2 quite strict
3 3 not too particular
4. 4 don't really care
5 5 unable to help
6 .6 © Other answer:

26,27. TFor the interviewer:

From your convVersation with the péféhfé, rate

the guzlity cf the ASL used éCCbrdih?ltd the following Ctitéfiéi%

RPN Fluency of sign , Vocabulary
B k4 . o SR e ,,. PR ‘ [ —— 3 e — & < < . ] .
Qudlity of Mother Fathcx Mother Father  Mother .Father
ASL . N : '
excellent € 6 6 6 6 7
very good 5 5 5 3 5 4
good 4 44 ‘ - 4 3 1
fair .3 3 N3 ' 3 .3
poor e 2 3 T
very poor 1 11 o1 1
Ky 15 . E H
162 »
) gl - .
B v_ ™ ?



'~ 28,29.

, 30. a.

b

31: a:

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o

For ASL—us;;g famllles o o S o

‘How important is it to_you that ASL should be mairtained in the
famlly and that x should use it fluently?
Mother

U B W N

Father
1

m‘b\w,wi

extremely inmportant
important

not really 1mportant
ndt at.all 1mportant
don't, care

Does x ever read to you? This means 1 you are attendxng.
Mother

1f yes,

A

2
3
4

ask:

Mother

IOV S W N e

Docs X Seem to cnjoy reading on his ows (pleasure or school,

L(‘lc f?’a) )
Mothes

1

<

What does he/she read aenerzliy? (e g., books, nuqdzxnes, LtC)

Ebcut how marny Looks uould rO/she read in a month’

Mothacr

1

IV N ]

12y

&

=

Father -

S " reads prIm&rIiy‘Bféii?

2 reads primarily simultaneousty

3 . 'reads primarily manually

é ) ﬁéi-reéa to parent :

how oftan does x read to you? '
Father

every day i .

CWIA WIN

-

Father
j,
2

r

Father
1

AN R

»

,qut about everv day
about 3 or 4 times a weck :
probably once oOr twice a week
lesss than ohice a week

never T a S
Other answer:

.

) . - -

Yos
No .

Rk - S

L:onc _‘f" : ﬁj
-less thar one a month : :
about_one’'or two a month
©3 to B a; monih {about ore per wonR)
€ .tc 10 a month {about twcapex week)
more thar 10 - A

ﬁdw‘bfttn do you %eig % with hor/h s Ergligh g-umndt (e C., tell

% how

Mothey

1

LU

IR ) B < S

1

ISP o RV, B SRPEI X}

£ ccn§trubt‘sc§tcncea, whor to use certuin words):
Father : .

every day give x sorie help~
probabl) ncn*ly every day ,
abodat a ccurle of times o week
probably oncg '@ week '
lers than cn*r a week

rover .
Other AnFver: i R

16 L
1R -
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34. a. What language is usually spoken at mealtime?

’ . Mother Father
. 1 1 English
a Co R 2 2 ASL -
. : 3 3 Other tspecify) ;Qf
b. ﬁitﬁ whom does x gcnerally eat her/his evening meal?
o both parents present - i
- ) of the parents,; only thé mother is present 2
' of the parents; only the father is present '3
nelthe; of the parents is generally present 3
gencrally eats meals alone 5 .
[3)

Other éhéﬁér& CEE o
. - ’ - i— _ N -
c. who does most of the talklng (orally, simultaneous, or in ASL)
at the meal table? .

s everybody participates (including both parents) 1
the two parents do most of the talklng -2
father dominates the conversation : .3
mother dominates the conversatjion ; 4
. no-one is allowed to talk _ . 5
Other answer: . : IR 6
) - 7‘." . B / . ) N
. > - * 34 '.laf A
35,36. How often do youw thxnk you Introduce x - to a ﬁéﬁ word anéd/or sign
. (indicate which)? : S s : ‘
5 Mother Fétﬁer S S IS v
1 1 every day we try and tell x a new word
and/or_sign
2 2 probably, nearly every day
"3 3 a couple of times a week
~ 4 4 about once every two weeks
5 5 - probably once a month .-
6 6 never . : B e
7 7 Other ahéﬁer } ”
.. . . v
. 2737,38. How many books would you ‘generally read in a month? ¢ T
$ Mother Father -
&. 1 1 no books read
‘. 2 2 less than one a month
N 3 w23 about one or two a month
. 4 2 3 to 5-a month (about one a week) - >
- 5 L5 6 to 10 a ronth (abdit 2 & week)
2 s " more than 10 E
s 5
. Q .
o
W - 3 )
f «r ' ”"'
T ' - R
s ; S ;16;4 Lt %
f R '
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'39,40.. a.. When % was small, before she/he started preschool did parents
ever read #o x. 1If yes, ask how often?

Mother Father
1 1 no réadihé to child
2 2 not very often,; 'less than once a week
3 3 about once a week
4 4 a couple of times a week
gﬂv 5 5 nearly every day (3 to 5 times a week) "
RS 6 ]ust about “every day (6 or 7) ) ; ;

b. In what language did the parents generally read to x?
Mother Father :

aat.

1 1 - Englieh . _
2 2 asL "y
3 . 3 " " Other language (spec1fy) ‘

-
AT !

~ 4% Doés x bring home books to read, either from local library, schoo}

11brary, or friend's piace° If yes; ask how many gach month’

é? no books brought home; or I don't know- 1
1;6% 2 {very rarely brings books home) 2
3 to.5 (about 1 a week) - k
6 to 10 (about 2 a week) ' 4 L
.5 _

‘more than 10 R

42. a. Do you think that children who ate about 10 years old should be

restricted from viewing certain types of TV prograns or should they r

o decidé for themselves what' to watch? e T ia
Mother Faéi e L S ‘E '
1 1l should be nestricted from certaln programs
= 2 2 decide themselves . o D
' . o . : o .
b. wWhat about books and .comics; should parents restrict 10- 11 ?ear—olds
from readirg certaln types of materlalzz. L . -
7 ‘Mother Father . o =
v 1 1 Yes ;,*# .
A 2 2 No ,

-.q)‘

c. How often would you check to see what X 1s read'ng or Vatchlng on
TV?  (Indicate. by circling a number each ‘for ‘reading (R) and for
Qatchlng TV(TV)... Also, indicate mother's and father' s ch01ce )

oo . R TV o R TV
never check ;11 very regular (over 4 4
N only occasional (less 2 2 L the time) 7
than 4% the tire) S check rost (all thé’tine)s 5
Guite regular (4 the . %3 3
tirie)
u ‘
f .
18 :
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43. 1f the chiia his older brothers or éiéteré ask: ﬁaw oftén aaéé X get

or read1ng°

hardly ever 5 R

never; or no older: 6
brothers or sisters

_ Other answer (specify): 7

<
. e
RS s . -

very often (always)
often : )
sofietimes (& the time)
not very often

NIRRT

44. If X hab i’ qer brothers or 51sters dsk How often does X get

» J*very often (always) i not very often g
’ often 2 hardly ever S
o SOmetTﬁes (% the time) 3 never, ©r no younger 6
Vx;ié B Q;; - , Et brotliers or sisters
gk o . ____1i
A a. ﬁzd any other’&duit§711ve with you before x started school
;‘,; e {i.e:; adults who stayed 1onger t‘fn six months)?
o ho other adalts I 4 or 5 4
. just one 2 . more than five 5
“ 2 or 3 . 3 .
b. Hou often d1d these other adults usé Engiish in the home?.
H(orallx and/or =1nultaneously - specify which) '
How often
, English How
no adults, or none of then_gged Englich 1 1. orally
generally éid not use English . 2 2. simultaneously
half English, half another languagés, ’ 3 3; primagily’
mainiy Engiish but some other language 4 manually
. 7 5;;,E”9§§$h 5 0. neither/there
. ~ = Other answer {specify): - 6 were no other
: adults
c. How much time did x spend with these other adults?
no other adults, or no time 1 quite a lot of tire 3
not very ﬁuth time 2 nearly all .the time 3
d. How often did these other adults use ASL in the Horie?
: ﬁ ®y . . k
5 . no aduwts, or none of then tsed ASL 1
WL generally éid not use ASL 2
s half ASL, half English 3
‘32 mainly ASL but Some other 1anguage 4
v & all ASL . : e 5
6

Other answer (specgfy).

19

or

ERIC
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46: a. How many other acdults live with you now?

no other adulte -1 4 or 5 4
just ore adult 2 _more than 5 5
2 or .3 3 ’ ;

b. How often do these othey adults use EngiisQ in the home? (orally
- and/or simultanecusly - specify which) ?

by . . . -
. How often -
s ) Encllsh How

no adults, or do not use English orrlly

cererally ¢o rnot use English fﬂ

half English, half another 1angu""

mainly EPCllSh but some other lan
.11 Englisn

. primarily .
. ~ manually

o Cthen answer (spec1‘V); B , . -+, Wwere nc other

| - G N -, Eeules

c How mUch tire does X spend v‘th these otrer adultsi‘ -
- L 4 p
N S e . ol - “‘, ot
no other adults, or no time o qﬂxte‘arfb- o‘.tIme_5“ ™3
: not very mich time , .2 . neariy atl the- txme .4

>

d: How often do these other éadiE§ use ASL in ;he home?

B . no adults, or none of them use ASL . 1 s
7%? ; generally do not ?§§,ﬁst 77777777 2
o L O hzlf ASL; half another landuage. 3
- mainly ASL but some other language 4 .
. all asL 5 ' .
6 -

;Other arswer (Specxfy)

>

47;48; a:. What recreational activities (if any) do the parents and x engage

in together:-¥ :t home) ? -
Mother /?% .r 1 -~ /: .
. 1 : a great varlety of act1v1t1es (some everv week)
2 2 0 i QU1tefé fpw activities (some nearly every Geek)
3 3 ’*4»a moderate variety of activities (1-2 a month7
4 T 4 very few or no activities
K b. Name one cr 'two examples
|
. \
— .
20

1
2. siﬁultaneouslv
3

0. neither/there .
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49,50.

-
' 51. a
.b.

a.

Cc.

Where:

.

' Do you expect X to spend a regular amount of time each day at

her/his -studies or homework outside of School timeé?

Mother Father B
1 1 Yes .
2 2 No

If yes, ask How much tlme on the average do you expect X to
spend on her/hls school related work each day°

Mother Father ‘ Ca T
1 1l more’ than 2 hours each weekday Faz
2 2 between 1 and 2 hours each day‘f o
3 3 about’ 1-hour each day
4 4 less ‘than 30 minutes each day or, as much

-as the child wants or needs to do

5 5 no time éxpected

Does he/she have a specxai study place or a place in the home

that he/she regularly uses to do hls/her schoolwork? “

- ‘Mother Father . i L . -
1 ‘ 1. Yes S s : ;

2 2 KNo. -~ : . 5

questton 3, 4), ask: Have you glven any cohs1derat10n for [N

financial preparatlons tS send x tp col*

1f yes, ask: What are. thdf#Yans>

1

N

G R SRR

o

o

Yes.
No, not yet T . o
. No need to make plans wealthy family, “free" education
wtll wait until X f:nlshes high Schooi ;
Other &rniswer: :. ’ .

PN

I

(savxngs, poticies; Insurance)

Enquiries have been made but po action has been taken : ;

consideration has been given; but no enquiries have been

made; nor action taken : , . ~~

Other answer: ‘ ‘ R

O
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52,53. How often do _you pralse X or congratulate x for her/hls schoolwork°
Mother Father ' )
#01 1 every day
2 ' 2 nearly every day (a few tlmes a week)
3 3 two or three times a week
R 4 4 once, or less than once a week :
5 5 neverqpralse .
6 Name the praise:
‘ : . . 7
M .l & -
S4; A in what ﬁBSSiég or aCtIVItIeS is' X interested.at the moment?
’ ' {Cixrie 1l or 2) s . _ BN
e ' “ . e . & ()
1. Has hobbies -
; List the hobbies and act1v1t1es
2.  Not ihtefestea iﬁ hbbbies ' : o by
B. “Who ’%@eg@to get x interested in these hobbies?
1 ‘both parents initiated the interest
2 mbthér initiated the interest
a3 s father initiated the interest
; 4 the Chlld became 1ntere=ted w1thout _any parental 1nvolvement
; S someone outside the famlly 131t1ated the interest (including
' . _ _the School)
& If not parerit or chlldT spec1fy4who
l 55,56 wOuld you know what tOplC x is studylﬁg (or has jUSt flnlshed study-
T ing) in arithmetic or English? S H
.Mother Father i
1 T knows specific topics (e.g., division of
fractions or: adverbial ctauses) ‘
2 2 . iﬁaiéaiéé uncertainty about the specific topic
' (e.g:; I think¥that it is division of e
fractlons) ) et
I 3 : 3 knows general topic te.g.; fractions) - ¢ r
’ ' 4 4 indicates uncertainty about the general topic
' (e.g.; I think it is fractions).
©5 5 has no idea of present topics but mentlons
- . B ~ some earlle; topics that wereistud;ed
;. ‘:5{ 6 6 has no idea of the topics that have been
; v 3 _ studied
DU ' .7 7 Other ariswer: e ;
% .
- : X :
o . N « T
T 22 .1777, ’ -
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SR
7"580

' His ;ast test?
Mothe; Father
1;’; 1 . N L> -
. R &

e

-

2 2

W
W

5 5

y

7 7

.

ifithﬁetié and English in her/

Qefinite knowledge of grades in both subjects
_ {e.g., B in arithmetic and C in English)
definite khbwléagé,af marks in one of the

subjects

"-)

of the subaects (e g.L,I th1nk a'sg in arxth—
metic and probably a C in Engllsh)

indicates uncertairnty about one subject, no
knowledge of the other

mentions gradcs from previous tests but unable
to indicate the results from the last test

no knowledge of child's grédes in either

subject

Other answer:

i
R

59, a. Do you have an encyclopedla (or aimanac, or set of fact books) in

the home?
_ 1 Yes
k4 . 3

If- yes ask
How lohg have

No .

. What kind are they?
you had them?

r

Time haé themg

less than . 1
years

o
‘one

PE
to

year

2 3 to 4

(Fill in the table)
(Fill in the table)

over 5

years years

Typé of encvclopedia.
or refer€nce book |
1 .

2 . .

s

1

them?
abcut once /f
once or’ twae
rever, or not
Other dnswer:

them?

‘ -k : ‘once or twice
.. never, or not
Other ansver:

. . . e L
- . .

ERIC
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How often do the mother and x get tooether to 1ook at

-~

or mere) a weck

2 mcnthr
vé;y Oftéh

about -ciice (or mbré),e.week
& morth -

very often

-t

Ll

Y

- i(- ! ( <
S

How cften do thL father and X get togethe{xto look at ard dlscu 5



+ ’

o ]
) 60,61. What educatlonal act1v1t1es have the parents and x engaged 1n to—

toqether, what places have you visited together)? List the

1act1v1t1es. Co
-  Mother = Father . o L
@ : 1 1 - engaged in 5 or more educational activities

(i.e.,. act1v1t1es such as visits to concerts,
miselms, zoos, historical places)

2 2 . engaged in 3-4 act1v1t1es of high educatlonal
- - value :
3 3 cngaged in 1 or 2 activities of educatlonal
; ) ) value :
4 4 engaged in 4 or more recreaticnal activities
, , - (e.g.,'v1s1ts to sporting events) :
5 -5 engaged in 1 to 3 recreational activities
. together :
6 6 no outside’ actibitxes,
7 .7 - Other éﬁéher-

" 62; a: Out of the last four weekends; on how many have you taken x on an .
outing? (Explaln outlnc")

- Mother at§e s : Lo _
on each of .tRe 4 weekends 1 . S
cn 3 of the weekends , 2 2 . e L Eﬁq;
2 . ) . 3 3 ; b . i
1 - 4 “ & S0 S
none of them 5. 5

b. Out of the next four weekends, how many hava you planned to take
X on an outlng‘»r

Vo Mother Father ¥ - ..
the,a,gf them coo1 1 - ‘ .
) . probably 3.of them ’ ‘ 2 2 N
: . 1 - ' . { 4 . 4 . I3 \,
) nene cf them . 5 5 ‘ o
o

63: | Have the parents téken’ X courses (ontside the home)-over the past two

‘or thifee years’ (esg., language courseS,-scﬁiptanng)

Mother Father'u ¢ o a
S ST 1 Yes C P : o
ot 2 s 22w No - ' U ‘ ' J
7 ‘1f yeSg ask: What are they? .« | E o Y
» I : : I A
. J o Mcthér,“};zthér - L,» ] ; ) o P
1 “¥7 1,  academic subPects: List them _ T
- .2 ; ¥Z « &culpturirg,’ tﬁii,@'icr,f art o \\ )
23 3 °  THouschold courses:' cookery, ' sewing
- . . 4 Q sports ccaching, exercgses ’
. 5. “ 5 Other ccurses: N
L . ;‘ - A b 7-’ %, “ o 7 3 Y B
j S - kg ‘ , 26 i j, ¢ £
~~ . N % Mg ] . .
‘ )/ P s o 1;7{1 . I .
O
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' b.
C.
¢
65. a.
b.
] s
o
b._‘ E
’ ,; ~
7 R
Ve -
i

O
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If yes, ask:

academic subjects: -

After your evening meal what' does X generally do? -

1. Yes
2 ' No

e

What does x tai;éé.

art;iclassicalrmuslc,,sculpturihg
popular music (gyitar), singing
sports coaching, swimming lessons
Others:

-

T IFYSIRAIN

Whose'iaea was it that x should take these lessons?

both parents initiat®d the idea

mother's idea

father' sjidea

child's own idea without parentai involvement

someone outside the ?amliy initiated the idea

1f not parents or child; 'specify ‘who:

TONMUT B WL N

What does x generaily do most 6§ten between the tlme
home from school ‘and the evening meal? S - .;)

studles o o =

att sculpturing, etc.
Name ‘the hoh;y

plays games outslde of the house -

watches TV or,lxstens to the radlo/stereo

Other activities(Ligp” them):

does homework;
takes ooutsesl

reads;
mGSic,

OV I I L N e

.

homework and then reads (or just reads or jUSt homework)

" homework and then gets 1nvolved with hobby (or, just does

-hobby T s )
reads (or homework) and watches some TV -
watches TV and/sr listen§7§o t radlo/stereo;
Other activities 4115t,then0 . ?p : .

& - ~ ‘ ‘ 2 ' '
~
_ £

e

she/he comes

N

W,

Ead




6G. a. About how many hpuzn does % watch TV on Saturday and Sunday?

’ h : N N .
doesn't watch TV o weekends
lesg than 1 hcur each @av
between 1 and 3 hours a day

G W N

ﬁ& between 4 and 5 hours a day t
o more than 5 hours 'a day . o :
o . b. How about weekdays? How long does x watch it each day?

fotl
o}
m
)
d
é .
I
[ad
a
:3‘
._l
et
o

o i .
less than 1 hour each aay 2 -
between:1 and 3 hours a day 3
. between 4 and 5 hours a day 4
o more than 5 hours a day 5
c: What TV programs does x generally watch? |
N ok :
; : most are educational (Cur?éht‘éffaifs programs; sEience 1
dOcunentarles) ' ° ' o
mixture of educational and recreatzonal 2
.- all recreational . S : 3 2
“ dor't know o , ] : -
List the regular programs (favorite three or more) :
! g (‘ .
L o 's- . X . (
d. . idcu oitenr do parents dbscuss & TV prodran Qgth x?
R © very regularlvy . : 1
crcasionally . ~ 2 -
h.ve "only ever discussed one’or two Fregranms 3 PO ¢
o ”, N N L -
v . rnever have hao anv foliow- UD dI%cussions 4
' Cther answer: Q ;
'.g ' ’ ! ‘
-
8 .
S :
. ; L6 -0
»
. o
- Y -~
. e B
. % 3
(i' - -
‘ ‘ L d
. ’ 7
N “ 26
: PR , j- 73
O
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5 67.  Et what age did you or would you expect x
fellowing by licrself/h¥msel £?
Y . ; -

a. Ezyn own spending money 2
S - : 15 16

b. Re able to tindréss and o
¢ go to bed by her/himself 2 3 4 5

to be allowed to do the

8

5 1o 11 12 13

9 10 1

1. 12 13

14

B ) 15 16 :
‘ c: T5 know her/hls way. s : . .
, around the neighborhood -, ®
1o} %he/hc can play .
. wh¢;e she/he wants to S :
" without gettiig lost 2 3 4 5 & 7 8.9 10 i1 iZ2 i3 .-i4
: : ' 15716 x ; o
. d: - To meke triends and e » :
visit thEIr homes . - 53,4 5’6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 '14
) ' 15 16 ; . .(.'*lt - :
; ) : . ' ) L3
; eq To stay alone at homc > D o S ~ o
_ 2y at mght 2.3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
v ‘ \'“ Lo . : 15 16 - :
R S - |
o CE. o maké dec¢51ons like y H .
) . : éhqulng clo*hes or E
. . dgciding how to ‘spend ,g, . T
S ‘money 743 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14,
: e ' » 13 16 : ' :
§. Te ect if & Felvsittor o . :
| 4t sunecre else'sone < 3.4 5 6 7 8 6 10 11 12 13 14,
S 7 15 1& . v s v
) L v . L R -
"Yw:' Lif fozgjéép,at A friend's T - E
. © 7 horme overnight : 23 4°'5 € 7 & 9 10 11 12 13 14
o - : S 18 1le : A
. ii GO to the iwvies dlone ;?é* 3.4 5 & 7 B9 10 il 12713 14
b i 3 - % N5 16 ‘ -
> /,> . . ! ) [ ",“
LS Coch AR ciesirght frip R - 2
L ueaived Ly the schecl Uz 3.4 5's 7 -5 10 J1 12 13 1z
- e ' r 15 1€ -
h T ; ey ) )
(. -
, e _ e
s ’ ) C
M By .
, ' .
-, A N
27 2 . N
. . . - : t
- = i A
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! ) . not; v¥
a couo

every school day

" €9,70.

doing (like bulldlng a nouel
would you generally do?

Mother ‘.fatheii"
1 1
2 2
3 3
4 ' 4
5 -5

'i% 1,72, ‘\What educatioral;

: Mother Father
7 7
6 €
5- 5 ;
= ;4
3 3
L -

ERIC
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

y oftén,'1ebs than once a Ygek
cf times a wcek )
- nearly every day (3 or 4 times a week)

Jevel gic

‘- ~%-
s progress at .

-
'gcnerallx do it for

sit down with x and fci; ;

. offer. to beip s

wait for x tB'ask for help,
to do it

vait for x to
continue ‘to

ask fer help,

highér tééiéébléVél {Fh.D.
unlver51t§/rolleac qraduate

wmobH W

R

If you see that x is Bavihg rzal difficulty with something shevhe is
fixirig a toy, doirg homework) what

=
-

and

but

do it by herself/himself

M.D.;®

-

T S
SCb001;With each othed? If°

’

)

.

i

.

4 C o
. . ot IS
ros ’
’
-
then shqw x how

insist that x

Law Decgrcee)

high scHool plus some colloge/u'imer51t cry

! tralnlrgnAr ) -
IlnlShC“ h¢qh SChOCL '
sore+high scheool -
finished elemgﬁtar;

less” than

‘schocl

'

8 ]

175

o,

> T
. ) .

lem-“tex) school com;leted
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_ ot

g

R

o®

S
Ccernould geet

. Even when

"When

ag*ee

How do you react~to th‘ folluwlnq statements [agree stror glj (I), S

,La:ui4ju>4;spghsemgho;ces

v - .

S . <.

“

& boy

mirried his main -

loyatty stilt belongs

to his ‘parents . ¢

a g;rl gets

married her main

loyalty belongs to

her parents

R Vihern

When the time gormes
‘for a.son tcAake a

56b, he should. try
‘and stay near his
parernts, even if it
means giving up a

good job opportunity

thé' should. try and .
stay near hrr pares
even if it ‘means

Lr & go@d job opror-,

v ‘Imx T

<cr high
tth any boy
ho family shfulu
ygt preferenrce

£ -<‘Al”
o frc\idr'
or tor all.
u-t(r hl,r
1, rh(n ary’
Cin o the farily
jre

Catil.e
[N 53 Wt

tloeiy

a

gets

ntz,
giving

é L TEERE Eannct ar-
provide 1~
tion 'L‘ all thetr

Ferer o

J

G*ee

“

the time cores for
i daughter to take a 3ob,

-

1

(=3

[y

1.

W

29

agree

'

r

LN

(2); don’' t kncw;(z), dlnagree (4), disagree strongly (5)] ;

¥
don't - ‘disagree = d&isagree
know strongly
3 . & - 5
3 3 5
3 4 -3
3 a7, 5
30 4 .5
3 4 5
. 4 5
o i,



Do you believe you have adapted to (adjusted to) x's deafness? -

72,75, a.
: " {Leave open ended--let parent respond freely—-lnterVJQwer g
then 1nterprets response as flttlng into oﬁi~df the stems.
- Interv:.ewer may prompt with "idea" of stem ‘%,@ own language )
- L] ka8
Mother Fa;h'er | &
1. 1 Very hlgh level of” adaptatlon, deafness 1s
' '\‘7 ) considered a person characteristic of child
e © integral to hls/her nature and being;
R - parerits g*ve rio -indication that they focus on
o 7 the handicapping nature of the hearing loss
2 2 High level of adaptatlon, parents give very
moderate indication that they focus on the
hand*#applng nature of the hearing 1ess
3 3 Faxriy high - moderate aaaptation, parents nge
. ~ more but still moderate indication that they
focus on- the handicapping nature of the
hearing loss:
R 4 4 Moderate - low adaptation; parents give faifiy
g ' hlgh indication that they focus on the handi-
' : "capping nature of the hearing loss. "
- ‘hearing status
: . 5 5 Almost no aaaptatlon to deafness as a person

= indication that they focus on the handi-

Nt

& L . characterlstlc of x; parents, give very high

capping nature of the hearing loss consls—

tently. .
) b
Notes
4 :
¢ 4
E: How long do you belicve you have been Bdapted to x's deafness?
Probe for accuracy. ' -
5 o . " ' : A
Lether  Father N N ' : oy
] | since x's dcafnesc was.diaanosed AN .
, : ' ) 2 before x started school (preschool or N
" : - kind .tr'»n'ten) ’ . . L o
5 Tl sio1 oIty x started school (pregchool or
. . . Kindergarten) o C
-~ ¢ 4 jsnnceilast yedr .
- 3 5 " jugt last year T
' : y :

BEST COPYAVAILABLE
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R ' e .
76;77. How did you come to adapt to or to accommodate x's deafness?
(history) (Again, allow parents to respond ﬂreely first before-
giving them prompt). . B 3 . - .
Prompts: D1d you talk wlth p::ofess:.onals'> ' ‘5
Were there dlfflcult “stagés" (explaln) in’ your
adjustment? g ’
pid you meet deaf adults? )
Did you use information about deafness'>
pid you read a lot about the handlcap’

Mother Father -+ R 38 o

1 g1 Very hlghly ratlonally-ba ed (reaixstxelt 9W9F¥9§S
e have been dealt W@thF

tive behavior arrived

—
5 o at by parents work . ough an ongoing ééi:éé,_ S
- . ’ of difficult "sta ¢rise§ periods; or critival ¥
times toward adjus a. resplt .of a combination.
. -A§§,§§§§5551 thought and'effort; ‘perhaps with T
: ) awprofessxéﬁél and’ ﬁééi\consultlng, and accumulatlng v
. "+ knowledge about deafness i .
2 2 iighly rationally-based; emotions dee w1th but

. 1 slightly less effectlvely, parents have ag;empted

) to work through difficult "stages" but have been
less successful; less cancern with dealing wifh _
perscnal thinking and interaction. with peers and
profess:.onalc and with galnlng RnowIﬁdge re-

3 3 'Falrly hlghly ratlonally-based st;l} 1gss eééettive
' with dealing with emctions; still less suctess .at
‘nectihrg crises ulthough parents brled moderate -
concern with personal thought and 1n%eract10n with
peers ind professionals or wlth gaining knowledqe
) ) about deafness .
Z ‘ 3 Moderately-low ratlonallty, emotlons have been- dealt
. i ' : with very ireffectively; little ‘attempt’ to work _

through difficult perlods, little ccncern with

. - a

\ personal thought and ipteraction with peers and,

profesSIonais or WIth galning knowledge about ;
w

deafness

Pimost no iatxonaiiy-based adaptalion, emotions have

o
o

: rot been deait with; very little or nd attempt
- to woxrk through pain®of crisis toward acaptat;oﬁ%'
Véiy little or no concern with personal thought
and effort and interaction with peers and pro-
fess1onals or with galnlna Rnowl e about N
deafﬂess - ‘

lotes:

‘Y:%“A.w
¢

o L o 178
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k 78,798 what 1s,x s hearlng loss as measured 1n dec1bels, whaﬁ level‘gr -
, ! clasdlflcatncn (moderate, severe, profound) is his/her loss% wia .
does x appear to hear and what‘dqesn t he/she appear to hear? - "
Mother Father : ' : :
1 1 - kMows exact %B loss, level/clas51f1catloh and
- 7 what x hears and doesn't hear’ e r 3
2 2 knows quite accurately the 4B, level/c1a551f1cation
and what child hears and does 't hear -
3 3 knows fairly well/roughly thé dE, level/clas51f1— i
A cation and what x hears and doesp't hear L
4 N - knows almost nothing abdut dB;: levét/cla551flcation
S and what x hears or doesn"t hear
' 5 - 5 hasd no knowlzdge abcut theé dB, level/classification.
” A and what x hears or ddesn't heat -
Y (may include here. _does not card) »
. . : Ly N : . }
. 80;81. Would you know the braﬁﬁgname and type ‘of x's- hearing aid(s)? How 3q
& T does the aid(s) appear®o afféct 'x's hearifig? 1Is it an appropriate ,
aid/are you satisfied with it for-x? , ’ '
_ Mother ¥ Father o T T
v 1 "ﬂd - 1 knows exact brand ard typé,'hoﬁraidféf§§Ct§,XLs\7
] / ) _ hearing ‘and if it$ appropriate and if satisfied
2 59 , 20 < Rnows quite accurately the ‘brand and type, how . a1d 1
) affeets hearlng and if its approprlate and 1f .
B . 7 - ~ satisfied”
~ 3 3 3. & Kuows fairlys well/roughly the. bra 'p"d' typ"e; h'o'w
' v a - 2id affects x's hearing and if appropriate - .
- ) .ot if satisfiea E > e _
i 4 sz' | Knows. almost nothlng about tie Lo type,. hcw v
7 R, ii ard f‘ects K's hearlﬁg aﬁdfifﬂltﬁ iz =N
‘ 7 wand? “if sat1$f1e0 . 7
5 5. &° has no knowledge about . brandaaﬁd’type, how o o
_ » % . e affects Eé&fi;g and if. its. aéﬁféﬁriéié and if = -
: actT s ssatistied o C A ~
. e - ' F - e I ' ot
§;§?5£§555%2U1 you kriow Wwhat SPIii or area of development §7§s woi‘ing on %
- r has jhst\fxnached) in speecheor audltory tralnlng o a sign g
: C 1a3guage Eaaﬁuale tion course if %X is ‘not enrolled in épeech andépr ‘
- %f ffﬁim 3&d}tuf¥ tral:tng Indlcate'wtjch{ . : ._ ~o, S ; "y S
‘ © Mcthey * _Father . e '} ) . -
1 o .1 knows soec1f~ ’Ril} or: area (é. Sl development of
- - = T I particulargy wel soynd - gives names, ) —
. ' Xiz j{; \} indizates '7 5q£éintxfabout tpe Spec ’ B
- _ o v » ‘{2.9., I tirR its developrient of thése vowels ) -
RS ST 3 o3 Rbﬁhg d?heral toplc (e.g., working-on .Vowels) :
NS Th ’ i N ¥ o "dlcgles uncertalhﬁ; abon* the general tOPlC ) )
. (= : ! N o : Je §., I thfnk itk vawels.) . e s " <
S _ 5 e ‘~5i~2s o idea of cyrfent’ or just flnls?ed tOplCS but
;u;é , & e+ -} . méntiops somef'afller topics T+ X
- 5 6 $ ¢ ﬁ?s no idea ef“any of the topice that hdve been.
= AT \ ’ Udl("dﬂ , o
: s ¢ 7 f_ ’ 7 Otner &nswer: ~ D ) B G -3
<
b 3 . S J A R R : ‘ ) . L. -

ERIC
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.. K . . . Tt . ‘ .
S L SR U T e . . B oo
<. 1“:%2551?’. s L W ol oo T ‘ Ok ce
/f1'“ S . . ; Lo " i L L 2
84, 85. ﬁﬁé?,igveE,Pf perforq'a as indicated “In. %'s most recent speech or %ii
- auditery traInIng (or communlcatlon course) proqress report? R
Mother . Father = e SO ARt 4
a1 B Defxn;teiangispecxfxc knowledge of performance
20 ) .~ fndicates uncertainty about the progress
i 3 3 4  Mentions performance information from previous >’)
’ . reports but unable to, ifdicate ‘the the most recent
4 .7 No’knoWledge of child's.perfarmance "t . ~
R . Other answer: _ - , S
i v . Lol -
' : . : S o _ B
R : _ X o
Do.pdrents discuss:with each other - x's progress I§,§P§§Eh,§9§,a“dlforf
. tralnlng {or s;gn communlcatlon course)? If’ yes, ask *how often? FEIE)
T ) 1 never dlSCUSS progress K CL . s T s
. or2 not very often; less than once a week L e e
] 3 . a couple of t1ﬁés a week ~ ° ¢* e A
. 4 nearly every day ‘{3 or 4 times a week) ' Do ; a2 ]
E 5 every schoql day e o e T D
: © 9] Y -
; ~-87,88 udVe parents met w1th x's speech/audltory tralnlng (or 51gn =, N
. d o . commun1cat£bn3 teacher (or whoever is responslble for these areas) to:
. . discuss x's" _—
’ » communlcat" !
= P T
less than once a semester, teacher itlatéd . i
oo . ‘a cougle of times a s@ , teachdr initiated o
' several”t!mco a semester, parent initiated most ¢ iiEi
< . . .of the tine )
. pften, every @-3 weeks, parent 1n1t1ated
3 ) o z . - :
N ~ - 4 3 A ’\ ’
-y
<
- ! 4 NN -
. . e -
N ;_:-r/
7 &

vy

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



’ S ¢ o pa
tf o
€ 89,90. If chlldigses mangal ?QW?EECE‘FEQE,}J?Y‘? the parents taken any manual -
‘j;n commun;gatxeni(san Yanguage) courses? (e: g., SEE 1,-SEE 2, ASL, R
: ’1 . . fIngerspeihng) o ) T S s
. }4 o Mother, g-“ather © ' o e T R
;{ 'w i B 42“;'5 1 1 . Ye§ N . . 7" , o N T
: . 2 . -2 . No! 3 Co T
. e - 3 - 3 F When™ thow old was x?) ' fiohths or’ygars
L - noL . : . ‘ . - s | a
' _ Tz R K4 o - CETT . - )
% » 4. What coui’ses (mother) o ) T - ® :
s, ;3 ; 74 p’ - _V' . ﬂ' . % ’ ? o )
i r = i . i :
. 5.° What CQprses éfather} _ . ¢ S o
= o 6.  When did x start to sign? o ' : '
. T - . .. T i _
- S Lo Rk x's age‘'y ‘ .
. e R R , P
~ . {. - {.. - i : . — ) ] . ) )
e -91%, 92 Lfher (not a. course) att1v1t1es related to learnlng ggfbgiii‘ SO
: ‘éf 3 d\’ur;g ﬁhelr s1gn,. have the parents enqaged in during the past
.,'_1'- .
q“'}(';'- - 1 A
,'z},’ “ b i; t
v ¢ > N
& o St L. engaged in 5,°£,T°?§,§§‘Lc§t1°[‘§1,EXEe aCthltleS ot
ood =) T g T, avtepfled lectyges, workshops,“v151ted/ ST
: 4, . gg)serYed T@;7Comm} cation s;hool programs;
& o ‘;readibooks,-etc ) . @
g igi' enggged in '3-4 Activities of hlgh educatlonal value
. *;ﬁ 30 3-*  eWfgaged in 1-2 activities of educat:.onal value
. ”éﬁ?g 4 %ﬁ%-,engaged in 4 éﬁ more recreatlonal act1v1t1es (e.é
L S s o p.lcm.cs\pf class) : Y @, } "
: 5 . . 'engaf;ed in 1-3 recreatlonal activiti oe
B no other act1v1t;es {{'- . "~~3’

Other answer: e

'every day (3—4 %1nesa week)
s\hool day <
"ts r;,\\Lt w1th x's teather (or othe

"'to dlscu 's 7§erai con@n:catzo
<

Fteny who ini Iate
Father < . _ ,
never met with tgacher f
less than once a ¥

-5 a couple of t a n
peard Z/qevqral tlmestx/ eSyer
the Xime ,’ \

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



' 96,97, Would -you know what x's general'communlcatlon lreceptlve and

‘Mother Fathér'

k!

. - 1 i
B :
“and §°V, T .
Y 2 “kn9y§iggxte spg;}flcally about x's spec;f C communi-
%, AU N n abilities . ¥
i r}yiwg}}(roughly about x's qgmmuhipation
Lt s gengrall . T ‘
.. [ jSltt;gigg ggixisicomgggng;;qg abilitles
’ A t nothing about” x' s communxcatxon abili-.
& . ' -, 5 o BAes . i - *
A - 6 . _<¥fés” no idea'about sz communication abilities:“‘
. Pig 3y B . B . o 4;
".
b sqa§ .he art1 atibn5 . ;
L ged p w o S ,
. ?A e . Lk g. J Cy e
;'( 16T ' '; ;- . : - ‘ - ’ ’ - - -
,1&327; St -2 =G§etai (3 4)  tifles a a month . f;:f}‘f
. o X T2 onc ron®y | T, Eran
. - ; :;éQ;QQ/j‘ §§yer§ £§7§2 tImes a year- . - a4
> 2 0y Ay once or twice a yepf S LB,
- e 5 . 5 seldom, >imost n?,en a0 e
6 € L

R i

e

t
AN

hcuéé tﬁéf%éé??fqnmu'1ty/cu1ture w1+h each other?

El{[lc N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. —%°101,102. Have parents mEt witM®x's teacher (or other appropriate school T
: " - persons) to discuss the deag 'community/culture? If i;;anSE‘WhO
1n1t1ated how often’> . ' .
" R FE e , RS -
. 7 7 _Mother . Father - . ‘ ‘ - -
SR 1 1, never ret with teacher for thls purpose o *
T 2, o 2 1ess‘than once a semester, "teacher initiated
I;B-g« . 3 a couple of times d's ‘semester, teachér ifitiated : .
LA 4 . several times a semester, parenﬂ initiated most of »
- . - . the time
jf 5, 5 Sften, every 2-3 weeks,: pareqt 1n1t1ated .

" N - - [}

i;. i; ‘102« How;dg gpu regct "to the f0110w1ng statements (complete for mother hnd . L

é §i’father) (fAree strongly (1), auree (2), don t know (3), dlsagree (4),

— - - =

; ) ;3': x dlsggree strongly (5)]: Rea e e
p .- R ¢ , L

A S 5 o agree ' agree don t dxsagree ' disagree i
. 7 . T .
c % § ‘ strongly , ' f;now ‘ e . strongly s
. o . * e o .
- < L M — D
s

O.more cohst
: v1s1on in o der to

“a greater.%ged for .

= acc1de§t {than do
n

. -+ heari c 1ldxen) ,
N R E‘;; .
xﬁ .. i b) Park tséhaVe to make
L ‘grejiertggncqssibns a4,
s - lengi s cipline,

; catigng in £ “ﬁules“
- : riore often for deﬁf e
chiidren than for

\ 2 ‘ htgai-xn‘g childrén ,‘ D

. bedtlne) and‘godlfl— J“

c)- Parents' cf. deaf

ren &n aii

N V—_:‘/*e‘h'f ren % :
D ikfizhood find it
}cessery t.i chagq{‘
’ ' eir disciplire
- technigues .for the
cblld/bocauct he is

gariojiale for t?fe'
’Adlgfipfinc
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, d - v
- i 7 . L . -
= . £. .Ask: How do you expla&g to 'your ¢hild the feadon N’
o~ luﬁts, or disci 1n§1_,,, (probe) ' -
» .;c J; l .
q o S
\ e p
}‘ .
e 7
1047 i age, of the parents? o
) ; / 5 7. a bEy i .
8 g
2. Father P AL L
o. _ R b A . s, »
¥ zg B ) P i ™ . ;,n’} % 4 . & $
Last questions : : ‘Q‘QW ) ‘Q( ) ';;._!.&\'{ o -
- M ' S ool e
Q .- . 1los5. I§ tlfée\ anythlng else you wish to tell me about x ?, de?UF family . /”
: T relativé to. what we have bee talkwg abotbt today oY hat you would Cd
i B like to add? _ fg, X G g A

Mothér . Father

: \ A
R E.'ji._;;‘.;,»“ii.
¥ - T -

L}
-

L4l
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S of ehyza:
- . . _ - :,,,7_;. \;: 77_';.
e T \x‘ e A
X . 4;7 N NS S SN CXIP o ‘
. . - - Family Enj@ron ent/ Schedu Part A
s B A N 1 -
iy ot T ,
. R . } e BN '.._g A = 2
1. Use the folloulng scale to rate the e pect a and Pr
all -~he children 1n question 45. ZJ
;?, 1 e} /requ1r1ng postgraduate educatlon or long perlgg'at unlve(51ty k
4 ' B ’idoctpr,lawyer, dentist, scientist, professor, ... \e.
2

J .
vt

job reguiring unlversxty degree (archltect fpubllc ‘5EY ant,°englneef:£ N L
v L teagher, eea) \\QE\
R 3 pazeg}s have hlgh educatlonal expecggtlons (3,43) and they state that
. o up torqhe chllq@to decide."
N\ U g Jcb requ1r1ng high Rchool -graduation and some college, univer51ty or
“ . ?5 ) profess;onal training tﬁfaftsman, artist, nurse, ...)
- - 5 Fpb req 1r1ng ylgh school degree or some hiqh schbbl ‘ B

7ﬂ\\erﬁjob requiring little education ‘or only eiegeqtaxyi§ghooi education
(3,4B) or, parents have—Icw educationai expectatxons and they state

“,, uthat "it is’ up to*tHe. child to decxde" or gI don' % care." )

-

O L % < '

;) f%n:iy Env:ronment queduie pPart B

3' Ratinc Scales‘

- i Ly

\‘9'\

Edu atlonal
Exged&atrb*’ i
,fhueéticné 3

S

ERIC
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'Jr-“ _
- /;
- % ,:
; 2: Rating scale for que tlon ® ard 10 (complefé RS
oS ‘ . I ¥ 71 T .
:f _ ¥ Yes . = ¥ hope No"““'i 3 ~d
*(émphaticaiiy) 50 - (I dori't think so)
Job Type :
E;— ctatlons e w - éﬁk
; (fsgm questions 7 and 8) '
) postgraduate ; 6 4 .2 7
' education ] : ! T
college/unlver51ty - S 3 iZ
e _ _degree ' = R 5.0 “ et
4 high_ scthl and" scre . ﬁ“gf; jl:‘i 2 i ; 1
) ~ collede or trainihg . o ' .
high school -3 2 -
_ corpletion or sone ) s
leéss than+ - 2 ; 1 s
. Ligh sghool , ° . -
no expcctat}ons‘f\f 1, 1
,44,1 s = : ~ A N _
7 “_{r, . v -
3. Ratlnd’:ca Le: for duecthns 11 aﬂH\J2 (complete ‘or
_ , , P €
- ] .
- . \ P - L - ;
. Since x f;ffpre x  Just aﬁg.er Since  Just , & 5
wds born ' startef’ X stagted last this - S
: : school school . . ipef ‘ '
B, \ A ¥
- " . - — - . - e = — —
. TEror ggR~ z ad 6 P - <
. ] .

job requlrlﬂg
" pCs c*aduabc
education
col’ece,uflvers‘_,
.7 deazace
1lgb éc‘cci N 4

7 gxaéiatlu,_’;ﬁ

a“

l‘ 4

rlcr =rh,31

) gr=ruet1r \

less than
kigh ?chcol

e gracductien

e
AL

ig;ij}fmfy‘;-:i jﬂ?;w: 
o B AR AL

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



N 3 ‘ } o - .
. .: . ) R ‘ . ‘ =
. 4. Rating scale for question 16 (parents' ogcupation level in relatlbn to 7
: their father's). . : e
. Parents' occupation level (16b) (compiete for child's mo%her apd father)
S . ... high high -
: little - school Séﬁ'éém
‘education "some or plus some~ college or ~ _highest -
{no h.s.) degree ; training university .level :
- Father's ° - s ; —
- occupatipn _ ' . C o '
C T~ level (16a) - o,
L PR o .
s g R . 7 ‘
3 highest 1 S N1 3 1
- level SO o s . - K )
college/ 1 by 2 - -
runjvesity ) . ‘; o 4 R S e - v
high school plus 1 2 3 5. \ :
. ,some college or - R o - -
training - LT R " =t
‘high school, 1 3 4 .5 6 '
some or degree . A Gt . _
little, 2 3 4 R 6 e
. educat#on ﬁ,, o S . .
: “tno hls.) A4 . N o T o L
:(no ) v ::3' s x V ’ ;..3' ) // ;V S
I . N Al -
- B “&' 7. ¢ — 7\3 K
=caie for auesrlon 17; .18 iEBﬁf)iéEé far BB‘EE mother Sﬁa ‘?éf:fléﬂ N
‘o
- 'not cdntent; i nbt cf ntent ' not content, N 7

is.taking > n’o plans ..
. courses N ’ -
o (:Xn 5 L J I N
. e - q - ;s . 7 2
| 87 TN Qeeupargde 7R - ’, f
) . leuel (see . ! .- A v
question 16b) ‘ : ) .
) e . < ~ C
~*. nhighest level -6 ) 5 .
7 "c'o'/ll'efj'e/ 5 I - W@ G
* umverclty iz i

ERI
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6. Rating scale fo . o
. oo
i | |
nearly’every 6 ‘ 5 4 3 2
day " o ) , , ,
once or- twice t 5 4 3 2 S
_a week F T LN
.. pccasionally , 3 2 1 o1 4
Fol rarely " 2 1 1 I
: nevér 1 ) 1 1 3 ’
"katlng scale for. quéS’ti’cihS 20 and 21 (complete for botimen\ttyc o 4
" 7‘;‘ . 6_ oo . , s W" v\ "’ ’ . -
ST Cencern for quality o{EnLJ.sh by parents; : T (__.;‘ ?
N % ) very ‘qun;e n z<t;oo don't xeglly.cagé—, A
g S " T . strict strict i:ar icular or unable to help = ‘
)( Freguency of b o P ) - - S
English, oxal . — T . sz T Lo
- .and/or SJ.nult—aneous R ' d . . 4 » Coaw
‘bv (parent = ' : ' -

— ) 9 I r
.o er‘\ﬁé&ﬁ half \the Cledh -thari iiéiié
the time ~ tlnf Half o

N - 3 — &;
: o tarent's rnt:lJ.ch : L & . .S >
J L EEEERT . i
] (22,23) g~
Ty rezs
SR &£

;oo o0

! ),;;‘ 7=
‘X’\B‘;” '5:‘; -




10: Reting scale for{é:;stlons 25?'55;

Complete~for both mothe: and father.

.. ; A‘t“’- . s ! ’
- I SRS S A . R
9;:1Rathg}§;alp for questions 24 and 25 (complete fcf both pare:!ts)
" Concern fcﬂnqualltz of ASL by §é§éﬁi§
. . F. L very .. qu;f not too don't §ea11y car&; ! .
T strict | stricte partlcular or unable to help
N . - ‘\ . '
Frequency of ASL . ¢ e E .
used by parent S . S
A1l the time® 3 5 3 3 -
Over half 5 4 3 2 A
_ the time ' ] - o ‘ .
Half the time 3 = 3 2 1 -
Less than 3 /7 2. 1 ;1 ‘ !
~ half the time T . o ¥
Never or hardly ‘2 1 1 1
ever -
.o L—..\Vl*"\”

‘Qre partICIPTtES

Oné, parent’ Ts present:
Neith f

the parcrts 19‘

) F;equencymoiﬁﬁst (24 25)' L - L?b
o 7? o T \‘> o ) 3
. 7 all the over half _half the 1less than never o RN
A time  ghe cimg” %ﬁtime: . half o
LN : EL S ‘ﬁ >
Parents' ASIL: a7
. @dality Scores s
(26,27 e, . b i
T 0 i - 3 I ﬂS - ‘
16-18 7 . T % -3 1 : G,
13215 @, 5. : 2. 7 - SRR
w=120 -z 4 5 A o
=2 oo 3 < 1 1y .
1 1




. PN “ RY -
- . . B '.‘- '::, Y
. : . (éﬁ';
' T B .
- o - I R & ) i
12. Rating scale for questibﬁs 47, /B (for bdth pare N .
: - Lngi%sh score of parent (see questl ns 22,23)
, ; ‘ ' l€é-18 - 13-15 10-12 7- 9
?&gglv:txes ...
with parent :
i : . . . i, _ .
; great variety 6 5 4 3 2 :
quite a few 5 4 3 2 1 N
moderate: variety 4 3 2 X 1 ¥ . -
very few or none 2 2 1 1 1 -;'

13. . Rating scale for guestions 47; 48 for ASL-using families (coy e
mother and" father) ' a o o % RN
: ] . 7-7 L 7/ .
. ~ ¥
ASL score ofjarent (26 27) N \ (L,,
- 16-18 13-15 = 10-12., 7-9 3-6 - ' ‘g
Activities : : S o
with parent ; T : = , o Lo “
:\,/ i . _ oL ,;y - . ~ 3 : _ * j\
grgié variety 6. 5 ) 4 3 2 " ‘
- quitd & few 5 Y3 3 2. 1 B '
moderate variety 4 3 2. 4 1 i
very few or rone 2 R O | : 1 - .
o i - P — - N - -~
e < L J o
, . s il v L
13. Ratlng scale for qw"SLlon 51" e R ? ”,
et : R ; o SR
fmanc¢al prnparatlon is J.ifie)’lstcncc— . Rt '
# a enqur'les have been made, but ng actlon : ' .2 .
- _ con51derat10n giver but ro enqulrles 3
) neideration pot yet given' . L & o a’ Tk
.. : will wait ‘until x finishes hign sthool .:f'xg, 5 v
- 5 nd plans for “furthier edudation - . ‘f 6 . o
SR N » L - .
15. Rating scale for.questiars 52, Sa (E%rmpiete fc’r both mo@her d fagher)
. : - ' . e .
) ) Job expéctatzons (see quééf:uin ,," ‘\‘
K SRR W
? ‘ o . Biéﬁé;E < "mﬁazrate R
N .<,:-Fre§.;gpgy of gralse ) L 1\i ,4 s i 3 YAERE: ﬁ
by parent  » _ , = ) e S »
: “
v 7 2 or 3 times a Qéé%/;_:~‘¥‘ 5 ’ - sﬁ’ ~2 . P ,
¢  -ence of les¢ than N\, 3 2 1 . B |

% —éphhé a week N ; N Tt ~
- L s - ~ R . - . —

>ver praise

4
[ S
[
[
I
I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



€L 3 R
. B » . S
v . . 'L
- e, : . - P &~
-, - - . AL B .
: . N Y-S V I T P R
- —~ < R x .
- e -

. Rl TN R o >

] - . 2.'_7 . . .,' by 8 - W _
- i -~ T

¥
. s A
LR SO, 1 I ol oyt AN S-S L e
16. Rating s;* ‘ fox quections 55 53_ (comp \_ge for bot;h mother and father)

- . Educctlon expectéfi6r3§ (see questIons 3;4)
1 .
. 'h’i'g’h’é'st : ‘moderate ; _low
erquenqy of gf 152 N -
by parent . , ' : ve
ey - . : . ¢
every day or\ 6 5 3 ’
_ every. day ! , . ' e
L 2 or 3 times a week g - ‘ 4 2
once or less than _ 3 2 1 !
~ ornce a week * } o )
tnever praise ’ -1 1 . 1 o
5 17. Rating scale for questions 52,53 (for Bbth“péré}itgj P Co

u,

i st ) . 3 : .

s Frequerc" of praise . oo - \ : ‘ S
‘% by parents R ' S o = ‘ . 7

o e Rb@ e ¢ ) -
every day or rearly 6 5 ©. 3 R
every day 1.z o . € R

2 Or 3 times Hwask W 5 4 2 ¢ I ﬁ

. ‘once-or less than A P e T o -

orce a week' : P el e oo ; | '
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h @iscussion of the books with one persori in th v
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20.

21:

- ;
L . " ’ P
Rating scalec for question 62: = «
a. 1 weekend: 1 2 weekends: 25 3 or more weckends:
b. 1 weekend: 1 2 weekends: 2 3 or more weekends:
y
Rating scale for question 63.

educat10na1 courses .
educational course

2 or more recreational courses
recreationxi—dourse

no courses taken by parent

N = 1N

—

OV UNV WA s
X L TR AT

Rating scale for question 64

Number cf courses taken

Educational courses Recreational courses
L 2 or more . . 2 pormore )
Initiation of  —
———— —_— T
interest in courses
both parents 3 5 ‘ 4 3
one parent 5 4 3.5 2
riot by perents 3 2 %f 1

23.

24.

o 8 : J-E)ZB N )

g R _ _
Rating scale for question 65,

~ !
afternocn , evening
conpletLly recreat ional 1 cormpletely recreational
educational and recreational 2 educational and recreational
courses and hobties 3 * courses anc hobbies

Rating scale fcr question 66

.

mainly educatiohal programs; ruch discussion

naxniy educatrional, roderate discus510n-

mixture of edbcatxonai and recreational, much discussion

mixture of educational and recreational,; moderate discussion

rairnly recrecztional; much discussion

nainly recreational; moderate dIvCUSSIOn
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Current 18Vel
of -adaptation

very high
high .
fairly high
moderate-low -
almost no

25. Rating scale for questions 73,75 (completé for mother and fzther).

‘Time period -

Since x's Before x  Soon after  Since Just

deafness started x started last this

was school” school year year

diagnosed A - : i
6 _ 5 i 4 3 2
5 4 3 2 1
4 3 ’ 2 1 1
.3 2 5 1 1 1
] 1 5 1 1 1

S

k'

26. Rating scale fér questions 76,77 (complete for mother and -father):

llistory

very high ~
high

fairly hish
moderate=1low
almost ?b

27. Rating scazle for question 83, 90. When did parents i%arn to sign

vericd (fror 74,75b)

Since x's Before x  Soon after | Sinceé  Just
deafness started %x Btarted 1ast this ~
was - scheol school - year - year .
diacnosed . ;/
, 6 5 4 3 2

5 4 3 2 1

4 3~ 2 1 1

3 2 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

relative to when x started to sign; i.e.; relative to when the n

became agparert
~

Mb;hcra

[ BN 0, RN T NI SN

(=~ 2
Iy
oy
‘.“
N - ¥
(o=}
=
-
ol
=
g
rny
L ]]

Father , ]
1; inrediately vhen parent recogrized the need (e.g.,
- _ when x started to sign) .
2 fairly foon after x started to sian
3 quite a while after x started to sian
3 & leng time after x started to sign
5 just-started/enrolled in a class
¢ nc sign landuacec courses taken -

9 193




28, kating scale for questions 96; 99.

Complete for both marent:.

»

Time ‘Period  (from 98;99c) . .
Since x's Refore x Soon after Since Just
deafness started x started last this
was ' school school year year
‘diagnosed ~
. N P 4
Freguency of )
T — — :
(98,99b)
Several times & 5 'y 3 2
~_a month ) ) ) ,
Once a month 5 4 37 2 1
Seye;g?ﬁtimes 4 3 2 1l 1
a year ) .
Once/twice 3 2 1 1 h |
a year 7 ) i
Seldom 1 1 1 h | h |
o
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Purpose

Two major concerns in ﬁoing familv research with a special population,

such as families with hearing impaired children, 1is ascertaining a) that

the results from the study sample are generdlizablé to other hearing
impatred children with similar characteristics, and b) that the source of

the influence on the variable(s) under study is identified and explained to

) a known degree by the researcher and not attribitable to some: unknown
& systematic influence:

“This paper reports on analyses of selected popularion characteristics

of 124 families with hearing impaired chiidren who were participants in a

large scale study regarding their home environmEnts The purpose of this

paper 1s to respond to the concerns listed above by align1ng demographic and

socloeconomic characteristics of a regional sample of families with hearing

impaired children with those of a sample of the nation's families vith hearing

impaired school children as well as with U.S. general population characteristics:

Perspective

The degree to which a sample in anv scudv is a model of the population

generally 1s a basic consideration in doing research and has a profound

effect on what applications of the findings the field is able to make: &

representative sample is usually achieved by drawing randomily from the popu--
lation us1ﬁg,a sampling design.

, The constraint in drawing a rand0m sample of families with deaf children
is idéntifying the universe of those families. No registry or enzglim o
figures exist for this population. Resgarchers in the area of deafnegs’ con-

tinually mEet the problem of representat veness of th r sample. Thik paper

It is imperative to answer the questions: 1s the study sample like families
"wlthrhearing impaired children. in _the nation--or might there be some. regional
quirk having an influence on the findings and if they are the same then what

systematic differences exist between my.and the nation's families?

Approximately 124 families, including deaf and hearing parents, with 9 13
year—old severely to profoundly dedaf children from the northeastern (CT, MA,
NY, PA RI) and southern (DC MD VA) regions of the United States Were inter—

environments of deaf children. 7Age at' onset of the child 8 hearing loss Was

no later than 18 months. The children had no known additional handicapping

conditions. Information on socioceconomic and demographic characteristics was

gathered during the interview.

were made with Bureau of the Census 1nformation contained in Corrent Populetion
Regorts, Comparisons with families with hearing impaired children in the
overall United Stdates were made with the most current information published

¢ by the Office of Demographic Studies at Gallaudet College.

Comparisons of descriptive data of families with non-handicapped children7

.

197




> . 2

r

Specifically, the Gallaudet College Office of Demographic Studies (ODS) data

reported by Rawlings in Rawlings and Jensema (1977) will be used for compara—-
tive purposes. This ODS study reported data on a national sample of nearly 800

families with one or more deaf child enrolled in a special educational program
in 1974. .

Parental Hearing Status - :

Karchmer et al (1981) reported that 2.6% of the deaf students in U.S. school
programs during the 1978- 79 school year had two deaf parents. The oDs data indi-

cated that 9l/ of the apploximately 800 children were reported to have both

national comparison groups It is suggested here that since the Washington, p. €.

school population in the area will have deaf _parents than would the school
population in an area sparsely populated by deaf adults. Table 1 dispiays

Parents' Fducational Attainment

Overall, fathers from the ODS sample tended to be the leatt well educated - t

compared to either the U:.S:. general population male heads of household or the

family enviromment fathers: #A higher percentage of these fathers had completed

only elementary school or less while fewer had attended one or more years of

college:. See Table 2 for detailed figures. Mothers from the ODS study; on the

otherhand; compared favorably with female. heads of<households where no male is

present from the general population:

extremely few mothers or fathers completing only 0-8 years _ of elementary school.
This increase in college educated parents is to be expected in 1982-83. Since

1974 college enrollment of persons 25 and over has increased by about 26% due to an
increase in eligible populatign and in enrollment rate. Women 25 and over have
experienced particularly large increases in college enrollment. The number of

number of men enrolled was about the same in 197& and 1979 (u: S Bureau of the

Census, 1981) Given these comparison data; it would appear that the educa—i
tional attainment of the_family environment sample of women whose mear age was

37 coincides with that of the general population in 1979 and the ODS 1974 sample.

It should be noted that the u. S.icomparison group was comprised of data
representing educational levels reached by male and female heads of families.
Nejther of the _studies with parents of deaf children were broken down by female

or male head of household. Also, the percentages reported for the general
population reflect families where there were one or more childsen enrolled in

preschool through college level education. Finally, the college-educated

category for the family study sample included college plus any professional

training so this might contribute to the seemingly higher percentages for this



Parental 6ccupét ion . - §

The famlly env1ronment study sought information on the employment status
of parents While 65/ of the mothers of the 9 13 year old study children

p0pulation 577 of . mothers with children under_ IB years of age were in the .
labor market. 'In the ODS 1977 study; only 36% Of the mothers of deaf children

777777

in special education programs were in the labor force. _The higher percentage

of working mothers 4n the family environment study may be attributed to the.. .

higher ‘econiomic demands of the geographic/metropolitan areas in which. the ' study

families reside and the increased need since 1977 for additional family income.

If the higher percentage of working mothers in this study sample is an

tndication ‘of a trend generally in families with hearing impaired children,

then a need exists for. school programs to consider this in educational planning

Gertainlv if a mother works outside the home she has less time available to

spend with and on her deaf child. This has implications for family involve-

ment in the school and, of course, the need for day care and after school care

programing for the majority of deaf children.
v

, 777Table 3 provides a breakdown of occupational characteristics of the s
' parénts of the deaf children in the familv environment study, of the ODS study

and also of the most yecent general U.S. distribution of male and female heads-

of househoids.r The ODS and general U. S. distributions are classified &y
Census Bureau Categories. The family environmert occupational breakdowns

wvere classified foilowing a different but comparable set of occupation categories.
The numbers in the table in the Family Environment column, therefore, ‘TeRre-

sent-a 'best fit'" for purposes of comparison among categories. Although the

distribution of fathers from the 0DBS study tended to have a similar distribution

of occupation as the male heads of househoids in the general population

(although more highly represented in the '"'service' category),; the distribution

of fathers in _the family environment study shows slightly more fathers in the

"professional" category, many more fathers in the '"clerical" or middle category

and a drop in numbers in the 'service" _category. Thus, the family environment

When Table 2 Educational Attainment is examined along with Table 3
it might be expected that these mothers should enter the labor market at a

higher level 'since 58% have s:ge college. However; Occupation Categories I1I i

and IITI each require some collgge or training and a total of 62% of the
family environmer mpthets ha¥e jobs in these categories. The relatively
highér 397 in Ca' ”dry I may be rElated to more mothers returning or entering

contribute to family income in response to the family s need rather than the
job be1ng the mother's career goal.

!
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The comparison of tht family environmént parents' occupation patterns

with the general population and a naticnal sample of parents of deaf

children points out the need to consider thé seemingly subtle, but unique,

g characteristics of a study sample. Whether this unigqueness is explained
) by current population trénds, geographic peculiarities or a "deafness'" fattor

.

o Family Size Number of Children

- i . .
In the general population, the mean number of children in families

with children under 18 years of age 'is 2.73 children (U.S. Bureau of the

€ensus; 1982). Comparable families with hearing {mpaired children from
the ODS data tended to be larger,; with a mean of 3.2 children. However,

the mean family size for the fami\y environment sample was: also 2.7 aithough
it did consider all age children.

Table 4 displays the tota1 number of children born to mothers of. hearing

impaired children in the ODS and the family environment sampie. Data for

women between the ages of 18-34 in the general u. S; population are aLso tabulated.

\‘1
R L)

As can be seen; a greater percentage of women who have had a hearing impaired

child tend to have more births than do women in the general population.

It should be noted that the differences in years ih the ODS and other

groups is a factor in interpreting these percentages:

1 . -

Conclusion )
v l 5
This report summarizes demographic and socioeconomic data belieVEd to be
important for classifying_ the family environment study sample into relation- .

ships with populations.’ This ehabled the researchqr to better interpret the

findings of the study in which these families partidipated.

How well the educational community responds to the needs of families

w1th deaf children depends to a 1arge part on the level of its understanding

§ and ‘the degree of sensitivity to the family as a participant in_the larger :

society as well as a family unit with unique characteristics. The discussion of

demographic and. socioeconomic variables in this TYeport is one way of descriting

» (albeit extremely' limited) these families:® ]
! - X

¥
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TABLEG=1

- o : -
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF HEARING STATUS OF PARENTS

-

"AS RédefEDggylFOUR STUDIES -

-

-

FAMILY ENVIRONMENT

HEARING STATUS OF

BOTH PARENTS

- STUDY,; SCHEIN
197

U.S. DEAF POPULATION

ODS NATIONAL
SAMPLE, 1977

KARCHMER
ET AL; 1981

SAMPLE; 1983

DEAF

.ZZZ-k ‘

]

3 -

T

2.6

18

.. ..:RING

O
N

91

78

OTHER:
HEARING OR
ONE PARENT
HEARING IM-
PAIRED OR
UNKNOWN

HARD OF

-3

*Data unavailable.
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WWMIMMM ATTAINMEXT

v

..OF FAMILY ENVIRONMENT STUDY. PARENTS OF DEAF CHILBREN
v Iy — i

TS UN R Ty R . -
AND COMPARISON DATA FOR A NATIONAL SAMRLE OF i y '

- PARENTS OF DFAF CHILDREN AND THE GENERAL

s | ° U.S. POPULATION; 1979 -

- — R B
| U.S. GENERAL ___ NATIONAL SAMPLE .|| FAMILY ENVIRONME!
. 3 |-._popuLaTION® || - PARENTS OF DEAF CHILDRENP ||. SAMPLE PARENTS
LEVEL OF EDUCATION MALES | FEMALES| - FATHERS |} MOTHERS - FATHERS | MOTHER!

1

ELEMENTARY ° ,
0-8 yrs: 16 15 21 T I 3.3 - 5,

HIGH SEHOOL _\ \ _ 7
1-4 yrs. : 52.5 52.5 | 52 66 21.7 | .37

ro

COLLEGE ' ’ . 7
1-4 yrs. . - - ) o
(OR MORE) 31.5 | 32 27 -| G 17 75 . 58

Enrollment=Social and Economic Characteristics bf Students: October 1979, U.S.
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1981. T :
— o o, L o S o .
VbRéwlihgéi B.W. and Jensema, C.J. Two studies of the families of hearing impaired _
children. Washifigton; D.C.: Gallaudet College, Office of Demographic Studies, 1977.

~
-
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*TABLE=3 - S -~

\ ' v v [ . 7 -
N RN : iy . .
N~ e i .

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATIONS OF FAMILY ENVIRONMENT

STUDY PARENTS OF DEAF CHILDREN AND COMPARIS®N

DATA FOR A NATIONAL SAMPLE OF PARENTS OF DEAF

L CHILDREN AND THE GENERAL U.S. POPULATION

| U.S. GENERAL ~ NATIONAL SAMPLE | FAMILY ENVIRONMER

.= . POPULATION® _ | PARENTS OF DEAF CHILDREN _SAMPLE TARENTS
_OCCUPATION GATPGORY . | MALES _ | FEMALES_ || FAT{ERS __ | _ MOTHERS _FATHERS MOTHER
i L -

I. SERVICE and | ’ E
FARM WORKERS - . _
> 36.5 | 32 42 33 28 39

- (JOB REQURING
HIGH SCHOOL

<

[1. CLERICAL, SALES; - |
CRAFT AND , X ~.
KINDRED WORKERS '~
(BLUE-COLLAR)

(JOB REQUIRING ’ : .
HIGH SCHOOL S ;
PLUS SOME .

COLLEGE OR
TRAINING)

‘I. PROFESSIONALS, ; ,,11
ADMINISTRATORS, | « , . ﬁ,
MANAGERS , : L
ENGINEERS =
(WHITE-COLLAR) : : . ] ‘ 7 - L

o 30 24 - 28 1&! 32 21
{JOB_REQUIRING - : '

HIGHEST . .

COLLEGE DE= ~ . - . _ . _

GREE OR A

DEGREE

L 3

—_—

%y.S. Burfeau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-20, No. 374, :

'féégiéiiéé Pfafiiéréfrfﬁé United States: 1981, U.S: Government Printing Office;:
WashWngton; DB.€:; 1982: : v : .

- oL N
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i ,é, B’ . j - E’ 7:,
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF LIFETIME BIRTHS EXPECTED BY
WOMEN 18~34 IN GENERAL POPULATION IN 1980 AND MOTHERS
OF_DEAF CHILDREN_IN TWO STUDIES

__NUMBER OF . WOMEN IN THE oDs, FAMILY ENVIRONMENT
CHILDREN BORN GENERAL POPULATION DATA DATA,; 1983°
- 1980 1974

1 i 8 - - - 137

5 or more . 2.9 . - 28 8

#U.S. Bureau of the Census; Current Population Reports; Series P-20; No. 375,
" Fertility of American Women: June 1980, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D. C., 1982. - .

- oy .
b&c i T
Both of these groups of women gave birth to at least one hearing impaired chiild:
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RATERS' MANUAL

Instructions for Rating Communication Competency
: }
from Videotaped ?éﬁiliéé at Dinner

Barbara Bodner-Johnson

a
\ .
Work supported by the United States Department of Education

"{(Grant No: GOOB102720) Research Projects Branch;.

office of Special Education

study Title: "A Study of Families and Their Learning Environments for Deaf

Children." Final Report Submitted May, 1983,

wA/
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The Rating Scales found on the following pages were used to evaluate the
parents' and deaf child's communicative competency from videotaped families at
dinner collected for the study of families and their learning environments for
deaf children.: Family size, intluding parent(s) ard child{ren) ranged from

twe (2) tb five (5) Of the childreh, one (the target child) was deaf and

. The. Rating Scaldd

.

The scalesj for rating parental and child communication competency from the
videotape€ are organized into sik categories:

1. Ten 1tems ‘are de51gned as descriptlve of the mothezss,communlcatlve
behavior: her approach to communication with the deaf. Chlld her

response to communlcation, her personal communicative style.

1y

2. Ten items are desxgned as descrlptlve of the father's communlcatlve

behavior: his approach to communication thh the deaf chlid his

response- to cormunication; hls personai communicative styie

Most of these paraiiei the items descrlptIve of the parents'

behavior. &An additional item describes the child's attentlon span:
N
N

4. Four items describe the reciprocal nature of the mother-child

y U SO
5. Four items describe the reciprocal nature of the father-child
interaction:

6. One item describes the general communication environment among all
family members. - !

The Po&\t System

Each comm’nlcatlon dlmens1on is placed on a_seven- p01nt scale, w1th ny
defined as the negative, minimum, or "undes1rab1e" end of the continuum, and
Ay défihQs as the pos1t1ve, optimum, or "desirable" end of the continuum.

In thln—lng about verbal equlviients of each of the seven possxble p01nts ;or
rating, this may be helpful

A)
B Below . - ‘mbove o
- o Minifiifm . Average Average Average  Optimuf o
? 1y 2 3 4q -5 6 7
Extremely _ ' ' Extremely
Negative, Positive,
Miﬁimum . . Optimum

-

1.
Many of the rating scales and the methodoiogy foiiowed herein by ghe judgesr

are adapted from work on mother-child interaction deveioped by Kathryn Meadow
and Hilde Schlesxnger In 1970.

208 -



The questlon mark 1s 1nc1uded for cases in Whlch the rater IS unable to

evaluate the subject's behavxor, or where the interaction as it develops g1ves

insufficient opportunIty for making a Judgment. There should be few occasions

when raters find it necessary to circle the gquestion mark:
_A

. Procedures for Ratings

Independent Assessments

-

Eééﬁﬁﬁéﬁé,iiilﬁ5é,§§§¥§§”?55§@§5,§55§i from beginning to end; with the three
judges watching it together all the way through. It is 9;,3??,9tm°5t

importance that no’remarks; exclamations; observations; .comments;:or

éx§r6551ons of oplnlon be made durIng the t1me the tape s bexng shown. It is _

which reflects only his/her own opinion; and that he/she not be influenced; ¢
either consc1ously or unconsciously; by the opinion expressed by another- —-- ------
person who is watching. After the_tape has been watched all the way through;
each judge will circle one number which expresses his/her evaluation of the

parent-child communication for each of the items. The tape may be wiewed

agaln if the judges feel it is necessary. _When this has been done; the
judges ratings will be recorded on forms So that the degree of agreement or
disagreement may be evaluadted (See attached).

For,éomé itémé, 3udges wlll need to arrive at consensus from the1r 1nd1v1dua1
ratings. -For others, the juddes' ratings will be averaged. After the judges
complete all their individual ratings for the tape, they should discisSs the

Ty Consensus items.

In s’gn"e cases, a composite rating will be automatic -- that is, when the three
Judges dre in fairly close agreement. ‘Where there is a predetermlned degree
of~dlsagreement, a consensual, or compromise rating should be determined
through discussion of the observatlons noted by the three which influenced
~their final 1ndependent decislon.r This process of consensus will be followed
for: Ml through M3,  F1 through F3; Cl, C2, C4, C5; C13 and Rl through R4.

The followlng "rules" w111 be followed for determining those cases of
automatic and achieved consensus: 5

1s when'théiézéee judges all assign the same rating for a particular
~item, th

mposite ratlng would obviously be the same: for exanple,

6 -6 -6=6

item; and@ the third judge is only one "step" away; the composite

Qtlng assigned will be that of the majorlty for example; 7:@

4; -,-4=4.
6;

-~
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3. When the three judges all assign a different rating, but the three
\ ratings form a step seguence, the composite rating automatically

becomes the mlddle flgure-
4 -5 -6

5; 1 =2=3=22

4. In other cases of dlsagreement, judges will discuss the observed
behav1or wh1ch 1nf1uenced thelr rétihgs. Ih sbﬁé Césés, thé pérsbh

-

minorlty person to change her/h1s mind. 3 -6 =7 = 9?.
a - 4 -6 =17??; 1 -2~ 5= 7??; consensual ratlng will be left blank.

Supervision of this process will occur until the judges become familiar with
the principles involved. Becatuse of the Plan for judges to watch the tapes
together and arrive at the consensual judgmernt, it is 1mportant that each
judge be present each day that viewing is scheduled, and that each person
arrive punictually at the appoirnted time.

’,,,,;,,,, o= N

.- scale means and get a "feeling" for the seven-

On‘-all other items:’ M6-M12; F6-F12; C6-C12 and-Gl, the judge's independent
ratings will be averaged for BcorIng purposes. .

) &
; - Eﬁtinéé for Mothers (and Fathers)

4 -

The next few pages describe es in detail. Judges shouid study
the InformatIon so that they areiyergiga@}}}i :Eifb Yhat each of the rating
iht scale. -

The next few pages descrIbe the rating sca

The first and second categories; Ratings for Mothers and Ratings for Fathers;
are iaehtiéai. Thus, only one 1s descrlbed here, Ratlngs for Mothers. Mi -

Ratlngs for Fathers: F1 = F12, and should apply the 1nformat10n from this

section substltutlng the word father for mother. _ {
. D

M1 . Level of Comfort During Communication

Tense, uncomfortable, 1) 23456 (7° - Relaxed, comfortable,
anxious . '~ at ease .

tenslon, rather than by the chlld's needs or the requlrement o‘ the

's1tuation. She may always speak in a shrdll VOice, she may- ve or fldgeq

N .210"
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wringing or twisting her hands; tapping her foot or other objects:. She may

glance at the camera repeatedly and smile self-consciously:
*
Although too much relaxation sounds incongruous it could apply to g mother who

appears to lack energy and whose movements are slow and limp: ﬁn_extreme case
may be a person suffering from depression; a "1" rating.

Optimum values: The calm and comfortable mother will be ggag&ggégiigg by her

ease of movement,; and the comfortable pitch of her voice or signing styie.

- She appears to engage in communication with her child Ian a manner which is not

self-conscious.

-~ - I
M2 Use of Body Language, Non-verbal Communication; Gestures

Makes little use of gesture, 2 1) 2 3 4 5 6 (7 Makes frequent use of ges-

body languagk, phvsical . ture, body language;
movement physical movement

Negative values: A physically constrained mother is one who appears to use a
paucity of body language in sendlng messages to the child. She may appear to
be almost motlonless. She may 11m1t her movements, even when non-verbal com-
munication could and perhaps should be used to further the chlld s understand-
ing. She may inhibit body 1ahquage for expressive purposes: for expressing .

approval or disapproval of the Chlld Gesturing body language is ineffective
or 1nappropr1ate i :

The mother who makes an exaggerate:
to have a frenetic qua11ty to her body lanquaqe which actually 1nterferes with
the comminication of either affective or cognitive information. She should

receive a "1" rating..

Optimal values: The mother who is rated with a "6" or a "7" should use body

language and gesture appropriately to express affect and to 1mp1ement

Instructxon.i Thus, a mother might imitate an animal or pantomxme walking when

these means can give the child addltIonai information:

o M3 Enjoyment of Communication with Chiia_
Low apparent enjoyment of 2 1) 2 3456 (7 High apparent enjoyment of
communication with child communication with child

”

Negative values: The mother with low enjoyment of her communication with the

child is one characterized by a certain woodenness;, absence of smiling or of
positive., atfect, by an absence of verbal {or signed) statements of her own
pleasure. She may appear to consider the communication time spent with the

211
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child as a burden or a chore; or she may appear to regard the child merely as

a receptacie or a reglplent of maternal favors: This mother’may fail to show-

terest in the child.

much beyond polite i

The mother with an exaggerated expression of enjoyment may appear "saccharine”

in the situation. She may look as if she feels that one must be cheerful at

all times; or at least when one is dealing with chlidren. " She conveys a non-

genuxne quailty in her expressions of affection; as if she might be attempting’

to,1mpress an observer with the depth of her devotion: She should get a "1"
rating. . - -

Aptlmum values: The mother who has hlgh apperent enjoyment of the

communication with her child has a bouyancy and an enthusiasm which appear
guite genuine to the observer. She expresses joy and pleasure, she may smile

remarks/thoughts which she finds unexpected. She may hug,; kiss; or touch the
child 1n expresslon of affection. ' : :

M6 Use of Vgice

Little or no use of: voice 21) 233456 (7 Frequent use of voice
g -

M6 refers to vocal productlon whereas MS has reference -to a more complex

verbal production.

-

Néga;ive vaiues., The mother who is str1k1ng for her absence of vocal nolse
should be rated "1," and there may be hearing and deaf mothers whom you will
see to be silent throughbut fost (or all) of tHe videotape.

A mother who goes overboard in vocal productlon, constantly talklnq, singing,
screaming or who makes 50 much use of vocal sound that their voice becomes
unnerving should also get a negative ratxng of "1." :

Optimum values: The mother who makes frequent vocal sounds should receive a

high rating of 6" or "7" whether these may be said to be expressive of

emotion (pleasure; anger; frhstratxon, snrprise) or of symbolic meaning

(Yanguage--understandable or not) or in play (humming, singing for pleasure).:

M7 Understandable Speech

Little or no understandable ? 1) 2 3 4 56 (7 Much understandable speech
speech

This characteristic of the mother should be rated primarily from the
perspective of the rater's understanding what the mother says. There may be a

e
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6

on the vocal reproductlon. In this case; the rater should take into account
the "receiver's" apparent understanding of a word or phrase if the rater also
believes the mother has made an approximation of the sound(s) to which the
receiver has responded. .

The comparatlve context for rat1ng the hearlng mothers should be on a
continuum of all hearing women. The comparative context for rating the deaf
rmothers should be on a continuum of all severely to profoundly deaf women. Do
not compare the deaf mothers to hearlng women in terms of the1r speech '
the deaf mothers (and probably all of the hear1ng mothers) w111 receive
ratlngsrof "g" or "7." (If the deaf mothers were compared to hedring women,
the highest rating we might expect them to get might be a "3" or so).

There will obviously be some carry-over between ratings on M7 (understanaable

speech) and M6 (use of v01ce) in the sen<e that those mothers who are

v1rtually s11ent during the vldeotaplng Eand thus are rated "1" or "2" for M6)

will also, by deflnltlon, be rated a "1" or "2" for M7: However, the mother

who speaks very,r}\ely, but 1s understandable when she does attempt to say a
e

word might receiv

21) 23456 (7 Frequent response to

No apparent resporise to
sound

sound

T

Most if not all of the hearing mothers are expected to have @ "normal"

response of "7" to environmental and speech sounds. That is, they will turn

toward, comment on or otherwise demonstrate they auditorially perceived (not

necessarily understood) the sound: The rater should consider any interfering

" noise when rating this characteristic:

In deaf mothers; the rater will see variation in their apparent ;responses to
sound. That 1is; they may or may npt always turn toward the sound source
whatever it is. A deaf mother should receiv® a high ("6" or "7") rating if

she frequently and consistently responds to a range of sounds.

- M9 Voice Quality

Unpleasant vocal quality 21) 23456 (7 Pléasing vocal quality

-

"Pleacing" ‘and "displeasing” is a dimension even more subjective than many
others which aré to bé ratea.f dmittédly, a sound which drives one person to



b

\?

freguencies bother some individuals more than they do others. There are even
vgriatiions between men and women in the kinds and intensities of sound which
would be called displeasing. Even within these limitations, however, the
'jﬁdgés will probably be in fair agreemernt, at least for the extreme cases.
“others (deaf and hearlng) who make llttle or no use of thelr voices should be
rated "9". Those who Have shrill, shrieking voices which a rater finds very .

y unpleasant should 13 glven a "l" ) Those whose vocal (not verbal) quallty mdst

ratings. a " or a "7"' Hearlng mothers W1ll most llkely recexve‘a hlgh
rating of "6" or."7: -Obv1ous1y, this: ‘may not always be the case, since some
hearing mothers have shrill, wq%nlng, oVerly loud and other types of vocal

» qualities wh1ch a particular listener may find unpleasant.

! '

: : . M0

Few or no understandahle 1) 23 456 (7 Many understandable manuail
‘manual symbols ’ symbo}s :

This characteristic of the mother should be rated prImarlly from the

perspective of the rater's understandxng what the mother sxgns or finger-

spells. There may be a situation where the technical quallty of the video

impacts negatively on the vighal reproductlon. In this case; the rater should

take into account the "receiver’s" apparent understandlng of a sign or sign  §_

phrase If the rater also believes the mother has made an approximation of the

sign or fIngerspellxng to which the receiver has respondéﬂ

The comparatjive context for rat1ng the hearihg mothers should be on a o
continuum of alr¥hearing persons who have learned to sign Sndi "native").. The
comparative context for ratlng the deaf mothers should be on a cofitinuum of,
all severely to profoundly deaf persons who are probably ' native signers. Do
not compare the hearing mothers to™deaf persons in terms of their manual
symbol production, byt only to other hearing perSons, who probably learned to_
sign. This means that at least a few of the hearing mothers {and probably all
p of the deaf mothers) will receive ratings of "6" or "7." (If the hearing

g‘ mothetrs were compared to deaf mothers who are native signers, the highest \
rating we might expect thém to get might be a "3" or so).

‘Théré Qlll bbvibusiy hé Some carryrover hetween ratings on ﬁlb (understandable
manual symbols) and M2 (use of b y lanauace, gestures) in the sense that

v1deota91ng (and thus are rated "1" or "2" for M2) will elso, by defInItIon,
be rated a "1" or "2"-for M10. However, the mother who gestures very rarely,

but is understandable when she does attempt to sign a word might receive a
higher rating on M10 rather thania "1" or "2:" >

»
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Little of no eye contact 21) 23456 (7.7 Frequent,| appropriate
, R eye contagt ‘

5 ; -
.

Eye contact is a social reinforcer for conversation, discussion ai- prdbably

any face- to-face communication: :

Negative values: Judges should gIv?//~low rating of "1" or "2" to she mother

wvho seems to avoid eye contact witl her deaf chxld most of the time. Thls

mother wouild appear to be consrstently not 1ookrng at the chrld 50 ‘as to

avoid hav1ng to respond'or seek communication with- hrm/her (an extreme case)

" This is especially noticeable if the ¢hiid tries to get and hold her attention

so he/she could tell her something. . =S

e

. i%ximum values: Mothers who'gre sensitized or‘ktuned;ln" to commggrcation
; i

4
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. "Fleasing" and "displeasing" is a. difen

th the child would have freéuent‘eye -contact with him/her so that she is

prepared to respond and/or can readily Initiate commgnication. A mother wouild

=

ceive a "6" or "7" for this apparent and appropriate eye contact. The

mother s eye contact should "match" the child's apparent "need" for eye

contact. . Obviously; the mother should not go overhoard and stare at the child

while ignoring other elements in the environment. Judges should reflect

differences in the mother's ability to "tune in" via appropriate eye contact.

N

. \ .
A ) M12 Quality of Manual Symbdls

T &

_ . ) . v N
Unpleasant quglity ?21) 23456 {7 . Plea51ng quallty

— =~ — ) 4

others which are to be rated. - Bdmltte ly, a s1gn1ng style which drives onei
person to d1straction may seer only m1 dly unpleasant to another.' Some )

Evern w1th1n these llmltations, hawever, the Judges w1ll probably be in fair
agreement at least for the extreme cag®s.

\

egative values make little ‘Of' Ho use of
manual. symbols should be rated "?": Those whose signing 'style” is offensive

.to you, extreme in some iquxlity,e 'g., too large for the sitdation, signer

looks away ,. lacks eye contact, should be given a "1, " "2." oOther character-
istics may be offensr e to a particular Judge and should be considered under

“"guality" (M12) and ndt understandrng (MiO)

vy

Qpixmum values: Those whose gestural movement and SIgnIng quality (not

content) are smooth, rhythmical, precise and "personal" to the receiver -- or

whose other charactérxsttés the judges find pleasing -- should receive a "&"

g -
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'Tense, uncomfortable, shy, 1) 23356 (7 Relalﬁd, comfortable ¥

r 7
9
or "7“ rating. Obviously deaf mothers may not automatically receive a hlgh
rating since they could have a style of signing the quality of which is;
overall, not pleasing to the observer."
- 8

Ratings for Children

v

Cl Level of Comfort During Communication

fearful

Necative values: The child who is extremely tense and uncomfortable in

communication w1th hls/her parents may speak and/or sign in an extreme

fashion; he/she might dlsplay other mannerisms reflecting nervousness. The

child appears anxious, self-conscious and under scrutiny.: His/her body
indicates tension. Topics of comminication seem to be determined by his/her

state of discomfort rather than by the requirements of the situation:

There is a theoret1ca1 p0551b111ty of ObSerVing 7Ch11d who EthbltS an

tone or "tension" -- he is atonIc"’ Perhapthe seems listless or sieepy:

ult from his feeling "at home"

His relaxed attitude seems not so: much to r

and comfortable as from appa disinterest in or boredom with what is going
on: He/she should receive aj

ui,ii

thimum values: The’calm nd relaxed chiid will be characterlzed by her/hxs

' ease in movement during communication and a comfortable signing ‘style (an

perhaps voice quaixty) The communication is not self-conscious but, rather,

is at ease; "at home . ' ;
) B}

Cz Use of Bo@y Langpage, Non-Verbal Communication,; Gestures

Physically tonstrlcted; ? 1) 23456 (7 Frequent body movement;
exhibits very little body much non-verbal com-
movement or gesture munication and gesture

3

~Negative values: The child who is phy51ca11y constrlcted may seem to lack

freedom or to be restrained in expressing himself. He may use geggures which
éré very éméll ih théir §Cb?é (br hb géétureé ét éll) These chiidreh may

and keep their elbows held stlffly agalnst their bodies.

Ah excess of activity, which the mother seefis to find unmanageable (and
appropriately so, from the rater's point of view), would be given a "1." This.

v
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behavior could be referred to as "hyperactivity," but this has been deliber-
ately set off in guotation marks since you are not being asked for a clinical
judgment of pathological behavior. You Should merély reflect what seems to be
inappropriate or excessive body movVement. The child who is rated as _
"hyperactive" -- would also probably be given a rat1ng of "1" on Item C13,
1nd1cat1ng that he is also distractable. :

_fylmun values: The child'who is rated as showing a good deal of body
movement, and much physlcal act1v1ty, may be characterlzed as using very
broad, (and appropriate), but smootli gestures, a great deal of pantomime w1t§r;:‘
arms, body, head and shoulders. You may include mobile facial expre5510n5 (d&;

the lack of them) to contrlbute to' the dec1slon on this ratlng. - &

and/or f’éihéi. '

c4-C5
Low apparent enjoyment of 1) 23456 (7 HIO@,EEP§F§?E éﬁié?ﬁéﬁ{
communlcatlon w1th mother/ : : °§,E°Tm§§f§§t10n with
father R o mothér/father

a

s: The child who is rated’ WI¥ on. apparent ‘enjoyment of communi-

cation with hls/her mother and/or father may appear to: be sullen; to smile

rarely, to resist her/hxs parent s sﬁggestlons, or ignore her/him entirely.

He/she may appear to enjoy the meal pr the videotaping; but still be given a

low rating for enjoyment of communitation with his/her mother and/or father.

The behavxor of the child who has an exagcerated response to hls/her mother s/

father' 5 presence: that is; who appears to derive a11 of his/her- gratifi-

cation in the situation from her/his mother s/father s approval and/or her/his

-

suggestions should also receive a "l.

optimum values: The child who is given the optimum rating of "7" will give

many visible signs of genuine enjoyment .of being with the mother/father and
_ communicating with them.. The child may give the parent(s) a hug or a kiss.
He/she may smile at them often or laugh as they share a joke or tell a story.

-

Little or no use of voice 2 1) 23 4 §'é~i5'-f Frequent use of voice

€5 refers to vocal production, where C6 has reference to a more complex verbal
production. , T

Neqative values- The ch11d who is strlking for his absence of vocal prodnc-

tion should be rated "1"; and there may be several deaf children whom you will
see to be silent throughout most (or all) of the tape. :

217
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;ﬁ?ﬁhlgh ratlng ("6“ or "7") whether these may be said to be expre ve of emotion
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at language which are or are not understandabie) or in play (humming or

singing for pleasure, Imltatxng noises of cars and trucks):

Little or no understand- 2 1)02 3 456 (7 Mach understandable

;abie speech - SR speech

in rétihé this"EhéréEteristié, the first question of definition which ﬁéy
arise is: - "understandable to whom -- the rater watching the interactic or
the person to whom the spoken messages were conveyed by the child?" _ Thls '
’partlcular ratlng will be defined as referring prlmarllz in terms of the
rater's understanding of what the child says. (The mother's and father's

appareﬁt understandlng of the ch11d s spoken messages will be one of the

sounds to- whlch the mother has responded.

Secondly, the comparative context, for rating the children should be on a
continuum of all severely to profouridly deaf chlldren. That is, do not
compare the deaf children to hearing chlldren in terms of their speech

productlon, .but only to other deaf children. This means that we sheuid fxnd

that at least a few of the chlldren have ratings of "6" or "7". (If they were

compared to hearlng chlldren, the hlghest rating we might expect for any of
the deaf children might be a "3" or possibly a "4").

_There W111 obviously be some carry- over between ratxngs on C7. (understandable
speech) and Cé6 (use of volce) in the sense that the chitdren who are almost or

completely s11ent durIng the tep;gg (and thus are rated "1 or "2 for ceé)
will dlso, by definition, be rated a "1" or "2" for C7: However, e child

who speaks very rareiy, but is understandable when he/she does attempt to say

a word might receive a rating of "2" or "3"™ on C7, rather than a "1" or "2".
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"
C8 Response to Sound

7

L /
No apparent response to ?21) 2345686 (7

o

NO ap Frequent response to
sound . e sound
s .

*

Aithough the deaf children included in this research study have been tested

and shown to have a decibel loss so severe that they would seem to have no
usable hearing in the speech range, you will see some variation in their

Egarent response to sound. That is,; they w111 often or sometimes turn toward
their mothers/fathers when their name is called; or when some other vocal
signal is given. They may appear to turn téﬁard“thé door at the sound of a
knock. They may demonstrate that they heard some extraneous noise in- the room
which has also been picked up by the microphone.. They may "comment" on some
particulér sbuﬁd.f Thé Child §h6uld receive 5 "6" br "7" if she/He

C9 Voice Quality

.

Unpleasant vocal quality 21) 23456 (7 Pleasing vocal quality

(S

;Piéaéiﬁg“ f’d "dlsplea51ng" is a dimension even mo;e subjectlve than many

others which e.to be rated. Admlttedly, a sound which drives one person to

distraction. may seem only mlldly unpleasant to another:. Some sound

frequencies bother some individuals more than they do others. There are even

variations between men and women in the kinds and intensities of sound which

would be called displeasing: . Even within these 11m1tatlons, however; it is

expected that the judges will be in fair agreement, at least for the extreme
cases.

Children who make little or no use of their voices should be rated "?." Those

who have shrill, shrleklng voices which.a rater finds very unpleasant should,

be given a "1." Those whose vocal (not verbal) quality most closely approxl—

mates that of a hearing child will probably receive the highest ratings: a

"6" oi a wyn Obv1ousiy, thls may not always be the case, 51nce some hear;ng

ﬁﬁiéﬁ a ﬁaftlcnlar llstener may find unpleasant. - ° /.

n

Cci0 Undesstandable Manual Symbols

Few or no understandable 21) 23456 (7 Many understandable
manual ‘symbols manual symbols

This characteristic of the child should be rated primarily from the perspec-

"tive of the rater's understanding what the child signs or fiﬁgerspells. There

\sl o ‘
219 :.;‘ ) —
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may be a situation where the technical guality of the video impacts negatively
on the visual reproductlon. In this case, the rater should take into account
the "receiver's" apparent understandlng of a 51gn or sign phrase i& the rater
also believes the child has made,an‘approx1matiqnfof the sign or
fingerspelling to which the receiver has responded.

The comparatlve context_ for ratlng the deaf chlldren should be on a continuum
of severely to profoundly deaf children of about 10- 12 years of age whofii
probably learned to sign at about 3-5 years of age or earlier. & deaf chiid

with deaf parents who learned to sign as an infant would probably reflect a
high rating of "7.

There will obv1ously be some carry-over between ratings cn €10 (understandable

manual symbols) and C2 (USe of body language, gestures) in the sense that

those children who are v1rtually w1thcut gestura1 movement during the

v1deotapihg (and thus are rated "1" or "2" for C2) will also, by deflnltlon,

be rated a "1" or "2" for C10. However, the child who gestures very rarely;

but is understandable when she/he does attempt to sign a word might receive a

higher rating on C10 rather than a "1" or "2."

Cl1 Eye Contact for Communication

/ .
L ;o o -
Little or no eye contact ?2 1) 23456 (7 . Frequent; apprqgrlgte
' eye contact ;)

I

- - e

P , : .
Eye contact is a social reinforcer for conversation, discussion or probably

any face-to-face communication.

3

Negative values:iiJudges should give a low ratlng of "1" or ”éa to the ghiié
who Seems to avoid eye contact with his/her parents most of the time. This

gh;;é Yould appear to be consistently "not looking” at the parent so as to
avoid having to respond or seek communication with them (an extreme ctase).

This 1s espec1a11y notlceable 1f the parent tries to get and hold the child's

Optimum values: Chlldren who are §éh§itlzed or "tuned 1n to communicaticn

with their parents would have frequent eye contact with them sc that they are

prepared to respond _and/or can readily initiate communlcation. A child would
Peceive a "6" or "7" for this apparent and appropriate eye ccntact. The

child's eye contact should "match" the parent's apparent need" for eye

contact. 0bv1ously, the ch11d should not go overboard and 'stare at the parent

wh11e 1gnor1ng othe lements 1n the env1ronment. Judges shouid refiec!y

ERIC
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Unpleasant quality ?21) 23456 (7 Pleasing quality

"Plea51ng and "dlspleasing is a dimension even more subjectlve than many

otheis which are to be rated. Admittedly, a signing style which drives one
person to distraction may seem only mildly unpleasant to another:. Some
sxgnxng characteristics bother some individuals more than they do others.

Even within these limitations; however; the judges will probably be in fair

agreement at least for the extreme cases: ./ 4
. 3

“

Negative values: = Children who make little or no use of manual symbols shouild

be rated "?". Those whose signing "stylel' is offensive to you, extreme in
some dquality; e.g.; too large for the sit 1ation; signer looks away; lacks
51mu1taneous eye contact, should be gl en 3 “1"* "2 " Other characterlstlcs

{c12) and not understanding (C10).

Optimum values: Those whose gestural movement and 51gn1ng quallty (not the
content) are smooth; rhythmical, precise and personal -- or whose other
characteristics the judges find pleasing -- should receive a "&" or "7"
rating.

o -~ » .
Cl13 Attention Span

Distractable, short 21) 2345686 (7 Attentive for long
attention span pericds .

Negative values: Eherchild who is distractable, who has a short ‘attention
span is unable or unwilling to concentrate on a single aspect of his/her
eniviroriernit for a period of’ time which Would enable him/her to learn from or
about it. (Thls 1nc1udes the dlmension whlch involves a perioa of time long
eriough for the mother or other caretaker to commerit or explain its 81gn1f1—
canEE“to the chﬁld). This refers to the child who appears to be dlst;acted by

internal stimuli and not to. the child who is distracted by-overt external

™
ones. Thus, the child whose mother's or father's attention, commands or

F_wExT—EEE_-Z ,

observations to her/him flit quxtkly from one topic or object to another,

should not be rated "1.," The distractable rating should be reserved for that

chIId who cannot sit st111 long enough to eat hxl/her dinner with the famxly

or who seems unable to be attentive to a bit of communication:

A negatlve ratlng should be given the child who is so attentive that he seems

incapable of shifting his/her attention from one topic or object to another,

even when®coaxed to do 50 by his/her mother or father; or when the external

. situation would seem to demand it.

A



2s: The child who demonstrates that’ he/she is capable of

attending to the meal and conversation among/between famlly members (the "
understandxng level may vary) and can maintain interest for a Iong perxcd of
time while still retainxng the abiiity to Shlft hls/her attention to different

topics, should be given the optimum rating ("6" or "7").

ﬁhéi of the child who demonstrates a high degree of\&{§fractab111ty during one

. part of the dinner (e: g., the end), but demonstrates a high degree of

attentiveness durIng another pcrtxon of the dlnner (e g., the béginnxng)?

» This chIId should receive a "mxddie" rating; i.e: "4" or "S", depending onithe

rater's judgment of the strenhth of the direction in which hIs/her behavior

seems to "eip the scale:”

Ratlngs for Reciprocal Mother-Chiid (and Father-Chxid) €ommun1catxon

-

The next five scales should be applied identically to both mother-child and
father-child communication. Only the mother-child communication is described
here in order to save space and avoid redundancy. Judges will be rating
father-child separately fibﬁ ﬁbthéi:éhila communication. Again; substitute

- -

Mother and child appear to  ? 1) 2I35i‘5-6 (7’ o Mother,aﬁé child appear

- have 11ttle or ‘ho mutual .  - : : T to have complete under-
: understandlng " " R ~ standing

-

B 71

R2 Level/Amount of Mutual Gratification from Communication

o o ¢ ’
Mother and child appear 21) 2345686 (7 Mother and child appear
to gain little or no : to gain a great.deal of
mutual gratlflcatlon froi mutual gratification
their communication - from their communi- ¢
frustration high for both : ' cation ' e

o

The key to both of these scales; Rl and R2; lies in the words "reciprocal® and

mutuai " For RI; we are interested in the relative degree to which the

mother-chiid dyad shows. mutual or rec1proca1 understandxng of each other's

messages: both verba} and non-verbal. For R2; we are interested in the

degree to which the mdther and child appear to ga1?\rec1procai or mutual

gratification from their communication:

must understand the child's requests.:nbse:vatxons, jokes; demands,; and

—— % T . SR

questions whéthkw these are communicated through speech, vocallzation,



gesture; omime; sign language; facial expression; and the child must o

demonstrate that she/he understands the mother's requests, observations;

admonitions,; and commands, by whatever communlcatlve mode the mothef sends the

messages. {The ch11d need not follow the mother's commands; {but should make .
some sign which indicates he has understood that a command; etc.; was made.) i

The same princ:.ple holds for hJ.gh ratlngs for R2 Both mother and #hild must

v
R3  Spatial Distance, Placement of Mother and Child for Communication

Spatial distance is almost ?1) 23456 (7 Spatial distance appro-
always too close ox too far ) priate for mother and
‘ : child

W

Neégative values: The extreme rating of "1" for the mother-child pair sliculd
- be assigned when the spatial distance between the two is: a) too close--when
4/ they seem to be relylngizn actual physical contact or spatlal closeness for
Securlty reassuratce. e or the other may seem to be "smothering" or
? "clinging." There may be several examples of the chlld'S sitting on the
mother's lap either atiher,;nslstence,-or when the child has ihltlated the _
ctontact; b) too far--when they seem to be placed out of range for either (j?\

v1sual/manual or oral/aural commun‘catlon. One or the other may seem to

There would probably be a lot of .avoidance behavior in e1ther mother or child. .

thimumsvalueSir The high values of "6" or “ﬁ“ should be essxghed when both
mother and child Keep an appropriate spatlal distance for communication,

whether oral/aural or visual/manual. You could probably observe ‘movement «

regardlng placement of the mother and child but they seem always“to have a

“sense" of being a receiver (and so are ready) and a sender in the communi-
- cation process.

-

R4 Balance of Messages Sent and Received

Great imbalance in messages ? 1) 2 3 45 6 (7 Number of messages sent

sent and received; either and received approxi-
mother or child greatily. : , mately equal; neither
overweighted mother nor child has

: - disproportionate number

Negatlve values: ‘This item is based on the premlse that in any human inter- 3t"_
.actlon, including that of children and adults, communication must be: two-way; a
-that is; neither of the two members of a communicative dyad should send a
gréétly dlsproportlonate number of the messages. Thus, you are: asked to give

. o B ' *4 e ,' t‘q -

I . . . - e
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A
'2‘"1dw" ratlng to those mother-ch11d pairs where either thé mother or the
‘child’ seﬁds a largely disproportionate number of the messages (verbal or
;non—verbal) R (For ahy palrs you rate w1th a "1" or "2“ or a "3", please check
"'Wwhether it!'wa o
jmessages). -

Optimim values: The optlmum is seen here as being an equivalent numbér of
messagés senﬁ by each 1nd1v1dual. Thus, the optlﬁum ratlhg 1h this casé ﬁbuld

T

: categorles. o ;- .

'

g U I R <
. Rating-for Gefieral Family Communication Environments - .

»—-

Gl
. . . S F R SO P .- : . oo ;.
- Very quiet, little or no . - 2 1)23456 (7 . - Bppropriate amount of
" communication o ' . - ;communication .
Rating of the overall 1é /amourit of: c?ﬁ@??i??ff°§,éﬁ ‘the family should be

consIdered Does there spear to be ‘a consistent comgunication level overaill:

that is refiected 1n the v1deotape° The judges wxii need to consider the

_effect the presence of the videotaping might have on the level of communi-

cation: The judges are to reflect how much communicatiof seems to go on in

the family among each and all family members.’ ,Thxg should provide some back-

ground agaInst which some of the other ratlngs can be consxdered. :

NegStive values~ Does the family seem to bnly eat and not talk? If you judge
the famlly to be generallz quiet whether ® oot they are belng videotaped,
then give: the famlly a lower rating of "1" - "2, . ,

.

Positive values: The entire famlly appears ‘to be Ehattiﬁé as they normally

i do {(without videotaping)} and does not appear to be: stralnlng to make conver-

sation. If you judge the famlly to be generally communicative whether-or not
they éig being videotaped, then give them a high rating of "&" .or 7.

-~



GALLAUDET COLLEGE , Family Environment Study
Barbara Bodner-Johnson ‘ Family ID: :
e Rater #: 3

Mother - @ Father Child
*1. Level of comfort during 2 1) 23456 (7 ?21)23456 (7
communication ) )

-~
[l
S
N
o WLVL
o)
wv
(=)
[

*2. Use of body language, 4:/ 71) 23456 (7 -*=21) 2 34
nonverbal communicatiol, ( ()
gestures

e

w

o]

3

~

[l
N

N
~

&

w

(=)

3

*3 Enjoyment of communica- 2 1) 2 56 (7 21)23456 (7
- (

tion with child

~ L)
PN
v

*4 Enjoyment of communica- _ R o 6 (7
tion with mother B e (

BX)
[l
Nt
N
W
N By
w
o

*5. Enjoyment of communica-~ _ 3
" tion with father - S . ' : (

o

6. Use of volce 71)23456 (7 ?71)23456 (7 11)23456 (7

7. Understandable speech 71) 23456 (7 21)23456(7 21)23456 (7

8. Response to sound. 71)23456 (7 1) 23456 (7 71) 23456 (7

9. Voice guality "1y 23456 ¢ 21)23456 (¢ - 21) 234567

'10. Understandable manual 7.1) 234
symbols - '

(V1]
o
3
~
>
N
w
o~
Y,
e,
3
3
[or]
s
N
VS
f
5,
o
~
~

11. Eye contact for communi- ? 1) 23456 (7 ?21) 23456 ¢ ?11)23456 (7
cation o : -

12: Quality of manual 71) 23456 (¢ ?1)23456 0 21)23456 (7.
. symbols . . ' ‘ o : , '

t13. Attention span

I

|

|

|

|

|

I

|

|

|

|

|

|
-~

1) 23456 (7

~~
N

*=Consensus items; () = Consensus Score :{3{355
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Rating Form
Page 2

*R1l. Level/amount of mutual
understanding

*R2. Level/amount of mutual
: gratification from
communiication

*R3. Spatjal distance, placement
of parent-child for
communication

" %R4. Balance of meSsages sent
.1 and .received

Gl. Amount of family
' communication

Mother-Child

1)

? 1)

1)

N
~ W

5

3

L3

’

456 (7
)

456 (7

456 (7
)

456 (7

\

Father-Child Child

7 1)

71) 2

? 1)

~ L

~ W

”~~

~~

456 (7 )
)

456 (7 ()
)
456 (7 ()

456 (7 )

456 (77123456




rl

%

APPENDIX D

VARIABLE LIST

Y

|



rs

ol

’

variables:

230

-164

231

232

234

241

242
. 276
. 243
R 247

v

Labels:

Variable List : .

~

Extent and content of recreational activities of parents
and child - : : .
Parental asplratlons for child's educat10n—-1eve1 i

achievement® %
pParerits' exPectatiOns or standard for child's current

grades
child reads to parents in any communlcatlon mode
Extent ch11d reads books on hls/her own -

< Freguency parents help child with English grammar o
Frequency parents introduce chIId to a new word and/or

sign g

ExgE;t parents read books

Chi

Parents expect child to do homework reguiarly

How much time parents expect child to do; homework:

Parental preparation and plannlng ‘for the aitalnment of
child's educational goals_

Parents' knowledge of content of child's school studies-
Parents' knowledge of the child's grades/progress in
school studies

Frequency parents discuss child's progress at school B
Encyclopedias in home and parents discuss them with child
The extent and content of educat10nal activities parents
and child engage in together

Parent involvement in child's sportlng actiV1ties

Time child watches TV on weekends

. Parents' discussion with 'child of TV@programs

At what age parents expect/allow chil& to earn spend1ng
money

At what age parents expect/allow child to go around the
neighborhood to play where he/she wants

At what age parents expect/allow child to make certain -
decisiong

Parents' mannerfof adaptlng to chlld's deafneSs

nts' .knowleddge of level and nature of child's hearlng

"ents knowledge of type, function and approprlateness
of ch11d's hearing aid - . .

" Parents' knowledde of content of child's speech and

aud;tory training :
Freduency parents discuss chiid's progreBS'in speech and

auditory. train1ng Soongy
FreqUency parents meet with teacher to discuss’ chiid'

progress ‘in speech’ and” audxtory training. Co .

Parentsilearned to sign eia!rve to when the need became
apparent <~,7jf

— . ;‘}\-,

,.f.> i '%:giégi | ' | - 7 qj
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Variables:

VAR,
/ 298

VAR

VAR
VAR

VAR
VAR

. VAR

VAR
VAR

VAR

VAR
VAR

297

299
300

301
305
307

311

42
43
6

47
.;é

49
50
51

53

54
56

259

260

165

VAR 189

VAR
VAR

;P -ental
‘Parental belief

Labels:

Parents' &

-

Freguency parents discuss child's general communication
(receptive and expressive language) progress (oral or

manual)

Frequency parents feet with teacher to discuss child' s
communication progress

Parents'

-

knowledge of child's general communication *

. abilitges -

Extefit of parents participation in deaf community

Frequency parernts discuss deaf community
Parental belief regarding SuperviSion needs of deaf

children

Parerital belief regarding the need ‘to explain discipline

rules and techniques

Parental Belief

Parental belief

Parents' belief

regardxng

regarding

regarding

that the child's

include more mathematics

Parental belief

education

Parents' belief

causes for deaf

Parental belief

Parental belief

children mix in
Parental belief

regarding

f regarding

regarding

régarding
children
regarding
regarding
school
regarding

receive about the child's
Child's activities after school .
Child s activities after evening meal o .

'achievement :
Parental aspirations for child's pccupation-level

achievement.

Parents' jobs

amount of

amount of

amount of

teacher's
teacher's

teacher's

satxsfactioﬁ with child's school

homework

art; music; and drama

reading 1nstruction

friendliness

fairness
interest in child's

child's time spent on special

their welcomeness in the school
how well deaf and hearing :

the amount of’ information they
school progress

Whether parents w1sh to change jobs

Freguency parents. give child articles from newspaper or

magazines

Extent of parents

English usage in the home

Exterit of child's English usage in the home

Keenness of parents for correct and effective language

usage

t

Quality of language usage of the parents
Frequency .parents praise- or: congratulate child "

Parents' beliefs’ regarding their adaptation to tﬁéi? s ’ -

‘child's deafhness:
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APPENDIX E
GROUP STACKED HISTOGRAMS FOR THREE DISCRIMINANT
ANALYSES FOR FAMILY ENVIRONMENT PREDICTING
ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
e
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All-Groups Stacked Histogram =~ ' ) ,

—_ T 77T == canonical Discriminant Function f == T :
f4
Reading. Comprehension ‘ : Y / ) .
L 2 . -
. 2 ; ‘.
_ . 2 .
r <. - 2 ' .
R 6 o 2 .
£ : 2 LT T
Q . 2 .
[/} - 2 ] -
£ 4 _ 1 2 +
1] - — T 2 C : -
X . 2 %2 1122 1 2 N .
LA . = o2 2 21 22 | 27 T T T T T T
2. 2 2 - 2222 1111121 "1 1 +
. 2. -2 _-2222 1111121 11, - 1 .
. S22 22222212111 1y g 11 - 1 - ..
. 222 2 222 22121111 1 annyy o1l 11 1 .
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Math Concep s
R R AT B 5
; . j 2 - cema P .--.; femnee aae
7 . 2 .
] 6+ 2 ; P
[ e - 2 .
9 - T < 3 —
v _ e 2 . o - :
L 4. 2 2 2 ’ .
g S >» 2 2_ _ - N
¢ : 1 222 12 22 211 . :
5 s ) 1 222 12 22 _ 211" . . ’
2 1 2222 12 12 1111 1 - - - .
. . - - 2- - 1 2222 t2 12 1481 1 -7 TTOTT T
. . 21 12 22 1122211211211 11 1231 11 1 2 1 2 .
xd 12 22 1122211211211 11 211 1t 1 2 1 2 .
Out......--.'------- -50-----~-~0--...-...Q.......-.O.--o---.n!o---Z-Z;SQJ--.---..OEi
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, [ - - 2 .
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i cmm’“s 22 uugzzuuiuuunuuuuuuuuuunnnux .
¢
Math Computation = ° . 7 %
* : 22"»; o
f. ol § ‘L .
[ B* 6 ¢ 2
E, . { 2 ) T
i EPEE S g e
11 4 22 2 1 .
N - S 2.2 . 2 1 . e e Tt
13 . o 2 2 212 12 12 .
Y. - . ) 2 2. 2312 _1- ‘.
2 2 2 22 211112 22112 B —— .
. 2 02 22 aMl112 312112 - Lo T T o
- . 2 2 2 1y a2 inait12 1 1 1 .
—a 2.2 2 121111 M1 23 11912101112 1 11 1 -
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777777777777777777777 =l 0 % 2 ¥ ___.
Classitication 2222222222222222222222222222222222222222211:11unnnnntnnnxnuuxuuuu S
Grour Centroids ) . 2 1 -

§ym§6ié used in p’i’o’fé . 1= Low Achievers; 2_- Righ Ac_hievers
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