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ABSTRACT

Progression from high school to postsecond ary
education involves an orientation in some shape or form.
This is true for
he ari ng peers.

deaf students e qually as much as for their
Frequently, such orientations do not wholly

meet the needs of deaf students and quite possibly, these
needs must b e reviewed and appropriate programs established.
The purpose of this study was to exami ne the 1985
National Canter on Deafness (NCOD) Summer Program and a nalyze its efficacy and,
recommendations and

in turn,

respond to the findings with

implications.

The population included 27 d eaf students who participated in the 1985 NCOD Summer Program and a random sampling of 27 new deaf students e nroll e d in th e 1984 fall
semester at CSUN.
Pre-college enrollme nt data was collected as well as
information regarding course load and grade point averages .
Statistical analyses included a Pearson product moment
correlation analysis and a series of S tud ent ' s

t-tests .

The conclusions drawn from this study suggest that
while no significant differences appeared in the pre - co lleg e
measures of the two groups involved, the fall

1984 popula-

tion performed somewhat b etter, especially second semester,
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than did the 1985 group.
itself in the first

This difference did not manifest

year cumulative GPA however.

Recommendations include the continuation and evalua tion of college and university orientation programs designed
to meet deaf students '

needs,

a look at variables not con -

nected with the statistical findings nor measured by computers, and dissemination of information related to th~
importance of the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)

and the

college GPA.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Progression from high school to postsecondary education can be an exciting adventure , or it can be a traumatic
experience.

This is true for

as for their hearing peers .
number of variables,

deaf students equally as much
Success in college depends on a

one of which is the adjustment period

necessary to become acclimated to college academic life .
The majority of colleges offer orientation programs
for incoming freshmen and transfer students .
are designed to orient students to the campus,

These programs
facilities,

and services provided by the individual institutions.

This

type of orientation does not wholly meet the needs of indi vidual deaf students wishing to pursue college study.
need for

The

intense postsecondary summer orientatio n of deaf

students needs to be reviewed and established in several
institutions.
Components of this type of program are similar in
some respects to the majority of orientation programs
offered by our colleges and universities,
vast differences when assessment,

yet,

there are

counseling a nd program -

ming of deaf students are considered .

1

A Review of the Literature
A review of the available literature yielded almost
no information regarding orientation/introduction to college
programs for

deaf students .

In general,

there is little

information concerning deaf students and postsecondary education;

literature about summer programs for

is almost non-existent.

What is available is merely des-

criptive program analysis;
of the students'

these students

more complex statistical analysis

performance is missing.

The National Technical Institute for

the Deaf

(NTID)

on the campus of the Rochester Institute of Technology in
Rochester,

New York,

conducts a Summer Vestibule program for

students entering this institution.
for

The orientation runs

four consecutive weeks and provides for

students to take part in career awareness,
and adjustment to college life.

Exposure to

decision making,

One component also assesses

student academic skills and competencies,
the areas of communication,

hearing impaired

English,

specifically in

and mathematics.

various department s and possibl e majors is also

an integral part of this summer program.
The Summer Vestibule program has established three
objectives to meet institutional and student needs.
are:

(1)

They

to guide and assist students in the selection of a

career program through program sampling,
and the assessment of academic skills,

career co unseling

(2)

to facilitate the
2

students '

adaptation to the college environment at Rochester

Institute of Technology through general education , residential and recreational programs, and (3) to assess a wide
variety of academic,
students,

personal and communication skills of

to be used by counselors and program faculty to

assist in the placement of students into appropriate classes
in the fall

quarter.

Speech,

vision and hearing tests,

and

evaluations of each student are completed, and the Michigan
Test of English Language Proficiency is given to assess
student language ability to pursue college coursework .
In 1985 the National Technical Institute for the Deaf
marked its fifteenth year of the Summer Vestibule Program,
and has demonstrated itself successful in reaching proposed
goals established for

this orientation program (Kanter,

1985).
California State University at Northridge (CSUN) was
established in 1958.

It is a liberal arts university

located in the San Fernando Valley.
housed within this institution,

The Center on Deafness,

was fo und ed in 1972 to coor-

dinate the increasing number of programs related to hearing
impairment that had evolved since 1964 when the first

deaf

students were admitted to college study on this campus .
According to Jones and Murphy
established at

(1972),

the model

Northridge proposes that the qualified deaf

student is best served in the mainstream that offers the
equal right of local,

quality education to deaf students;
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the qualified deaf student can compete successfully with
hearing peers through support services including. interpreting,

notetaking,

tutoring and counseling.

Deaf students

should have a choice of institutions that serve their needs
and the option of attending those colleges and universities
offering a

variety of course offerings and majors.

with family members,

Ties

friends and the community can best be

maintained when the student attends an institution in close
proximity to his home;

and the opportunities for employment

will increase when deaf students continue their education in
their own community with known resources available to them.
In keeping with these assumptions,

Jones and Murphy (1972)

describe the program:
"We are working with an educational model which meets
needs of deaf students at this time.
We are very much
involved in the business of educating deaf stud~nts and
we know that every good business looks to the future to
see what new developments will enable them to meet their
objectives in some better way.
As the needs of students
change, we expect to change .
As new educational models
develop, we intend to examine them to see if they are
consiste nt with our objectives."
This has led to the creation and implementation of
the National Center on Deafness'
deaf students in 1985.

first

Summer Program for

The program was designed to facili-

tate the transition from high school to postsecondary educa tion of deaf students.

The goals expressed for the four

week session were established to enable students to experience college level work;
college life;

to facilitate their adjustment to

to provide students with individual and group
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counseling, and through testing and eva luation,

to enable

students to know their strengths and weaknesses in the
areas of English and Study Skills.
At the end of the first Summer Program at CSUN,

the

conclusion drawn was that the program was highly successful
and had helped the students in many ways.

The program pro-

vid ed st udents with an orientation to univ ersity life;

gave

the students experience with the pace and demands of college
life in a non-threatening environ ment;

gave new students

individualized attention they would not normally receive
during the regular semester;
of individual differences,

and gave the students a feeling

talents and und ers tanding.

counseling, involving discussions about drugs,
CSUN campus environment,

decis ion ~aking,

Group

alcohol,

the

deaf culture, and

self-governance, was also considered an integral part of
this program.

Special activities wer e planned and scheduled

for evening and weekend socialization periods.

This was

done to help alleviate homesickness and loneliness associated with being in a

new environment.

When the program was completed,
taken from the students asking for
program.

eval uations were

their feelings toward the

The results have been analyzed and are in the

files at the Support Services to Deaf Students office in the
NCOD.

From this report,

the majority of st uden ts (72 %) felt

that th e group counseling sessions made them mor e aware of
college life and issues;

the topics included made them feel
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much better about their choice of postsecondary college
experience.

The participants,

by majority,

were comfortable in sharing their feelings;
the size of their groups were

just right.

felt

that they

they also felt
More than 90% of

the students agreed that the Summer Program helped them
better understand what would be required of them in college,
and 96% agreed that they would recommend the program to
their friends.

More than three - fourths of the students felt

the Summer Program would help them do better in their
classes in the fall,

and 96% felt that

their experience in

the Summer Program helped them gain confidence in them selves,

The most interesting total group concensus was that

all students felt
to CSUN was a

that summer school for

deaf students new

good idea.

The positive view held by the majority of students
participating in the summer program,
belief in the importance of such a
fact

their attitudes and

program,

testifies to the

that their involvement in the NCOD Summer Program was

to them an extremely worthwhile experience.
Recommendations were also made by the staff as to
improvement and other considerations to be implemented for
the following

year.

One recommendation was to conduct a

statistical analysis of the efficacy of the program with the
Grade Point Average (GPA)

as the dependent variable in a

comparative study using a group on non-participants.
The problem situation for

this study is contained
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within one question:

Was the Summer Program for deaf

students at CSUN successful in terms of improved academic
performance by the student participants?

Statement of the Problem Situation
The National Center on Deafness at California State
University in Northridge determined a need for a Summer
Program for incoming freshmen and transfer students who were
to be admitted to the University in the fall of 1985.

The

program was d esig ned to be a hands-on experience of four
week duration in which students would be provided a micro cosm of the college world they would soon be part of.

Deaf

students who were accepted or being seriously considered for
admission to CSUN in the fall of 1985 were invited to participate in the Summer Program.
the program;

Thirty students applied to

28 enrolled and 27 completed the full

four week

sessio n.
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT)

scores were collected

and the students were given the Michigan Test of English
Language Proficiency, an English Essay Test,
Attitudes and Methods Survey ( SAMS ).

and the Study

The English Placement

Test (EPT) and the Entry Level Math (ELM)

test,

all California State University system students,
offered to Summer Program participants.

required of
wer e also

These latter two

tests determin e placement into mainstreamed E nglish and Math
c lasses at the University.
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Academic coursework included English 097--Developmental Reading;
Communication,
Bureau.

Speech Communication 155--Experiences in
and Speech Communication 198--Speaker's

Eligibility for each class was based on individual
The outcome of the evaluations placed

student evaluations.

12 students in Speech Communication 155,
English 097,

15 students in

and the total group of 27 students in Speech

Communication 198.

Speech Communication 198 was held in two

sessions, and these were taught by Student Personnel
Specialists from the Support Services to Deaf Students
office.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to examine the 1985
National Center on Deafness (NCOD) Summer Program.
program was the first

The

formally planned summer session for

deaf students offered at California State University in
Northridge.

It was designed to facilitate the transition

from high school to college,
college life and,

initiate the students into

through testing and evaluation,

help the

students determine their strengths and weaknesses in
English, Mathematics and Study Skills.
This study used variables for which statistics on
student participants in the Summer Program were available
and examined them in relation to the previous year's group
of new students which did not experience a Summer Program.
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Importance of the Study
California State University in Northridge has been a
leader in postsecondary deaf education since i t first
admitted two deaf students in 1964 and established the
National Center on Deafness in 1972.

CSUN has since pro-

mated and satisfactorily maintained successful mainstreaming
procedures involving hearing impaired individuals.
In the final report of the 1985 NCOD Summer Program
for

Deaf Students,

i t was recommended that

''NCOD administra -

tors attempt to determine the efficacy of the summer program
with comparative statistical analyses,

looking at the aca-

demic performances of Summer Program students and non-Summer
Program students to identify any significant differenc es ."
This is exactly what this study has intended to do,

using

variables and statistical analyses on the academic performance of these two categories of students.
be noted that,

if the findings are positive,

It should also
then there

could be implications for the development and/or continua tion of Summer Programs for

deaf students making th e

transition from high school to postsecondary institutions.
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The Population Under Study
The subjects used for this project included 27 deaf
students who gained admission to California State University
in Northridge in the fall of 1985 and a random sampling of
27 deaf students chosen from a total group of 45 new
students who had enrolled for the 1984 school year At CSUN .
Twenty-four of the combined groups were male and 30
were female.

The mean age was 18.6 and the mode was 18.0.

Class status included 46 freshmen,

five sophomores,

and one

All students in the 1984 group were randomly

junior.
selected;

the 1984 st u dents were selected because there were

too few non-participants of the 1985 new student population
to use in a comparison study .

The total number of students

participating in the NCOD Summer Program were involved in
the study.

Questions to be Answered
This study sought to answer the following important
questions:
1.

Were there any significant differences in the two
populations prior to their enrollment in CSUN that
would unduly influence academic performance after
enrollment in the Univ e rsity?

2.

After enrollment in the University, and the 1985
group's participation in the NCOD Summer Program,

did
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the two groups perform significantly different
academically,

i .e . ,

did one group perform signifi-

cantly better academically,

as measured by the first

semester, second semester, and cumulative grade point
averages?
3.

Which of the variables correlate significantly with
each other and with the three dependent variables
(first semester,

second semester, and cumulative

grade point averages)?

Hypotheses
Hypotheses were drawn from the research questions.
In relation to question one (regarding significant differences in the two populations under investigation prior to
their enrollment in CSUN),

the following hypotheses were

explored :
1.

Th ere is no sign ifi cant difference between the
Scholastic Aptitude Test

(SAT)

Verbal scores of

NCOD Summer Program participants and non participants.
2.

There is no significant difference in the SAT
Quantitative scores of NCOD Summer Program participants and non-particip a nts.

3.

There is no significant difference in the SAT Total
scores of NCOD Summer Program Participants and nonparticipants.
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4.

There is no significant difference in the high school
grade point averages (as computed by California State
University standards) of the NCOD Summer Program participants and non-participants.

5.

There is no significant difference in the Michigan
Test of English Language Proficiency (MTELP) scores
of NCOD Summer Program Participants and non participants.

6.

There is no significant difference in the English
essay scores of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

7.

There is no significant difference in the admission
status of NCOD Summer Program participants and nonparticipan t s .

8.

There is no significant difference in first semester
units registered of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

9.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units registered of NGOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

10.

There is no significant difference in first semester
units attempted of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

11.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units attempted of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.
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12.

There is no significant difference in first

semester

units passed of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.
13.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units passed of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

The second research question asks:
in the University,
Program,

After enrollme nt

and participation in the NCOD Summer

did the 1985 Summer Program group perform signifi-

cantly bett er than the randomly selected group of new
students in the fall,

1984, semester?

The hypotheses inves-

tigated were:
14.

There is no sig nifi cant difference between the first
semester grade point averages

(GPAs)

of the NCOD

Summer Program participants and non-participants.
15.

Th e r e is no s ignificant diff e rence betw ee n th e second
semester GPAs of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

16.

There is no significant difference between the cum ulative GPAs of the NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

The third research question asked for correlations
between the independent variables and the dependent variables.

The specific hypotheses explored were:
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17.

There is no significant relationship betwe e n SAT
Total scores and the cumulative GPA of the total
population.

18.

There is no significant relationship between admission status and cumulative GPAs of the total population.

19 .

There is no significant relationship b et ween high
school grade point averages a nd cumulative GPAs of
the total population.

20.

Th ere is no significant relationship b etwee n the
Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency and
cumulative GPAs of the total population.

21 .

There is no significant relationship in English Essay
Test scores and the cumulative GPAs of the total
population.

Delimitations
This section is meant .to define the pres e nt study and
designate the co nfines of its focus:
1.

This study is confined to first time freshmen and a
small number of transfer students .
with relatively small ,

2.

It was conducted

but eq ual-sized,

sa mples.

The study is restricted to the first two semesters of
academic performance.

No attempt has been made to

examine second year performance or other collegiate
factors s uch as attrition.
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3.

The population described in this project is unique
and represents only one postsecondary institution .
Generalizations must be made with caution.

Organization of the Remainder of the Study
Relevant information pertaining to the study and that
of postsecondary pre-college programs designed for
students was discussed in Chapter I.

deaf

The research questions

are also presented along with the research hypotheses .
Chapter II is comprised of the methodology implemented in this study.
study,

procedures,

Subjects used,

assumptions,

the design of the

and limitations will be

defined.
Chapter III will include the analysis and evaluation
of the findings from this study.
Chapter IV contains the summary,

conclusions and

recommendations that emerge from this study.
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CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY
Procedure
In 1985,

the National Center on Deafness (NCOD)

instituted the first Summer Program designed especially for
deaf students.

It was felt

that an intensive program of

studies would facilitate the transition from high school to
college and result in a more aware and experienced population of new students.

This added awareness would,

result in increased academic achievement .

in turn,

To determine if

the Summer Program indeed had any effect on academic
achievement,

a comparison group was needed because there

were not enough Summer Program non-participants in the 1985
incoming class.

The most ideal choice was a

of the 1984 group of new students.

random sampling

The 27 randomly selected

students from the 1984 group were first examined in relation
to the total Summer Program population of 27 students.

The

purpose was to determine if there were any significant differences in the pre-college measures of the two groups .

Population of the Study
Two groups were involved in the study:

the 1985 NCOD

Summer Program participants and a random sampling of

1984

entering students.
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Class of 1985
The main difference in the two groups being studied
was that the class of 1985 experienced an in-depth,
week Summer Program.
a

four

Included in the Summer Program were

developmental course in R~ading (English 097, worth three

units of enrollment credit,

but no credit toward graduation)

and a Speech Communication course (Experiences in Communication)

worth three units of regular university credit.

In

addition, all students took an Introduction to College
course,

a

part of the requirement for the Speech Communica-

tion 198 course in Speaker's Bureau, worth one unit of eredit toward graduation.

Students also had access to both

group and individual counseling as well as an orientation
program planned by student leaders.

Class of 1984
The class of 1984 did not have access to a planned
summer program.

Instead,

this group,

took a

two-unit in-

depth Introduction to College course which met for two
hours weekly during the fifteen week semester.

Students

studied basic public speaking, decision making, and study
skills;

in addition,

research paper.

they were required to produce a library

Their Introduction to College course was

thereby more extensive and of greater duration than that for
the 1985 Summer Program students.
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Both Groups
Both groups consisted of

27 students.

All students

enrolled in CSUN through the NCOD have access to:
1.

The provision of support services (notetaking,

tutor-

ing, interpreting);
2.

Counseling services on a

voluntary,

walk-in or by

appointment basis; and
3.

Special coursework in English designed especially for
classes of deaf students .

Methods of Data Collection
Permission to obtain the data for this study was
received from the Administrator of Support Services to Deaf
Students.

Confidentiality of the information being investi-

gated was insured with the data being identified by student
file

numbers rather than names.
Once the information was re c orded from the student

files,

it was prepared for statistical analysis and trans -

ferred to the mainframe computer at CSUN for analysis using
the SPSS (Statisti~al Package for the Social Sciences)
computer program.

Description of the Variables
The variables included in the study involved those
available on student application forms required of deaf
students applying to the University and on student records
of academic achievement .

These variables included:
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1.

Age (at time of entrance to the University).

2.

Sex.

3.

The verbal score of the Scholastic Aptitute Test
(SATV).

4.

The quantitative score of the SAT (SATQ).

5.

The total score of the SAT (SATT).

6.

The high school grade point average (HSGPA), as
computed by the admissions office at CSUN.

7.

The eligibility index, a measure that combines the
total SAT or ACT (American College Test)

score with

the high school grade point average (HSGPA).
example,

For

the SAT-based eligibility index is computed

by multiplying the HSGPA by eight
to the total SAT score.
needed for

(8) and adding it

An index at or above 2994 is

regular admission to the univers~ty.

Stu-

dents scoring below 2994 may be considered for
special admission.
8.

Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency
(MTELP), a

100 item objective test designed primarily

to measure the relative ability of students to pursue
academic study in an English language university.
9.

English Essay~

a one-hour essay examination scored in

a holistic manner,

which measures a student's ability

to accurately interpret an essay question and write
an appropriate response in a well-organized and
grammatically correct fashion.

Scores range from
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two to twelve,

with eight or better considered

acceptable college level writing.
10.

Admission Status, which is either Regular Admit or
Special Admit.

California residents with an SAT-

based eligibility index of 2994 or better, an ACTbased eligibility index of 722 or better,

or an over-

all HSGPA of 3 .1 or better are automatically admitted
to the University.
for

(The figures are slightly higher

out-of-state residents.)

Students who do not

meet regular admission requirements may be considered
for

special admission.

The MTELP and the English

Essay (both described above) are given to these stu dents.

The Administrator of Support Services to Deaf

Students (SSDS),

in conjunction with the SSDS staff,

evaluates all available information,
ences from the student's school,

including refer-

and makes a

recom-

mendation for Special Admit to the University's
Admission Office.
11 •

First Semester GPA:
during the first
CSUN.

the grade point average achieved

semester of university studies at

(Any college work prior to CSUN is not comput-

ed in the first semester GPA.)
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Second Semester GPA:

the grade point average

achieved during second semester studies.
13.

Cumulative GPA:

the cumulative average of the

and second semester grade achievements.

first

(For
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transfer students,

th~ cumulative GPA will include

grades for all transferable coursework as well as
first and second semester grade averages).

14.

Units registered:

includes all coursework for which

student registered.

Freshman students frequently

register for developmental coursework in English
and/or Math,

for which they receive grades of SP

(Satisfactory Progress) , CR (Credit),

or NC (No

Credit).

15.

includes all coursework taken for a

Units Attempted:
letter grade.

This figure does not include course-

work taken for SP, CR/NC,

be they developmental

courses or regular university courses.
Point Average (GPA)

16.

Units Passed:

is figured from this variable.

includes courses in which students

received a passing letter grade (A,
grade of CR.

B, C,

or D)

or a

The grade of SP is not included in the

total units passed.
first

The Grade

This is significant because

time freshmen may take English 097--Develop-

mental Reading--in which they receive either SP or
NC.

Students taking freshman or higher level

courses for CR or NC will receive the appropriate
numb er of units with a
counted,

17 •

however,

Class Status:
man,

Sophomore,

grade of CR;

no units are

if the student receives an NC.

a student's classification (as FreshJunior or Senior) at the time of Fall

21

1984 or Fall 1985 registration.
18.

SSDS (Support Services for Deaf Students):

The main

administrative office responsible for providing
interµreting

services in the mainstream,

speech conservation,

and counseling .

notetaking,

Deaf students

are given the opportunity to participate fully

in

academic and extracurricular experiences on campus
with the support of the services provided by this
department.
19.

NCOD (National Center on Deafness):

founded in 1972

to coordinate the expanding number of programs relating to hearing impiirment,

the Center now serves to

administer the many on-campus programs dealing with
deafness.

Methodological Assumptions
The methodological assumptions inherent in this study
are twofold:
1.

There are comparable variables existing between the
students who participated in the NCOD Summer Program
in 1985 and the comparative group of new students who
had entered CSUN in 1984.

2.

The 1984 and 1985 newly admitted deaf students are
randomly distributed.
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Method for Statistical Analysis
The data on the independent variables were collected
primarily from student files .
from student grade reports .

Dependent variables data came
Statistical measurements

includ~d a Pearson product moment correlation analysis and a
series of Student ' s
for

t-tests.

The SPSS (Statistical Package

the Social Sciences) computer program p e rformed the

actual analysis on CSUN's mainfram e co mputer.
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CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings in relation to the
three

major questions and the hypotheses that were advanced

in Chapter I.
The purpose of this study was to compare the academic
performance of two groups of deaf college students.

The

first group consisted of the total population (27 students)
enrolled in the 1985 NCOD Summer Program and a random sampling of 27 students new to CSUN in the fall of 1984.

Data

regarding pre-entrance evaluations and first and second
semester academic achievement (grade point averages) were
compiled and submitted to zero-order correlational and
Student's t

analyses.

Hypotheses Tested in this Study
The first group of hypotheses tested for significant
differences in pre-enrollment measures.

Table I

on page 25

presents the findings for the first seven variables
examined.
1.

There is no significant difference between the SAT
Verbal scores of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

As can be seen in Table I,

the
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TABLE I
ANALYSIS OF PRE~COLLEGE VARIABLES FOR NCOD SUMMER PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS (1985) AND NON-PARTICIPANTS (1984)
T
VALUE

VARIABLE

GROUP

N

MEAN

SD

SAT
VERBAL

1985
1984

19
23

317.8947
281.7391

121.590
66 . 514

1. 22

SAT
QUAN .

1985
1984

19
23

348.9474
400 . 8696

71.639
94 . 768

-1 . 97

SAT
TOTAL

1985
1984

19
23

666 . 8421
682.6087

172 . 339
122.334

- .35

HS GPA

1985
1984

24
25

2.9187
3.0020

.419
.439

-

. 68

MTELP

1985
1984

26
22

70.2308
72 . 9091

17.532
14 . 586

-

.57

ENGLISH
ESSAY

1985
1984

26
22

9.0385
8.4545

2.391
2.502

.83

ADMIS.
STATUS

1985
1984

25
27

1,5600
1.5185

.507
.509

.29

*Significant at the .OS level.
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t-test yielded a value of 1.22, which is not
significant at the

.05 level.

The hypothesis is

accepted.
2.

There is no significant difference in the SAT
Quantitative scores between the two groups involved
in the study.
nificant.

3.

The t-test value of -1.97 is not sig-

The hypothesis is accepted.

There is no significant difference in Total SAT
scores of the NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

The resultant -.35 t-value

supports this hypothesis.
4.

There is no significant difference between Summer
Program participants High School Grade Point Averages
(HSGPAs) and non-participants HSGPAs .
value of -.68 supports this finding;

The t-test
the hypothesis

is accepted.
5.

There is no significant difference in the Michigan
Test of English Language Proficiency scores of Summer
Program participants and non-participants.
of -.57 demonstrates this;

At-value

the hypothes is is

accepted.

Hypotheses 8 through 13 tested for differences in
coursework load.

A two-tailed, independent group t-test was

used to analyze each of the hypotheses.

Table II represents

the results of the statistical analyses.
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TABLE II
ANALYSIS OF COURSE LOAD VARIABLES FOR NCOD SUMMER PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS (1985) AND NON-PARTICIPANTS (1984)
T
VALUE

VARIABLE

GROUP

N

UNITS REG
SEMONE

1 985
1984

25
26

12.9200
12.4231

1. 631
2 .41 9

. 86

UNITS REG
SEM TWO

1985
1984

25
26

12.6400
13.7692

4.251
1.608

1. 26

UNITS ATT
SEMONE

1985
1984

25
27

8 . 2400
7.3333

2 . 990
3 . 431

1. 01

UNITS ATT
SEM TWO

1985
1984

25
27

10.2000
12.4074

3. 74 2
2 . 275

-2.s9-.v,

UNITS PAS
SEMONE

1985
1984

25
27

9 . 6000
9 .1111

3 . 926
3 .0 80

UNITS PAS
SEM TWO

1 985
1984

25
27

8 . 320 0
11.5926

4.854
3 . 422

MEAN

SD

. so
- 2.83-l:-

*Significant at the . 05 lev el .
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8.

There is no significant difference in the first
semester units registered of the NCOD Summer Program
participants and non-participants .
. 86 is not significant;

9.

The t-value of

the hypothesis is accepted.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units registered of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non - participants .

A non-significant t - value of

1.26 results in acceptance of the null hypothesis.
10.

There is no significant difference in first semester
units attempted of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.
significant at the

The t-value is 1.01; i t is not

.0 5 level.

The hypothesis is

accepted .
11.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units attempted of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.
nificant;

12.

The t - value of -2.59 is sig-

the hypothesis is rejected.

There is no sig nifi cant difference in first semester
units passed of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.
is not significant;

13.

The resulting t-value is

. 50 and

the hypothesis is accepted .

There is no significant difference in second semester
units passed of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants .

The hypothesis is rejected,

t-value of -2.83 being significant at the

with a

.05 level .
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The second research question and hypotheses 14-16
examine the differences in academic achievement of the two
groups under study, as measured by first
semester, and cumulative GPAs.

semester,

second

Table III reports the

results of the statistical analysis.
14.

There is no significant difference between the first
semester Grade Point Averages

(GPAs)

of the NCOD

Summer Program participants and non-participants.
t-value of

.42 is not significant at the

A

.OS level.

The hypothesis is accepted.
15.

There is no significant difference between the second
semester GPAs of the NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.
-2.70;

The t-test yielded a

this is significant,

value of

resulting in rejection of

the null hypothesis.
16.

There is no significant difference between the cumulative GPAs of the NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.
is not significant;

The resulting t-value of

1.05

the hypothesis is accepted.

Hypotheses 17 through 21 and the third research
question examine the relationship between certain independent variables with the dependent variable,

cumulative GPA.

Table IV presents a summary of the correlation analysis for
all the dependent and independent variables.
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TABLE III
· GRADE POINT AVERAGE ANALYSES FOR NCOD SUMMER PROGRAM
PARTICIPANTS (1985) AND NON - PARTICIPANTS (198 4 )
T
VALUE

VARIABLE

GROUP

N

MEAN

Semester
One GPA

1985
1984

25
27

2 . 1116
2 . 0015

. 949
. 941

Semester
Two GPA

1985
1984

25
27

1.6580
2.3552

. 919
.938

- 2 . 701,

Cumulativ e GPA

1985

25
27

2 . 0924
2.2633

.496
.656

1. 05

1984

SD

. 42

1l-Significant at the .OS level .
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TABLE IV
CORRELATION MATRIX OF INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES

SATV
SATV
SATQ
SATT
HS GPA
ELINDES
MTELP
ESSAY
ADMSTAT
SEMlGPA

SATQ

SATT

HSGPA

.5616'"

. 9390,•
.8119;~-

-. 0550
. 0097
-. 0352

ELIG .
INDEX
. 5545 ,c
. 3022
. 5197 10
.6901 1•

*Significant at the . 05 level.
(Continued on page 32)

w
f--'

MTELP

ESSAY

. 7743,,
.5599*
. 7 840''
-.35 30
. 2306

. 5844''
. 5075-:c
. 6270,c
- . 163 7
. 3385
.7001,c

ADMIS .
STATUS
-. 2739
-. 148 1
-.2566
- . 4684'0
-. 6217,c
. 2431
. 1312

SEM. 1
GPA
. 0649
.2761
.1 610
.1 907
. 3312
-.1 575
-. 0258
-.0964

TABLE IV (Continued)
CORRELATION MATRIX OF INDEPENDENT AND DEPENDENT VARIABLES
SEM.2
GPA
SATV
SATQ
SATT
HS GPA
EL INDEX
MTELP
ESSAY
ADMSTAT
SEMlGPA
SEM2GPA
CUMGPA
UREGSEMl
UREGSEM2
UATTSEM l
UATTSEM2
UPASSEMl
UPASSEM2

-.2034
.1162
-.0964
-.1351
-.3569
.0123
.0529
.1600
.2114

CUMUL.
GPA
. 3179
. 3 786
. 383 7-lc

-.1157
.4109
. 1802
. 2835
- .11 18
.5841>0
. 6491 -ic

U-REG
SEM 1

U-REG
SEM 2

.1937

-.14 33
.0008
-.1016
-.1166

.2202
.2294
.0150
.3700
.0495
. 2636
-.0444
.2409
-.1605
. 2476

*Significant at the .05 l evel.

(.,.)

N

-.3942
-.1698
-.0647
.0975
-.0046
. 5136-l(.l l

69

.0798

U-ATT
SEM 1

U-ATT
SEM 2

U-PAS
SEM 1

. 5335-l(-

.1116

. 2507

.4522'0
.2 675

.4092*
.2793

. 4840>0
.0989
. 5503 10
.4377-lc
. 502 7-i:-. 2024
.1214
.0103
.3310
.491F·
-.0847

-.1701
-.3039
.1326
.1427
.2462
.1 064
.5113 10
.1799
.0778
. 8482-lc
.1 296

. 404 7-ic
.1071
. 534 7;0
.1341
. 3628.,,0
-.0293
. 6308'0
.0657

.5200-n,5544,0
-.2087
. 4407,-:-. 102 l

U-PAS
SEM 2
-.0471

.3486
.1114
-.1557
-.3237
.1489
.1665
.2630
.2724
. 8073-lc
.6092-lc
-.0019
.6277 10
.0720
, 7 305-l'c
.0726

17.

There is no significant relationship between the SAT
Total Scores and the cumulative GPA of the total
population.

As can be seen from Table IV,

relation coefficient equalled
significant at the

.05 level.

the cor-

.3837, which is
The null hypothesis is

rejected.
18.

There is no significant relationship between admission status and cumulative GPAs of the total population.

The correlation coefficient is not significant

at -.1118;

the hypothesis is accepted.

19 . . There is no significant relationship between high
school GPAs and cumulative GPAs of the total population.

The hypothesis is accepted;

coefficient of
20.

the correlation

.1157 is not significant.

There is no significant relationship between the
M~chigan Test of English Language Proficiency scores
and cumulative GPAs of the total population.
ficient of

.1802 is not significant.

A coef-

The hypothesis

is accepted.
21.

There is no significant relationship in English Essay
test scores and the cumulative GPAs of the total
population.
nificant at

The correlation coefficient is not sig.2835;

the hypothesis is accepted.
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Summary
The purpose of this study was to compare the academic
achievement of the participants of the 1985 NCOD Summer
Program with that of a similar group of randomly selected
non-participants from the entering class of 1984.
Two-tailed independent t-tests revealed there were no
significant differences in the pre-college variables (test
scores and high school GPA).

The two groups were found to

register for approximately the same number of course units
their first
ever,

two semesters;

the non-participant group,

how-

exceeded the units attempted and the units passed of

the NCOD Summer Program participants the second semester.
The non-participants also performed significantly better
academically (as measured by GPA)

the second semester.

Cumulative GPA at the end of the first
ever,

two semesters,

how-

was not significantly different.
A Pearson product moment correlation matrix revealed

the correlations among the variables.

Only one of the pre-

college measures correlated significantly with cumulative
grade point average.

That was the SAT Total score.
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CHAPTER IV

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

The purpose of this study was to compare the academic
performance of the 1985 NCOD Summer Program participants
with a similar group from the previous year ' s incoming class
(the class of 1984) which did not experience a Summer
Program.

The 1985 Summer Program was the first specialized

summer school program for

deaf students offered at CSUN.

It

was designed to facilitate the transition from high school
to college,

initiate the students to college life and,

through testing and evaluation,

help the students determine

their strengths and weaknesses in English, Mathematics,
Study Skills.

and

The study used variables for which statistics

on Summer Program participants were available and examined
them in relation to the 1984 group,

for which similar data

was available .

Subjects
Two groups of deaf college students were used in this
study.

The total population of the 1985 NCOD Summer Program

was included, along with a random sampling of 27 students
from the fall

1984 new student population.
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Procedure
Both groups were randomly selected and, after securing permission from the appropriate NCOD administrator,
student files were searched for
tested.

data on the variables being

Information was coded to assure confidentiality and

to prepare for computer analysis.

Pearson product moment

correlations and t-tests were completed on the variables
through the use of the SSPS program .

Research Hypotheses
Twenty-one research hypotheses were examined in this
study.
1.

There is no significant difference in the Scholastic
Aptitude Test (SAT) Verbal scores of NCOD Summer
Program participants and non-participants.

2.

There is no significant difference in the SAT Quantitative scores of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

3.

There is no significant difference in the SAT Total
scores of NCOD Summer Program participants and nonparticipants.

4.

There is no significant difference in the high school
grade point averages (as computed by California State
University standards) of the NCOD Summer Program
participants and non-participants.

5.

There is no significant difference in the Michigan
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Test of English Language Proficiency (MTELP)

scores

of NCOD Summer Program participants and nonparticipants.
6.

There is no significant difference in the English
Essay test scores of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

7.

There is no significant difference in the admission
status of NCOD Summer Program participants and nonparticipants.

8.

There is no significant difference in the first
semester units registered of NCOD Summer Program
participants and non-participants.

9.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units registered of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

10.

There is no significant difference in first semester
units attempted of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

11.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units attempted of NCOD Summer Program participants
and non-participants.

12.

There is no significant difference in first semester
units passed of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

13.

There is no significant difference in second semester
units passed of NCOD Summer Program participants and
37

non-participants.
14.

There is no significant difference between the first
semester grade point averages (GPAs) of the NCOD
Summer Program participants and non-participants.

15.

There is no significant difference between the second
semester GPAs of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

16.

There is no significant difference between the cumulative GPAs of NCOD Summer Program participants and
non-participants.

17.

There is no significant relationship between SAT
Total scores and the cumulative GPA of the total
population.

18.

There is no significant relationship between admission status and cumulative GPAs of the total
population.

19.

There is no significant relationship between high
school grade point averages and cumulative GPAs of
the total population.

20.

There is no significant relationship between the
Michigan Test of English Language Proficiency and the
cumulative GPAs of the total population.

21.

There is no significant relationship in the English
Essay test scores and the cumulative GPAs of the
total population.
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Findings
Two-tailed independent t-tests re~ealed no significant differences in pre-college variables.

Howev e r,

the

non-participants exceeded units attempted and units passed
of the NCOD Summer Program group for the second semester.
The 1984 group also performed better than the 1985 group in
Grade Point Averages for the second semester.
appear,

however,

This did not

to significantly effect the cumulative GPAs

earned at the end of the first

two semesters.

Both groups registered for approximately the same
amount of units for

both semesters.

None of the pre-college measures correlated significantly with the cumulative GPA,

with the exception of the

SAT Total score.

Conclusions
The primary conclusion that can be drawn from this
researc h is that,

even though the pre-college measures

revealed no significant differences between the two groups
under investigation,
semester group)

the non-participants (the 1984 fall

performed somewhat b etter academically than

did the 1985 Summer Program participants,

especially in the

second semester of their first academic year.
the second semester overall GPAs higher,

Not only were

the total units

attempted and the total units passed were also significantly
higher for

the 1984 group.
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It must,
consisted of

however,

be recognized that the 1984 group

27 students selected randomly from a total

population of 45 new deaf students entering CSUN in the fall
(1984)

semester.

The Summer Program group consisted of the

entire Summer Program population;

it is not considered to be

a random sampling of the 1985 new student population.

Even

though pre-college evaluation measures showed no significant
differences in the two groups,

i t is very possible that

differences do exist .
It is important to note also that even though the
1984 group performed better academically in the second
semester, they did not show a significant difference in the
cumulative GPA.

This can perhaps be attributed to the extra

units and grades earned by the 1985 students in the Summer
Program.
Also significant changes took place within the
University and the NCOD between the fall of 1984 and the
fall of 1985.

First,

the University began to watch more

closely those students needing developmental courses in math
and English .

While the NCOD has long monitored the English

coursework of deaf students,

it was not until 1985 that

counselors within the NCOD began to strongly encourage
registration in math classes,

due primarily to the new

general education requirements.
attempted and passed fewer

That the

1985 group

units during the second semester

may very well be a factor of these changes .
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In addition,

the 1984 group was exposed to an in-

depth Introduction to College course their first semester.
Taught by experienced NCOD counselors,

the course required

students to interact in small groups and included basic
public speaking skills,
making,
sis.

detailed study skills and decision

and research data collection, analysis and synthe-

The course met two hours weekly for

semester.

the entire 15-week

This was considerably more than the four-week

course of instruction given to the 1985 Summer Program
participants.

It is possible that this coursework, and the

subsequent close interaction with NCOD counselors,

signifi-

cantly influenced the 1984 students to perform better the
second semester .
Also notable is that four students in the 1985 group
received second semester GPAs of 0.00,

which affected the

overall statistical outcome of that variable.
There is the distinct possibility that the Summer
Program credits and grades earned significantly influenced
the cumulative GPAs of those students.
why,
GPAs,

This may explain

although the 1984 students had higher second semester
there was no significant difference between the cumu-

lative GPAs of the two groups .
It is also of importance that SAT scores be monitored
closely when considering a student for admission.

An

explanation of the significance between this score and the
cumulative GPAs of deaf students might prove valuable for
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high school administrators and teachers because the population studied is a

sampling of those students who would seek

admission to CSUN.
It must also be concluded that student participation
in the program was indeed beneficial.

This can be observed

in the data collected from student surveys at the end of the
four week period.

The positive self-concept and overall

understanding of college life requirements left an indelible
imprint on the majority of students.
for

Their recommendations

future summer programs and their feelings of advising

their friends

to participate is something that cannot be

measured by computer analysis.
The outcome of this study portrays only a
significant results.

However,

very few

NCOD s e ems to be on the right

track, and with scrutiny and modification,

future Summer

Programs may indeed prove a catalyst in making the transition from high school to postsecondary education of deaf
students more successful.

Recommendations
Based on the results of this study,

the following

recommendations are made:
1.

Because of the extra units and credits earned by the
1985 students in the Summer Program and the possible
effect on cumulative GPAs,

i t is recommended that

special preparation in mathematics be strongly
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encouraged pre-entrance to college admissions.

This

could be acco mplish ed via the high school program
attended or through a strong emphasis placed on
mathematics during the summer prior to admission .
2.

The significant difference in second semester GPAs of
the two groups and the apparently positive implica tions resulting from the Introduction to College
course on the 1984 group is indicative of the fact
that benefit may occur should this course be replicated and offered to all incoming freshmen and
transfer students .

The duration and intensity of

this course may have had direct correlation with the
achievement of the 1984 student population.
3.

Replicate the study with a random selection of the
1985 Summer Program participants.

4.

Conduct future studies to investigate ways in which
the Summer Program can be evaluated .

5.

Replicate the general design of the study in local
high schools having summer programs for

deaf

students.
6.

Replicate the general design of the study introducing
other levels of postsecondary institutio ns (community
colleges,

vocational schools,

and other schools with

Summer Programs) .
7.

Conduct a comparative study of future admission
candidates and those admitted to the 1985 Summer
43

Program,

followed by a GPA analysis of academic

performance .
8 .

Examine the Scholastic Aptituide Test scores of deaf
students in more depth .

9.

Obtain Stanford Achievement scores on all students
being considered as potential candidates.

10.

Follow-up on the academic achievement,
attrition rate,

as well as the

of the two groups in this study.
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