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ABSTRAKT  

 

Disertaļn² pr§ce s n§zvem VĨuka anglick®ho jazyka pro neslyġ²c² a 

nedoslĨchav® studenty vysokĨch ġkol si klade za c²l pŚibl²ģit z hlediska 

lingvistick®ho i metodologick®ho problematiku vĨuky anglick®ho jazyka 

na vysokĨch ġkol§ch, zejm®na pak na KarlovŊ univerzitŊ v Praze. 

 Pr§ce je prim§rnŊ rozdŊlena na dvŊ hlavn² ļ§sti. Đvodn² ļ§st pr§ce se 

zabĨv§ obecnou sondou do problematiky jazykovĨch kompetenc² a jejich 

nabĨv§n², rovnŊģ i z hlediska lingvistick®ho, u osob se sluchovĨm 

postiģen²m. Ukazuje promŊnn®, kter® hraj², nebo mohou hr§t roli pŚi 

nabĨv§n² mluven®ho jazyka osobami se sluchovĨm postiģen²m. D§le 

popisuje z§kladn² rozdŊlen² tŊchto osob z medic²nsk®ho pohledu, tj. na 

z§kladŊ ztr§ty sluchu a vyzvdvihuje nutnost vzdŊl§v§n² tŊchto studentŢ 

na z§kladŊ lingvistickĨch zkoum§n², vĨzkumŢ a zjiġtŊn². Je zde pops§na 

nutnost propojen² lingvistiky s pedagogikou a pŚ²nos lingvistickĨch 

vĨzkumŢ a postupŢ, jako jsou chybov§ analĨza a kontrastivn² analĨza pro 

rozvoj produktivn²ch dovednost² studentŢ se sluchovĨm postiģen²m 

 Druh§ ļ§st pr§ce je vlastn² konkr®tn² vĨzkumn§ ļ§st tĨkaj²c² se vĨuky 

anglick®ho jazyka v r§mci povinn®ho z§kladu studentŢ se sluchovĨm 

postiģen²m na UniverzitŊ KarlovŊ v Praze. Pr§ce shrnuje vĨsledky 

pŊtilet®ho pŢsoben² doktorandky jako lektorky anglick®ho jazyka pro 

neslyġ²c² a nedoslĨchav® studenty v Mediat®ce Filozofick® fakulty 

Univerzity Karlovy v Praze. Popisuje postupy, strategie a metodologie pŚi 

vĨuce a poukazuje na moģn§ Śeġen² k zefektivnŊn² vĨuky. Disertaļn² 

pr§ce rovnŊģ pŚedstavuje ļinnost Mediat®ky jako mezin§rodn²ho a 

ġpiļkovŊ vybaven®ho jazykov®ho pracoviġtŊ a jeho pŚ²nos pro rozvoj 

vĨuky jazykŢ, zejm®na pak jazyka anglick®ho s ohledem na ļesk® 

vysokoġkolsk® neslyġ²c², Neslyġ²c² a nedoslĨchav® studenty.         

 

Kl²ļov§ slova 

chybov§ analĨza, intrajazyk, kontrastivn² analĨza, Mediat®ka, 

MVL (metoda manipulativnŊ-vizu§ln²), neslyġ²c², sluchovŊ 

postiģen², znakovĨ jazky  



 
 

ABSTRACT  

 

 This dissertation titled Teaching English to Deaf and Hard-of-hearing 

University Students aims to portray a picture of the situation of teaching 

English to university students, more specifically of those studying at 

Charles University in Prague. 

 The work is divided into two main parts. The first part brings general 

insight, also from linguistic perspective, into language competences and 

language acquisition by the hearing impaired. It describes variables and 

possible variables affecting spoken language acquisition by this minority. 

It gives basic overview of different levels of hearing loss on the grouds 

of medicine assessment of hearing loss. The dissertiation stresses out the 

neccessity of educating these students with respect to linguistic research 

and findings. Moreover, it emphasizes the needs to interweave linguistics 

and pedagogy and benefits of linguistics research and methods such as 

error analysis and contrastive analysis for enhancement of language 

productive skills of hearing impaired students. 

 The second part of the dissertation is devoted to the research of 

English language teaching to hearing impaired students at Charles 

University in Prague. The work summarizes the findings of five-year long 

research carried out at the Language Resource Centre, Faculty of Arts, 

Charles University in Prague. It deals with teaching approaches, strategies 

and methods used during the lessons and suggests possible solutions for 

efficiency improvement. This dissertation also presents work of the 

Language Resource Centre and its significant contribution towards 

development of language teaching, more specifically, English language 

teaching, with respect to Czech university deaf, Deaf and hard-of-hearing 

students.   

 

Key words 

contrastive analysis, Deaf, error analysis, hearing impaired, 

interlanguage, Language Resource Centre, MVL (Manipulative Visual 

Language), oral/spoken language, sign language 
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One of the most persistent and complex issues troubling 

educators of deaf students in mainstream colleges and 

universities is that the majority of those who begin higher 

studies never graduate. Yet deaf students continue to enroll 

in programmes of higher learning confident that they will do 

well. For them, as for their hearing counterparts, a university 

degree means opportunity. In order to tackle the world of 

academia, deaf students need to master not only Czech 

language, but also standard academic English which is a 

complicated task. At a very minimum, college and university 

students are expected to use proper grammar and spell 

correctly; to be able to organize their text topics clearly; to 

present their arguments coherently. For these reasons, then, 

success in university is also dependent on success in English. 

  The role of an instructor in education of deaf students 

is, therefore, a critical one. To function well in that role the 

teacher needs an understanding of language learning that goes 

beyond rules and mechanisms to focus on the linguistic 

principles. With a clearer understanding of the linguistic 

principles behind language-in-use, perhaps we as teachers 

can provide our students with the kinds of information they 

need to have a realistic chance at future success.  
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 Belief in a functional connection between language and 

learning is so generally accepted that the socially constructed 

foundation of this belief is rarely questioned. Children will 

learn the language spoken to them, teachers are told. And 

indeed, they will ï most of the time. From this basic 

assumption flow two others: all children will acquire their 

native language swiftly and efficiently, and once they have 

mastered this language, they will use it to name their world. 

At times linguists will qualify these presumptions with the 

tag: ñunless they are severely retarded or completely deprived 

of exposure. Such is not the case with deaf children, yet these 

children often struggle to learn the spoken language of their 

country which puzzled many educators.  

 In the past for example the Roman poet and philosopher 

Lucretius (96? - 55 B.C.) wrote: 

 To instruct the deaf, no art could ever reach 

 No care improve, and no wisdom teach. 

This statement has been supported very often through the 

centuries, especially after reviewing national studies on the 

reading achievement of deaf students of all ages. They 

repeatedly scored well below average in comparison with 

their hearing peers. Despite the numerous attempts the results 

did not change significantly. Deaf students had problems 

understanding syntactic structures and also struggled 

significantly with verb and noun inflections. Typically, they 
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were not able to make correct complex sentences and were 

not able to construct adult language users syntactic structures. 

Even when students wrote these complex sentences, they 

were not able to say what they meant, or decipher their 

components correctly. 

 This is not so suprising when taking into consideration 

their oral education and the lack of understanding on the 

behalf of the society. As Wilbur and Hoemann state: 

 ñWith generally negative attitude toward education, 

English, grammar, and hearing authority figures, and 

overwhelming feelings of inferiority, frustration and failure, 

deaf students are not positively motivated to communicate in 

the ways which are encouraged by hearing society.ò (1982: 

p.9)   

 Their failure to master the norms of their native language 

consequently led to only very limited access to secondary 

schooling with even worse situation in postsecondary 

education. If somehow a deaf student managed to get to 

postsecondary level (as it is not just a language, but through 

the language concepts, information and knowledge is 

communicated, explained and taught), their efforts were very 

often marred by the reguirements of an academic institution 

to respond to texts and interact through spoken and written 

native language. Nowadays, more deaf students enter into 

postsecondary education. However, relatively few posses the 

skills, or receive the support to successfully complete their 

studies. It is more the problem of understanding than means 

and resources. 

 As Kathryn Meadows writes, òThe basic deprivation of 

profound congenial deafness is not the deprivation of sound; 
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it is the deprivation of languageñ (1980:17). Because current 

and political bureaucracies foster and prefer acoustically-

based languages, few of the educational policies presently in 

place in mainstream schools meet the physical and cognitive 

needs of deaf students. 

 It is the the conflict of getting the information accross 

through the native language which many deaf struggle to 

posses, to grasp on higher gramatical, morphological and 

syntactical level. It seems like an inappropriate instruction 

tool is used for getting the meaning accross. 

 Deaf in mainstream schools and in hearing society do not 

communicate their thoughts easily and nor can their teachers 

or hearing peers communicate freely with them. Deaf are 

asked, in schools, to acquire the native tongue, often without 

the context of another language to help them. And if they are 

fluent in a sign language, the visual nature of such language 

neccessarily influences the way they approach an oral 

language. The intenference more than often lays in the fact 

that a sign language is a spacial language whereas a spoken 

language has a linear structure. For deaf learners, regardless 

whether they are oral or sign language users, the spoken 

language will never be understood and available in the same 

way as to the hearing students. 

 So how can instructors of the deaf with no or little 

knowledge of deaf education or sign language teach the deaf?  

 

 The answer is not an easy one to answer. There needs to 

be an understanding of both language structures as well as 

knowledge of the effects of prelingual hearing impairment on 
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language acquisition and a proper methodology applied how 

to teach a spoken language to deaf students.      

 Deaf students up to now have mostly studied at special 

schools for the deaf where, despite the oral method of 

teaching frequently applied, they were among the peers of the 

same kind, and their instructors were acquaitened with the 

way, deaf students expressed themselves in written texts. 

However, when these students succeed in getting into the 

postsecondary system, into the world that is predominantly 

hearing and often has very limited knowledge of deafness, 

these instructors are often stunned on their first account with 

the written Czech of the deaf. 

 

2.1  Variables Affecting Hearing Impairment    

 When deaf individuals move from a special environment 

such as a school for the deaf into the hearing world and its 

institutions, they are almost always limited by their verbal 

and written skills. Hearing university instructors 

encountering their written language for the first time are often 

stunned by the errors and the apparent semantinc weakness 

of the writing. The way deaf students initially learn an oral 

language has an influence on subsequent encoding of 

information in the language and its production which can 

mean that even a student who  completed elementary and 

secondary schooling, a student who was exposed to more 

vocabulary, spelling, and grammar instructions than most 

hearing individuals, a student who is fluent in fingerspelling, 

Czech-like signing and Czech Sign Language, this 
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intellingent student can still be wrongly percieved by many 

teachers and researchers as ñlanguage retardedñ on the 

grounds of his or her garbled written language.     

      

Level of Hearing Impairment 

 Hearing impairment is, of course, not hommogenous but 

rather a heterogenous aspect depending on a number of 

variables. First one is the degree of impairment, measured by 

the personËs inability to the sounds of certain frequencies and 

intensities. This is assessed by means of an audiometric test 

for each ear individually. However, sometimes individuals 

with the same overall decibel loss may have different 

problems with the reception of speech due to the kind of pitch 

reduction they experience. Despite their weaknesses, 

audiometric scores are still reliable predictors of how much 

assisstance an individual is likely to need.  

 Although scales might differ slightly, audiologists 

generally recognize four levels of deafness that are connected 

with different level acquisition and need for educational 

assistence. These levels are: 

Level I, 35-45 DB: Individuals in this category usually do not 

require special school/class placement; generally, they 

require  

some speech and hearing assistance. 

Level II, 55 to 69 dB: These individuals occasionally require 

special school/class placement; they routinely require some 

speech, hearing and language assistance. 

Level III, 70 to 89 dB: These individuals routinely require 

special school/class placement; they require hearing, speech, 

language and educational assistance. 
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Level IV, 90 dB and beyond: These individuals require 

special school/class placement; they require hearing, speech, 

language and educational assistance. (Moores 1987) 

 Audiologists often clasify those individuals whose hearing 

loss is less than 70 dB as ñhard-of-hearing,ñ and feel that with 

assisstance such people can achieve near-standard speaking, 

reading and composing skills. Those whose hearing is 

disabled beyond 70dB cannot understand speech clearly with 

or without hearing aids and are thus isolated from spoken 

language-the mediium by which most learning takes place in 

and out of educational settings. 

 The terms ñhearing impaired,ñ and ñdeafñ while 

sometimes employed to distinguish between individuals with 

different degrees of acoustical loss, are popularly used 

interchangeably to describe individuals at all four levels. 

Those members of the deaf community who are signers 

generally prefer to be called ñdeafñ (or ñDeafñ), regardless of 

their level of impairment, and those who are oral typically 

prefer the designation ñhearing impairedñ. In this text, both 

terms will be used and will refer to all those who experience 

impairment sufficient to require some degree or kind of 

special assistance - such as hearing aids, interpreters, or 

speechreading lessons-to comprehend an oral language. 

 

Onset of Hearing Loss 

 Besides the extend of hearing loss, the age at which such 

a loss occured is important to the process of language 

acquisition. Prelingual deafness makes the learning of an oral 

language especially difficult. The term ñprelingual deafnessñ 

refers to deafness that was present at birth or occured prior to 
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an age deemed critical to the development of speech and 

language. There is a good deal of debate among 

developmental linguists concerning ñCritical Ageò: some 

suggest the critical age for acquiring a language ends as early 

as the eighteenth months, others believe it can end any time 

between 5 years and puberty, while still others question the 

existence of a critical period (Fisher 1982, Krashen 1973, 

Moores 1987). Whether or not such a biologically-based 

language acquisition ceiling exists is not important here; what 

is significant is that researchers generally agree that there is a 

time before adolescence beyond which the acquisition of an 

oral language becomes increasingly difficult. 

 Individuals who are described as ñpostlinguallyñ deaf 

usually have an easier time with language acquisition than 

those who were prelingually deaf. ñPostlingual deafnessñ is 

deafness that has occured at an age following the spontaneous 

acquisition of speech and language. Those individuals who 

are postlingually deaf may find their range of communication 

skills limited, but generally possess a feeling for the sound, 

shape, and sense of language(s) spoken around them. Unlike 

the postlingual deaf, the prelingual deaf, whose language 

acquisition depends primarily on vision, may without 

appropriate compensatory training enter school non-lingual 

or semilingual. 

 

Hearing Status of Parents 

 The third major variable in the language-acquisition of 

deaf individuals is the hearing status of their parents. It is 

estimated that more than 90 per cent of deaf children are born 

to hearing parents (Liben 1978) who, before the discovery of 
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their child's hearing loss had little or no knowledge of 

deafness or its implications for language acquisition and 

communication. About 4 per cent of deaf individuals have 

one deaf parent and 2-3 per cent have two deaf parents. About 

20 per cent have a deaf siblling or relative (Sainsbury and 

Loyd-Evans, 1986). 

 The hearing status of deaf individual's parents and siblings 

influences the deaf person throughout his or her life. Liben 

(1978b) notes, ñ£ as deaf people comprise a subcultural 

group, deaf children with deaf parents have a shared 

subculture, whereas deaf children with hearing parents do 

notñ. Deaf children of deaf parents, experience normal 

socialization and are usually exposed to some form of manual 

communication from birth. With this exposure they acquire 

language the same way hearing children do, i.e. by constant, 

natural, communicative interaction. Deaf children of hearing 

parents, on the other hand, must often wait until they are 

enrolled in special programmes before they may have any 

exposure to a natural language used in a mode they can 

comprehend. But, enrollment in special programme is 

delayed for many deaf children, even when they are born 

auditory impaired, or when such impairment occurs early in 

life. At times, the impairment goes undiagnosed, or more 

typically, the parents of the deaf youngster are reluctant to 

send their deaf child to a training centre while the child is an 

infant or todler. The average age for the onset of special 

training for prelingually deaf children who are born to 

hearing parents is between two and three. As a result, deaf 

children of hearing parents regularly experience a delay in 
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vocabulary and syntax acquisition that hearing children of 

hearing parents and deaf children of deaf parents do not. 

 Liben (1978) also argues that deaf children of hearing 

parents regularly experience quantitative and qualitative 

reductions in communication with adults. Their parents 

communicate with them less than they do with their hearing 

offspring and do so in ñprimitive, home-made gestures and 

non-verbal signsò (205). The home-made communicative 

gestures used by hearing parents with their deaf children, she 

claims, transmit little information, are primarily didactic in 

content, and generally allow for little response or feedback. 

Hearing adullts and older siblings, she continues, rarely 

provide deaf youngsters with names of objects or ways to 

describe features of the world around them. 

 Deaf children are also shut off from the sourrounding 

sounds most children hear and congnitively assimilate such 

as conversations in other rooms, songs on the radio, 

arguments in the background. Because of incomplete and 

non-comprehensible linguistic input, deaf children, Liben 

maintains, grow up not only restricted in vocabulary and 

syntax, but in the pragmatic aspects of communication. When 

they finally attend speech remediation centres, most of the 

language they encounter is in the context of formal 

instruction. Formal instruction in language for hearing 

children does not begin until the child is already a functional 

language user. It is suggested that because of the late onset of 

language use, deaf children of hearing parents, even after 

intensive remediation, seldom acquire fluent speech and  read 

or write well below their hearing peers (Calvert and 

Silverman 1975). 
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 Because deaf children of hearing parents are often isolated 

from their families linguistically, they can build up an 

antagonism towards a spoken language and its speakers. In 

terms of a spoken language competence and performance, as 

well as language knowledge and attitude, deaf children of 

hearing parents usually experience more difficulties than 

hearing children of hearing parents or deaf children of deaf 

parents. Deaf children who are exposed to sign language from 

birth not only feel a part of their family, but acquire both the 

vocabulary and syntax of the manual language used by their 

caretakers. Research shows that deaf children whose families 

sign with them demostrate a sequence of morpheme 

acquisition paralelling to that of hearing youngsters 

(Schlesinger 1978, 73). Manual languages provide for the 

deaf child what oral languages provide for the hearing child 

that is a way to interpret and respond to stimuli. Yet there is 

some resistance on the part of hearing parents, teachers, and 

therapists to use a signed language with deaf children. 

 

Language Preference of Parents 

 In spite of recent activism on the part of the deaf 

community, the language climate is still predominantly 

oralist. That is, many educators, therapists, and parents of 

deaf children reject manual languages in preference to the 

aural-oral language of the majority culture. Under such 

conditions the primary approach of schools and educational 

programmes for the deaf is training in speech and 

speechreading. Manual languages and fingerspelling are 

regarded as supplemental to oral skills. The philosophy 

behind this educational policy is attractive on the surface, it 
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caims that schools must prepare their charges for entrance 

into hearing societies by making those charges as hearing-like 

as possible. That is why, in many institutions using a 

supplemental manual language to facilitate oral 

communication, manual language is likely to be one of the 

signed versions of a spoken language rather than sign 

language. Unfortunately, to comprehend a signed language, 

the receiver must already possess knowledge of the structures 

and forms of a spoken language. Most deaf children do not 

have this knowledge when they begin language instruction. 

Deaf individuals may, thus, sit in either a mainstream or a 

signing classroom without understanding the teacher, the 

interpreter, the other students, or the texts. 

 The needs of the deaf individual to communicate are no 

different from the needs of the hearing person. Both are born 

with cognitive ability to acquire language. However, hearing 

children are born with an intact mechanism for audition that 

enables them to learn their language through the modality of 

sound. Deaf individuals lack a functional system for audition 

which means that, if they are to acquire a language, they must 

do so through a different modality than that of vision. Parents 

and educators who prohibit deaf children from learning a 

method of manual communication are thus, effectively 

isolating their children from language and communication.  

 Oralism has failed to help the great majority of deaf 

learners which is a fact that becomes obvious when we 

consider the lack of fluency and comprehension in the 

reading of texts that most hearing impaired people 

experience. 
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 Hearing impaired people bring to the task of reading a 

different understanding of the language from hearing people. 

Hearing children begin reading with a fairly complete 

language system in place. That is, they are well acquainted 

with the phonology, morphology, lexicon, and syntax of the 

spoken/written language. They are proficient language users. 

Orally trained deaf children usually are not. They neither 

know nor easily speak the language that they are being asked 

to read. They cannot dissect words into components sounds, 

which is essential for reading.  Hearing children who can be 

taught to transform spelled letters into sounds can usually be 

taught to read. Deaf children, on the other hand, do not 

possess a fully functioning sensory system that allows them 

to map sounds onto printed signs, so they experience 

difficulty in learning to read and, later, to write. 

 Since reading and writing in the majority of languages are 

essential skills for deaf individuals who wish to succeed in 

school or society, extra time and emphasis is placed on these 

subjects in educational programmes for deaf students. Still, 

most deaf people never learn to read or write well. The low 

reading achievement levels of most deaf individuals are 

accompanied by even lower performance scores in sub-tests 

of language achievement. On measures of vocabulary, 

syntax, and ability to draw interferences, deaf students of all 

ages test below their grade level, with some of them 

significantly so, as Quigley and Kretchmer (1982) state ñdeaf 

students' reading problems are even greater than shown by 

standard testsñ (86). While there is no indication that early 

exposure to sign language eliminates all the reading 
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difficulties of deaf individuals, it does provide them with a 

linguistically normal environment, a native language, and the 

opportunity for cognitive develoment necessary to approach 

the spoken language as a second or other language. 

 Conrad (1979) maintains, that as a result of early oralism, 

many deaf youngsters enter school not realizing that objects, 

people, and feelings have names that is without knowing that 

things can be referred to when not immediately present; not 

possessing any way of revealing the past or projecting into 

the future. In fact, he maintains, that because these children 

are without sign language, they are Ătherefore without any 

languageñ. Conrad's argument, while open to debate by those 

in the oralist camp, is supported by the testimony of many 

deaf individuals. 

 Often the experience of using the language and using it 

proficiently does not happen for the deaf person. Therefore, 

deaf students learn to associate the spoken/written language 

with confusion and shame. 

 Conrad notes a similar sense of frustration on the part of 

educators of the deaf when he says, 

 Oral education leaves many deaf students close to 

illiterate£we do not know how to teach deaf, or even 

partially hearing children (1979:175). 

 

Attitudes toward Language and Language Users 

 Their repeated failure to understand and to be understood, 

particularly in mainstreem academic institutions, leads many 

deaf students to measure ther intelligence in terms of 

linguistics mistakes and weaknesses. Baffled and 
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disapointed, many give up trying to learn the spoken/written 

language or drop out of school. Typically, those who remain 

in mainstream classrooms compare themselves with their 

hearing peers, whom they regard as priviledged individuals 

having no trouble with reading and writing assignments. 

Because of such comparisons they often percieve themselves 

and their future prospects as limited.  

 One of the consequences of being a deaf student in a 

mainstream class is the difficulty of trying to compete with 

hearing students in an educational system based on 

comparative grading. 

 Deaf individuals regularly associate sign language with 

feelings of accomplishment and empowerment. The learning 

of sign language allowed many of them to communicate 

freely for the first time in their lives. 

 In a society that is interested in the ñbottom lineñ, the 

bottom line for deaf children of hearing parents is that their 

parents generally do not know and do not take time to learn a 

manual language they can use with their deaf children. Sign 

language continues to be a peer-acquired language.  

 With hearing adults stressing the acquisition of English 

and the deaf learner experiencing satisfaction and enjoyment 

in the use of sign language, the teaching of a yet another 

spoken/written language at a university is, at the very least, 

problematic. How can the instructor foster language growth, 

comprehension of texts, and writing for deaf students when 

they might regard a spoken/written language as oppressive 

and humiliating? 
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Other Physical and Mental Variables 

     While degree of deafness, age onset, hearing status of 

parents, attitudes towards language and language users, and 

parental preference for language training appear to be the key 

variables in the deaf student's acquisition and use of a 

spoken/written language, other factors also influence the 

process. In addition to hearing loss, nearly one-third of all 

deaf individuals have at least one additional physical or 

mental handicapping condition. This incidence of multiple 

handicapping has remained constant in spite of advances in 

prenatal care. Studies reported that incidence rates of cerebral 

palsy, heart disorders, perceptual-motor damage, visual 

defects, orthopedic disorders and epilepsy were higher 

among deaf individuals than among hearing. These additional 

handicaps not only present difficulties in themselves, but as 

Sainsbury and Lloyd-Evans note, 

 £they interact with deafness to create still greater 

communication problems for deaf persons. Poor visual acuity 

or involuntary movement of the head may seriously impede 

attempts to lipread, while involuntary movement of the hands 

may reduce sklil in signing and fingerspelling. (1986:57)  

 Deafness also leads to indirect restrictions placed on 

children's interactions with other people and with the 

environment. Meadow et al. (1981) have found that the 

amount of verbal stimulation provided by a mother for her 

child correlated highly with measures of the child's linguistic 

competence. Hearing mothers of deaf children appear to have 

less contact with their deaf children than with their hearing 

offspring (Liben 1978), and, as has been previously noted, the 
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hearing-adult/deaf-child interactions that occur during early 

childhood appear to be more didactic and less mutual than 

they are for hearing-adult/hearing-child interactions. 

 Hearing impaired children are also often cut off from the 

world of childhood friendships. Stokoe (1960) found that 

deaf children typically have fewer playmates than hearing 

children and engage in more solitary play. When deaf 

children do have hearing friends, their conversational 

exchanges tend to be of shorter duration and occur with less 

frequency than communicative interactions between hearing 

children of the same age. A reluctance to interact with non-

familial hearing persons, begun in childhood, persists in 

school. Anita (1982) found that whether deaf students were 

mainstreamed or were segregated in special classes for the 

deaf, they interacted only minimally with hearing students. 

Both mainstreamed and segregated deaf students had more 

contact with teachers than they did with their hearing peers. 

He, therefore, concluded that simply integrating deaf students 

into mainstream classrooms was not sufficient to increase 

interaction between deaf and hearing youngsters. 

 As they reach adulthood, more than 20 per cent of deaf 

individuals avoid all communicative interaction with hearing 

people, and two-thirds of those who converse with hearing 

individuals keep their communications short (Sainsbury and 

Lloyd-Evans 1986). Deaf adults realize their speech is 

difficult  for hearing individuals to comprehend, find the rapid 

comments of hearing people hard to assimilate, and know 

their intense concentration on the faces of hearing speakers 

often makes their interlocutors uneasy. In short, most deaf 

people do not know how to get around verbally in hearing 
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communities and eventually stop trying. For this reason, they 

experience a life-long sense of isolation from the hearing 

world. Such isolation influences deaf students' achievement 

in the classroom. Exploring the effects of reduced 

communicative encounters on educational performance, 

researchers have concentrated on such notions as self-worth, 

social interaction, and locus of control as predictors of 

academic achievement. 

 In charting the general academic achievement of deaf 

adolescents, Kolle and Convey (1982) found that of the six 

predictors they considered (locus of control-internal, locus of 

control-external, self-concept, parental hearing status, age 

and sex) parental hearing status, self-concept, and internal 

locus of control were the most consistent predictors of 

academic success. Locus of control was defined as the extent 

to which an individual attributed academic success or failure 

to such external forces as luck, fate, or hearing status of the 

teacher. Self-concept was described as the positive or 

negative feelings held by the subject about himself/herself. 

With deaf subjects, internal locus of control, self -concept, 

and parental hearing status were strongly related. Deaf 

subjects who had deaf parents and strong self-concepts were 

found to have the top-ranking scores in every academic area 

including language and reading comprehension. 

 While most of the research conducted thus far has been in 

elementary or secondary educational settings, the 

implications of such research for the mainstream university 

and university students are powerful. Deaf students may tend 

to be both more dependant on and more critical of their 
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instructors than hearing students. An isolated comment on an 

evaluation or a grade on a paper or a test is more likely to be 

interpreted by deaf students than hearing students as an 

indication of their overall achievement and self-worth. 

 

 Previous Schooling as a Variable 

 In the past, residential-schools provided deaf individuals 

with an environment in which communication and 

socialization could take place in a manner parallel to that of 

hearing children. Today, however, the climate in many 

residential schools has changed. First, overall enrollment has 

declined, reflecting the decreasing size of the school-age 

population, the decrease in the number of children born deaf 

or deafened, and the political emphasis on mainstreaming for 

economic and social reasons. Second, the clientele of the 

residential schools is more limited. Currently, students who 

receive their education at residential schools tend to be more 

severely hearing impaired than those who are mainstreamed. 

They have more additional handicaps, are less likely to speak 

or speechread. When mainstreamed in college and university, 

these graduates of residential schools are likely to be less oral 

than their deaf counterparts who were enrolled in special 

education classes at mainstream schools. They also tend to 

have weaker skills in reception and production of a 

spoken/written language. 

 On the other hand, individuals who attend shools for the 

deaf, when they enter university, are already encultured into 

deaf society. Their belonging to the deaf community provides 

them with a common set of values and beliefs. Schools for 

the deaf have also given them access to deaf information 
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networks and deaf heritage which they can be proud of. Deaf 

students who attended mainstream elementary and secondary 

schools often enter college/university lacking knowledge of 

or pride in the deaf community. As a result, many of these 

deaf mainstreamed students are embarrassed by the deaf 

behaviour patterns of those who attended schools for the deaf, 

while the graduates of schools for the deaf tease 

mainstreamed deaf students for adopting the ways of hearing 

people.  

 Thus, when the deaf individual enters the university it will 

be with a set of attitudes and beliefs concerning the relative 

benefits of oral and signed languages nurtured by family, 

peers, and school. 

 In summary, language is the means through which people 

present their perception of the world. But for the deaf, 

language learning is influenced by many variables that are not 

readily familiar to hearing instructors. These include age of 

onset and degree of hearing impairment, hearing status and 

language preference of parents, additional handicapping 

conditions, self-concept, locus of control, early language 

training, previous contact with the deaf community and 

attittudes toward language and language users. Of these, 

degree of impairment, early language training, and attittudes 

concerning language and language users appear to influence 

success or failure in a significant way. Also influencing 

success is the manner in which language was acquired and 

how it developed. 

 

2.2  Language Development and Hearing 

Impairment   One of the most important aspects of language 
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acquisition is that it takes place in the context of a speech 

community. As Paul Roberts notes, ñThe child learns 

whatever kind of language the family speaks, or more 

precisely, whatever kind of language it speaks to himñ 

(1985:469). But, as has been noted previously, this kind of 

language acquisition is often not possible for the deaf 

individual who is born into a hearing, non-signing family. 

Motivated by a desire to be admired, hearing children of 

hearing parents or deaf children of deaf parents rapidly digest 

linguistic input, begin to imitate the language behaviour that 

surrounds them, and start forming propositions about the 

nature and structure of their community language. 

Throughout this process, the features of the language they are 

acquiring enbale them to create certain linguistic shapes, 

patterns, and networks while rejecting others. Therefore, the 

child growing up in a Japanese-speaking home will learn the 

sounds, patterns, and networks of Japanese. Furthermore, for 

language acquisition to be effective, the input that the learner 

receives must possess certain characteristics. The spoken, and 

occasionally the manual, languages that surround deaf 

children frequently fail to meet these requirements. 

 Spoken language input is not perceptually prominent to 

the deaf child nor is easily reproducible. And, research 

suggests, the quantity and quality of input changes in ways 

harmful to language development when parents learn about 

their child's deafness. Gross (1970) discovered that hearing 

mothers speak less to their deaf children than their hearing 

offspring, change their intonation patterns, give less positive 

feedback, and spend less time naming objects in the child's 
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environment. Other researchers have found that parents of 

deaf children communicate mainly to control or direct the 

behaviour of these children (Cheskin 1982). When 

communication takes place in the modality of sign, other 

problems surface. Often the sign language, signed language, 

or other manual language the parents learn to communicate 

with their deaf children is intermixed with pantomime or 

home-made gestures. This colloquial sign becomes so deeply 

rooted that whenever hearing impaired children get together 

they shift to this form of communication, teaching each other 

those signs that can consequently interfere with both the 

manual and acoustic languages they are learning in school. 

Because of these compllications, the early linguistic 

environment of deaf children is less predictable than that of 

hearing children and less supportive of language acquisition. 

 

2.3  Language Processing Mechanisms  

 But even deaf children of deaf parents face problems in 

language acquisition that hearing children do not, particularly 

if they are taught a signed language rather than a sign 

language. Information received through the hearing 

mechanism, as Stuckless (1983) has observed, can be placed 

ñon holdñ for up to several seconds before it is actually 

processed by the mind. This temporary storage in what is 

called ñthe echoic memoryñ permits the hearer to retain a 

series of sounds long enough to process them as complete 

words or phrases. The visual memory storage system, called 

ñthe iconic memoryñ, is not as efficient. Although it can hold 

more information than the echoic memory, it has much 

briefer decay time, usually about 200 milleseconds. That is, 
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if information placed in the iconic memory is not actively 

processed by the brain within 1/5 of a second, it is lost. Sign 

language, thus, when adapted to spoken/written language 

grammar and syntax through manual modification, as is often 

done by some hearing and deaf signers for deaf children both 

at home and at school, can become too lengthy for efficient 

processing. 

 The processing of a sign language is different from the 

processing of a spoken/written language in other ways as 

well. Studying the visual-perceptive process by which signs 

are coded in the memory, Bellugi and Klima (1978) 

discovered that in short-term memory signs are coded in 

terms of what they call ñthe primes of the major formational 

parametres, such as hand configuration, place of articulation, 

movement, and direction of orientationñ. Among the 

implications of their findings are three points that should be 

considered by instructors of hearing impaired learners. First, 

when deaf individuals who acquire and process language 

through the iconic memory enter school, they may well be 

more familiar with the formational patterns of sign language 

than the formational patterns of spoken language. They will 

not have experience with pitch, stress, rhythm, or any of the 

other suprasegmentals of speech that are crucial to the 

understanding of both oral and written language, altough they 

will be acquainted with the directional modulation, 

duplication, and size alteration movements that serve as 

suprasegmentals of sign. 

 Second, natural sign languages tend to be highly redundant 

due to the brief decay time associated with the iconic 

memory.  
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 Third, long, involved utterances are difficult for deaf 

individuals to process, not because of any cognitive 

inferiority, but because of the inherent nature of their 

dominant repetitive channel. In order to comprehend new 

material, deaf learners require that it should be carefully 

scaffolded in small bits, each new bit referring explicitly to 

previous details. But recursiveness is not mormally a 

characteristic of university lectures. Instructors rightly feel 

that segmenting content into small units and repeating 

information several times as each new item is added to the 

previous content would slow the pace of the class. Still, the 

failure of teachers to segment and scaffold learning may 

cause deaf students to miss important information at the 

opening of a class session or early in the term and 

consequently affect their comprehension of all subsequent 

course content. 

 

 

2.4  Learning and the System of Language 

 Because deaf individuals must process language through a 

different modality from that used by hearing persons, their 

acquisition of the systems of language also differs. People are 

active language learners their entire lives. They continually 

analyze data to structure meaning, acquiring new words, 

phrases, and codes. This analysis is necessary because, in 

order to manipulate a language which means to organize, 

transmit, receive, and process messages, an individual must 

possess an internal grammar of the language being used by 

the speech community of which he or she is a part. And this 
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internal grammar must closely resemble the internal of all 

other users of the same language in that speech community. 

 To manipulate an acoustic language, users need to acquire 

the rules of the various systems associated with it. These 

include the sound system or phonology of the language, the 

shape of the language or its morphology plus syntax, the 

lexicon of the language, and the pragmatics of the language. 

Each of these systems needs to be broken down by the 

language learner, first into networks and finally into the 

smallest, combinable discrete parts that comprise the 

networks, before rules governing meaningful recombination 

can be acquired. Concerning this process, Moskowitz-Byrne 

notes: 

 ñIn the first two years of life a child spends much time 

working on one part of the task-disassembling the language 

to find the separate sounds that can be put together to form 

sentences. After the age of two the basic process continues to 

be refined, and many more sounds and words are producedò. 

(1985:48) 

 Deaf people cannot break oral/written language down into 

discrete sounds because they hear only isolated or sporadic 

sounds. Similarly, hearing impaired individuals cannot, 

without intervention, begin the process of separating the 

phonemes of language to discover their possible 

combination. The later this intervention begins, the harder the 

acquisition becomes. 

 Therefore, the main educative task for the hearing 

impaired student learning to read and write is complicated 

because he or she must accomplish it without having fully 

incorporated the system rules governing the language. 
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 Thus, while the language acquisition process proceeds 

smoothly for the hearing child who continually revises and 

polishes his or her internal rules for the system until he or she 

can create complex sentences appropriate to specific 

circumstances. Usually at the age of 6 or 7 (Moskowitz-

Byrne), the deaf child must struggle with the sound system, 

lexicon, nad syntax of the language throughout his or her life. 

  The environment in which this language-learning struggle 

takes place is an important to the process of acquisition as is 

an access to input. To acquire a language, the learner must be 

able to interact with people who use that language in real 

settings. Neither a machine nor artificial classroom exercises 

will do. The machine, while it can pose questions, give 

instructions, and correct responses, does not make 

connections, or clarify directions for the learner. The 

classroom exercises can provide direction and clarify 

connections, but cannot always deliver the contextualizatiom 

necessary for the acquisition of linguistics competence. It has 

been found that interaction, particularly loving interaction 

between the child and the parent or parent-like-figure, 

facilitates language development. In short, a child who hears 

no language in his environment has very difficult time 

acquiring language. 

 

2.5  Acquisition of Speechreading  

 The acquisition of an oral language for deaf people also 

generally involves a process known as speechreading through 

which the learner is taught to access linguistic information by 

carefully watching the lips, facial expressions, and gestures 

of a speaker. The information thus gained is then interpreted 
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contextually to decipher what is being said. Therefore, both 

acoustic and pragmatic rules of a language must be 

incorporated before one can speechread the language 

effectively. Studies have found out that many speechreaders 

understand less than half of what is said in face-to-face 

conversations and comprehend only 5 per cent of what is said 

in group exchanges. As Liben (1978) has observed, many 

distictions among sounds are not visible on the lips; in Czech 

language about 40 percent and in English less than 40 per cent 

of the phonemes are easily distingushable. 

 Similarly, stress, tone, rate, and pitch, which carry a lot of 

the meaning of an utterance are not available to the deaf. 

Neither are rythmic patterns that alert hearing people as to 

when important bits of information are going to be 

communicated. Consequently, much of speechreading 

depends on filling in the gaps in available information. 

 If deaf people find speechreading difficult, they have equal 

trouble making their speech comprehensible to others. The 

spoken language of the deaf is characterized by abnormal 

pitch, abnormal intonation patterns, faulty timing, and poor 

control of intensity. And since their speaking is characterized 

by atypical phonological and prosodic elements, they 

discover that these elemenets tend to override the semantic 

aspects of the message they are trying to convey. As a result, 

deaf speakers receive incomplete feedback concerning how 

well they have communitaed their desired meaning. In 

general, despite the language assisstance provided by 

amplification devices and speechreading, the linguistic intake 

of an acoustic language remains for the deaf individual poor 

and incomplete. Moreover, this lack of the linguistic intake 
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of an acoustic language remains with the deaf student when 

he or she enters the mainstream classroom. The infinite 

variety of contextual and generic constraints that operate on 

written language and that have been available to hearing 

students since their earliest years become an unstoppable and 

ruthless force inhibiting the deaf student's productive and 

creative use of the written/oral language.    

 

  2.6  Acquisition  of Linguistic Meaning and 

Pragmatic  

 But learning a language means more than learning how to 

organize sounds into words and words into structures that can 

function at the level of semantics. It also means learning what 

kinds of utterances are appropriate in particular situations. 

This aspect of language acquisition is called pragmatics. 

Pragmatics is specially concerned with language 

performance. It sees language primarily as a social act and is 

concerned with the various conventions that are operative 

when people interact with each other. Since 1955, when J. L. 

Austin presented his introductory lecture on speech act, 

numerous researchers have attempted to isolate those 

pragmatic principles that influence language in context. 

While their research has primarily been concerned with 

speech, more recent studies have uncovered similar 

pragmatic principles governing the use of written language. 

 Essentially, pragmatics implies an understanding of the 

indexicals, beliefs, expectations, and intentions of a speaker 

or writer in a given situation or text. It involves not only the 

interpretation of such items as deictics and ellipses, but also 
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every communicative aspect of language use. Language-in-

use is a meaningful act, not an abstract formal object, stress 

those interested in pragmatics. This is why learning a 

language involves more than a mere internatilization of 

phonological, morphological, and syntactic rules governing 

the language being required. Yet, because hearing impaired 

children tend to learn rather than acquire oral/written 

language, they are primarily taught morphological and 

syntactic rules. Language is presented to them as linearly 

patterned, with slots to be filled with appropriate parts of 

speech. Both the patterns and the parts of speech, they are told 

by instructors, need to be memorized. The result of this 

instructional emphasis on rule-governed aspects is familiar to 

every instructor of deaf students which means that the deaf 

tend to approach all new information literally. 

 Blackwell and colleagues note that to be prelingually deaf 

ñeither something is literal or it is absurd and thus usually 

regarded as insignificant.ñ (1978: 138). Discussions of 

abstractions or generalizations by the instructor are percieved 

by the hearing impaired in concrete and specific way, i.e. they 

often disregard descriptive language in much the same way 

as hearing students ingnore difficult or unfamiliar vocabulary 

items. As authors remark, ñThere are not many metaphors in 

the hearing-impaired child's experienceò (1978:139). Since 

most university texts regularly use both expressive and 

grammatical metaphors, these figures of speech are likely to 

pose interpretative difficulties for deaf students. 

 Indexicals- elements whose meaning is contex-bound such 

as pronouns and words lie ñthis, ñthat,ñ and ñhereñ, are also 
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difficult for the deaf student to comprehend. But since these 

elements often specify the truth conditions of sentences 

(Morgan and Green (1980)), readers cannot be expected to 

derive meaning from texts nor assign meaning to their own 

compositions unless they achieve an understanding of 

indexicals. Therefore, the instructor might assume that 

hearing impaired students will experience productive and 

receptive difficulties whenever a written or spoken text 

conveys meaning indirectly.  

 The inability to treat an oral/written language 

pragmatically not only affects the hearing impaired student's 

approach to metaphor between words and phrases, but also 

influences the connections he or she makes from one sentence 

to the next in an attempt in order to make the text meaningful. 

In literature, as in conversation, words do not always carry 

their dictionary definitions. Listeners must draw upon their 

knowledge of pragmatics to give them clues to lexical 

meaning. In interpreting writtent discourse, hearing readers 

rely on both context and subvocalization to provide them with 

insight into meaning. For example, in the following texts the 

phrase ñOh, great!ñ has two different meanings. This fact 

is obvious to hearing students who both contextualize the 

hypothetical conversations and supply subvocalization to 

them while reading. The texts read: 

   1      

T. What kept you so long?  

We'll be late for the party. 

J. The car won't start. I think  

The battery is dead. 
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T. Oh, great!   

 

 

 

 

  2 

T. Mary's parties are always so boring.  

J. We may not have to go  

T. Oh, great!  

 

 Deaf students, on the other hand, tend to interpret both 

passages to mean that ñTñ is happy that the car battery is dead. 

 Similar problems occur when a written or spoken text 

contains an indirect speech act, perhaps a question used as an 

assertation or a statement that is really a request. Deaf 

students regard the sentences literally. Without knowledge of 

the pragmatics they will continue to make mistakes about 

speaker's or writer's intentions and will continue to produce 

texts that appear to be lacking in subtlety and variety.  

 To conclude, given the constraints on their acquisition of 

spoken language, it is not suprising that hearing impaired 

individuals experience many difficulties in the classroom 

settings. These difficulties give rise to a question: What can 

the instructor do to help deaf students gain access to the codes 

they will need to master the language successfully? First, 

language, thought, and culture are closely related and cannot 

be separated from each other. Therefore, any attempt to 

change a person's language will demand that that person 

acquires new ways of thinking. Second, teaching is the 
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guiding and facilitating of learning. It is the teacher's task to 

set up the conditions under which the learner can make a 

conscious decision to accept or reject linguistic change. 

 

 

2.7 Error Analysis , Contrastive Analysis and  

  Interlanguage   

 All writing, no matter how garbled, is an attempt to convey 

thought, to construct meaning. When a deaf writer violates 

reader's expectations, there is a tendency for instructors to 

regard his or her text as meaningless, because traditional 

methods used by teachers to isolate errors do not address the 

question of author's intent. They start and finish with a norm 

that may or may not relate to what the writer was tying to 

convey in the questionable structure/structures. Even detailed 

textual commentaries provided by dedicated instructors often 

fail to address the issue of writer-meaning in the teachers' 

effor to isolate reader-meaning. Because deaf writers are 

typically unfamiliar with many of the linguistic options 

available to hearing writers, they may find it difficult to use 

standard academic English for their own good. Instead, they 

often guess what they understand it to be. In this attempt at 

approximation the deaf writer must rely on his or her 

interlanguage. 

 Interlanguage is a concept drawn from English as a Second 

Language (ESL) research. The term interlanguage was coined 

by Selinker to describe the ñpsychologically relevant data of 

second language learning£underlying attempted meaningful 
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performanceñ (1972:201). Selinker was specifically 

interested in adults' attempts to express meanings they 

already possessed in a language that they were beginning to 

learn. Before that the prevailing theory regarding second 

language (L2) acquisition drew on from the theories of 

structural linguistics and behavioural psychology. To learn a 

language was to acquire the set of linguistics habits specific 

to that language. Selinker challenged such theories, claiming 

that successful first and second language learners can achieve 

native-like speaker competence without having been 

explicitely taught structures and rules. Children when they 

are learning a language, are not consciously taught the rules 

of speech, he goes on.  Rather they acquire linguistic 

competence through exposure to models. Later they adapt 

these models and use them to manipulate their worlds. If this 

is true for first language acquisition, it seems likely, he 

maintains, that it is also true for second language learning.  

 When a learner begins to study a second language, 

Selinker suggested, a latent language structure in the brain, 

the biological counterpart to universal grammar, is activated 

to construct a separate language system called an 

ñinterlanguageñ (Selinker 1972: 206). Interlanguage 

construction involves hyphothesizing and experimenting 

with the target language until the learner acquires a native-

like fluency, or until errors become so fixed in the learner's 

interlanguage, through a process called fossilization, that they 

can no longer be changed.  

 Although adults regularly maintain that they were taught 

the rules of language in school, Moskowitz-Byrne notes that 
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what they actuall learnt from formal instruction in language 

were the conventions of and educated society, the 

«£arbitrary finishing touches of embroidery on a thick fabric 

of language that each child weaves for herself before arriving 

in the English classroomò. (1985:46) 

 Since individuals acquire rule-governed behaviour 

through the actual manipulation of a language in use, they 

require time of apprenticeship during which they are free to 

discover the rules they will need to perform competently as 

readers and writers. During this period of aprenticeship they 

will construct approximations of the language system they are 

learning, going from kernel sentences (simple active 

declaratives to complex structures, such as passives, 

interrogatives, and negatives. Throughout this process they 

will construct numerous transitional interlanguages, 

numerous transitional grammars. One way of describing 

linguistic change, then, is in terms of alterations of grammars 

through time. 

 From the viewpoint of interlanguages (so called 

approximative systems, transitional languages, idiosyncratic 

dialects, and intermediate systems), errors are not essentially 

markers of acquisitional inadequacy. They are features 

carrying information about a particular writer and his or her 

understanding of the language to be learnt, the target 

language. 

 In his article, ñThe Study of Error,ñ David Bartholomae, 

suggested  that the errors of students who are attempting to 

produce academic text, i.e. a particular variety of the English 
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language, should be considered as evidence of interlanguage 

formation. He argued: 

 ñThe writing of a basic writer can be shown to be an 

approximation of conventional written discourse; it is a 

peculiar and idiosyncratic version of a highly conventional 

type, but the relation between the approximate and the 

conventional forms is not the same as the relation between 

the writing, say, of a seventh grader and the writing of a 

university freshman. 

 Basic writing, I want to argue, is a variety of writing, not 

with fewer parts or more rudimentary constituents. It is not 

evidence of arrested cognitive development, arrested 

language development, or unruly or unpredictable language 

use£ failed sentences, then could be taken as stages of 

learning rather than the failure to learn, but also as evidence 

that these writers are using writing as an occasion to learnò. 

(1980:254) 

 The advantage of treating the language attempts of 

students as evidence of functioning and approximative 

systems is that student errorrs are not condemned, and error-

makers are not humiliated. Interlanguage, from this 

perspective, is a natural language created by learners faced 

with the task of acquiring a new language or a variety of 

language. A student whose native language is a sign language 

creates an interlanguage when he or she attempts to write in 

standard academic English. 

 Unless fossilization has taken place, each student attempt 

will produce a subtly more sophisticated approximation of 

target language. And because the learner acquires a language 
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economically, i.e. devoting energy to broad issues before 

dealing with specific ones, he or she will make many errorrs. 

Errorrs, while not necessarily a cause for rejoicing on the part 

of  the instructor, are neither a cause for frustration. They are 

evidence of creative construction in which learners 

approximate what they know of academic writing. Learners 

draw data for construction from at least five areas: from 

native languages, from what they already know about the 

target language, from other languages they know, from the 

principles of universal grammar, and from language learning 

strategies that they have incorporated. 

 Much current research in the area of language acquisition 

for the deaf regards the spoken/written language of their 

country as their second language even if it was the first 

language they were taught. But, unlike L2 learners, hearing 

impaired students rarely achieve native-like productive or 

receptive fluency in the oral language. For example, the 

research done in the US by Crandall in 1982 on the texts of 

deaf university students found that their written language, 

even after remediation, was only approximately 70 per cent 

intellegible. And he concludes that their ñknowledge of 

English differs a great deal from the knowledge a native 

speaker would have.ñ (1982:12) 

 However, the analogies that compare deaf learners's oral 

language acquisition patterns to those L2 learners are by no 

means perfect. Individuals who are prelingually deaf do not 

acquire competence in a spoken language in the same way 

that hearing L2 learners do. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to 

assume that many deaf students, particularly those with 
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significant hearing loss, regard sign language as their first 

language and a spoken language as their second no matter in 

what order they were exposed to the language.  

 The line of research, has led teachers of hearing impaired 

to devise models of instruction based on ESL programmes, 

but the result has been mixed. Almost no research has been 

conducted to test if L2 acquisition hypotheses formulated for 

hearing persons can be extended to cover the language 

learning processes of the deaf. Some key questions still to be 

answered are: 

Á What constitutes a second language for deaf persons? 

Á Why do deaf learners require significantly more 

formal instruction in grammar, syntax and 

vocabulary than hearing learners acquiring a second 

language? 

Á Is learning a second language cognitively different 

for hearing and hearing impaired individuals? 

Á What individual difference, if any, influences the 

spoken/written language acquisition of deaf learners? 

The use of error analysis is one method of acquiring data that 

could lead to answers to some of these questions and to the 

formulation of teaching methodology that could make the 

acquisition easier for deaf students. 

 

 Contrastive Analysis and Student Errors  

 Prior to the 1960s, errors in L2 learning were repeatedly 

shunned by teachers. Nelson Brooks presented this view 

when he wrote: 
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 ñLike sin, error is to be avoided and its influence overcome 

£ The principal method of avoiding error in language 

learning is to observe and pracise the right model a sufficient 

number of times; the principal way of overcoming it is to 

shorten the time lapse between the incorrect response and the 

presentation once more of the correct modelò. (1960:58) 

 However, as the findings of structural linguists like 

Leonard Bloomfield, Edward Sapir, and Charles Fries made 

their way into ESL classrooms, errors came to be regarded as 

a mechanism for helping teachers design their language 

instruction tasks. Structuralism emphasized a rigorous 

application of scientific principles to the description and 

study of human languages. Languages were to be broken 

down into small units of analysis that could be contrasted 

with similar units in other languages. The results of such 

detailed comparisons could then be used to prepare teaching 

materials, to diagnose student difficulties, and to remediate 

negative transfer from the native language into the target 

language. 

 Roberto Lado, in an influential structuralist text, 

Linguistics Across Cultures: Applied Linguistics for 

Language Teachers, applauded the educational breakthrough 

that structuralism would afford ESL instructors. He argued 

that, 

 ñ£we can predict and describe the patterns rhat will cause 

difficulty in learning, and those that will not cause difficulty, 

by comparing systematically the language and culture to be 

learnt with the native language and culture of the studentò. 

(1957: preface) 
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 The instructional method based on this detailed study of 

languages was called Contrastive Analysis. Errors in L2 

production, proponents of contrastive analysis he insisted, 

would correspond to describable differences between the 

languages involved. 

 Basic to contrastive analysis were the concepts of transfer 

and interference, adpoted, in part, from behavioural 

psychology. Behaviourism suggested that learners attempt to 

acquire new knowledge economically and therefore will seek 

to carry or transfer elements from one experimental domain 

into another, newer domain. Therefore, sign language 

learners could be expected to transfer elements of their native 

language into their study of a second or foreign language. 

These elements might be components of the phonological, 

lexical, structural, or semantic systems of the two or more 

languages available to the individual learner. When no 

difference or contrast was present between L1 and L2, the 

transfer of elements would be positive and learning would be 

facilitated. If, however, the elements differed, the transfer 

would be negative and would interfere with the acquisition of 

native-like competence in target language. When this 

negative transfer took place, students would manifest it by 

making errors, Lado maintained. He further declared that 

ñmany linguistic distortions heard among bilinguals 

correspond to describable differencesñ in the two languages 

(1957:1). 

 In order to employ contrastive analysis, it was necessary 

for the teacher to use the tools of formal grammar to prepare 

detailed inventories of the systems of the languages involved. 

Then by mapping the systems of the targer language onto the 
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systems of the native language of the learner, the instructor 

could select contrasting elements for analysis. Based on the 

degree of contrast present in the elements being studied, 

predictions of error or level of learning difficulty could be 

forecast. Contrastive analysis placed great emphasis on the 

diagnosing of difficulties. Instructors were not only expected 

to recognize patterns in the errors of their students, but also 

to pinpoint precisely what feature in the patterns was 

interferring with student learning. By pointing out the 

relevant contrasts between the target language and native 

language, the teacher could help students avoid negative 

transfer. 

 One major contribution of contrastive analysis was that it 

did not consider learner errors as catastrophes. Language 

learning was perceived as a process that involved making 

mistakes and in which success was achieved when one 

profited from those mistakes. A second strength of 

contrastive analysis was that it codifies a system for the 

analysis of error based on four aspects of transfer: 

coalescence, under differentiation, reinterpretation, and over 

differentiation. 

 

Contrastive Analysis and Description of Errors  

 When two linguistic elements in the learnerËs native 

language are not distinguished in the target language, the 

learner is required to ignore a distiction she or she has become 

accustomed to making. If the learner continues to make the 

distinction in the target language, an error at the level of 

coalescence is said to have taken place. A sign language 

usually has a dual pronominal reference that uses the ñ2ñ 
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handshape and moves it back and forth between the two 

people covered by the pronoun. The sign can be glossed as 

ñus-twoñ, ñyou-twoñ, ñthose-twoñ, depending on the 

referents. The pronominal system of a spoken language 

usually does not distinguish duality. Duality, for example in 

English, or in Czech is covered by plural pronouns. Duality 

coalesces with plurality in a spoken language like English and 

Czech. Contrastive analysis would, therefore, predict that 

native signers would make mistakes with the plural pronoun 

system of a spoken language. 

 When, however, an element in the systems of learner's 

native language is completely absent in the target language 

and the learner inserts the element, the error is said to be one 

of under differentiation. At the semantic level, for example, 

signers often use head-nodding throughout the signing of a 

declarative sentence to indicate that the entire contents of the 

sentence is true. English and Czech, while permitting the 

expression of truth items such as, ñIt's trueñ, before and after 

a declarative sentence, generally limit their usage to 

qualification of propositions, as in ñIt's true I like history, 

but£ñ A deaf signer who declared the truth value of a 

declarative in English would be under differentiating the 

form. 

 On the one hand, when an item exists in the learner's native 

language, but is given a new shape or distribution in the target 

language, the learner can easily make an error of 

reinterpretation. A sign language usually, for example, has a 

pronominal system, but the gramatical role of the pronoun in 

a sign language sentence does not change the form of the 
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pronoun. In Czech and English, the sentential role of the 

pronoun does alter the pronoun. A native sign language 

speaker, contrastive analysis could say, could be expected to 

have trouble with distribution of pronominal forms. 

 Finally, when the target language utilizes an element 

absent from the learner's native language, then the learner 

might be expected to make errors of over differentiation. 

Resctricted relative clauses are not typical for a sign 

language, but English and Czech use restricted relative 

clauses to increase the specificity of the person or thing being 

discussed. Native signers, then, might be expected to find 

restricted relative clauses quite difficult. 

 While contrastive analysis offered great promise, 

methodological problems soon surfaced. First, contrastive 

analysis required instructors to be fluent in all of their 

students' native languages as well as in the target language 

which was an unrealistic demand. Second, contrastive 

analysis was highly subjective, i.e. the instructor's assessment 

of the nature of specific errors was often quite different from 

the reasons offered by the students for their usage of 

particular grammatical forms. Third, contrastive analysis had 

very little predictive reliability, being most able to forecast 

errors at the level of phonology and least able to predict errors 

at the syntactic level. And, fourth, contrastive analysis did not 

account for those errors that derived from language learning 

strategies rather from interference. 

 Despite these weaknesses, contrastive analysis remained 

intuitively attractive to linguists. Transfer ought to be taking 

place in language learning, and interference ought to occur at 
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those points at which languages come in contact. Intensive 

studies eventually indicated that transfer and interference did 

exist, but were more complex issues than it had been initially 

thought. For example, Kellerman (1984) suggested that 

transfer could be perceived as a cognitive process in which 

the use of the native language by learners was creative rather 

than imitative. Central to this assessment of transfer and 

interference were the concepts of markedness (marked forms 

will be potentially less transferable than unmarked forms) and 

repair (learners will select the appropriate means of repairing 

their knowledge deficit from among a variety of learning 

strategies such as paraphrase, simplification, and change of 

message). Transfer, Kellerman showed, was only one 

strategy used by learners, and not the most important. 

Therefore, errors that could be traced to learning strategies 

other than transfer, would be common to all learners 

regardless of their native languages. In such cases contrastive 

analysis would lose its predicative ability (Krashen 1981). 

 

Error Analysis  

 By the mid 1970s, the issue became one, not of wether 

first-language interference existed (since it was obvious it 

did), but where, as Krashden said, ñfirst language interference 

fits into the theoretical model for second language 

performanceñ(1981:64). Error analysis attempted to put 

together the insights gained from contrastive analysis, and 

interlanguage research seemed to offer attractive possibilities 

for answering this question. It took into account research that 

had been done concerning the cognitive processes of learners, 

and regarded the learner as an intellingent agent who 
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creatively, logically, and systematically tested the language 

he or she was attempting to learn. Among the researchers 

moving the emphasis in L2 acquisition from contrastive 

analysis to error analysis was Pit Corder. 

 Corder, in his article ñThe Significance of Learners' 

Errorsñ attempted to explain why contrastive analysis was not 

working. Errors, he insisted, needed to be distinguished from 

mistakes. Mistakes were ñslips of the tongue (or pen)ñ and 

were ñof no significance to the process of language learningñ. 

Errors, on the other hand, were intentional and revealed the 

learner's ñunderlying knowledge of the language to dateñ. 

Corder admitted that attempting to distinguish between a 

mistake and an error presented problems for teachers, but 

suggested that a close analysis of the learner's texts would 

ñprovide evidence of the system of language that he is using 

(i.e. has learnt) at a particular point in the course (and it must 

be repeated that he is using some system although it is not yet 

the right system)ñ(1967:166). 

 Error analysis has as its goals: 1. helping the language 

instructor decide what a particular student knows and what he 

or she still has to acquire in order to reach native-like 

competence in a language, 2. providing the researcher with 

evidence of how a particular language is learnt or acquired, 

and 3. assissting the student in the testing of L2 hypotheses. 

Corder warned that correcting an error by providing the 

learner with the correct form was not the only nor the best 

way to reduce errors. A better method, he suggested, was to 

have the learner attempt to discover the right form from input 

in the targer language. Referring to von Humbolt, he argued, 
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ñWe cannot really teach language, we can only create 

conditions in which it will develop spontaneously in the mind 

in its own wayñ (1967:169). 

 As researchrs began the serious study of errors in L2 

learning, several key questions emerged: Do all L2 learners 

pass through clearly identifiable stages in the acquisition of 

grammar? Are the stages of L2 development the same stages 

experienced by children acquiring the target language as their 

native language? And how can errors be classified? Among 

the researchers attempting to answer these questions were 

Heidi Dulay and Martina Burt. In the series of articles 

published between 1972 and 1978, they presented a 

substantial number of evidence which suggested that L2 

learners did pass through stages in the acquisition of 

grammatical features, and that these stages were similar for 

all learners no matter what their mother tongue background 

was. 

 The developmental order for the acquisition of eight 

grammatical morphemes that had been studied by Brown 

(1973) in first language learning was slightly different from 

L2 learners but remarkably similar across all students. The 

grammatical morphemes that Dulay and Burt studied, listed 

in their order of L2 acquisition were regular plurals (+S), 

progressives (+ING), contractable copulas, contractable 

auxiliaries, articles, past irregular of verbs, third person 

singular of verbs (+S), and possessives (+S). The consistency 

of this developmental order was seen as evidence that L2 

learners creatively constructed their own interlanguage 

systems based primarily on perceptually prominent features 

of English. 
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 Despite Dulay and Burt's evidence that learning a second 

language proceeds in an orderly way, linguists are still unsure 

of the precise roles transfer and interference play in the 

process. 

 Perhaps the most valuable insighht to emerge from the 

field of error analysis is that the learner's language systems 

are in constatnt state of flux, adapting to new information as 

it becomes available through formal and informal sources. 

Even if instructors know what grammatical or lexical target 

language forms are being taught in the classroom, they can 

never know what target language input is accessible to the 

learner outside the clasroom, at home, outside, or through the 

mass media and the Internet. Rules taught in the classroom 

can be confused and obscured by data learnt outside school. 

Therefore, the number of production errors committed by the 

learner is not an adequate measure of his or her overall 

competence in language. 

 Not only is it difficult to locate the source of errors found 

in learners' production, analysts of errors warn, it is 

problematic to categorize them. There are almost as many 

catalogues of error types as there are researchers interested in 

error analysis. Some lists utilize a fine analysis with 

numerous categories; others offer a few general areas into 

which errors can be slotted for the convenience of both the 

intructor and the student. Brown, for example (1980), 

suggests categories of addition, omission, substitution, and 

ordering. Richards (1985) prefers instead two broad 

categories. Interlingual errors and intralingual errors. 

Interlingual errors are those accounted for by transfer; 
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intralingual errors are those related to overgeneralization, 

simplification, developmental progress, avoidance, 

overproduction, and communicative situation.  

 Error analysis also points out that it is just as important for 

the language instructor to keep track of correct utterances as 

it is to chart mistakes. Without some systematic and 

longitudinal measure of overall competence, the instructor 

would have an incomplete picture of the learner's knowledge. 

Learners who are not yet comfortable in the target language 

often memorize certain stock phrases or sentences without 

understanding the functional components of the utterance. As 

the learner begins to feel more comfortable with the target 

language, intralingual transfer, i.e. generalization within the 

target language, becomes more common. Influencing the 

formation of intralingual errors are overgeneralization of 

structures, ignorance of rule restrictions, incomplete 

application of rules, and false hypotheses (Richards 1985). 

But no matter how simple or complex the classification or 

errors might be, the purpose of classification in error analysis 

is the same: to help the instructor and the learner determine 

why the individual learner's style violates the conventions of 

the first language. 

 

Benefits of Error Analysis for the Instructors 

 With all of the debate concerning various aspects if error 

analysis and the complexity of the process, the instructor of 

the hearing impaired might as well wonder if it really has any 

pedagogical utility. Teachers normally are already burdened 

with paperwork, and most have neither the time nor 
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experience to learns sign language necessary to perform error 

analysis. Nevertheless, error analysis offers the instructors 

several advantages over the traditional method of responding 

to student work. 

 The traditional approach to student errors is to circle them 

and comment in terms of English norms that have been 

violated such as subject-verb agreement or placement of a 

negator. Error analysis, on the other hand, charts what the 

writer does rather than what he or she does not do. For 

example, the use of negatives may be exammined with the 

correct as well as the incorrect forms. The chart becomes a 

diagnostic tool that helps the instructor decide in what 

language environment negation errors occur. The instructor's 

comment to the student concerning negation can, thus, be 

specific rather than general. The chart also enables both the 

instructor nad the learner to note progress over a period of 

time. Rather than attempting to eliminate all errors at once, 

the teacher who uses error analysis concentrates student 

attention on those errors that most significantly inhibit 

communication. 

 Second, error analysis allows for individualized 

remediation. Rather than giving ex post class lectures on 

mistakes that may benefit one or two students, the instructor 

can address student's needs individually, allowing those 

students who use the feature correctly, to work with those 

who do not yet understand them. This, of course, means that 

the instructor must be flexible and must be convinced that 

time lost in an ongoing adaptation of the syllabus will be 

profitable in long-term improvement in student writing. 
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 Third, error analysis specifies that teachers must 

understand an error before they can hope to correct it. By 

providing teachers with a framework to chart student choices 

and strategies, error analysis helps instructors discover 

grammar or interlanguage of the individual student. Errors 

are treated as evidence of the student's competence and not as 

indications of hopeless incompetence. And students, 

hopefully, will no longer dread English language as much as 

they did at first when their work was corrected with 

annotations they did not understand. 

 Of course, error analysis requires a system for keeping 

records for each student and an individualization of teaching 

through student-teacher conferences and assignments. It also 

compels the instructor to know a good deal about English 

grammar and at least some things about the native languages 

of his or her students. This is the kind of knowledge that can 

be found in general handbooks. Still, it would be 

advantageous for the instructor using error analysis with deaf 

students to remember that handbooks cannot capture all the 

subtleties of the syntactic, semantic, textual, and contextual 

networks and constraints of a sign languge, namely Czech 

sign language. Like all living languages, Czech sign language 

is constantly changing and is continually being stratified into 

registers and dialects. The number of co-occurence rules 

needed to describe all incidents of Czech sign language usage 

is indeed amazing. Since native speakers acquire a great deal 

of these co-occurence rules swiftly and efficiently through 

interaction with others, some of the rules are rarely listed or 

described anywhere and their absence may confound the 
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instructor who is attempting to perform a detailed error 

analysis. There are other reasons, as well, why Czech sign 

language is not yet adequately described. 

 

2.8 (Czech) Sign Language as a Language 

 Czech sign language is a language that has relatively few 

native speakers as well as second language speakers. Czech 

sign language is often acquired by deaf individuals through 

imperfect input generated by hearing adults who acquired it 

as a non-native language, from deaf peers who acquired it in 

schools, or from deaf parents who may have acquired it 

imperfectly. The knowledge and usage of Czech sign 

language, thus, occurs on a continuum from highly pidginized 

to fluent, from more spoken language-like to pure sign 

language. 

 Stokoe (1972) suggested, for American sign language, 

which in general can be compared with the situation of Czech 

sign language that its usage represents a true instance of 

disglossia with high and low status variants. Trying to decide, 

therefore, whether a deaf individual's errors in English are a 

consequence of interlanguage interference or of intralingual 

misunderstanding is not always easy because teachers cannot 

be sure that aspects of (Czech) sign language have been 

nativized by the learner. Nevertheless, it would help the 

instructor to have a general idea of the (Czech) sign language 

structure before attempting to assist deaf students. 

 (Czech) sign language typically posseses lack of distiction 

between tensed and infinitive clauses, lack of subject-object 

asymetry, lack of pleonastic subjects, the use of serial verbs 
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rather than prepositions to introduce oblique clauses, a weak 

system of free verbal auxiliaries, lack of true passives, and a 

system for topicalizing any phrase by fronting. It is because 

of these characteristics that many teachers of the deaf in the 

not-so-distant past asserted the inferiority to Czech sign 

language as a communicative system. Even today, some 

speech therapists believe that (Czech) sign language is not as 

rich as oral languages. Yet, in America, as early as 1960 the 

groundbreaking work of William Stokoe showed, and many 

researchers ever since proved that a sign language is a 

complex linguistic system in its own right and not simply an 

imperfect subtitution of speech. Klima and Bellugi 

summarize much of the research on sign languages when they 

say: 

 ñWhen we refer to sign languages as ñlanguagesñ, we 

mean that they have sentential units that have a strict 

semantic-propositional intepretation (providing among other 

things for the possibility of paraphrase); they also have a 

hierarchically organized syntax-open-ended in terms of 

possible messages-and furthermore, that at the formational 

level of the individual lexical units (the individual signs) as 

well as the syntactic level, there are specific contraints as to 

well-formedness. What is more, there is a definite sense 

among those with sign language as a native language £ that 

the sign decidedly has a citation form-a form that exists out 

of any specific-life context. That is, the sign is not situation-

bound as are some affective units of communication£ Thus, 

a sign as such is no more bound to a particular context than is 

a word of a spoken languageò. (1976:46)      
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 Instructors who can recognize the richness of (Czech) sign 

language as a language will find it easier to make the 

transition from regarding deaf students writers as 

pathologically deviant to culturally different. 

 

Basic Rules of (Czech) Sign Language 

 It needs to be said that sign languages due to their 

visuality, share some common features as opposed to oral 

languages. These accoording Stokoe (1960) are: location, 

movement and hand-shape. And Klima and Bellugi 

reanalyzed, calling the constituent elements parameters, and 

identified four: (a) the configuration of the hands when 

making a sign; (b) the place of articulation of the sign, which 

may be a point of contact with the body, contact with the other 

hand, or space outside the body; (c) the movement involved 

in making the sign; and (d) orientation of the hands (197). 

Baker and Cokely suggest a slightly different constituent 

system: handshapes, palm orientatios, movements, and 

locations where these occur. Because of its rich system of 

inflectional modulation, a sign language has numerous 

options to adapt words and meanings through frequency of 

movement, directionality and manner (Klima ans Bellugi 

1978). Verbs can be distinguished according to number, 

according to distributional aspect, according to temporal 

aspect, according to temporal focus, and according to 

manner. Through the use of inflections, a lexical unit that 

represents a temporary state can be adapted to refer to a 

permanent characteristic or disposition. Verbs can also be 

inflected into adjectives. Certain movements of the face, 
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eyes, lips, and head can also be regarded as gramatical signals 

of some signs (Baker and Cokely 1980). 

 English tends to determine syntax by word order and by 

reliance on determiners and function words such as articles 

and prepositions. A sign language, on the other hand has a 

somewhat flexible word order, with inflection rahter than 

placement signalling meaning. Because of its dependence on 

locational inflectors, a sign language uses relatively few 

determiners. 

 Sign language also has a rich system of aspect markers and 

noun classifiers but does not mark tense or note time as 

English does. Facial expression and other non-manual 

features can indicate closeness to the present time or 

closeness in space. Facial markers, eye blinks, shoulder 

movements, and body tension can also serve grammatical 

functions in ways that are not yet completely understood. 

 Because sign language is a language used exclusively in 

face-to-face conversation, and because meaning is carried not 

only by the signs but by other bodily features that precede, 

accompany, and follow the individual signs, researchers have 

the problem of trying to distinguish between grammatical 

signals of syntax and markers of emotional affect. These 

nonmanual signals and affective behaviours provide a context 

for sign language utterance. 

 

The Grammar of Signed Utterances 

 Some of the most important rules of sign language are 

listed bellow so the errors of deaf students in English may be 

more understandable. This list (on the grounds of several 
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studies) of features, however, in no way captures the fullness 

of sign language and its systems. 

 The issue of fixed word order is especially crucial for 

instructors who wish to understand some of the apparently 

complex sentence structures that appear in writing of many 

deaf students. Normally, in sign language: 

 1. Topic of conversetion will be fronted, 

 2. The subject or agent will precede the action, 

3. The experiencer will precede the state experienced. 

 4. All nouns regardless of their function, can precede the 

verb with the stipulation that the sequential ordering of the 

signs determines their functions. Logical subject of the 

sentence would appear closest to the verb. 

Because sign language is topic oriented, there is a rule that 

reduces the need to repeat the subject of non-directional 

verbs. This rule is referred to as the rule of the last-mentioned 

subject. 

5. If several non-directional verbs follow a subject noun, 

then that noun will be understood as the subject of all those 

verbs unless clearly indicated otherwise (Baker and 

Cokely 1980) 

Because nouns can be modulated by classifiers that illustrate 

certain physical features of the noun such as its size, shape, 

depth, as well as indicate its location in space (Newport 

1981), sign language does not use as many adjectives as 

English. 

6. Qunatifiesr and cardinal numbers will usually precede 

the nouns they modify. 
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Word order in sign language, then, differs from that of 

English, and, thus, may influence the deaf student's attempts 

at ordering words in English. Other aspects of sign language 

also appear to lend themselves to transfer in English. For 

example, sign language has several way of indicating 

plurality. The signer may: 

 7. Add a plural modification to a singular classifier;   

8. Use a plural classifier; 

9. Add a plural modification to a pronoun; 

10. Repeat a noun indifferent locations. 

Several ways of indicating plurality may occur in the same 

sentence depending on the signs that are used and the forms 

of those signs. Sign language, however, does not pluralize the 

noun itself, as English does, by adding an inflectional 

morpheme to the root sign. Similarly, sign language does not 

use definite or indefinite articles as determiners of nouns. 

 Modifiers are often added to the basic propositions being 

signed, not as separate, but as aspects of another sign.  

 Verbs do not perform as verbs in English do. Many verbs 

in sign language will use the same spatial locations used for 

pronominalization to indicate the doer of the action (the 

subject), the receiver of the action (the object or the indirect 

object), or the site of the action (the oblique object). Some of 

the most rules governing verb usage are: 

11. Directional verbs will indicate who is performing the 

action and who is receiving the action by a modulation of 

direction. S-O indication can also be signalled by a change 

in handshape, movement, palm orientation, or size of the 

verb. 
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12. Joint performance of an action by two people or things 

may be indicated by a sign using both hands. Verbs that 

can be adapted in this fashion are called reciprocal verbs. 

13. Sign language verbs are not tensed as English verbs 

are. Rather, by signing the verb in particular location on 

an imaginary ñtime lineñ that surrounds the signer's body, 

the signer can indicate when an action occured. 

14. Auxiliary and various other verbs may be omitted. 

These grammatical functions may be taken over by facial 

expression and posture that are comparable to various 

paralinguistic features in spoken language. 

Another area in which deaf students experience difficulties is 

relative clauses. Signers have a strong tendency not to use 

them. When the signer does subordinate or relativize, the 

clauses are signed in a linear-sequential fashion regardless of 

hierarchical order and without the use of conjunctions.  

15. A subordinate clause will generally follow the main 

thought, but without any markers separating the thought. 

16. The condition in sign language is generally signed first 

and as the signer moves into the result segment, there is a 

slight pause and a change in the independent features. 

Sign language uses nonmanual features for different 

purposes. One of them is to indicate negation (which can be 

also indicated by manual signs). The rules appear to be:  

17. Negation signs often occur before the verb, but they 

can be signed at the end of the sign string for the sake of 

emphasis. 

 18. Negation can be also carried by a number of verbs. 



65 
 

Pronouns in sign language are usually differentiated by a shift 

in position rather than a change of form: 

19. The same pronoun may be used to refer to people, 

places, or things, to males or females. 

20. Pronominalization may be indicated by changing the 

direction of the sign movement. For example, the sign 

"HELPñ, when made in the direction of the speaker means 

ñYOU HELP MEñ and when made in the direction of the 

addressee means ñI HELP YOUñ. 

Other general structural features of sign language that may 

transfer into the written English of deaf students include the 

following: 

21. Wh-question words may occur at either the beginning 

or the end of a sentence and are accompanied by 

nonmanual behaviours such as a brow squint and the 

tilting of the head.  

22. The passive voice is not a function of the grammar of 

sign language.     

23. Sign language does not have prepositions as English 

does, although it does have several locative signs (e.g. in, 

outside), which are used in various context when the 

signer wishes to emphasize the locative aspect of a 

particular relationship. Often, the locative function is 

satisfied by the spatial location of a sign. Signers have an 

imaginary space in front of their bodies. Particular 

persons, objects, and places are given a particular point on 

this ñstageñ by the signer. Later references to these 

persons, objects, or places can be achieved by pointing to 

the appropriate ñstageñ location. 
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This is just very general grammatical account of sign 

language. Sign language is a language of group solidarity and 

is not readily used with or in front of hearing people who are 

ñoutsidersñ to the Deaf community. Many native signers will 

regularly assume more spoken-language like signing when 

they realize that their interlocutor is hearing. Also, since sign 

language is generally acquired in the setting of a (residential) 

school for the deaf, there are many local varieties or dialects 

that are used within specific radii of the schools where they 

were acquired. Finally, sign language, like all living 

languages, is constantly changing. 

 In summary, then, sign language is a true language in 

which particular gestures stand for particular concepts in the 

same sense that words in an oral language do. Despite the 

surface iconicity of some signs, there is no necessary 

correspondence between the shape of a sign and the concept 

represented. Similarly, generally speaking, there is no one-to-

one correspondence between a particular sign and a spoken 

word, or between sign language grammatical rules and an oral 

language grammatical principles. Exact translation from oral 

language to sign language and vice versa, therefore, is not 

possible. 

 

 

2.9 Grammar Instr uction   

 When deaf learners begin with English at school as their 

second oral language ï either in mainstreamed or special 

school-they have already been since the beginning of their 

school years exposed to Czech language instructions and 

Czech texts for much of their school day. Because, generally 
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speaking, an oral language is not a language that meets their 

communicative needs and physical resources, the task of 

mastering use of different domains of Czech language and 

later on English language is difficult as well as disconcerning. 

Even more perplexing is the way that Czech language and 

later on English language are often presented to them: as a 

collection of fragmentary and discreet skills. Vocabulary 

acquisition, reading, writing, speaking, and grammar are 

often so dissected as to appear unrelated to and separable 

from the communicative purposes of language. For too many 

deaf students when they enter university, English is only 

marginally related to social goals. Most of them realize its 

importance for academic success, but conceptualize it just in 

terms of acquiring rules. Students are often confronted with 

lists of words to memorize and then are asked to use these 

words to fill slots in sentences. As a result, acquiring English 

language skills is often regarded as unpleasant for deaf 

students and typically seen in terms of making others happy 

rahter than as enabling the learner.        

 The problems of students who come to university as far as 

English language is concerned is that they either have next-to 

zero knowledge of English language from their schools or the 

English language they have learnt is characterized by 

fossilized grammatical forms that deviate from standard 

academic English. These fossilized forms are very difficult 

for a student to eradicate because they make sense within the 

student's interlanguage. Often they are understoond and 

accepted by the student's interlocutors. At other times, they 

are sanctioned by the community of which the student is a 
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part. Through careful monitoring, the student may be able to 

reduce the incidence of these incorrect forms.  

 Having said all that, I would now like to present my own 

practical research and experience in teaching English to 

Czech deaf and hearing impaired students at university, i.e. 

Charles University.   
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CHAPTER 3 

MY RESEARCH 

 

3.1  Introduct ion 

     I have been working as an English teacher for over 15 

years teaching mostly university students and adults. The 

biggest challenge started ten years ago when I took up a 

position of an English teacher to hearing impaired students at 

Charles University in Prague, the Faculty of Arts, the 

Language Resource Centre. At that time, I had (or at least I 

thought I had) just a hazy idea about how to teach these 

students, i.e. hearing impaired students. To top it all, there 

was hardly any information on methodology in the Czech 

Republic (with exception of the Language Resource Centre) 

and very few experts to help me adjust my teaching methods 

to the needs of deaf and hard-of-hearing university students.  

      First, I had to ask myself: What is so special about 

teaching English to hearing impaired? Is there any method or 

are there methods that really work? Is there even the only best 

solution to teaching English to the hearing impaired?    

 After five years of experience as a teacher to hearing 

impaired university students, I can now say yes to the former 

and no to the latter. Yes, there are methods, or, better to say, 

techniques and strategies that prove more efficient than 

others. And no, because there is not just one, the ultimate 

answer for the teachers of English to the hearing impaired as 

far as methodology is concerned. As was mentioned earlier 

in the text, the situation is not monolithic, we have to stress 
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out that this group of students with hearing impairment is 

rather heterogenous. The Language Resource Centre where I 

worked was a specialized centre that dealt with students with 

different levels of hearing loss. These were students with a 

hearing loss who had a great problem to participate in English 

classes together with hearing students where they were not 

able to follow the teaching due to the great number of 

students in the class and impossibility to lipread the teacher, 

or to follow conversation with quick and often unexpected 

changes and turns of speakers. These students, even those 

who have residual hearing and can wear hearing aids, they 

still have to rely heavily on lipreading to get the spoken 

information. Another aspect is, that Czech hearing impaired 

students were instructed at school in Czech language which 

is their first oral language they had throughout their whole 

primary and secondary schooling, and which they often 

struggled with and did not develop good feelings towards the 

language.  

 Needles to say, Czech language differs greatly from 

English language structure. If we take all this into account, it 

is then obvious that, while learning English, hearing impaired 

students encounter completely new system of oral language 

with respect to morphology, syntax and phonology. It has 

been scientifically proved that, in comparison to Czech 

language where, when trained, hearing impaired people are 

able to lipread about 40% of spoken language in case the 

speaker faces them, does not mumble, the hearing impaired 

are not tired or stressed up, the topic is known and the source 

of light is not behind the speaker. This percentage drops, due 

to phonological aspect of English to 30%, the other is a pure 
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guesswork. We are talking about the hearing impaired who 

have been through intensive speechreading training. After all 

the years of speechreading training they are unable to follow 

quicker conversations. They are not able to follow other 

students' reactions. It is too fast for them, plus the 

pronunciation of the students which differs from student to 

student, makes it even more difficult to lipread. All these facts 

lead to frustration, and that was the moment when we, at the 

Language Resource Centre, heard of these students. Very 

often it was by the word of mouth they got to us. Our centre 

was predominantly for students from the Faculty of Arts, but 

later on more and more students kept coming from other other 

faculties of Charles University, and we, of course, took 

students from the whole university if there was no other way 

for them or not enough willingness on the part of another 

language centre to deal with the needs of these students.  

 For students we taught at the Language Resource Centre, 

we prepared lower level of the English Exam on B1 level 

(CEFR). The reason being that even though these students 

had English at their secondary school, due to the methods that 

were applied during the teaching there, they had usually made 

very little progress in English. Teachers usually applied 

methods that they knew worked well for hearing students. 

However, the results were not what they expected and hearing 

impaired students did not profit much from such classes.  

 As mentioned before in the text, the variables affecting 

learning skills of these students are many. Hearing impaired 

students attending English classes at the Language Resource 
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Centre came from different backgounds and we had to deal 

with the students accordingly.  

 In my research I was looking into teaching grammar, 

vocabulary, reading, listening and speaking skills in English 

to deaf and hard of hearing university students.  

 As mentioned earlier, a language is a complex system and 

one of its features closely interacts with others. Moreover, a 

language is a living system constantly changing and the main 

reason a person normally acquires a language is to be able to 

communicate, to get himself/herself understood by other 

users of the target language. However, the situation at 

colleges and universities is somehow different in this respect. 

All students going through the university system are required 

to pass an exam from a foreign language. it is a prerequisite. 

The same applies for Charles University in Prague study 

programme reguirements. Most students, including those 

hearing impaired, take an exam from English as their 

compulsory foreign language. The exam form followed 

Cambridge examination structure, namely First Certificate of 

English which is level B2 (though the level for hearing 

impaired students was lowered to B1 for reasons explained 

earlier in the text) according to CEFR. The English exam 

taken at the Faculty of Arts, where I worked and according to 

which we at the Language Resource Centre constructed and 

modified tests for hearing impaired students was, 

unfortunately, very much based on grammar and vocabulary 

and much less attention and value was assigned to the written 

part of the test. I believe this is rather a drawback as students, 

in general, will not make great use of partitioned grammar 

and vocabulary, but they should be taught the complex 
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language by learning how to write essays, papers and 

academic texts which, in my opinion, they need most in order 

to succeed in their academical li ves.  

 That is why, in future I would very much like to devote 

more time and reseach to students' writing and mis-writing 

and their reading and mis-reading.  

 My research presents a longitudinal study spanning the 

period of 5 years, and also describes different approaches, 

techniques and strategies used during that period to see which 

of these learning styles would be more or less appropriate and 

fit the needs of hearing impaired students.  

 In my dissertation I aimed to answer three seemingly easy 

questions: Who? What? How?  

Who were our students and how did their background affect 

their learning abilities? 

What was the content of the lessons? 

How did we teach hearing impaired students? This refers to 

classroom setting and different methods, techniques and 

strategies used during the 5 years of teaching at the Language 

Resource Centre. 

 

3.2 Who? What? How? 

 

Who Are They? Hearing Impaired Students at the 

Language Resource Centre  

 Students who came to the Language Resource Centre at 

the Faculty of Arts, Charles University in Prague were mostly 

students who had had severe to profound hearing loss and for 

whom attending English classes for hearing students 
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presented a big difficulty. Usually because these classes were 

too big, oral communication in English was predominant, 

conversation turns were too unexpected, and instructors did 

not usually have the slightest idea how to interact with or 

behave towards hearing impaired students. After teaching 

hearing impaired students for some time I realized that their 

success at acquisition of English language is not only about 

their level of hearing loss, but also, as mentioned in the 

previous sections about their background. Namely these key 

aspects played major role in student's ability to understand 

English language structure: 

degree of deafness, age onset, hearing status of parents, 

attitudes towards language and language users, and parental 

preference for language training 

 During my five years of teaching at the Language 

Resource Centre, I taught twenty- four students with different 

level of hearing impairment and background. The table below 

show the distribution of these factors among the taught 

students. Students are in order of how they were taught from 

year to year. The names of the students are for privacy 

reasons not included. These are, of course, not all the students 

we had in the Language Resource Centre. The rest, mostly 

hard-of-hearing students were taught by head of the Centre, 

Dr. Daniela Jan§kova.     
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Degree of Deafness (Level of Hearing Impairment) 

 

 

  

   

   

 

 As is clear from the graphs above that the majority of 

students attending English classes had severe to profound 

hearing. It would be expected that students with profound 

hearing loss would have the most difficulties with acquiring 

English. However, that was not the case at all as will be 

explained later in the text.  

 

*  It needs to be noted that a person who is diagnosed as 

profoundly deaf can still hear something, e.g. roaring of plane 

engines, and that hearing loss is different in each of the ears. 
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Age Onset (Onset of Hearing Loss)   

 

 

 

 

 The table shows that all our students had hearing loss 

either from birth or from early years which means that they 

were all prelingually deaf and had no or very limited access 

to the spoken language which affects how language is 

acquired.  

 

*  Onset of hearing loss can also mean that these students 

had certain level of hearing loss even before that age. Only 

due to the lack of screening of hearing at maternity hospital, 

just after birth, their hearing loss was diagnosed later on when 

usually a member of the family noticed that the child is not 

responding to acoustic stimuli the way it should be. 
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Hearing Status of Parents 

 

 

 

 

As shown in the table, 21 out of 24 (which is 87.5%) parents 

of hearing impaired students were hearing. In fact, about 90% 

of hearing impaired children are born to hearing parents. 

Sadly, only 13.5% which is approximately 1/7 of all the 

students had parents with same condition which also may 

imply that they shared the same native language from the very 

beginning of child's language acquisition. Other parents had 

to find the way how to communicate with their hearing 

impaired child. Which mode of communication they would 

chose.  

 This definitely has a great impact on a child. Usually 

hearing parents decide to train their children in oral way of 

communication which means that they often have very 
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limited interaction with their hearing impaired child. As 

mentioned earlier in the text, such parents' interaction with 

the child is usually shorter in comparison to hearing parents 

and their hearing children and is based more on intructions 

which means that the child receives only limited amount of 

language input at the time when language development is so 

fast and crucial.       

* Deaf with capital D refers to deaf people that regard 

themselves as the cultural and language minority. 

 

Attitudes Towards Language and Language Users 

 

 

 

As the table shows, most of hearing impaired students, often 

regardless of their level of hearing loss and oral schooling 

used/preferred communication in signs to oral 

communication (79%). About 42% of all the students 

preferred communication in Czech sign language and/or oral. 

Only about 21%, i.e. 1/5 of all the students were exclusively 
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oral. Those are usually students with not so severe hearing 

loss, students who often, on purpose, avoid signing. 

 The exception was student No 19, a girl, who, despite 

being nearly profoundly deaf refused to learn or use sign 

language as even complementary means of communication. 

This can be explained by the fact that this girl comes from a 

small town where in order to fit in, and because her parents 

did not encourage any other means of communication than 

oral, she decided to avoid signing. This was probably also due 

to the fact that, even though she went to school for the deaf, 

most schooling there was oral and sign language was 

perceived as a means of communication for ñretardedò and 

pupils were discouraged to use it in and ousite the class, as 

there was a belief that by signing and not speaking children 

will ñforgetò how to speak. In this school, speaking and oral 

production was regarded as very important for pupils in order 

to ñfitò into the mainstream/major society.  

 Moreover, the table shows that 50% of all the students 

were fluent in more than one means of communication. They 

used it according to the situation. For example, if the 

interlocutor was hearing, these students would often start 

being oral or use signed language. The main aim of such 

communication for them was to be understood and get the 

meaning across.  

 As is apparent more than half of those with more 

communication modes (60%) preferred sign language as a 

way of communication. One third (33.3%) of the students 

used only Czech sign language in the classroom and were 

unwilling to use any other mode of communication.  
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 So, if we compare students who were exclusively oral 

(21%) with students who were exclusively Czech sign 

language users (33%) there is a slight prevailance of Czech 

sign language preference as an exclusive way of 

communication.    

           

 

Parental Preference for Language Training (Language 

Preference of Parents) 

 

 

 

 

 As the table shows, parents preference for language 

training of their hearing impaired children was predominantly 

oral with nearly 2/3 relying solely on oral education for their 

hearing impaired children. Only three hearing parents out of 

24 after they had realized that they had a hearing impaired 

child, they decided to use multiple ways of commnunication 

in order to give their child as much access to a language as 

possible. All these students belonged among the best in 
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English classes at the Language Resource Centre. They were 

able to use their interlanguage efficiently to acquire English. 

Moreover, their attitude to learning English was positive.  

 Needles to say, that also their knowledge of Czech 

language was on advanced level. They were able to think in 

a complex way about languages and their reading skills were 

one of the best of all students.  

 Four parents, which is approximately 1/8 of all the parents, 

preferred only sign language training and communication at 

home. Though, to find a school for the deaf that would offer 

schooling only in Czech sign language was and still is next to 

impossible in the Czech Republic as there is still the strong 

tendency towards oral education. 

 Obviously, hearing parents who exclusively preferred oral 

schooling for their hearing impaired children mainly wanted 

their children to be able to become a part of the hearing 

majority. At it will be clear from the later findings described 

in my dissertation. The vital and crucial moment for a child 

to have access to language and to be successful at acquiring a 

language is to give him or her as soon as possible a full access 

to his or her native language, regardless what that language 

might be.       

 Conclusion 

 The tables and graphs show that the staggeringly high 

number of hearing impaired children have hearing parents 

(87.5%) who usually wish for their children to have oral 

schooling (70.83%-solely, 87.43% -at some stage) even 

though all the students had an early onset of hearing loss 

(prelingual) and was thus for them impossible to acquire 

Czech language through acoustic interaction. Once adults and 
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allowed to choose their way of communication and 

interaction with other people, most of them (79%) decided to 

use Czech sign language as at least one of their means of 

communication.  

 This table clearly shows that there is a rather significant 

discrepancy in filling in the needs of hearing impaired people, 

even on the level of schooling for hearing impaired (all 

students, apart from 2 went to schools for hearing impaired).  

 As it will be shown later in the text, all these aspects had a 

significant influence on students' English language 

acquisition, influenced their motivation to learn English as 

another spoken language and affected the way they learnt 

languages, either as a complex system, or as just a junks of 

unrelated items, and filling in the missing slots.  

 It needs to be noted that several of the students had 

difficulties with Czech language. They were not able to 

construct more complex sentences without significantly 

garbling the text. For several of them early childhood meant 

a period without any language (they were not allowed to learn 

sign language and could not understand Czech language) 

which was then reflected in their interlanguage when 

acquiring another language.  

 

The Content of the Lessons. The Question of What? 

The Entrance and Exit Level of Hearing Impaired 

Students 

 All 24 students were taught twice a week in 90 minute 

lessons, either in groups (maximum of 5), or had individual 

sessions. If they were taught in a group or separately mainly 
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depended on their level of English and also on their timetable 

as the students came from different faculties of Charles 

University in Prague, studied different specializations and 

thus had completely different school schedules. Also, if 

possible, groups were formed with respect to the level of 

hearing loss of individual students. The reason was that 

usually the students with profound (and severe) hearing loss 

did not require speaking practice. Whereas students with 

middle level of hearing loss did expect to have training in 

speaking.  

 Students' entrance level of English was tested. At the end 

of the course (usually after two to three, sometimes four 

years) students had to pass an exam at the Language Resource 

Centre which was set at B1 level (CEFR), though some 

students reached higher level of English. This level is noted 

in the table below. 

*  The entrance and exit levels are set in accordance with the 

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

(CEFR). For assessing the level, we used the same Oxford 

Quick Placement Test at the beginning and at the end of their 

studies in order to see the students' progress. These test we 

taken two to three years apart from each other so the possible 

previous knowledge would be avoided, i.e. forgotten.    
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                 Entrance and Exit Test 
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