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ABSTRAKT
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ABSTRACT

This dissertdon titled Teaching English to Deaf and Harfdhearing
University Students aims to portrayicture of the situation dkaching
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
languageacquisition by the hearing impairell describes variables and
possible variables affecting spoken language acquisition by this minority.
It gives basic overview dlifferent levels of hearing loss on the grouds
of medicine assessment of heariagd.The dissertiation stresses out the
neccessity of educating these studevith respect tdinguistic research
and finding. Moreover, it emphasizes the needs to ime&velinguistics
and pedagogwnd benefits of linguistics research and methods asch
error analysis and contrastive analysis for enhancement of language
productive skills of hearing impaired students.

The second part of the dissertatiendevoted tothe researclof
English language teaching to hearing impaired students at Charles
University in Prague. The work summarizes the findings ofyar long
research carried out #te Language Resource Centre, Faculty of Arts,
Charles University in Prague deals withteaching approaches, strategies
and methods used during the lessonssamjests possible solutions for
efficiency improvement. This dissertation also presents workhef
Language Resource Centre aitdl significant contribution towards
development of language teaching, more specifically, English language
teaching, with resp to Czechuniversity deaf, Deaf and haal-hearing
students.

Key words

contrastive analysis, Deaf, error analysis, hearing impaired,
interlanguage, Language Resource Centre, MVL (Manipulative Visual
Language), oral/spoken languagign language
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One of the most persistenhdh complex issuesroubling
educators of deaf students in mainstreanoileges and
universities is that the majority of those who beligher
studies never graduate. Yet deaf students continue to enroll
in programmes of higher learning confident that tvdlydo
well. For them, as for their hearing counterparisniaersity
degree means opportunity. In ordertazkle the world of
academia, deaf students need to master not only Czech
language, but also standard academic English which is a
complicated taskAt a very minimumgollege andiniversity
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 imniversityis also depndent on success in English.
The role ofaninstructor in education of deafudents
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 be linguistic
principles. With a clearer understanding of the linguistic
principles behind languaga-use, perhaps we as teache
can provide our students with the kinds of information they
need to have a realistic charatduture success.
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Belief in a functional connection between language and
learning is so generally accepted that the soatalhstructed
foundationof this beliefis rarely quesoned. Children will
learn the language spoken tem, teachers are told. And
indeed, they willi 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 thiertd.

At times linguiss will qualify these presumptions withe

taghunl ess they are sewveprived vy retarde
of exposure. Such is not the case with deaf children, yet these

children often struggle to learn the spoken language of their

country whichpuzzledmany educators.

In the pastor example the Roman poet and philosopher
Lucretius (962 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 vetgmothrough 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 peerfespite 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

10



were not able to make correct complex sentences and were
not able to construct adultlguage users syntactic structures.
Even when students wrote these complex sentences, they
were not ableto say what they meant, or decipher their
components correctly.

This is not so suprising when taking into consideration
their oral education and thecla of understanding on the
behalf of the societyAs Wilbur and Hoemann state:

AWith generally negative attitude toward education,
English, grammar, and hearing authority figures, and
overwhelming feelings of inferiority, frustration and failure,
deaf stalents are not positively motivated to communicate in
the ways which are encouraged by hearing soci¢hp82:

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 levéas it is not just a language, but through
the language concepts, information and knowledge is
communicated, explained and taugkitgir efforts wee very
often marred by the reguirements of an academic institution
to respond to texts and interact through spoken and written
native languageNowadays, more deaf students enter into
postsecondary education. However, relatively few posses the
skills, orreceive the support to successfully complete their
studies. It is more the problem of understanding than means
and resources.

As Kathryn Meadows writeThe basic deprivation of

profound congenial deafness is not the deprivation of sound;
11



itisthedeptt at i on of | anBpeaasgwrént ( 1980: 17) .

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 amappropriate instruction
tool isused for gettinglte 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 withou
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 langage is a spacial language whereas a spoken
language has a linear structuFer deaf learners, regardless
whether they areral 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 maveer. There needs to
be an understanding of both language structures as well as
knowledge of the effectd prelingual hearing impairment on

12



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 geiiittg the
postsecondary systenmto the wortl that is predominantly
hearing and often has very limited knowledge of deafness,
these instructors are often stunned onrtfest account with
the writtenCzech of the deaf.

2.1 Variables Affecting Hearing Impairment

When deaf individals move from a special environment
such as a school for the deaf into the hearing world and its
institutions, they are almostiways limited by their verbal
and written skills. Hearing university instructors
encountering their written language for thetfiime are often
stunned by the errors and the apparent semantinc weakness
of the writing. The waydeafstudentsnitially learn an oral
language has an influence on subsequent encoding of
information in the language and its production which can
mean thateven a student who completed elementary and
secondary schooling, a student who was exposed to more
vocabulary, spelling, and grammar instrucidhan most
hearing individuals, a student who is fluent in fingerspelling,
Czechlike signing and Czech SignLanguage, this

13



intellingentstudentcan still bewrongly percieved by many
teachers and researcheass Al anguage retardedHh

grounds of his or hegarbledwritten language

Level of Hearing Impairment

Hearing impairment is, of course, nairhmogenous but
rather a heterogenous aspect depending on a number of
variablesFirst one is the degree of impairment, measured by
t he per s o nthesoundsnaohdertain frequenciescand
intensities. This is assessed by means of an audiometric test
for each ear individuallyHowever, sometimes individuals
with the same overall decibel loss may have different
problems with the reception of speech due to the d&qakch
reduction they experienceDespite their weaknesses,
audobmetric scores are dtiteliable 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
assstence.These levels are:

Level |, 3545 DB: Individuals in this category usually do not
require special school/class placement; generalhey
require

some speech and hearing assistance

Level Il, 55 to 69 dB: These individuat&casionally require
special school/class placement; they routinely require some
speech, hearing and language assistance.

Level 1ll, 70 to 89 dB: These individuals routinely require
special school/class placement; tmeguire hearing, sjeeh,

language and educational assistance.
14



Level IV, 90 dB and beyondThese individuals require
special school/class placement; they require hearing, speech,
language and educational assistafiores 1987)

Audiologists often clasify those individuals whose hearing
lossis less than 70 dB dbardof-hearingi  and f eel that wi
assisstance such people can achieve-steadard speaking,
reading and composing skills. Those whose hearing is
disabled beyond 70dB cannot understand speech clearly with
or without hearing aids and are thus isolatexnf spoken
languagethe mediium by which most learning takes place in
and out of educational settings.

The terms fihearing impairegh andde af i whi |l e
sometimes employed to distinguish between individuals with
different degrees of acoustical loss, are penby used
interchangeably to describe individuals at all four levels.
Those members of the deaf community who are signers
generally prefertobecalléd eaf i (or fADeafi), rega
their level of impairment, and those who are oral typically
preferte desi gnation Ahearing i mpaired
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 lessetscomprehendn oral language

Onset ofHearing Loss
Besides the extend of hearing loss, the age at which such
a loss occured is important to the processlasfguage
acquisition. Prelingual deafness makes the learning of an oral
language especially dificut . The term fAprelingual

refers to deafness that was present at birth or occured prior to
15



an age deemed critical to the development of speech and
language. There is a good deal of debate among
devd opment al l i ngui st so smwencerning
suggest the critical age for acquiring a language ends as early
as the eighteenth momtfothers believe it can end any time
between 5 years and puberty, while still others question the
existence of a critical periofFisher 1982, Krashen 1973,
Moores B87). Whether or not such a biologicalbased
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 becass increasingly difficult.

Individuals who are described @ ost | | mepual | y i
usually have an easier time with language acquisition than
those who were prelingually deaf.
deafness thdas @cured at an age following the spaneous
acquisition of speech and language. Those indivedwab
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 podingual deaf, the prelingual deaf, whose language
acquisition depends primarily on vision, may without
appropriate compensatory training enter schootlimayual

or semilingual.

Hearing Status of Parents

The third major variable in the languagequisiton 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 hearingparents (Liben 1978) who, befdtee discovery of
16



their childs hearing losshad 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 and2per cent have two deaf parembout

20 per cent have a deaf siblling or relative (Sainsbury and
Loyd-Evans, 1986).

The kearing status of deaf individusparentsand siblings

influences the deaf person throughout his or her life. Liben

(1978b) £ msodead pepple ftcomprise a subcultural

group, deaf children with deaf parents have a shared
subculture, whereas deaf chidth with hearing parents do

n o.t Deaf children of deaf parent®xperience normal
socialization and are usually exposed to some form of manual
communication from birth. With this exposure they acquire
language the same way hearing childrenigoby corstant,
natural, communicative interaction. Deaf children of hearing
parents, on the other hand, must often wait until they are
enrolled in special programmes before timegty have any
exposure to a natural language used in aarthdy can
comprehend. But, reollment in special programmés
delayed for many deaf children, even when they are born
auditory impairedor when such impairment occurs early in
life. At times, the impairment goes undiagngsed more
typically, the parents of the deaf youngster aleatant to
send their deaf child to a training centre while the child is an
infant or todler. The average age for the onsfespecial
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

17



vocabulary and syntax acquisition that hearing children of
hearing parents and deaf children of deaf parents do not.

Liben (1978) alsaarguesthat deaf children of hearing
parents regularly experieacquantitative and qualitative
reductions in communication with adults. Their parents
communicate with them less than they do with their hearing
of fspring and do -nmde gesturesiapdr i mi t i ve,
nonverbal signé (205). The homenade communicative
gestures used by hearing parents with their deaf chjldhen
claims transmit little information, are primarilgidactic in
content, and generally allow for little response or feedback.
Hearing adullts and older siblings, skentinues rarely
provide daf youngsters with names of objects or ways to
describe features of the world around them.

Deaf children are also shut off from tlseurrounding
sounds most children hear and congnitively assimdatd
as conversations in other rooms, songs on the radio
arguments in the background. Because of incomplete and
norrcomprehensible 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 sped remeliation 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 becausedate onset of
language use, deaf children of hearing parents, even after
intensive remediation, seldom aoeufluent speech ancead
or write well below their hearing peer¢Calvert and

Silverman 1975).
18



Because deaf children of hearing parents aena$olated
from their families linguistically, they can build up an
antagonism towards a spoken language iemdpeakers. In
terms of a spoken language competence and performance, as
well as language knowledge and attitude, deaf children of
hearing panets 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 syntaxf the manual language used by their
caretakersResearch shows that deaf children whose families
sign with them demostrate a sequence of morpheme
acquisition paralellingto that of hearing youngsters
(Schlesinger 1978, 73). Manual languagesvide for the
deaf child what oral languages provide for the hearing child
that isa way to interpret and respond to stimuli. Yet there is
some resistace on the part of hearing parents, teachers, and

therapists to use a signed language with deaf children.

LanguagePreference ofParents

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
auratoral 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. Tgt@losophy

behind this educational policy is attractive on the surface
19



caims thatschools must prepare thaihargesfor entrance

into hearing societies by making thatargess hearindike

as possible. That is why, in many institutioasing a
suplemental manual language to facilitate oral
communication, manual language is likely todree of the
signed versions of a spoken language rather than sign
language. Unfortunately, to comprehemdigned language,
the receiver must already possksowledye of the structures
and forms of a spoken language. Most deaf children do not
have this knowledge when they begin language instruction.
Deaf individuals maythus,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 languagdowever,hearing
children are born with an intaotechanism for audition that
enables them to learn their language through the modality of
sound. Deaf individuals lack a functional systier audition
which means thaif they are to acquire a language, they must
do so through a different modalifyanthat of vision. Parents
and educatorsvho prohibit deaf children from learning a
method of manual communication are thueffectively
isolating their children from language and communication.

Oralism has failed to help the great majority of deaf
learnerswhich is a fact that becomes obvious where
consider the lack of fluency and comprehension in the
reading of texts that most hearing impaired people

experience.

20



Hearing impaired people bring to the task of reading a
different understanding of the langeaigom hearing people.
Hearing children begin reading with a fairly complete
language system in plac€hat 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 trepeing asked
to read. They cannot dissect words into components sounds,
which is essential for reading. Hearing children who can be
taught to tranf@rm 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, tier, to write.

Since reading and writing in the majoraf/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,. Stil
mostdeaf people never learn to read or write well. The low
reading achievement levels of most deaf individuals are
accompanied by even lower performance scores ifiesib
of language achiement. On measures of vocabulary,
syntax, and ability to drawterferences, deaf students of all
ages test below their grade level, with some of them
significantly so, aQuigley and Kretchmer (1988jatefi d e a f

studentsreading problems are even greater than shown by

standard testsifi ( 8agn.thatWérly | e

exposure to sign language eliminates all the reading

21
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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
thespoken language as a second or other language.

Conrad (1979) maintagnthat as a result of early oralism,
many deaf youngsters enter school not realizing that objects,
people, and feelings have nantiest iswithout knowing that
things can be referred tehen not immediately present; not
possessing any way of revealing the past or projecting into
the future. In fact, he maintains, that becatiese children
are without sign | anguage,

languagé . C'sarguraedtwhile opean 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 persdrerefore,
deaf students learn to associate thekgpawritten 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

illiterateE we do not know how to teach deaf, or even

partially hearing children (1979:175).

Attitudes toward Language and.anguageUsers

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 ral weaknesses. Baffled and

22
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disapointed, many give up trying to ledahe spoken/written
language or drop out of school. Typically, those who remain
in mainstream classrooms compare themselves with their
hearing peers, whom they regardpaviledged 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 thfficulty 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 languageallowed many ofthem to communicate
freely for the first time in their lives.

I n a society that I's interested
bottom line for deaf children of hearing parents is that their
parents generally do not know and do not take time to gearn
manual lamguage they can use with their deaf children. Sign
language continues to be a paeguired language.

With hearing adults stressing the acquisition of English
and the deaf learner experiencing satisfaction and enjoyment
in the use of sighanguage the eaching of a yet another
spoken/written language atuaiversityis, at the very least,
problematic. How cathe instructor foster language growth,
comprehension of texts, and writing for deaf students when
they mightregarda spoken/written language as pssive

and humiliating?

23



Other Physical andMental 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 studelst acquisition and use of a

spoken/written language, other factors also influence the
process. In addition to hearing loss, nearly-timed of all

deaf individuals have at least one additional physical or
mental handicapping conditioifhis incidence of multiple
handicapping has remained constant in spite of advances in
prenatal care. Studies reported that incidence rates of cerebral
palsy, heart disorders, perceptuadtor damage, vislia
defects, orthopedic disorders and epilepsy weighen
among deaf individuals than among hearing. These additional
handicaps not only present difficulties in themselves, but as
Sainsbury and LloydEvans note,

£ they interact with deafness to create still greater

communication problems for deaf persorsoiPvisual 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 plaoad

childrers 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 chilihguistic
competence. Hearing mothersdefaf children appear to have

less contact with their deaf children than with their hearing

offspring (Liben 1978), and, as has been previously noted, the
24



hearingadult/deafchild interactions that occur during early
childhood appear tbe more didactic ahless mutual than
they are for hearingdult/hearinechild interactions

Hearing impaired childreare also often cut off frorthe
world of childhood friendships. Stokoe (1960) found that
deaf children typically have fewergyimates 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 retance 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 spet#asses for the
deaf, they interacted only minimally with hearing student
Both mainstreamed and segregated deaf students had more
contact with teachers than they did with their hearing peers.
He, thereforeconcluded that simply integrating deaf students
into mainstream classrooms was not sufficient to increase
interaction beween deaf and hearing youngsters.

As they reach adulthood, more than 20 per cent of deaf
individuals avoid all communicative interaction with hearing
people, and twahirds of those who converse with hearing
individuals keep their communications shoraif&bury 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
25



communities and eventually stop trying. For this readwy
experience a lifdong sense of isolation from the hearing

world. Such isolation infilences deaf studentsachievement

in the classroom. Exploring the effects of reduced
communicative encounters on educational performance,
researchers have concentrated on swtlonsas sekworth,
social interaction, and locus of control as predictofs o
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 conirgernal, locus of
controtexternal, selconcept, parental hearing statusge
and sex) parental hearing status, -selficept, 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 eternal forces as luck, fate, or hearing status of the
teacher. Seltoncept was described as the positive or
negative feelings held by the subject about himself/herself.
With deaf subjects, internal locus of control, selbncept,
and parental hearing &8 were strongly related. Deaf
subjects who had deaf parents and strongceel€epts were
found to have the tepanking 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 mainstraanversity
and university students are powerful. Deaf students may tend

to be both moradependanton and more critical of their
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instructors than hearing stents. An isolated comment on an
evaluation or a grade on a papera tesis morelikely to be
interpreted by deaf students than hearing studentanas
indicationof their overall achieement and selfvorth.

Previous Schooling as avariable

In the pag residentialschools 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. Firstraenrollment has
declined, reflecting the decreasing size of the sehgel
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 clientel@eof t
residential schools isore 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 speebread. When mainstreamedciollegeand university,
these graduates of residential schools are likely to be less oral
than their deaf counterparts who were enrolledspecial
education classes at mainstream schools. They also tend to
have weaker skills inreception and production of a
spoken/written language.

On the other hand, individuals who attend shools for the
deaf, when they entemiversity, are already encultured into
deaf society. Theibelonging tahe deaf community provides
them with a commorset 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 pobubDeaf
students who attended mainstream elementary and secondary
schools often enterolegduniversity lag&ing 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 deafase
mainstreame deaf students for adopting the ways of hearing
people.

Thus when the deaf individual enters thiversityit will
be with a set of attitudes and beliefs concerning the relative
benefits of oral and signed languagestured by family,
peers, and sclob

In summary, language is the means through whiciplpe
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 dege of hearing impairment, hearing status and
language preference of parents, additional handicapping
conditions, sekconcept, locus of control, early language
training, previous contact with the deaf community and
attittudes toward language and languagers. Of these,
degree of impairment, early language training, and attittudes
concerning language and languagersisgpear tanfluence
success or failure in a significant waklso 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 thatt takes place in the context of a speech
communi ty. As Paul Roberts
whatever kind of language therhily speaks, or more
precisely, whatever kind of
(1985:469). But, as has been nopdviously this kind of
language acquisition is often not possible for the deaf
individual who is born into a hearing, ngigning 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 tem, and start forming propositionsabout the
nature and structar of their community language.
Throughout this process, the features of the language they are
acquiring enbalethem to create certain linguistic shapes,
patterns, and networks while rejecting oth@tserefore the
child growing up in a Japanespeaking bme will learn the
sounds, patterngnd networks of Japanese. Furthere for
language acquisition to be effective, the input that the learner
receives must possess certain characteristics. The spoken, and
occasionally the manual, languages that surrodedf
children frequently fail to meet these requirements.

Spoken language input is not perceptugigminentto
the deaf child nor is easily reproducible. And, research
suggests, the quantity and quality of input changes in ways
harmfulto language devepment when parents leaatout

their childs deafnessGross (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 nanoibects in the child
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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 stface. Often the sign languagigned language,

or other mand language the parents learn to communicate
with their deaf children is intermixed with pantomime or
homemade gestures. This caljoial sign becomes so deeply
rootedthat whenever hearing imiped children get together
they shift to this form of communication, teaching each other
those signs that carconsequentlyinterfere with both the
manual and acoustic languages they are learning in school.
Because of these compllications, the early lingmis
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 hearicigjldren do not, particularly
if they are taught a signed language rather than a sign
language. Information received through the hearing
mechanismas Stuckless (1983) has obseryedn be placed
Aon holddAd for up to sever al secon
processed by the mind. This temporary storage in what is
called fAthe echoic memoryi permits
series of sounds long enough to process them as complete
words or phrases. The visual memory storsgsem called
fithe iconic memorfy, is nd as efficient. Although it can hold
more information than the echoic memory, it has much

briefer decay time, usually about 200 milleseconds. That is,
30



if information placed in the iconic memory is not actively
processed by the brain within 1/5 of a secanid, 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 visugberceptive process by which signs
are coded in the memory, Bellugi and Klima (1978)
discovered that in sint-term memory signs are coded in
terms of what they <calll Athe pri mes
parametres, such as hand configuration, place of articulation,
movement , and di r e Among the o f ori ent
implications of their findings are three parthat should be
considered by instructors of hearing impaired learrérst,
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, rhythmargrof 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, inwlved 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 thatshould be carefully
scaffolded in small bits, each new bit referring explicitly to
previous details. But recursiveness is not mormally a
characteristic olniversity lectures.Instructorsrightly feel
that segmentingcontent 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 tsegmentand scaffold learning may
cause deaf students to miss important information at the
opening of a class session oarlg in the term and
consequenthaffect 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 diffeeopleare
active language learners their entire lives. They continually
analyze data to structure meaning, acquiring new words,
phrases, and codes. This analysis is necessary beaause
orderto manipuate a languagevhich meando organize,
transmit, receive, and process messagesndividual 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 resembhe 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 witfihese
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 disgte parts that comprise the
networks, before rulegoverning meaningful recombination
can be acquired. Concerning this process, MoskeBytne
notes:

fAln the first two years of life a child spends much time
working on one part of the tasksassemblinghe 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 proauced
(1985:48)

Deaf people cannot break oral/written languagerdmio
discrete sounds because theyrhmdy 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 thiatervention begins, the harder the
acquisition becomes.

Therefore, the main educative task for the hearing
impaired studentearning to read and writs complicated
because he or she must accomplish it without having fully

incorporatedhe system rulegoverning the language.
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Thus, while the language @gsition process proceeds
smoothly for the hearing child who continually revises and
polisheshis or her internal rules for the system until he or she
can create complex sentences appropriate to specifi
circumstances. Usually at the age of 670(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 langualgarning struggle
takes place isrmimportant to the process of acquisition as is
anaccess to input. To acquiadanguage, the learner must be
able to interact with people who use that language in real
settings. Neither a machine rantificial classroom exercise
will do. The machine, hile it can pose questions, give
instructions, and correct responses, sdosot make
connections or clarify directions for the learner. The
classroom exercisecan 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 pareat paremtike-figure,
facilitates language development. In short, a child who hears
no languagein his environmenthas 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 speechreadimggh
which the learner is taught to accesgliistic information by
carefully watching the lips, facial expressspand gestures

of a speaker. The informatigdhusgained is then interpreted
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contextually to decipher what is being said. Therefore, both
acoustic and pragmatic rules of a language muoest
incorporated before one can speechreade thanguage
effectively. Studies have found out that many speechreaders
understand less than half of whatgaid in faceo-face
conversations and comprehend only 5 per cent of what is said
in group exchanges. Assiben (1978) habserved, many
distictions among sounds amnet visible on the lips; in Czech
languagebout 40 percent and in Engligiss than 40 per cent

of the phonemes are easily distingushable.

Similarly, stress, tone, rate, and pitch, which carigt of
the meaning of an utterance are not available to the deaf.
Neither are rythmic patters that alert hearing people as to
when important bits of information are going to be
communicated Consequently, much of speechreading
depends on filling in thgaps 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 itng), and poor
control of intensity. And since their speaking is characterized
by atypical phonological and prosodic elements, they
discover that theselemenets 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 havecommunitaedtheir desired meaning. In
general, despite the language assisstance provided by
amplification devices and speechreading, the linguistic intake
of an acoustic language remaifos the deaf individuapoor

and incompleteMoreover,this lack of the linguistic intake
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of an acoustic languagemains with the deaf student when
he or she enters the mainstream classroom. The infinite
variety of contextual and generic constraints thzgrate on
written language and that have been available to hearing
students since their earliest years becomaénatoppable and

ruthlessforce inhibiting the deaf studéstproductive and

creative use of the written/oral language.

2.6 Acquisition of Linguistic Meaning and

Pragmatic

But learning a language means more thamiag how to
organze sounds into words and words into structures that can
function at the level of semantidsalso means learning what
kinds of utterances are appropri@eparticular 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 primig 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. Langmage
use is a meaningful act, not an abstract formal object, stress
those inerested 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 thaacquire 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 parspeéch, they areld

by instructors, need to be memorized. The result of this
instructional emphasis on rugpvernedaspectss familiar to
every instructor of deaf studentghich means that the deaf
tend to approach all new information literally.

Blackwell and colleagigenote that to be prelingually deaf
Aei t her s o metiths absyrd and thus iusualy a |
regarded as i nsi gnisdussions rot . A (1978:
abstractions or generalizations by the instructor are percieved
by the hearing impaired in concretelapecific wayi.e. they
often disregard descriptive language in much the same way
as hearing students ingnore difficult or unfamiliar vocabulary

it ems. As authors remar k, AfiThere ar

the hearingmpaired childs experiencg (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 contexund such

as pronouns and wordisi e fihatfiandiherdi, 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 Greelil980), readers cannot be expected to
derive meaning from texts nor assignamimg 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 meanupindirectly.

The inability to treat an oral/written language

pragmatically not only affects the hearing impaired student

approach to metaphor between words and phrases, but also
influenceghe connections he or she makes from one sentence
to the nexin an attempin orderto makethe 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 witent discourse, hearing readers
rely on both context and subvocalization to provide them with
insight into meaning. For example, in the following texts the
phrase @AOh, great! A .Ahsdactt wo
is obvious to hearing students who batbntextualize the
hypothetical conversations and supply subviaesibn to
them while reading. The texts read:

1
T. What kept you so long?

WEell be late for the party.
J. The car wonstart. | think

The battery is dead.
38
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T. Oh, great!

2

T. Mary's parties aralways 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 ATA i s
Similar problems occur when a written or spoken text

contains an indirect speech act, perhaps a questidraasm
assertation or a statement that is really a requ2saf
students regard the sentences literally. Without knowledge of
the pragmatics they will continue to make mistakes about

speakes or wrier'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 diffitties in the classroom
settings. These difficulties give rise a question What can
theinstructor do to help deaf students gain access to the codes
they will need to master the language successfully? First,
language, thought, and culture are closelgtesl and cannot
be separated from each other.efidfore any attempt to

change a perst 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 teacheaask to

set upthe 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 construaneaning. When a deaf writer violates

readels 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

guestion of authds intent. They strt and finish with a norm

that may or may not relate to what the writer was tying to
convey in the questionable structisteucturesEven detailed
textual commentaries provided by dedicated instructors often

fail to address the issue of writgreaning inthe teachets

effor to isolate reademeaning. Because deaf writers are
typically unfamiliar with many of the linguistic options
available to hearing writers, they may find it difficult to use
standard academEenglishfor their owngood.Instead, they
often guesswhat 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 framglish as a Second
Language (ESL) researchhe term interlanguage was coined
bySeliner to describe the fipsychol ogic
second language learnibhginderlying attempted meaningful
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per f or madTx20lj. Selinker was specifically

interested in adultsattempts to express meanings they

already possessed in a language they there beginning to
learn. Before that the prevailing theorggarding second
language (L2) acquisition drewn from the theories of
structural linguistics and behavioural psychology. To learn a
language was to acquire the set of linguistics habits specif
to that language. Selinker challenged such theariasning
that successfdirst and second language learners can achieve
nativelike speaker competence without having been
explicitely taught structures and rules. Children when they
are learning a laguage, are not consciously taught the rules
of speech, hegoes on. Rather they acquire linguistic
competence througbxposure to models. Later they adapt
these models and use them to manipulate theidgdil this
is true for first language acquisitiont 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 grammsuactivaed
to construct a separate language system called an
Ai nterl anguagehn (Selinker 1972:
construction involves hyphothesizing and experimenting
with the target language until the learner acquires a native
like fluency, or until errors becoe so fixed in the learner
interlanguage, through a process called fossilization, that they
can no longer be changed.

Although adults regularly maiain that they were taught

the rules of language in school, Moskowligrne noteghat
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what they actuallearnt 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 classroomn(1985:46)

Since individuals acquire rulgoverned behaviour
through the actual manipulation of a languageise, they
require time of apprenticeship during whittey are free to
discover the rules they will need to perform competently as
readersand writers. Dung this period of aprenticeship they
will construct approximations of the language system they are
learning, going from Kkernel sentences (simple active
declaratives to complex sttures, such as passives,
interrogatives, and negatives. Throughout thisess 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
approximatie systems, transition&nguages, idiosyncratic
dialects, and intermediate systems), errors are not essentially
markers of acquisitional inadequacyhey are features
carrying information about a particular writer and his or her
understandingof the langage to be learnt, the target
language.

I n his article, AThe Study
suggested that the errors of studemiho are attempting to
produce academiext, i.e.a particular variety of the English
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languageshould be considered asidence of interlanguage
formation. Heargued

fiThe 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 thepagximate and the
conventional forms is not the same as the relation between
the writing, say, of a seventh grader and the writing of a
universityfreshman.

Basic writing, | want to argue, is a variety of writing, not
with fewer parts or more rudimentacpnstituents. It is not
evidence of arrested cognitive development, arrested
language development, or unruly or unpredictable language

useE failed sentences, then could keken as stages of

learning rather than the failure to learn, but also as evidence
that these writers are using writing as an occasion todearn
(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 umiliated Interlanguage, from this
pergective, is a natural language created by learners faced
with the task of acquiring a new languageaovariety of
language. A student whose native language is a sign language
creates an interlanguage when he orattempts to write in
standard academic English.

Unless fossilization has taken place, each student attempt
will produce a subtly more sophisticated approximation of

target languageéAnd because the learner acquires a language
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economically, i.e. devotingnergy 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 instructorare neither a causkor frustration They are
evidence of creative constructiomn which learners
approximae what they know of academieriting. 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 havecorporated

Much current research in the area of language acquisition
for the deaf regards the spoken/written language of their
country as their second language everit iWvas the first
language they were taught. But, unlike L2 learners, hearing
impaired students rarely achieve natide productiveor
receptive fluency in theoral language. For examplehe
research done in the US Byandall in 1982 on the texts of
deaf univesity students found that their written language,
even after remediation, was only approximately 70 per cent
intell egible. And he concludes t ha
English differs a great deal from the knowledge a native

speaker would have. A (1982:12)

However,the analogies that compare deaf learsensal

language acquisition patterns to those L2 learners are by no
means perfectindividuals who are prelingualigeaf do not
acquire competence in a spoken language in the same way
that hearing L2 learnedo. 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 languagédheir second no matter in
what order they were exposed to theglaage.

The line of researglhas 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 tdest if L2 acquisition hypotheses formulated for
hearing pesons can be extended to cover the language
learning processes of the deaf. Some key questions still to be
answered are:

A What constitutes a second language for deaf persons?
A Why do deaf learners require significantly more
formal instruction in grammar, stax and
vocabulary than hearing learners acquiring a second
language?
A Is learning a second language cognitively different
for hearing and hearing impairedlividuals?
A What individual difference, if any, influensghe
spoken/written language@gsition o deaf learners?
The use of error analysisase method of acquiring data that
could lead to answets some of these questions and to the
formulation of teaching methodology that coufthke the

acquisition easier for deaf students.

Contrastive Analysisand Student Errors
Prior to the 1960s, errors in L2 learning weepeatedly
shunned by teders. Nelson Brookspresentedthis view

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

£ The principal method of avoiding error ianguage

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 moddl960:58)

However as the findings of structural linguists dik
Leonard Bloomfield Edward Sapir, and Charles Fries made
their way into ESL classrooms, errors came to be regasled
a mechanism for helping teachers design their language
instruction tasks. tBucturalism empasized a rigorous
application of scientific principles to the description and
study of human languages. Languageere to bebroken
down into small units of analysis that could be contrasted
with similar units in other languages. The results of such
detaled 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 Acros Cultures: Applied Linguistics for
Language Teacherapplaudedhe educational breakthrough
that structuralism would afford ESL instructors. agued
that,

fif we can predict and describe the patterns rhat will cause
difficulty in learning, and those thavill not cause difficulty,
by comparing systematically the language and culture to be
learntwith the native language and culture of the stualent
(1957: preface)
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The instructional method based on this detailed study of
languageswas called Contrastivénalysis. Errors in L2
production, proponents afontrastive analysise insisted,
would correspond to describable differences between the
languages involved.

Basic tocontrastive analysisere the concepts of transfer
and interference, adpoted, in parflom 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 domainTherefore, sign language
learnercould 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 d@hindividual 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 witle #cquisition of
nativelike competence intarget language When this
negative transfer took placstudents would manifest it by

making errors, Lado maintained. He furttaggchred that

Amany ' i ngui stic di stortions hear
correspondodes r i babl e di fferencesii in thi
(1957:1).

In order to employ contrastive analysiswas 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 thgystems of the targer language otfit®
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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 okarning difficulty could be
forecast. ©ntrastive analysiplaced 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 thmatterns was
interferring with student learning. By pointing out the
relevant contrasts between tterget languageand native
language the teacher could help students avoid negative
transfer.

One major contribution afontrastive analysiwas 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 analysisvas that it codifes a system for the
analysis of error based on four aspects of transfer:
coalescence, under differentiation, reinterpretation, and over

differentiation.

Contrastive Analysis andDescription of Errors
When two | inguistic el ement s i n
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 thetarget languagean error at the level of
coalescencesi said to have taken placA. sign language

usually has a dual pronomi nal refe
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handshape and moves it back and fdydiween the two
people covered by the pronoun. The sign can be glossed as
A utswo i, -t iigyfo,u -t mtolig s e d egmnethed i n
referents. The pronominal system of a spoken language
usually does not distinguish dualifyuality, for example in
English, or in Czech is covered by plural pronouns. Duality
coalesces with plurality in a spoken language like English and
Czech. ©ntrastive adysis 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

native language is completely absent in the target language
ard the learner inserts the element, the error is said to be one
of under differentiation. At the semantic level, for example
signers often usheadnodding throughout the signing of a
declarative sentence to indicate that the entire contents of the
sentene is true. English and Czech, while permitting the

expression of tsuthuefiembBefSarcé
a declarative sentence, generally limit their usage to
gualification of'ste ldikedstory,i ons,
buti A d e a fho declagedtber truthv value of a

declarative in English would be under differentiating the
form.

On the one hand, when an item exists in the le@rnative

languagebut is given a new shape or distribution intduget
language, the learner can easilmake 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
49
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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 analysisuldsay, could be expected to
have trouble with distribution of pronominal forms.

Finally, when the target languageilizes an element

absent from the learrisrnativelanguage, then the learner

might be expected to make errors of odé#ferentiation.
Resctricted relative clauses are not typical for a sign
language, but Englisland Czechuse restricted relative
clauses to increase the specificity of the person or theiy
discussed. Native signers, then, might be expected to find
restricted relative clauses quite difficult.

While contrastive analysis offeredyreat promise,
methodological problems soon surfaced. Ficstmtrastive
analysis required instructors to b#uent in all of their

studentsnative languages as well as in the target language

which was an unrealistic demand. Secondontrastive

analysisvas highly subjectivd.e.the instructos assessment

of the nature of specific errors was often quite déffe from
the reasons offered by the students for their usage of
particular grammatical forms. Thirdpntrastive analysisad
very little predictive reliability, beingnost able to forecast
errors at the level of phonology and least able to predict errors
at the syntactic level. And, fourtbgntrastive analysigid not
account for those errors that derived from language learning
strategies rather from interference.

Despite these weaknessesntrastive analysisemained
intuitively attractive to linguisg. 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 thé had beennitially
thought. For example, Klerman (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 tdhis assessment of transfand
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
strategis such as paraphrase, simplificatiand change of
message). Transfer, Kellerman showed, was only one
straegy used by learners, and not the most important.
Therefore, gors that could be traced to learning strategies
other than transfer, would be commda 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 (sintevas obvious it
did), but where, as Krashden said,
fits into the theoretical model for second language
perfor mance ( an@lgsis :aberhpted tqdatr r o r
togetherthe insights gained frornontrastive analysjsand
interlarguage 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, logical, and systematically tested the language
he or she was attempting to learn. Among the researchers
moving the emphais in L2 acquisition fromcontrastive
analysigto error analysisvas Pit Corder.

Corder, i n hi s article' AiThe Sign

Error s attempted to explain why cont
working. Errors, he insisted, needed to be distinguished from

mi st akes. Mi st akes were Aslips of
were Aofcamoesignifie process of | ang

Errors, on thether hand, were intentional and revealed the

learnels fiunder |l ying knowledge of t he

Corder admitted that attempting to distinguish between a

mistake and an error presented problems for teachers, but

suggested that a close analysis e learnels texts would

Aprovide evidence of the system of

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

be repeated that he is using some system although itystnot

the right system)fiA(1967:166).
Error aralysis 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 ndikes

competence in a language, 2. providing the researcher with

evidence of how a particulésnguage is learnt or acquired,

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

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, hggasted, was to

have the learner attempt to discover the right form from input

in the targer languag®&eferringto von Humbolt, hergued

52



AWe cannot really teach | anguage,

conditions in which it will develop spontaneously in the mind
in its own wayfiA (1967:169).

As researchrs began the seriotigdg 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 saages
experienced by childrescquiring the target language as their
native language? Anldow can errors be classified? Among
the researchers attempting to answer these questions were
Heidi Dulay and Martina Burt. Irthe series of articles
publishel between 1972 and 1978, they presented a
substantialnumber of evidencewhich suggesd 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 tonguekgeound
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 mrphemes 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 possiegs (+S). The caistency
of this developmental order was seen as evidence that L2
learners creatively constructed their own interlanguage
systems based primarily on perceptugligminentfeatures

of English.
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Despite Dulay and Bud evidence that leaing a second

language proceeds in an ordexlgy, 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 leariselanguagesystems

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 lexitaiget
languageforms are being taught in the classroom, they can
never klow whattarget languag@éput is accessible to the
learner outside the clasrooat,home outside, othroughthe
mass media and the Internet. Rules taught in the classroom
can beconfused and obscurdy data learnt outside school.
Therefore, the numbef production errors committed by the
learner is not an adequate measure of his or her overall
competence in language.

Not onlyis it difficult to locate the source of errors found

in learners production, analysts of errors warn, it is

problematic to catgprize 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 theneenience 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 justraportant 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 leaknowledge.

Learnas who are not yet comfortable in tterget language
often memorize certain stock phrases or sentencimuti
understanding the functional components of the utterance. As
the learner begins to feel more comfortable with tdrget
language intralingualtransfer i.e. generalization within the
target languagebecomes more common. Influencing the
formation of intralingual errors arevergeneralization of
structures, ignorance of rule restrictions, incomplete
application of rules, and false hypotheses liRids 1985).

But no matter how simple or complex the classification or
errors might be, the purpose of classificatiopriroranalysis

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

why theindividual learnés style violates the conventi®of

the first language

Benefits ofError Analysis for thelnstructors

With all of the debate concerning various aspecesrifr
analysisand the complexity of the process, the instructor of
the hearing impaired migls wellwonder if itreally hasany
pedagogical utility. Teachers noaity are already burdened

with paperwork, and most have neither the time nor
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experience to learns sign languageessary to perforarror
analysis Neverthelesserror analysis offers the instructors
several advantagewer 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 subjegerb agreement or placement of a
negator.Error analysison 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 what

language environnmé negation errors occufhe instructds

comment to the student concerning negation, ¢lans, 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. Rathethan givingex postclass lectures on
mistakes that malgenefit one or two students, the instructor

can address studéemtneeds individually, allowing those

students who use the feature correctly, to work with those
who do not yet understartdem This, ofcourse, means that

the instructor must be flexible and must be convinced that
time lost in an ongoing adaptation of the syllabus will be

profitablein long-term improvement in student writing.
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Third, error analysis specifies that teachers must
understandan error before they can hope to correct it. By
providing teachers with a framework to chart student choices
and strategieserror analysishelps instructors discover
grammar or interlanguage of the individual student. Errors

are treated as evidence oétstuderis competence and not as

indications of hopeless incompetence. And students,
hopefully, will no longer dread English language as much as
they dd at first when their work was corrected with
annotations they did not understand.

Of course,error aralysis requires a system for keeping
records for each student and an individualization of teaching
through studenteacher conferences and assignments. It also
compelsthe instructor to know a good deal about English
grammar and at least some things altbetnative languages
of his or her students. This is the kind of knowledge that can
be found in general handbooks. Still, it would be
advantageoufor 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
signlanguage. Like all living languages, Czan language
is constantly changing and is continually being stratified into
registersand dialects. The number of -oocurence rules
needed to describe all incidents of Czagh language usage
is indeed amazingSince native speakers acquire a goes
of these cenccurence rules swiftly and efficiently through
interaction with otherssome of the rules are rarely listed or

described anywhere and their absence may confound the
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instructor who is attemimg to perform a detailed error
analysis. There are other reasons, as well, why Cagoh

language is not yet adequately described.

2.8 (Czedh) Sign Language as aLanguage

Czechsign 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 aslwitho acquired it
as a nomative language, from deaf peers who acquired it in
schools, or from deaf parents who may have acquired it
imperfectly. The knowledge and usage of Czedmn
languagethus,occurs on a continuum from highly pidginized
to fluent, from more spoken languadige to pure sign
language.

Stokoe (1972) suggested, for Americgign 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 Ve status variants. Trying to decide,

therefore, whether a deaf individisaérrors in English are a

consequence of interlanguage interference or of intralingual
misunderstanding is not always easy because teachers cannot
be sure that aspects @Ezech)sign language have been
nativized by the learner. Nevertheless, it wotlklp the
instructor to have a general idea of the (Czeagnlanguage
structure before attempting to assleaf students.

(Czech)sign language typically posseses lack of distiction
between tensed and infinitive clauses, lack of sulgbjct

asymetry, lack of pleonastic subjects, the use of serial verbs
58



rather than prepositions totinduce oblique clauses, a Wea
system of free verbal auxiliaries, lack of true passives, and a
system for topicalizing any phrase Wyonting. It isbecause
of these characteristics that many teachers of the deaf in the
notso-distant past asserted the inferiority to Czesign
language as a communicative systdfwen today, some
speech therapists belethat (Czechgign 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 rightdnot simply a
imperfect subtitution of speech. Klima and Bellugi
summarize much of the reseamhsign languages when they
say:

fiWhen we refer to sign |l anguages
mean that they have sentential units that have at stri
semantiepropostional intepretation (providing among other
things for the possibility of paraphrase); they also have a
hierarchically organized syntaoperrended in terms of
possible messagesd furthermore, that at the formational
level of the individual lexical unitéhe individual signs) as
well asthe 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 langtiagleat

the sign decidedly has a citation fearform that exists out

of any specifielife context. That is, the sign is not situation

bound as are some affective units of communicAtidimus,

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

a word of a spoken languay€1976:46)
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Instructas who can recognize the richness of (Czeign)
language as a language will find it easier to make the
transition from regarding deaf students writers as

pathologically deviant to culturally different.

BasicRules of(Czech Sign Language

It needs to b 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 harshape. And Klima and Bellugi
reanalyzed, calling the constituent elements parameteds
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 makng 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 sigranguage has numerous
options to adapt words and meanings throfrguency of
movement, directionality and manner (Klima ans Bellugi
1978). Verbs can be distinguished according to number,
according to distributionabspect, according to temporal
aspect, ecording to temporal focus, and accordihg
manner. Through the use of inflections, a lexical unit that
represents a teropary state can be adapted to refer to a
permanent characteristic or disposition. Verbs can also be
inflected into adjectives. Certaimovements 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 prepositins. A sign language, on the other hand has a
somewhat flexible word order, with inflection rahter than
placement signalling meaning. Because oflépendencen
locational inflectors, a sign language uses relatively few
determiners.

Sign languagelso has a rich system of aspect markers and
noun classifies but does not mark tense or note time as
English does. Facial expression and other -mamual
features can indicate closeness to the present time or
closeness in spacé-acial markers, eye blinks, sHder
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
faceto-face conversation, and because meaning is carried not
only by the signs it by other bodilyfeaturesthat 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 behavsoprovide 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 ligin( the grounds of seval
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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 Especially crucial for
instructors who wsh to understand some of the apparently
complexsentence structures that appeawriting 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 nounsregardless of their functionan precede the

verb with the stipulation that the sequential ordering of the

signs determines their functions. Logicalbject of the
sentence would appear closest to the verb.
Because sign language is topic oriented, there is a rule that
reduces the neetb repeat the subject of nalirectional
verbs. This rule is referred to as the rule of thert@sntioned
subject.

5. If several nordirectional verbs follow a subject noun,

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

verbs unless clearl indicated otherwise (Baker and

Cokely 1980)

Because nouns can be modulated by classifiers that illustrate
certain physical features of the noun suclitasize, shape,
depth, as well as indicate its location in space (Newport
1981), sign language doe®tnuse as many adjectives as
English.

6. Qunatifiesr and cdinal numbers will usuallyprecede

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 studenattempts

at ordering words ifEnglish. 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 dlssifier;

9. Add a plural modification to a pronoun;

10.Repeat a noun indérent 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 sdus 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 aspeaaather 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 redeer 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 adulation of

direction. SO 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 peaplthings

may be indicated by a sign using both hands. Verbs that
can ke 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 fAdtime | Ishoelyi t hat surr

the signer can indicate wihi@n action occured.

14. Auxiliary and various other verbs may be omitted.

These grammatical functions may be taken over by facial

expressionand posture that are comparable to various

paralinguistic features in spoken language.
Another area in which deafudents 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 linesgquential fashion regardless of
hierarchical order and without the usfeconjunctions.

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 nonmanutdatures 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 loeé the verpbut 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.
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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

"HELP®H, when made in the direction

AYOU HELP MEA and when made in thi

addressee means Al HELP YOUR.
Other general structural features of sign language that may
transfer into the written English of deaf students include the
following:

21. Whquestion words may occur at atithe 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 prepasstias 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 thegatial 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 Nnstagen by the signer. Lat e

persons, objects, or places can be achieygubinting to

the appropriate fistagefin | ocati on.
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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
Aoui der s t o rith Manynatad sigreers wilin u
regularly assume more spoklmguage like signing when
they realize thatheir interlocutor is hearing. Also, since sign
language is generally acquired in the setting of a (residential)
school for the deaf, there are mangdbvarieties 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 a true language in
which particular gestess 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. Similarlgenerally speakinghere is no ong¢o-
one correspondence between a particular signaasybken
word, or between sign languag@mmatical rules and an oral
language grammatical princigleExact translation from oral
language to sign language and vice versa, thereforatis n

possible.

2.9 Grammar Instr uction

When deaf learners begin with English at school as their
second oral language either in mainstreamed or special
schoolthey have already been since the beginning of their
school years exposed to Czech languageuosbns and

Czech texts for much of theschool day. Because, generally
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speaking, an oral language is not a language that meets their
communicative needand physical resources, the task of
mastering usef different domainf Czech language and
later o0 English languagis difficult as well as disaacerning
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, wing, speaking, and grammar are
often so dissected as to appear unrelatedntbseparable
from the communicative purposes of language. For too many
deaf students when they entemiversity English is only
marginally related to social goals. Most of thesalize its
importance for academic success, but conceptualize it just in
terms of acquiring rules. Students are often confronted with
lists of words to mentize and then are asked to use these
words to fill slots in sentenceAs a result, acquiring Engh
language skills is often regarded as unpleasant for deaf
students antlypically seen irnterms of making others happy
rahter than as enabling the learner.

The problems of students who come to university as far as
English language is concernedhat they either have neid
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 verycditf
for a student to eradicabecause they make sense within the

student interlanguage. Often they are understoond and
accepted by the studé&ninterlocutos. At other timesthey

are sanctioned by the community of which the student is a
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part. Throudp careful monitoring, the student may be able to
reduce the incidence of these incorrect forms.

Having said all that, | would now like to present my own
practical research and experience in teaching English to
Czech deaf and hearing impaired studentsnatersity, i.e.

Charles University.

68



CHAPTER 3
MY RESEARCH

3.1 Introduct ion

| have been working as an English teacher for over 15
years teaching mostly university students and adults. The
biggest challenge startdén years ago when | took up a
position of an English teacherhearing impairedtudents at
Charles University in Prague, the Faculty of Artke
Language Resource Cent#st that time, | had (or at least |
thought | had) just a hazy idea about how to teach these
studentsi.e. heang impaired studentsTo top it all, there
was hardly any information on methodology in the Czech
Republic(with exceptionof the Language Resource Centre)
and very few experts to help me adjust my teaching methods
to the needs of deaf and hafdhearinguniversity students.

First, 1 had to ask myself: What is so special about
teaching English thearing impaired® there any method or
are there methods that really wotk2here even the only best
solution to teaching English the hearing impaied?

After five yeas of experienceas a teacher to hearing
impaired university studentscan now sayesto the former
andnoto the latter. Yes, there are methods, or, better to say,
techniquesand strategiegshat prove more efficient than
othes. And no, because there is not just otige ultimate
answer for the teachers of Englishthe hearing impaireals
far as nethodology is concernedis was mentioned earlier

in the text, the situation is not monolithiwe have to stress
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out that this groupf students with hearing impairmeist
rather heterogenoushe Language Resource Centre where |
worked was &pecialized centrihat dealwvith students with
different levels of hearing loss. These were students with a
hearing loss who haalgreat problerto participate in English
classedogether 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 upexted
changes and turns of speakéefFbese students,ven those
who have residual hearing and caear hearing aids, they
still have torely heavily on lipreading to get the spoken
information. Another aspedis, that Czech hearing impaired
students werénstructed at school in Czech language which
is their first oral language they haddhghout their whole
primary and secondary schooling, and which they often
struggled with and did not develop good feelings towards the
language.

Needles to sgyCzech &nguage differs greatly from
Englishlanguage structuréf. we take all thignto accountit
is then obvious thatyhile learning Englishhearing impaired
students encounter completelgwsystem of oral language
with respect to morphology, syntax andopblogy. t has
been scientifically proved that, in comparison to Czech
languagewhere, when trained, hearing impaired people are
able to lipread about 40% of spoken language in case the
speaker faces them, does not mumtiie hearing impaired
are not tied or stressed up, the topic is known and the source
of light is not behind the spker. This percentage drops, due

to phonological aspect of English to 308te other is a pure
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guessworkWe are talking abouhe hearing impaired who
have been through iemsivespeechreadingaining After all

the years of speemdadingtraining they are unable 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 difefrom student to
student, makes it even more difficult to lipreAd these facts
leadto frustration and thatvas the momenwhen we, at the
Language Resource Centre, ltkaf these students/ery
often itwasby the word of mouth theyog to us. Ourcentre
waspredominantly fostudents from the Faculty of Arts, but
later on more and more students kept coming from other other
faculties of Charles University, amnde, of course, dok
students from the whole university if thevasno other way
for themor not enough willingness on the part of another
language centre to deal withe needs of these students

For students weatightat the Language Resource Centre,
we prepared lower level of the English ExamB1 level
(CEFR). The reason being that evémough these students
had English at their secondary school, due to the methods that
were applied during the teachitigere theyhad usuallynade
very little progress in English. Teachers usually applied
methods that they knew worked well for hearing stud.
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
studentsattending English classes at the Language Resource
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Centrecame from different backgoundmnd we had to deal
with the students accordingly

In my research Mas looking into teaching grammar,
vocabularyreading,listening and speakinskills in English
to deaf and hard of hearing uniggy students.

As mentioned earlier, a language is a complex system and
one of its features closely interacts with oth&tereover a
language is a living system constantly changing and the main
reason a person normally amees a language is to be able to
communicate, to gehimself/herselfunderstood by other
users of the target language. Howevtre situation at
collegesand universities is somehow differemthis respect
All students going through theniversitysysem are required
to passan exam from a foreign languagdeis 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 foeign 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 CEFRhe English exam
taken at the Faculty of Arts, where | worked and according to
which we atthe Language Resource Centre constructed and
modified tests for hearing impaired students was
unfortunately, very much based on grammar and vocabulary
and much lesstiention and valugvasassigned to the written
part of the test. | believe this is rather a drawback as students,
in general, will not make great use dirtitionedgrammar

and vocabulary, but they should be taught the complex
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language by learning how torile essays, papers and
academic texts which, in my opinion, they need nrostder
to succeed in theacademicalives

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

more time and reseach to studéemtsating and mis-writing

and their readig and misreading

My research presents longitudinal study spanning the
period of5 years, andalso describes differenapproaches
techniquesind strategiessedduring that periodio see which
of these learning stylegould bemore or less appropraand
fit the needs ohearing impairedtudents.

In my dissertation dimed toanswerthree seemingly easy
guestions: Who? What? How?
Who were our students and how did their background affect
their learning abilities?
What was the content of the less@n
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 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 hearirgjudents
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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 howirtteractwith or
behavetowards hearing impaired students. After teaching
hearing impaired students for some time | realized that their
success at acquisition of English language is not only about
their level of hearing loss, but also, as mentionedhi
previoussectionsabouttheir background. Namely these key

aspects played major role in studerdability to understand

English language structure:
degree of deafness, age onset, hearing status of parents,
attitudes towards language and language users, and parental
preference folanguage training

During my five years of teaching ahe Language
Resource Centre, | taught twentyur students with different
level of hearing impairment and backgrounbe table below
show the distribution of these factors among the taught
studentsStudents are in order of how they were taught from
year to year. The names of the students are for privacy
reasons not includedhese are, of course, not all the students
we had inthe Language Resource Centre. The rest, mostly
hardof-hearing studentwere taught by head of the Centre,
Dr . Daniela Jan8kova.
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Student degree of deafness * | age onset * | hearing status of parents attitudes towards = parental preference
language and language users for language training
student 1 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user oral
student 2 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user oral
student 3 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user oral
student 4 level IV from birth deaf/Deaf * Czech sign language user Czech sign language
student 5 level IV 2-3 years hearing Czech sign language user oral
student 6 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user Signed Czech/Czech sign language/oral
student 7 level Il from birth deaf Czech sign language user/oral Czech sign language
student 8 level Il from birth hearing Czech sign language user/oral oral
student 9 level Il from birth hearing Czech sign language user/oral oral
student 10 level Il from birth hearing Czech sign language user/oral oral
student 11 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral oral
student 12 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user Signed Czech/Czech sign language/oral
student 13 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral/Czech sign language user oral
student 14 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral/Czech sign language user oral
student 15 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral oral
student 16 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral oral
student 17 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user Czech sign language
student 18 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral oral
student 19 level IV from birth hearing oral oral
student 20 level IV from birth hearing Czech sign language user Signed Czech/Czech sign language/oral
student 21 level Il from birth hearing Czech sign language user/oral oral
student 22 level Il from birth deaf Czech sign language user/oral Czech sign language
student 23 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral/Czech sign language user oral
student 24 level Il 2-3 years hearing oral/Czech sign language user oral




Degree ofDeafness (Level oHearing | mpairment)

Mumebr of students - 24

Number of students according to degree of

deafness
10
B
&
4
2
o
level I level I level IV

level I-IV =

level 1 - 1V | = | Numebr of students - 24

level IN 7
level 1N 7
level IV

As is clear from the graphs abotheat the majority of
students attending English classes had severe to profound
hearing. It wouldbe 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.

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

profoundy deaf carstill 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 ofHearing L 0ss)

Age onset

u from birth = 2-3 years

The table shows that all our students had hearing loss
either from birth or from eaylyears which means that the
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 evendoefthat age. Only
due to the lack of screening of hearing at maternity hospital,
just after birththeir hearing loss was diagnosed latemhen
usually a member of the family noticed that the child is not

responding to amistic stimuli the way it shoulbe
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Hearing Status of Parents

Hearing status of parents

w hearing = deaf/Deaf

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

of hearing impaired students were hearing. In fact, about 90%
of hearing impaired childreare born to hearing parents
Sadly, only 13.5% which is approximately7 of all the
students hagbarents with same condition which also may
imply that they shared the same native language from the very

beginning of chilts language acquisition. Other parents had

to find the way how to communicate with their hearing
impaired child. Which mode of communication theywd
chose.

This definitely hasa 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 theirhearing impaired child. As
mentioned earlier in the text, such paremtgeraction with

the child is usually shorter in comparistanhearing parents
and their hearing children and is based more on intructions
which means that the child receives onlyited 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 athe cultural and language minority.
Attitudes Towards L anguage and_anguageUsers

Attitudes towars language and language users

Czech sign language user

mm—— _

oral/Czech sign language user

oral

As the table shows, most of hearing impaired students, often
regardless of their level of hearing loss amdl schooling
usal/prefered communication in signs to oral
communication (79%).About 42% of all the students
preferedcommunication in Czech siganguage and/or oral.
Only about 21%, i.e. 1/5 of all the studemsreexclusively
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oral. Those are usually students with not so severe hearing
loss students who often, on purpose, avoid signing.
The exceptionwas 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 anyhlwr means of communication than
oral, she decided to avoid signing. Thias probablylsodue
to the fact thateven though she went to school for the deaf,
most schooling there was oral and sign language was
perceived as a meansarodfe dodo namudni c a't
pupils were discouraged to use it in and ousite the class, as
there was a belief that by signing and not speaking children
wi || Af orget 0 h ow,spgeakingsapdeoealk . I n t hi s
production was regarded as very important for pupils inrorde
to Afito into the mainstream/ major
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 studenwould 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 (30) of the students
used only Czech sign languagethe classroonand were

unwilling to use any other mode of communication.
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So, if we compare students wheere exclusively oral
(21%) with students whawere 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 ofParents)

Parental preference for language training

oral

Signed Czech/Czech sign language/oral

Czech sign language

As the table showsparens preference for language
training of their hearing impaired children was predominantly
oral with nearly2/3 relying solely on oral education for their
hearing impaired childrerOnly threehearingparentsout of
24 after they hadrealized that they had leearing impaired
child, theydecided to use multiple ways of commnunication
in order to give theichild as muchaccess t@ language as
possible. All these students belonged among the best in
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English classes #lhelLanguage Resource Centre. They were
ableto use their irsrlanguage 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 langges and their reading skills were
one of the best of all students.

Fourparents, which iapproximatelyi/8 of all the parents,
preferred only sign language training and communication at
home. Though, to find a schdwir the deathat would offer
schoding only in Czech sign languages and stills next to
impossible in the Czech Repubhs there is still the strong
tendency towards oral education

Obviously, hearing parents who exclusively preferred oral
schooling for their hearing impaired childrenainly wanted
their children to be able to become a paritlué 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 atiagguir
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 tabls and graphshow that thestaggeringly high
number of hearing impaired children halearing parents
(87.5%) who usually wishfor their childrento have oral
schooling (70.83%solely, 87.43% -at some stageeven
though all the students had an early onset of hearing loss
(prelingual) and was thus for them impossible to acquire

Czech languagthrough acoustic interactic@nceadults 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 shosvthat there is 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 theskt, all these aspects had a

significant influence on studeit English language

acquisition influenced their motivation to learn English as
another spoken language and affected the way theytlearn
languages, either as a complex system, or as just a gdinks
unrelated items, and filling in the missing slots.

It needs to be noted that several of the students had
difficulties with Czech languagerhey were not able to
construct more complex sentences without significantly
garbling the text. For several tifem 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 istlanguage when

acquiring another language.

The Content of the Lessons. fie Question of What?
The Entrance and Exit Level of Hearing Impaired
Students

All 24 students were taught twice a we@k90 minute
lessonseither in groups (maximurmf 5), or had individual

sessionslf 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 hadcompletely different school schedulealso, if
possible, groups werformed with respect to thevel of
hearing loss of individual student$he reason was that
usuallythe students with profound (and sevehearing loss
did not require speaking prami Whereas students with
middle level of hearing loss did expecthave training in
speaking.

Studentsentrance level of English was tested. At the end

of the course (usually after two to three, sometimes four
years) students had to passexanmattheLanguage Resource
Centrewhich was set at Blevel (CEFR), though @me
students reached higher level of English. This level is noted
in the table below.

* The entrance and exit levehre set in accordance witthe

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages
(CEFR). For assessing the level, we used the same dxfor
Quick Placementest at the beginning and at the end of their
studiesin order to see the studengsogress. These test we
taken two to three years apart from each other so the possible
previous knowledge would be avoidee. forgotten
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Entrance and Exit Test

Oxford University Press
and
University of Cambridge Local Examinations Syndicate

quick
placement
test

Version 1

This test is divided into two parts:
Part One (Questions 1 — 40) — All students.

Part Two (Questions 41 — 60) — Do not start this part unless told to do
so by your test supervisor.

Time: 30 minutes

Photocopiable © UCLES 2001
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Part 1

Questions 1 -5

e Where can you see these notices?
e For questions 1 to 5, mark one letter A, B or C on your Answer Sheet.

1 Please leave your A inashop
room key at Reception. B inahotel
C inataxi
2 Foreign money A inalibrary
changed here B inabank
C  ina police station
3 AFTERNOON SHOW A outside a theatre
B outside a supermarket
BEGINS AT 2PM C  outside a restaurant
CLOSED FOR HOLIDAYS
4 A atatravel agent’s
Lessons start again on B at amusic school
C  at arestaurant
the 8 th January

5 Price per night: A atacinema
B inahotel
£10 a tent C  onacamp-site
£5 a person

Photocopiable ©UCLES 2001

86



Questions 6 —10

e [In this section you must choose the word which best fits each space in the text below.
e For questions 6 to 10, mark one letter A, B or C on your Answer Sheet.

Scotland

Scotland is the north part of the island of Great Britain. The Atlantic Ocean is on the west and the
North Sea on the east. Some people (6) .................. Scotland speak a different language called Gaelic.
THete ate (T cusnweananss five million people in Scotland, and Edinburgh is (8) .................. most
famous city.

Scotland has many mountains; the highest one is called ‘Ben Nevis’. In the south of Scotland, there are
a lot of sheep. A long time ago, there (9) ..........c....... many forests, but now there are only a

[ ) ERRppm—— .

Scotland is only a small country, but it is quite beautiful.

6 A on B in C at

7 A  about B between C among

8 A  his B  your C its

9 A is B were C was
10 A few B little C lot

U ot. ¢. 8 bych nevybrala nic z toho, ale kdyZz musim, tak A.

Photocopiable ©UCLES 2001 3
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