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ABSTRACT 

Hard-of-hearing individuals currently possess an ambiguous status in the Deaf and Hearing 

worlds. Neither Hearing nor Deaf themselves, they often exhibit characteristics of both 

groups. Current educational policy maintains that the public school environment 

represents the best placement option for hard-of-hearing children. Yet, there is a large 

body of research which points to academic, linguistic and social diflBculties m the 

mainstream. In addition, there is some evidence that hard-of-hearing individuals often 

experience confiision in their sense of personal identity in mainstreamed environments, 

upon recognition that they often cannot fiilly present themselves as a "Hearing" person, 

which is what is often expected of them. However, the literature suggests that hard-of-

hearing people often gain an enhanced sense of self-identity and esteem upon learning of 

meeting, and interacting with Deaf people. 

The placement of hard-of-hearing children in a school for the deaf, especially one 

offering an ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural program, is one possible means of resolving 

the academic, linguistic, social and identity conflicts of hard-of-hearing individuals. 

However, this placement option is met with resistance by some who fear that advances in 

education, speech skills, or identification with Hearing people will be lost. 

The results of an ethnographic study of four hard-of-hearing adolescents educated 

within an ASL/English Bilingual/Bicuhural program for deaf and hard-of-heanng children 

are presented. Aspects of the academic achievement, linguistic, social and identity 

development of these students are introduced and compared to both withm-group and 

previous research findings. Implications of this research are discussed and strategies for 

flirther educational and personal growth of these students will be offered. 
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PREFACE 

Ethnography is a branch of social scientific research which attempts to discern the 

meaning of places, events and people fi-om the perspective of the residents of the site 

under study. This dissertation will be written in an ethnographic style, which is 

qualitatively different fi^om traditional, empirical research writing. In order to protect the 

inhabitants of the research setting, a number of ethical guidelines are consensually obeyed 

by ethnographic researchers. One important guideline is the maintenance of confidentiality 

and anonymity. However, this study takes place in a school which at the current time is 

one of only three or four schools for the deaf currently attempting to fiilly implement a 

Bilingual/Bicultural philosophy in the education of the deaf In order to describe how this 

school has promoted the Bilingual/Bicultural philosophy, certain physical aspects of the 

school, which contribute to the support of this philosophical framework, must also be 

illustrated. To omit these features would leave the reader with an incomplete 

understanding of the physical and educational framework within which the school 

operates. However, knowledgeable readers of this dissertation might immediately be able 

to identify the school, upon reading about the location and setting of the school. Hence, 

although traditional ethnographic guidelines mandate the obscuring of the school's 

identity, in this dissertation, the school administration has granted permission for the 

school's real name to be used. However, as in other ethnographic work, the identities of 

all participants in this study and their cohorts will be obscured, to the greatest degree 

possible. The names of the participants in this study will be pseudonymous, and personal 

details about them will be held to a minimum. 
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Within the ethnographic tradition, it is customary to use the language of the 

participants themselves. This study concentrates on deaf and hard-of-hearing students 

being educated at a school for the deaf Although current political ideology endorses 

euphemisms for hearing loss such as "hearing impaired" or "audiologically challenged", 

these terms are not accepted by the Deaf community in reference to itself Further, terms 

like "deafiiess" themselves have come under challenge by some within the Deaf 

community, as they feel these words, although seemingly innocuous, have been over-used 

within a medically oriented tradition that views the Deaf to have something wrong with 

them that must be "fixed". Therefore, the word "deafness" or its like will not be used, 

except to denote the physical condition of having a hearing loss. 

It has become a convention to capitalize the word "deaf' in reference to people 

with hearing loss, as well as the community to which they belong. When left 

uncapitalized, "deaf' will indicate a person with a hearing loss, who has not yet come to 

identify him or herself with the Deaf community or to refer to a hearing loss itself The 

Deaf community often refers to non-deaf people as HEARING. In doing so, they establish a 

difference between themselves and those with whom they may or may not interact with in 

their lives. When denoting this cultural orientation towards those with normal heanng, the 

word "hearing" will also be capitalized. However, there is no mdication, within either the 

Deaf or Hearing communities, or by the hard-of-hearing themselves, of a cultural 

orientation towards being hard-of-hearing. For this reason, the phrase "hard-of-hearing" 

will remain uncapitalized throughout this study. 

This research also examines the effectiveness of the Bilingual/Bicultural philosophy 

in the education of the deaf The Deaf community has adopted the fingerspelled 

abbreviation BI-BI in reference to this educational philosophy, and this abbreviation (Bi/Bi) 

will be used throughout this work. 
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Finally, the language of the Deaf, American Sign Language, has no conventional 

written form. Although English translations will be predominant throughout the body of 

this study, at times, the ASL signs may need to be represented through "glosses", which 

are shown in small capitals, like those that have been used above. Glosses are commonly 

word-for-sign representations utilizing English orthography. While some signs have a 

direct relationship to the English concept, many signs, through compounding, inflectional 

morpholog>', or syntax, do not have such a clear relationship to English-based ideas. 

Further, some signs have no direct English translation. For these reasons, and many more, 

glosses are seen as a poor means of representing ASL, but are accepted as the most easily 

understood transcription system for ASL. While glosses will be used at times, the reader 

is cautioned to bear in mind that glosses frequently do not convey the full meaning or 

sense of ASL signs. 

In addition, dunng the videotaped interviews, some signs were not visible or 

understandable. In these cases, the best guesses for the correct signs are given, 

accompanied by a question mark, and enclosed in brackets []. Brackets are also used for 

editorial comments or clarification in establishing the context of quotes or statements. 

Ellipses (...) are used to show pauses in the speaker's narratives, or to bridge two 

statements made by the speaker when intervening material (for clarity or space-saving 

reasons) has been edited. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 

The California School for the Deaf at Fremont (CSDF) lies on a sprawling, 

verdant plot of land in a suburb of San Francisco. With low brown hills that become 

green after the winter rains visible in the near distance, and across the street from a large 

city park, the school, which consists of a number of low, brown one-storied buildings, is 

quite picturesque. The only entrance to the school is from Gallaudet Drive, a street which 

was renamed by the city, after some lobbying by the school, in honor of Thomas Hopkins 

Gallaudet, the "father" of modem education for the deaf in Amenca. After a short drive 

along Gallaudet Drive, a large marquee announces the school's presence. This marquee, 

which can be lighted at night, bears the school's name and a logo of the school mascot, 

the Eagle, as well as diverse messages which are changed on a weekly basis. A message 

often repeated on the marquee, simply reads, "Thank you for signing". At the marquee, 

one turns into the school's parking lot. Walking from the parking lot towards the 

Administration building, one is immediately faced with a large metal sculpture entitled 

"The Bear Hunt", which was donated to the school by an internationally acclaimed Deaf 

artist and 1879 graduate of the school named Douglas Tilden. 

Just past the Administration building is the Elementary school building, while more 

central to the school campus are the library and the auditonum, which is enchantingly 

dubbed "The Little Theater". Although it does not appear so from the outside, were one 

to enter the auditorium proper, one would find its name belied by its size, as it possesses a 

seating capacity easily estimated to be around 350 people. To one side of the Little 

Theater is an amphitheater inset into a small hillside which slopes well below the ground 

level of the school campus itself The amphitheater, which is "stepped" for about 15 rows, 

is covered with grass, except for large brown wood beams which have been inset flush 

with the comers of each "step" to provide seating for a large number of attendees. At the 
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highest point of the amphitheater's hillside stands a tall bell tower topped by four clock 

faces which are visible from most points around the campus, especially at night, when the 

clock faces are lighted from within. The Bell Tower has historical and emotional 

significance for the school, as the bell was imported from the school's previous location in 

Berkeley, a 45-minute drive to the northwest, where it had resided for over 110 years until 

it was moved to Fremont. A further point of significance for the Bell Tower is that it 

evokes a connection to a major landmark for the Deaf community: Gallaudet University's 

Tower Clock. 

Overlooking the amphitheater is the school cafeteria. Directly behind the 

amphitheater, across a small paved area with several concrete picnic benches where the 

high school students tend to gather before school and during lunch, is the gymnasium. 

Perched on the roof of the gym is a large fiberglass eagle, representing the school mascot. 

The gym is fairly well-equipped, possessing a large main basketball court which is used for 

games and major school events, as it has pull-out bleachers on both sides of the court. On 

the other side of the building are a smaller basketball court, a weight training room, 

several classrooms and student locker rooms, as well as a staff oflBce. Behind the gym is a 

swimming pool and across a service road are a football and baseball field. 

To the right of the gym is the High School building, which is laid out in a "T-

shaped" floor plan. The "cross-bar" of the "T" consists of the Principal's office, which is 

flanked by two "pods" of classrooms. A short hallway, in front of the Principal's office, 

forming the "post" of the "T", holds a science laboratory and several classrooms for 

Science and Mathematics teachers. Adjacent to the high school building is the Vocational 

building, where students may leam skills in preparation for employment after graduation. 

Within the Vocational building are well-stocked classrooms for learning Drafting and 
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Graphic Ans, Printing, Horticulture, Woodworking, Computer and Office skills, and Auto 

Body repair. 

The Middle and Pre-School buildings are on the other side of the school library, 

facing the parking lot. In the opposite direction, heading past the cafeteria and the gym, 

are the student residences. Unlike other residential schools for the deaf, the student 

residences are not referred to as dormitories; instead, they are more edulcoratively called 

"Cottages". Low, squat buildings, from the outside they more closely resemble bungalows 

than an institutional place of residence. There are about twenty Cottages in this section of 

the campus. The Cottages are divided by age and grade. Thus, there are a set of Cottages 

for the Elementary, Middle and High Schools, as well as for the Special Unit, which serves 

students with additional handicapping conditions, such as mental retardation or behavioral 

disorders. The High School students are further divided by their class standing, with most 

Freshmen in one or two Cottages, Sophomores and Juniors in another, and Seniors in still 

another. The Cottages are all designed upon a similar layout wherein two wings of 

student living space are separated by a small foyer which is flanked on both ends by staff 

offices. Each Cottage has a central kitchen, where residents may store and cook food to 

be used for snacking purposes. Both student wings have a central living room area, where 

a television, personal computer, chairs and tables, and an occasional Ping-Pong table or 

other recreational activities for the students may be found. Each wing has three or four 

suites containing two bedrooms and a bathroom which each hold two students, allowing 

for an occupancy of 24 to 30 students per Cottage. Like many homes, the students are 

assigned weekly and daily duties pertaimng to the care and maintenance of their personal 

and communal surroundings. 
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Between the Gym and the Cottages lies the Foothills Athletic Association, or FAA 

building. Something of a cross between a snack bar and a recreational center for the High 

School students, it has what can be used as a dance floor to one side, while the main 

section holds several couches and a television set. Towards the back are a foosball game 

and two pool tables. In another room in the comer is a small computer lab stocked with 

IBM and Macintosh computers, where students may do homework or play games. Other 

rooms in the building are used for meetings of various campus groups, such as the Boy 

Scouts. 

It is the first day of school. All the High School students are to meet in the Gym 

for their "welcome back" speeches and general re-orientation to the school. I amve on 

campus to find a scene which would not appear out of place at any other school. Around 

the gym are knots of students chatting about their summers, fiiends, and expectations for 

the school year. One group of boys are standing in a circle, playing hacky sack, the game 

played with a small bean bag tossed around by the feet and body Young lovers stroll, 

holding hands. Students separated during the summer greet each other with hugs and 

smiles. The students are dressed in the currently trendy fashions of teens; from the 

"grunge look" to provocatively short, midriff-baring outfits on some of the girls, to more 

standard, "high fashion" styles on others. Prevalent among a number of the students is 

another trendy fad; piercing of the nose, mouth and other areas of the body. At least one 

boy is attempting to grow a scraggly beard. There is no uniformity among the students in 

physique, either. They come in a wide range of ethnic and racial characteristics, from 

Anglo to Hispanic, Asian, and African-American. Some are tall, some are short, some 

slender and some heavy-set. Two students are in wheelchairs, one of them motorized. A 

few have sigmficant cases of acne, while others are well-complexioned. The only 
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difference about this scene in comparison to what might be seen at a public High School is 

that all of the students are signing. 

Behind this idyllic scene lies a controversy which is raging the world over. This 

controversy centers around several questions concerning how deaf and hard-of-hearing 

children should be raised. On one side of the controversy are those who maintain that 

deaf and hard-of-hearing children have nothing fundamentally wrong with them, they are 

merely de facto members of a linguistic and cultural minority which has not been 

recognized by the majority as a cultural minority in its own right. This cultural group 

utilizes a language which differs even in how it is used, whereas the majority languages the 

world over speak through their mouths, the culture of the Deaf speaks through its hands. 

Further, this language of the hands bears no direct relationship to the majonty spoken 

language; instead, it evolved separately, commonly bearing a different grammatical 

structure than that of the spoken language. Speech, they insist, is a desirable but not 

imperative aim in the education of these children, instead, educational efforts should be re-

focused on education itself The written and/or spoken forms of the majority language 

will be acquired with ease, should these children be educated through the manual 

language, which they assert is their true first language. The advocates of this viewpoint 

maintain that deaf and hard-of-hearing children will develop into healthy, productive 

citizens of their countries when provided with exposure to the language and the culture of 

the Deaf The best place to gain this exposure, they say, is at centralized school programs 

for the deaf and hard-of-hearing. 

On the other side of this controversy are those who insist that deaf and hard-of-

hearing children are usually bom to hearing parents with no prior connection to deafness. 

Therefore, these children are rightfully members of the dominant culture, and should be 

equipped with the tools of the dominant culture, namely spoken and written forms of the 
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majority language. Sign languages, especially naturally developed signing, are not a viable 

means of educating deaf and hard-of-hearing children to use the dominant language, in 

either written or spoken forni. Further, signed languages are held to be too stigmatizing 

for the children, and difiBcuIt for parents of deaf and hard-of-hearing children to learn. 

Deaf and hard-of-hearing children, they counter, will be most fully productive and healthy 

when able to "fit" into the dominant society without appearing "different" by signing. 

Schools for the deaf, they add, are established in locations too remote for the children to 

live with their parents; they are depnved of normal childhood development by livmg apart 

from their families. They maintain that the best way for them to learn how to "fit" into the 

dominant society is to be educated in the same place and through the same methods as 

their peers with normal hearing: in the public schools. 

Whither the hard-of-hearing? 

Lost and often overlooked in this debate are hard-of-hearing children. Unlike the 

Deaf, the hard-of-hearing possess an ambiguous status within the context of the larger 

Hearing and the Deaf communities. Neither hearing nor deaf, their needs are not as well-

understood, and a claim for "ownership" of these individuals can be made by both the 

Hearing and the Deaf communities. Since a large majority of hard-of-hearing individuals 

possess some naturally acquired speech skills, some, such as Ross (1990), feel that they 

have more in common with the Hearing than with the Deaf Yet, due to their hearing loss 

and its resultant effect on the ability to orally interact with Hearing people, especially in 

poor acoustic conditions or in large groups, they also resemble the deaf It is for reasons 

like these that Davis (1977. 1990) refers to them as "our forgotten children". However, it 

might be more appropriate to state that they are overlooked rather than forgotten (Ross. 

1990), since their differences in comparison to Heanng society are not as great as those of 
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their more profoundly deaf peers, resulting in a greater deal of attention to the educational 

and social needs of the profoundly deaf. The greater amount of attention to the 

profoundly deaf has resulted in a paucity of research and literature dealing specifically with 

hard-of-hearing individuals. Thus, in order to understand the needs of the hard-of-

hearing. one must fi-equently extrapolate fi^om the literature on the profoundly deaf to 

determine what the hard-of-hearing individual's strengths and needs are likely to be 

Naturally, this is not to say that increased research dealing specifically with the hard-of-

hearing is not needed. 

Through this study, it is hoped that some basic questions will ultimately be 

answered; these questions boil down to one basic question; to what degree can a hard-of-

heanng person be considered to be deaf, as well as to be heanng'' Corollanes to this 

question are How are the hard-of-heanng similar to and dissimilar from their more 

profoundly deaf counterparts and how much are the hard-of-heanng like their heanng 

peers, and how are they different"* Is there a need for a reconceptualization of the 

fi-amework through which we regard the hard-of-hearing'' In what setting will hard-of-

hearing children be most effectively educated? These questions are answered, at least in 

part, by the four basic research questions of this study, which are enumerated below: 

1. Does ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural education have a positive effect 
on hard-of-hearing students' academic performance? 

2. How does ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural education enhance or detract 
from the language development of hard-of-hearing students? 

3. Do hard-of-hearing students perceive any diflBculties in gaining and/or 
maintaining social relationships with their more profoundly deaf peers? 

4. How does ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural education enhance or detract 
fi"om hard-of-hearing individuals' development of a personal and cultural 
identity'' 
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For a more complete discussion of the four basic research questions, along with their 

extensions, the reader is referred to Chapter Three (Methodology). These questions have 

an impact on how we as a society determine what are appropriate practices in the rearing 

and education of hard-of-hearing, as well as deaf children. This societal involvement lies 

not only at the parental and child level, but also within the educational and political 

realms, as well. These educational and societal aspects will be revealed in subsequent 

chapters, at the theoretical and practical levels. However, an understanding of what it 

means to be hard-of-heanng must first be realized. 
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The problem of definitions: 
To he hard-of-hearing or not to be hard-of-hearing 

Bom to Hearing parents, and "successfully" raised orally and in the public schools 

without any contact with other deaf and hard-of-hearing children, I had only one 

framework within which I could develop an identity. Since all others that I had been in 

contact with from the furthest time that I could think back were Hearing, I could only 

think of myself as a Hearing person. Yet at the same time, I knew that I did not hear in 

the same way that Hearing people could; I needed to rely on my vision and "residual 

hearing" to understand a spoken message. With my excellent speech (as determined by 

professionals and acquaintances) and ability to hear to a significant degree with my hearing 

aids, my parents labeled me as "functionally hard-of-hearing". Yet, this was not how I 

perceived myself Instead, I thought of myself as "a Hearing person who could not hear" 

Needless to say, this unclear sense of identity was psychically confusing for me, yet as will 

become evident from the folloudng pages, the problem of defining people as deaf or hard-

of-hearing is a thorny one, and one that remains unsolved (and may indeed never be 

solved) to this day for a number of reasons. 

AudiQlQgical Definitions 

One will quickly learn from the literature that it is extremely difficult to determine 

exactly where the boundary between being deaf, hard-of-hearing and hearing lies. Some, 

such as those who wrote the Report of the Ad Hoc Committee to Define Deaf and Hard 

of Hearing sponsored by the Conference of Executives of American Schools for the Deaf 

(CEASD) in 1975 proposed that; 

A deaf person is one whose hearing disability precludes successful 
processing of linguistic information through audition, with or without a 
hearing aid. 
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A hard of hearing person is one who, generally with the use of a hearing 
aid, has residual hearing sufficient to enable successful processing of 
linguistic information through audition (p. 509). 

However, this definition is extremely simplistic, as one can immediately see. This 

definition of the two groups does not include any specific, measurable means by which one 

can state that an individual is deaf or hard-of-hearing. The Ad Hoc Committee's definition 

is very similar to that of the U.S. federal government's definitions for these two groups 

(Bienenstock & Vernon. 1994). Although the federal government requires the states to 

provide data on deaf and hard-of-hearing students, ironically, the Department of 

Education combines the data and presents the deaf and hard-of-hearing as one group: the 

"hearing impaired" in its Annual Report to Congress (Bienenstock and Vernon, 1994) 

"Hearing Impaired" is a common genenc term used to indicate an individual with heanng 

loss, and has been defined by the Ad Hoc Committee (1975) as "indicating a hearing 

disability which may range in seventy fi-om mild to profound: it includes the subsets of 

deaf and hard of hearing" (p. 509). Alternately, hearing impaired has also been utilized as a 

synonym for the hard-of-hearing. Hearing impaired is not the only generic term used to 

describe the deaf and hard-of-hearing; Bienenstock &. Vernon (1994) note that individual 

states around the country use a wide range of terminology to describe hearing loss, such 

as "fluctuating hearing loss, unilateral hearing loss, hearing handicapped, hearing disorder, 

aural handicapped, auditorily handicapped, and severely hearing handicapped" (p. 129). 

These are not the only terms that have been used: within the general public and the media, 

the terms Deaf and Dumb, Deaf-Mute, Deaf and Mute, Mute, Audiologically 

Handicapped, Hearing Disabled, Hearing-Defective, and Non-Hearing have been found 

(Levitan, 1993). Although less negative in perception but equally ambiguous in definition, 

persons with a heanng loss have also been defined by educators of the deaf and hard of 
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hearing according to speech intelligibility and residual hearing loss as being "mildly, 

moderately, or severely hard-of-hearing" or as "profoundly deaf' (Erting, 1985). As one 

can see, labels are an extremely subjective means of categorization. It would be far better 

to utilize audiological criteria to determine hearing status. 

Audiological terminology and measurements can be somewhat technical and 

incomprehensible to the lay person; even deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals, who have 

been subjected to audiological tests and measures frequently possess a poor understanding 

of these terms. While it is not necessary to go into great depth, a brief explanation of a 

few basic terms and concepts is necessary Heanng loss is measured through a senes of 

auditory signals presented at varying frequencies and degrees of intensity or loudness 

The testee's responses (or lack of) to these signals are then plotted on a graph called an 

audiogram. The audiogram's horizontal axis is used to chart the sound frequencies, 

represented by Hertz (Hz). Hertz is also sometimes referred to as cycles per second; this 

refers to the "speed" of the sound waves. Sounds in the lower frequencies (125-250 Hz) 

are perceived as deeper, while sounds in the higher frequencies (2000 - 4000 Hz) are 

higher in pitch. On the vertical axis, the sound intensity (represented by deciBel: dB) is 

graphed. Standard audiological practice is to quote the average of a person's responses 

(Pure Tone Average; PTA) across several frequencies (500, 1000 and 2000 Hz). Persons 

with a greater amount of hearing loss in the higher frequencies are said to have a high 

frequency loss; just as a person with less response to lower frequencies is said to have a 

low frequency loss. 

Hearing loss occurs in several different ways. Commonly, prenatal development of 

the auditory nerves is disturbed for a number of reasons, such as the mother contracting a 

disease like German Measles (Rubella) dunng the first tnmester of pregnancy Other 

diseases such as spmal meningitis attack the auditory nerves dunng childhood, or the 
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nerves are damaged as a result of certain medications used to combat these childhood 

diseases. Hearing loss resulting from nerve damage are referred to as sensorineural losses. 

Sensorineural losses are not "curable", though amplification (hearing aids) may be helpful 

to some degree in perceiving sound and/or speech. 

Another type of hearing loss is conductive, in which perception of sound is 

blocked, through wax buildup, fluid accumulating in the ears as a result of (middle) ear 

infections, or the breakage of the physical mechanisms of hearing (eardrum and/or the 

bones in the Middle Ear). Conductive losses are frequently able to be fixed through 

medical technology. Mixed losses are a combination of both sensonneural and conductive 

processes; while the loss may be ameliorated by fixing the conductive problem, the 

sensorineural portion will always remain (at current levels of medical technology). 

Rosen (1980) provides a clear, informative explanation of the different degrees of 

hearing loss and their implications: 

-10 dB to 25 dB: Normal Range. Normal breathing is heard at 10 dB. 
leaves rustle at 25 dB. 

25 dB to 40 dB: Mild Impairment Soft sounds cannot be heard. 
Repetition may be required to understand what is said. It is hard to 
understand in noisy places and when more than one person talks. A quiet 
home at night or whispenng occur at about 30 dB. 

40 dB to 55 dB: Moderate Impairment. Sounds such as soft speech at 50 
dB are not understood without amplification. Normal conversation is 
barely audible and may sound distorted. 

55 dB to 75 dB: Moderately Severe Impairment Normal conversation 
level, which is about 60 dB, will be inaudible without amplification, and 
may sound distorted. 
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75 dB to 95 dB Sgygrg Impgirmgnt Only vsp^' loud sounds sre hesrd, 
such as a vacuum cleaner or a shout at a distance of one foot (80 dB). 
Conversation must be amplified; however, some speech sounds will still be 
inaudible or distorted. 

95 dB and up: Profound Impairment. Even loud noises, such as a power 
lawn mower (95 dB), a noisy factory (100 dB), music from a rock band 
(110 dB), or a propeller plane at takeoff (120 dB) may only be sensed as an 
indistinguishable rumble rather than actually being heard, (pp. 2-3). 

In the above quotation, examples relating to speech perception were italicized to 

emphasize the impact that even slight degrees of hearing loss have on an individual's ability 

to understand and interact with others around him or her through auditory charmels. The 

reader is referred to Appendix B for a pictorial representation of differing sounds and their 

respective frequency and deciBel ranges. Spradley and Spradley (1978) recounted a 

demonstration which reinforced their understanding of hearing loss in terms of both type 

and degree, and further illustrate what Rosen (1980) hinted at; 

A clear voice read the first few lines from the Declaration of Independence 
as it sounds for a person with a conductive loss of 40 decibels. It sounded 
distant, but we easily understood it. The same sentences were repeated. 
this time simulating a loss of 60 decibels. We could barely hear the 
words...The demonstration continued, this time for a sensory-neural loss 
We noticed a marked difference at both 40 and 60 decibels. With a 
conductive loss, the voice sounded weaker, as if the volume had been 
turned all the way down. With a sensory-neural loss, not only did the 
volume decrease but the words became distorted and muffled. Finally, the 
recording repeated the same sentences, showing what a person with a 60-
decibel loss would hear when the sounds were amplified with a hearing aid 
For a conductive loss, the amplification made the sounds loud and clear. 
For a sensory-neural loss, the louder sounds became even more distorted 
(p. 112). 
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Standard audiological practice is to quote a person's hearing loss as the Pure Tone 

Average of their responses across a range of frequencies. However, for different reasons, 

a person might have losses to varying degrees in different frequencies, yet maintain an 

average loss similar to another child with a diflFerent frequency range response. Ross 

(1990) clarifies this point; 

Consider a child with a 40 dB hearing loss at the frequencies of 500, 1000, 
and 2000 Hz [Hertz], The average hearing loss is 40 dB, and it is this 
figure that is usually used when describing the degree of the hearing loss. 
Now consider a child with a zero threshold at 500 Hz, a 40 dB threshold at 
1000 Hz. and an 80 dB threshold at 2000 Hz. The average hearing loss for 
this child is also 40 dB. The auditory performance and general behavior of 
these children will, however, differ considerably. The child with a flat 
hearing loss is consistent in his or her diminished ability to respond to 
speech and other sounds. The child with the high frequency loss, on the 
other hand, can respond to low intensity (and low pitched) sounds 
normally, but because he or she cannot perceive the fiill spectrum of speech 
frequencies, the child's responses to meaningful stimuli are inconsistent and 
inadequate. Furthermore, this child will usually display more severe speech 
and language problems than the one with a mild-to-moderate flat hearing 
loss (p. 8). 

From this discussion, we can see that not only do hearing losses vaiy in intensity, 

but they var>- in quality, as well. Further, it should be stressed that hearing aids simply 

amplify environmental sounds, they do not make sounds or speech clearer. For the 

individual with a sensorineural hearing loss, which commonly affects speech 

comprehension, hearing aids may not be of significant benefit, due to the distorted 

perception of speech resulting from their particular hearing loss. In addition, some 

individuals, especially those with sensorineural losses, may have a problem with 

recruitment, meaning that some sounds are perceived as louder with increased 

amplification, which can become extremely uncomfortable for the person with this 

problem. Thus, while individuals may appear similar when their audiological 
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measurements are reduced to a number representing the average of their scores, they may­

be vastly different when their individual cases are considered. As will be discussed later, 

the impact of the kind and degree of hearing loss can carry a price within the academic, 

communicative and social domains. 

Even when utilizing audiological criteria to the classification of deaf and hard-of-

hearing children, confusion still reigns. Bienenstock & Vernon (1994) observe that for 

twenty-four states, eligibility requirements for program placement for deaf and hard-of-

hearing individuals conforms closely to that of the federal government's. However, the 

other 26 states consider the degree of hearing loss in their eligibility requirements. Some 

states utilize a single deciBel cutoff, at which point one qualifies as deaf, hard-of-hearing, 

or "hearing impaired", with no further distinctions between these individuals being made-

Standards have been found to be as low as 20 dB for all groups. Further, the cutoff' 

separating the hard-of-heanng from the deaf has been as low as 65 dB to as high as 92 dB 

(Bienenstock & Vernon, 1994). However, it seems that m most cases, hard-of-heanng 

individuals are defined as possessing hearing levels around 25 to 79 dB, as exemplified by 

Fricke (1969) and others. 

As Ross (1990) notes, there are also differing ways of conceiving an individual as 

hard-of-hearing. While most think of hard-of-hearing individuals as having a loss in both 

ears, one could also make a case for an individual with a unilateral (in one ear) loss, since 

research (Bess, 1986; Oyler, Oyler & Matkin, 1988) has shown this to have an effect on 

their educational performance. Similarly, children with chronic and/or fluctuating middle 

ear problems also demonstrate linguistic and educational deficiencies (Feagans, Blood & 

Tubman, 1988), and may therefore be classified as hard-of-hearing. 
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One can deduce from the above discussion that the question of defining who is 

deaf or hard-of-hearing is not an easy one. There are societal names for and perceptions 

of hearing loss, which are accepted or rejected by deaf and hard-of-hearing people 

themselves, as well as by the mainstream society. Policy issues also add to the confusion. 

Ultimately, the question of definition seems to come down to not the actual audiological 

criteria itself, but how these criteria are perceived and used by the people involved. 

Cuhural and Attitudinal Definitions 

Measurable definitions of heanng loss such as those provided above serve well for 

bureaucratic purposes, but within the interpersonal realm, they fi-equently possess little 

meaning. To illustrate, Witcher (1974) describes her daughter as "hard of hearing" Yet 

she states that her daughter has a severe to moderately severe high frequency loss, which 

enables her to hear only some sounds such as thunder and car motors. To many 

observers, this would be indicative of a deaf, not a hard-of-hearing, person. Similarly. 

Ross and Calvert (1967) describe how by refemng to all deaf and hard-of-heanng children 

as "deaf', the educational system is creating a self-fulfilling prophecy through which the 

hard-of-hearing children indeed do become "deaf'. While there is some truth to Ross and 

Calvert's words, the important point to note here is the avoidance of stigma (Goffman. 

1963) by both Witcher and Ross and Calvert. That is, both authors appear to be implying 

that it is less desirable to be deaf than it is to be hard-of-hearing, just as it is less desirable 

to be hard-of-hearing than hearing. It is the avoidance of stigma that has spurred 

educators and the general public to employ euphemisms for "handicapping"* conditions 

*It is becoming increasingly obvious that disabled groups are rejectmg the "handicapped" 
label, stating that it is societal conditions which create a handicap. See Shapiro (1993) for 
an excellent discussion of this issue. It should also be noted that the Deaf have long felt 
that they are not handicapped, as they have always been equally able to perform any job 
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such as "hearing-impaired", "audiologically handicapped", and so forth to describe hearing 

loss. In so doing, the society as a whole is attempting to engage in the process of 

normalization (Lane, 1992) or "hearization" (Nover, 1993) of deaf and hard-of-hearing 

children and aduhs. As Nover (1993) observes; 

...hearization leads many deaf children into wishing or thinking they will 
become hearing some day. Others prefer to be called "hearing impaired" or 
"hard-of-hearing" rather than deaf Unfortunately, deaf and hard-of-
hearing children may learn to view hearing people as superior to those who 
are deaf (p. 16). 

Yet, the Deaf, in a cultural inversion (Basso, 1979; Levine, 1977, Ogbu. 1987) or 

rejection of Hearing values, have embraced the term "deaf to apply to themselves. 

Cultural inversion is common to minorities, especially "involuntary" mmonties (Ogbu, 

1987). Ogbu defines "involuntary" minonties as those groups who have been placed mto 

a minority status within a nation through means not of their own choosing, such as the 

African-Americans who were brought to America through slavery, or the Mexican-

Americans living in formerly Mexican portions of this country at the time of American 

aimexation of Mexican territory. Cultural inversion is explained by Ogbu (1987) in this 

manner: 

Cultural inversion is the tendency for members of one population, in this 
case involuntary minorities, to regard certain forms of behaviors, certain 
events, symbols, and meanings as not appropriate for them because they 
are characteristic of members of another population (e.g., white 
Americans); at the same time, the minorities claim other (often the 
opposite) forms of behaviors, events, symbols and meanings as appropriate 
for them because these are not characteristic of white Americans. Thus, 
what the minorities consider appropriate or even legitimate behaviors 
or attitudes for themselves are defined in opposition to the practices 

which did not require oral communication (Higgins. 1980, Jacobs. 1989. Padden & 
Humphries, 1988). 



29 

and preferences of white Americans...Cultural inversion usually results in 
the coexistence of mo opposing cultural frames of reference or ideal ways 
orienting behavior, one considered by the minorities as appropriate for 
themselves and the other as appropriate for white Americans (p. 323: 
Boldface added). 

In Padden and Humphries' 1988 book Deaf in America: Voices from a Culture, the 

authors note the presence of a "different center" for the Deaf, as compared to the Hearing 

As has already been mentioned in this paper, the term "deaf' is used differently by both the 

Deaf and the Heanng to reflect an audiological versus cultural perspective on heanng loss 

(Erting, 1985, Padden and Humphries, 1988) Similarly, Erting (1985) notes that the 

signs for "language" and "communication" have different meanings for the Deaf and 

educators and parents of the deaf For the hearing educators and parents, these two terms 

are interchangeable in their use to mean English in both writing, speaking, and English-

based signing. For the Deaf community, the meanings were clearly distinct, as Ening 

illustrated; 

..LANGUAGE was related to English, it represented English language dnils. 
memorizing English language patterns in school, boredom, failure and 
difficult interactions with hearing people. COMMUNICATION, however, 
was embedded in and primarily restricted to the deaf experience. It was 
information exchange, concept development, and receptive and expressive 
skills in sign language. In contrast to LANGUAGE. COMMUNICATION was 
fluent and comfortable and occurred with other deaf people. While hearing 
educators assumed that English LANGUAGE skills were a prerequisite for 
COMMUNICATION, the deaf parents viewed LANGUAGE and 
COMMUNICATION as  almost  ant i thet ical  (p .  115) .  

Likewise, the term "hard-of-hearing" has a different meaning for the two groups 

For the Hearing, who possess a sound-based orientation to the worid, to be "hard-of-

hearing" indicates that an individual possesses some degree of heanng loss, but is usually 

not significantly deaf When a Hearing person (or a hard-of-hearing person who identifies 

with the Hearing Worid) states that an individual is "a little hard-of-hearing", this is taken 
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by this community to mean that the person has a minor hearing loss. Conversely, for the 

Deaf, who possess a visual, not sound-based orientation to the world, deafness is the 

center of their identity. For this group, someone who is "A-LITTLE-HARD-OF-HEARING" 

actually possesses a significant degree of hearing loss, but may be able to use some degree 

of residual hearing in order to hear a limited range of sounds. Further, within the Deaf 

community, an individual who is "VERY-HARD-OF-HEARING" in actuality possesses a great 

deal of hearing ability, whereas for the Hearing to be "very hard-of-hearing" would be akin 

to being deaf (Padden & Humphries. 1988). 

As one can see from this discussion, the very meanings of commonly held terms 

can differ widely, depending upon one's psychological and cultural orientation. However, 

as will be demonstrated In a later section, to be Deaf or hard-of-hearing does not 

necessitate that one belongs to a single political, cultural, or educational entity. One's 

status as a Deaf or hard-of-hearing individual arises from both audlologlcal, socio-cultural. 

and personal perceptions. To understand the origins of these perceptions, one must first 

have an understanding of the soclo-historical context In which these beliefs arose. 
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The Problem of Education: 
Educational. Linguistic and Social considerations 

Educational placement options for the deaf and hard-of-hearing 

The question of how and where to educate deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals 

has long been of concern for politicians, religious figures, educators, and the parents of the 

children with hearing loss. In A Place of Their Own: Creating the Deaf Community in 

America. Van Cleve & Crouch (1989) trace the development of educational efforts to 

educate the deaf They noted that the earliest records of attempts at the education of the 

deaf emanated from Spain in the 1500's, and that these efforts were typically education of 

individuals, not a group of children. Further, the children receiving these services were 

those of wealthy parentage, who were concerned for the ability of their deaf children to 

inherit property, as one could not at that time receive an inhentance if one could not read 

and write. Further, one also needed to be able to speak orally in order to avoid being 

classed with children, the retarded and the insane, all of whom had no legal nghts dunng 

this period in history- (Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989). 

In the 1700's, two schools opened which were to have a profound impact on the 

methodologies used to educate the deaf, and created a controversy which has lasted to this 

day. In 1760 the Braidwood Academy began with only one pupil (Wright, 1990). The 

philosophy of the Braidwood Academy was Oral; its propnetors believed that the deaf 

should learn to communicate through the language of their surrounding commumty. At 

around the same time, the Abbe Charles Michel de I'Epee began his instruction of two 

young deaf girls utilizing a one-handed alphabet adapted from the Spaniard Juan Pablo 

Bonet, and a modified version (intended to reflect the syntax and morphology of written 

French) of the "home signs" used by the Parisian children (Lane, 1984; Wright. 1990) 

Home signs are gestural systems developed by deaf children without exposure to 
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concrete in nature, home signs have been found to be a basis for the development of 

national sign languages, such as ASL. Recent research such as that of Mylander and 

Goldin-Meadow (1991) has indicated that some individual home sign systems, when 

allowed to develop, can possess a rich degree of morphology and phonology, expanding 

into an extremely versatile communication system. L'Epee's system of utilizing sign 

language for educating the deaf has been referred to as the "manual" system, and the 

debate between the relative merits of speech versus signs has come to be termed the "oral-

manual" controversy. 

In the 1820's, Mason Fitch Cogswell, a wealthy Connecticut physician and father 

of a deaf girl, garnered support for the creation of a school for deaf children in the United 

States (Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989). He recruited Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet. a young 

minister to go to Europe to study educational techniques for instructing the potential 

students of this school. Gallaudet initially went to England to study under the Braidwoods. 

but after being told that he would need to stay in England for several years, and that he 

could not share the secrets of the Braidwood Academy techniques with others, Gallaudet 

declined the invitation to learn the Braidwood methods since he wished to begin his 

instruction of deaf children in the United States fairly quickly. Fortuitously, at this time, 

Gallaudet attended a lecture by I'Epee in London in which the skills of two of I'Epee's 

students, Jean Massieu and Laurent Clerc were being demonstrated. Impressed with 

I'Epee's success at educating these two men, Gallaudet asked to learn I'Epee's methods. 

L'Epee agreed, and Clerc was contracted by Gallaudet to teach at the Hartford Institution 

(Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989). 
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The school for the deaf that Clerc and Gallaudet established set a pattern for 

education of deaf and hard-of-hearing children that was to last for over a century in 

America (Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989). The appeal of centralizing schools for the 

education of children with hearing loss is due to several factors. The primary factor was 

(and remains) the low incidence of the deaf and hard-of-hearing population, and the wide 

geographic diversity of these children. Further, the specialized knowledge and techniques 

needed for instruction of deaf and hard-of-hearing children were not widely available; nor 

were many individuals with the appropriate training available for teaching at the local 

level. Finally, the public support for funding centralized schools for deaf and hard-of-

hearing children was fostered through humanitarian and financial incentives, it was deemed 

a worthy goal to achieve the successful integration of children with heanng loss mto 

corporate society, and it was felt to be cheaper to educate them in one (or two) places 

within a given state (Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989). Due to the centralized nature of these 

schools, students within the state or region from areas too far for a daily commute were 

firequently boarded at these schools, giving rise to the alternative name "Residential 

School". In more recent years, schools for the deaf have had larger numbers of students 

commuting to the school on a daily basis, thus the phrase "Center School" (Brick, 1988) 

was created to reflect the multiple nature of these schools. Alternatively, schools for the 

deaf without a residential component are referred to as "Day Schools". 

However, in the 1960's and 1970's, in large part due to advocates for the mentally 

retarded, a reversal of the trend toward institutionalization of most children with physical 

and mental disabilities began, culminating in the enactment of Public Law 94-142, also 

known as the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Large, 1980). Within the 

wording of P.L. 94-142 is a requirement for children with disabilities to be placed in the 

"Least Restrictive Environment", which has been mterpreted by policy makers to be the 
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public school classroom (DuBovv, 1988; Siegel, 1994). Integration of children into the 

public school is commonly referred to as "mainstreaming," and the classrooms in which 

these children are educated are called "mainstreamed" classrooms. 

Advocates for the deaf and hard-of-hearing, however, view the Center School to 

be the "Least Restrictive Environment", since it is within the Center School that the deaf 

or hard-of-hearing child has complete access to communication in his or her daily 

environment, deaf adult role models, and teachers with knowledge of specialized 

techniques for the instruction of these children (Large, 1980; Siegel, 1994; Washington 

Governor's Committee, 1986). As Dr. Larry Stewart, a deaf psychologist asserted: 

"integration [is] arbitrary...unprofessional [and] abusive to the constitutional and human 

rights of many deaf children...[integration] in relation to deaf children, defeated rather than 

encouraged and invigorated the historically excluded child" (Siegel, 1994; 9). It should be 

noted that it is not only advocates for the deaf who have raised objections to full-scale 

integration of all children with handicaps. Kauffinan (1989) has referred to the Regular 

Education Initiative (an outgrowth and expansion of P.L. 94-142) as an educational 

equivalent of the Reagan-Bush "trickle-down" economic theory, with potentially similar 

negative results for children with learning disabilities or mental retardation. 

P.L. 94-142 is based upon a "cascade" model of education (Rodda, Grove & 

Finch, 1986) in which a continuum of placements are available, but on a hierarchical scale. 

The most desirable placement is the regular class, with or without itinerant and 

consultative help, followed by the self-contained or "resource room", or a combination of 

the two. Further down the hierarchy are special day schools and then special residential 

schools. Although hospital schools and/or long term "treatment" programs are lowest on 

the scale, these are not used in placement of deaf and hard-of-hearing children, except for 

those with severe and multiple disabilities. However, the cascade model is not the only 
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one available: others such as the Washington Governor's Committee (1986) have 

proposed a "circular placement" model, in which each of the available educational options 

delineated in the cascade model above are given equal status, with no particular placement 

having a higher priority than any other. As the Committee stated: 

Diagrams published to date by others reveal a hierarchy of choices that 
implies that a higher choice is the more appropriate selection. This gives 
false ranking without consideration for the child's needs. There caimot be a 
hierarchy (p. 2). 

Mainstreaming is not a new concept. One of the first formal attempts at 

integrating deaf children into regular schools occurred in 1821 when Johann Graser 

established an experimental school for the deaf within a regular school in Bayreuth. 

Bavaria. Enthusiastically accepted by many German schools, Graser's efforts went out of 

fashion when it was observed that deaf children failed to maintain the same progress as 

their hearing peers (Large, 1980; Nix, 1982; Rodda, Grove & Finch, 1986). Other similar 

efforts appear to have been tried in Canada and elsewhere, according to Rodda, et al. 

In 1977, three years after the enactment of P.L. 94-142, hard-of-hearing children 

with mild and moderate losses were found to compose 10 percent of the population of 

residential schools and 20 percent of the day school programs for the deaf and hard-of-

hearing. In contrast, children with the same degrees of hearing loss made up 30 and 62 

percent respectively, of full-time classes in local public schools and integrated programs 

(Karchmer & Trybus, 1977). In 1982, 52 percent of students with less-than-severe 

hearing losses were receiving 16 or more hours of academic integration, while those with 

partial integration (1 to 15 hours) composed 26 percent of the population, and students 

with no academic integration consisted of 21 percent of the student population (Wolk. 

Karchmer & Schildroth, 1982). 
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The 1992-93 Annual Survey of Hearing-Impaired Children and Youth conducted 

by the Center for Assessment and Demographic Studies at Gallaudet University provides 

more recent statistics on the educational placement of deaf and hard-of-hearing children in 

America. They categorize children as having either "mild" (27-40 dB), "moderate" (41 -

55 dB), "moderately severe" (56-70 dB), "severe" (71-90 dB) and "profound" (over 90 

dB) hearing losses. Also included in the survey are children with losses "within normal 

limits" (less than 27 dB) (p. 240). The survey identifies four different placement types: 

"Residential School", "Day School", "Local. Integrated" and "Local, Not Integrated" (p 

242). The first two placement categories have been explained earlier. The third 

placement category, although not fijlly explained, suggests student inclusion in the regular 

classroom, with or without support services, while the fourth category appears to be 

equivalent to the "self-contained" or "resource" classroom mentioned earher. 

In the survey's results, out of 9,357 students included in the responses, only around 

10 percent of students with mild, moderate or moderately severe losses as well as those 

within normal limits (which correspond to common audiological classification ranges for 

the hard-of-hearing) were placed in the residential schools, while 18 percent of children in 

these ranges (3,673 students in the responses) were placed in day school programs. In 

comparison, integrated local programs composed of 62 percent of children with losses at 

or under the moderately severe level, and non-integrated local programs contained 35 

percent of students with these degrees of hearing loss (p. 242). 

Interestingly, the survey also includes information on two other types of children 

with hearing loss that might not be as immediately thought of as being in the category of 

deaf and hard-of-hearing: those with fluctuating hearing losses (often due to middle ear 

infections) and those with unilateral (in one ear) losses. While the degree of losses is not 

given for these students, the pattern seen above is maintained. Residential and day school 
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programs are used for six percent of students with fluctuating losses, while 17 percent of 

these children are placed in local school programs (integrated and non-integrated). 

Similarly, only 3 percent of children with unilateral losses attend residential and day school 

programs for the deaf whereas 13 percent attend local programs, and of these, 10 percent 

are classified as being integrated. Thus, it is safe to say that the greater proportion of 

hard-of-hearing students are placed in public schools, although a large percentage are also 

placed in self-contained settings. The implications of this educational placement for hard-

of-hearing children will be discussed in the following sections. 

Communicative and Linguistic Issues 

Hearing loss has fi-equently been referred to as a "hidden handicap". Its major 

effects on the deaf or hard-of-hearing person is not in the physical or mental realm, but in 

communication with the Hearing people around them. While these effects are certainly 

more serious for the severely and profoundly deaf, persons with lesser, and even minimal, 

degrees of loss are affected as well. 

More than environmental stimuli, it is the perception of speech that is of concern 

for hard-of-hearing individuals. As one can see from Rosen's (1980) outline on page 23, 

difficulties in noisy and muhi-person environments begins at around 25 dB, while 

distortion of speech perception may occur and amplification is usually needed with losses 

around the 40 dB level. As was hinted at earlier, the configuration of the audiogram has a 

direct effect on the kind of speech perception errors that are made by the child. Persons 

with high fi-equency losses will have diflBculty hearing speech sounds such as fiicatives (/C, 

/v/, /sh/) and aSricatives (/ch/, /j/) (Ross, Brackett & Maxon, 1982). Although the hard-

of-hearing usually have little difiBculty perceiving aspects of articulation such as voiced 

versus unvoiced consonants (/z/ vs. /s/; /b/ vs. /p/; /j/ vs. /ch/; etc.), and nasality (/m/, /n/. 
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/ng/), they commonly have problems in accurately perceiving the place of articulation (the 

placement of the lips, teeth and tongue in relation to each other), especially in connection 

with final consonants in words (Ross, Brackett & Maxon, 1982). On tests of speech 

perception, Ross, et al. note that the hard-of-hearing frequently display lower rates of 

correct perception than their normally hearing peers. 

It is not only the perception of individual phonemic characteristics that has been 

found to be affected, but the perception and understanding of syntactical (grammatical) 

structures as well. Scholes. Tanis & Anderson (1976) found that even when given visual 

cues, hard-of-hearing subjects were significantly behind their hearing peers m the ability to 

comprehend ambiguous and non-ambiguous sentences with double-object constructions 

(he gave them to the girl, he gave the flowers to the girl). In a study of the use of 

contextual cues in the identification of words, Stinson (1978) suggested that hard-of-

hearing and deaf children have difficulty identifying words on the basis of auditory cues 

alone, and require some degree of "filling in" of missing information from the context. 

Some educators feel that due to their possession of auditory perception abilities, 

the hard-of-hearing should not be given intensive training in lip- (or speech-) reading, 

emphasizing a preference for the hard-of-hearing to utilize their hearing, which they hold 

is a more efficient medium. Ross, Brackett & Maxon (1982) cite some research evidence 

indicating that speechreading is ineffective in comparison to the auditory modality, and is 

unable to be taught as a skill alone, as it is more of an aptitude than a learned skill. 

However, Ross and associates do appear to grudgingly accept the fact that in combination 

with audition, speechreading does enhance the ability of a hard-of-hearing individual to 

comprehend a spoken message. Several studies have shown this effect. Erber (cited in 

Ross, Brackett & Maxon, 1982), in a review of four studies, found that the mean 

advantage of auditory/visual perception over speechreading alone was 19°.o to 28° o A 
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study by Ross (1972) indicated that with audition alone. 26 children with hearing losses 

obtained a word identification score of 52%, as compared to a visual word identification 

score of 48%, while a combined visual/auditory score attained a 68% level of accuracy. It 

should be noted here that although vision in combination with speech enhanced the word 

identification abilities of Ross' subjects, their level of accuracy is still only about two-

thirds, which, although close, does not reach the near-perfect levels that would be 

expected of a child with normal heanng. 

As one might guess, these difficulties in speech perception translate directly into 

problems in the production of speech and English language structures. The majority of the 

research indicates that the development of speech skills for hard-of-hearing children is not 

different fi"om that of normally hearing children; it is merely delayed, resembling some of 

the speech productions of much younger normally hearing children (Oiler & Kelley. 1974). 

However, hard-of-hearing children do tend to make the same kinds of speech errors that 

profoundly deaf children do, but fewer of them (Gold & Levitt; cited in Ross, Brackett & 

Maxon, 1982). In a recent study, Elfenbein, Hardin-Jones & Davis (1994) discovered that 

even children with mild losses had difficulties with the production of fiicatives, which is 

understandable in light of the softness of these sounds. This is a result commonly found in 

many studies of the hard-of-hearing, such as that of West and Weber (1973). However, all 

the hard-of-hearing groups in Elfenbein et al.'s study made a significant percentage of 

substitution errors in their speech (/sh/ for /s/, /t/ for /d/, etc.), and oral distortions were 

common with the higher levels of loss (moderate and up). More interestingly, while 68 

percent of children with mild losses were rated as having normal to mildly deficient [sic] 

speech, only 20 percent with moderate losses and 27 percent of those with moderate to 

severe losses received normal ratings (Elfenbein, et al., 1994). 
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It is not only phonological production that is affected by a hearing loss; syntactical 

development in spoken English is influenced as well. While the degree of reduction in 

syntactical development is not as clear-cut as has been found in profoundly deaf 

populations, some research has shown an effect. In 1966, Brannon and Murry found that 

while the hard-of-hearing exceeded the deaf group in all English language measures, these 

were of a qualitative rather than quantitative nature. For example, in comparing the mean 

number of words per sentence, the deaf group's sentence length was almost two words 

behind that of the normally hearing, while the hard-of-heanng were one word behind the 

hearing. Further, both the deaf and hard-of-hearing displayed a greater reduction of 

sentence length when errors of structure were taken into account. 

Brown (1984) studied the use of grammatical morphemes by hard-of-hearing 

children and found no significant differences between groups for the correct use of the 

grammatical morphemes tested, and further revealed that the order of acquisition for 

grammatical morphemes was identical for both normally hearing and hard-of-hearing 

children. However, it should be noted that the mean age for the hard-of-hearing children 

was 5 years, 6 months older than that for the normally heanng control group, indicating 

that there is a severe delay in the rate of acquisition of these morphemes. Although 

Brown also found that the hard-of-hearing children tended to use grammatical morphemes 

with a higher degree of accuracy than for the normally hearing subjects, which she 

interpreted to mean that the hard-of-hearing children had more language competence at 

this language level. However, it may be that the hard-of-hearing children were simply 

more highly drilled in the use of these morphemes and other syntactical structures, 

whether as part of class exercises or within the context of speech and language therapy, as 

is common within educational programs for the deaf and hard-of-hearing. Further, it 

should be noted that grammatical morphemes are only one part of the syntactical system 
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of the English language; they do not constitute the full range of language skills that must 

be acquired. 

Hard-of-hearing children have frequently been found to be delayed in their use of 

complex structures such as the negative passive voice and the use of the auxiliary (Wilcox 

and Tobin, 1974; Davis and Blasdell 1975; Wray 1986). Similarly, Brannon (1968) found 

the hard-of-hearing to be lacking in their use of adverbs, pronouns, and auxiliaries. 

Elfenbein, et al. (1994) confirmed these findings; noting that hard-of-hearing children's 

syntactic errors were most frequent for verb voice or tense, but in addition, difficulties 

were found with complex structures, the omission of main, copula, auxiliary or modal 

verbs, bound morphemes, prepositions, determiners and pronouns. They found that the 

error rate for the entire hard-of-heanng group under study was 4 13 errors per child on 

verb tense and/or voice, while children with normal heanng had a range of 0.13 errors for 

determiners to I.O errors for complex structures. Thus, the hard-of-hearing produced at 

least four times the amount of errors that their normally hearing peers produced. Other 

constructions that have been found to be difficult for hard-of-heanng children are; 

relativization, complementation, the verb system, and pronomialization (Levitt, McGarr, 

and Geffher (1987). 

In addition to syntax (grammar), hard-of-heanng students have also been found to 

have weaknesses in pragmatic (use of language for social purposes) skills. Elfenbein, et al 

(1994) noted that hard-of-hearing children commonly provided responses that were 

ambiguous or lacking in the information requested. Clarke (1986), in an ethnographic 

study of a hard-of-hearing kindergarten student, observed his development of question 

forms to conform to the pattern seen in normally hearing children, but at a delayed rate. 

However, some of his responses, while they were determined to be functionally 

appropriate, were not accurate. In addition, Clarke concluded that this boy frequently 
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provided relevant, topic-related responses or responded to the situation, rather than to the 

question itself. 

In a study of conversational breakdown strategies, Wray (1986) observed a 

tendency for the hard-of-hearing students to employ verbalizations, rather than utilizing a 

gesture or not responding at all, when confronted with a breakdown in communication. 

Although Wray interpreted this to be a preference for spoken over manual communication 

for her subjects, it is possible that like many deaf students, hard-of-hearing students have 

been given strong injunctions against using their hands for communication. Further, it is 

likely that a gestural response would be inappropriate for the particular idea the person 

was attempting to convey. That is, as the level of abstraction in the topic increased, the 

more difficult it would be to employ a gestural index of the topic. Wray detected 

differences in the types of strategies used with age; with elaborations more frequently used 

than substitutions by older individuals. Reduction of message was another frequently used 

strateg}' by these older children. In a similar study, Kyllo (1984) also found age-

appropriate responses in hard-of-hearing children faced with a request for message 

clarification. However, Kyllo did note that the hard-of-hearing children were not as 

sensitive as hearing children to listener feedback for implicitly stated requests, possibly as 

a result of their reduced degree of hearing. 

These studies point to the conclusion that even mild degrees of hearing loss have 

an effect on the perception and production of speech, as well as upon the grammatical 

accuracy of utterances. While pragmatic usage of language does not seem to be affected 

to a great degree, some weaknesses in this area have also been discovered. As one can 

surmise, these areas of weaknesses which are directly related to their hearing loss are 

likely to have an impact on the academic and social performance of these individuals. 
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Educational Impacts 

Although there has been a great deal of research on the academic achievement of 

profoundly deaf children, there is not as much information available on the hard-of-hearing 

in this area. However, the information that is available indicates that to have a hearing 

loss has an effect on educational performance; while the areas of weaknesses are similar, 

the difference between the deaf and the hard-of-hearing is one of degree. Further, 

although the research shows higher levels of performance in the mainstreamed population, 

this is confounded by questions of origin: are these children doing better because of the 

mainstreamed environment, or because of personal characteristics which led to their bemg 

mainstreamed initially? 

It has long been known that academically, the deaf lag far behind their normally 

hearing peers, with reading skill levels at around the third grade (Allen, 1986, Johnson, 

Liddell & Erting, 1989; Quigley & Paul, 1988). While not as severe, mathematics skills 

have also been found to be weaker for the deaf (Wood, Wood & Howarth, 1983; Wood. 

Wood, Kingsmill, French & Howarth, 1984). For the hard-of-hearing, academic deficits 

are present, though not always to the degree that has been shown for the deaf Brackett 

and Maxon (1986) found the hard-of-hearing to be two to three years behind their 

normally heanng peers on standardized academic achievement tests Further, Brackett 

and Maxon noted that these children tend to be one or two years older than their 

classmates who take the same tests, which they note also has potential for psychosocial 

implications. Kodman (1963), in a study of 100 hard-of-hearing children, reported that 

these children were held back fi^om grade promotion by an average of one and a half 

grades, resulting in their being two to three years older than their classmates. Kodman 

also found an average of about two years of academic delay, which shows that from the 

time of his study to that of Brackett and Maxon's, there is a long-standing pattern of 



44 

academic difficulty for this population. Quigley and Thomure (1968) found similar 

patterns of delay; and of especial interest is that they observed children with unilateral 

hearing losses to be behind an average of one year in word meaning, and other areas 

having a deficit of about three quarters of a year. For students with a 15 to 25 dB loss, 

the average gap was over a year, with an increasing deficit with increasing hearing loss. 

Other studies (Paul & Young, cited in Ross, Brackett & Maxon, 1982; Peterson, 1971. 

Reich, Hambleton & Houldin, 1977) have generally confirmed these findings. It is also of 

significance to note that the results for these students have generally remained the same, 

whether or not they utilized their hearing aids. 

One possible cause or co-determinant of the academic deficiencies of the hard-of-

hearing is their generally impoverished vocabularies (in comparison to their hearing peers). 

Brannon (1968), in an examination of the spoken output of deaf, hard-of-heanng, and 

heanng children aged 8 to 18 (A=12.6 yrs ), calculated that normally heanng children 

produced a total of 11,400 words, while hard-of-hearing children produced about half that 

(5,149), and the deaf slightly less than the hard-of-hearing (4,385). A fiarther reduction 

indicated that normally hearing children used 828 different words, while the hard-of-

hearing had a (produced) vocabulary of 569 words, whereas the deaf were significantly 

lower, with 298 words. Brannon pointed out that as a group, the deaf and hard-of-

hearing had a lower base vocabulary than their hearing peers. Davis (1974) obtained 

similar results using the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts, finding that whereas half of the 

six-year-old hard-of-hearing children in their study scored at or below the tenth percentile, 

67 percent of the seven-year-old and 83 percent of the eight-year-old hard-of-hearing 

children scored at that same level. These results indicate that the effects engendered by 

their hearing loss are cumulative, and worsen with time. In a more recent study. Davis. 

Elfenbein, Schum & Bentler (1986) found that even the mildest heanng losses are likely to 
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result in delays in vocabulary development, with a delay of about a year for children with 

moderate losses. Davis and associates also note that two of the children with the mildest 

losses also exhibited significant vocabulary delays of three and four years, respectively. 

The relative deficiency of vocabulary development and use was also observed by Kyllo 

(1984). Significantly, Ross (1990) mentions that hard-of-hearing children often learn, or 

are taught, a single meaning for a word, or a single word to express a general concept. 

Further, he states that hard-of-hearing children appear to be bound by the literal meaning 

of words in the manner of someone undergoing the learning of a second language. Ross' 

notion that hard-of-hearing children learn English in the manner of a second language 

learner is extremely convergent with the view of advocates of ASL/ESL 

bilinguaJ/bicultural education for deaf children (Bamum, 1984; Christensen, 1989; Erting, 

1992; Israelite, Ewoldt & Hoffineister, 1992, Johnson, Liddell & Erting, 1989; Paul, 1987; 

Strong, Woodward & Burdett, 1987, Walworth, 1989). As will be demonstrated later, this 

is an important idea to keep in mind. 

Socialization and Self-Esteem 

Although there has been quite a bit of research generated on the socialization and 

self-esteem of the profoundly deaf, there has been far less work done in this area on the 

hard-of-hearing. However, the research indicates that in many ways, the hard-of-hearing 

have socialization and self-esteem issues similar to their more profoundly deaf peers, yet in 

some other ways, have issues which are unique due to their "in-between" status. 

Anecdotal stories and personal recollections of experiences in the mainstream such 

as that of Hodges (1991) and Cohen (1994b) abound within the Deaf commumty Man\ 

of these stones relate themes of social isolation, peer rejection, commumcation difficulties, 

poor self-esteem, and lack of understanding of heanng loss by teachers and peers. Snyder 
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(1993) tells of a ninth-grade boy who feh compelled to make an instructional videotape 

depicting successfiil deaf and hard-of-hearing individuals for distribution to schools in 

order to combat the teasing he experienced from his peers in his mainstreamed high 

school. Heather Whitestone, the recently crowned Miss America 1994 who is deaf and 

attended a mainstreamed program, recalls having only three people who she could truly 

count as friends during high school ("Deaf Miss America", 1994). 

The themes identified above have been replicated in the literature on the social 

experiences of the deaf in mainstreamed settings. Since there appears to be some effect 

for age in the findings, this discussion will be presented in two parts; the first dealmg with 

preschool and elementary school, and the second with middle to high school and college-

age groups. 

In an early study. Elser (1959) investigated the social acceptance of students 

between the ages of nine and twelve with moderate and severe losses by their normally-

hearing peers. A seemingly paradoxical result obtained from this study: the students with 

more significant hearing losses were given higher mean acceptance scores than were their 

peers with more hearing ability. Further, the students with severe losses did not 

demonstrate any significant difference in their levels of acceptance in comparison to their 

normally hearing peers. Kennedy and Bruininks (1974) realized similar findings in their 

study of first and second graders; children with severe to profound hearing losses were 

nominated as fiiends significantly more often than their normally heanng classmates, 

whereas children with mild to moderate losses were less accepted than those with severe 

to profound losses. Kennedy, Northcott, McCauley & Williams (1976) confirmed the 

previous findings, in that the children with severe to profound hearing losses scored higher 

than their normally hearing peers, and higher than those with a less severe loss Kennedy, 

et al. speculated that the hard-of-heanng students did not score as highly as their more 
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profoundly deaf peers because they did not require special attention from either their 

teachers or classmates. However, Ross (1990) offers an equally plausible socio-

psychological explanation of this phenomenon. 

The effect of language complexity, dialectical or poorly articulated speech. 
distance from the speech source, and poor room acoustics...will often have 
a negative effect upon the ability of hard of hearing children to understand 
spoken messages. This apparently random and unpredictable behavior 
causes observers to expect communication behavior that is beyond hard of 
hearing children's ability Although they may "hear" in almost all situations. 
they cannot "understand" in many of them...children often consider them 
less than desirable playmates for reasons that neither group really 
comprehends... (p. 14). 

Kennedy, et al. also note that although the children with hearing losses had more 

mutual choices in the first years of the study, there were no significant differences in the 

final two years. In other words, it seems that over time, the selection of children with 

hearing losses decreases, possibly due to the increased importance of communicative 

interactions that occurs with age. Further, Kennedy et al. discovered that while the overall 

quality of behavioral interactions of the deaf and hard-of-heanng group were not 

significantly different from that of their hearing peers, they were seen to interact with their 

teachers far more often than the hearing children in their classes. 

Brackett and Henniges (1976) discovered that the deaf children with the least 

amount of speech skills tended to form their own social group, which excluded normally 

hearing and children with mild or moderate losses and good speech skills. However, this 

exclusion is not a one-way street; Arnold and Tremblay (1979) found that hearing children 

were involved in more approach, vocalization, social play, and physical contact with other 

hearing children than with deaf children. While the deaf tended to approach other deaf 

children more frequently, they did not show any significant differences in who they played 

with, or had physical contact with. 
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Vandell and George (1981) found a significant difference in the interactions of 

hearing, deaf, and mixed dyads in a preschool program. Hearing-Hearing pairs averaged 

560.5 seconds for social interaction, while deaf pairs averaged 222.1 seconds. However, 

for mixed dyads, there was only an average of 149.3 seconds of interaction. Further. 

Vandell and George found that although the deaf preschoolers attempted to initiate 

significantly more interaction than their hearing peers, their attempts at contact were more 

likely to be refused or rejected. In addition, they noted that the percentage of successful 

initiations were more likely to be greater with hearing than with deaf panners. Vandell 

and George attributed this difference to the failure of the deaf children to utilize 

appropriate attention-getting strategies. However, they did mention that when more 

appropriate, visually-based strategies were used, the children were more successful in 

obtaining the attention of their deaf peers. Significantly, Vandell and George recognized 

that hearing children did not appear to systematically vary their interaction strategies in 

order to accommodate the needs of the deaf partners, but instead continued to use simple 

vocalizations which are more effective with heanng partners. Antia (1982), like Kennedy 

and associates (1976) found deaf and hard-of-hearing children to have more frequent 

interactions with their teachers than was the norm for their hearing peers. This was true in 

both integrated and self-contained classes. Further. Antia commented on the relatively 

little amount of time spent by deaf and hard-of-hearing children in interactions with their 

hearing peers, despite their physical proximity. Vandell, Anderson, Erhardt and Wilson 

(1982) conducted an intervention study designed to increase the interactions of deaf and 

hearing children. However, contrary to their expectations, the hearing children did not 

respond positively to the intervention, and even reduced their interactions in both 

fi^equency and duration. Further, the children in this study interacted more frequently and 
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for a longer duration with partners of the same hearing status, which confirms the results 

found in previous studies cited above. 

While children's interactions consists primarily of physical play, obviating the need 

for verbal communication, adolescence is a period in which children interact primarily 

through verbal communication, and at the same time, form identities through their 

relationships with their peers. For the deaf in mainstreamed settings, this has fi-equently 

been a problem due to their oral communication difficulties. However, the results have 

been fairly mixed on this issue. 

While Ladd, Munson & Miller (1984) found students participating in occupational 

education classes to demonstrate an increasing number of interactions with hearing 

classmates over the course of two years, they also observed that the correlation between 

the first and second year scores were low, indicating that students who had had high 

interaction scores in their first year were not usually the ones who had high scores in the 

second year. Despite this discrepancy, Ladd et al. concluded that the mainstreamed 

classrooms were conducive to the physical and social integration of deaf adolescents with 

their hearing peers. Of importance however, is their recognition that while fiiendships may 

have been formed in the classroom, there was little or no out-of-school contact, 

suggesting that the relationships formed in the school setting were fairly "perfianctory or 

surface-level", rather than intimate and sustainable outside of the initial context of 

interaction. 

In a study of students enrolled in mainstreamed and self-contained mathematics 

classrooms, Mertens and Kluwin (1986) uncovered a low rate of interactions between and 

among students in both settings. However, they noted that the structure of these 

classrooms were not conducive or encouraging of interactions between students. In the 

mainstreamed classrooms, they found no hearing students interacting with deaf students. 
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and the converse was also true. Mertens and Kluwin also examined the social conimentarv' 

emanating from the students, yielding an average of 1.25 social comments per observation 

for hearing students, while mainstreamed deaf students made an average of .09 social 

comments, in comparison to the average of .65 social comments per observation for deaf 

students in self-contained classes. It is likely that the deaf students in self-contained classes 

engaged in less social commentary than their hearing peers due to the typically small class 

size (around 6 to 10 students) of self-contained settings. Saur, Popp-Stone & Hurley-

Lawrence (1987), also examimng the classroom participation of deaf and hard-of-hearing 

students at the college level, found lower levels in all areas of participation under 

observation for the deaf and hard-of-hearing students. Interestingly enough, when the 

instructors signed for themselves (as opposed to only using an interpreter) the rate of 

participation tended to increase, and the students tended to interact with the instructors as 

often as was the case for normally hearing students. 

Saur, Layne, Hurley and Opton (1986) discovered three dimensions of importance 

for consideration in mainstreaming deaf students: Participation, Relationships, and 

Feelings. That is, the use of speech and/or other communication skills frequently 

presented a barrier for deaf students. Further, while using an interpreter helped in 

understanding classroom content, there were still issues of the "lag time" inherent in sign 

language interpreting. "Lag time" refers to the amount of time an interpreter must wait to 

grasp the spoken message before reproducing it in sign language. A number of studies 

(Saur, et al, 1986; Stedt, 1992) have indicated that lag time frequently results in reduced 

participation for those utilizing an interpreter, since there is a resultant decrease in the time 

available to process the information and respond in a timely manner. For the hard-of-

heanng student forgoing the use of an interpreter, it was noted that a large amount of 

effort must be expended on simply obtaining the message, leaving very little energy or 
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time for processing the information and participating within class discussion. The rate of 

discussion and number of speakers were also found to have a significant impact for the 

students in this study. They also found relationships to be frequently impeded by 

communication barriers. The dimension of feelings related to outcomes resulting from the 

class process. For these students, it was important not to feel different, or to be treated as 

"different" due to their hearing loss. 

An interesting study by Murphy & Newlon (1987) on the feelings of loneliness 

experienced by deaf and hard-of-hearing students attending a mainstreamed college 

indicated that the deaf and hard-of-hearing both experienced significantly more feelings of 

loneliness than their hearing peers. However, there was no difference found in the mean 

loneliness scores between the deaf and hard-of-heanng groups. 

A panel discussion of issues facing deaf and hard-of-hearing high school students 

in mainstreamed settings (Green, 1990) revealed many of the same issues discussed above 

deaf and hard-of-hearing students experienced difficulty in social interactions, and few 

out-of-school socialization experiences with students befnended in school. While some 

staled that they had fnends and even "best finends", differences in the quality of these 

friendships were noted. Experiences of outright rejection, isolation, and teasing were also 

mentioned. Significantly, athletic activities were a frequent means of gaming peer 

acceptance, which has been seen to be of importance by Stewan & Stinson (1992) 

However, for students in mainstreamed settings, participation in sports and other extra­

curricular activities may not be a possibility due to the distance traveled to and from home 

and school; communication difficulties, especially in team sports; and even non-athleticism 

on the part of the respective student. 
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In a study of the social interaction of deaf hard-of-hearing. and hearing college 

students living together on a dormitory floor, Foster and DeCaro (1990) found a lack of 

enhanced social interaction between the deaf/hard-of-hearing and the hearing students. 

Many of the students described diflBculties in communication through speech and sign 

language, and writing was also disliked as a medium of commumcation for social 

purposes. Beliefs, expectations and feelings about the other group was also seen to be an 

area of concern. Further, the physical layout of the dormitory itself was not seen to 

encourage interaction between students of any heanng status due to reduced lines of 

visibility, doors, and the arrangement of furnishings. Thus, although these students could 

be stated to be in extreme physical proximity to each other, there was infrequent 

interaction between the two groups, except on an individual basis. 

One might argue that the deaf have severe communication difficulties with the 

hearing, but that these difficulties do not exist for the hard-of-heanng to that degree. Yet. 

the limited information available dealing specifically with hard-of-heanng students 

indicates that the hard-of-hearing do expenence the same difficulties as their more 

profoundly deaf peers, although to a lesser degree. Like deaf students, hard-of-hearing 

children are frequently the only person with a hearing loss in their mainstreamed school, 

and often feel different and isolated (Lutes, 1987, Ross, 1990). As they do not hear like 

their hearing peers, but are not completely deaf they may experience identity problems 

(Lutes, 1987, Ross, Brackett & Maxon, 1982). With increasing need for communication 

and socialization with peers in the adolescent years, their difficulties may increase (Reich, 

etal., 1977). 

In a study of a child with a moderate-to-severe hearing loss who was partially 

mainstreamed for half of the day in a hearing preschool program, and half in a preschool 

program for deaf and hard-of-hearing children within a public school, Soderhan and 
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Whiren (1985) found that positive social interaction did not occur simply as a resuh of 

physical proximity. Soderhan and Whiren's findings are in support of those of Antia 

(1982), Foster and DeCaro (1990), Mertens and Kluwin (1986), and others cited earlier. 

While this child was considered to be one of the best students in the class with other deaf 

and hard-of-hearing children; in his mainstreamed class, he was considered "different" by 

his peers, and "at the bottom of the social heap". 

Peterson (1971) in her study of hard-of-hearing children in public school programs, 

found a general pattern of academic achievement below national levels, which was 

progressive with age. and that the students' achievement was not directly correlated with 

the degree of their hearing loss. In addition, these hard-of-heanng children expenenced a 

number of finstrations surrounding their school environment and social status. Like the 

deaf, the hard-of-hearing children frequently had few close friends, often spending time in 

solitude. Some students claimed to have friendships, but exhibited non-verbal behavior 

which indicated otherwise. In a common pattern, students discounted the need for 

friendships, citing the necessity of studying to maintain their academic standing. In 

contrast, the hard-of-hearing children in special programs for deaf and hard-of-heanng 

students tended to have both heanng and deaf friendships, no feelings of senous 

difficulties or fhistrations, and were generally satisfied with their educational environment 

Peterson's resuhs were generally corroborated by Tvingstedt (1993), in her study 

of hard-of-hearing children in Sweden. Tvingstedt found that the hard-of-hearing children 

m regular classes were less satisfied with their social situation and had fewer friends than 

their hearing peers, and this situation was particularly true for teenagers. Younger 

children, due to their emphasis on social and physical play, described a more favorable 

social situation. As has been found in previous studies, the children with the milder 

heanng losses are more likely to be placed in public schools Like Peterson's subjects. 
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many of the older hard-of-hearing students felt themselves to be "outsiders", and to have 

few friends. However, unlike Peterson's study, the students in special classes did not 

present a more positive picture. The negative outcome of the self-contained classes was 

attributed by Tvingstedt to the small size of the groupings, which were frequently 

extremely heterogeneous, resulting in less opportunity for age and cognitively appropriate 

social contacts. This has also been found to be a problem for deaf students in self-

contained classrooms (Rittenhouse, 1987). Further, Tvingstedt states that it can be 

difficult for hard-of-hearing children to establish friendships based on a genuine mutuality 

with hearing children in their environment. 

In an ethnographic interview study of the experience of deaf and hard-of-hearing 

adults, Moschella (1992) obtained findings which further support the evidence of 

communication and social difficuhies experienced by deaf and hard-of-heanng individuals 

in the mainstream. She noted that except for a few individuals with mild heanng losses, 

her deaf and hard-of-hearing consultants felt a need for visual access to language, whether 

through spoken English or sign language. Further, they all admitted to guessing and 

"filling in the blanks" of sounds which were inaudible and not visible on the speaker's lips. 

Many of the consultants were held back from academic promotion, put in classes with 

slow learners, and received lower grades than their normally hearing peers, even when 

they felt their hearing loss was otherwise accommodated for Moschella's consultants 

gave mixed reviews for their mainstreaming expenence. one-third felt their needs were 

generally met in regular hearing classes; one-third had mixed feelings; and the last third felt 

their hearing situation was disregarded or overlooked. Most of the deaf and hard-of-

hearing consultants who attended public schools commented on their feelings of difference 

from their peers and teachers. Their social experiences were mixed, as many recalled 

having been teased for not hearing, misunderstanding information, "talking funny", or 
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simply for wearing hearing aids. About half of the hard-of-hearing consultants felt 

generally left out or not accommodated for by their hearing peers; in addition, they often 

felt "lost" in group situations. Of those who had had contact with other deaf and hard-of-

hearing individuals during their grade school years, practically all of them felt positively 

regarded by their deaf and hard-of-hearing peers, while the majority (18 out of 26) felt 

disregarded by their hearing peers. As a result of their experiences, feelings of shame, 

isolation, alienation, depression, constraint of personality, and compromised self-esteem 

were frequently expressed by the deaf and hard-of-hearing consultants. Finally, Moschella 

reiterated the need for affiliation with like peers for the hard-of-hearing as well as the deaf, 

as evidenced by the choosing of a hard-of-hearing spouse or significant other by 9 out of 

12 of her hard-of-hearing respondents. Many of the issues identified by Moschella were 

also seen in the hard-of-hearing individuals receiving psychotherapy from Michael Harvey 

(1989). 

In light of the problems encountered by the deaf and the hard-of-heanng in 

socialization with hearing people, it should not be surprising to find that deaf and hard-of-

hearing individuals have a lower sense of self-esteem than their normally hearing peers, as 

was suggested by Moschella (1992). However, the results obtained have been mixed, very 

likely due to the differences in methodology- and instrumentation used. 

Beck (1988) suggested a generally positive social self-concept for deaf and hard-

of-hearing adolescents, although he does note increasing anxiety and lower self-concept 

with poorer "cognitive and linguistic" abilities. However, Beck's methodology relied on 

written German indexes of "linguistic" abilities, as well as teacher and staff perceptions of 

the students. It is likely that students in Germany have similar difficulties with written 

forms of the language that have been observed in America and abroad. Teacher 

perceptions are also problematic, as teachers with a Hearing-dominant perception of deaf 
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and hard-of-hearing children will likely evaluate these children more positively or 

negatively depending on the degree to which the individual student approaches or deviates 

from the Hearing-centered ideals of speech skills and behavior. 

In 1965, Helen Craig examined the self-concept of students from a residential 

school and a day school for the deaf She found a significantly higher rate of self-

acceptance for students from the residential school than for those from the day program. 

Rodda (1969) also found the opportunity for interaction with other deaf and hard-of-

hearing individuals to promote better adjustment for individuals with hearing loss 

Further, he suggested that without satisfactory social interactions, deaf and hard-of-

hearing individuals are likely to become maladapted to their environment; however the 

nature of the maladaptation would more likely be of the neurotic sort, descnbed by terms 

such as "shy", "odd", or "queer (strange)" (p. 448). 

Brooks and Ellis (1982) found the self-esteem of the profoundly deaf to be lower 

than the mean self-esteem score of the hard-of-hearing in a group of children enrolled in a 

public school program. They attributed this difference to the more positive perceptions of 

others for hard-of-hearing individuals than for the deaf However. Brooks and Ellis did 

not include a control sample of hearing children, therefore it is unknown whether the hard-

of-hearing children had lower self-esteem in comparison to their heanng peers 

In a study comparing deaf and hard-of-hearing children with visually impaired and 

normally hearing children, Loeb and Sarigiani (1986) discovered that the deaf and hard-of-

hearing group were lower in self-esteem than children with visual impairments or normal 

hearing. Significantly, on the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale administered by 

Loeb and Sarigiani, the deaf and hard-of-hearing children reported that they were not 

popular, had a hard time making fiiends. and were infrequently chosen as playmates 

Similar results were found by Shaffer-Meyer (1990). also using the Piers-Hams Scale 
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Further, Shaffer-Meyer suggested that there may be a cumulative effect from hearing loss 

in the affective as well as in the academic domain. The results of the Piers-Harris Scale 

demonstrate the direct link between poor socialization experiences and diminished self-

esteem. 

Farrugia and Austin (1980), in a study of children aged 10-15 from differing 

backgrounds and hearing status, compared four groups; hearing, hard-of-hearing children 

in public schools, deaf children in public schools, and deaf children enrolled in residential 

schools. They found that deaf students in public school programs were ranked lower on 

scales of maturity, self-esteem, social adjustment, and emotional adjustment than all other 

groups. The mean values of scores on maturity, social adjustment and emotional 

adjustment were equivalent for the hearing and hard-of-hearing groups; further, these 

scores were higher than those for deaf students in public schools. However, it should be 

noted that the scores in these areas for deaf students in residential settings were not 

significantly different from those of their hard-of-heanng and heanng peers m public 

schools. On the scale of self-esteem however, a significant result was found. Hard-of-

hearing students were ranked below hearing students and residential students on this 

measure, although they still scored higher than deaf students in public schools on this 

measure. Farrugia and Austin observed that their findings contrasted with those of 

Rodda's (1969); they interpreted this to be a result of the fact that the hard-of-hearing 

students in their study were predominantly involved in some type of special educational 

programming. In such a setting, hard-of-hearing students are likely to have some degree 

of contact with their deaf and hard-of-hearing peers; this further corroborates Tvingstedt's 

(1993) and Moschella's (1992) conclusions that hard-of-hearing individuals benefit socially 

fi'om contact with other like individuals. 
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Ease of communication and interaction with others appears to play a role in the 

development of a positive self-concept. Boldt (1989) reported a link between difficulty or 

frustration in communication with poorer self-concept in deaf individuals with varying 

communication backgrounds and modalities. Boldt also observed that those who interact 

mainly through sign language experience much less frustration in understanding others and 

making themselves understood. Thus, Boldt's findings support the idea that should hard-

of-hearing students be provided with a range of communicative options and choice of 

communication partners, through the learning of American Sign Language and increased 

contact with other deaf and hard-of-heanng individuals, their self-concepts will also be 

enhanced. 

One final caveat should be emphasized here; although the research has indicated a 

general trend towards difficulties for hard-of-hearing individuals in the academic, 

communication, and socio-psychological domains, these difficulties do not obtain for all 

individuals classified as hard-of-hearing. Cenainly, there are cases of individual hard-of-

hearing (as well as deaf) persons who through varying means, manage to minimize the 

difficulties created by their hearing loss in their personal and professional lives within the 

Heanng society. However, these individuals appear to be the exception rather than the 

rule, in the majority of cases, a hearing loss has a significant impact on most, if not all 

areas of a person's life, as the research has indicated. 
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Ihf-PtoMeiD of lldgntio ; 
Ethnicity. Identity, the Deaf and the hard-of-hearing 

As I arrive for the first time to begin my research on CSDF's campus to attend the staff 

and faculty's "Back-to-School" breakfast, I observe many people coming and going to and 

fi-om the cafeteria, where the breakfast is being held. Upon entering the room, which is 

fairly large, I am immediately faced with a large number of people animatedly charting 

with each other about their summer's experiences. Many are signing, a few using their 

voices without signing. The atmosphere around the campus feels almost that of a 

"homecoming". Walking past one table, I notice a fiiend from my university, and stop by 

to chat with her. After hugging in greeting, we chat for a few minutes. She then 

introduces me to one of her table mates, who states that I look familiar. As she gives her 

name, we recognize each other as classmates firom Gallaudet University. I express my 

surprise, and she tells me of several other Gallaudet classmates (many from the same years 

that I attended Gallaudet) that are also working at CSDF Although I have never been to 

this campus before, and know very few people here, I have already begun to feel "at 

home". 

This feeling of immediate ease in this environment is achieved at two levels; the 

personal and the socio-cultural. Bom severely to profoundly deaf due to maternal rubella 

contracted while my mother was pregnant with me, I was raised according to the Oralist 

philosophy, which precluded the use of sign language. My parents' training in Oralist 

methodology came from the John Tracy Clinic in Los Angeles, California, a well-known 

program with a correspondence course for parents of deaf children. After some time, I 

was then placed in an Oral preschool program for deaf and hard-of-hearing children 

situated within a "regular" public school. When I was five, the program endorsed the 

Total Communication philosophy, which advocated the use of signs in conjunction with 
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speech. Dissatisfied with what they were seeing in the program's services under Total 

Communication, my parents worked out a trial arrangement for my part-time placement in 

a hearing Kindergarten class. Apparently successfiil in this arrangement, the next year I 

was placed full-time in a hearing First grade class in a public school. Although the term 

was not yet in vogue, I had now been "mainstreamed". I remained in the "mainstream" 

environment for six more years. In retrospect, I had not had many fnends among my 

Hearing peers, and after my preschool, no deaf contacts either. During this time, my 

personal identity was that of a "Heanng person who couldn't hear" Dunng the sixth and 

seventh grades at a new school, after my family had moved to another state, I experienced 

extreme social ostracism and isolation which I attributed in large pan, to being the only 

deaf child in the school. During this time I began expressing my wish to attend a school 

for the deaf, where I might be on an equal audiological, if not inter-personal footing with 

my classmates. After extensive searching for an academically appropriate environment for 

me. and not without some misgivings on my parents' part, I was finally allowed to attend 

the Model Secondary School for the Deaf (MSSD), located on Gallaudet University's 

(then a College) campus in Washington, D.C., over two hundred miles away Although 1 

had some initial social and commumcative difficulties due to my lack of competence in 

sign language, this resolved itself after about six months, when I had begun to acquire 

conversational fluency in signs. At MSSD I thrived, coming to be a participant on the 

Swim Team, an oflBcer of the Student Body Government, and an actor in the school plays, 

which at that time were staged twice a year. After graduating from MSSD I chose to 

attend Gallaudet College, primarily to continue experiencing the social opportunities and 

freedom that I had found in the Deaf world. While at Gallaudet, I joined the Gallaudet 

chapter of a large internationally-known Fraternity, wrote for the school newspaper, the 

Buff and Blue, and was an officer and representative of my Fraternity to the campus Inter-
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Fraternity Council, as well as an officer of the Student Body Government. After obtaining 

a Master's degree in School Psychology at Gallaudet, I worked at several schools for the 

deaf before returning to school to pursue my Doctorate at the University of Arizona. My 

identity had changed from "a Hearing person who couldn't hear" to that of a "Deaf person 

who can hear some things, and participate in both worlds, to my own choosing". Thus, 

one can readily state that I have come to feel "at home" primarily within the Deaf 

community. 

This feeling of being "at home" among Deaf people is not a new phenomenon, 

indeed, Schein used this very idea in the title of his book: At Home Among Strangers 

(1989) to allude to the comfort felt by Deaf people when with other Deaf people. For 

deaf people to be with other deaf people, Higgms (1980) states, is to "feel a sense of 

belonging" (p. 39). This metaphor of "home" permeates many aspects of the Deaf 

community. Lane (1984), speaking in the voice of Laurent Clerc, a Deaf educator of the 

17th century, describes the school for the deaf and the deaf community as Clerc's "new 

family". Reis (1993), in his study of the Indiana School for the Deaf during the 

Depression years, gives a sense of a "large family", in which the activities, comings and 

goings, and even deaths of its members are keenly kept track of through the school 

newspaper and informal commumcations. Indeed, schools for the deaf which are 

traditionally residential in nature, have often been described as "the birthplace" of the Deaf 

community. To be enrolled in a school for the deaf is to become immersed and 

enculturated into the Deaf culture and identity (Erting, 1982; Evans & Falk, 1986, 

Johnson & Erting, 1989). This is not to say that deaf and hard-of-hearing children, upon 

becoming members of the Deaf community, turn their backs on their biological. Hearing 

families, but instead are now part of two different "families", as Cohen (1994a) suggests. 

The sense of familial belonging among people who may be completely biologically 
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unrelated is, in anthropological terms, called "fictive kinship". Fictive kinship is a 

phenomenon often seen in ethnic minorities such as the African-Americans (Fordham & 

Ogbu, 1986) and more recently. Gay and Lesbian people (Weston, 1991). How is it 

possible that the Deaf, ostensibly a group possessing a biological condition which some 

think is "curable" to some degree, and bom to unrelated people of differing ethnicities of 

their own, can come to be thought of as a cultural group in themselves? 

Ethnicity. Identity and the Deaf 

Since at least the 1980's, following the work of Padden (1980) and Higgins (1980), 

the Deaf community has been recognized as possessing a separate culture of its own, and 

increasingly as an ethnic and linguistic minority, despite the embeddedness of the daily 

lives of Deaf people within the general Hearing society. Anthropological studies of other 

cultures have shown that the Deaf community holds an equally valid claim for cultural 

status as do more "exotic" societies around the world. Barth's seminal (1969) work 

provides an excellent framework for understanding this claim. Banh asserted that there 

are four criteria for determining whether a group may constitute a culture: 

1. The group is largely biologically self-perpetuating. 
2. The group shares fundamental cultural values, realized in overt unity m cultural 

forms. 
3. The group makes up a field of communication and interaction. 
4. The group has a membership which identifies itself, and is identified by others 

as constituting a category distinguishable from other categories of the same 
order. 

At first glance, some might say that the Deaf do not fit these criteria, especially the 

first one. While members of other cultural groups are bom to parents of the same 

ethnicity, this is generally not the case for the Deaf Statistics have consistently shown 

that approximately 90 percent of deaf children are bom to hearing parents, many of whom 
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have no prior connection to the Deaf community. Thus, one could argue that these 

children therefore belong to the cultural group of their biological parents. In addition, 

hearing loss is a biological phenomenon which may theoretically be minimized through the 

use of amplification and speech training. However, Johnson and Erting (1989) 

demonstrated that to be Deaf is both a biological and social phenomenon. That is, the 

biological fact of being deaf or hard-of-hearing, with its attendant communicative and 

social needs, is a basic qualification for membership within the Deaf community. This 

establishes the "paternity" (Johnson & Erting, 1989) or biological basis for the 

perpetuation of the group. Yet. to be deaf or hard-of-hearing is not the sole criterion for 

membership. A deaf child of hearing parents must also be socialized into his/her Deaf 

identity through the learning and use of a specific language vanety (ASL), as well as 

specific cultural norms. This is the "patrimonial" (Johnson & Ening, 1989) or cultural 

component of Deaf culture, without which a Deaf community could not be created. Thus, 

Erting's work clearly illustrated what until then was merely anecdotal: that the schools and 

programs for the deaf are a primary site of socialization into the Deaf culture for the deaf 

children of hearing parents. More accurately, it may be said that the school dormitory has 

traditionally been viewed as the place where the true socialization of Deal' children begins 

As Padden and Humphries put it: 

For...deaf children, the most significant aspect of residential life is the 
dormitory. In the dormitories, away fi-om the structured control of the 
classroom, deaf children are introduced to the social life of Deaf people. In 
the informal dormitory environment children not only learn sign language 
but the context of the culture. (1988: 6) 

That is, the school dormitory, which often employed Deaf adults who had 

graduated from the school, or another school like it. was where deaf children fi"om 

Hearing families were first exposed to Deaf adults. Funher. these children frequently were 
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exposed to deaf children from Deaf families, who would subsequently become linguistic 

and social models for these children of Hearing families. Within the dormitory, children 

might feel freer to utilize ASL, rather than speech or signed English, which many schools 

currently endorse. In such a linguistic and cultural environment, deaf children of every 

background could explore their language through sign play and "group narratives" 

(Rutherford, 1993), as well as the behavioral norms and cultural values attendant with 

their new-found social group. 

While there is currently some controversy within the Deaf community surrounding 

some of the norms of Deaf culture, one will still find a majority which agrees on the value 

of ASL, as well as what behaviors are and are not acceptable for Deaf people. For 

example, Higgms (1980) describes in some detail the disapprobation shown by Deaf 

people towards Deaf "peddlers", those who make their li\ing by sellmg cards on which the 

manual alphabet is printed or other trinkets. Similarly, Jacobs (1989) and Bertling (1994) 

express their disapproval of those Deaf individuals who choose to live off federal funds for 

disabled persons, such as Supplemental Security Income (SSI). The fact that Deaf people 

tend to live around urban centers, to socialize with and marry each other, and to typically 

interact through sign language demonstrates that they display a well-defined field of 

communication and interaction. Earth's final criteria, that the group be distinguishable 

from other similar groups can be demonstrated as well. The Deaf are immediately 

different from other cultural groups, for reasons that have already been stated. Yet. the 

Deaf are distinguishable from other "handicapped" groups as well. In 1969, Roben Scott 

presented the blind as a disability with a learned social role. So, too, may one consider 

being deaf to be a learned social role. However, unlike the blind, the Deaf possess a 

separate language and set of cultural norms, which results in the self-perception of the 

Deaf as a cultural rather than "disabled" role. Indeed, the Deaf have long sought to 
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disassociate themselves from being viewed as disabled individuals, even to the extent of 

refusing some federal assistance which might otherwise increase this viewpoint, such as 

tax credits and free mail postage, which are given to blind individuals. Although the Deaf 

have historically functioned as a cultural group, other "disabled" groups have not been 

seen to do so. However, Goldin (1984), drawing upon sociological work on the Deaf 

community, as well as her own ethnographic experience with the blind, makes a case for 

the development of a culture of the blind. Similarly, Shapiro (1993) indicates that a 

"disability culture" may be arising among other disability groups. 

The case for the status of the Deaf as an ethnic group can be made from several 

other viewpoints as well. Aronson (1976) defines ethnicity as "a particular kind of 

ideology" (p. 13). That is, when the ideology or political interests of a group differs from 

the main group, one may consider that group to be ethnic. Thus the Deaf, whose political 

interests lie in the continuing use of sign language, and who do not emphasize the use of 

speech within its society, can be seen as possessing an ideolog}- radically different from 

their surrounding culture, and may therefore be considered to be ethnic. Glazer and 

Moynihan (1965) present a similar definition, stating (perhaps cynically) that ethnicity may 

be fostered through ties of interest. That is, by proclaiming an ethnic identity, the group 

may gain some benefit, such as federal funds for Native Americans. For the Deaf, the 

assertion that the Deaf are a cultural group serves its interests by declaring to the 

educational and medical establishments that the Deaf are not a medical or linguistic 

"problem" in need of a "cure" through the insertion of Cochlear Implants (Lane, 1993), 

speech training, or English-Only Education (Nover, 1993). Along with their ideology and 

ties of interest, the Deaf have also maintained a "collective identity based on a special 

historical ancestry" (Walens, 1973). The Deaf have long maintained ties with the past 

through numerous recounting of the stories of Deaf and Hearing figures of importance to 
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the Deaf community. Padden and Humphries (1988) note that these tales may be more 

appropriately viewed as "creation stories", which are recounted by cultural groups, 

whether utilizing religious or fantastic motifs, in order to explain how the group came into 

being. Further, they add, these stories "reaffirm the present by instilling meaning into the 

past" (p. 27). On a visit to France, they relate how they came to understand the 

significance of these oft-told tales; 

We had heard several stories along themes similar to the ones in this 
folktale, but it was not until we were displaced in a foreign country that we 
were able to recognize consciously what until then we had only intuitively 
understood; these stories are myths, tales, parables that carry the set of 
ideas about what makes it possible to be a Deaf person. By retelling these 
stories the group can talk about a knowledge it believes to be essential to 
its lifeblood. (1988; 26). 

In recent years, this oral history has been wntten in a number of scholarly works, 

such as Gannon's Deaf Heritage (1981), as well as preserved on videotape. Further, there 

has been a recent upwelling of interest among Deaf and Hearing scholars from all around 

the world in the historical and linguistic roots of the Deaf communities in their respective 

countries, and a number of published books (cf Erting, Johnson. Smith & Snider, 1994, 

Fischer & Lane. 1993; Van Cleve, 1993) have arisen from their efforts. 

All ethnic groups have mechanisms for determining membership within the group, 

through the establishment of boundaries (Barth, 1969). Cultural boundaries are formed 

through the application of certain signals and emblematic differences, some of which are 

ignored or played down (Earth, 1969). Others have chosen to define cultural boundaries 

in terms of Symbols, Stereotypes and Styles (Royce, 1982). Symbols are; 

...objects, acts, concepts or linguistic formations that stand ambiguously for 
a multiplicity of disparate meanings, evoke sentiments and emotions. 
...impel men to action...they are objective and collective and therefore 
observable (Royce, 1982; 146) 
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Royce defines stereotypes as being often, but not necessarily built upon symbols, 

and are generally formed fi^om some conspicuous attribute or set of attributes which are 

then used to represent the group. Cultural styles are composed of "symbols, forms, and 

underlying value orientations". Thus, symbols and styles are "chosen" by the group, and 

used by the group to define itself and its members. In contrast, stereotypes are typically 

applied to the group by others outside the group (although some within the group may 

describe others in the group in terms of these stereotypes). In other words, ethnicity is a 

process of "ascription" (Barth, 1969) by both self and others. Ascription is the process by 

which cultural groups can determine membership, through the identification of the use of 

intra-group symbols and styles by individuals wishing to be considered for membership (or 

continued membership) within the group. 

Determination of core values and behavior are a component of the ascription 

process. In her analysis of the Lubovitcher Hasidim of New York, Levy (1973) 

demonstrated how core values and behavior are utilized to determine membership among 

the Hasidim. To outsiders, the Hasidim are all considered to be part of the same ethmc 

group, due to their similarity in dress, religion, and behavioral patterns. However, the 

Hasidim appear to classify themselves along a continuum of adherence to Jewish ritual. 

This continuum stretched fi^om a "core group" of ancestral Lubovitchers to a peripheral 

group of observant and nonobservant Jews who have not accepted many of the cultural 

forms or ritual associated v^th Orthodox Judaism. However, the peripheral group does 

maintain some ties and identity to Lubovitch, and often participate in Lubovitch ritual. 

Thus, although the Hasidim may appear to be a homogeneous group, there is much 

heterogeneity within this group, and not all are considered to display the core values and 

behavior of the group. Levy also showed that one's identity and acceptance by the core 
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group may change over time, through the continued demonstration of core behaviors and 

thinking. 

Similarly, the Deaf may be seen by outsiders (Hearing people) to be a fairly 

homogeneous group (apart from the fact that they may be bom to parents of diverse 

cultural minorities) due to the fact that hearing loss has been considered to be a medical, 

not a cultural phenomenon (Lane, 1992). However, within the Deaf community, hearing 

loss alone is not sufficient for membership in the community, as has already been 

mentioned. Like the Hasidim, there exists a continuum for being Deaf, with a "core" 

group of deaf people bom to Deaf families at the center (Erting, 1982; Johnson & Erting. 

1989; Padden, 1980). Just outside of the "core" group are those who were bom to 

hearing parents, but attended a residential school for the deaf and learned ASL from an 

early age. Still fiirther out are those deaf people who were educated in the public schools 

("mainstreamed"), but chose to identify with the Deaf community at some point in their 

lives, and have learned sign language and participate in the community's events. At the 

periphery are the orally trained deaf, the hard-of-hearing, and late-deafened adults who 

may identify more closely with hearing people than with Deaf people. However, it should 

be mentioned that oral deaf and hard-of-hearing people, as well as late-deafened people 

may undergo the socialization process and become accepted members of the Deaf 

community, provided they display acceptance of the values and behaviors of the Deaf 

community. 

For the Deaf, the use of American Sign Language (ASL) has long been a core 

symbol of Deaf identity. As far back as 1880, George Veditz, a past President of the 

National Association of the Deaf (NAD) delivered an eloquent speech warning of the 

encroachment of oralism m schools for the deaf which included references to the beauty 

and usefulness of sign language in the education and communication of deaf individuals. 
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Another core value of the Deaf community lies in the use of its very name. The 

educational and medical establishments, viewing hearing loss as an audiological condition, 

have promoted various euphemisms to describe this condition, such as "Hearing-

Impaired", "Audiologically Handicapped", among others. However, the Deaf community 

rejects these terms, since these terms are felt to imply that hearing loss is a medical 

problem in need of a cure, and that the deaf are lacking, for not being able to hear. As 

Padden & Humphries (1988) declared; 

Some of the labels we came across are not used to establish commonality, 
but are used to label certain people as having lesser status -- to marginalize 
them...Although in recent years the term "hearing impaired" has been 
proposed by many in an attempt to include both Deaf people and other 
people who do not hear. Deaf people still refer to themselves as DEAF (p 
43). 

By maintaining control over the name by which they are referred to, the Deaf also 

sustain their separateness of status and identity outside of the prevaihng social system 

(Peterson, 1970b: 274). Like African-Americans, the Deaf are demonstrating a shift of 

self-perception from a concern with "integrating" or "assimilating" into American society 

to pursuing their own set of values, which are not shared by the mainstream American 

society (Aronson, 1976). 

We have seen how core values and self-ascription are employed to identify 

members of the Deaf community. However, the process of becoming a member of the 

Deaf community is much more complicated than this. Higgins (1980) stated that 

membership in the Deaf community is achieved through 1) Identification with the Deaf 

world, 2) Shared experiences (that come of being Hearing-Impaired [sic]) and 3) 

Participation in the community's activities (p. 38). Identification with the Deaf world 

comes about through the acceptance of the cultural values of the Deaf culture, which 
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Padden (1980) professes to be; language (ASL); disassociation from speech, social 

relations; and cultural stories and literature. The value of disassociation from speech 

should be clarified here. This is not to say that Deaf people reject the utility of learning 

speech skills altogether; Deaf people will pragmatically recognize that some individuals 

may possess intelligible speech skills which may be used with Hearing people. However, 

within the Deaf community, the use of speech is viewed as something of a literal "waste of 

breath", since deaf individuals cannot hear the sounds spoken, and signing conveys a much 

more easily perceived linguistic signal. 

Padden's (1980) concept of social relations is similar to Higgins' idea of 

participation in the community's activities. However, Padden adds the element of an 

emphasis on social and family ties which are common to minority cultures. However, for 

the Deaf, other Deaf people frequently become something close to a surrogate "family", 

and Deaf people frequently feel closer to each other than they do to their own biological 

families or others in the Hearing world, due to the ease of communication which they 

share. The American Deaf have a phrase "DEAF-SAME-AS-ME" which clearly illustrates 

this sense of group kinship. This sense of affinity with unrelated Deaf people appears to 

be similar to the "fictive kinship" system of the Afiican-Americans identified by Fordham 

& Ogbu (1986). That is, just as Afiican-Americans express ties of relatedness (despite a 

lack of biological connection) through their use of the words "brother" and "sister" to 

refer to one another, so do Deaf (and enculturated hard-of-hearing) persons express ties of 

relatedness with "DEAF-SAME-AS-ME". 

Foster (1989) offers an interesting sociological reason for the formation of the 

Deaf community, through retrospective interviews with 25 deaf adults. She found four 

themes which influenced these individuals to turn to the Deaf commumty. First, these 

people were seeking real conversation, as compared to the superficial nature of 
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communication often experienced with hearing people in general society. Second, they 

sought information, referring to the basic knowledge routinely learned through 

interactions and conversations with family and peers. This source of information is 

frequently lacking for deaf people, especially those from hearing families and those 

isolated from other deaf peers in mainstreamed settings. Third, the deaf adults in Foster's 

study were seeking close friendships with others, as compared to the strained, formal, and 

superficial relationships experienced in the mainstream. Finally, in turning to the Deaf 

community, they were seeking family, meaning the sense of shared intimacy, acceptance, 

and identity that is traditionally associated with families. One can immediately see that 

Foster's framework covers all of the meanings of identity and ethnicity that have been 

presented thus far. 

In bringing together large numbers of deaf children, and allowing them to use 

signs, L'Epee (perhaps unwittingly) was a key player in the creation of the Deaf 

community, as well as the Deaf culture. Although other schools for the deaf were 

established some time after I'Epee's school in England by the Braidwoods and Germany by 

Samuel Heinicke (Benderly, 1980), these schools were in the Oralist tradition, with the 

expressed goal of integrating their charges into Heanng society Although it is not clear 

whether the graduates of these schools clandestinely signed among themselves or later 

joined the Deaf community in their respective countries at some time after graduation, as 

is frequently the case today, it still remains that these schools are not counted as pan of 

the tradition of the Deaf culture, although they certainly do play an important role in the 

history of the Deaf 

It is important to note that some would argue that the Deaf community is small 

and insular, paling in comparison to the diversity offered within the larger Hearing world. 

However, upon entering the Deaf worid. one would almost certainly not feel this to be the 
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case. While it is true that the Deaf do tend to cluster in large metropolitan areas, or near 

the schools that they had attended, such clusters are no different from other ethnic 

enclaves such as the Little Italys or Chinatowns which may be found in many large cities. 

To reside in such an enclave does not preclude one from leaving it, and indeed, many Deaf 

people often work in Hearing businesses, and rarely can one find a true "Deaf' residential 

neighborhood, indicating that a majority of Deaf people do interact with Hearing people at 

some level on a daily basis. The Deaf have a wide variety of interests, and one can find an 

organization consisting of Deaf members for nearly every purpose. In only a partial listing 

found in a newly established newspaper for the Deaf, one can find political and advocacy 

organizations (National Association of the Deaf, Black Deaf Advocates, Rainbow Alliance 

of the Deaf); social clubs (Deaf Teen Club - Michigan, Silent Athletic Club - Philadelphia, 

Los Angeles Club for the Deaf); religiously affiliated organizations (National Congress of 

Jewish Deaf) and recreational organizations such as those for Deaf magicians, bowlers, 

skiers, chess players, martial arts enthusiasts, and many more. A number of magazines 

and newspapers (Deaf Life, Silent News, Deaf Nation, NAD Broadcaster, etc.) serve to 

maintain ties among members of the Deaf community, its activities, and noteworthy news 

events of concern or interest. These ties and interests run to the international level as well; 

there are several international advocacy and sports organizations (World Federation of the 

Deaf, Comite International des Sourds, World Recreational Association of the Deaf) 

which at their periodic conventions draw thousands of Deaf people from around the 

world. Indeed, since 1924, there has been a quadrennial staging of the World Games of 

the Deaf, in which Deaf and hard-of-hearing people from around the world compete in a 

number of athletic events, just as their Hearing counterparts do during the Olympics 

(Gannon, 1981). 



73 

Thus, it can be easily seen that many Deaf people can and do find fnendships and 

relationships with only Deaf people in their community, feeling their lives to be quite 

satisfactory, not needing to seek elsewhere for a better quality of life. Often cementing 

these relationships is the school for the deaf, where deaf people meet other deaf people, 

often becoming friends for life. Since the community is smaller in numbers, members 

often do know other people in other towns and cities across the country, and even the 

world, either through personal contact at their schools or college, or by reputation and 

connections through mutual fiiends. These closer connections often make the Deaf 

community appear small, yet there are frequently many in the community who are unaware 

of each other, interacting within different social strata, although they may reside in the 

same geographical area. Thus, although it may at times seem as if the Deaf all know each 

other, this is not the case at ail. Therefore, to refer to the Deaf community as being "small 

and insular" is something of a misnomer, and not at all reflective of reality. The Deaf 

community is in fact a quite vibrant one, replete with individuals who lead full, rich, and 

satisfying lives both within and outside of their two worlds. 

Identity. Ethnicity, and the hard-of-heanng 

By now, one may be wondering what the previous discussion in this chapter of the 

Deaf as an ethnic group has to do with the hard-of-hearing. As individuals, the majority of 

whom have hearing parents and are typically raised and educated in a Hearing 

environment, the hard-of-hearing would seem to have no need for contact with the Deaf 

community. Further, a recent study by Woodward and Allen showed that the hard-of-

hearing and the Deaf appear to be two different linguistic communities, and cannot be 

grouped together into one category such as "hearing impaired" (Woodward and Allen. 

1993). However, there are instances of hard-of-hearing individuals who grow up within a 
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Deaf environment, as well as others who join the Deaf community at a later time in their 

lives, who are considered to be members of the Deaf community. 

Although the majority of deaf and hard-of-hearing children are bom to hearing 

parents, the converse is not true: most deaf adults give birth to hearing children, and some 

to deaf and hard-of-hearing children. However, hearing and hard-of-hearing children 

raised within the Deaf community typically become cultural members of this community. 

They may command a fluent grasp of ASL, and behave according to Deaf cultural norms. 

Indeed, Preston (1994) notes that children of Deaf aduhs often feel themselves to be more 

Deaf than individuals who joined the Deaf community at a later age, such as those who 

had been raised orally. Yet, as Padden and Humphries (1988) state; "...HARD-OF-

HEARLNG people walk a thin line between being Deaf people who can be like heanng 

people and Deaf people who are too much like hearing people" (p 50). They take note of 

a friend who successfully walks this line and is described as "DEAF but really HARD-OF-

HEARING" (p. 51) which is taken to be an acknowledgment of his ability to use his skills 

selectively. In other words, what Padden and Humphries appear to be describing is the 

behavior of a true bicultural and bilingual person; one who can switch between languages 

and cultural norms as the situation demands. 

Yet, the hard-of-hearing are not always fully accepted by the Deaf Higgins (1980) 

relates the experience of a woman who can speak well and use the telephone with 

amplification. Although she attended the state school for the deaf since childhood, and 

married a Deaf man, she describes her situation as being a "courtesy member" (Higgins, 

1980) of the Deaf community: 

Because some of the deaf people feel that I'm hearing and I'm not totally 
accepted by them. And then again I'm not really accepted by hearing 
people. So I'm right in the middle. [The deaf] don't really accept me 
They say, 'You're hearing.' [They say that] because they know I can hear 
and I can talk (Higgins, 1980; 84). 
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One possible reason for the rejection of hard-of-hearing people by the Deaf 

community is the frequent pattern of use of hard-of-hearing students as models for what 

deaf students can and should do, such as speaking and possessing higher levels of 

academic expressive English skills, by teachers of the deaf despite the obvious advantage 

the hard-of-hearing have traditionally had in acquiring these skills. Further, since many 

hard-of-hearing people endorse what the Deaf perceive to be Hearing values, they are 

referred to by the Deaf as THINK-HEARING (Padden and Humphries, 1988), which is the 

Deaf equivalent of "Uncle Tom" or "Oreo" in the Black community. This term is 

especially used for those who denigrate sign language, or exhort deaf individuals to use 

speech. Despite the Deaf community's ambivalent feelings about the hard-of-hearing. 

some do achieve some degree of acceptance within the Deaf community, as Higgins 

(1980), Jacobs (1989), and Padden and Humphries (1988) all observed. Further, Jacobs 

states that the hard-of-hearing, if they choose to join the Deaf community, often become 

leaders who are accepted by both the Hearing and Deaf communities. 

Thus it would seem as if the hard-of-hearing have two choices: to join and identify 

with either the Hearing or the Deaf worlds. Harvey (1989) in his chapter on the life-span 

development of hard-of-hearing persons notes consequences of either decision. In 

identifying with hearing people, the hard-of-hearing person can develop a "pseudo 

identity" (Harvey, 1989:55) as a hearing person, despite the difficulties of communication 

in group situations and the sense of isolation, rejection, and difference discussed earlier. 

Harvey observes that some hard-of-hearing individuals may adopt strategies for coping 

with these situations, such as through overcompensation by controlling the communicative 

situation, "hypervigilance" and pretending comprehension and lack of difficulty with their 

hearing loss. However, other strategies may create a vicious cycle, reinforcing the 

difficulties the person has, such as through avoidance of group situations, which can lead 
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to chronic isolation and withdrawal, as well as clinical depression and/or a variety of 

psychosomatic symptoms. Abuse of drugs and alcohol is also a common reaction seen in 

hard-of-hearing persons experiencing psychosocial difficulties. 

Yet, the hard-of-hearing also frequently feel pulled towards and pushed from the 

Deaf community. Since many hard-of-hearing people endorse the values of the 

mainstream Hearing society, the Deaf community with its signing-based orientation, 

appears to be linguistically "beneath" the Hearing world and speech-based communication. 

However, those hard-of-hearing persons who do attempt to venture into the Deaf 

community often report a sense of peripherality or "not quite fitting in" with the Deaf 

community. It is not only signing deaf that present a problem for the hard-of-heanng: they 

also report feeling "different" from oral deaf persons as well (Harvey, 1989). 

However, a simple choice between the Deaf and Heanng worlds is misleading; 

individuals rarely form such clear-cut distinctions in their lives. Moschella (1992) suggests 

that for deaf, as well as hard-of-hearing individuals: 

...simply knowing that there were other contexts in which one could 
connect and fully relate to others reduced or eliminated the odds that one 
would feel alienated, unreal, or strange even though one might still have 
felt lonely or isolated (pp. 204-205) 

In her dissertation, Moschella demonstrated how both deaf and hard-of-hearing 

individuals have a need for contact with other deaf and hard-of-hearing persons, m order 

to bolster their self-confidence and ability to handle the stresses inherent in the Hearing 

world. Further, she suggests that hard-of-hearing, as well as deaf children should be 

educated through some form of bilingual education, in order for them to develop their 

ability to function to the fullest extent in the two worlds available to them; the Deaf and 

the Hearing The provision and use of sign language for hard-of-hearing children as a 
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facilitator of communication and increased opportunity for social contacts was a 

conclusion also reached by Tvingstedt (1993). 

Within the Deaf community and the field of deaf education, there is increasing 

ideological and research-based support for the idea of using ASL/English 

bilingual/bicultural education, in which ASL is regarded as a first language for deaf 

children and English as a second language. This form of educational programming is 

geared towards increased competency in the two languages, as well as a sense of pride and 

self-assurance for students in themselves as culturally and audiologically deaf individuals. 

Such programming might be seen as beneficial for hard-of-hearing students as well, as 

Moschella (1992) and Tvingstedt (1993) suggest, since they both observe a need for hard-

of-hearing individuals to have some degree of contact with other deaf and hard-of-hearing 

persons, as well as learning and using sign language as an additional means of 

communication. Ross' (1990) observation that hard-of-heanng children appear to learn 

English in a pattern similar to that of second language learners, such as has been suggested 

in the case of profoundly deaf children, lends fijrther support for the idea of educating 

hard-of-hearing students within an ASL/ESL bilinguaL'bicultural fi-amework. Within such 

a setting, hard-of-hearing students could potentially learn to accept themselves as hard-of-

hearing persons in their own right, without needing to try to reach a completely Hearing 

ideal, which can lead to social and psychological difficulties, as Harvey (1989) observed. 

Yet, there is some legitimate concern regarding placing hard-of-hearing persons in 

an ASL/ESL bilingual/bicultural educational setting, as it is possible that this form of 

education could transform these children into "deaf' persons, as Ross and Calvert (1967) 

feared. While it is important for the hard-of-hearing to have contact and affiliation with 

Deaf persons, encouraging a strictly Deaf identity for hard-of-hearing persons could have 

undesirable results similar to what is seen when hard-of-hearing persons are encouraged to 
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identify only with the Hearing world With this in mind, it may be usefiil to perceive hard-

of-hearing persons as being of "mixed ethnicity", like children of interracial relationships. 

That is, just as "mixed race" children are not of just one or the other ethnicity, yet are of 

both races, so too are hard-of-hearing children neither deaf nor hearing, but share 

characteristics of both. In a related vein, hard-of-hearing persons vary in degree of 

hearing loss, from those with mild losses to those with a great amount of loss, just as some 

mixed-race persons may have extremely light skin color or "more White" bodily 

characteristics (hair, eyes, etc.) to those who have a significant degree of pigmentation in 

their skin and "more ethnic" features. Thus a binary dichotomy entailing a "choice" 

between one or the other race/cuhure is felt to be misleading and potentially 

psychologically harmflil for individuals of mixed heritage (Courtney, 1995; Leslie, et al., 

1995; Morganthau, 1995). Leigh and Stinson (1991) and Mottez (1990) both recognize 

the potential for deaf and hard-of-hearing people to be bicultural, and that to be deaf is to 

be placed within a continuum of audiological and cultural behavior, where both elements 

of their identity are supported, without denying one or the other. 

Holcomb (in press) suggests that there are several possible types of identification 

with the Deaf community and the larger Hearing society. Within Holcomb's framework, 

one can adopt a bicultural stance of varying degrees, or one might not possess any degree 

of biculturalism for several reasons. Thus, an individual can be a Deaf or Hearing-

dominant bicultural, associating primarily with Deaf or Hearing persons, depending on the 

respective orientation. Alternatively, a Balanced Bicultural stance can be adopted, in 

which the individual feels equally comfortable in both deaf and hearing cultures, making 

use of their residual hearing and speech abilities, while also maintaining competence in 

ASL. One could also become Culturally Separate, interacting with Deaf people as much 

as possible while keeping contacts with hearing people to a minimum. However, Cultural 
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Separation is a rare phenomenon for most Deaf individuals, and is unlikely to occur in 

hard-of-hearing persons. On the other extreme in Holcomb's continuum, one can be 

Culturally Isolated, interacting to the greatest degree possible with hearing people, and 

rejecting any involvement with deaf people. This orientation has been seen in some hard-

of-hearing people, especially those educated in the public schools. It is significant to note, 

as Holcomb does, that the Hearing culture would perceive a Culturally Isolated person to 

be the most well-adjusted, and would apply this label to someone who avoids contacts 

with hearing people. That is, just as "language" and "communication" have been found to 

have different meanings for Deaf and Hearing people, the perception of good "adjustment" 

differs for these two groups. For the Deaf, it is being with other Deaf (and at times 

Hearing people) which is indicative of healthy adjustment, while for the Hearing, social 

interaction with only Hearing people is felt to be psychologically hygienic. Finally. 

Holcomb submits the presence of Culturally Captive individuals; those who have had no 

opportunity to meet other deaf and hard-of-hearing people, or to learn about Deaf culture. 

The current push for "Full Inclusion", as well as the increasing trend for placement of deaf 

and hard-of-hearing students in their local public schools is likely to increase the numbers 

of Culturally Captive individuals, with the attendant experienced educational and social 

diflRculties described earlier. Glickman (1986) supports the notion that Culturally Captive 

individuals are also likely to be "culturally marginal"; they tend to feel a part of neither 

culture, while feeling a common pressure to identify with the dominant (Hearing) culture. 

Summary and Implications 

Returning now to the original question posed at the beginning of this chapter; To 

what degree can a hard-of-hearing person be considered to be deaf, as well as to be 

hearing'^ The cycle of education has changed dramatically since the earliest recorded times 
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of attempts at educating the deaf and hard-of-hearing. Educational efforts have gone from 

individual undertakings sponsored by wealthy patrons for their progeny to group 

instruction with similar others in settings often removed from the familial home. In such 

settings, educators have often expressed fears that hard-of-hearing individuals will become 

socially and psychologically Deaf Partly as a result of these fears, some educators of the 

deaf have joined in the support of mainstreaming, which endeavors to "normalize" deaf 

and hard-of-hearing children in social as well as academic arenas. 

However, mainstreaming does not appear to have had the desired results. Like 

their severely and profoundly deaf peers, the hard-of-hearing have had communicative, 

social, and academic difficulties in settings where they are surrounded by their hearing 

peers. The production and perception of speech by hard-of-hearing persons are different 

from what is normally expected; yet since the hard-of-hearing appear outwardly to be 

similar to their hearing peers, the differentness of their responses are unexpected, which 

often leads to social rejection by their peers. Yet at the same time, within the 

mainstreamed setting, the hard-of-hearing are frequently expected to be like their normally 

hearing peers, and many will attempt to "pass" (Gofiman, 1963) for Hearing. The 

difficulties of "passing" or attempting to identify with hearing people has often led to 

psychological trauma and social withdrawal, as well as a rejection of the self as a 

competent individual. Thus, while the hard-of-hearing may appear "normalized" in 

outward appearance, through academic achievements, they are frequently far from feeling 

"normal" in comparison to their reference group. The hard-of-hearing frequently do not 

feel completely "at home" in the Hearing world. 

On the other hand, the hard-of-hearing have been found to perform in ways similar 

to those of the deaf, especially in academic areas. Yet they also develop speech and 

language skills in ways similar to the hearing, although at a delayed rate. It is this 
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contradiction that has led some to believe that the hard-of-hearing have much in common 

with the Hearing. Nevertheless, several studies have demonstrated that the hard-of-

hearing do experience an aflBnity with the deaf Further, these studies indicate that the 

hard-of-hearing do benefit fi"om extended contact with other deaf and hard-of-hearing 

individuals. However, for a number of reasons including past educational practices, the 

hard-of-hearing have often felt excluded from fiill inclusion within the Deaf community. 

Thus, the hard-of-hearing often do not feel completely "at home" in this milieu as well. 

It might seem as if the hard-of-hearing are forever doomed to remain in this 

"limbo", however, this need not be so. If a cuhural perspective of hearing loss is adopted, 

the hard-of-heanng can be perceived to be of "mixed ethnicity". With this status, it 

becomes clear that to adopt only one or the other identities available by birthright is a false 

choice for these individuals; instead, both identities should be nurtured and made available 

to them. This fi"amework provides a rationale and theoretical basis for including hard-of-

hearing children as potential recipients of ASL/ESL bilingual/bicuhural programming. For 

their Hearing side, speech training, English literacy, and contact on a regular basis with 

their Hearing peers will be made available. Conversely, for their Deaf side, exposure to 

American Sign Language, Deaf peers and adults; Deaf culture, and English as a Second 

Language techniques should be offered. A modified program for hard-of-hearing children 

of Bilingual/Bicultural educational programs for the deaf ofifer one possibility for resolving 

the academic and social dilemma that hard-of-hearing children face. By its very nature, 

Bilingual/Bicultural programming oflFers hard-of-hearing children a means for accessing 

the best of both worlds, and to feel at home in them. However, this idea needs to be 

tested. In this study, it is hoped that some insights will be generated into the development 

of the hard-of-hearing as a group with a particular identity of their own. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
A CHANGING PAR^\D!GM 

George Santayana, the writer, once said "Those who fail to learn from history are 

doomed to forever repeat it." Nowhere is this quotation more particularly apt than in the 

field of the education of the deaf As the reader will quickly come to realize, this history is 

fraught with cycles, in which previous methodologies have been adopted, discarded, and 

adopted yet once again. At this time in the history of the Deaf, educational theory is 

returning to a previous point in educational history — that of a bilingual approach to the 

instruction of deaf children. 

A Histor\' of the Deaf 

To begin to comprehend the roots of the educational controversy within the field 

of deaf education, one must first understand the historical framework in which this debate 

exists. Prior to the 1700s, the deaf were by and large considered essentially uneducable, 

due to the fact that they could not hear or speak. This belief dated as far back as 

Aristotle, who wrote, "Those who become deaf from birth also become altogether 

speechless. Voice is not lacking, but there is no speech" (Benderly, 1980: 107). Benderly 

asserts that Aristotle's statement was misunderstood, as "speechless" was thought to mean 

"stupid"; hence the origin of the phrase "deaf and dumb". However, there are accounts of 

individual children, typically bom to wealthy landowners, who were taught to read and/or 

speak by priests such as St. John of Beverly and Pedro Ponce de Leon and individuals 

working under the aegis of wealthy landowners such as Juan Pablo Bonet and Manuel 

Ramirez in Spain, or Johann Amman in Holland and Jacob Rodriguez Pereira in France. 

The efforts of these individuals were all aimed at the production of speech in their charges, 

which was in the best interests of the children and their families, as the prevailing law at 
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that time, inherited from the Justinian Code, mandated the ability to speak and read, in 

order to inherit property (Benderly, 1980; Lane, 1984). While these efforts were 

successful by the accounts of these early educators, they were time-intensive due to the 

difficulty of the task, and because the children were educated on a one-to-one, individual 

basis, these efforts were not able to be replicated on a mass scale. Thus, individual deaf 

children remained isolated from each other, unaware of the existence of others like 

themselves. 

In the 1760s, the Abbe Charles-Michel de I'Epee encountered two deaf girls while 

working among the poor. In his priestly concern that their souls could not be saved due to 

their inability to literally "hear the word of God", he wondered how he might teach them. 

Observing them, I'Epee noticed that they seemed to communicate with each other through 

a system of gestures, leading him to conclude that the deaf might be taught through signs. 

Offering to take these girls into his own home with the purpose of instructing them, I'Epee 

began the first steps towards establishing the first public school for the deaf in the world. 

Knowing nothing about educating the deaf, I'Epee studied the work of Amman as well as 

Bonet, and especially the system of fingerspelling that Bonet had devised (Benderly, 

1980). Successful in this early attempt, in 1760 I'Epee, using mostly his own funds, 

opened a school in Paris. Unlike prior educators who implemented Oral instruction which 

requires intensive, long-term, and largely one-on-one teaching, I'Epee welcomed any who 

expressed an interest in being educated at his school. At times, I'Epee's classes numbered 

as many as sixty students, and working with such large numbers of deaf children, he began 

to notice that many of them, especially those from deaf homes, communicated through 

gestures, which often appeared systematic (Benderly, 1980). These informal gestural 

systems are now known as "home signs," and often can reach a high degree of 

morphological and even syntactical complexity (Mylander & Goldin-Meadow, 1991) 
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However, I'Epee considered this gestural system to be rudimentary and ineffective in 

teaching the Word of God (Lane, 1984) and set about in developing a means to transform 

these signs into something more closely resembling French, which he considered more 

suitable for the provision of a religious education to his charges. Through a system of 

aflBxes which could express gender, tense or number to the pre-existing signs which the 

deaf children already used, I'Epee created what he termed "Signes Methodiques", or 

"methodical signs" (Benderly, 1980, Lane, 1984). L'Epee's school and system of schooling 

was a rapid success, and became well-known throughout France, and later, the world. 

Despite L'Epee's success in his methodologies, the forces of Oralism, led in part by 

Alexander Graham Bell (whose mother had become deaf in childhood) began to gain 

strength, and in 1880, an International Congress of Educators of the Deaf was convened 

at which a resolution was passed 160 to 4 to establish Oralism as the preferable method of 

deaf education (Lane, 1984; Winefield, 1987). Lane (1980) outlines clearly the results of 

this convention in America and France: 

There were 26 American institutions for the education of the deaf in 1867 
and ASL was the language of instruction in all 26; by 1907, there were 139 
schools for the deaf and ASL was allowed in none. The French figures 
provide a comparable glimpse of ruthless linguistic imperialism. In 1845, 
there were 160 schools for the deaf with FSL the accepted language; by the 
turn of the centuiy, it was not allowed in a single French school (p. 131). 

With the rise of Oralism came a decline in the hiring of Deaf teachers and adults in 

schools for the deaf, presumably due to the fact that they could not serve as speech 

models for deaf children. In 1863, 40.8% of the teachers in schools for the deaf were deaf 

themselves, which dropped to 14% in 1927 (Gannon, 1981). As late as 1974, only 12% 

of teachers for the deaf in the United States were deaf Of those employed in school 
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programs for the deaf, most were relegated to low prestige positions such as in vocational 

education or as a dormitory supervisor. 

About two hundred years after the Abbe de I'Epee began his work, a group of 

educators got together in the late 1960s to develop a method for visually representing 

spoken English through signs. This group later split into several factions, each of which 

developed their own method. These visual representations of English are commonly 

referred to as Manually Coded English (MCE) or signed English systems. The most 

popular and widely used of the MCEs is Signing Exact English or SEE U (Gustason, 

Pfetzing «S: Zawalkow, 1972). 

Alongside with the development of the MCEs came the advent of Total 

Communication (TC), a philosophy which was initially advocated as "using all means of 

communication at one's command, including voice, signs, fingerspelling, and hearing" 

(Benderly, 1980). However, TC has come to mean, in practice. Simultaneous 

Communication (SC or SimCom), which involves simultaneous signing and voicing 

(Reagan, 1985). Johnson, Liddell & Erting (1989) have suggested that SC in practice 

relies on the speech channel more than the sign channel; in doing so, practitioners of SC 

are In actuality employing "Sign-Supported Speech". 

Although the Deaf have developed a natural language (ASL) which conforms to 

the needs of the visual-spatial medium, it has not been accepted as a language by many 

educators of the deaf Christensen (1989) related an experience she had had while visiting 

a classroom of deaf children. In this classroom, the teacher pointed to a boy of Hispanic 

descent, who was unable to communicate in any language at ail, yet his teacher labeled 

him as "bilingual". Within the same classroom was a boy bom to Deaf parents who 

chattered away with Christensen in ASL, yet the teacher said of him "(he has) no language 

at all...his parents are deaf" In the teacher's comments, one can clearly see the equation 



86 

of speech with language and thought. Indeed, there have been numerous myths 

concerning ASL, of which some are listed below. ASL has been seen as (a) "system of 

glorified gestures", "not word-based", "iconic and transparent", "ungrammatical", "code 

based on oral languages" and "restricted in content or range of expression" (Markowicz, 

1980; Battison, 1978). 

These myths are perpetuated in teacher training programs across the country. 

Trotter (1989), after observing a teacher training program for teachers of the deaf, stated; 

The most damaging myth advanced in the training was that sign language is 
restricted in content. As future teachers of the deaf, students were told 
that (1) the biggest obstacle of deaf people was their lack of language (in 
contrast to the lack of skills in the English language); (2) all deaf children 
enter school with no language (similar to the prevalent view in the 1960s 
that black children enter school with no language..., (3) those deaf persons 
who use sign language still operate at a deficit, because sign language, with 
its limited vocabulary, is incapable of discussing abstract ideas; and (4) it is 
the rare and brilliant deaf person who is capable of abstract thought (p. 
218). 

Trotter goes on to state; "Based on the association among graduates of teacher-training 

programs nationwide, it appears that the teaching of these beliefs about sign language and 

deaf persons is not atypical". The Trotter study reflects a prevailing viewpoint of many 

educators of the deaf Ramsey (1989) articulates this point best when she says "...its 

(signed English) broad appeal rests on its compatibility with the sociolinguistic values of 

its main clientele, hearing parents and teachers" (pp. 142-143). 

Nover (1993), like Ramsey (1989), contends that traditional research into the 

language development of deaf and hard-of-hearing children has been situated within a 

Hearing, or English-Only model, the basis of which is that spoken or written English is 

seen as the only language through which deaf individuals should be recognized as truly 

communicating. Although those who subscribe to this language development model may 



87 

cursorily recognize ASL as a language of the Deaf, they rationalize their attention to 

auditory and English-based language learning processes and their application to deaf 

children to the fact that the majority language (which will be the language of commerce 

for these children) is English. To illustrate, a well-known text used in many teacher 

training programs entitled Language Development and Intervention with the Hearing 

Impaired (Kretschmer and Kretschmer, 1978) states: "Without question, the preferred 

modality for language learning is the auditory o//e...this should be considered the goal for 

any child with hearing impairment" (p. 234; italics added). A more recent text (McAnally. 

Rose & Quigley, 1987) also makes clear the authors' predominant interest in English 

language development, without fiilly considering ASL to be an efficient medium for the 

transmission of English literacy: "Although most of this book is devoted to spoken 

language and its derivative written form^ a chapter is devoted to American Sign 

Language (ASL) and its potential significance for educational work with deaf children" 

(p. 1; italics added). That is, in a 206-page book divided into seven chapters, only one 

chapter lasting 27 pages covers the use of ASL as an instructional medium. These texts 

were written in this fashion despite a burgeoning literature on the psycholinguistic 

development of children exposed to ASL from birth, all of which illustrate that deaf (and 

hearing) children who are raised in ASL-using environments undergo language 

development processes parallel to those of their normally hearing peers raised in speech-

based households (Bellugi &. Klima, 1982; Bonvillian, Gate. Weber & Folven, 1988, 

Boyes-Braem, 1990; Gaustad, 1988; Loew, 1980; Newpon, 1990; Pettito & Marentette, 

1991; Prinz & Prinz, 1979; Reilly, Mclntire & Bellugi, 1990). 

It is this flourishing literature which has caused a number of educators, linguists, 

and persons within the Deaf community (Christensen, 1989, Commission on the Education 

of the Deaf Report, 1988; Davies, 1991; Davis, 1992; Drasgow, 1993; Israelite, Ewoldt & 
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HofEmeister, 1992; Kalbacher, 1986; Lucas, 1992; Quigley & Paul, 1984; Reagan, 1985; 

Strong, 1988; Strong, Woodward & Burdett, 1987; Svartholm, 1993, Walworth, 1989) to 

call for the implementation of American Sign Language within a Bilingual/Bicultural 

framework within the education of the deaf. Arguing that ASL is the "true" native 

language of deaf children (and adults) due to their immediate ability to access the visual 

modality through which this language is spoken, they insist that deaf and hard-of-hearing 

children be exposed to ASL in order to promote their linguistic and cognitive 

development. That is, they maintain that spoken English is not fiilly accessible as a 

language for deaf children in the way that ASL is, since unlike their ears, deaf children's 

eyes on the whole are fully fiinctioning. Since ASL conforms to all the linguistic 

properties of a language, they state it stands to reason that like children of other countries, 

a second language (written English) can be learned after having learned a first language 

(ASL) without cognitive or educational harm to the child. The means of accomplishing 

this goal, they suggest, is through ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural education. 

Bilingualism and Language Use 

Bilingualism means, by definition, the ability to know and use two languages. The 

Deaf community, like many linguistic minority groups, is a bilingual one. This bilingualism 

arises out of necessity, as well as socio-political factors. In the case of the Deaf, this is 

especially true, as sign language offers the most efficient medium of communication for 

the deaf, yet in order to be able to communicate with the Hearing people in their lives, 

must command some degree of competence in English, whether through spoken or written 

forms. One intriguing aspect of bilingualism is the phenomenon of code-switching. 
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Code-switching, while often misunderstood due to the difficulty in determining 

what differentiates a "switching" from a "mixing of the language, is defined by Grosjean 

(1982) as the "alternate use of two or more languages in the same utterance or 

conversation" (p. 145). Code-mixing on the other hand is much more ambiguously 

defined by a number of researchers, and is often confijsed with code-switching. Hamers 

and Blanc (1989) suggested that code-mixing is: 

a communication strategy...in which the speaker of language x transfers 
elements or rules of language y to x (the base language); unlike borrowing, 
however, these elements are not integrated into the linguistic system of x 
(p. 266). 

In other words, code-switching appears to be the use of two languages during an 

utterance or conversation, but the switching occurs in conformity to a number of linguistic 

restraints, so that the rules of neither language are violated (Lederberg & Morales. 1985, 

Pfaflf. 1979). Code-mixing generally seems to take place in those instances during which 

elements from one language are inserted into the other, often in violation of the rules of 

both. The term code-switching has also been applied to the use of two or more dialects 

(varieties of the same language) within the same utterance or conversation (Bell, 1984, 

Spolsky, 1988). 

There have been a number of studies examining code-switching in sign language 

(Aramburo, 1990; Hoffmeister & Moores, 1987, Lucas & Valli, 1992; Rutherford, 1993, 

Stokoe, 1972; Valli, Reed, Ingram & Lucas, 1990). However, these studies have all 

concentrated on switching between what they determined to be ASL and some other, 

more English-based form of signing. In the case of Aramburo (1990) and Valli, et al. 

(1990), they examined switching between ASL signing as used by Whites and signing as 

used by Blacks. In other words, these studies have put their energies towards 

understanding the use of different varieties (or perhaps more accurately, "dialects") of 
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ASL. However, speaking and signing are two entirely different and unrelated forms of 

communication; indeed, they are performed in two entirely diflferent modalities: the 

auditory and the visual. The presentation of linguistic input in two diflferent modalities 

ofiFers a unique dilemma in the study of code-switching. Two auditory codes (such as 

English and Spanish) can not be spoken simuhaneously, since human beings have only one 

mouth. However, in signing, the hands can present the linguistic code of signs, while the 

mouth can fiimish the linguistic code of speech simultaneously. The question of whether 

one or both linguistic messages are complete or not in simultaneous^imodal 

communication is irrelevant to this discussion; the point is that the two modes are used by 

communicative partners. However, by engaging in simultaneous/bimodal communication, 

the modes occur simultaneously; rarely is there any alternation of the two modes. That is, 

unlike code-switching between two linguistic varieties (whether signed or spoken) where 

the switches, for biological reasons, must alternate, simultaneous^imodal communication 

allows the two modalities to be presented concurrently. Some, such as Davis (1989) and 

Nover (n.d.) have suggested that signing accompanied by extensive, English-based 

"mouthing" or speech (as in simultaneous/bimodal communication) is in actuality code-

mixing, since, as Davis submits: 

[Code-mixing refers to] "pieces" of one language being used while a 
speaker is basically using another language. The language used 
predominantly is the base or primary language, while the language from 
which the "pieces" originate is the source language... Some researchers 
argue that the term code-mixing rather than code-switching should be used 
to refer to intrasentential phenomena ~ that is, the embedding or mixing of 
linguistic units from one distinct grammatical system to another within a 
sentence, clause or constituent... Code-mixing in the present study, then, is 
used to describe the interpreters' simultaneous mouthing of English words 
while signing ASL. (pp. 89-90). 
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Following Davis' and Nover's arguments, simultaneous/bimodal communication represents 

a mixing of the two codes; there is no actual "switch" of the two codes. Therefore, how 

can one consider the use of simultaneous/bimodal communication to be an example of 

code-switching? The answer lies in how and when simultaneous/bimodal communication 

is used among the participants. 

ASL, like many languages around the world, is situated within a "diglossic" 

(Ferguson, 1959) continuum. Diglossia refers to the use of two languages or language 

varieties within a specific bilingual setting where one language/variety has attained a 

prestigious status, through its use in commercial, educational or governmental settings, 

while the other language or dialect (or its speakers) is associated with a lack of education, 

knowledge or sophistication. For more than one hundred years since the Second 

International Congress on the Education of the Deaf in Milan, Italy in 1880, the 

acquisition and use of speech and the national majority language were held to be the only 

acceptable means and goal of the education of the deaf (Lane, 1980) Sign languages 

were banned outright, and relegated to "underground" status; its users came to be viewed 

as "uneducated", "languageless", and "intellectually deficient" (Lane, 1992). Therefore, in 

America, English came to be viewed as the "prestige" or "High" (Ferguson, 1959) 

language while ASL was seen as the "Low", or "non-prestigious" variety. In truth, ASL 

was not even considered to be a language until Stokoe's ground-breaking (1969) work 

which showed ASL to possess a grammatical system of its own. Although in recent years, 

with the changing sense of empowerment within the Deaf community after the Deaf 

President Now protest in 1988 at Gallaudet University (Gannon, 1989), as well as the 

impetus for bilingual/bicultural education of the deaf, ASL has come to attain an 

increasmg level of perceived equality with English, there are many m the Deaf community 
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who retain the beliefs and attitudes engendered from the diglossic situation that they had 

lived under. 

Within diglossic situations, to demonstrate the use of one or another variety causes 

one to be viewed as claiming membership within a specific linguistic ethnicity or identity 

(Beebe, 1981; Kannapell, 1993; Scotton, 1983; Woolard, 1989). Long an anecdotal 

belief, Kannapell (1993) confirmed that for the Deaf, to know and use ASL is a marker of 

membership in, and identification with, the Deaf community. However, the Deaf, being 

bilingual and bicuhural (Grosjean, 1992) command the ability to manipulate written 

English, ASL, and even spoken English, to varying degrees. In their use of the different 

languages and modalities available to them, they are able to transform or accommodate the 

social situation in which they find themselves. Gumperz (1982) indicated that code-

switching had two primary forms: metaphorical, which carries a social meaning, and 

situational, in which the code-switching redefines the linguistic situation. That is, under 

metaphorical switching, the language variety chosen indicates to the addressee the identity 

which the speaker wishes to assume. Situational switching, on the other hand, is a 

discourse strategy in which by switching languages, the discourse itself is placed in a 

different perspective. Basso illustrated this concept in his study of the Western Apache, 

who code-switched towards White patterns of speech in order to joke about or mock 

Whites or other Apaches. Padden and Humphries (1988) and Rutherford (1993) 

established that the Deaf also employ this technique for joking about the Hearing, as well 

mocking those deaf people who are not perceived as acting appropriately "Deaf'. In 

comparison to Gumperz, Scotton (1976) suggested that code-switching can serve as a 

strategy of "neutrality" by avoiding commitment to socially meaningfiil, salient attributes 

such as ethnicity, education and authority. 
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The domain, an important concept in understanding code-switching, was 

established by Fishman (1972) to explain the relationship between language choice and 

identity. In diglossic situations, he maintains, the constituent languages commonly come 

to be respectively regarded as the "we" (associated with in-group and informal activities) 

code and the "they" (associated with more formal, stiflfer and less personal out-group 

relations) code (Gumperz, 1982). Therefore, specific languages/varieties come to be 

associated with different domains, such as the home, school, work, and social 

relationships. To recognize and identify domains is to understand, in pan. when code-

switching may occur, and which language will be used at particular times. However, 

code-switching does not exist purely as a function of domain; the topic under discussion, 

and the dominance of one or the other language within their diglossic relationships also 

play key roles in code-switching, according to Fishman (1972). Gumperz (1972) identified 

other determinants in code-switching; the setting in which the speech occurs, as well as 

the social situation and the social event. Genessee and Bourhis (1982) have expanded on 

this work by identifying four factors which influence individuals' evaluations of a speaker 

and language switching, the situational norms, the perceived sociocultural status of the 

language(s), in-group favoritism, and interpersonal language accommodation. Bell (1984) 

put forth a related idea that code-switching (or language style, as he calls it) is determined 

by "audience design", in which the speaker attempts to linguistically accommodate the 

addressee, as well as third persons he terms "auditors" and "overhearers", who are 

respectively known and not known to be present and potentially listening in on the 

conversation. The importance of this discussion on code-switching will become evident 

during the discussion of the language use of the hard-of-hearing students in this study 



Bilingual Education: Theory and Practice 

Within both the Deaf and the Hearing communities, bilingualism and bilingual 

education evokes a storm of controversy. Presidential hopeful Senator Bob Dole has 

recently called for an end to bilingual education, wishing for a return to a time when 

everyone presumably spoke English in America. In August 1995, a state judge in Texas 

ruled as part of a custody case that a bilingual mother's speaking only Spanish to her 

daughter at home (in an effort to create a bilingual child) constituted "abuse", since this 

would resuh in a relegation of the child to the status of "housemaid" ("Judge", 1995). 

Edward Scouten, a long-time educator of the deaf has referred to the implementation of 

ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural (BiTBi) education as "reinventmg the square wheel" 

(1994). All rhetoric aside, exactly what is bilingual education'' 

Bilingual Education Theoretical Modei.s 

The goal of bilingual education is in actuality fairly simple: to assist children in 

learning a second language (L-^). The processes by which this goal is achieved however, is 

much less simply achieved due to political, societal and educational factors. Depending 

upon whether the subsidiary goal of bilingual education is to add to or replace the first 

language (L|), different instructional models are employed. The decision to employ one 

or the other type of subsidiary goals are in part affected by the district's decision to 

emphasize equity or excellence. That is, Lazerson, McLaughlin, McPherson and Bailey 

(1985) define education in America as a continual struggle between the forces of equity 

(efficiency or cost-effectiveness) and excellence (encouraging students to reach their 

maximum potential). In the last decade or so, with the increasing reports of fiscal crises at 

the local, state, and even national levels, the tide has turned towards more calls for 

efficiency by recommending special programs be shut down and students of all needs be 
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returned to the regular classroom setting. There are several educational options which 

most readily accommodate this objective. 

Perhaps the cheapest option (in the short-term) is that of "submersion", in which 

the minority language-speaking child is placed in classrooms with their majority language-

speaking peers without any formal language instruction or support services. Submersion, 

perhaps so named because it relies on the theory that one must "sink or swim" in order to 

fiilly and most rapidly learn a second language, has been criticized on the grounds that it is 

discriminatory and fails to provide the non-English-speaking children with an adequate 

education due to incomplete or nonexistent access to academic material (McKay, 1988, 

Wong, 1988). That is, although these non-English-speaking children are bombarded with 

input in their (English), without any assistance in making the mental translation to their 

Lj, they will be unable to learn the academic material being taught in English, since their 

mental faculties will be concentrated primarily on understanding the language rather than 

the academic material. 

One strategy which has been devised to circumvent the dilemma of submersion has 

been to implement "pull-out ESL" (English as a Second Language) classes. In this type of 

programming, the non-English-speaking student remains in the English-speaking class for 

most of the day, but is taken out of the classroom for a short period of time to be provided 

with remedial instruction in English. While this option has the advantage of giving the 

second-language learning student some assistance in comprehending the input they are 

receiving during the day, its critics charge that because students are pulled out, they are 

missing information being presented in their regular classes, and subsequently may fall 

behind in their coursework. Further, the very act of pulling students out of their classes 

may serve to stigmatize them, especially when their destination is labeled as a "remedial 

classroom," which they often are, according to McKay (1988). 
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One will immediately note that the first two options are not forms of bilingual 

programming at all, but rather aimed at the rapid acquisition of the second language 

through the second language. That is, even though ESL classes are provided in the pull-

out option, ESL inherently implies learning English through a variety of techniques, none 

of which rely on using the learner's first language. ESL has an advantage in that speakers 

of any language can learn English through their techniques, since learning is not 

accomplished through the first language. Therefore, ESL is more cost-eflfective than 

bilingual programming since by definition, bilingual education requires the use of the 

native and the second language in education. That is, since bUingual education utilizes the 

native language of the L2 student, one must therefore hire personnel fluent in the student's 

native language, and find a sufficient number of children who speak that language to fill a 

classroom of bilingual education students. 

The U.S. Department of Education has defined bilingual education as: 

...the use of two languages, one of which is English, as the medium of 
instruction for the same pupil population in a well-organized program 
which encompasses part or all of the curriculum and includes the study of 
the history and culture associated with the mother tongue. A complete 
program maintains the children's self-esteem and a legitimate pride in both 
cultures (Paulston, 1980: 8). 

However, the means by which bilingual education itself is accomplished is not so easily 

defined, again due to the struggle between equity and excellence. Although appropriate, 

accessible education has been federally mandated by the Imu decision of the Supreme 

Court in 1974, the means through which this education is achieved are many, and left up 

to the states to decide (Wong, 1988). Thus, within bilingual education, many options are 

extant. The two primary alternatives deal with the issue of whether the goal is to provide 

a transition toward the full use of English as an instructional medium and eventual 
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reassignment into regular education classrooms, or to maintain the student's knowledge 

and use of their Lj while learning and using the L2 These two orientations are sometimes 

known as "additive" and "subtractive," depending on whether the program intends to add 

tQ or subtract from their linguistic repertoire. That is, since some programs such as 

submersion and ESL pull-out described earlier and some transitional models are primarily 

aimed at the eventual replacement of the native language by the second language, they are 

designated as being "subtractive." In direct contrast, those programs aimed at the 

acquisition and use of both (or more) languages are concluded to be "additive" since 

neither language is replaced or lost. However, within each of these two primary options, 

yet further choices with differing goals are available as well. In transitional programs, one 

can employ an "early-exit" or a "late-exit" orientation. That is, in early-exit programs, the 

students are taught bilingually until they have some level of competence in the second 

language which would enable them to fianction at an adequate level in the L2-speaking 

classroom, at which time they are reassigned to the regular education program. 

Early-exit programs have been criticized by some such as Cummins (1980, 1989). 

since they charge that while the student may have conversational skills in the second 

language, the linguistic skills needed for the processing of academic language may not be 

present. This is Cummins' BICS/CALP distinction. BICS (Basic Interpersonal 

Communication Skills) refers to the linguistic skills needed to socialize with people on a 

daily basis. BICS can include a knowledge of slang, idiomatic expressions, and words 

commonly used by people in everyday situations. BICS is easier to acquire, Cummins 

states, since this form of language is often embedded within context, whether through 

pictures or the immediate situation. CALP (Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency), 

on the other hand, refers to the forms of language used within academic settings Since 

this form of language is often decontexiualized, it is more cognitively demanding. To 
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derive meaning and analyze information from written texts (where the context is not 

always immediately apparent), are some examples of what is involved within the use of 

CALP. Therefore, Cummins would argue that early-exit bilingual programs provide for 

the acquisition of BICS, but not CALP; the end resuh is that students are poorly prepared 

for academic work and subsequently fall behind their L2-speaking peers. The alternative 

to this problem is to allow for additional time to develop linguistic skills in both BICS and 

CALP by postponing the transition to regular education for at least several more years. 

However, this too is criticized by some as depriving minority language students from 

contact with their majority-language peers and academic instruction. 

McKay (1988) points out that maintenance programs also have a division of 

possibilities for provision of service. Although both options are aimed at the retention of 

the Lj, there are variations in the degree to which the Lj is advanced. Maintenance 

programs can encourage the retention of existing skills in the first language, but not 

promote the development of more advanced skills in what is known as "static 

maintenance" (Otheguy & Otto, 1980). Alternatively, skills in the first language can be 

encouraged to develop further, while at the same time skills in the second language are 

also nurtured in what Otheguy and Otto term "developmental maintenance" The major 

criticism of bilingual education is that students and teachers are "segregated", however 

benignly, for the purpose of instruction in the second and first languages. Another 

criticism is that instruction in the first language detracts from time available for instruction 

in the second language. Additional criticisms center around resources: financial, 

personnel, materials, and student population. 

Two other models deserve mention here. These designs differ from the other 

bilingual education programs in the direction of language learning: whereas the foregoing 

programs have concentrated on the acquisition of the majority language by language 
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minority groups, the following focus on the acquisition of a minority language by speakers 

of the majority language. In the first model, "immersion", speakers of the majority 

language attend schools where the minority language is spoken and used for all activities 

and most, if not all, academic instruction. It should be held in mind that although 

"immersion" and "submersion" are often used interchangeably in the popular press, there is 

a major difference between the two. Primarily, immersion is almost always done on a 

voluntary' basis, and the participants are drawn from the middle-class, majority language 

speaking segment of the population. Immersion has been found to succeed due to the fact 

that since the participants in these programs have a significant amount of reinforcement of 

their native language at home and through the mass media (television, radios, etc.), and 

since the program is voluntary, there is no threat or loss of their cultural identity or self-

esteem (Genesee, 1984; McKay, 1988). 

A related model is the "two-way bilingual inmiersion" program. In this design, 

majority-language and minority-language students are placed in the same classroom with 

the goal of making them proficient in both languages. Some plans separate the two 

groups initially, while providing them with instruction in the second language and reading 

skills are developed in the first language until the second or third grade, at which point 

they are brought together. In other plans, the students are also initially separated, but 

gradually brought together for more and more activities until they are integrated into one 

classroom. McKay (1988) points out that this model may produce social problems at the 

time when the two groups are brought together, since: 

...both groups may have some established social sub-groups and, further, 
they will have different levels of proficiency in both English and the target 
minority language that may minimize interaction between the groups and 
promote a continuation of the initial subgroups (p. 358). 
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Thus, one can see that bilingual/second language education encompasses a wide 

variety of theoretical bases and models of implementation. However, bilingualism should 

not be the only goal of a bilingual program; students from the minority culture must learn 

the sociolinguistic rules of the dominant culture in order to smoothly function, as they 

most likely will at some point, in the majority language-speaking environment. Therefore, 

an element of biculturalism must also be insened into the program, as McLaughlin (1985) 

points out; 

An eflfective bicultural program is one in which the child's cultural heritage 
has a central place in instruction and where there is awareness of patterns 
of language use and interactional style that are customary in the child's 
culture. At the same time, mainstream values, patterns of language use, 
and interactional styles need to be gradually introduced so that the child at 
least has the opportunity to move out and function in the larger society. 
The point is not that one set of values or behaviors replaces the other, but 
that the children have access to both sets so that they can form from both 
their unique bicultural identity (p. 192). 

In addition to understanding the elements of the promotion of biculturalism, one must also 

understand the criteria for effective bilingual programming. Lindholm (1988) offers an 

extensive list of criteria for successful bilingual immersion programs, which could very 

easily be applied to a bilingual/bicuhural program; 

• Duration of instructional treatment; The instructional treatment is provided to the 
participating students for a period of at least four to six years. 

• Expo.sure to optimal dual language input; Optimal input has four characteristics; (a) it 
is adjusted to the comprehension level of the learner, (b) it is interesting and relevant, 
(c) there is sufficient quantity, and (d) it is challenging. 

• Focus on academic curriculum; The programs are designed to focus on subject matter 
as well as language development. Students are exposed to the same academic core 
curriculum as students in regular programs, but in more than one language. 

• Integration of language art.s with curriculum; Related to criteria 2 and 3 is the need to 
provide language arts instruction in both the English and non-English languages and to 
design the instruction so that it is integrated with the academic curriculum. 
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Separation of languages for instruction: Monolingual lesson delivery refers to the 
amount of time devoted to instruction in each language. This is not to say that 
language mixing itself is harmful; rather it appears that sustained periods of 
monolingual instruaion (in each language) helps to promote development in each 
language. 
Additive bilingual environment: All students are provided the opportunity to acquire a 
second language at no cost to their home language and culture. 
Classroom composition: To maintain an environment of educational and linguistic 
equity in the classroom and to promote interactions among native and non-native 
English speakers, the ideal ratio is 50% English speakers to 50% non-native English 
speakers. The ratio of English speakers to non-native English speakers is important to 
insure that there are enough language models of each language to promote interactions 
among the two groups of students. 
Ratio of English to the non-English language: From studies of bilingual students and 
immersion students, it appears that a minimum of 50% non-English language 
instruction is necessary to promote high levels of the non-English language proficiency 
among language majority students and to promote academic achievement among 
language minority students. Furthermore, although studies have not addressed the 
minimal level of English necessary, a minimum of 10% English instruction initially is 
important to promote English language development for the non-native speakers of 
English. Also, to develop a high level of academic English language skills among the 
language minority students, the amount of content instruction in English should be 
about 50% for the late elementary school years (grades 4-6). 
Promotion of and opportunities for, language output: Promotmg highly proficient 
oral language skills necessitates providing both structured tasks and unstructured 
opportunities involving oral production skills for students to engage in. 
A positive school environment: A successfial bilingual immersion program must have 
the support of the principal, other administrators, and non-bilingual immersion staff. 
This support is based on a knowledge of the program, and is demonstrated: (a) 
through a desire for the program to succeed by an expenditure of resources that is 
comparable to other educational programs in the school, (b) by devoting attention to 
promoting acceptance of the program among the community and other school staff, 
and (c) by closely integrating the structure and function of the bilingual immersion 
program with the total school program. 
Positive and reciprocal instructional climate: This refers to the promotion of positive 
interactions between teachers and students and between language-minority and 
language-majority students, including the use of cooperative learning methods. Also, 
teachers should adopt a "reciprocal interaction model" instead of adhering solely to the 
"traditional transmission model" of teaching. 
High quality instructional personnel: Students receive their instruction from certified 
teachers. They are exposed to a number of teachers who have native or native-like 
ability in either or both of the language(s) in which they are teaching. Teachers, 
although bilingual, may assume monolingual roles when interacting with students. 
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• Home/school collaboration: Parental involvement and collaboration with the school 
enhances educational outcomes (pp. 3-5). 

In the following section, it will be demonstrated that McLaughlin's (1985) and most of 

Lindholm's (1988) criteria are applicable to the education as provided at CSDF, which 

purports to have an ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural educational program for deaf and 

hard-of-hearing students. 

Bilingual Education: In practice at CSDF 

There are indications that bilingual education for the deaf is not a new 

phenomenon. Fischer (1993) observes that when I'Epee established his school for deaf 

children in Paris, he disdained to attempt teaching through the spoken language. Instead, 

he started with "the assumption that no one, hearing or deaf, learns a foreign language 

(which French was to persons bom deaf) with the help of just the foreign language" (p. 

22). Believing signs to be the language which deaf people knew, he modified them in 

order to visually represent written French grammar, although he allowed the deaf to sign 

(as he did) in their natural way outside of educational settings. Further, Fischer notes that 

Roch-Ambroise Bebian, a former teacher at the Paris Institute, wrote that I'Epee had failed 

to make the next logical step, of "sticking to sign language" rather than aiming at spoken 

languages. Lane (1984), writing in the guise of Laurent Clerc, explains this point further: 

...I learned this system of methodical signing...and I espoused it for some 
years...Thus we would first express some thought in American (or French) 
Sign Language, for example, "Try to understand me," which requires two 
signs, appropriately placed and carried out, that we can label TRY and 
UNDERSTAND-ME. Then, using the same sign language, we would teach 
and explain the ten methodical signs so the student could express the 
thought in manual English; "try" + second person + plural + imperative + 
"to" + "under" + "stand" + infinitive + "I" + accusative. Finally we would 
write the corresponding sentence in English words on the board: "Try to 
understand me." It took the genius of ..Bebian, to help us realize that all 
this was a needless encumbrance on our instruction, that the labor mvolved 
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in teaching the ten methodical signs was the very labor required to teach 
the corresponding English sentence. There nn need for the 
intermediate step of manual English. And so increasingly we presented 
the idea in American Sign Language and then turned at once to the written 
language. By the 1830s methodical signs had disappeared on both sides of 
the Atlantic (pp. 62-63; Italics added). 

It is significant that the mass education of the deaf has begun to come full circle 

fi-om methodical signs to a bilingual approach to oralism and back again through a form of 

"methodical signing" (signed English systems) to a bilingual approach once again. After 

the publication of the Commission on the Education of the Deaf report (1988) which 

documented the continued failure of schools of the deaf to produce graduates with 

average reading skills much beyond the third to fourth grade levels, as well as "Unlocking 

the Curriculum" (Johnson, Liddell & Erting, 1989), a paper which called for. among other 

things, the institution of bilingual programming, several schools around the country (of 

which CSDF is one) began the process of exploring this idea for use within their 

curriculum. In 1993, the California School for the Deaf at Fremont announced the 

adoption of a revised Mission and Values statement (see Appendix C) which reflected the 

school's intention to pursue a Bilingual/Bicultural philosophy. However, as one can easily 

surmise, to announce the implementation of a policy is not the same as actually achieving 

this policy. Therefore, it is necessary to examine the school's operation in order to 

determine whether the school meets, and how closely it does so, the criteria for effective 

bicultural and bilingual programming according to McLaughlin (1985) and Lindholm 

(1988). 

First, is CSDF promoting a bicultural environment? Certainly the school does 

promote the recognition and incorporation of Deaf culture throughout its programs. From 

the very grounds (the "Bear Hunt" statue by Tilden, the Clock Tower, and the newly 

created CSDF Museum located in a room off of the library) to the personnel (more than 
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50% are Deaf or hard-of-hearing). Deaf culture is evident. Yet, in other, more subtle 

ways. Deaf culture is acknowledged and sanctioned. This orientation was immediately 

apparent during my observations right from the beginning of the school year, when the 

teachers returned to work from the summer break; 

After a breakfast for new and returning teachers, all of the staff 
head to the "Little Theater" for the standard "welcome back" speeches 
common to many schools for the deaf that I have worked at. Dr. Henr>-
Klopping, the Superintendent of the school, acts as "Master of 
Ceremonies". Speaking and signing for himself, he first introduces several 
visitors from the State Department of Education, which are greeted with 
applause and "hand waves" by the teachers and staff in the audience. As I 
look around, I notice that throughout this, in the back of the room, 
conversations are still being held among several groups of people. One of 
Dr. Klopping's first acts is to announce the numerous births and even an 
adoption that occurred during the summer for staff members. He then goes 
on to describe the State Association of the Deafs recent Convention, at 
which several teachers from the school were elected to top positions. The 
building of school spirit appears to be high on Dr. Klopping's priorities, as 
he repeatedly emphasizes the quality of the staff, and the success of the 
school, which he attributes to three factors; the Staff, the Parents, and the 
Deaf community, many of whom also volunteer their time at the school 
Dr. Klopping seems to be attempting to recreate a sense of "family" spirit. 
which he makes explicit in his introductions of new teachers and staff by 
saying "I want to introduce the new members of our family", and saying to 
some during their introductions, "welcome to our family". Dr. Klopping 
has something personal to say about and to each new staff person, and 
makes a point to say of Hearing staff in particular that they are "skilled in 
ASL". After the introduction of new staff. Dr. Klopping informs the 
audience that the school is growing; at the begirming of this school year, 
they have 502 students, with 25 applications in the process, and have had 
66 inquiries from parents about sending their deaf child to the school. In 
the current political and fiscal climate at both the Federal and the State 
level, the school has emerged relatively unharmed; while there was no cut 
in funding, there was no increase in funds either. This leads Dr. Klopping 
to issue a plea for fiscal responsibility among the staff: "We have to tighten 
our belts for supplies and things like that". Following this he acknowledges 
that like many schools, CSDF has observed a rise in the incidence of drug 
and alcohol use by its students, but states that a committee has been 
formed to counter this problem. After Dr. Klopping's comments, he 
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introduces Dr. Dhyan Lai, the Deputy Superintendent of the Specialized 
Programs Branch of the State Department of Education. Dr. Lai's speech, 
which is interpreted by an extremely competent interpreter, quickly gains 
the rapt attention of the audience. As I look around during the speech, I 
fail to see any conversations occurring, whereas there had been several 
during Dr. Klopping's comments. Dr. Lai, picking up on Dr. Klopping's 
theme, recognizes the "family" atmosphere of the school, and in his speech, 
emphasizes the need for caring by teachers and staff to their students. He 
urged the audience to reorient their thinking from "we teach Math, 
English, etc." to "we teach kids". He expresses his support for the school, 
which he states has been effective in its mission. After Dr. Lai's speech, the 
general meeting is ended, whereupon non-instructional staff return to their 
departments for planning, while the instructional staff remain for further 
orienting discussion from the Director of Instructional Programs at CSDF. 

As this example shows, the aflBrmation of Deaf culture is achieved in subtle ways. 

First, Dr. Klopping mentioned the election of Deaf staff members to officer positions in 

the state chapter of the California Association of the Deaf The National and State 

Associations of the Deaf have long been instrumental in Deaf activism, but have not been 

formally acknowledged until recently by schools and certification bodies such as the 

Council on Deafriess (CED) governing board. For the Superintendent of the school to 

keep track of the activities of the state Association of the Deaf, is significant. Further, the 

fact that there were several people from this school alone who were elected to these 

positions is also significant. The aflBrmation of Deaf culture and history is also overtly 

demonstrated, such as when the school held its annual "PAH Day" celebration in March. 

PAH (derived from an ASL "mouthing" accompanied with the sign for "FINALLY") Day 

refers to the day that Elizabeth Zinser resigned from the presidency of Gallaudet and Dr. I. 

King Jordan was appointed to this post during the Deaf President Now protests in 1988. 

During CSDF's PAH Day celebration, a school-wide assembly was held, and both 

elementary and secondary students held separate parades around the school's campus. 

Celebration of "PAH Day" is fairly rare among schools for the deaf; very few schools for 
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the deaf in the country make more than token mention of this important event in Deaf 

history; for CSDF to do so in such a large-scale manner indicates its firm commitment to 

the advocacy of Deaf culture. 

Also important is Dr. Klopping's mention of the new staff member's "skill in ASL." 

At many schools for the deaf, hiring is done on the basis of certification and training alone. 

Fluency in sign language has been of secondary concern. However, the school has made a 

commitment, in their hiring practices, to now employ only those teachers with fluency in 

ASL, according to the Director of Instruction. On interview committees, there is usually 

at least one Deaf person on the panel, in order to verify the fluency of signing of the 

interviewee. In mentioning the signing fluency of the newly-hired Hearing teachers (as 

well as the fact that others hired were Deaf), Dr. Klopping is re-affirming the school's 

commitment to "full access to direct and barrier-free communication" for its students, as 

written in the Mission Statement (Appendix C). 

Finally, this commitment to "full access" and "barrier-free communication" is 

carried out flirther by hiring a full-time, professionally certified interpreter to work on 

campus. Whereas many other schools hire interpreters only on an as-needed basis, or ask 

a teacher with some degree of signing competence to interpret, CSDF is one of only a few 

schools around the country to have a full-time staff interpreter. 

It is significant to note Dr. Klopping's repetition of the theme of the school as 

"family," which was picked up on by Dr. Lai and translated into the idea of "caring." At 

any school, whether for deaf or hearing students, there are often similar exhortations for 

their staff to work together, to be a "family." However, these appeals often have a hollow 

ring to them, in the sense that they are token admonishments made to boost morale among 

staff. However, at CSDF, this did not feel as if this was the case. At the "welcome back" 

breakfast and all around the campus grounds, teachers and staff were animatedly greeting 
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each other and chatting for long periods of time. The spirit on campus was reminiscent of 

that of a "homecoming". And indeed in many ways, this was a "homecoming" of people 

who consider themselves to be part of a "family." 

Schein (1989) utilizes the metaphor of the Deaf as family in the very title of his 

book At Home Among Strangers, which takes a demographic perspective of how the Deaf 

community was formed. The title of the book was aptly chosen, since Deaf people, often 

isolated and/or alienated from non-signing Hearing people, find a sense of social comfort 

and belonging with other Deaf people. Upon entering an unfamiliar locale. Deaf people 

often are made to feel "at home" in their new surroundings by the Deaf people they meet 

in the new area. Even internationally. Deaf people are delighted to encounter other Deaf 

people from other countries, taking them into their homes for a night, for a meal and 

conversation. More importantly, it is crucial to recognize that the source of this sense of 

identity and community emanates ultimately from the school for the deaf itself Without 

schools for the deaf, deaf and hard-of-hearing people are commonly isolated from each 

other, unaware of the other's existence due to the low incidence of hearing loss in the 

general population. It is only at the school for the deaf that deaf and hard-of-hearing 

people can find others like themselves, share their experiences, and ultimately, form a 

community. Reis (1993), in his analysis of the Indiana School for the Deaf during the 

Depression Era, indicates that the school had an aspect of familial coherence, as does 

Valentine (1993), in her discussion of the American School for the Deaf in Hartford, 

Connecticut under the guidance of Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet during the 1800s. That is, 

they both note that faculty and students appeared to have close bonds to each other, often 

maintaining these ties after graduation through school newsletters or remaining on campus 

to work. 



It is interesting to observe this value of the Deaf as "family" being subtly reinforced 

through the names of certain buildings on campus, particularly the student residences. At 

most schools for the deaf, the living quarters of the students are starkly referred to as 

"dormitories" or sometimes "residences". However, at CSDF, the student residences are 

called "Cottages", which was likely implemented to reduce the sense of an institutional 

aspect of student life. However, in choosing the term "Cottages" over a more formal term 

such as "residence", lends more of a feeling of "homeness" to their living arrangements 

which are not, in the long run, truly at "home". Yet, since "Cottage" connotes a building 

which is small and cozy, capable of sheltering a family, the concept of the deaf students as 

part of a "family" is subtly reinforced, although it is debatable whether this was intentional 

or not in the initial decision to designate the living quarters as "Cottages". 

It is not only at the staff and grounds level that Deaf culture is validated. In the 

classrooms, teachers often transmit the culture and values of the Deaf community to their 

students in the course of a lesson, whether planned or not. One class session with Ms. H., 

a hard-of-hearing woman from a Deaf family, exemplifies how teachers may accomplish 

this while teaching: 

Ms. H. is a petite woman in her late 30's with blond hair who comes from a 
Deaf family. Although this class is designated "World History", Ms. H. 
decides to initiate a discussion about the upcoming Deaf Education Summit 
in Los Angeles this weekend. In this class, I hear one of the participants in 
this study (Sherman) occasionally using his voice to call another student, or 
in addressing his teacher, who does have intelligible speech skills of her 
own. In a preface to Ms. Hs discussion of the Summit, she asks the 
students to relate their own experiences in the public schools, from which 
all have transferred to CSDF. Sherman is the first called, and he somewhat 
inarticulately states that he likes the education at CSDF better than in the 
public school, although he couldn't explain why. As Ms. H. goes around 
the room, other students cite a familiar litany of problems with their public 
school education (which were also discussed in Chapter 1): poor 
comprehension, social interaction problems, insults from other students. 
inability to participate in sports, inability to learn the material taught in their 
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classes. To one student who is apparently new to CSDF this year, Ms. H. 
uses her voice as she signs to him, asking about his comparison of the two 
types of schooling. However, she does not persist with this student, stating 
that he may not know the difference yet, having just arrived. In her 
explanation of the reason for the Deaf Education Summit, Ms. H. states 
that the Deaf community has always been concerned about the education of 
deaf children. As she put it, "DEAF COMMUNITY CHERISH PR0.2(pl.) 
EMBRACE-ALL MY PEOPLE" (The Deaf community cherishes deaf children. 
They embrace all of you deaf children, because they [the children] are all 
'my people'. As the discussion progresses, an argument springs up between 
two students about the value of socializing with hearing people. One 
student apparently feels that she can and does socialize with other children 
in her neighborhood, while another says that she cannot, since she can't 
hear. Ms. H. intervenes, stating "YOU CANT ARGUE WITH IX;3 EMOTION. 
SHE WANT GO-BACK-AND FORTH OVER-WALL. FINE. YOU NOT. FINE" 
(You can't argue with her feelings. If she wants to go back and forth 
between worlds, that's fine. If you don't, that's fine, too). 

This excerpt is significant on a number of fi^onts. First, Ms. H. stresses that the 

children can be bicultural by expressing that it is permissible for an mdividual to choose to 

socialize with both Hearing and Deaf people. However, the potential for biculturality is 

also expressed more subtly; by encouraging the students to compare their past and present 

experiences in the two different educational settings, she is striving towards a "meta-

social" (to coin a phrase) understanding of biculturality. That is, in talking about the 

differences between cultures and experiences in the two cultures to which the students 

belong, the students are prompted to bring their unconscious thoughts about the 

comparison to the fore. 

Ms. H. also overtly transmits the values and beliefs of the Deaf community in her 

assertion that the Deaf community embraces deaf and hard-of-hearing children as one of 

their "racial group" by using the words "my people". Therefore, the identity of the deaf as 

an ethnic group (Erting, 1982; Padden & Humphries, 1988; Reagan, 1985) is explicitly 

stated, through the use of terminology normally reserved for biologically related racial 
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groups. Further, she indicates that deaf children can come to be part of this ethnic group, 

since the Deaf adults already consider them to be potential members of the group. Erting 

(1982) also demonstrated that through the use of sign language, deaf children are 

socialized into a Deaf identity by Deaf aduhs. 

Another point of significance is Ms. H.'s linguistic switch to the use of speech in 

combination with signs for the new student who is not a fluent signer. In doing so, she 

accommodates his dysfluency while maintaining communication access for those students 

who otherwise do not communicatively benefit from the spoken signal. Further, by 

switching to a different combination of modalities, Ms. H. is indicating to the students one 

possible strategy for biculturalism; to utilize alternative means of communication to 

interact with those who do not possess any or limited sign language competence. In a 

different class, another Deaf teacher also had several students in her class who were not 

fluent in signs. For these students, the teacher signed slowly, using a simplified grammar, 

much in the manner of "foreigner talk" (Hamers & Blanc, 1989). which is used by 

speakers of one language encountering speakers of other languages with minimal 

competency in the language of the first speaker. 

Therefore, it does appear that at CSDF, the promotion of bicultural values and 

biculturalism itself are actively striven for. Elements of the Deaf culture are prevalent 

throughout the campus, and raised in the classroom in a variety of ways. The use of ASL 

on the campus at all times promotes an awareness of the "patterns of language use and 

interactional style that are customary" (McLaughlin, 1985: 192) in the Deaf culture. Yet. 

interactions between Hearing and Deaf staff, discussions with the students about the 

differences between the Deaf and the Hearing societies, and exposure to patterns of 

English language use enable the deaf and hard-of-hearing child to learn how to "move out 

and function in the larger society" (McLaughlin, 1985: 192).Turning to Lindholm's (1988) 
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thirteen criteria for effective (two-way) bilingual education, one will find that most of her 

criteria also apply to CSDF's programming. The first, which deals with long term 

treatment, indicates that a program must last four to six years for students to achieve 

bilingual proficiency. This is certainly true of CSDF, wherein students are ideally placed 

at a young age, fi^om Kindergarten or younger, and remain at the school in order to attain 

the linguistic exposure and educational instruction that is most readily accessible to them. 

Even if students should transfer to the school during middle school or as a high school 

Freshman, they may still potentially remain at the school for at least four years or longer. 

The second criteria is for optimal input in two languages. Certainly it has been 

demonstrated that students are exposed to a variety of levels of ASL, fi'om "foreigner 

talk" to more sophisticated signing. For some students, the use of voice is at times added 

to signing during the period of time that they are still acquiring signing competence. 

English input is also provided through written materials. The students are exposed daily 

to a variety of texts, from school newspapers and bulletins, to academic reading materials 

The materials are geared towards their maturational and reading levels. That is, in one 

class that I observed, the students were reading firom Dr Jekyll and Mr Hyde However, 

since this class appeared to be reading on a fifth grade level, the onginal version was not 

used; instead, a modified text at the fifth grade level was chosen for use in instruction. 

However, the students were continually challenged by being asked to interpret the text, to 

create hypotheses about the text, and to analyze the text, among other things. 

The next criteria is that the school focus on academic subjects. Speech training is 

not a primary focus at CSDF. Students (at the high school level) who require speech 

training are pulled out of their classes one or two periods a week (at the elementary level 

it can be as much as four or five times a week), and the same is true for those who need 

ASL instruction. Instead, the school attempts, and achieves, a high level of expectations 
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for the students, which was another recommendation of the COED (1988) and "Unlocking 

the Curriculum" (Johnson, Liddell & Erting, 1989) reports. Whereas many schools utilize 

a special curriculum for deaf students, since traditional thought holds that deaf students 

are incapable of reading well or learning high-level, abstract materials, CSDF has adopted 

the Fremont Unified School District's curriculum, which is reputed to be one of the best in 

the area, if not the state. By utilizing the District's curriculum, the school is exposing its 

students to the exact same materials as their normally-hearing counterparts. It should be 

noted that due to the wide variety of capabilities that the students enroll with, CSDF does 

employ a tracking system. Under this system the students are divided into those who 

have minimal signing and spoken/written language competence, those who are not 

potentially college-bound, and those who are potentially college-bound. Regardless of the 

track in which the students are placed, all are exposed to the same materials and concepts. 

However, the extensiveness and degree to which these materials are explained vary 

according to the capacities of the students. Therefore, in the track with minimal language 

competence, the students who were learning about the Civil War and the period of slavery 

in America were given some reading assignments, and asked to develop a collage of 

pictures related to the topic, as well as a short report on a topic area related to the main 

topic. On the other hand, in the advanced track, the students were given more extensive 

readings, usually from the textbooks used by the public schools, and asked to develop a 

term paper on a topic related to this historical period. In the classes that I observed in 

which the participants were enrolled, the students were consistently exposed to 

challenging, academically and developmentally appropriate materials and concepts. In a 

Freshman Physical Sciences class, the students were learning about the concepts of force 

and velocity, and how to calculate these. In a Sophomore Biology class, the topic was 
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cellular biology, and I was amazed at their learning of things I had never heard of, such as 

"messenger- and transfer-RNA." 

Integration of language arts with the curriculum is the next criteria. At CSDF, 

exposure to English linguistic structures are well-integrated into the curriculum, whether 

in English class or a Science or Math class. The students do not spend time on isolated 

grammatical structures, except when they arise in context, at which time they are 

discussed. In most academic classes, students are given texts to read which are related to 

the topic. Further, the students are at times given other forms of texts which they need to 

read, such as riddles or word problems, which further add to their exposure to literacy 

skills. In addition, the students are also asked at times to transfer their literacy skills to the 

use of TTYs (teletypewriters) which are a main mode of telecommunications for the deaf. 

For example, one hard-of-hearing student was asked to make a series of phone calls for a 

project the class was working on. Although this student was well capable of conversing 

on the phone, his teacher instructed him to call through the California Relay System to 

give him practice in using the TTY, as well as developing his literacy skills by reading and 

typing the responses through the TTY. 

Separation of languages for instruction is a controversial point in the Bilingual 

Education for the deaf debate. ASL and English, like many other languages, are 

unrelated. Yet due to the different modalities in which they are produced, people can 

often sign while they speak. However, according to some research (Bernstein, Maxwell & 

Matthews, 1985; Kluwin, 1981: Marmor & Pettito, 1979; Strong & Charlson, 1987, 

Swisher, 1984; Swisher & Thompson, 1985) their output will then become incomplete; in 

one or both languages, elements are omitted due to a hypothesized cognitive overload in 

attempting to use two different hnguistic modalities simultaneously Therefore, advocates 

of ASL and Bi/Bi have insisted that speech not be used in conjunction with signs. For the 
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most part at CSDF, this injunction is adhered to. however, there are brief exceptions such 

as for new signers, or some hard-of-hearing students interacting directly with their 

teachers. One other point must be made clear as well. The language of instruction at 

CSDF is ASL; however, some teachers, for the purpose of demonstrating the grammatical 

structure of English (usually during an English class), may sign in an English-like manner 

for this demonstration, but return to ASL after the point has been made. Although this 

also represents a mixing of the two languages, it is brief and the predominant mode of 

instruction is ASL, and is therefore acceptable, according to Lindholm (1988). 

The main goal of CSDF as a Bi/Bi school is the provision of an additive bilingual 

environment. While the language of instruction is ASL, students are constantly 

encouraged to develop their English literacy skills in a number of ways. Never was there 

observed any instances of a denigration of English by teachers or staff. Therefore, the 

school provides a positive atmosphere for the learning of both of the languages that are 

requisite for the children to be productive citizens of society. 

The provision of a balance of language groups is problematic. In a school for the 

deaf, most of the students are profoundly deaf A small percentage are hard-of-hearing, 

such as the students in this study. If hard-of-hearing students are considered to have 

English as a native language, then they may be considered to be representatives of 

speakers of the majority language. There is no separation of hard-of-hearing and deaf 

children in their classes; they are randomly assigned according to educational needs and 

the vagaries of scheduling. Indeed, as will be demonstrated in Chapter Four, the hard-of-

hearing students in this study did at times provide an English language model for their deaf 

peers. 
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At CSDF, ASL is in use at all times; therefore there is a sufficient use of the 

minority language. During instruction, socialization, and extra-curricular aaivities, ASL 

is the language of daily communication. The hard-of-hearing students, in order to 

communicate with their deaf peers, must also sign. One might question whether at CSDF, 

English is in actuality the "minority" language. However, since English (in its written 

forms) is used with the students every day, the students do have the opportunity to 

interact with this language as well through reading and writing. 

Opportunities for speech production more accurately refers to the opportumty for 

practice in the use of the two languages. Naturally, there is no question that the students 

at CSDF have the opportunity to use ASL. However, one might wonder whether they 

have sufBcient opponunities to practice English, if they are not speaking it. Again, 

English is practiced through written forms. By using TTYs and writing notes to each 

other, completing tests and writing essays or term papers, the students have opportunities 

on a daily or near-daily basis to praaice their English skills. 

At CSDF, there is a high level of administrative support for Bi/Bi. This was seen 

in the staff orientation meetings, where the Superintendent made several references to 

Deaf cuhure and individuals. Several times during the year, workshops and in-services on 

topics related to bilingual education and techniques are held at the school for teacher 

training purposes. Several administrators on campus are Deaf, and Hearing administrators 

are also fluent signers, and most appear to have a high regard for the school's objectives. 

This support has also translated into the hiring of high quality teachers with training 

and/or certification in Bi/Bi techniques, and are fluent signers prior to working at the 

school. That is, in the past, teachers were hired without regard to their signing skills. 

Teachers hired without signing skills might have been expected to learn, but the result was 

as one administrator stated, "the children suffered". 
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A less-often stated objective of Bi/Bi is empowerment of students. Teachers at 

CSDF tend to utilize a "reciprocal interaction" model of teaching, in which students and 

teachers interact freely within a warm, accepting atmosphere. In one class, students talked 

back and forth to each other and the teacher, and the level of activity felt like "organized 

chaos". However, the students were well on-task, and there seemed to be a mutual regard 

between students and teacher. While at times teachers may fall back on the "transmission 

model" which involves lecturing, they will frequently immediately work to draw students 

back into the discussion. Small-group and other cooperative learning activities are a 

common tool of instruction. In other words, the responsibility of learning is placed on the 

students and teacher rather than on the teacher alone. 

Finally, CSDF is continually working on developing and maintaining a high level of 

home-school collaboration. An Outreach department on campus provides sign language 

instruction for parents of students on campus, makes home visits to some parents, and 

works with some school districts that have deaf and hard-of-heanng children to provide 

better services for their students. The collaboration is reciprocal. The parent organization 

on campus has worked with the school for fund-raising and in organizing on-site activities 

such as the yearly Open House. One parent of a hard-of-hearing student in this study 

conducted a fund-raising drive to purchase wrestling uniforms for his son's Varsity 

wrestling team, and plans to conduct a similar drive for the Junior Varsity team. 

As one can see, CSDF fulfills all of the elements of an effective bilingual program, 

according to Lindholm (1988). Although the program is not fully in place, it provides a 

warm, accepting atmosphere for its students, and is constantly re-evaluating its programs 

and progress. However, it remains to be seen whether this program is equally as effective 

for the hard-of-hearing students within its doors. This question will be examined in 

Chapter Five. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 

In the preceding chapters, a case has been made that hard-of-hearing individuals 

exhibit difficulties and characteristics both similar to and dififerent from those of their 

profoundly deaf peers in "integrated" settings. However, the question of what constitutes 

an "appropriate" educational placement setting for hard-of-hearing children has yet to be 

answered. Before setting to the task of answering the critical questions underlying this 

study, it must first be understood what these questions are, and how the answers were 

obtained. 

Research Questions 

The central research questions will be presented, following a brief discussion of the 

rationale underlying each question. Since each primary question is extremely broad, 

several corollary questions which address specific issues connected to the primar>' 

question are also given, and addressed in the study 

Academic Domain 

Hard-of-hearing individuals have been found to have academic lags similar to those 

of their profoundly deaf peers, although to a lesser degree. Some opponents of 

bilingual/bicultural education for hard-of-hearing individuals have suggested that the 

auditory channel is necessary for these students to successfiilly partake of the educational 

process. Others endorse public school instruction, claiming that it offers age and 

cognitively appropriate material for all students, whereas schools for the deaf have long 

provided education which is typically below the grade or academic potential of their 

students. The following research questions are intended to address these concerns; 
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1. Does ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural education have a positive effect on 
hard-of-hearing students' academic performance? 

a. Does instruction in ASL hinder hard-of-hearing students' 
comprehension of classroom content? 

b. Do hard-of-hearing students learn through auditory-only, visual-only, or 
visual and auditory channels? 

c. Do hard-of-hearing students perceive a need for instruction through one 
or another medium? 

d. Are hard-of-hearing students being provided with age and grade-
appropriate curricular content? 

Linguistic Domain 

Like profoundly deaf students, hard-of-hearing individuals have been found, to a 

lesser degree, to have phonemic, syntactic, and pragmatic areas of dijfficulty with spoken 

language. Many educators and support staff working with the deaf support the notion that 

the hard-of-hearing person's primary language is and should be, a spoken language. Some 

feel that to learn ASL is at the very least, linguistically and cognitively confusing for hard-

of-hearing students, and at worst, may cause the loss of speech skills. For both deaf and 

hard-of-hearing students, the use of ASL is thought by some to hinder the acquisition and 

development of correct spoken and written English syntax. With this in mind, the 

following questions were developed to answer these linguistic concerns: 

2. How does ASL/English Bilingual/Bicultural education enhance or detract from 
the language development of hard-of-hearing students'^ 

a. Is the learning and use of two dissimilar languages cognitively 
dissonant for hard-of-hearing students? 

b. How do hard-of-hearing students make use of English and. ASL? 
c. Does learning ASL hinder or foster oral speech development in the 

areas of phonology, morphology, and syntax? 
d. Does learning ASL inhibit or encourage the development of written 

English skills? 
e. Do hard-of-hearing students learn to use the two languages for different 

social purposes? 
1. If so, how do they learn to do this? 

f Do hard-of-hearing students become equally fluent in the two 
languages? 
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Social Domain 

In mainstreamed settings with their Hearing peers, hard-of-hearing students have 

frequently reported minimal or superficial social contacts, difBcuhies in group interactions, 

and a general sense of social alienation. Others with contaas with deaf students have 

described a tendency for self-imposed segregation of deaf and hard-of-hearing students in 

public school programs due to perceptions by one group of the other as being difficult to 

communicate with or not as enjoyable to be with. Yet, many hard-of-hearing individuals 

have come to experience a sense of belonging when finally coming into contact with the 

Deaf community, and to establish fiiendships within this community. The following 

questions address these concerns: 

3. Do hard-of-hearing students perceive any difficulties in gaining and/or 
maintaining social relationships with their more profoundly deaf peers'^ 

a. If there are perceived difficulties, why has this occurred? 
b. Do hard-of-hearing students perceive their relationships to be 

significant and meaningful? 
c. What are the means by which hard-of-hearing students gain entree to 

their peer social networks? 
d. How are hard-of-hearing students perceived by their more profoundly 

deaf peers'' 
e. Do hard-of-hearing adolescents perceive social and emotional benefits 

from contact with other deaf and hard-of-hearing students'' 

Identity Domain 

Being neither deaf nor hearing, hard-of-hearing individuals often report feeling 

isolated and excluded from full membership in society. Communication difficulties lead to 

poor self-esteem and dissatisfaction with themselves due to their perceived failure to easily 

achieve in ways which their normally hearing peers take for granted. Expected to meet 

Hearing norms, hard-of-hearing individuals often feel they fall short of these goals. Yet. 

when coming into contact with the Deaf community, many hard-of-hearing people recount 
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a transformation of their understanding of themselves, and of their place in society. Their 

self-esteem often increases, and sometimes acceptance of a place within the Deaf 

community occurs. This newfound social role can take the form of a rejection of the Deaf 

or the Hearing worlds, or a bicultural stance in which both societies are embraced by the 

hard-of-hearing person. The question of whether bilingualTjicuItural education for hard-

of-hearing students will reverse or transform these trends is addressed by the following 

questions: 

4. How does ASL/English bilingual^icultural education enhance or detract from 
hard-of-hearing individuals' development of a personal and cultural identity? 

a. Do hard-of-hearing students within this setting develop a bicultural, 
monocultural, or noncultural identity? 

b. Does this setting encourage hard-of-hearing students to develop 
contacts with both the Hearing and Deaf cultures and communities'' 

Theoretical Considerations 

In order to address the above questions, this study was conducted utilizing the 

principles of qualitative, or ethnographic research. Although somewhat new as a research 

tool in the field of education, there has been a long tradition of utilizing ethnography in the 

social sciences such as Anthropology or Sociology. In a nutshell, ethnography often 

involves "participant observation" (Spradley, 1980), in which the researcher "goes out into 

the field" and to some degree, becomes a participant in the lives of those whom he or she 

is studying. Spradley summarizes ethnographic research in this way; 

Ethnography is the work of describing a culture. The central aim of 
ethnography is to understand another way of life from the native point of 
view...Fieldwork, then, involves the disciplined study of what the world is 
like to people who have learned to see, hear, speak, think, and act in ways 
that are different. Rather than studying people, ethnography means 
learning from people (1980; 3). 
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In this quotation, Spradley points out a critical difference between traditional research 

methodologies and ethnography. This is the etic-emic dimension, which refers to the act 

of achieving understanding and interpretation from externally-determined (etic) points of 

view, in comparison to those insights derived from the native (emic) viewpoint. Kenneth 

Pike (Cited in Headland, Pike & Harris, 1990) provides his definition of the difference 

between etics and emics: 

[Etics is] an approach by an outsider to an inside system, in which the 
outsider brings his own structure-his own emics-and partly superimposes 
his observations on the inside view, interpreting the inside in reference to 
his outside starting point. 

An emic unit...is a physical or mental item or system treated by insiders as 
relevant to their system of behavior and as the same...unit in spite of etic 
variability. 

This distinction is illustrated in the recent Disney movie "Pocahontas", wherein the Native 

Americans were described as "savages" by the English settlers, since they did not reside in 

"proper wooden homes" or grow food through agricultural means, as the English did. 

However, the English were described as "savages" as well by the Native Americans due to 

their felling of large numbers of trees for their homes and farms, and were depicted as 

"only interested in war", not responding to peaceful overtures. To each group, their own 

(emic) perspective was quite correct; yet to others from outside of the group who failed to 

take the time to understand the other, the behavior of the other group was deemed 

"unacceptable", representing an etic approach. 

In more contemporary times, this etic-emic approach persists. Much of 

"traditional" scientific research consists of etic approaches in the form of tests and 

measures which are considered to be valid indicators of the functioning of individuals in a 

particular area of their lives. While these instruments may indeed measure a particular 
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skill or concept, the means by which the skill or concept is defined may be culturally 

based. For example, many tests of general "intelligence" assess abstract reasoning skills, 

the solution of which may ultimately be rooted within Western lines of thought. These 

tests may require the manipulation of materials which can be unfamiliar to people fi-om 

culturally different backgrounds. The end result is that the testee's scores appear 

depressed, and when the group as a whole fails these tests, they are then thought to be 

"unintelligent". Yet, individuals fi^om within the tested group might be thought to be 

extremely intelligent by others of their group, due to their prowess in some aspect of their 

lives, such as hunting or artwork. Howard Gardner (1985) makes this very point in his 

book Frames of Mind The theory of multiple intelligences, arguing that logical and verbal 

reasoning are only some of the forms in which intelligence may occur; others may be in the 

area of music, interpersonal skills, or bodily-kinesthetic awareness (such as skills involving 

working with the hands). 

Within the field of deaf education, the problems of native versus external 

viewpoints have also been highly prevalent. Take the example of the meanings of 

"language" and "communication" for Deaf people and Hearing educators and parents, as 

described by Erting (1985). For the Hearing people, "language" referred to English alone, 

to communicate or possess language meant knowing and using English. On the other 

hand, for Deaf people, "language" (in the form of English) was associated with boredom, 

struggle and dysfluency; instead, it was "communication" that was felt to be of higher 

value, as this inherently embodied information exchange and fluency of interaction. Sign 

language was viewed as "God's gift" to the Deaf, whereas to the Hearing it was, if not 

"animalistic", then at the least not equivalent to spoken language. Lane (1992) points to a 

number of examples wherein the Hearing perspective was determined to be the correct 

one regardless of evidence presented (either by or for the Deaf) which ran counter to the 
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arguments and perceptions of these Hearing educators. Many of the instruments which 

were used to make these determinations were normed on Hearing people; for a number of 

reasons, they were not as statistically valid in use with the Deaf One clear example of this 

is the Mirmesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), which consists of some 500-

plus questions which must be answered with 'true' or 'false'. The questions, which were 

written in English, often utilizing idiomatic language, were often misunderstood by the 

Deaf either due to their non-native competency in English, or lack of understanding or 

knowledge of the figurative language of English. Further, some questions were culturally 

biased; one asked (in order to assess paranoia) whether the testee often thought people 

were talking behind their backs. For a Hearing person, this might indicate paranoia, for a 

Deaf person, this can often be a way of life, especially for those who sign. That is, since 

encountering people who sign is a rare phenomenon in the lives of most Hearing people, 

they will often point out the signers to their companions and in some way or another, 

discuss the signing behavior. Naturally, Deaf people, being aware of the stares, glances in 

their direction, and pointing, come to understand that Hearing people often will "talk 

behind their backs" about them. However, answering "true" to this question unduly raises 

the Deaf person's score for paranoia. This is but one small example of many that have 

been found to negatively label deaf and hard-of-hearing people, according to Lane (1992). 

Therefore, this study utilizes the ethnographic perspective in order to avoid some 

of the diflBculties inherent in employing measures which are based upon Hearing norms. 

One such difEculty is that there is a paucity of research on hard-of-hearing individuals, and 

even less, if any, test materials developed solely for this population. In addition, since this 

study will attempt to understand the academic, social, linguistic and identity development 

of hard-of-hearing students, it is better to identify these processes from their perspective 

as well as external perspectives, such as my own and those of their teachers. Further, the 
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ethnographic perspective allows for a more comprehensive identification of issues and 

questions pertaining to hard-of-hearing people, which is necessary due to the lack of 

definitive research on this population. It is hoped that through this study, a better 

understanding of the needs and development of hard-of-hearing children will be obtained. 

However, this is not to say that ethnographic research is not without its 

methodological issues. Like any scientific research, questions of validity, generalizability, 

relevance, and especially subjectivity and objectivity must be answered in order for the 

research to be accepted by the scientific community (Eisner & Peshkin. 1990, 

Hammersley, 1992). Validity refers to the problem of whether the results of the study are 

"true"; if the results can be replicated under similar circumstances at another time or 

elsewhere, one can claim the research to be valid. Generalizability is the question of 

whether the results in one situation or with one particular population can be "transferred" 

to another group or setting. To be relevant, the research topic must be important to 

researchers and policy-makers and it should make a new contribution to the existing 

literature, according to Hammersley (1992). Due to the nature of ethnographic research, 

the question of subjectivity is perhaps the one that is raised most frequently by critics of 

this approach. 

The "traditional" scientific model attempts to maintain objectivity in gathering and 

interpretation of results by employing standardized tests and statistical procedures which 

are theoretically non-manipulable by the researcher. Ethnography on the other hand, relies 

on the observations and interpretations generated by one researcher (or at times a small 

number of researchers). Therefore, some might argue that the results of such research is 

far too subjective to be considered valid. However, there are several means of 

circumventing this objection. 
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First, in direct contrast to research in the physical sciences, no hypotheses were 

generated for the research questions. Qualitative researchers must attempt to maintain 

personal and scientific objectivity about their work by allowing the data to present 

themselves, rather than allowing preconceived notions to shape their interpretations of the 

data (Emerson, Fretz & Shaw, 1995). Second, theoretical arguments must be supported 

by the presentation of the evidence. In the present study, my own observations are not 

given a large weighting; instead, reliance is placed on the perspectives and "voices" of 

those actually living in the research setting; the participants, their peers, and teachers. 

Since this study is heavily dependent on the self-perceptions of hard-of-hearing students of 

their social and academic lives, it is only reasonable that they be allowed to "speak" for 

themselves rather than having the researcher impose his own thoughts or impressions on 

those under study. However, information which may run counter to the expressed 

statements is also given in order to provide a "balanced" picture of the "true" situation 

Finally, by presenting the research evidence itself, the reader may decide for him or herself 

whether the study is truly valid and as objective as possible. That is. a dispassionate 

reader, given sufficient documentation, may make judgments on whether the conclusions 

were supported by the data. This may uhimately be the most important component of 

engaging in successful ethnographic research. As Hammersley (1992) says in citation; 

Ethnographic work should be judged according to the extent to which it: 
(a) gene rales formal theories. Work that merely refines existing theory or 

produces only substantive theory is regarded as less valuable... 
(b) is empirically grounded: the concepts must be consistent with the 

empirical observations from which they were derived; and for the reader to 
make an assessment this requires at least some of those observations to be 
included in the research report. 

(c) is scientifically credible, this being achieved by provision of an account of 
the research process (pp.62-63). 

With this criteria in mind, the research process will now be discussed 
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Site and Participant Selection 

CSDF was chosen as one of two potential sites for study since the 

Bilingual/Bicuhural philosophy had been in place for at least three years, which was one 

criteria for the study. An ASL/English Bilingual/Bicuhural program was defined as being 

at a centralized school program for the deaf at which a significant number of students are 

in attendance. The Bi/Bi program should have, within its Mission statement (see 

Appendix C) or a related document, an expression of its goal towards establishing itself as 

a bilingual/bicultural program through a recognition of ASL as the language of instruction 

which is given an equal status with English, a ratio of deaf to hearing staff of 50 percent or 

greater, and establishing an atmosphere of accessible communication through sign 

language usage by all staff at all times within the campus. After gaining administrative 

approval to conduct the study at CSDF, parental consent forms were sent to all parents of 

children aged fourteen and up currently enrolled at the school. Each parental consent 

form, which explained the conditions under which the research would be carried out, was 

accompanied by a letter explaining the purpose of the research (See Appendices D and E). 

For legal and ethical reasons, I was unable to directly study or access the files of students 

without a signed consent form. Out of approximately 250 letters, only 64 forms were 

returned. Of these, the student files were examined in order to determine whether the 

particular student met the criteria for participation in the study. After students were 

selected, each student was informed after one observation session (during which they were 

unaware of being directly observed by me) of the research and my interest in their 

voluntary participation. Out of five eligible students, two declined to participate in the 

study, and one was dropped fi^om the study since it was feh she would be unable to 

complete the interview portion of the research due to her minimal language competency 

(sign or speech). However, during the observations, several other students appeared to 
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demonstrate "hard-of-hearing" behavior or were identified by their participant fnends as 

being "hard-of-hearing" and approached by me for inclusion in the study. Of these, two 

returned consent forms and after screening, were included as participants, leaving a total 

of four, which was the minimum number required for this study. 

Selection Criteria 

The first criteria, of course, was that the student be hard-of-hearing. In this study, 

being hard-of-hearing was defined along audiological and cultural lines. In keeping with 

past research (Bienenstock & Vernon, 1994; Fricke, 1969), a student was defined as hard-

of-hearing if their Pure Tone Average (PTA) deciBel (dB) loss was 75 dB or lower either 

uni- or bi-laterally. However, consideration was made for individuals with losses greater 

than the 75 dB cutoff, if with amplification, they demonstrated a high degree of auditory 

and oral speaking skills, and identified themselves as hard-of-hearing. Also, individuals 

with PTAs under the cutoff level from Deaf families, whether they considered themselves 

to be culturally Deaf or not, were also considered for participation. One of the participants 

(Patty) possessed a PTA which by almost any definition would relegate her to the status of 

a deaf person. However, during observations, Patty displayed a clear ability to speak well 

and to understand speech through audition alone. Further, when asked, she identified 

herself as being hard-of-hearing. For these reasons, she was included in the study. One of 

Patty's (and her Freshman cohorts) fnends (Frieda) was available to me for inclusion in the 

study as well. However, her PTA was 85 dB, and although she identified herself as being 

hard-of-hearing, she did not demonstrate the auditory discrimination skills that her fiiends 

who were included in the study exhibited. Due to her hearing loss and failure to 

demonstrate "hard-of-hearing" behaviors (as defined by the selection criteria), Frieda was 

ultimately not included in the study. 
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Lindholm (1988) has indicated that the effectiveness of bilingual education is a 

function of the length of time in which the student has been exposed to the second 

language. Although she indicated that students must be provided with at least four to six 

years of second language exposure/instruction, at CSDF the Bi/Bi program has been in 

place for only three years. Therefore, students chosen for participation ideally were to 

have been placed at the school for at least three years. However, due to the small 

number of hard-of-hearing students generally enrolled at schools for the deaf (Bienenstock 

& Vemon, 1994), consideration was made for students with at least one year of 

experience at CSDF. 

Age was another important criteria. Since identity development begins around 

adolescence, during which children explore themselves and others through social and 

verbal interactions (Lefrancois, 1981), all participants were required to have reached the 

age of adolescence, which is around 13 to 14, and be enrolled within the high school 

department. Since deaf and hard-of-hearing students are mandated to have completed 

their secondary education career by age 21, this was defined as an upper limit to age of 

participation in the study. 

In addition to age, ability was another important criterion. Each participant had to 

have been evaluated upon enrollment as having at least "average" intelligence as measured 

on a standardized test of cognitive potential. Since a large percentage of the study was 

contingent upon the ability to communicate through either speech or signs, the participants 

also needed to demonstrate competence in at least one of these communicative modes. 

Apart from their hearing loss, the participants were to have no other major handicapping 

conditions, except for a Learning Disability (LD) classification, which was deemed 

allowable since students with Learning Disabilities meet the criteria of intelligence and 

communication, and are often educated in the same classrooms as their non-LD peers. 
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Ail attempt was made to balance for gender, age caid racial composition. 

However, due to the small number of respondents, and acceptance according to the above 

criteria, no students from ethnic minority backgrounds participated in the study. One boy, 

(Ramon), who is of Hispanic origin, initially accepted participation in the study, but after 

one morning of observation, withdrew from participation, citing embarrassment and 

unwillingness to continue. Another student of Asian origin (QU) was referred to me by 

his participant friend, and appeared willing to participate, but did not return a consent 

form to me, stating that his father had refused to sign it. Sharon, who was from a Deaf 

family and well within the criteria for being defined as hard-of-hearing, also resisted 

attempts to include her within the study, fearing that she would not be accepted by her 

peers were it to be known that she was audiologically hard-of-hearing. Although 

modifications to the research methodology in Sharon's case were suggested in the form of 

private interviews without a direct observation component, she never responded to my 

requests or suggestions, and was therefore unavailable for direct inclusion in the study. 

Data CQllection 

The study was conducted using participant observation and ethnographic interview 

techniques (Emerson, Fretz & Shaw, 1995; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1983; Spradley, 

1980). Each student participating in the study was individually interviewed and observed 

by the researcher. Each interview, lasting about one half hour, consisted of a number of 

questions designed to draw out the student's self-perceptions of the domain areas under 

study (see Appendices F-I). Most of the participants were interviewed three times 

(utilizing a different set of questions each time); only one (Patty) was interviewed twice 

since she was not asked some questions which were not applicable to a person from a 

Deaf family. In order to minimize the time taken up by the researcher for each student, no 
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interview took place less than a week from the other. Each interview was videotaped for 

the purposes of ease in interviewing (rather than needing to pause to record comments) as 

well as to yield a formal index of signing competence after transcription through glossing 

(Lentz, Mikos & Smith, 1992). Since the interviews were videotaped, the conditions of 

confidentiality (Eisner & Peshkin, 1990; Hammersley, 1992; Spradley, 1980) of 

ethnographic/anthropological research as well as those of the California School for the 

Deaf were maintained. Among other things, confidentiality was maintained through the 

obscuring of participants' and adult interviewees' identities through minimal descriptions 

and the use of pseudonyms throughout the written text. Multiple observations, each 

lasting five to eight hours, of the participants' daily routines in school and after-school 

were conducted. Each student was observed once or twice a week during the course of 

one school trimester (16 weeks). These observations were intended to capture the 

students' lives in naturalistic settings such as the classroom, mealtimes and dormitory (if 

residentially placed). Although students were aware of my presence, the observations 

were conducted as unobtrusively as possible, by my remaining to a side where interactions 

could be observed, but not intruded upon by my (adult) presence. Although the 

participants were initially unsure of me as an adult among them, once it was made clear 

that I would not inform their teachers of their actions (except in the possible case of 

intention to do serious bodily harm to self or others), they came to accept my presence 

and behaved as they might at any other time. This feeling is confirmed by the fact that 

whereas initially they might have said "pardon my language" after swearing or making 

obscene comments, these apologia were not offered during the later stages of the research. 

In conducting the research unobtrusively as possible, it was hoped to take up as little 

instructional or personal time as possible, allowing the participants to reveal their lives as 

they lived them. These observations were intended to be for the purpose of providing 
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evidence corroboratory or reflitatory to the information gathered by the interviews, which 

consisted of the bulk of this study. In addition, the observations were intended to serve as 

ethnographic verification of the levels of academic, social and linguistic competence 

displayed by the participants. During observations, I always wore a hearing aid in order to 

determine when the participants used their voices, although I was not always able to 

understand what was said. Others in the participants' lives such as teachers, support staff 

and peers were also interviewed, formally and informally, in order to obtain alternative 

perspectives on the participants which were not directly observable by the researcher. 

Interviews of these adult contacts were geared toward their perceptions of the participants 

along the domain areas of research identified in this study. Student records, including 

audiological information, classroom performance (report cards, teacher evaluations. 

Individualized Education Plans), clinical assessments (speech/language and psychological 

evaluations), and standardized academic test results were utilized for analysis and fijrther 

insight into the participants' development along the lines of research suggested by the 

domain areas. While confidential information such as test scores or grades were recorded, 

no directly identifying information about any student was revealed in any documentation 

(such as this dissertation) seen by those outside of direct involvement with this research. 

Data Analysis 

Following the completion of the data collection phase of the study, all information 

gathered (observations/fieldnotes/interviews) were transcribed using a standard word 

processing program (Microsoft Works). The interviews on videotape were also 

transcribed according to the glossing system developed by Lentz, Mikos, and Smith 

(1992). With the completion of the interview transcripts, each response and observation 

was coded for its relevance to one of the four domain areas (academics, socialization. 
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language use, identity) under study. Each theme was treated individually or grouped 

according to general thematic content. In the main body of the research, quotations are 

included which illustrate or contrast themes indicated by each student or the researcher. If 

a particular idea was felt to be mutually agreed upon by the participants, the best 

expression(s) of the idea was usually chosen for inclusion in the text. If there were 

identifiable differences in the participants' perceptions, then these were included in order to 

demonstrate the contrast between these voices. 

Emerson, Fretz and Shaw (1995) suggest that the ethnographer can write in 

accordance to an "excerpt strategy" or an "integrative strategy". Within an integrative 

writing style, interpretation and text are woven together with only minimal use of spatial 

markings such as indentations and single spacing to indicate the separation of fieldnote and 

interpretation. In direct contrast to this, the excerpt strateg>' visually marks fieldnote 

extracts off from the accompanying commentary and interpretation through indentation or 

italicizing. In this study, the excerpt strategy has been chosen primarily, for reasons 

similar to those of Emerson, et al, who outline the advantages of this style; 

The fieldnote is easily recognized as an excerpt, since it is indented. This 
visual layout enhances the discursive contrast between descriptive and 
analytic writing. It also produces distinctly dialogic text, since the 
ethnographer speaks in two different voices—as fieldworker describing the 
experience depicted in the excerpt and as author now explaining those 
events to readers...In this sense, excerpting shapes up fieldnote bits as 
"evidence," as what was "originally recorded," standing in contrast to 
subsequent interpretation (pp. 180-181; emphasis added) 

With these methodological considerations in mind, the reader is now invited to 

enter the world of the four participants. 
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CHAPTFR FOUR 
FVPFWFFNrrS IN THF MAIN^TRFAM 

In this study there were four participants. For reasons of confidentiality, all names 

are pseudonymous, including those of their fiiends and teachers. Further, to maintain 

confidentiality, only a certain amount of description of the participants or their 

backgrounds can be provided, there cannot be sufiBcient information given which would 

allow an outside reader to easily identify the participants. However, in order for the 

reader to understand something about each participant, and to come to "know" them 

somewhat, a small portrait of their physical characteristics and background information 

will be provided here. 

The Participants 

Charlie is a tall, slightly overweight fourteen year old boy with wavy brown hair. 

Quiet and affable, he tells me that he dreams of someday obtaining a doctorate, like the 

researcher. Certainly, he is capable of this, a psychological evaluation done in 1991 

indicates that he has "high average" intelligence. However, it should be borne in mind that 

psychological evaluations have been criticized as being culturally and linguistically biased, 

especially for minority language populations (Alvarez, 1988; Cummins, 1984, Deyhle, 

1987). Further, there is some research which suggests that psychological and cognitive 

testing on those with hearing loss may be equally invalid as testing on those fi-om minority 

language backgrounds has been said to be, and for reasons similar to those used in the 

case of language minority populations (Spragins & Mullen, 1987). His hearing loss is a 

"flat" one: across all fi^equencies, he hears at between 65 to 75 dB, with a Pure Tone 

Average (PTA) of 70 dB. However, while wearing his hearing aids, his hearing level rises 

sharply to a PTA of about 33 dB. Audiological testing reveals that he has an (aided) 

Speech Reception Threshold of 30 dB, while his speech discrimination scores are 76% 
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correct at 50 dB. On the Test of Auditory Comprehension (TAC) taken during his 

enrollment evaluations, he passed a test level wherein he had to indicate understanding and 

recall of five details, but the next level which required the sequencing of three events with 

competing messages was discontinued as "too fiustrating". This indicates that while 

Charlie has good hearing which he makes eflBcient use of, he will experience diflSculties in 

understanding when in situations with significant background noise or multiple 

conversations. Despite his high level of auditory capabilities, he does demonstrate some 

speech problems, although his speech was rated during this enrollment evaluation as 

"intelligible with the exception of a few words or phrases" ., and his voice quality was said 

to be appropriate, normal in pitch, rate, breath control, prosody (intonation and rate). The 

evaluation indicated that he produced most consonants and vowel sounds, but there were 

substitutions of -een for -ing and /s/ for /z/, as well as difficulty with voiced and unvoiced 

/th/ and /I/ in all positions. 

Like Charlie, Linus is also fourteen years old. An energetic, short boy with curly 

black hair, he usually has a mischievous gleam in his eyes. An avid duck hunter, he 

fi-equently goes hunting on the weekends with his father, who is divorced. Available 

documents indicate that his mother's grandfather and father, as well as his mother herself, 

all had hearing losses. However, although Linus' mother is described by him as "hard-of-

hearing", she does not know sign language, and Linus was not exposed to signs or other 

deaf and hard-of-hearing people until his enrollment at CSDF. A psychological evaluation 

done during his enrollment trial period determined Linus to have "low average" 

intelligence. It was made note of that one subtest which measures "social understanding" 

was also completed in the "low average" range, indicating that Linus has difBcuhies with 

social skills. More significantly, it was noted that Linus has Tourette's Syndrome, a 

neurological condition which causes involuntary tics, noises and/or swearing. Tourette's 
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syndrome has also been associated with hyperactivity and Attention Deficit Disorder, 

along with some learning disabilities. Due to his Tourette's Syndrome, Linus' 

psychological evaluation results should be considered with caution, as behavioral and 

attentional diflBculties are known to have significant effects on the results obtained in these 

tests. Although he has been prescribed medicine which is intended to control the 

Tourette's symptoms, Linus tends to avoid going to the infirmary for his medicines, and as 

a result often makes noises and sometimes he "gives the finger" involuntarily. It is 

interesting to observe his signing, as occasionally he will incorporate the "finger" into his 

signs. It is unclear whether Linus' weakness in the area of social awareness is due to his 

hearing loss or his Tourette's, but a combination of both influences is quite possible. An 

audiological evaluation indicates that he has a mildly sloping hearing loss, starting at 55 

dB at 250 Hertz (Hz) and going down to 85 dB at 2000 Hz, which yields a PTA of 72 dB 

(unaided). No indications of his aided hearing was given, although he wears an in-the-ear 

model of hearing aid, which tend to be less powerful than over-the-ear models, suggesting 

that he benefits well fi^om amplification. This is supported by a speech discrimination 

score of 68% at 60 dB, and it was suggested that he uses his residual hearing and speech-

reading skills well. 

Slightly older than the others at 15, Sherman is a squat, muscular boy with sandy 

brown hair cut in a "buzz". Fascinated with sports, Sherman dreams of playing college 

and even pro football someday. A quiet person, he does not often say much to others. 

Sherman's hearing loss is much more sharply sloping than Linus', with a 20 dB loss at 250 

Hz, going down to 45 dB at 500 Hz, 70 dB at 1000 Hz, and 95 dB at 2000 Hz. In spite 

of this wide variation in his hearing range, his PTA is only 57 dB. When wearing his 

hearing aids, Sherman's hearing improves to between 10 dB at 200 Hz and 50 dB at 2000, 

for a PTA of 27 dB. Like Charlie, Sherman also took the TAC and passed the same test 
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level that Charlie did, but only barely failed the next level, indicating that Sherman makes 

slightly better use of his residual hearing than Charlie does. Despite his good auditory 

abilities, Sherman also displays some mild problems in his speech, such as in prosody and 

rate, and makes substitutions such as /g/ for /dz/, /s/ for Izl and /w/ for /r/, as well as 

omissions of sounds such as /t/, /s/, /z/ and /ks/, and has diflBculties with blends such as 

/pr/, /br/, /kr/, and /sn/. Intelligence testing also indicated "low average" ability for 

Sherman, especially on a subtest which measures, among other things, the ability to 

understand social situations. 

The only female of the four, Patty, also fourteen years old, is significant in that she 

is also the only one to come from a Deaf family. A tall, large-boned girl with shoulder-

length light brown hair, she is extremely engaging and outgoing, and active in a variety of 

school activities. Already something of a leader on campus, she continually expresses a 

concern for the welfare of her peers, and dreams of becoming a psychologist or counselor 

someday in the fiiture, stating that she is a "good listener". Although she asserts that she 

was bom hearing, under questioning she suspects she might have been hard-of-hearing 

when she was younger. At any rate, around nine years old she began experiencing a 

significant drop in her hearing. Upon enrollment last year in 1994, her hearing was found 

to be mildly sloping, beginning with 90 dB at 250 Hz, going dovm to 100 at 500 Hz, 110 

at 1000 and 2000 Hz, yielding an Pure Tone Average of 102 dB. Despite this high degree 

of hearing loss, she hears and understands speech quite well with her hearing aids, in my 

observations, although there is no documentation of the degree to which she can hear and 

comprehend speech. The speech-language evaluation completed during her enrollment 

process indicated that she "produces all the sounds of English", having a "pleasant and 

appropriate voice in terms of pitch and tone", although it was observed that she has 

weaknesses in producing the ichJ sound. Her psychological evaluation indicated "average" 
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ability across several subtests except for one in which she needed to reason by making 

analogies, where she demonstrated a significant weakness. 

Experiences in the Mainstream 

All of the participants in this study had been placed, to some degree, in a 

"mainstreamed" setting prior to enrollment at CSDF. Linus is the only one who had been 

fully mainstreamed, or "included" in a public school classroom, and was the only deaf or 

hard-of-hearing child in his school. Prior to enrollment at CSDF, Linus did not know sign 

language in any form, and therefore was not provided with an interpreter. Charlie 

remained at one school, where he was initially in a "self-contained" classroom with other 

deaf and hard-of-hearing children, before being placed in classes with other normally 

hearing children. In these classes, Charlie had access to an interpreter, as he had learned 

English-based signs in the self-contained program, but was the only child with a hearing 

loss in his classes. Sherman's experience was similar to Charlie's, having been in both 

"fully included" and "self-contained" classrooms. Up until the fifth grade, Sherman had 

attended a public school with no deaf or hard-of-hearing students. From the sixth to 

eighth grades, he went to a public school near his home town, which he describes as a 

"deaf school". It is unclear whether this "deaf school" was in actuality a "self-contained" 

program within a regular education program, or a separate school consisting only of deaf 

and hard-of-hearing students. It is within this newer environment that he, like Charlie, 

learned English-based signs. Patty, who began losing a significant portion of her hearing 

at around nine or ten years of age, had attended public schools until she began losing her 

hearing, at which point she was transferred to a state school for the deaf in the state that 

her family had been living at that time. However, she only attended that school for the 

deaf for less than six months, as the family moved to the Bay area shortly after her 
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enrollment at that school. Feeling dissatisfied with her academic experience in the school 

for the deaf in her former state of residence, Patty chose to attend a public school, but was 

not provided with an interpreter, despite being fi-om a Deaf family and having used ASL 

her entire life. Extremely fiaistrated with her experience in the mainstreamed setting, she 

dropped out of school for an entire year, before she was finally placed at CDSF. As she 

tells it: 

...I went to [the state school for the deaf] because my sister was there, and 
I was younger, so I kinda hung out there...At that time, I was starting to 
lose my hearing...! transferred to the [state school for the deaf], and then I 
moved here. I lost more hearing, but I went to a mainstream school. Some 
teachers could sign, and some couldn't. I wasn't interested in that. I was 
"hearing", I could hear very well. Then my hearing got worse with time, 
until at last I couldn't understand the teacher any more. I was "lost", I felt 
helpless. I cut school for an entire year, my G.P.A. was lousy, and my 
mother couldn't understand why. She took me to an audiologist, and was 
astounded to find I had lost so much hearing. She placed me in this 
[CSDF] school, and that was the end of that. 

One can easily see that the four participants had a wide variety of experiences in 

their placement, provision of support services, and amount of contact with other deaf and 

hard-of-hearing students. However, all did utilize oral speech, whether coupled with signs 

or not, as a primary means of communication in their mainstreamed school environment or 

at home, except for Patty, who signs with her family members. 

Academic and rnmmunicative Experience.'; 

For these four students, the experience of public school education left them with 

mixed feelings. For Charlie and Linus, the public school environment was perceived as 

harder, primarily due to the difficulties engendered by their hearing loss. Several recalled 

problems with teachers who did not speak clearly or loudly enough for them to 

understand. Linus recounts difficulties hearing his teachers' speech: 
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Interviewer: ...It [school] was hard for you because you didn't understand the 
teacher or was it hard because things [the curriculum] were hard? 

L; It was hard because the teacher, when the teacher talked, it was hard because 
the teacher had a low voice. All the other kids could hear her, but I was the 
only one who couldn't. 

I: I see. You couldn't tell the teacher to raise her voice, to raise it, to talk louder? 

L; ...Sometimes I [would?], the teacher would talk louder, but she would 
gradually soften her voice again. 

Softening of the voice is not the only problem encountered by hard-of-hearing 

students. Patty remembers another frequent problem that has been reported by hard-of-

hearing students in the research literature; 

I; ...You said you had problems understanding the teacher., you sat in the back 
and couldn't understand. Suppose you sat in the front. Would you have 
understood her then'' 

P; [shakes head: no] Why"^ She always talked while writing on the blackboard. 
Her speech got muffled, plus back then I didn't have a hearing aid, you must 
understand. I finally got a hearing aid. 

I; Oh I see. Very recently? 

P: Six months ago, something like that. She always talked while holding 
something in front of her face. Her speech was very muffled...I kept 
wondering and asking what she said. Finally I just tuned her out, 
"changed the channel", and sat there bored, never paying attention. 

At times, there appeared to be a conflict between the student's needs for hearing 

the teacher clearly and the teacher's need for classroom control. Both Charlie and Linus 

remember the front of the classroom being reserved for "problem" students. Charlie 

describes the classroom arrangement; 
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C; [There were] five or six, five rows, with six chairs in each row. You had to 
follow there was a maximum of 30, ... Really most were in the middle, 
nobody in the fi^ont row, most were not pr- students were not allowed to sit 
in fi-ont because that was for students who got in trouble only, who were not 
paying attention, they would be moved over to the fi-ont so they would pay 
attention...I wanted to sit over there but I was told I couldn't. I just suffered 
with it, I got an interpreter and went on. 

Simply asking the teacher to repeat their statements or find other ways to 

accommodate their hearing loss was not always effective. As Linus asserted; 

L: ...[at the] hearing school, the teacher spoke with a low voice...I had to 
move to the fi-ont, [I would ask them] "please talk louder, please". The 
teacher would sigh and roll her eyes, and say "Ok". She felt like...she was 
explaining for nothing, that I was not listening. 

The impatience of teachers, although rare, could be carried to extreme forms. 

Patty recalls several incidents w-ith at least one particular teacher: 

P; ...[it's not that they] must treat me in a special way, no. It's like, you know, 
you know that I am deaf and you're not helping me. Like, suppose in Math, 
for example. Because I am not good at Math, so for example suppose 1 
didn't understand the math and I would ask the teacher to explain to me 
again, and the teacher would say "I explained it thousands and thousands of 
times, why don't you just pay attention?" I was like, "well, you forget that I 
lost my hearing and I can't hear you any more, you need to explain more 
clearly!" 

It is significant that both Linus and Patty felt accused of, or were told directly, that 

they were "not listening", even though they state that they had been trying. This is a 

common problem of hard-of-hearing individuals, who demonstrate excellent auditory-

capabilities in some situations, yet paradoxically appear to be not responding appropriately 

in other, seemingly similar, circumstances. The randomness and unpredictability of their 

responses often leads some uninformed people to assume that they are not paying 

attention (Ross, 1990). Alternatively, the hard-of-hearing person may be, as Sherman 

recounts, accused of "hearing only what s/he wants to hear". Although Patty attempted to 

find solutions to this problem, it only led to increased conflict; 
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P; It's like the school does not support you as a deaf person...[they should be] 
understandLig, open-minded enough to ask me if I wouldn't mind staying 
after class or staying after school [to work] with me one-on-one to make 
sure that you [I] understand clearly, to make me feel more motivated. 
[But instead it was] "I told you again and again, why don't you pay 
attention?" I was "wait a minute! You know I have a problem here. 
I don't understand one-hundred percent. All of you can hear completely, 
I can't, I am losing my hearing. [You have to] take the time to let me 
adjust my progress, to understand". It was like many times I had fights with, 
I beat up my teacher, can you imagine that? 

Patty's fights with her teacher(s) were not merely verbal, but physical as well. As 

she tells it, the fight was initiated not by her, but by the teacher herself 

P: Because [she was] talking and I wasn't listening to them. Later, she got angry 
and pushed me, my body, she pushed me. I stumbled backwards, and I got 
angry, I pushed my teacher back. She fell over and I kicked her, I said "don't 
ever ever push me again!" She was hurt, holding her hand at her waist, there 
was blood on her face, they were all in a state of confiision. I wasn't even 
suspended, there wasn't even a suspension because of my mother, who 
argued with them, saying "what did [the teacher] push me for''" They could 
have been sued for pushing me, and they were all dumbfounded, stuck for 
words. They dropped the suspension.. 

Amplification through hearing aids is one common solution to the problem of not 

being able to hear clearly. Another solution is to use a device, called a Phonic Ear, which 

Linus describes: 

L: ...She bought a TEXEX[''], which I put in my ear. while the teacher had a 
microphone around her neck...there was a box which I wore on my hip, and 
there were cords leading from it which I would put in my ears. 

However, the Phonic Ear appears to have been subject to continual breakdowns. 

Further, the unidirectional nature of the Phonic Ear, which commonly does not pick up 

statements not made by the teacher, who wears the microphone, or those from a certain 

distance away from the teacher, resulted in Linus' inability to participate in situational 

humor: 
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L; Sometimes, when I was at the hearing school, when I didn't have a 
microphone or something was broken that I needed. Ail the hearing 
students later would laugh. I would look around to see what they were 
laughing about, but I couldn't see anything. They would tell me, and I would 
say "oh really?"... 

Sign language interpreters, another common solution in public schools, was also 

felt to be unsatisfactory. Charlie, who had one in his mainstreamed classes, explains: 

C; ...I needed an interpreter because, suppose I sat in front I wouldn't need it. 
Suppose I sat in back, because there, there were 30 students in the 
classroom, and I would sit with my hand cupped to my ear, saying "what did 
you say"!* What did you say?" I would raise my hand and the teacher would 
explain...the interpreter, you know, listens to what the teacher says, waits, 
and then interprets into signs, back and forth, listen and wait. I don't like that. 
I prefer...in class, to sit down and watch the teacher sign for themselves, the 
students sign for themselves, communicating instead of waiting for the 
interpreter to sign....it takes up a lot of time. 

In this excerpt, Charlie is talking about "lag time", the amount of time interpreters 

frequently take before signing in order to ensure that they have properly conveyed the 

speaker's message. However, in an interactive situation such as a classroom, lag time can 

frequently result in reduced participation of those relying on an interpreter's services, due 

to the decreased amount of time available for the student to respond to questions and 

comments in a timely manner (Saur, Layne. Hurley & Opton, 1986, Stedt, 1992). Despite 

the difficulties of using an interpreter, Charlie stresses that having an interpreter made his 

education in the public school much easier. Without an interpreter, he claims to have 

failed classes, since he was unable to hear clearly, if at all. Charlie's assertion is also 

supponed by Saur and associates, who observed that hard-of-hearing students declining 

the use of an interpreter must then expend their energies on simply obtaining the message, 

leaving very little time or energy for processing the information or participating in ongoing 

class discussions. 
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Although Charlie and Linus felt the public schools to be harder due to problems 

associated with their hearing difficulties, Patty and Sherman both feh the mainstream 

environment to be easier, albeit for different reasons; 

P: ...I never paid attention to the teacher. I studied by myself. It was so 
simple, I could understand it easily. It was much easier work there 
than here [at CSDF]. 

S; ...good education, a little bit boring but not much homework. Really less 
homework than here [at CSDF], Here, there is more challenge than there, 
there was nothing to it, it was easy for me [shrugs]. 

However, Sherman, ambivalent about being educated at CSDF, in part because he 

must live so far away from his family, contemplates what he perceives to be an advantage 

of attending a public school; 

S; ...[At a] Hearing [school] they don't care, [you can?] advance. Really, here 
you need to have units that you must pass, where in the public school they 
don't care, you don't have to have units, you aren't required to pass. 
Suppose you get F's, D's, F's, you still become a Freshman, Sophomore, 
Junior and Senior, you still graduate. But here, they follow units, like you 
must have 88 units to become a Senior, but at a Hearing [school], no... 

Although this initially sounds like a fantasy, there may be some truth to Sherman's 

assertions. Under the Education for all Handicapped Children Act [P.L. 94-142], children 

with disabilities are not required to receive a diploma after graduation; instead, if they 

have not fulfilled all the academic requirements of the regular educational program, they 

may receive a "certificate of attendance" verifying that the child did attend the school for 

the minimum or maximum number of years. Even though the child may participate in the 

school's graduation ceremony, the certificate does not have the same standing as a 

diploma. For Sherman, the less rigorous requirements of the certificate may seem to be an 

advantage, and easier for him, as he is not academically inclined, despite doing well in his 

classes and consistently receiving fairly high grades. 
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On the other hand, Charlie, who is more academically inclined, recalls having been 

held back from taking more challenging classes in spite of his wishes and demonstration of 

ability: 

C: I was in a special science class. I went there, I looked around at the 
other students and thought "wow, they're more, more, more advanced than 
I was[?]. I learned science...! learned, and I thought I was ready to transfer 
to another school because I was in the sixth grade. I was ready to transfer. 
So I went ahead and asked the principal, who said yes, it was fine, I could 
transfer. I was in the fifth grade in science, but they gave me a science 
report where I had to write an essay. But I wrote more than four essays...! 
gave them to the teacher and got an A, I got a bonus of 130 percent for 
explaining in detail about a man who invented whatever it was ... 

I; You had to prove yourself 

C: I did prove myself with the essay, but they said no to me, ok... 

One can quickly ascenain from the participant's narratives that they have had many 

of the same expenences in the mainstream as has been documented in the research on 

other deaf and hard-of-hearing students, as was discussed in Chapter 1. Their hearing loss 

presented difficulties in accessing the academic and linguistic information which is so vital 

for successfiil performance in school. Despite variations in placement, the majority did not 

feel that they were supplied with an education that was cognitively acceptable or 

linguistically accessible. Although several different potential solutions to the problem of 

not hearing were provided, these ultimately were not found to be entirely satisfactory 

Teacher knowledge about and patience for their students as persons with a hearing loss 

appears to have been limited, at best. This is also an area which could (and in the case of 

several participants) did impact upon their perceptions of themselves as learners and as 

hard-of-hearing persons. 
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Social Experiences 

All the participants state that at one time or another, they were the only deaf or 

hard-of-hearing person in their classes. However, the degree of acceptance by their peers 

in these classes or schools was as varying as their academic placement and experience. 

Again, Sherman stands out as the only one to express a fairly positive view of his social 

relationships: 

S: ...people liked me because[?] I'm funny, nice, caring... many, many Hearing 
people liked me, many girls. But I really entered the school. I tried to make 
friends, many friends. 

However, the others remember more difficulties in their interactions with their 

normally hearing peers. Linus initially estimated having between three to fifteen friends at 

his former school, but when asked about the quality of these fiiendships, he revealed that 

these friendships may not have been strong, and that his Tourette's Syndrome had a 

significant impact on his ability to form and maintain fiiendships: 

L: They were good fnends. Some were bad, some maybe[?]. Some people 
were my best fnend because first, when we first met and became fnends, 
they were nice, we were nice to each other. Then after one or two years 
they got confused, argued with me That, that was the hard part, I would yell 
[from Tourette's Syndrome] and then realize it, tense up, I was embarrassed, 
I would say "sorry"... 

I: I see. They were embarrassed? 

L: Yes. Last year I entered..., I mean when I was in the sixth grade, I entered 
M Middle School....! entered in the middle of the school year and I 
was a little bit nervous and many people teased me, saying "hey chirpie [sic] 
boy!" 

Patty experienced a similar degree of limited and superficiality of fiiendships like 

Linus', but hers is more directly attributable to her hearing loss: 
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P; I had many friends who were hearing, but only three, two who really related 
to me throughout my hard times, when I didn't understand the teacher, and I 
was "lost", those two supported me, they saw me "withdrawing", they were 
patient, even though I told them they were not my true friends. The two of 
them are still with me now, they've learned signs for my sake, they 
learned, to do everything for me. They inspire me. 

Aside from these two friends, Patty feels that other students were hypocritical, not 

truly her friends; 

P: ...[they would] see me and say "hello, how are you", hug me, "how have 
you been", and I would think in the back of my head "go away", "get lost". 

I; Superficial. 

P; Hypocrites. Made me feel no good. I rejected them while they [my two 
friends] were there for me when I had a hard time. I didn't go to public 
school, they would bring me my homework, they would do that, I would tell 
them "no, what for"^ Why should I do it?", and they would say "please, do 
it", we would argue back and forth, they were trying to help me, to support 
me, while the others were like "I don't want to do it, fine, let her go". And 
then after they hadn't seen me in a long time it's "hi!", hugging me. Hypocrites. 
I reject that, "get lost!". 

The superficiality and restrictedness of social relationships in the mainstream for 

hard-of-hearing, as well as deaf students has been noted by a number of research studies 

(Green, 1990; Harvey, 1989; Moschella, 1992; Peterson, 1971; Tvingstedt, 1993). 

Charlie, who was educated in both self-contained and mainstreamed settings, 

recalls socializing primarily with other deaf and hard-of-hearing students, who he claims 

looked to him for leadership. However, he was also fiiends with some Hearing students, 

with whom interaction was conducted primarily in the form of games. As Stewart & 

Stinson (1992) observed, games and athletic activities are a primary means of gaining peer 

acceptance for deaf and hard-of-hearing students, as was the case at Charlie's school; 

C; ...prove that we [deaf] can do it, we played games, tetherball, marbles, I 
was popular with both games, it was like I, all of them thought I was like 
"Superman" in marbles, I had a large bag of marbles, a big bag with many 
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marbles, I had the most, I had...25 large marbles and 50 small ones, nobody 
wanted to play with me because they weren't interested in losing their 
cherished marbles. I haven't played that game since then, but I still have that 
large bag, what to do with it? 

At Charlie's old school, students often formed groupings, which he refers to as 

"gangs". He states that he was considered to be the leader of the deaf and hard-of-hearing 

group. However, when asked if he was a leader for the Hearing students, he responded; 

C; [shakes head; no]. Most, some, some of them, like one fourth, or one 
eighth of the group thought I was their leader. It was like because they 
had trouble with other students. They asked me to be their leader, like 
because they had trouble with other students. They explained that they were 
asking[?], to establish their own group, and wanted to get together with mine. 
They complained that other students insulted them and most of the time they 
always were getting into fights. So I explained to them that even though they 
thought I was their leader, I didn't want to be that for them... 

It is significant that Charlie perceives the students who turned to him and the other 

deaf students for social and moral support were those who were otherwise vulnerable or 

did not fit in well. Deaf and hard-of-hearing people have anecdotally reported the limited 

availability of fiiendships in the mainstream to those who are "misfits" or "also have 

something wrong with them". Patty, who ended up joining a real "gang" during her time 

in the mainstreamed school, offers a partial explanation of this phenomenon; 

P; ...Everyone in a gang has their own major problem. Why? That's what most 
gangs are made for. They get together as a family within their groups because 
they [the group] have a problem. Each person in the group has a problem. I 
had a problem like them. Well, the gang that I joined, they were not the kind 
that shoots each other. They were like a family, one group of people who all 
have a problem that they can't express to other people. They get to know each 
other, like best fiiends who get together. I had a problem, I lost my hearing, 
they had problems with parents who didn't love them, show them love, or they 
had problems with people insulting them, we even had some fat, ugly. Black, 
White, Spanish, it didn't matter, all races, it didn't matter what their skin color 
was, we got together as one big family, and now I could feel more like them... 
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Although Patty claims to have joined this group for moral support, it should be 

emphasized that the ultimate reason she dropped out of school was her feelings of 

hopelessness and/or isolation. Further, she began to withdraw from others, physically and 

psychologically, such as through drug abuse, which her "gang" was mvolved in; 

P: ...But other times they [the group] did do drugs, we did do bad things, yes, 
but not like intravenous drugs, or cocaine, becoming stoned out of our minds, 
no, but... 

I: Drugs? What kind? Marijuana'' 

P: Like marijuana, smoking cigarettes, or taking LSD, or "acid", you know, that 
kind of thing. Kind of bad but not one hundred percent bad. They, mostly a 
few lighter drugs than heroin, you know... 

Although the participants recall limited interactions with Hearing students, some 

interaction did occur. Charlie tells of "brokering" a "truce" between his deaf and hard-of-

hearing group and a rival Hearing group, and the two groups later come to be partners in 

play; 

C; One or two groups, most of them hated my deaf group. We hated, were 
enemies with the other group, we were both enemies. I sat down with their 
leader who they chose, we met...we talked and explained, really, the two of 
us did not look at each other's eyes, we didn't shake hands or slap the other's 
back, nothing. We came together, feigning nonchalance, because we[?] 
refused to listen to each other[?]. I explained, asked him "please look at me 
please", and then we explained to each other, and then we shook hands, both 
of us looked at each other in the eyes and shook hands, our groups were 
patient, we realized we must be patient, I brought them together for all of us 
to interact with each other, all of us in the groups interacted, and [the 
problem was] solved. 

1: So you're saying you, later the two groups came together and interacted 
together? 
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C; AH of us interacted together, we dropped our groupings and became one big 

Despite Charlie's assertion of a truce which was formed with a group that had 

demonstrated hostility to the deaf children which he claims led towards eventual 

friendship, friendships between hearing and dea£/hard-of-hearing students seem to have 

been established on the basis of attitudes towards the deaf and hard-of-hearing; 

I: ...How did you select friends back then at your Hearing school? How did 
you select who you wanted to be your friend, who you didn't, and so on? 

C: Well, I picked them depending on their behavior or actions...! would notice[?] 
who was with my deaf group... who interacted with the deaf a lot or who 
insulted us a lot...Some people really hated the deaf, they didn't want, really 
wanted, didn't want the deaf there. Others all understood, or were used to 
us... 

Relationships between hearing and deaf/hard-of-hearing students however, were 

not always idyllic. Sometimes the students would be made fiin of due to flaws in their 

speech; 

P; ...My speech is not one hundred percent perfect. When I said something 
wrong, they were like [imitates giggles and snide laughter], making fun of me. 
and I was like, "what did I do?", you know, "what's wrong? What did I do 
so wrong?" They would laugh and make fun of me, they made me feel so 
stupid... 

Their relatively poorer speech skills alone were not the sole source of taunting 

from their normally hearing peers. Two examples from Linus illustrates that their very 

hearing loss itself became fodder for taunting from other students. 

L: Suppose my battery died. It was "Hey Linus! You hear me?" They would 
yell "Linus! Ha-ha, you're deaf." 

L; Hey deaf boy! You go to a deaf school, we[?] don't want deaf people here at 
this school! 
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Although rare, the taunting of the hard-of-hearing students could take extreme 

forms. Charlie recalls a student from his school who brought the harassment to his home: 

C. ...Most of the Hearing students tended to always tell each other that deaf 
people were dumb... one time, one time they broke my... six times they broke 
my, they threw a rock at my window and broke it. The last one they threw, 
they left a note on the rock insulting the deaf.. I didn't touch the rock, I 
looked down at the paper and could read it, and then they... they found, the 
police [examined] the rock and found out who was throwing it, it was 
someone who was an enemy of mine from school, he has really hated me 
since then... 

The problems did not extend to the participants alone. Friends and family 

members could be affected as well, as Linus illustrates; 

L; ...When I first entered public school, it was hard, my God! They, the 
Hearing students, some did not understand about being deaf, some of them 
teased me, my....one month ago someone teased my sister because I...was 

deaf So those, those people who were my old fiiends hit a girl who was my 
best fiiend... 

The rejection of deaf and hard-of-hearing could often be confusing for those who 

experience it. On the one hand they appear to fit in at some level, and on the other hand, 

other students express a dislike for them. Patty bewails this, even as she notes a 

differential in behavior and attitudes towards another sensorially deprived group: 

P: ...they [the Hearing] act like "go away, you're deaf, you're handicapped. Go 
away". We are not handicapped, we just can't hear. We can taste, we can 
smell, we can see, we can feel, everything is the same for both of us except 
one thing: We can't hear. It's like blind people, I've noticed many Hearing 
people treat blind people just like them, but they don't treat deaf people as 
just like them. The blind and the deaf, both of us have the same thing, we lost 
one of our senses, but [they] respect the blind, but [they] don't respect the deaf 
Why'' 

I: Why do you think? 
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P: Honestly, I have no idea, is it because they still can speak with their voices'' 
I can speak with my voice, I'm hard-of-hearing, I can speak with my voice 
pretty good. I speak with my voicc but still they're like "you can't hear, go 
away", and that flabbergasts me, while the blind are so great at getting along 
well, but not so with the deaf. That makes me very angry, it's not fair! 

Note Patty's hypothesis that the blind are accepted because they can talk through 

oral means is immediately contradicted by her observation that she, like the other hard-of-

hearing students, also can talk. In explanation of why, despite being able to talk, the hard-

of-hearing are still rejected, one can look to Erving Gofiftnan's (1963) work, in which he 

frames stigma in terms of "discreditation". Goffinan suggests that when people first meet, 

each is able to place the other within a predefined social role, based upon cues obtained 

from the person's appearance, behavior, speech, and so forth. When people, for one 

reason or another, fail to fully satisfy their role, they then become "discredited". As 

Goffinan says, stigmatization arises when a person; 

..possessing an attribute that makes him different from others in the 
category of persons available for him to be, and of a less desirable 
kind...He is thus reduced in our minds from a whole and usual person to a 
tainted, discounted one. Such an attribute is a stigma, especially when its 
discrediting effect is very extensive; sometimes it is also called a failing, a 
shortcoming, a handicap (1963; 3). 

Hard-of-hearing individuals may often appear to be much like their Hearing peers, 

especially if they possess a great deal of speech and auditory comprehension ability. 

Under most circumstances, their hearing loss is not noticed by others. They may then 

"pass" (GofiEman, 1963) for Hearing. However, to "pass" is fraught with peril, as; 

When an individual in effect or by intent passes, it is possible for a 
discrediting to occur because of what becomes apparent about him, 
apparent even to those who socially identify him solely on the basis of what 
is available to any stranger in the social situation (Goffinan, 1963; 75). 
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That is, at those moments when their hearing loss becomes apparent, such as when they 

do not speak correctly, or exhibit diflSculties in hearing what is being said, the hard-of-

hearing are then discredited, stigmatized, and suffer a loss in their ability to "pass" for 

"normal" among their peers. Indeed, this is precisely what happens with the participants, 

who all report at least occasional diflSculties hearing in group situations. However, their 

reactions, as well as the reactions of others, varied at these times. Linus, when asked if he 

has difficulty understanding when with a group of Hearing people, replied; 

L; A little bit. Not much. Suppose there is a large group chatting [like at] a 
pany or something, it's hard, that's hard. 

Sherman also reports difficulties, but minimizes them; 

S; I get a little bit lost, a little. I will ask my father "what did he say?" [He'll tell 
me], and I understand. Because sometimes I listen, but just let it go, it's not 
important, I feel it's not important so I let it go...My father will explain to me 
so I understand, and he will tell me that I should listen to what people say ...I 
will learn more....Sometimes I feel lost when Hearing people talk with their 
voices...I miss a little bit, that's all. 

In response to this question, Charlie expresses stronger feelings, and gives a clear 

indication of communication finastration (Boldt, 1989) in his interactions with groups of 

Hearing people; 

C; It's very hard. They're speaking, and I'm looking back and forth, 
nobody's interpreting, I get overwhehned, I can't do it. I'm left out, and I 
leave. I leave. 

I; Why do you leave? 

C; Because it's hard, hard to get them to look at me, I'll ask them "what did you 
say? Excuse me, what did you say?" and they'll roll their eyes, [they're] 
bored of explaining again, talking again, "oh, I'm tired of explaining again" and 
so on. 
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Patty also reports problems in group situations. However, the reaction of her 

friends (the ones she previously described as supportive) towards her difficulties is much 

more positive; 

I: ...Suppose you're involved in a group of Hearing people, all standing around 
and talking, can you understand or are you helpless, or "lost"? 

P . It will depend on the way their speech is. Suppose they have clear speech I 
will understand, and it doesn't matter. Suppose they speak in a low voice or 
speak while looking down, I will ask, "what did you say?", I will leave it alone, 
I'm out of it, but most of the time when I'm with Hearing people I seem, they 
always seem to get me involved. You know, suppose they see me 
withdrawing'' They will try to draw me in. talk about me, let the others know 
about my communication [needs], than to just let me "withdraw" 

Identity and Self-Esteem 

Despite the participants' reported diflRculties in the academic and social arenas, 

they are surprisingly unaware, for the most part, of any feelings for or against being deaf 

or hard-of-hearing while educated amid their hearing peers. It may be, that they, like 

Sherman, perceived no difference between themselves and their Hearing cohorts, due to 

their ability to speak and hear to some degree: 

S; ...Really, the hard-of-hearing are really the same as, they look the same as 
Hearing people, really They look the same as...me. I accept that I am 
hard-of-hearing, but I do speak well with my voice. The deaf just wear 
hearing aids, that's all, but it's fine. 

However, their feelings may have been unconscious or not overtly stated, but were 

nonetheless expressed through their actions and thoughts, as when Charlie related his and 

the other deaf and hard-of-hearing students' determination to prove themselves to be 

worthy challengers in games and sports, to show that "deaf can do it" in Charlie's words. 

Yet, even Linus, who possesses a great deal of residual hearing ability, expressed some 

negativity about his hearing loss. Still, he indicates more, stronger feelings about having 
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Tourette's Syndrome, since he makes more mention of it in this and other narratives, 

although his feelings about having Tourette's was not specifically solicited at these times; 

I; You, did you feel you were good, fine, normal, or did you feel that you were 
not the same as them, the Hearing people, did you wish you were the same 
as them or, what did you feel? 

L; I wished that I was the same as them, that I was equal...I have many 
problems, I'm hard-of-hearing, I have Tourette's Syndrome...many 
problems. I remember I, back in Middle School, they really hated me. 
I remember I yelled, [I didn't?] yell that much. 

Patty, on the other hand, recognizes having had extremely strong feelings about 

herself while in the mainstream. Like Linus, she eventually came to wish that she had 

never lost her hearing. However, this is in direct contrast to her feelings about deafiiess 

prior to enrollment in the public school, having come fi"om a Deaf family; 

P; ...Really, at first, I thought. 1 was deaf so what? I'm used to the Deaf 
environment. Then after all the insults I got, I had to restrain my feelings, 
and I wished that I had never become deaf... 

In the mainstream, she experienced feelings of depression, loneliness, and being 

"out of place"; 

P; ...I had to hide...[In the mainstream] I [would] see a group of Hearing 
people, I would walk the other, the opposite way when I saw a group of 
people, I would try to avoid the group, to go the other way....I avoided them, 
I knew that they would make fun of me or insult me, and I didn't want to listen 
to it. So I avoided them...while I was in Hearing school my mouth was always 
turned down, I was lonely, I held in my feelings...! felt out of place, I felt very 
out of place. They made me feel as if I was a mentally retarded person, you 
know? All those people I saw were perfect, and I was mentally retarded, I felt 
so out of place, like you know, I'm human, but all of them looked at me as if I 
was mentally retarded, they didn't want to be around me and then I floundered 
around, I was helpless. 
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Charlie also reinforces Patty's view that the deaf and hard-of-hearing were not seen 

as cognitively equal to the hearing, or are made to be this way in the mainstream, using the 

ASL term MIND-LOW, which translates roughly to "retarded": 

C; ...my opinion is that I think that Hearing [schools] makes the deaf MIND-LOW. 

when they go to Hearing schools, it makes them more MIND-LOW...they 
think they can teach more [there] than at the school for the deaf ..because 
their teachers have, their teachers have more MIND-LOW classes, more 
lower [skills], they teach basic stuff, and then when [the students] graduate 
high school and go to college, they're in for a big shock because it's so 
different. I think I don't like that, that the Hearing think we Deaf are more 
MIND-LOW... 

Patty expresses a strong sense of poor self esteem and/or self-hatred during this 

period, as a resuh of her experiences: 

P: ...I kept everything, I restrained my feelings, all my pain, everything I felt. I 
restrained my feelings, I tried to be patient, to accept it all. I was a sucker, I 
quote, a sucker. People told me to do something, and I would do it. I 
followed them because they were Hearing and I was deaf ..I used that as my 
excuse, that I was deaf and all of them were Hearing, so I must follow their 
words, what they told me to do. I was a "dog" [follower]... 

This poor self-esteem and self-hatred led her to drop out of school, and to engage 

in drug use, as she described earlier. Along with these external social displays of 

withdrawal, she also withdrew psychologically, as she relates here; 

P: ...I crawled backwards into a black hole, I crawled into a "hole". Away from 
the sun, I crawled into that black hole, they had made me feel such a fool, that 
I was mentally retarded, it was like I was an alien, and all of them were perfect, 
I was the only one who was different.... 

Patty's feelings are significant on two counts. First, it must be kept in mind that at 

the time Patty was in the public schools, she did not have a hearing aid, which she needs in 

order to perceive speech. Therefore, she likely experienced a greater sense of frustration 

than the other three participants, who did have hearing aids, or were better able to hear 

without them. This could explain why she expresses stronger feelings than the other three. 
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However. Patty is also from a Deaf family, indicating that she had had exposure to 

positive Deaf adult role models, and knew that to be deaf or hard-of-hearing did not mean 

one must passively accept one's apparent shortcomings in comparison to the Hearing as 

one's lot in life. Her rebellion likely stemmed from her confusion between her previous 

identity as a "Hearing" person, and her understanding (although not explicit at that time) 

that she was not being treated as an equal, as she had previously been, or could be within 

the Deaf world. In any case, Patty's story is especially poignant, and clearly illustrates the 

depth of anger, frustration, isolation, and diminished self-esteem which deaf and hard-of-

hearing individuals can experience in the mainstream. 

Summary and Implication.-; 

This chapter has thus far illustrated that the participants represent a sample with 

characteristics which are not unlike those that have been identified in the mainstream. 

Although they all hear quite well in a one-to-one situation, they all report at least some 

degree of diflSculty in comprehending speech in a group, as well as the classroom setting. 

Due to their hearing loss, all of them have some errors in their speech production, as was 

discussed in the previous chapter. Within the academic domain, their academic 

development has not progressed to the extent that would be expected of their normally 

hearing peers, which is consistent with Brackett and Maxon's (1986) findings. At least 

one reported being held back from enrollment in more academically challenging classes. 

For the most part, the participants recall having fewer friends, and the quality of these 

friendships were not as emotionally meaningful as might be expected in a peer relationship, 

as has been found in earlier research (Green, 1990; Ladd, Munson & Miller, 1984, 

Moschella, 1992; Peterson, 1971, Tvingstedt, 1993). For those who were placed in self-

contained programs, or had contact with other deaf and hard-of-hearing children in their 
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schools, their sense of self appears to have been somewhat better than was the case for the 

other two, which is also corroborative of previous research (Farrugia & Austin, 1980; 

Moschella, 1992; Tvingstedt, 1993). 

Therefore, one might conclude that this group of students is fairly representative of 

the possibilities and variance in placements, abilities, and outcomes that might occur 

wathin the deaf and hard-of-hearing population in the mainstream. It remains to be seen, 

however, whether a centralized school for the deaf, which employs an ASL/English 

Bilingual/Bicuhural philosophy, is beneficial for these students in the areas under study. In 

the next chapter, a discussion of the students' experiences at CSDF will be presented. 
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CHAPTER FIVF 
r JFE AT rSDF 

In the previous chapter, the participants of this study were shown to have had 

diflBculties in their mainstream experiences. However, the central question in this study is 

whether or not the center school environment, especially one utilizing a 

Bilingual/Bicultural philosophy, is beneficial for hard-of-hearing students in the realms of 

academic, linguistic, social and identity development. In this chapter, the current lives of 

the participants will be examined fi^om their own perspectives, the perspectives of their 

teachers, as well as my own observations. By employing these multiple perspectives or 

"voices", it is hoped that the reader will obtain a more complete understanding and 

evaluation of the evidence presented here. Since the question of what language and 

communication modality is the best for hard-of-heanng mdividuals is almost as pressmg as 

it is in the education of their more profoundly deaf peers, this aspect of their lives will be 

addressed first. Further, an understanding of their communication needs and abilities will 

lead us to understand how these affect the other areas of their academic and personal lives. 

It is hoped that the reader will bear in mind the research questions discussed in Chapter 

Three, in order to discern how these questions are answered in the following section. 

Linguistic Development 

For the participants in this study, the role of speech and hearing in what is 

perceived to be an otherwise "silent" environment is outwardly undiminished. Although 

there is no evident need for these abilities while at school, in their daily interactions with 

deaf and hard-of-hearing students, teachers, and staff, all of whom sign, it quickly 

becomes clear that the auditory channel remains an important one for these students. 

Sherman listening to music through a Walkman he brought to the gym while working out. 

Linus demonstrating a duck call he says took him two years to learn, Patty singing 
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Christmas songs to amuse herself while waiting along with other students for the library to 

be opened for a supervised study hour, are all examples of the awareness and importance 

of sound in the panicipant's lives. As Patty puts it, to be hard-of-hearing gives one the 

advantage of environmental sound awareness. Yet, this also has its drawbacks, according 

to Patty: 

P; In a way, it's good to be hard-of-hearing, and in another way, it's good to be 
deaf Because the deaf can't hear anything, so they can put that behind them., 
you know, sometimes when I'm sleeping, I can hear sirens outsides, and I 
wake up. In another way, it's good to be hard-of-hearing because of.. 
safety, suppose there happened to be a fire alarm that went off, I could 
hear it and walk out... while the deaf can't, really, both have their own ways. 

Sherman also feels that hearing confers an advantage, but unlike Patty, he focuses 

on the communicative aspects of audition; 

S; [Hard-of-hearing people have] a large advantage [over the deaf]. You can... 
help a deaf person order food or anything, help them communicate with a 
hearing person, they [the deaf] can ask a hard-of-hearing person if they 
wouldn't mind helping by speaking for them, the hard-of-hearing person would 
say he didn't mind, would say it was fine... The hard-of-hearing person can 
help the deaf person, suppose the deaf person signed ASL, then I would 
understand their signs and tell the Hearing person what he said so he would 
understand. Much easier. 

Among the Deaf, to state that they always need the help of hard-of-hearing or 

Hearing people to interpret for them smacks of "political incorrectness". This is not to say 

that this help is not requested at times, but it is the unsolicited help of well-intentioned 

others that is unwanted. Sherman, under further questioning, indicated that the Deaf 

could make their needs known through alternative means, such as by writing, but insisted 

that "speaking with voice is faster". However, Sherman does appear to recognize the 

difference between unsolicited and solicited assistance, as in the above statement, he 

indicated that he would help after the deaf person asked him for assistance. 
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More than environmental awareness or communication, however, to hear is also 

felt to be an aesthetic experience, as both Charlie and Linus declare; 

I; Which is it better to be, hard-of-hearing or deaf? 

C: I prefer to be what I am, hard-of-hearing, that's who I am. 

I; You prefer that better? Why is that better? 

C: Because I want to hear. I want to hear birds sing, music, cars and trucks, 
hearing cars honk their horns, listen a lot to music, hear water crash on the 
rocks, hear different things, people whistling, various things like that. 

In response to the same question, Linus expressed similar sentiments: 

L: ...I really[?]..-hard-of-hearing because the deaf, I feel bad because the deaf 
can't hear, they can't hear planes, trains, the trains they can feel the vibrations, 
but they can't hear cars, car horns, ducks flying m the sky, they can't talk... 
hard-of-hearing people are lucky, suppose you're hard-of-hearing you're 
lucky because you can hear a little bit, you can hear different things like the 
wind, planes, you can talk with your voice to Hearing people. 

The participants do use their auditory capacities to their advantage in multiple 

areas of their lives. Along with environmental awareness and speech, their ability to use 

their hearing frees them for other tasks requiring vision. To wit, while Sherman's class 

watched a videotape for which they were required to take notes, most of the students 

watched the tape or the teacher interpreting the narration, pausing only for several 

seconds to look down at their paper to write their notes. Sherman on the other hand, was 

continually bent over his paper, writing while hearing the narration, stopping only 

infrequently to look at the screen. 

As suggested earlier, the participants enjoy their auditory abilities and can exploit 

them for a number of purposes. Patty and Charlie, signing with each other during class 

begin talking about movies. Charlie tells her about a favorite line of his from the movie 

"Alien", and she comes back with her imitation of a character from a movie that I take to 
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be "Clueless", as she takes on the mannerisms of a "Valley Girl", saying "LIKE. I DONT-

KNOW. LIKE, REALLY. ITS LIKE...". Although Patty is signing without her voice during 

this, her face and mouth convey this impression so realistically that I can almost "hear" the 

characters speaking in this movie, which I had not seen at this time. It is interesting to 

observe the unique blending of the two modalities in Patty's imitation. That is, the movie's 

dialogue was all spoken, but through signs and body language, she reproduced the sense 

of the dialogue entirely without sound. It is also interesting to note that at the time of this 

observation, this movie had not yet been released on videotape in a closed captioned 

format, indicating that Patty had gone to the movie theater and had been able to enjoy the 

movie on several levels without any need for captioning. 

Because they can hear, they are at times asked to serve as "interpreters" for other 

students and even staff. Charlie recalls having had to interpret for the coaches on his 

sports teams the previous year; 

C; Once,...in Middle School, they asked me most of the time, they needed to 
use me for speaking, interpreting for them, like the football team I was the 
manager, they used me to speak for them, to talk and interpret for them... 

I. You mean that was when you were in the hearing school? 

C: No, here, last year when I joined the basketball team, I interpreted for the 
basketball team, interpreting between the two groups. 

I; Why did you interpret for them? 

C: Because we had nobody to interpret, no Heanng person to help us interpret, 
nobody who was willing. They needed to hire somebody, but they were stuck 
at work. The only one left was me, who is hard-of-hearing, they grabbed me, 
and that was fine. I interpreted between the two groups... 



162 

Interpreting could also occur on a more informal basis. During one study hour. 

Sherman interpreted the highlights of one game of the World Series for his friend, QU. 

Among the students, QU is known by his initials, since his last name, which is of southeast 

Asian origin, is long and difficult to spell. A slender, muscular youth with Asian features 

who is respected among the students for his athletic prowess, QU identified himself as 

hard-of-hearing to me, after Sherman pointed him out to me as another potential 

participant in the research. However, QU's father did not sign the permission form 

allowing me to include him in the study. Despite his self-identification as "hard-of-

hearing", QU did not appear to have the speech discrimination skills that Sherman 

displayed in this excerpt taken during a study hall session; 

While studying, Sherman teases QU about two girls that QU appears to 
like, one named Rosa and the other I think is Rose. Asking QU which one 
he prefers, QU remains noncommittal, and gets up to go to his room, 
where he retrieves a "boom box" which he brings to their desk. Turning it 
on, Sherman listens and tells QU when he has found the station 
broadcasting the World Series game. Sherman informs QU that it is the 
seventh inning, and the score is tied at nothing all. Turning to me, they ask 
me not to tell the Instructional Counselor (IC) the radio is on, as they're 
not supposed to listen to the radio or watch TV during study hour 
Although the IC wears a hearing aid and uses his voice when talking to QU 
and Sherman, I figure that he must have a fairly high degree of hearing loss, 
as he does not notice the radio's operation while he talks to the two boys. 
As the game progresses, Sherman occasionally interrupts their studies and 
conversation to let QU know of scoring changes and spectacular plays. 

This interpreting is quite reminiscent of "language brokering," a phenomenon 

common to bilinguals from language minority backgrounds. Language brokering involves 

interpreting and translating that is done by bilinguals in formal and informal situations, 

albeit without any special training Tse (1995) ofiFers a more complete definition of 

language brokering; 
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Language brokers are intermedianes between linguistically and culturally 
different parties. People who broker, unlike formal translators, influence 
the contents and nature of the messages they convey, and ultimately affect 
the perceptions and decisions of the agents for whom they act. The 
brokers, in turn, are affected linguistically and affectively in different 
manners and degrees by brokering experiences (p. 180). 

Tse's study concentrated on language brokers from language minority 

backgrounds; those whose parents spoke little, if any English. For these children of 

language minority parents, it was observed that they often were required to "perform a 

variety of tasks and take on broad roles as mediators and decision makers" (Tse, 1995; 

182). These children, due to their role as de facto interpreters/translators for their parents, 

often had to serve as intermediaries between their parents and officials of school, 

government and business, as well as during informal interactions with teachers, neighbors, 

friends, and relatives (Tse, 1995). In this regard, the language brokering experiences of 

spoken-language bilinguals appears quite similar to those of hearing children of Deaf 

parents, who also often reported the need to serve as formal and informal intermediaries 

between their parents and others (Preston, 1994). 

Tomlinson (1989) suggests that brokering can also arise among language-minority 

groups immersed in a majority-language environment. For these individuals, Tomlinson 

suggests that the aa of brokering provides a means of access to the peer group, which 

tends to use the dominant language, by forming friendships with bilingual brokers. 

Further, Tomlinson submits that the act of brokerage enhances metalinguistic skills due to 

the need to deal with issues of intercomprehension between two other parties. That is, the 

broker must not only understand the message conveyed by both groups, but must ensure 

that the message of one group is understood by the other. 
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Although the hard-of-hearing students in this study are in actuality immersed in a 

language-minority environment, due to their residence on-campus during the week and the 

use of ASL by students, staff and faculty, ASL becomes the majority language in the 

CSDF environment. By interpreting for deaf students and stafif, the hard-of-hearing 

students become "language brokers", regardless of their actual competence in ASL. 

Tomlinson's study indicates that brokering is not an undesirable phenomenon for the hard-

of-hearing students, as it provides them with a means of access to their Deaf peer group, 

and may prove beneficial to their metalinguistic as well as linguistic, skills. 

Along with hearing, speech was also seen to be an important linguistic skill for the 

participants to possess. Among themselves, with other hard-of-hearing students, and their 

Hearing teachers, the participants fi'equently use their voices, whether in connection with 

signs or not. For the participants, going to speech class is not a laborious chore, but 

instead is feh to be enjoyable and beneficial, as Sherman reports; 

S: [Speech class is] fun. I learn many words, and it helps my speech to get 
better. Right now I do have good speech, but it helps it to increase, and 
I have more...more speech awareness, many words that I can know and 
understand. My parents want me to have more speech, to increase, to 
understand me better because I talk fast, I speak rapidly, I have to slow 
down to a more moderate pace. 

The participants' positive attitude towards speech therapy is easily explained upon 

observing several sessions. Instead of the traditional approach involving drills of speech 

sounds which are weak for the particular student, the therapist appears to emphasize 

placing these speech skills within a communicative context. A session with Charlie 

exemplifies the teacher's approach to speech therapy with all her students; 
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Charlie's third period class is with Mr B , who teaches Physical 
Science. However, as he arrives in class, he realizes that today he is 
supposed to have Speech Therapy class during this period. We walk over 
to the classroom, going through a door entitled "Communication Arts", 
which is adjacent to the library. The classroom is extremely small, and is 
taught by Ms. K., who graduated from Gallaudet with a Master's in 
Audiology. One other boy is also in this class with Charlie. After Ms. K. 
enters the room, she turns to the students and asks them about their 
weekend, in simultaneous speech and signs. Charlie uses his voice 
throughout this class, although he is speaking softly. I notice that his signs 
seem harder to understand when he is using his voice. After their 
conversation about the weekend's activities, Ms. K. opens with a discussion 
of the parts of speech (verbs, nouns, adjectives), in order to facilitate their 
playing "Mad Libs", the game in which people are asked to fill in the blanks 
of a short story without knowing the plot of the story. After the blanks are 
filled, the story is read to the participants, and is often quite humorous 
Although Ms. K. predominantly speaks as she signs, there were some times 
when she said one or two words to the boys without speaking. During the 
first game, when asked for a celebrity, the other boy couldn't think of one 
he wanted to name for a long time, prompting Charlie to urge: "COME-ON. 

PLENTY FAMOUS PEOPLE" (come on, there are plenty of famous people). 
When Charlie read back the story, he read fairly independently, showing 
indications through his choice of signs and laughter that he understood 
most of what he was reading. After two Mad Libs stories, Ms. K. turned 
to another activity which involved a videotape of a mouth turned upside 
down and made up to resemble a face through the drawing of eyes and 
nose, and a small hat placed on the chin. The boys were asked to lipread 
what the mouth was saying, and the task proved to be quite difficult. After 
the tape (which lasted several minutes) was over, the point was made 
through their discussion that for successfiil speechreading, one needs facial 
expressions, predictability, and the lips in the proper position, all of which 
were lacking in this experience. 

As this speech therapist later told me in an interview, her goal is to encourage her 

students to utilize their speech, if they possess this ability, and to recognize the different 

strategies one might use in different communication contexts. However, for Ms. K., the 

primary goal is not speech per se, but instead, communication: 
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My feeling as a high school "speech" (sic) teacher, I don't really consider 
myself as a speech, so to speak, teacher. I don't work on all that 
articulation, making correct speech sounds stuff But more like giving 
students more confidence with themselves in communication with Hearing 
people... So I feel that we have to...not only expose them, our students, to 
reading and written English and...ASL, of course is their natural language, 
but also to develop other skills, for my purpose, [my] role personally [is], 
lipreading, maybe they have the potential for speaking, they have the 
potential for perceiving speechreading, to develop those skills for 
understanding different situations. It doesn't mean that they're required, 
that they won't survive without it, but it will open one more door or...if 
they're motivated, they want to try. to encourage that. If they feel they 
don't want it. they don't need it, then we support that too. 

This teacher's attitude is reminiscent of that of the Deaf community's perception of 

the difference between LANGUAGE and COMMUNICATION described by Erting (1985) in 

Chapter Three of this dissertation. That is, whereas traditionally. Hearing educators 

perceived "language" and "communication" to be interchangeable and synonymous with 

the dominant language or communicative modality (in this case English and oral speech), 

the Deaf community saw COMMUNICATION as being represented as information exchange 

and LANGUAGE as being related only to English. This teacher emphasizes here that she is 

working towards increasing her students' abilities to communicate^ regardless of the 

language or modality through which their communicative attempts are made. Further, she 

states that she tries to convey that no one specific modality is superior or inferior to 

another; they are all equal and valid for interacting with others. 

Asked about the participants' speech development, Ms. K., who works with 

Charlie, Sherman and Patty, although not Linus since he is not taking speech at this time, 

evaluated their speech skills as being "very good". Although all of them have minor 

speech errors, such as substitutions of certain phonemes for others, their speech is readily 

intelligible to the untrained listener. Asked further if she felt that their placement within a 
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Bi/Bi setting had been or was potentially hannfiil for their speech skills development, she 

replied in the negative, adding that although they only had speech therapy once a week, 

for these participants it appeared to be sufiBcient since they had additional opportunities 

for practice and exposure to oral speech with each other. Hearing teachers, and their 

Hearing families and friends. The hard-of-hearing teachers interviewed reiterated the 

feeling that it is not necessary for intensive speech therapy for hard-of-hearing students, 

adding that they felt the idea of ASL and Bilingual/Bicultural education as being harmful 

to speech development was a "myth". As one said; 

I: Do you feel...[Bi/Bi] won't hurt their speaking skills? 

Ms. J; No! Really not, they're [Bi/Bi's critics] so concerned about speech, but 
they [the students] will pick that up everywhere they go. In any situation, 
even here, it won't hurt them, no. We have Hearing staff too. We look 
for ways to make sure they get their speech access. They pick that up 
easy. I did. I didn't have a, I was never orally trained. My speech 
instruction was once a week. Almost incidental. My speech is good. I 
heard things in my surroundings, my family, my father talked, I picked up 
on that. You pick it up. If you can hear well enough, you really do get 
it. Really, their [the critics] fears that it will impact, hurt them, I can't 
believe it. It's really hard to overcome that opinion. 

Despite the importance of audition and speech for the participants, only one, 

Sherman expressed an explicit preference for speech as a communication modality. As his 

comments reveal, his preference for speech is based upon maintaining ties with his family, 

who are Hearing, speak orally, and do not know much sign. His ambivalence about being 

in the Hearing and Deaf worlds again comes through in his declaration; 

S; [I prefer speech] because I'm used to it. Signing, I'm used to, too. All my 
family speaks with their voice, and that's faster. With the Deaf, I sign, that's 
fine, but with Hearing people, it's faster. Also, my uncle, he doesn't know 
[sign], because I speak with my voice. I prefer to be the same, with the Deaf 
I sign perfectly, but when I arrive home I speak with my voice because I am 
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the same. I sign with my father, sometimes sign with my father or my uncle, 
and they understand, but it's better to speak with voice most of the time, to 
speak with voice all the time, or mostly. 

However, the other three express a liking for using all modes of communication 

available to them in a variety of situations, as this broadens the scope of relationships 

available to them. Further, despite the importance of the auditory channel for the 

participants, the visual channel is felt to be equally as important for them. In the previous 

section, all of the participants recounted situations where they had had difficulties with 

communication through hearing alone; therefore the appeal of utilizing a visual as well as 

auditory means of communication is immediately apparent. A knowledge of signs, they 

assert, makes life and school easier for them. Even Sherman, despite his ambivalence, 

recognizes this advantage; 

S. [I prefer] signing and signing with voice. Signing, I understand. But I prefer 
both because it helps me to understand more... 

Charlie, on the other hand, illustrates the perceived social advantages to knowing sign and 

being able to speak: 

C; [I like] hearing things and umm, communicating with the world. lean 
communicate by talking, signing or talking. 

Patty clarifies what Sherman only hints at, that signing offers an ease of commumcation 

that is not entirely present through speech; 

P; I think sign is much better for me because with speaking, I understand yes, 
but I can't understand one-hundred percent. I, I understand, sometimes I 
don't understand. I have to ask them to say it again and again, I make them 
talk again and again. With signing, you sign and that's it, I understand. 

For Charlie, Linus and Sherman, all of whom learned signs relatively later in their 

lives in comparison to Patty, who acquired signs at birth from her Deaf parents, signing 

represents something that needed to be learned. Linus, who was exposed to signs at the 

latest age of the four, recalls having been "nervous" about learning sign, fearing that it 
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would "take forever to learn". Of the three, he is the only one to recollect having had 

explicit instruction in ASL, and attributes his learning to a sign language teacher at CSDF 

Charlie states that like Linus, he had also begun ASL instruction, but was forced to drop it 

due to his classmate's need for more intensive instruction; 

C: ...I was motivated to learn...ASL, but they wanted me to learn ASL before I 
started [here], I gave in and took a class for three or four weeks, but I 
dropped the class because the other student needed full attention, more 
face-to-face work, [the instructor] said I knew sign, but he [the other student] 
didn't know sign...I learned by socializing, seeing people's signs, I learned 
and improved myself 

Like Charlie, Sherman also learned ASL at CSDF, without any direct teacher 

instruction. Also like Charlie, Sherman had learned and used an English-based sign system 

at his previous school. The most prevalent English-based system in the United States is 

called Signing Exact English, and is commonly referred to as SEE. However, having 

known English-based signing prior to enrollment at CSDF proved to be a mixed blessing, 

according to Charlie, who employs a magnet metaphor to describe the diflBculty of making 

a transition from SEE to ASL signs; 

C; ...I knew SEE signs, and I wasn't worried because they, really, some [of the 
other students] loathe new students who don't know signs... 

...When I first joined, yes I was awkward because I used SEE signs and they 
use ASL. My signs didn't match. I had to find a match with a magne-, you 
know...magnetic resistance, you know what I mean, magnetic resistance, you 
can't put them together. That was what I felt, a struggle. Then I took...ASL 
[class] for only three weeks...So I learned more, I was motivated, ambitious to 
learn ASL...I'm still learning now. 
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When asked, the participants all have some understanding of the meaning of ASL 

and SEE, and their differences, although they were mostly unable to state this in linguistic 

terms. Instead, they described them in terms of usage and appearance. Charlie provided 

perhaps the best description of ASL, as well as a brief comparison of ASL with SEE: 

C; ASL stands for American Sign Language. It has more...facial expression... 
more action. Ummm, the sentences are smaller, long sentences become 
small sentences. SEE sentences stretch out, going on and on, they're 
exaggerated. In ASL, it takes a shorter time, like when you speak with your 
voice, ASL is the same.... 

...SEE uses words in sentences like...I am go[mg] to the store. That's 
exaggerated. In ASL, [you say] PRO. l GO STORE [I/Me go store]. It's 
abbreviated, the sentences don't stretch out. There is no facial expression 
when you sign [SEE]... 

Although they were unable to define ASL, they are apparently able to recognize 

the difference between signed English and ASL. When asked, all the participants 

expressed a preference for using ASL. Sherman, like Charlie, stated that ASL is "faster", 

while SEE is comparatively "slow" and "boring", with an "exaggerated" sentence 

structure: 

I: Do you feel here at school people should sign ASL or sign SEE? 

S: They should use ASL because SEE is like, it's very boring to sign everything. 
ASL is faster, more understandable, clearer to understand. ASL is better. 
SEE is slow... Suppose you speak with your voice, you don't say everything, 
right? Suppose when you speak with your voice...like when I tell my mother 
"I'm going to a party"...it's like when Hearing people speak rapidly, you don't 
need [to speak perfect] English, but Deaf should sign and understand faster, 
and it's less time. 

Patty, who grew up in a Deaf family, expresses her preference for ASL in terms of 

aesthetics, as well as the relative slowness or stiffness of SEE: 
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P: ...SEE signs, TO...TODAYlinit.] PRO.Upl.) GO + -ING* [Today we are going], I 
tV»ot Hi ft T'»T^ no* intdract<»<4 fKot T'rri ^ntorocto<^ ir» ACT fliiomt vvilkwitww 1. AlAVWA K^J AAA* AAAbW* A-AWAWAAb 

ASL signing, I understand that clearly, it's really beautiful signs, not stiff signs, 
which I'm not interested in. 'WATER WATERFALL[init.] #THE MOUNTAIN[inil.l' 
[The water went down the waterfall on the mountain]. I'm not interested in 
that, I'm interested in something beautiful like 'MOUNTAIN WITH WATER FLOW-
DOWN-FAST" [Up on the mountain, the water went swiftly over the falls]. 
That's beautiful signing. I'm not interested...in seeing SEE, I'm interested in 
seeing ASL... 

Although unaware of the psycholinguistic research into the effectiveness of signed 

English systems, the participants intuitively identified many of the problems with these 

systems that have been pointed out in this research. Slobin (1973) posited four "charges" 

or requirements that a language must have; to be clear, to be humanly processible in 

ongoing time, to be quick and easy, and to be expressive. However, artificially developed 

manual English systems (such as SEE), unlike ASL, appear to violate their linguistic 

responsibilities. Signing (whether in ASL or conforming to English), requires a larger 

amount of muscle groups and action than speaking alone. That is, whereas to speak, one 

must merely utilize the muscles in the mouth and the throat, signers must utilize muscles in 

their hands, arms, faces, and even their bodies. Thus, to produce one linguistic item, a 

signer could conceivably take a significantly greater amount of time to produce the item 

than a speaker uttering the equivalent lexical item. Indeed, Bellugi and Fischer (1972) 

found the rate of articulation in sign language to be almost double the rate of spoken 

language. Yet, when comparing the proposition rate (the number of ideas presented) of 

spoken English and ASL, they found that the two languages were nearly equivalent in 

their abilities to present the same ideas in the same amount of time. In comparison, 

Bellugi, Fischer and Newkirk (1979) found that signers using a signed English system had 

a proposition rate that was twice as slow as that of spoken English. 
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This surprising difference is easily accounted for by examining the differences in 

how the message is presented in ASL and signed English. Signed English systems rely on 

a "static" model of signs, where only the uninflected forms of signs are used, and invented 

markers are added to make the signs appear to represent English grammar. That is, in 

signed English, there is only one form of the sign GIVE. To sign "giving", one would sign 

GIVE plus the temporal marker -ING. A sentence like "I am giving this to all of you" 

would be rendered as "I AM GIVE + -ING THIS TO ALL 0-F YOU". In comparison, ASL 

(and other naturally developed sign languages) employs a number of linguistic devices 

such as inflections, directionality, and topic marking, which are all supplied 

simultaneously. To sign GIVE alone in ASL would have no meaning; it remains on an 

abstract level and is not fully producible without subject and object markers which are 

provided in the sign. In ASL, the above sample sentence might be translated as: "PRO.l 

GIVE+++(pi.)" That is, after the pronomialization PRO.l [I], the sign GIVE would be 

reduplicated through a circular motion indicating a repeated, continuous action, while at 

the same time the hand was moving through space towards each of the addressees to 

indicate number and who the recipients are. Therefore, in two signs, a signer of ASL can 

express the same number of propositions or ideas that a normally hearing person can 

speak in a roughly equivalent amount of time. Signed English systems do not meet this 

linguistic requirement, as well as the other "charges" to language that Slobin (1973) 

proposed; therefore they are perceived as "boring" and "slow", while ASL is felt to be 

"more interesting" and "faster". 

Patty's expression of the comparative beauty of ASL in comparison to signed 

English is also borne out by comparing how the two linguistic systems express ideas. In 

her example of the waterfall in the mountains, Patty was attempting to illustrate how 

signed English employs "frozen" signs in comparison to the dynamic nature of ASL signs. 
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Although research has demonstrated that ASL signs are not "iconic" (picture-like), there 

nevertheless remains some element of iconicity in signing, especially when engaging in 

adjectival description. To sign the concept of water flowing down a mountain, a classifier 

handshape representing water is used, and signed in a way resembling the actual motion of 

moving water. Classifiers are a subset of signs (or lexical markers in some spoken 

languages such as Navajo: cf Witherspoon, 1977) which depict size, shape and even use. 

In Patty's representation of SEE, there was no classifier used, and her use of the fi-ozen 

sign WATER going down the "falls" possessed an element of the ridiculous, which may 

have been her intent, as she elaborated her example slightly, seeing my laughter as she 

signed. In direct comparison to her example of SEE signing, her depiction of ASL had a 

poetic quality, which was conveyed through her movements and facial expression. 

This is not to say that Patty is entirely against signed English. She suggests that it 

might have a place in teaching or demonstrating written English, but maintains that it is an 

inconvenient mode of communication for daily interaction; 

P: It does help me [with written English] but why should I exaggerate my 
signs for those people who can sign ASL? It's important for my mind, for me 
to know English but outside, do I have to use English everyday? I don't need 
to. I use abbreviated sign [ASL] because Deaf people use their signs 
everyday. Hearing people are lucky to speak with their voices, that's easier 
for them than it is for us. We sign ASL, [if we signed English] sometimes our 
arms would get tired or something like that, the sentences are too long, so it 
[ASL] is easier for us. 

Despite, or perhaps in spite of, the participants' stated preference for ASL as a 

medium of manual communication, all of them (with the exception of Patty, for whom 

ASL is a first language) pronounce their signing skills to be only average. Of the three, 

however, Charlie is the only one to express an interest in taking a class to improve his 

skills. Unfortunately, no class has been available to him, since at this time at CSDF ASL 

classes are only provided to neophyte and non-signers. The ASL specialist at CSDF 
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recognizes that this is a problem which needs to be corrected, but states that monetary and 

personnel resources are currently limited, and that she has her hands full with her present 

diagnostic and instructional duties. 

The participants, except for Patty who was not asked since her family is Deaf and 

signs, all felt it was not hard to learn ASL upon arrival at CSDF. It should be kept in mind 

that both Sherman and Charlie had previous exposure to signs in the form of signed 

English, which could have served as a "transition". Recall, however, that Charlie felt his 

knowledge of SEE signs to be an inhibiting factor in learning ASL. For Linus, who had 

no previous exposure to sign language before enrollment at CSDF, claims that he had 

learned rapidly also. While there is no way of verifying these claims, the ASL Specialist 

(Ms. L.) states that it is possible: 

I; Ok. Do you think for hard-of-hearing students, it's harder or easier for them 
to learn ASL? 

Ms. L: ...Depends, really it depends. Most, most of the time I see students have 
an easy time changing [to ASL] fast. A few have struggles with it, a few, 
because they're homesick, they keep thinking on that, and it's hard to change 
over. But I often give them the service, and they change fast. 

I: Ok, do you think hard-of-hearing students can have fluency in signing ASL, 
equal to their deaf peers? 

Ms. L; ...It depends. Not always, it depends. Like me, I'm hard-of-hearing. 
My family, they're all Hearing. My school, which was mainstreamed, the 
students were deaf, but there were some hard-of-hearing there. But I was 
lucky to have three very good friends from Deaf families, with the three of 
them I signed with them all the time. If I hadn't had that, I would still be 
hard-of-hearing and I don't think I would sign like, ASL-like, native, I don't 
think so, if I hadn't had that. Really, it depends on the student's motivation. 
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When talking about having "learned" ASL, the participants may be referring more 

to their receptive understanding rather than their expressive production. Linus, who was 

the last of the four to learn signs, recalls having had difBculties initially: 

L; ...When I first came here, I didn't know signs. It was very hard to 
understand them. I started improving a little bit every day, improving a little 
bit, but after [one year], I had a great improvement. 

Despite his declaration of improvement, he states that he still has some occasional 

difficulties understanding other signers, especially when they sign fast. Further, Linus 

admits that he relies at times more on speechreading than the signs themselves. This 

makes it difificult for him to understand those signers who utilize minimal, if any, 

"mouthing" while signing. "Mouthing" refers to the production of lip movements 

corresponding, at least on a visual level, to the movements that would be made while 

actually speaking a word. Davis (1989) suggests there are three forms of mouthing 

employed by those within the Deaf community; English mouthing; reduced English 

mouthing, and ASL mouthing. English mouthings are those that correspond to the exact 

movement inherent in the English word, while reduced mouthings are partial 

representations of the word on the lips which are commonly restricted to some consonants 

and vowel movements. ASL mouthings on the other hand, bear vestigial, if any 

relationship to the actual English word, and are generally utilized to provide grammatical 

meaning to a sign or sign phrase. 

All of the participants have some teachers who possess strong competence in ASL, 

and demonstrate little, if any, English or reduced English mouthing while they sign. 

However, this does not appear to present much difBculty for the participants, even those 

like Sherman and Linus, who demonstrate weaker competence in signs. Presented below 

are some instances of these students' successful interactions with teachers who mouth only 

minimally while signing with a high level of ASL competence; 



Leaving the greenhouse, Linus is assigned to salvage some plants froiri a 
wheelbarrow. The teacher, a man in his late forties with brown hair, 
mustache, and glasses, asks Linus if he knows the name of these plants, 
giving him a clue by telling him that he could use it on his skin if he has a 
sunburn. After no response, the teacher fingerspells the plant's name; "A-L-
0-E". The teacher's fingerspelling is done at a moderate pace, very likely in 
consideration of Linus' relative lack of receptive sign competency. After 
repeating the plant's name, Linus searches the contents of the wheelbarrow, 
and soon has a large handful of small aloe plants. I ask Linus how he 
knows which plants to save, and am told that the plant must have a root. If 
there are other dead parts, these are cut off, but the root is saved. He 
shows me a small box of white powder, which he tells me is "R-O-O-T P-0-
W-D-E-R", which is apparently "food" for the roots. Dipping a finger into 
the powder, it is soft and chalky, with only a trace of an unidentifiable 
odor, leaving me with no clue as to what it actually is. Linus dips the roots 
of the plants into the powder, and then puts them into the pots he has filled 
with soil. Finding one broken at the stem, he showed it to the teacher, who 
told him to throw away the plant part while retaining the root, which could 
still grow. Later, the teacher comes over and seeing Linus dip the roots 
into the powder, explains to him that this is unnecessary, as the roots 
"EASY GROW" (grow easily). The powder is for plants that have been cut 
off at the stem, without any root system to support it, thus necessitating the 
powder for the stimulation of root growth. Linus appears to understand 
what his teacher has told him, as he discontinues his use of the root powder 
while working. 

I enter Mr. R.'s Biolog>' class to find Sherman talking with his 
teacher. Mr. R. is telling Sherman about his experience playing what I 
deduce to be the game of soccer. As Mr. R. narrates his experience, he 
employs a number of ASL classifiers and mimetic action in his signing, 
which is done without voice or excessive mouthing. Sherman, watching, 
appears to understand as he smiles at appropriate points in the story, and 
asks questions relevant to what Mr. R. had said. Later, Sherman notices 
some red spots on the face of the class Boa Constrictor a boy sitting next 
to Sherman is holding in his hand and asks his teacher what they are. Mr. 
R. explains that those are its "P-I-T 0-R-G-A-N-S" which are used to detect 
heat. Using ASL classifiers and grammatical structure, Mr. R. adds that 
there was an experiment done once to find out what the pit organs were by 
taping the boa's eyes over, rendering it blind. Two lights were placed in 
fi-ont of the snake, one on and one off Although the snake couldn't see, it 
perfectly found and attacked the light which had been left on because the 
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snake could sense the heat. Sherman responds "OH-I-SEE", indicating that 

he understood what he had been told 

On the day of the school-wide Open House, Mr. B., Charlie and 
Patty's Physical Sciences teacher, engages the students in problem-solving 
activities, which he later tells me he does every Friday. The first problem 
involves a set of six cups drawn on the blackboard, the first three of which 
are full, and the second three which are empty. By moving only one cup, 
he asks the students, how can the contents be arranged so that there is an 
alternating pattern of fiill and empty cups? The students are paired to work 
on each problem, and Charlie's dyad quickly resolves the problem, (by 
pouring the contents of the second cup into the fifth) as does another pair 
across fi-om them. After the answer is resolved, Patty jokingly suggests 
that an alternative solution could be to spit in one of the empty cups until it 
is fiill. Amid the laughter, Mr. B. suggests that that is a possible solution, 
although it is a "gross" one. The students are then set to work on a second 
problem involving a story signed by Mr. B. in ASL, using classifiers and 
role-shifting, in which a man experiences a flat tire and while changing the 
tire, loses the tire nuts. Stranded in middle of nowhere, with only a 
psychiatric institution in the background, the question is posed as to how 
the spare can be put on. Charlie appears to understand Mr. B. easily, and 
again quickly comes up uith an answer, which is to take one nut from the 
other three tires to secure the fourth. 

These examples illustrate the point that despite not being signers with native sign 

competence, the participants are readily able to experience class activities, interacting with 

their teachers and peers on an equal basis. At several different levels, the participants 

confirm their receptive understanding of fairly complex signed utterances, through 

socially or academically appropriate responses. Further, these examples suggest that for 

these participants, academic learning can also take place through ASL. In interviews with 

Deaf teachers this question was addressed. The Deaf teachers also felt that their signing in 

ASL was not a major problem for their students, and if problems did arise, they were 

always searching for ways to help their students learn the material they were being given. 

As Mr. B., a Deaf man with a bushy mustache and a signer who uses a minimal amount of 

mouthing, said: 
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If they don't benefit from ASL, then they need a kind of communicaiion 
mode to fulfill their communication, visual and auditory needs. Maybe 
teachers use their voice, speak and sign at the same time, so they benefit. I 
close my mouth and don't use my voice, maybe they don't benefit from that. 
That's a kind of mode of communication. Other...I teach a few hard-of-
hearing students. At first, they don't understand anything of what I say, 
they're lost, as I close my mouth and sign. Later they become used to me, 
they get along fine, they understand each other, if they don't understand 
then they stay after school hours, so I can help them one-on-one, they 
benefit if it's one-on-one communication. I still use ASL, but maybe I use 
more facial expression, or actions so they get the idea. It seems to work 
out fine...I tell them all often, I tell them if they have problems, to let me 
know. Many students let me know, they say "please help!" I say "Ok, 
fine", tell other students to work on their own, and sit down one-on-one 
with them or at lunch time, or after school time, or morning, or wherever 
their time is free, I grab it to meet with them one-on-one, and they seem to 
benefit from that. 

Despite not being fluent signers, the participants feel signing confers an ease of 

communication for them that is not typically present in situations with Hearing people, 

especially in group situations. Charlie strongly affirms this point: 

I: ...Suppose you're with a large group of Deaf people who are all talking 
together, can you understand them, talk with them? 

C: It's better for me, yes!. I feel better, I join them, chat, it's more fun to interact 
Avith them...it's easier, clearer, more fun. 

Linus stated that he had had problems initially, but this resolved itself after he gained more 

communicative competence in signs. Sherman on the other hand, has some reservations 

about communicating in a group of Deaf people, depending on the size of the group; 

S; ...Suppose [there are] one or three or five people, I understand but if there are 
more, an increase in numbers, I get confused, I don't understand, because I 
might be chatting, talking with a finend and then someone mterrupts, and I miss 
what they said. I should focus, but sometimes I feel lost. 
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Although Sherman has problems following the conversational track of a large group of 

signers, this is a problem which can occur for hearing people in a group of Hearing 

conversants as well. DiflBculties in this area may be more directly attributed to a difference 

in personality or social skills, although no evidence of either was identified during this 

study. However, Sherman appeared to interact fairly well with other students in a group, 

although in retrospect, it would seem he had a tendency for staying in groups of under five 

people, which is within his stated level of comfort. 

Expressively, the participants display a range of sign competence. Patty, a native 

signer, has extremely clear signing, while Linus has a tendency towards formational 

incorrectness and incompleteness, at times resulting in signing that is somewhat difBcult to 

understand. Sherman and Charlie have skills somewhat better than those of Linus, but still 

below Patty's. Interestingly, all of the participants', including Patty's, signing tends to 

conform to English grammatical word order. Although they do not utilize a signed 

English system, they sporadically employ some elements from signed English such as 

initialized signs, and some English morphological endings such as -ly (as in "really). 

However, they all demonstrate a good understanding and use of some ASL linguistic and 

para-linguistic features, such as classifiers, non-manual signals, and role-shifting. 

However, for Charlie, Sherman and Linus, their linguistic competence is not as well-

developed as it is for Patty, and this emerges in their signing. For example, during an 

interview with me, Charlie attempted to describe the physical arrangement of his former 

classroom in the public school. To do this, he used several classifiers while trying to 

spatially "map" the room through his signs. However, he chose some classifiers that were 

conceptually accurate although grammatically incorrect and even after one or two false 

starts, he was not able to flilly convey the spatial arrangement that he was trying to 

illustrate. 
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However, the participants are all fully aware of the different pragmatic strategies 

that Deaf people may employ in their daily interactions, such as attention-getting, 

providing conversational feedback, and shielding signed conversations from others. That 

is, to call others' attention, the participants at times will wave an arm, hoping to catch their 

intended conversational partner's eye or go up to the person and tap them on the shoulder 

or arm. Those students who do have some hearing may be called by voice. During 

conversations, some of the participants, especially Charlie, employ a particular one-sided 

wrinkling of the nose which has a meaning of "I know what you mean" or "Yes, 1 agree". 

This nose wrinkle is different from non-manual signals such as raised or lowered eyebrows 

or a protrusion of the tongue which serve grammatical functions such as questioning or 

indicating "wrongness", respectively. Instead, the nose wrinkle is used to provide 

conversational feedback, and is therefore a pragmatic function within conversational turn-

taking in sign language (Baker, 1977; Martinez, 1995; Mather, 1987). 

Another pragmatic strategy is the shielding of signs from others, to prevent 

unwanted persons from "eavesdropping" on what is being said. While Hearing people 

may whisper in another person's ear, this option is unavailable to the Deaf and hard-of-

hearing, for obvious reasons. Instead, what may be done, as some of the participants were 

observed to do, is to make a barrier between their hands and the eyes of persons not 

participating in the conversation by holding or placing a large book in front of them. If 

there are only two people, one might sign under the other's shirt while the addressee looks 

down the neck of their shirt. Another means is to stand shoulder to shoulder facing a wall, 

so others will only see their backs while signing. Seated, interactants might sign or 

fingerspell under a table while the other looks under the table at the signer's hand. Patty, 

being from a Deaf family, employed these strategies the most, although these were 

occasionally seen to be used by the other three. It should be noted that pragmatics is one 
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of the easiest components of a language to acquire, especially when immersed in the social 

milieu of that language, as these fimaions enable people of diflfering linguistic 

backgrounds to gain the positive attention of and interaction with people of a particular 

linguistic and cultural background. For Charlie, Sherman and Linus, coming to CSDF 

from the public schools necessitated a rapid learning of the social rules for interacting with 

their Deaf peers, in order to interact with these peers. 

While the participants assert that they are comfortable using signs, and that it is not 

a burden to sign while on campus in order to maintain accessibility of communication for 

their severely to profoundly deaf peers, there are numerous instances throughout my 

observations of the participants utilizing speech, with and without signs, with each other, 

other hard-of-hearing students, and Hearing or hard-of-hearing teachers. This is 

frequently referred to in the literature as "Simultaneous Communication", although 

Johnson, Liddell and Erting (1989) coined the phrase "Sign-Supported Speech" to 

illustrate their contention that when speech is added to signs, the speech channel becomes 

dominant, especially for Hearing signers. The dominance of the speech channel, Johnson, 

Liddell and Erting charge, causes a degrading of the signed channel, which they assert 

entails a subsequent incompleteness of the linguistic input for deaf children in both speech 

and signs. More recently, some (Maxwell, Bernstein & Mear, 1991, Messing, 1994) have 

suggested that "Simultaneous Communication" be relabeled "Bimodal Communication", 

since the linguistic input in this condition is presented through two modalities; speech and 

signs. Avoiding the pedagogical issue of whether Bimodal Communication provides a 

sufiBciently complete linguistic input for children, both Maxwell, et al. and Messing focus 

instead on the "completeness" of the message in both modalities. In both studies, which 

took slightly different approaches, it was suggested that the essential message was 

maintained through both modalities, although some non-essential grammatical elements 
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such as possessives, prepositions, and subject nominals were frequently omitted in the 

signed message. 

At first, it was easy to view the participants' use of speech along with signs as 

straightforward examples of their provision of their message to others in the two 

modalities that they feel comfortable in. Since they can hear, and possess a knowledge of 

signs, it might be viewed as only "natural" that they should use both, as this would benefit 

themselves and those that can hear their voices. Indeed, most of the participants indicated 

that the use of voice along with signs was "easier" for them; 

C: ...[signing and speaking] is more, sometimes easier to communicate. Maybe 
the two of us want to have a private communication, we don't want the other 
students to know what we're talking about, so we speak with our voices, we 
talk to communicate. It's easy to communicate that way. 

However, Charlie gave some indications that simultaneous speaking and signing is not 

always a comfortable mode of communication, and has at times asked others to 

discontinue the use of one modality, usually the voice: 

C; Some of the Hearing teachers here sign ASL and talk at the same time. But 
most of the time I, sometimes my mind is thrown off [by it]. I try to ignore it, 
but I will then ask if they wouldn't mind turning off their voice. They're at a 
loss for words, because the other students [want to?] hear her but I can't...! 
turn off my hearing aid and just look at the signing. That's better for me... 
some of them, it doesn't bother them, they can look up and down at the same 
time hear the voice and watch the signing... 

I: You prefer to see the sign without hearing the voice? 

C: Either one, I can go back and forth. Suppose my mind is thrown off by it, 
then I will ask for them to turn off their voice. 

For Sherman, talking without signing was felt to be done out of "force of habit". 

However, in going through the notes and interviews, a pattern to their behavior was 

becoming apparent. Yet, it was not until the following episode involving Patty and 
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Charlie was observed that I came to recognize this phenomenon as indicative of a more 

complex behavior. 

After returning to their Substance Awareness classroom from filming their 
drug education videotape, the students congregate to chat before the final 
bell. Today, Charlie sits by himself, while Patty sits and converses with the 
other students. At one point, the students get into a discussion of death 
and near-death experiences. Patty relates an experience she had heard of 
fi-om someone else. Although she commonly signs in English word order, 
in this group her signing is more ASL-like, as she is using a number of ASL 
classifiers and grammatical structures. Somewhat later, Charlie joins the 
group after the conversation has turned to football. Patty, discussing the 
49ers game that had taken place the previous weekend, can't remember the 
jersey number of a player. Having been signing in ASL. she turns to 
Charlie, and signing and speaking, asks him about a player named "F-L-O-Y-

D". to which Charlie responded without voice. "4-0", Turning back to the 
other students, Patty resumed the conversation, again signing in an ASL-
like manner, without any voice. 

In this excerpt, Patty was signing in ASL to the other students, and could have 

done the same to Charlie. Yet, she chose to use her voice with Charlie, but once back 

with the other students, discontinued the use of her voice and resumed signing in ASL. 

That is, she switched from a single language and modality to the use of two modalities, 

and then switched back. More significant is her choice of with whom the switching 

occurred. Knowing Charlie to be hard-of-hearing and able to utilize his hearing for 

linguistic purposes, Patty used her voice for him, but not for the other students. That is, 

her behavior is highly suggestive of "code-switching", which is a phenomenon that has 

been observed to occur with bilinguals. 

In order to resolve the question of whether simultaneous/bimodal communication, 

as used by the participants represents an instance of code-switching, an examination must 

be made of how, when, and to whom the participants employ bimodal communication. It 

is immediately obvious, across several observations, as well as in the interviews, that the 
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participants are intensely aware of their addressee's communicative characteristics. Their 

use of simultaneous/bimodal communication is only with those who are identified as able 

to hear speech, such as Hearing people and other hard-of-hearing students. Almost never 

is speech (along with signs) used with Deaf people. Charlie offered an explanation shared 

by the participants of how he determines the communicative strategy he will use with a 

communicative partner: 

C: Well at first I will speak with my voice. If he can't hear me, I spoke and the 
other person didn't look at me, I will go ahead and sign. If he looks at me, I 
realize that I better sign. Suppose I speak with voice and he looks at me, it's 
obvious, I know he's hearing, but it's possible that maybe he's hard-of-
hearing... Suppose the person just speaks with his voice to me, I will drop my 
signs and speak to communicate with him. If he doesn't speak with his voice to 
me at all, I go ahead and sign. 

Only once was any of the participants (Linus) observed to inappropriately utilize his voice 

during an interaction with other deaf students, and this was while playing soccer during 

P.E., when he vocally called from a distance and to the side of the addressee, for the ball 

to be passed to him. It should be noted that unlike the three male participants, for whom 

ASL was a second language, and code-switching was based on a conscious awareness of 

their interactant's communicative characteristics, for Patty, a "native bilingual", code-

switching occurred on a unconscious level of awareness. That is, like many individuals 

who grow up bilingual (Grosjean, 1982), although code-switching occurs, these 

individuals often are unaware of why or when they engage in switching. As Patty said in 

response to this line of questioning, "I don't decide [when to switch], it just comes 

naturally". 

However, there were two occasions, both involving Patty, where her 

communicative behavior initially appeared incongruous. The first was several minutes 

after one of her classes ended. After all the other students had left the room, Patty stayed 
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behind to discuss her work with her teacher. Although they were alone, and no one was 

known [including me] to be around, Patty used her voice with the teacher, who is Hearing, 

and signed, as the teacher was doing with her. This felt strange due to the fact that the 

teacher did not need Patty to sign; she could have easily dropped her signing and used 

voice alone with the teacher. In the second situation, I encountered Patty and Charlie on 

their way to the gymnasium for a school-wide pep rally. Patty, who was dressed in a 

football jersey while wearing orange and black (the school colors) make-up under her 

eyes, was carrying several posters and other accouterments. When I asked her (without 

any voice) what she was doing, she signed and voiced "this is for the pep rally". Her use 

of voice struck me as odd, as I have never used mine with her, nor have I ever given her 

any indication that using voice would help me to understand her or any of the other 

participants. 

Although these incidents appeared initially illogical. Bell's (1984) theory of 

audience design offers a ready explanation of this puzzle. Bell, like Giles and Powesland 

(1975) believes the form of speech one adopts to an addressee is a function of the degree 

to which one attempts to accommodate to the person's linguistic needs. However, Bell 

added a third dimension to this accommodation, which is the presence (real or imagined) 

of third parties who may or may not evaluate the speaker according to their own 

sociolinguistic criteria. Bell suggested that people, when speaking, often adjust their 

speech (whether by register, dialect, or language) to conform to their addressee's linguistic 

needs (as well as how they want to be perceived by the addressee). However, Bell holds 

that adjustments are also made at some level for how the speaker wants to be perceived by 

those present and absent third parties. In the first example, when Patty was alone with her 

teacher, she signed despite the lack of any apparent need. Under Bell's theory. Patty may 

have been signing so any passersby (such as myself) would see her signing. It should be 
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held in mind that within the Deaf conununity, certain behaviors such as not signing, are 

held to be indicative of someone who "thinks like a Hearing person" (THINK-HEARING). 

At some level, Patty is aware of this, as she stated during her interviews with me, that 

"...[I don't want to] make them [the deaf] think I'm rejecting them". Further, by 

employing both modalities, neither the Hearing teacher nor any potential Deaf observers 

would take Patty for one who is attempting to lay a claim to one or the other identity. 

That is, according to Scotton (1976), this bimodal production could be perceived as an 

attempt at maintaining "neutrality" in an "uncertain" situation. 

Bell's ideas explain the second example as well, since although Patty was 

addressing me. Charlie was present, exemplifying one of Bell's "auditors" With Charlie as 

an "auditor" who is also hard-of-hearing. Patty may have been attempting to accommodate 

him linguistically, even as she addressed me. Gumperz' (1982) identification of "we" 

versus "them" codes may also hold here. Although ASL (which inherently cannot be 

produced while speaking English) in the Deaf community is viewed as a "we" code 

(Kannapell, 1993), it is not clear whether for the hard-of-hearing, in using their voices, 

whether with or without signs, is an expression of their similarity to each other. While 

their comments about the "ease" of communication with voice and signs suggests this may 

be the case, this hypothesis was not directly observed during this study. However, Charlie 

may have offered some evidence to validate this idea by saying; 

C: I prefer to be with the hard-of-hearing, to be together...I prefer the hard-of-
hearing group, I don't mean to exclude the deaf, just that when we're together 
we can sign and speak with our voices all the time at the same time speak 
with our voices. 

As was suggested earlier, Patty demonstrates the most competence in ASL of the 

four participants. Although her signing was often in English word order, she occasionally 

switched to ASL, especially for social purposes. Among her friends during unsupervised 
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times such as after P.E. while waiting for the bell or in line at the cafeteria, on several 

occasions she engaged in a form of ASL sign play (Rutherford, 1993) which was often 

obscene in nature. One such narrative is glossed something like (although this gloss hardly 

does it justice); "VAGINA-ROCK-IN-SEA+++ROCKET-LAUNCH PENETRATE-t-+ EXPLODE". 

Her narrative caused the students watching her to laugh. When I asked her what it meant, 

she said it was about a rocket crash. Informing her that was the "clean" version, I pressed 

her for the "real" meaning, to which she replied it was about "dick break a cherry". On 

another occasion while sitting around the cafeteria table at dinner with Casey and Gunther 

(who are both from Deaf families) as well as her friend Marcie, they began engaging in 

more sign play like the example given above, most of which was obscene. 

This sign play is significant for several reasons. Of course, the connection with sex 

is a normal developmental pattern of adolescents at their age. Rutherford (1993), in 

discussing another form of sign play, suggests that the external structure of these forms of 

sign play offer a means of safely exploring vocabulary and subject matter that might be 

otherwise diflBcuh to discuss openly. That is. through the use of innuendo and double-

entendres, adolescents are able to discuss these otherwise "taboo" matters. More 

importantly, Rutherford suggests that the several forms of sign play (of which Patty's 

sexually charged narrative is one) are a means of developing linguistic competence. That 

is, by exploring the variety of ways in which a language can be used, users of the language 

then are able to manipulate the language for a greater number of functions. Another 

important function of sign play, according to Rutherford, is in how it helps to "define the 

culture and maintain the group's sense of identity...they [folk traditions] serve as an 

educating tool for the learning of cultural rules, values and specific competencies" (1993 

71). Thus, although this sign play might be dismissed as evidence of adolescent obsession 
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with sexuality, it can be demonstrated that it serves psychological, linguistic, and cultural 

fiinctions. 

Academic Development 

L; ...When I was at the Hearing school, I really had bad grades...my grandmother 
watched a football game on TV, it was a game of a deaf school against my old 
school... she watched, and was interested in the team...my grandmother told 
my mother that I should go to Fremont...to understand more English, and more 
signs... 

B; Well, when I was in the sixth grade, at that time my mother was looking for 
another school, and then my teacher told me about this school. She said I 
had been to this school when I was little, I think in the second grade, I came 
here for a play, I'm not sure if it was a play, then we left.... I came here to 
look at the school, then my mother was curious about the school, she came 
here, to learn about it and look around, see the brochures... we thought it 
was perfect so I came here to see if I liked it for four weeks, until at my next 
I.E.P. meeting, they asked how I was doing here, and everybody said they 
wanted me here, which was fine with me, so I stayed here. 

For Charlie and Linus, their enrollment at CSDF was almost serendipitous. Except 

for Patty, none of the participants' parents had known about the school's existence until 

told about it by someone else. In Sherman's case, he had been told about the school fi-om 

some of his classmates fi-om his self-contained program, and was urged by them to enroll. 

However, his parents were resistant until they learned about the variety of programs 

offered at CSDF. When asked why his parents were resistant, Sherman reiterated some of 

the fears and concerns common to parents of children at residential schools: 

S; ...They didn't like the idea of me being so far away. They wanted to see me 
every day... They missed me all week, and then on Fridays would be happy to 
see me... My parents didn't like the idea of me coming to Fremont. I have 
a good education here, but it's so far away. 
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Sherman's parents are the only set of parents of any of the participants in this study 

that I had the opportunity to meet. During our brief interview, they reiterated what 

Sherman had apprised me of in the interview, presenting themselves as extremely 

concerned and involved parents. They tell me that they initially placed Sherman at CSDF 

in order to improve his educational and social experiences. Elaborating on this, they state 

that at his previous school, he had been placed in classes in which children with other 

handicaps such as Mental Retardation and Behavior Disorders were also in attendance, 

indicating that the needs of a hard-of-hearing child were not primary in this setting. 

Further, they had had diflBculties in obtaining a notetaker or interpreter for Sherman in the 

mainstream environment, due to the district's reluctance to provide these services for 

financial reasons. However, they feel that since Sherman has come to CSDF, he has 

matured, become more self-reliant and confident in himself, and attribute this to the ease 

of communication and more individualized attention to his needs in his classes. Further, 

they state that Sherman is now reading at the fifth or sixth grade level, which they are 

satisfied as being "on target". When asked whose decision it was for Sherman to come to 

CSDF, his parents supported his own assertion that it had been his decision to enroll here. 

Asked about their concerns regarding Sherman's placement in a school for the deaf which 

recognizes ASL as a language of instruction, they revealed they had initially been 

concerned, but have had their fears allayed due to the fact that they use speech with him at 

home, and have ensured that he receives speech therapy at school. They have also had 

difiBculty separating fi^om Sherman during the school week, expressing their desire to 

watch their child grow and be involved in his daily experiences. However, they clearly 

stated that they must find a balance between their desires and Sherman's needs. Thus, 

although it is hard being away fi^om him, they feel that their son is currently benefiting 

fi-om this educational environment in both the academic and social realms, both of which 



190 

they state are important for childrens' development. Their support of their son is not 

merely at home; they have also demonstrated their support for him at the school as well. 

At the beginning of the year, they noted that the Varsity wrestling team, which Sherman is 

on, did not have a set of team warm-up uniforms. Sherman's father organized a fund-

raising drive and raised enough money for new uniforms which were given to the school 

before the first match, and plans to conduct a similar drive for the Junior Varsity team. 

The participants all state their primary reason for coming to CSDF was at least in 

part to receive a better education than they had been previously been provided with. At 

this school, they are presented with an education they state is either at their academic level 

of comfort, or "challenging" for them. In addition to education, they assert another 

benefit of their current placement is the opportunity for an improved social life. More 

than education or socialization, however, what makes CSDF a great place to be, according 

to Patty, is the sense of canng for each other among students and faculty; 

P: How does it [this school] help me'' I will, I must say the fact that I get the 
support that I need, I get love, they care, they understand. All those things in 
one [place] make me feel like "Whoa! This is a good school for me!" They 
give me everything I need plus more. I get everything I need fi-om my mother, 
fi-om my step-father, fi-om my grandmother, fi-om my sister, fi-om my nephew, 
and now fi-om my own school. They give me support, encouragement, love, 
they care about us. It's not like "you are my students, we tolerate you" They 
really care. Suppose you do something to hurt [somebody]...they'll bring you 
everywhere, wherever to get you help, they truly care from their hearts, not 
because they have to, it's from their heart. They really do care, not because 
we are handicapped, they care because they know we can be someone and 
can be successfiil in the ftjture. 

Asked why, being from a Deaf family and knowing about schools for the deaf, she 

had not attended CSDF earlier, when her hearing had deteriorated, Patty explains; 
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P: I thought schools for the deaf were no good. Because [the school for the deaf 
in my former state] was not a ver>' good school program. So I thought it was 
the same here, not a good school program, the Hearing schools had a better 
program. So I focused on that. Later, we thought it would be better for me to 
try to come here for one year, if I didn't like it, I could leave, which was fine 
with me. [Upon enrollment], I just loved it, "Wow! This is a good school 
program!", I fell in love with it immediately. I'm attached to it, I can't let it go. 
My mother watched me, she felt better because my G.P. A. rose very rapidly, 
to 3.5 fi-om 0.00 to 3.5...I should have come here a long time ago... 

In direct comparison to Patty's enthusiasm for her present placement, Sherman is confused 

about whether he wants to remain at CSDF or to transfer to a public high school near his 

family. 

S: Maybe next year I will go to a Hearing school., a Hearing high school...or 
maybe I'll stay here for four years, it depends...But it's hard to say now, fi-om 
now until June 21, it's hard to say what I will do here. Suppose I stay, if I like 
it, I feel I will stay here, but my parents support me whatever I do, if I stay here 
or go to a Hearing school, it doesn't matter. 

Asked what he perceives to be the positive aspects of attending a public school, Sherman 

replied; 

S: [It would be more] interesting...more skills...more exposure...more fiiends that 
I connect to, my Hearing, my Hearing family, connection to my Hearing family 
like... really I am not thinking about that now, going back to [a public] high 
school, I haven't thought about that yet. I feel that I like it here, I'll stay here. 
I'll think about Hearing high school, I'll talk and think about that later. 

One should also recall that despite claiming that CSDFs education is good, Sherman 

maintained that the public schools were better, since one did not necessarily need to attain 

the fiill number of credit units in order to graduate there. Further, he asserted that CSDF 

offered a "basic" educational program, and was not as sophisticated as would be offered in 

the public schools; 

I; You don't feel that you get a good education here? 
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S; I get a good education, yes, but I want to leam more and more, the same as 
Hearing kids do...And I want more, a deeper understanding, because my 
Hearing school, I was good, I got A's, B's, As, I had a good average, an A 
average, my grade average was good. 

In spite of his denials of the educational quality at CSDF, Sherman has maintained a good 

grade average. At the end of the previous school year, his cumulative G.P.A. was 2.91. 

However, this year his grades have risen somewhat, as his G.P.A. for the trimester ending 

in December was 3.375. He earned an A in his Reading and Writing classes, a B-plus in 

Pre-Algebra and the same in Biology, while in World History he earned a B-minus. His 

grades may have been lower last year due to his need to adjust to the new environment at 

CSDF, as well as to the difference in languages used at this school. It is significant that 

his World History, Biology, and Pre-Algebra teachers are all Deaf, but his grades were 

still fairly good. 

In comparison to Sherman, who is a Sophomore, the other three participants (all 

Freshmen) fared comparatively worse in their first trimester grades as high school 

students. Charlie did the best, earning a 2.91 trimester G.P.A. with B's in Reading and 

Writing, and C's in Pre-Algebra and Science. His Pre-Algebra teacher commented that 

Charlie "needs to improve his work habits", while his Science teacher observed that 

excessive absences hurt his grades. Interestingly, Charlie attends speech therapy classes 

once a week during his Science period, which may be why he was absent so fi-equently 

fi-om this class. 

Patty's grades are only slightly worse than Charlie's, with a 2.41 during this first 

trimester. Her only D was in Pre-Algebra, where her (and Charlie's) teacher made the 

same comment that Patty needed to "improve her work habits". In the same Science class 

as Charlie, the teacher noted that Patty was "unprepared" and "needed improvement", 

giving her a C-minus. Patty earned another set of C's in Reading and Writing with a 

teacher who is also hard-of-hearing. 
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Finally, Linus fared the worst of the four, with a first trimester G.P.A. of 1.875, 

resulting in his placement on Academic Probation, which means that he cannot participate 

in sports or hold office in any organizations on campus. Several teachers oflFered 

comments about his classroom performance, such as "he doesn't use his time wisely", "he 

doesn't work well in group situations", "he is not working to fUll capacity", "he needs to 

be responsible for follow-through". However, positive comments were also made, such as 

"he improved his efforts too late in the semester" from his Math teacher, who gave him a 

D-minus, and "he produces quality class projects" from his Geography teacher, who felt he 

had earned a C-minus. In Reading and Writing, he earned a C-minus and a D, 

respectively. However, in his Applied Science class, he was given a B-minus. 

The relatively poor showing may have been due to unpreparedness for high school 

on the part of the students. As Linus stated; 

L: ...Last year on tests I got As. B's, C's. Now I noticed at first here in high 
school, I thought high school would be easier, we would all be more 
immature. I mean mature and I thought high school would be easier than 
middle school. I got here, and I was like "God! Look at all the homework!" 

Patty also suggested that she had been unprepared for high school, as well as for the 

differing structure and expectations of the students: 

P. ...It's taken time for me to make progress, to understand. At first I didn't 
understand, they gave me a lot of responsibility at one time, I couldn't handle 
it, I was overwhelmed. Now I feel less overwhebned, I'm used to their society, 
their environment. Back there in middle school they provided homework every 
night, and it was due the next day. Here, it's like it's due at the end of the 
week, I would forget, I would put it aside...later on Friday they would remind 
us about our homework, and I would immediately remember, but it was too 
late, I hadn't done it. There's more responsibility, I have to remember to do 
things than in middle school... 
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While this sense of unpreparedness seems to explain Patty's fair grades, this does not 

appear to be entirely the case for Linus. An observation of one class session illustrates 

that at least for Linus, poor behavior and attention to class instruction plays as much a role 

in what grades he received as his "culture shock" upon entering high school: 

Before class begins, Linus looks through a thin yellow-backed book 
and begins singing the last portion of "The Star-Spangled Banner", 
accompanied by some signs. Throughout the class, I hear noises which 
sound like humming and speech, and since they discontinue during 
moments when Linus is talking to someone, I attribute the noises to him. 
The noises are not heard or at the least, attended to by the teacher or other 
students, since all the other people in the room appear to be severely to 
profoundly deaf. At this time, I am unsure whether the noises are 
attributable to his Tourette's Syndrome or are deliberate actions. 

Linus begins to tell his teacher something, but is interrupted by 
another boy. Mr. H's attention thus diverted, is never recaptured at this 
time. However, Linus shortly regains attention after a girl sitting next to 
him pushes him, signing "FINISH!". She claims that Linus had pushed her. 
at which point the teacher asked Linus to make an apology Refusmg. 
Linus is sent out into the hall for five minutes. During Linus's absence, the 
teacher makes several announcements dealing with a Book Fair to be held 
that afternoon, as well as an Open House to take place on Friday The 
topic of the Open House leads to a brief discussion of the communicative 
abilities of the students' parents. Mr. H. relates that in his experience, 
mothers tend to sign better than fathers, which he attributes to the lack of 
energy of fathers for learning sign language after a long day's work. After 
this discussion, one of the students is sent to get Linus from the hall. 

Once back inside, Linus talks with Gunther and Casey while the 
teacher looks for some papers. Mr. H. opens with a discussion of the 
assassination of Israel's Prime Minister, Yitzhak Rabin, which had occurred 
over the weekend. While Mr. H. explains the background, I notice Linus is 
not watching the discussion, instead he is looking at the yellow book. Mr. 
H. informs the students he will post articles about the assassination, as well 
as others he or the students bring to the classroom, on a wall of the room 
marked "Interesting News". 

Finding a paper apparently containing a list of students for some 
administrative purpose, Linus waves to Gunther and begins reading the 
names to him, and continues, unaware that Gunther has turned his attention 
elsewhere. Looking up and realizing that Gunther had not been paying 
attention, Linus regained Gunther's attention and repeated the list. Mr. H. 
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at this point begins another activity involving a transparency on which are 
written different questions for different days of the month, such as "if you 
could be someone else, who would you be? The blond-haired boy who had 
been voted Freshman Prince for Homecoming Court jokingly claims a 
desire to be Kelly Taylor from the television show "Beverly Hills 90210' 
before stating that he really wanted to be a skateboard star. Another girl 
states that she wants to be an actress from the movie "Casper", and Mr. H. 
suggests an Asian boy quietly sitting in the comer wants to be Michael 
Jackson, since he is always reading about him. At the mention of Michael 
Jackson, Linus gets up and briefly imitates Jackson's act. As the teacher 
continues this activity, Linus picks up the Freshman Prince's journal and 
looks through it. Seeing something in the journal, Linus points to it, 
signing "B-U-M" to the boy, who is from a Deaf family The other boy 
laughs, and pomts to the outside of the building., mdicating that his 
encounter with a bum had occurred somewhere outside or around the 
school. They continue talking until other students and the teacher ask for 
all the students to pay attention. However, this request is unsuccessfixl, as 
Linus soon resumes talking with a girl named Shannon and the Freshman 
Prince. Linus gets up and goes to the front of the room to announce 
without voice that tomorrow is Sharmon's birthday. Shannon quickly gets 
up and denies this, stating that Linus is making up stories. 

Several minutes later, Mr. H. berates Linus for not paying attention, 
rhetorically asking him what he comes to school for Linus responds 
"LEARN" (to learn). However, Linus's response is apparently 
unsatisfactory to the teacher, as he quickly retorts "PR0.2 PLAY GAME 
WITH PRO. PONDER. LEARN. 0-K PRO. 1 PLAY GAME WITH PR0.2. AFTER 
SCHOOL PR0.2 COME-HERE CLASS STAY (Are you playing games with me'' 
You were slow to respond 'to learn'. Ok, then 1 can play games with you. 
After school you come to my class to stay late after school). 

Mr. H. then says he will guess how many hours a week each 
student watches TV. After making his guesses, he checks the accuracy of 
his guesses with each student. He and the students find that his guesses 
have been fairly close. Mr. H. reveals his point: that studies have shown 
that students who watch more TV have lower grades than those who 
watch less. At this, the students are allowed to take their break between 
classes. 

Returning from the break, Linus asks Mr. H. about a word in the 
yellow book, only to be told that the class is working on something else. 
At this, Linus tosses the book in the air and lets it fall on the floor in front 
of him, provoking a glare from Mr.. H. A handout is passed around for the 
students to read. Looking at a copy, 1 see it is an excerpt from a short 
story about Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde. The writing appears in my judgment 
to be written at around the fifth grade level. While the students read, Mr 
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H. tells me that he will ask the students to sign portions of the story in 
ASL I ask him if the students have that translating skill, and am told that 
some do, while others have more diflRculty, producing more word-by-word 
translations. Pointing to the Freshman Prince, Mr. H. states that he has 
good translating skills. This is a significant assessment, as the Freshman 
Prince is fi^om a Deaf family. Mr. H. also informs me that many in this 
class have Attention Deficit Disorder, making it difficult to control or gain 
the attention of all the students. 

After reading, Linus rolls the paper into a tube, and begins making a 
variety of noises and hums or sings. After one particularly loud shout, he 
looks back at me, and I motion for him to be quiet with a finger to my lips. 
Whether bored with this activity, or realizing he should not have been 
making this noise, he stops. A girl is asked to translate the first paragraph 
of the story, which is projected on a screen at the fi"ont of the room. 
Encountering the word "pounds", she signs "WEIGHT" Mr.. H. asks her 
and the other students to come up with an alternative translation based on 
the context, and Linus correctly suggests that "pounds" means "DOLLARS" 
After her direct translation of the text, the girl is asked to resummarize it in 
her own words, which she does after some initial hesitation. Linus 
volunteers to re-summarize, and does by drawing on the blackboard a 
"Wanted Poster", and uses mime and signs to explain his summary of the 
paragraph. The teacher then begins an "idea mapping" technique, in which 
the goal is to identify the main idea of each paragraph and provide the 
supporting ideas that develop the main idea. Drawing a circle, he adds a 
perpendicular line to it for each supporting idea. (See Figure 1). 

Eigure_L 

cruel 

"Terrible stories 
were told about 

him" Iways in fights 

things were stolen 
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During the activity, Linus and the Freshman Prince begin throwing 
small spitballs at each other, trading shots during moments when the 
teacher was not looking. Linus is called upon to read and translate the 
third paragraph. There are some errors in his signs, which appear more 
related to his lack of knowledge of the correct sign rather than lack of 
understanding of the content. However, when he is asked to act it out, he 
does fine until encountering the phrase "the door was shut against him". 
While the text had indicated that the door had been shut all along, Linus's 
recreation revealed that he had interpreted the phrase to mean that Mr. 
Jekyll had shut the door in the face of his visitor. Mr. H. checks this 
interpretation with the class and draws out fi^om another student the 
correct meaning. 

After sitting down again, Linus resumes his spitball throwing and 
again fails to attend to the class content. Mr. H. notices this and sends 
Linus back out to the hall. Noting that almost the whole class has been 
unruly, he assigns all the students to stay with him after school. Looking 
out in the hall, I notice Linus and Casey, who had also been sent out into 
the hall, talking. After writing several vocabulary words for the students to 
study (gleam, startled, tile, counter, terror, frozen, horror, pale), Linus and 
Casey are asked to come back into the class, and told that all the students 
will be staying with the teacher after school. Linus protests, but capitulates 
after he is told by another football player that it is better to stay after school 
than to receive a Detention Hall, which would be on Wednesday, the day 
they would have the final football game of the season. 

While Linus' poor behavior in this class is fairly extreme and not representative of his 

general classroom behavior, he is often seen in class chatting with other students or paying 

attention to things other than the teacher or his schoolwork. It is quite likely that his 

behavior on this day, as well as his general daily classroom behavior, is attributable to the 

Attention Deficit Disorder that is often associated with Tourette's Syndrome. 

It does not appear that being hard-of-hearing in a school fiill of deaf people has 

created academic difficulties for the participants. All of the participants, as illustrated 

earlier, have demonstrated the ability to understand ASL-like signing, both with and 

without extensive mouthing. However, in the beginning upon initial enrollment at CSDF, 

the participants did recall some difficulties with understanding signing and expressing 

themselves. Charlie remembers a few incidents that had occurred during his first two 


