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ABSTRACT 

Statement of the Problem 

For years educators of the deaf have been confronted with the 

serious problem of poor academic achievement of deaf children and with 

a bitter controversy over the selection of an appropriate communication 

method to improve that academic achievement. This problem has been 

compounded by a lack of research of different communication methods. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the Visible English Method and 

the Oral-Simultaneous Method as related to the problem. Specifically, 

the purpose of this stud/ is to compare read, written and spoken and/or 

manually spelled language ability of children who have utilized the 

Visible English communication methodology in the Louisiana State School 

for the Deaf with that of children who have utilized the Oral and 

Simultaneous communication methodology in the Tennessee School for the 

Deaf. 

Procedure 

Forty-six children who had utilized the Visible English communi

cation methodology in the Louisiana State School for the Deaf were com

pared with 46 children of comparable intelligence and hearing loss who 

had utilized the Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology in the 

Tennessee School for the Deaf. The children in each school were placed 

in two groups according to age: 12 and 13 year olds, and 14 and 15 
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year olds. All subjects met designated criteria as to age at onset, 

years in a residential school, and a limitation of one major handicap

ping condition. 

The level of read language ability was measured by the use of 

the Stanford Achievement Test, word meaning and paragraph meaning sec

tions. The Myklebust Picture Story Language Test was used to measure 

written language ability and the Grammatic Closure section of the 

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities was used to measure spoken 

and/or spelled language ability. 

A two-factor analysis of variance was performed to determine if 

there were significant differences in the language ability of the 

groups. 

Results 

The results of this study indicated that the children who had 

utilized Visible English were superior in written and spoken language. 

There were no significant differences in read language ability. 

Specifically, the following results were obtained: 

1) In the comparison of read language ability, there were no sig

nificant differences between the two methods. 

2) In the comparison of written language ability, the children who 

had utilized Visible English were superior to those who had 

utilized- the Oral and Simultaneous methodology. There were 

differences in Productivity, significant at the .02 level; 

there were differences in the Abstract-Concrete Scale, 
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significant at the .01 level; there were differences in Syntax, 

significant at the .0001 level. 

3) In the comparison of grammatically correct expressive language, 

there were highly significant differences, at the .0001 level, 

in favor of the Visible English children. 

Importance of the Results 

This study is important to the field of education of the deaf 

in that it provides a much needed objective scrutiny of communication 

methods. It is expected that other studies of the different effects of 

communication methodologies will follow. 

This study appears to be pertinent in that it indicates that 

the written and spoken language level of the deaf child can be improved 

when the child is allowed to see connected language through a combina

tion of speech supplemented by fingerspelling. Since most expressive 

communication is either written or spoken, it is vital that the deaf 

child have this advantage. 

Finally, this study is important in that it provides an unbiased 

evaluation of the Visible English Method which has been in operation for 

a group of children for approximately 8 years and it presents evidence 

of the value of the continuation of that method. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Statement of the Problem 

For years educators of the deaf have been confronted with the 

serious problem of poor academic achievement of deaf children and with 

a bitter controversy over the selection of an appropriate conntunication 

method to improve that academic achievement. This problem has been 

compounded by a lack of research of different communication methods. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the Visible English Method 

and the Oral-Simultaneous Method as related to the problem. Specifi

cally, the purpose of this study is to compare read, written and spoken 

and/or manually spelled language ability of children who have utilized 

the Visible English communication methodology in the Louisiana State 

School for the Deaf with that of children who have utilized the Oral 

and Simultaneous communication methodology in the Tennessee School for 

the Deaf. 

Scope of the Problem 

It is important that some means of raising the educational 

achievement of deaf children be found. Kohl (1966) made a study of 

children terminating their education in schools for the deaf. He used 

U. S. Government statistics for 1961-62. Of the 1,104 students age 16 
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and over who left school for one reason or another, the 501 graduates 

had a grade level range of 3.1 to 12.8 in school schievement with a 

mean of 4.7 This indicates that the deaf population is between 4 and 

7 years retarded educationally. 

According to the Babbidge Report of 1965, of 920 deaf students 

leaving public residential schools in 1963-64, ". . . at no age was the 

median grade as high as the seventh grade despite the fact that most of 

those included in the survey were at least of high school leaving age 

(in Quigley, 1969)." 

The language level of the deaf actually may be lower than indi

cated by the above figures. In a study using "Cloze" procedures with 

deaf children matched with hearing children on reading scores on stand

ardized achievement tests, Moores (1967, p. 100) shows that the achieve

ment test is a poor indicator of written language ability and gives a 

spuriously inflated estimate of the psycholinguistic abilities of deaf 

children. 

According to Quigley (1969, p. 13), 

It is commonly known among persons involved in the education 
of deaf children that the level of the students on reading 
tests is usually one or two years lower than their level on 
an educational achievement test. This means that most deaf 
children graduate or terminate from educational programs with 
a reading level of approximately fourth grade or lower. 

A study by Furth (1966) is cited to support this contention (Quigley, 

1959, p. 13). 

No study exists comparing children who have had total environ

mental exposure to Visible English with those who have utilized the 

Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology. Only one study has 
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been made of the influence of fingerspelling on the development of 

language (Quigley, 1969). In Quigley's study of his older subjects, 

however, no intervention was made in the method of communication used 

outside the classroom. Quigley said that: 

While all three experimental schools used the Rochester 
Method in the classroom with the subjects selected for the 
study, communication among the children and school personnel 
outside of the classroom was conducted in the usual combina
tion of the language of signs and fingerspelling, which is 
typical of most public residential schools (Quigley, 1969, 
p. 18). 

Teachers in the Louisiana State School for the Deaf have empir

ical evidence in achievement test scores and in written language work 

that the level of language has improved since the initiation of the 

method of Visible English by Edward L. Scouten in that school in 1962. 

If this improvement can be substantiated in a reliable research under

taking, deaf educators throughout the country will be provided with a 

basis for use of the Visible English communication methodology. 

Hypotheses 

The major hypotheses tested in this study are stated in the 

null form as follows: 

1. Profoundly deaf children who have utilized the Visible 

English communication methodology in the Louisiana State School for 

the Deaf will show no significant differences in read language ability 

from profoundly deaf children who have utilized the Oral and Simulta

neous communication methodology in the Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

2. Profoundly deaf children who have utilized the Visible 

English communication methodology in the Louisiana State School for the 



Deaf will show no significant differences in written language ability 

from profoundly deaf children who have utilized the Oral and Simulta

neous communication methodology in the Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

More specifically, it is hypothesized that there will be no significant 

differences in: 

a) productivity, the length of the expression, 

b) abstract-concrete, the nature and meaning of the ideas ex

pressed, 

c) syntax, the correctness of what is expressed (i.e., additions, 

omissions, substitution of words, word endings or punctuation, 

and word order). 

3. Profoundly deaf children who have utilized the Visible 

English communication methodology in the Louisiana State School for 

the Deaf will show no significant differences in ability to use gram

matically correct spoken and/or manually spelled expressive language 

in a direct communication situation from profoundly deaf children who 

have utilized the Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology in 

the Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

Definitions 

The Visible English Method; The Visible English Method is the 

use of speech and fingerspelling simultaneously or the use of writing 

in all expressive communication with deaf children, the purpose being 

to make English visually perceptible to the child with an auditory im

pairment. Speechreading and reading serve as the receptive language 



processes. Amplification is used when the child has residual hearing 

so that he can derive benefit from the use of the hearing aid. This 

method is used inside and outside the classroom. Success of the method 

depends upon early identification of deafness and immediate initiation 

of the method. Cooperation of parents and family in the use of finger-

spelling and speech is encouraged, when the method as used in the 

Louisiana State School for the Deaf was given the name "Visible English" 

the only distinction between this method and its forerunner, the Roches

ter Method, was early initiation of speech with fingerspelling, which 

had not been the practice at the Rochester School for the Deaf since 

the 1940's (Quigley, 1969, p. 7). According to Edward L. Scouten (1942) 

a scholar of the Rochester Method, it appears that this difference has 

been resolved because the Rochester School is now using fingerspelling 

with prelingually deaf three year olds. This new preschool program at 

Rochester was started in 1970-71. 

Oral and Simultaneous Method: The Oral Method makes use of 

speech, speechreading, aural amplification, writing and reading, "in 

the Oral Method, the child should constantly be exposed to speech both 

in and out of the classroom. In actual practice, many schools which 

have good oral programs within the classroom permit manual communica

tion in various forms to be used outside of class (Quigley, 1969, p. 4). 

According to the accepted definition, the Simultaneous Method employs 

speech, speechreading, writing, reading, manual signs, and fingerspell-

ing for communication and instruction. Auditory training and amplifi

cation may be used, "in actual practice, departures from appropriate 
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word order are common, particularly in the omission of certain types of 

words (Quigley, 1969, p. 4)." Generally, speech is not used by children 

communicating with each other. The use of the Oral Method during the 

first three or four years of school and then the use of the Simultaneous 

Method for the remainder of the child's educational experience is called 

the Combined System and has been the practice in most schools for the 

deaf for many years. This is the practice followed with the Tennessee 

School for the Deaf children in this study and is referred to through

out the study as the Oral and Simultaneous Method. 

Description of the Schools 

Forty-six children who have utilized the Visible English com

munication methodology at the Louisiana State School for the Deaf were 

compared with 46 children who have utilized the Oral and Simultaneous 

communication methodology at the Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

. Information regarding socio-economic status was available for 

26 of the Tennessee children. It should be noted that information was 

more readily available from records of lower income levels since other 

state agencies with responsibility for granting aid to these families 

had made these records available to the school. The parents of four of 

these students were in the income bracket of below $5,000, 18 were in 

the $5,000 to $10,000 bracket, and four were in the $10,000 to $20,000 

range. A similar picture existed for the Louisiana children. With 

information available for 34 of the Louisiana children, the income 

brackets were as follows: 4 below $5,000, 16 from $5,000 to $10,000 

and 11 from $10,000 to $20,000. Of the total Tennessee sample 16 were 



from urban areas. There were 15 children from urban areas in Louisiana. 

From these data it appears the Tennessee and Louisiana groups are simi

lar in regard to economic level. 

There were no Black children in the Louisiana sample, while 

there were 5 in the Tennessee group. Tennessee had 4 day pupils; 

Louisiana had 2. This information would appear to be of less impor

tance to this study than would the economic ranges listed above. 

Deaf relatives were listed as follows: 

Visible English (Louisiana) 

12 and 13 year olds 

14 and 15 year olds 

3 students with deaf siblings 
1 student with deaf parents 

3 students with deaf siblings 
2 students with deaf parents 
4 students with deaf parents and 

siblings 

Oral-Simultaneous (Tennessee) 

12 and 13 year olds 

14 and 15 year olds 

3 students with deaf siblings 
1 student with deaf parents 
2 students with deaf parents and 

siblings 
1 student with deaf uncle 

6 students with deaf siblings 
1 student with deaf parents and 

sibling 

Several studies have been made comparing educational achieve

ment of deaf children of deaf parents with that of deaf children of 

hearing parents (Stevenson, 1964; Stuckless and Birch, 1966; Meadow, 

1967; Vernon and Koh, 1970). In each case, the deaf children of deaf 

parents were superior. The present investigator feels this might be 
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attributed to (1) the deaf parents' knowledge of the handicap of deaf

ness, therefore an early acceptance of the infant with deafness, (2) 

early communication by the deaf parents, regardless of the means of 

communicating, and/or (3) undiagnosed central nervous system involve

ment of the children of hearing parents, where deafness is not heredi

tary. If these assumptions are true, it appears that the four groups 

under study here are well matched except for the younger group of 

Visible English children who might be at a disadvantage in regard to 

the early communication and heredity factors. 

The Louisiana State School for the Deaf is a residential school 

for the deaf with a population of 350 children between ages 4.8 and 19. 

Local children, accounting for approximately 10 per cent of the school 

population, usually attend classes but do not reside at the school. 

For the past 8 years the school has made an attempt to have every per

son who works with the children use Visible English in all areas and 

to elicit the support of parents in maintaining Visible English in the 

homes. Classes in Visible English for parents have been held on campus 

each year since the method was introduced, but because of the distance 

sometimes involved participation has not been good. It is estimated 

that one-third of the parents of the children in the present study are 

able to fingerspell and fewer than that number make consistent use of 

the method. During the past three years the Louisiana State School for 

the Deaf has maintained a state-wide Parent-Pupil Education Program 

where teachers travel to the homes of all preschoolers. These teachers 

help parents learn to use Visible English so that parental support is 
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much greater for the younger children than for the sample used in the 

present study. This gives some indication of the gradual progress 

which has been made. There has been apparent increased usage of 

Visible English on campus each year, since all new teachers and other 

new personnel learn the method and use it exclusively. 

The Tennessee School for the Deaf is a residential school with 

a population of 404 children between the ages of 4.8 and 20. Some 

local children, approximately 12 per cent of the school population, 

attend the school on a day school basis. For over 30 years the Oral 

Method has been used in the Primary Department and the Simultaneous 

Method has been used in other areas of the school. During the past 

year, an attempt was made to adopt the Visible English Method. During 

the first year of its use, the teachers in the Primary Department used 

fingerspelling and speech. Most of those in the elementary and upper 

school departments were less successful in the change from the Simul

taneous Method. Counselors in the dormitories used Visible English 

intermittently and signs were evident in the communication of the 

children above age 8. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

This chapter contains a review of the literature and is divided 

into 3 sections: a history of the Visible English communication method

ology, a rationale for the use of Visible English, and a review of re

search done in comparing methods of communication used with deaf children. 

All educators of the deaf are aware of the age-old controversy 

regarding method of communication, sometimes called the oral-manual 

controversy. This bitter debate has been reviewed too often before; 

therefore, it will not be covered in this paper. 

History of the Visible English Method 

The Visible English Method is a method of communication which 

makes use of speechreading, reading, writing and speech with finger-

spelling in all instruction of deaf children. Signs are not utilized. 

The objective of the method is to present to the deaf child English 

through the visual channel, since the auditory channel is impaired. 

When reading and writing are not being used, a combination of speech and 

fingerspelling are utilized. Each word of connected language is spoken 

while the hand positions for each letter are made with the one hand 

manual alphabet. Aural amplification is employed to make use of any 

residual hearing the child might have. Speech supplemented by finger-

spelling is used in all spontaneous communication outside the classroom. 

10 



The child concentrates on the face of the speaker and sees the finger-

spelling with peripheral vision. Tervoort (1961) filmed the private 

conversational communication of pairs of 48 congenitally or prelingually 

deaf children in 5 residential schools for the deaf by using a long-

range lens. He reports that during conversation the gaze is almost 

constantly at the partner's middle facial region somewhere below the 

eyes. 

Edward L. Scouten has been largely responsible for the revival 

of the Rochester Method, which is the forerunner of Visible English. 

Scouten (1942) traced the origin of the Rochester Method through the 

Hestervelt papers given to him by a former secretary of Zenas Freeman 

Westervelt, the man who initiated the method in the Western New York 

Institution at Rochester, New York. This method was utilized and evalu

ated at Westervelt's school and later introduced to leaders in deaf 

education at a convention held in Columbus, Ohio, in 1878. In a paper 

entitled "The Disuse of Signs" Westervelt described the method and 

stated that his school required that all communication be carried on 

by means of English words, either spelled by the manual alphabet, 

spoken or written. 

The Convention, under the influence of Dr. Isaac Lewis Peet, 

allowed Zenas Westervelt to continue his "experiment." A second report 

was given at the Convention of Educators of the Deaf in Berkeley in 

1886. At this time Westervelt stated that English had practically be

come the only language used in the school. 
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A newspaper article from the Union and Advertiser, 3-18-87, 

Rochester, New York, gives an account of a visit to the Western New 

York Institution by Alexander Graham Bell. Dr. Bell praised the school 

and its superintendent for the method of instruction used. On the 

basis of seeing the written language of the children, he said, "... I 

am free to declare that the system of the entire and distinct use of 

the English language and the abolition of the sign language is the 

best method that can be used (in Scouten, 1942, p. 15)." 

In 1896 the American Association to Promote the Teaching of 

Speech to the Deaf held its summer convention in Mt. Airy, Philadel

phia, Pennsylvania. The following description of the work at Rochester 

appeared in the Report of the Proceedings: 

A method that may be styled the Rochester Method from the in
stitution in which it had its rise, and in which it has been 
for twenty years persistently practiced, entirely discards 
the language of signs as being detrimental to deaf youth in 
acquiring a knowledge of language and facility in its use. 
It insists upon the English language expressed, by means of 
manual alphabet, writing and speech. . . . The officers of 
the Rochester School, several of whom have been connected 
with other institutions where the sign language was the 
method of instruction, are enthusiastic in their advocacy of 
this method of instructing the deaf, for which they claim 
the advantage and the credit of teaching English by the use 
of English (Scouten, 1942, p. 13). 

Dr. Westervelt died in 1918. In 1924 and 1925 a survey of 

schools for the deaf in this country was sponsored by the National 

Research Council. The publication of the results of that survey 

showed that the Rochester School produced better than usual educational 

achievement in relation to the intelligence levels of the children as 

indicated by the Rochester School's attaining the highest plus score 



of any of the 42 schools for the deaf represented in the study, where 

a plus difference represented better educational achievement and a 

minus difference indicated poorer achievement (Scouten, 1942, p. 20). 

In 1917 T. C. Forrester was appointed head of the Rochester 

School. Shortly after that time the Rochester Method ceased to be 

used in the preparatory and primary levels at that school. The reason 

for this is not known. 

Quigley gives the following explanation of the failure of 

Rochester to use fingerspelling with young children during the 1940's: 

The abandonment of the method in the primary grades apparently 
was due to the feeling on the part of parents and other per
sons connected with the school that the developments in ampli
fication and the use of residual hearing which resulted from 
work with hearing-impaired war casualties could best be uti
lized by young deaf children if no manual means of communica
tion were involved in their instruction. No body of evidence 
ever has been presented to support this point of view (Quigley, 
1969, p. 7). 

The California School for the Deaf at Riverside, California, 

next used the Rochester Method in 1951, beginning instruction with 

this approach not with beginning students but with children of 12 or 

13. The New Mexico School for the Deaf began using the method in 1958 

(Quigley, 1969, p. 7). 

In 1962 Dr. Lloyd V. Funchess became superintendent of the 

Louisiana State School for the Deaf. He employed Edward L. Scouten as 

principal and gave him carte blanche to institute an appropriate com

munication method for educating deaf children. Scouten introduced the 

Rochester Method in the Louisiana school in the fall of 1962. The pro

cess of change from the Oral and Simultaneous Method was a gradual one 
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and it was not until 1970-71 that every employee at the school was re

quired to use the system. 

Funchess felt that it was vital for the young deaf child to see 

English during his language learning years. He requested that Scouten 

develop a name for the method as practiced in the Louisiana school. 

The term Visible English was selected (Scouten, 1942). 

Rationale for Use of Visible English 

The major channels for learning are the auditory and the visual 

sensory modalities. When one of these channels, the auditory in the 

case of the deaf child, is impaired, the other major modality must be 

utilized for the perception of language. 

i 

Use of Speechreading 

Language may be presented orally and be received by the deaf 

child through the use of speechreading. For the deaf child who has 

developed only limited language, speechreading is a difficult skill. 

Research has demonstrated that only one-third (Pauls, 1964) or one-

half (Fusfeld, 1958) of the speech phonemes are visible on the lips. 

There are differences of opinion as to the correlation between 

intelligence and ability to speechread. Myklebust (1964, pp. 248-249) 

cites a study by Costello in which she used the Knox Cube Test, Digit 

Span, Wechsler Picture Arrangement, and Progressive Matrices Test. Of 

the memory tests, only the one for memory for symbols correlated with 

ability to speechread. Scores on the Wechsler Picture Arrangement 

Test, which is a test of social perception, correlated significantly 
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with speechreading ability. There was no correlation between scores of 

the deaf on the Progressive Matrices Test and ability to speechread. 

Myklebust (1964, pp. 249-251) studied speechreading ability of 

day and residential children as rated by teachers and compared this 

rating with scores on the Draw-a-Man Test. He concluded that either 

teachers rated the brightest children as being the best speechreaders, 

or intelligence as measured by the Draw-a-Man Test is related to speech 

reading ability. 

Quigley and Frisina (1961) used the Chicago Non-Verbal Examina

tion to measure intelligence and the Utley Film Test (Form A) to mea

sure speechreading ability of 120 deaf students from residential schools 

and 120 deaf students from day schools. A correlation coefficient of 

.16 indicated little relationship between intelligence and the ability 

to speechread. 

There is some evidence that there is a correlation between 

language level and ability to speechread. in 1970 Sharp found that 

ability to synthesize, which comes with a knowledge of language, in

fluences ability to speechread. She administered 8 tests of visual 

closure, movement closure, and short term visual memory to 18 good 

speechreaders and to 19 poor speechreaders ages 7, 8 and 9 who were 

profoundly deaf. She found, in general, that good speechreaders are 

superior to poor speechreaders on all 3 of these tests (Klopping, 1971, 

p. 22). 

Myklebust (1964, pp. 251-254) found a correlation between 

ability to read as measured by the Columbia Vocabulary Test and 
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speechreading ability. He found the same correlation existed between 

written language as measured by the Picture Story Language Test and 

speechreading ability. Children with better Sentence Length scores, 

better Syntax scores and better Abstract-Concrete scores were rated by 

teachers as being the best speechreaders. 

Since this language facility appears to be a prerequisite for 

speechreading ability, it would appear that deaf children who are so 

lacking in ability to use language would be handicapped by an approach 

in instructional activities that requires this ability. 

Use of Signs 

Language may be presented to the deaf child manually by the 

utilization of the sign language. The American Sign Language, however, 

does not employ the syntax of the English language; that is, it has 

none of the inflectional features of English, especially those signs 

used by children (Stokoe, 1969), nor does it employ the correct English 

word order. 

Some proponents of the sign language have realized these as 

limitations of signs. Recently, several attempts have been made to 

develop a sign language that would employ English syntax. Signed 

English, sometimes called Siglish, 

. . . uses signs and fingerspelling according to basic English 
syntax. Manual English and SEE (Seeing Essential English) 
have added morphemes or word parts which have meaning such as 
word endings, verb tenses, prefixes and suffixes. Visual 
English is a linguistically based system which uses American 
Sign Language vocabulary, plus a more elaborate vocabulary 
of morphemes, which take on new meanings according to the 
context in which they are used (Kent, 1972, p. 93). 
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Since there seems to be some confusion regarding which of the "new 

signs" should be used and since these forms of communication have not 

been in use long enough to have demonstrated results as far as language 

acquisition is concerned, only the American Sign Language which is used 

by most deaf people in this country will be discussed in this paper. 

Bellugi and Klima emphasize the fact that sign and speech are 

different in that they are perceived by different organs, the eyes and 

the ears. They state, "... sign language is not simply parallel to 

or derivative of spoken English, in its deepest and most interesting 

respects, sign seems to be a language in its own right, with proper

ties that are different from spoken languages in general and from 

English in particular (Bellugi and Klima, 1972, p. 61)." Sign lan

guage has its own grammatical properties, but these are not identical 

to those of English, instead, they are spatial in nature and are 

based on movement and position of the hands in space. For example, 

subject is differentiated from object by movement of the sign toward 

or away from the speaker. Intonation is provided by space: if the 

hands pause in midair, a question might be indicated. A change in 

movement may add negation. Movement may indicate tense. For example, 

signs for the future move forward from the speaker while those for the 

past might move toward the speaker and over his shoulder (Bellugi and 

Klima, 1972, pp. 63-64). 

In the opinion of the investigator, the American Sign Language 

may be useful and helpful for adult communication but, for the reason 

that it does not have the inflectional and morphological characteristics 
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of English, it should not be used to teach deaf children to read, write 

and speak the English language. To do so is to present them with an 

unnecessarily difficult task. 

Since the sign language is not an orthographic language, it 

cannot conveniently be put into print. Recently an effort has been 

made to translate a few children's stories into signs. To read these 

stories, the child would have to learn a symbol system different from 

the one he must learn to read all other written material. The effort 

detracts from signs in that the action and spatial quality are removed. 

Louie J. Fant, Jr. (1972), author of a text for teaching the 

sign language, calls the American Sign Language a language in its own 

right and not an abbreviated English. He lists the following facts 

regarding the grammar of the American Sign Language as being different 

from the grammar of English: 

1) Signs are not inflected as words are. The sign "seat" is 
unchanged for sit, sits, sitting, sat. 

2) There are no articles. 

3) There is no passive voice. 

4) There are no moods. 

5) There is no sign for the verb "to be." 

6) Gender is not denoted in the signs. 

7) For pronouns, pointing usually suffices for nominative and 
objective cases, while the open hand toward the person in
tended denotes possession. 

8) Prepositions that show location or movement are signed; 
those which serve as function words are not signed. 
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9) Movement is inherent in a sign and varies a great deal. 
Movement establishes the subject-object relationship and 
can be used to designate duration. Repetition of a sign 
denotes the plural. Size is denoted by extension or con
traction of a sign. Movement might change the part of 
speech function of the sign. For example, the sign for 
the adverb still is identical to that for the verb con
tinue, except there is movement with the verb form. 

10) Syntax does not necessarily follow English word order. 
"He went home after he finished his work," would be signed 
"finish work go to home." Sequence is often changed to 
set the stage and then to elaborate. For example, "As a 
beautiful added touch, each book is a different color," 
would be signed, "each book different color make more 
pretty." 

11) Signs do not indicate tense. Time indicators are used to 
designate when an event occurred; for example, finish, 
later, tomorrow. 

12) Question forms are primarily shown by facial expression. 

13) Negation is generally indicated by making a sign while 
shaking the head. The sign for no might mean, "No, thank 
you." The sign not means "it's not my fault," or a 
denial. Illegal implies that there is a rule or law 
which prohibits something. Refused implies a conscious 
decision. 

These are some of the differences between the grammar of signs 

and that of English. Fant says, "The language of deaf people is a 

legitimate, respectable, and unique language (Fant, 1972, p. 5)." The 

writer agrees and feels that the sign language serves a good purpose 

with deaf adults. It should not be expected to serve as a communica

tion vehicle for teaching English any more than should French or 

Spanish. 
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Research Comparing Methods of Communication 

Although the use of speech supplemented by fingerspelling, or 

Visible English, is not a new method, little research had been accom

plished to evaluate it. Myklebust says, 

Methods utilized for developing language in children with 
deafness are based on theory and experience rather than on 
scientific evidence. This is not surprising inasmuch as 
there is no way in which the methods used to teach any child 
can be completely verified. . . . However, the need for sci
entific study must be clearly recognized. Many claims and 
counterclaims have been made regarding the effectiveness of 
a particular methodology. Only through objective study can 
such claims be evaluated (Myklebust, 1964, p. 240). 

The few studies which have been done are reported in this section. 

For empirical evidence that English can be developed through 

the use of Visible English, an autobiographical case study written by 

Howard T. Hofsteater provides an account of how his parents finger-

spelled everything that was said to him from the time he was an infant 

in the cradle. Hofsteater relates that he had "... practically the 

same language background that the average normal hearing child enjoys 

before entering school (Hofsteater, 1959, p. 17)." 

Johnson (1948) made a study of 253 children in 3 separate de

partments (Manual, Oral and Acoustic) of the Illinois School for the 

Deaf to determine which communication method could be used most suc

cessfully with each group. She used 5 tests which consisted of 10 

simple sentences presented to each group through speech-hearing, 

lipreading, hearing plus lipreading, fingerspelling and signs plus 

fingerspelling. The pupils wrote the sentences as they understood 

them. The Oral and the Manual groups scored significantly higher on 
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fingerspelling than on any of the other 4 methods. The Acoustic group 

scored second highest on fingerspelling, with their highest score 

being on hearing plus lipreading0 

Johnson concluded, "Although fingerspelling as judged by the 

test scores can be considered only fairly accurate as a method of com

munication, it is for this group as a whole and for the separate Manual 

and Oral groups, the most satisfactory of any of the methods of com

munication tested (Johnson, 1948, p. 310)." Johnson also concluded 

that it would seem advisable to replace the use of signs and finger

spelling or lipreading with fingerspelling alone for the manual and 

oral groups. 

Quigley made a study of the influence of fingerspelling on the 

development of language, communication and educational achievement in 

deaf children. Two studies are reported. In the first, no interven

tion was made in the programs of the experimental schools involved. 

Three residential schools for the deaf were used as experimental 

schools. Fingerspelling with speech was used as the method of com

munication for all instruction; however, the usual signs were used 

outside class. These schools were matched with 6 residential schools 

which used the Combined System, that is, the Oral Method in the pri

mary grades and the Simultaneous Method thereafter. For the last 2 of 

the 5 years in which testing was accomplished 3 of the control schools 

were dropped from the study to reduce the testing load. 

More than 200 subjects were selected on the basis of the fol

lowing criteria; 



1) sensory-neural loss of at least 75 db (ASA) in the better 
ear in 500, 1000/ 2000 cycles per second range. 

2) I.Q. of 80 or better on the WISC or the WAIS, 

3) age at onset 3 years or younger, and 

4) no apparent handicap other than deafness. 

Subjects were tested on speech intelligibility, speechreading 

ability, receptive fingerspelling, educational ability, and written 

language each year for 5 years. 

The experimental group was superior in ability to read finger-

spelling, on most of the measures of educational achievement, including 

reading ability, and on a number of measures of written language 

ability. There were no significant differences between the 2 groups 

on measures of speechreading ability and speech intelligibility. 

In the second study there was better experimental isolation of 

the independent variable, fingerspelling, since the selection of sub

jects, the selection of teachers and structuring of the out-of-class 

environment were under the control of the investigator. The purpose 

of this study was to determine the effectiveness of the use of finger

spelling with younger deaf children when fingerspelling was used sys

tematically in and out of class. 

Thirty-two prelingually deaf subjects, age 3.5 to 4.5, with 

normal intelligence and no other apparent disability in 2 schools for 

the deaf were selected as subjects. Parents, dormitory personnel and 

teachers of the experimental group were taught the Rochester Method. 

The children were tested at the end of the fourth year on ability to 
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read fingerspelling, reading ability, written language ability and 

speechreading ability. The experimental group had higher mean scores 

on every test except for one of the 5 measures of written language 

ability, and in most cases the differences were of statistical signifi

cance. 

Quigley drew the following implications from the 2 studies: 

1) The use of fingerspelling in combination with speech as 
practiced in the Rochester Method can lead to improved 
achievement in deaf students, particularly on those vari
ables where meaningful language is involved. 

2) When good oral techniques are used in conjunction with 
fingerspelling, there need be no detrimental effects to 
the acquisition of oral skills. 

3) Fingerspelling is likely to produce greater benefits when 
used with younger rather than older children. It was 
used successfully in the experimental stud/ with children 
as young as 3*j years of age. 

4) Fingerspelling is a useful tool for instructing deaf 
children but is not a panacea (Quigley, 1969, pp. 94-95). 

In a study to determine the level of comprehension of language 

of profoundly deaf students, Klopping (1971) used 3 auditory-visual 

stimulus conditions: speechreading with voice, the Rochester Method 

(Visible English) and total communication (Simultaneous Method) to test 

30 students enrolled at the Arizona State School for the Deaf. The 

students were selected on the basis of the following criteria: 

1) an I.Q. of 90 or above, 

2) a hearing loss of 75 decibels or more in the better ear (ISO), 

3) a reading score of 4.0 to 5.5 in Paragraph Meaning, Stanford 
Achievement Test, 

4) at least 2 years in a state residential school, 



5) oral training during the first 4 years in school, 

6) onset of hearing loss by age 3# and 

7) no visual problems that interfered with academic functioning. 

Of the 3 methods of communication, total communication was 

superior, resulting in 76.35 per cent comprehension; the Rochester 

Method resulted in 55.50 per cent comprehension; and speechreading 

with voice resulted in 35.15 per cent comprehension of language. There 

were no significant differences in ability to understand language of 

residential and day-residential students, students of average and 

above average intelligence, nor male and female students. 

Klopping points out a significant fact revealed by the study, 

". . . almost 1/3 of the subjects did not understand language at an 

adequate level under any of the methods of communication (Klopping, 

1971, pp. 59-60)." 

It should be noted that the subjects in Klopping's study had 

utilized the Simultaneous Method in the Arizona State School for the 

Deaf. A recommendation for future research was that the study be re

plicated with students in oral education programs and in programs 

utilizing the Rochester Method with young deaf children. 



CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURE 

The purpose of this study was to compare read, written and 

spoken and/or manually spelled language of four groups involving a total 

of 92 profoundly deaf subjects of average or above average intelligence 

who had utilized different communication methodologies in their educa

tional experiences. The communication methods being compared were the 

Visible English Method and the Oral-Simultaneous Method, or the Com

bined System. 

Subjects 

The subjects for this study consisted of 23 children between the 

ages of 12 years and 13 years 11 months and 23 children between the ages 

of 14 and 15 years 11 months from the Louisiana State School for the 

Deaf and the same number of children in identical age groups from the 

Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

The following criteria were used for selection of subjects: 

1) an intelligence quotient of 90 or above as measured by the 
Performance Scale of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for 
Children or the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, 

2) a hearing loss of 75 decibels or more in the better ear based 
on an average of the pure tone thresholds in the speech range, 
i.e., at frequencies of 500, 1000, and 2000 cycles per second 
according to International Standards Organization reference, 

3) onset of hearing loss by age 3, 

25 
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4) at least 5 years in a residential school for the deaf, 

5) no other major handicapping conditions, and 

6) age 

a) two groups, ages 12 and 13. The children in the 
Louisiana group, ages 12 and 13, had utilized Visible 
English for 8 full school years. 

b) two groups, ages 14 and 15. By taking children ages 
14 and 15, the range was extended to include ages when 
deaf children usually reach a plateau in language 
development. 

A study by Furth (1966) reported data adapted from a comprehen
sive survey of the reading ability of deaf children conducted 
by Wrightstone, Aronow, and Moskowitz (1963). Norms for deaf 
children were obtained by administering the Metropolitan Ele
mentary Reading Test, Test II: Reading, to a large and repre
sentative sample of deaf children in schools in the United 
States. The data showed that between the ages of 11 and 16 
the mean grade equivalent scores of the deaf students advanced 
only from grade 2.7 to grade 3.5 or less than one grade level 
(Quigley, 1969, p. 13). 

It was the original intention of this investigator to take a 

sample of 100 children for the study. Since the necessary psychologi

cal and audiological information was not initially available for the 50 

Louisiana children, subjects were tentatively selected on the basis of 

teacher opinion with regard to intelligence and hearing loss. Audio-

logical evaluations were obtained from the Louisiana State University 

Speech and Hearing Clinic after the language tests for this study were 

administered. It was necessary to drop one subject from the study be

cause she could not be classified as profoundly deaf. 

The investigator administered the appropriate Wechsler intelli

gence test to all 50 subjects subsequent to the administration of the 

language tests. It was necessary that 3 Louisiana subjects be 
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eliminated from the study on the basis of intelligence quotients which 

did not meet the minimum criterion of 90 I.Q. In this manner all of 

the Louisiana children were given audiological evaluations and intelli

gence tests to qualify them appropriately for this study. 

The supervising teacher of the Tennessee School for the Deaf 

chose 50 subjects from that school on the basis of audiological and 

intelligence test (WISC) information in the school's permanent files. 

In order to obtain an equal number of subjects, 4 students were deleted 

from the original 50. Those eliminated from the study were 3 subjects 

whose recent audiograms revealed that they did not meet the require

ment of at least a 75 decibel hearing loss. 

In order to attain the condition of an equal number of subjects 

in each group, one additional subject was eliminated from the Tennessee 

group. The subject with the greatest amount of residual hearing was 

dropped. 

An analysis of variance was performed to test for differences 

in intelligence and hearing loss to determine if the populations 

studied were identical in regard to the first two criteria used in the 

selection of subjects. Table I shows that there were no significant 

differences among the four groups, indicating that these groups are 

from essentially the same populations as far as these two variables 

are concerned. 

Measuring Instruments 

The Stanford Achievement Test, Form X, Intermediate I and Inter

mediate II, word meaning and paragraph meaning sections, was given to 
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Table 1. Analysis of variance for I.Q. and hearing loss. 

Intelligence Quotient 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 292.35 2.46 n.s. 

Age 1 172.57 1.45 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 195.17 1.64 n.s. 

Error 88 118.68 

Corrected Total 91 

Hearing Loss 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 96.04 1.03 n.s. 

Age 1 15.70 0.17 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 34.09 0.36 n.s. 

Error 88 93.48 

Corrected Total 91 

all 4 groups of subjects to measure ability to read language. Accord

ing to Quigley, this test appears to measure symbolic language skill. 

Quigley shows reliability coefficients of .87 for the paragraph meaning 

section and .90 for the word meaning section of this test. He attained 

these results in a two-year test re-test with 214 deaf subjects 

(Quigley, 1969, pp. 77-81). 
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In a later article Quigley and Power (1972, p. 8) make the 

following statement: 

It has also become clear that standardized achievement tests 
are of limited value for use with deaf children. They are 
based upon a hearing child's oral competence with his lan
guage and are concerned with evaluating his status on such 
secondary language performance skills as reading. It is 
clear from the examination of their performance that the 
basic oral competencies cannot be assumed for deaf children. 
Accordingly, scores on such tests reveal little about the 
language competence of the deaf child. 

There appears to be some question as to the validity of the 

standardized achievement test as a test of language. However, it is 

the test used most widely for evaluating reading level and is used for 

lack of a better instrument. 

The Myklebust Picture Story Language Test was used to assess 

ability of all subjects to use written language. This test is used as 

a diagnostic instrument for other handicapped individuals as well as 

for deaf children and measures syntax, morphology, vocabulary, and 

punctuation. It has been standardized on deaf children and has been 

useful in identifying "deafisms" in written language and ". . .in 

revealing growth in written language that occurs as a result of educa

tional training (Myklebust, 1965, p. 75)." 

Myklebust says this test appears to be a valid test of facility 

with the written word. While a study of predictive ability is not 

available for most of the scales of the test, Words Per Sentence has 

been compared with the results of 3 other studies (Stormzand and O'Shea, 

1924; Heider and Heider, 1941; and Hillocks, 1964) with remarkable 

similarities shown in scores. In regard to face validity, results of 
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tests show that all 3 scales (Productivity, Syntax and Abstract-

Concrete) reflect these maturational patterns which have been observed 

in the written language proficiency of normal children. Other studies 

of handicapped children reflect the severe imposition of early life 

deafness on language acquisition. Therefore, Myklebust concludes that 

while data on the validity of this test are inadequate, "... present 

results suggest that the Picture Story Language Test validly reflects 

facility with the written word in terms of maturational patterns as 

well as in terms of the limitations commonly associated with the diag

nostic classification used in special education (Myklebust, 1965, pp. 

147-149)." 

On a test re-test procedure, the reliability coefficients for 

a sample of 60, 10 at each age level, were significant at the 1 per 

cent level of confidence. The method of odd-even was employed to 

study the reliability of two sections of the test, Syntax and Words 

Per Sentence. A comparison was made of odd and even numbered sentences 

in 208 stories selected randomly. The reliability coefficients for all 

age levels were significant at the 1 per cent level, which indicates 

that the Syntax and Words Per Sentence sections of the test met the 

typical standards for reliability (Myklebust, 1965, pp. 149-150). "In 

addition, repeated administrations of the test to children enrolled in 

a remedial training program indicate that the 3 scales—Productivity, 

Syntax, and Abstract-Concrete—can be used with confidence (Myklebust, 

1965, p. 160)." 
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Trained and untrained scorers were used to test interscorer 

reliability. The trained scorers represented the Ph.D. level and had 

experience in scoring other objective tests. The untrained scorers 

consisted of students working toward the M.A. degree, not sophisticated 

in the use of educational and psychological tests and not familiar with 

the Picture Story Language Test. Interscorer reliability was found to 

be excellent. However, previous training emerged as a factor in the 

scoring of Syntax (Myklebust, 1965, pp. 151-160). 

The Grammatic Closure Section of the Illinois Test of Psycho-

linguistic Abilities was used to determine the ability of all 4 groups 

to use grammatically correct expressive language. "Diagnostically, 

this subtest indicates the extent to which a child has successfully 

picked up the linguistic redundancies to which he has been exposed 

(Bateman, 1968, p. 10)." It assesses the child's ability to use these 

redundancies in acquiring automatic habits for handling syntax and 

grammatic inflections. The test measures the form and not content of 

a missing word, which the child is expected to supply, and consequently 

gives a measure of morphology and inflectional forms which might not be 

obtained from the written samples where choice of what to write is left 

to the subject (Kirk, McCarthy, and Kirk, 1968, p. 11). 

In a critique of the ITPA, John B. Carroll (in Buros, 1972, p. 

821) states that "... technical characteristics such as reliability 

seem to be highly satisfactory." Because the test was normed on "aver

age" children, Carroll questions the validity of the test for groups 

other than "average" children, and says, "Thus, the use of the ITPA 
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in evaluating the effects of language programs for the disadvantaged is 

highly questionable, unless one views the purpose of such testing as 

that of finding out how much these programs advance the child towards 

certain middle-class language norms." 

The Grammatic Closure section of the ITPA was used in the 

present study to compare the ability of 4 groups of deaf children to 

use the accepted forms of language. In the absence of any test stan

dardized on deaf children, this instrument was the most effective 

available for this purpose. 

Method of Administration 

All 3 tests were administered to the Tennessee children by the 

investigator during the second week in November. The supervising 

teacher of the department from which the subjects were taken was asked 

to sit in on as many administrations of the tests as possible to insure 

the investigator's adherence to standard procedures. This supervising 

teacher has had a great deal of experience in testing, since she has 

been responsible for administering all standardized tests to the 

Tennessee Upper School children for several years. The supervising 

teacher did in fact observe the administration of each test to at 

least one group or one student, depending on whether the test was 

given to groups of children or individually. 

The Stanford Achievement Test was given to 5 separate groups of 

10 students at a time. The test was given in the library of the 

Tennessee school where appropriate testing conditions could be 
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maintained. Directions for the tests were written on transparencies 

and projected by means of an overhead projector. 

The Myklebust Picture Story Language Test was given to groups 

of no more than 5 students to insure the children's being able to see 

the picture used to elicit written language. 

The Grammatic Closure section of the ITPA was given individually 

to each subject in the study. 

Directions for the Myklebust Picture Story Language Test and 

for the Grammatic Closure Test were given orally and fingerspelled, 

since all groups of children can read fingerspelling and have had ex

posure to speech and speechreading. The investigator has had much 

experience in communicating with deaf children and was able to ascer

tain when each child understood the directions for these tests. 

All 3 tests were administered to the Louisiana children in mid-

November and during the first week in December. An impartial observer 

sat in on the administration of each test to at least one group or one 

subject. This observer was in the final stages of a Ph.D. program at 

Columbia University, was director of the teacher training program in 

education of the deaf at Louisiana State University and has had experi

ence in testing deaf children. Testing was accomplished in the library 

of the Louisiana school. 

The identical directions for the Stanford Achievement Test 

which were presented to the Tennessee children on transparencies also 

were used with the Louisiana children. Standard directions were used 

with the other 2 tests so that valid results could be obtained. 
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Method of Analysis 

In order to avoid possible bias in the scoring of the 3 tests, 

the investigator was not aware of the identity of the subjects until 

after scoring had been accomplished. An independent person collated 

the tests from both schools in alphabetical order, then made a master 

list of all subjects. A table of random numbers (Klugh, 1970, pp. 

338-339) was used in order to issue each subject a number. The name 

of each subject was covered with opaque tape, with only the assigned 

number showing. The tests then were placed in numerical order for the 

scorers. 

Sections of the Picture Story Language Test are of a subjective 

nature; that is, frequently it is necessary that the scorer appraise 

what the subject intended to say in counting Total Sentences and in 

scoring Syntax (Myklebust, 1965, p. 113). For this reason, 3 experi

enced educators of the deaf were used as scorers. In scoring, each 

error is designated by a particular symbol. Ten different symbols are 

used. Because of the large number of errors for each of the 10 items 

scored, many symbols were marked, therefore it was necessary that the 

3 scorers work together to compare the score on each item as it was 

marked. When there were differences, the item was re-checked by all 3 

scorers, errors were re-counted, and agreement reached. 

Since the scoring of the Grammatic Closure Test of the Illinois 

Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities and the scoring of the Stanford 

Achievement Test are not left to the discretion of the scorer but 

correct answers are provided, two scorers checked these tests 
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independently. When differences in scores were found, the tests were 

scored again through use of the scoring guides and the mistakes in 

scoring were found and corrected. 

A two-factor factorial design as described by Lindquist (1956) 

was used to perform an analysis of variance to determine if there were 

significant differences between the intelligence quotients and hearing 

losses of the four groups. This was done to ensure that identical 

populations were utilized. 

A two-factor analysis of variance was performed for each test 

and each sub-test in order to test the hypothesis that profoundly deaf 

children who have utilized the Visible English communication methodology 

in the Louisiana State School for the Deaf will show no significant dif

ferences in language acquisition from profoundly deaf children who have 

utilized the Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology in the 

Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

For reporting results of the statistical analysis, any results 

which were significant at the .01 level of probability or below were 

considered highly significant; results between the .01 and the .05 level 

were considered significant; and any results up to the .10 level of 

probability were reported as approaching significance. 



CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results of the 

comparison of language ability of children who have utilized the Visible 

English communication methodology with children who have utilized the 

Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology. 

Forty-six students who had utilized the Visible English communi

cation method and 46 students who had utilized the Oral and Simultaneous 

communication method in two age groups were compared. The results are 

presented according to the three hypotheses posed on page 3 and re

peated below. 

Analysis of Read Language Ability 

Hypothesis 1 stated that profoundly deaf children who have 

utilized the Visible English communication methodology in the Louisiana 

State School for the Deaf will show no significant differences in read 

language ability from profoundly deaf children who have utilized the 

Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology in the Tennessee School 

for the Deaf. 

The following means were obtained from scores for Word Meaning 

and Paragraph Meaning, Stanford Achievement Test, which was used to 

test read language ability: 

36 
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Word Meaning, Raw Score 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 10. ,30 

14 and 15 year olds 13. ,39 

Ora1-Simu1taneous 12 and 13 year olds 8. .96 

14 and 15 year olds 15. .65 

Paragraph Meaning, Raw Score 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 19. .70 

14 and 15 year olds 21. .17 

Oral-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 20. .65 

14 and 15 year olds 20. .61 

A two-factor analysis of variance was performed, with results 

shown in Table 2. 

F values of 0.21 for Word Meaning and 0.03 for Paragraph Mean

ing indicated that there were no significant differences in read lan

guage ability of the groups due to method. However, an F-value of 3.32 

for the interaction of method by age with a probability of .0683 for 

Word Meaning is approaching significance (i.e., p < .10). The inter

action suggests there might be an effect due to method, but this effect 

appears to be different for different ages, as indicated by the above 

means. There was no interaction in the analysis of Paragraph Meaning. 

There were highly significant differences (p < .0001) accord

ing to age on Word Meaning. There were no differences according to 

age on Paragraph meaning. 

Since there were no significant differences in read language 

ability according to method, hypothesis one was not rejected. 
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Table 2. Analysis of variance for reading ability. 

Word Meaning, Raw Scores 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 4.79 0.21 n.s. 

Age 1 550.27 24.40 .0001 

Method by Age 1 74.88 3.32 .0683 

Error 88 22.55 

Corrected Total 91 

Paragraph Meaning, Raw Scores 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 0.88 0.03 n.s. 

Age 1 11.84 0.35 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 13.32 0.39 n.s. 

Error 88 34.31 

Corrected Total 91 

Analysis of Written Language Ability 

According to Hypothesis 2, profoundly deaf children who have 

utilized the Visible English conununication methodology in the Louisiana 

State School for the Deaf will show no significant differences in writ

ten language ability from profoundly deaf children who have utilized 
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the Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology in the Tennessee 

School for the Deaf. 

a) There will be no significant differences in productivity, the 

length of the expression. 

b) There will be no significant differences in abstract-concrete, 

the nature and meaning of ideas expressed. 

c) There will be no significant differences in syntax, the cor

rectness of what is expressed. 

(1) There will be no significant differences in additions, 

omissions, substitutions of words, word endings or 

punctuation. 

(2) There will be no significant differences in word order. 

Productivity 

The Myklebust Picture Story Language Test evaluates produc

tivity in three areas: Total Words, Total Sentences, and Words Per 

Sentence. Table 3 demonstrates the result of this test of productivity. 

An analysis of variance revealed there were no significant dif

ferences between the groups, nor between the ages, in Total Words. 

The means are as follows for the four groups: 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 131.4 

14 and 15 year olds 96.4 

Oral-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 106.8 

14 and 15 year olds 107.1 



Table 3. Analysis of variance for productivity. 

Total Words 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 1092.27 0.30 n.s. 

Age 1 6904.45 1.90 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 7184.45 1.98 n.s. 

Error 88 3627.22 

Total 91 

Total Sentences 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 13.32 0.21 n.s. 

Age 1 465.75 7.48 .0075 

Method by Age 1 115.32 1.85 n.s. 

Error 88 62.30 

Total 91 

Words Per Sentence 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 19.91 5.26 .0228 

Age 1 35.32 9.32 .0033 

Method by Age 1 0.73 0.19 n.s. 

Error 88 3.79 

Total 91 
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It should be noted that the younger children who had utilized 

Visible English used 35.0 more words than did the older Visible English 

children and 24.6 and 24.3 more words than the two groups of Oral-

Simultaneous children. The difference between the mean for these 

younger Visible English children and the mean for hearing children as 

reported by Myklebust was only 18.3, as compared with a difference of 

71.7 for the 13 year olds which Myklebust tested. The present investi

gator cannot explain this greater facility of the younger Visible 

English children, except to state that these children were more like 

hearing children in Total Words. The older Visible English children 

showed the decrement that hearing children exhibited at age 15. The 

Oral-Simultaneous children did not show the decrement but evidenced a 

plateauing effect. 

There were no significant differences between ages nor was 

there any interaction with regard to Total Words. 

An analysis of variance revealed that on Total Sentences there 

were no significant differences between the children who had utilized 

the Visible English Method and those who had utilized the Oral and 

Simultaneous Method. There were significant differences between ages 

(p<. .0075), with the younger group having more sentences than the 

older, as shown by the following means: 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 17.91 

14 and 15 year olds 11.17 

Oral-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 16.43 

14 and 15 year olds 14.17 

There was no interaction on the analysis of Total Sentences 
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On Words Per Sentence, there were significant differences be

tween the two methods and between ages (p < .02 and p <.003) with 

means as follows: 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 7.32 

14 and 15 year olds 8,74 

Oral-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 6.57 

14 and 15 year olds 7.63 

There was no interaction in the analysis of Words Per Sentence, 

which indicates that the variables method and age were independent of 

each other and that the effects obtained were probably due to method 

and to age. 

In analyzing the results of the tests of productivity, it is 

necessary to note the error term, or the measure of variation among 

the subjects for each measure. Since Words Per Sentence is derived 

by dividing Total Words by Total Sentences, in order that differences 

in Words Per Sentence be apparent, there must be differences in one or 

the other or both of these measures. The error term is 3627.22 for 

Total Words, 62,30 for Total Sentences, and only 3.79 for Words Per 

Sentence. Since the error term, or variability, has been reduced pro

portionately more in Words Per Sentence, this is a more efficient 

measure of productivity. Differences are found here, indicating that 

differences do exist in Tocal Words and/or Total Sentences. 

The hypothesis of no difference in productivity, the length of 

the expression, is rejected. There were significant differences in 

Words Per Sentence. Children who had utilized Visible English were 



superior to those who had utilized the Oral-Simultaneous Method. The 

younger Visible English children had .75 more Words Per Sentence than 

did the younger Oral-Simultaneous children and the older Visible 

English children had 1.11 more Words Per Sentence than did the older 

Oral-Simultaneous children. 

Abstract-Concrete 

The second sub-hypothesis under written language ability to be 

tested was that there will be no significant differences in abstract-

concrete/ the nature and meaning of ideas expressed. The Abstract-

Concrete Scale provides a measure of the extent to which imagination 

and conceptualization are used in writing a story. The continuum of 

five levels by which the composition is judged shows the amount of 

progress in moving from the concrete where the child is "stimulus 

bound" to levels of abstraction where a plot and imagination are used. 

The following means were obtained for all four groups on the 

Abstract-Concrete Scale: 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 14.22 

14 and 15 year olds 13.70 

Oral-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 9.74 

14 and 15 year olds 12.96 

The following table shows the results of an analysis of vari

ance for the Abstract-Concrete Scale. 



Table 4. Analysis of variance for abstract-concrete. 
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Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 156.52 6.53 .0118 

Age 1 41.78 1.74 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 80.39 3.36 .0669 

Error 88 23.96 

Corrected Total 91 

There were highly significant differences between methods in the use of 

abstraction. The above means show the direction of the difference is 

in favor of the Visible English children. 

There were no significant differences between ages. 

An F value of 3.36 with a probability of .0669 approaches sig

nificance for interaction. Two facts revealed by the above means might 

explain this interactions (1) there are differences in favor of the 

Visible English children in both age groups, but the difference be

tween the 12 - 13 year olds is more pronounced than that between the 

14 - 15 year old groups, and (2) the younger Visible English children 

use abstraction to a greater degree than the older, but this is not 

the case with the Oral-Simultaneous children. 
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Myklebust's means for hearing children were 16.7 for 13 year 

olds and 18.4 for 15 year olds (Myklebust, 1964, p. 304). The younger 

Visible English children were behind by only 2.5 points, while the 

older Visible English children were behind by 4.7 points and the two 

groups of Oral-Simultaneous children were behind 6.96 and 5.44 points 

when compared with hearing children. 

There were highly significant differences (p < .01) between the 

two methods in favor of the Visible English group, therefore the null 

hypothesis is rejected. Apparently children taught by the Visible 

English methodology develop greater abstraction ability than those 

taught by the Oral-Simultaneous Method. 

Syntax 

The next sub-hypothesis to be tested was that there will be no 

significant differences in syntax, the correctness of what is expressed; 

there will be no significant differences in additions, omissions, sub

stitutions of words, word endings and punctuation, nor in word order. 

Table 5 contains the means obtained for each group from a test 

of syntax. The means for syntax quotient and for each category of 

errors are given. 

Table 6 shows an analysis of variance for syntax, with all 

errors and syntax quotient listed. 

Syntax Quotient 

An F value of 19.42 (Table 6) indicates that there were highly 

significant differences in the syntax quotients of the Visible English 



Table 5. Means for test of synteix. 

Substi- Word 
Syntax Addition Omission tution Order 
Quotient Errors Errors Errors Errors 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 80.39 3.84 11.98 80.83 2.22 

14 and 15 year olds 82.30 3.83 6.58 63.57 0.48 

Ora1-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 67.87 7.81 18.27 123.76 3.96 

14 and 15 year olds 73.65 6.95 11.01 97.87 1.35 

o\ 
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Table 6. Analysis of variance for syntax. 

Additions 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 289.15 7.14 .0088 

Age 1 4.39 0.11 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 4.05 0.10 n.s. 

Error 88 40.49 

Corrected Total 91 

Omissions 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 661.00 6.05 .0151 

Age 1 921.71 8.43 .0049 

Method by Age 1 19.73 0.18 n.s. 

Error 88 109.33 

Corrected Total 91 

Substitutions 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 34296.11 7.26 .0083 

Age 1 10707.13 2.27 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 427.42 0.09 n.s. 

Error - 88 4724.65 

Corrected Total 91 
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Table 6, Continued 

Word Order 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 39.13 3.36 .0668 

Age 1 108.70 9.32 .0033 

Method by Age 1 4.35 0.37 n.s. 

Error 88 11.66 

Corrected Total 91 

Syntax Quotient 
Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 1 2577.92 19.42 .0001 

Age 1 340.53 2.57 n.s. 

Method by Age 1 86.10 0.65 n.s. 

Error 88 132.73 

Corrected Total 91 
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and Oral-Simultaneous children. The means for syntax quotient reveal 

that the Visible English children were superior, with even the 12 - 13 

year olds superior to both groups of Oral-Simultaneous children. 

In the analysis of variance there were no significant differ

ences between age groups. There was no interaction. 

The hypothesis of no differences in syntax is rejected, since 

the children who used the Visible English Method were consistently 

significantly superior in syntax. 

Additions, Omissions, Substitutions 

The Visible English children had means of 3.84 and 3.83 as 

compared with the Oral-Simultaneous children's means of 7.81 and 6.9 5 

for errors of additions as indicated in Table 5. In errors of omis

sions, the Visible English children had means of 11.98 and 6.58 as 

compared with 18.27 and 11.01 for the Oral-Simultaneous children. The 

Visible English children had means of 80.83 and 63.57 in errors of 

substitutions, as compared with means of 123.76 and 97.87 for the 

Oral-Simultaneous children. In each case, the children who had uti

lized Visible English had fewer errors in each category listed. 

In Table 6 F values of 7.14, 6.05 and 7.26 for additions, 

omissions, and substitutions respectively can be found, indicating 

highly significant differences between methods in all three of these 

errors. There were highly significant differences between ages for 

omissions only. There was no interaction of age by method. 

The hypothesis of no differences is rejected. 
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Word Order 

The means for word order errors were 2.22 and 0.48 for the 

Visible English children as compared with means of 3.96 and 1.35 for 

the Oral-Simultaneous children. Although the means for the Visible 

English children indicated fewer errors, an analysis of variance for 

Word Order yielded an F value of 3.36 for method, indicating no sig

nificant differences. There were highly significant differences be

tween ages in Word Order, as might be expected. There was no inter

action. 

The hypothesis of no differences between the two methods in 

Word Order was not rejected; however, the level of probability was 

.0668 (p<, .10), which approaches significance. 

Analysis of Expressive Language in Direct Communication Situation 

Hypothesis 3 states that profoundly deaf children who have 

utilized the Visible English communication methodology in the Louisiana 

State School for the Deaf will show no significant differences in 

ability to use grammatically correct spoken and/or manually spelled 

expressive language in a direct communication situation from profoundly 

deaf children who have utilized the Oral and Simultaneous communica

tion methodology in the Tennessee School for the Deaf. 

The Grammatic Closure Test, used to test ability to use ex

pressive language, yielded the following means for each group: 

Visible English 12 and 13 year olds 13.26 

14 and 15 year olds 16.30 
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Oral-Simultaneous 12 and 13 year olds 7.65 

14 and 15 year olds 11.17 

The following table shows the results of a two-factor analysis 

of variance used to test the hypothesis stated above. 

Table 7. Analysis of variance for grammatic closure. 

Source df Mean Squares F Value Level of Significance 

Method 

Age 

Method by Age 

Error 

Corrected Total 

1 663.14 

1 247.84 

1 1.32 

88 27.75 

91 

23.90 

8.93 

0.05 

.0001 

.0039 

n.s. 

There were highly significant differences (p^. .0001) between 

children employing the different methods. Means of 13.26 and 16.30 

for the Visible English children as compared with means of 7.65 and 

11.17 for the Oral-Simultaneous children indicate that the children 



utilizing the Visible English methodology were superior in grammatical 

usage. It should be noted that the Visible English 12 - 13 year olds 

were even superior to the Oral-Simultaneous 14 - 15 year olds. 

There were significant differences between ages. 

There was no interaction effect. 

Hypothesis 3 was rejected, leading to the conclusion that 

children who utilize Visible English are better able to communicate in 

language which is grammatically correct than are children who have 

utilized the Oral-Simultaneous Method. 

Correlation of Tests of Language Ability 

The following table shows the correlation coefficients among 

the variables measured. 

Because of the large number of subjects, most of the correla

tion coefficients were of statistical significance. However, only the 

following were of importance in that they showed a correlation as high 

as .60 or above, hence a real relationship; 

1) Total Words and Total Sentences. This might be expected, 

since generally the more words a child writes, the more sen

tences he would have. 

2) Substitutions and Total Sentences. The more sentences a child 

had, the greater the possibility of having substitutions. 

3) Word Order and Syntax Quotient. Word Order is a part of the 

Syntax Quotient, so this correlation was to be expected. The 

Word Order score represents errors, hence the negative corre

lation. 



Table 8. Correlation among tests. 

W.M. P.M. T.W. T.S. W.P.S. A.-C. s.G. A. o. s. W.0. G.C. 

Word Mean. 
Raw Score 

1.0 

Para. Mean. 
Raw Score 

*.44 1.0 

Total Words .003 .07 1.0 

Total 
Sentences 

-.15 -.07 *.90 1.0 

Words per 
Sentence 

*.40 *.47 **.24 -.16 1.0 

Abstract-
Concrete 

**.22 .05 *.52 *.35 *.39 1.0 

Syntax 
Quotient 

**.26 *.28 .18 .02 *.38 *.51 1.0 

Additions .02 .05 *.51 *.43 **.24 .11 *-.38 1.0 

Omissions *-.27 -.19 *.38 *.55 *-.31 -.17 *-.59 *.41 1.0 

Subs ti tutions -.14 -.09 *.57 *.60 -.04 .08 *-.44 *.57 *.59 1.0 , 
Word Order -.13 -.06 .07 .16 -.18 *-.38 *-.69 *.48 *.61 *.31 1.0 

Grammatic *.52 *.47 **.205 -.04 *.63 *.43 *.70 -.11 *-.49 *-.30 *-.40 1.0 
Closure 
* Highly significant, at or below the .01 level of confidence. 
** Significant at the .02 to .05 level of confidence. 
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4) Word Order and Omissions. 

5) Grammatic Closure and Words Per Sentence. 

6) Grammatic Closure and Syntax Quotient. 

The last three correlations listed represent real relationships, 

since each is a separate test, independent of each of the other tests. 

Conclusions 

The purpose of this chapter was to present the findings in the 

comparison of the language ability of children who had utilized the 

Visible English communication methodology and children who had utilized 

the Oral-Simultaneous communication methodology. 

The following conclusions can be drawn: 

1) Children who utilize Visible English are no different in read 

language ability as tested by the Stanford Achievement Test 

(Word Meaning and Paragraph Meaning) from children who utilize 

the Oral-Simultaneous methodology. Recently some writers have 

expressed doubts about the usefulness of the Stanford Achieve

ment Test in measuring read language ability. This fact and 

observations of the present investigator lead to the conclusion 

that a reading comprehension test adapted for deaf children 

which would eliminate guessing perhaps should be devised. 

2) While there were no differences on the first two of three 

measures of productivity, there were significant differences 

on the third measure which is a quotient of the first two 

scores. High error terms indicate that there were factors 



not accounted for which caused the differences on the first two 

measures not to be apparent; therefore, the conclusion is that 

children who utilize Visible English are superior in produc

tivity to children who utilize the Oral-Simultaneous communica

tion methodology. 

3) Children who utilize Visible English are superior in the use of 

abstraction, as shown by the results of the Abstract-Concrete 

Scale of the Myklebust test, to children who utilize the Oral-

Simultaneous communication methodology. It is suggested that 

Visible English is a better tool for expanding abstract think

ing than is the Oral-Simultaneous Method. 

4) In the use of syntax, the correctness of what is expressed, 

children who utilize the Visible English communication method

ology are superior to those who utilize the Oral-Simultaneous 

Method, as indicated by the results of the test of syntax. The 

additional exposure to connected language which is possible 

with Visible English might account for this. 

5) Children who utilize Visible English are superior in ability to 

use grammatically correct spoken and/or spelled expressive 

language in a direct communication situation to children who 

utilize the Oral-Simultaneous communication methodology, as 

demonstrated by the results of the Grammatic Closure Test. It 

is suggested that Visible English provides more adequate ex

posure to the redundancies of language. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 

Statement of the Problem 

For years educators of the deaf have been confronted with the 

serious problem of poor academic achievement of deaf children and with 

a bitter controversy over the selection of an appropriate communication 

method to improve that academic achievement. This problem has been 

compounded by a lack of research of different communication methods. 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the Visible English Method 

and the Oral-Simultaneous Method as related to the problem. Specifi

cally, the purpose of this study is to compare read, written and 

spoken and/or manually spelled language ability of children who have 

utilized the Visible English communication methodology in the Louisiana 

State School for the Deaf with that of children who have utilized the 

Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology in the Tennessee School 

for the Deaf. 

Procedure 

The subjects for this study were 2 groups of 23 children in 2 

age ranges, 12 and 13 year olds and 14 and 15 year olds, from the 

Louisiana State School for the Deaf and the same number of subjects in 

identical age ranges from the Tennessee School for the Deaf. Each 

subject met the following criteria: (1) an intelligence quotient of 



90 or above on the Performance Scale of the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 

for Children or the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, (2) a hearing 

loss of 75 decibels or more in the better ear based on an average of 

the pure tone thresholds in the speech range, i.e., at frequencies of 

500, 1000 and 2000 cycles per second ISO, (3) onset of hearing loss by 

age 3, (4) at least 5 years in a residential school for the deaf, and 

(5) no other major handicapping condition. 

The Stanford Achievement Test, Form X, Intermediate I and 

Intermediate II, word meaning and paragraph meaning sections, was used 

to measure ability of all subjects to read language. The Myklebust 

Picture Story Language Test was used to assess the ability of all sub

jects to use written language. The Grammatic Closure section of the 

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities was used to determine the 

ability of all subjects to use grammatically correct spoken and/or 

manually spelled expressive language. Before the tests were scored 

each test was assigned a number so that the investigator was not aware 

of the identity of the subjects. The investigator and an experienced 

teacher of the deaf scored the Stanford Achievement Tests and the 

Grammatic Closure Tests. Three experienced teachers of the deaf scored 

each Myklebust Picture Story Language Test. 

A two-factor analysis of variance was performed for intelli

gence quotient and hearing loss to determine if identical populations 

were used in the study. A two-factor analysis of variance was used to 

compare the scores of the subjects who had utilized Visible English in 
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the 2 age groups with the scores of the subjects who had utilized the 

Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology. 

Results 

The analysis of variance indicated that the samples used in 

this study were from identical populations as far as intelligence and 

hearing loss were concerned. 

In the comparison of read language ability, there were no sig

nificant differences between the two methods. 

In the comparison of written language ability, the children who 

had utilized Visible English were superior to those who had used the 

Oral and Simultaneous communication methodology. Specifically there 

were differences in Productivity, significant at the .02 level; there 

were differences in the Abstract-Concrete Scale, significant at the .01 

level; there were differences in Syntax, significant at the .0001 level. 

In the comparison of grammatically correct expressive language, 

there were highly significant differences in favor of the Visible 

English children. These differences were significant at the .0001 

level of confidence. 

Discussion of Results 

The Stanford Achievement Test, used to measure ability to read 

language, demonstrated that there were no significant differences for 

method, but one section, Word Meaning, raw scores, showed interaction 

which approached significance at the .0683 level of confidence. An 

analysis of the means indicated that there might be an effect due to 



method. It appears that Visible English might be a better method for 

the 12 and 13 year olds, but not for the 14 and 15 year olds. 

It is difficult for the investigator to account with assurance 

for the fact that children who utilized Visible English were superior 

in ability to use written language and in ability to use expressive 

oral and/or manually spelled language but not in ability to read lan

guage. Myklebust has stated that written language is the last symbol 

system acquired and might be viewed as man's highest level of verbal 

behavior (Myklebust, 1964). It should follow that children who have 

the greater facility with written language should also have the 

greater facility with read language. 

It may be that the sections of the Stanford Achievement Test 

used in this study are not accurate measures of read language ability. 

For example, one 13 year old was observed to be responding as if she 

were guessing and even though the teacher reported that this girl 

could not read, she scored at grade 3.5. A better test of read lan

guage ability might be devised for research purposes. 

One can only speculate as to why there were no differences in 

read language ability. In the past it often has been impossible to 

find teachers certified in the education of the deaf. It might be 

assumed the ability to read is acquired only through certain instruc

tional methods that were not present for the Visible English children. 

There is a need for further study of this aspect of the teaching of 

reading to these deaf children. 
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Children who used the Visible English Method were significantly 

superior in Words Per Sentence to children who had utilized the Oral 

and Simultaneous communication methodology. Myklebust considers this 

test one of the most stable and revealing of the written language tests 

since there is an even growth in normal children from 7 through 17, 

with increments of between 2 and 3 words for each two-year interval 

(Myklebust, 1965). It should be noted that both groups of children 

were considerably deficient in Words Per Sentence when compared with 

hearing children. 

On the Abstract-Concrete scale there were highly significant 

differences (p < .01) with the children who had used Visible English 

superior to those who had used the Oral and Simultaneous communication 

methodology. This scale measured the effectiveness with which ideas 

were conveyed, or the extent to which abstrr,-:t ideas were expressed 

through the written word (Myklebust, 1965, pp. 72-80). The 12 and 13 

year old Visible English children were under normal levels by 2.5 

points, while the 14 and 15 year old Visible English children were 

behind by 4.7 points and the two groups of Oral-Simultaneous children 

were below normal levels by 6.96 and 5.44 points on the same scale. 

Myklebust states that most differences on this scale are slight from 

one age level to the next. He states that deviations of less than two 

years without other evidence usually should be considered as falling 

within the average range (Myklebust, 1965, p. 183). According to this 

interpretation, the 12 year olds would not be considered deficient if 

they scored 14 or above for boys and 15 or above for girls; the 13 
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year olds would not be deficient if they scored 15 or above and 16 or 

above respectively. The Visible English 12 and 13 year olds, with a 

mean of 14.22, could be considered close to normal. 

On the Syntax Test, there were highly significant differences, 

at the .0001 level of confidence, with the Visible English children 

superior to the Oral-Simultaneous children. There were highly signifi

cant differences in number of addition, omission and substitution 

errors. Errors in word order with an F value of 3.36 with a probability 

of .0668 approaches significance. It can be concluded that Visible 

English, where every word is visually perceptible in English word order, 

is a better method for helping the deaf child develop syntax than is 

the Oral-Simultaneous communication methodology. 

Myklebust indicates that quotients which fall below 90 on the 

Syntax Test are most suggestive diagnostically with a quotient below 

80 being indicative of a language disorder (Myklebust, 1965, p. 179). 

The mean quotients for the Visible English children were 80.39 and 

82.30, while those for the Oral-Simultaneous children were 67.87 and 

73.65. 

The Grammatic Closure Test of the Illinois Test of Psycholin-

guistic Abilities yielded highly significant differences (p <. .0001) in 

favor of the Visible English children. This is a test of the child's 

ability to use the linguistic redundancies of his language and reveals 

the extent to which the child is able to use the correct word with its 

accurate morphological and inflectional forms. It appears that the 

Visible English communication methodology provides the child with more 
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experience with language which is grammatically correct, hence is a 

better method for producing grammatically correct language. 

It is reasonable to assume that the results of this study can 

be generalized to predict results for other deaf children falling 

within the criteria used for the selection of subjects for this study. 

Importance of the Results 

This study appears to be of importance to the field of educa

tion of the deaf in that it provides objective information in the area 

of communication methodology. For almost two hundred years a contro

versy regarding method of communication has raged in the field 

(Klopping, 1971, p. 16) with very little research (Myklebust, 1964; 

Quigley, 1969) and much emotionality. The current study is a step in 

the direction of reversing this si<tuation by providing an objective 

scrutiny of methods. It is hoped that additional studies of method

ology in other areas of the academic programs of schools for the deaf 

will be undertaken. 

This doctoral dissertation at The University of Arizona was 

preceded by a doctoral study (Klopping, 1971) in which the finding was 

made that "... almost one-third of the subjects did not understand 

language at an adequate level under any of the methods of communica

tion (Klopping, 1971, pp. 59-60)." While Klopping's subjects had 

utilized the Simultaneous Method at the Arizona State School for the 

Deaf, the present study compared that method with Visible English. 

Because of the inadequate academic achievement of deaf children and 
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because of the paucity of adequate research concerning communication 

methodology, this study in its objective comparison of Visible English 

and the Oral-Simultaneous Method makes a contribution to the field of 

education of the deaf. 

This study appears to be pertinent in that it indicates that 

the written and spoken language level of the deaf child can be improved 

when the child is allowed to see connected language. The study pro

vides an unbiased evaluation of the Visible English Method which has 

been in operation for a group of children for approximately eight 

years and it presents evidence of the value of the continuation of 

that method. 

Recommendations for Future Research 

It is recommended that additional studies be undertaken to: 

1) Compare the language ability of children who have utilized 

Visible English from age 18 months or earlier with that of 

children who have utilized other methodologies. 

2) Compare the language ability of children who have utilized 

the Visible English Method with that of a comparable group of 

children who have utilized speech and speechreading only. 

3) Replicate this study with a group of children with whom Visible 

English has been used consistently in all in-class and out-of-

class activities. At the present time, an effort is made to 

provide Visible English in all activities at the Louisiana 

State School for the Deaf, but signing still exists during the 

hours after school. 
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4) Compare read language ability of children where different ap

proaches to teaching reading are used; i.e., the experience 

story approach, the basal reader approach, the use of teacher-

made texts, and others. 

5) Investigate the influence of untrained and inexperienced 

teachers on each group of students used in this study. For 

several years the Louisiana State School for the Deaf has 

employed untrained teachers who worked under supervision and 

took courses in deaf education concurrently with their teach

ing experiences. The effect of uncertified teachers on lan

guage development should be determined. 

6) Replicate this study with younger and with older age groups. 

7) Investigate why children who used Visible English were superior 

in ability to use written language and in ability to use ex

pressive oral and/or manually spelled language but not in 

ability to read language. 

8) Replicate the study with a random sample of 30 children from 

the total sample of children in the present study after a 

period of 2 years. This would provide an opportunity to test 

whether the differences in written language (in productivity, 

syntax and in the use of abstraction) and in the use of gram

matically correct expressive language which prevail at this 

time still exist and whether there are additional gains in 

ability to read, write and use grammatically correct expres

sive spoken and/or manually spelled language. 
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9) Study parental participation in order to compare language 

ability of children whose parents utilize Visible English with 

the language ability of children whose parents (1) make no 

attempt to communicate, (2) use signs with the child, (c) use 

the oral approach. 
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