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= ~ '« DEVIANT, .DELAYED, OR DIFFERENT \5{ « "3
o= : 3) . , .
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- The program title for this presenfation suggesgs a focus
| f'é . ‘ PR - e .

: on tnegtreatment of children with lapguage dysfunction. In a
e X . ’ \
‘sense that will be the topic, but i of disussing oral '
\\&. ‘ g 7@
?_' .. Lang nguage nroblems. I would llie to follow Ms. Ganschow s fead
@
by focusirng ognthe written compositions of_hearing impaired
*" - * .. € .
childaren and young adults, particularly as theée_wr;tings seenm )
te form a vargation‘pf'Englis(h,a which we will discuss later

- h . . \ .,
as Deaf Engli NG -
as D2af English. - RS -
¢ - 7 . 5 o w -
. ~ . For the language perfogmance of-childten described as
I .~ < " ) o
Baving linguistic dysfunction,‘two classifications have been
L. . ’
; used ta explaln such language anq{E&tlon problems, namely:
. ,
- " a -
! .1} the category of linguistic rule deviancy or 2) severe delay
. . in language onset. These two cqngepts have been used to describe
language in ‘children whose problems ;nclude hearlng 1mpa1rment
‘ L3
mental retardation, henav1oral/emo+10na disorder, or socio-
AN economic disadvantage (Rereiter and Englemann: Cooper; Fuller;
\r\
- - . . ¥
() Lee; Lennebery, Nichol \,aﬁd Rodennvrge-; Leonard; Menyuk; Newfield
™~ ) rx ) B i
D and Schlanger; Schmitt).’ There is, however, ciear evidence thalt
- » . , . ,
LL \\the‘child who is a non-standarsd dia iéct speaker or socialdy
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d&sadvantaged,bg?§ peither, a language deviance or a delay,: .
‘ : N .ot ‘_ . » »

but well ordered systematic language performance lineﬁaﬂywogger
- . - . .

- . -

in'his speech community (Baratz; -Cazden; Houstcn; Labov and

2 ~ . 3
-

cohen). IJhus, such children's languége performance can be

described as dialectical rather than deviant or delayed/ I
~ o e ) a3 \ . ,
do not wish to consider these latter children, but rather to

2

focus on use of the aforementioned g}assifications as appiied ; ‘
to éﬁq§§ficanﬁly heariné'imﬁéiréé{?hildreq; The concgpfs of . '
deY;aﬁcy'ana/or delay whehxépggged to deaf'gersoqs have en- .
gendered a controversy amoég,régearchers

/

-

wiether the language per formance of deaf

and‘educators as to

persops is predo£§nantly
» ? ). . ’ <
d%viant, delayed, or some cogbination of these-concepts, or

: . i
. . . » A
perhaps even dialectical -in nature. .
Cs - 3
Before pursuing this con;rovéfsy, let me offer workKing
0\ .. . 3
N 3 I3 3 - '. 3 3 =~ - <
definitions of the descriptive terms. Singe: the focus de- .
. ‘ - . . ’\,’
scribing language should be in tefersnce to its rule base and w
developmental patterns, each definition will be framed from that E
i . _ ’ .
perspective. Linguistic rulie-deviancy can be 8éfined as the o
, N .. . RS * Y . c -
condition in which a child or person using language has nd ~ /
- h ]
4 . . e~

identifiable rule system, or has devé&oped-a rule sy éem that
- A4 . [} 4
is totally or pardially at odds with the mother fongue and * ‘
¢ - " i 3
normal developmental patterns. In the latter case, there 1is /
. - 14_ . . . \
presunably no congruence between the target language to be

- -
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learned or the developmental stages specified for normally
hearing éhildre?’as tHEy move stage by stage toward tloser

approximetions of the adult grammar, ag% the rule system of the "
/ . . - .

. . ¢
linguistically deviant¢child7 Lang%age delay, on the other .

hand, refers either to,a condition in which the,chilq;displaié‘:

. LN . . . .
rule Understanding that is developmentally similar to pro-

) I . ) ‘
ductions actually recorded forwyounger children,. or which shows

» Qe

L ‘ L4 - .
v - N . . A ‘s - .
a lag at alil ages, but 1is st;ll‘p;oére551ng toward more soO-
_3 ' . . 7 ‘ . .
‘panisticated language behavior even tholigh the end product
. S '

may not be anything liké& adult forms. Dialectical difference

refers to the situation in which .the child h§§'acquir9d‘é rule

Q, : ~e
. . Y e . .
system that is consistent, but different from that of ‘the
. . . > . ) 4 N Y
majority language. In this instance, the child's rule system
| iy .. o
_ has developeé, but because of. some external factors which are
. 4 N . " N R . -

consistent across all children of his speech-community, nis

. L i

language patterns are systematically ddifferent ffom that of

’ >
the majority or power dialect. To®qualify as . a ‘'dialect of
- \ _’" \.l
- . . y . ) 3 - . - N »
the majority language, however, 1t must be intelligible to

.' ¥ ’ . N
users of that standard dialect. ngiancy or delav appear
in isolated children and seem to Pe idiosyncratic for these
& %,

cnildren, whereas dialectical Gifferences presuppose consistent

- .

.

language performance within entire speech or

«

language communities,
T |

~

for example, speakers of Black English.-

'

Traditionally, hearing impaired youngsters have been viewed

.
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total reorganization of sehsori-cognitive processing. - Thus,

fmplicit in this position is/$Qf gotion that de€f=ch11§£eq must

' ) < ' ' \¢ * ﬁ RN
as deyiant}tanguage learners. . The primary proponents\§$ the N

LY
~
. - *
-

deviant effects of hearing 1m§altment have stemmed from and _, C

s Pe ~

been deeply 1nf1uenced by the works of Myklebust 1962 ) and .
|( -t
L "\ - »r_ 3

Furth (1966). Nyklebustxhas advocated the notlon that 51nceﬁ/

» s AN
, -

hearing serves.a-prlmary 1nformatlon sourcéf its ellmlnatlon. (\

.t - \
pro@uces an organismic“Shift in chilgren, which results in a \

- i 4

- ~ R D .. v ] Z -
.

< . L€, .
when language fs?ms are superimposed cn this impeéerfect base, » \
- p) . ' d
g e "~ - * ., i s ‘*Q“- . I R
what results is a déviant langdage system. 1In contrast,»Fdrth

‘. r

states that the only}effect‘of deafness is on 1abguage learning !

»

. . »
. * ‘ [8

per se, and the cognitive prlocesses that are:dependent on lin-
guistic mastery. It is his supposition that all-non-language: ° '
» . 7 .
e . N - j.
\ . . L o
learning of the §hi1d is unaffected, and that théﬁéeaf child
) ) 7 - 4 ¢ y e . . : /:(L
quickly develops an idid%ect based on npnaudito%y,communication./'ﬁ’
> . . , . I 4 . 1)

. . > ~

P

A ’

. > ~ € " * . -
NP oL L Ce oo
have difficulty ik acquiring Verbal- poral/auditory) language
N . TS e o8
since it must be superimpgse&.on a ehild»who is functioming = <
. v, !’ ‘ + J
we*1 w1thout it and wqo indesa naS(ﬁo motlvatlon or need to

learn it. From his writing, grtn seems very- pe551mxst1c about _;‘4

> A\l
. . - . : . E

. . s .
the deaf child's abillt? to achieve "normal" langquage function

: o . : \ %
regardless of instructional mode, , : R i !
. . . . ¢ N , ¢ [
With such theoretical modé}s-domlnéht in the area.of o,
) . P ' 4 K ' ’ . o T : Al ‘ v
heading impairment, it is notasurﬁkgsing that the intensive re-¥ = ]
. /Q., 1’\’ o . ﬁ‘ o e "} 1
search into language aynctlonlng of hearlng 1mpa1red énlldrenv . if’ A
- : l ‘ * ’, 'l
N .
‘ " .
-~ 'r) - B ' ‘:
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.or "Bdults- ‘has resulted in 1nterpretatlons that
/

) p051tlon. Several stuales by Qulgley and the Unlvers ty of

5

R
\\.1111nols research group . (wll?/rwand Quigley, 1971, i 72}; b

<

; ° Lowenbraun (1970), Myklebust (1964), schmiit (1968
i A - . . * .

-

) and others
* have generated data,;oftenéfrom a psychoiinguistic ‘:ame"of

reference, that has been interpreted in this vei

' the audlence w1th this’ type o} esearch I want to dlSCUSS one'

v

.. ‘ of these studles brlefly, one by Wilbur andsQuigley (f§72) on

7’

deaf chlrﬁren s understandlng of- relative clauses. The study
')

o ’ conslsted of admlnlsterlng a test 1n which 450 hearm%g 1mpa1red

. ’ L ¢
e,

. youngsters, ranging in age from ten to eighteen years, had to -

~indicate the1r acceptance of ina
i . L
. p ,enploylng relatlve clause restractlons The results inditated.

>

. that hearing 1mpaired§children

: .- - face order of the sengence

had a tendency to read the sur75

1
rather than looking at 1ts deep
H} : structure. Such. oehav1or resulted in thece chlldre
o . -
o

e,

n th1nk1ng

entences .

that the g1r1 went home ‘rather than the boy in such s

4

as Tdb BOY, WHO HIT THE GIRL WENT HOME. Such behav1or was
\')\

t

s
mance,

'1nterp?eted as dev1ant or yhnexpected languagezperfor

ES

a-. The prlmarv dlfflculty with studles such as I have just
~

. 1]

ring the llngulstlc

-
* .

|
{ o, refcrred?to }s that they perSlSL in compa

. performance of hearlqg 1mpa1red chmldren*against a perfect norm,
19 .‘ y N a

v ' namely, adult or mature Engllsh usage '3esearch on normally
. . '

’ . 5

i
|
|
|

favor the deV1ant‘ ’

?
-

& A ‘
I 1s 1in, To/famxllarize Kt
L] -

pproorlate linguisticd forms -.}r y
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hearing childrerd developing language dofie by such researcheré

*as Bloom (1973), Brown (1973),A?erguéon and Slobin (1973),-and -
. Menyuk (1971) 1ndrcate that chlldren rarely, f ever, use,

i . . ‘ . : {

receptlvely or expre551vely, what llngulsts deflne -as perfect

. 4 kS

or mature English. Sanders (19715 in her stuoy of adult com-~

3
~ - - . ¢

prehen51on of ask and tel censtructlons even raiges a question
. 6.,

s i

as to whether the concept of adult or mature English even exlsts

. ~ °

3 ’ . o e
w /~at all. It seems nisky therefore, to compare any dlfferent
: i _ Yy 5

~ language user against an absolute norm. Unfortunately& eveh .
- ‘e : , . ."’- e v . c, - ¢ .
il [ .
in those few studies in which comparisons have been madé against
. .- .

. ! A
¢ . L tey, Fid v

’ . [} -
. fcrual language samples of normally hearing children of* identical
roc i - : ~

’ », - [}

.chronological age or of presumed lanquage%developmental age
, I . ’ - ) ) ' . . N
.equivalency, research focus is usually on error amount ‘pf the
. oo . 3. /
formance of either grqup«
Y ' - ) > .
Q - - . . . ‘ . .q = » .
The concept of delay in hearing impaired children's language
\ L ., ? R ‘ '. t LR

vauifition_has been exploredausing actual language behaﬁipr

/

]
&

A

-

- N * . - Y

J
done at the gnlverslty of Cincinnati by ‘Morrison (1970) Juenké
M i ' '\ . B “ . o "’ . ’.
(1971), anc¢ Hess (1972) and studies such as those completed .

2

oy Twerey aﬂd Hoemann (l973),xRower and Quigley (1973) and
A ' .

\§retschmer (1972) have sugcested that the deaf Chlld s. proclem

. . i
. . * ' 3. . . . LN b J

. = - ' N . ° ' : x :
deaf subjects with little discussion on the qualitative per-— i

from norntally hearlng cnlldren as the base of comparlson.. studies

> . B N . . M
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is primarily a lack of experlence with language, whlch resultss

pE, . \ .

’ s
in a slgnlflca t developmental lag in acquls&tlon, rather than

.
-

*the aCQu151tlon of grossly deylant language patterns. <

¢

A survéy of two of these studles w1ll flesh out the delay

. .
v N A § . . ’ ’

model. Morrison (1970) studled tnlrty hearing 1mpa1reo ygyng- -

.
Fed

&

sters andvsixty normallxﬂhearing'youngsters; ages twe}ve to .

. '7 .

sixteen years, who gave drawlng responses to the Nortﬁwestern “
- ”i‘*j(‘

Syntax Screening Test' sentences. The latter test presents tng

’ N~ M »

sentences in a contrastlve manner "to ascertaln whether knowPedge

-
.

. of a partlcular llngulstlc form exists, such as THE FISH IS

¢

SWIMMING and THE FISH ARE SWIMMING to a%pertaln comp;éhenslon
I . (-y
of singular and plural cooula verbs., The'study revealed two

M . e

provocatlve flnalngs- a) the patterns{of alf‘ncultytfor thé-

>

e *

<, two groups of students were parallel, so that the md%t dlffﬂgult /

i

3

item for the hearing'impaired was likely tb: be the most QAfficultO.‘
z ’ 4 ) .‘\ . N LY . : - .

for the normally hearing, and b) the types of plcture portrayals

a L

madé by noth groups of chlldren were essentlally the same

f . . Sewooof, -

-

wnlch because Of the lack of age, dlfferences between éhe two

. » l’ » [y ’ a
o d

groups, tend to argue-lfor a-deliay explanation‘rather‘than a ¥
a/.._ v ¢ . N - .
’ . - 7
" deviarnt rule mbdel . ' <o 4

. ‘ ) N g h
Hess's 01972)'stuéy Waf an attempt td track the language :
- "r ia . ‘, ; ‘ . . ;

Cm N
hd “ v . . < > : * g
grthh of a;hearfng rmpalred boy ages four years nine mone;s“n -
. . . ¢ LY

]

3
0 H

R .

whose he@ring impairment ‘had been alscovered 19 months prev1ouslx
*
b

\
.

’ ’
The approach was one of recording linguistic utterances and

%

. . .
. R .
N
¢ . .
.
a .
.




writing a grammar of the emerging language patterns. ?Tc anes—
t

tigate whether the effects of the 1anguage developme program

in which he was enrollea which was baseo on the developmental

& o ' .
literaturevthen .current;- was productive, a comparison normally

. hearrpg child of comparable linguistic age was also studied !

l/during a five month time period. The results indicated that

N L4
. A~

only two differences existed between the two children at the ,

end of the study: first, that the hearing impaired child”s
. 8 L

-

v -

SUBJECT POSITION was less differentiateé, probably a result

] K
,of teaching since only his name, his mother's, and his teacher's
‘weﬁe usga?throughout.this period injsubject position; secondly;
- v i ‘ 4 . ‘
'the hearing inpaired child had achieved a.more compiete negation
grammatical form thanfhad the‘normaily hearing child. Even’

4

though chronologically almost two years apart, whea the’ subjects
S e .

T were matthed on 1inguistic age at the beginning of th< study,

- L) . . ~ »
’

similar language growth was observed, thus, showing only a

4 ¢

ﬂj 1ahguage~de1ay difference between 'the two children.

- .
¢
¥ o s

It is, 'SE course, possiole that a compromise of these two

positions may be ngarer the truth, namely, that deviant. delayed;
L o~ . N .
¢ : : ]
m% and even normal systems exist side by’ side. For, exampie,
¢ v ¢ gl }' « ) : S\

Quigley, Smith, and’Walbur (1974) in examining normally hearing

[
)

and hearing impairod childrcn § willingness to accept as correct

! N

f
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ildstances of .various types  of, incorrect usages—of relative

i
’ «

) «clauses observed that deaf children were W1lling to accept

IS
< Y . LN

certain forms more frequently than normally hearing childref,

L’

~ Con et el
whereas’ other forms were shown to be accepted in a similar

.
Joy e - s

. - . .
. . I ‘' hd . . !

‘. e . -
- fashipn by the th.groups.Qh;n E’second.study by Quigley, Wilbur, °
and M@ntanelli {1974) on comprehensjon of Guestien forms,-

nearing impaired Chl dren were again more willing to accept Sl

- -
~

irregular\ﬁorms such as ‘opying as an sentences like WHERE TdE .

<. DOG - IN THE PARK? than,were a sample of normally hearing children,

‘.. . - A4

! even'though development of an understanding of yes—no}questions
L , : - , 1

.and wh-question forms was grogressdng in a similar manner. These

¢ +

-

f" . jgndings lead those authors to suggest that. developmental and
1 '

. devlant rule systems may exxst 51de by/side in the deaf child.

s o In support of tnis position, Kretscnmer (1974), :in a
X " vy

study £ the written language of approximately 1200+ normally

i e ) ﬂ .
. _hearing and 1200+ hearing impaired writers, ages éight tnrough

)
-

~

twenty, - from a/varietyaof educational settings, hés oDserved

-
° . -
. -

some unusual performance particularly with reference to semantic

‘ . » 4
~ . P - 0 -

eqU1va1entsa For instance,fsome stative/process verbs in EnglisK,
L E _ .

- .takeainfinitive complements only, whereas others take ‘action

v '

e

g . ' nominal complements only, while st 1l others take both Want

’,

is an.example of the first type of verb; enJoY of the second

. and like of the third j,In the stories of-hearing\%mpaired'

children, except for children from a single school for the

- Q ‘.: l . " _ - {O




3

.thué,‘fesﬁitfng‘in“sentence° sucHJ%§ HE IS ENJOéING TO WORK.

"of these forms. 1In examining the use of location prepositions

’f

deaf . the rule seems .to d1v10e statlve/process verbs‘into only

. t ok - . . -
‘ ’ e 2 -

two claSSes, namely, those verbs that take fhflnltlves and those’
] . .. /’ s
tﬁét take both ;nflnltlvg aha action nongnal constructlgxs
. - /

. appears that for these writers’ tﬂésactlon nomlnal Gn‘y category

// N

of verog’havevbeen regularlzed into the 1nf1n1t1ve categoryk

. . P ~

- 1 .

‘-Such‘classification of proceﬁs/stative vérbs has'nogkbeen ob-

s »

served among thé norﬁgjlj hearlng writers. in thls satple.
‘V s ° .- - s -}r‘ (
I have also noted instances of 1angqage delay in these

‘ '
b el

compositions. For example, one of the most difficu1t=constkuctions
for hearing’ impaired children to master is the use of‘prepositions,

P . . N “
. '

. - - > . > f A
Adverbial prepgsitions can be ‘divided by their semantic Tunction

<

‘\ t N . - . .
. . - « .
R ~ ' . o

within sentences, tbat is, adverbials of location, time, causality,

’

‘reason, possession, and- so forth. Clark (1973) suggests that

’ ‘ - ) ~ "'-. N 1 .
location adverbials are among the first tq.be established in

) 9. * . v . * N
3 . -yt . . . . .

P . P N wa . .. to.
the verbal comprehension/output of nor$ally,hear1ng children.
. _ S S

. 7 . .

” .

Clhrx has also postulated that statlona*y prep051tloﬁs are achleved

before dlrectlohal onds,. and that the dimensional aspect( that
. \-,_

is, one, two or three drmen51ons, is ignored in. the early acquisition

ry

. -

. S
. ,

by young hearing impaﬂ;eg?%riters, it' is evident that hearing

impaired yoltngsters usec stationary prepositions in place;of

.




bRy

ufdir%et;pnal'ones, résulting in senténces such as I RODE AT

. ! 4 -
- - .

CHICAGO, and that the dimensional_cSnetraints of prepositions

- o) .
were often:ggnored*resdltigg in sentences such as I P\'T THE
‘ A : . g _
? -t i8] : ¢ . ) . : : N 4
BALL AT THE BOX. Such cpnfusions’éf%o appeared in .normally =

H . v - t
>

helaring writerskup to about thirteen years 6f'age,_so-ihat with,

' ~

' . - ) ‘ Coe .
. respect to thx form, the prlmary dlfferences are ones of

i R ! n_ < . P
1nten51ty of error rate and their persxstence throdbh the
\ N . . ‘ ”~ . . - ". Y .
twenty'year old composition of the hearing impaired'W'iters. . .

] N . L

THﬁs, I havexpeguu to tentatlvely hypothe51ze the coexlstence

d : .

. e ’

oﬁ}dev1ant "and developmen;ally delayed.systems in the grahmars
. v . k) N

“

of hearing impaired children, Mlght it not be 51mg1er, howevery

to "describe these riles as constituting a dialecﬁical‘difference

Y
N -

' o " . .- CLE v
rather than showing a domplicated assortment of desiant, .

('

\ -~ oo ‘ ’

delayed, and nq;mal rules. Nonscandard dialébté are' used by

-

speech communltles that generally have more 1n‘common than the

way. they speak such as economic or geographic cqnditions and
s : ' -
ard generally also groups that are socio}ogidally\isolated from

»
‘.

the power structdre, If the wrlcten language performance of

.
\

‘the hearlng impaired stems"from influenqes such as 1€e 1nter-

r -
action with sign or gesture }anguage " the abseuce of early

<3 . »

s;1nu1at10n, and/or the use of con51stent‘¢deaf" teaching >

° [

strate@%es, then, these common factors could ahd probably should
result in a nonstandard'dialect, or- Deaf English. '
! : Co- ) ‘ .

=

)
~
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‘ ‘studies on Dedf English show -that it, in fact, does share

‘characteristics with fnother nonstandard dialect, Black English,

such as different use of the éopula, of pronoun redundangy, *

- . . . . $
- as well as Hav ng . unxqueffeatures of. its own which are gyntac- .

’
- L} & ’

e 1‘a11y differ né%;mn:predom*nantly semantlcallv different

in nature. The fdct {hat Deaf English was not observed in all

R N .
. chaldren ip‘ﬁhe-&teﬁschmer {1974) study suggests that deafness
. .o ’ i N ;9.—\ C . ’

per se eannot exp%@in its appearance. ,Quiglejt Smith, énd
. _ ) v ’
Wilbur (1974) .ambng others have -suggested that the interactidn
. ¢ A . R .

between the primary sign language used among Geaf individuais

and their limited exposure to’standard fqrms could result in

-

. systematic deyiations, which, in our opinion, could be one
‘ . ¢ 2 .

source of dialectieal variation. .

.
’ . - ct,

~ ~

b Another factor in dialectical variation could be the methods

- M ’ »

. of instruction used with deaf children.' For inctance, enjoy

1s often given as a synonym of like to deaf children, and like

.
Y

1§ chiefly used in its infinitive form during the early period
. of deaf-childreq‘s language development. Thus, through the

information provided, the deaf child comes to hypothesize a

s*ngle rule for both like and enjoy., which becomes differentiated

for like, but not for enjoy. In this instance, a teaching

_methodology has contributed to formation of a nonstandard Engliéh

rule, which is so consistent across the 1200+ children I

P

studied that it assumes the position of a dialectical variation.

b
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

:ompoundéh over many rules deaf writers could then come to

.
L]

L

censtitute a group apart from the standard dialect usars o
-~ ” -

written English. ’

Lastly, the isolation imposed by school sattings obn hearing

. . .
impaired yoangsters too could be a source of dizlectical vari-
1 .

Ol
~

. N . '
ation. Because of the lack of varied models and the meed or

- _ « -

desire to control linguistic, as well as social, input into

children, the deaf child is confined to a single pattern oi

. -

response, which becomes resistive to change when he leaves school

as an adult speaker. Tnis situation is analogous to that of

' ’

. . -
the so-called Blsck dialectical speaks;. Because oif racial,

socio-econoric factors, he is confined to a set of dialectical
speakers and unless encouraged as a child, becomes less and

less receptive toc code switching or relearning as he approaches

maturity. Code switching only becones possible, however,

when two conditions are met: 1) thie child is provided with

appropriate models oi the targec code and 2) he is not humiliated
in his atgempts to learn the second code, factors wnhich are
not necessarily present in cucrent sthool settings for heacinqg
impaired children. '

The implications of this position are manifold, However,
the mest immediate and relevant point is a negd for a reexamination

of ous teaching systems and procedures with hearihg impaired

.

in

children, unless it is Our position to systematically romote
& &

14 _ 3

—

f .
[#9)

R

L
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Deaf English, -a language system‘which fLec date has effectively
. - 3
- 3

excluded deaf persens from access to their rightfu«l scademic,

v . ’ -~ . X . .
vecational and sseial place in socliety.
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