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ABSTRACT 

Given the well-known reading difficulties of deaf students, a program has been developed to 

bypass the sound barrier for reading development (i.e., speech-based reading skills and spoken 

language knowledge; Supalla & Blackburn, 2003). The gap between American Sign Language 

(ASL) and written English is wide and must be closed according to the linguistic accessibility 

framework. Reading instruction subject to investigation is based on the use of special tools along 

with instructional procedures designed to facilitate the transition from ASL (L1) to written 

English (L2; Supalla, Wix, & McKee, 2001). A two-week tutorial case study was undertaken 

with two deaf elementary-aged students. This study is based on a mixed methods design that 

includes quantitative and qualitative data. The first type of data subject to analysis was collected 

both through the students’ work in decoding signs written in an ASL alphabet and in their 

reading aloud activities with gloss text. The deaf students’ performances are examined through 

the use of Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills and running records. The students’ 

change in performance over time reveals that they made progress through the Curriculum-Based 

Assessment and post-tutorial assessment. The second type of data collected through videotaping 

classroom discourse (using ASL for teaching reading), was subject to analysis to capture the 

students’ reading behaviors. The description of the tutorial sessions indicates that the two 

students are able to learn how to read through a scaffolded procedure. The guided reading 

activities led by the tutor provide rich insights on how the students’ signed language knowledge 

is connected to print and with English. The relationship of what is learned in the classroom and 

the performance with the measures are found to be positive. The ramifications of these findings 

include a consideration for how regular education operates as well as the education of other 

children who experience reading difficulties.     
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INTRODUCTION 

     Schooling is one of the most important resources for living in western society. It centers on 

the written mode of a language, with an emphasis on reading and writing. There are students who 

struggle to read in English. Students who are at risk for becoming school failures are likely to 

come from low-socioeconomic families, be second-language learners, have learning disabilities, 

reading disabilities, speech and language impairments, visual impairments, hearing impairments, 

and suffer cognitive deficiencies (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Deaf students are part of this 

group, and their reading difficulties are well known (e.g., Padden & Ramsey, 1998; Paul, 2003; 

Paul & Quigley, 1987). As part of combating deaf students' struggle with reading, Johnson, 

Liddell, and Erting (1989) argued that they need to have a strong language base, and it would 

have to be through American Sign Language (ASL). The signed language must also be used as 

the language of instruction and for teaching these students written English as their second 

language or L2. This proposal is new and in need of elaboration and to be supported through 

research. The process of how deaf students can learn to read in English through signed language 

must be outlined and verified through data if collected and analyzed.  

     The movement for ASL in the field of deaf education is exciting and promising. The roots for 

this type of outcome lie in the recent, if not belated recognition of signed languages as part of the 

human language family of the world. In the 1960s and 1970s, linguists began to examine ASL to 

determine if it is an authentic language of its own. William C. Stokoe was able to examine the 

signed language used in the United States by using linguistic principles. This is where ASL has 

since been considered a full-fledged human language (i.e., Stokoe, 1960; Stokoe, Casterline, & 

Croneberg, 1965). This signed language shares a wide range of properties that have been found 

within spoken languages (e.g., Klima & Bellugi, 1979; Wilbur, 1979; Valli, Lucas, & 

Mulrooney, 2005). A number of other signed languages have received attention worldwide. A 
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new emphasis in research is in understanding signed language typology (i.e., Bergman and 

Wallin 1990; Sutton-Spence and Woll 1999; Zeshan 2000). Based on these developments, the 

issue of whether or not signed language constitutes language in its own right is no longer 

pursued.  

     Given that the confidence in ASL as a language is high, some educators have begun to 

examine in depth how to use signed language to support the reading process with deaf children. 

This is especially true concerning how restrictive the English language is for deaf students to 

learn and later apply to the learning to read process. The complication lies in how deaf children 

who use ASL as their oral language and yet need to learn English as their L2. Two languages 

with different modalities (signed vs. spoken) is the main concern for the learning process 

involved. Not included here is how one language is presented in the oral mode and the other in 

written mode. Many questions are raised over the ramifications of English as a written language. 

Traditional reading theory suggests that English must be treated as an oral language before a 

child can learn to read. It is clear that deaf children do not have the hearing capacity for learning 

spoken language. Reading experts are assured that word identification/decoding skills and the 

opportunity for young children to engage in reading aloud activities are important for reading 

development purposes. In this light, more work is evidently needed to clarify what it takes for 

deaf children who are proficient in ASL to become fluent readers in English. Their signed 

language knowledge must be taken into account and the gap between ASL and written English 

closed before deaf children can be expected to achieve English literacy. Tools and instructional 

procedures are essential to developing a pedagogy designed to bypass sound prerequisites to 

reading development as indicated by English.   

     In addition, linguistic accessibility is posed as a critical concept where deaf children not 

becoming proficient in ASL and failing to learn to read in English become unacceptable (S. 
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Supalla & Cripps, 2008). This is especially true when their cognitive capacity is proven to be 

normal according to different studies. The biases associated with written culture need to be 

addressed as the reading difficulties reported for certain groups of children who can hear. The 

lack of attention to the positive attributes of oral culture is a serious problem and how too many 

children are not provided with a transition to written language. Deaf children may have their own 

“problems”, but they also come from an oral culture where ASL is not a written language and 

has oral traditions. A universal design for reading instruction will account for all children no 

matter what type of culture they may come from and what barriers they may face. For the issue 

of curriculum, the ease of learning is deemed as a critical factor for reading development and 

how cognition needs to be better prepared in oral language as well as for written language.   

     Given the focus on deaf children and their reading abilities, the study undertaken aims at 

documenting and evaluating a two-week tutorial program where two deaf elementary aged girls 

participated and experienced an accessible and possibly universal form of reading instruction. 

The scaffolding of different reading/language skills are stressed for their transition from ASL to 

written English. The design here is supposedly free of biases associated with oral and written 

cultures. The priority for research is set on understanding what effects that gloss and The 

Resource Book have on the learning process and how comparative analysis between the gloss 

and English texts allow for learning English structures. Word identification/decoding skills 

through ASL are included for the purpose of understanding how a cross-linguistic experience in 

learning and mastering English literacy can happen. The combined process of learning to read 

and a new language (i.e., English) is what constitutes the design adopted for the tutorial. The two 

deaf students and their tutor who is proficient in ASL are subject to classroom discourse analysis. 

An assessment will also be done on the students’ performance on a variety of reading measures 
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developed for the purpose of this study. Both quantitative and qualitative data are considered in 

depth and for their interaction.   

     Before considering the results, it is important to review and understand the nature of literacy 

and difficulties associated with language and reading. This is where one can learn about how 

different groups of children cope successfully or not successfully with the biases of reading 

instruction design. Deaf students are targeted for why their reading difficulties are supposedly 

the worst and what rationale has been made for their poor performance to date. With the other 

chapters, the present dominance of written language is described and how it takes place at the 

expense of oral language. Issues associated with cognition for written language are stressed for 

why improvements in reading instruction need to be made. The overall cognitive capacity of deaf 

children and adults are part of this investigation, especially for their intelligence and what their 

brain functions look like. In terms of pedagogy, the limitations of speech-based strategies are 

explained in detail and what action needs to be undertaken before deaf children can experience 

the process of “learning to read”. Some of the ill-conceived efforts in bridging ASL to written 

English will be discussed and how reading theory needs to account for the particular needs of 

deaf children as a group.    
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CHAPTER ONE: LANGUAGE, LITERACY, AND READING DIFFICULTIES 

     Deaf children are now widely viewed as having full language capacity given that signed 

language is presented in their environment for acquisition and use. Unlike English or rather any 

spoken language, the signed language is visual and gestural in nature. This presents a parallel 

situation where deaf children and adults alike can communicate and interact when an accessible 

linguistic system is in use. Implications of such an understanding are profound, especially when 

considering how English should be introduced as a language in a bilingual educational setting.     

     English is the language of American society and reading in that language is considered of 

paramount importance for success. Yet, pervasive reading difficulties for deaf children are 

widely reported to be true. Language impairment was once the common explanation for poor 

reading abilities among deaf students (e.g., Krestchmer & Krestchmer, 1978). What this suggests 

is that deaf children cannot learn any language owing to their disability. A hypothesis persisted 

among educators that reading achievement would be expected to be poor and because of the 

disability’s influence, not much could be done about it in terms of effective pedagogy.  

     This scenario is bleak and untrue when signed language is in the picture. More recently, a 

better explanation lies in the notion that English, by its nature as a spoken language, is 

inaccessible to the deaf child. That is, deaf students do not acquire spoken language in a manner 

needed to be able to read it (e.g., Singleton, S. Supalla, Litchfield, & Schley, 1998; S. Supalla & 

Cripps, 2008). Much work is needed before deaf children as a group can become fluent readers 

of English. The fact that the average deaf student upon high school graduation performs at the 4
th

 

grade level in reading achievement (T. Allen, 1986; Holt, 1994, 1997; Traxler, 2000) is 

disturbing.  

     The degree of hearing loss plays a supposedly important role in the deaf child’s reading 

difficulties. Meaning, students with more hearing loss performed poorly with reading measures 
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compared to those with greater residual hearing (Conrad, 1979; Karchmer, Milone, & Wolk, 

1979). In addition, vocabulary measures with these students demonstrated a similar outcome 

(e.g., Lederberg & Spencer, 2001).    

     At the same time, promising research findings indicate that proficiency in ASL can result in 

deaf students’ better performance with reading performance in English (e.g., Hoffmeister, 2000; 

Padden & Ramsey, 2000; Chamberlain & Mayberry, 2000). This is where a strong interest has 

stirred among American educators concerning what to do next. Today, professionals recognize 

that monolingualism with English has constituted the field of deaf education over the years. With 

this understanding, researchers are proposing that teachers of the deaf start teaching their 

students differently. They portend that American Sign Language (ASL) should be treated as the 

deaf students' first language (L1) and English as their second language (L2; e.g., Charrow & 

Fletcher, 1974; Charrow & Wilbur, 1989). Upon closer look, however, one will find that the 

situation of instructing with ASL and English with deaf students is complicated. English is 

identified as the written language while ASL, on the other hand, is designated as the language of 

instruction, not English. As a comparison, Spanish can serve as the language of instruction or 

English can take that role for hearing students, depending on the circumstances. In this scenario, 

English or Spanish would not be designated as a written language. The situation for deaf students 

with ASL and English is markedly different and demands further attention and clarification.  

     In order to help define the relationship of ASL and written English concerning the education 

of deaf children, an examination on what is known of oral and written languages is necessary. 

The relationship between oral and written languages is not as simple as one might think. The 

situation of deaf education requires more sensitivity about this topic as language modalities are 

involved (i.e., ASL is a signed language and English is spoken). An investigation on oral culture 

among diverse populations in American society and through history will also help clarify what it 
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means to be an oral language. Written culture is widespread and different from what is known 

for oral culture. The dominance of written culture worldwide is not necessarily beneficial for 

children in general when it comes to how they learn to read. With this kind of understanding, a 

formal distinction between oral literature and written literature for curricular considerations is 

important. The definition of literary capacity for students enrolled in American schools needs to 

account for this distinction. 

 

I. Complications Concerning Language and Reading 

     To begin, many scholars once believed that there was no distinction between oral and written 

languages. That is, oral and written languages do not differ from each other (Goody, 1977). De 

Saussare (1960) argued that the written form is a representation of oral language. The written 

mode is described as adjacent to a language in this fashion. In a similar line of thinking, 

Bloomfield (1933) explained that the written mode is a way of recording the language in a 

visible form. The implications are that children who can see would have an “easy” time in 

learning how to read and write; only those who suffer visual impairment would experience the 

consequences.  

     What about the idea of teaching reading to deaf children? This intersection is where the early 

concepts about the relationship of language and print begin to present problems. For example, 

although deaf students can see the text, they have trouble learning how to read. This matter does 

not include the fact that many children who can hear experience reading difficulties as well; 

there is clearly more to reading than meets the eye. Oral language is supposedly far easier to 

learn as compared to print. A young child would acquire and master an oral language (i.e., 

spoken language for hearing children and signed language for deaf children) with ease, but 

reading development is an entirely different matter. The prevalence of schooling indicates that 
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reading is inherently difficult as students are not expected to be able to read once exposed to a 

text or learn how to read on their own.  

    One step towards better understanding the complexities of print was made by a group of 

scholars at The Prague Linguistic School. These scholars saw a need for a formal distinction 

between oral and written languages. This distinction is what Vachek referred to as ‘the co-

existence, in one and the same language, of two norms, the spoken and written’ (1973, p. 15). To 

describe Vachek’s school of thinking, Goody (1977) considers the differential role of spoken and 

written norms as follows: 

‘The SPOKEN NORM of language is a system of phonically manifestable 

language elements whose function is to react to a given stimulus (which, as a rule, 

is an urgent one) in a dynamic way… duly expressing not only the purely 

communicative but also the emotional aspect of the approach of the reacting 

language user. The WRITTEN NORM of language is a system of graphically 

manifestable language elements whose function is to react to a given stimulus 

(which, as a rule, is not an urgent one) in a static way… concentrating particularly 

upon the purely communicative aspect…’ (1977, p. 77).     

 

     The immediate audience for oral language and speakers is noted along with the dynamic 

nature of the oral mode involved. In contrast, the audience for a writer is not immediate nor do 

they respond or interact while the person writes the text; this is how the text becomes static. The 

functionalist approach to language is designed to help account for the differences between the 

oral and written modes. Unlike other scholars, the Prague scholars are concerned about the 

developmental or evolutionary factors concerning the two language types (i.e., written and oral). 

They are interested in the process of increasing the functional capacity of language, evident with 
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the introduction of writing systems as a technology (Goody, 1977). Many cultures are part of this 

movement that has altered the history and lives of humans throughout the world.  

     The impact of non-emotional written language on children when they learn to read must be 

considered. According to the Prague scholars, a child accustomed to an interactive quality as 

developed through oral language would need to relearn how to become a successful user of the 

written language. For the case of ASL, some efforts have been made in developing one writing 

system or another (e.g., Prinz & Strong, 1998). However, deaf people and their community 

continue to function without a widely accepted or highly functional writing system. Should a 

writing system become available and embraced for the signed language, deaf people are expected 

to cope with the differences between the oral and written modes as found among people who can 

hear.  

     There are more indications of difference between oral and written languages. Chafe (1985) 

argued that the main distinction between oral and written modes is based on the differences in 

processing. That is, writing is much slower than speaking (or signing), while reading is much 

faster. The written mode is described as less fragmented and more syntactically integrated than 

the oral mode. Writers tend to mold their ideas in complex, coherent, and sometimes complicated 

words and sentences, which is seldom used in the oral mode. Lexical density is reported to be 

higher in the written mode as compared to the oral mode (Halliday & Martin, 1993 as cited in 

Gee, 1996, p. 53). What this suggests is that a person reading a text would experience a heavy 

load of processing as compared to the same person participating in an oral conversation, for 

example.  

     Supporting this is how written literacy has produced cognitive effects through the 

decontextualization of language (Olsen 1977, 1994). Written text is described as highly 

decontextualized because it includes “…expressing its meanings in an unambiguous and 
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‘autonomous’ manner” (Foley, 1997, p. 420) which is less used in the oral mode. Eldredge 

(1995) explained that there is a different cognitive experience going on when students in school 

learn to speak/listen and read/write. Oral language does not produce such outcome. Students in 

schools do not learn to read and write naturally and in a subconscious way as they do when 

speaking and listening. Due to these reasons, the oral mode is claimed to be a primary form of 

language and the written mode as secondary.  

     Keeping this in mind, oral language has its own qualities as well. The oral form includes 

different aspects of human expression such as doing a monologue, presentation, and theater (e.g., 

Halliday, 1985). This is something that written language normally does not provide. In addition, 

oral language has prosodic and paralinguistic functions (Halliday, 1985). The foremost prosodic 

features of this language type are intonation and rhythm, whereas the paralinguistic features 

include tamber, tempo, loudness, and gestures. Concerning ASL, the language may not be 

spoken, but it has all of the indications of an oral language. For example, prosodic features such 

as intonation and rhythm in ASL are found (e.g., G. Allen, Wilbur & Schick, 1991; Wilbur, 

1991, 1994; Wilbur & Martinez, 2002). A speaker or performer in English or ASL would take 

into consideration of these features for a maximum effect on the audience. It is clear that the 

written text lacks certain oral language features, but it must be considered valuable in its own 

right. 

     In the field of education, it is the written mode of language that receives much attention, 

frequently at the expense of the oral mode. Before discussing this further, educators argue that 

reading is a complex process (Clay, 1993; Snow et al., 1998; Snow, 2002). This is not surprising 

given the secondary status of written language and how oral language is used to “support” the 

learning process involved. Clay (1993) explained that reading requires a process in both oral and 

written modes. In order to learn to read, students must bring knowledge from their oral language 
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to reading a written text. This arrangement has serious ramifications for deaf students who do not 

enjoy auditory access to spoken English for language acquisition and later in reading. 

Nevertheless, teachers are expected to use a student’s spoken language knowledge as part of 

making the transition to the written language. Integral to this process is how teachers assist their 

students in discovering the relationship between spoken and written modes (Eldredge, 1995).  

     As part of the typical classroom experience, Horowitz and Samuels (1987) explained that all 

students read the written text and then read aloud followed with a discussion on the information 

from the written text. The reading aloud activity would take place with the text matching the oral 

language in structure or “word for word”. For deaf students, the text would be different from 

how they sign. Cognitively speaking, these students knowing ASL (as their oral language) would 

be perplexed at how the English text is written morpho-syntactically when it is being read. They 

would not be able to monitor their reading based on their spoken English language knowledge. 

Adding to this woe, deaf students are not expected to decode individual words in the text as well 

as their counterparts. The development of phonetic skills in spoken language would be affected 

by their hearing loss. With these considerations, deaf students would find the English text to be 

highly inaccessible.  

     Many educators have understood that proficiency in ASL can make a difference in terms of 

deaf students’ reading performance with English. Although deaf students as a group may 

perform poorly as readers when comparing to the norms (e.g., T. Allen, 1986; Holt, 1994, 1997; 

Traxler, 2000), there is one variable that consistently predicts deaf students' superior reading 

performance. When the variable of ASL proficiency is controlled, deaf students proficient in the 

signed language are found to perform better in a variety of reading measures in English than 

those who do not (e.g., Hoffmeister, 2000; Padden & Ramsey, 2000; Strong & Prinz, 2000). 

Chamberlain and Mayberry (2000) explained that deaf students proficient in ASL apparently 
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have a cognitive and linguistic advantage leading to their superior performance in written 

English. Deaf students who failed to achieve native or native-like proficiency in ASL would not 

handle the reading process with English as well as the fluent signers.  

     Stating that deaf students know ASL does not imply that they are ready to read in English on 

their own. They still need to undergo reading instruction (Padden & Ramsey, 1998). The work of 

Singleton, Morgan, DiGello, and Rivers (2004) made it clear that deaf students who gained ASL 

proficiency via writing tasks did not perform as well in English as their hearing counterparts who 

learned English as a second language. Reading difficulties are supposed to be persistent for these 

deaf students despite their superior reading performance reported through research; lacking a 

connection between English and ASL has been proposed as a reason for the difficulties in 

reading development among deaf students, especially those who can sign fluently (Singleton et 

al., 1998). Teachers of the deaf, by and large, do not know how to teach reading to deaf students 

who are proficient in ASL. Pedagogy for deaf students designed to use ASL for the purposes of 

learning to read in English has been non-existent for most of the history of deaf education.  

     With deaf students falling into the category with other students who have difficulties with 

English literacy, it is easy to understand that speech therapy and auditory training become 

attractive. This is where conventional pedagogy would be used to support the teachers of the deaf 

in their classrooms. Although not ideal, learning and using spoken language is what allows deaf 

students to read aloud the text (via speech and the text consistent with how they talk). They can 

decode the individual words through phonetic skills as needed. The issue of how disability (in 

the form of deafness) becomes a barrier to reading development has become real and must no 

longer be ignored (S. Supalla & Cripps, 2008). Due to the lack of an alternative pedagogy, the 

advantages of ASL for the development of a strong language base with deaf students have 

become sidelined. What is most troubling is how the priority for language acquisition with ASL 
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gives way to the behaviorist view through conditioning and a heavy emphasis on training (e.g., 

see Sims, Walter & Whitehead, 1982 for the use of the “training” term for deaf students to learn 

English). The language acquisition approach with English would be ineffective and contrary to 

what is known in cognitive science or how language development should take place. Language 

impairment would be used to account for why deaf students could not do well in school (e.g., 

McAnally, Rose & Quigley, 1987). Granted, some teachers see the need for reform in terms of 

how reading is taught to deaf students, but the prevailing theory and practice are all powerful.  

     In this light, one cannot help but wonder about the application of the bilingual education 

framework to the education of deaf students. Upon closer look, this framework can be found 

inappropriate for deaf students. To begin, bilingual education is designed for use with students 

who can hear and whose L1 is other than English. The target students are frequently those who 

learn and use Spanish at home, and they need to learn to read in English in an effective way. 

They do not know sufficient English to benefit from the language-specific reading development 

strategies taught in the classroom. These spoken language bilingual students are encouraged to 

learn to read in their L1 as part of their coping with the reading difficulties in L2. Cummins 

(1981) proposed that bilingual students benefit from The Linguistic Interdependence Model by 

gaining proficiency in L1 and L2. Cummins (1979) described his theory in depth as follows: 

‘The developmental interdependence hypothesis proposes that the level of L2 

competence which a bilingual child attains is partially a function of type of 

competence the child has developed in L1 at the time when intensive exposure to 

L2 begins. When the usage of certain functions of language and the development 

of L1 vocabulary and concepts are strongly promoted by the child’s linguistic 

environment outside of school, as in the case of most middle-class children in 
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immersion programs, the intensive exposure to L2 is likely to result in high levels 

of L2 competence at no cost to L1 competence’ (p. 233).  

     The key concept for deaf students is the importance of L1 according to the bilingual education 

framework. Cummins' remarks suggest that once bilingual students’ L1 competence is gained, it 

would boost the level of their L2 competency. This is with the important understanding that L1 is 

taught through its written form. Recall how deaf students performed better with reading in 

English when they are proficient in ASL. Some educators have argued that bilingual education is 

appropriate for deaf students given such superior performance (e.g., Strong, 1988; 1995). The 

issue of how deaf students should learn to read in English as L2 is still not resolved. It was Paul 

and Quigley (1987, p. 145) who discussed some of the limitations concerning what Cummins 

proposed in terms of reading development as follows: 

1. Instruction in early grades is in [first language] L1. 

2. Reading is introduced in L1 after oral proficiency is established. 

3. Intensive instruction is given in L2; L1 may be used to teach L2; by this time, 

reading may be established in L1. 

4. Reading in L2 is introduced after oral proficiency in L2 is established. 

 

     The last part of the reading process where oral proficiency in L2 is necessary before reading 

instruction in that language can start indicates that deaf students must know spoken English in 

order to read. This is different from what some educators had in mind. They wanted a particular 

arrangement with written English as L2 along with ASL as L1 for deaf students. This proposal 

deserves further examination on its own, but it was not given a chance. Mayer and Wells (1996) 

argue that Cummins’ theory does not apply to deaf students even when they learn to read in ASL 

(as L1). The gap between written ASL and English would still be wide open. Bilingual students 
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who can hear continue to have an advantage, that is, being able to access to spoken English as L2 

in order to make the transition to the print form. They would be learning to read in L1 (oral to 

print in Spanish) and do the same in English (i.e., oral to print; Cripps & S. Supalla, 2004).  

     By design, bilingual education keeps two languages separate concerning the oral and written 

modes. What deaf students need is to combine the two languages with ASL as the oral language 

and English as the written language. That is, these students must rely on ASL as part of learning 

to read in English. This cross-linguistic arrangement would constitute a new avenue in reading 

theory. Special tools and instructional procedures are what allow teachers of the deaf to tap into 

their students’ signed language knowledge for reading development purposes with English (S. 

Supalla, 2003). The traditional process of using one language for the students to make a 

transition from the oral mode to print (in both monolingual and bilingual education models) is 

identified as a source of problems in application to teaching reading to deaf students.   

     As of now, Andrews, Leigh, and Weiner (2004) made it clear that there is a lack of coherent 

theory of literacy instruction concerning deaf students. Although ASL and English may have 

been widely recognized as two languages in the field of deaf education, more work is evidently 

needed on what constitutes effective reading instruction for deaf students. It seems clear that 

ASL (owing to its status as a signed language) must be introduced as the oral language for deaf 

students (thus serving as their L1). Their successful learning of written English as L2 is 

contingent on making a connection with the signed language. The fact that ASL lacks a written 

tradition is an important consideration and it should not be viewed as a stumbling block to 

developing a model of effective reading instruction. It is necessary to look at other groups of 

students who can hear and ask why reading can be difficult for them. This is especially true when 

students come to school without a written tradition for L1. What remains overlooked among 

educators is that these students have unique strengths and skills. For this reason, oral culture and 
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its literary capacity must be examined thoroughly. As it will be seen, pedagogy to account for 

those different groups of students is lacking due to the narrowness of reading theory as found 

with deaf students. 

 

II. Literary Capacity of Diverse Population 

     The under-appreciated, yet important distinction between oral and written cultures is targeted 

for understanding deficiencies in reading instruction. Students who are exposed to oral culture 

are supposedly different from students with written culture. Ong (1982) explained that 

individuals raised in oral culture are fully capable of learning and have wisdom, but they do not 

necessarily know how to study or at least behave according to the written culture. Growing up in 

the written culture appears to be what prepares children for schooling. Reading instruction is 

evidently made for those who grow up a written culture, not the other way. Why not reading 

instruction that works for both groups of students? The very notion that the background of an 

oral culture penalizes a student's potential for literacy taught in schools is not acceptable. Yet, the 

practice in American public education is heavily biased towards written culture. It is as if only 

through the written culture orientation can reading be taught. Students from an oral culture-based 

household would encounter differences and experience reading difficulties as a result.  

     Adding to this complication, students from oral culture background frequently grow up in the 

families of low socio-economic, Appalachian heritage, and immigrant Mexican backgrounds 

(Sulzby & Teale, 1987; Sulzby & Zecker, 1991). It is easy to explain away their inferior or poor 

reading performance in schools based on having a low socio-economic background. The strength 

of oral culture continues to be overlooked, and its incorporation into the curriculum is a serious 

matter for consideration. The oral literacy skills can be taught in the classroom and supportive to 

the skills critical to the written culture. The student population make-up in American public 
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education has changed so much and demands attention. For example, the number of Mexican 

American children enrolled in schools is increasingly large due to recent immigration and their 

background may be tilted towards oral culture. Although the Mexican immigrant families come 

from a country where Spanish is widely used and has a written tradition, they can be illiterate 

over generations. If this is the case, the families would maintain oral culture in their homes in the 

United States.   

     In addition, African American students as a group are well known for their rich oral culture. 

When raised in a household of low socio-economic background, they frequently perform lower 

in reading scores as compared to white middle-class students (e.g., Rickford, 1999; Rickford & 

Rickford, 2000). Eighty percent of African American students are supposed to come from an 

inner-city background and frequently use African American Vernacular English (AAVE), a 

dialect of English (e.g., Rickford, 1999). With AAVE, they talk differently as compared to the 

European American peers and those of other ethnical groups who speak Standard English 

(Rickford & Rickford, 2000). Recently, some scholars have examined the structure of AAVE 

and found a distinctive use of noun phrases (e.g., Martin & Wolfram, 1998; Mufwene, 1998) and 

aspect and predicate phrases (e.g., Green, 1998). Both similarities and differences in structure 

have been identified between AAVE and Standard English. In particular, the surface sentence 

structure between AAVE and Standard English is found more similar than the deep sentence 

structure. Concerning these characteristics, Mufwene and Rickford (1998) explained that AAVE 

has its own grammatical rules that are comparable with varieties of different spoken languages. 

The linguistic situation described here is similar to other dialects such as the Spanish variety 

used in Puerto Rico.  

     Of particular interest is how African Americans who use AAVE have carried their oral 

tradition and folklores in their community. It is important to understand that these minority 
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members live in a larger print-based and highly literate society. Due to this, the African 

American oral tradition is affected by print as expected. Regardless of the outside pressures, 

African Americans have been known to remain faithful to their oral tradition through AAVE. 

The parents would tell stories to their young, and they have a strong tendency to add some 

creativity surrounding the events that may not resemble to what really happened (Heath, 1983). 

African American children exposed to oral stories and folklores are likely to become storytellers 

as they grow up and share their stories all over again within their community. Only a few have 

succeeded in delivering pieces in AAVE to the public. The African American “oral performers” 

that the American society has come to know are frequently pastors, comedians, actors, and/or 

musicians (e.g., Rickford & Rickford, 2000). Their use of AAVE has amused the general 

audience with wit and humor, and through songs and stories. This resource is based on the 

existence of oral culture that is not internal to the larger society. As a community, African 

Americans greatly value their skills attributed to their oral tradition. 

     In comparison, deaf people residing in the United States have similar value for their oral 

tradition in ASL. This is made possible through the development and maintenance of a vibrant 

deaf community over the years. Culturally deaf people are numbered between 500,000 and one 

and one-half million strong (Stokoe, Bernard, & Padden, 1980). Through ASL, folklore has been 

successfully passed from one generation to another (e.g., Rutherford, 1993). Deaf people found a 

strong need to socialize among themselves in an accessible form of oral language (i.e., signed) 

when the rest of the society relies on spoken language. Self-identification with the group and 

skill in ASL are described as the two deciding factors for many individuals (Markowicz & 

Woodward, 1978). As part of the deaf community make-up, there is a strong marriage pattern 

among deaf individuals (Schein, 1968; 1989). Married deaf individuals are expected to create a 

normal social relationship (as essential for any relationship between spouses) and for raising 
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families based on the use of ASL. Like with many African American children, children learning 

ASL from their parents are exposed to the oral tradition of the deaf community.   

     Understanding that the minority groups that are exposed to oral tradition during childhood 

may live in their own neighborhoods or communities, the experience for deaf people are not 

necessarily the same. Although very much close-knit, deaf people who sign are not known for 

concentrating in a neighborhood in any specific region or part of a city. Another difference lies 

in the offspring of many deaf couples. Most deaf parents would give birth to a hearing child with 

only a small percentage having deaf children (Meadow, 1980). The child, if hearing, is not 

viewed as a member of the “core” deaf community. According to Baker-Shenk and Cokely 

(1980), the four avenues for membership in the deaf community are audiological, linguistic, 

social and political. Hearing children of deaf parents are rather seen as members of the larger and 

more extended deaf community by the linguistic and social avenues. A resemblance with the 

situation of the African American parents and their offspring is confirmed when deaf parents 

have a deaf child. The deaf child would become a member and play an important role, if not in 

an esteemed position within the deaf community upon reaching adulthood. Leadership in the 

deaf community is found heavily tilted proportionally in favor of adults whose parents are deaf, 

and they would be native signers (Stokoe et al., 1980: Christiansen & Barnartt, 1995).   

     Another set of demographics is equally interesting. Only a small percentage of deaf students 

come from a deaf family household whereas the vast majority of deaf students rather grow up in 

hearing families. The situation for the latter group demands attention. For most of the history, 

professionals working with deaf children would discourage hearing parents from learning ASL       

or using it with their deaf children. As ill-advised as this may be in terms of communication and 

language, educators thought they were working in the best interest of deaf students given the 

strong spoken language orientation of the time. Residential schools for the deaf, a dominant 
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characteristic of the deaf education landscape until recently would advocate a policy where deaf 

students were punished if they were caught signing in the classroom (Baynton, 1993, 1997; 

Lane, 1980). Yet, it is the dormitory setting where a rich signing environment is most likely to 

occur. Deaf children of hearing parents would be exposed to ASL and the oral tradition in such 

setting by interacting with deaf children of deaf parents. The experience of many deaf people 

becoming language competent through the “child to child” transmission mechanism is unique 

(Padden & Humphries, 1988; Moores, 1997).   

     AAVE, in contrast, is uniformly transmitted through familial ties, and such arrangement also 

occurs with English and other spoken languages of the world. The vulnerability for many deaf 

children in terms of language acquisition must be noted given the lack of support from the larger 

society. Language proficiency for the hearing populations can be seen as a norm, whereas it is 

not for the deaf populations. An African American child raised by African American parents and 

exposed to AAVE is most likely to learn the dialect successfully. It is the hearing child who is 

expected to learn the language used by parents whether it constitutes a majority or minority 

language or a dialect as in the case of AAVE. The situation for deaf children is different. A 

number of studies have indicated that proficiency in ASL varies among members in the deaf 

community when it should not. Missing the critical period for language acquisition plays an 

important role here as many deaf individuals failed to become fully language competent (e.g., 

Mayberry, 1994; Mayberry & Eichen, 1991; Newport, 1990). Newport (1990) conducted a study 

with three groups of deaf adults who signed for most of their lives: native, early (age 4 to 6), and 

late (age after 12) learners. They were administered a set of ASL battery tests covering different 

aspects of ASL as a language (T. Supalla, Newport, Singleton, S. Supalla, Coulter, & Metlay, in 

press). The native learners are found to perform better with the linguistic tasks than early and late 

learners. It is interesting that the early learners also performed better than late learners. This 
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suggests that the earlier a child is exposed to a language, the more likely he becomes proficient 

in the language. 

     The situation of deaf children being denied access to ASL will need to be addressed by the 

policymakers and educators, especially when the provision of effective reading instruction is 

contingent on the development of a strong language base. Unlike English or rather any spoken 

language, ASL is supposed to be the accessible language for deaf Americans, but their chances 

of becoming proficient in the signed language upon school enrollment are low. The testimony of 

how many deaf people have been drawn to learning the language over the history is powerful. If 

deaf individuals are not exposed to ASL until after school completion, they frequently take the 

initiative to learn signed language on their own. Assimilation into the deaf community allows 

them to become a signer as best as they can. When ASL is being learned, folklore of the deaf 

community becomes available. As expected, the folklore in ASL is widely circulated and 

repeatedly told to the extent that many members in the community becomes familiar with the 

pieces and can relate to them. “Deaf experience” underlies the material told in ASL. The theme 

of deaf people as a minority group with the larger society being ignorant and oppressive is 

common in the folklore pieces. This would be part of the process of drawing boundaries between 

the deaf community and the larger society (see Van Cleve & Crouch, 1989 for a historical review 

of the deaf community in the United States). The folklore pieces include humor and wit to 

account for the deaf community members’ daily lives in the context of American society (e.g., 

Bienvenu, 1994). Rutherford (1993) explained the basic function and scholarly value of folklore 

as follows:  

…through an examination of a community's folklore one can find a 

reflection of its culture, and it is perhaps through the humor of the group, 
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and is unconscious release of anxieties, that one can get closest to the 

essence of the community (p. 15).  

 

     What this suggests is that the folklore piece developed and told in ASL can provide insights 

into the lives of deaf Americans. The same is true for AAVE and African Americans. However, 

it is ASL that has folklore pieces being studied as part of the foreign/second language curriculum 

in high schools, colleges, and universities nationwide. ASL enjoys an autonomous language 

status in its relationship with English. An increasingly large number of students have studied the 

signed language to meet their foreign/second language requirement (e.g., Carbin 1997; Freedman 

2002; Rudser 1994; Selover, 1988; Wilcox & Wilcox 1997). These students have the opportunity 

to study and appreciate the folklore pieces as told in their classes or through videotapes. The 

videotaped rendition of “Deaf Speeding” by Lon Kuntze (San Francisco Public Library, 1988) 

serves as a good example. Some of the folklore pieces are introduced either through English 

translations or illustrations (where signs are drawn on the paper). Many different folklore pieces 

in ASL are documented in “A Study of American Deaf Folklore” by Susan Rutherford (1993) 

where students can read in addition to viewing the pieces in the classroom. 

     Not included here is how an entirely new path of development took place for ASL when the 

foreign/second language instruction movement was underway. As with any language program, 

literature is an essential component. According to Peters (2000), the creation of ASL literature 

was a response to the movement and new needs with a number of performance artists attempting 

to approximate mainstream literary qualities. A large number of pieces are “authored” by such 

individuals and subject to publication through the videotape format (or more recently DVD; 

Rose, 1994). The ASL literary works are characterized by their originality whereas the folklore 

pieces are best described as non-original. Poetry in Motion (Valli, 1990), ASL Literature Series 
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(S. Supalla & Bahan, 1992), Treasure (Lentz, 1995), ASL Poetry: Selected Works of Clayton 

Valli (Valli, 1995), and The Eyeth Story (Gamache, 2005) are among the examples of an 

expanding body of ASL literature. The ASL literary works are subject to study and appreciation 

as expected in any literature class, and some have become canonical (Peters, 2000).  

     Rose (1994) explained that the emergence of ASL literature is a result of the proliferation of 

signed language beyond the traditional boundaries of the deaf community and into the larger 

society. The contact made between the two distinct groups is apparently profound concerning 

what the oral body of works in the deaf community looked like in the past. Western peoples are 

supposedly “adjusted so completely to reading and writing that they are now think differently, 

approach interpersonal communication differently, and have a different outlook on life than did 

peoples who used to rely on face-to-face communication.” (Peters, 2000, p. 19). Students taking 

an ASL class would have certain expectations with their instructors being accommodating. This 

is where the deaf community began to respond with many performers being deaf and fluent in 

ASL producing a wide range of genres so characteristic of written literature (S. Supalla, 2006). 

In the end, ASL literature resembles the quality of written literature and remains oral (or signed) 

at the same time. One scholar at the well-known higher education institution where many deaf 

students enrolled over the years has marveled at such development as follows:  

 Lois Bragg, a [d]eaf professor on the English faculty of Gallaudet University 

 made the point that Deaf culture is definitely, and paradoxically, an oral culture  

and that ASL literature is “perhaps the only true living ‘oral’ literature in the  

Western world” (Peters, 2000, p. 18-19).  

 

     What remains most challenging is the disparity between the progress made in regard to ASL 

instruction and the shape that deaf education is in now. With the advent of mainstreaming or 
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rather special education from the 1970’s and on, the emphasis is on integration of children with 

disabilities with non-disabled peers. Deaf children are part of this movement thought to be in 

their best interest. They are being placed in a public school serving hearing children whenever 

possible (Moores, 1997). Deaf children having access to ASL for language acquisition and 

communication is frequently overlooked or not seriously considered. It is true that signed 

language interpreting has become commonplace to help with the integration process, especially 

with a deaf student following what the teacher says in the classroom, but there is much more to 

the educational experience. The quality of peer interaction with hearing students is found to be 

poor and the signing environment for deaf children is not optimal (e.g., Antia & Dittillo, 1998; 

Antia & Kreimeyer, 1996, 2003). Given an overwhelming majority of deaf students who are now 

integrated in public schools, they may suffer inferior ASL proficiency. A study using a formal 

measure indicates that such students are frequently categorized as “low level” in ASL 

proficiency as compared to deaf students who are placed in a school for the deaf (Singleton et al., 

1998).  

     The idea of having deaf students enrolled in a local school in the neighborhood may sound 

appealing to the public, but equality in educational opportunities can be undermined when it 

comes to ill-conceived programming for language acquisition and use (S. Supalla, 1994). As 

with any language, the environment must be adequate including the opportunities for extensive 

interaction in ASL whether it is with adults or peers. In fact, deaf students are frequently pulled 

out from the classroom to work with a teacher of the deaf on a one-to-one basis or put into a self-

contained classroom to help with learning to read in English (e.g., Ramsey, 1997). Given that 

theory and practice for reading instruction in deaf education are inadequate, the compensatory 

actions as described are futile and suggest that a new or different approach to the education of 

deaf children is needed. For the case of schools for the deaf, many of them have survived the 
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pressure for integration, and they are now more supportive of signing and with ASL in particular. 

The research done on ASL has played a role in such outcome, but it does not mean that deaf 

students are learning as well as they should.  

     Instead of addressing the well-known issue of what kind of placement is appropriate for deaf 

children, educators need to ask more fundamental questions. The curriculum must be targeted for 

its appropriateness. What constitutes a curriculum that works for deaf students? This question 

among others would serve as a good starting point in paving the path for effective reading 

instruction with deaf students. One must also understand that the curriculum used in the public 

school is a serious concern as it is designed for students who can hear (Maxwell & Falick, 1992). 

Schools for the deaf may have a curriculum, but it is usually derived from the curriculum used in 

regular public education. The curriculum is still English-based and largely inaccessible. No real 

effort has been made to bypass sound for learning the language and later in reading. Before 

discussing this any further, it is necessary to consider the education of African Americans more 

thoroughly. Progress has been made in regard to AAVE and how African American students 

need to learn to read more effectively; keep in mind that these students can hear. Nevertheless, 

some of their recent pedagogical developments are groundbreaking and demand consideration 

for the education of deaf students.  

 

III. Pedagogical Considerations for African American Students 

     As found with ASL, the dialect of African Americans is subject to social stigma and many 

misunderstandings, especially for a role in education. A controversy concerning AAVE first 

erupted in Ann Arbor, Michigan in 1979. The school district there demanded that its African 

American students be evaluated for their proficiency in Standard English. Yet, the attention for 

AAVE was sparse or rather non-existent. The provision of teacher training or instruction to help 
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students learn about the differences between AAVE and Standard English was not supported by 

the administration. The judge was forced to make a ruling in favor of the African American 

plaintiffs according to one case. The school district was required to develop a teaching training 

program and implement instruction that would ensure that African American students become 

familiar with both AAVE and Standard English (Baugh, 1998; 2000). The curricular sensitivity 

for a dialect has since been adopted in a number of school systems around the country.   

     In Oakland, California, the school board made an important resolution when the schools kept 

failing in the education of African American students. The Standard English Proficiency 

Program has been implemented with these students, and this program is designed to teach 

Standard English skills to the students who speak AAVE (Rickford, 1999). The teachers are 

expected to use AAVE to teach Standard English. Yet, the push for the new curriculum was 

controversial right from the start. There was a confusion concerning definitions and roles for 

AAVE. Some educators argued that AAVE is best described as a dialect, whereas others 

believed that a separate language status is better (see Rickford, 1999 for details of the dialect 

versus language debate over AAVE). In response, the school board had to make an additional 

resolution to clarify that AAVE would be used as a tool. The pedagogical importance of AAVE 

is stressed as opposed to what status should be assigned to the system as spoken by many 

African American students.  

     In terms of instruction, African American students are expected to transition from AAVE to 

Standard English. The approach of using AAVE to teach Standard English to such students is 

part of a “bridging” paradigm. Rickford (1999) explained that there are three different types of 

the instruction involved: 1) the linguistically informed approach, 2) contrastive analysis, and 3) 

reading in the vernacular, then switched to the standard. The first type involves assisting students 

tackle their decoding errors and differences in pronunciation while reading (e.g., Labov, 1995; 
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Labov, B. Baker, Bullock, Ross, & Brown, 1998). For example, students who speak AAVE may 

read “I missed him” as “I miss him”. The adverse impact on reading comprehension includes 

how the sentence would not be interpreted as something done in the past. The teacher would 

need to teach the differences between AAVE and Standard English to prevent reading difficulties 

from occurring. That is, the oral mode of AAVE is used to help African American students to 

comprehend Standard English. After that, the students are expected to read more successfully 

and make the use of what they learned in regard to the differences between the dialect and the 

target language.    

     The second type of transition to Standard English rather emphasizes on teaching grammar 

through a comparison with AAVE. Using an example from Rickford (1999), African American 

students have distinctive dialectal patterns when they delete the third person singular present 

tense –s from “he walk” whereas it should be “he walks” according to Standard English. These 

students are likely to make grammatical errors while reading or writing Standard English 

hampering their performance. For this reason, the teacher would stress on teaching grammatical 

differences between the dialect and Standard English. This takes place in the spoken form only 

as with the first type. The teacher would speak the sentences in AAVE and then in Standard 

English. The students should become aware of the third person singular tense rule with verbs. 

The comparative analysis strategy as described here is expected to help African American 

students gain metalingusitic awareness through studying AAVE and Standard English (Taylor, 

1989). The potential of reading difficulties should cease to exist when these students are better 

prepared when it comes to reading. Unlike the first type, the teacher focuses on the grammatical 

features before the students read the Standard English text. With the first type, the teacher would 

teach grammar as needed while the students read the text.  
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     The third and last type of bridging instruction is different than the previous two types. This 

time, the instruction is print-oriented. African American students are to read in AAVE and then 

switch to the Standard English. This constitutes a distinctive step in teaching the students as 

compared to becoming aware of the structural similarities and differences between AAVE and 

Standard English. Here AAVE is put “on paper” for the purpose of reading development in the 

dialect. Simpkins, Holt, and Simpkins’ (1977) Bridge series begins with a written form of 

AAVE. The students then read an intermediary text between AAVE and Standard English and 

end up with written Standard English. This process includes three written texts, one in AAVE, 

the second through an intermediary text, and the third in Standard English. Serving as an 

example, John Edgar Wideman (1984) wrote a passage of written AAVE from an autobiography 

entitled, “Brothers and Keepers” as follows:    

‘My mama dead. She die screaming and cussing. She scream at me. She cuss at 

me. I’m big. I can’t move fast enough. By time I git back from the well, the water 

be warm. By time I git the tray ready the food be cold. By time I git all the 

children ready for school it be dinner time. He don’t say nothing. He set there by 

the bed holding her hand an crying, talking bout don’t leave me, don’t go. She ast 

me bout the first one. Whose it is? I say God’s. I don’t know no other man or 

what else to say’ (Rickford & Rickford, 2000, p. 22).    

 

     One can read the text above and find it quite different when compared to Standard English. In 

addition to reading, African American students are encouraged to write according to their dialect 

when they express through a narrative. As shown through the earlier examples, Rickford and 

Rickford (2000) pointed out that AAVE text frequently omitted past tense and used unmarked 

past tense, double negatives, and invariants. These patterns would need to be taught to African 
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American students in the classroom. The most important aspect of the third bridging instruction 

type is the use of an intermediary instructional procedure that connects the AAVE text to that of 

Standard English. Written AAVE is subject to the use of additional conventions (e.g., italics, the 

[0] symbols, and bolded words). Labov (1995) detailed the instructional procedure using the 

additional conventions to the AAVE writing system as follows: 

‘In the AAVE version, italics indicate current black idiom and slang; the “[0]” 

symbols show the deletion of elements of the verb to be and other elements of the 

auxiliary; bold type shows positive features of nonstandard grammar, some 

common to other dialects, and others (like habitual be) specific to AAVE… 

     (2) AAVE: What you [0] gonna learn. 

      [Standard classroom English (SCE)]: What you will learn. 

     (3) AAVE: To dig on talk that [0] saying more than what the words really     

     mean. 

     SCE: To understand language that means more than words themselves. 

     (4) AAVE: Check this out. 

     SCE: Study the explanation. 

     (5) AAVE: You [0] got what they call figurative language when you come    

     across words that [0] saying something but ain’t really saying what it [0]  

     saying. 

     SCE: Figurative language refers to a word or a group of words that describes  

     something as though it were something else’ (p. 51-52). 

 

     Research studies for all of the instruction types discussed thus far indicate better reading 

performance results with students who had the treatment than those of the control groups that did 
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not have any (Rickford, 1999). The most successful outcome is found among the students who 

were instructed through the Bridge series. These students demonstrated 6.2 months of reading 

gain after four months of instruction as compared to the control group with 1.6 months gain. 

What this suggests is that written AAVE needs to be integral to the curriculum. A comparison 

could be made with that of bilingual education where two languages will need to be in the print 

form as in the case of Spanish and English. Students appear to benefit the most by having their 

own language or dialect written. Cognition may play a role here as it may be more taxing when 

African American students use the dialect orally while doing comparative analysis with written 

English.  

     What is interesting is that an intermediary instructional procedure in addition to written 

AAVE is necessary. This is where African American students are able to see the differences 

between the text of their dialect and that of Standard English. The metalinguistic awareness 

concerning the standard language and dialect is gained through this fashion. The reading 

activities can then follow when these students have a good understanding of how Standard 

English works. The experience of reading development (as opposed to reading difficulties) is 

expected to occur. That is, African American students can read aloud a Standard English text 

without any serious impact on their reading comprehension. They would enjoy reading Standard 

English as a result. This is probably where or how the reading performance has boosted for these 

students.   

     For the education of deaf students, the comparative analysis strategy appears to be important. 

Yet, careful considerations for such application must be made. A comparative analysis activity 

with ASL and written English may be best done when the signed language is subject to being 

written down, but it does not mean that deaf students will be able to proceed with the reading 

aloud activity in English; they will not be signing in English, only ASL. The English text needs 
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to be spoken when read aloud. This strategy does not include the other requirement which is 

problematic for deaf students. That is, individual words in the English text need to be decoded 

through the speech-based phonetic skills. As discussed for bilingual students, African American 

students would be able to access the English text, especially after undergoing some kind of 

bridging form of reading instruction. This process is something that deaf students cannot do due 

to the impact of their hearing loss.  

     What is still plausible for deaf students to experience reading development in English lies in 

identifying what tools are necessary to support their reading comprehension. Unlike AAVE, ASL 

cannot be viewed as a tool when deaf students will continue to use it as their oral language after 

achieving reading skills in English. African American students can speak Standard English (in 

addition to their reading abilities) after learning about it through their dialect. Reading aloud 

Standard English text on a regular basis in the classroom will help with that. African American 

students would be using their dialect “only temporarily” for the purpose of developing reading 

skills in Standard English. Once they achieve satisfactory skills in reading and speaking Standard 

English, they would be much like other students in the American public education system. 

     For these reasons, ASL is more than a tool for deaf students. These students must experience 

reading comprehension when reading English text silently. Since they will know and use ASL, a 

specific kind of bridging instruction type is necessary to tap into such resource and in teaching 

English as a second language. Instead of using a writing system for ASL as found with AAVE, 

an intermediary writing system may be what deaf students need. Although written AAVE has 

additional conventions to allow for an intermediary instructional procedure to occur (i.e., 

comparative analysis taking place between the AAVE and Standard English texts), such 

conventions do not lead to a separate writing system. For deaf students, it is the intermediary 

writing system that will allow them not only to read in ASL but make a transition to written 
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English at the same time. The English orthography and spelling would be retained in such a 

writing system and English words would be rearranged according to ASL’s morpho-syntactic 

structure. This would allow deaf students to read in their own language along with exposure to 

written English conventions. Given the high level of resemblance between the intermediary 

writing system and written English, teachers of the deaf can focus on the structural differences 

(between ASL and English) which become transparent between the two texts and lead 

comparative analysis activities in the classroom. Deaf students should be able to learn about the 

English language structures through this fashion. Additional tools are needed to ensure that these 

students decipher the English words written in ASL as found with the intermediary writing 

system. What is important is that the gap between ASL and written English should be closed 

when the intermediary writing system is put to use.   

     With an intermediary writing system developed for the purpose of making a transition from 

ASL to written English among deaf students, the signed language would remain oral as far as 

culture is concerned. ASL literature constitutes an essential part of the reading program for these 

students. Written literature would be introduced through English. This kind of arrangement is 

novel with oral and written cultures complimenting each other. This is not what has taken place 

with the model program developed for African American students. One cannot help but raise a 

concern about the impact of written AAVE on the culture of African Americans. The oral culture 

among the African American students could possibly be sidetracked altogether. It is true that the 

reading program for these students is supposedly beneficial, but the discrepancy between written 

AAVE and oral culture remains prevalent. A comparable situation for deaf students is that a high 

level of ASL proficiency is necessary for them to have better chances of becoming proficient 

readers, but a more solid connection between ASL and written English still needs to be formed. 
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For the case of African American students, the difficulty level of the learning process involved 

with AAVE and Standard English is still too high.  

     One also needs to recognize the qualities specific to oral culture that can be nurtured and 

promoted in the classroom. ASL literature serves as a good example of how oral discourse in 

signed language has gone so far to achieve a high level of quality for literary purposes. There is 

no known effort to document a variety of performances done in AAVE for the purpose of formal 

study in schools. Performance in AAVE would serve as an oral text as found with ASL. Instead, 

it is the behavior associated with written culture that has become commonplace among African 

Americans.  It is true that a number of African Americans have excelled in their writing telling 

folklore stories and their life experiences, but most of them wrote in Standard English, whereas 

the others rather write in AAVE entirely (e.g., Worley & Perry, 1996). The emphasis here is on 

having the dialect and Standard English written. Only the written text of AAVE is subject to 

publication and a number of African American students have been reported to learn how to read 

through such text in schools. This suggests that African Americans may be actually diverting 

themselves to a written culture and their oral culture increasingly neglected. The question is then: 

What can provide an equal treatment to oral and written forms of language, especially in the 

context of culture? This consideration requires a careful examination of possible biases 

associated with written language at the expense of oral language.    

     Recall that African Americans themselves are part of the larger society where written culture 

predominates. Influences are being felt, especially with the strong orientation for written AAVE 

over the oral counterpart. Unlike the situation for deaf people, African Americans are exposed to 

Standard English in their environment (due to their intact hearing abilities). The oral form of 

Standard English is supposedly intertwined with written culture. Written AAVE can be seen as 

an extension of the culture of the American society. In contrast, deaf people are very much free 
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from the “contamination” associated with written culture in general. The fact that ASL literature 

demonstrates the qualities of oral literature in par with written literature is something to consider. 

The education of deaf students can take this resource into account, especially with the signed 

language serving as the language of instruction and English delineated to the role of a written 

language. The impact on the learning experience in the classroom for deaf students is expected to 

be profound in terms of quality and depth of language arts. This would represent a far-fetched 

departure from where the field of deaf education stands right now with its lack of a mechanism 

for teaching basic skills such as reading.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



49 

CHAPTER TWO: RISE OF WRITTEN LANGUAGE 

    Contemporary societies worldwide have emphasized the importance of learning written 

language. This is rather recent phenomenon, and the educational substance of curriculum is 

largely defined by whether completing students can read and write. Teachers in these societies 

are charged with the primary responsibility of indoctrinating this set of academic standards in 

their classroom. For the students, much of their world knowledge is supposed to derive from the 

written materials provided such as books, newspapers, and magazines. The teachers use oral 

language to teach students how to read. Consequently, it is written language that dominates the 

classroom and learning experience. That is, after the students “learn to read,” they are expected 

to “read to learn” at the fourth grade and beyond (Carnine, Silbert, & Kameenui, 1997). The 

whole process of education as described is what constitutes a written culture. According to this 

position, the facilitation of oral language for its own sake is not valued or even encouraged. The 

idea that written language is instrumental for advancing the civilization is not helpful as far as 

oral language is concerned. In the area of cognition, people are frequently claimed to be 

“smarter” when immersed in a print culture; such an outcome for any given society is 

questionable at best.  

     The pressure to develop a writing system is strong in many cases. For example, a number of 

Native American tribes have developed a writing system and dictionaries for the purpose of 

preserving their language and educating their young (i.e., Sekaquaptewa, Black, Malotki, & Hill, 

1998 for Hopi and Wall & Morgan, 1994 for Navajo). Here the written form is seen as 

“salvation” for the languages in question. The Native American languages may have ceased to 

exist if they had not been written and incorporated in the educational system. Of special interest 

is how the oral traditions of such languages are no longer nurtured and have been subject to 

being written down. These changes and outlook for oral language are unfavorable in general. 
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That is, the status of written language has begun to supersede oral language concerning the 

Native American languages.  

     The deprecating attitude associated with oral language seems to repeat with the situation of 

different populations in the United States. Deaf people who use signed language are subject to 

similar pressure. There has been more than one attempt to develop a writing system for ASL. 

The writing systems involved may be remarkable and novel given the difference in language 

modalities, but the underlying motivation remains the same.  

     A pioneering linguist by the name of William C. Stokoe began the movement for the 

recognition of ASL as a full-fledged human language. He created a dictionary consisting of a 

long list of written signs. This is the juncture when mainstream linguists took note of the fact that 

signs have “parts” much like how words are formed. The symbols that Stokoe created represent 

the three subsets of handshape, location, and movement used to articulate a sign. The written 

signs and their definitions were listed alphabetically in the dictionary (based on a particular order 

of handshapes and independent of the English alphabet; S. Supalla & Cripps, 2008). 

Conventional linguists did not recognize ASL as a bonafide language despite the face that deaf 

people had been using it as a community “on the streets” for untold centuries. Linguists as a 

scientific community only became impressed with signed languages in general when Stokoe 

demonstrated how individual signs could be systematically recorded in written form. This 

response to his work suggests that biases for written language are real and troubling. 

     The other pressure for developing ASL writing systems lies in the age-old myth that deaf 

children do not have the same cognitive capacity as found among peers who can hear. Having a 

writing system that deaf children can learn and use based on their own language should indicate 

that they are intelligent. Yet, the cognitive issues with deaf children must be revisited with or 

without a writing system for ASL. The methods for determining deaf children's cognitive 
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capacity need to be critically examined with a more general lens that acknowledges they are fully 

language competent. This model is especially true when deaf children have been exposed to 

signed language. Oral language used in the classroom is always possible for a new dimension for 

what constitutes education. For example, the tradition of oral language was, in fact, lost over 

time in ancient Greece. In addition, oral language once had its high place within the educational 

system among Hebrews during biblical times. The question is then, what accounts for the shift 

from oral culture to that of a written culture? Such investigations are expected to shed light on 

cognitive outcomes of children in schools and create a model that accounts for an improved 

relationship between oral and written languages.  

 

I. Lost Traditions of Oral Language 

     It is a well-known fact that ancient Greeks have had a strong influence on the educational 

system in modern Western societies. English literature is subject to this influence as well. 

According to Frishberg (1988), the classics of ancient Greek literature were passed on orally for 

some time before being written down. These roots did not stop the epic forms from forming the 

heart of Western literary traditions. The classical Greek Odyssey is cited as one example and is 

widely considered “worthy of study by students of Greek language, and in translation by students 

of literature” (p. 150). A student who is fluent only in English will be able to read and appreciate 

the translated classic. One must acknowledge that the classic was orally composed and 

transmitted over many generations without the support of a writing system. For these reasons, 

Frishberg wrote the following argument: 

 …the case can be made by analogy with the greatest traditions in Western 

 and non-Western literature that written forms of language are not required 

 for a community to possess a well-formed aesthetic in poetry, narrative, 
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 humor, and rhetoric (p. 150). 

 

     What this passage suggests is that oral literature is created in any societal context and should 

be treated with respect. Aesthetics can occur in both oral and written modes, leaving alone the 

fact that many of the written classics are originally oral. If oral literature deserves the same 

respect afforded to written literature, one cannot help but wonder about the educational aspects 

of an oral culture. There was a time when the Greeks educated their young using spoken 

language only. Schoup (1891) illustrated a general picture of what the Greek oral education 

looks like. During that time, the males were the only ones who were allowed to participate as 

students. The teacher was obligated to pass Homer’s poems and teachings of medicine to Greek 

students. In addition to this, the teacher and students would gather around to chant the Orphic 

hymns. Some of the activities involved contributed to the Greek students’ skills of rote 

memorization (e.g., Edwards & Sienkewicz, 1990). Yet, it is important to understand the nature 

of oral composition. More skilled or accomplished performers present many epic songs that do 

not rely on memorization. They frequently rearrange the elements and metric structure so it 

interacts with grammar and meaning. More specifically, the metrical types and rhyming patterns 

maintain the traditional form and prevent any improvisation from occurring. Frishberg cited the 

work of Albert Lord to point out these essentials of oral literature.  

     As a matter of fact, the quality of oral literary pieces could be undermined when a performer’s 

work is transcribed. Frishberg explained that the performer would “slow down” for transcription 

into written form and his composition disturbed in the process. The quality of the literary piece 

would plummet. In addition, the rendition being told is one of many, yet once written down, it 

would be the sole rendition according to the literate audience. This kind of treatment would be a 

good example of ignorance so prevalent to the observers occupied with written language. This is 
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how the skills specific to oral composition are overlooked when cross-cultural interaction occurs. 

For modern educators, the impact on cognition associated with the oral composition skills cannot 

be understated, yet it is not pursued through research. Among the questions that can be raised are 

what Greek students who completed schooling are like, what or how they think, and how their 

cognitive skills and capacity are compared to today’s students who are confined to written 

language. Although the cognition as shaped by oral language in ancient Greece is not obtainable 

at present, there are records of how the students at that time were educated.  

     During the time when oral culture predominated, Greek students were likely to become 

storytelling performers. They are expected to undergo an initial type of training through rote 

memorization. When they became proficient storytellers, they were capable of entertaining their 

audience, even if the story had been retold many times. Had the story been told exactly the same 

at all times (as implied through rote memorization and nothing more), the outcome would be 

different. The audience would most likely have become bored, if not aggravated by this kind of 

repetition in how the story was told. The performer would have had to be highly skilled to 

deliver the story again and again. This means that the oral composition must be handled 

differently, perhaps with new or changed emphases and so forth. The story would be told as if 

most thoroughly possible in literary terms.  

     The importance of formulaic structure underlying the oral literary works cannot be 

overemphasized. Among the possible cognitive consequences of oral literature are the skills 

gained related to how a story should be told. The ease of learning for oral language allows for 

Greek students to focus on the composition. In contrast, the inherent difficulty of the written 

mode may interfere with the learning process. The students would focus on developing reading 

skills away from the composition. Furthermore, the written text is fixed and fluent readers will 

only know one particular form of composition for the story. Text plasticity is what is lacking in 
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the written literature type, whereas it is abundant in the oral literature type. Among the readers 

and writers, the cognition shaped by oral literature would be non-existent. They would not have a 

concept that the text can be flexible and accommodating to the audience. Had a writer been 

exposed to oral literature, this person may be more successful in writing a text when he can 

mentally think of different renditions of how a story should be told. According to the written 

culture, literacy is defined by the composition skills being locked to one rendition, not of 

different renditions. The process of learning how to compose becomes confining and difficult.   

     In any case, oral literature among ancient Greeks did not remain very long after the 

introduction of a writing system for the Greek language. For many centuries, the Greeks were 

able to preserve their oral traditions and considered them as precious. However, there was a point 

in time where the Greeks decided not continue to preserve their oral traditions. Homer’s poems 

and oral epics were put into print form; this transition from oral culture to written culture had 

progressed gradually (e.g., Havelock, 1963; 1982; 1986). From there, the Greeks had become 

accustomed to written culture, and they did not return to oral culture; the preeminence of oral 

language was reduced. It is important to note that the Greeks continued to study oral language 

when it came to music, theater, and the work of orators. Print became important to the extent that 

the independence of oral literature was no longer true.  

     When the written culture emerged, Ward (1987) explained that the Greek students were 

required to learn the letters of the Greek alphabet. That is, these students learned how to connect 

sounds to letters. After that, they combined the letters into syllables. For reading, the Greek 

students would read aloud the short passages from Homer and other classical authors. These 

students were likely to learn and memorize the stories through the reading aloud activity. Most 

interesting is that the Greek’s written language was not divided into words (i.e., using spaces to 

divide words) and did not include any punctuation during the ancient times. It was rather written 
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in continuous stream of letters. Thus, the reading aloud activity became important in the Greek 

education practice because these students would need to learn how to separate the letters into 

words while reading them. One can see here that the segmentation skills through oral language 

would be emphasized as a strategy than found with a written text where space between words is 

created (as found in English). The noted difference in how the Greek text was developed clearly 

has a role in shaping the reading instruction practices associated with oral language. In any case, 

ancient Greek educators, being increasingly part of written culture, found themselves relying on 

oral language as part of teaching their students “how to read.”   

     For comparison, ancient Hebrews comprise another society that had a different approach to 

teaching and using oral and written languages to their young. Unlike the Greeks, Hebrews 

maintained both oral and written languages as part of their education. The separation of oral and 

written modes of languages was more explicit in this case. One can say that the Hebrews were 

more oral as compared to the Greek counterparts when it came to how the text should be 

handled. The Torah is the well-known text that the Hebrews used to study written law (Ward, 

1987). The Hebrew spiritual leaders were obligated to explain and clarify the principles of the 

Torah to the students and also adapted these principles with more current problems that Hebrews 

had faced at the time. The extensive “oral law” discussions were based on understanding the 

technical legal obligations and answering the moral and philosophical questions according to the 

Torah. The students analyzed the text from the Torah similar to the level of expectation held for 

judges and lawyers. The analysis had to be precise with the understanding and interpretation of 

the Torah. Legends, folktales, and fables were used to draw the meaning and verses from the 

Torah; this was the Hebrews’ way of preserving their oral literature. The Greeks saw that their 

oral literary pieces played a central role in their education. This juncture is where the literature 
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became written over time. In contrast, Hebrews saw the Torah as the central piece, thus, oral 

literature was left more intact.  

     In order to learn how to read the Torah, the age of enrollment for the male students was 

approximately five years old. Similar to the Greeks, the teacher taught 22 letters of the Hebrew 

alphabet through tracing at school. When these students became proficient with letters, they were 

then introduced to words and phrases. It is important to note that written Hebrew of the Torah in 

the ancient times did not have vowels. Thus, reading became uniquely difficult for the students. 

The Hebrew students learned sounds through listening to the words produced by the teacher and 

repeating aloud after him. The oral reading activity assisted these students to gain their skills 

with memorization. It is with the understanding that this oral reading activity occurred when the 

teacher and students read the Torah. Other than that, oral language was used through rhythmic 

chanting as part of the lesson reinforcing the memorization skills.   

     The pressure of written language appears all-powerful, even for the Hebrews. They soon 

followed the Greeks with the relationship of oral and written languages becoming more obstruct. 

In time, Hebrews decided to write down their oral law into written form. This documented oral 

law was called, “Mishnah” (Ward, 1987). It was the earliest Hebrew text used besides the Torah. 

The shift from oral culture to written culture in Hebrew had begun then, and it had ramifications 

towards the educational practices. That is, the teacher began to rely on written language such as 

Mishnah to teach the students. It is easy to imagine that students became occupied with reading 

to learn as opposed to learning independently of the written mode. Throughout the years, 

Mishnah had turned into the well-known Talmud, widely used at present. In time, both the 

Hebrews and Greeks had diverted from oral culture into written culture, which resulted in losing 

their oral literature.   
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     Some scholars assured that the course of development as found with a written culture is 

necessary or even evolutionary. They argued that humans tend to draw to written language and 

accustomed to written culture because it has a positive influence towards their lives. Foley 

(1997) summarized a number of works on literacy claiming that the people from written cultures 

have advantages over the people from oral cultures as follow: 

‘[Goody (1977)] proposed that literacy is a major force for social and cultural 

change. He proposed to replace earlier contrasts in anthropological writings 

between prelogical versus logical mentalities or “primitive” versus civilized 

minds (Levy-Bruhl, 1926), or the Neolithic “science of the concrete” versus our 

modern “science of the abstract” (Levi-Strauss, 1966) with a contrast between 

oral versus literate cultures. In other words, the invention of writing, roughly 

around five thousand years ago, was a watershed event in human history, so that 

societies possessing this “technology of the intellect” (Goody, 1977) are 

fundamentally different as a result of this invention… The members of a literate 

society are clearly different from those of an oral one – they can read and write. 

But Goody and his fellow researchers mean much more than this; it is their 

contention that the possession of this skill, this “technology of intellect,” leads to 

a major cognitive changes in the way literates think about themselves and their 

world’ (p. 417).  

 

     By this, Goody explained that written language contributes a social change in regards to how 

humans think before and after it was invented. This scholar viewed written language as part of 

technology that assists humans to cope with arbitrariness and change their way of thinking. This 

is why he used the term, “technology of intellect”. It is true that written language is considered as 
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one form of technology that made an impact on humans in different ways, but the impact on 

cognition is still an open question. Humans use written language for different purposes such as 

law, documents, letters, and more. Prior to the invention of writing systems, humans would not 

exchange the information unless they met each other face to face. Thus, with the written 

material, humans started to think differently and used it for different reasons such as protecting 

themselves based on the written law, for example. This is where some of the most dramatic 

changes in human history occurred. New conceptualization and functions are what described 

social changes, but it did not necessarily translate into a new form of cognition.  

      Some scholars have disagreed on Goody’s claim about how written language had been a 

watershed to human intellectuality. To refute Goody’s school of thinking, “…Lloyd (1991) 

argues that it was Greek oral political and legal discourse and its rules of debate and evidence 

which gave the rise to Greek logic, philosophy, and science, not widespread literacy” (Foley, 

1997 p. 419). What this suggests is that credit has been misplaced as ancient Greeks had put 

emphasis on oral discourse that helped give birth to what they are famous for in the eyes of 

Westerners today. This occurrence is confirmed with how the oral literary forms as discussed 

earlier are consistent with the standard-setting political and legal discourse found among ancient 

Greeks. Lloyd made an important point that written language is not necessarily the tool for 

human’s logistics, philosophies, and science. An overrating of the written language is a serious 

matter to consider. One may need to argue that written language is a tool that assists humans to 

expand their thinking abilities rather than transforming such abilities. Recall that the Greek 

society once had a form of oral education. Ancient Hebrews had theirs, too. In both cases, oral 

language was valued and beneficial thus an educational system was established for that purpose. 

Lloyd did agree with other scholars that there is no doubt that written language had changed 

humans and their cognition in different ways. Written language may have ramifications for 
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humans’ cognitive abilities (with new skills associated with written language such as the need for 

decontextualization and more complex words and sentences used in the text), but it should not be 

seen as the starting point of human intellectuality.   

      Thus far, it can be seen that the written culture had emerged over time and took possession 

over the oral cultures. The possession of written language in different societies has apparently 

generated a serious misconception leading to how people perceive written language as the most 

important tool for intellectuality. Such biased perception has ramifications for how people should 

think about the relationship between language and cognition. If anything, oral language would be 

subordinate to written language. Using deaf people in the United States as an example, they were 

once widely viewed as people with low intelligence and cognitive abilities due to their inability 

to read or speak English. The notion of deaf people being inferior in intelligence began with the 

philosophers during the time of ancient Greece. The damaging consequences associated with 

deaf people’s intelligence and cognitive abilities must be considered for what changes are 

necessary to ensure that deaf education would improve as a field.   

 

II. Cognitive Capacity of Deaf Children 

     It is fair to state that any individual is required to use his or her intelligence and cognitive 

abilities, hopefully normal, as part of the schooling experience. Assessment or the use of 

measures is important for many reasons. The individual being highly intelligent is supposed to 

have benefits in terms of learning in the classroom. For individuals who happen to be low in 

intelligence, the teacher will need to adapt his or her teaching to help them learn effectively. 

Deaf children are supposedly suffered the consequences from a set of ill-conceived ideas and 

beliefs. Damaging conclusions were made based on deaf children’s inability to hear and having 

minimal speech skills in spoken language. ASL or rather any signed language was not seriously 
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considered. An analogy could be made with a hearing child who is supposed to be highly 

intelligent, yet determined through some measure that he is not. Based on this erroneous 

information, the nature of teaching would be easily altered and low expectations become a 

serious matter of implication that the child does not deserve.  

    Understanding that spoken language is essential in some of the measures, it is not surprising 

that deaf children would not perform well. They were not able to understand what is expected 

from them when the measures are used (Moores, 1996). The prevailing knowledge of signed 

language among deaf children is another consideration. They would know a language, though 

different from English. At one time, a number of research studies were done and indicate that 

deaf children perform lower on various intelligence tests as compared to African American and 

Euro-American children who can hear (e.g., Braden, 1994). It is easy to understand why deaf 

people were frequently viewed as “dumb” meaning an inferior form of intelligence inherent to 

their disability. This coincides with the same word meaning that they cannot speak. The strong 

relationship between speaking and intelligence is noted here and can be traced back to the time 

of ancient Greece.   

     The noted philosopher, Socrates (386 B.C.) was supposedly the first person to discuss the 

language issues associated with deaf people. Signing was readily acknowledged, but it did not 

mean signed language was embraced or put in par with spoken language and that deaf people 

were cognitively normal. The exchange dialogue of Socrates and Hermogenes can be seen in 

Plato’s Cratylus as follows:  

‘SOCRATES- 

     But answer me this question: If we had neither voice nor tongue, and yet 

wished to manifest things to one another, should we not, like those which are at 
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present mute, endeavor to signify our meaning by the hands, head, and other parts 

of the body? 

HERMOGENES- 

     How could it be otherwise, Socrates? 

SOCRATES- 

     I think, therefore, that if we wished to signify that which is upwards and light, 

we should raise our hands toward the heavens, imitating the nature of the thing 

itself; but that if we wished to indicate things downwards and heavy, we should 

point with our hands to the earth. And again, if we were desirous of signifying a 

running horse, or any other animal, you know, that we would fashion the gestures 

and figures of our bodies, as near as possible, to similitude of those things. 

HERMOGENES- 

     How could it be otherwise, Socrates?’ (Plato, 1793, p. 94-95)   

      

     From the dialogue, Socrates implied that deaf people are cognitively different based on their 

use of gestures imitating objects such as horses and pointing to the objects in the immediate 

environment. With this explanation, the philosopher was convinced that signed language is 

iconic and non-linguistic. This led to the idea of signed language being “limited” thus reflecting 

that deaf people think concretely as opposed to arbitrarily. In a similar vein, Aristotle (355 B.C.) 

had written about the superiority of speech among humans in his book “History of Animals,” and 

it discussed about deaf people’s inability to use their speech as follows:  

‘Viviparous quadrupeds utter vocal sounds of different kinds, but they have no 

power of converse. In fact, this power, or language, is peculiar to man. For while 

the capability of talking implies the capability of uttering sounds, the converse 
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does not hold good. Men that are deaf are in all cases also dumb; that is, they can 

make vocal sounds, but they cannot speak. Children, just as they have no control 

over other parts, so have no control, at first, over the tongue; but it is so far 

imperfect, and only frees and detaches itself by degrees, so that in the interval 

children for the most part lisp and stutter’ (Aristotle, 1910, Book IV, No. 9). 

 

     Here the signed language as used among deaf people was not mentioned. Rather spoken 

language is described as a special characteristic of humans. The well-known claim of Aristotle 

includes this statement: “Those who are born deaf all become senseless and incapable of reason” 

(Hodgson, 1953, p. 62). It is clear that both Aristotle and Socrates had serious biases and viewed 

deaf people as cognitively impaired. What is worse is that Aristotle’s claim was widely accepted 

in the western societies without question for many years (Bender, 1970). The twentieth century 

was not much better off for the situation of deaf people. Outright ignorance of signed language 

concerning deaf people is one common trait among researchers until recent years. It is when ASL 

was recognized as a human language that the tide began to turn. The equivalence of speech and 

language was found to be wrong. It is possible that deaf people are able to think in abstract ways 

and process in signed language as well as hearing people with spoken language. Although 

schools for the deaf were prevalent, the underlying ideas and beliefs continued to be an 

undermining force concerning the students involved. The new generation of researchers started 

to build a case to challenge the presumptions associated with the cognitive capacity of deaf 

students in schools.  

     Moores (1996) and Quigley and Paul (1984) identified three stages of perspective shift in the 

field of cognition and deaf children during the period of twentieth century. The earliest stage of 

studies conducted with deaf people occurred in the 1910s. Pintner and his colleagues did a 
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number of studies with deaf children using the paper-and-pencil approach in written English. 

When a deaf child did not understand the task through the written mode, spoken English would 

be used (Quigley & Paul, 1984). After collecting and analyzing the data throughout the years, 

Pintner and his colleagues concluded that deaf children’s intelligence is inferior as a whole (e.g., 

Pintner, Eisenson, & Stanton, 1941; Pintner & Paterson, 1919; Pintner & Reamer, 1920). Based 

on their interpretation of the data, it can be seen that the researchers did not consider the 

ramifications of using spoken language with deaf people. The concept of linguistic accessibility 

was non-existent at the time. Deaf students in the studies were required to read instructions or 

lipread and use residual hearing to understand what the tester had to say. They also wrote or 

spoke during the tests.  

     Pintner’s school of thinking and findings were not disputed until 1940s. Myklebust and his 

colleagues were the first ones to challenge Pintner’s work by stating that deaf children are not 

inferior in intelligence (e.g., Moores, 1996; Quigley & Paul, 1984). After reviewing the results of 

measures with deaf children, Myklebust and Brutton (1953) argued that these children performed 

quantitatively equal to their hearing peers on some tests (but not in qualitative terms). That is, the 

test scores of deaf children in intelligence tests are similar to their hearing peers; however, deaf 

children’s test performance is different when it comes to perceptual and cognitive functioning 

and reasoning. What is most relevant here is that the researchers concluded that deaf children are 

able to use their cognitive abilities. The idea of the spoken language variable affecting their 

performance was not considered at the time, but the researchers were able to identify where these 

children could perform well on the tests and did not perform as well.   

     Soon afterwards, Myklebust (1960) conducted a series of studies with deaf and hearing 

children, with English still used as part of the intelligence test instruction and test materials. The 

researcher found that both groups of children performed global measures (i.e., scores of IQ tests 
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such as one from WISC) equally, but they performed differently on various subtests of the tests. 

The indications of normal intelligence were repeated here. The damage was nevertheless done 

when Myklebust concluded that deaf children were more concrete with their cognitive abilities. 

This would help explain for why these children could not do as well as their hearing peers in all 

parts of the intelligence tests. Deaf children were assumed to experience differently based on the 

consequences of their hearing impairment (Moores, 1996; Quigley & Paul, 1984). These children 

would not have the ability to use their hearing to grasp or make use of abstract concepts. Had 

they heard the spoken language and learned and mastered the language accordingly, the situation 

would change. This position is not much different from what ancient Greek philosophers had to 

say about deaf people, and that the few signs of normal intelligence evident with the studies were 

overruled. What is worse is that this biased school of thinking of Myklebust was once widely 

adopted among the educators who worked with deaf children (Moores, 1996). It is easy to 

imagine that teachers of the deaf would become zealous and make sure that their students learn 

spoken language at all costs or resigned to the idea that their students are inherently low 

achievers in school.   

     During the 1960s and 1970s, a positive light on the cognitive capacity of deaf children 

emerged. Unlike the previous studies, the newer studies indicate that deaf students have normal 

intelligence and cognitive abilities. This is when educators gained new understanding about what 

deaf children really can do in school. Quigley and Paul (1984) pinpointed several reasons why 

there are problems in the older studies as follows: 

‘Rosenstein (1961), Furth (1966), and Vernon (1967) have taken the position that 

few if any differences exist between deaf and hearing individuals in cognitive 

functioning. This position is based on a substantial body of research conducted by 

numerous individuals (mostly in the 1960s and 1970s)… It is now generally 
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accepted by researchers that any differences that do exist between deaf and 

hearing individuals on cognitive abilities are the result of environmental or task 

influence rather than being inherent in deafness. Quigley and Krestchmer (1982, 

p. 51) categorized these task influences as: “1) the inability of the researcher to 

properly convey the task demands because of language differences or deficits on 

the part of the subjects, 2) implicit bias within the solution of the task, or 3) 

general experiential deficits (including verbal language and communication in 

general) on the part of the subjects’ (p. 30).  

 

     Unlike Pintner and Myklebust, a number of researchers clearly moved into a new direction 

arguing that deafness has nothing to do with cognition. Any problem that deaf children encounter 

with the testing procedure would be based on the environmental or task influences. The language 

use during the test instruction along with its materials can affect deaf children’s performance. It 

suggests that English is viewed as simply another language when compared to ASL. The fact that 

ASL is a signed language and English a spoken language is still not appreciated here. Adding to 

this is how the relationship of language and cognition is not necessarily clear. Marschark (1993) 

noted that there are two groups of scholars who have different views on such relationship. For 

example, Braden (1994) argued that language and cognition are strongly associated. Language 

exposure would have a strong role for developing individual’s cognitive abilities. This is of 

special interest concerning how many deaf children may not be exposed to ASL. In contrast, 

Furth (1973), a strong supporter of Piaget, argued that language does not play a role in the 

cognitive abilities. It is Furth who explained that deaf children are linguistically deficient and 

proposed to use nonverbal intelligence measures instead of the verbal ones.  
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     Unlike the verbal tests, nonverbal tests measure the participant’s performance on tasks such 

as puzzles, cube constructions, maze, picture completions and other similar tasks. The purpose of 

using the nonverbal measures is to remove language biases whether it is spoken and/or written 

while administering the tests to individuals who use different language other than English, and 

those with speech and language disorders, learning disabilities, hearing impairments, and 

neurological impairments. In addition to this, nonverbal measures do not include language during 

the test instructions (e.g., Bracken & Naglieri, 2003). Furth noted that high order of logical 

thinking could be seen in both verbal and nonverbal measures so that any limitation on 

understanding deaf children's intelligence should not be a concern. He also believed that with the 

nonverbal measurement, the different responses on the same task performed by deaf and hearing 

participants would disappear (Quigley & Paul, 1984).   

     Based on Furth’s argument, a number of nonverbal measures were administered to deaf and 

hearing children. Gallaudet University's Office of Demographics Studies in Washington D.C. 

conducted a large study and reported that deaf children performed similar to hearing children 

(Schildroth, 1976). This is where deaf children’s intelligence is increasingly seen as normal. At 

the same time, Furth's claim on deaf children being linguistically deficient has been subject to 

controversy. There is some truth to his claim based on the varying signed language proficiency 

among deaf children (i.e., some being exposed to ASL early in life, rather late, or never), but 

care must be made with the concept of linguistic deficiency. Spence (1973) argued that deaf 

children are not linguistically deficient because some of them learn signed language during their 

infancy years and are fluent signers. This researcher is correct on the fact that deaf children do 

learn and master signed language. However, it is still interesting to examine what effects there 

may be on the performance with non-verbal intelligence tests when the different levels of ASL 
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proficiency among deaf children are taken into consideration. This will help answer some of the 

unresolved questions concerning the relationship of language and cognition.   

     A new argument has since risen on the role of signed language for the administration of 

intelligence tests. Suppes (1972) recommended that the tester who administers verbal measures 

to deaf children should use signed language. This seems to be plausible for the oral tasks, but not 

the writing tasks (as ASL has no writing system). Rittenhouse and Spiro (1979) followed up on 

the novel idea and investigated deaf children’s performance on the conservation problems with 

interrogation using signed language. The interrogation occurred after a child made a response to 

a problem. At that time, the tester asked the child to explain why he or she made this response. 

The researchers found that all of deaf children were able use their logistics to solve the problem 

similar to how hearing children do. One needs to understand that Furth disagreed with this task 

being described as one of the cognitive measurements. He believed that the task was more of a 

language test. Nevertheless, the similar “verbal” performance between deaf and hearing children 

must be noted. That is, the deaf students in Rittenhouse and Spiro's study using signed language 

have the ability to use their logistics to solve the problems.  

     What seems to be clear that deaf children's intelligence is found normal if the research design 

is fair and appropriate. The writing task as required in some of the measures remains a challenge 

for these children as it would be in English. Deaf children proficient in ASL are known for not 

being able to write fluently. They should at least be equivalent to the writing performance of 

hearing second language learners, but they are not. No information on deaf children's cognitive 

capacity through the written format could be generated through one or more studies. One may 

respond to this situation by saying that a writing system for ASL would be the answer. Before 

discussing this any further, the language issue associated with second language learners taking 

one intelligence test or another indicate that biases prevail requires a careful consideration. If 
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these students are learning English as a second language, why cannot they be fluent in speaking, 

reading, and writing in that language? Even a child who learned and spoke Spanish at home and 

has been learning English as a second language since the first day he enrolled in school may not 

be expected to do well with any measure in English. Should this child’s intelligence be 

measured, a test in Spanish would be deemed as the most appropriate thing to do. However, if 

the child is not enrolled in a bilingual education program, he is likely not to be learning how to 

read and write in Spanish. How can he read or write if required in an intelligence test?  

     Understanding that bilingual education has lost its standing in American public education in 

recent years, the pressure for learning English optimally is real and must be addressed according 

to how the public sees in its educational system. What this suggests is that the process of learning 

English as a second language in school remains inferior and the teachers not knowing how to do 

just that. Deaf children are no exception as they need to learn English optimally as well. If they 

are cognitively normal, the more is now expected of these children to learn to read and write in 

English. Expecting deaf children to learn to speak as well as their hearing peers is not realistic 

given the lack of auditory access to the spoken language, English. However, written English is 

visual and can be made accessible through appropriate programming. Instructional strategies are 

targeted for teaching deaf children how to read. Writing follows on whatever knowledge gained 

through reading. Ideally, English would be taught along with reading to ensure that deaf children 

gain an appropriate amount of knowledge required of their age and grade level. They would be 

progressing in school comparable to other groups of children. All groups of children, including 

those who can hear and learn English as a second language must perform well. Whatever is done 

to improve the performance of deaf children in school and proven to be effective will be worthy 

of consideration for American public education. This is especially true concerning what the best 

practice is for teaching reading and for learning English as needed.  
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     Unfortunately, the education of deaf children continues to be plagued by a lack of innovation 

and a preoccupation with adopting whatever thought to be best practice in regular education. The 

quality and identity of deaf education remains troubling as a result. The impact of hearing loss on 

education would be persistent and futile for any teacher to do something. Yet, the fact that deaf 

children are supposed to have full cognitive capacity and can use signed language as well as the 

hearing peers with spoken language serves a strong reminder that something is wrong with the 

educational system, not the children themselves. Confirming the present shape of deaf education 

is how a writing system for ASL is thought to be a “solution” to the problems that deaf children 

face in the classroom. They just need to learn to read and write in ASL, and they will then be 

fine. The situation of other children who are learning English as a second language indicates that 

something more must be done. They would have trouble learning to read and become fluent 

readers in English even if they are taught to read in Spanish, their first language in a bilingual 

education setting.    

     For the case of deaf children, it is clear that a writing system for ASL does not address the 

question of how they can learn to read in English. It is true that these children may be successful 

in achieving literacy in the signed language, but they still need to do the same with English as the 

spoken language. Unlike the hearing second language learners, deaf children would face barriers 

in using speech-based phonetic skills as part of learning to read in English. Reading development 

is hampered by the fact that they would not be able to read aloud the English text when they sign 

in ASL, a different language. For the reason of inaccessibility to English, an intermediary writing 

system has been proposed as a more suitable approach in which deaf children will focus on how 

to read in English with the support of ASL. This is something that even hearing second language 

learners do not experience in the bilingual education setting as they would be learning how to 

read in English separately from Spanish in the pedagogical terms. ASL supporting deaf children 
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learning to read in English is in itself a novel approach. The intermediary writing system, if made 

available and in use, is the key to the success of the cross-linguistic design involved. As part of 

understanding what constitutes the tool that can make difference for deaf children with English, 

the efforts in developing a writing system for ASL will shed light on how the signed language 

should be represented “on paper”. Whatever insights made thus far will be considered in the 

development of the intermediary writing system.   

 

III. Development of Written Forms for American Sign Language 

     As a matter of fact, there is not one effort in developing a viable writing system for ASL, but 

three according to the literature. Recall that the first attempt in developing a written form serves 

as a “proof” for the linguistic status of ASL. There are other motivations, especially for the other 

efforts in the development of ASL writing systems. One is of socially conscious kind as the deaf 

community was thought of deserving a writing system for its print material circulation. There are 

a number of magazines and newspapers produced by and for deaf people, but they are all written 

in English. This clearly holds ramifications for the number of readership and too many members 

of the deaf community not fluent in English. The other motivation lies in the education of deaf 

children as they are thought of deserving a writing system that they could develop reading skills 

as opposed to having to deal with written English.  

     As interesting as it may be, written ASL is not yet adopted in any of the schools and programs 

for deaf children and in the deaf community as well. It is not clear whether the criticism made on 

the rationale for a writing system with ASL (as the gap would still be wide with teaching deaf 

children how to read in English) has an effect on the educational system. However, the fact that 

deaf people in their community are not receptive to the idea of having their print materials done 

in their own language is something to consider. It is possible that the writing systems developed 
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to date are not as effective as they should. One could argue that the educational system is to 

blame as it takes children to learn to read in ASL in schools before they can be supporters of the 

print materials done in their language upon reaching adulthood. The cycle of not becoming 

literate in ASL and not receptive to any idea associated with written ASL can be real and self-

defeating for deaf people. To be seen is how a writing system for signed language may not be 

necessary when an intermediary writing system may suffice and that more deaf people will 

become highly literate in English as their second language.  

     As part of evaluating the merit of different ASL writing systems for what they are, the fact 

that the first attempt in coming up with a written form lies in the development of a dictionary is 

interesting in its own right. Text with one sentence after the other was not the goal of the original 

developers. Stokoe and his colleagues (Stokoe, Casterline, & Croneberg, 1965) rather focused on 

how individual signs can be written down. This is where the signs can be organized through a list 

with a specific alphabetic order (in ASL, not English). Definitions were written in English for 

each sign. According to the Stokoe notation system, it has 55 symbols, and they are put under 

each of the three ASL phonological parameters: handshape, location, and movement. Noted here 

is that the developers identified these landmark and groundbreaking categories making up words 

in ASL as well as creating symbols for them. The signed word “give” is used as an example and 

can be seen through an illustration in Figure 2.1. The sign has its specific handshape in use and 

how it is placed and moved in the space is equally important for the production of any word in 

the signed language.  

     Figure 2.2 shows the target word is written according to the Stokoe system. The first symbol 

represents the location in front of the signer’s body. The second symbol rather represents the 

handshape that has fingers curved and squeezed together over the thumb. The last two symbols 

account for two different movement types taking place with the sign (one being moved and the 



72 

other on the orientation of the hand or palm). The first movement symbol includes palm up and 

the second is the movement away from the signer. One can notice that the symbols are used in 

different sizes. When placed in a string, the symbols appear to represent one sign when it does. 

All of the symbols in the Stokoe notation system are derived from the keyboard of a typewriter. 

This approach of making symbols was thought to be an ideal and allows people to type the signs 

easily when they access a typewriter.  

 

 

Figure 2.1: “Give” as produced in American Sign Language 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.2.: “Give” as written according to the Stokoe notation system   

 

     In the 1980s, a group of people who worked at the Salk Institute in San Diego, California had 

a different idea that ASL deserves to have a more complete writing system. Full text (as opposed 

to individual signs) was thought important and that the Stokoe notation system cannot handle an 

expansion in text use. The number of parameters and symbols for words and sentences in ASL 

were expanded as a result. This is where a full-fledged writing system was developed and it is 
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called SignFont (Newkirk, 1987). The Stokoe notation system can be described as having an 

influence on how the SignFont system was developed. The original handshape, location, and 

movement parameters were retained in the latter system. An increase of number for the symbols 

in SignFont is noted at approximately 101 symbols. The large number of symbols is put under 

each of the five parameters: handshape, action area, location, movement, and non-manuals. The 

“action area” was found necessary according to the SignFont developers as it includes 

information for where the handshape makes contact with the body (e.g., back of the hand or at 

the tip of the fingers). “Non-manuals” refer to the morpho-syntactic markers in ASL where 

certain facial expressions would help with how a word or sentence should be formed (e.g., 

pursed lips in use would indicates an adverbial of “being in ease” attached to a verb and raised 

eyebrows for topicalization of a sentence being expressed). Here it is clear that the SignFont 

system is designed to account for both morphology and syntax in ASL, not just words. Full texts 

can be written according to SignFont. This is where the functions of SignFont and the system 

developed by Stokoe and his colleagues differ.   

     The same word “give” can be seen using SignFont symbols in Figure 2.3. The first symbol 

represents the handshape. SignFont reserves the following space for the two action area symbols 

which represent the palm orientation being up and index finger touching the thumb. The last two 

symbols are for movement with the first one being away from the body and the second one is 

pause. That is, the movement of sign word “give” begins with the direction away from the body 

and then pauses at the end. The Stokoe notation system does not include pauses as a movement 

type. The SignFont developers apparently saw a strong need for marking pauses in ASL lexicon. 

In any case, the symbols are very much different from those of the Stokoe notation system. 

     Interestingly enough, the signed word for “give” does not have the location symbol because 

the sign word “give” was done in the middle at the chest level. This location is considered  
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“neutral”. For this reason, the word does not need to have a location symbol. However, many 

other signs have a location elsewhere in the signing space and on the signer’s body, and there are 

symbols available for use. The size of SignFont symbols is different in comparison to that of the 

Stokoe notation system. All of the SignFont symbols are written in the same size and the strings 

written in a sequential format (whereas the symbols can be written on the top of each other in the 

Stokoe notation system). The SignFont writing system stands as it is not only used to write signs, 

but sentences in ASL. A sample of SignFont’s written text can be seen in Figure 2.4. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3: “Give” as written according to SignFont 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.4.: The written text of SignFont 
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     The third and last attempt is with SignWriting. This system is rather based on a well-known 

dance transcription system (Sutton, 1999). Unlike the first two writing systems, SignWriting is a 

pictographic writing system that constitutes iconicity in nature (e.g., Martin, 2001). It rather 

emphasizes a lot on the visual representation of positions and movement. Also, SignWriting has 

about over 600 symbols (Rosenberg, 1999). These symbols are divided into eight categories for 

writing signs and sentences. Only a few of the symbols from these categories are selected to 

produce a written word. Signs are, this time, written vertically. The signed word “give” using 

SignWriting symbols can be seen in Figure 2.5. The top symbol represents the movement 

parameter and the specific movement “away from the signer”. Confirming the iconic nature of 

the symbol, it is drawn in an arc. The first part of the bottom symbol represents the handshape 

that is used in the sign. Visibly, this symbol part resembles how the handshape is made (i.e., 

tapered hand that has fingers curved and squeezed together over the thumb). The solid black 

filling in the first part and layered box in the second part of the bottom symbol represents the 

sign’s palm orientation (i.e., face up).  

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.5.: “Give” as written according to SignWriting 

 

     Like with SignFont, SignWriting is capable for fully written texts. The written text of 

SignWriting can be seen in Figure 2.6. This pictographic written text demonstrated signed words 

resembling to how an individual actually signs. In a comparison of the pictographic and arbitrary 

writing systems in signed language, Rosenberg (1999) argued that the Stokoe notation system is 
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less effective because they are difficult to remember due to its arbitrariness and is not of three 

dimensional quality. SignWriting is claimed to be a superior writing system for deaf people. This 

argument or reasoning is perplexing deaf children or adults should be able to handle an arbitrary 

writing system as well as the hearing counterparts. Starting with ASL as a linguistic system, deaf 

signers do not have any difficulty in referring to a time not present (the past or future) and places 

that are not present. Abstract concepts are expressed in many signs such as “truth” and “begin”. 

The view that deaf people are better off with a pictographic writing system echoes the early 

studies using intelligence tests and conclusions made for why deaf children did not perform well 

as the hearing counterparts. They were claimed to be limited to concrete thinking, thus would do 

many of the cognitive tasks poorly.   

     The support for a pictographic system for ASL would erode when one considers the evolution 

of writing systems for the hearing populations over time. At present, there is no longer any 

pictographic written system in use among spoken languages. Sumerians (circa. 3,300-1,400 

B.C.) shifted from using a pictographic writing systems to syllabaries and alphabetic writing 

systems (e.g., Rosenberg, 1999). This change in writing system types suggests that the latter 

types are preferable. Only the alphabetic and logographic writing systems are used nowadays. 

One could argue that pictographic writing systems are not effective for humans in general. If 

there needs to be a writing system for deaf children and adults, it should be anything, but a 

pictographic type. It will be interesting to see how writing systems developed for ASL thus far 

compete with each other and prevail to be the preferred writing system in use. This outcome is 

not likely according to the present climate. As mentioned earlier, both deaf education and the 

deaf community have not been receptive to the use of any writing system.  
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Figure 2.6.: The written text of SignWriting 

 

     Speaking of cultures, there may be a reason for concern for the use of written ASL in the 

classroom with deaf students. In time, it may lead to the creation of a written culture in the deaf 

community. What is problematic is that ASL literature may disappear altogether over time just 

like what happened among ancient Greeks and Hebrews. With Greek, oral literature was subject 

to being written down, and the same can happen easily to ASL. Oral traditions in the signed 

language would be lost. If one think about what a teacher of the deaf would do when teaching 

deaf students how to read in their language. The process is expected to be similar to what hearing 
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students experience in the classroom. The outcome with ASL is likely to be positive and 

successful. However, it will be done at a high price. This is especially true when the drawbacks 

among hearing people who grow up in a written culture are considered. For those who are 

immersed in written culture, some of the undesirable traits have been developed and took a firm 

hold of the societies involved. To demonstrate this, students who are exposed to written culture 

are likely to come from middle-class parents who spend time reading to them at home. Often 

hearing children speak more like the language used in print (Perfetti, 1987) or what Sulzby 

(1996) calls as those that “talk like a book”. One must ask this important question: Is that a 

natural thing for humans to do, socially and cognitively? 

     In fact, Ong (1982) raised a concern that the written mode has taken possession over the oral 

mode in the American society when it should not be the case. Anyone who talks in a manner that 

resembles how a text is written is not a natural behavior to start with. In terms of cognition, the 

speaker immersed in the written culture may not be operating appropriately given the naturalness 

of oral language. Written language is supposed to be unnatural and should be confined to print as 

opposed to speaking it. If one could refer to many occasions where a speaker reads a text while 

speaking, the processing load becomes laborious for the listener. Any speaker who attempts to 

speak apart from the text would be more appealing and understandable. This does not include the 

fact that English literature and the modern legal system and science owe their origins to the time 

when oral culture predominated in the ancient Greek society and elsewhere. Finally, too many 

children and adults are being left out of the written culture in the American society where they 

could not integrate effectively when their background of oral culture is found to be too different 

from how reading instruction would take place. It is as if the more a child is immersed in written 

culture, the better off he becomes in the educational system.  
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     The dominance of written culture is questionable for the children from a middle-class 

background as they may need a better way of learning how to read. Miechenbaum and Biemiller 

(1998) argued that the fourth grade slump of reading occurred when schools do not pay enough 

attention to oral language development. The researchers are talking about the general difficulty 

that children experience when moving from third to fourth grade. It is as if a shock is in place for 

the children who were read by their parents from an early age and learned to talk in the written 

language throughout the elementary school years. The stage of “reading to learn” beginning at 

the fourth grade becomes difficult and the children would stumble despite of the years of 

preparation behind them. Transition is not happening here like it should. If a child is prepared to 

use the written text as the primary source for learning in the classroom, the process needs to be 

smooth. Oral language being identified as lacking or not receiving enough attention points out 

the fundamental weakness of the American educational system.  

     One could not help but wonder what the development of oral language is all about. It may be 

that English needs to be taught more orally. The potential of a student becoming a ‘good talker’ 

is underrated when the curriculum is overtly geared toward fluency in the written mode. The 

consequences appear to be profound. A student may successfully acquire beginning reading 

skills in the earlier years of schooling, but begins to fall behind with the reading tasks required 

for the fourth grade (e.g., Snow, 2002). This is where the fourth grade slump becomes real and 

problematic. Such concern is valid given how schools neglect the skills specific to oral language 

in their curriculum. What this really means is that literature may need to be present in its oral 

form along with the written form. A formal separation of oral literature and written literature is 

what allow students to experience the oral form of language more than what has been done at 

present. Cognitively, the students will focus on learning about the composition when presented 

in the oral model. Plasticity of the text not found in the print is what will expose these students to 
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the “natural” essentials of oral literature. They will tell a text in different forms even if it is of 

one story. The students will need to first memorize different texts as told orally, but they will 

develop skills in delivering each of the pieces in different forms over time. They will do this in 

front of an immediate audience for feedback. The literacy experience involved would be rich and 

insightful as far as text is concerned.  

     The cognitive benefits for students are great when the oral compositional skills are developed 

and help prepare the students for reading written text in the later grades. The written text at the 

fourth grade and beyond are very much varied in terms of composition, but from what students 

have been taught in the elementary school years, they are confined to reading one text after the 

other. Each text is fixed and this is about all what the students learn. There is no real opportunity 

for reading and understanding how the text can be composed differently. One can say that it is 

because written language is what it is. Yet, reading development implies that all children will be 

prepared optimally for what it takes to become fluent readers. Based on how reading is taught in 

schools, the metalinguistic awareness through developing oral skills and comparing with the 

written text is not gained. For these reasons, students find reading experience at the fourth grade 

to be disruptive leading to the reported slump in their performance. Oral literature may be what 

is missing in the learning process promoted in schools.  

     Understanding that deaf people are supposedly the only ones who possess a literary tradition 

in the oral mode and high in quality, an alignment to the curriculum will require a consideration 

for the role of oral language in reading development. ASL literature is readily available and can 

be integrated in a reading program with English. The cross-linguistic arrangement will not only 

promote reading skills specific to print, but that the oral literacy skills via ASL are taught at the 

same time. The use of an intermediary writing system will mean that ASL does not need to have 

a writing system of its own. Instead, the writing system in use will be temporary and allows deaf 
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students to make transition from oral language in ASL to the written form of the second language 

(i.e., English). ASL will retain its status as an oral language and be helpful with the cognitive 

enrichment and the learning process for optimal reading development experience. The lack of 

written ASL will prevent the language from becoming victim to falling into written culture as 

found with too many spoken languages.   

     Before discussing these new developments in education any further, one needs to have more 

evidence on the vitality of ASL as a language. Cognitive abilities appear to be intact among deaf 

children when nonverbal measures are used. Their intelligence appears to be normal, but the fact 

that ASL lacks a writing system and no verbal intelligence test allowing deaf students to read and 

write in their language has been developed. Should language plays an important role in cognition 

that some scholars claim, a comprehensive assessment of deaf students’ intelligence is necessary, 

yet not achieved. Controls associated with ASL proficiency are very much lacking in the most 

recent generation of studies. With the deficiencies in research design under consideration, the 

conclusion that deaf students are cognitively normal is not as strong as it should be.  

     It is important to understand that the discussion regarding the cognitive domain thus far has 

been focused on the question of intelligence among deaf students (i.e., normal or not normal). 

There is still another area of cognitive abilities that are tied with language processing. More 

specifically, neurolinguists have investigated the role of human’s brain when oral and written 

languages are being used with signers and speakers. The findings made are biological and can 

provide additional insights on the cognitive capacity of deaf people. Deaf adults are, this time, 

targeted for their cognitive abilities through language, whereas more deaf children are studied for 

their intelligence. The fact that the neurolinguistic studies included oral and written languages 

deserves a careful examination in light of what may be different between the two. As found with 

educators, neurolinguists may be biased with their written culture and not understanding fully of 
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their results. In any case, the motivation for more evidence on the cognitive capacity of deaf 

populations in the educational system is important. Deaf children have not been provided with a 

reading program supposedly tailored to their needs as too many questions or misunderstandings 

have lingered. Should deaf children be cognitively normal and contingent on the use of a signed 

language, the push for a reform in their education can be justified.   
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CHAPTER THREE: PROCESSING IN LANGUAGE AND COGNITION 

     Language processing and cognition have become a subject of great interest among scholars in 

recent years. There are a number of studies conducted with deaf and hearing people. One of the 

significant questions that can be posed is concerning how the brain responds when an individual 

uses oral or written language. Unfortunately, there are researchers who did not treat these modes 

separately. In a review of the literature, a number of studies could be assembled, but sensitivity 

for oral and written modes is likely to be lacking. Apparently, the study of hearing people and 

modality use would not be an issue, but this is a critical variable for deaf people. The oral 

language for deaf participants in the studies may be ASL, but the designation of English as a 

written language for them suggests a difference in processing when compared to hearing 

participants.  

     Deaf people are excellent candidates for understanding what it means for English to be a 

written language in terms of processing. Deaf people do not hear spoken language for acquisition 

or use spoken language knowledge as part of learning to read. There are some deaf people who 

have somehow become fluent readers of English despite the absence of access to a spoken 

language. The critical component of solving this age-old problem of illiteracy among deaf people 

is making sense of how the brain functions during the reading process to produce success, given 

this unusual set of cognitive and linguistic circumstances. Illumination of this experience will 

shed light on how hearing bilinguals process languages like deaf people who are proficient in 

ASL and are able to read English fluently. One would also be interested in appreciating the brain 

processes of this type of reader. It is a critical step to examine how hearing bilinguals process 

two languages like deaf people who are proficient in ASL and are able to read in English.  

     A comparison with the hearing users of two languages and monolinguals who are literate 

should shed light on the characteristics appearing in the minds of deaf people. This is with the 
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understanding that deaf people who are literate in English are not taught to read through ASL; 

they have made a “leap” from ASL to written English. Moreover, there is no known deaf 

individual who went to a school where written ASL is promoted. One can say that a written form 

widely used for the signed language is lacking in the lives of deaf Americans today. Any 

difference in the processing among deaf people literate in English will indicate that they were 

never subject to reading instruction tailored to their needs. This information will serve as an 

argument for why deaf children need an educational approach that works for them. With the 

provision of a real and meaningful educational experience in school, we can expect there to be a 

change in the brain among signers when it comes to the processing of written language. The 

patterns in the brains of deaf people will then be more similar to hearing people who are literate.  

     It is also important to understand what happens in the brain when ASL is processed as an oral 

language; differences among the hearing population are not expected to prevail here. Yet, 

researchers who studied oral language processing among the deaf population (via ASL) have 

asked about the implications of a visual language (i.e., signed is visual whereas spoken is 

auditory) on the processing mechanism of the brain. It is possible that users of ASL process the 

language differently from what is known of spoken language users.  

     It is clear that the brain is the organ that includes language functioning in terms of production 

and comprehension. As a result, neuropsychologists and neurolinguists have examined different 

areas of the brain affecting the use of language. The brain has two cerebral hemispheres: left and 

right. There are many studies done on spoken language and its association with the brain; the 

signed language should receive similar attention. There are two types of language users: spoken 

and signed. The people who use signed language are likely to be deaf. For this reason, the 

knowledge associated with the signed in neurolinguistics has emerged. A review of the studies 
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involved must also consider the possible complications about the oral and print forms of 

language with hearing and deaf participants as well.  

 

I. Spoken Language and the Brain  

     During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, researchers became fascinated with the brain-

damaged patients who have difficulties with language processing. The purpose of investigating 

this particular kind of injury is to understand more about how the human brain may fail to 

function when processing a language. The earliest clinical studies with brain-damaged patients 

included a focus where the brain was damaged which affected language performance. Aphasia 

became a term accounting for speech and language dysfunctions caused by neurological damage. 

Spoken language was all what mattered at the time. The findings from the aphasic studies 

indicate that there are hemisphere asymmetries in the human brain while processing a language. 

The left hemisphere is found to be language dominant. This important finding is made through 

examining the left hemisphere-damaged (LHD) patients who can hear (e.g., Bownds, 1999; 

Geschwind, 2006; Goodglass, 1993; Springer & Deustch, 1997). Not only this, different kinds of 

aphasias have also been identified (see Fabbro, 1999 and Goodglass, 1993 for different types of 

aphasias). The two well-known aphasic types are when the Broca and Wernicke’s areas in the 

brain are damaged. These two areas have their own roles for how language should be processed; 

any damage to these areas would produce two different outcomes.  

     The researchers, Paul Broca (1824-1880) and Carl Wernicke (1848-1904) were the ones who 

first took note of people who had left hemisphere damage. These individuals would experience 

difficulty with language processing. Based on their studies, Broca (1861) and Wernicke (1874) 

proposed that there are some areas of the brain that are responsible for language processing such 

as production and comprehension (e.g., Aboitiz, Garcia, Brundtti, & Bosman, 2006; Geschwind, 
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2006; Goodglass, 1993). A sketch of the brain including Broca and Wernicke’s areas in the left 

hemisphere can be seen in Figure 3.1. Broca’s area is located in the frontal regions of the brain 

and is responsible for language production or speech output (i.e., expressive). The main 

characteristic of aphasic patients with Broca’s area affected is speaking very little. There are 

times when these patients do attempt to speak; they are likely to have difficulty in expressing 

themselves and their speech would be difficult to follow. It is interesting that most of the Broca’s 

aphasia patients comprehend language when they are spoken to. The processing deficiency with 

this type of aphasia lies in the motor output of language (e.g., Bownds, 1999; Geschwind, 2006; 

Goodglass, 1993; Reisberg, 2001; Springer & Deustch, 1997). One could not help but wonder if 

similar consequences would be made in signed language for a deaf individual if the Broca's area 

of the brain is damaged.  

 

Figure 3.1.: Broca and Wernicke’s Areas in the Human Brain 

 

     Wernicke’s area, on the other hand, is located in the posterior region of the first temporal 

gyrus and responsible for language comprehension or comprehending speech (i.e., receptive). 

Wernicke’s aphasia patients tend to speak fluently depending on how much damage is in the 

area. These patients should not have any problem with rhythm and speech, but instead their 

processing deficiency is basically grounded in language comprehension. Anyone who speaks to 

them would be perceived as unintelligible causing a breakdown in communication (e.g., Bownds, 
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1999; Geschwind; 2006; Goodglass, 1993; Reisberg, 2001; Springer & Deustch, 1997). Like the 

Broca’s aphasic, the same kind of consequences should occur for deaf LHD patients whose 

Wernicke’s area is damaged. From the early studies on the Broca and Wernicke’s areas being 

damaged, it is clear that LHD patients in general would have a hard time producing and 

comprehending a language. 

     In addition to what is known in neuropsychology, there are a large number of neurolinguistic 

studies done to examine more about the brain asymmetries when an individual produces and/or 

comprehends a spoken language. In this example, neurolinguists emphasized the use of linguistic 

tasks with aphasic patients to help investigate the areas of phonology, morphology, syntax, and 

semantics (e.g., Fabbro, 1999). These important areas of language are found greatly affected. 

Once again, the left hemisphere is found to be language dominant through the patients’ deficit 

performance with one or more linguistic tasks (e.g., Démonet et al., 1992; Marangolo, Piras, 

Galati, & Burani, 2004; M. Meyer, Alter, & Friederici, 2003). Should a signed language be 

affected by aphasia, its structure must be investigated in detail.  

     Besides the left hemisphere, there are a number of studies examining the role of the right 

hemisphere with language processing. The performance of right hemisphere-damaged (RHD) 

patients indicates that the damage in this part of the brain affects non-linguistic, paralinguistic 

and pragmatics aspects and other language-related skills in the form of music, metaphor, and 

humor. Visio-spatial process is one of the non-linguistic aspects. To do one visio-spatial process 

task, the patients were told to do different activities such as copying the picture from the display 

by drawing or manipulating the meaningless blocks into the display’s design (e.g., Benton & 

Tranel, 1993; deRenzi, 1997). The RHD patients performed poorly while doing blocks and 

drawing tasks. According to this outcome, deaf RHD patients should not expected to perform 

well when asked to do any of the non-verbal tasks.  
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     Paralinguistic aspects and other language related skills such as intonation, prosody, music, 

metaphor, and humor were simulated for hearing patients through spoken language (e.g., Kellar 

& Bever, 1980; M. Meyer et al., 2003; Springer & Deustch, 1997). These patients responded by 

doing different tasks like either speaking a word/sentence or pressing a button, or one out of two 

buttons with different responses. While doing these tasks, RHD patients did not perform well as 

compared to LHD patients. It is true that RHD patients may draw on the pragmatic aspects of 

language, but they would have deficits in discourse by failing to integrate information across 

sentences and interpret the conversation remarks (e.g., Brownell, Potter, Birhle, & Gardner, 

1986; Kaplan, Brownell, Jacobs, & Gardner, 1990). As a result, patients with RHD performed 

differently in regard to language performance as compared to LHD patients (see Millar & 

Whitaker, 1983, and Springer & Deustch, 1997 for the further discussion on the role of the right 

hemisphere).  

     As with any good science, the role of left hemisphere for language processing needs to be 

validated through different approaches or methods. Neuroimaging technologies are what have 

been used with aphasic patients to examine the roles of left and right hemispheres for language 

processing. These technologies are useful for identifying the brain activation associated with 

language production and comprehension. The neuroimaging studies conducted thus far have 

confirmed the relationship of the left hemisphere and language processing (Springer & Deustch, 

1997). The tools ranging from Electroencephalogram, Event-related Potentials (ERP), Positron 

Emission Tomography (PET) to Functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging (fMRI) are included in 

the studies. The last two tools are the ones that neuropsychologists and neurolinguists have used 

the most with their patients (e.g., Binder et al., 1997; Démonet et al., 1992; Marangolo et al., 

2004; M. Meyer et al., 2003).  
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     What one needs to know is that a duplication of the studies conducted so far with deaf users 

of ASL needs to account for bilingualism. Deaf people may be proficient in the signed language, 

but they can possess some amount of written English language knowledge as well. According to 

the research literature, bilingual is the generic term used to represent individuals who are 

multilingual as well. The specific roles of cerebral hemispheres were investigated with the 

understanding that only spoken languages are involved. The conclusions from bilingual studies 

are not as simple as they may sound. This phenomenon exists because of the complexity 

associated with the interaction of two or more languages. Some researchers argue that the 

bilinguals’ left hemisphere is entirely language dominant for both their L1 and L2 (e.g., Paradis, 

1990; Klein et al., 1995; Soares, 1982, 1984). Yet, there are other researchers who disagree with 

this conclusion based on studies showing different results countering that language performance 

has greater involvement in the bilingual participants' right hemisphere (e.g., Albanèse, 1985; 

Dehaene et al., 1997; Gorlitzer von Mundy, 1959/1983; Hernandez, Dapretto, Mazziotta, & 

Bookheimer, 2001; Mägiste, 1992).  

     It is important to understand that the right hemisphere involvement during language 

processing is interwoven with other variables such as early/late exposure to language acquisition, 

level of proficiency in two languages, and gender. These variables are important for predicting 

the use of the right hemisphere in the aphasic and neuroimaging studies (e.g., Abutalebi, Cappa, 

& Perani, 2005; Paradis, 2004; Hull & Vaid, 2005). As a result, the findings of bilingual studies 

are less uniform and can be confusing (e.g., Fabbro, 1999). A careful examination is evidently 

needed to remove the variables affecting the activation of the bilingual participants’ cerebral 

hemispheres when they engage in language processing. With more carefully designed studies, an 

important pattern has emerged with the left hemisphere having a greater role in a bilingual’s 
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brain. As of now, it is safe to say that the bilingual’s left hemisphere is language dominant as 

found in the studies with monolinguals.  

 

II. Impact of Signed Language Knowledge 

     One may wonder if the role of the cerebral hemispheres for people who sign is the same as 

what was discussed for speakers. Bilingualism was not addressed at first nor was the notion that 

ASL should be processed in the brain comparable to any spoken language. Poizner, Klima, and 

Bellugi (1987) rather raised the issue of signed language being visual-spatial which would 

possibly show some differences in the brain. Understanding that the visual-spatial properties in 

general are processed in the right hemisphere, the researchers had to address the possibility that 

ASL is not processed as one would expect (i.e., through the left hemisphere). This finding led to 

a number of studies examining the role of cerebral hemispheres corresponding to signed 

language (see Corina, 1998a for a list of aphasic studies with signers). Individuals participating 

in these studies were either deaf or hearing and possessed ASL as their native language. Hearing 

signers were those born to deaf parents and raised in a signing household.  

     Despite the fact that ASL may be described as visual-spatial, the findings were similar to 

what is known for spoken language. Aphasic signers demonstrated language deficiency with 

phonology (Brentari, Poizner, & Kegl, 1995; Poizner et al., 1987), sentence processing, and 

morphology (Poizner et al., 1987). Poizner et al. (1987) conducted an in-depth study with six 

brain-damaged deaf patients who use ASL. Three of them are LHD, whereas the other three are 

RHD. These patients were administered an adapted version of the Boston Diagnostic Aphasia 

Examination (BDAE, Goodglass & Kaplan, 1972) using ASL. Poizner et al. used this test to 

determine “… whether the pattern of impairment following brain damage in deaf signers is at all 

comparable to that found in brain-damaged hearing individuals” (p. 41). The researchers also 
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developed a series of tests that included production and comprehension using different aspects of 

ASL grammatical structure. According to this test battery, deaf signers with LHD performed 

poorly in language production and/or comprehension.  

     In addition, Poizner et al. used a neuroimaging CT scan with deaf LHD patients who had 

difficulties in language production to determine if there is any damage in their Broca’s region. 

What they found is that the signers’ damage lies in the Broca’s region as found among speakers. 

With the Wernicke’s region and language comprehension, the finding is similar to how the 

Broca’s region corresponds to language production. What can be seen from this study is that the 

left hemisphere responsible for the problems with signed language is comparable to spoken 

language. Based on the evidence of neuropsychological studies, language dominance in the 

signers’ brain is in the left hemisphere. It does not matter that ASL is articulated in a different 

modality or even if it is described as visual-spatial. The signed language is treated as strictly 

linguistic according to the brain of the patients under study. 

     For the right hemisphere, patterns have been identified among signers and they are again 

similar to speakers. Signers with RHD were found to demonstrate deficiency in visuo-spatial 

processes (e.g., Hickok, Kirk, & Bellugi, 1998; Poizner et al., 1987) and discourse abilities (e.g., 

Hickok, Wilson, Clark, Klima, Kritchevsky, & Bellugi, 1999; Poizner & Kegl, 1993). Hickok et 

al. (1999) conducted a study on discourse with two deaf RHD patients using ASL. The first 

participant was a right-handed man who was deaf since birth and acquired ASL at 6 years old. 

He had a stroke at the age of 72 and participated in the study two years later. This participant had 

trouble staying with the topic of conversation. The other participant was a right-handed man who 

was born deaf and acquired ASL from birth. He had a stroke at the age of 66 and participated in 

the study 9 years later. He had difficulty with spatial referential discourse, which made his 

discourse vague or ambiguous.  
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     To further examine the same patients and their discourse abilities, Hickok et al. (1999) 

conducted more tasks and tests. With the two tasks, the first participant performed a large portion 

of unrelated utterances to the story, but performed well with the picture sequential task. On the 

other hand, the second participant performed producing utterances, but not on spatial discourse 

tasks that were measured by the picture sequential component. The deaf RHD patients in this 

study did not have trouble with language processing at the grammatical level, but did have 

difficulty with discourse functions. This finding parallels that of the earlier study (i.e., Hickok, 

Klima, & Bellugi, 1996) claiming that processing spatially encoded grammar information in 

ASL is independent of non-linguistic spatial cognition. That is, ASL grammar includes spatial 

components in morphology and syntax, but use would not be affected when the damage is done 

to the right hemisphere (see Klima & Bellugi, 1979 for further discussion on spatial grammar in 

ASL). In other words, the spatial grammatical components of ASL do not correspond with the 

non-linguistic spatial aspects when produced through drawings and block manipulation 

activities.   

     Just like with speakers, a number of researchers have conducted neuroimaging studies with 

signers. They again used the popular tools PET and fMRI to examine the activation of signers’ 

cerebral hemispheres (Bavalier et al., 1998; Corina et al., 2003; Hickok et al., 1995; Horwitz et 

al., 2003; Neville et al., 1998; Petitto et al., 2000; San Jose-Robertson et al., 2004). There are a 

number of signed language production studies conducted using PET in recent years. In Petitto et 

al.’s (2000) study, deaf brain-damaged-free signers were asked to produce verb signs when they 

saw comparable signs in the noun format individually. The purpose of this study was to 

encourage the signers to focus on the internal components of signs. Each noun-verb pairs 

produced in ASL had similar handshapes and locations with only movement features differing. 

The researchers found that the left hemisphere is greatly activated when the participants 
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completed the task. The task was designed to be linguistic and indicate that the brain's response 

is predictable. The other studies with PET produced similar findings as well. 

     There are several reports from fMRI studies showing that the right hemisphere is activated 

while the participants comprehend ASL. This report is not consistent with the findings produced 

to date with ASL or with what hearing speakers do. Neville and her colleagues (Bavalier et al., 

1998; Neville et al., 1998) conducted a large-scale fMRI study with brain-damage-free native 

signers (both deaf and hearing) and speakers (who do not know signed language) using sentence 

processing in ASL and written English. Also, nonsense sentences in signed language and written 

language were presented. The participants had to determine if the sentences presented were 

correct or incorrect by raising either their left or right hand. The researchers found that the 

signers’ left hemisphere was activated while articulating ASL sentences. Yet, the right 

hemisphere was activated at the same time. The amount of activation in the right hemisphere was 

found roughly equivalent to the regions of the left hemisphere. With written English, the deaf 

signers’ right hemisphere was more greatly activated than what took place in the left hemisphere.    

     Before discussing how the deaf participants' brain functions with written English any further, 

it is important to note that Hickok, Bellugi, & Klima (1998) addressed critics of these studies 

who deplored the impression that deaf people are different from speakers when it comes to 

language processing. A flaw in their research design is stressed as an explanation for the 

outcome of the right hemisphere activation with ASL. The researchers of the study are criticized 

for not addressing the effects of prosody in oral language adequately as right hemisphere 

activation can occur due to extra-grammatical communication aspects such as the prevalence of 

emotional facial expressions used by the signer during the test. In other words, the deaf 

participants would see the person signing on the screen and process the information accordingly. 

Critics pointed out that when a sentence processing task includes the use of prosody, there will 
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be activation in the right hemisphere among speakers (e.g., Binder et al., 1994; Mazoyer et al., 

1993; Perani et al. 1996). In this case, the fact that the deaf participants process in the right 

hemisphere with ASL is not surprising. Given this consideration and when one looks at all of the 

different studies conducted with deaf people, it is safe to conclude that the roles of cerebral 

hemispheres (i.e., left and right) with ASL are very much the same as found among hearing 

people using a spoken language.  

     One still needs to address the unique status of English as a written language and how it may 

not be processed in the left hemisphere. For the deaf participants, ASL may be designated as 

their oral language, but English is not. This is where Hickok et al. made another criticism of the 

study in which the researchers implied that the deaf participants should be processing English in 

the left hemisphere. The linguistic brain processes of ASL and English do not demonstrate the 

hemisphere activity of simply two languages; there is more to consider because the involvement 

of deaf participants adds a significant variable. Careful considerations associated with the 

linguistic situation of deaf people are evidently needed for designing neuroimaging studies and 

interpreting the results in the near future. To be seen, researchers are not necessarily sensitive to 

the idea that processing English is rather different for deaf people when compared to hearing 

people. One can say that the oral and written English modes are very much tied together 

concerning hearing people. The question is then, what does the brain of hearing individuals look 

like when they process print? Whatever insight gained is expected to serve as a basis for 

understanding the situation that deaf people face when using English.   

 

III. Written Language and the Brain 

    Understanding that the brain functions rather the same concerning oral language for deaf and 

hearing individuals (i.e., ASL for the former and English for the latter), any difference with the 
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written mode of English would be interesting, especially for educational implications. One must 

remember that if ASL has its own writing system and that system is widely used, deaf 

individuals’ brain performance is expected to be the same as their hearing counterparts. Yet, the 

question here is about the other language, that is, English. Considering hearing aphasics whose 

written language skills are affected would be a good starting point for investigation.    

     According to a number of studies, monolingual speakers who struggle with reading and 

writing suffer damage in the left angular gyrus or adjacent regions of their brain. Damage to 

angular gyrus can affect neighboring regions such as the parietal, temporal, and occipital lobes. 

A sketch of the left hemisphere associated with these regions can be seen in Figure 3.1. These 

regions involve sensory, auditory, and visual information processing which makes the angular 

gyrus fundamentally important when it comes to reading and writing. There are two groups of 

reading and writing disorders: alexia with agraphia (cannot read and write) and alexia without 

agraphia (cannot read, but can write). The former disorder usually presents in individuals who 

have damage in the angular gyrus. The latter disorder rather, involves a disconnection between 

the angular gyrus and the visual processing regions of the brain; the damage is in the left 

occipital lobe and part of the corpus callosum. The affected corpus callosum is what disconnects 

the right occipital lobe from the left angular gyrus, which causes difficulty in engaging the flow 

of visual information in language processing. This condition creates reading difficulties, but not 

in writing because the latter does not require a huge sum of visual feedback (e.g., Springer and 

Deustch, 1997). Of these two types of reading disorders, the left hemisphere can be described as 

dominant in the written language.  

     One still needs to look at the neuroimaging studies to see if the results are the same; the 

answer is ‘yes’. Binder et al. (2003) conducted an fMRI lexical access study using visual word 

recognition with English speaking brain-damaged-free participants. The researchers noted that 
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not all of the participants’ L1 was English, which means that there were some bilinguals in their 

study as well. Despite this ambiguity between the status of monolinguals and bilinguals, each of 

the individuals had to decide if the word presented on the computer screen was a word or not. 

The participants had to press one keypad indicating a word and another for a nonword. While the 

participants were engaged in the visual recognition task, the researchers found a greater 

activation in the left hemisphere.  

     There was also a study done in the German language with sentence processing that revealed a 

similar outcome regarding left hemisphere functioning. Wartenburger et al. (2003) administered 

grammatical and ungrammatical sentences to monolingual brain-damaged-free speakers. The 

participants had to judge if the sentence was grammatical or ungrammatical by pressing one of 

two buttons. The left button indicated a correct grammatical sentence whereas the right was for 

an ungrammatical sentence. As with the visual word recognition study, the researchers found that 

the left hemisphere was greatly activated when the participants engaged in sentence 

comprehension processing through print.   

     With the possibility that bilinguals may perform differently, there are a number of studies 

confirming the dominance of left hemisphere for speakers who engage in written language 

processing. In the case of brain-damaged-free Mandarin Chinese and English bilinguals, Chee, 

Tan, and Thiel (1999a) conducted a single word processing investigation using fMRI. The 

participants acquired spoken Mandarin Chinese and written Chinese as their L1 and 

spoken/written English as their L2. There were two groups of bilinguals who were early (by age 

6) and late (after age 12) L2 learners. During the stimuli, each incomplete word was presented in 

a written form such as “cou__” for “couple” (for English) on the screen; both written Chinese 

and English were used. The participants had to complete the word silently, which means they 

had to think of several words to complete the word English. Not only this, they had to make a 
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compound word for the Chinese prompt as well. This process was also conducted in the opposite 

direction (i.e., Chinese to English). While doing these tasks, a large number of early and late L2 

learners’ left hemispheres were greatly activated in both languages and only few were indicated 

in the right hemisphere.       

     Chee and his colleagues (1999b) also conducted a sentence processing study with brain-

damaged-free Mandarin Chinese and English bilinguals using fMRI. All of these participants 

were exposed to English as their L2 before 6 years old. Each of the sentences was presented 

either in English or Chinese on the screen. When an English sentence was presented, the 

translation of Chinese sentence was presented thereafter. The participants had to read the 

sentences and answer if the translation sentence was true or false by pressing one correct answer 

out of two buttons. Similar to the previous written language studies, the researchers found that 

the bilinguals’ left hemisphere was largely activated while reading the sentences in English and 

Chinese. The primary activation of the left hemisphere with written language among bilinguals 

can be described as consistent and undisputed as found among monolinguals.  

     At this point, it is clear that both bilinguals and monolinguals use their left hemisphere to a 

great extent when processing written language. These individuals should be proficient readers 

with whatever written language that they encountered in the studies. Given that the situation for 

deaf readers is different (their right hemisphere is activated over the left hemisphere), the work 

of Neville and her colleagues (i.e., Bavalier et al., 1998; Neville et al., 1998) provides additional 

insight. Hearing signers were included in their study, detailed as proficient in ASL and English 

as two oral languages comparable to other bilinguals. The subjects demonstrated a reversal result 

from what is known with deaf signers, that is, larger activation in the left hemisphere and less in 

the right. The performance of speakers who do not know any signed languages were considered 
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as well. With this last group, there was left hemisphere activation and no right hemisphere 

activation.  

     In a separate study, the patterns with deaf signers were repeated. Neville, Kutas, and Schmidt 

(1982a) administered the word reading task to brain-damage-free deaf adults individually using 

the ERP technology. These participants had to read a four-letter noun word at 100ms randomly 

from left visual field, right visual field, or two different words presented bilaterally. Colon and 

semicolons were presented at the center of the field, simultaneously along with the word. The 

participants had to respond by pressing either the colon or semicolon button and writing the 

words that they saw. The researchers found that the deaf signers’ right hemisphere was greatly 

activated. The finding here is opposite to another study with speakers whose left hemisphere was 

greatly activated (i.e., Neville, Kutas, & Schmidt, 1982b).  

     For an explanation, Corina (1998b) proposed that the strong tendency for right hemisphere 

activation with written English among deaf participants in different studies is due to the lack of 

reliance on sound-based reading strategies. The hearing participants whether they know a signed 

language or not would enjoy access to such strategies, thus allowing them to have activation in 

their left hemisphere. The experience of accessible reading instruction during their youth appears 

to be a life-long impact on written language processing. The hearing participants would undergo 

the systematic progression of learning to read when they were enrolled in a school as youngsters. 

They are expected to develop phonemic awareness and use phonology for decoding purposes. 

Beyond the word level, reading the text would be based on how the language is spoken. It is 

probable that the decoding experience as described is what shaped their brains as markedly 

different from the deaf participants’.   

     The void of essential reading skills among deaf people at least in the traditional way with 

English is found to be real. Cripps, McBride, and Forster (2005) conducted a psycholinguistic 
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study on lexical processing with brain-damaged-free deaf and hearing participants. They were 

able to administer the forward phonology and orthographic masked priming in written English to 

the participants individually. In the forward masked priming task, the participants saw the letter 

string of target words or pseudowords flashed for a longer time before another prime word was 

masked as it flashed for a brief time (usually 30 to 60ms). That is, the participants were not 

consciously aware of seeing the masked prime word. This is when the masked priming had 

occurred and had effect on the reaction time to target words. The participant had to respond by 

pressing yes/no buttons to determine if the word was a real word or not. The researchers found 

that the deaf participants did not have any significant facilitative phonological effect as found 

with hearing participants. It is the deaf participants who demonstrated the most significant 

inhibitory orthographic effect and would not use the phonological component for reading.  

     Similar phonological outcomes with reading can be found in Chamberlain’s (2002) lexical 

processing study with deaf individuals who are good and poor readers. The behavior of these two 

groups indicates that they do not rely on any sound-based phonological processing. It is strange 

that good readers among deaf people “make do” without the support of oral language. Should the 

deaf participants in this study and others be able to read at all is remarkable. As unfortunate as it 

may be, fluent deaf readers are supposedly an exception rather than the norm according to the 

research literature on reading proficiency. Their “reading development” experience cannot be 

described as effective when the lack of a reading program based on the use of ASL is absent 

throughout the history of deaf education. Marking progress where deaf participants stand in 

reading proficiency is exceedingly difficult and without any curricular support as expected 

through their teachers. What is important is that the psycholinguistic studies discussed thus far 

are consistent with the outcomes in the biological domain of neurological studies. There is less 
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use for the left hemisphere with deaf participants (with written language) when there should be 

more.  

     Questions are now being raised on how to teach written English to deaf children in schools. A 

compensatory measure is needed before reading instruction can be implemented with 

effectiveness. ASL being the oral language should be targeted, which will allow for reading 

strategies to develop in a different modality. Future neurolinguistic and psycholinguistic studies 

will take into account the skills specific to signed language and the brain processing functions of 

deaf individuals that need to be changed in a profound way. Reading instruction has essential 

skills to consider and must be promoted in the classroom. A review of these skills can serve as a 

starting point for what it takes to teach deaf children how to read. This platform is where an 

effective form of reading instruction can be established for this population. A parallel with what 

is known to be effective for hearing children will solidify whatever is needed to ensure that deaf 

children become fluent readers. 

 

IV. Limitations of Speech-based Reading Strategies 

     For English, sound has strong ties to reading development. One can suggest that deaf children 

are penalized in their reading process based on how reading instruction is structured and 

consequently delivered. Various respected scholars support this position in a well-known text 

entitled “Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children”. In this text, Snow and her 

colleagues describe the necessities for reading development (1998). Although the reading 

framework as proposed is designed to assist all children with their reading development, the 

scope is limited to spoken language. The needs of deaf children are not yet addressed, especially 

when they possess signed language knowledge and are not able to use it as a viable component 

for learning to read English. This framework does not consider the fact that supposedly fluent 
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deaf readers among adults do not process written English in the same way as their hearing 

counterparts (i.e., via left hemisphere and having phonological effect on reading). 

      Snow and her colleagues first divided necessities reported in the research literature for the 

“learning to read” process into two areas of focus. The first focus covers language development, 

phonological awareness, and literacy development skills. The skills involved are considered 

essential for pre-reading and occur prior to a hearing child’s enrollment in Kindergarten. 

Language development is expected during the early years when children develop their oral 

language at home. Cognitively, children are “programmed” to acquire the oral language to 

develop their language base through their inner language faculty (e.g., Chomsky, 1965). What is 

important to keep in mind is that children in general should not have a difficult time acquiring 

their oral language, and their minds are described as absorbing the language’s grammatical 

structure when properly stimulated.  

     Unfortunately, what constitutes the proper stimulation for language development with deaf 

children is not considered carefully in the highly acclaimed book. The fact that deaf children can 

experience normal acquisition when the language is signed (as in the case of ASL) is ignored 

altogether. The most acute disparity that occurs in the field of deaf education (and special 

education) is apparent and consistent within the book; too many children (supposedly more in 

recent years) have failed to achieve proficiency in ASL. Signed language proficiency results 

from a rich signing environment at home and in school and consistently remains elusive for most 

deaf children. 

     Only generalities such as the need for language acquisition and communication with deaf 

children are widely acknowledged. What this need translates into is English; the inaccessible 

language. The special role of signed language or ASL as an accessible language is not 

acknowledged or emphasized. Given that linguistic knowledge is what underlies the cognitive 
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capacity for reading development, deaf children not knowing or achieving partial proficiency in 

signed language are essentially disabled by a wrong orientation of the research and scholarly 

work being reviewed. 

     Equally problematic is how the second skill for reading development is identified as limited 

to speech. It is only hearing children who can become aware of their language's phonological 

structure. This situation is true for those who have learned English as a first or native language 

and those who learn English as a second language. Auditory access to English is what led to the 

former group’s development of critical prior knowledge; the metalinguistic experience of 

understanding word meaning via their phonemic and syllabic structures. The words are broken 

down into small parts to help children appreciate the sounds of speech. For example, while doing 

the syllable analysis, the English word “protect” is divided into two parts /pro/ and tEkt/. When 

the word is divided into a sequence of phonemes, it is called phonological awareness. Here the 

children will learn that the first letter of “p” represents /p/, “r” for /r/ and continue this until the 

last letter of the word. Children usually first develop their phonological awareness before 

becoming aware of phonemes, or letters in print. In this process, they will be exposed to 

alliterations and rhymes. Alliteration can involve the study of letter sounds that occur at the 

beginning or end of a word. With this experience, the child’s brain develops the ability to 

analyze patterns of letters in a manner different from the language acquisition process. 

Phonological awareness is the first step in the “learning to read” process that prepares the brain 

to link oral language knowledge to print. With an established phonological awareness system in 

place, the child will have a cognitive foundation to later enable them to link meaning to the 

arbitrary symbols called an “alphabet,” and even further, to analyze the patterns of those 

graphemes in a list of words that have the same or similar sounds.  
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     Mastering the letters and their corresponding sounds is one of the primary goals for learning 

to read according to the reading experts. One must understand that deaf children can do just the 

same if written signs are presented to them. Recall how the sign “give” is written according to 

the Stokoe transcription system and SignFont. The letter and “sound” relationship can be taught 

through the way the sign is produced and how it corresponds with the graphemes in ASL. The 

reading experts do not acknowledge this possibility and instead stress the importance of speech-

based skills. This situation suggests that only hearing children can benefit from effective reading 

instruction, which is not appropriate. This perspective is especially tenuous concerning how the 

knowledge of letter-sound relationships has ramifications on children’s reading abilities. Hearing 

children who do not develop accuracy and fluency with these early reading skills are not able to 

become fluent readers (Chall, 1996). Studies have been conducted using phonological measures 

with hearing children and their performance on these measures is a strong predictor for reading 

achievement (e.g., Juel, 1991; Scarborough, 1989; Stanovich, 1986).  

     To make matters worse, disability itself is targeted as the reason why deaf children fail to 

become fluent readers. Reading experts have readily acknowledged this impact on the academic 

performance of deaf students, but have not further investigated an empirically-based solution. 

For example, Perfetti and Sandak (2000) explained that deafness is a serious barrier to 

developing a good understanding of the letter-sound relationships. Deaf children are not able to 

break down the English word in the same manner as hearing children would do. Prior knowledge 

in spoken language is essential for any reading development experience with English. The 

impression made here is that deafness is an unfortunate situation that cannot be supplanted. This 

piece includes information portending that the far-reaching problem at hand is that “language 

development” is not taking place and the absence of a spoken language spells doom for deaf 

children right from the start.    
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     The accessibility issue within the “model framework” for reading development is further 

confirmed with the third and last skill: literacy development. Children are expected to learn how 

to use print materials and understand that words have meanings. They must become aware that 

reading a book needs some eye fixation and read from left to right per sentence, for example. 

Parents are widely encouraged to read books to their children. It is purported that this activity 

will help children learn about the relationship between the text and oral language. Deaf children 

may understand some about the books, but problems arise when their parents read to them. The 

book will need to be spoken, not signed. Should the parents speak as they read a book (assuming 

that they are hearing), deaf children cannot benefit as the process constitutes an auditory 

experience. Ideally, a book read to a deaf child would have a different text and provide reference 

to ASL as a language. In the latter case, the child would see how the parents’ signing 

corresponds with the print in a real and meaningful way. This is clearly not an option according 

to how reading development has been outlined for educators and the educational system.  

     For the second focus, Snow and her colleagues identified additional essentials based on the 

characteristics of children who are fluent readers. The last two essentials for consideration are 

comprehension and word identification. Children who become fluent readers are likely to be 

older and already enrolled in school. They comprehend the written text and identify string of 

letters of a word or words quickly and accurately. The skills in word identification occur when 

children begin with the visual process and attend to letters that form words. A breakdown in 

reading occurs when a child is not able to identify the word (through its letters) and connect it to 

what he has heard before. The unfamiliar words left alone in the text would cause problems for 

comprehension. Deaf children are likely to do just that since their previous learning experiences 

do not include any speech-based reading strategies. Reading comprehension would be hampered 

when the word identification skills are non-existent, poor or sound-based.  
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     Adding to the woes concerning deaf education is how comprehension can be used to 

compensate for poor word identification skills. Snow and her colleagues implied that deaf 

children may benefit from a spoken language-based reading instruction model. Depending on 

what conditions are, word recognition skills can be less emphasized. This means that deaf 

children should experience a more accessible form of reading instruction with English. To be 

precise about the role of comprehension in the reading process, the reading experts summarized 

the characteristics of children who are considered good comprehenders as follow: 

“…demonstrated clearly the importance of the reader’s background knowledge 

for understanding texts (Anderson[&] Pearson, 1984; Anderson [,Reynolds,  

Schallert, & Goetz], 1977; Bransford [&] Johnson, 1972). Knowledge of the 

content addressed by a text plays an important role in the reader’s formation of 

the text’s main ideas (Afflerbach, 1990) and can be traded off to some extent 

against weak word recognition skills (Adams [,Foorman, Lundberg, & Beeler] 

1996; Recht [&] Leslie, 1988). When studies have assessed the role of both basic 

processes and stores of relevant knowledge at a sufficiently fine grain, the two 

seem to make separable contributions to comprehension (Haenggi [&] Perfetti, 

1994)” (p. 62). 

 

     Making a trade off by using word recognition skills alone can be tempting for some educators 

who want to teach reading to deaf children with the existing curriculum. One must understand 

that when hearing children become fluent readers, they are expected to use different strategies 

when reading the text. This is especially true how these children address jargon when reading. 

They would use their background or world knowledge to assist them in figuring out the jargon 

word. The other strategy lies in capturing the main ideas from the text instead of focusing on 
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words. These fluent readers continue using their decoding strategies whenever possible. Had they 

failed to decode other words in the sentence (that are not jargon), the potential for figuring out 

the jargon word (through previously acquired world knowledge) would diminish. What this 

suggests is that using multiple strategies cannot be downplayed and is critical for the reading 

process in general. For this reason, deaf children should not be expected to “get away” with 

comprehension skills alone (Oakhill & Cain, 2000).   

     All essential reading skills discussed thus far have been assembled as part of an empirically 

grounded blueprint for how the reading process works in relations to cognition. Following the 

work of Levelt (1989; 1999), Perfetti (1999) developed the blueprint for written language 

comprehension. The sketch of this blueprint can be seen in Figure 3.2. Two major components of 

the reading process are word identification and meaning, and form selection. The former 

includes features such as orthographic and phonological units. The latter is described as more for 

comprehension including inferences, situation model, text representation, and parser, but the role 

of word identification is inescapable. It is at this point in the reading process where deaf children 

not having access to spoken language becomes an issue. The word representation feature for 

comprehension includes both components of the word identification and meaning, and form 

selection. Once again, the reader must process all of the features in these two components in 

order to read successfully. If there is any difficulty with one or more of these features, the 

chances of the reader struggling with reading will increase. 

     Concerning the education of deaf children, there are serious limitations associated with the 

spoken language-based reading instructional framework according to the blueprint. Paul (1994; 

2003) is correct in explaining that deaf children need to master both comprehension and word 

identification/decoding skills if they were ever to become fluent readers. Keeping this 
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information in mind, some educators have proceeded with teaching reading to deaf children by 

using ASL. Some of the ideas from the education of African American students are included 

here. These frameworks are especially true concerning comparative analysis through oral 

discourse only. It is as if comprehension is all deaf children need to develop reading skills in 

English. The pedagogical approach here needs to be examined critically, but there are other ideas 

from how African American students make their transition to Standard English that have not 

been adopted. Their dialect, AAVE being written down is one and the other the use of additional 

conventions to create an intermediary text. All of these features will need to be considered when 

it comes to developing theoretically sound pedagogy for deaf children. 
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Figure 3.2: Sketch of the Blueprint for the Reading Process 
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CHAPTER FOUR: PEDAGOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR DEAF CHILDREN 

     The challenge for teaching deaf children how to read is noted, but when one thinks about the 

struggle that many hearing children experience when learning to read, the task for deaf children 

is sobering. The difference between written and oral cultures is one obstacle and knowing a 

different language from what is used in school is another. Students from middle-class 

backgrounds and parents speaking English at home may be viewed as having reading difficulties 

described for other groups, but they can also have difficulty making transitions in the reading 

experience as expected of the fourth grade and beyond. What this suggests is that practically all 

children who have intact hearing capacity stumble in learning to read or when they start to read 

to learn. Here the difficulty interfering with reading becomes significant. Pedagogy must take 

into account that ease of learning on the part of students is the key to any successful educational 

outcome. Cognition serves as a basis for reading instruction to ensure that the students make the 

transition from oral language to print in an effective manner. That is, the more tuned-in learning 

is to whatever is expected in school, the better a student performs on the desirable and expected 

course. Alignment of the curriculum to student propensities is required and necessary.   

     It is clear that deaf children are not alone in the present state of problems facing American 

education. The complications concerning deaf children's education are unique in many cases as 

compared to other groups of students. It could be suggested that while the pedagogical problems 

concerning deaf students surpass the other groups, whatever is corrected on their behalf will 

benefit reading theory in general. Other groups of children, no matter what their needs may be 

able to gain from the insights made. This is especially true concerning how deaf children are 

fully capable of acquiring and using language and cognition normally, but at the same time the 

educational situation they face is dire and in need of improvement. The barriers associated with 

English as a spoken language and later in reading must be tackled. Language impairment and 
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spoken language intervention were the two reasons used to explain the difficulties that deaf 

children face in reading and what actions need to be taken. This ill-advised approach can no 

longer be seen as appropriate or even tolerated.  

     Given the importance of language development for reading, ASL fits the bill as it is a signed 

language that does not require hearing capacity. Reading development can occur in this linguistic 

blueprint by using the deaf children's prior knowledge established through ASL. This pedagogy 

can only occur with the understanding that the signed language would be used to teach reading in 

a cross-linguistic fashion. This instructional design does not occur in classrooms with 

monolingual children whose needs are supposedly met with one language and bilingual children 

who use two or more spoken languages. According to the linguistic accessibility framework, a 

drastic measure including how deaf students need to learn how to read and learn a new language 

at the same time with the support of the signed language is deemed necessary. The attempts 

made in the past with the applications of different ideas and methods from regular education are 

not an appropriate course of action. Understanding that written language is a technology, a 

comprehensive support system; is what deaf children need in order to become readers of the 

spoken language used in a given society.  

     The tools developed for linking ASL and written English are gloss and The Resource Book. 

An alphabet has been developed for the signed language for use at the word level only. To be 

seen, adaptations have been made from how the Stokoe transcription system and SignFont were 

developed. The Resource Book is designed so that deaf children learning to read can look up 

linguistic information and read sign equivalents to English words. In addition, the English words 

are written in gloss according to ASL’s morpho-syntactic structure. The Resource Book supports 

the development of tasks that are critical to reading comprehension, such as word identification 

and reading text consistent with how it is signed. 
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     Gloss is what constitutes the needed intermediary writing system. The use of gloss with deaf 

students is designed to facilitate their transition to written English owing to shared orthography 

and spelling. Comparative analysis between gloss and English texts is what completes the 

bridging process. An elaboration of the process involved is necessary to demonstrate what it 

takes to make reading instruction possible for deaf students with English. Curricular 

considerations with an emphasis on assessment are also necessary. These measures serve as a 

basis for supporting informed instructional decisions using ASL and written English.  

     It is important to build a stronger framework for using written language as an innovative 

teaching technology by examining previous efforts that were used to teach deaf students how to 

read English via ASL. To begin, ASL is not subject to being written down. “Reading instruction” 

has been conducted through the signed language, but in essence lessons are designed more to 

teach deaf students how to translate than read. Signed language translation of what is read is 

stressed for reading comprehension. Both fingerspelling and coloring of the English text are 

among the "critical tools" for helping deaf students become fluent readers. Assessment issues 

remain unresolved concerning how to monitor deaf students' progress in reading. In addition, 

phonological/phonemic awareness is not part of the program in question and deaf students are 

not able to read English text “word for word” when they sign in ASL. Using the essentials of 

reading (developed for spoken language) to evaluate the efforts made to date will show that only 

with the right tools can reading instruction be realized for deaf students.   

 

I. Previous Efforts in Teaching Reading      

     “Chaining” or “sandwiching” is a popular pedagogical approach that includes the 

consideration for ASL and written English. The teacher of the deaf who is familiar with the 

approach would use fingerspelling and initialized signs to make the connection to written 
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English (e.g., Humphries & MacDougall, 2000; Kelly, 1995; Padden & Ramsey, 1998; 2000). 

Starting with fingerspelling, the claim for connection is questionable since the manual alphabet 

cannot be seen as part of a phonological system. Only spoken English has the phonological 

system that has a relationship with the 26 letters of English alphabet at the phonemic level. 

Fingerspelling is very much like the English alphabet produced “in the air” as opposed to being 

in print. A series of handshapes are made in accordance to how any English word should be 

spelled. This term is consistent with what the “fingerspelling” implies. Apparently, some 

educators gave undue credit to fingerspelling for showing a deaf child a word produced “in the 

air” matching with what is written. What one must remember is that the word for any deaf child 

is signed, not fingerspelled. Fingerspelled words are only representative of what is written. 

Fingerspelled words (and sentences) do not constitute a language of their own. 

     In any case, the process of fingerspelling in the sandwiching/chaining approach with ASL is 

interesting in its own right. In a classroom, the teacher would introduce new English vocabulary 

by writing them on the blackboard. After this, a sign equivalent would be produced for the word 

subject to learning (e.g., PROTECT). The teacher then fingerspells the English word (i.e., P-R-

O-T-E-C-T) and signs the ASL equivalent again. In this process, the deaf student will see the 

written word on the blackboard and connect with the sign equivalent along with the fingerspelled 

word. Note that the sign equivalent to “protect” does not have a handshape that corresponds with 

the initial of the English word “p”. Most ASL signs have their own handshapes (along with 

distinctive location and movement features), independent of English. However, the signed 

language does have a number of initialized signs that incorporates a handshape derived from 

fingerspelling. The handshape here refers to the initial of an English word. THEORY is one 

example where the handshape is a “t”. The teacher will make a note of that with deaf students 

through the sandwiching/chaining approach. That is, when the word is written on the blackboard, 
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the teacher demonstrates the ASL sign equivalent's handshape being consistent with the initial of 

the English word. The sign THEORY would be produced and followed with the fingerspelled 

word T-H-E-O-R-Y.  

     With both non-initialized and initialized signs, the process of sandwiching/chaining them with 

the English words and through fingerspelling is apparently thought to be comparable to making 

letter and sound relationships with hearing students. Actually, an appropriate comparison when 

teaching hearing children how to read would be to use both signs PROTECT and THEORY 

written down. This is how deaf children could learn to read written signs with their letters 

corresponding with the parameters of the signs. English would not be involved in the method of 

instruction. For this reason, one can say that the sandwiching/chaining strategy as described is a 

desperate act on the part of the teacher to connect what deaf students know in ASL and written 

English vocabulary. This example does not include the fact that the sandwiching/chaining 

strategy is a discourse trait (not teaching reading skills explicitly) and is strongly teacher-

centered. The teacher is in charge of deaf children’s development of English vocabulary 

knowledge through sandwiching or chaining. It is the teacher who will know which English 

word matches an ASL sign, not the students. Should a deaf student try to read and encounter a 

written word (in English) that is unfamiliar, he has no way to decipher it, except to ask for the 

teacher’s help (e.g., Ewoldt, 1986). The teacher would provide the ASL sign equivalent to the 

student. The process here is not effective nor are deaf students able to apply what they have 

learned from the teacher. The approach of sandwiching/chaining (as done by the teacher in the 

classroom) actually develops deaf students' dependency on the teacher for English vocabulary.  

     Worse yet, deaf students will learn misinformation or an ineffective reading strategy by 

thinking that any time they encounter an unfamiliar word in print, they must try to decode its 

meaning using the first initial. For example, deaf students would produce the handshape P for 
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PROTECT. The handshape for this sign is a closed fist that does not resemble the P handshape. 

The deciphering process here would fail. Given another example, if the handshape T is produced 

for THEORY (where the initial of the word and the handshape match), the deaf students will not 

be able to decode the sign equivalent for THEORY; the remaining letters of this word are 

English. If anything, deaf students are tempted to fingerspell the word fully as indicated by print 

(like the teacher did through the sandwiching approach). The will fall short of the decoding task 

of word identification in that they may complete the task perfectly, but not identify the word 

connected to the linguistically meaningful sign that they know.  

     One needs to know that the manual alphabet for teaching reading with ASL (via initialized 

signs or separate fingerspelled productions) has its origins with an earlier approach called “The 

Rochester Method.”  This approach for teaching deaf students was first given serious 

consideration towards the end of the nineteenth century. According to Scouten (1984), the 

method developer by the name of Zenas Westervelt intended to turn fingerspelling into a 

“language” in its own right. The reasoning here is lacking as human language can be signed or 

spoken, not fingerspelled. The concept of ASL being a language in its own right was not yet 

conceived at the time did not help either. Forcing deaf children in school to abandon signing and 

embrace speaking was not an option for Westervelt, but he observed that fingerspelling is 

“visual” just like ASL. This is where Westervelt made his argument that the role of the manual 

alphabet should be expanded so that it can function as a language. Signing was thought to be 

disruptive or distracting to deaf students’ learning to read and write English. ASL should also 

disappear from disuse (the term that Westervelt used) when the fingerspelled counterpart of 

language serves as a viable option.  

     Obviously, the predictions and expectations held for the manual alphabet are erroneous and 

unfulfilled. As found with the oral approach’s attempt to replace signed language, fingerspelling 
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was used at all times in some schools for the deaf nationwide. Every utterance in the classroom 

would be fingerspelled. The movement with fingerspelling can be described as extreme, but it 

was once believed that if deaf children are exposed to fingerspelling, they would learn and 

internalize the English language. This approach to education was abandoned altogether as both 

students and teachers rebelled against it (Padden & Gunsauls, 2003). An explanation must be 

placed on the undue cognitive burden fingerspelling creates for language processing. 

Fingerspelling entire words and sentences in a specific space in front of a person is different 

from how a signed language is produced (where the hand(s) move through space and from one 

location to another in many cases). In other words, the fingerspelled production of language is 

unnatural. Bienvenu (2003) recalled that her school adopted this method for a period of time, and 

she felt like if her eyes were ready to fall out when watching the teacher who fingerspelled all 

day in the classroom. The teacher may not function well, especially when fingerspelling 

everything what is required of teaching. An analogy to this exceedingly demanding language 

processing experience would be a teacher who works with hearing children tries to vocally spell 

out everything while teaching in the classroom.   

     At present, the view of ASL has clearly improved (which includes how deaf children need the 

signed language as much as hearing children do with spoken language), but the underlying belief 

that ASL cannot help with English literacy in an explicit way persists. This is where educators 

become occupied with the possible contributions of fingerspelling to English literacy. Adding to 

this confusion is how deaf people themselves use fingerspelling while they sign. The language 

behavior here must be clarified. That is, fingerspelling compromises approximately 15% of all 

manual vocabulary produced in ASL discourse (Padden, 1998). Fingerspelling occurs the most 

for proper nouns and brand names in English (e.g., Padden & Gunsauls, 2003). Fingerspelled 

sentences are not at all produced as attempted by the early generations of teachers of the deaf. 
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With the combination of limited functions and low frequency in use, fingerspelling has its place 

in the language discourse of deaf people and not more. Unfortunately, fingerspelling used for 

teaching reading with deaf students indicates a repeated action of expanding the role of such 

systems without careful consideration.  

     Initialized signs in ASL can be described as a product of a particular language planning effort 

independent of the other approaches in the history of deaf education. Some educators had come 

up with the idea more than once over time to create a viable sign system based on the structure of 

English and other spoken languages. According to S. Supalla and McKee (2002), an existing 

signed language (such as ASL) was subject to serving as a source for the development of one 

English-based sign system or another. ASL signs (along with the invented ones) are arranged 

according to English’s morpho-syntactic structure. It was in hopes that deaf children would 

acquire English as their first or native language as they do ASL. This is not what happened due 

to the structural violations for how a language should be structured according to the 

visual/gestural modality. As an “aftereffect” of the language planning effort, ASL has some 

initialized signs becoming part of the language. THEORY is one of those signs as the original 

form is IDEA with its handshape replaced with T to represent the different concept. Educators 

apparently could not come up with a better idea of how to teach reading through ASL, except to 

use initialized signs making up only a small portion of ASL lexicon.    

     Additional evaluation of the sandwiching or chaining approach indicates more problems as 

far as reading theory is concerned. Bailes (1999; 2001) conducted a study with deaf children in a 

charter school that adopted the policy using ASL as the language of instruction and English as a 

written language. This researcher was able to elaborate strategies with deaf children associated 

with the sandwiching/chaining approach. Translation from written English to ASL is stressed as 

a viable strategy. Reading aloud activities are deemed as possible through translation. Bailes 
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describes in depth of how a deaf child is “able” to read and mimic his teacher’s book-reading 

style (i.e., translation). The child was using ASL while reading a different language at the same 

time. If there is an analogy with hearing children, it would be the Spanish speaking child who is 

learning English as a second language read an English text and speak Spanish at the same time. 

If accomplished, the cognitive load is pretty high and impressive given the additional work of 

translation being done to reading. With the deaf child under investigation, Bailes saw that it is a 

successful processing with English as a written language.   

     In response, one can argue that this deaf child is not actually reading in English as he was 

memorizing the story lines, which were told by his teacher. Recall that the teacher was the one 

who did the translation from English to ASL. Then the question is that is this child capable of 

reading in English independently without the teacher’s presence? This is not likely. Teaching 

translation by demonstrating it to the deaf child does not constitute reading instruction. The child 

needs to learn to read before he can do translation. In the cognitive terms, translation is supposed 

to be a very difficult skill, and the child needs to know ASL and English before he could do the 

task. From what is understood about deaf children, they do not know the spoken language and 

would need to learn the language along with reading. Hearing children who read aloud confine 

themselves to a text that is consistent with how they speak. Should a child know Spanish; he 

would read a text written in Spanish. This child is not expected to do any translation task. It 

appears that the deaf child in the study is imposed with a process demanding far more than he 

can handle. The child is pressured to mimic the performance of his teacher when it should not be 

the case. The skills being assessed are based on his mimicking, not reading.   

     In comparison with the education of African American students, the teacher may rely on the 

oral discourse using AAVE as part of teaching the students how to read in Standard English, but 

it does not mean that teachers of the deaf can do the same with ASL. The first two of three types 
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described for AAVE are oral (with no written text in use for AAVE), and they are: Linguistically 

Informed Approach and Contrastive Analysis. These two types appear to be appropriate when 

the African American students read aloud the English text in Standard English. The teacher is 

expected to teach the differences between AAVE and Standard English should a student fail to 

read aloud appropriately. The teacher can also speak AAVE to show grammatical differences 

with Standard English. The African American students are supposed to learn about these features 

before they proceed with reading the English text. The reading aloud activity should go smoothly 

and reading comprehension for the students enhanced. As one can see, the education of deaf 

students is different and demands remedy. It is true that the teacher can use ASL to review some 

grammatical differences between the signed language and English before the students read the 

English text. Yet, deaf students are not expected to read aloud the text in English like how the 

African American counterparts would do. This is where the teacher of the deaf cannot monitor 

the deaf student's performance when he reads aloud the text. More discussion will be made on 

the restrictions here and what action is needed to allow for assessment and reading skills taught 

regardless of the status of English as a spoken language.   

     For the third and last type of bridging instruction as used for African American students, the 

manipulation of the AAVE text to create an intermediary text for the purpose of learning about 

Standard English is not pursued in any form according to deaf education. Unlike what African 

American students have experienced, deaf students will find special conventions used with the 

English text (not an ASL text). This is where teachers of the deaf miss the mark as these students 

will find the text to be highly inaccessible. It would not matter what manipulation is made to the 

English text. For a start, Gallimore (2000) argued for using color cues when doing the guided 

reading activity with deaf children. In this activity, teacher would translate the English text into 

ASL with the assistance of the color cues. The other purpose for the color cues is to assist deaf 
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students while decoding the English words via English-ASL translation. The list of color 

representations for translation (p. 123) and the sample of these color cues in a passage (p. 122) 

can be seen as follows: 

1. Blue for one ASL conceptual sign/idiom (rain cats and dogs) 

2. Green for one lexical sign (cat, girl, give to) 

3. Yellow for fingerspelling that does not require a sign (Pat, pea, Mt. Hood) 

4. Red for English requiring expansion (concept); does not have any equivalent to  

ASL sign (punctuation, continent) 

5. Orange for multi-meaning (run, coat) – following own context 

6. Can use other colors for other targeted skills  

  

The Three Bears and Goldilocks 

By this time all three bears thought that their porridge must be cool, they came 

home to eat breakfast. As soon as they walked into the house, they could see that 

someone had been there. 

 

     According to the text above, the color cues are supposed to represent the similarities and 

differences between ASL and English (at the word level and through phrases). However, it is the 

teacher who benefits from the color cues. This teacher will have an easier time doing translation 

when the color cues are present in the English text (as compared to a text with no manipulation). 

It is the teacher who knows English and can engage in translation, not deaf students themselves. 

To demonstrate this point, the phrase example of “By this time…” being in red would need to be 

expanded as there is no equivalence in ASL. Deaf students reading the phrase and seeing its cue 

will probably know that an expansion is needed, but cannot go any further. It is the teacher that 
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has control over the text and will need to tell the student what the expansion is. Independence in 

reading is lacking here. This does not include other words in green where there is an equivalent 

in ASL (e.g., “house” and “see”), yet they are not decodable. The teacher will have to tell the 

students what they are (i.e., by showing the sign equivalents through translation).   

     Similar problems are identified for yet another approach to teaching reading to deaf students. 

The word identification strategy is not taught at all. In a reading program called, “Fairview 

Learning” the developers proposed for having phrase cues representing a phrase structures in 

ASL to assist deaf children with their translation while reading English text (i.e., Schimmel & 

Edwards, 2003; Schimmel, Edwards, & Prickett, 1999). The cues are made through different 

colors or the markers added onto the text such as drawing brackets […] to represent words or 

phrases in ASL. With these cues, deaf students are expected to read English text and translate 

into ASL simultaneously. The teacher is encouraged to draw the brackets onto English text 

representing the phrase cues and translates them into ASL, which are called, “Bridged phrases.” 

Not only this, the developers argued that deaf students need to be exposed to “sign concepts” 

when reading English. More specifically, Schimmel et al. (1999) noted that “Bridging is the skill 

that enables a person to sign phrases conceptually rather than word for word…” (p. 300).      

     Conceptual accuracy is not consistent with the essentials of reading and reading theory as 

discussed. Translation skills are what the developers pursue. That is, the focus is on how good a 

text can be translated in terms of conceptual accuracy. Deaf students are most likely to be poor 

translators when they do not know English or possess effective reading skills. It is true that when 

the English text is subject to manipulation (via color cues and other conventions), these students 

may be able to observe how the teacher does the translation based on the cued text (e.g., a phrase 

expanded in ASL). The problem begins when deaf students are asked to read the cued text 

independently. What should they be doing exactly? They will be forced to memorize the 
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translation offered by the teacher in order to read the cued text on their own. This is how the 

support system through translation works. The text itself is not reliable as for deaf students to 

perform well, they need to know all of the words (yet they are not decodable) and how prior 

knowledge in English is essential for any successful translation. With these considerations, the 

gap between ASL and written English remains wide open despite of the efforts for cues in the 

written mode of English.  

     Additional concerns can be made in regard to the diagnostic reading assessment such as 

running records (Clay, 1993) and miscue analysis (Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 1987). These 

assessment tools have been used in schools nationwide, but cannot be used effectively with deaf 

students based on how reading instruction is set up for them. Translation as proposed to be part 

of the running records (or miscue analysis) for deaf students (e.g., Chaleff & Ritter, 2001; 

Gennaoui & Chaleff, 2000) is not valid.  

     One must understand that the running records as a measure is designed for children reading in 

one language. The purpose of running records is to examine how well a child performs when 

reading word for word in the written text. The written text subject to running records can be on 

different reading levels from simple sentences with shorter texts to complex sentences with 

longer texts. With a given text, the assessor’s goal is to identify the child’s reading abilities based 

on three different categories: frustration, intermediate, and independent. This kind of information 

is helpful for the teacher who works with the child. For the assessment procedure, codes in the 

running records would be used to identify different behaviors when a child reads aloud text. 

There are codes for repetitions, pauses, insertions, self-corrections, substitutions, and omissions. 

To help determine the level this child stands in reading performance, the number of errors that he 

makes while reading is important for the computation of a score.  
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     Ideally, the text for deaf students would be based on ASL. This is more similar to what the 

African American students experience with AAVE when it is written down. Whatever the text 

may be for the signed language, it cannot be like what some educators tried to do (i.e., cueing the 

written mode of English). With the availability of a written text in ASL, the assessor with the 

running records can determine how well deaf students perform in reading. Their use of prior 

knowledge in ASL is utilized and reading done in one language. Different or additional measures 

can be used to monitor a deaf student's progress in reading and making the transition to written 

English as well. Reading fluency is expected to occur when the student is able to read aloud the 

text (in ASL) and learn English grammatical structures through comparative analysis. Deaf 

students will find English text to be readable respective of their age and grade level when they 

undergo a curriculum that connects ASL and written English. Scaffolding of various skills from 

Kindergarten through 3rd grade is what a teacher can pursue. Oral literature in ASL would play a 

role in the framework to take into account written and oral cultures prevalent through the two 

languages.  

 

II. Closing the Gap between ASL and Written English  

     Given the understanding that ASL serves as the oral language, the designation of English as a 

written language for deaf students is not new. English as a written language for hearing 

populations around the world is more common than one may think. In some countries, there are 

individuals who are anxious to learn English as an L2, but the availability of native English 

speakers may be sparse or even non-existent. The print becomes a source for learning the new 

language for these individuals. Saville and Troike (1971) explained that L2 learners in this 

situation would have already learned their oral mode of L1 and then the written mode in L1. 

These literate learners would not need to “learn how to read” twice. The general reading skills 
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are transferred from L1 to L2. The written language transition process occurs when L2 learners 

are well established with their initial reading skills and are likely to be older (i.e., 2
nd

 graders and 

up). A sketch of this model can be seen in Figure 4.1. There are two arrows with the first one 

representing the transition from oral to written language in L1 and the second representing the 

transition from written L1 to L2 in the print form.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1.: Written Language Transfer Across Languages 

 

     At this point, it is clear that what is described for the written language transfer for older L2 

learners cannot apply to young deaf children who are in school and must learn English as their 

L2. They need a developmental model where they can learn written language right from the start. 

Should a writing system for ASL be widely used with deaf students, they may learn English as 

L2 through its written mode later in life with success. However, this is not an option. This is 

especially true given the idea that teachers of the deaf wait for a few years before their students 

can learn the written language. English is supposed to be learned and used in schools from 
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Kindergarten through the 12th grade. Understanding that written English is widely used in the 

educational environment; deaf students are entitled to learning the language as early as possible. 

With all of these considerations, the pressure is real and a curriculum is needed to ensure that 

deaf students learn written English through ASL. This is where signed language can receive 

more solid support (among educators) with its functions as the oral language and connected with 

the development of written English.   

     Recall that a writing system for ASL is problematic for deaf students as they would only be 

learning how to read in L1. They will not be able to learn how to read in English (except to wait 

until a later age). As proposed earlier, an intermediary writing system is what deaf students need 

and allows for the simultaneous manner of learning to read in ASL and English. Special tools are 

what make such a learning experience possible in school. Gloss and The Resource Book are 

those tools as mentioned earlier. Comparative analysis is an instructional procedure that will 

complete the transition from ASL to written English over time (i.e., Kindergarten through 3rd 

grade). Gloss and English texts serve as the basis for comparative analysis with the use of 

increasing complex books that deaf students will read as they become more cognitively mature. 

A sketch of the alternative model can be seen in Figure 4.2. This is where the concept of a cross-

linguistic arrangement accounts for a working relationship between ASL and written English.  

     According to the Cross-Linguistic Written Language Model, one can see that ASL being the 

oral language for deaf students would play an explicit role in supporting the development of the 

otherwise inaccessible reading skills in English. The development of written language in L2 with 

the support of L1 constitutes the focus for the curriculum. S. Supalla and Blackburn (2003) had 

the cross-linguistic reading development framework outlined and argued that, if followed, 

reading instruction with English would become accessible for deaf students. The sound 

requirements for learning to read in English are bypassed in practice. The outline of this 
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framework can be seen in Figure 4.3. It includes four essential parts to make reading 

development in English possible for deaf students, and they are phonemic awareness, the 

alphabetic principle, orthographic awareness, and text comprehension. These parts are well-

known and deemed as important in the education of hearing students, but what is different here is 

how they are promoted with deaf students. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.2. Cross-linguistic Written Language Development Model 
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second row refers to the four essential parts mentioned earlier that affects what learning 

objectives should be for deaf students. With the first part, Phonological Awareness, involves 

language play at home and during the time when the deaf student is in Kindergarten. Songs and 

rhymes in ASL are stressed as a way of developing awareness of how the language works in 

phonological terms. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4:3: Signed Language-Based Reading Framework 

 

     Serving as a rhyme example in ASL, the videotaped rendition of “Friends” by Patrick 

Graybill (1980) indicates how a composition is made using only one specific handshape 

(i.e., extended index finger with other fingers and thumb closed). The short story is about 

two boys who are friends, yet they fought and later reconciled. The performer was able to 
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do a series of signs that are controlled based on the use of a specific handshape. Rhyme is 

successfully produced in this particular work of ASL literature. With the guidance of a 

teacher, deaf students will be amused (and their phonological awareness gained) when 

they notice the handshape behavior while they watch the videotaped performance in the 

classroom. These students can also retell the rendition and discuss its linguistic features 

along with what the story is about with the teacher. What is important is that the specific 

handshape will be known (in a conscious way) as if to prepare deaf students for the next 

part, Alphabetic Principle. This is where an alphabet in ASL is introduced. There is one 

grapheme in the system that corresponds with the handshape used in “Friends”.    

     As part of understanding ASL-phabet (as it is called for the signed language alphabet under 

investigation), a description for how the sign CAT is written according to the developers is as 

follows:   

“To illustrate our system of graphemes, [B2ce] shows the written version of 

the sign CAT; it is a string of four graphemes. The handshape grapheme is in the 

first slot on the left. The location grapheme is in the second slot. The last two slots 

represent the movement graphemes. The first grapheme… refers to the handshape 

used in the sign CAT…; the second grapheme refers to the Lower Head/Neck 

location area where the sign is produced; the movement grapheme in the third 

slots refers to Circular Action, and the fourth grapheme refers to Repetitive 

Action” (S. Supalla et al., 2001; p. 182). 

  

     As a system, ASL-phabet has a total of 32 graphemes that fall into three subsets of the 

handshape, location, and movement. A written sign needs to include all three subsets and the 

number of "letters" can be as many as seven for one string. The above description for how CAT 
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is written in ASL applies to other signs. For comparison, the system resembles more with what 

Stokoe put together for his transcription system than with SignFont. The number of parameters 

(3, not 5) is one feature common to ASL-phabet and the Stokoe transcription system. However, 

the number of graphemes for Stokoe's exceeds that of the ASL-phabet. For efficiency, the ASL-

phabet developers reduced the number to its present number of 32. The creation of the ASL-

phabet includes the fact that the graphemes themselves are borrowed from SignFont. The 

synthesis of previous research and efforts has resulted in the development of ASL-phabet that is 

supposedly most beneficial for deaf students when the tool, The Resource Book is involved. All 

of the 32 graphemes in ASL-phabet can be seen in Appendix A.I.   

     The Alphabetic Principle is most actively practiced when deaf students to use The Resource 

Book; an inventory of written signs and English words that share the same meanings are paired 

together. These pairs are organized alphabetically in two ways (comparable to how a bilingual 

dictionary works). That is, one section of The Resource Book is based on English’s alphabetical 

order (i.e., A to Z) and the other based on the order of 22 handshapes of ASL-phabet. Deaf 

students are to look up The Resource Book’s English section when they encounter with an 

unfamiliar word in print; this approach is used for reading. For writing, the students look in the 

ASL section to locate the written sign and find its equivalent in English. Once the English word 

is known, a student can proceed with writing. With this skill, the students need to master the 

letters of ASL-phabet and decode written signs. They must be able to “sign out” the words 

comparable to how hearing students “sound out” words (in English).    

     As deaf students become comfortable using The Resource Book, the other essential parts of 

Orthographic Awareness and Reading Comprehension follow. This is where gloss comes in as an 

intermediary writing system. The teacher is to use gloss text for guided reading activities where 

deaf students can read word-for-word and sign at the same time (i.e., reading aloud). Gloss text 
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consists of English words that are rearranged according to ASL’s morpho-syntactic structure; the 

letters in the words are all capitalized (e.g., DOG, CHASE, and CAT). One of the integral 

benefits of using gloss for reading instruction is that deaf students will be exposed to English 

words and their spelling even when the text is presented in ASL. This method strategy is in 

addition to their use of The Resource Book to decode words independently as needed. The 

development of spelling and vocabulary skills will occur when the gloss text is consistent with 

what the students know in signed language. Reading comprehension will be facilitated, 

especially when there are no cognitive or linguistic barriers placed in the way. As part of this 

accessible reading experience, deaf students learn writing conventions specific to gloss. The 

special conventions are used before, after, or below the capitalized English words to represent 

ASL morphological and syntactic markers. S. Supalla, Blackburn, and McKee (2002, p. 15) 

provided an example of a gloss sentence and its English equivalent as follows: 

English:  The dog is chasing the cat. 

 Gloss:  DOG    NOW    CHASE>IX=3    CAT. 

 

     Note that the similarities and differences in the gloss and English texts above are clearly and 

visibly presented owing to the shared orthography and spelling between the two writing systems. 

This characteristic has pedagogical value, especially for the fourth row of Comparative Analysis 

in the outlined framework. If one looks at the sentence examples closely, two features can be 

seen as the same. The first one is the words (i.e., CAT and DOG versus cat and dog) and the 

second is the word order (i.e., subject, verb, and object or SVO). There are also similar features 

between ASL and English. The sign NOW before the verb in the gloss text is roughly equivalent 

to the past progressive tense “is chasing” in the English text. The form may be different, but the 

function is basically the same. There are two features that can be seen as different in form and 
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function concerning the two languages. The first one is CHASE with an affix (i.e., >IX=3). The 

affix marks verb agreement in ASL, which means that the verb includes information of a third 

person object (i.e., the cat that the dog chases). The inflected verb would move to the location of 

the third person in the signing space. This movement and the location marked are how the affix 

is produced. English does not have the verb agreement rule as described for ASL. The second 

difference lies in English where a definite article (i.e., the) is used. The ASL sentence not having 

this function word or rule is indicated in the gloss text. 

     One cannot help but notice the value of differing structural relationships as shown through the 

two texts. Whatever structured that are the same are expected to be learned quickly in a 

comparative analysis lesson, a little more time for what are similar between the two languages, 

and a lot more time is needed for deaf students to learn structures that are uniquely English. The 

structural analysis through different books and over time with increasingly complex texts should 

allow a teacher to teach and review grammar specific to ASL, what is common to both 

languages, and the rules specific to English. The curriculum informed through children’s 

literature (English and translated through gloss) will include what structures need to be taught. 

Studying and understanding ASL grammar is a critical part of the comparative analysis lessons. 

The signed language-based process serves as a “funnel” in which deaf students are led to the 

English structures to learn and master.   

     For reading comprehension, deaf students in time will not only perform well with gloss, but 

with English as well. Comparative analysis ensures that these students learn and master English 

structures. This is where the English language learning experience occurs simultaneously with 

the reading process. Gloss as the intermediary writing system allows for transition to written 

English when orthography and spelling remain basically the same. Word identification/decoding 

occur with the gloss text. Word-for-word reading becomes possible with such text, too. Deaf 
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students would be able to bypass sound and learn all essentials of reading. At the same time, 

teacher effectiveness increases as hearing and spoken language knowledge does not serve as a 

prerequisite to reading instruction. Finally, within a cross-linguistic framework, English can 

serve as an L2 for deaf students that will allow the learning process to be truly effective. 

     It is important to understand that the framework discussed thus far for deaf students is limited 

to written culture. Yet, the ideal curriculum needs to be supportive of oral and written cultures 

and integrate both. ASL literature is what ensures that the oral language component of reading 

instruction is strong. Beyond the rhymes and songs (which are heavily used in Phonological 

Awareness), deaf students need to experience different forms of signed media and experiences 

for study and appreciation. Oral literature is what will enhance the learning process that all 

students deserve in school. This approach includes expanding their understanding of oral 

composition with depth. For the case of deaf students, retelling parts of a story in signed 

language (i.e., what has been seen in a performance and told again or “oral to oral”) is 

emphasized as a learning strategy along with creating new pieces. Memorization as required for 

any retelling and performance is seen as a cognitive benefit in its own right. The oral skills in 

poetry and storytelling are what lead the students to become “good signers”. Unlike the gloss 

materials that are translated (from English literature), ASL pieces will be mostly original. Some 

of the pieces that are excellent for use with deaf children are out on the market (e.g., Byrne, 

2003; Canadian Cultural Society of the Deaf, 2000; Canadian Cultural Society of the Deaf & 

TVOntario, 2000; Valli, 1995). The ending product of curriculum will reflect the positive 

attributes of oral culture and support the listening and speaking/signing component of literacy in 

addition to what has been discussed for written culture.  
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III. Development of Assessment 

    In regard to the need for a curriculum that works for deaf students, assessment should be an 

essential component of any instructional program. Anything taught needs to be assessed to help 

determine the effectiveness of the approach adopted. The approach of using the special tools of 

gloss and The Resource Book are novel and in need of research for validation. The two types of 

assessment subject to consideration are formal and informal (e.g., Rubin, 2001). Standardized 

tests are what belong to the formal assessment type. Academic achievement and diagnostic tests 

are widely used in the educational setting. The responsibility for the administration of these tests 

in schools frequently falls on “test specialists”. In contrast, teachers frequently conduct informal 

assessments for themselves. There are several kinds of informal assessments, but only one type 

will be considered here, that is, reading inventories. Reading inventories typically include 

running records, retelling, and reading comprehension measures (e.g., Burns & Roe, 2001; Leslie 

& Caldwell, 2005). These inventories are diagnostic in nature and widely used in the field of 

education. It appears that reading inventories using gloss and The Resource Book would be a 

good place to start. To determine the effectiveness of ASL-phabet as a system, one can try the 

well-known phonemic awareness assessment known as Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills (DIBELS). This is where the performance of deaf students with ASL and written 

signs can be examined.   

     For the framework in question, Di Perri (2004) is the first one who developed a phonemic 

awareness assessment designed for deaf children who use ASL. This researcher was inspired by 

several phonemic awareness assessment tools developed for English such as those discussed in 

the Report of the National Reading Panel (2000) including the Yopp-Singer Test of Phoneme 

Segmentation (Yopp, 1992). The tool that Di Perri developed is called the American Sign 

Language Phonemic Awareness Inventory (ASLPAI). Several tasks used by reading researchers 
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for spoken language are integrated into a prototype for assessing phonemic awareness in 

ASLPAI. This tool is designed to examine the capacity that deaf children have (if any) in using 

phonemic awareness in ASL. The areas of phonemic awareness subject to investigation are deaf 

children’s ability to identify, change, segment, and create lexical items in ASL. The motivation 

for Di Perri is proving that phonemic awareness in ASL is real and should constitute an 

important skill for curricular considerations in deaf education. The ASLPAI results are positive 

according to 24 elementary aged deaf students who participated in the study. They were able to 

do all the “phonological” tasks in signed language which are comparable to what hearing 

counterparts normally do with spoken language.  

    Additional assessment for the alphabetic principle where deaf children can identify and 

master “letters” in ASL using the graphemes of ASL-phabet is subject to development. 

Sam Supalla and his colleague Laura Blackburn have converted a few “letter to sound” 

measures originally developed for use with spoken language. DIBELS is one type of 

measure that can determine a child’s knowledge in regard to the letter and sound 

relationship in English and was successfully converted into a Spanish version (e.g., 

Kaminski & Good, 1996; D. Baker, Cummings, Good, & Smolkowski, 2007). In the ASL 

version, ASL graphemes are used in letter naming fluency; this is with the understanding 

that deaf students’ performances are videotaped for coding and analysis. To measure 

letter naming fluency, there is a probe that includes each of the 32 ASL graphemes. 

These graphemes are put randomly into a probe that has rows of 10 graphemes per row 

and 12 graphemes per column making up the total of 120 items. The assessor instructs the 

deaf child to read each grapheme and produce the sign for it. The child is instructed to 

proceed and complete the task as accurately and fluently as possible. This letter naming 

activity continues until the one-minute mark is reached. The assessor calculates how 
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many ASL graphemes that the child correctly and incorrectly identifies for a score. At 

this point, it is clear that without the ASL-phabet, this ASL component of DIBELS could 

not have been developed. However, no study has been done to examine how deaf 

students perform in letter naming fluency with signed language. The same is true for an 

independent measure that the same developers created.  

     Signs are written on the flashcards, designed for a specific task such as word 

identification fluency. That is, deaf students are asked to “sign out” the word shown to 

them, card by card. There is no time limit for going through a total of 20 written signs; 

whatever sign decoding completed will show the strengths and weaknesses of individual 

students in this area. The insights made on their performance are critical for the use of 

The Resource Book where lists of written signs are made. Deaf students need to gain 

fluency in reading written signs. It is true that they can identify the words in the gloss text 

based on context, but using The Resource Book will provide them with additional support 

(to ensure that optimal reading comprehension occurs through the decoding process as 

well).  

     The potential of deaf students developing decoding skills is confirmed through a small 

study using a word list from the well-known Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT). 

The standardized test requires an assessor to speak the individual words with increasingly 

complexity and a child pointing to the correct picture out of four after hearing the word. 

With this test, the performance by the child is expected to demonstrate his level of oral 

vocabulary knowledge in English. For use with deaf students, the words from the PPVT 

list were converted into print and shown on the computer screen, one by one. Two deaf 

students in the study were asked to point to the correct picture after seeing the word. If 

they encounter an unfamiliar word, they are encouraged to look up The Resource Book to 
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help decipher the word through ASL. Sure enough, the performance of deaf students with 

English words boosted when they used The Resource Book as opposed to not using it on 

a regular basis. The decoding process that they engaged in was videotaped and described 

in depth. The written sign equivalents are successfully decoded when the deaf students 

figured them out by moving their hands in the space. This is comparable to how hearing 

children would do when they speak to themselves and sound out the different words to 

identify the right one (Cripps, 2002; Cripps & S. Supalla, 2004). 

     More work is evidently needed to confirm the importance of The Resource Book and 

decoding skills for deciphering English words. The results are promising, and more deaf 

students need to participate in a study leading to the creation of a standardized test. They 

will need to know how to use the special tool and ASL-phabet before they participate in 

the expanded study. Ideally, the schools and programs serving deaf students train their 

teachers to adopt the reading program (using the special tools) and participate in the 

development of measures at the same time. This is where research and development work 

can be done on a large scale and hopefully across the country. The field of deaf education 

will need to consider this possibility and how it can help make teachers of the deaf more 

accountable and their teaching improved in terms of effectiveness. 

     For gloss as the other special tool, S. Supalla and Blackburn were able to develop a 

battery of measures. That is, a gloss-based reading inventory including running records, 

retelling, and reading comprehension is now available. The selection and translation of 

texts for use in the inventory are made through different sources such as Sunshine Books 

(The Wright Group, 1996), Informal Reading Inventory (Burns & Roe, 2001), and the 

Qualitative Reading Inventory (Leslie & Caldwell, 2005). To begin a reading inventory, 

the deaf child is asked to read gloss text “aloud” and his reading performance is captured 
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on video media.  During the course of reading if he addresses an unfamiliar word, he will 

have the choice to use The Resource Book to decipher the word. The assessor records the 

child’s oral reading activity using the running record technique and format (Clay, 1993).    

     After doing the reading aloud activity in ASL, the assessor will ask the child to retell 

the story that he just read. A retelling checklist is available for use. As the child retells the 

story, the assessor marks sentences or phrases that the child recalls in the order they are 

remembered. The last part of the reading inventory addresses reading comprehension. In 

this case, the assessor will ask the child a number of questions about the contents of the 

story read in gloss text. The child is required to answer questions pertaining to character, 

plot, setting, etc. The assessor will grade each answer produced by the child to determine 

if he understood those aspects of the story’s contents. 

     The procedure for the reading inventory under development includes videotaping deaf 

students’ performance for later analysis. This procedure takes into consideration the fact that the 

assessor cannot record information about the reading behaviors as he watches the child sign the 

story at the same time. This is why the different measures discussed thus far require videotaping.  

It is also important to understand that the inventory is not limited to gloss. English text is 

included for assessment purposes, but only silent reading will occur with English (due to the 

disparity between signing and the text). Deaf students’ performance will be assessed based on 

retelling (in ASL after reading the text) and reading comprehension (answering questions after 

reading the text). As with other measures using The Resource Book, additional research work is 

needed to confirm the effectiveness of the adaptations made to the reading inventory.  

     Given the importance of ASL proficiency in reading performance (as reading instruction is 

contingent on deaf children knowing signed language), future assessment work will need to 

account for the fact that there are many deaf children who fail to achieve language proficiency 
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upon school enrollment. What this means is that both reading and language assessment must be 

made. American Sign Language – Proficiency Assessment (ASLPA; Maller, Singleton, S. 

Supalla, & Wix, 1999) is the only criterion-referenced test developed to date that is designed to 

assess deaf children's signed language proficiency from ages 6 through 11. This age range is 

consistent with the framework of how deaf students need to learn to read from Kindergarten 

through 4
th
 grade. One possibility is that the three levels of ASL proficiency (i.e., low, 

intermediate, and high) to be identified through the test can be used to determine how far a deaf 

child can learn to read. The relationship between different levels of ASL proficiency and reading 

performance can be validated through research. Should the deaf child achieve a high level of 

ASL proficiency over time, the expectations for reading instruction should increase accordingly.   

     In any case, the development of a comprehensive assessment battery for both ASL and how 

deaf students need to develop reading skills and transition to written English will serve as a basis 

for the curriculum in deaf education. Both formal and informal measures will be used as done in 

regular education. The connection between ASL and written English must be made and can be 

documented through rubrics, for example. Reading instruction should become effective when 

teachers of the deaf rely on a system that is based on an accessible form of reading theory. Their 

students must use their signed language knowledge for reading development with English as L2. 

The classroom is expected to be different from what is happening in deaf education. The process 

of learning to read will be presented among deaf students and ASL would serve as the language 

of instruction. However, one will need to consider what classroom discourse should look like and 

how it is done to facilitate reading development among deaf students. There is some work done 

on how teachers fluent in ASL perform in their teaching. This is with the understanding that no 

system of teaching reading to deaf students is included as it was not developed at the time. Yet, 
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what is known about classroom discourse in ASL can serve as a basis for what changes need to 

be made to account for effective reading instruction.   

 

IV. Classroom Discourse in Signed Language 

     The value of ASL in the classroom should be seen as indisputable as it is a signed language. 

Deaf children need an accessible language in order to function optimally as far as oral language 

is concerned. Teachers of the deaf and their students can engage in a rich linguistic environment 

where a wide range of discourse as expected for any classroom can occur. Recall the history that 

the classroom was once off limit for ASL, but that deaf children would use their language in the 

dormitory. With a strong increase of public acceptance for signed language in recent years, the 

educational policy has become favorable and signing in the classroom becoming commonplace. 

However, it is necessary to understand that the implementation of ASL is less than adequate as it 

does not account for how reading should be taught. In the regular classroom, oral language and 

reading compliment each other to a great extent. Hearing children’s learning process in oral and 

written languages is supposedly rich and complex and how the teacher’s role and assistance are 

deemed as critical. Setting a good relationship between children and the teacher is an important 

consideration. What this suggests is that deaf students need to be cognitively engaged in their 

work and their teacher making sure that it occurs. Using ASL is one attribute to such outcome, 

but the reading process must go with the signed language.  

     To develop an ideal teacher and child interaction in the classroom, Cummins (1996) proposed 

using Vygotsky’s (1962) zone of proximal development (ZPD) model. The appropriate level of 

cognitive development through guidance is an important characteristic for any classroom. Bruner 

(1985) wrote a passage describing the whole idea of Vygotsky’s ZPD in depth: 
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‘… we arrange the environment such that the child can reach higher or more 

abstract ground from which to reflect, ground on which he is enabled to be more 

conscious. Or to use his words, the [ZPD] is “the distance between the actual 

developmental level as determined by independent problem solving and the level 

of potential development as determined through problem solving under adult 

guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” ([Vygotsky,] 1978, p. 86)’ 

(Bruner, 1985, p. 24). 

     

     Vygotsky noted that the ZPD model is when "good learning" takes place. He stressed 

the concept of consciousness and control, as these are what children need in order to be 

able to learn. To achieve this, he noted that "consciousness and control come only after 

one has already got a function well and spontaneously mastered" (Bruner, 1985, p. 24). 

Bruner (1985) interpreted this as when a child is learning under the direction of an adult 

or more competent peer, that this tutor would aid or serve the child from the starting point 

of consciousness to be able to master his actions with consciousness and control. This is 

what Bruner call “scaffolding”. The desirable amount of progress made in the classroom 

(not too much or too little) is logical and the experience stimulating for any participant 

whether it involves a student or teacher.  

     Using the scaffolding concept, Cazden (1988) was able to elaborate its role in the 

classroom discourse. Cazden’s discourse model with scaffolding includes the process of 

internalization, "getting the answer" versus "getting the understanding", and the nature of 

knowledge being acquired. The process of internalization is what Lenot’ev (1981) 

described as ‘… not transferal of all external activity to a preexisting internal “plane of 

consciousness”; it is the process in which this internal plane is formed’ (Cazden, 1988, p. 
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108). What this suggests is that children in general are likely to learn better when they are 

provided with samples to learn from instead of receiving examples to learn (Cazden, 

1988). The implications for deaf students are great as they would need samples provided 

through gloss and The Resource Book to learn about reading and English. Comparative 

analysis would be the same as these students need to understand how ASL differs from 

English and what English structures must be learned. Their teacher cannot just tell them 

what to learn and so on.    

     The second part of the classroom discourse model is “getting the understanding” 

which is more encouraging than “getting the answer”. This means that teachers of the 

deaf will be more emotionally satisfied when they seek different kinds of understandings 

from their students over time. Answers are rather narrow and limited in the conceptual 

nature. This is where children in general benefit from the conceptual understanding, 

which then helps them to become aware. Awareness is all-important in the cognitive 

development. The last notion in this model is the nature of knowledge. It is to elicit 

children’s conceptions of knowledge when asking them questions. Nature of knowledge 

is also part of scaffolding structure in an implicit manner (Cazden, 1988). These three 

aspects of the discourse model will improve teachers’ interaction with children in the 

classroom. A teacher who has cognitively stimulating interaction abilities is likely to 

positively affect children to achieve academically.  

     Given that reading instruction is still missing when ASL is adopted as the language of 

instruction, a number of questions can be raised on what impact it creates and what needs 

to be done to make the classroom for deaf students to be cognitively stimulating. Keeping 

this in mind, there are studies done on the classroom interaction between children who 

are deaf and their teacher using ASL (e.g., Mather, 1987, 1989, 1990, 1997; Mather & 
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Thibeault, 2000). The motivation for such studies lies in the prevailing social ignorance 

of what a signed language can help with the classroom. In addition, poor signing skills 

among teachers of the deaf were a historical problem. Mather and her colleagues did 

some of the ground-breaking work on teachers’ interaction with deaf children. The 

different levels of signed language proficiency on the part of the teachers were targeted in 

their studies. A number of important insights have been made and showing that signing 

skills are heavily connected with a teacher's ability to teach, especially in managing a 

class of deaf students. 

     In her 1987 study, Mather focused on the significance of a teacher’s turn taking skills 

as one discourse type when interacting with deaf students. This researcher was able to 

observe three teachers (two claimed to be signed language competent and one lacking by 

other teachers in an elementary school) and their discourse skills in the classroom. The 

first teacher is a deaf native signer who has learned and used ASL since birth. The second 

teacher is able to hear and has been using ASL for seven years. The third and last teacher 

is hearing and has only signed for one year. The researcher found that the different signed 

language backgrounds predict for the teacher's classroom discourse abilities. The first 

teacher managed the classroom the best with a wide range of turn taking techniques in 

use. It was the natively fluent signing teacher who excelled in getting the students to pay 

attention in the beginning of story reading, for example. This teacher used his eye gaze as 

one of the turn taking techniques to control his students' attention. The other teachers did 

not rely on the eye gaze behavior as a signal as much as they should for getting and 

maintaining attention from their students.  

     In 1997, Mather made a similar study on classroom discourse where she observed five 

teachers of the deaf on their style of bookreading in different school settings. The first 
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two teachers used ASL and worked at a school for the deaf. One is deaf and the second 

one hearing. The third teacher rather worked with deaf children in a public school setting 

and used ASL along with a signed code of English. The fourth and fifth teachers used 

only signed English and worked at a private school with deaf children; one teacher is deaf 

and the second hearing. Regarding the bookreading styles, Mather examined the initiation 

process made by the teachers. In ASL, there are different types of initiations identified 

such as visual or tactile regulators, and any teacher of the deaf is expected to use some 

kind initiation regulators critical for classroom discourse. It was found that the first two 

teachers who used ASL fluently used initiation regulators before initiating their signing, 

while the others used them less or not at all. This deficiency has ramifications for deaf 

students who need to know when the teacher wants to start teaching. The first teacher in 

the school for the deaf used both visual and tactile regulators while the second teacher in 

the same school used visual regulators only. It is possible that the second teacher being 

hearing learned ASL late in life, but is apparently on the way in becoming proficient with 

the classroom discourse skills.  

     For different school settings, it appears that classroom discourse quality can be seen as 

high in a school for the deaf as compared to a public school where spoken language is 

widely used. This is not surprising given the long history of signed language in schools 

for the deaf. The signed language-based culture is apparently strong in this kind of school 

setting. With the integration of deaf students taking place in public schools, signing may 

be more commonplace, but the quality associated with classroom discourse has a long 

way to go. The use of artificial English-based sign systems is supposedly more frequent 

in public schools than in schools for the deaf. The lacking discourse qualities with the 

artificial languages are expected. The developers who came up with one English-based 
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sign system or another did not consider for how signing should be done in a real-life 

situation such as a classroom. There is no culture attached to signed English, but ASL has 

its own to account for the visual nature of discourse. Auditory access is evidently lacking 

among deaf signers, but they have come up with an alternative means of communication 

leading to the reported high quality classroom discourse taking place.  

     Of special interest is how ASL is used for reading a book, one may be wondering how 

an individual signing while reading a book to a child. There must be some competition 

for the child between reading the text and watching a person signing. Mather's 1990 study 

indicates that no adverse effect of signing with books has been found. This conclusion is 

made from observing classrooms with deaf teachers who are fluent in ASL. The teachers 

would use “miniature” signs to their deaf students when using books just like how deaf 

parents did with their young deaf children at home as reported in other studies. That is, 

the teachers would sign small and close to the page being read. This behavior is what 

enables deaf students to look at a picture in the book and process what is signed to them 

at the same time. When the teachers used “miniature” signs, they elicited answers from 

their students to see if they could relate the signs to the picture shown on the page. The 

responses were successful indicating that the teachers have made accommodations in the 

discourse. Had spoken language been used, the bookreading style would be different and 

decidedly inaccessible based on what has been described for the ASL discourse.  

     Concerning ZPD, the signed language-based discourse patterns between teachers and 

students identified so far are encouraging. Deaf students should experience stimulation 

and undergo a developmental course of gaining discourse-based skills when placed in a 

rich signing environment. They are supposed to be quick to learn that the teacher needs 

their attention by the means of visual and tactile strategies, for example. This would be a 
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good step towards becoming good students. Missing the important attention-getting cues 

only mean their lessened participation and becoming detached from what is happening in 

the classroom. The same is true for reading a book with the whole class participating and 

that learning has begun when signing is close enough to the page being read. That is, oral 

language information is conveyed to the students. Cognitively, they were too young to 

read, but they should feel like they were reading well. With the different findings under 

consideration, deaf students should naturally become active participants, especially if the 

language of instruction is ASL and with teachers proficient in the signed language. The 

teachers themselves should be able to scaffold skills over time with whatever expected 

for a student in the classroom.  

     Once again, the classroom discourse in ASL can meet the requirements of ZPD when the 

question of reading instruction is resolved. It is interesting to note that the classroom discourse 

studies done to date are limited to oral language. Teaching significant reading skills such as word 

identification/decoding are missing. There is no study done on how deaf students can read in 

ASL or engage in a reading aloud activity where their signed language knowledge is tapped for 

reading development purposes. ASL is supposed to be used for teaching reading skills even if it 

involves a different language such as English. Comparative analysis constitutes a component of 

an effective reading instruction design where deaf students can learn English structures through 

ASL. Given that deaf students are cognitively normal, they are ready to learn whatever is 

expected of their ages. The scaffolding process for their learning needs to take place. The 

combination of oral and written languages through ASL and written English should achieve 

these qualities of classroom discourse. Research can follow by examining the classroom 

discourse when a teacher teaches reading through ASL. The nature of how deaf students learn in 

such context will provide insights on the effectiveness of the reading instruction approach 
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involved. Assessment results with the special tools of gloss and The Resource Book are expected 

to be consistent with what is happening in the classroom. A consideration for both quantitative 

and qualitative aspects of classroom learning is necessary and will provide a more 

comprehensive evaluation of the cross-linguistic design of ASL and written English. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: THE STUDY 

     At this point, it is clear that an investigation into the pedagogical considerations for deaf 

students concerning the special tools and instructional procedures is imperative and that time is 

of the essence. In public education, accountability has become a priority for all children. 

Regardless of the well-known impact of hearing loss, there must be a way for deaf students to 

learn to read in English. The reading difficulties that these students experienced are not 

acceptable. The designation of English as a spoken language suggests a case of linguistic 

accessibility in which ASL being a signed language would be utilized to support the learning 

process involved. That is, reading instruction must include ASL in an explicit manner. This 

includes the understanding that only ASL has the capacity of functioning as the oral language for 

deaf children (S. Supalla & Cripps, 2008). Written English must then become their primary 

source for learning a new language (e.g., S. Supalla, Wix, & McKee, 2001). With this cross-

linguistic arrangement, the chances of deaf children becoming fluent readers increase. This is 

especially true as oral language must support the reading process with any child.   

     An effective form of assessment occurs when the text and signing compliment each other. 

This is where an intermediary writing system known as gloss comes into the picture as it allows 

deaf students to read and connect to what they know in signed language. Deaf students can use 

The Resource Book to look up and read the written sign equivalents of English vocabulary used 

in the gloss text. The skills associated with word identification/decoding will develop through 

reading the written signs. One must understand that this reading process includes an initial 

transition to written English through the shared orthography and spelling of gloss with regular 

English text. It is comparative analysis that will complete the transition from ASL to written 

English by around the fourth grade. At that time, deaf students will have sufficient knowledge in 
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English (as a second language) and will be armed with general reading skills to read written 

materials in English fluently.  

     This kind of outcome may be highly desirable, but very little research has been done on the 

reading program under development. The specific research areas on how deaf students progress 

with the signed language-based curriculum and what classroom learning looks like are lacking. 

Whatever findings that confirm the effectiveness of the reading program in question is expected 

to create an impact on the field of deaf education. The use of an intermediary writing system 

with deaf students will be seen as playing a pivotal role for connecting oral language to print. 

That is, gloss will allow for the cross-linguistic arrangement with ASL and English to occur.  

     Word identification/decoding is one “undisputable” component of the reading development 

experience with English and students who can hear. Confirming deaf students’ capacity for word 

identification or decoding through The Resource Book is important. The opportunity to read 

aloud text, especially with a teacher’s guidance is another important attribute for the success of 

readers. Should deaf students be able to read gloss text effectively and decipher the words 

through the use of The Resource Book, educators will have no choice but pay attention to what 

they can do. This includes the importance of comparative analysis as a component for reading 

theory when a full transition from ASL to written English is considered.  

     The role of ASL literature in the reading program will need to be put on hold as it accounts 

for the oral skills only. A more basic question about how deaf students cope with print and 

English is addressed at this point in time. Research in documenting and showing that gloss can 

make a cross-linguistic arrangement between ASL and written English is of high priority. 

Realization that the oral literature component of ASL needs attention will follow when educators 

are affirmed of deaf students’ ability to make a transition from ASL to written English. The skills 

associated with word identification/decoding and oral reading must be considered first. As of 
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now, deaf students have not yet demonstrated (in detail) their abilities, especially through gloss 

and The Resource Book.  

     In examining the reading process with deaf students, the reading development framework as 

outlined by S. Supalla and Blackburn (2003) plays a key role. This framework includes all 

relevant aspects of reading skills ranging from phonological awareness to reading 

comprehension. ASL and its tools are supposedly instrumental to the development of reading 

skills for deaf students with English. The reading formula also incorporates comparative analysis 

for mediating between the two languages as a necessary part to allow the students to learn 

English structures while learning to read. Given the complex dynamics of reading instruction 

involved, a careful consideration for research design is necessary. Fortunately, data has been 

made available through a tutorial and is in need of coding and analysis. One clearly needs to 

know more about how this tutorial for two young deaf children took place and how it led to the 

present study.  

 

I. Provision of a Tutorial Program 

     The process leading to the provision of a tutorial for two weeks is important and has a 

history that deserves to be explained. The initial motivation for the mother of two deaf 

students (who participated in the tutorial) was to have the children review and improve 

their reading skills. Thus the tutor (who is capable of using the special tools and 

instructional procedures) agreed to do some teaching during the summer of 2003. The 

tutorial subject to research has its roots in a charter school. It was there where the 

students were first exposed to the reading methodology subject to investigation. This 

charter school was heavily engaged in developing the innovative reading instruction 

approach. Gloss conventions and The Resource Book were perfected with the 
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participation of teachers and students during the time of the charter school’s existence 

(which spanned six years).    

     What is interesting is that upon the closure of the charter school, some parents wanted 

to continue the reading program, especially as their children were deaf and not able to 

benefit from the traditional approach. In order to do this, these parents made a request to 

include the special tools as part of their child’s instruction in the Individual Educational 

Plan (IEP). IEP is a document serving as a form of agreement between the educators and 

the parents on what a child in question needs in order to perform in the school setting. 

This document is widely seen as an important component of the federal law known as the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. In response, the charter school officials 

complied and described each child’s present level of performance based on what was 

taught at the school.  

     When one deaf child transferred to a regular public school, it created problems for the 

officials there. The goals and objectives as written by the charter school officials were not 

deemed as appropriate. It was the parents who insisted that the reading program be 

continued, and due process was found necessary to resolve the dispute. The basic 

argument was that the state’s academic standards should not be modified to accommodate 

the needs of deaf students or that the curriculum can be altered. What this suggests is that 

speech-based reading skills are absolute and necessary as far as reading instruction is 

concerned. In response, the hearing officer reviewed “a number of precedent-setting 

cases and found that methodology can be specified and went on to state that gloss 

constitutes the methodology best suited for the education of deaf students” (S. Supalla & 

Cripps, 2004, p. 3; see this article for further discussion on the hearing and what 

arguments were made). The impact of this decision is profound and the school was 
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ordered to implement the reading methodology in question. Some of the implications for 

educational policymakers include the flexibility for the curriculum and that the state 

academic standards for reading can be followed with the understanding that they account 

for the needs of deaf students.     

     The two students who participated in the tutorial were placed in a school for the deaf 

after the charter school’s closure. None of what is described for the reading program was 

implemented at the new school. Although ASL was used as the language of instruction in 

the classroom, the curriculum remained similar to what takes place in a regular public 

school. That is, reading skills are contingent on the ability to hear and spoken language 

knowledge. Consequently, the students in question were essentially denied of any 

“working” reading program for one full academic year.  

     Two students in questions are sisters, and their mother decided to pursue a private 

tutorial. This is where the two-week tutorial arrangement was made. The tutorial was 

held in a private residence that resembled a classroom with the students and the tutor. All 

involved are deaf and use ASL as their native language. The sisters were raised in a deaf 

family household with deaf parents (and profoundly deaf since birth). Signed language 

was used as part of their daily lives. The question of signed language proficiency is not 

an issue given the background described here. It is also important to understand that the 

older sister enrolled in the charter school at a later age whereas the younger girl enrolled 

as a preschooler. They were each exposed to the reading program for two years. At the 

time of the tutorial, the younger sister was 7 and the older sister 9.  

     The tutor was a male adult who was in his forties and familiar with the signed 

language-based curriculum. The two-week tutorial was designed structurally to last a 

half-day on a daily basis with the exception of Fridays and weekends. A chart of different 
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activities during the half-days of reading instruction can be seen in Appendix B.I. The 

first row of the chart shows which week the tutorial activities were conducted. Below the 

first row, there are five columns with the first one representing times of day. The other 

columns depict what reading activities were undertaken for each day. For example, 

orientation to the tutorial and an ASL song were done on the first day at 9 am. One can 

see that the same block of time for the successive days was modified to account for a 

review of homework done. The pattern of songs and homework reviews continued for the 

whole time of the tutorial (i.e., two weeks).  

     For the remainder of the days, the tutorial activities were divided into two major parts: 

translation and comparative analysis and reading instruction (termed as part of the 

literacy activities in the chart) with specific times and breaks. The former focuses on 

learning about the English structures, whereas the latter is for developing reading skills. 

Of particular interest for research is how the guided reading activities were conducted on 

a daily basis. This reading development activity was originally developed and used with 

children who can hear (i.e., Pinnell & Fountas, 1991). The teacher guides children 

learning how to read by using the technique of oral reading. A child will need to read a 

written text and speak word for word. This way, the teacher can monitor this child’s 

performance and guide him if he experiences difficulties while reading. In the tutorial 

program under investigation, Pinnell and Fountas’ guided reading model was followed.  

     Besides the different activities done on each day, there was a daily period for the tutor 

to conduct assessment at the end of the day. Curriculum Based Assessments (CBA) 

describes these measures. The CBA was done to diagnose the two students’ reading skills 

after being taught for the day. As expected with any CBA, it is designed to help the tutor 

identify areas of weaknesses and strengths. Once the tutor knows what the needs for each 
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student are, he can undertake action on the following day. Thus, it can be seen that CBA 

is the heart of the curriculum and plays an important role for reading instruction.  

     One also needs to know that the post assessments were administered to the students 

after the two weeks of tutorial. The tutor used a larger number of measures. It was his 

intention to assess where the students stood in terms of reading skills after two weeks of 

the tutorial. The tutor anticipated that his work would continue and thought that the 

information gained through the post assessment work would help with subsequent 

instruction. This never happened, yet the data is found valuable for the current study. The 

same is true for how the students performed over time with the CBA. The fact that most 

of the tutorial sessions were videotaped indicates that a different kind of research can 

occur with a special focus on the tutor and students in the classroom.   

     As one can see thus far, the data derived from the CBA, and post assessments of the 

tutorial are rich and worthy of research. After some time lapsed, the mother of the two 

deaf children in the tutorial agreed to have the tutorial and her children examined through 

research. As indicated through the literature review, the reading difficulties that deaf 

children face are significant and very much misunderstood. Although some comparisons 

can be made between this population and other groups of American children who 

experience reading difficulties, the concept of linguistic accessibility and recent 

development of special tools and instructional procedures deserve further attention in the 

form of a formal research study.  

 

II. The Method 

     Understanding that videotaped classroom activities, CBA, and post-tutorial 

assessments were part of the two-week tutorial under investigation, a research design is 
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needed to account for these data components. To begin, studying the videotaped tutorial 

sessions are best described as qualitative where one can make some observations and 

describe what is going on in the classroom. The CBA and post-tutorial assessment 

components, on the other hand, are quantitative in nature, and they can help show how 

the students make progress through the scores. It is interesting that researchers would 

frequently choose qualitative or quantitative as a method for their study. Yet, the situation 

here is different as both qualitative and quantitative data are deemed as important and 

worthy of investigation.  

     Out of several research methods, it appears that a mixed methods design is the best 

candidate to integrate qualitative and quantitative data into a single study. According to 

Creswell (2005), there are seven steps for the development of a mixed methods design. 

To determine if the mixed methods design is feasible constitutes the first step. For the 

study undertaken, the answer is yes. There are two types of data already collected during 

and at the end of the two-week tutorial (i.e., qualitative and quantitative). The potential 

problems of a researcher not being able to incorporate both data types in one study (e.g., 

no access to the classroom for data collection) is clearly not the case here.  

     Identifying a rationale for the mixed methods design is the second step. Given the 

unique nature of the reading instruction approach involved, the combined qualitative and 

quantitative considerations will allow for a more complete portrayal of what it takes to 

teach reading to deaf children. The third step is identifying the data collection strategy to 

be used in the study. Understanding that the data was already collected, there were still 

details that need to be addressed. The triangulation version of the mixed methods design 

must be considered. It includes three important components as described by Creswell: 
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‘[1)] The mixed methods researcher gives equal priority to both 

quantitative and qualitative data… [2)] The mixed methods researcher 

collects both the quantitative and qualitative data simultaneously during 

the study… [and 3)] The mixed methods researcher compares the results 

from quantitative and qualitative analyses to determine if the two 

databases yield similar or dissimilar results’ (Creswell, 2005, p. 514).  

     What seems to be clear is that the tutor did extensive data collection with an equal 

treatment of quantitative and qualitative data in mind. Videotaping classroom activities 

took place at most times and the deaf students’ performance was frequently videotaped as 

well. The measures were given to these students at the end of daily sessions and 

immediately following the end of the tutorial. Data collection is very much simultaneous 

as far as quantitative and qualitative data are concerned. The intention of comparing the 

two databases is confirmed through how the tutor set up the assessment for his program. 

Figure 5.1 shows how the three components of the tutorial: Classroom Discourse, CBA, 

and Post Assessments relate to each other in the tutorial program.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1: Assessment Design for the Tutorial Program 
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     According to the diagram above, the tutor had the students’ performance in the 

classroom collected through the CBA in three intervals over the two-week period. The 

tutor wanted to compare the students’ performance on measures with what they learned 

in the classroom. The same is true for the post-tutorial assessments where a number of 

measures were used at the end of the tutorial. The students’ performance at that time were 

to be compared with what they did in the classroom. This does not include the fact that 

some of the post assessment results were to be compared to what the students did through 

the CBA. Unfortunately, the tutor faced time constraints in regard to all necessary 

analysis after the tutorial. Only a couple of the measures were used to describe the two 

students’ performance to their mother when the tutorial ended. The videotaped data of the 

classroom discourse was not used at all. Most of the data was left unused as the purpose 

of a tutorial is different from a full-scale research project.  

     Developing research questions for the study concerning deaf students’ development of 

reading skills is the fourth step. The questions are: 1) What are the changes in regards to 

skills over the two-week period? 2) What, if any, impact does the different ages of 

children involved have on the learning process? and 3) What represents the scaffolding 

and accumulation of children’s learning of how to read and learning English as a second 

language? Answering these questions are critical to understanding the nature and extent 

of learning according to the children participating in the study and their age differences. 

This includes the potential benefits of scaffolding in the their learning process. The role 

of the tutor cannot be understated as the teaching component takes into account the 

special tools and instructional procedures.   

     The fifth step is outlining the specific nature of collecting qualitative and quantitative 

data. For the latter data type, it was the tutor who administered all of the tests to the two 
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deaf students. Recall that a number of measures were developed and used based on the 

DIBELS. The DIBELS was subject to conversion to account for the special tools of gloss 

and The Resource Book. Understanding that written sign equivalents are included in The 

Resource Book, the students participating in the tutorial needed to know how to use this 

special tool to help decipher the otherwise inaccessible English words. The ASL-phabet 

and its 32 graphemes are what underlie the form of written sign equivalents to English 

words. Deaf children exposed to ASL graphemes are expected to develop letter naming 

fluency and word identification fluency. Thus, the tutor developed one measure for each 

of the reading development skills and used them as part of the post-tutorial assessment 

battery. The word lists used in the word identification fluency measure were derived from 

the leveled books in the gloss version. The stories used were “Trog” for the younger 

student and “A Trip to the Zoo” for the older student. 

     In addition, the data needed for conducting the running records as outlined by Clay 

(1993) were collected. Both students were instructed to read aloud the gloss texts of 

“Trog” and “A Trip to the Zoo”, respectively. The Resource Book was available for the 

students to use during their oral reading. They were then asked to retell the story based on 

what they read (in ASL). The students’ responses to the comprehension questions 

complete the data collection for the gloss text. With the English text, the students read 

silently and then retold in ASL what they had read. Note that only silent reading was 

promoted with English as the language is spoken and would not be appropriate for deaf 

students to speak while reading. The leveled books “Dragon Got a Cold” and “The 

Surprise” were used for the students in the study with the first story for the younger 

student and the second for the older student. After doing the retelling, the students were 
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asked comprehension questions (based on what they read in English). All of these 

activities were videotaped as done with the gloss text.   

     The measures discussed thus far are for the post-tutorial assessment. The data 

collection for the CBA was done at three different times in the duration of the tutorial. 

The gloss text of “The Lady and the Spider” (McNulty, 1987) was used to assess the two 

students’ oral reading through the running records (noting that The Resource Book was 

made available for use during this oral reading activity). This book is supposedly 

designed for use with children aged 6 through 9. “The Lady and the Spider” is also the 

reading material that the tutor used over the two-week period. The story was divided into 

seven parts and studied accordingly in the classroom (the seven gloss parts can be seen in 

Appendix C and from C.I. to C.VII). Consequently, the CBA was done based on one or 

two parts being studied at a time.  

     It is important to note that the ASL-phabet probe (designed to assess letter naming 

fluency with ASL graphemes and is used in the post-tutorial assessment) is the other 

measure that went along with the running records in the CBA. The method for collecting 

qualitative data is quite different as no specifics were made on what was to be videotaped 

or not. Practically all of the classroom activities during the two-week tutorial were 

subject to videotaping. There are 24 total hours of videotaped data. The inclusion of the 

tutor and two students within the frame was intentional, but on several occasions one or 

two participants were found outside the frame.  

     The sixth step is where the data analysis came into the picture. The description of 

comparative analysis and guided reading activities with the two deaf students, their tutor, 

and the gloss text of “The Lady and the Spider” constitutes the focus of the qualitative 

component of the study. It is with the understanding that various parts of the gloss text (in 
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transparencies) were projected onto a wall over the two-week period (i.e., starting with 

the first part and ending with the seventh part). Each part subject to oral reading are 

accompanied by a set of the ASL-phabet cards. These cards are for the students to use 

when they do not know the word in the gloss text. All words are printed individually on 

one side the cards and their sign equivalents written on the back (e.g., HOLLOW on one 

side of the card and SS5bd on the other side). This arrangement is different from 

the word/written sign pairs listed on paper as found with the gloss texts used in some of 

the measures. The underlying function of The Resource Book remained the same for both 

ways. 

     For reading development, the learning process for the students to be examined 

includes the essentials of reading as outlined in S. Supalla and Blackburn’s framework 

(i.e., alphabetic principle, orthographic awareness, and reading comprehension). An 

analysis of the tutor’s contributions to this process will be done. Scaffolding during the 

tutorial is of particular interest as it includes an examination of Cazden’s discourse 

model. That is, the process of deaf students’ internalization, their ‘getting the 

understanding’ over the tutor ‘getting the answer’, and the nature of knowledge being 

acquired will be examined. Other than scaffolding, the tutor’s interaction with the two 

students would be subject to investigation in terms of turn taking skills, initiation process, 

and the use of eye gaze and miniature signs. 

     The activities specific to comparative analysis are also subject to analysis based on 

how they support the transition to written English. The sentences from the gloss text of 

“Lady and the Spider” and their English equivalents (derived from the book) were put 

together as pairs and listed on paper. The students engaged in comparative analysis after 

they completed reading loud one part of the gloss text. Note that the gloss sentences 
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subject to oral reading would show up on the comparative analysis sheets. In contrast, the 

translation sheets used in the tutorial were made up of gloss sentences only. While the 

sentences were the same as found in the comparative analysis sheets, this time, a blank 

under each gloss sentence was to be filled with an English sentence equivalent. The 

students who did this translation exercise were to recall what they had learned through 

the comparative analysis exercise.  

     The data concerning comparative analysis and guided reading activities during the 

tutorial are divided into first and second weeks for comparison purposes. The patterns for 

the students are expected to be different between the two weeks. Second, the first day of 

tutorial is subject to analysis as it includes activities that were different from the rest of 

the tutorial. The tutor did a review of the gloss conventions and ASL-phabet. A number 

of videotaped tutorial segments involving comparative analysis and guided reading 

lessons were selected and subject to transcription through means of glossing. The 

dialogues made between the tutor and the students and between the students were 

transcribed in ASL word for word. A similar format to Mather and Thibeault’s dialogue 

transcription system (2000) was adopted. As seen in Appendix D, the transcribed data 

includes the underline markers for eye gaze. The conventions for the relevant body 

movements as italics and gesture with “…” markers are designed to help capture the 

visually-based strategies that the tutor used when he led the lessons.  

     The measures developed for the CBA and post assessments comprise the quantitative 

component of the study. At the word level, the students’ performance will be analyzed based on 

how they did with the ASL-phabet probe (where ASL graphemes are subject to identification) 

and a set of written signs subject to decoding. In the word identification fluency assessment, the 

students went through a word list until a two-minute mark was reached. Their performance with 
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different written signs are subject to analysis as well. Should QQ4d be decoded successfully 

with the sign BEHIND, it would be counted as one target sign. When an alternative sign is used 

to identify the written word (i.e., another sign that has the same ASL graphemes), it will be 

counted as a successful word identification. An analogy with English would be a child who 

decodes ‘wind’ referring to a clock or the blowing wind. The pronunciation for these words 

would be different, but both words must be accepted as correct. In this case, the target sign may 

not be correct (i.e., wind clock), but the alternative sign used (i.e., blowing wind) is equally 

good. For scoring, the number of graphemes in the word QQ4d will be counted as 4. The 

same procedure is followed for all other words identified successfully in the list. The total 

number of correct graphemes will be computed to a percentage. This includes wrong signs 

produced with right graphemes. The performance of the two students will be compared for their 

ability in word identification.  

     With the ASL-phabet probe, students needed to identify graphemes within the words. For this 

reason, 32 graphemes were placed randomly in a chart with a total of 130 slots. The resulting 

chart is an array of ASL graphemes with some repetition for each grapheme (see Appendix E.I.A 

for a sample of the chart). The students identified each grapheme by signing it as they scanned 

through the chart horizontally or vertically (depending on what the tutor told them to do). The 

students were to sign as many graphemes as they could in 1 minute. Their computed score is 

based on how many correct identifications are made out of the total number of attempts. The 

performance of the two students will be compared for their ability in letter identification as well 

as for any change over time.   

     At the text level, running records will determine the level of performance in oral reading. The 

two students were instructed to read the text aloud by signing what they read. Running records 

have their own conventions such as R for repetition, SC for self correction, and check marks for 
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correct answers produced. However, with the gloss version of running records, additional 

conventions such as TE for translation error and RB for using The Resource Book are necessary. 

This provides insights into the students’ performance if they produce a sign they think is correct 

for a word that has more than one sign equivalent. Should a child sign RIGHT as ‘correct’ when 

it should be ‘turning right’, it will be counted as a translation error. This kind error will be 

considered in the analysis of oral reading skills. Any attempt for using The Resource Book while 

reading the gloss text will also be recorded. Success or failure in deciphering the words through 

reading their sign equivalents are subject to analysis.     

     Additionally, there are two formulas in use and subject to analysis for their effectiveness with 

word count. Understanding that the text is ASL and that the formula developed for English may 

not be appropriate, Nersesian’s formula (2002) is expected to be sensitive to the signed 

language’s lexical and grammatical complexity in the gloss text. According to Clay’s formula, 

the word count is based on counting gloss words as a whole. It does not matter whether the 

classifier word has two or more ‘words’ in use (e.g., ‘[S-SURFACE  J-STAND>ON]’ is 

counted as one). Clay’s formula also ignores  

different conventions used in the gloss text (e.g., topicalization marked under the words or + for 

inflection after the word). Yet, those conventions and classifier words are important and will be 

considered according to Nersesian’s formula. That is, the topicalization marker will be treated as 

one ‘word’, the inflection marker as one ‘word’. Moreover, compounds in ASL will be counted 

as more than one ‘word’ (e.g., BLUE+SPOT as two ‘words’). The two formulas for word count 

can be seen in Appendix E.I.C and E.I.D. After the students’ productions are transcribed and 

counted based on two different formulas, Clay’s calculations for the error ratio, accuracy rate, 

and self-correction ratio (1993, p. 39) can be seen in Figure 5.2. With the scores obtained for 

each student, their performances will be compared as well as looked at for any change over time.  
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     With both gloss and English texts, the students’ performances with retelling and answering 

comprehension questions are subject to analysis. After the students read the text, their retelling in 

ASL will be counted in lines corresponding to how the story is broken down in the checklist. The 

target lines are categorized  in terms of the setting/background, goal, events, and resolution (see 

Appendix E.IV.G for a sample of the checklist). The student’s performance will be analyzed 

based on how many lines are included, whether the order of lines is maintained, and whether all 

categories are included. The comprehension questions asked and the student answers will also be 

analyzed for how many questions were successfully answered. The relationship between the 

students’ performance with the questions and how they retold the stories will be considered.   

 

 

 

Figure 5.2: Clay’s Calculations Chart 

 

     The inter-rater reliability between two raters was conducted to ensure that scoring is free from 

possible problems for the measures used in the study (e.g., not consistent in checking for correct 

performances). The first rater is a deaf native signer that uses ASL as his primary language and 

the second rater is a person who can hear with near native ASL skills, having learned the signed 

language as a young child. Both raters assessed the two students’ performances (S1 being the 
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younger student and S2 the older student) when they participated in the post-tutorial assessment. 

The raters’ scores did not differ from each other in nearly all scores as can be seen in Table 1 

below. For the purpose of inter-rater reliability, the Pearson correlation formula was used to 

calculate the raters’ scores. All of the scores for each rater are summed up and then checked 

against each other. The Pearson correlation of r = .964 is distinctly high which demonstrates a 

significant correlation between the two raters. For the study, the deaf native signer of ASL did all 

of the transcriptions and coding: both quantitative and qualitative.  

     The final stage of analysis includes describing any relationship between the quantitative and 

qualitative results. The first step for analysis is examining the relationship between the classroom 

discourse (where actual tutoring and learning occurred) and the CBAs (with the running records 

and the ASL-phabet probe used). The impact of the first day of reading instruction on CBA #1, 

the first week on CBA #2, and the second week on CBA #3 will be examined. This includes how 

different learning patterns identified in the classroom correspond with the skills covered in the 

measures. The second step involves how the interaction results from the first part of analysis 

reflect on the students’ performance through the post-tutorial assessment (where the running 

records, the ASL-phabet probe, and word identification fluency are used). Finally, the third and 

last part in analysis accounts for how comparative analysis lessons and learning affect the 

students’ performance with reading the English text in the post-tutorial assessment.  

     The seventh and final step for the mixed research design is to write a report covering all 

results of the analysis. For this study, the report is done in a dissertation format. The results will 

be in the study portion of the dissertation. Final remarks on the results will be tied to the research 

questions raised for the study. This will be followed with a discussion and conclusion on how the 

study interacts with the literature review done in the beginning of the dissertation. Pedagogical 

considerations, in particular, will be addressed in light of the research findings. Whatever 
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benefits there may be for reading instruction in deaf education will be considered in terms of the 

processing in language and cognition. This is followed with whether or not reading difficulties 

can be diagnosed for deaf children for a more effective form of language and literacy 

applications in the classroom.    

 

Table 1 – Raters’ Scoring on Assessments 

Assessments                                   Rater #1  

        S(1)        S(2)           

ASL-phabet Probe     117/120 = 97.5%         129/130 = 99.2%  

Word Identification        46/59 = 77.9%          33/46 = 71.7% 

Running Records, Clay’s Formula (Accuracy)         83.9%        79.2% 

Retelling – Gloss      16/56 = 28.5%              27/36 = 75% 

Comprehension Questions – Gloss        3/5 = 60%               8.5/10 = 85%  

Retelling – English         7/28 = 25%   31/54 = 57.4% 

Comprehension Questions – English       3.5/5 = 70%    6.5/10 = 65% 

Assessments                                   Rater #2  

        S(1)        S(2)           

ASL-phabet Probe     119/120 = 99.1%         129/130 = 99.2%  

Word Identification         56/59 = 94.9%            30/46 = 65.2% 

Running Records Clay’s Formula (Accuracy)         83.9%          89.8% 

Retelling – Gloss      16/56 = 28.5%             24/36 = 66.6% 

Comprehension Questions – Gloss        3/5 = 60%               8.5/10 = 85%  

Retelling – English         7/28 = 25%   29/54 = 53.7% 

Comprehension Questions – English       3.5/5 = 70%    6.5/10 = 65% 
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III. Results of Qualitative Analysis 

     During the timeline of the two-week tutorial analyzed: First Day, First Week, and Second 

Week, six different patterns relevant to reading instruction were identified. The first pattern 

involves initial emphasis on learning the ASL-phabet and gloss conventions, which gave way to 

more general reading skills over time. The second pattern emerged (with expectations higher for 

the older student) regarding the use of The Resource Book as compared to the younger student. 

During the middle period of the tutorial (i.e., at the end of the first week), the fact that both 

students required much guidance in reading constitutes the third pattern. The level of guidance 

on the part of the tutor decreased significantly during the second week of the tutorial. For the 

fourth pattern, the older student was able to use The Resource Book more successfully towards 

the end of the tutorial than the younger student. That is, the older student was able to decode 

words partially with the help of context when reading gloss text. Although the younger student 

continued to struggle with the use of The Resource Book, she was able to identify words through 

context. This makes up the fifth pattern. For the sixth and last pattern, a variety of English 

structures were introduced during reading instruction over time.  

     What all six patterns suggest are that the two deaf students were busily learning about English 

while they learned to read at the same time. In terms of reading development, the tutor found 

himself needing to review the ASL-phabet and gloss conventions, then guided the two students 

with reading gloss text and using The Resource Book (with increasing independence on the part 

of the students). The fact that the older student demonstrated more success was predictable. 

Understanding that the two students were not part of the reading program for a full year, the tutor 

designed the instruction accordingly.  

    A. First Day of Reading Instruction. The tutor wanted to make certain that the two students 

became comfortable with the special tools. During the first day, the classroom activity was 
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primarily a review of the ASL-phabet and gloss conventions including extensive review on the 

ASL-phabet handshapes, locations, and movements. With the handshape lesson, the tutor stood 

near the wall and the students sat in their assigned seats, as one would find in a typical classroom 

setting. Each of the 22 handshapes of the ASL-phabet were posted up on the wall. There was one 

laminated card for each handshape with its illustration and symbol printed next to each other. 

The cards were ordered from right to left on the wall based on the sequence of the 22 

handshapes. It is important to note that the primary handshapes may have a number of “related” 

handshapes, and they were illustrated next to the primary handshape on the card as well. The 

illustration of the classroom set-up can be seen in Figure 5.3.  

 

                                           A B C D E F G H I 

                  J K L M N O P Q 

                       R S T U V  

                                   Tutor 

 

            Younger Student      Older Student 

Figure 5.3: Classroom Set-up with the ASL-phabet Handshapes Under Review 

 

      In the first part of the lesson as transcribed in Appendix D.I.A., the tutor reviewed the first 

two handshapes (A, B) of the ASL-phabet with the students. The goal of the lesson was to have 

these students understand that the order of the 22 handshapes is made according to their 

formational features. The tutor carefully showed these students the transition between A to B 

and pointed to the three fingertips on both of these handshapes. Both A and B handshapes share 

a common feature with three fingers in use. The first handshape has index, middle, and ring 



167 

fingers extended, whereas the middle, ring, and little fingers are extended for the second 

handshape. The tutor used the fingers as part of the instruction to help the students remember 

that the two handshapes should be put together and before other handshapes in the inventory. 

Interestingly, the tutor used his two hands in a creative way. While his right hand was dominant, 

he made use of his left hand to sign or point to his right hand. The right hand was used to show 

the target handshape during the entire time. Normally, the tutor would use his right hand for 

signing and pointing, but his behavior was changed during the lesson. Owing to the fact that the 

tutor manipulated his two hands, the students were able to take note of the handshape being 

explained.  

     In addition to the special use of his hands, the tutor used his eye gaze behavior to provide 

additional signals. When the tutor pointed to his hand, he directed his eyes to the hand, which 

gave the students a visual cue to take a look at his hand showing the handshape transition. The 

tutor then taught the students about the relationship between the handshapes and the print. He 

pointed to the cards of the ASL-phabet lined up on the wall (where the graphemes are drawn). 

While doing this, the tutor kept his right hands up showing the handshape. With this activity, the 

reading development portion of making “sound and letter” relationships was made.  

     The connections between other handshapes and the ASL-phabet were achieved in the 

remainder of the lesson. The handshapes of C, D, E, and F were targeted for instruction. The 

tutor began by pointing to the C card on the wall and producing its handshape in ASL. 

Understanding that the three finger feature is what links the first two handshapes, the tutor 

explained that a different feature can account for the transition from the second handshape to the 

third handshape. With the third handshape, the three fingers are folded with the one finger (i.e., 

index) extending this time. Since the hand has four fingers, the students were encouraged to 
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remember that three-finger extension is what underlies the first two handshapes, whereas one 

extended finger characterizes the third handshape.   

     For the transition between the third handshape C and the fourth handshape D, the tutor 

explained that both handshapes involve the use of the index finger, but the former has it straight 

and the latter bent. As part of this explanation, the tutor bent down his own body while showing 

the handshape D. The students were amused by the body language done by the tutor. The 

students were then asked to go back to the first handshape and try the order of the four 

handshapes. The students were able to produce the order correctly. The performance of the two 

students were not captured on the video, but it can be determined that they performed the 

sequence of handshapes. It was the tutor who nodded his head (#3) and signing EASY 

(Translation: “Wasn’t that easy?”) afterwards (#4).   

     As the handshape lesson continued, it can be seen on the video that the tutor and the older 

student had a successful exchange. As part of turn taking skills, the tutor pointed to the student 

with his eyes towards her (#28). This is when the student knew it was her turn to show the 

handshapes for C, D, E, and F which she just had learned. There was a time where the older 

student struggled with the fourth handshape or D, and then she used the body bending strategy, 

which was taught by the tutor previously (#31 and #25). This is where she remembered the 

handshape and came up with the right response. It appears that the student internalized the body 

bending strategy to help with remembering the handshape. For the tutor’s part, he demonstrated 

another example of visually-based strategies for the classroom discourse. He used his hand and 

flapped it quickly to the younger student when he needed for her to pay attention (#6). This 

strategy (as opposed to calling through sound and using her name to get her attention) helped 

maintain the student’s involvement in the lesson.    
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     For the subsequent lesson, the handshapes of G, H, and I were introduced to the students. 

There is an intriguing part where the tutor explained the nature of transition from F to G 

handshapes (#24 - #25). He relied on the two signs of SLEEP and WAKE-UP to help the 

students remember the order. Formational features continued to be the central focus, but the tutor 

treated the handshapes as if they were people. In the F handshape, the index finger and thumb 

are partially extended (or slightly bent) leaving the three remaining fingers fully closed (as found 

in a fist). The tutor described the closed fingers as if they were asleep, but they woke up in the 

next handshape. That is, all fingers are partially extended in the G handshape. Once again, the 

students were amused by the personification of the handshapes. 

     Although the students were not visible on the videotape, they had learned the order of F, G, 

H, and I handshapes through the tutor’s own responses in the videotape. The tutor had nodded 

and mentioned how the task is easy several times. There is one part where the younger student 

and the tutor had a dialogue (#33 - 44). The tutor asked this student to try the entire order from 

A to I. The younger student found the need to look up at the ASL-phabet cards posted on the 

wall and stopped looking at them when she did the order. When the student reached C, she 

began to struggle and asked the tutor to assist her with making the next letter in ASL. Although 

the tutor could not be seen on the videotape, but the student’s interaction with him indicates that 

the tutor did help with a cue. After obtaining assistance, the student continued the order on her 

own, from C to I. During that time, it can be seen that she repeated the order (i.e., #44) 

because she forgot the G handshape, but she did use the G handshape the second time. It is also 

interesting to note that the student self-corrected by adding the H handshape to the order after 

she had initially omitted it. What seems to be clear is that the different learning behaviors as 

described indicate that the student was becoming fluent with the handshape order.  
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     Thus far, the discussion has been about the handshape component of the ASL-phabet. 

Interesting learning behaviors have been identified with the location and movement components 

of ASL-phabet with the two students. The classroom set-up, this time, was with the tutor sitting 

on the floor in front of the two students as shown in Figure 5.4. The tutor began his lesson on the 

location graphemes and had the cards laid out on the floor. According to the ASL-phabet, the 

handshape graphemes constitute the first set, the location graphemes for second set, and the 

movement graphemes for third set. There is a reason for this. That is, the written signs are done 

in the order of handshape(s), location, and movement(s). The tutor was clearly aware of the 

importance to maintain the order of the three sets when he moved from the handshape lesson to 

that of location.   

 

                                  Younger Student 

 

   Tutor 

 

                                                                                         Older Student 

 

Figure 5.4: Classroom Set-up with the Location Graphemes Being Taught 

 

     During the latter part of the lesson on the location graphemes, the tutor reviewed with the 

students on the order of the five location graphemes. To begin, the locations between the nose 

and the forehead are represented by the first grapheme. The second grapheme covers all 

locations between the mouth and the neck, the third grapheme covers locations on the chest and 

stomach, and the fourth grapheme for the locations on the arm, and the fifth covers those in the 

 

cards 
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signing space. The tutor attempted to assist the students to remember how the order is made by 

referring to how the order of the location graphemes is visually pleasing. The first region for 

locations starts at the top of the face, then down to the chin area, again down to the chest, then 

jumps to the arm, and finally the signing space. The movement across the major location areas is 

downwards and then leaving the torso to the arm and finally the signing space. It was anticipated 

that the students would find the aesthetic description interesting and remember the order of the 

location graphemes accordingly.   

     According to the performance of the students, they found the order of the location graphemes 

to be challenging during the review. The tutor asked both students to respond what the next 

location was after 1. Only the older student was successful at this task when she responded by 

signing 2. The younger student signed 5 which is erroneous. She skipped the order of other 

locations to the last one. The tutor provided an immediate feedback saying that the correct 

response is the sign for 2. The tutor and the two students continued their exchange on what the 

order for location graphemes were. The tutor reminded them about how the order of location 

graphemes needs to be visually pleasing. At different times, both students forgot what the order 

for all five graphemes were. When the students skipped 3, the tutor explained that it was the 

third grapheme that was missing in their practice of ordering. The number of graphemes was also 

smaller at 4. Counting was used as a strategy to make sure that all graphemes were made 

according to the location component of the ASL-phabet.  

     When the tutor and the students were discussing the 3 grapheme, the older student responded 

by showing an ASL sign that is produced on the chest (#27-29). The sign MY/MINE has the 

handshape (with all fingers and thumb extended) move and make contact with the chest, and this 

location is represented by 3. The student was making an observation that this sign accounts for 

the location grapheme under discussion. The tutor was visibly delighted at such insight since the 
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student made a connection with her phonemic awareness to an individual sign. For this learning 

experience, ‘getting the understanding’ of Cazden’s model is best described here as the student 

had become aware of the phonological aspects of ASL and made applications with the words that 

she knew in ASL. 

     After the two students became familiar with the handshape and location components of the 

ASL-phabet, the tutor began teaching them through a more difficult task of identifying 

graphemes within a word written in ASL. Two components of the ASL-phabet (i.e., handshape 

and location) were involved. The classroom set-up basically was the same, and the cards 

included written signs. Subject to discussion is the word NN4de which refers to the sign 

INSIDE. In this word, the first two graphemes account for two identical handshapes produced in 

the sign, whereas the third grapheme is for the location. The last two graphemes are for two 

movements taking place in the sign. The two students did not yet review the movement 

graphemes. This did not stop the tutor from changing the task of learning about the orders for the 

ASL-phabet sets to reading written signs. Apparently, the students needed a variety of tasks 

during the first day, and the tutor took note of that.  

     From the observation with the word NN4de, the older student was able to identify the 

handshape and location graphemes in the string. Initially, she made an error with the third 

grapheme, 4 by producing 3 at the first time then self-corrected it. During that time, the tutor 

aided her by pointing to the location grapheme on the card and asked her if she was right. The 

tutor was clearly aware that the student did not read graphemes correctly, so he encouraged her 

to reread the grapheme using Cazden’s nature of knowledge technique by asking her a question. 

When the student became aware of the possible error, she looked at the grapheme of 4 again 

and produced 4. Through the self-correction, it can be seen that the student is still learning to 

make a firm connection between the different locations in ASL and their corresponding 
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graphemes. She could have made a more serious error by mixing the two ASL-phabet 

components by producing a handshape grapheme in this case, but she did not.  

    The second part of the letter identification activity involves the movement component of the 

ASL-phabet. It is clear that the older student became confused with the movement component as 

it was not reviewed yet. It was then that the tutor quickly moved in and took time to explain it to 

her. Only three movement graphemes b, d, and e were discussed during this activity. The 

tutor and the students used signs for the three movement graphemes. The signs can be seen 

through illustrations in Figure 5.5. With the b grapheme, the index finger is used and located in 

the signing space with the movement of left/right repeatedly and up/down repeatedly (the 

illustration shows the sequence of the two movements required for the sign). The sign for d 

involves the use of the L handshape, and the finger and thumb bend into the form of M 

handshape in a repeated fashion. In the case of e, the conventional sign of REPEAT is used.  

     After some review on the three different movement graphemes, the older student made an 

error by producing b for the d grapheme in the written sign (i.e., NN4de). The tutor had 

to clarify the difference between the two graphemes. Both students went on and tried the 

different written signs. The performance of the two students were markedly different as the older 

one identified the movement graphemes well, whereas the younger one continued to make some 

errors (#14 - 42). This shows that the older student was quicker in becoming skilled with the 

movement graphemes than the younger student. The age difference appears to play a role in such 

outcome. In any case, the tutor used his eye gaze a lot with the students and the cards. It is 

interesting to see that the students were able to follow the direction of his eye gaze. There were 

times when the tutor glanced down to the card to discuss the errors with the movement 

graphemes, both students followed his gaze. This eye gaze technique became very important in 

reading instruction.   
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b 

                                        

                            d 

                                         

e 

 

Figure 5.5: Signs for the Three of the Movement Graphemes 
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     Another activity followed up on the grapheme identification with written signs. This time, the 

tutor wanted the students to try decode the words in ASL. This was an even more difficult task, 

and the students were eager to do it. They had developed sufficient familiarity with the ASL-

phabet. This time, three cards with different written signs were used and shown to the students at 

different times. Using the card with CC4b as an example, it can be seen that the tutor was 

trying to help the older student decode the word which refers to the sign RIGHT (or ‘correct’). 

The student responded with not one, but a few signs that bore resemblance to the sign (#4 - 16). 

This kind of behavior is encouraging. That is, the student did not make ‘wild’ guesses with signs 

that are entirely different from RIGHT in the form. She produced LONG, TIME, HAPPEN, 

GREECE, ENGLAND, and KNIFE. Some of these signs share the same handshape(s) with 

RIGHT (i.e., C). It is true that the student used different handshapes with ENGLAND, but this 

sign still has two handshapes in use. Both RIGHT and ENGLAND requires the use of two 

handshapes, not one as found in many ASL signs.  

     With the responses, the tutor was able to evaluate what the older student was doing. He 

recognized that the student was not reading the word fully. He used his eye gaze to assist her and 

pointed to the card to ensure that she read the full string of graphemes. For example, RIGHT and 

KNIFE may share the same handshape and location letters, but the movement letters would be 

different. Had the student read the word carefully, she would have come up with RIGHT instead 

of KNIFE. Even with the tutor’s help, the student continued to produce errors. Here the 

movement graphemes appear to be the most difficult as compared to other components of the 

ASL-phabet. This is when the frustration level became high for the student, but the tutor gave her 

a hint by halfway producing the sign RIGHT. The student joined in and signed RIGHT. During 

that time, the student actually self corrected herself from CANNOT to RIGHT. These two signs 
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are very close in form. In this process, the student was very much engaged in figuring out what 

the written sign was (i.e., decoding).   

     With the other written signs, the tutor intentionally showed a pair with most graphemes being 

identical: CC4b and PC4b. The only difference between these two is the first handshape 

graphemes being C and P. The older student remarked on her confusion between the 

graphemes of C and P from the last activity (#44 - 46). The tutor took advantage of that by 

choosing the two cards and tried to help her develop skills in distinguishing C and P. The tutor 

discussed the two graphemes briefly and let the student decode the two words on her own. It can 

be seen that this student was able to decode both words correctly after a few attempts. The 

decoding skills for this student were emerging, and the tutor was scaffolding his teaching. The 

students were able to move from learning the order of ASL graphemes to identifying the 

graphemes to decoding words in ASL.  

     For the earlier lessons on the ASL-phabet, the tutor broke down the handshape graphemes 

into parts so that the two students could memorize the order more effectively. The tutor started 

the scaffolding by having the students go through the order of the first few handshapes, then the 

order of other sets of handshapes, and finally combining all sets for memorization. Some of the 

strategies unique to the ASL-phabet must be noted. The tutor relied on the formational features 

of each handshape to connect different handshapes into one order. This is actually how the 

handshapes were ordered in the first place. The students were taught accordingly. The benefits of 

the formational features with the support of body language and personification (as applied) for 

remembering the order of handshapes are noted for the students.   

     The ASL-phabet was one of the two special tools subject to review on the first day; gloss was 

the other one. The tutor’s eye gaze behavior continues to be important. The first lesson in regard 

to the gloss conventions includes pronouns and possessives. Unlike the previous activities, the 
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tutor used the whiteboard and wrote one of the gloss conventions ‘IX=3’ which represents a 

third-person pronoun in ASL. After writing ‘IX=3’, the tutor used both of his hands to wave at 

the children to get their attention (#1 - #2). During the initiation process, the tutor had looked at 

three different places (i.e., the younger student, the older student, and the whiteboard) in a short 

time to make sure that the students were paying attention and capable of seeing the whiteboard. 

He also pointed to the ‘IX=3’ on the whiteboard. The set-up for this activity can be seen in 

Figure 5.6 where the tutor stood beside the whiteboard and the two students were sitting on the 

floor left and right across from the tutor.  

 

                      Whiteboard -     

 Younger Student 

Tutor  

       Older Student 

 

Figure 5.5: Classroom Set-up for a Review of Gloss Conventions 

     From the classroom discourse, it is clear that the students’ previous enrollment in the charter 

school (where the reading program under investigation was implemented) had resulted in their 

retention of the gloss conventions. Both of the students knew what ‘IX=3’ meant as they 

answered it correctly. Their signing the pronoun is equivalent to how ‘he’ or ‘she’ operates in 

English.  However, they struggled a little with the first-person possessive when the tutor wrote 

‘POS=1’. The gloss word that the tutor wrote differed from the ‘IX=’ word which caused the 

students’ slight delay in comprehension as they had to shift from a pronoun to a possessive. For 

example, the older student signed ‘POS=3’ for the first time then she corrected it to ‘POS=1’. 

This kind of behavior indicates that she understood the difference between first-person and third-
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person according to which number was used (e.g., ‘POS=1’ and ‘POS=3’). When she understood 

the difference, she tried to help her younger sister by telling her the sign for ‘POS=1’. The older 

sister explained that the gloss word ‘POS=1’ represented a first-person possessive noun. She also 

signed ‘POS=1’ which is equivalent to the English word of ‘mine’ or ‘my’. The younger sister 

listened and signed ‘POS=1’ to the tutor (#15 - #16).  

     With this data, the tutor used the ‘giving the sample’ strategy instead of ‘giving the example’ 

when he wrote the ‘POS=3’ sample. The tutor did not sign or tell the older student what ‘POS=3’ 

was. It can be seen that this student shifted in signing from ‘POS=1’ to ‘POS=3’ by herself 

without any prompting. This self-correction reflects the fact that the student was using her 

cognitive processing independently while reading ‘POS=3’. The younger student was an active 

participant and willing to work with her older sister as part of her learning experience.  

     In the latter part of the review, inflection markers in ASL were covered. This is of particular 

interest when it comes to scaffolding. The tutor signed the inflected verb ‘BREATH>HARD’ 

and asked the older student to write it using the ‘>’ symbol. This student recollected the use of 

symbol from a prior activity in the tutorial. She then wrote ‘BREATH>HARD’ correctly. This 

indicates that the student understood the purpose of inflection markers and could apply it to 

different gloss words. The younger student, on the other hand, showed a different outcome. The 

tutor wanted to make sure that this student understood the role of inflection markers (in gloss) by 

asking her to sign ‘BREATH>HARD’ (#15 - 19). She did not understand ‘BREATH>HARD’ 

when she was reading this word in gloss. Instead of signing ‘BREATH>HARD’, the production 

was two words or ‘BREATH HARD’. Although the tutor signed the inflected verb 

“BREATH>HARD’ and the older student succeeded at writing it, the younger student did not 

see the connection of this with her needing to sign the inflected verb.  
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     With the error made, the tutor provided the younger student guidance by pointing at the ‘>’ 

symbol on the whiteboard and traced it in the air to remind her that one sign is required. The 

tutor then tested the student by writing ‘BREATH HARD’ on the whiteboard and asked her what 

it was. The student signed it correctly. With the inflected verb still written on the board, the tutor 

explained the differences between ‘BREATH>HARD’ and ‘BREATH HARD’. The tutor 

demonstrated that ‘BREATH HARD’ does not have any facial expression when signed because 

it is expressed without inflection. In contrast, the production of ‘BREATH>HARD’ requires the 

person to make a facial expression to indicate a high level of intensity. The movement for the 

verb is also altered by having the movement repeating with intensity. The same verb without any 

inflection would be moving in a regular pace. With this comparison, it can be seen that the tutor 

wanted both students to understand how the grammar of ASL works. It is also likely that the 

tutor anticipated that the younger student would think twice when she encounters a word in gloss 

using the ‘>’ symbol at any other time.  

     There is one more interesting example of reading instruction strategies during the review of 

gloss conventions for the students. Understanding that ASL is a morphologically rich language 

and has a classifier system in place, the tutor wanted to make sure that the two students were 

aware of these properties. A gloss text is likely to include classifiers to a great extent. According 

to the gloss, a classifier has its own markers and one is the use of ‘[…]’. For this reason, the tutor 

began his lesson by showing the ‘[…]’ marker written on the whiteboard. Then, he signed the 

classifier word: ‘[S-LAND S-FISH>LAND>ON]’ and asked the older student to fill in the 

brackets. The English equivalent to this classifier word in ASL is ‘fish landing on the land’.  

     Before the older student could write, the younger student interrupted by filling in the brackets 

as follows: ‘[S-FISH BREATH>HARD]’ (# 18 - 21). Noting that BREATH>HARD is from the 

earlier lesson on the inflected verbs, the younger student apparently tried to apply what she had 
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learned. Yet, the lesson was on the classifiers, not the inflected verbs. The tutor had to point out 

that the word she wrote is not an actual classifier word. The tutor demonstrated by reading what 

the younger student wrote and how he could not figure out the writing. Then, he asked the 

younger student if the “classifier word” she wrote is what he signed (i.e., [S-LAND S-

FISH>LAND>ON]). The tutor repeated the classifier word. Yet, the student’s reaction indicates 

that she could not make a connection between the classifier production and the written form on 

the whiteboard. Besides her difficulty with writing the correct classifier word, the younger 

student may have a rudimentary, yet emerging understanding about the classifiers in ASL. Her 

writing of S-FISH indicates some of the skills involved. In addition to the brackets, a classifier 

word in gloss requires the use of one or two ASL-phabet graphemes to indicate the classifier 

handshape(s) in use.   

     The tutor then shifted his attention and provided guidance for the older student. It was this 

student who wrote the classifier word correctly (#23 - 60). It can be seen that that the student was 

learning how to write the classifier word step by step with the ASL graphemes and gloss 

conventions. The classifier word [S-LAND S-FISH>LAND>ON] actually involves the use of 

two hands, thus handshape graphemes were written in different places. Based on how the tutor 

signed, his left hand (being passive) in the shape of S refers to the surface of the land and his 

right hand (being dominant) referring to the shape of the fish (i.e., S). The words written after 

the ASL graphemes specify what the objects and action were referred to. LAND is written for 

the first part of the classifier word. FISH and its action of being landed are included in “words” 

connected through the use of the ‘>’ symbol for the second part. The students were reinforced in 

their learning about how morphemes can be put together to form a single word in ASL. This is 

similar to what took place with the inflected verb BREATH>HARD.   
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     B. First Week of Reading Instruction. Understanding that the focus shifted to teaching general 

reading skills using the special tools after the first day, interesting examples of the guided 

reading and comparative analysis lessons being taught are most prevalent towards the end of the 

first week. The classroom discourse transcribed for these activities can be seen in Appendix D.II. 

The part 2 of the story “The Lady and the Spider” was used during the guided reading activities. 

The classroom set-up illustrated in Figure 5.7 is different from the previous one. The tutor was 

standing beside the wall where the gloss text was projected (via the overhead projector). There 

are some cases where the tutor sat down to work with the Resource Book cards, but he would 

stand up when the students resumed reading aloud the gloss text.   

 

Wall  

               Tutor 

   Older Student 

 

     Younger Student 

 

Figure 5.7: Classroom Set-up During the First Week of Guided Reading 

 

     In the second part of “The Lady and the Spider”, the older student was signing while she read 

the text word for word. When her reading came to the text about the hollow next to the spider’s 

den and the lettuce being filled up with the dew water, the process was stalled. Decoding 

occurred when the tutor assisted the older student with the unfamiliar gloss word HOLLOW. It is 

clear that both students did not know what HOLLOW meant when they read the gloss text. The 

tutor had the Resource Book cards with him, and they included all words used in the gloss text. 

 cards 
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The tutor showed the card with HOLLOW written on it to the students. The card also has the 

word’s sign equivalent written in ASL on the back (i.e., SS5bd). The students had to read 

the written sign equivalent to decipher the English word. While reading the written sign, the 

older student came up with the sign DOME which resembles closely to the form of HOLLOW.  

     The tutor then used another strategy by asking the older student to read the gloss sentence on 

the wall carefully. The tutor thought context would help the student decode the word in ASL. 

The tutor demonstrated by reading aloud the gloss text to see which sign is appropriate to use 

(#28 - 33). He then questioned the older student if DOME made sense after he signed  (2h)C-

DROP+  (2h)S-FILL>UP. The English equivalent to this gloss sentence is ‘something were 

dripping’ (which was water according to the story) and ‘something being filled up’ (that is water 

filling up in the hollow). The (2h) symbol indicates that both hands are required in the classifier 

production. Based on the tutor’s question, the older student gave it some thought and signed 

BOWL. Semantically, she was closer to HOLLOW than with DOME. The tutor then told her that 

the answer was HOLLOW. It appears that both students did not understand what HOLLOW 

means in ASL, and for this reason, the tutor explained that it comprises an empty space as found 

in a ditch (#44 - 49).  

     The significance of the interaction between the students and the tutor as discussed is multiple. 

ASL vocabulary is expanded as the students learned about HOLLOW. It is not a question of 

whether they failed to read the written sign, but that they need more vocabulary in order to read 

the gloss text more successfully. The tutor tried to help the older student decipher HOLLOW by 

combining decoding and reading for context. This is widely considered an important trait for 

effective reading. The tutor’s guidance (by encouraging the student to try context after an 

attempt at decoding) and demonstration (through reading loud the gloss text himself) were 

helpful. It was then that the student responded with BOWL that is semantically close to 
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HOLLOW. What is interesting is that the sign BOWL is consistent with how HOLLOW is 

written with the exception of the handshapes. This suggests that the student who came up with 

BOWL tried to stay with the written sign that she just decoded, though unsuccessfully.  

     Another example of learning how to read classifier signs lies with the younger student who 

had the tutor’s guidance. She produced an error with the classifier word ‘[S-SURFACE   F-

MOON>RISE]’ while reading it aloud. The tutor pointed to ‘[S-SURFACE   F-

MOON>RISE]’ on the wall and asked the student what the classifier sign was referring to. The 

English equivalent is ‘the moon rising’. The student responded by signing MOON several times 

as if that was all she understood about the classifier sign. She quickly realized that she could 

produce SURFACE along with MOON with her two hands. This is where the ‘land surface’ is 

identified and the ‘moon rising’ according to the classifier sign. What is most interesting is that 

the student talked to herself and tried a classifier word [S-SURFACE  

J-SIT>ON] as if to make a comparison. The English equivalent is ‘someone sitting on ground’. 

In order to decode the classifier sign in question, the student was using another classifier word 

that had a similar relationship between two objects (i.e., the horizon for the rising moon and the 

ground where a person sits on). This reference to SURFACE shows that she was using her 

cognitive abilities to figure out the classifier word by making a comparison to what she would 

sign. 

     In addition, while the student was contemplating the classifier word (before she could decode 

it successfully), the tutor was helpful. He reminded her the markers of ‘[…]’ represent one 

classifier sign meaning that two hands will have to be used to account for the surface and the 

moon rising. The student was perplexed at how the classifier sign has two parts (with their own 

classifier handshape written according to the ASL-phabet). The tutor also used a type of the 

miniature sign strategy with the classifier sign projected on the wall. He imitated the shape of the 
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brackets with his own hands shaped in F’s and mapped onto the classifier sign. The student saw 

that while she was trying to figure out the classifier sign as written in the gloss text.    

     The last example of successful guided reading during the first week involves instruction on 

the inflected words in ASL which are comparable to ‘BREATH>HARD’ discussed on the first 

day of tutorial. This time, the scaffolding strategy can be seen in use. With the new inflected 

word (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT in the gloss text, the tutor encouraged the older student to decode the 

word. The student was reading the passage correctly until she stumbled on the inflected word. 

The English equivalent for this word is ‘something flies about’. The student did continue beyond 

the inflected word and completed the sentence, but she still had a problem with the one word. 

The student looked back to the inflected word attempting to understand it and signed T-HOLD> 

STILL, which was incorrect. The English equivalent to what was signed is ‘something is holding 

still’.  

     For an improvement in reading skills, the tutor reminded the student that ‘(2h)’ in gloss 

means a use of two hands. This student eagerly brought up both of her hands, still trying to 

decode. The tutor then pointed out the word ‘FLY’. Sure enough, the student started to flap her 

hands as if something is flying. The tutor went on and asked her what a moth looked like. The 

sentence was referring to a moth. The student then had to think about the context as part of her 

decoding attempt. She signed as if she was the moth who is flying, but not quite flitting about. 

The tutor then asked the student if the moth would fly like a bird. Immediately, this student 

signed (2h)FLY just like how a moth would flit about. She arrived to the point where she 

understood (2h)T-FLY but she did not comprehend the ‘>ABOUT’ part of the inflected word 

yet.  

     A lesson on the multiple meanings of English words begins here. The tutor asked the student 

what the word ABOUT means while pointing to the word on the wall. This student signed the 
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word ABOUT which is equivalent to the meaning of “in connection with” or “relating to” in 

English. She was showing that she knew the word ‘about’ with one particular meaning. For this 

reason, the tutor explained to her that ‘about’ also has a different meaning and that is ‘around’. 

When the tutor pointed to the inflected word, the student grasped what he wanted by making a 

connection between FLY and ABOUT and signed (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT (#34).  

     Based on this dialogue, the student had not previously understood that the word ‘about’ can 

have different meanings. It is important to understand that the tutor did not use The Resource 

Book card with ABOUT written on it. Had the student been told to find it and read the sign 

equivalent in the back, she would most likely to be confused when the written sign refers to a 

different meaning (since she thought that all English words have one-to-one matching with 

signs). The tutor was actually preparing the student for the possibility that one sign is not 

necessarily what one word (in English) may mean. That is, ASL has different signs for the 

different meanings of a single English word. The tutor apparently decided to help the student by 

telling her that the word ABOUT can have more than one meaning and explained what the other 

meaning was. This information about English is important as the student will internalize the 

understanding that a word in the gloss text can have multiple meanings and different signs. Once 

this kind of understanding is internalized, the student may be ready to use The Resource Book 

cards as her chance for confusion is minimized.   

     Understanding that comparative analysis is an important activity during the first week of the 

tutorial, the tutor’s aim was to have the students become aware of the similarities and differences 

between the two languages, ASL and English and develop translation skills. The instruction here 

involves both gloss and English texts. The gloss sentences used are already read through the 

guided reading activity discussed earlier. Recall that these sentences are translated from the book 

“The Lady and the Spider” written in English. The English sentences used for comparative 
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analysis are from the book. The basic purpose of the comparative analysis is to encourage the 

students develop awareness about the structural relationship between ASL and English and 

understand what needs to be translated from ASL into English. This is purported to complete the 

transition from ASL to English for students. They will know English language structures and use 

the skills developed through gloss to read written English fluently. The classroom set-up, this 

time, has a table with short legs placed in the middle of the room. It can be seen in Figure 5.8. 

Both students sat on the floor, one behind the table and one to the left of the table while the tutor 

was standing on the right side. 

 

Younger Student 

 

Older Student    Tutor 

      

 

Figure 5.8: Classroom Set-up During the First Week for Comparative Analysis 

      

     During the comparative analysis activity, the students were given the first set of handouts 

where they were to identify the similarities and differences between gloss and English texts. On 

the handout, several equivalent sentences were provided. Only the English sentences are marked 

while doing the comparison. The students were instructed to underline the words in the English 

sentence that has the same form and function as found in the gloss sentence (e.g., SPIDER and 

spider). Also, they were to circle words found in both texts, which had the same function but 

different in form (e.g., IX=1 and me; SEE and saw). The third and last step required the students 

to mark an ‘X’ on the English word(s) that does not appear in the equivalent gloss text (e.g., the). 

 

Table 
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The tutor was able to monitor their performance and evaluate what they understood about the 

two languages.   

     The learning benefits of the comparative analysis activity become apparent when the two 

students compared their work. That is, the older student thought that the younger student made 

an error on her handout with one pair of gloss and English sentences. Specifically, the circle 

marker on the word ‘you’ was wrong. The younger student replied that she did not made a 

mistake and explained that IX=2 and the word ‘you’ are different in form, but had the same 

function (i.e., serving as a pronoun). Continuing her disagreement, the older student told the 

younger student that she should underline ‘he’, ‘she’, and ‘it’ as compared to IX=3 in gloss. The 

tutor joined the discussion and noted that these words between the two languages are same but 

different in spelling (#31). The different form for ASL pronouns (e.g., IX=3) lies in the fact that 

there are rules specific to English that do not apply to ASL. The signed language does not have 

any gender rule concerning its pronouns, for example. What is important here is that the students 

were heavily involved with the comparative analysis activity and had some healthy 

disagreements based on what they had learned and understood. This is considered ‘peer-

interaction with facilitation by the tutor’. The tutor encouraged both students to learn from each 

other.    

     In addition, when the students did the translation task with a different handout, they were 

expected to utilize the knowledge gained through the comparative analysis activity. This time, 

only the gloss sentences were listed from the preceding handout. The students were instructed to 

fill in the blank under each gloss sentence with an equivalent English sentence. In the translation 

process, the students were expected to use all words from gloss such as SPIDER, but this time 

‘spider’, ‘you’ instead of IX=2, ‘saw’ instead of SEE, and add words such as ‘the’ to form the 

English sentence. While the two students did their translation task, the tutor told the younger 
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student to move one word to a different place in the English sentence (since the order of words 

between the two languages can be different and the student not remembering that). The tutor 

pointed at the word and signed IX=3>MOVE>IX=3 (#8) on the paper as if tracing the movement 

that the word needed to make. Here the student observed the miniature sign in action. She 

understood what she had to do and made the change accordingly. The tutor’s recommendation 

for the change suggests that the student had made an error with her English translation. Any error 

in the translation would result in immediate feedback from the tutor. This reinforced what the 

student remembered about how English sentences are written with their own morphological and 

syntactic rules.   

     Additional evidence on learning the English structures lies with a different example. While 

doing the translation task, the younger student misused the verb in English by using ‘go’ whereas 

she should have written it in the past tense ‘went’. The tutor referred back to the gloss sentence 

and asked this student to think carefully how the word equivalent to ‘GO>IX=3’ should be 

written (#16). The tutor was able to discuss the tense rule of English that does not occur in ASL. 

What is interesting is that when the tutor asked both students what the correct form for ‘go’ was 

(the English verb was fingerspelled), the older student answered by fingerspelling the word 

‘went’ while the younger student spelled ‘go’. It appears that the older student knew the 

difference between ‘go’ and ‘went’ and the younger student did not. The older student was sure 

that she was correct. The tutor proceeded with teaching the English tense rule.  

     The role of fingerspelling is critical here as the students and the tutor were able to discuss 

English structures. The contrast between ‘go’ and ‘went’ was made through fingerspelling (i.e., 

g-o and w-e-n-t). Had the verb been signed, it would only be ‘go’ in ASL. But fingerspelling 

produced two different forms of English which was subject to discussion (in ASL) regarding 

their rules. A similar pattern with the use of fingerspelling occurred in the earlier lesson on the 
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word HOLLOW. The tutor used fingerspelling when he referred to this English word (i.e., h-o-l-

l-o-w). After attending to the fingerspelled word, the students indicated that they did not know 

the meaning of the word. The tutor did not want to give away the meaning, and he succeeded by 

fingerspelling the word. If the tutor signed the word, the students would know the meaning 

without any opportunity for discussion. What seems to be clear is that fingerspelling must be 

considered as a special system that enables signers to make specific references to English and be 

independent of ASL.     

     The last example on the effectiveness of comparative analysis lies in the use of ‘giving the 

sample’ scaffolding strategy. After checking the translation handout, the tutor noted that the 

older student had made an error. Instead of telling what the error was, the tutor showed the 

student her previous handout (where the English sentence was marked for its similarities and 

differences as compared to the equivalent gloss sentence). The student looked at the “key” 

closely and checked the English sentence that she wrote. The student looked up to the tutor and 

fingerspelled the indefinite article ‘a’. The tutor responded that she was correct. The student 

edited her translation as a result and hopefully that she will pay more attention to the English 

articles in the next exercise. The whole process of doing comparative analysis, then translation, 

and working with the tutor must be noted for ensuring that students learned all relevant English 

structures from the book “The Lady and the Spider”. With different English structures reviewed 

and new ones learned through other sections of the book (and through other books and different 

texts), the students are expected to develop a solid understanding about how the language works. 

The learning process would be based on what they know in the signed language (i.e., what is the 

same, similar, and different between ASL and the language targeted for learning).  

     C. Last Week of Reading Instruction. Similar to the first week, comparative analysis and 

guided reading lessons were emphasized during the last week of the tutorial. According to one 



190 

lesson, the focus for the two students was to learn and master the tense rule in English. For this 

activity, the classroom set-up for this activity was similar to the previous activities using the 

whiteboard. Both students and the tutor sat on the floor. The white board was next to the tutor. 

The transcription of the English language activity along with the guided reading and comparative 

analysis can be seen in Appendix D.III. In this part of the tutorial, the tutor continued to use his 

hands to make sure that both of the students kept their attention on him when he was teaching. 

Attention here is shifted to understanding the nature of the English language lesson and the 

impact it had on the students.   

     During one particular lesson, the tutor had several sentences written in English on the 

whiteboard. All of the sentences were from the book “The Lady and the Spider”. The story was 

written in the past tense. In two sentences, the past tense was missing. The tutor asked the 

younger student to correct the sentences by changing them into past tense. The student scanned 

the sentences and was able to find one verb and changed it to past tense without any assistance, 

but she could not find the other one. The word needing to be changed was ‘do’. The tutor 

realized that both students did not know the distinction between ‘do’ and ‘did’ (#23). It is 

possible that the students thought the past tense rule would apply to content words only when the 

tutor took time to explain how to change ‘do’ into past tense, as this is what the students needed 

to know.   

     It is evident how much the students did not know about past tense in English. Instead of using 

complete sentences to practice on, the tutor collected many verbs from the book and wrote them 

in the present tense on the whiteboard. Thus a different lesson on English language started. The 

tutor asked the students to change all of the verbs into the past tense. The younger student 

volunteered and rewrote several verbs, this time, in their past tenses effortlessly. Her first error 

was made when she reached ‘bend’ in the list. She wrote it as ‘bended’, and the tutor cautioned 
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that, in this case, ‘-ed’ is incorrect (#1 - 11). The tutor asked her to make a little change. 

However, the student said she did not know the other way to write it. The tutor then told her that 

the past tense of the word ‘bend’ is ‘bent’. This was achieved through fingerspelling. When the 

tutor and the younger student were discussing how ‘bend’ should be written in the past tense, he 

made sure that the older student was participating. He looked over to her and informed her that 

‘d’ of the verb needed to be replaced with ‘t’.  

     With the same list on the whiteboard, the younger student continued the task and reached 

another verb ‘come’. This time she wrote ‘came’ which is correct. The tutor nodded his head 

vigorously as if agreed that she was correct. Yet, the verb ‘go’ was problematic for the student as 

it was written ‘going’. The tutor then told her that he wanted her to write ‘go’ in the past tense 

(#19 - 20). The student clearly could not do the task. The tutor then fingerspelled ‘went’. The 

student quickly made the change to the word on the whiteboard and then continued the task with 

other verbs. When the student stopped writing, the tutor informed her that she would be learning 

more about ‘-ing’ another time. In all, the tutor was determined that his students, particularly the 

younger one needed a lesson focusing on the past tense after he saw some problems over time. 

Trying different verbs is clearly a good strategy in addition to changing verbs into the past tense 

in sentences. The tutor had an opportunity to monitor the student’s performance with the past 

tense through the translation task with a number of gloss sentences, but the additional lessons 

were apparently seen as necessary. This is where the comparative analysis lesson gave way to the 

English language lesson.    

     A significant portion of time was spent on understanding why one part of a sentence in the 

book “The Lady and the Spider” was written in the present tense. The tutor took this sentence out 

and wrote it on the whiteboard: ‘She knew spiders do not eat lettuce’. The tutor was able to 

explain that spiders generally do not eat lettuce and this has not happened in the past. He also 
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explained that spiders do not eat lettuce nowadays and would not eat it in the future (#17). That 

is, some verbs do not change based on the context of a timeline. For this reason, the English 

language lesson as described is beneficial as the students became aware of the complexity 

concerning the use of tense. The tutor also took advantage of the fact that ‘…spiders do not eat 

lettuce’ stood out in the book as the other sentences were written in the past tense. Clearly, this 

demands an explanation, and the students appeared to appreciate it. Hopefully, when these 

students do the translation exercise with a new text, they will have the understanding that not all 

sentences would be in the same tense. They will also need to pay attention to how tense is 

marked when they read English text on their own.  

    The guided reading activity was heavy during the last week of the tutorial with the latter 

sections of “The Lady and the Spider”. Transcription for the guided reading activity under 

investigation (with the students reading part 6) can be seen in Appendix C.VI. The classroom 

set-up is similar to the previous one where the students read the gloss text on the wall. The only 

difference now is the students sat on the couch instead of the floor. The younger student was 

reading aloud the gloss text and when she reached the classifier word (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE, she 

required assistance from the tutor. The English equivalent to this gloss is ‘losing hold’. The fact 

that the student signed (2h)P-HOLD indicates that she did not consider LOSE in her production. 

This is where the tutor asked what the word LOSE means. The student could not answer his 

question, and she went through The Resource Book cards stacked next to her and located the 

right card. The student attempted to read the written sign equivalent SS5d. A struggle in 

decoding the word ensued. The tutor found that the student was having a hard time decoding the 

d grapheme based on how she signed some words. The movement component of the ASL-

phabet appears to be difficult for this student. 
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     The tutor then chose to talk about the story as he signed the imagery action of the spider 

holding onto something and water was running all over it. This is what the student understood 

from reading the gloss text. The tutor also glanced at the gloss text while he did the enactment of 

the spider at peril. The student looked at the sentence. With the combination of listening to the 

tutor’s enactment and reading for context, she suddenly signed (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE. This is the 

correct classifier sign, but the tutor was not sure if the student knew the sign for LOSE 

specifically. He asked the student if she could come up with the sign (#17 - 21). She read the 

written sign again and produced an unintelligible sign that appeared to be a classifier. The tutor 

asked for a regular sign, not a classifier. This is where the student finally produced LOSE with 

its sign (i.e., SS5d).   

     Ideally, the student would decode SS5d from the card by integrating context in the 

process. This is where she can identify the word and produce the classifier sign successfully. 

Instead, the tutor guided the student through different steps as described. Independent reading 

requires all the skills the tutor demonstrated, and the student clearly has not become an 

independent reader yet. The student will need to understand that the words in the written form of 

a classifier sign (or within the [ ]’s) are decodable through regular signs only. This means that the 

student needs to be taught about ASL structure through a lesson (i.e., how the classifier sign 

differs from a regular sign). Had the student been more proficient with the movement 

component, she should have a better chance at identifying the written sign shown on The 

Resource Book card. This student also needs to rely on context to come up with the right sign 

when reading SS5d.  Of course, she will need to look at (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE in the gloss 

text and consider the two morphemes (along with the use of two hands) to produce the classifier 

sign.   
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    The discussion made thus far is aimed at the younger student, while the older student 

appears to perform slightly better.  ESCAPE is, this time, the word that the older student did not 

know when she was reading the gloss text. She hesitated at first and then signed CONTACT 

which is incorrect. The student was trying to come up with the right sign based on the context, 

and the guess was not a good one. The tutor prompted the student by repeating the words before 

ESCAPE; that is, signing that the spider was adrift on a raft of lettuce trying to… The tutor was 

hoping that the student would come up with a word better than CONTACT. The student could 

not figure it out and decided to use The Resource Book to decode the sign equivalent of 

ESCAPE. She was able to locate The Resource Book card and looked at the sign equivalent. 

What is interesting here is that the older student looked at her sister and asked if she knew the 

word by fingerspelling it (i.e., e-s-c-a-p-e, #14). Before the younger student could respond, the 

tutor interrupted and said he wanted the older student to decode the word. Moreover, the tutor 

explained that the older student would be cheating had she gotten the answer from the younger 

student (#17).  

     When the older student resumed trying to decode SC4ad which is the sign equivalent of 

ESCAPE, she signed DISCUSS. The written sign for this word is close to ESCAPE (in form) 

with the first three graphemes being the same (i.e., SC4). The tutor reminded her that the 

fourth grapheme of the written sign refers to the toward/away movement in front of the signer’s 

body. DISCUSS has a different movement in use which is up/down. The older student clearly 

had some problems with the movement component of the ASL-phabet, and such weakness is 

also identified for the younger student. What is different between the two students is that the 

younger student appears to need more guidance from the tutor. That is, the younger student 

would make ‘wild guesses’ despite the fact that she may have comparable reading abilities with 

written signs. It is also important to note that the older student tried context to come up with the 
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correct sign (i.e., CONTACT for ESCAPE) before she resorted to using The Resource Book. In 

contrast, the younger student did not come up with any sign for LOSE. It is true that she did 

come up with the classifier sign when prompted by the tutor, but the older student did not have 

any prompting when she came up with CONTACT.  

     In any case, the role of the tutor for guided reading can be described as important. As 

discussed for the younger student, the tutor told the older student to read the sentence on the wall 

again to obtain clues from the context. This occurred when the student kept failing to come up 

with the correct sign. The tutor asked the student what the spider would do when it saw the lady 

and was scared. This is where the student figured out the word and signed ESCAPE repeatedly 

as if she was excited (#51). She looked to the younger student and signed the word again (#55). 

As one can see, the older student had not become independent in her reading, but she were able 

to read using different strategies when under the tutor’s guidance. Her skills are also superior in 

some cases when compared to the younger student.   

     The older student excelled in reading for context, but she needs to have her decoding skills in 

place before she can become more successful at reading. When this student was reading aloud 

near the end of the story, she encountered the classifier word: M-HOLD>LETTUCE> 

CAREFUL. The English equivalent is ‘holding the lettuce carefully’. The student was aware that 

the lady wanted to protect the spider she found in her lettuce. In one part of the story where the 

lady tried to carry the spider out to her garden on a piece of lettuce, the student thought that she 

had the classifier word all figured out by signing SOFT/DELICATE. The concept may be correct 

(i.e., the lady was trying to be soft or delicate in her handling of the spider), but the signing was 

incorrect. The student should be signing the classifier sign, not a regular sign. This is where the 

tutor assisted the student. At first, he nodded his head as if agreeing with how the student came 

up with the ‘conceptually accurate’ sign. The student sensed that she needed to do more, but she 
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first explained that the spider was scared and that the lady had to be delicate with it. The tutor 

agreed with this conclusion, but he was still firm about reading word for word. The student 

needed to sign what was in print, exactly. Here one can imagine what action needs to be done on 

the student’s part and what the tutor needs to do. This includes recalling what the reading 

instruction looked like when the younger student worked on reading a classifier sign (i.e.,  

(2h)P-HOLD>LOSE) with the tutor’s assistance.  

     In sum, the last week of the tutorial can be described as significant as far as reading 

instruction is concerned. Both students appeared to be very much engaged in their reading aloud 

activity with the tutor. As expected for any guided reading, the tutor was strategic in his 

teaching, especially when skills critical to independent reading are still lacking. Teaching 

English structures are equally important as the students need to have an opportunity to learn the 

language while they learn to read at the same time. What the students learned during the 

preceding week was important as the tutor accumulated information on their capabilities doing 

the comparative analysis/translation exercises. It was the following week when the tutor began 

the English language lessons to provide additional support. The first week of the tutorial can be 

seen as more elementary in terms of reading instruction with the tutor discussing the ASL-phabet 

and some of the gloss conventions while teaching reading. The first day of the tutorial focused 

on review of the ASL-phabet and gloss conventions. This emphasis decreased over time with 

more basic reading skills introduced and taught. That is, the second and last week focused the 

most on reading comprehension with students using all relevant strategies. During this time the 

tutor became heavily involved in guiding the students and showing them how to become 

independent readers.   
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IV. Results from Quantitative Analysis  

     Given the use of different measures during and at the end of the tutorial, the performance of  

the two deaf students indicate that they became better readers on certain skills over time. The 

identification of letters critical to the alphabetic principle was mastered for both students by the 

end of the tutorial. The younger student not only caught up with the older student, but performed 

better. However, the older student still performed better in gloss and English text. As found 

through the running records, reading the English text is more difficult for both students as 

compared to the gloss text. The students still have not achieved performance at grade level 

through the gloss text and running records. Their oral reading skills remained roughly the same 

over time. Word identification in ASL continues to be challenging, especially with the 

movement component. With this information, full mastery of the alphabetic principle has not yet 

been achieved, and both orthographic awareness and reading comprehension are contingent on 

the preceding skills. What this suggests is that the students benefited from the tutorial by having 

their alphabetic knowledge strengthened. Their word identification skills have improved as a 

result, but not enough to create an impact on oral reading.  

     The implications of the quantitative findings are great, especially regarding future 

instructional needs of the students. This must include consideration for the qualitative findings 

from the first component of the study. One still needs to know what specifics are associated with 

the results of the measures before any remedial action is made. Post-tutorial assessment results 

will help with understanding what each student needs in terms of the next step in reading 

instruction. The results from the CBA, moreover, will show how the students performed with 

different reading skills over time. Their quantitative patterns according to the three intervals are 

found to be substantial and insightful.   



198 

     A. CBA #1. Understanding that the ASL-phabet probe portion of the CBA was administered 

to the two students at the end of the first day of the tutorial, the initial level of performance for 

both students indicate what they had learned through the review with the tutor (in addition to 

their exposure to the ASL-phabet at the charter school). The younger student performed 51 

correct answers out of 66 in the span of two minutes. This translates into 77.3 percent, and the 

student’s performance can be seen in the Appendix E.I.A. She made 15 errors, and the errors 

with 3, c, and d were made repeatedly. The student explained her errors, saying that she did 

not know what the 3 and c graphemes referred to. When it came to d, she traced it in the air, 

but this does not mean she knew what d was. As discussed by the tutor who reviewed the ASL-

phabet on the first day of tutorial, all written graphemes have the sign counterparts for the 

handshapes, locations, and movements. The student was able to sign most of the ASL graphemes 

listed in the chart.   

     There was one error pattern with the graphemes worthy of mention. The student mistook 

certain graphemes for other graphemes. For example, she produced E when she saw the D 

grapheme, as the grapheme for D shares some of the features of the grapheme for E. The 

symbol has two markings with the left being identical between D and E. The smaller symbol on 

the right is different for both graphemes. Due to the small size of the right part of the symbol, the 

student appeared to have overlooked it and produced an error. She did not read the D grapheme 

fully as she should have. It is important to note that there were some cases when the student was 

able to self-correct herself. It is clear that this student was well cognizant of the fact she was 

initially wrong. With both correct and self-corrected responses, the student had some knowledge 

of the “sound and letter” relationship concerning the ASL-phabet and the signs in handshapes, 

locations, and movements. 
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     The older student’s performance was superior in comparison. Understanding that both sisters 

had the same amount of time at the charter school (i.e., two years), the explanation lies with the 

older student’s more mature cognitive abilities to help with learning and remembering the ASL-

phabet. This student produced 91 letters correctly out of 101 letters. The percentage for correct 

productions is 90, and her performance can be seen in Appendix E.I.B. The student produced 

errors with the S grapheme (i.e., handshape) and the 3 grapheme (i.e., location). When seeing 

the S grapheme, she responded by using the T handshape. Once again, this may be due to the 

grapheme form similarity between S and T. Only once did the student practice self-correction 

when she read S in the chart. Even though she was able to self-correct, she appeared to continue 

to struggle with this particular grapheme (i.e., without any self-correction taking place).  

     Furthermore, the older student incorrectly signed c for the 3 grapheme at every time. This 

is not surprising given that the grapheme forms are very much identical. It is the orientation of 

the symbol that differentiates the two graphemes (i.e., one being up and the other upside down). 

This is comparable to the difficulties within the English alphabet such as when reading ‘b’ and 

‘d’ letters. Oddly enough, the student produced the correct response of c each time when 

reading c. She only incorrectly produced c instead of 3.  

     Regarding self-corrections, there are plenty with both students. For example, when the older 

student read the N grapheme, she tended to produce M then corrected it to N. The close 

resemblance between M and N is comparable to what was discussed for D and E with the 

younger student. It appears that both students had trouble with the letter identification skills 

owing to the high degree of resemblance between some ASL graphemes. This does not mean that 

the ASL-phabet is problematic as the English alphabet has its own counterparts that bear strong 

resemblance among themselves. Errors with the ASL-phabet are deemed as part of the learning 
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experience for the students. For the number of ASL graphemes identified within the two-minute 

limit, the older student was more successful than the younger student.   

     The running records were administered to the students at the end of the second day of the 

tutorial. They had to read aloud for one minute the gloss text taught earlier during the day. It was 

part 1 of “The Lady and the Spider”. According to Nersesian’s formula for word count, the older 

student produced 66 running words per minute. Out of 66 words, she produced 7 errors which 

creates an error ratio of 1:9.4. This means that she produced one error out of every 9.4 words. 

The accuracy rate is 89.4 percent. Her self-correction ratio is 1:8 which means that she self-

corrected once per 8 errors. The student’s performance can be seen in Appendix E.I.C. Based on 

the results discussed here, this text is pretty difficult for her to read according to Clay’s 

conversion table (1993, p. 39) as seen in Figure 5.9. 

     With Clay’s formula for word count, the same student read 45 words and produced 5 errors. 

The error ratio is 1:9 and the accuracy rate is 88.9 percent. Her self-correction ratio is 1:6. The 

student’s performance can be seen in Appendix E.I.D. With both formulas, the difficulty level of 

the text is high. There is little difference between both formulas when it comes to the error ratio 

and accuracy rate. However, the running words, errors, and self-correction ratio showed a 

different outcome. That is, using Nersesian’s formula resulted in more running words and thus 

more errors produced by the student while she read aloud the gloss text. The issue of what to 

count in the gloss text appears to be apparent. The topicialization (i.e., underline) was overlooked 

by the student and marked as an error. This did not happen when using Clay’s formula. The use 

of Clay’s formula also resulted in less credit given to the student when compared to Nersesian’s. 

In reading the classifier word [G-HALF>CYLINDER  IX=3], the student produced two hands, 

but only one hand was correct with the other being incorrect. The use of Nersesian’s formula 
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resulted in counting as one correct and one error, whereas the sign was marked as error only for 

Clay’s formula. The fact that one hand was correct for the classifier sign is not included here.   

                                      

Figure 5.9: Clay’s Conversion Table 

     The younger student produced 31 running words and 3 errors with an error ratio of 1:10.3 

according to Clay’s formula. The percentage of this accuracy rate is 90.5. Her self-correction 

ratio is 1:1.75. The student’s performance can be seen in Appendix E.I.E. The text difficulty for 

this student is, this time, ranked as instructional level. There was not much change with 

Nersesian’s formula. The student made 4 errors out of 41 running words. The error ratio is 1:10.3 

and the accuracy rate is 90.2 percent. Her self-correction ratio is 1:2. The student’s performance 

using Nersesian’s formula can seen in Appendix E.I.F. What is clear thus far is that the younger 

student produced less running words as compared to the older student. While the older student 
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produced more running words, she still produced more errors while reading the gloss text. This is 

where the text was found to be difficult for her, and not with the younger student. It is possible 

that the older student read too fast, and that she was not reading carefully.  

     B. CBA #2. The running records were administered to the students on the last day during the 

first week. Both students read the whole part of the passage in part 1 and some of a different 

passage in part 2. The younger student produced 77 running words and 7 errors according to 

Nersesian’s formula. The error ratio is 1:11 and the percentage of accuracy rate is 90.9. The self-

correction ratio is 1:3.33. The student’s performance can be seen in Appendix E.II.A. The text 

difficulty is ranked instructional for this student. The results are pretty much the same using 

Clay’s formula. The running words that the student produced were 54. She produced 5 errors 

which resulted in the error ratio of 1:10.8. The accuracy rate is 90.7 percent and the self-

correction ratio at 1:2.67. Thus, the text level is ranked instructional for the same student. This 

student’s performance with the running records using Clay’s formula can be seen in Appendix 

E.II.B.  

     It is important to note that the younger student gained in the number of running words as 

compared to her first day. As a result, the speed of her reading ability has increased. This 

indicates that the student may have gained confidence in oral reading. However, it can be seen 

that she skipped more words than the last time (i.e., 1 versus 3). Rushing to read may be a 

factor here, but the level of performance through the running records remained stable. The 

delicate balance of reading faster and not missing too many words is a trait of successful readers. 

The student here apparently tried to speed up her reading. If she makes less errors the next time, 

she is improving.   

     With the older student, her performance on the running records using Clay’s formula can be 

seen in Appendix E.II.C. She produced 75 running words and 8 errors. The error ratio is 1:9.4, 
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and the percentage of accuracy rate is 89.3. The self-correction ratio is 1:9. Using Nersesian’s 

formula, the same student produced 108 running words with 14 errors. The error ratio is 1:7.7 

and the accuracy rate is 87 percent. Her self-correction ratio is 1:15. The student’s performance 

using Nersesian’s formula can be seen in Appendix E.II.D. Similar to the younger student, she 

produced more running words as compared to the first time. However, the text remained difficult 

for her as she produced even more errors.  

     Upon closer look, the errors that the older student produced repeatedly was overlooking the 

gloss convention of the topicalization in her signing. Unlike the first time when she produced 

only one error for the topicalization, the second time she worsened. This is something to consider 

for instruction to take place after the tutorial. It is possible for a tutor or teacher to make sure that 

the student uses the topicalization when she reads aloud a new text. A grammar lesson on the 

topicalization may help as the student needs to know more about how ASL works. Any 

heightened awareness of ASL structure should result in a better performance with oral reading. 

This is where the high number of errors made would be removed leading to a better score. The 

text level can easily move up to instructional. In contrast, Clay’s formula does not suggest any 

special attention to the use of the topicalization in the student’s signing. With no action followed 

through, the students’ poor performance may remain the same as a result.   

     For the ASL-phabet probe assessment, the older student answered 107 ASL graphemes 

correctly out of 117. The percentage for this is 91.5. This represents one percent increase from 

the student’s previous performance. The student’s second time performance with the letter 

identification can be seen in Appendix E.II.E. On the surface, this appears to be a small increase, 

but the student did increase dramatically in her speed rate. At the same time, this student 

continued to make errors which are both similar and different from the first time. The errors she 

produced were a, b, and 3. It is interesting that the student continued to struggle with the 3 
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grapheme. The error using c for this grapheme remains the same as reported initially. The 

difficulty with a and b is, this time, not associated with the resemblance between different 

ASL graphemes. It is the sign counterparts to a and b that were confusing to the student. Both 

graphemes are movement components of the ASL-phabet. The a grapheme refers to the 

movement away from and to the signer’s body. The directionality is a little different for the b 

grapheme with the movement up/down and left /right. The student appeared not to be fully sure 

of the movement when she saw a or b.   

     For the younger student, she produced 66 correct answers out of 75 ASL graphemes. The 

percentage for this is 88. The student’s second time performance with letter identification can be 

seen in Appendix E.II.F. Given that her performance increased by 11 percent, it is a marked 

improvement considering the fact it was only three days after the first assessment. The student 

clearly learned a lot about the ASL-phabet through the tutorial. She increased her speed rate for 

identifying letters and had a few self-corrections. Moreover, the errors she made with letter 

identification were e and 3. Last time, she had not gotten to the e grapheme in the chart, and 

her difficulty identifying this grapheme cannot be dissected. However, this time, it can be said 

that when she encountered one of the e graphemes, she remarked that she did not know what 

this letter was. When it comes to 3, she produced c which is similar to the error that the older 

student made. Based on this outcome, it can be seen that the 3 and c graphemes are more 

difficult in the ASL-phabet.  

     C. CBA #3. During the middle of the second and last week, the ASL-phabet probe and 

running records assessments were administered to both of the students. With the ASL-phabet 

probe, the younger student did even better by producing 73 correct answers out of 74 (as seen in 

Appendix E.III.A). The percentage for this is 98.6. With this percentage, the student had 

improved dramatically as compared to the two previous assessments. The progress made was 
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also steady over time. With the speed rate of the letter identification remaining about the same 

from the second time, she produced only one error for this assessment, and that is c. This is 

clearly a desirable outcome for any child learning the ASL-phabet, and the student’s progress 

over the two-week period is also admirable.   

     The older student also made steady progress with the ASL-phabet probe, but not as dramatic 

as found with the younger student. The older student produced 121 correct answers out of 130 

letters (as seen in Appendix E.III.B). The percentage for this is 93. The student went up by two 

percent. In this case, she went through all of the 130 graphemes in the chart. It is obvious that her 

speed rate for identifying the ASL graphemes went up, however, she continued to produce a lot 

of errors and self-corrections. The graphemes that she made errors on were a, b, and c. This 

is much like the errors she made on the previous assessment. It is important to note that she did 

make some correct answers on a, b, and c as well in other places of the chart. According to 

this outcome, she demonstrated a marked improvement on identifying the ‘troublesome’ 

graphemes. There are other examples where the student self-corrected herself. When the student 

encountered 5, she signed for U then switched to 5. Note that these two graphemes have a 

strong resemblance. Based on the similar errors that the students produced over the three 

assessments, she may need special attention to her letter identification skills with 3/c, S/T, 

M/N, and 5/U.   

     In the comparison between the two students, the younger student had a rather poor start, but 

then demonstrated a more dramatic improvement with the letter identification skills. It is also the 

younger student who was more cautious with her letter identification and produced fewer errors. 

Table 2 shows the results of the students’ performance with the ASL-phabet probe over three 

different times. From this table, it can be seen that the younger student (S1) had improved by 



206 

leaps and bounds (i.e., 22 percent across three assessments) while the older student’s (S2) 

performance was far more gradual (i.e., 3 percent).   

 

Table 2 – Students’ Performance on the ASL-phabet Probe Over Time 

 

Student   CBA #1  CBA #2   CBA #3 

 

S(1)         51/66 = 77.3%          66/75 = 88%        73/74 = 98.6% 

 

S(2)         91/101 = 90%       107/117 = 91.5%        121/130 = 93% 

 

     With the running records, the students read part 5 of “The Lady and the Spider” around the 

same time they did the ASL-phabet probe discussed above. The older student produced 47 

running words and 3 errors using Clay’s formula. This consists of an error ratio of 1:15.7. The 

accuracy rate is 93.6 percent, and the self-correction ratio is 1:4. The student’s performance can 

be seen in Appendix E.III.C. The difficulty level of this text is instructional which is surprising. 

Yet, there is a different outcome when using Nersesian’s formula. This time, the student 

produced 61 running words and 7 errors (as seen in Appendix E.III.D). The error ratio is 1:8.7, 

and the accuracy rate is 88.5 percent. The student’s self-correction ratio is 1:8. These results 

show that the text is difficult for this student. The question is then which outcome is more 

appropriate for her (i.e., text being instructional or difficult)? The answer supports Nersesian’s 

formula. This conclusion is made on the ability of Nersesian’s formula to cover classifier words 

and topicalization in the gloss text. This is something that Clay’s formula cannot do. The 
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different considerations made on what the two formulas could do for reading instruction indicate 

that Nersesian’s is superior to Clay’s. 

     One more point needs to be made in regard to the running records with the older student. That 

is, the student reduced her speed rate at the third time of assessment. The running words were 

lower in number, but it does not mean that the student should perform better (i.e., a careful 

reader). The number of errors remained high in proportion. One may speculate that part 5 of 

“The Lady and the Spider” was rather new for the student. This is where she had to slow down 

like she did with the third assessment. Recall that the second assessment combined part 1 and 

part 2, whereas it was part 1 for the first assessment. It is possible that the student became 

comfortable when she saw that one part of the story was repeated during the second assessment 

(i.e., part 1 in addition to part 2). This is where she sped up in her oral reading. In any case, the 

assessment over three times indicates that the text level for the student remained difficult.  

     The younger student’s performance with the running records is equally interesting concerning 

the two formulas. With Nersesian’s formula, the student produced 6 errors out of 54 running 

words (as seen in Appendix E.III.E.). The error ratio is 1:9 and the accuracy rate is 88.9 percent. 

The self-correction ratio for the younger student is 1:3, and the text level is classified as difficult. 

With Clay’s formula, the result is different as reported for the older student. The younger 

student, this time, produced 41 running words and 2 errors (as seen in Appendix E.III.F.). The 

error ratio is 1:20.5 and the accuracy rate is 95.1 percent. The self-correction ratio is 1:1.67. 

Based on these results, the text level is instructional. If one formula has to be chosen over the 

other, Nersesian is the one. Although the younger student performed at the instructional level 

with the gloss text for the first and second assessments, the accuracy rate is still low at 90.2 and 

90.9, respectively.  
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     A comparison between the two students in their performance with the running records 

demonstrates some degree of similarity. More precisely, the error ratio and accuracy rate is 

similar for both students. However, the running words and self-correction are different for them. 

That is, the older student produced more running words, but it was the younger student who self-

corrected more. Table 3 shows how the two students (S1 being the younger one and S2 the older 

one) performed in their oral reading skills over the three intervals. Note that the scores are based 

on Nersesian’s formula. It can be seen that both students gained in the number of running words 

from CBA #1 to CBA #2, but not between CBA #2 and CBA#3. The earlier discussion on why 

the older student slowed down with part 5 seems to be true for the younger student.   

     According to the table above, there are other patterns worthy of mention. It is the older 

student who did more running words from CBA #1 to CBA #2, but she produced more errors 

which affected her error ratio and accuracy rate, thus a decrease by two. The younger student, on 

the other hand, increased her error rate and accuracy rate. This indicates that the younger 

student’s oral reading performance had improved from CBA #1 to CBA #2. When it comes to 

CBA #2 and CBA #3, the same student’s performance in error ratio and accuracy rate decreased. 

Yet, she did increase her running words in CBA #3 as compared to her performance in CBA #1. 

The older student’s performance had an increase in error rate and accuracy rate from CBA #2 to 

CBA #3. In regard to the self-correction ratio component, this student did not use the self-

correction skill at all while doing the oral reading with the three assessments. Two possible 

reasons for this to occur are that she was less cautious while doing oral reading and not aware 

that she may produce errors. Unlike the older student, the younger student self-corrected a lot 

when she read aloud the text which resulted in fewer documented errors. It is interesting to note 

that when she did the first running records assessment of CBA, she did not self-correct much. 

However, she self-corrected more while reading the text in CBA #2 and CBA #3.   
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Table 3 – Students’ Performance on Three Running Records 

Student   CBA #1  CBA #2   CBA #3                                          

 

S(1)                    

Running Words/Errors   41/3      77/7     54/6 

                  Error Ratio  1:10.3      1:11     1:9 

  Accuracy Rate  90.2%     90.9%   88.9% 

   Self-correction Ratio     1:2     1:3.33    1:3 

 

S(2)          

Running Words/Errors   66/7     108/14    61/7 

                  Error Ratio  1:9.4      1:7.7               1:8.7 

             Accuracy Rate             89.4%      87%    88.5% 

    Self-correction Ratio    1:8       1:15      1:8 

 

 

     D. Post-Tutorial Assessments. Understanding that five different measures were used with the 

students a few days after the tutorial, two of these measures were similar to what was done 

through the CBA. It is important to note that both students underwent some tutorial after the 

third and last CBA, and their performance may improve by the time of the post assessments. In 

any case, the measures administered by the tutor were: 1) ASL-phabet probe, 2) word 

identification fluency, 3) running records, 4) retelling and comprehension questions for the gloss 

text, and 5) retelling and comprehension questions for the English text. With the first measure, it 

was identical to what was done for the CBA. In the case of the younger student, she produced 
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117 correct answers out of 120 graphemes in the ASL-phabet probe (as seen in Appendix 

E.IV.A.). The number of ASL graphemes is by far the largest that this student ever did. Her 

speed of identifying the ASL graphemes is impressive. Also, the percentage based on the 

computation of the correct responses and errors is 97.5 which is similar to her most recent 

performance (i.e., CBA #3). From the ASL-phabet probe results in the CBAs and post 

assessments, the student’s performance with identifying the ASL graphemes improved over time 

(with the increasing speed and decreasing number of errors).    

     The errors the student produced with the ASL-phabet probe are c, N, and F. With c, she 

signed 3, and it is a persistent error. However, only one error was made with this grapheme. In 

other places of the chart, she could identify the c grapheme correctly. With N, the student 

stumbled at one time by signing L. The handshapes for N and L are close formationally. The 

situation with F is different as the student mistook B for F which is based on the resemblance 

of the two graphemes. Both B and F have a small circle as part of their symbols. This is where 

the student made her error. What is clear is that the number of errors is now small as compared to 

the first CBA where 15 errors were produced.   

     The older student has also improved in performance. She answered 129 correct answers out of 

130 graphemes (as seen in Appendix E.IV.B.), and the percentage for the correct responses is 

high at 99.2. This student only produced one error on this assessment. The error with b is what 

was reported in the earlier assessments. The student self-corrected more than was reported in the 

past (i.e., 12 times). It is interesting to note that the graphemes that she self-corrected were once 

the errors in the CBAs such as a, b, c, and N. It can be seen that the student was now highly 

familiar with the ASL graphemes and their corresponding signs. 

     For the word identification fluency assessment, the younger student produced a total of 15 

words based on reading the written signs. All of these signs can be seen in Appendix E.IV.C. 
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The total number of correct graphemes in different signs is 46 out of the 59 graphemes, and the 

percentage is at 78. The student succeeded at producing target signs EATING and ON. There are 

also alternative signs that share the same word written for the target signs. One example is that 

the student did WHILE for the written word CC5ad instead of the target sign COME. The 

number of correct and alternative signs produced upon reading the 15 written signs are 46/59 (or 

77.9%). However, there are signs that did not match with how signs were written. This is where 

a number of wrong graphemes were recorded for those signs. One example is OUT which had 

the e grapheme not found in the written sign (thus the 5 points for the correct sign was 

subtracted by one point as seen in Appendix E.IV.C).  

     When taking the assessment, the older student produced a smaller number of signs at 10. She 

made 33 correct answers out of 46 graphemes, which is 71.7 percent (as seen in Appendix 

E.IV.D). The score is a little lower than what was reported for the younger student. There was no 

target sign produced. Yet, the older student was able to produce a number of alternative signs 

(e.g., WORK for QQ4be). The total of correct and alternative signs produced upon reading 

the 10 written signs are 33/46 (or 71.7%). At times, the student was aware that she produced an 

incorrect sign for a written sign, but she was persistent and tried her best. As a result, a number 

of signs produced had an extra grapheme or could not include the “missing” grapheme as shown 

on the card. Both students produced a number of wrong signs when reading the written signs, 

and their performance (with correct graphemes) did not exceed 90% or even 80%. The level of 

performance as described here cannot be seen as satisfactory. Yet, the students could have done 

worse by producing all wrong signs, for example. They clearly did learn about reading written 

signs through the tutorial.   

     For the last component of the post-tutorial assessment, running records and retelling and the 

use of comprehension questions are what took place. The older student produced 261 running 
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words and made 65 errors with “A Trip to the Zoo”. The error ratio is 1:4 and the accuracy rate 

is 75.1 percent. Her self-correction ratio is 1:8.2, and the student’s performance can be seen in 

Appendix E.IV.E. Based on these results, the text is termed as difficult for the student. She was 

not performing as well as she did with the CBAs. Topicalization is the one that she produced 

most of her errors on. Other than topicalization, she produced fingerspelling for words that have 

signs and were counted as errors. The student should have known that only with the use of the 

convention –fs preceding a word can she fingerspell the word (e.g., fs-ATLANTIC). In 

comparing to the CBAs, she self-corrected herself more (i.e., 9 times) while doing the oral 

reading in the post assessment. Through her performance on self-correction, she knew that she 

made some errors when reading which is good. The student’s lower overall performance may be 

due to the text which had not been used in the classroom.  

     Similar patterns are found with the younger student. The student performed better with the 

CBAs for the reason as discussed for the older student. Note that the running words of “Trog” for 

the younger student were actually longer (approx 300 - 350 words), but it was cut off for the 

purpose of analysis here. She produced 246 running words and 58 errors. The error ratio is 1:4.2 

and the accuracy rate is 76.4 percent. Her self-correction ratio is 1:9.3, and this text is considered 

difficult. The student’s performance can be seen in Appendix E.IV.F. In terms of errors, the 

younger student had trouble with topicalization as discussed for the older student. The younger 

student also overlooked some of the gloss conventions and produced errors as a result. For 

example, inflected signs were read as non-inflected signs (i.e., + after the word being 

overlooked). There are also instances of words with multiple meanings that must have a specific 

sign, but the student produced the wrong sign. For example, the student read CRY in the text and 

signed ‘cry in tears’ when the context indicates that it was ‘yelling’. The student could have self-

corrected when she paid attention to the context, but she did not. This student was also expected 
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to use The Resource Book to figure out what the other sign for the word CRY was. Instead, the 

student signed the sentence that was not meaningful and went on with the text.  

     Interestingly, the student did use The Resource Book with limited success. When she read the 

unfamiliar word TERRIBLE. She read the sign equivalent (by decoding it) and produced WILD. 

This sign is an alternative one, not the target sign. The student was able to read the graphemes 

correctly, but she came up with the wrong sign according to the context. Again, the student 

needed to verify whether WILD is consistent with what was read, and this is where she would 

know that the sign is not the right one. With this skill, she would most likely self-correct by 

shifting to TERRIBLE. With the gloss text, there are instances where the student was able to 

read with success. For example, the classifier words are generally more difficult to read than the 

regular words. The student read [R-GATE  K-CLIMB>OVER] and signed it accordingly. This 

must be seen as an impressive feat.  

     After doing the oral reading task, the student retold the story. The full text of her retelling can 

be seen as follows: 

 

fs-TOG  ALWAYS  LONELY  C-GO>CIRCLE.  GIRL  CRY(tear).  LOOK-AT  

PITY  TIGER  ALONE  C-GO>CIRCLE.  AND  ONE  DAY  LATER  OUT   

fs-OF  CAGE  AND  PEOPLE  SCARED  (2h)M-SHAKE.  fs-ALL  PEOPLE  

HIDE  AND  IX=3  GIRL  LOOK-AT  PEOPLE  AND  M-EAR>BEHIND> 

TICKLE.  AND  PEOPLE  SAY  <rs:people  !HELP!>.  CALL  ARMY  COME  

WITH  MANY  fs-GUN  [G-HOLD>GUN  E-GUN]  AND   ARMY   

(2h)D-KNEE>SHAKE  TOO.  AND  TIGER  (2h)L-TEETH>GROWL#.  

NOW  STOP  fs-PURR.  THEN  GIRL  SAY  (self correct)  TELL>IX=3  <rs:girl  

IX=1  KNOW  ONE  WAY  TO  JUNGLE.>  FINE  (2h)M-TIGER>GALLOP  
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TO  FAR-AWAY  FROM  TOWN.  THEN  SEE>IX=3  FRIEND  TIGER  AND  

SAY  <rs:girl  IX=1  WILL  GO>IX=3  TO  SEE  POS=1  IF  STILL  (2h)D-

KNEE>SHAKE>.   

  

     Upon analysis, the student completed only 16 out of 56 lines from the checklist. The 

percentage for this is 28.5, which is low. The student’s performance can be seen in Appendix 

E.IV.G. This student understood about the idea of creating a setting and background, but she 

produced only one line on the goal of the story. She was able to include 11 different events 

whose order is consistent with the checklist. For the resolution part, she included two lines. She 

covered the first and the last part of the resolution component. From the observations here, it 

appears that the student understood the story and could narrate it in the order much like the text. 

The pace was smooth with no self-corrections. However, her weakness lies in the fact that she 

could not include all details in her retelling. What this suggests is that she picked up the main 

points of the story which she understood and then narrated them. It reveals that she did not 

comprehend this story fully, and it extends to her performance on the comprehension questions 

as well.  

     The number of correct answers is 3 out of 5 comprehension questions. With the wrong 

answer, the student signed ARMY  (2h)L-COME  WITH  fs-GUN for the question ‘What 

happened when a tiger named Trog growled?’. The answer should be about how everybody 

became nervous when Trog growled. It is true that the army came to protect the people from the 

tiger, but that took place later in the story. When the tiger growled, it was the people that reacted.  

     The older student, on the other hand, performed better. Her retelling indicates a more clear 

picture of what took place in her story as follows:  
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THAT  fs-MARIA  AND fs-CARLOS  NOT  WANT  LATE  BECAUSE  IX=3  

HAVE  SPECIAL  DAY  fs-GO  TO  fs-ZOO  [S-SURFACE  J-JUMP-OUT]  

BED  DRESS-UP  IN-A-HURRY  ARRIVE  SCHOOL.  IX=3  SEE>IX=3  (self 

correct)  TWO-OF-IX=3  SEE>IX=3  WAIT  (self correct)  IX=3#  CHILDREN  

WAIT+  FOR  fs-BUS  ARRIVE.  THEN  FINISH  ARRIVE  FINE  GET-ON#.  

IN  IX=3  TEACHER  LOOK>AROUND  EVERY+ONE  THERE.  FINE  K-

VEHICLE>GO>FORWARD  TO  fs-ZOO.  IX=3#  CHILDREN  TALK  

ABOUT  (self correct)  SECOND  THIRD  fs-GRADE  TALK  ABOUT  fs-ZOO  

WHAT  LIKE  WHAT  (self correct)  WHO  BEST  ANIMAL.  THAT  ARRIVE  

fs-ZOO  fs-MRS.  fs-LOPEZ  TELL  <rs:Mr. Lopez  fs-IF  EVERY+ONE  

GET(receive)  LOST  MEET  ICE-CREAM  PLACE  AND  SAME+TIME  

IX=1#  WILL  ARRIVE  THERE  NOON  FOR  EAT  LUNCH.>  FINE   

fs-CARLOS  AND  fs-JOE  TOGETHER  GO  TO  LION  HOUSE.  fs-CA  (self 

correct)  fs-MARIA  AND   fs-ANGELA  GO  TO  MONKEY.  LOOK-AT  

CAREFULLY  WRITE  GIRL  WRITE+  TALK  ABOUT  WHAT  HOW  

MONKEY  ACT  LIKE  PEOPLE.  NEXT  (or)  THEN  fs-CARLOS’  GROUP  

LOOK-AT  LION  ALL  (self correct)  IX=3  NOT  SEE  POS=3  ALL  GROUP  

LEAVE.  LOOK-AT  C-TURN>AROUND  NONE  EMPTY.  WORRY  

REMEMBER  WHAT  fs-MRS.  fs-LOP  SAY.  C-GO>TO  LOOK  fs-MAP  

WHERE  ENTRANCE  fs-MAP  IX=3  SEE  ICE-CREAM  SAME+TIME  fs-

JOE  SMILE.      

        

    With the checklist, the student produced 27 out of 36 lines or 75 percent. Her performance can 

be seen in Appendix E.IV.H. The student included all of the necessary parts of the setting and 
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background. Her order of the lines fits with the checklist. However, there were a number of self-

corrections throughout the story. For example, the student named the characters incorrectly, and 

she corrected this. When making a reference to Carlos, the student referred to a group at first, but 

realized it was this character only. This is where she changed from ALL to IX=3. It appears that 

the student included more information for the last part of the story than for the beginning. 

Ideally, the retelling performance should be told more fully and balanced with no self-

corrections.  

      When it comes to answering the questions, the older student answered them more 

successfully than the younger student. That is, the older student answered 8.5 correct out of 10 

questions. In question #3, there was an incorrect answer was made, and the student explained 

that everyone was waiting for the bus to arrive. That is not what happened in the story. Actually, 

the bus and other children were waiting for everyone to arrive. The student appears to have not 

comprehended this part of the story when she read it. With question #5, the answer was partially 

correct. That is, the student did not explain the purpose of the report, but she did mention that the 

girls wrote when they were at the zoo. It appears that the student understood that the girls were 

writing when she read the text, but not the manner in which or why they wrote.  

     In terms of reading comprehension, the older student was more capable when compared to the 

younger student. The younger student seemed to have a hard time including all information 

critical to the story. More opportunities for retelling stories may be necessary for both students. 

The number of self-corrections should decrease for the older student and more details included 

for the younger student over time. They also need to have opportunities to answer different 

questions with a variety of stories.     
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     With English, the students did not perform as well as they did with the gloss text. After the 

older student read silently “The Surprise” (this text and her performance can be seen in 

Appendix E.IV.I), she signed the story as follows: 

 

ABOUT  fs-JACKIE  (fingerspelling not clear)  POS=3  BIRTHDAY  THEN  

POS=3  MOTHER  AND  POS=3  GRANDMOTHER  DO-NOT  HAVE  

ENOUGH  MONEY  THEN  IX=3  GO  TO  fs-DOWNTOWN.  GO  TO  FIRST  

BUS  THEN  fs-BUS  ARRIVE  fs-DOWNTOWN.  THEN  GO  TO  SEE  

BLUE  fs-SWEATER  BUT  IX=3  NOT  SPECIAL.  GO  TO  fs-ICE-SKATE  

WANT  BUY  BUT  NOT  HAVE  ENOUGH  MONEY  A-LOT  MONEY.  GO  

DRIVE  (self correct)  fs-BUS  AGAIN  ARRIVE  SEE>IX=3  NEAR  POS=3  

HOME  SEE>IX=3  PET  STORE.  LOOK>IX=3  FINE  ENTER  IX=3  WANT  

BUY  (self correct)  WHITE  fs-POODLE  BUT  NOT  HAVE  ENOUGH  

MONEY  TWENTY-FIVE  DOLLAR.  SEE>IX=3  BLACK  SMALL  DOG  

FIVE-DOLLAR  DOLLAR.  FINE  BUY  ARRIVE  HOME.  IX=3  PUT  SAY  

HAPPY  BIRTHDAY  G-SIGN>HOOK-UP>NECK  THEN  (2h)G-DOG> 

PUT>CLOSET  HIDE.  WAIT  UNTIL  IX=3  fs-JACKIE  ARRIVE  FROM  

SCHOOL.  (2h)G-BOOK>PUT-ON>COUNTER  POS=3  SCHOOL  BOOK  

FINISH.  HEARD  CLOSET  NOISE  Q-CLOSET>OPEN  SAY  HAPPY  

BIRTHDAY  (2h)G-DOG> 

PICK-UP  FINISH. 

 

     According to the checklist, the student produced 31 out of 54 lines, 57.4 percent. This 

is quite low as compared to the gloss version. The student did include some information 



218 

on the setting and background as well as the goal of the story. She retold the events in 

order, except for one. In contrast, the order is pretty much non-existent for the resolution 

of the story. It is interesting to note that the student did not have any problem with order 

for the gloss text, but with English, she had trouble keeping lines in order, especially 

towards the end of the story.   

     The student’s performance with the comprehension questions was also not as good as 

what she did with the gloss text. The number of correct answers is 6.5 out of 10. There 

were some points in the story that the student could not describe. For example, in 

question #8, she mentioned that Jackie always wanted to have a puppy when the answer 

should be about the fact that she and her mother can have a dog now because they were 

moving into a house. The student clearly failed to comprehend the part in the text 

implying that Jackie and her mother used to live in a place where pets were frequently not 

allowed. It is interesting to note that this part was skipped during the student’s retelling 

task. The student’s failure with the question is consistent with her retelling performance.  

      For the younger student with “Dragon with a Cold” (this text and her performance can be 

seen in Appendix E.IV.J), her performance is especially troubling. This student retold the story 

as follows: 

 

THAT  IX=3  DRAGON  SNEEZE+  SICK.  THEN  WOMAN  SAY  

<rs:woman  FINE,  IX=1>TAKE>IX=2  TO  DOCTOR>  AND  SAY  GET 

DRESS-UP  AND  FINE  GO>IX=3  RIDE(?)  <rs:woman  WANT  GO  TO  

FIRE  DEPARTMENT  fs-OR  DOCTOR.>  SAY  <rs:dragon  DOCTOR.>  

AND   GO>IX=3  THEN  DOCTOR  NICE  TO  POS=1  DRAGON.  AND  

WOMAN  GIVE>IX=3  IX=3  DRAGON  A-LOT+  LEMON  DRINK.  THEN  
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DOCTOR  SAY  <rs:doctor  IX=2  WILL  GET  BETTER.>  THEN  LATER  

TRUE+BUSINESS  BECOME  BETTER.            

 

     According to the checklist, the student produced 7 out of 28 lines, or 25 percent. The 

student did not cover the setting, background and goal in her retelling task. She only 

produced 3 lines for the event component. Strangely, she produced a number of lines for 

the resolution part. It is possible that the student had a better recall with the ending of the 

story than other parts of the story, but she did not demonstrate such pattern when reading 

the gloss text. If the English text is exceedingly difficult for this student, she may 

experience a breakdown in how she would organize the story mentally. It is interesting to 

note that the text length in English was shorter than for the gloss, but it did not help with 

the situation described here.   

     With the comprehension questions, the number of correct answers for the student is 

3.5 out of 5 points, or 70 percent. Whether or not the student comprehended the story 

more than what her retelling performance indicates is an open question. Since the number 

of questions is small, it is difficult to make any claim. However, the fact that the student 

had trouble retelling important parts of the story (i.e., setting, background, and goal) 

demands attention. It is as if the latter part of the story was all she remembered when she 

did the retelling task. The English text may be exceedingly difficult for this child.  

 

V. Interaction of Qualitative and Quantitative Results 

     When the quantitative and qualitative results become available, one still needs to orchestrate 

both of these results to see if there are any correlations between these two. The nature of 

investigation here lies on the interaction between quantitative and qualitative results. The 
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purpose of this is to give a better picture on how the interaction of both of these results reflect the 

children’s classroom learning in the classroom. In this third component of the results, only three 

parts will be discussed. The first one is the interaction of the classroom discourses and CBA on 

special tools such as ASL graphemes and gloss text. The interaction between these two will 

begin with the first day of the classroom discourses and CBA #1, the first week with CBA #2, 

and end with the last week and CBA#3. The second part is the discussion on how these 

interaction results from the first part reflected the children’s performance on certain assessments 

in the post assessment. The third and last part is the discussion on the how comparative analysis 

activities through classroom discourses assisted the children’s performance on reading in English 

text in the post assessment.  

    To begin with the first part of the first day, call to mind when the children had to relearn ASL-

phabet of handshapes, locations and movements, which will be subject to discussion along with 

the ASL-phabet probe assessment. The handshapes were A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, and I. 

Both children learned all of the locations graphemes, but not so with the movements as they only 

learned b, d, and e. Also, with phoneme segmentation and “signing out” activities, both 

children learned more about other handshapes, locations, and movements. Speaking of ASL-

phabet probe assessment of CBA #1 which was undertaken in the end of the first day, younger 

student performed lower than the older one. She had trouble identifying the letters of D, E, 3, 

c, and d even though she was taught these graphemes in the classroom. The difficulties with 

this handshape part may be due to the resemblance of letters D and E, as discussed previously. 

One needs to be reminded that the former student is younger and was not exposed to ASL-phabet 

for a long time. She may have forgotten most of the ASL-phabet letters prior to coming to the 

tutorial. On the first day, she may have difficulty identifying letters because she was not exposed 

to it as needed. The situation here can be applied to the location graphemes as well. When it 
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comes to the movement component of ASL, it is the hardest to identify because of its complex 

nature. Due to these potential factors, they may have affected younger student’s performance on 

ASL-phabet probe during the first day.  

     Older student, on the other hand, produced fewer errors, which were S and 3. The 

difference in performing this assessment may be due to the age differences as this student may be 

more cognitively prepared. The S letter may be difficult for her because the tutor did not 

formally introduce this letter in the classroom when reviewing the handshape portion. However, 

the result of her performance on ASL-phabet probe differed from the other student’s such as with 

the case of the 3 letter as she had learned about it in the classroom and yet became confused 

with the letter identification of 3 and c. Such confusion with the letters of 3 and c reminds 

one of the situation where she worked with S and T letters. Based on these observations and 

her cognitive maturity, it is safe to say that she may have difficulty identifying these letters rather 

than difficulty learning these letters in the classroom. She may have a reading disability but it is 

too early to say as this occurred during the first day of the tutorial. 

      Unlike the ASL graphemes activities on the first day, the first week component of interaction 

results instead focuses on guided reading and running records. Both of the children were 

introduced to the gloss text of part 1 and 2 of “The Lady and the Spider” in the guided reading 

activity. With the two situations with the word of (2h)HOLLOW and (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT with 

classroom instruction, older student tried to figure them out by decoding these words with the 

tutor’s assistance. It appeared that she learned these words effectively. Her learning process with 

these words can be captured from her performance on the running records on the following day. 

She had signed these words correctly while she was reading them “orally.” It showed that she 

learned how to decode these words from the classroom instruction and apply the process while 

taking this oral reading assessment. Even as she learned these words, she continued to produce 
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errors with topicilization in her running records which resulted in a 87 percent accuracy rate. It is 

made clear that her weakness with reading the gloss text is in topicilization and should be 

marked for classroom instruction. 

    Analogous findings can be found with younger student as well. She produced fewer errors in 

proportion than the other student and her accuracy rate is 90.9 percent. It can be seen that she 

skipped more words while doing the oral reading. This may be one of her strategies for 

addressing unfamiliar words from the text. For this reason, she will need to stop doing this 

skipping word strategy and use The Resource Book more frequently. Concerning the situation of 

[S-SURFACE  F-MOON>RISE] where she learned in the guided reading activity, she did not 

work on this classifier word due to the time constraints of the assessment. However, her 

classroom learning process can be captured in another situation such as that of (2h)HOLLOW. 

When she reached this word, she self corrected herself which showed that she is familiar with 

this word based on the tutor and older student’s decoding process in the classroom. Her 

performance on assessment revealed that she was paying attention to the conversation by the 

tutor and other student during the guided reading activity. This is where she became familiar 

with the word (2h)HOLLOW. Thus, her learning process can be attributed this time to the 

classroom instruction.  

    The last week of the tutorial focuses on the relationship between ASL-phabet probe 

assessment and guided reading activity. That is, the children’s performance on letter 

identification interacts with their process of decoding graphemes. Younger student took the 

ASL-phabet probe assessment of CBA #3 two days prior to the guided reading lesson. In her 

assessment, she produced only one error and that was c. She also self corrected with the letter 

of D two times. She became confused with the letters of S for D. Regardless of this confusion, 

she self corrected it and identified a large number of letters correctly as her percentage of correct 
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answer was 98.6. With the guided reading activity, this student had decoded the word of LOSE 

which has a string of graphemes of SS5d through the use of The Resource Book. Through 

her attempt of signing this word out, she demonstrated that she clearly knew the sign for the 

letter of S and the location of 5. The only struggle she faced was the d letter. It may be due to 

the complications of the internal movement. The most interesting finding from this observation 

was that this student had improved her letter identification skills with the S letter and its 

corresponding handshape. However, she may continue to have trouble identifying the D letter. 

Overall, from her performance with ASL-phabet probe assessment, it can be seen that she 

improved in identifying the letters via reading the graphemes.      

     Like the younger student, the older student took the ASL-phabet probe assessment and 

produced 121 correct answers out of 130 which consists of 93 percent. She made the same errors 

as the previous assessment with the letters of the movement component of a, band c. One 

needs to take note that she produced correct answers with these letters elsewhere on the chart. 

Her weakness with identifying the movement component appeared in the guided reading activity 

as well. In the case of attempting to decode the word of ESCAPE, she used The Resource Book 

to help her decode this word via its equivalent in ASL graphemes. She had a hard time decoding 

this word in graphemes (i.e., SC4ad). It is because she had procured the wrong sign word 

DISCUSS which has the b movement instead of a. After two days, she continued to have a 

difficult time identifying the differences between a and b letters. As noted previously, the 

movement component of graphemes is the most difficult to learn out of all components. When it 

comes to the c letter, she continued to produce the sign 3. These letters do resemble each 

other, but after two weeks’ exposure, she should have been able to distinguish the difference 

between the two. This is where one can make the claim that the older student was struggling with 

letter identification purely based on two possible factors. One is that she had to relearn how to 
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use ASL graphemes and two weeks may not have been enough, or she may have additional 

reading disabilities where she has a hard time telling the difference between 3 and c letters. 

These interaction results showed that both children had learned different areas of special tools 

through being able to decode ASL graphemes and reading the gloss text throughout time. Also, it 

can be seen that these children applied their learning process from the classroom instruction into 

their performance on the assessments.  

     Not only this, the assessments also identified each of the child’s strengths and weaknesses 

with special tools. That is, older student struggled with identifying the movement graphemes 

(i.e., a and b) and with 3 and c letters. On the other hand, she managed to identify other 

letters while doing the assessment which shows that she learned them in the class. She also was 

able to decode unfamiliar words through ASL graphemes in The Resource Book during the 

guided reading activity. When it comes to the younger one, she performed well with ASL-phabet 

Probe in a timely manner as she made only one incorrect answer (i.e., c) in CBA #3 as 

compared to CBA#1 (i.e., D, E, 3, c). The letter of c may appear to be difficult for her to 

identify. It can be seen that she had managed well in the area of letter identification. Again, by 

the indications of her performance on self-corrections, it appears that one letter that may still 

confound her is the D letter. Based on her self- corrections, it showed that she had become 

familiar with this letter and is able to rectify her answer when she had signed it wrong at first. 

One can see that assessments are the most important tool for the classroom teaching as it is to 

assist the teachers in identifying the areas that need to be worked on when it comes to their 

students in the classroom. 

     The second part comes into the picture as one may wonder if the results from the interaction 

of classroom instruction and the CBAs apply to children’s performance to post assessments. For 

example, The younger student had a little trouble with identifying the remaining letters of D and 
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c and it can be identified through the interaction results from the first part. One may question: 

will this kind of struggle affect younger student’s performance on ASL-phabet probe and word 

identification fluency assessments which involves ASL graphemes in the post assessment 

component? In the ASL-phabet probe assessment, she rated the 97.5 percent and produced errors 

with c, N, and F letters. The answer to the question above is yes. It can be seen that she 

continued to struggle with the c letter. For this reason, it becomes clear that she will need to 

have more time in learning and identifying the c letter in the classroom. With the word 

identification fluency assessment, she did quite well with 90.5 percent. The errors she produced 

repeatedly were to do with the d movement. As expected from previous findings, the internal 

movement is the most difficult letter to decode. It is important to note that the c letter had not 

appeared in this word identification fluency assessment and her difficulty with identifying this 

letter cannot be captured this time. One can draw a conclusion that she will struggle with c 

letter once it appears in a string of ASL graphemes on the card shown during the word 

identification fluency assessment.  

     Unlike the younger one, the older student scored lower with the word identification fluency 

assessment with 73.9 percent. The common errors she produced were b and d letters which 

constitutes of a movement component. She continued to produce errors with b letter and will 

need additional classroom instruction. Like with the younger student, she had a hard time 

identifying the d letter from the graphemes and producing it into a signing word. This showed 

clearly that the d letter is the most difficult to decode. S(2) had scored extremely high with the 

ASL-phabet Probe assessment with 99.2 percent where she produced only one error. This error 

she produced was c. Even when she improved her letter identification performance, she 

continued to produce an error with c letter. It is because she also struggled with this letter in 

prior ASL-phabet probe assessments of the CBAs. Based on her performance, it is clear that she 
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will need a little more time with learning and identifying the c letter and other movement letters 

(i.e., a, b, d, and e) in the classroom as well.   

     Thus far, the discussion has been about children’s performance with the special tools. With 

the last part of the interactive result, the children’s performances with reading the English text 

will be discussed. Both children’s performances on retelling and comprehension questions 

assessment and comparative analysis in the classroom are subject to be interacted here. Based on 

the observation between classroom interaction and assessments, it can be seen that there is some 

form of correlation with these two. Recall that the tutor taught both children how to write verb 

tenses, articles, and proper nouns in English during the comparative analysis activities. 

According to the qualitative study, both children appear to comprehend the differences between 

two languages through the print form with assistance from the tutor.  

     Some of the English samples from the classroom activities can be identified as part of the 

children’s learning process and their applying them to the assessment. To review these samples, 

we will begin with proper noun, verb tense, and end up with articles. When it comes to proper 

nouns during the first week, the older student appeared to be puzzled by similar meanings and 

different form of ‘you’ and ‘IX=2’. She told the younger student that she was wrong for circling 

the word of ‘you’ because ‘IX=2’ and ‘you’ have the same meaning. While it is true that both of 

them have the same meaning, they have different forms. Knowing this, the younger one 

protested and told the other student that she was indeed right for doing that. The tutor told the 

older student that the other student was right for circling this word. Through comparative 

analysis activity, it can be seen that the younger student knew the differences between the gloss 

text and English text. In another situation during the last week, The younger one was confident 

that she knew the past tenses for the verb listed in the comparative analysis activity. It can be 

seen that she knew some as she over generalized with the past tense of “-ed”. That is, she wrote 
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‘bended’ instead of ‘bent’. With the tutor’s feedback, she then understood that some verbs do not 

include “-ed”. This also applies to when she was addressing the verb tense word of ‘do’. She did 

not realize that ‘did’ is the past tense for ‘do’. The tutor reminded her that the word ‘do’ does 

have a past tense and that is ‘did’. Another situation with articles is quite interesting too. The 

older student was learning how to use ‘a’ in one of the English sentences. By this, the tutor 

reminded her that English has articles whereas ASL does not. Suddenly, she recalled that English 

has articles and she did not write ‘a’. According to this, she signed the letter of  ‘A’ to the tutor.  

     One may wonder if these features could apply to the retelling and comprehension questions 

assessments. It is safe to say that the assessment of retelling and comprehension questions do not 

measure English’s grammar or function words directly. However, these assessments could 

capture children’s knowledge of the function words indirectly. Using proper nouns as an 

example, the older student knew how to translate the proper noun from English text into ASL 

based on her retelling as there were several characters involved in the story. It can be seen from 

the gloss transcription of her retelling that she pointed out different characters who were part of 

the proper nouns in ASL. Also, her performance with comprehension questions indicated that 

she knew who she was referring to when using the proper noun in ASL. Another example can be 

seen that she did not become confused with the English word of ‘didn’t’ in Appendix E.IV.I., 

which is a past tense of ‘don’t’. She knew what this word means based on her retelling 

transcription as this verb word with past tense did not jeopardize her retelling. It showed that she 

did benefit from the classroom instruction in regards to past tenses. However, her overall 

performance on English indicated that she would need more time in English instruction. The 

short period of time was a major factor here as she was starting to learn about the similarities and 

differences between two languages through the print form. Also, one needs to be reminded that 

she began to learn how to read English through the traditional way in deaf education and that 
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affected her performance in English. For this reason, she had to relearn how to read English via 

special tools and comparative analysis.  

    The younger student, on the other hand, showed a different outcome. Along with the other 

student, she learned about proper nouns and verb tenses in the classroom instruction. However, it 

appears that she still struggled with the English word, ‘didn’t’. In Appendix E.IV.J. with the 

English text, the word ‘didn’t’ was in the sentence of ‘She didn’t say anything when the dragon 

sneezed all over her desk.’ S(1) retold this story as ‘THEN  DOCTOR  SAY  <rs:doctor  IX=2 

WILL GET BETTER>.’ According to this, S(1) did not get the full meaning of this sentence as 

she overlooked the word ‘didn’t’ and added the role shifting of the doctor saying that the dragon 

will get better. Again, the word ‘didn’t’ did appear in this case and she did not get the whole 

meaning of it. One other possibility is that she came upon this unfamiliar word and skipped it. 

Due to this, she will need more time learning the words of ‘don’t’ and ‘didn’t’. Another possible 

factor in her performance on the assessment is her anxiety when addressing the English text. She 

may not feel comfortable with the English text yet because her performance with gloss text is 

quite the opposite. 

     Both children’s performances on the assessment with English and special tools were 

remarkable as these assessments assisted the teachers to their quest to identify children’s 

strengths and weakness in this signed language-based curriculum. It is clear that the English 

component needs to be further discussed in the classroom for these children. In contrast, the 

classroom instruction with letter identification can be eventually stopped. In matters of decoding 

ASL graphemes, these children will need more time and classroom instruction. Different levels 

of texts will need to be used for both children’s oral reading skill development. This time, 

different areas of literacy associated with written language can be targeted for classroom 

instruction. After going through the results, one can see how assessments become important tools 
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for operating the curriculum in the classroom. Thus, the signed language-based curriculum along 

with assessments is the one that could measure deaf children’s reading the gloss text and English 

text. 
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CHAPTER SIX: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

     As part of a scientific journey, the case study here has had the opportunity to explore the 

reading behaviors among deaf children who went through a signed language-based curriculum in 

a two-week’s time. With this opportunity, one can see the richness of two deaf children’s reading 

performances by examination through a variety of classroom activities and assessments. This is 

where the phenomenon of reading with deaf children becomes evident. The signed language-

based curriculum is what shapes deaf children’s reading as it removes the sound barriers for 

early reading development. In this study, both qualitative and quantitative analyses provide 

evidence that deaf children could perform well at reading just like their hearing counterparts. 

Before going further with this curriculum, one must be reminded that there are three questions 

that were asked of this study and they will be subject to discussion.  

     The foremost point of all these three questions are to determine if both of the children had 

progressed with their learning how to read in an effective manner. To begin with the first 

question, what were the changes made in skills over two weeks period? From the classroom 

observations and the assessments, both children had indicated that they increased dramatically in 

some areas yet more gradually in other aspects. In letter identification skills, both children had 

shown marked changes in the classroom from day one to the last week. On the first day, they 

were relearning how to identify handshape, location, and movement signs and their 

corresponding letters. Their learning process on identifying letters had become more 

sophisticated over time as they could now identify them in a string of graphemes. When they 

became skilled with letter identification, they could then decode the string of graphemes and thus 

produce its sign word. This decoding process was seen a lot during the last day of the first week 

and the last week through the classroom discourse transcription.   
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     In addition, both children had also increased their letter identification performances on ASL-

phabet probe assessment over a period of time. The younger student had improved dramatically 

when she was tested four times during and after the tutorial. In the last two ASL-phabet probe 

assessments, she did well and only produced a few errors. The older student had scored highly on 

her first ASL-phabet probe assessment as compared to the younger one, but she had made 

progress on a more gradual basis. Her letter identification performance was remarkable in the 

last assessment as she only produced one error. Both of these children have improved in their 

letter identification skills.  

     In oral reading, these children did make changes with their performance as well. With the 

running records, both children’s scores increased as the texts became more familiar. Their 

performances were different as they addressed new texts. A two-week period may not be 

sufficient for them to develop confidence with reading new texts as indicated by the CBAs and 

post-tutorial assessment. Interesting enough, both children’s oral reading performances in the 

classroom had improved and showed clearly that they did so in a timely manner. With the guided 

reading activity, these children were introduced to the gloss conventions on the first day and they 

were able to read aloud words including the gloss conventions by the last day of the first week. 

Both children’s performances on oral reading on that day had indicated that they were in the 

process of being able to understand how to read words with gloss conventions (i.e., classifiers 

and inflected words). For example, The younger student understood how the classifier worked as 

she figured out the classifier word of [S-SURFACE G-MOON>RISE] at that time. Moreover, 

both of the children indicated that they had improved during the last week. Both children’s use of 

The Resource Book is of particular interest as well. They began to decode unfamiliar words from 

the text during the first day of the first week. This is quite the opposite in the beginning of the 

first week as the tutor took more time to assist them with decoding during the guided reading 
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activity. What is clear from circumstances here is that both children did demonstrate that they 

were making progress with their learning how to read.  

      The second research question was what impact does the different ages of children make on 

the learning process? As being older, the older student’s learning process showed that she 

learned how to use special tools just as quickly as the younger student. Even when the older 

student was exposed to special tools on the first day, she was able to recall a number of ASL 

graphemes from classroom instruction. One can conclude this as the older student scored higher 

with letter identification in ASL-phabet probe assessment on the first day. However, her 

performance on this assessment had increased more gradually throughout three times of test-

taking. The younger one, on the other hand, performed lower than the older student in ASL-

phabet probe assessment on the first day, but she had enhanced her skills more dramatically with 

this assessment as given to her three times. Cognitive maturation on the behalf of older student 

indicated that the age difference had a role in the learning process and association of letter 

identification. This answers the question as to whether the letter identification is considered as 

one of the primary learning processes that one needs to achieve in order to be able to read.   

     One may wonder if the age difference applies to reading the gloss text as well. Mixed results 

can be seen from both children’s performances with reading the gloss text through running 

records and guided reading activities. With oral reading, the older one produced more running 

words when doing the one-minute mark than the younger student. Even though the number of 

words was higher, the running records showed that the older student made more errors while 

reading the text aloud. Frequently, topicilization is what that she overlooked while doing the oral 

reading. If she did not overlook topicilization, she would do much better with her oral reading. 

The younger student’s oral reading performance differed from the older one. It is true that she 

also produced errors on topicilization, however, she did not make more errors than the older 



233 

student. The possible reason for this occurrence is the different age of which one enrolled at 

LCES which indicates a need for early exposure to special tools. In the guided reading activity, 

both of these children’s reading behaviors were in contrast. It can be seen that the older student 

was more aggressive while decoding the unfamiliar words than the younger student. The older 

student tended to be more responsive to the tutor when they were having a discussion on how to 

decode the words. Again, cognitive maturation plays an important role here for learning new 

things at a rapid rate.  

     The third and last research question was: what constitutes the scaffolding and accumulation of 

children’s learning of how to read English as a L2? One can see that the tutor used scaffolding 

techniques a lot with both children during the two-week tutorial. Basically, the scaffolding 

techniques were used to aid both children in learning consciously instead of giving them the 

answer. If both children were given the answers without scaffolding, they would not be likely to 

recall what they had learned in the classroom. As evident from classroom discourses, the tutor 

did not want this happening to the children. That is what constitutes scaffolding as it becomes a 

key role for learning through the student-teacher interaction in accordance to the three parts of 

Cazden’s model. The importance of using this model is to ensure that children are to experience 

and internalize what they have learned from the classroom effectively and it can be seen through 

the student-teacher interaction in this tutorial.      

     Speaking of accumulation, there is data that supports the deaf children’s learning written 

English as their L2 through this scaffolding technique. One is the tutor’s knowledge of the 

similarities and differences between the two languages, ASL and English. This is what becomes 

effective for teaching deaf children written English as their L2. For example, the tutor knew 

when both children would need more time to discuss the grammar of English (i.e., articles) and 

the verb tenses (i.e., ‘do’ and ‘did’). Secondly, both children learned more about written English 
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through comparative analysis lessons. That is, ASL and English were subject to study as to 

similarities and differences. The study here indicated that the children in the tutorial had learned 

and internalized written English as their L2 through student-teacher interaction. The older 

student’s discussion with the tutor on articles serves as an example here. Through comparative 

analysis, learning the similarities and differences between gloss and English texts in the 

classroom is what constitutes of deaf children’s learning in written English as their L2.  

     In fact, the novelty of this signed language-based curriculum is what makes this cross-

linguistic learning process possible. One can see with the signed language-based curriculum 

provided to deaf children in the tutorial, they could learn how to read in English with the aid of 

special tools. It is to put an end to the long-suffering struggle with reading English among deaf 

children. The new avenue of this signed language-based curriculum is to remove the infamous 

role of sound in reading. Reliance on sound for early reading development becomes no longer 

necessary with this curriculum. Using special tools (i.e., ASL graphemes and gloss) in the 

classroom with deaf children becomes relevant for their early reading development. In order to 

reply to the issue of phonological coding, this process can be achieved only through ASL 

graphemes. Thus, the missing link of phonological coding has been discovered through this 

study and that is to attach ASL to the gloss text through the use of The Resource Book. As part 

of the transition process from gloss to English texts, deaf children are able to study English 

through comparative analysis lessons. This time, deaf children are liberated from being 

hampered when it comes to learning the print form of a spoken language. 

      With this curriculum in hand, deaf children nowadays could enjoy equal access to reading. 

As justification to this, both children’s reading behaviors in the tutorial indicated that they were 

learning how to read just like their peers who can hear. They had the opportunity to experience 

reading for what it is. Letter/word identification such as “sound and letter” relationships and 
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comprehension via oral reading and other assessments are the ones that the children in the 

tutorial experienced which was heavily drawn from the essentials of reading as proposed by 

reading scholars (i.e., Snow et al., 1998). Such reading experiences for deaf children are 

remarkable, and one needs to be reminded that this signed language-based curriculum also 

involves the oral language component. Oral literature in ASL is to be promoted for study and 

appreciation in this curriculum. This time, the inclusion of oral and written language into a 

curriculum is beneficial for all children. For this reason, this novel curriculum should be 

disseminated in schools nationwide. Moreover, this curriculum sums up a solution to the 

dilemma of traditional speech-based reading theory, as it now becomes no longer the sole avenue 

for reading when it comes to all children. The cross-linguistic reading theory, this time, is able to 

promote the opportunity for all children to achieve in reading through a visual mode where the 

role of sound is rendered unnecessary.  

     This new approach to reading, without doubt, will make an impact on the areas of cognition. 

In regards to what is known for the cognitive domain with the speech-based reading curriculum, 

the differences in the cognition part of deaf and hearing children’s reading in written language 

should no longer be a concern. With the availability of a signed language-based curriculum, deaf 

children would experience reading similar to that of hearing children who undergo the same 

curriculum. No longer does the speech-based curriculum become of paramount importance for 

cognitive studies. For instance, Cripps et al., (2005, p. 41) argues for making a new avenue in the 

cognitive studies to incorporate ASL graphemes into lexical priming tasks in order to learn more 

about their cognitive processing. More specifically, deaf children are now able to decode words 

when addressing unfamiliar words from the text. Due to this being available for neurolinguistic 

exploration, it would be exciting to investigate the brain activation of both deaf and hearing 

children. One could speculate that both of these children would reveal similar outcomes while 
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reading the written language, as their left cerebral hemisphere should activate. If this finding is to 

be discovered, the issue of deafness being associated with cerebral activation will then no longer 

be discussed, as everyone would be given the same treatment. This kind of investigation could be 

applied to the oral language component as well. In a new light, the benefits of the oral language 

along with its literature could appear in the cognitive domain, which has been overlooked for 

centuries. Such exploration becomes important for understanding how the human’s brain works 

when it comes to language processing along with this curriculum in oral language as well as 

written language.  

      Once the significant roles of oral and written languages from this curriculum are captured 

through cognition, it should influence the perspective of Western society and preserve the oral 

component in the education setting. The significance of oral language along with its literature 

provides support for advancing an individual’s cognitive capacities, which then enhances their 

abilities to learn written language in an effective way. With this enriched cognitive capacity for 

all children, it is likely that the fourth grade slump associated with reading would be abolished. 

When this prevailing slump disappears, the society would at once realize that oral language and 

its literature is to be valued and treated equally to that of the written language. According to the 

signed language-based curriculum, the use of the intermediary writing system (i.e., gloss) allows 

one to keep the oral and written languages separate. This way, the richness of oral language (i.e., 

ASL) and its literature could be preserved. In regards to oral language, ASL is the remaining 

purely oral language along with its literature in the United States and parts of Canada (Peters, 

2002). For this reason, ASL would need to be preserved for its intensity in oral language in the 

Western society. This scenario would reduplicate the ancient times where the individuals, at that 

time, valued the oral language as part of their society. Unlike the ancient times, individuals in the 

current society who have been exposed to this curriculum would be able to further surpass their 
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performance on oral and written language. This holds true because written language has evolved 

over time.  

     The curriculum here is groundbreaking when it comes to respecting the differences between 

an oral language and a written language in the education domain yet internalizes them. 

Remember that the written language does not quite represent fully the oral language as one may 

have originally thought. Accordingly, one needs to understand the differences between oral and 

written languages to appreciate the advantages of each respectively. That is, the advantages of 

oral language and written languages come into together as part of the learning process in a total 

package. Given that the goal is to become an educated member of our society, this is ideal. Once 

again, when the relationship between oral and written languages becomes clear, such 

complications concerning language and reading would fall by the wayside. This has happened 

with the signed language-based curriculum. It is because it respects ASL as an oral language and 

English as a written language and uses the intermediary writing system to distinguish the 

differences between these two.  

     Speaking of the current study, research findings associated with reading were amazing and 

remarkable as determined from the tutorial. This brings to mind a new insight for such scientific 

investigation in reading field. However, there are some limitations to the current study, and for 

this reason it would need further research work in the near future. The limitations in the current 

study are the number of children participating, using videotapes, and providing difficult texts. 

The number of children in this study is relatively small (i.e., 2) as the purpose of this is to 

examine their reading behavior in detail. However, more participants will be needed in the future 

research studies to ensure that this preliminary study is of substance. It will be more effective if 

there are 6 to 8 children who were to participate in the signed language-based classroom in a 

similar fashion as this study.  
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     Using videotape to capture children’s reading behavior, on the other hand, appears to be 

appealing for the research studies. However, one must note that it does have its limitation as 

well. In certain cases, the researcher in the study could not see the participants’ conversations 

due to not being seen on the videotape. To make this more effective, an ethnographic approach 

of observing the classroom would be necessary for future research. By this, the researcher will 

participate and observe the classroom daily for two weeks to see what happens in the classroom 

environment. Not only this, the student-teacher interaction in the classroom will still need to be 

videotaped to assist the researcher in recollection of what happened in the classroom. The only 

difference is that it would also be more efficient if the researcher participates in the classroom to 

know the participants better through interaction as well as meeting the children’s parents. This 

should be identical to how ethnographers, who specialize in education, behave in the classroom 

(e.g., Heath, 1982; Hymes, 1980; 1982).  

     Text difficulty is another issue in this study. Both children in the tutorial had read the text that 

appeared to be difficult for them. Only one book of “The Lady and the Spider” in the gloss 

version was used in this tutorial. Through the running records in the CBAs, the difficulty of text 

is instrumental (moderate) for one child while it is harder for another child as per these two 

weeks. With future research studies, the teacher will need to adjust the text to ensure that it is 

instrumental to all of the children in the classroom. For research purposes, it would be best to use 

one text for all children of the same age as it would reduce or eliminate possible age factors 

when it comes to text difficulty.  

     The next step for the future research study is to use the same research design as this study and 

with the understanding that it includes at least 6 participants, researcher present in the classroom, 

and a sensitivity of degree of text difficulty. In addition to this, baselines for this future research 

study will need to be established (e.g., Best & Kahn, 2003). In order to do this, one will need to 
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use this two-week research design and to examine it several times during a school year to see 

how these deaf children progressed in their reading in the classroom from time to time. Once the 

baseline has been established, one would gain confidence in this working curriculum along with 

its assessments for its effectiveness. This is one of the most exciting research endeavors 

associated with written language that will need to be conducted in the near future. Not only this, 

more studies on oral component of this signed language-based curriculum will need to be 

conducted in the near future. Similar research designs here can be applied to the oral component 

and the study will need to examine some areas of oral language such as oral composition in the 

classroom. Only with this curriculum, both oral and written languages can be then examined at 

length as part of a scientific exploration in order to understand more about their relationship and 

the cognition workings of every human. 
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APPENDIX A: ASL-PHABET 
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I. Handshape 
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II. Locations & Movements 
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APPENDIX B: CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 
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I. Daily Chart of Two-week Tutorial 

 

 

Time  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

First Week: July 21
st 

- 24
th
  

 

Time  Monday           Tuesday        Wednesday         Thursday 

  

 9:00 -           Orientation/         Homework                 Homework        Homework  

  9:20              ASL Song           Review/                      Review/                       Review/ 

            ASL Song         ASL Song          ASL Song 

 

  9:20 -          Translation/       Translation/       Translation/                   Translation/ 

10:00       Comp. Analysis    Comp. Analysis     Comp. Analysis           Comp. Analysis 

           Activities                  Activities                     Activities                     Activities 

 

10:00 -     Variety of Literacy  Variety of Literacy    Variety of Literacy    Variety of  Literacy    

10:30              Activities                  Activities                   Activities                     Activities 

 

10:30 -               Break                        Break                         Break                           Break 

10:40 

 

10:40 -     Variety of Literacy  Variety of Literacy    Variety of Literacy    Variety of  Literacy 

11:15             Activities                  Activities                     Activities                    Activities 

 

11:15 -       Guided Reading     Guided Reading        Guided Reading          Guided Reading                     

11:45 

 

11:45 -              Break                         Break                         Break                           Break 

11:55 

 

11:55 -       Story Grammar         Story Grammar          Story Grammar            Story Grammar 

12:05 

 

12:05 -               CBA                          CBA                          CBA                            CBA 

12:20 
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Second Week: July 28
th 

– 31
st
  

 

Time  Monday           Tuesday        Wednesday         Thursday 

  

 9:00 -           Orientation/         Homework                 Homework        Homework  

  9:20              ASL Song           Review/                      Review/                       Review/ 

            ASL Song         ASL Song          ASL Song 

 

  9:20 -          Translation/       Translation/       Translation/                   Translation/ 

10:00       Comp. Analysis    Comp. Analysis     Comp. Analysis           Comp. Analysis 

           Activities                  Activities                     Activities                     Activities 

 

10:00 -     Variety of Literacy  Variety of Literacy    Variety of Literacy    Variety of  Literacy    

10:30              Activities                  Activities                   Activities                     Activities 

 

10:30 -               Break                        Break                         Break                           Break 

10:40 

 

10:40 -     Variety of Literacy  Variety of Literacy    Variety of Literacy    Variety of  Literacy 

11:15             Activities                  Activities                     Activities                    Activities 

 

11:15 -       Guided Reading     Guided Reading        Guided Reading          Guided Reading                     

11:45 

 

11:45 -              Break                         Break                         Break                           Break 

11:55 

 

11:55 -       Story Grammar         Story Grammar          Story Grammar            Story Grammar 

12:05 

 

12:05 -               CBA                          CBA                          CBA                             CBA 

12:20 
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APPENDIX C: THE GLOSS VERSION OF “THE LADY AND THE SPIDER” 
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I. Part 1  

 

HAPPEN    ONE    SUMMER    DAY    LADY    POS=3    GARDEN    HAVE    LETTUCE     

 

(2h)M-SPHERE,    INSIDE     SPIDER    [T-SURFACE    J-STAND>ON].    (2h)LOOK> 

 

ABOUT     SEE    GREEN    (2h)HILL#    GREEN    VALLEY#.    BETWEEN    TWO     

 

LETTUCE    CREVICE    SEE>IX=2    GREEN    fs-CAVE.    EIGHT    (2h)D-LEG#     

 

(2h)M-WALK>DAINTY    [G-HALF-CYLINDER    M-GO>INSIDE].    WITH    TIP     

 

FRONT    (2h)D-LEG>LONG    FEEL    [WALL     (2h)D-LEG>FEEL#]    [CEILING     

 

(2h)D-LEG>FEEL#]    [FLOOR    (2h)D-LEG>FEEL#].    fs-CAVE    IX=3    SUIT. 

 

[G-HALF>CYLINDER    IX=3]    RIGHT    fs-SIZE    FOR    POS=3    HOME. 
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II. Part 2 

 

NIGHT    LETTUCE    WET    (2h)M-SPHERE>FORM.    HAVE    INSIDE    (2h)HOLLOW     

 

BESIDE    SPIDER    HOME.    WATER    (2h)C-DROP+    (2h)S-FILL>UP     

 

(2h)F-CIRCLE>TINY.    MOON    [R-SURFACE    F-MOON>RISE].    GARDEN     

 

fs-MOTH    WAKE    (2h)T-FLY    (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT    SEARCH    FOR    OTHER     

 

fs-MOTHS.    ONE    SEE>IX=2    WATER    (2h)F-CIRCLE    HAVE    MOON     

 

[R-SURFACE    F-MOON>ON].    (2h)T-FLY>DOWN    INTO    WATER.    WING     

 

BECOME    WET.    UNABLE    FLY,    DROWN.    MORNING    SUN    [R-SURFACE     

 

G-SUN>RISE]    SPIDER    LOOK>IX=2    WATER    (2h)F-CIRCLE    SEE>IX=2     

 

[R-SURFACE    J-FLOAT].    (2h)M-WALK    TO    WATER    (2h)F-CIRCLE     

 

[R-EDGE    M-STOP]    EAT    EAT+MORNING. 
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III. Part 3 

 

EACH    DAY    LADY    COME    TEND    GARDEN.    PLANT    fs-SEEDS,    (alt)P-PULL     

 

fs-WEEDS,    E-SPRINKLE    WATER.    INSIDE    LETTUCE    [M-SPHERE    LOOK- 

 

AMONG]    FOR    BUG.    NOT    WANT    BUG    EAT    POS=3    GARDEN.    IX=3     

 

ONCE    SEE    SPIDER    (2h)M-WALK    [R-SURFACE    M-WALK]    BUT    NOT     

 

PAY-ATTENTION.    IX=3    KNOW    SPIDER    NOT    EAT    LETTUCE.    LADY     

 

FOOTSTEP    SHAKE    GROUND    SPIDER    RUN    HIDE.    ONE    DAY    LADY     

 

DRESS    [M-SPHERE    S-DRESS>BRUSH+]    (2h)S-LETTUCE>MOVE+.    SPIDER     

 

IN    POS=3    HOME    FEEL    EARTH+QUAKE,    BUT    LADY    SELF>IX=3    NOT- 

 

KNOW    WHAT    IX=3    FINISH    DO. 
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IV. Part 4 

 

MANY    DAY    GARDEN    GROW.    LETTUCE    (2h)M-GROW>BIG+ER.    EACH     

 

DAY    SPIDER    [S-SURFACE    M-WALK>AROUND]    SEARCH    FOOD.    NOON     

 

SUN    G-HIGH,    SMALL    BUG--    THAT    KIND    WITH    GOLD    EYES— 

 

[R-SURFACE    J-BUG>SIT#]    QUIET    ON    LETTUCE    N-SUN>SHINE>IX=1     

 

WING    WARM    (2h)C-HAND>RUB>TOGETHER.    IX=3#    BUG    POS=3    SPIDER     

 

EAT+NOON.    BIRD    ALSO    DINE    IN    LADY    POS=3    GARDEN.    [A-FENCE     

 

J-SIT#]    !(2h)LOOK>ABOUT!,    SEARCH    FOR    BUG.    ONE    DAY    SPIDER     

 

HAVE    EAT+NOON.    EAT    LARGE    BLUE    BUG.    HAPPEN    BIRD    C-SWOOP> 

 

DOWN.    SPIDER    JUST-IN-TIME    SEE>IX=2    DARK    S-SHADOW>OVER>BODY> 

 

SWIFT.    [Q-HOME    C-LEAP>INTO]    HOME.    BIRD    FLY    C-FLY>AWAY    WITH     

 

BUG. 
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V. Part 5 

 

DAY#    GROW    HOT,    LADY    KNOW    IT-IS-TIME    (alt)M-PICK    LETTUCE.     

 

EACH    DAY    IX=3    C-COME    GARDEN    WITH    BASKET    KNIFE    [M-LETTUCE 

 

S-CUT]    FOR    EAT+NOON.    EACH    DAY    LETTUCE    PICK#    (2h)M-LETTUCE> 

 

ROW    [M-LETTUCE    S-CLOSE+ER>AND>CLOSE+ER]    LETTUCE    THAT    POS=3 

 

SPIDER    LIVE.    ONE    DAY    SUN    G-MOVE>UP    N-SHINE>IX=3    SPIDER    

 

HOME    (2h)S-DOME    BECOME    WARM,    SPIDER    GO-OUT    (2h)M-WALK> 

 

DOWN    TO    WATER    (2h)F-CIRCLE    (2h)SPARKLE    TO-SEE    WHAT    FOR   

 

EAT+MORNING.    HAPPEN    THAT    !MOMENT!    LADY    C-COME    GARDEN.     

 

(2h)C-BEND>DOWN    (2h)M-GRASP    LETTUCE.    THAT    POS=3    SPIDER    HOME.     

 

[M-LETTUCE>HOLD    F-CUT].    (2h)M-LETTUCE>SHAKE    WET    [M-SPHERE     

 

C-DROP#].    LETTUCE    WITH    SPIDER    HIDE    INSIDE    (2h)M-LETTUCE>PUT     

 

IN    BASKET.    OF-COURSE    LADY    HAVE    NO    IDEA    SPIDER    FINISH    IN     

 

BASKET.    (2h)S-FLOOR>SHAKE+,    SPIDER    DASH    TO    HOME.    HOME    GONE.     

 

LADY    BY-MISTAKE    (2h)M-LETTUCE>HOLD    HOME    [S-HOME    Q-CRUSH].     

 

SPIDER    (2h)P-HOLD    WHILE    GREEN    WORLD    TREMBLE+    (2h)T-LETTUCE> 

 

SHAKE.    LADY    CARRY    LETTUCE    (2h)M-LETTUCE>CARRY    TO    KITCHEN     

 

(2h)M-LETTUCE>LAY    ON    COUNTER    BESIDE    SINK.    POS=3    WORLD     

 

BECOME    STILL,    SPIDER    STAND-UP.    [R-SURFACE    J-SPIDER>WALK> 

 

ABOUT].    TRY    SEE    WITH    POS=3    EIGHT    EYES    (2h)LOOK>ABOUT,    TRY     

 

FEEL    (2h)D-LEG>FEEL#.    TRY    THINK    WITH    POS=3    TINY    BRAIN.    NO- 

 

USE.    SPIDER    CANNOT    KNOW    IX=3    FINISH    SET-UP    POS=3    HOME 

 

IN    LETTUCE    (2h)M-ROUND    IN    LADY    POS=3    GARDEN,    AND    THAT     
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LADY    INTEND    EAT    LETTUCE    FOR    EAT+NOON. 
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VI. Part 6 

 

LADY    SINK    (2h)C-BEND>OVER.    M-PICK>UP    LETTUCE.    PART#    LOOK-FOR     

 

BUG.    IX=3    NOT    SEE    SPIDER,    !HIDE!    BETWEEN    TWO    LETTUCE     

 

CREVICE    [R-SURFACE    J-SIT]    DARK.    LADY    (2h)M-LETTUCE>PUT    IN     

 

SINK.    F-TURN    WATER    (2h)L-WATER>FILL>UP.    A-POUR+    CLEAN     

 

LETTUCE    (2h)L-POUR-OVER+    COLD.    SPIDER    (2h)LOOK>UP    HUGE    WATER     

 

(2h)C-DROP#    SPLASH#.    STUCK    !COLD!    WATER    (2h)L-RIVER>SURGE.  

 

SPIDER    (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE    C-SPIN    C-CARRY>DOWN,    C-PUSH>UP,     

 

C-DOWN.    LADY    F-TURN    WATER    STOP.    WATER    IN    SINK    CALM.     

 

LETTUCE    (2h)M-FLOAT>ROCK.    [R-WATER    M-LETTUCE>PART>IN>WATER].     

 

LETTUCE    S-FLOAT    SPIDER    STRUGGLE    [R-SURFACE    J-GET-ON].    FRONT     

 

(2h)C-LEG>CATCH.    HEAVY    WATER    ALL-OVER-BODY.    USE    ALL     

 

STRENGTH    [R-SURFACE    J-GET-ON]    THAT    LETTUCE    ISLAND.    LETTUCE     

 

SELF>IX=3    COLD.    WET.    SPIDER    [R-SURFACE    J-WALK>ABOUT]    USE     

 

FRONT    (2h)D-LEG>WAVE    SEARCH,    DARK,    DRY,    SAFE    PLACE    HIDE.     

 

LADY    LOOK>DOWN,    MOTION>TINY    (2h)B-EYES>FOCUS.    SEE    SMALL     

 

SPIDER    [R-SURFACE    J-ADRIFT],    TRY+    ESCAPE.    LADY    M-LETTUCE> 

 

PICK-UP    SPIDER    [M-SURFACE    J-CLING]    [G-CONTAINER    R-LID>OPEN]     

 

GARBAGE.    BEFORE    LETTUCE    [M-LETTUCE    FALL],    THINK-OF.    IX=3     

 

[M-LETTUCE    LOOK>IX=3]    SPIDER    AGAIN.    SPIDER    SEARCH    PLACE     

 

HIDE,    (2h)D-LEG>WAVE+.    LOOK>CLOSE,    LADY    SEE    DIFFERENT#    THING     

 

NEVER    NOTICE    BEFORE.    SEE    SPIDER    POS=3    COLOR    MATCH    LETTUCE.     

 

SEE    B-DOT>TINY#    THAT    POS=3    SPIDER    EYES.    SEE    [C-LEG    F-THIN]     
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(2h)D-LEG>WAVE    AND    SEE    SPIDER    CONTINUE+    (2h)D-LEG.WAVE.    LADY     

 

THINK    <rs:lady    WONDERFUL    fs-CREATURE    !SMALL!    CAN    LIVE    AND     

 

LOVE    LIFE,    FIND    FOOD,    AND    SET-UP    HOME    LIKE    IX=1!>    LADY     

 

[G-CONTAINER    R-CLOSE]    GARBAGE.    M-HOLD>LETTUCE>CAREFUL,    WITH     

 

SPIDER,    GO    GARDEN.    (2h)C-BEND>OVER    LETTUCE    (2h)M-ROUND     

 

[M-LETTUCE    J-SPIDER>DROP>GENTLE].    LADY    SAY    <rs:lady    GOOD     

 

fs-LUCK    POS=3    NEW    HOME,>    C-TURN    C-WALK>AWAY    KITCHEN    FOR     

 

EAT+NOON. 
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VII. Part 7 

 

SPIDER    [R-SURFACE    J-LAND>LIGHT]    IN    VALLEY    SUN    SHINE>IX=1     

 

WARM,    SWEET    SMELL.    [R-SURFACE    J-SIT>STILL]    UNTIL    BECOME     

 

WARM    AND    DRY.    THEN    GREEN    HILL    [R-SURFACE    M-WALK>UP> 

 

AND>WALK>DOWN]    SEARCH    WITH    FRONT    (2h)C-LEG>LONG    TIP.     

 

(2h)D-LEG>FEEL#.    SUCCEED    FIND    NOOK    !RIGHT!    fs-SIZE.    [M-SURFACE     

 

J-SNUG]    SAFE.    WAIT    FOR    EAT+NOON...    FOR    SUN    [R-SURFACE     

 

G-SUN>GO>DOWN]...    FOR    MOON    [R-SURFACE    G-MOON>GO>UP]...    AND     

 

FOR    POS=3    TINY,    VERY    IMPORTANT    LIFE    GO-ON. 
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APPENDIX D: TRANSCRIPTION OF CLASSROOM DISCOURSES 
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I. First Day of Reading Instruction                                                                               (7/21/03) 

A. ASL-phabet Review (Handshapes)                                                  [00:00:00:00 - 00:03:54:15] 

1. Handshapes #1 (Aand B) 

[00:00:00:00 - 00:00:15:05] 

 

Tutor:  _________________________________________________________________                                                                                                              

       1) A handshape (HS) with right hand (RH), pointing to tip of three fingers in right  

                                        gaze - hand   

direction with left hand (LH) 

 

 gaze - Student #1 (S(1))                  gaze - hand 

        2) THREE with LH, switch A to B HS with RH 

 

                                                                                                   gaze - S(1) 

        3) B HS with RH, pointing to tip of three fingers in left direction with LH  

 

                                      gaze - S(1) 

        4) THREE with LH, B HS with RH 

 

                                                                             gaze - Student #2 (S(2)) 

        5) STILL with LH, switch back to A HS then change to B HS with RH   

             

                                                                                                                   gaze - S(1) 

        6) LET-SEE with LH, A HS then change to B HS (repeat the process several times)   

 

                                                                                         gaze - S(2) 

        7) A HS then change to B HS with RH, pointing to A HS with LH 

 

                                                                                                                        gaze - hand 

        8) A HS with RH, LOOK-AT with LH then pointing to tip of three fingers left direction 

 

                                                                                                                         gaze - hand 

        9) B HS with RH, LOOK-AT with LH then pointing to tip of three fingers left direction 
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             gaze – S(1)                                                                   gaze - S(2)   

      10) AGAIN  THREE with LH, A HS then change to B HS (repeat once) with RH 

 

 gaze - wall 

      11) FINISH 
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2. Handshapes #2 (C, D, E, and F)  

[00:00:59:10 – 00:01:48:18] 

 

Tutor:                                                                                     gaze - wall   

    1) pointing to C HS poster on wall then pointing to D HS poster  

 

                  gaze(around) - S(2) to hand 

        2)C HS and change into D HS with RH 

 

                                 gaze - S(1) 

        3) “see”/nodding, D HS with RH 

 

                                                                          gaze - S(2) 

        4) EASY with LH, C HS then change into D HS with RH  

 

                                                                                              gaze - wall 

        5) pointing to D HS poster then E HS poster with LH, D HS with RH 

 

                                                gaze(around) - S(2) to S(1) 

        6) D HS with RH, waves to S(1) for her attention with LH  

 

                                                           gaze - S(1) 

        7) SEE with LH, C HS change to D HS with RH 

 

                       gaze - S(2) 

        8) D HS with RH, nodding 

 

                                                                                             gaze - hand 

        9) C HS change to D HS (repeat twice) then switch to E HS with RH   

 

                                                                       gaze - S(2) 

      10) C HS change to D HS then change to E HS with RH 

 

                                                                        gaze - wall 

      11) pointing to D HS poster then E HS and F HS posters  
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                                                                                       gaze - S(1) 

      12) C HS change to D HS then change to E HS with RH, nodding 

 

                                                                                                        gaze - hand 

      13) C HS change to D HS then change to E HS and switch to F HS with RH 

 

  gaze - S(2) and hand (back and forth) 

      14) F HS then change to C HS with RH 

 

                                                                                                        gaze - hand 

      15) C HS change to D HS then change to E HS and switch to F HS with RH 

 

         gaze - S(2)                         gaze - S(1) 

      16) F HS with RH, change to C HS with RH 

 

                                      gaze - hand 

      17) C HS with RH, pointing with LH 

 

                                                                                                           gaze - S(1) 

      18) C HS with RH, C HS change to D HS with LH (showing how finger bend) 

 

                           gaze - hand 

      19) D HS with RH, body bend 

 

                                      gaze - S(1) 

      20) D HS with RH, LATER with LH 

 

                                     gaze - hand 

      21) D HS with RH, pointing with LH 

 

                                                    gaze - neutral 

      22) D HS change to E HS with RH, tilt body up 

 

        gaze - S(1)  

      23) E HS with RH 
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                                                                       gaze - hand  

      24) E HS with RH, point to thumb then finger tip with LH 

 

   gaze - hand        gaze - S(1) 

      25) F HS with RH, body bend 

 

 gaze - S(2) 

      26) SEE  TRY 

 

  gaze - S(1)                  gaze - wall  

      27) pointing to A HS poster, START 

 

         gaze - S(2) 

      28) pointing to S(2)  

 

S(2):                                                                                                                   gaze - wall   

      29) thinking, C HS change to D HS then E HS and change to F HS with RH, FINE 

  

 _______________________________________________________________ 

      30) A HS change to B HS then switch back to A HS then B HS and change to C  

   gaze - tutor   

HS with RH 

 

                          gaze - hand 

      31) C HS with RH, body bend 

 

Tutor:                                     gaze - S(2) 

      32) C HS change to D HS with RH 

 

 

S(2):                                                                                                         gaze - hand 

      33) C HS change to D HS then change to E HS and change to F HS with RH 

 

  gaze - tutor 

      34) shake head 
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3. Handshapes #3 (G, H, and I) 

[00:02:09:19 – 00:03:47:04] 

 

Tutor:                                                    gaze - wall then S(2) then S(1) 

        1) IX=1  TRY, waving both sides to get S(1) and S(2)’s attention 

 

                                 gaze - S(2) 

        2) waving both sides, IX=1  TRY 

 

                  gaze - S(1)       gaze - S(2) 

        3) PROGRESS  GOOD,  IX=1  STOP 

 

                                                                                         gaze - wall 

        4) pointing to E HS poster then F HS poster and continue to I HS 

 

                                           gaze - S(1) 

        5) IX=1  STOP  TOMORROW  MORE 

 

                       gaze - wall  

        6) pointing to F HS poster 

 

 gaze - hand             gaze - S(2) 

        7) F HS with RH, SEE with LH 

 

                                                          gaze - hand 

        8) F HS with RH, trace F HS with finger of LH 

 

                                    gaze - S(1) 

        9) F HS with RH, SAME with LH 

                                   gaze - hand 

      10) F HS change to G HS with RH 

 

   gaze- S(2)                gaze - S(1) 

      11) G HS change to F HS with RH 
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  gaze - hand                               gaze - S(1) 

      12) F HS change to G HS with RH, nodding 

 

                                    gaze - wall 

      13) fs-TRY pointing to G HS poster 

 

 gaze - hand                  gaze - S(1) 

      14) G HS with RH, FINISH with LH  

 

                                                        gaze - S(2) 

      15) G HS with RH, FINISH then NOW with LH 

 

                                   gaze - hand  

      16) G HS change to H HS with RH 

 

                                                  gaze - wall 

      17) H HS with RH, pointing to wall with LH 

 

                                                                                 gaze - hand  

      18) H HS with RH, pointing to two finger tips of H HS with LH 

 

    gaze - hand                             gaze - S(1) 

      19) H HS change to I HS with RH, nodding 

 

                                    gaze - S(2) 

      20) F HS with RH, NEXT with LH 

 

                                                        gaze - S(1) 

      21) F HS with RH, WHAT with LH, shake head 

 

                                            gaze - S(1) 

      22) F HS with RH, pointing to top of F HS with LH 

 

                                                                                                  gaze - hand 

      23) F HS with RH, FORGOT then pointing to knuckles sideways with LH 
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                                                                                                           gaze - S(1) 

      24) F HS with RH, SLEEP  WAKE and pointing to knuckles sideways with LH 

 

                                                    gaze - S(1) 

      25) F HS change to G HS with RH, nodding 

 

            gaze - S(2)                                                                           gaze – S(1) 

      26) F HS change to G HS then change to H HS and change to I HS with RH 

 

                        gaze - S(2) 

      27) I HS with RH, nodding 

 

                                                     gaze - neutral 

      28) waving to get S(1)’s attention, F HS with RH  

 

 gaze - S(1) then S(2)  

      29) F HS with RH 

 

                                                                                  gaze - S(1) 

      30) F HS with RH, NEXT     WHAT    NEXT with LH, nodding 

 

 gaze - S(1) 

      31) EASY 

 

                           gaze - S(2) 

      32) waving for S(2)’s attention 

 

   gaze - neutral 

      33) EASY  EASY 

 

                    gaze - S(2)                gaze - S(1) 

      34) SEE  START  WITH  A  SEE  START  A 

 

S(1):                                                                  gaze - wall 

      35) thinking, looking at the ASL-phabet posters on wall 
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                                   gaze - tutor 

      36) A HS change to B HS with RH 

 

                   gaze - ceiling 

      37) thinking, C HS with RH 

 

                                    gaze - tutor 

      38) C HS with RH, WHAT with LH 

 

                                                                                                                    gaze - tutor 

      39) D HS switch back to C HS then change to D HS and continue to G HS with RH 

 

                                          gaze - ceiling 

      40) G HS with RH, (not sure with answer) 

 

                                        gaze - tutor 

      41) G HS with RH, FORGOT with LH 

 

                                   gaze - tutor 

      42) H HS change to I HS with RH 

 

 gaze - wall                    gaze - tutor 

      43) fs-OH,  IX=1  FORGOT  G  IX=1 

 

   gaze - wall                                                                                   gaze - tutor 

      44) A HS, B HS, C HS, D HS, E HS, I HS self corrected to H HS, I HS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



266 

B. ASL-phabet Review (Locations) and ASL Graphemes Exercises   [01:02:31:28 - 01:10:37:11] 

                                                                  & [01:23:15:24 - 01:34:59:17] 

               

1. Locations  (1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) 

[01:05:24:00 - 01:06:01:11] 

 

Tutor:                                                     gaze - S(1) 

        1) REMEMBER  fs-HS  REMEMBER  fs-HS 

 

                                                                 gaze - wall 

        2) THAT, pointing to ASL-phabet posters on the wall 

 

                         gaze - neutral (between S(2) and S(1)) 

        3) pointing to ASL-phabet posters on the wall sideways 

 

                                                                                     gaze - hand 

        4) [K-THREE  C-THUMB]  [K-THREE  C-INDEX>FINGER] 

 

       gaze - S(1) 

        5) MOVEMENT 

 

                                                        gaze - S(2) 

        6) MOVEMENT,  REMEMBER  MOVEMENT 

 

S(1): _____________________________________________________________________ 

        7) touching her forehead then circle motion (1), fs-OR reach to neutral space then circle  

gaze - tutor 

motion (5) 

 

Tutor:                                        gaze - S(1) 

        8) “oh”  SEE  LOCATION  BETTER 

 

gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

        9) 1 
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S(2):                      gaze - tutor 

      10) touching her mouth (2) 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      11) 5 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) 

      12) 2 

  

 gaze - S(1) 

      13)5 

 

S(2):                                          gaze - tutor 

      14) touching arm then circle motion (4) 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) 

      15) 4 

 

 gaze - S(1) and S(2) (back and forth) 

      16) AND 

 

S(2):                           gaze - tutor 

      17) 5 (repeating several times) 

 

S(1):                 gaze - tutor 

      18) touching her ear area 

 

Tutor:                  gaze - S(1) 

      19) touching ear, puzzled 

 

 gaze - S(2) 

      20) NOT 

 

 gaze - neutral (between S(1) and S(2)) then S(1) 

      21) 2, 1  
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                                                          gaze - S(2) 

      22) LEFT, touching his body then circle motion (3) 

 

     gaze - S(1) 

      23) ONE+MORE 

 

S(2):                           gaze - tutor 

      24) 5 (repeating several times) 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      25) 5 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then hand 

      26) nodding, IX=2  5 

 

 gaze - S(2) 

      27) AND  3 

 

                                         gaze - S(1) 

      28) TWO>IX=2  NOT-YET  FORGOT 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      29) MINE 

 

Tutor:        gaze - S(1) 

      30) EASY  REMEMBER 

 

                  gaze - S(2) 

      31) EASY  REMEMBER 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      32) MINE 

 

Tutor:                                                                                    gaze - S(2) 

       33) nodding, MINE  [J-TWO  C-MIDDLE>FINGER], thinking 
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gaze - neutral (upwards) then S(2) 

      34) HUNGRY 

 

           gaze - S(1) 

      35) FINE  HUNGRY 

 

S(1):             gaze - tutor 

      36) HUNGRY  FOOD 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) 

      37) THAT 
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2. Phoneme Segmentation (NN4de) 

[01:25:34:21 – 01:26:22:06] 

 

Tutor:                                                                                gaze - card 

        1) waving hands for attention, tapping S(1)’s knee for attention 

 

      gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

        2) NOW  DO-NOT>MIND 

 

                             gaze - card 

        3) IX=3 (S(2)), pointing to card 

 

gaze- neutral (between S(1) and S(2)) 

        4) FIRST  fs-HS 

 

      gaze - S(2) 

        5) WHAT  fs-HS 

 

       gaze - card then S(2) 

        6) pointing to card, HAVE? 

 

S(2):                                  gaze - tutor 

        7) N HS with LH, N HS with RH 

 

Tutor:                                  gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

        8) N HS with LH, N HS with RH, nodding 

 

                                         gaze - card 

        9) SECOND  NEXT-TO  LOCATION 

 

 gaze - S(2)      gaze - card 

      10) WHAT?, pointing to card 

 

                    gaze - S(2) 

      11) LOCATION  WHAT? 
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 gaze - card then S(2) 

      12) pointing to card 

 

S(2):                                                  gaze - tutor and card (back and forth) 

      13) N HS with LH, N HS with RH then self corrected and tracing ‘4’ 

 

Tutor:                    gaze - S(2) 

      14) LOCATION  WHAT? 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      15) 3 

 

Tutor:             gaze - S(2)          gaze - card 

      16) 3 “is that right?”, pointing to card 

 

S(2):                       gaze - card 

      17) 3 (repeat several times) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) then arm 

      18) 4 

 

                       gaze - S(2) 

      19) 4 (repeat several times) 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      20) nodding, 4 

 

Tutor:                 gaze - S(2) 

21)  4  THAT, nodding 

 

        gaze - card                                      gaze - S(1) 

      22) pointing to card, wave for attention, MOVEMENT 

 

gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

      23) FIRST  WHAT? 
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gaze - card then S(2) 

      24) pointing to card 

 

S(2):                                                                    gaze - card then tutor 

      25) tracing ‘d’ then self corrected to up and down movement (b) 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) 

      26) WHAT? 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      27) b 

 

Tutor:                                                        gaze - S(2) 

      28) nodding, b and adding sideways movement 

 

                                                              gaze - card 

      29) SECOND  WHAT?,  pointing to ‘d’ on the card 

 

S(2):                              gaze - tutor 

      30) signing something (not clear) 

 

Tutor:                                                                     gaze - S(2) 

      31) WAIT with LH, pointing to ‘d’ on the card with RH 

 

                                                                         gaze - card 

      32) SECOND with LH, pointing to ‘d’ on the card with RH 

 

S(1):                        gaze - tutor 

      33) back and forth movement 

 

Tutor:                                                                                 gaze - S(1) 

      34) MOVEMENT with LH, pointing to ‘d’ on the card with RH 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      35) 1 
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S(2):     gaze - tutor 

      36) REPEAT (e) 

 

Tutor:                     gaze - S(2) then card 

      37) pointing to ‘d’ on card with RH 

 

                                                              gaze - S(2) then card 

      38) shake head, THAT  fs-N, pointing to ‘e’ on card with RH 

 

                                                   gaze - S(1) then card 

      39) REPEAT with LH, pointing to ‘e’ on card with RH 

 

                                                                                                             gaze - S(1) 

      40) fingers and thumb bend back and forth (d), pointing to ‘d’ on card with RH 

 

       gaze - S(2) 

      41) d  KNOW  d 

 

                                                   gaze - S(1) then card 

      42) ORANGE, tracing ‘d’ with first two fingers, THAT 
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3. Sign Out Graphemes 

[01:28:28:16 – 01:29:49:23] 

 

Tutor:                                                  gaze - card 

        1) picking up one card (RIGHT - CC4b) 

 

S(2):                                   gaze - card 

        2) C HS with LH, C HS with RH 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

        3) 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

        4) LONG? 

 

Tutor:                      gaze - S(2) 

        5) pointing to S(2) signing 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

        6) TIME 

 

S(1): gaze - card then tutor 

        7) TIME 

 

Tutor:         gaze - S(1) 

        8) pointing to S(2) 

 

S(2): gaze - S(1) 

         9) TIME 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      10) HAPPEN 

 

Tutor:          gaze - card 

      11) pointing to card 
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S(1): gaze - tutor then card 

      12) TIME (not clear) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) then S(2) 

      13) pointing to card 

 

S(2):                                                              gaze - tutor 

      14) GREECE switch to ENGLAND switch to KNIFE 

 

S(1): gaze - S(2) and tutor 

      15) KNIFE (not clear) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

      16) KNIFE 

  

                                                    gaze - card 

      17) pointing to card, RIGHT (halfway) DOWN 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      18) RIGHT 

 

S(2):                                        gaze - tutor 

      19) CANNOT self corrected to RIGHT 

 

Tutor:                         gaze - S(2) 

      20) pointing to S(2), nodding 

 

                        gaze - S(1) 

      21) pointing to S(1), nodding 

 

         gaze - card 

      22) RIGHT  GOOD 

 

 gaze - other cards                                         gaze - S(1) 

      23) picking up cards, waving hands to get S(1)’s attention 
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S(2):        gaze - other card then tutor 

      24) IX=1  THINK, pointing to card 

 

Tutor:                                                               gaze - S(2) 

      25) OLD  NOW, pointing to card, head shake, STAY 

 

gaze - other card 

      26) NOT-YET 

 

                                                     gaze - card (holding) then S(1)  gaze - S(2) 

      27) NOW  (card = ON – SS4b)  REMEMBER  SEE  BEFORE 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      28) ON 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      29) ON 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then card 

      30) 

 

    gaze - S(1) 

      31) nodding, ON 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      32) fs-ON 

 

Tutor: gaze - card then S(2) 

      33) nodding, fs-ON 

 

                           gaze - card 

      34) putting down card on floor 

 

S(2):                       gaze - card then tutor 

      35) LONG  (card = DAY – SC4b) 
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Tutor:  gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

      36)   

 

S(1): gaze - card then tutor 

      37) LONG 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor and card 

      38) NO  RIGHT 

 

S(1):                          gaze - tutor 

      39) struggling with signing out 

 

Tutor:                                                  gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

      40) DAY (signing halfway without using passive hand) 

 

S(2):                   gaze - tutor 

      41) nodding, DAY  DAY 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) and card (back and forth) 

      42) nodding, putting card down on floor 

 

S(2):         gaze - card 

      43) LONG (repeat) 

 

S(1):         gaze - card 

      44) LONG (repeat) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

      45) nodding 

 

      gaze - card then S(1) 

      46) checking card, nodding 

 

                 gaze - card 

      47) putting card on floor 
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S(2):                                    gaze - card then tutor 

      48) DAY (repeat) (card = RIGHT – CC4b) 

 

S(1):      gaze - S(2) 

      49) DAY (repeat) 

 

                              gaze - card 

      50) stop signing DAY and pause 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then card 

      51) checking on card 

 

          gaze - S(2) 

      52) RIGHT  RIGHT 

 

S(2):                          gaze - tutor 

      53) DAY?, thinking to herself 

 

  gaze - card 

      54) NUT  IX=1 

 

Tutor: ___________________________________________________________________ 

      55) picking up another card, one card with LH, one card with RH (comparing two cards  

               gaze - another card  gaze – S(2) and card (back and forth) 

CC4b versus PC4b)  

 

S(2): gaze - card then tutor 

      56) IX=1  CONFUSE 

 

Tutor:                gaze - S(2) then card 

      57) showing card to S(2) with RH 

 

              gaze - S(2) 

      58) “that one” with RH 
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S(2): gaze - card then tutor 

      59) RIGHT 

 

Tutor:                             gaze - S(2) then floor 

      60) nodding, putting card on floor halfway 

 

 gaze - S(1)                                                 gaze - card then S(2) 

      61) RIGHT, putting card on floor, pointing to card on LH with RH  

 

S(2): gaze - card then tutor 

      62) DAY (repeat) 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) 

      63) IX=2, nodding 

 

                                             gaze - floor then card  gaze - S(2) 

      64) picking up another card (card - ON = SS4b) 

 

S(2): gaze - card then tutor 

      65) ON 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2)  gaze - S(1) 

      66) nodding 

 

S(1): gaze - S(2) then tutor 

      67) ON 

 

Tutor:                                        gaze - S(1) then card on floor  gaze - S(2) 

      68) picking up card from floor (card – DAY = PC4b) 

 

S(2):     gaze - card 

      69) starting DAY 

 

S(1): gaze - card 

      70) DAY 
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S(2):                 gaze - card  gaze - tutor 

      71) switching to RIGHT, head shake 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) then card 

      72) checking on card 

 

S(1):           gaze - tutor 

      73) DAY (repeat) 

  

Tutor:     gaze - S(2) 

      74) showing card 

 

S(2):     gaze - card then tutor 

      75) self corrected to LONG 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

      76) nodding 

 

S(2):      gaze - S(1)                        gaze - card 

      77) IX=1  RIGHT  fs-DO  (unclear)  THAT 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

      78) nodding 

 

          gaze - S(1) 

      79) nodding, GOOD 
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C. Gloss Conventions Review                               [01:10:37:12 - 01:23:15:23]  

 

1. Pronoun & Possessive Noun (IX=1/ POS=1) 

[01:10:51:18 - 01:11:18:13] 

 

Tutor: gaze - whiteboard (WB)  gaze - S(2) 

        1) waving hands 

 

           gaze - S(2)           gaze - S(1)  gaze - WB      gaze - S(2) 

        2) ANOTHER  TODAY  IX=2  SEE, pointing to ‘IX=3’ on WB 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor  (tilt eyes) 

        3) IX=3  

 

S(2):  gaze - tutor 

        4) IX=3 

 

Tutor:         gaze - S(1) 

        5) EASY, nodding 

 

                gaze - WB then S(2) 

        6) pointing to ‘POS=__’ on WB   

 

S(2):  gaze - tutor 

        7) POS=3 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor  gaze - S(2)’s hand 

        8) POS=3 

 

Tutor:    gaze - S(1)            gaze - S(2) 

        9) POS=2, nodding, POS=1  SEE 

  

           gaze - WB 

      10) picking up marker 
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     gaze - S(1)  gaze - WB  gaze - S(2) and S(1) (back and forth) 

      11) REMEMBER, writing ‘1’ on WB (POS=1) 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      12) 1, 2, 3 

 

S(2):                            gaze - tutor 

      13) POS=3 self corrected to POS=1 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2)                             gaze - S(1)  gaze - S(2) 

      14) nodding, pointing to S(2), LOOK>IX=3 

 

S(1): gaze - S(2) 

      15) 

 

S(2):   gaze - S(1) 

      16) POS=1 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      17) POS=1 (shrug face) 

 

Tutor:                        gaze - WB  gaze - S(2) 

      18) writing ‘3’ on WB (POS=3) 

 

S(2):                            gaze - tutor 

      19) POS=1 self corrected to POS=3 

 

S(1):              gaze - tutor 

      20) POS=3 (shrug face) 
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2. Classifiers (BREATH>HARD) 

[01:12:36:06 - 01:13:35:19] 

 

Tutor:      gaze - WB 

        1) waving hand 

 

                                                                          gaze - S(2)   

        2) ANOTHER, pointing to > in _______>_______ on WB 

 gaze - S(2) then S(1)  gaze - WB 

SEE  BEFORE, pointing to > 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

        3) nodding 

 

Tutor:                                                 gaze - S(2) 

        4) REMEMBER  IX=2  BREATH>HARD 

  

S(2):  gaze - tutor 

        5) YES 

 

Tutor:                                                  gaze - S(2) 

        6) BREATH>HARD, giving marker to S(2) 

 

S(2):        gaze - WB then tutor         gaze - WB 

        7) SAME  fs-GET  fs-OUT, picking marker 

 

Tutor:         gaze - WB                                   gaze - S(2) 

        8) pointing to >, BREATH>HARD  REMEMBER 

 

S(2):            gaze - tutor then WB 

        9) writing ‘BREATH>HARD’ 

 

Tutor:                                                                                     gaze (around) - S(1) then WB 

      10) BREATH>HARD, waving hand REMEMBER  BREATH>HARD  THAT  IX=3 
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S(2):                               gaze - tutor 

      11) NOT  USE  IX=3  NOT  USE 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then WB 

      12) getting marker 

 

                     gaze - S(2) 

      13) UNDERSTAND  IX=2 

 

S(1):                            gaze - tutor and WB   

      14) pointing to S on WB, IX=1  KNOW 

 

Tutor:                gaze - WB then S(1) 

      15) pointing to BREATH>HARD 

 

S(1):                                         gaze - WB then tutor 

      16) pointing to BREATH>HARD, IX=1  KNOW 

 

Tutor:         gaze - S(1) 

      17) WHAT  SIGN?  

 

                                                                                        gaze - WB         gaze - S(1) 

      18) pointing to BREATH then HARD (BREATH>HARD) sideways, WHAT  SIGN? 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor and WB (back and forth) 

      19) BREATH  HARD 

 

S(2):            gaze - tutor 

      20) BREATH>HARD 

 

Tutor:                         gaze - S(1) 

      21) waving, NO  NOT>SAY 

 

                                            gaze - WB         gaze - neutral 

      22) pointing to > on WB then tracing ‘>’, BREATH>HARD 
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S(1):            gaze - tutor 

      23) BREATH>HARD 

 

Tutor:  gaze - WB then S(1) 

      24) ONE>SECOND 

                          gaze - WB  gaze - S(1) 

      25) writing BREATH  HARD, WHAT? 

 

S(1):                            gaze - WB then tutor 

      26) BREATH  HARD  BREATH  HARD 

 

Tutor:                                      gaze - S(1) and S(2) 

      27) nodding, BREATH  HARD  FACE  FLAT 

 

S(1):                                            gaze - tutor 

      28) BREATH>HARD  BREATH>HARD 

 

Tutor:                                gaze - WB 

      29) pointing to BREATH>HARD 

 

         gaze - neutral 

      30) BREATH>HARD 

 

     gaze - WB 

      31) DIFFERENT  

 

 _______________________________________________________________ 

      32) pointing to BREATH>HARD and BREATH  HARD back and forth sideways,  

             gaze - S(1) and S(2) 

UNDERSTAND?, nodding 
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3. Classifiers ([S-SURFACE    S-FISH>LAND>ON]) 

[01:16:45:01 - 01:19:46:01] 

 

Tutor:             gaze - WB 

        1) tracing ‘[’ on WB 

 

 gaze - S(1) and S(2) 

        2) waving  

 

_____________________________________________________________________ 

        3) pointing to ‘[’ and ‘]’ back and forth sideways, FOR    [S-LAND  S- FISH>LAND> 

gaze - WB then S(2)  

ON] 

 

S(2):    gaze - tutor 

        4) WITH  FISH 

 

Tutor:                                                                  gaze - S(2) 

        5) REMEMBER  [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON] 

 

 gaze - S(1) 

        6) nodding 

 

S(1):                           gaze - tutor 

        7) KNOW, picking up marker 

 

Tutor:                                                                             gaze - S(1) 

        8) nodding, IX=2  TRY  [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON] 

 

S(1):                gaze - WB 

        9) start writing on WB 

 

Tutor:                   gaze - WB 

      10) SEE  WRITE  FULL 
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                gaze - S(2) then someone behind 

      11) [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON]  FISH 

 

                                                                           gaze - S(2) 

      12) REMEMBER  IX=1  [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON] 

 

 

S(1):                             gaze - wall (ASL-phabet poster) then WB 

      13) looking for S HS and write ‘S’ between ‘[ … ]’ on WB 

 

Tutor:        gaze - WB 

      14) pointing to ‘[’ 

 

S(1):                                      gaze - WB 

      15) start writing where tutor pointing 

 

                                 gaze - wall then WB 

      16) writing ‘[S-FISH  BREATH>HARD]’ 

 

                 gaze - tutor 

      17) giving marker to him 

 

Tutor: gaze - WB 

      18) FISH 

 

 gaze - S(1) and WB (back and forth) 

      19) FISH?  BREATH 

 

                                                             gaze - WB 

      20) NOT, pointing to [S-FISH  BREATH>HARD] 

 

                                                                                                      gaze - S(1) 

      21) IX=1  WANT  [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON]  REMEMBER  IX=2? 

 

                                                                  gaze - S(2) 

      22) ANOTHER  SEE-SEE, giving marker to S(2), TRY 
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S(2):            gaze - tutor 

      23) picking up marker 

 

Tutor:                                gaze - S(1) 

      24) BREATH  BREATH>HARD 

 

                                                         gaze - WB 

      25) THAT, pointing to BREATH>HARD on WB 

 

S(2):            gaze - WB 

      26) picking up eraser 

 

Tutor:                                                                       gaze - S(2) 

      27) STAY>IX=3 to [S-FISH  BREATH>HARD] on WB     

 

                                    gaze - WB then S(2) 

      28) nodding, SECOND, tracing ‘[’, SECOND 

 

                                    gaze - neutral 

      29) [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON] 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor then WB 

      30) writing ‘[S’ 

 

S(1):        gaze - WB then S(2) 

      31) disturbing S(2)’s writing 

 

S(2): gaze - S(1) 

      32) 

 

Tutor:                                                               gaze - S(2) 

      33) S HS with LH, tapping S(2)’s shoulder with RH 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      34) 
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Tutor:          gaze - S(2) 

      35) FIRST with RH 

 

                                                gaze - S(1) 

      36) waving to S(1) for her attention with RH 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      37)  

 

Tutor:                                   gaze - S(1) 

   38) S HS with LH, FIRST with RH 

 

                                                 gaze - HS then S(1) 

      39) S HS with LH, S HS with RH then touching LH 

 

                                               gaze - S(1) 

      40) S HS with LH, REMEMBER with RH 

 

 ________________________________ 

      41) S HS with LH, REMEMBER with RH 

 ________________________________________ 

 S HS with LH, S HS with RH and touching LH 

                                                                                   gaze - S(2) 

 S HS with LH, FIRST  WHAT? and pointing to WB with RH 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      42) LAND 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2)                                           gaze - WB 

      43) nodding, S HS with LH, PUT-DOWN with RH 

 

S(2):                                             gaze - WB 

      44) writing ‘LAND’ on WB besides ‘[S-’ 
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Tutor:  __________________________ _______________________ 

      45) nodding, LAND, S HS with LH, pointing to S HS with RH 

                                     gaze - S(1)  gaze- S(2) 

 S HS with LH, fs-LAND with RH 

 

S(2):  gaze - tutor 

      46) AND? 

 

Tutor:  ______________________________________ 

      47) head shake, S HS with LH, FINISH with RH,  

____________________________________________ 

 [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON] (signing halfway),  

_________________________________________ 

pointing to S-FISH>LAND>ON on LH with RH, 

                                                                                                      gaze - S(2) 

WHAT with LH, S-FISH>LAND>ON with RH (repeating this line again) 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      48) FISH?  

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then WB 

      49) nodding 

 

S(2): gaze - WB 

      50) writing 

 

Tutor: gaze - WB 

      51) 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor (quickly) then WB 

      52) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                             gaze - WB 

      53) ONE  SAME, pointing to S then empty space right beside S-LAND on WB 
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S(2):                                              gaze - WB 

      54) writing ‘S-FISH’ besides ‘S-LAND’ 

 

Tutor:                                                             gaze - WB 

      55) nodding, S HS with RH, NOW  FISH, nodding 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      56) 

 

Tutor:                                        gaze - S(2) 

      57) [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON] 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      58) ON? 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                    gaze - S(2) 

      59) [S-LAND  S-FISH>LAND>ON], S HS with LH, fs-LAND with RH 

 

S(2):    gaze - WB then tutor 

      60) writing ‘>LAND>ON’ 

 

Tutor: gaze - WB                                  gaze - S(2) 

      61) nodding, FINISH, pointing to ‘[’ and trace  

 

S(2): gaze - tutor then WB 

      62) writing ‘]’ 

 

Tutor:            gaze - WB  

      63) “perfect”, GOOD 
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II. First Week of Reading Instruction                                                                             (7/23/03) 

 

A. Guided Reading             [00:49:04:05 - 01:26:30:24] 

 

1. Decoding (HOLLOW = SS5bd) 

[00:59:14:10 – 01:00:58:26] 

 

Tutor:                                           gaze - S(2) then card 

        1) SEE  SIGN, pointing to card with SS5bd 

 

S(2):                                       gaze - tutor then card 

        2) S HS with LH, S HS with RH, 5 location 

 

Tutor:                                               gaze - card 

        3) nods, pointing to movement graphemes 

 

S(2): gaze - card then tutor 

        4) COVER 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then card 

        5) pointing to card 

 

S(2): gaze - card 

        6) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                    gaze - S(2) 

        7) fingers and thumb bend and turn sideways back and forth with wrist (d) 

 

S(2):        gaze - tutor 

        8) DOME (repeat) 

 

Tutor:                                                  gaze - S(1) 

        9) DOME?, tapping S(1)’s leg for attention 
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S(1): gaze - tutor 

      10) 

 

Tutor:                                                                 gaze - S(1) 

      11) IX=3  SAY  MAYBE  GUESS  DOME  SEE-SEE 

 

  gaze - wall (overhead of gloss text) 

      12) SEE  SENTENCE, pointing to wall 

 

S(2): gaze - wall 

      13)  

 

S(1): gaze - wall 

      14)  

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) 

      15) 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      16) 

 

Tutor:                               gaze - S(1) 

      17) waving for attention, “move”  

 

 gaze - overhead (transparent text) 

      18) touching and moving transparent 

 

                     gaze - wall 

      19) pointing to text on wall 

 

S(2):                               gaze - tutor 

      20) tapping his knee for attention 

 

 gaze - wall then tutor 

      21) 

 



294 

Tutor:  gaze - S(2) 

      22) 

 

S(2):                                                                                                                         gaze - tutor 

     23) N HS with LH, S HS with RH, using S to cover N (trying to figure out graphemes) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                             gaze - S(2) 

     24) (not clear due to out of screen) then WILL  DOME  CHANGE  SEE 

 

       gaze - wall then overhead 

     25) changing places closer to wall   

 

S(2):              gaze – overhead  gaze - wall 

      26) moving transparent text 

 

Tutor: gaze - overhead 

      27) “perfect” 

 

                                                                              gaze – wall  ___________________              

      28) pointing to wall, SAY  NIGHT  LETTUCE  WET  (2h)M-SPHERE>FORM  HAVE   

gaze - neutral 

INSIDE 

 

                                                 gaze - wall 

      29) pointing to HOLLOW on wall,  BESIDE 

  

                                   gaze - S(2) then S(1) 

      30) BESIDE  SPIDER  HOME  THAT  IX=3 

 

                   gaze – wall                                                              gaze - S(2) 

      31) pointing to HOLLOW on wall, IX=2  SAY  DOME,  DOME  SEE-SEE 

 

                                          gaze - wall 

      32) pointing to HOME  WATER on wall 
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     gaze - S(1) then hands             gaze - S(2) then hands 

      33) WATER  (2h)C-DROP+  ON  DOME  (2h)C-DROP+ 

  

                 gaze - S(2) 

      34) QUESTION-MARK 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor then wall 

      35) head shake  

 

Tutor: gaze - neutral then S(2) 

      36) “so-so”, SEE 

 

                                                                                       gaze - wall   

      37) SEE-SEE, pointing to (2h)C-DROP+  (2h)S-FILL>UP on wall 

 

                                             gaze - S(2) 

      38) NOW  ACCIDENT  (2h)S-FILL>UP 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      39) BOWL 

 

Tutor:                                                                       gaze - S(2) 

      40) IX=2, nodding “right”, walking, SEE  RIGHT  “right” 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then tutor 

      41) BOWL (repeat)  

 

Tutor: _______________________________________________________________________ 

      42) SEE>IX=3  BOWL  REAL  HOLLOW,  HOLLOW  fs-HOLLOW  EMPTY  HOLLOW 

             gaze - S(1) 

KNOW    EMPTY 

 

                        gaze - wall 

      43) HOLLOW  fs-HOLLOW 
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S(1):                 gaze - tutor then wall 

      44) pointing  to HOLLOW on wall 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) 

      45)  

 

S(1):             gaze - tutor 

      46) (signing not clear)   

 

Tutor: ______________________________________________________________ 

      47) nodding, fs-HOLLOW  HOLLOW  SAME  GROUND  SEE  [S-SURFACE     

                    gaze - S(1) 

      S-GROUND>DITCH] 

 

                                   gaze - S(2) 

      48) SEE  DRIVE  DRIVE>SHAKE 

 

 ________________________________________________________ 

      49) “kind of”, fs-OR, pointing to neutral space, DIRT  GROUND,  AREA     

                                                    gaze - neutral and S(2) (back and forth) 

[S-SURFACE  S-GROUND>DITCH]  THAT  fs-HOLLOW  DITCH 

 

_____________________________________________________________ 

      50) IX=3  SAY  IN  LETTUCE  HAVE  HOLLOW.  HAPPEN  (2h)C-DROP+ 

                                                                   gaze - S(2) 

(2h)S-FILL>UP  (2h)F-CIRCLE>TINY  fs-LAKE 

 

                     gaze - hand 

      51) (2h)F-CIRCLE>TINY 

 

                                                                                                                gaze - wall 

      52) SEE, pointing to wall, walking toward wall, pointing to (2h)F-CIRCLE>TINY 

 

 ________________________________________________________________ 

      53) F HS with RH, (2h)F-CIRCLE>TINY  SMALL  SPIDER  POS=3  fs-LAKE     
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gaze - S(2) 

POS=3 

 

 gaze - S(1) 

      54) fs-LAKE 
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2. Conventions - Classifiers ([S-SURFACE    F-MOON>RISE]) 

[01:02:37:38 - 01:02:57:20] 

 

(S(1) reading aloud sentence (signing) making error with [S-SURFACE  F-MOON>RISE]) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) and wall (back and forth) 

        1) NOW, pointing to sentence on wall 

 

S(1): gaze - wall then tutor 

        2) MOON 

 

S(2):              gaze - S(1) 

        3) disturbs something 

 

S(1): gaze - S(2) 

        4) “stop” 

 

                              gaze - wall 

        5) MOON  MOON  SURFACE 

 

                                                    gaze - tutor 

        6) SURFACE?  [S-SURFACE  J-SIT>ON] 

 

Tutor:                                                                      gaze - S(1) 

        7) pointing to sentence on wall, head shake, ONE  SIGN 

 

                                                                             gaze - wall  gaze - S(1) 

        8) (2h)F-BRACKET on wall similar to text (miniature sign) 

 

S(1): gaze - wall and tutor (back and forth) 

       9) [S-SURFACE  F-MOON>ON] 

 

Tutor:                gaze - S(1)                             gaze - wall 

      10) nods (as a question), pointing to sentence on wall 
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         gaze - S(1) then S(2) 

      11) WHAT>MEAN  fs-RISE? 

 

(then the tutor explains what ‘rise’ mean thereafter) 
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3. Classifiers ((2h)T-FLY>ABOUT) 

[01:06:05:14 - 01:07:13:19] 

 

(S(2) reading aloud several sentences until GARDEN) 

 

                                                                               gaze - wall 

        1) GARDEN  fs-MOTH  WAKE, T-HOLD>STILL with RH 

 

                                                            gaze - tutor 

        2) [T-SURFACE  L-FLOW>OVER], head shake 

 

Tutor:                             gaze - S(2) then wall  gaze - S(2) 

        3) pointing to (2h) then sideways to right 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then tutor 

        4) T-HOLD>STILL 

  

Tutor:                                                              gaze - S(2) then wall  gaze - S(2) 

        5) nods, TWO with LH, pointing to sentence on wall with RH 

 

S(2):                                                                                                  gaze - tutor 

        6) T-HOLD>STILL (changing palm orientation from flat to side upwards) 

 

                            gaze - wall then tutor 

        7) (2h)T-HOLD>STILL (side upwards) 

 

Tutor:               gaze - S(2) then wall  gaze - S(2) 

        8) pointing to FLY besides ‘T-’ 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then tutor 

       9) (2h)T-FLICK 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                 gaze - S(2) then wall 

      10) T HS with LH, T HS with RH, SEE, pointing to (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT on wall 
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S(2):                 gaze - tutor then wall 

      11) OH-I-SEE, tapping tutor’s arm 

 

   gaze - tutor 

      12) FLY (repeat) 

 

Tutor:      gaze - S(2) then wall 

      13) pointing to (2h)T-FLY 

 

          gaze - S(2) 

      14) “yeah”, nodding 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor then wall 

       15) FLY (repeat) 

 

Tutor: _________________________________________________________________ 

      16) wave to S(2) for attention, fs-MOTH  KNOW  LOOK+LIKE  fs-MOTH?  HOW     

              gaze - S(2) 

FLY  HOW  IX=3? 

 

S(2):                                            gaze - tutor 

      17) fs-MOTH  (2h)T-FLY>SHOULDER 

 

Tutor:                                                        gaze - S(2) 

      18) BIRD  FLY  fs-MOTH  FLY?  (fly like bird) 

 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      19) head shake 

 

Tutor:                                                                              gaze - S(2) 

      20) LOOK+LIKE  fs-MOTH  DO-DO  EXPLAIN  IX=2  FLY 

 

S(2):                                                                                  gaze - tutor 

      21) KNOW  ALMOST  SAME  (2h)-FLY  (fly like moth, repeat) 
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Tutor:     gaze - S(2)                      gaze - wall 

      22) THAT  IX=2, pointing to (2h)T-FLY 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then tutor 

      23)  

 

Tutor:                                    gaze - wall then S(2) 

      24) BETTER  (2h)T-FLY  NOT  FLY  BIRD 

 

S(2):                                                                    gaze - tutor and wall (back and forth) 

      25) (2h)T-FLY  (2h)T-HOLD>STILL, pointing to (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT on wall 

 

Tutor:   gaze - S(2) then wall 

      26) nods, pointing to wall 

 

                                                                                           gaze - S(2) 

      27) WHAT>MEAN  fs-ABOUT?  REMEMBER  IX=2  YESTERDAY 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor and wall (back and forth) 

      28) ABOUT (different meaning) 

 

Tutor:                                      gaze - S(2) 

      29) YESTERDAY  ABOUT (around) 

 

S(2):                        gaze - tutor  gaze - wall 

      30) self corrected to ABOUT 

 

Tutor:      gaze - S(2) then wall 

      31) NOW, pointing to wall 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      32) ABOUT 

 

Tutor:                                                          gaze - S(2) 

      33) DO-DO  NOW  IX=2  (2h)T-WING  DO-DO 
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S(2):                                           gaze - tutor 

      34) (2h)T-WING  (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) and wall (back and forth) 

      35) IX=2  “yes”  GOOD, nodding 

 

S(2):                                                                                                 gaze - wall 

      36) (2h)T-FLY>ABOUT  SEARCH  FOR  OTHER  fs-MOTHS  FINISH 

 

 gaze – tutor 

      37) 

 

Tutor:                                        gaze - S(2) 

      38) UNDERSTAND  UNDERSTAND  
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B. Comparative Analysis      [00:24:26:19 - 00:49:04:04] 

 

1. Proper Noun (IX=__ and he/she)           

[00:29:11:21 - 00:29:58:05] 

 

(S(2) thinks S(1) made mistake with her comparative analysis assignment) 

 

S(2):                                     gaze - paper 

        1) tapping pencil toward tutor’s hand 

 

Tutor:          gaze - paper 

        2) pointing to paper 

 

S(2):                           gaze - tutor 

        3) WRONG, pointing to paper 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

        4)  

 

S(2):      gaze - tutor 

        5) UNDERLINE 

 

Tutor: gaze - paper then S(2) 

        6)  

 

S(2):                          gaze - tutor 

        7) BECAUSE  fs-IX  KNOW 

 

                                         gaze - paper 

        8) SAME, pointing to paper with pencil 

 

Tutor: gaze - paper then S(2) 

        9)  

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      10) WRONG 



305 

S(1):                                                                                     gaze - S(2) 

      11) NOT  SAME  fs-IX, tracing ‘=’ with two fingers (IX=2), IX=2 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor (does not gaze at S(1) at all) 

      12) UNDERLINE, head shake 

 

Tutor:                                     gaze - S(2) 

      13) [Q-HALF>CYLINDER    IX=3] 

 

S(2):      gaze - tutor                             gaze - paper 

      14) UNDERLINE, pointing to paper with pencil 

 

Tutor:                   gaze - paper then S(2) 

      15) NO  DIFFERENT  DIFFERENT 

 

S(2):           gaze - tutor then paper 

      16) pointing to paper with pencil 

 

Tutor:                              gaze - paper 

      17) SPELLING, pointing to paper 

 

S(2):                             gaze - tutor 

      18) pointing to paper with pencil 

 

Tutor: __________________________________________________________________ 

      19) SAME, nodding, F-CIRCLE  BUT  NOT  SPELLING  SAME  (S(2) missed last  

        gaze - S(2) 

two sign words) 

 

S(2):                                              gaze - S(1) 

      20) tapping on S(1)’s arm for her attention 

 

S(1): gaze - S(2)’s hand and tutor (back and forth) 

      21) 
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S(2):  gaze - S(1)  gaze - paper 

      22) REAL  IX=3  SAME 

 

                 gaze - S(1) 

      23) fs-SHE  fs-IT  fs-HE 

 

S(1): _____________________________________________________________________ 

      24) KNOW  BUT  IX=3  NOT  fs-IX, head shake, fs-IX  EQUAL  THREE  NOT,  

 gaze - S(2) 

head shake 

 

S(2): gaze - S(1) then paper 

      25) pointing to paper 

 

S(1):                        gaze - paper 

      26) KNOW, pointing to paper 

 

S(2):            gaze - S(1) 

      27) pointing to paper 

 

S(1):                                           gaze - S(2) 

      28) ENGLISH  NOT  “see what I mean” 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

      29) SAME 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      30) 

 

Tutor: ______________________________________________________________ 

      31) [Q-HALF>CYLINDER  IX=3]  [Q-HALF>CYLINDER  IX=3]  ALMOST     

 ________________________________________________________________ 

SAME  fs-IT  fs-SHE  fs-HER  fs-HE  SAME  BUT  SPELLING  DIFFERENT 

              gaze - S(2) 

SEE  fs-HE  fs-IX= 
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S(1): gaze - tutor then S(2) 

      32) “I told you so” 

 

S(2):   gaze - tutor  gaze - paper 

      33) F-CIRCLE 

 

Tutor:                                                gaze - S(2) 

      34) F-CIRCLE, wave S(2) for her attention 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      35) 

 

Tutor:                                                               gaze - S(2) 

      36) UNDERLINE  ONLY  fs-IF  SPELLING  SAME 

 

S(2): gaze - paper 

      37) start writing 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

      38) MUST 

 

 gaze - paper 

      39) GOOD 

 

(tutor reading the rest of the paper) 
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2. Verb – Tense (go and went) 

[00:42:31:05 - 00:43:01:22] 

 

S(1):                                      gaze - paper 

        1) writing gloss to English translation 

 

     gaze - tutor 

        2) thinking, SEE 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) then paper 

        3) pointing to paper 

 

S(1): gaze - paper 

        4) fs-SHE 

 

Tutor:         gaze - paper 

        5) pointing to paper 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

        6) head shake 

 

 gaze - S(2)’s paper 

        7) touching paper 

 

Tutor:                                                                      gaze - paper  gaze - S(1) 

        8) pointing to paper IX=3>MOVE>IX=3 (miniature sign) 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

        9) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1)         gaze - paper 

      10) SEE  SEE, pointing to paper 

 

S(1): gaze - paper 

      11) 
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Tutor:                                                                                    gaze - paper 

      12) pointing to paper, MOVE, pointing to paper with different spots 

 

S(1): gaze - paper 

      13) nodding 

 

Tutor:                gaze - paper  gaze - S(1) 

      14) pointing another spot 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      15) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                                            gaze – S(2) 

      16) GO>IX=3  REMEMBER  ENGLISH  WHAT  GO>IX=3  WRITE  WHAT GO>IX=3? 

 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      17) fs-GOING 

 

Tutor:                        gaze - S(1) 

      18) ANOTHER  ANOTHER 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor then S(1) 

      19) fs-WENT 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor (does not gaze at S(2) at all) 

      20) fs-GO 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) 

      21) WHAT? 

 

S(1):                              gaze - tutor 

      22) self corrected then fs-WENT 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) 

      23) THAT 
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3. Articles 

[00:48:00:12 - 00:48:34:08] 

 

Tutor:                                                                               gaze - paper 

        1) pointing to paper, using the check mark on paper with pencil 

 

S(2): gaze - paper 

        2) 

 

Tutor:                                                             gaze - paper 

        3) “perfect”, pointing to paper with 4 different spots 

 

 gaze - S(2) 

        4) ONE 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

        5)  

 

Tutor:   gaze - S(2) 

        6) ONE  MISS 

 

S(2): gaze - paper 

        7)  

 

Tutor: gaze - paper then cards 

        8) organizing with cards 

 

S(2): gaze - cards 

        9) 

 

Tutor:                                                   gaze - S(2) 

      10) waving S(2) for attention, pointing to card 

 

S(2):     gaze - card 

      11) DIFFERENT 
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Tutor: gaze - paper then card 

      12) 

 

                    gaze - S(2) 

      13) pointing to card, FINE 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      14) 

 

Tutor: _____________________________________________________________ 

      15) FINE “perfect”, pointing to card, head shake, AND  IX=2  FORGET  ONE     

                        gaze - S(2) 

ENGLISH  POS=3  ADD 

 

S(2): gaze - paper 

      16) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                gaze - paper  gaze - S(2) 

      17) ENGLISH  POS=3, pointing to paper (each word in sentence) 

 

S(2): gaze - paper then tutor 

      18) fs-A 

 

Tutor:          gaze - S(2) 

      19) THAT, nodding 

 

S(2):                          gaze - paper 

      20) writing adding ‘a’ on paper 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then paper 

      21) nodding 

 

gaze - S(2) 

     22) FINISH 
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III. Last Week of Reading Instruction                                                                                (7/30/03) 

A. Comparative Analysis                               [00:27:53:07 - 00:43:32:09] 

1. Verb – tense (do and did) 

[00:30:47:28 – 00:31:32:19] 

 

(S(1) was exciting and approached to the tutor letting him know that she can do the task) 

 

S(1):                                gaze - WB 

        1) writing – underline something 

 

Tutor:  gaze - WB then S(1) 

        2) YES  ONE+MORE 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor then WB 

        3)  

 

Tutor:                                                                                                             gaze - S(1) then WB 

        4) ONE+MORE, tapping S(1)’s shoulder for attention then self corrected to TWO+MORE 

 

S(1): gaze - WB then tutor 

        5) writing – underline 

 

Tutor:                              gaze - S(1)  gaze -WB 

        6) ONE+MORE  ONE+MORE 

 

S(1):               gaze - WB 

        7) writing – underline 

 

Tutor:                       gaze - S(1) then S(2) 

        8) nodding, PAST  PAST  fs-TENSE  

 

S(2):                          gaze - WB then tutor 

        9) disturb trying to get tutor’s attention 
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S(1): gaze - S(2) 

      10) 

 

S(2): gaze - WB 

      11) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then WB 

      12) RIGHT? 

 

S(2): gaze - WB then underneath it 

      13)  

 

S(1): gaze - WB then S(2) 

      14) 

 

Tutor:  gaze - S(1) 

      15) GOOD 

 

S(1):     gaze - back of WB 

      16) word list on the back 

 

Tutor:                                                                                      gaze - S(1) 

      17) waving for attention, tapping S(1)’s hand and body for attention 

 

S(2): gaze - S(1) then camera then S(1) 

      18) tapping S(1) for attention 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      19) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                 gaze - S(1) 

      20) WAIT, getting marker from S(1), tapping S(2)’s shoulder for attention 

 

S(2): gaze - S(1) then tutor 

      21) 
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Tutor:                   gaze - S(2) 

      22) HAVE  ONE+MORE 

 

                                                                                                       gaze - S(1) 

      23) THREE>IX=1  NOT-YET  DISCUSS  REAL  ONE+MORE  PAST  SEE  

 

               gaze - WB 

      24) writing – underline 

 

S(1): gaze - WB then tutor 

      25) 

 

S(2): gaze - WB then tutor 

      26) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1)  gaze - S(2) 

      27) fs-DO  fs-DO 

 

S(1): gaze - WB 

      28) 

 

Tutor:                                      gaze - S(1) 

      29) waving at S(1) to get her attention 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      30) 

 

Tutor:                  gaze - S(1) 

      31) WATCH>IX=1  fs-D 

 

S(1): gaze - WB then tutor 

      32)  

 

Tutor:                                                                                                                      gaze - S(1) 

      33) fs-DO, head shake, fs-DID  THAT  PAST  TOO, pointing to ‘did’ on WB, nodding 



315 

 

                         gaze - S(2) 

      34) REALLY  MANY  PAST     

 

          gaze - WB and S(1) (back and forth) 

      35) SAME  PAST  SAME  SEE  fs-ED  fs-ED 
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2. Irregular Verb (word list - tense) 

[00:35:23:19 – 00:36:24:27] 

 

S(1):       gaze - WB 

       1) writing on WB 

 

Tutor:                    gaze - WB 

       2) NOW, pointing to WB 

 

S(1):   gaze - tutor 

       3) 

 

Tutor:                                                                                                     gaze - S(1) 

       4) DIFFEREENT  NOT  fs-ED, head shake, pointing to WB with his thumb 

 

S(1): gaze - WB 

       5) 

 

Tutor:  gaze - WB 

       6) 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

       7) 

 

Tutor: ________________________________________________________________ 

       8) head shake, DO-DO  PAST  IX=1  WANT  CHANGE  LITTLE-BIT  CHANGE     

                gaze - S(1) 

FOR  PAST  HOW? 

 

S(1): gaze - WB then tutor 

        9) “do not know”  

 

Tutor:              gaze - S(1) 

      10) fs-BENT, nodding 
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S(1): gaze - WB 

      11) writing 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) and neutral place (back and forth)  gaze - WB 

      12) THAT  fs-D  CHANGE  fs-T  STRANGE 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor then WB 

      13) 

 

S(1): gaze - WB 

      14) writing 

 

Tutor:                                                gaze - WB then S(1)  gaze - S(2) 

      15) pointing to WB, THAT, pointing to WB, nodding 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      16) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S2 then WB 

      17) COME  fs-CAME 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      18) 

 

Tutor:                                         gaze - S(1) and WB (back and forth) 

      19) head shake, waving to S(1) with LH, pointing to WB, fs-ING 

 

 __________________________________________________________________                                                                                                                          

      20) tapping S(1) arm, POS=2  FAVORITE  fs-ING (several times)  REALLY  fs-ING     

 

                             gaze - S(1)  _______________________________________                                                           

           DIFFERENT  ANOTHER  PAST  PAST  “umm”  PAST  fs-GO  CHANGE     

            gaze - WB then S1 

PAST  fs-WENT  
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S(1): gaze - WB 

      21) writing 

 

Tutor:                       gaze - WB and S(1) (back and forth)  

      22) THAT, nodding, pointing to WB, STAY, nodding 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor then WB 

      23) nodding 

 

 gaze - S(1) and WB (back and forth) 

      24) “next”  PAST?  HAVE  “yes!” 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      25)  

 

Tutor:                     gaze - S(1) 

      26) GOOD  KNOW  IX=2 

 

S(1):             gaze - S(2) 

      27) giving her marker 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2)                     gaze - S1 

      28) nodding, RIGHT  PAST (repeat) 

 

(Tutor explaining to S(1) that they will talk about “ing” other time) 
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3. Verb – Tense (do not) 

[00:41:31:05 – 00:42:29:13]  

 

Tutor:                                                                                          gaze - S1  _____________ 

        1) SOMETIME, waving to S(1) with LH, SOMETIME  ENGLISH  SEE, pointing to  

gaze - WB and S(1) (back and forth) 

WB, SHOULD  fs-DID? 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor then WB 

        2) writing on WB 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor and WB (back and forth) 

        3) head shake 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) and WB (back and forth) 

        4) SAME-IDEA, “hey” 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

        5) 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

        6) 

 

Tutor:                                                                  gaze - S(1) and S(2) (back and forth) 

        7) NOW  fs-DID  SHOULD?, pointing to WB, NOT  WHY?  ENGLISH  SAY,  

        gaze - WB  _______________________________________________ 

pointing to WB, BEFORE, nodding, fs-SHE  KNOW  BEFORE  HAPPEN     

                                                                          gaze - S(1) and WB (back and forth) 

BEFORE  HAPPEN  BUT  SPIDER  SELF>IX=3  fs-DO  NOT  EAT  LETTUCE 

  

S(1):                              gaze - tutor 

        8) signing something (cannot see) 

 

Tutor:        gaze - S(1) 

        9) IX=2, nodding 
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                      gaze - S(2) 

      10) IX=3  SAY  SHOULD? 

 

S(1):         gaze - WB 

      11) pointing to WB 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) and WB (back and forth) 

      12) NO>IX=2 (repeat), head shake 

 

S(1):                    gaze - WB then tutor 

      13) pointing to different spot on WB 

 

Tutor:                   gaze - S(1) and S(2) (back and forth) 

      14) nodding, fs-OK, tapping S(2) shoulder with LH 

 

 ___________________________________________________________________ 

      15) WHY with RH, IX=3  fs-DID  NOT  SAY  fs-DID  WHY  IX=3  FOR  GENERAL 

 ___________________________________________________________________ 

   fs-ALL  SPIDER  DO-NOT  EAT  THEN  LEAVE  PRESENT  fs-DO  NOT  EAT 

 gaze - S(2) 

CAN     

 

 gaze - S(1) 

      16) LEAVE 

 

                                                           gaze - S(2)  __________________________ 

      17) fs-DID  MEAN  BEFORE  HAPPEN  SPIDER  NOT  EAT, head shake, STILL     

 ____________________________________________________________________ 

NOW  STILL  SINCE-THEN  FROM-NOW-ON  ALWAYS  WOULD-NOT  EAT 

 ____________________________________________________________________ 

LETTUCE  THAT  WHY  fs-DO  LEAVE  UNDERSTAND+?  MEAN  ENGLISH 

gaze – S(1) and S(2) (back and forth) 

SAME  ADJUST, nodding 
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B. Guided Reading                  (7/31/03) 

              [00:12:34:17-01:08:48:15] 

1. Decoding ((2h)P-HOLD>LOSE) 

[00:44:18:14 – 00:45:33:15] 

 

(S(1) reading the text until she reached SPIDER)  

 

S(1):                 gaze - wall then tutor 

        1) SPIDER  (2h)P-HOLD  IX=3 

 

Tutor:                                                                                         gaze - S(1) then wall 

        2) pointing to wall, WHAT  MEAN  fs-LOSE?  MEAN  fs-LOSE, head shake 

 

                                   gaze - someone behind 

        3) THINK  IX=3  DO-NOT-KNOW  fs-LOSE 

 

S(1): gaze - RB then tutor 

        4) taking RB 

 

Tutor:                                     gaze - S(1) then WB 

        5) SEE-SEE, nodding, IX=2  SEE-SEE  TRY 

 

S(1):                                               gaze - RB       gaze - tutor 

        6) rolling over pages looking for ‘LOSE’, “do not know” 

 

Tutor: gaze - someone behind then S(1) 

        7) SEE  GRAPHEME 

 

S(1)                                                         gaze - tutor 

        8) fs-LOSE, then signing something (cannot see) 

 

Tutor:                       gaze - S(1) 

        9) fs-LOSE (several times) 

 

S(1):            gaze - tutor 

      10) DO-NOT-KNOW 
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Tutor:                                                                                                           gaze - RB 

      11) picking up RB and rolling the pages, nodding, tapping S(1) for her attention 

 

                                    gaze - S(1) 

      12) d “that is”, showing RB to S(1) 

 

S(1):                                                                                             gaze - RB  gaze - tutor 

      13) DO-NOT-KNOW, looking at graphemes and signing out SS5d (repeat) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1)  gaze - tutor 

      14) little nod  

 

S(1): gaze - wall 

      15) 

 

Tutor: _____________________________________________________________ 

      16) pointing to wall, P-HOLD>LOSE with LH, WATER with RH, [P-HOLD   

                        gaze - wall 

   L-WAVE>FORWARD] 

  

S(1):                                            gaze - tutor 

      17) (2h)P-HOLD  (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE 

 

Tutor:                                                                gaze - S(1) 

      18) THAT  IX=2, nod, fs-DO, signing LOSE halfway 

 

S(1):                         gaze - tutor 

      19) (2h)S-SURFACE>FALL 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(1) 

      20) SIGN? 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor 

      21) LOSE 
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Tutor:  gaze - S(1)  gaze - someone behind then S(1) 

      22) IX=2, nodding, GOOD 

 

S(1): gaze - wall then tutor 

      23) POS=1  LOSE 

 

Tutor:                         gaze - S(1)         gaze - wall 

      24) NOW  WHAT  HAPPEN, pointing to wall 

 

S(1): gaze - tutor then wall 

      25) LOSE 

 

Tutor:                                  gaze - S(1) 

      26) pointing to wall, (2h)P-HOLD 

 

S(1):                            gaze - wall then tutor 

      27) (2h)P-HOLD  (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE 

 

Tutor:                                          gaze - S(1) 

      28) (2h)P-HOLD>LOSE  THAT  IX=2 

 

(Then S(1) continue reading the text)  
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2. Decoding (ESCAPE) 

[00:53:58:26 – 00:55:38:15] 

 

(S(2) reading text until she reached ESCAPE) 

 

S(2):  gaze - tutor 

        1) CONTACT (?) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) then wall 

        2) little nod 

 

S(2): gaze - wall 

        3) 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

        4) TRY 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

        5)  

 

Tutor:                                                                  gaze - S(2) 

        6) SEE  [S-SURFACE  J-ADRIFT]  TRY  WHAT? 

 

 gaze - wall then S(1) 

        7) pointing to wall 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then RB 

        8) 

 

Tutor:   gaze - RB 

        9) SEE  IX=2 

 

S(2):        gaze - RB 

      10) looking at RB 
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Tutor: gaze - S(2) 

      11) GOOD 

 

S(2): gaze - RB then tutor 

      12) pointing to RB 

 

Tutor: gaze - S(2) and RB 

      13) nodding 

 

S(2):                                                          gaze - S(1) 

      14) fs-ESCAPE  IX=2  KNOW   WHAT-MEAN? 

 

Tutor:                             gaze - S(2) 

      15) “hold” (to S(1)), head shake 

 

S(2): gaze - RB then tutor 

      16) CHECK 

 

Tutor:                                                  gaze - RB and S(2) (back and forth)  gaze S(2) then RB 

      17) OH-I-SEE  KNOW  DO-NOT  ASK>IX=3  CHEAT  SELF>IX=2, pointing to RB 

 

S(2):                                                               gaze - tutor 

      18) IX=3  SAY  NOT  KNOW  WHAT-MEAN  IX=3 

 

Tutor:             gaze - S(2) 

      19) “oh”  MISS  IX=3 

 

S(2): gaze - RB then tutor 

      20) 

 

Tutor:         gaze - RB 

      21) pointing to RB 

 

S(2):                                                                                                          gaze - RB 

      22) looking at RB, signing out S with LH and C with RH, DISCUSS (repeat) 
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Tutor: gaze - S(2) then RB 

      23) pointing to RB 

 

S(2):                                                                                          gaze - RB 

      24) DISCUSS, pointing to RB, nodding, S with LH and C with RH 

 

Tutor:                                          gaze - S(2) 

      25) pointing to RB with RH, a with LH 

 

S(2):                                                     gaze – RB  gaze - tutor 

      26) S with LH, STAY with RH, IX=3  STAY 

 

Tutor:        gaze - S(2) then RB 

      27) nodding, pointing to RB 

 

S(2):                                                                        gaze - tutor 

      28) signing out SS4ae (not an actual sign), DISCUSS 

 

Tutor:                                                                                             gaze - S(2) 

      29) WAIT  DISCUSS  “or”  SS4ae  SEE  THAT, pointing to wall 

 

S(1):                                                                       gaze - overhead 

      30) using pen to show where on transparent sheet of gloss text 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then S(1) 

      31) FINISH 

 

Tutor: gaze – S(1) then wall 

      32) waving for attention 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      33) 

 

Tutor: gaze - wall then S(2) 

      34) SPIDER  TRY 
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S(2): gaze - wall then tutor 

      35) 

  

Tutor:                                                         gaze - S(2) 

      36) [S-SURFACE  J-ADRIFT]  TRY  WHAT? 

 

S(2): gaze - wall and tutor (back and forth) 

      37)  

 

Tutor:                                                             gaze - S(2) 

      38) S with LH, C with RH (circle them in motion) 

 

S(2):                                                      gaze – tutor  gaze – RB then tutor 

      39) [S-SURFACE  C-WALK>ON>WIGGLE] 

 

Tutor:                                   gaze – S(2)  ____________________________________ 

      40) MOVE>FORWARD  a  HOW, S with LH, STAY with RH, [S-SURFACE     

 gaze – hand then S(2) 

C-PERSON]     

 

S(2):                                                                                                             gaze - tutor 

      41) [S-SURFACE  C-PERSON>ON]  [S-SURFACE  C-WALK>ON>SLOW]  

 

Tutor:                                                   gaze - S(2) 

      42) [S-SURFACE  N-MOVE>FORWARD] 

 

S(2):                                                  gaze - tutor 

      43) [S-SURFACE  C-MOVE>FORWARD] 

 

Tutor:                       gaze - S(2) 

      44) S with LH, d with RH 

 

S(2):                            gaze - RB then tutor  gaze - RB  

      45) [S-SURFACE  C-BIG>CIRCLE+] 
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Tutor: gaze - wall the S(2) 

      46) TRY 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      47) 

 

Tutor: __________________________________________________________________ 

      48) SEE  SCARE  SPIDER  RIGHT  [S-SURFACE  J-ADRIFT]+  DO-DO WANT  

        gaze - S(2) 

(repeat) 

 

S(2):                                                         gaze - tutor 

      49) [S-SURFACE  C-CIRCLE+]  (2h)C-RUN+ 

Tutor:                                                                               gaze - S(2) 

      50) WOMAN  SEE>IX=1  SEE  SCARE  IX=1  DO-DO  IX=1 

 

S(2): gaze - tutor 

      51) ESCAPE 

 

Tutor:       gaze - S(2) 

      52) IX=2, nodding 

 

S(2): gaze - wall then tutor 

      53) ESCAPE 

 

Tutor:          gaze - wall and S(2) (back and forth) 

      54) nodding, TRY  ESCAPE, pointing to wall 

 

                         gaze - S(2) then S(1) then wall 

      55) fs-ESCAPE  ESCAPE  fs-ESCAPE ESCAPE 
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3. Classifiers (M-HOLD>LETTUCE>CAREFUL) 

[01:02:38:15 – 01:02:51:28] 

 

(S(2) read aloud the text until she reached M-HOLD>LETTUCE>CAREFULLY) 

 

S(2):                                                                                                                gaze - wall 

        1) LETTUCE  (2h)M-LETTUCE  SOFT  LETTUCE  (2h)M-LETTUCE>DOWN 

 

Tutor:                                                              gaze - S(2) 

        2) (2h)M-HOLD>LETTUCE>CAREFUL  KNOW 

 

S(2):  gaze - tutor 

        3) SOFT 

 

Tutor:         gaze - wall 

        4) pointing to wall 

 

S(2): gaze - wall 

        5)  

 

Tutor:                                                gaze - S(2) 

        6) (2h)M-HOLD>LETTUCE>CAREFUL 

 

S(2):                                                                         gaze - tutor 

        7) BECAUSE  NOT  WANT  MAKE  SPIDER  SCARED 

 

Tutor: ______________________________________________________________                                                                                                                            

        8) nodding, NOT  SAY  SOFT  NOT  HAVE-TO   (2h)M-HOLD>LETTUCE> 

gaze - S(2)  gaze - wall 

CAREFUL 

  

S(2): gaze - wall 

       9) 

 

(S(2) continued read aloud the remaining of the text) 
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APPENDIX E: DOCUMENTS OF CURRICULUM-BASED ASSESSMENT AND POST-

TUTORIAL ASSESSMENT 
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I. Curriculum-Based Assessment #1 

A. ASL-phabet Probe S(1) 
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B. ASL-phabet Probe S(2) 
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C. Running Records S(2) using Nersesian’s Formula 

 

 

 

 



334 

D. Running Records S(2) using Clay’s Formula 
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E. Running Records S(1) using Clay’s Formula 
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F. Running Records S(1) using Nersesian’s Formula 

 

 

 

 



337 

II. Curriculum-Based Assessment #2 

A. Running Records S(1) using Nersesian’s Formula 
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B. Running Records S(1) using Clay’s Formula 
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C. Running Records S(2) using Clay’s Formula 
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D. Running Records S(2) using Nersesian’s Formula 
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E. ASL-phabet Probe S(2) 
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F. ASL-phabet Probe S(1) 
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III. Curriculum-Based Assessment #3 

A. ASL-phabet Probe S(1) 
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B. ASL-phabet Probe S(2) 
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C. Running Records S(2) using Clay’s Formula 
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D. Running Records S(2) using Nersesian’s Formula 
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E. Running Records S(1) using Nersesian’s Formula 
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F. Running Records S(1) using Clay’s Formula 
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IV. Post-Tutorial Assessment 

A. ASL-phabet Probe S(1) 
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B. ASL-phabet Probe S(2) 
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C. Word Identification Fluency S(1) 
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D. Word Identification Fluency S(2) 

 

 



357 

E. Running Records S(2) 
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F. Running Records S(1) 
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G. Retelling and Comprehension Questions (Gloss) S(1) 
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H. Retelling and Comprehension Questions (Gloss) S(2) 
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I. Retelling and Comprehension Questions (English) S(2) 
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J. Retelling and Comprehension Questions (English) S(1) 
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I. Human Subjects Letter of Approval 
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